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PREFACE 

On April 5, 1990, following receipt of a request from the. Senate Committee on 
Finance and a similar request from tht: House Committee on Ways and Means, 1 and in 
accordance with section 332(g) of the Tariff Act of'1930 (19 U.S.C. 1332(g)), the U.S. 
International Trade Commission instituted investigation No. 332-291, Tuna: Competitive 
Conditions Affecting the U.S. and European Tuna Industries in Domestic and Foreign 
Markets, for the purpose of providing information on the tuna industries and markets of 
the United States, the European Community, and other foreign countries and regions. 
In addition, the Committees requested a description and assessment of the competitive 
effects on U.S. and foreign tuna industries of the following: tariffs and other trade 
barriers encountered by. U.S. or third-country exporters; and EC fishery agreements with 
nations and island states in the Indian Ocean and elsewhere, that may restrict access of 
U .S.-flag tuna vessels to tuna resources within the waters of such nations and island 
states. This assessment includes, inter alia, an evaluation of the likely competitive effects 
on U.S. and European production and trade of an equalization of U.S. and EC tariffs 
and other trade barriers in the markets for raw and canned tuna. 

Notice of the investigation and public hearing w~·s given by posting copies of the 
notice of investigation at the Office of the Secretary, United States International Trade 
Commission, Washington, DC, and by publishing the notice in the Federal Register (55 
F.R. 14491).2 

A public hearing was held in connection with this investigation on August 16, 1990, 
in the Commission Hearing Room in 'Washington, DC, at which all interested persons 
were given an opportunity to present views and information.3 

The Committees requested that the Commission report the results of its investigation 
not later than December 3, 1990. . 

1 The letters of request are reproduced in app. A. 
2 A copy of the Commission's Notice of Investigation is reproduced in app. B. 
3 The calendar of the. public hearing i.s reproduced. as ~pp. C. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report is in response to a rec;uest the Commission received on March 2, 1990 
from the Senate Committee on Finance and on .March 13, 1990, from the House 
Committee on Ways & Means concerning the competitive condition of the U.S. and 
European canned tuna industries in domestic and foreign markets. Specifically, the 
Committees requested as much information as the Commission can provide on the 
following: 

(a) certain economic, technological, and financial information on the tuna industries 
and markets of the United States and the European Community; and 

(b) to the extent possible, a description and assessment of the competitive effects on 
U.S. and foreign tuna industries of ( 1) tariffs and other trade barriers 
encountered by U.S. or- third-country exporters and (2) EC fishery agreements 
with nations and island states in the Indian Ocean and elsewhere that may 
restrict .access of U.S.-flag tuna vessels to tuna resources within the waters of 
such nations and island states. 

The Commission also sought to evaluate the likely competitive effects on U.S. and 
European production and trade of an equalization of U.S. and EC tariffs in the markets 
for raw and canned tuna. 

Information was obtained from U.S. and foreign government sources; U.S. and 
foreign academic institutions; the United Nations; the EC Commission; industry trade 
associations; written submissions from interested parties; Commission staff fieldwork; 
and a questionnaire survey of domestic tuna harvesters, processors, and importers. 

The study updates and extends the information presented in two previous 
Commission investigations, Inv. No. TA-201-53, Certain Canned Tuna Fish (August 
1984), and Inv. No. 332-258, Competitive Conditions in the U.S. Tuna Industry 
(October 1986). The first of those investigations examined alleged injury from increased 
imports of canned tuna; the second assessed the economic condition of the industry in 
the 2 years following the section 201 investigation (section 201 of the Trade Act of 1974, 
19 U.S.C. 2251), focusing on the role played by imported raw and canned tuna in the 
U.S. market and on the economic structure and performance of the foreign industries 
(Asian and Mexican producers) that supply raw and canned tuna to the U.S. market. 
The present investigation updates the information on the state of the U.S. industry and 
market and extends the analysis to Europe, the world's second largest market for canned 
tuna. The links between the United States and European industries include similar tuna 
resources, investment in EC processing by U.S. processors, and a significant reliance on 
third-country suppliers (e.g., Thailand) for the supply of canned tuna to the respective 
domestic market. 

The principal findings of the study regarding the U.S. industry are summarized 
below: 

1. The U.S. tuna harvesting sector experienced a substantial contraction during 
1986-89. • The number of U.S. tuna purse seiners declined from 90 in 1986 to 63 in 1989. The 

capacity of the fleet declined 40 percent during the period. Most of the decline resulted 
from the sale of vessels to foreign-flag fleets. 

2. The U.S. tuna fleet continued its shift to the western Pacific during 1986-89. 
Historically, the bulk of the U.S. tuna fleet fishing effort was in the eastern Pacific 

area. However, rriainly as a result of a particularly severe "El Nino" episode in 1983, a 
large part of the fleet moved to the western Pacific area. Although some vessels returned 
east, U.S. tuna fishing effort in the western Pacific continued. This resulted mainly from 
a combination of improved access to tuna resources afforded by the South Pacific Tuna 
Treaty and expanding markets for raw tuna, particularly in Asia. Approximately SO U.S. 
vessels currently are licensed to fish in the western Pacific. 

3. After increasing during 1986-87, U.S. tuna landings declined during 1988-89. 
U.S. tuna landings rose from 555 miilion pounds in 1986 to 626 million pounds in 

1987. Such landings then dropped each of the next 2 years and totaled 541 million 
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pounds in 19 8 9. A decline in the U.S. tuna fleet capacity led to the decrease in 
landings. 

4. The U.S. fleet supplies less than half of the raw material requirements of U.S. 
canned tuna processors. 

During 1986-89, the share of raw tuna supplies utilized by U.S: tuna canners that 
was supplied by the U.S. tuna fleet ranged between 39 percent and 45 perc~nt.. The 
share of tropical (yellowfin and skipjack) tuna supplied by U.S. tuna vessels is higher, 
between 48 percent and 56 percent during the period. The U.S. fleet accounts for less 
than 10 percent of the supply of raw albacore used by U.S. canners annually. 

5. U.S. tuna canners are, by far, the major market for the U.S. tuna fleet. 

Historically, U.S. tuna harvesters have relied on U.S. tuna canners to purchase the 
bulk of their catch. Prior to 1984, U.S. canners comprised virtually the entire market 
for the U.S. tuna catch. However, because of contractual arrangements between U.S. 
and foreign tuna processors and with the shift of some of the fleet to western Pacific tuna 
fishing grounds, exports of raw tuna increased in 1984. Since then, the U.S. fleet has 
exported between 11 percent and 14 percent of their catch annually. 

6. Productive capacity in the processing sector of the U.S. tuna industry increased 
during 1986-89, reversing the trend of decline during the previous several years. 

Although the number of U.S. tuna-processing plants decreased from 22 in 1979 to 8 
in 1985 and further declined to 7 in 1990, industry-wide capacity increased from 41.5 
million standard cases in 19 8 6 to 4 5 .1 million standard cases in 19 8 9. Major capital 
improvements were made during the period in existing plants to improve the flow of 
production and to increase y~elds. 

7. U.S. canned tuna production··increased during 1986-89. 

U.S. canned tuna production rose from- 637 million pounds, vaiued at $882 million, 
in 1986 to 686 million pounds, valued at $1.1 billion, in 1989. An increase in 
production capacity and a generally .expanding domestic market led to the rise in 
production levels during the period. 

8. The principal products produced by U.S. tuna processors are, in declining order 
of importance, canned lightmeat tuna packed in water and in oil, and canned 
whitemeat tuna packed in water and in oil. 

Because of the· greater abundance of raw tropical tuna (used for canned lightmeat 
tuna), relative to raw albacore (whitemeat) tuna, available to U.S. and foreign 
harvesters, canned lightmeat tuna accounted for an average of 78 percent of the 
quantity of total U.S. production of canned tuna during 1986-89. In 1989, U.S. 
production of lightmeat in oil, which supplied substantially all U.S. consumption of such 
product, accounted for 29 percent of total lightmeat production, while lightmeat in water 
accounted for 71 percent. Canned1albacore in water accounted for 89 percent of U.S. 
production of canned albacore in 1989. 

9. Total employment in the U.S. tuna processing industry generally declined during 
1986-89. . 

The continued restructuring of the U.S. tuna industry during. 1-986-89 forced a 
reduction in employment of production workers from 12,040 worker~..il) 1986 to 11,690 
workers in 1989. However, hours worked by employees involved in ,producing canned 
tuna remained relatively constant during the period and ranged between 20 and 22 
million hours annually. 

JO. Labor productivity in the U.S. canned tuna industry improved significantly 
during 1986-89. 

Labor productivity, measured by the number of man hours. required to produce a 
standard case of canned tuna, improved by 6 percent, from 0.65 in 1986 to 0.61 in 
1989. During 1979-85, this figure averaged 0.74. Improvements in production flow and 
product yields contributed to the rise in productivity. 



11. The U.S. tuna canning industry experienced positive but substantially declining 
net profits during 1986-89. Net profit margins also declined during the period. 

Net income before income taxes reported by U.S. tuna processors decreased from 
$111.8 million in 1986 to $21.7 million in 1989, or by 81 percent. Profit margins (share 
of net sales) declined from 9.9 percent in 1986 to 1.7 percent.in 1989, During 1986-89, 
with the exception of 1988, at least one firm experienced operating losses. 

12. U.S. tuna canners have taken several measures in response to increasing 
competition. 

Increasing competition, in large part from imports, has caused the U.S. tuna industry 
to respond with a variety of measures in recent years, both in production and marketing. 
Production measures include improving labor productivity and production yields by 
increasing mechanization and improving plant facilities; decreasing full-scale production 
capacity in the relatively high-cost area of Puerto Rico; and, increasing the use of 
imported precooked, frozen loins for processing. Marketing measures include 
decreasing the common retail can size from 6.5 ounces to 6.125 ounces; lowering prices 
through increased promotional and discount activities; and, increasing the use of 
lower-priced, imported canned tuna for branded products. 

13. Government involvement in the U.S. tuna harvesting sector centers on the 
regulation of marine mammal mortality, access to U.S. and foreign fishing 
grounds, and financial assistance for vessel seizures and construction. 

The U.S. government regulates incidental dolphin mortality in connection with tuna 
fishing in the eastern tropical Pacific by establishing an annual mortality quota. 
However, the recent "dolphin-safe" announcement by U.S. tuna canners has effectively 
eliminated the need for government involvement, as this action has virtually stopped 
U.S. tuna fishing using the method whereby schools of dolphin_ are encircled. 

The U.S. government is also involved in restricting access to U.S. tuna fishing 
grounds and in negotiating access to foreign grounds for the U.S. fleet. The Fisheries 
Conservation and Management Act of 1976 provides for a 12-mile claim to tuna 
resources by the United States. An amendment currently is before Congress to extend 
this jurisdiction to 200 miles. The South Pacific Tuna Treaty, which was entered into 
during 1987, provides the U.S. tuna fleet licensed access to various Pacific nations' tuna 
resources. In addition to fishery resource access, access to U.S. ports by foreign vessels 
is restricted under the Nicholson act. This act does not apply to American Samoa. 

The U.S. tuna fleet is eligible for compensation for losses resulting from vessel and 
gear seizures in disputed territorial waters under the Fishermen's Protective Act. 
Government financial assistance for vessel construction is available through the 
Production Credit Association of the Farm Credit Administration and through the 
Fisheries Obligation Guarantee Program and the Fishing Vessel Capital Construction 
Fund of the National Marine Fisheries Service. 

14. Government involvement in the U.S. tuna processing sector centers on tax 
benefits extended in offshore locations. 

The U.S. tuna processing sector enjoys Federal and local tax benefits both in Puerto 
Rico and American Samoa. Income derived in both locations is effectively exempted 
from U.S. corporate income tax. In addition, substantial exemptions from local taxes 
are extended in both locations. 

The principal findings of the study regarding the U.S. market are summarized below: 

1. The U.S. market for canned tuna declined during 1986-88, but rebounded to a 
record level of consumption in 1989. 

After declining from 888 million pounds in 1986 to 828 million pounds in 1988, U.S. 
apparent consumption of canned tuna reached a record level of 989 million pounds in 
1989. Per capita consumption in 1989 also reached a record level of 3.9 pounds. The 
rise in consumption in 1989 resulted from a combination. of factors, including declining 
tuna prices. The value of U.S. apparent consumption of canned tuna increased each 
year during 1986-89 and totalled about $1.5 billion in 1989. 
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2. The U.S. market preference for canned tuna in water continued to increase 
during 1986-89. 

The share of U.S. canned tuna consumption held by water pack tuna increased from 
74 percent in 1986 to 82 percent in 1989. This share was only 45 percent a decade 
earlier. Continued dietary and health concerns and the U.S. tariff structure contributed 
to this ongoing shift. 

3. Imports of canned tuna captured an increasing share of the U.S. market during 
1986-89 and reached record levels in 1989. 

U.S. canned tuna imports increased 47 percent in quantity during 1986-89 and 
reached a record level of 15 8 million metric tons the latter year. The 19 8 9 le.vel of 
imports represented a record-high 35-percent share of U.S. consumption. Expanding 
foreign industries, generally favorable market conditions, generally declining tuna prices, 
and shifting consumer dietary preferences led to the rise in imports. 

4. Thailand continued its posture as the leading foreign supplier of canned tuna to 
the United States by increasing both its supplies to and share of the U.S. canned 
tuna market during 1986-89. 

Thailand increased its share of the U.S. canned tuna import market to 52 percent in 
19 8 9. This increase resulted mainly from expanding production in Thailand coupled 
with contractual arrangements to provide canned tuna to U.S. processors. This situation 
will likely continue, particularly in light of the recent acquisition of a major U.S. tuna 
processor by the largest Thai processor. 

5. U.S. imports of tuna loins increased substantially during 1986-89 and will 
increase even more in 1990. 

U.S. imports of (precooked, frozen) tuna loins more than doubled between 1988 and 
1989; such imports during January-August 1990 were more than five times the 1989 
annual level. The principal sources are Thailand and Latin America. U.S. processors 
began to process loins at a much larger scale during the past 2 years in order to realize 
costs savings for labor and transportation compared to processing whole tuna, 

6. After generally increasing during 1986-88, both raw and canned tuna prices 
declined in 1989 and 1990. 

Prices of raw and canned tuna generally trended upward during 1986-88. Rising 
canned tuna inventories and a world glut of raw tuna in 1989 led to a decline in prices. 
The decline in canned tuna prices continued in 1990, as aggressive discounting practices 
continued. · · 

The principal findings of the study regarding the European canned tuna market are 
summarized· below. 

1. The European canned tuna market expanded during 1986-89 and now is second 
only to the U.S. market in terms of size. 

European consumption of canned tuna increased nearly one-quarter during 1986-89; 
the level of consumption in 1989 reached a record 386,000 metric tons. In comparison, 
the U.S. consumption level totaled about 449,000 metric tons that year. In 1989, 
imports accounted for about one-half of European consumption of canned tuna, 
compared to 40 percent in 1986. 

2. The European canned tuna market has two distinct· segments-one group 
countries is supplied mainly by relatively protected domestic industries and has 
low import penetration levels, and the other is supplied mainly by imports. 

European countries that possess domestic canned tuna industries generally are 
mature markets that pose substantial barriers to imports. These markets include France, 
Spain, Italy, and Portugal. Other European markets generally rely on imports for their 
entire supply of canned tuna. The primary European import markets are the United 
Kingdom, Germany, and the Netherlands. 

3. European imports of canned tuna increased substantially during 1986-89, and 
Europe surpassed the United States as the world's leading importer of canned 
tuna in 1986. 



European imports of canned tuna increased about 50 percent between 1986-89 to a 
record level of about 187,000 metric tons in 1989. European import levels surpassed 
those in the U.S. market each year during the period. Imports showed tremend.ous 
growth mainly in European markets that do no~ produce canned t~na, such. as the Umted 
Kingdom and West Germany. 1 The bulk of this growth was supplied by Asian producers. 

4. The growth in the European tuna market and imports occurred despite relatively 
high barriers to trade. 

The European market presents substantial tariff and nontariff ~arriers. to trad~ in 
canned tuna. Import duties are 24 percent ad valorem for most major foreign suppliers 
to major European markets. European markets with domestic industries have nontariff 
barriers in the form of quotas and technical requirements. Imports increased mainly in 
markets without domestic industries and were supplied principally by low-cost Asian 
producers. 

5. Canned tuna import prices generally are higher in Europe than in the United 
States. 

During 1986-89, European imported canned tuna prices generally ranged from 
2 percent to 9 percent higher than such prices in the U.S. market. The price 
differences can be attributed mainly to higher-value pack styles that the European 
market demands. Higher shares of solid-style and yellowfin packs go to the European 
market when compared with the U.S. market. · 

The principal findings of the study regarding other foreign tuna industries are 
summarized below: 

1. The Asian region has emerged as the primary world exporter of canned tuna. 
Asian canned tuna producers have developed into the world's leading exporters 

during the 1980s. Thailand is the leading world canned tuna exporter; followed by the 
Philippines. Indonesia is an emerging producer and exporter and may challenge the 
position of Thailand and the Philippines in the future. Asian producers gained the lead 
in world canned tuna trade as a result of competitive advantages afforded by relatively 
inexpensive labor, proximity to raw fish resources, and export-oriented national 
government and business environments. 

2. Asian exporters of canned tuna are solidifying their positions in leading world 
tuna markets by improving distribution networks. · 

In the past, most Asian exports of canned tuna were sold though importers and 
brokers in the United States and European markets. However, in recent years, Asian 
producers have entered into ownership and distribution arrangements in these markets to 
improve their position. The leading Thai producer and exporter of canned tuna, 
Unicord, recently purchased the second largest U.S. tuna processor, Bumble Bee, while 
the leading Indonesian producer and exporter of canned tuna, P.T. Mantrust, recently 
purchased the third largest U.S. tuna processor, Van Camp. In the European market, 
both Thai and Indonesian canned tuna exporters have been improving their distribution 
arrangements. 

3. Asian canned tuna producers are increasing efforts to improve access to raw fish . 
supplies. 

As the canned tuna industries of various Asian countries have expanded, their 
demand for raw tuna has increased. Although most of these countries are relatively close 
to tuna fishing grounds or possess significant tuna resources within their waters, their 
harvesting capabilities are currently limited. Efforts are being made to develop the tuna 
harvesting sectors in these countries either through joint-venture arrangements with 
foreign fleets, licensing agreements with countries with tuna resources, or through 
domestic fleet expansion. 

4. The Indian Ocean area has emerged as a major source of raw tuna supplies in 
recent years. 

In the decade since 1978, the catch of tuna in Indian Ocean waters increased by 
nearly 150 percent to about 642,000 metric tons in 1987. Most of the catch is by 

1 During the period covered by this report, Germany was not unified. Therefore, in this report, 
Germany is referred to as West Germany. 
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European vessels (mainly French and Spanish); the bulk of the catch is exported to 
European processors. Efforts are underway in some Indian Ocean countries, such as the 
Seychelles, to develop domestic tuna harvesting and processing industries. 

5. Government involvement in most foreign tuna industries generally is focused on 
industry growth and export development. 

The governments of most foreign tuna industries, particularly emerging industries in 
the Asian and Indian Ocean regions, are involved in providing incentives for growth 
investment and for generating exports. These incentives generally are in the form of tax 
holidays, exemptions from import duties on equipment and raw materials, and export 
financing. 

The principal findings of the study regarding the competitive effects of tariffs and 
other trade-distorting practices faced by U.S. and foreign industries are summarized 
below. · 

1. The most trade-distorting U.S. practice is the set of tariffs on canned-tuna 
imports. These trade barriers raise U.S. prices of canned tuna and put 
downward pressure on frozen-tuna prices received by tuna harvesters. 

Oil-pack imports are dutiable at 35 percent ad valorem. Water-pack imports. are 
subject to a tariff-rate quota equal to 20 percent of the previous year's domestic 
production of canned tuna: imports below the quota are dutiable at 6 percent. ad 
valorem, while for imports above the quota, the tariff rises to 12.5 percent ad valorem. 
The United States is the world's largest market for canned tuna. Thus, by limiting 
imports, these measures raise U.S. prices of imported tuna by 10 percent and of 
domestic tuna by 8.4 percent, and depress foreign canned-tuna prices by 2.5 percent. 
Overall U.S. consumption is lower, which reduces cannery demand for frozen tuna, 
putting downward pressure on prices paid to fishermen. U.S. canned-tuna production is 
16.7 percent higher as a result of the U.S. tariffs,. 

The tariff-rate quota has additional effects of market disruption, especially in the 
U.S. import market. The change of the tariff rate as the U.S. quota is filled creates 
cycles of shortages and surpluses of imported canned tuna. Importers must hold more 
warehouse capacity and are subject to uncertainties about the exact closing date of the 
quota; these factors raise importing costs and, ultimately, raise the price of canned tuna 
to consumers. Disruptions are also felt in foreign exporting industries, which are faced 
with cyclical demand for their product, which in turn causes frozen-tuna prices to 
fluctuate. The distortions extend to the EC market, where importers hold off their 
orders until after the U.S. quota is filled, in anticipation of a glut of supply from 
third-country exporters. 

2. The most trade-distorting EC practices are a tariff on canned-tuna imports, 
nontariff barriers (e.g., French quotas) in some Member States, and the 
preferential tariff treatment given to canned-tuna exporters in certain countries 
under the Lome' Convention. These trade barriers raise EC prices of canned 
tuna and divert some third~country exports to the U.S. market. 

EC imports of canned tuna (regardless of packing medium) are dutiable at 24 
percent ad valorem. This tariff, certain nontariff barriers, and duty-free treatment of 
imports from Lome' beneficiaries all act to restrict EC imports by 58 percent, raising the 
EC price of imported canned tuna by 18. 5 percent. The foreign price of canned tuna is 
5.5 percent lower as a result of the EC tariff, and U.S. imports are 23.2 percent higher. 
U.S. prices of domestic canned tuna are 4.4 percent lower and U.S. canned-tuna 
production is 8.8 percent lower than would be the case without the EC trade barriers. 

3. Equalization of U.S. and EC tariffs could be done in two ways, either by 
harmonizing and raising the U.S. tariffs to the EC level or reducing the EC tariff 
to the average or marginal U.S. level. 

Of the two policy changes, raising the U.S. tariff would create the greater effects on 
the U.S. industry and market. Under the Commission's baseline assumptions on 
elasticities, raising U.S. tariffs to the EC level would reduce U.S. canned-tuna imports by 
32.4 percent, raise the price of U.S. canned-tuna imports by 7. 7 percent, raise the price 
of U.S.-produced canned tuna by 6.1 percent, increase U.S. canned-tuna production by 
12.3 percent, and depress foreign (including EC) canned-tuna prices by 2.5 percent. 
However, despite the increase in the U.S. canned-tuna price, U.S. and foreign prices of 



frozen tuna would decline because worldwide consumption of canned tuna would fall, 
which would reduce global demand for frozen tuna. 

It should be noted that there are international legal constraints on the ability of the 
United States to raise its tariffs on canned tuna, which are bound against increase 
(except with compensation to affected foreign exporters) under the General Agreement 
on Tariffs and Trade. 

Reducing EC tariffs to the marginal U.S. level of 12.5 percent would have 
substantially smaller effects on the U.S. industry and market. Under the Commission's 
baseline assumptions on elasticities, U.S. canned-tuna imports would fall by 11.8 
percent, the price of U.S. canned-tuna imports would rise by 2.8 percent, the price of 
U.S.-produced canned tuna would rise by 2.2 percent, U.S. canned-tuna production 
would rise by 4.5 percent, and foreign (non-EC) canned-tuna prices would rise by 2.8 
percent. Under this policy scenario, the U.S. price of frozen tuna would move in the 
same upward direction as the U.S. canned-tuna price because the· increase in the 
worldwide consumption of canned tuna would raise demand for frozen tuna. In the EC 
market, canned-tuna imports would decline in price by 6.5 percent and grow in volume 
by 29.5 percent, while EC canned-tuna production (including ~hat in Lome'-beneficiary 
countries) would decline in price by 5.1 percent and in volume by 10.2 percent. 

4. EC fishery access agreements negotiated with various coastal nations have 
reduced the operating costs of EC harvesters, but have not caused an increase in 
their production nor a decrease in frozen-tuna prices received by U.S. 
harvesters. 

EC access agreements provide for significant economic assistance paid by the EC 
Government to coastal nations in return for their allowing access by EC tuna harvesters 
to their tuna fisheries. The EC contribution is an effective reduction in the cost of EC 
tuna harvesting, since those vessels would P!'9bably have to pay tl'~e access fee themselves 
without an EC-negotiated· agreement. But the EC economic assistance does not 

· significantly affect the production of frozen tuna by these vessels, because the catch 
limits imposed by the coastal nations as resource-conservation devices probably would 
apply whether or not the EC contributed toward the cost of access. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

The Products 
' . . 

The two products of concern in this investiga­
tion are canned tuna and raw (fresh; chilled, or 
frozen) tuna, its principal raw material. Canned 
tuna is the most widely consumed seafood in the 
United States; total supply (domestic and im­
ported) reached a record 1.03 billion pounds, at 
an estimated value of $1.6 billion, in 1989; per 
capita consumption also reached a record in 
1989, at 3.9 pounds. 1 

Tuna are pelagic ·(i.e., surface-feeding) fish 
found in nearly all saltwater bodies of the world. 
Travelling in schools, they are highly migratory, 
often circumnavigating entire oceans during the 
course of a year. There are five tuna species of 
commercial importance: yellowfin, skipjack, 
bluefin, bigeye, and albacore. Tuna are har­
vested by the fishing fleets of many nations, most 
importantly those of the United States, Japan, 
Mexico, Korea, and the European Community. 
Virtually the entire catch by these fleets (except 
Japan) is destined for tuna canneries; much of 
Japan's catch is destined for the Japanese sushi 
market. 

In the U.S. market, all but albacore are proc-
. essed into "lightmeat" canned tuna; only 
albacore may be labelled "whitemeat" canned 
tuna. Whitemeat tuna is usually considered supe­
rior to lightmeat tuna in terms _of taste and 
appearance. Both products may be packed in 
water or vegetable oil. Water-packed tuna is 
more popular in the U.S. market, wheras Euro­
pean consumers traditionally have preferred tuna . 
packed in oil or in sauces (e.g., tomato sauce).2 

Previous Commission investigations 

Section 201 Investigation In 1984 

Following the receipt on February 15, 1984, 
of a petition for import relief filed on behalf of 
the United States Tuna Foundation, C.H.B. 
Foods, Inc., the American Tunaboat Association, 
and others, the Commission instituted an investi­
gation pursuant to section 201 (b) of the Trade 
Act of 1974 to determine whether canned tuna 
was being imported into the United States in such 
increased quantities as to be a substantial cause of 
serious injury, or the threat thereof, to the do­
mestic tuna industry. 

· ' In the U.S. market, a very small (but rapidly 
·growing) market for sushi (raw tuna) and fresh tuna 
steaks also exists, accounting in recent years for less 
than 1 percent of total domestic supply of tuna. 

2 This preference, however, is changing as in the 
U.S. market. See the discussion in chapter 4 on the 
European market. 

On August 15, 1984, the Commission issued 
its determination3 that such imports were not a 
substantial cause of injury, or the threat thereof, 
to the domestic tuna industry, and therefore did 
not recommend to the President that import relief 
be provided. 

Although the majority found both increased 
imports and economic difficulties faced by the 
domestic tuna industry (consisting of both the 
harvesting and processing sectors), it did not find 
that inc)'.eased imports were a "substantial cause" 
of serious injury or threat of such injury.4 Rather, 
the majority found two other factors that played 
more important roles in causing the economic dif­
ficulties: ( 1) costs associated with an 
overexpansion of the harvesting fleet and process­
ing facilities in the 1970s and early 1980s, 
complicated by unusually high nominal interest 
rates; and (2) a shifting of the principal fishing 
grounds in the 19 80s from the eastern to the 
western Pacific following a temporary warming of 
eastern Pacific waters (the so-called "El Nino" ef­
fect), which resulted in sharply higher fuel and 
transhipment costs.s 

Section 332 Investigation In 1986 

On.January 30, 1986, following the receipt of 
a request therefor from the United States Trade 
Representative, the Commission instituted an in­
vestigation (No. 332-224, Competitive Conditions 
in the U.S. Tuna Industry) under section 332(g) 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 for the purpose of gath­
ering and presenting information in the following 
areas: 

• The U.S. industry-profile the U.S. tuna 
harvesting and canning industry; 

• Foreign industries-profile the tuna har­
vesting and canning industries in 
Thailand, Taiwan, the Philippines, Japan, 
and Mexico; 

• The U.S. market-describe the U.S. mar­
ket for frozen and canned tuna and 
discuss levels and trends in U.S. con­
sumption, trade, and prices for domestic 
and foreign tuna; 

• Market trade barriers-discuss barriers to 
U.S. tuna exports to Thailand, Taiwan, 
the Philippines, Japan, Mexico, and 
other relevant countries; 

• Conditions of competition in the U.S. 
market-analyze the major competitive 
factors affecting domestic and foreign 

3 See U,S. International Trade Commission, Certain 
Canned Tuna Fish, USITC Publication 1558. Chair­
woman Stem was the sole dissenter from the majority 
negative determination of Vice Chairman Liebeler and 
Commissioners Eckes, Lodwick, and Rohr. 

4 To be a "substantial" cause, a cause must be 
"important and not less than any other cause" (sec. 
201(b)(4), Trade Act of 1974). 

e See Commission report at pp. 16-20. 
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tuna suppliers in the U.S. market, includ­
ing price, quality, marketing, resource 
availability, transportation, Goveniment 
involvement, exchange rates, and the 

. probable impact of terminating the em­
bargo on U.S. imports of Mexicari tuna 
products. 

The report on this investigations was transmitted 
to the USTR in October 1986. 

Recent Issues Facing the U.S. Industry 
Some issues affecting the tuna industry have 

recently surfaced that were not noted in the Con­
gressional letters of request, but which 
nonetheless have implications for international 
competitiveness. 

The Incidental Catch of Dolphins by Tuna 
Fishermen · 

Dolphins (Delphinus de/phis), often cailed 
porpoises, frequently. school near stocks of ·yel­
lowfin ·tuna in the eastern Pacific. In fact; a 
common way to locate such yellowfin stocks is to 
search for a school of dolphins, because there is 
often a school of tuna swimming just below them. 

.. In the process of encircling the tuna, a small per­
centage of the schooling dolphins may also 
become entrapped in the net {the majority of the 
dolphins escape), where they suffocate. After be­
ing brought to the vessel, the dead dolphins are 
discarded because there is no commercially viable 
market for dolphin meat. The incidental catch oI 
dolphins is an isolated problem, affecting only the 
harvest of eastern Pacific tuna {for unknown rea­
sons, dolphins associate only with tuna in the 
eastern Pacific). 

This incidental catch of dolphins has long 
been of concern among animal-rights groups, 
Congress, and Government agencies. The catch 
of dolphins by U.S. purse seiners increased sig­
nificantly in the 1960s with the growth in the 
purse seiner fleet. The Marine Mammal Protec­
tion Act {MMPA) (16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.) was 
enacted by Congress in 1972 in response to public 
concern that certain marine mammal populations, 
including dolphins, were being harvested in such 
numbers that they risked becoming endangered 
species. Under the authority of the MMPA, the 
Administrator of the National Oceanic and At­
mospheric Administration (NOAA) of the 
Department of Commerce is empowered to close 
the eastern Pacific tropical tuna fishery associated 
with dolphins when such tuna harvesting activity 
results in a bycatch of dolphins exceeding a set 
annual quota. Beginning in 1977, the Adminis­
trator of NOAA authorized an annual dolphin 
quota of 20,500 animals. The U.S. industry first 

8 U.S. International Trade Commission, Competitive 
Conditions in the U.S. Tuna Industry, USITC Publica­
tion 1912. 
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approached this quota in 1986, when for the first 
time the Administrator ordered the closure of the 
eastern Pacific fishery beginning October 21, 
1986, and continuing through the remainder of 
that year. This move was considered controver­
sial because the U.S. industry alleged that the 
estimated dolphin count had been statistically bi­
ased (by a reduction in the staffing of NOAA 
observers on U.S. vessels whose job it is to report 
on each vessel's dolphin catch). · 

' In response to. continued pressure from ani­
mal-rights groups, the three largest U.S. tuna 
canners announced in April 1990 that they would 
no longer use tuna that had been harvested using 
methods that endangered dolphins. Under this 
so-called "dolphin-safe" policy, canners would 
purchase frozen tuna only if certified observers 
could confirm in writing that the vessel made no 
net . sets in association with dolphin during the 
fishing trip. In addition, they announced that 
they would purchase no tuna caught with gillnets 
or driftnets, (nets designed to catch albacore but 
which may also catch anything in their way, in­
cluding marine mammals) . 

Although the canneries voluntarily instituted 
the "dolphin-safe" policy.7 they have expressed 
particular concerns about its costs: First, the cost 
of processing dolphin-safe tuna from the eastern 
Pacific is higher than for dolphin-associated tuna 
because dolphins tend to associate with larger yel­
lowfin, whose processing involves lower cleaning 
costs and higher yields per ton of fish than that of 
smaller fish. Second, since U.S. canneries in 
Puerto Rico and California that process eastern 
Pacific tuna will have to rely on schools of smaller 
yellowfin or of skipjack, (a relatively small tuna), 
further increasing processing costs. Third, yel­
lowfin is a slightly superior product to skipjack 
{which is more "fishy"), and so some canners be­
lieve the overall quality of U.S. production will 
decline. The move, therefore, gives advantages 
in terms of cost and marketing to the two U.S. 
canneries (Star-Kist and Van Camp) located in 
American Samoa, which rely more heavily on 
western Pacific tuna. 

Vessel owners' concerns also include the fact 
that dolphins tend to associate with larger yellow­
fin, so vessels that sell to U.S. canneries would 
have to rely on schools of smaller yellowfin or of 
skipjack, both of which tend to command lower 
unit prices than large yellowfin. In addition, ves­
sels may have to move to alternative locations, 
such as the western Pacific, which may prove ex­
pensive or impossible for smaller or older vessels 
unable to navigate the transocean trip. 

7 How "voluntary" the move was is debatable; some 
industry sources suggest that it was designed to head off 
pending federal legislation to the same effect. The 
"Boxer bill" (so named after its California sponsor), 
H. R. 2926, would "require tuna products to be labelled 
respecting the method used to catch the tuna ... " 



U.S. albacore vessels, however, may benefit 
from the dolphin-safe policy. Unlike many for­
eign fleets, U.S. albacore harvesters do not 
employ gillnets or driftnets; rather, they use 
longlines, which are dolphin-safe. The increased 
canneries' demand for their ·product may boost 
the price received by these harvesters. 

The 200-Mile Limit and Tuna Management 
The United States does not include tuna un­

der unilateral jurisdiction within its 200-mile 
fishery conservation zone, nor does it recognize 
such claims by other nations. The reason for this 
is that tuna are highly migratory, and it is there­
fore the U.S. position that no. one nation has the 
ability to effectively manage tuna resources. In­
stead, the U.S. position historically has been that 

. multilateral management, coordinated with all na­
tions adjacent to a tuna stock's migratory area, is 
the best means to manage tuna fisheries. 

Most other nations disagree with the U.S. po­
sition. As described later in the report, there is a 
history of disputes with other nations over access 
by U.S. tuna harvesters to the territorial waters 
claimed by other nations. Such disputes have put 
pressure on the United States to concede and in­
clude tuna among the fishery resources suitable · 
for unilateral jurisdiction. To date, the United 
States has maintained its position in the face of 
this foreign pressure and instead has successfully 
negotiated some important multilateral fishery 
agreements, first, among some Latin American 
nations and, more recently, among a group of na­
tions and island states in the southern and 

southwestern Pacific. These agreements are de­
scribed later in the report. 

Recently, however, domestic pressure to in­
clude tuna within the 200-mile limit has surfaced 
from sportsfishermen, charterboats, and from 
other interests with a stake in the tuna fisheries of 
the East Coast and the Gulf of Mexico. These 
fisheries are not targeted by vessels supplying the 
cannery sector. Rather, they support recreational 
fishermen, as well as the small (but growing) U.S. 
restaurant demand for fresh tuna and sushi (raw 
tuna). These interests indicate that they would 
like to see tuna included in the management 
authority of the United States, in order to main­
tain control of tuna fishing activity to prevent 
future depletion from overfishing. 

Such a possible change in U.S. policy raises 
concerns among tuna harvesters connected with 
the canned tuna industry because such a policy in 
their view would amount to a concession to other 
nations' positions and a recognition of their rights 
to unilaterally restrict access by U.S. tuna har­
vesters to foreign territorial waters. Until now, 
U.S. harvesters have enjoyed access to such wa­
ters because of international agreements, and, in 
some cases, simply because many tuna-rich na­
tions haven't had the capability to effectively 
patrol its waters and enforce its jurisdictional 
claims. According to industry sources, if the sys­
tem of multilateral agreements broke down in · 
favor of unilateral jurisdiction, the variation in 
national policies that U.S. harvesters would likely 
encounter as they follow tuna resources along 
their migration routes would add to the cost and 
uncertainty of tuna fishing. 
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Chapter 2 
Tile U.S. Tuna Industry 

;nie Harvesting Sector 

Methods Of Production 
Three types of harvesting vessels are used by 

U.S. tuna fishermen: purse seiners, currently the 
most important segment of the U.S. tuna fle~t; 
trollers; and baitboats. These three fleets are dif­
ferentiated by gear type, geographic location, and 
target species of tuna. 

Purse Seiners 
Purse seiners are large, well-equipped ocean­

going ships that sail the fishing grounds of the 
high seas in search of tuna. The so-called "super­
seiners·," which are quite common, can cost from 
$1 O million to $15 million to construct. 1 Largely 
because of their size (about 200 feet in length and 
75 feet in width), purse seiners generally are not 
suitable for fishing for species other than tuna. 
These vessels are equipped with a vast array of 
electronic equipment, such as radar, position 
finders, depth recorders, automatic monitoring 
systems, satellite navigation and sonar systems, 
and radios, as well as one or two helicopters. The 
vessels normally carry a crew of 18, including the 
helicopter pilot(s). They can stay at sea for sev­
eral months at a time and usually make three to 
four fishing trips a year. The bulk of the U.S. 
tropical tuna (mainly yellowfin and skipjack) 
catch is taken by this gear type. 

Trollers 

Trollers are small-sized vessels, with an aver­
age hold capacity of 20 to 25 tons. Most of these 
vessels are equipped with mechanical refrigera­
tion for preserving the catr;h. Trollers fish mainly 
off the California coast, usually within 300 miles 
from port, but a few larger trollers reportedly ven­
ture as far as 3,000 miles from port. Unlike purse 
seiners, trollers are easily adapted for use in other 
fisheries, such as salmon or crab. Many, if not 
most troller operators will alternate between the 
tuna and salmon or crab fisheries over the course 
of a year, depending on relative prices and avail­
ability of these species of fish and shellfish. The 
majority of the U.S. albacore catch is made using 
this gear type. 

Baitboats 

Baitboats, which historically accounted for the 
majority of the U.S. tuna catch before the early 

1 These vessels are usually around l, 200 tons carrying 
capacity, but can sometimes be as large as 2,000 tons. 
Capacity in tuna harvesting is measured in round fish 
weight, or whole fish weight before processing. 

1960s, range in carrying capacity from 70 to 150 
tons per vessel. These vessels are equipped with 
bait-carrying facilities, refrigeration equipment, 
and navigational aids. Most baitboats have t~e 
hold divided into water-tight compartments m 
which bait can be carried on the outward voyage 
and frozen tuna on the return trip. The boats are 
equipped to freeze their catches in brine and 
store them in a frozen state. The catch by bait­
boats is primarily skipjack and yellowfin. 

Quantity and Value of Production 

Table 2-1 shows commercial landings of tuna 
by U.S. harvesters during 1986-89. Landings 
fluctuated during the period and totaled 541 mil­
lion pounds (or about 271,000 short tons), 
valued at $309 million, in 1989. The great bulk 
of the U.S. tuna catch occurs on the high seas or 
in foreign waters. Virtually all of the catch is 
from the Pacific Ocean. 

The following tabulation shows U.S. commer­
cial tuna landings, by area, 1986-89 (data from 
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 
in short tons) : 

Year 

. 1986 ......... . 
1987 ......... . 
1988 ......... . 
19891 •••••••••• 

1 Preliminary data. 

Atlantic, 
Gulf, and 
Pacific Puerto Rico 
Coast and 
States American 
and Hawaii Samoa Total 

43,906 
50,029 
55,675 
44,707 

234,517 
263,093 
248,988 
226,025 

278,423 
313, 122 
304,662 
270, 732 

Between 1980 and 1985, there was a steady 
shift in landings from ports on the mainland 
United States to offshore locations in Puerto Rico 
and American Samoa, the result of a relocation 
of many vessels' harvesting activity from the east­
ern Pacific to the western Pacific.2 This shift 
generally stabilized during 1986-89, as shown by 
the above data. 

U.S: Landings by Species 

Yellowfin and skipjack are the principal spe­
cies caught by U.S. tuna fishermen. Yellowfin 
and skip jack together accounted for 9 6 percent 
of the total U.S. tuna catch in 1989 (table 2-1). 
Albacore accounted for most of the remainder of· 
the catch, with even smaller catches of bigeye and 
bluefin (which are relatively unimportant to U.S. 
fishermen). 

2 U.S. International Trade Commission, Competitive 
Conditions in the U.S. Tuna Industry, USITC Publica­
tion 1912, October 1986, pp. 5, 9-12. 
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Table 2-1 
Tuna: U.S. landlngs' by species and distance caught off U.S. shores and In lnternatlonal waters, 
1986-89 

Year and From 0 to Between 3 and High seas or off 
Totai species 3 miles 200 miles foreign shores 

Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value 

1,000 1.000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1.006 1.000 
pounds dollars pounds dollars pounds dollars pounds dollars 

1986: 
Albacore ..... 6 4 9, 122 4,896 2,447 1,341 11,575 6,241 
Blgeye ....... 21 88 1,278 4,820 85 184 1,384 5,092 
Bluefln ....... (2) 1 7,755 5,424 2,932 1,366 10,687 6,791 
Skip jack 210 237 2, 113 2.201 235,141 75,456 237,464 77,894 
Yellowfln ..... 277 402 11,370 14, 792 281,117 104,780 292,764 119,974 
All other ..... 75 16 728 999 338 227 1. 141 1,242 

Total ...... 589 748 32,366 33.132 522.060 183,354 555.015 217.234 
1987: 

Albacore ..... 3 1 4,795 3,932 4,735 3,405 9,533 7,338 
Blgeye ....... 8 20 2,910 8,646 527 848 3,445 9,514 
Bluefln ....... 1 3 2,575 13,944 1,756 2,516 4,332 16.463 
Skip jack (2) (2) 4,226 3,882 225.962 85, 140 230, 188 89.022 
Yellowfln ..... 490 637 16,884 28.015 360.170 169,437 377,544 198,089 
All other ..... 146 21 762 518 294 467 1,202 1,006 

Total ...... 648 682 32.152 58,937 593,444 261 ,813 626,244 321,432 
1988: 

Albacore ..... 4 2 8,896 7,566 10.155 8,710 19,055 16,278 
Blgeye ....... 63 270 3,667 12,860 1,719 2,019 5.~49 15.149 
Bluefln ....... 16 21 2,916 16,877 813 407 3,745 17,305 
Sklpjack 1 1 5,291 5,772 294.707 143,279 299,999 149,052 
Yellowfln ..... 495 885 25,481 39,353 254,319 141,964 280,295 182,202 
All other ..... 98 9 683 537 (2) (2) 781 546 

Total ...... 677 1, 188 46,934 82.965 561,713 296,379 609,324 380,532 
1989: 

Albacore ..... 5 1 3,392 2,728 8,709 7,781 12, 106 10,510 
Blgeye ....... 171 594 4,205 1'4,400 171 593 4,547 15,587 
Bluefln ....... 3 27 3, 191 22, 142 1,555 724 4,749 22,893 
Skip Jack 290 322 3,362 3,542 241,940 97,689 245,592 101,553 
Yellowfln ..... 360 543 20,354 35,116 252,942 121 ,951 273,656 157,610 
All other ..... 89 20 710 763 14 16 813 799 

Total ...... 918 1,507 35,214 78,691 505,331 228,754 541,463 308,952 

' Landings reported In round (llve) weight. 
2 Less than 500. 

Note.-Data Include landings by U.S.-flag vessels at Puerto Rico and ports outside the customs territory of the 
United States. 

Source: Complied from official data of the National Marine Fisheries Service. 

U.S. Production by Location 
Table 2-2 provides data on the U.S. tuna 

catch by location. The western Pacific area is the 
predominant location, accounting for 59 percent 
of the quantity of the U.S. tuna catch in 1989. 
This share grew tremendously .during the 1980s, 
as it was only 6 percent of the total in 1980.3 
The western Pacific became the leading produc­
tion area in 1983 as a result of a shift in fishing 
effort caused by an unusually severe occurrence 
of the El Nino phenomenon. The bulk of the 
remain4er of the U.S. tuna catch during 1986-89 
occurred in the eastern Pacific, with a small 
amount of the catch accounted for by the western 
Atlantic area (table 2-2). 

U.S. Production by Type of Vessel 

Purse seine vessels generally accou~t for 
95 percent or more of the total U.S. catch of 
tuna. Yellowfin and skipjack are the principal 

3 U.S. International Trade Commission, Competitive 
Conditions in the U.S. Tuna Industry, USITC publica­
tion 1912, October 1986, p. 161. 
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components of the purse seine catch. Baitboats 
principally land yellowfin and skipjack. Trailers 
mainly land albacore and usually account for vir­
tually the entire U.S. albacore catch. Albacore 
are not normally caught by purse seine vessels as 
this species is too scattered to be economically 
feasible as a target fishery for these vessels. The 
harvest of all tuna species by baitboats and 
trailers accounts for approximately 5 percent of 
the total U.S. catch of tuna. A relatively minute 
share of the total U.S. catch of tuna is accounted 
for by small jigboats. 

Domestic Production Versus Exports 
The following tabulation shows U.S. exports 

of raw tuna (all species) during 1986-89 (data 
from the NMFS; in short tons): 

Year 

1986 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1988 ................................ . 
1989 ................................. . 

Exports 

33, 746 
29,963 
39,954 
26,846 



Table 2-2 
Cannery receipts of raw tuna and domestic exports: U.S.-flag vessels domestically-landed raw tuna, by 
species and locations of the cat~h. 1986-89' 

Species and 
location 

Albacore: 
East Atlantic 
West Atlantic 
East Pacific 

............................. ............................. .............................. 
West Pacific .............................. 

Total .................................. 
Sklpjack: 

East Atlantic ............................. 
West Atlantic ••••••••••••••••••••••• f ••••• 

East Pacific .............................. 
West Pacific .............................. 

Total .................................. 
Yellowfln:z 

East Atlantic ............................. 
West Atlantic .............................. 
East Pacific ............................... 
West Pacific ............•.......•.......... 

Total .................................. 
All species: 

East Atlantic ............................. 
West Atlantic ...........••.................. 
East Pacific .............................. 
West Pacific ......................•........ 

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

Albacore: 
East Atlantic ............................. 
West Atlantic .............................. 
East Pacific .............................. 
West Pacific . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . -

Total .................................. 
Sk~jack: 

ast Atlantic ............................. 
West Atlantic ............................. 
East Pacific .............................. 
West Pacific ..................•........... 

Total .................................. 
Yellowfln: 2 

East Atlantic ............................. 
West Atlantic ............................. 
East Pacific 
West Pacific : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : 

Total .................................. 
All species: 

East Atlantic ............................. 
West Atlantic ............................. 
East Pacific 
West Pacific : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : 

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

1986 

0 
0 

3.158 
369 

3,527 

0 
1,825 
7.938 

103,049 

112.812 

0 
839 

103,402 
40.359 

144,600 

o. 
2.664 

114,498. 
143. 777. 

260.939' 

0 
0 

6,316 
738 

7.054 

0 
3,650 

15,876 
206,098 

225.624 

0 
1,678 

206,804 
80,718 

289,200 

0 
5,328 

228.996 
287,554 

521,878 

1987 1988 1989 

Short tons 

0 0 0 
0 8 0 

2.589 4.276 1.624 
1.088 3,376 3.257 

3.677 7,660 4.881 

0 0 0 
884 0 0 

14,845 39.325 21.582 
87,842 110,145 99,304 

103.571 149.470 120.886 

0 0 0 
60 18 0 

106.300 98.827 . 81,610 
70.291 27 .298 45,461 

176.651 126.143 127.071 

0 0 0 
944 26 0 

123.734 142,428 104,816 
·159.221 140,819 148,022 

283,899 283.273 252.838 

Thousands of pounds 

0 0 0 
0 16 0 

5,178 8,552 3,248 
2, 176 6,752 6,514 

7.354 15,320 9,762 

0 0 0 
1,768 0 0 

29,690 '78,650 43.104 
175,684 220,290 198,608 

207.142 298,940 241,772 

0 0 0 
120 36 0 

212.600 197,654 163,220 
140.582 54,596 90,922 

353,302 252,286 254, 142 

0 0 0 
1,888 52 0 

247,468 284.856 209,632 
318,442 281,638 296,044 

567,798 566,546 505,676 

' Includes tuna landed directly or transshipped to a foreign country; excludes tuna exported from the east 
~~. -

2 Includes blgeye. blackfln, and bluefln tuna. 

Source: National Marine Fisheries Ser:vJce, Industry Analysis and Information Section, Southwest Region. 
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Exports historically have played a very minor role· 
in the U.S. tuna-harvesting industry mainly be­
cause of the U.S. processors' ability to utilize 
the entire U.S. tuna catch. Other factors, sue~ as 
geographic location, · contractual relationships, 
and traditional supplier-buyer patterns also have 
contributed to this situation., However, exports of 
frozen tuna increased in the early 1980s to the 
levels shown above, mainly the result of increased 
demand for frozen tuna in Thailand. This de­
mand was largely stimulated by contracts between 
U.S. and Thai canned tuna producers for large. 
quantities of imported canned tuna. for distribu­
tion in the U.S. market. Even so, export levels 
are relatively minor and usually account for less 
than 15 percent of production on an annual ba­
sis .. Export levels and trends for frozen tuna are 
discussed in further detail in the section on . U.S. 
trade in tuna later in the report. · 

Structure of the U.S. Tuna-Harvesting 
Sector· 

The .U.S. ·purse seine fleet, although made up 
of several dozen firms, can be considered con­
centrated by virtue of the marketing represen­
tation provided by .the American Tµna Sales As­
socjation (ATSA), the lobbying servic.es of the .': 
American Tunaboat Association {ATA); and the · 
traditionally strong fiqancial cortn¢ction:. to - the .... 
processing sector. At least half of the purse seine 
fleet historically belonged to A TSA and AT A, 
and the A TSA-negotiated price for frozen tuna 
sold. to cann~_ries has· t_raditi~mally been repre~_en.- . 
tative of the market prices receiyed by non-ATSA 
vessels as well. However, as discussed below, the 
market share held . by importec;i .frozen tuna is 
quite high, and this ready availability of imports 
as an alternative to domestic tuna has given· the 
canneries a greater hand in bargaining with the 
vessels and their representatives. 

I 

time; canneries have· divested much of their fi- · 
na":cial_ obli$ations· to these vessels. 

Number and Location of Producers 
The size of the purse seine fleet has been de­

clining for several years. According to industry 
sources, most of the vessels that have left the 
U.S. fleet were sold to foreign-flag enterprises for 
use in the same tuna fisheries they fished in as 
U.S.-flag vessels. The locational shift that was of 
such concern ·in the section 201 investigation in 
19.84 (see ch. 1) stabilized during 1986-89. The 
1984 El Nino, which occurred in the traditionally 
important eastern Pacific waters, forced much of 
the fleet to move to the previously underexploited 
western Pacific tuna fishery. Fishing was so suc­
cessful in the latter location that a large portion of 
the fleet remained even after the El Nino effects 
dissipated. Since then, both locations have con­
tributed significantly to total U.S. supplies of 
frozen tuna. However, in 1990, with the an­
nounce~ent by U.S. tuna canners that they 
_would no longer purchase tuna caught in associa­
i:!on with porpoise, most of the U.S. tuna vessel 
operators . that have. been fishing in the eastern 
Pacific are abandoning that area and will either 
shift to the western Pacific or sell their vessels,4 

The following sections provide data on the 
structure of ttie U.S. tuna ·harvesting sector. 

Number of producers 
The total number of·U.S; tuna harvesters de­

clined during 1986-89. Table 2-3 provides data 
on the U.S. purse seine fleet. The number of 
purse seiners decreased from 90 in 1986 to 63 in 
1989. Most of the decline was accounted for by 
sales of. vessels to foreign-flag owners. . · 

Table 2-4 shows the number of baitboats and 
jigboats operating in the eastern Pacific. The 
·number of baitboats rose from 3 in 1986 to 12 in 
1988, while the number of jigboats totaled 3 the 
latter year.. Although these numbers increased 

·.during the period, the share of the tuna catch ac­
, .counted for by these vessels is minimal. 

The canneries' financial investment in the 
fleet has been a long-standing aspect _of industry 
structure. For most of its history, 'the harvesting 
sector has been financed or owned by the canner- · 
ies. This arrangement historically served both 
sides. With the canneries' funds, the vessel cap­
tains were able to finance the high cost ($5 
million:-S 15 million) of modem purse seiners. In 
return, the canneries were guaranteed a supply of 
frozen tuna from the vessels they helped finance. 

· · · · The number of trollers that spend at least part 
of their effort in the tuna fishery, as reported by 
the Western Fishboat Owners' Association, de­
clined from approximately 660 vessels in 1980 to 
108 in 1985; it is believed that this number has 
not changed significantly in recent years. It is dif­
_-fi~ult to infer much about tuna harvesting activity 
from data on trollers because these vessels com­
monly alternate between tuna and other fisheries 
_during the year. 

However, in recent years, this cannery-vessel 
link has disintegrated, apparently for two reasons. 
First, th~re is a ready supply of imported raw tuna 
that is priced at free-market levels only remotely 
influen_ced by ATSA. This import supply has re­
sulted from a growing foreign . catch of tuna 
(partly the result of the above-noted sale · of 
U .S.-flag vessels to foreign interests). Second, 
the fleet suffered severe financial losses in the 
first half of the 1980s (which was documented in 
previous Commission investigations). Since that 
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·• Commission staff interview with· members of the 
American Tun·aboat Association, San Diego, Sept. 20, 
1990. Because dolphins associate with tuna only in the 
eastern Pacific, the drive to market "dolphin-safe" tuna 
will put. pressure on h~rvesters to leave the eastern 
Pacific, causing them to concentrate most of their effort 
on the western Pacific. 



Location of producers . 
The eastern Pacific historically has been the 

principal fishing grounds for the U.S. tuna fleet 
(!ill vessel types). How~ver, conditions such as a 
temporary decline in the yellowfin resource 
caused by .the El Nino oce~nographic currents 
that led to fewer catches in the eastern Pacific in 
the. eaiiy 19 80s resulted in a decline in the num­
ber of vessels fishing in the eastern Pacific and (ln 
increase in the number fishing in the western J>a­
cific. A number of vessels remained in the 

western Pacific after conditions improved in the 
eastern Pacific. 

Table 2-4 shows the number and capacity of 
U.S.-flag_ vessels operating in the eastern Pacific 
during 1986-88. In 1988, 59 purse seiners, with 
a hold capacity of 44, 578 short tons, actively pur­
sued tuna fishing in the eastern Pacific. This 
represented approximately 83 percent of the 
number and 57 percent of the total capacity of 
the U.S. purse seine fleet that year. Virtually all 
of the· remainder of the U.S. tuna purse-seine 

Table 2-3 . . 
U.S. tuna purse seine fleet: Fleet size, additions, removals, and average capacity, January 1, 198.6 to 
January 1·, 1990 

Year 

1986 ............. 
1987 ............. 
1988 ............. 
1989 ............. 
1990 ............. 

Fleet size. Additions Removals 
on January• during year during year 

No. Capacity' No. ·Capacity. No.- · Capacity 

90 97' 131 1 1,500 
80 87,889 4 3,800 
71 78, 179 3 4,400 
63 69,929 3 3,700 
63 70,959 (2) (2) 

Summary of additions by type ' ..... 

·New 

11 
13 ; 

' 

,,. 
3: 

. (2)' 

··-:·· ••• 1· 

Transfer from 
other fishery 

10,742 
13,510 
12,650 
2,670 

(2) 

Net change 
during year Average 

capacity, 
No. Capacity January 

-10 -9,242 1,079 
-9 -9,710 1,099 
-8 -8.250 1, 115 
0 -1.030 1, 110 

(2) (2) 1.126 

Total additions 

Year No. CapacltY No. c• : •Capacity No. Capacity 

1986 ............ 
1987 ............ 
1988 ............ 
1989 ............ 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1,500 
1.200 
1.200 
1,500 

0 
3 
2 
2 

Summary of removals by. type 

Lost at sea 

Year No. Capacity 

1986 ............... 3 2,242 
1987 ............... 1 1,400 
1988 ............... 0 0 
1989 ............... 1 270 

• Capacity In short tons, carrying capacity. 
2 Not available. · 

Transfer to 
other fishery 

No. Capacity 

1 950 
0 0 
0 0 
0 o· 

0 
. 2,600 

3,200 
2,200 . 

Sale to 
foreign flag 

No. Capacity 

7 .7' 750 
12 12,110 
11 12,650 
2 2,400 

Source: Data submitted by American Tunaboat Association, prehearlng brlE!f. July 27. 1990. 

Table 2-4. 

1 
4 
3 
3 

1,500 
3,800 
4,400 
3,700 

Total removals 

No. Capacity 

11 10,742 
13 13,510 
11 12 ,650 
3 2,670 

Number and capacity• of U.S.-flag vessels operating In the eastern Pacific Ocean, by vessel type 
1986-88 . . . ' 

Vessel type 
and year 

Purse seiners: 
1986 .................................................. : . 
1987 ........ : .· ........................... " .......... · ... . 
1988 ..........................•.... : ... · ................. . 

Baltboats: 
1986 .................................................... . 
1987 .......................................... : ......... . 
1988 . •.• ................................................ . 

Jlgboats: : 
1986 ................................................... . 
1987 ................................................... ;. 
1988 ................................................... : . 

1 Carrying capacity. 
2 Not meanlngfuL 

Number of 
vessels 

64 
. 54 

59 

3 
. 11 
. 12 

0 
0 
3 

Total Average 
capacity capacity 

Short tons Short tons 

43,235 676 
41,965 777 
44,578 756 

348 116 
668 61 
938 78 

0 (2) 
0 (2) 

70 23 

Source: Complied from offlclal statistics of-the Annual Report of the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, 
various annual Issues. 
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fleet was located in the western Pacific. Very lit­
tle commercial tuna harvesting is carried out by 
U.S. vessels in the Atlantic Ocean. For the most 
part, U.S. tuna harvests in the Atlantic are car­
ried out by recreational fishermen or sporadically 
by U.S. purse seiners in transit to Puerto Rico. 

Shifts in U.S. Tuna Fleet Location 

The Pacific Ocean provides virtually all of the 
tuna resources harvested by U.S. fishermen. The 
Pacific tuna fishery basically consists of two dis­
tinct regions, the eastern Pacific, extending from 
California to Peru, and the western Pacific, lo­
cated primarily in the waters of the Pacific rim 
nations and Trust Territories. In recent years 
there was a movement away from the eastern Pa­
cific and to the western Pacific during 1982-84. 
In 1985, many vessels returned to the eastern Pa­
cific, and this region partially regained its 
prominence. The fleet location generally was sta­
ble during 1986-89. However, with the 
announcement of the "dolphin-safe" policy by 
U.S. tuna canners, this region likely will be virtu­
ally abandoned by the U.S. tuna fleet after 1990. 

These shifts in fleet location are due primar­
ily, of course, to tuna resource availability, which 
has been dramatically affected by biological and 
environmental conditions, but the shifts have also 
been influenced by the relocation of much of the 
U.S. cannery capacity from southern California to 
offshore locations in Puerto Rico and American 
Samoa, as well as by the recent "dolphin-safe" 
policy of the U.S. canned tuna industry.s 

Employment 

The average number of persons employed 
varies, depending on the size of the vessel. In 
general, the average crew size is about 18. The 
crews of the U .S.-flag vessels fishing in the east­
ern Pacific are composed largely of U.S. citizens. 
Usually, only the officers and key personnel (ap­
proximately eight men) are U.S. citizens on 
vessels fishing in the western Pacific. 

Wages are distributed generally in one of two 
systems. One system is called the share system, 
in which the excess of receipts after each trip's 
expenses are met goes to those with an invest­
ment in the catch according to some 
predetermined distribution. The remainder, 
termed net divisible income, is split between the 
boat's share and the crew's share. This system is 
principally used in the eastern Pacific, where the 
crew is composed mainly of U.S. citizens. 

Under the other system of wage distribution, 
which is known as the tonnage system, the crew­
men are paid a predetermined dollar amount for 
each ton of fish brought aboard while they are 
signed on board. Fishermen with U.S. citizenship 

11 The factors causing the historical shifts in fleet 
location are discussed in further detail in Competitive 
Conditions in the U.S. Tuna Industry, USITC publica-
tion 1912, October 1986, pp. 9-11. · 
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are generally paid on a basis that works out to be 
roughly equivalent to that under the share system. 
Aliens are paid considerably less than their U.S. 
counterparts. Skippers and boat owners generally 
feel that aliens are not as knowledgeable nor as 
experienced as U.S. fishermen. Tonnage work­
ers do not pay a share of their earnings for trip 
expenses or for food as the share men do. This 
system is generally employed in the western Pa­
cific, in which the crew are mainly aliens.6 

Capacity and Capacity Utilization 

Table 2-3 presents data on the capacity of the 
U.S. tuna purse seine fleet. The total fleet capac­
ity declined 28 percent during 1986-89; most of 
this decline was accounted for by sales of vessels 
to foreign-flag owners. 

Table 2-5 shows capacity utilization rates 
during 1986-89, based upon an assumed average 
of 3.5 trips per year per vessel.7 On this basis, 
capacity utilization showed a distinct upward 
trend during the period under review. This likely 
resulted from a streamlining in tuna harvesting 
operations whereby less efficient vessels exited 
the industry and existing vessels were utilized to a 
greater extent. 

Financial Experience of the U.S. Purse 
Seine Fleet 

This section provides financial information· 
obtained through questionnaires prepared by 
owners of U .S.-flag tuna purse seiners for the pe­
riod 1986-89. Comparative information for 
1979-85 which was obtained under investigation 
No. 332-224 is included. Since different num­
bers of vessel owners responded each year, and to 
be consistent with prior years' reporting, the in­
formation is presented on a per vessel average. 
Due to the large decrease in the number of re­
turned questionnaires between the 1979-85 and 
1986-89 time periods,. the discussion is generally 
limited to the 1986-89 period. Based on a U.S. 
purse seine fleet of about 60 vessels, the question­
naire respondents represented approximately 43 
percent of the fleet. 

Profit-and-Loss Experience 

Table 2-6 presents financial data on the tuna 
purse seiners that responded to the Commission's 

8 U.S. International Trade Commission, Compttitivt 
Conditions in the U.S. Tuna· Industry, USITC publica­
tion 1912, October 1986, p. 11. 

7 It should be noted that· capacity utilization rates for 
tuna boats are arbitrary al best. The actual number of 
trips per year varies depending on the distance a boat 
has to go. to find tuna and the •length of time it takes to 
fill the boat's hold. Since tuna migrate and, in recent 
years, their abundance has shifted between the eastern 
Pacific and the western Pacific as a result of weather 
patterns and water temperature, the number of trips that 
can be taken and the time per trip has varied from year 
to year. 



Table 2-5 
U.S. tuna purse seiners: Capacity and capacity utlllzatlon, 1~86-89 

Jan. 
of-

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 

Total catch 

Short tons 

260,939 
283,899 
283,273 
252,838 

Share 
Total fleet of total 
capacity' catch 

Short tons Percent 

339,959 77 
307,612 92 
273,627 104 
244,752 103 

1 The total fleet capacity was derived by multiplying the annual fleet capacity by 3.5; the average number of trips 
per year. 

Source: Data on capacity compiled from Information provided by the American Tunaboat Association: catch data 
represent cannery receipts. 

questionnaires during 1979-89,s and table 2-7 
analyzes the data as a percent of expenses before 
depreciation and amortization. Net sales per ves­
sel rose sharply from approximately $2. 7 million 
in 1986 to about $3.8 million in 1988 before de­
clining to $ 3. 1 million in 19 8 9. The rapid 
increase in sales revenue from 19 8 6 to 19 8 8 was 
due to increased revenue per ton received for 
tuna ($649 per ton in 1986, ·$835 per ton in 
1987, and $999 per ton in 1988). During the 
same time period, the amount of tuna delivered 
per vessel dropped from 4,390 tons in '1986 to 
3,698 tons in 1987 and 3,681 tons in-1988. In-
1989, decreased revenue per ton levels ($895 per 
ton) coupled with depressed catch levels (3,385 
tons per vessel) resulted in losses on the vessels' 
operations. · 

Although overall expenses (including depre­
ciation and amortization) rose moderately 
throughout the period from about $3.07 million 
in 1986 to about $3.43 million in 1989, individual' 
items fluctuated substantially. Repair expense in­
creased over 93 percent from about $264,000 in 
1986 to about $510,000 in 1989, perhaps a result 
of the increase in the average life of the boats 
over the prior reporting period· from 11. 9 to 15. 6 
years. Depreciation and amortization also rose 
substantially, from approximately $265,000 in 
1986 to approximately $390,000 in 1989. This 
approximate 50 percent increase was due to con­
tinuing capital expenditures and amortization of 
increasing drydock costs. 

On the other hand, interest expense dropped 
sharply from $349,000 in 1986 to a low of 
$141,000 in 1988 before rising to $205,000 in 

8 The data presented for the 1979-89 period were 
obtained from three sets of questionnaires: the first set 
collected data covering 1979-83, which are those pre­
sented in the Commission's report on the 1984 section 
201 investigation (Certain Canned Tuna Fish, USITC 
Publication No. 1558, 1984); the second set collected 
data covering 1984-85, which are those presented in the 
Commission's report on the 1986 section 332 investiga­
tion (Competitive Conditions in the U.S. Tuna Industry, 
USITC Publication No. 1912, Oct. 1986); and the third 
set collected data covering 1986-89 in connection with 
the subject investigation. 

19 8 9. The main reason is not a large reduction in 
debt, but rather the fact that interest expenses are 
not comparable within the time period. Approxi­
mately half of the boat owners responding to the 
1986-89 questionnaires indicated that the debt 
on their boats was restructured during 1987-88. 
Some had a portion of the debt forgiven, some 
negotiated lower interest rates, and some received 
financing from parties which had a substantial fi­
nancial interest in the tuna boats. In the latter 
case, interest expense is accrued only to the ex­
tent it is actually paid. Decreased interest 
payments on behalf of such boats accounted for 
approximately two-thirds of the decrease in 1988 
and 1989 interest expense from the 1986 ex­
pense. Therefore, even though total debt levels 
have stayed approximately the same both before 
and after debt renegotiation, interest payments 
attributable to vessel operations have dropped 
sharply. 

Three cost categories with significant change 
between the 1979-85 and 1986-89 time periods 
are crew expense, fuel expense, and insurance. 
The large increase in crew expenses over the 
1979-85 data is a direct result of the increased 
level of sales, since some crews are paid based on 
a share of revenues. The decrease in fuel ex­
penses during the 1986-89 period compared with 
prior periods is primarily due to the decrease in 
the price of fuel. Some owners indicated that an­
other contributing factor was shorter voyages (due 
to increased catches). Insurance expense, how­
ever, is now about twice what it was during the 
previous period. It has increased almost every 
year since 1979, both in terms of dollars and as a 
percent of e_xpenses, and in 1989 was 12.3 per­
cent of expenses (see table 2-7) as opposed to 
only 5.7 percent in 1979. Boat owners indicated 
that this is merely a reflection of ever increasing 
insurance costs in all segments of the marine in­
dustry; however, their responses indicate that the 
blue-water tuna industry in particular has per­
formed better than average with respect to 
insurance claims over the last few years, but pre­
miums were increased along with those for other 
vessel operators. 
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Table 2-6 
N 
I Frozen tuna: Profit-and-loss data for U.S. tuna purse seiners, average per vessel, accounting years 1979-89 00 

Item 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Value (in dollars) 

Net saleo of tuna ...... 1,445,886 2,226,952 2.185,942 2,051,667 2, 111,452 2.786,039 2.287,353 2.739,476 2.921,360 3,783,440 3, 127.615 
Crew expense ........ 472,456 673,747 625.837 555,235 542,849 759,745 620,941 827,238 791,960 926,680 841,423 
Fuel expense ......... 257,557 431,241 503,419 520,510 465,269 547'196 532,686 419,095 377 ,640 406,840 460,423 
Galley expense ........ 31.215 43,434 50,326 52, 196 49,462 61,980 59, 118 64,857 69,320 78,320 82,000 
License fees .......... 8,557 11 ,253 10,256 12,225 17,312 23, 745 23,234 31,048 27,880 64,680 48,808 
Transhlpment fees ..... 671 5,663 7, 140 67,020 79,774 84,098 76,255 29,048 22,320 58,214 40,706 
Repairs .............. 229,747 291, 193 276,291 314,324 260,409 246,392 261,275 263,952 278,240 456,920 509,769 
Gear and supplies ..... 27,215 35,060 44,709 42,892 50,236 67,353 64,804 70,333 89,840 117 ,680 103,885 
Insurance ............ 85,367 100,880 129,046 141,980 143,548 198,529 267,667 335,714 303,880 345,720 373,269 
Helicopter .. : ......... 25,456 40,566 56, 128 72,510 79,258 75,490 93,451 83,905 95,480 126,00.0 106,577 
Travel ............... 19,582 25,084 30,744 37 ,471 39, 140 29,608 27,647 21, 190 22,600 31,640 39,231 
Administration ........ 30,696 42,566 41,965 46,206 43,204 55,784 61,941 92,429 84,240 105, 160 90,769 
Interest .............. 177,202 249,843 355,640 422,549 376, 140 285,294 280,000 349,048 274,520 140,680 204,962 
Other expenses ....... 126,418 119,554 137,035 167,147 118,828 169,667 229,412 218,905 160, 160 135,400 137,269 

Total expenses 
excluding 
depreciation and 
amortization ..... 1,492, 139 2,070,084 2,268,535 2,452,265 2,265,430 2,604,881 2.598,431 2,806,762 2,598,080 2,993,934' 3,039,091 

Income or (loss) 
before depreciation 
and amortization, 
taxes and other ..... (46,253) · 156,867 (82,593) (400,598) (153,978) 181,158 (311,078) (67,286) 323,280 789,506 88,524 

Depreciation and 
199,626 amortization ........ 156, 139 257, 140 290,520 308,763 291,765 276,647 264,857 255,967 314,818 389,910 

Income or (loss) 
before taxes 
and other Income/ 
expenses ........... (202,392) (42,759) (339,732) (691,118) (462,742) (110,607) (587,725) (332, 143) 67,313 474,688 (301,386) 

Share of net sales (In percent) 

Income or (loss) before 
depreciation and 
amortization, taxes 
and other ........... (3.2) 7.0 (3;8) (19.5) (7.~) 6.5 (13.6) (2.5) 11. 1 20.9 2.8 

Income or (loss) before 
taxes and other Income/ 
expenses ........... (14.0) (1.9) (15.5) (33.7) (21.9) (4.0) (25.7) ( 12.1) 2.3 12.5 (9.6) 

Number of-

Vessels reporting ...... 79 83 86 102 93 51 51 21 25 25 26 
Organizations 

56 56 56 reporting ........... 56 56 42 42 11 12 12 13 

Source: Compiled from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 



Table 2-7 
. Frozen tuna: lndlvldual cost Items as a share of total expenses before depreciation for U.S. tuna purse seiners, average per vessel, accounting 
years 1979-89 . . 

Item 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Share of net exe,enses exc/udlnfJ. dee,reciation and amortization 

Crew expense ............ 31.7 32.6 27.6 22.6 24.0 29.2 23.9 29.5 30.5 31.0 27.7 
Fuel expense ............. 17.3 20.8 22.2 21.2 20.5 21.0 20.5 14.9 14.5 13.6 15.2 
Galley expense ............ 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.1 2.2 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.7 2.6 .2.7 
License fees .............. 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.8 0.9 0.9 1. 1 1. 1 2.2 1.6 
Transhlpment fees ......... (') 0.3 0.3 2.7 3.5 3.2 2.9 1.0 0.9 1.9 1.3 
Repairs ................ '. 15.4 14.1 12.2. 12.8 11.5 9.5 10. 1 9.4 10.7 15.3 16.8 
Gear and supplies ......... 1.8 1. 7 2.0 1.8 2.2 2.6 2.5 2.5 3.5 3.9 3.4 
Insurance ................ 5.7 4.9 5.7 5.8 6.3 7.6 10.3 12.0 11. 7 11.6 12.3 
Helicopter ................ 1. 7 2.0 ·2.5 3.0 3.5 2.9 3.6 3.0 3.7 4.2 3.5 

·Travel .. ~ ................ 1.3 1.2 1.4 1.5 1. 7 1. 1 1. 1 0.8 0.9 1. 1 1.3 
Administration ............ 2.1 2.1 1.9 1.9 1.9 2.1 2 .. 4 3.3 3.2 3.5 3.0 
Interest ........ : ......... 11.9 12.1 15.7 17.2 16.6 11.0 10.8 12.4 10.6 4.7 6.7 
Other expenses ........... 8.4 5.6 5.8 6.9 5.3 6.5 8.7 7.8 6.2 4.5 4.5 
Expenses excluding 

depreciation 
and amortization ......... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Depreciation and 
amortization ............ 10.5 9.6 11.3 11.8 13.6 11.2 10.6 9.4 9.9 10.5 12.8 

Number of-

Vessels reporting .....•.... 79 83 86 102 93 51 51 21 25 25 26 
Organizations reporting ..... 56 56 56 56 56 42 42 11 12 12 13 

· 1 Less than 0. 05 percent 

Source: Compiled from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 



Cost Structure of the U.S. Purse Seine Fleet 

The following tabulation compares per vessel 
cost, capital expenditures, and age data for the 
1986-89 fleet and the 1984-85 fleet:9 

1984-85 fleet 1986-89 fleet 

Average vessel cost . . . $4.563,833 $5,030,000 

Average capital 
expenditures per 
vessel per year ...... . 

Average number of 
years vessel owned ... 

Number and percent 
of total of 

$99,789 $158,021 

10.2 12.5 

vessels aged- Number Percent Number Percent 

0 to 5 years .... 9 17.7 0 0.0 
6 to 10 years .... 16 31.4 5 18.5 
11 to 15 years ... 17 33.3 5 18.5 
16 to 20 years ... 7 13. 7 15 55.6 
20 years and 

older ......... 2 3.9 2 7.4 
Total ....... 51 100.0 27 100.0 

Average age of fleet 11 .9 years 1.5.6 years 

Of the 27 vessels for the 1986-89 fleet, one 
was sold during the time period covered by the 
questionnaire, one was going to be sold, and one 
sank. The most noticeable change from the prior 
study is the increase in the average age of the 
fleet. Sixty-three percent of the fleet is now 16 
years old and older, as opposed to only about 18 
percent in the previous reporting period. High 
mortgages are the norm. Together with an aging 
fleet, other indications of financial decline are ( 1) 
owners making less than full interest payments on 
their mortgages (see discussion in processors' sec­
tion), (2) the fact that all capital expenditures 
were financed by the owners-no outside sources 
of capital were utilized, and (3) vessels tied up 
due to a lack of working capital. Perhaps even 
more revealing is the fact that no new boats were 
introduced into the fleet during the questionnaire 
period, thus increasing the average age of the re­
maining fleet. 

Table 2-7 presents data on the cost structure 
of the U.S. tuna purse seine fleet. Crew expenses 
remained the primary cost item during the past 
decade and ranged between about 23 percent 
and 33 percent of total costs annually during 
1979-89. Fuel expenses generally declined as a 
share of total costs after 1985, as diesel fuel 
prices dropped substantially. On the other hand, 
insurance expenses increased substantially during 
the decade, reaching 12 percent of total costs in 
1989. Repair expenses, which fluctuate annually, 
accounted for nearly 17 percent of total costs in 
1989, up from about 9 percent in 1986. It is 
believed that the refitting of vessels to fish in the 
western Pacific was the primary cause of this rise. 

11 As of 12131185 and 12/31/89, respectively. 
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Gov,ernment Inyolvement 
In addition to the regulation of the dolphin 

catch noted earlier, the U.S. government is in­
volved in tuna harvesting in two areas-access to 
fishing grounds and financial assistance. 

Access to Fishing Grounds 
Because most U.S. tuna vessels operate be­

yond the 200-mile fishery zone claimed by the 
United States, U.S. vessels' fishery access is con­
trolled primarily by foreign governments and 
international agreements negotiated with the 
United States. Such access control presents prob­
lems because the United States neither claims 
unilateral jurisdiction over tuna resources nor rec­
ognizes such claims of other nations. The reason 
for this exclusion of tuna from national fishery 
jurisdiction is that tuna are highly migratory and 
that, because tuna populations typiCally spend 
only a few weeks or months per year in the waters 
adjacent to any one country, no one country has 
the ability to effectively manage or control the 
fishing of these populations. The U.S. position is 
that the proper management arrangement is a 
multilateral one, preferably including all nations 
in the region within which tuna populations mi­
grate. 

An example of such a multilateral agreement 
is one negotiated in 1986 between the United 
States and the South Pacific Forum Fisheries 
Agency (SPFFA), representing about 15 nations 
and island states in the southern and southwest­
ern Pacific. This region encompasses most of the 
grounds through which tuna stocks in the western 
Pacific migrate, and the western Pacific, as noted, 
is an important fishing area for the U.S. harvest­
ing sector. The agreement basically provides for 
access by U.S. fishing vessels to the fishery zones 
claimed by SPFFA members, in return for which 
the vessels pay certain fees and the U.S. Govern­
ment provides certain economic development 
assistance. The achievement of this agreement in 
19 8 6 ended several years of disputes over fishing 
rights, which included the seizure of U.S. fishing 
vessels by individual nations whose claims of na­
tional jurisdiction over tuna were rejected by the 
United States. · 

Financial Assistance 
The Fishermen's Guarantee Fund established 

under the Fishermen's Protective Act, as 
amended (22 U.S.C. 1971, et seq.) compensates 
owners of U .S.-flag fishing vessels for claims and 
administrative expenses related to seizures of ves­
sels by foreign governments, usually as a result of 
fishing in disputed or non-U .S.-recognized for­
eign . territorial waters. Another· program 
established by the Fishermen's Protective Act is 
the Fishing Vessel and Gear Damage Compensa­
tion Fund, which compensates fishermen for gear 
damage resulting from man-made acts, such as 
dar:nage from other vessels. The financing of this 
program is provided by revenues received from 



fees assessed to owners of seized foreign fishing 
vessels. 

Financial assistance for vessel construction is 
available to the tuna industry through the Produc­
tion Credit Association system of the Farm Credit 
Administration and through the Fisheries Obliga­
tion Guarantee Program and the Fishing Vessel 
Capital Construction Fund Program of the Na­
tional Marine Fisheries Service. In general, these 
programs provide for relatively low-cost financing 
and tax deferrals. 10 

The Processing Sector 

Production 
Canned tuna in the United States is processed 

from domestic landings of frozen tuna and from 
imponed fresh and frozen tuna. U.S. tuna proc­
essors engage in the production of canned tuna 
for human consumption and the production of 
byproducts, primarily tuna-based pet food. Tuna 
loins (which comprise the lighter meat) are proc­
essed for human consumption, and the red meat 
is processed into pet food. The head, skin, and 
bones of the frozen whole tuna used as raw mate­
rials by processors provide an important source of 
fish meal in the U.S. market, but such production 
plays a minor role in the world fish~meal market. 

Canned tuna products for human consump­
tion come in a wide variety of forms and types. 
Tuna for human consumption is classifiable by 
species as either whitemeat (exclusively albacore) 
or lightmeat (principally skipjack, yellowfin, 
bluefin, and bigeye). Albacore is the only species 
that can be classified as whitemeat tuna in the 
United States; all ot.her species are classified as 
lightmeat and are typically mixed together by 
U.S. processors during packing. Canned tuna is 
packed in the following forms: (1) solid (a seg­
ment of the loin placed in the can with the cut 
ends parallel to the ends of the can); (2) chunk 
(a mixture of pieces of tuna in which the original 
muscle structure is retained, but not less than 
50 percent of the weight of the pressed contents 
of a container is retained on a 1/2-inch mesh 
screen); (3) flake (a mixture of pieces of tuna as 
set forth above for chunk pack, but in which 
more than 50 percent of the weight of the 
pressed contents of a container will pass through 
a 1/2-inch mesh screen); and ( 4) grated (a mix­
ture of discrete, uniform-sized particles of tuna 
that will pass through a 112-inch mesh screen, but 
which do not constitute a paste). Any of the 
aforementioned forms may be smoked. 

Both whitemeat and lightmeat canned tuna 
are packed either in water or in oil. Water pack 

10 Respondents to Commission questionnaires reported 
vessel mortages with principals totalling approximately $8 
million financed by the Fann Credit Administration. For 
further details, see U.S. International Trade Commis­
sion, Competitive Conditions in the U.S. Tuna Industry, 
USITC Publication 1912, October 1986, p. 37. 

accounted for 7 5 percent of total U.S. produc­
tion of canned tuna in 1989. Canned tuna is 
generally processed in solid and chunk forms. 
Smaller quantities of flaked, grated, and smoked 
tuna meat are also processed into canned tuna. 
In 1989, chunk lightmeat tuna accounted for the 
bulk of U.S. canned tuna consumption. Canned 
tuna is marketed in both retail- and institutional­
size containers with the bulk of U .S.-processed 
tuna in retail-size containers. Retail-size contain­
ers are marketed in two categories, processors' 
own brand and private (e.g., a retailer's) label. 
The size of the can varies according to the prod­
uct form: 6 1/2-ounce for chunk and solid, and 
6-ounce for grated tuna.11 

Canned tuna is distributed through U.S. mar­
ket channels in any or all combinations of the 
above product forms. Each U.S. processor pro­
duces many of the different canned tuna 
products, (if not most.) 

United States production of canned tuna (ta­
ble 2-8) as reported by the National Marine 
Fisheries Service of the Department of Com­
merce ranged from 545.0 million pounds in 1985 
to 686.3 million in 1989. The value of U.S. 
canned tuna production rose from $820.8 million 
in 1985 to $1.1 billion in 1989. Table 2-8 also 

· shows- U.S. production by type and pack for 
1985-89. Light meat tuna accounted for be­
tween 75 percent and 80 percent of U.S. canned 
tuna production during the period. Such produc­
tion consisted primarily of chunk form. 
Production of albacore or white meat tuna ac­
counted for between 20-25 percent and consisted 
primarily of solid form. 

United States canners are continuing to shift 
their production from tuna canned in oil to tuna 
canned-in water or brine. According to industry 
sources, the increase in the production of canned 
tuna in water started to occur in the early 1980s 
as a result of a shift in consumer pre.ference to 
water-packed tuna rather than oil-packed tuna. 
The trend toward water-packed tuna has contin­
ued with U.S. production of water packed 
accounting for 75 percent of U.S. canned tuna 
production in 19 8 9 . 

United States production of canned tuna as 
reported by responses to the Commission's ques­
tionnaire generally increased during 1986-89, 
totaling 34.6 million cases in 1989, up 6 percent 
from 1986 (table 2-9). Light meat tuna ac­
counted for between 75 percent and 79 percent 
of U.S. canned tuna production during the pe­
riod. Such production consisted primarily of light 
chunk form. Production of albacore or white 
meat tuna, primarily of solid form, declined dur­
ing the period from 25 percent of production in 
1985 to 21 percent in 1989. 

11 During 1990, most U.S. tuna processors downsized 
to a 6-1/8 ounce can for chunk and solid tuna, following 
the lead of StarKist. 
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Table ·2-s 
Canned tuna: U.S. production by type and pack, 1985-89 

Type and pack 1985 · 1986 

Albacore 
Solid· ..................... . 
Chunk ................... .. 
Flakes and grated .......... . 

Total ................... . 
Light meat: · .. 

Solid ..................... . 
Chunk ................... .. 
Flakes and grated .......... . 

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

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

Albacore: 
Solid ..................... . 
Chunk ..................... . 
Flakes and grated .......... . 

Total ................... . 
Light meat: 
·Solid ..................... . 
-Chunk ................... .. 
Flakes and grated .......... . 

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

116,493 
14,859 

648 

132,000 

7,937 
405,054 

(1) 

412,991 

544,991 

240,308 
29,001 

653 

269,962 

11,903 
538,904 

(1) 

550,807 

141,726 
15,327 

288 

157,341 

6,728 
471,881 

882 

479,491 

636,832 

291, 102 
29,253 

440 

320,795 

9, 109 
550,978 . 

636 

560,723 

1987 

Quantity (1,000 pounds) 

. 122,675 
17' 180 

36 

139,891 

22,055 
491,829 

216 

514, 100 

653,991 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

277,470 
. 34,873 
. 52. 

312,395 

33,391 
670,487 

170 

104,048 

1988 

114,953 
16.166 

(2) 

131,119 

8,619 
·457,977 

468 

467,064 

598, 183 

278, 745 
38,419 

(2) 

317, 164 

15, 115 
627,487 

443 

643,045 

Grand total ............... . 820.769 881,518 918,446 .. - 960,209 

Albacore: 
·solid ..........•........... 
Chunk .................... . 
Flakes and grated .......... . 

.Total .................... · .. 
Light meat:. 

Solid ..................... . 
Chunk .................... . 
Flakes and grated .......... . 

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

Grand total ...........•. 
1 Included with albacore. 

$2.06. 
1.95 
1.01 

2.05 

1.50 
1.33 
. (') 

1.33 

1.51 

$2.05. 
1.91 
1.53 

2.04 

1.35 
1.17 

.72 

1.17 

1.38 . 

Unit .value (per pound) 

; $2.26 
2.03 
1.44 

2.23 

1.51 
1.36' 

.79 

1.37 

1.40 

2 Included with light meat. . 

$2.42 
2.38 

(2) 

2.42 

1.75 
1.37 

.95 

1.38 

1.61 

1989 

118,229 
19,052 

(2) 

137,281 

'10,842 
536,933 

1,206 

548,981 

686,262 

301,348 
43,943 

(2) 

345,291 

16,317 
695,068 

1,086 

712,471 

1,057,762 

$2.55 
2.31 

(2) 

2.52 

1.50 
1.29 

.90 

1.30 

1.54 

Source: Compiled from official .statlstlcs·of the U.S. Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service 
of the United States 1986-89. 

Table.2-9 
Canned tuna: U.S. production by type of pack In thousands of standard cases, 1986-89 

Type of pack 1986 1987 1988 1989 
Water: 

White ......................... : ......... 6,466 6,003 6, 160 6,546 
_Light ................................... 15,461 17,731 17,385 19,310 

Total In water .......................... 
011: 

21,927 23,733 23,545 25,857 

White ................................... 1,544 1,091 956 820 
Light ................................... 9,047 8,869 8,345 7,913 

Total In oil ........................... : . 10,590 9,960 9,300 8,734 
Total In Water & 011: 

White ................ .................. 8,010 7.094 7, 116 7,367 
Light .................................... 24,508 26,600 25,730 27,224 

Grand Total ........................... 32,517 33,694 32.845 34,591 

Source: Complied from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 
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The following tabulation shows the share of 
U.S. canned tuna production accounted for by 
various production locations, during 1987-89 
(data from prehearing brief of StarKist Foods, 
Inc., p. 11, in percent): 

Location 1987 1988 1989 

Puerto Rico .............. 63 57 55 
American Samoa ......... 32 37 39 
California ................ 6 6 6 

Total .................. 100 100 100 

During 1987-89, the share of U.S. carined 
tuna production supplied by Puerto Rican canner­
ies declined, whereas the share supplied by the 
American Samoan canneries increased. Puerto 
Rico's share of U.S. canned tuna production de­
clined by 8 percentage points over the period, 
reflecting in part, production cutbacks. The 
share of U.S. canned tuna production from 
American Samoa increased by 7 percentage 
points during this period whereas production in 
California remained constant. 

'Shipments 

Data on U.S. shipments of canned tuna by 
U.S. processors, as reported by responses -to the 
Commission's questionnaires, are presented in ta­
ble 2-10. Such shipments declined 4 percent 
between 1986 and 1988, then increased by 8 per­
cent in 1989. The reported value of processors' 

-shipments increased by 16 percent during the pe­
riod. The average unit value per standard case of -­
tuna rose from $29.76 in 1985 to $36.04 in 1988, 
then fell to $33.46 in 1989. 

Distribution of shipments of U.S. processed 
canned tuna in retail-size containers for selected 
categories, institutional-size containers, and total . 
shipments for 19 8 6-8 9 are shown in table 2-11. 
Shipments of tuna in retail-size containers ac­
counted for the majority of shipments. In the 
retail sector, U.S. shipments of the processors' 
own brand generally increased during the period, 
whereas shipments of private-label tuna generally 
declined. Shipments of institutional-sized con­
tainers fluctuated during the period, with the 
processors' own brand accounting for between 66 
and 7 5 percent of institutional shipments during 
the period. 

Large processors were the principal marketers 
of nationally advertised brands, and the smaller 
processors relied on private-label and institutional 
markets. The share of total shipments accounted 
for by the processors' own brands, ranged from 
82 percent in 1987 to 85 percent in 1989. 

Inventories 
Data on U.S. processors' inventories are pre­

sented in table 2-12. Inventories of canned tuna 
increased by 32 percent during 1986-89. Inven­
tories of canned tuna in water accounted for the 
increase, primarily lightmeat, as inventories rose 
from 5.5 million cases in 1986, to 8.4 million 
cases in 1989, or by 52 percent. - Inventories of 
canned tuna in oil generally declined during the 
period by 13 percent. As a proportion of ship­
ments, inventories increased from 23 percent in 
1986 to 29 percent in 1989. 

Capacity and Capacity Utilization 
Domestic capacity to process tuna increased 

from 41. 5 million cases in 19 8 6 to 4 5 . 1 million 
cases in 1989, or by 9 percent (table 2-13). Ca­
pacity utilization generally declined slightly during 
the period from 79 percent in 1987 to 77 percent 
in 1989. 

Number and Location Of Operations 
Six U.S. processors of canned tuna currently 

a_ccount for the vast majority of U.S. produc­
tion. 12 The names of these processors and the 
locations of their processing facilities are shown in 
table 2-14. The three largest firms, accounting 
together for _about 80 percent of domestic pro­
duction of canned tuna in 1989, are StarKist 
Seafood Company, Bumble Bee Seafoods, and 
Van Camp Seafood. During 1988-89, Van 
Camp Seafood and Bumble Bee Seafoods were 
purchased by Asian companies. The following 
are brief descriptions of these three companies. 

StarKist Seafood Company 

Star Kist is the largest U.S. tuna processor, 
with over one-third of the volume of the domestic 
rriarket13 and with substantial interests in tuna 
markets worldwide. StarKist was founded in 
1917, as a processor of a variety of seafoods. 
Since 1963, StarKist has been a wholly owned 
subsidiary of H.J. Heinz Company (Heinz), a 
Pennsylvania-based processed-food conglomer­
ate. _Heinz owns also an Australian tuna pro­
cessor, Heinz-Australia, which produces primarily 
for the Australian market_ and, according to 
sources in the Australian market, accounts for the 
majority of that market. 

12 There are some small processors of canned tuna, 
producing insignificant amounts of canned tuna on an 
irregular schedule. According to the National Marine 
Fisheries Service, these small processors together account 
for less than 1 percent of total U.S. production of 
canned tuna. 

13 H.J. Heinz Company, 1989 Annual Report, p. 45. 
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Table 2-10 
Canned tuna In water or oll: U.S. processors' domestic shipments,• by types, 1986-89 

Product 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Quantity (1.000 standard cases) 

6,201 5,839 6,039 
19,024 18,826 21,984 

Tuna In water: 
Whltemeat . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,981 
Llghtmeat . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18. 600 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Tot a I, tuna In water . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24,581 25,225 24.665 28,022 

1.240 1,044 909 
8,764 8, 115 7,730 

Tuna In oll: 
Whltemeat . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 , 378 
Llghtmeat . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9. 440 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Tot a I, tuna In oll . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,818 10,004 9.158 8,639 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Grand total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35.399 35,229 33,823 36,661 

Value ( 1. 000 dollars) 

295,065 320, 141 327 ,449 
545,930 591.065 632,993 

Tuna In water: 
Whltemeat . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 259,504 
Llghtmeat . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 485,667 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Tot a I, tuna In water .. .. . .. . . .. .. .. .. . . . . 745, 171 840,995 911 ,206 ·960,442 

57' 129 55,943 48,748 
250,924 251,740 217,578 

Tuna In oll: 
Whltemeat . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 59. 071 
Llghtmeat . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 249.408 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~-

Tot a I. tuna In oll . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 308,479 308,053 307,683 266,326 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Grand total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,053.650 1, 149,048 1,218,889 1,226,768 

Unit value (per case) 

Tuna In water: 
Whltemeat . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $43. 39 $47.58 $54.83 $54.22 
Llghtmeat ............. , .. .. .. .. .. . . .. .. . . 26. 11 · 28.70 31.40 28.79 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Aver age. tuna In water................... 30.31 33.34 36.94 34.27 
Tuna In oll: 

Whltemeat . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42. 87 46.07 53.59 53.63 
Llghtmeat . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26. 42 28.63 '31.02 28.15 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Aver age, tuna In oll . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28.52 · 30.79 33.60 30.83 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Aver age. all tuna........................ 29.76 32.62 36.04 33.46 
1 Includes canned tuna Imported by some processors. 

Source: Complied from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Table 2-11 
Distribution of shipments of U.S.-processed canned tuna: U.S. shipments o~ U.S.-processed canned 
tuna In retail-size containers for selected categories, lnstltutlonal-slze containers for selected catego­
ries, and total shipments of canned tuna In lnstltutlonal-slzed containers, 1986-89 

Reta/I Institutional 

Year 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 

Processors 
own brand' 

29,611 
28,916 
28,436 
31 ,257 

83.6 
82.1 
84.1 
85.3 

' Also referred to as •advertised retail brands. • 

Private 
label 

Processors 
own brand 

Private 
label 

Quantity (1,000 standard cases) 

4,380 933 475 
4,809 1,067 437 
4,238 858 291 
3,851 1,102 450 

Share of total shipments (percent) 

12.4 2.6 1.3 
13.7 3.0 1.2 
12.5 2.5 0.9 
10.5 3.0 1.2 

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

Total 

35,399 
35,229 
33,823 
36,661 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

Source: Complied from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 
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Table 2-12 , , 
Canned tuna: U.S. processors' Inventories, by types, as of Dec. 31 of-1986-89 

Item 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Quantity (1,000 standard cases) 

Tuna In water: 
Whitemeat . . .. .. . .. .. . .. . . . . . .. .. . .. . . . .. . . . . 1.911 1.546 1,684 2,151 
Llghtmeat . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _3..:...,5_9_4 _____ 4_._1_0_8 _____ 5_._90_6 _____ 6_.2_4_4 

Total, tuna In water . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,505 5,653 7,590 8,395 
Tuna In oll: 

Whltemeat . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 611 393 356 317 
Llghtmeat . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _1_.8_6_1_;_ ____ 1 _.8_8_5 __ _... __ 1_._9_65 ____ 1 _.8_2_9 __ 

Total. tuna In oll .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. . 2,472 2.278 2,321 2, 145 -------------------------------------Grand total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _7_.9_7_7 __________ 7_._93_1 _____ 9_._9_1_1 _____ 1_0_,54_0 

Tuna In water: 
Whltemeat .................................. . 
Llghtmeat ................................... . 

Total, tuna In water ........................ . 
Tuna In oll: 

Whltemeat .................................. . 
Llghtmeat ................................... . 

Total. tuna In oll ........................... . 

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

32.0 
14.6 

22.4 

44.3 
19.7 

22.9 

22.5 

Ratio of Inventories to shipments (percent) 

24.9 
21.6 

22.4 

31. 7 
21.5 

22.8 

22.5 

28.8 
31.4 

30.8 

34.1 
24.2 

25.3 

29.3 

35.6 
28.4 

30.0 

34.9 
23.7 

24.8 

28.7 

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

Source: Complied from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Table 2-13 
Canned tuna: U.S. production, capacity, and capacity utlllzatlon, 1986-89 

Period 
Production 
in water In oil Total Capacity 

Capacity 
Utilization 

-------- 1, 000 standard cases Percent 

78.3 
78.5 
76.1 
76.7 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 

21,927 
23,733 
23,545 
25,857 

10,590 32,517 
9,960 33.694 
9,300 32,845 
8, 734 34,591 

41,503 
42,904 
43, 160 
45.107 

Source: Complied from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Approximately 16 percent of the total world­
wide sales of Heinz during 1987-89 was 
accounted for by tuna and tuna-related products, 
the single largest component of the company's 
sales.14 In addition to the "Star Kist" brand of 
canned tuna, StarKist also produced the 
"9-Lives" brand of tuna-based and other pet 
foods. In 1988, following reorganization, pet­
food products were separated from StarKist 
Foods, which was already renamed StarKist Sea­
food Company, and became a ·separate entity, 
Heinz Pet Products Company. 1s 

Through wholly owned subsidiaries, StarKist 
operates two U.S. tuna processing plants, whose 

14 H.J. Heinz Company, Form 10-K filed with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission for fiscal years 
1987-89, p. 2. 

111 H.J. Heinz Company, 1989 Annual Report, p. 45. 

locations are shown in table 2-14. · In addition, 
StarKist operates tuna processing plants and/or 
frozen tuna collection stations in Canada, Ghana, 
France, Colombia, and in other foreign locations 
and nontuna (pet food) factories in locations 
around the United States. After being shut down 
since October 1985 because of a dispute over in­
spection and product quality, StarKist Foods, 
Canada, reopened its St. Andrews facility in New 
Brunswick in November 1988. In mid-1990, 
StarKist again closed this plant, citing price cuts 
by canners using Asian imports as the cause of 
the closure. 18 

In 1984, "in response to continued high costs 
and the Government's failure to provide relief 

16 See "Post Hearing Brief of StarKist Seafood Com­
pany", Sept. 14, 1990, p. 13-14. 
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Table 2-14 
Canned tuna: U.S. processors, locatlon by firms and processing plants, 1990 

Firm U.S. processing plants 

Bumble Bee Seafoods, Inc . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mayaquez, PR. 
San Diego, CA ........... ·. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sante Fe Springs, CA. 

C.H.B. Foods lnc.-Pan Pacific . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Terminal Island, CA. 
Fisheries 
Terminal Island, CA. 

Mitsubishi Foods Inc . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ponce, PR. 
(Carlbe Tuna) Delmar, CA 
(a subsidiary of Mitsubishi 
Corp., Tokyo, Japan). 

Neptune Packing Corp . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mayaguez, PR. 
White Plains, NY (a subsidiary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (closed August 1990) 
of Mitsui (U.S.A.), New York, 'NY). 

Star-Kist Foods, Inc ....... · ............................................... Mayaguez, PR: 
CA (a subsidiary of H.J................................................... Pago Pago, American Samoa. 
Heinz, Co., Pittsburgh, PA). · 

Van Camp Seafood Division . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pago Pago, American Samoa: 
Ralston Purina Co., . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ponce, PR. (closed June 1990) 
St. Louis, MO 

Source: Compiled from Information submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade 
Commission. 

from low-priced canned tuna imports," 17 Star Kist 
closed its Terminal Island, California, tuna-proc­
essing plant. Capacity was increased by 
22 percent at the company's Puerto Rico plant, 
reportedly making it the largest tuna processing 
facility in the world. In 1988, at the company's 
American Samoa plant, StarKist completed its ex­
pansion program, reportedly making that facility 
the second largest in the world, with a daily raw 
fish packing capacity of 900,000 pounds. 18 

Bumble Bee Seafoods 
Bumble Bee is the second largest U.S. tuna 

processor, accounting for approximately 23 per­
cent of the market for canned tuna. Bumble Bee 
began processing fish (other than tuna) in 1899. 
In 1937, the firm started canning albacore in Ore­
gon and has since been best known as a producer 
of canned albacore (and salmon). Late 1970s 
and early 1980s the firm, as an operating division 
of Castle & Cooke, Inc., expanded by canning 
lightmeat tuna. In June 1985, the management 
of Bumble Bee arranged a leveraged buyout of 
most of the firm's assets, including the trade­
mark, from Castle & Cooke, and began 
operations as an independent company. The 
Pillsbury Company, a U.S. food processor, pur­
chased Bumble Bee in the summer of 198819. In 
September of 1989, Bumble Bee was purchased 
by Unicord, a private concern of Thailand, for 
U.S. $269 million. 

17 H.J. Heinz Company, 1985 Annual Report, p. ·17. 
. 1e H.J. Heinz Company, 1988 Annual Report, p. 18. 

111 "Turn on to Tuna," Seafood International, Dec. 
1988, p. 29. 
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Unicord is a subsidiary of a larger group 
owned by the Thai Konuntakiet family.20 
Unicord is an agribusiness conglomerate and has 
established itself as one of the world's largest tuna 
packers. Unicord is Thailand's largest tuna 
exporter. Unicord relies on imports of raw tuna 
for its production of canned tuna and seeks long­
term contracts on such procurements to ensure 
continuous supplies for its production lines. 
Among its major suppliers of raw tuna are Japan, 
Taiwan, the United States, Maldives, Papua New 
Guinea, and Solomon Islands. 

Unicord's U.S. operation currently operates a 
single tuna-processing plant in Puerto Rico and a 
plant that processes tuna loins in Sante Fe 
Springs, CA., (table 2-14). In addition, 
Unicord owns a tuna cannery in Manta, Ecuador, 
which produces canned tuna for sale in South 
America and supplies tuna loins for its Puerto 
Rico plant.21 Unicord distributes canned tuna in 
the United States under the "Bumble Bee" label 
from its own U.S. production facility, as well as 
from its plants in Thailand. In 1988, 48 percent 
of Unicord's sales were accounted for by exports 
to the United States, 35 percent to Europe, 8 per­
cent to Japan, and the remainder to the rest of 
the world. 

20 "Bumble Bee takeover," Seafood International, 
Oct. 1989, p. 17. 

21 Submission by counsel on behalf of Bumble Bee 
Seafoods, Inc., in connection with Commission investi­
gation 332-291, Sept. 14, 1990, p. 1. 



Van Camp Seafood 

Van Camp is the third largest U.S. tuna proc­
essor, accounting for 20 percent of the U.S. 
market for canned tuna.22 Prior to Novem!:>er 
15, 19 8 8, Van Camp was a division of Ralston 
Purina Company, a Missouri-based producer of 
processed foods, pet food, and livestock and 
poultry feeds. Seafoods accounted for approxi­
mately 7 percent of Ralston Purina's total sales in 
198723 (latest data available). Van Camp ac­
counted for substantially all of the parent 
company's seafood sales. Van Camp produced 
canned tuna and salmon under the "Chicken of 
the Sea" label. 

On November 15, 1988, P.T. Management 
Trust (Mantrust), a privately held Indonesian 
concern, purchased Van Camp and its "Chicken 
of the Sea" canned tuna brand from Ralston 
Purina for $260 million.24 Mantrust, established 
in 1958, is one of Indonesia's significant food 
conglomerates. The company has significant 
holdings in agribusinesses, distribution and trad­
ing, retail industries, and shipbuilding. 
Mantrust's U.S. operation currently operates a 
single tuna-processing plant in American Samoa 
(table 2-14). In June .of 1990, the firm closed 
down its processing plant in Ponce, Puerto Rico. 

Mantrust distributes canned tuna in the 
United States under the "Chicken of the Sea" la­
bel from its own U.S. production facility, as well 
as from its facilities in Indonesia. Mantrust has 

22 "Implications of Thailand's Unicord buy out of 
Bumble Bee," World Fishing, October 1989, p. 53. 

23 Ralston Purina Company, 1987 Annual Report, 
p. 15. 

2• Ralston Purina Company, Annual Report, p. 22. 

Table 2-15 

three tuna canneries operating in Indonesia, and 
distributes canned tuna both to the United States 
and to western Europe. According to industry 
sources, Mantrust has a joint venture factory op­
eration with the U.S. tuna fleets cooperative 
association located in Bali.25 

Employment and Wages 
Industrywide employment in the United 

States, hours worked, and wage data for all U.S. 
cannery locations for 19 8 6-8 9 are presented in 
table 2-15. Average employment for production 
and related workers producing canned tuna at all 
reporting establishments declined between 19 8 6 
and 1988, but increased slightly in 1989. Total 
hours worked and wages fluctuated during the pe­
riod. Fringe benefits provided to production and 
related workers increased from $15.5 million in 
1986 to $20.2 million in 1989. 

The following information on employment 
and wage rates at U.S. cannery locations has 
been derived from public statements submitted to 
the U.S. International Trade Commission, and 
provides a general discussion regarding the trends 
of these aspects. During 1985-90, employment 
in the tuna processing industry in the continental 
United States declined as companies shifted proc­
essing to offshore locations.28 Employment at 
Pan Pacific's Terminal Island facility declined 
from 1,228 workers in 1984 to 525 workers in 
1989. 

211 "Industry in Indonesia to grow", Seafood Interna­
tional, October 1988, p. 35. 

211 As of November 1990, there are 2 active facilities 
in the continental United States-a Terminal Island, CA 
tuna processing plant owned and operated by Pan 

- Pacific, and a Sante Fe Springs, CA plant owned and 
operated by Bumble Bee where tuna loins are processed. 

Average number of workers employed In the reporting establlshments producing canned tuna, hours 
worked by production and related .workers for all products and for canned tuna, 1 and wages and fringe 
benefits paid to them, 1985-89 

Item 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Average number employed In the 
reporting establlshments: 

All persons ................. number . ....... 14, 197 12,458 12,601 12.151 12,051 
Production and related workers 

producing 
All products ................ number . ....... 13,393 12,040 12, 190 11,679 11,690 
Canned tuna ................ do ............ 12.887 11. 122 11,118 10,882 10,957 

Hours worked by production and 
related workers producing: 

All products. ............... 1,000 hours . ... 21, 738 24,392 23,687 25.276 24,259 
Canned tuna ............... do ............ 21, 121 21'118 20,388 21, 768 21, 129 

Wages paid to production and 
related workers producing: 

All products ................ 1 , 000 dollars . .. 106,362 109,490 108,847 111 ,382 112,634 
Canned tuna ................ do ............ 101,745 95,439 95,897 98, 123 100,799 

Value of fringe benefits provided 
to production and related 
workers producing: 

All products .......... ' ..... 1 • 000 dollars . .. 13,630 15,531 18,925 19.501 20, 194 
Canned tuna ................ do ............ 13,037 14,587 18, 139 18,870 19,715 

1 Includes operations In the continental United States, Puerto Rico, and American Samoa. 

Source: Complied from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 
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The company is now operating on a 4-day week 
and man hours worked declined from over 2 mil­
lion hours in 19 8 4 to less than 1 million in 
1989.27 Employment in Puerto Rico's tuna can­
neries declined from approximately 15,000 jobs . 
in 1982 to 8,000 in 1989. As of July 1990 the 
number employed by the canneries totalled ap­
proximately 6,600, a decline of 1,400 workers 
since 1989.2& Employment in tuna-processing op­
erations in American Samoa increased from 
3,318 in 1985 to approximately 4, 700 in 1989.29 

The average wage rate, including fringe bene­
fits, for cannery workers in American Samoa is 
$3.40 per hour; in Puerto Rico, the minimum 
wage rate is $7.47 per hour; and in the continen­
tal United States, the average wage rate is $12.00 
per hour. 

Average hourly wages in U.S. locations (conti­
nental, Puerto Rico, and American Samoa) 
generally increased from 1986 through 1989, al­
though actual wage levels. and the extent of the 
increase varied widely for different locations. 
The average hourly wage rate per worker for all 
U.S. locations, as indicated by the data in ta­
ble 2-15, increased by 6 percent, from 
$4.52 per hour in 1986 to $4. 77 per hour in 
1989. 

Data presented in tables 2-13 and 2-15 also 
indicate that productivity in tuna-canning opera­
tions, as measured by the hours worked per case 
of tuna produced, increased between 1986 and 
1989. The number of hours required per case of 
tuna produced at all locations declined 6 percent, 
from 0.65 hours per case in 1986 to 0.61 hours 
per case in 1989. The number of hours required 
to produce a case of tuna has declined consider­
ably since the Commission's 1986 332 

, investigation in which the combined hours 
worked (period 1979-85) per case produced av­
eraged 0.74 hours. 

Tuna canneries are vital to the economies of 
local communities in American Samoa and 
Puerto Rico where they are a major source of em­
ployment. In American Samoa, the tuna 
canneries account for more that 35 percent of di­
rect, nongovemment employment. 30 According 
to a recent survey, counting indirect employment, 
this share jumps to more than 88 percent.31 The 

117 Testimony of Charles F. Woodhouse, President, 
GR Foods, Inc., Official Transcript of Proceedings, 
Aul; 16, 1990, p. 147. 

See "Presentation of the Government of the Com­
monwealth of Puerto Rico", by Mr. Hector Melendez, 
Deputy Administrator, Economic Development Admini­
stration, Aug. 16, 1990, p. 2. 

211 Various Industries in American Samoa, U.S. 
De~artment of Labor, 1990, p. 32. 

Ibid., p. 9. 
31 LMR Fisheries Research Inc., The Economic 

Position of American Samoa in the I990 International 
Tuna Industry, May 1990, pp. 27-30. This report was 
commissioned by StarKist Samoa, Inc. and was in­
cluded as exhibit A in the prehearing submission of 
Starkist Foods, Inc. 
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government of American Samoa testified at the 
Commission's public hearing that alternative em­
ployment opportunities in American . Samoa for 
tuna cannery workers are very lirriited.32 

The employment provided by tuna canneries 
in Puerto Rico is less concentrated than in Ameri­
can Samoa since the economy of Puerto Rico is 
more diverse. Nevertheless, such employment 
has been important to the communities of Ponce 
and Mayaguez, where the canneries are located. 
In is estimated that the tuna canneries in 
Mayaguez account for about 20 percent of that 
community's employment.33 Local and Com­
monwealth officials have stressed that, 
historically, the tuna industry has been the "back­
bone" of the economy of Mayagu~z since the 
early 1960s.34 Likewise, local government offi­
cials in Ponce and Mayaguez stressed the 
importance of t.he employment provided by the 
tuna industry in internal resolutions submitted to 
the Commission.35 

Sources of Raw Material Used by the 
Processing Sector 

Raw tuna 

In the production of canned tuna, U.S. pro­
cessors can use either domestic or imported raw 
(fresh, chilled, or frozen) tuna as raw material 
with nearly perfect substitutability. 36 Table 2-16 
shows U.S. processors domestic and imported 
purchases of raw tuna for 1986-89. Total pur­
chases of raw tuna, measured by quantity, 
remained fairly stable, ranging from a low of 1.0 
billion pounds· in 1988 to a high of 1.1 billion 
pounds in 1987. Purchases of domestic tuna as a 
share of the quantity of total purchases increased 
steadily from 44 percent in 1986 to 52 percent in 
1988. In 1989, processors' purchases of domes­
tic tuna declined to 4 6 percent of the total. 

Tables 2-1 7 and 2-18 show the quantity and 
value of raw tuna purchased by U.S. processors 
from both domestic and foreign sources, by spe­
cies and by quarters, for 1986-89. 

Yellowfin and skipjack accounted for between 
95 and 99 percent of the domestic quantity pur­
chased by processors during the period. 
Purchases of yellowfin peaked in 1987, account­
ing for 63 percent of total domestic purchases, 

32 Testimony of Mr. William P. Coleman III, Chief of 
Staff, Office of the Governor, American Samoan Gov­
ernment, transcript of public hearing, pp. 28-29. 

33 Prehearing brief of StarKist Seafood Company, 
p. 13. 

:w Commission staff interview with officials of local 
and Commonwealth government officials, Mayaguez, 
Au£1st 30, 1990. 

City Council of the Municipal Government of 
Ponce, Internal Resolution No. 4, Series 1990-91, 
August 14, 1990; Municipal Assembly of the Municipal­
ity of Mayaguez, Resolution No. 11, Series 1990-91, 
AU£1St 24, 1990. 

According to officials of most U.S. processing 
companies interviewed by the Commission's staff. 



Table 2-16 
Raw tuna: Processors purchases, domestic, Imported, and total, 1986-89 

Purchases 

Domestic ................................. . 
Imported ................................. . 

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

Domestic ................................. . 
Imported ................................. . 

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

1986 

467,565 
586.091 

1,053,65.6 

44 
56 

100 

1987 1988 

Quantity (1,000 pounds) 

537,952 533.431 
533, 125 484. 787 

1,071,077 

Percent of total 

50 
50 

100 

1,018.218 

52 
48 

100 

1989 

492,020 
568,576 

1,060,596 

46 
54 

100 

Source: Compiled from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 
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Table 2-17 
IV Processors domestic purchases of raw tuna by species, by quarters, 1986-89, (Quantity= 1,000 pounds, Value = $1,000) I 
IV 
0 

Albacore Yellowfin Sklpjack Other Total 

By quarter Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value 

1986: 
1st ........ 29 15 68,908 23,259 35,216 10,701 8 3 104. 161 33,978 
2nd ........ 91 49 61,434 21,976 55,074 16,891 216 78 116,815 38,994 
3rd ........ 4,412 2,284 78, 158 28, 111 . 39,702 12,435 15,254 5,406 137,526 48,236 
4th ........ t ,645 1,003 53,616 18,857 ' 53,321 17,234 481 173 109,063 37,267 

Total .... 6, 177 3,351 262.116 92,203 183.313 57,261 15,959 5,660 467,565 158,474 

1987: 
29,197 57,217 1st ...... ~. 16 9 80,382 18,724 0 0 137,615 47,930 

2nd ........ 28 15 92,642 35,652 56, 150 19.170 0 0 148,820 54,837 
3rd ........ 2.502 1,841 82,289 42,972 38,279 17,888 525. 267 123,595 62,968 
4th ........ 1,238 966 85, 177 44,575 41,507 19,893 0 60 127,922 65,494 

Total ..... 3,784 2,831 340,490 152,396 193, 153 75,675 525 327 537,952 231,229 

1988: 
55,237 25,566 tst ........ t, 190 1,314 52,858 25,874 0 0 109,285 52,753 

2nd ........ 2,266 2, 172 66.879 35,348 83,886 40,681 4 2 153.035 78,203 
3rd ........ 5,045 4,822 46,955 22,396 70,720 32,767 821 427 123,541 60,412 
4th ........ 3,363 3,961 55,549 27,479 88,635 39,286 23 12 147 ,570 70,738 

Total .... 11,864 12,269 222,241 111,096 298.478 138,299 848 441 . 533.431 262.106 

1989: 
1st ........ 9 7 44,443 20,827 59,044 24,564 0 0 103,496 45,398 
2nd ........ 1,046 1, 177 51,350 23,739 81,517 32, 124 0 0 133,913 57,040 
3rd ........ 1,737 1,570 74,389 34,560 60, 191 23,327 1,290 558 137,607 60,015 
4th ........ 1,823 1,799 77,352 37,812 37,563 14,991 266 119 117,004 54,721 

Total ..... 4,615 4,553 247,534 116,938 238,315 95,006 1,556 677 492,020 217,174 

Source: CompDed from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 
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Table 2-18 
Processors Imported purchases of raw tuna by species, by quarters, 1986-89, (Quantity= 1,000 pounds, Value = $1,000) 

Albacore Yellow/in Skipjack Other 

By quarter Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value 

1986: 
1st ....... 49,703 40,016 43,646 15,853 50,990 15,440 2,677 645 
2nd ....... 70.138 54, 140 40,999 15,111 42,047 12,743 4,040 1,522 
3rd ....... 63,373 48,565 29,774 10,439 44,258 13,008 2,348 932 
4th ....... 44,770 31, 798 35,731 13,294 52, 147 16.956 9,450 3,374 

Total .... 227,984 174,518 150, 150 54,697 189,442 58, 147 18,515 6,472 

1987: 
1st ....... 46,848 33,740 14,545 5,303 38,572 12,250 6,805 2,557 
2nd ....... 40,428 31,206 38,952 15,632 29,993 10, 195 3,328 1,353 
3rd ....... 56,889 53,417 61,839 35,778 59,978 25,554 3,878 1,987 
4th ....... 57,624 60,967 20,509 10,899 48.233 23,648 4,704 2,717 

Total .... 201,789 179,331 135,845 67,612 176,776 71,648 18,715 8,614 

1988: 
1st ....... 46,298 47,264 27 ,124 14,596 47,836 22,270 3,080 1,588 
2nd ....... 47,525 51,704 20,917 10, 750 31, 137 14,776 2, 106 1, 119 
3rd ....... 52,255 58,876 21, 120 11,524 69,705 34,265 2,446 1,379 
4th ....... 52,662 62,217 18,656 8,301 38,963 16,758 2,957 1,461 

Total .... 198,740 220,061 87,817 45, 171 187,641 88,069 10,589 5,547 

1989: 
1st ....... 56,734 66,408 38,666 18,026 44, 154 16,806 1,495 677 
2nd ....... 55,928 63,993 33,323 15,881 78,239 30.416 5,521 2,576 
3rd ....... 37,580 40, 172 35,700 16,579 43,908 18.329 2.274 881 
4th ....... 43,784 48,639 38,519 19,253 49,959 19,730 2,792 1,662 

Total .... 194,026 219,212 146,208 69,740 216.260 83,281 12,082 5,796 

Source: Compiled from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Total 

Quantity Value 

147,016 71,953 
157,224 83,516 
139. 753 72,943 
142,098 65,421 

586,091 293,834 

106,770 53,850 
112.701 58,386 
182,584 116, 736 
131,070 98,232 

533, 125 327,204 

124,338 85,718 
101,685 78,349 
145,526 106,044 
113,238 '38,738 

484,787 358,847 

141,049 101,917 
173,011 112,866 
119,462 73,962 
135,054 89,283 

568,576 378,028 



then declined to 42 percent in 1988, but in­
creased to 5 0 percent in 19 8 9. Purchases of 
skipjack as a share of total domestic purchases 
increased from 36 percent in 1987 to 56 percent 
in 1988, then fell to 48 percent in 1989. · 

During 1986-89, approximately 97 percent 
(by quantity) of processors' purchases of im­
ported raw tuna consisted of albacore, skipjack, 
and yellowfin. Purchases of imported albacore 
declined during the period, accounting for be­
tween 34 and 41 percent of imported tuna 
purchases. · Skipjack purchases increased . as a 
share of total purchases from 32 percent in 1986 
to 38 percent in 1989, and yello')Nfin purchases 
declined from 2 6 percent in 19 8 6 to 18 
percent in 1988 then increased to 26 percent in 
1989. . 

The raw tuna purchased by U.S. processors is 
caught in several ocean areas of the world, in• 
eluding the Pacific, the Atlantic, and the Indian 
Ocean. The following tabulation shows the share 
of domestic and imported tuna cannery receipts 
of U.S. processors, by ocean of origin, during 
1985-89(data from Statistics and Market News, 
Southwest Region, NMFS, in percent): 

Ocean of origin 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Domestic-caught 
raw tuna: 

Eastern Atlantic . . . . . . . . 0 
Western Atlantic . . . . . . . 3 

Total Atlantic ......... 3 
Eastern Pacific ......... 45 
Western Pacific ........ 52 

Total Pacific .......... 97 
Indian ................. 0 

Total Domestic ....... 100 
Imported raw tuna: 

Eastern Atlantic ........ 18 
Western Atlantic ....... 22 

Total Atlantic ......... 41 
Eastern Pacific ......... 18 
Western Pacific ........ 29 

Total Pacific .......... 47 
Indian ................ 12 

0 
1 

1 
44 
55 

99 
0 

100 

21 
19 

40 
21 
23 

44 
16 

0 0 0 
' 1 " 0 

0 
44 50 41 
56 50 59 

100 100 100 
0 0 0 

100 100 100 

21 21 20 
11 6 6 

32· 27, 26 
23· 13 26 
27 38 . 27 

50 51 53 
19 22 20 

Total Imported . . . . . . . . 100 100 1 00 100 100 

1 Less than O. 5 percent. 

During 1985-89, U.S. processors' domestic 
receipts of frozen tuna primarily originated from 
the Pacific, with the share of tuna from the .east­
ern Pacific generally declining while that from the 
western Pacific increasing. U.S. processors' re­
ceipts of imported frozen tuna originated from 
the Pacific, Atlantic, and the Indian Ocean. The 
share of imported raw tuna receipts originating 
from the Atlantic Ocean declined from 41 per­
cent in 1985 to 26 percent in 1989, with the bulk 
of the decline occurring in the western Atlantic. 
The share of imported raw tuna receipts supplied 
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from the Pacific area during 1985-89, generally 
increased accounting for 5 3 percent of the re­
ceipts in 1989. The share of cannery receipts 
from the Indian Ocean increased steadily from 12 
percent in 1985 to 22 percent in 1988 before de­
clining to 20 percent in 1989. 

J Loins 
A relatively recent development in the canned 

tuna industry is the use of precooked tuna loins as 
a raw material. Tuna firms have been experi­
menting with the technology to produce and 
utilize frozen loins for the past decade. However, 
firms have not utilized loins on a commercial 
scale until quite recently, as increasing competi­
tion in the U.S. market stimulated U.S. 
processors to decrease production costs. 

The use of loins as a raw material provides 
processors with distinct advantages compared with 
whole tuna. These advantages are primarily cost­
related. First, labor costs are significantly 
reduced, as at least 60 percent of total labor costs 
in a traditional tuna cannery is employed in pro­
ducing tuna loins.37 Second, and perhaps more 
important, freight costs are substantially reduced 
by shipping frozen loins. Depending on the spe­
cies and size of fish, the loin represents less than_ 
half the weight of the whole fish; the waste prod­
ucts· are .not transported with loins. Third, by 
using. loins, processors can streamline their pro­
duction process. Several U~S. processors stated 
that using loins enables them to reduce produc­
tion costs. in the range of $1.50-2.00 per case of 
canned tuna.38 

The primary disadvantage of using frozen 
- loins is the effect that freezing and thawing have 
on quality. This concerns both yields, which af­
fect costs, and final product quality, which affects 
demand. U.S. producers who are using loins 
claim the quality differences between using loins 
and frozen tuna are minor because of the devel­
opment of technology. 

It is believed that most, if not all, U.S. canned 
tuna producers are using loins to some extent. At 
one extreme, Bumble Bee ha_s opened a tuna can­
nery in California that exclusively uses frozen 
loins as a raw material. Another processor is re­
ported to be opening a similar facility on the U.S. 
east coast. 

U.S. processors are importing loins from a va­
riety of sources. The main sources are Thailand 
and Latin America. Thai loins generally are util­
ized in plants on the U.S. west coast, while Latin 
American loins are utilized in plants on 
Puerto Rico. Additional data on U.S. imports of 
loins are provided in the section on U.S. imports 
further in the report. 

37 Commission staff interviews with officials of United 
States, Thai, and Indonesian canned tuna producers. 

38 Commission staff interviews with officials of U.S. 
canned tuna firms. 



Changes In Industry Structure 
For several decades prior to the 1980s, south­

ern California was the principal processing center 
for the U.S. tuna industry. U.S. tuna harvesters 
historically were based in California to be accessi­
ble to the eastern tropical Pacific Ocean, a major 
tuna fishery; the processors naturally developed 
near their raw tuna supplies. During the 19 50s, 
U.S. tuna companies began to shift some of their 
production facilities to offshore sites in Puerto 
Rico and American Samoa. During 1980-85, 
most U.S. tuna processors closed their continen­
tal U.S. operations, with only one processing 
plant still operating in California by 1985 (table· 
2-19).39 

The major recent development in the U.S. 
tuna processing sector was the acquisition by 
Asian buyers of two of the largest U.S. brands of 
canned tuna, namely Bumble Bee and Van 
Camp. In 1988-89, P.T. Management Trust of 
Indonesia, purchased Van Camp and its 
"Chicken of the Sea" canned tuna brand from 
Ralston Purina. In September of 1989, Unicord 
of Thailand purchased Bumble Bee. As a result 
of these acquisitions, Asian countries now control 
over 50 percent of the U.S. tuna market. 

Factors Causing Location Shifts 
Greater resource availability, lower labor 

costs, and tax benefits in offshore locations were 
the major factors contributing to the further shift 
of the U.S. tuna canning industry from the conti­
nental United States to the offshore facilities in 
Puerto Rico and American Samoa. 

Labor costs 
Although labor is a relatively small item in the 

overall cost of producing a can of tuna,40 certain 
important stages of the tuna canning process are 
highly labor intensive. While some mechaniza­
tion has occurred, mainly in the packing process, 
the fish cleaning operations are still done manu­
ally. However, the advantage of lower labor cost 
in American Samoa and Puerto Rico is somewhat 
offset by the cost of delivering the canned tuna 

38 Bumble Bee opened a plant in February 1990 that 
processes tuna loins. 

.o See the discussion on cost of production in tuna 
processing later in the report. 

Table 2-19 

product from the offshore facilities to the main­
land U.S. market. 

Tax benefits and other incentives 

The U.S. tuna industry enjoys various Federal 
and local tax benefits and other financial incen­
tives by virtue of being located in Puerto Rico and 
American Samoa, which are U.S. territories. 
Pursuant to section 936 of the Internal Revenue 
Act (26 U.S.C. s 936), a domestic corporation is 
allowed a tax credit equal to the taxable income 
from the active conduct of a trade or btJsiness 
within a possession of the United States.41 Thus, 
income derived from operations in Puerto Rico 
and American Samoa is effectively exempted 
from U.S. corporate income tax. 

In addition, both Puerto Rico and American 
Samoa provide substantial exemptions from their 
own tax laws to tuna facilities.42 The Tax Exemp­
tion Board of the Government of American 
Samoa may provide temporary income tax ex­
emption to activities that will further the 
economic development of the Territory. The two 
U.S. canneries located in American Samoa are 
among the firms with such exempt status as of 
November 1985. In Puerto Rico, tuna canneries 
and commercial fishing operations that supply 
them qualify for tax exemptions of up to 90 per­
cent of "industrial development income" for 10 
to 25 years, depending on industry location.43 
The amount of the exemption decreases over 
time, from 90 percent during the first 5 years to 
55 percent during years 16 to 20. The exemp­
tions are also extendable for 10 years at slightly 
lower rates. 

41 Sec. 936 applies to Guam, American Samoa, and 
Puerto Rico. Sec. 936 is derived from predecessor 
provisions which, in turn, are derived from sec. 21 of 
the ~hina 1:r~de Act, 1922 ( 42 Stat. 849). The purpose 
of this prov1S1on was to enable U.S. corporations doing 
business in China to compete with local British corpora­
tions that enjoyed a similar exemption from British 
taxes. · 

4a Tax rates imposed by American Samoa against 
corporate income are the same as the U.S. Govern­
ment's tax rates imposed on corporate income, or 46 
percent prior to 1986. The tax rate imposed by Puerto 
~co in 1985 was 20 percent of applicable corporate 
income. 

43 Puerto Rico's Industrial Incentive act of 1978, Sec. 
255a(a)(80, (d)(2) and (e)(31). · 

U.S. tuna canneries, by plant locatlons, 1980 and 1985-90 

Ptarit locations 1980 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Continental United States ..... 12 1 1 1 1 1 '2 
Pul3rto Rico 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 American Samoa· · .. · · · · · · · · · 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Hawaii .......... : : : : : : : : : : : : 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total ..................... 20 8 8 8 8 8 7 
1 Bumble Bee opened a plant In February 1990 that processes tuna loins. 

Source: - 1980, 1985-89 from National Marine Fisheries Service; 1990 data complied from data submitted to the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 
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American Samoa also is exempt from the so­
called Nicholson Act (46 U.S.C. 251) which 
prohibits foreign vessels from landing fish directly 
in U.S. ports, while Puerto Rico has no such ex­
emption. 

Financial Experience of U.S. Tuna 
Processors 

This section of the report provides informa­
tion on the financial experience of U.S. tuna 
processors during calendar years 1979-89. The 
information was obtained principally through 
questionnaires sent to the firms, with additional 
information from staff discussions with company 
officials. Six U.S. processors accounted for virtu­
ally all U.S. production of canned tuna during 
1979-89. All six producers provided data cover­
ing. (1) overall operations of their establishments 
in which canned tuna is produced, (2) financial 
data on operations relating to tuna for human 
consumption, and (3) financial data on opera­
tions relating to tuna-based pet food. 

As indicated by a comparison of tables 2-20 
through 2-22, canned tuna for human consump­
tion and tuna-based pet food accounted for more 
than 99 percent of sales revenue of the establish­
ments in which tuna was produced from 1986 to 
1989. The remaining revenues are relatively in­
significant and came from sales of fishmeal, 
which is derived from tuna scrap. 

We note that five of the six firms operate on a 
fiscal year basis other than a calendar year, and 
only two firms have similar fiscal years. It was not 
possible to obtain data on the basis of a common 
accounting period, nor was it possible for the staff 
to consolidate data obtained on the basis of any 
uniform period. The discussion will generally be 
limited to the most current period for which data 
was collected, 1986 to 1989. 

Overall Establishment Operations 

Aggregate financial data for the six firms are 
presented in table 2-20. Pretax income rose 
sharply from about $63.0 million in 1985 to 
$111. 8 million in 19 8 6, capping four years of 
steady increases. Thereafter, such income de­
creased steadily, including a precipitous decline 
from $95.0 million in 1988 to $21.7 million in 
1989. Moreover, even though overall net income 
was positive in 1989, five of the six firms had net 
losses (data not shown in table 2-20), as opposed 
to one or two during the previous three years. 
The three major components contributing to the 
decline are (1) the decrease in gross profits, (2) 
the increase in selling, general, and administrative 
(SG&A) expenses .• and (3) the increase in net in­
terest expense. 44 

"Although not indicated in table 2-20, SG&A 
expense is the difference between gross profit and 
operating income, and net interest expense is the primary 
difference between operating income and net income. 
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Overall net sales rose irregularly from 1986 to 
1989 by about 12.5 percent, as four of the six 
processors enjoyed sales increases. However, 
cost of goods sold increased by an even greater 
amount (18.4 percent) resulting in a decline in 
gross profits of about $28.5 million. The trend of 
increased costs also carried into SG&A expenses, 
albeit to a lesser extent, as they increased by 
about $9 million from $95 million to about $104 
million. 

The single biggest reason for the $90 million 
decrease in pretax income from 1986 to 1989 was 
the $47 million increase in net interest expense 
from about $3 million in 1986 to about $50 mil­
lion in 1989. There are two primary reasons for 
this huge increase. The first is the buy-out of 
processors in the 1988-89 time frame, leading to 

· an increase in debt and the associated interest. 
The second is that processors refinanced a sub­
stantial portion of the tuna boats in which they 
had a controlling financial interest, paying off 
outstanding mortgages and financing the boats di­
rectly. In such a financial arrangement, interest 
income can only be accrued by the processor to 
the extent it is actually received. Discussions in­
dicated that the boat owners were paying much 
less interest than their mortgages would normally 
dictate, perhaps in order to conserve cash for re­
pairs/capital expenditures. Whatever the reason, 
the processors are receiving less than the interest 
on the financing incurred to refinance the vessels. 

Income From the Production of Canned Tuna 
for Human Consumption 

Overall financial data for the six firms on this 
segment of their operations are presented in table 
2-21. This segment accounts for almost all of 
establishment net sales (between 94.6 and 96.5 
percent), operating income, and pretax income. 
Sales increased fairly steadily from 1986 to 1989, 
by about $15 8 million ( 14. 7 percent); however, 
cost of goods sold (see table 2-23 for the detailed 
components) increased even more, by over $175 
million (20 percent). 

The single largest item of cost of goods sold, 
frozen tuna, accounted for $149 million of the 
increase. This large increase was primarily due to 
the large increase in the purchase price of tuna. 
Other raw materials (consisting primarily of cans, 
labels, and boxes) also had a large ($39 million) 
increase. On the other hand, direct labor and 
other factory costs combined decreased by about 
$13 million, the result of plant modernization and 
closings. 

Not surprisingly, virtually all of the deprecia­
tion reported by the processors was associated 
with this segment of their operations. Deprecia­
tion expense remained fairly steady from 1986 to 
1987 before increasing by about 23 percent in 
1988 and then another 49 percent in 1989. This 
trend mirrors the overall level of capital expendi­
tures by the firms, which from 19 8 6 to 19 8 9 was 



Table 2-20 
Flnanclal experience of U.S. tuna processors on the overall operations of their establlshments within which canned tuna Is produced, fiscal years 
1979-89 

Item 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Value (1.000 dollars) 

Net sales ............. 1,027,697 1,115,691 1,307,480 1,202,093 1, 158,003 1,189,011 1, 163,438 1, 132, 708 1.222 ,527 1,305,394 1,273,701 
Cost of goods sold .... 852,533 917,861 1, 112,889 1,071,367 990,434 991,730 962,493 923.195 1,015, 124 1,087,611 1,092,706 

Gross profit (loss) ..... 175, 164 197,830 194,591 130, 726 167,569 197,281 200,945 209,513 207,403 217,783 180,995 
Operating Income (loss) 73,940 80,783 63,796 2,319 32,293 74,331 81,769 114,592 111,586 110,866 76,963 
Net Income (loss) 

54,706 61,852 28,226 (174,316) (6,819) before Income taxes ... 1,521 62,901 111, 755 100, 166 95,035 21,706 
Depreciation and 

amortization 
Included above ...... 16,561 16,583 18,608 17,992 18, 107 ,17,456 15,588 15,520 15,415 19,026 28,537 

Share of net sales In 12.ercent 

Cost of goods sold .... 83.0 82.3 85.1 89.1 85.5 83.4 82.7 81.5 83.0 83.3 85.8 
Gross profit (loss) ..... 17.0 17. 7 14.9 10.9 14.5 16.6 17.3 18.5 17.0 16. 7 14.2 
Net Income (loss) 

5.3 5.5 2.2 (14.5) (0.6) 0.1 5.4 before Income taxes . 9.9 8.2 7.3 1.7 

Number of firms reporting-

Operating losses ...... 2 2 3 5 3 1 2 1 0 1 1 
Data ................. 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 

Source: Complied from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. -- _, 



Table 2-21 
N Financial experience of U.S. tuna processors on their operations producing canned tuna for human consumption only, fiscal years 1979-89 I 
N 

°' Item 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

Net sales ............. 960,687 1,037,591 1,220,005 1'111'621 1,073,153 1,056,654 1.042,946 1,071.008 1.163,765 1,250,024 1,228,685 
Cost of goods sold .... 832,909 864,265 1,040,683 996.189 942,210 885,028 866,789 873.684 965,540 1,040,897 1,048,848 

Gross profit (loss) ..... 127,778 173,326 179,322 115,432 130,943 171,626 176,157 197,324 198,225 209, 127 179,837 
General, selling and 

administrative 
expenses ........... 87,333 101,477 115,217 106,555 117,397 105,542 100,905 90,586 92,482 103,525 101,589 

Operating Income 
(loss) .............. 40,445 71,849 64, 105 8,877 13,546 66,084 75,252 106, 738 105, 743 105,602 78,248 

Interest Income/ 
(expense) .......... 

Other Income/ 
(15, 160) (19,266) (35,367) (39,732) (24,598) (4,932) (5,447) (3,580) (6,904) (9,572) (50,256) 

(expense) , net ...... (890) 1,410 (10,336) (30,813) (39,341) (65, 735) (11,873) (951) (4,010) (6,256) (5,000) 

Net Income (loss) 
before Income 
taxes .............. 24,395 53,993 18,402 (61,668) (50,393) 

Depreciation and 
(4,583). 57,932 102.207 94,829 89,774 22,992 

amortization 
Included above ...... 11, 799 12,485 14,421 13,871 14,591 14,957 13,773 15,260 15, 171 18,644 27, 725 

Share of net sales in e,ercent 

Cost of goods sold .... 86.7 83.3 85.3 89.6 87.8 83.8 83.1 81.6 83.0 83.3 85.4 
Gross profit (loss) ..... 13.3 16.7 14.7 10.4 12.2 16.2 16.9 18.4 17.0 16.7 14.6 
General, selllng and 

administrative 
expenses ........... 9.1 9.8 9.4 9.6 10.9 10.0 9.7 8.5 7.9 8.3 8.3 

Operating Income 
(loss) .............. 

Net Income (loss) 
4.2 6.9 5.3 0.8 1.3 6.3 7.2 10.0 9.1 8.4 6.4 

before Income 
taxes .............. 2.5 5.2 1.5 (5.5) (4.7) (0.4) 5.6 9.5 8.1 7.2 1.9 

Number of firms reporting-

Operating losses ...... 2 0 2 4 2 1 2 1 0 1 1 
Cata ................. 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 

Source: Compiled from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 



Table 2-22 
Financial experience of U.S. tuna processors on their operations producing tuna-based pet food, fiscal 
years 1984-89 

Item 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

Net Sales .................... 119,512 112,053 59,879 55,812 51,051 41, 132 
Cost of goods sold ............ 92.875 86,370 47,597 46;423 42.353 39.563 
Gross profit (loss) ............ 26,637 25,683 12 .282 9,389 8,698 1,569 
General. selling and · 

17.256 . 18, 196 3,335 3,392 2.443 administrative expenses 4,335 
Operating Income (loss) ....... 9,381. 7,487 7.947 6,054 5.306 (874) 
Interest lncome/(expense) ..... (611) (940) 516 (103) (137) 52 
Other income/ (expense) , net: .. (1.522) (593) 1.178 (403) 134 (53) 
Net Income (loss) 
before Income taxes .......... 7.248 5,954 9.641 5,548 5.303 (875) 
Depreciation and amortization 
Included above ...... •.• ....... 742 532 260 238 382 812 

Share of net sales (in percent) 

Cost of goods sold ............ 77.7 77.1 79.5 83.2 83.0 96.2 
Gross profit (loss) ............ 22.3 22.9 20.5 16.8 17.0 3.8 
General, selling and 
administrative expenses ....... 14.4 16.2 . 7.2 6.0 6.6 5.9 
Operating·lncome (loss) ....... 7.8 6.7 13.3 10.8 10.4 (2.1) 
Net Income (loss) 
before Income taxes .......... 6.1 5.3 16.1 9.9 10.4 (2.1) 

Number o! firms reporting 

Operating losses .............. 0 1 1 1 0 1 
Data ........................ 5 5 4 4 4 4 

Source: Compiled from data submitted In response to_ qu._stlonnalres. of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 

$15.8 million, $(2.4 million, $26.8 million, and 
$31.4 million, respectively (during· this period 
97.5 percent of such expenditures went towards 
this segment of operations). Another factor con­
tributing to the increase in depreciation expense 
in 1989 is the buy-out of processors. In such situ­
ations, the purchased assets are revalued to their 
fair market value, leading to an increase in the 
depreciable basis. · 

Interest, other, and SG&A expenses are virtu­
ally fully allocated to this segment-see the o.verall 
operations section above for a detailed discussion. 
As with overall operations, five of the six firms 
suffered net losses (data not shown in table 2-21) 
in 1989 as :opposed to one or two the previous 
three years. 

Income From the Production of Tuna-based 
Pet Food 

Table 2:...22 details the financial experience of 
processors in this segment of . their operations. 

. Such sales and income are becoming an increas­
ingly smaller portion of overall operations, 
steadily decreasing from 5. 3 percent of net sales 
in 1986 to 3.2 percent in 1989. Net sales, gross 
profits, operating income, and net income all 
steadily decreased during the period. Processors 
attribute this downward trend to previous cannery 
shut-downs and sales, and a decrease in demand 
for the product. 

Consumers are apparently not purchasing as 
much fish- and meat-based pet food (which is 
costlier than cereal-based pet food) as they used 

to, especially the more expensive brands. As a 
result, the "red" tuna, which cannot be used for 

.. anything else (except fishmeal, which fetches an 
· even lower price), must be sold at increasingly re­
duced prices just to increase marketability. ThiS 
decreased selling price is the main reason the cost 
of goods sold increased from 77. 7 percent of 
tuna-based pet food sales in 1984 to 96.2 percent 
in 1989. · 

Cost Structure of U.S. Tuna Processors 
Table 2-23 presents data on the cost structure 

of U.S. tuna processors. Raw tuna is the largest 
cost item, accounting for about two-thirds of total 
costs. This share fluctuates substantially accord­
ing to raw tuna prices. During the past· decade, 
this share ranged between 56 percent and 71 per­
cent annually. The second largest cost item 
category, other raw materials (comprising mainly 
cans, labels, and packaging material), accounted 
for a generally rising share of total costs during 
the past decade; the share of total cost accounted 
for by this category totaled 16 percent in 1989. 
Direct labor accounted for a generally declining 
share of production costs during 1979-89 and to­
taled about 8 percent of total costs in 1989. 
Increasing labor productivity and use of mechani­
zation contributed to this decline. 

Capital Expenditures 
The following tabulation shows capital expen­

ditures by U.S. tuna processors during 1986-89 
(data submitted in response to questionnaires of 
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the U.S. ·-International Trade . Commission, in 
thousands of dollars): 

Item 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Machinery and 
equipment 13,098 11,467 16,420 19,841 

Building or 
leasehold 
improve-

6, 127 8,454 .ments ........ 2,651 839 
Land or land 

improve-
ments ....... 0 0 258 2,832 

Tuna fishing 
vessels ...... 39 86 3,948 252 

Total ........ 15, 788 12,392 26,753 31,379 

Total industry capital expenditures increased 
substantially during 1986-89. µ.s. canned tuna 
producers upgraded and expanded the use of ma­
chinery and equipment and made other physical 
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improvements in their production facilities in or­
der to improve the production flow and increase 
yields. 

Summary 
The finaneial health of the U.S. tuna-process­

. ing industry is mixed. Although net sales the last 
two years are almost as high as they have been 
during any time since 1979' not all firms are shar-

! ing equally in levels of profitability. Five of the 
six firms had overall net losses in 1989, including 
two for at least the third year in a row. The 1989 
gross profit level decreased sharply and cash 
flow45 is down markedly from approximately 
$127 million in 1986 to approximately $50 mil­
lion in 1989. Tuna firms have closed inefficient 
.canneries and modernized others. Unprofitable 
tuna boats were disposed of or refinanced. 

46 Cash flow. is defined as net income or loss before 
taxes plus depreciation -and amortization. 



Table 2-23 
Canned tuna: U.S. processors• cost of goods sold .on operations producing canned tuna for human consumption, by cost components, flscal years 
1979-89 . . . 

Item 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Value (mllllons of dollars) 

Cost of goods sold: 
Raw tuna ................. 460.0 481.3 603.8 544.6 491.2 421.5 366.8 531.3 591.6 690.2 680.3 
Other raw materials ....... 65.0 57.8 56.4 63.9 69.2 89.6 84.2 129.0 156.5 148.2 168.0 
Direct labor o t 0 0 o o 0 I 0 I 0 o o o 72.8 66.2 79.5 73.0 81.0 69.3 51.5 73.4 83.7 83.5 79.7 
Other factory costs ....... 115. 7 92.5 112.1 124.3 136.6 113.9 156.1 139.9 133. 7 118.9 120.9 

Total ................. 713.6 697.8 851.8 805.9 778.1 694.2 658.6 873.6 965.5 1,040.8 1,048.9 

(In percent) 

Cost of goods sold: 
Raw tuna ................. 64.5 69.0 70.9 67.6 63.1 60.7 55.7 60.8 61.3 66.3 64.9 
Other raw materials ........ 9.1 8.3 6.6 7.9 8.9 12.9 12.8 14.8 16.2 14.3 16.0 
Direct labor 0 0 I I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10.2 9.5 9.3 9.1 10.4 10.0 7.8 8.4 8.7 8.0 7.6 
Other factory costs 0 I 0 o 0 o o 16.2 13.2. 13.2 15.4 17.6 16.4 23.7 16.0 13.8 11.4 11.5 

Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
' 

Source: CompRed from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Comnmlsslon. 





Chapter 3 
The U.S. Tuna Market 

Overview 

The U.S. market for tuna comprises two dis­
tinct segments-one for frozen tuna and one for 
canned tuna. The customers of the raw tuna seg­
ment, however, consist almost totally of 
producers of canned tuna. Therefore, these two 
segments are closely interrelated in the U.S. mar­
ket. Inasmuch as the great bulk of the U.S. 
supply of raw tuna is processed into canned tuna, 
most of the following section is concentrated on 
the canned tuna market sector. 

The United States is the world's largest mar­
ket for canned tuna and is second only to Japan 
as a market for raw tuna.1 The United States 
consumes about a third of the total world supply 
of tuna (raw weight basis) and between a half and 
two thirds of the total world supply of canned 
tuna (standard case basis) .2 

U.S. consumption of all fish products totaled 
approximately 3.9 billion pounds in J989, or 
about 15.9 pounds per capita.3 These were re­
cord high levels and were up from approximately 
2.9 billion pounds, or 13.0 pounds per capita, in 
1979. The rise in U.S. consumption of fish prod­
ucts during 1979-89 resulted from an increasing 
population, which was the . primary factor in the 
rise In absolute levels, coupled with rising de­
mand, which was evidenced by the rise in per 
capita consumption. 

Canned tuna, the most commonly consumed 
fish product in the United States, contributed to 
the rise in overall fish consumption during the pe- · 
riod under review. The tabulation at the bottorri · 
of the page shows U.S. per capita consumption of 
major fish items, including canned tuna, during 
1986-89 (data from the U.S. Department of 

1 Japan consumes a large amount of fresh and frozen 
tuna, with a smaller proportion of their raw tuna surply 
being utilized for canned tuna compared with that o the 
United States. 

2 Dennis M. King and Harry A. Bateman, .The 
Economic Impact of Recent Changes in the U.S. Tuna 
Industry, California Sea Grant Program Working Paper 
No. P-T-47, p. 14. Data are for 1983, but are not 
believed to have changed significantly since then. 

3 Includes fish and shellfish entering commercial 
channels for human consumption. Data are from the 
National Marine Fisheries Service and are based on raw, 
edible meat, excluding bones, viscera, shells, and so 
forth. 

Canned products 

Year Tuna Salmon Other 

1986 ................... 3.6 .5 1.3 
1987 ................... 3.5 .4 1.2 
1988 ................... 3.6 .3 0.8 
1989 ................... 3.9 .3 .9 

Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service, in 
pounds). 

U.S. per-capita canned tuna consumption 
rose to a record-high level of 3.9 pounds in 1989 
after lingering at 3.5-3.6 pounds the previous 3 
years. 

Market Profile 
Canned tuna is the most ubiquitous seafood 

item in the United States and is consumed in an 
estimated 8 5 percent of all U.S. households. 4 

Most canned tuna is purchased at retail outlets 
(mainly supermarkets) and consumed in the 
home. It has been estimated that canned tuna 
alone accounts for more than half of total retail 
seafood purchases in the United States mar­
kets and that about 94 percent of total U.S. 
canned tuna supplies are~consumed in the home.a 
There are general market patterns in terms of 
types of canned tuna pack, source of product 
(domestic vs. foreign), and tuna brands. The 
U.S. canned tuna market is composed of several 
sectors according to the type of pack. There are 
two overall sectors, the retail sector and the insti­
tutional sector. During 1986-89, the share of 
shipments accounted for ·by the retail sector 
ranged between 86 and 89 percent, with the 
share held by the institutional sector accounting 
for the remainder (table 3-1). Within these sec­
tors, there are distinct subsectors based on the 
packing medium (water vs. oil), the type of meat 
(white vs. light), and the label type (advertised 
(or processors' own) brand vs. private label). 
The lightmeat sector is, by far the predominant 
market segment, as world supplies of albacore 
(used to produce whitemeat tuna) are relatively 
scarce. During 1986-89, the lightmeat sector ac­
counted· for approximately 78 to 81 percent of 
the U.S. can_ned tuna market, with the remainder 
accounted for by the whitemeat sector (table 
3-2). Also; there has been a market shift in the 
U.S. market toward canned tuna in water, with 
this sector increasing its market share relative to 

•Graham Kitson and D.L. Hustis, The Tuna Market, 
ADB/FAO INFOFISH Market Study, vol. 2 (Kuala 
Lumpur: INFOFISH, March 1983), p. 4. 

8 King and Bateman, The Economic Impact of Recent 
Changes in the U.S. Tuna Industry, p. 15. Data are 
based on retail sales reported by Selling Areas Market­
ing, Inc. (SAMI), a private research firm that provides 
sales and marketing information based on warehouse 
movements and retail outlet sales. 

8 Data obtained during the survey were retabulated 
and reported in Analysis of Seafood Consumption in the 
U.S.: 1970, 1974, 1978, 1981, by Teh-wei Hu, funded 
by the NMFS under the Saltonstall-Kennedy Program 
(Grant No. NA82AA-H-00053), Sept. 30, 1985, p. 31. 

Fillets Sticks Shrimp, Total, 

Total 
and and all prep- all fish 
steaks portions ations products 

5.4 3.3 1.8 2.2 14.7 
5.1 3.5 1. 7 2.4 15.7 
4.7 3.0 1.5 2.4 15.2 
5.1 3.0 1.3 2.3 15.9 

Note.-Flgures may not add to the totals shown owing to differences In weight bases. For example, the data for 
sticks and portions Include breading, whereas the data for all fish products do not. 
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Table 3-1 
Canned tuna: Shipments, 1 by market segments, 1986-89 

Retail 

Year 
Processors· 
own brand 

Private 
label 

Total, 
retail Institutional Total 

Quantity (1,000 pounds) 

1986 ........................ 451,835 67, 117 518.952 82,865 601,817 
1987 ........................ 460.197 72.276 532.473 90, 156 622.629 
1988 ........................ 621,248 101,600 722.848 92,397 815.245 
1989 ........................ 720,079 99,428 819,507 101,897 921,404 

Share of total (percent) 

1986 ........................ 75 11 86 14 100 
1987 ........................ 74 12 86 14 100 
1988 ........................ 76 12 88 12 100 
1989 ........................ 78 11 89 11 100 

1 Includes both domestically produced and Imported canned tuna. 
Note.-Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

Source: Complled from data submitted In resp.onse to questionnaires oUhe U.S. International Trade Commission. 

tuna in oil from 7 4 percent in 19 8 6 to 8 2 percent 
in 1989 (table 3-3). This share is up from 
45 percent in 1979. This shift is discussed in fur­
ther detail in the section of the report on 
consumption. Geographically, the east coast mar­
ket (particularly in the Northeast) has 
traditionally preferred whitemeat tuna, and the 
west coast market has preferred lightmeat tuna. 

There are general market segment concentra­
tions by source of products.· U.S.-produced 
.canned tuna dominates the advertised~brand re- · 
tail market, whereas, imported tuna dominates 
the institutional market and is growing in the pri­
vate-label retail market. During 1986-89, the 
share of the advertised-brand retail market sector 
held by U.S.-produced canned tuna ranged be­
tween 85 and 89 percent, with the balance held 
by imports (table 3-4). 7 The share of the institu­
tional-market sector held by imports during the · 
period ranged between 68 and 76 percent, and 
the imports' share of the private-label retail mar­
ket segment rose from 20 percent during 
1986-88 to 24 percent in 1989, with correspond­
ing declines in shares of these market sectors held 
by U.S. supplies. 

Supply and Demand Factors 

Many factors affect the supply of and the de­
mand for raw and canned tuna in the U.S. 
market. The following discussion will focus on 
the major factors involved in determining this 
supply and demand. The supply of raw tuna 
available to the U.S. market is determined by the 
U.S. tuna catch and by available supplies pro­
duced by other sources. Factors that directly 
affect both the U.S. and world tuna catches in-

7 A portion of this share was accounted for by imports 
that are distributed by U.S. processors under their 
advertised brand labels. 
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elude the condition of world tuna stocks, fishing 
effort, and exogenous forces, such as weather. 
The condition of world tuna stocks is subject to 
biological and environmental factors that are 
largely outside the realm of market forces, such 
as reproductive cycles, water and air temperature 

.. cycles, and watei:. quality. _ Fishing effort is af­
fected, to a degree, by market forces, both for 
raw and canned tuna, the primary force being 
price. Also, the availability of imported raw tuna 
to the-U.S. market·is affected by conditions .in 
competing world raw-tuna markets. 

The demand for raw tuna in the U.S. market 
is determined mainly by the raw material require-. 

· ments of U.S. canned tuna producers; demand is 
determined to a lesser extent by the retail and 
restaurant trade.- Processors' raw material re­
quirements are directly affected by conditions in 
the U.S. market for canned tuna. The nature of 
the demand for raw tl)na by U.S. canned tuna 
producers varies so01ewhat by source and by can­
nery location. Historically, U.S. producers of 
canned tuna relied on a relatively steady supply of 
raw tuna from U.S. tuna vessels and purchased 
virtually all of their output.a Imported raw tuna 
generally was used to supplement U.S. -produced 
raw tuna supplies, although the share of total raw . 
tuna utilization by U.S. canned tuna producers 
accounted for by imports frequently exceeded the 
share held by U.S.-produced raw tuna. Now, 
U.S. tuna processors face increasing competition 
for raw tuna supplies as tuna canning industries 
develop and expand worldwide and as the U.S. 
tuna- harvesting capacity continues to decline. 

The supply of canned tuna in the U.S. market 
is determined by U.S. production and import lev­
els. The major factors influencing the supply of 

8 With the development of tuna fishing grounds in the 
Western Pacific area and the growth of the Thai tuna 
canning industry, much of the catch by U.S. tuna seiners 
is now exported. 



Table 3-2 

Canned tuna: U.S. shipments of whltemeat and llghtmeat tuna, and share of shipments, by source, 1986-89 

Whltemeat Lightmeat Total 

Year Domestic Import Total Domestic Import Total White meat Lightmeat Total 

Quantity (1,000 pounds) 

1986 ........ 156, 195 11,622 167,817 477,906 113,861 591,767 167,817 591, 767 759,584 
1987 ........ 138,333 10,628 148,961 518,700 105,944 624,644 148,961 624,644 773,605 
1988 ........ 138, 762 17,394 156, 156 501,735 128,681 630,416 156, 156 630,416 786,572 
1989 ........ 143,657 27,593 171,249 530,868 173,043 703,911 171,249 703,911 875, 160 

Share of total (percent) 

1986 ........ 93 7 100 81 19 100 22 78 100 
1987 ........ 93 7 100 83 17 100 19 81 100 
1988 .••••••• 89 11 100 80 ·20 100 20 80 100 
1989 ........ 84 16 100 75 25 100 20 80 100 

Source: Compiled from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. lntematlonal Trade Commission. 



Table 3-3 
Canned tuna: Production, beginning Inventories, Imports for consumption, ending Inventories, and ap­
parent consumption, by types of pack, 1986-89 

Item 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Quantity (1,000 pounds) 

Production: 
Tuna In water ........................... . 427,577 462,794 459, 128 504,212 
Tuna In oil .............................. . 206,505 194,220 181,350 170,313 

Total ................................. . 634,082 657,014 640,478 674,525 
Beginning Inventories: 

Tuna In water ........................... . 114,886 119, 730 118,775 164,756 
Tuna In oil .............................. . 69,762 48,204 44,421 45,200 

Total ................................. . 184,648 167,934 163, 196 210,010 
Imports: 

Tuna In water ........................... . 236,322 211,358 244, 188 347,791 
Tuna In oil .............................. . 611 328 317 423 

Total .................................. . 236,933 211,686 244,505 348,214 
Ending Inventories: 

Tuna In water ........................... . 119, 730 118,775 164,756 202, 137 
Tuna In oil .............................. . 48,204 44,421 45,260 41,828 

Total ................................. . 167,934 163, 196 210,016 243,965 
Apparent consumption: 

Tuna In water ........................... . 659,055 675, 107 656,335 814,622 
Tuna In oil ....... ; ...................... . 228,674 198,331 180,828 174, 168 

Total ................................. . 887,729 873,438 838, 163 988,790 

Share of total (percent) 

Production: 
Tuna In water ............................ . 67 70 72 75 
Tuna In oil .............................. . 34 30 28 25 

Total .................................. . 100 100 100 100 

Be.p~~~~ ~~~~:o~I~~ '. ....................... . 62 72 73 78 
Tuna In oil .............................. . 38 28 27 22 

Total ................................. . 100 100 100 100 
Imports: 

Tuna In water ........................... . 100 100 .100 100 
Tuna In oll .............................. . (') (') (') (') 

Total .................................. . 100 100 100 100 
Ending Inventories: 

Tuna In water ........................... . 71 73 78 83 
Tuna In oil .............................. . 29 27 22 17 

Total ................................. . 100 100 100 100 
Apparent consumption: 

Tuna In water ........................... . 74 77 78 82 
Tuna In ·011 .............................. . 26 23 22 18 

Total ................................. . 100 100 100 100 

' Less than 0. 05 percent. 
Source: Compiled from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Table 3-4 
Canned tuna: Market shares of shipments, by market segments and sources, 1986-89 

Retail 

Processors· Private Total, 
Year own brand label retail Institutional Total 

Domes- Im- Domes- Im- Domes- Im- Domes- Im- Domes- Im-
tic port tic port tic port tic port tic port 

1986 .......... 88 12 80 20 87 13 32 68 80 20 
1987 .......... 88 12 80 20 87 13 31 69 79 21 
1988 .......... 89 11 81 19 88 12 24 76 81 19 
1989 .......... 85 15 76 24 84 16 30 70 78 22 

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

Source: Compiled from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 
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U.S.-produced canned tuna are canned tuna 
market prices, raw material availability, and pro­
duction costs. The same factors influence the 
supply of imported canned tuna, with the addition 
of conditions in alternative markets as a factor. 

The demand for canned tuna in the U.S. mar­
ket is principally determined by the population, 
prices of canned tuna and of competing food 
items, consumer preferences, and disposable in­
come levels. The U.S. population was 
approximately 249 million persons in 1989, up 
about 9 percent from 228 million persons in 
1980.9 Most of the population is concentrated in 
major metropolitan areas. 10 

The demand for canned tuna is specifically in­
fluenced by prices for canned tuna and for 
competing food items. Inasmuch as the bulk of 
canned tuna supplies is marketed through retail 
outlets, price competition with other food items is 
strong. Industry sources have indicated that the 
food items that compete most strongly with 
canned tuna are hamburger (ground beef) and 
chicken. The following tabulation shows retail 
price indexes for fresh and frozen chicken parts 
and for ground beef during 1986-89 (data from 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics; 1986=100): 

Product 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Fresh and 
frozen chicken 
parts ........... 100.0 99.8 107.7 118.4 

. Ground beef ...... 100.0 106.5 110.6 108.9 

The data in the tabulation above reveal that retail 
prices of chicken and beef products that are be­
lieved to compete most closely with canned tuna 
rose considerably during 1986-:-89. In particular, 
retail prices of fresh and frozen chicken parts es­
calated in 1989. Comparable data are not 
available on retail prices of canned tuna. How­
ever, as discussed later in this report, such prices 
declined in 1989. 

Consumer preferences are another factor that 
determines the demand for canned tuna. U.S. 
consumers have become increasingly health con­
scious in recent years. This has increased the 
preference and demand for canned t\~na packed 
in water at the expense of tuna packed in oil. 

The level of consumers' disposable income in­
fluences the demand for canned tuna, inasmuch 
as disposable income combined with the popula­
tion determines the potential size of the market in 

8 Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1990, U.S. 
Department of Commerce. · · 

• 0 Tuna industry members have indicated that major 
metropolitan areas are the primary markets for canned 
tuna. 

monetary terms. The following tabulation shows 
the aggregate level of disposable personal income, 
as well as per-capita disposable personal income, 
in both real and nominal terms, during 1986-89 
(compiled from official statistics of the U.S. De­
partment of Commerce): 

Year 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 

Aggregate 
Nominal Rea12 

Per capita• 
Nominal Rea/2 

_ (b/11/ons of_ --(do/lars)--­
dollars) 

3,013 
3,206 
3,478 
3,780 

2,635 
2,677 
2,793 
2,907 

12,469 
13, 140 
14, 116 
15' 191 

10,905 
10,970 
11,337 
11,681 

1 In terms of nonlnstltutlonal population, persons 16 
years of age and over. 

2 Real In 1982 dollars. 

Both aggregate and per capita disposable in­
come showed significant growth during the 
period. 

Apparent Consumption 

Raw Tuna 

Table 3-5 shows U.S. apparent consumption 
of raw (fresh and frozen) tuna. 11 Such consump­
tion increased irregularly during 1986-89 and 
totaled 1.0 billion pounds the latter year. Imports 
accounted for between 55-61 percent of such 
consumption during 1986-89. Since 1983, im­
ports of raw tuna have increased their share of 
U.S. raw tuna consumption, mainly as the result 
of the contraction of the U.S. tuna fleet and the 
resulting declines in U.S. landings. Also, begin­
ning in 1984, exports of raw tuna by the U.S. 
tuna fleet increased substantially and further de­
creased the supply of U .S.-caught tuna available 
to U.S. processing plants, as more U.S. vessels 
shifted to the western Pacific area. 

Consumption patterns of raw tuna differ con­
siderably according to the species of tuna. In 
general, U.S. processors use a much greater pro­
portion of imports for their requirements of raw 

11 The discussion presented here on raw tuna con­
sumption is based on data contained in various issues of 
the U.S. Tuna Trade Summary, published by the NMFS. 
These data represent receipts of raw tuna at U.S. 
processing plants from different sources (domestic and 
foreign), and may differ from NMFS and Census data 
contain~d in other statistical publications. There are a 
number of reasons for this discrepancy. Differenc·es in 
landings data may occur because the data presented here 
reflect actual deliveries to the processing plants and do 
not include any tuna that may have been marketed fresh. 
Differences in import data may occur because the data. 
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Table 3-5 
Raw tuna: U.S. cannery receipts, Imports, exports, and apparent consumption, 1986-89 

U.S. cannery Ratio of Ratio of 
receipts: ·Apparent imports to exports to 

Year Oomestic1 lmports2 Exports consumption consumption production3 

- 1. 000 pounds - -- Percent -·-
1986 ............. 454.386 592.916 67.492 979,810 61 13 
1987 ............. 507.872 557.530 59.926 1,005,482 55 11 
1988 ............. 486,638 534,302 79,908 941.032 57 14 
1989 ............. 451,984 618,152 53.692 1,016,444 61 11 

-- Short tons--
1986 ............. 227,193 296,458 33.746 489.905 
1987 ............. 253,936 278,768 29,963 502.741 
1988 ............. 243,319 267.151 39,954 470,516 
1989 .... ,·, ....... 225,992 903,076 26.846 508,222 

' Includes receipts In Puerto Rico, American Samoa. and California. · 
2 Includes direct unloadlngs by foreign flag vessels at U.S. processing facllltes In American Samoa. 
3 Production Is the sum of U.S. cannery receipts from domestic sources and exports. 

Note.-The data In this table represent actual receipts of raw tuna by U.S. tuna processors and, as such, Import 
data presented here may differ from Import data released by the Bureau of the Census. 

Source: Compiled from offlclal statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. National Marine Fisheries Service. 

albacore than of tropical (mainly yellowfin and 
skipjack) tuna. This is owing to the relatively 
small capacity and limited range of the U.S. alba­
core fleet and the contrasting large capacity and 
far-reaching range of the U.S. purse seine fleet. 
However, U.S. consumption of raw albacore tuna 
is much less than that of raw tropical tuna on an 
absolute basis, as shown in the following tabula­
tion (from the U.S. Department of Commerce): 

Share (percent) of total U.S. apparent consumption 

Species 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Tropical 76 79 77 80 
Albacore ..... . 24 21 23 20 

Total ...... . 100 100 100 100 

Table 3-6 shows U.S. apparent consumption 
of raw tropical tuna. Such consumption followed 
the same pattern as that for overall consumption, 
as the bulk of total U.S. raw tuna consumption is 
accounted for by tropical tuna. Also, the share of 
consumption of raw tropical tuna accounted for 
by imports is significantly lower than that of the 
overall consumption, and ranged between 44 and 
52 percent during 1986-89. This is due to the 
fact that the bulk of domestic raw tuna supplies 
available to U.S. proc~ssors is provided by purse 
seiners, which concentrate on catching tropical 
tuna. 

"-Continued 
presented here represent final weights received at the 
processing plants, whereas, data reported by Census are 
usually based on estimated weights on the import decla· 
rations. Census data also are subject to well-known 
~tatistical reporting errors, such as misclassification and 
import carryover. The Commission's staff believes that 
the data presented here represent the most accurate 
information as to the actual consumption of raw tuna by 
U.S. tuna processors. 
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Table 3-7 shows U.S. apparent consumption 
of raw albacore tuna. The consumption pattern 
for albacore is different than that for tropical 
tuna. This is mainly due to the relative scarcity of 
albacore and the greater reliance of U.S. proces­
sors on the world market to obtain supplies. 
Imports supply the great bulk of U.S. consump­
tion of raw albacore tuna; the share of such 
consumption provided by imports ranged between 
93 and 98 percent during 1986-89. 

The preceding discussion pertained to the 
consumption of raw tuna by U.S. processors. 
However, there is a small, but growing, market in 
the United States for fresh tuna. This consump­
tion is supplied by smaller fishing vessels, such as 
the trollers and baitboats of the west coast alba­
core fleet and charter boats in the gulf and New 
England areas. In contrast, virtually all of the 
catch of the tuna purse seine fleet is destined for 
U.S. tuna-processing plants. Precise data are not 
available on the U.S. fresh tuna market. How­
ever, it is believed to be concentrated along 
populated coastal areas and major metropolitan 
areas, with consumption occurring mainly in res­
taurants. The increasing popularity of sushi 
restaurants and of grilled fish steaks (of which 
tuna is a popular item) has increased the demand 
for fresh tuna. 

Canned Tuna 
Table 3-8 shows U.S. apparent consumption 

of canned tuna. Such consumption declined in 
quantity during 1986-88, from 888 million 
pounds in the former year to 828 million pounds 
in the latter year, before rising to 989 million 
pounds in 1989. The rise in 1989 consumption, 
which was 19 percent greater than the previous 
year's level, was supplied by substantial increases 
in both production and imports. The estimated 
value of consumption rose each year during 



Table 3-6 
Raw tropical tuna: U.S. cannery receipts, Imports, exports, and apparent consumption, 1986-89 

U.S. cannery 
receipts: 

Ratio of Ratio of 
Apparent 
consumption 

imports to exports to 
Year Domestic' lmports2 Exports consumption production3 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 

447,332 
502.020 
471,318 
442,222 

223,666 
251,010 
235,659 
221,111 

- 1. 000 pounds -
368,332 67,492 
354.814 58,244 
336,838 79,908 . 
425,188 53,692 
-- Short tons--
184, 166 33,746 
177,407 29, 122 
168,419 39,954 
212,594 26.846 

748, 172 
798,590 
728,248 
813,718 

374,086 
399,295 
364, 124 
406,859 

- Percent-
49 13 
44 10 
46 14 
52 11 

' Includes receipts In Puerto Rico, American Samoa, and California. 
2 Includes direct unloadlngs by foreign flag vessels at U.S. processing facllltes In American Samoa. 
3 Production Is the sum of U . S. cannery receipts from domestic sources and exports. 

Note. - The data In this table represent ·actual receipts of raw tuna by U.S. tuna processors and, as such, Import 
data presented here may differ from Import data released by the Bureau of the Census. 

Source: Complied from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service. 

Table 3-7 
Raw albacore tuna: U.S. cannery receipts, Imports, ex~orts, and apparent con~umptlon_, 1_986-89 

U.S. cannery Ratio of Ratio of 
receipts: Apparent Imports to exports to 

Year Domestic' -/mports2 Exports consumption consµmption productlon3 

-· ·(ooo pounds -· · - Percent-
1986 ................ 7,054 224,584 0 231.638 97 0 
1987 ................ 5,672 202,722 1,682 206,712 98 23 
1988 ................ 15,320 197,464 0 212,784 93 0 
1989 ................ 9,762 192,964 0 202.726 95 0 

-- Short tons--
1986 ................ 3,527 112 .292 ._o 115,819 
1987 ................ 2,836 101,361 841 103,356 
1988 ................ 7,660 98,732 0 106,392 
1989 ................ 4,881 96,482 0 101,363 

1 Includes receipts In Puerto Rico, American Samoa, and Callfomla. 
2 Includes direct unloadlngs by foreign flag vessels at U.S. processing facllltes In American Samoa. 
3 Production Is the sum of U.S. cannery receipts from domestic sources and exports. 

Note. - The data In this table represent actual receipts of raw tuna by U.S. tuna processors and. as such, Import 
data presented here may differ from Import data released by the Bureau of the Census. 

Source: Complied from official statistics . of the U.S. Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service. 

1986-89, from approximately $1.2 billion in 
1986 to $1.5 billion in 1989. The rise in value 
resulted from steadily increasing unit values dur­
ing 1986-88 which offset a decline in the quantity 
consumed and from a substantial rise in the quan- . 
tity consumed in 1989 despite a decline in the 
unit value that year. The share of consumption 
supplied by imports generally rose from slightly 
more than a quarter in 19 8 6 to slightly more than · 
a third in 1989; the 35 percent import market 
share in 1989 was a record. 

The U.S. market for canned tuna is sh~wing · 
signs of weakness in 1990. According to retail 

market data, retail sales volume in the U.S. mar­
ket is down 2. 6 percent in quantity and 5 .1 
percent in value for the 52-week period between 
September 1989 and September 1990.12 In addi­
tion, U.S. imports of canned tuna during Janu­
ary-August 1990 were 22 percent lower in 
quantity than that during the same period during 
the previous year. 13 Another indication of the 
slack U.S. market is a downward trend in retail 
prices in 1990. 

12 Data from SAMI issues no. 302-314, the Arbitron 
Co. Data provided by telephone from a U.S. tuna 
processor. 

13 See discussion on imports further in this chapter. 
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Table 3-8 
..,., 

Canned tuna: U.S. production, beginning Inventories, Imports for consumption, exports of domestic merchandise, ending Inventories, and apparent ' 00 consumption, 1986-89 · 

Ratio (percent) 
Ratio (percent) 
of ending 

Beglnnlng2 · Endlng2 · Apparent of Imports to Inventories to 
Year Production' Inventories Imports E,xports Inventories consump,tlon consumption consumption 

' 
Quantity (1,000 pounds) 

1986 ........ 634,086 184,648 236,933 131 167,944 887,723 27 19 
1987 ........ 657,025 167,944 211,6.85 3) 163,201 873.453 24 19 
1988 ........ 640,482 163,201 244,504 13) 210,01.1 828.176 29 25 
1989 ........ 674,515 210,011 348,212 13) 243,960 988,778 35 25 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

1986 ........ 970, 152 282,511 229,047 13) 256,954 1,224,756 19 21 
1987 ........ 1,097,232 280,466 206,920 13) .272.546 1,312,072 16 21 
1988 ........ 1,184,892 301,922 298,666 13) 388,520 1,396,960 ·21 28 
1989 ........ 1.160, 166 361,219 375,911 _(3) 419,61L 1,477,685 ·. 25 28 

Unit value (dollars per·pound) 

1986 ........ 1.53 1 :53 .97 (4) 1.53 1.38 141 ' (
4

) 

1987 ........ 1.67 1.67 .98 . (41 1.67 . 1.50 141 ri 1988 ........ 1.85 1.85 1.22 . 14) 1.85' 1.67 (41 41 
1989 ........ 1.72 1.72 1.Q8 (4) 1.72 1.49 (41 ('I 

1 Includes production by U.S. firms and subsidiaries In American Samoa and Puerto Rico. 
2 Includes Importers• Inventories. · .. · · 
3 Negllglble. 
4 Not meaningful. 

Note.- Data may differ slightly from those In table 3-:-3 due to rOUf\Cilng. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission and from official statistics of the U.S. Department 
of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service. : · · , . . . 
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One canned tuna marketing official stated 
that a major reason for the downturn in the U.S. 
market in 1990 is the consistent use of promo­
tions and discounting in the trade.14 This 
practice has resulted in consistently low prices, 

·both at the wholesale and retail levels. Consum­
ers at both levels feel that the prices will remain at 

· discounted levels and, as a result, are not pur­
. chasing as much product in order to take 
, advantage of discounts. In effect, the discounted 

.-.·prices have become the norm. 

Customs Treatment 

Tariff Rates 
The current U.S. rates of duty applicable to 

imports of raw and canned tuna are shown in ap­
pendix D. A substantial amount of canned tuna 
is produced in American Samoa, where two U.S. 
firms operate large tuna-processing plants. Tech­
nically, shipments from American Samoa are 
imports and are dutiable unless certain conditions 
are satisfied.15 However, for canned tuna, ship­
ments from American Samoa may enter duty free 
because raw tuna, the major cost component in 

.. its manufacture, is duty free. 

On March 11, 1983, the Tuna Research 
Foundation filed a petition with the International 
Trade Administration (ITA) of the U.S. Depart-. 
ment of Commerce alleging that certain benefits 
that constitute bounties or grants within the 
meaning of section 303 of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(19 U.S.C. 1303) were being provided, directly 
or indirectly, to firms in the Philippines engaged 
in the manufacture, production, or export of 
canned tuna. As a result, the ITA, on 
March 31 1983, instituted a countervailing duty 
investigation ( 48 FR 15505) .1e Subsequently, 
the IT A determined that benefits were being pro­
vided to manufacturers, producers, or exporters 
of canned tuna in the Philippines, · and deter­
mined that the net bounty or grant amounted to 
0. 72 percent ad valorem. Accordingly, a coun­
tervailing duty of this amount, in addition to the 
established duty, was applied to U.S. imports of · 
canned tuna from the Philippines, effective Octo­
ber 31, 1983. On March 25, 1988, after 
conducting an administrative review, the IT A an­
nounced that the countervailing duty was 
revoked, effective January 1, 1986. A copy of 
the Federal Register notice announcing the IT A 
termination is in appendix E. 

1
• Telephone conversation with the Vice President for 

marketing of a major U.S. canned tuna producer and 
distributor, Nov. S, 1990. 

111 See headnote 3(a) of the Tariff Schedules of the 
United States, Annotated, 1986, app. E. 

111 Inasmuch as the Philippines were not a signatory 
under the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, the 
U.S. International Trade Commission did not conduct an 
injury investigation. 

Tuna caught by U.S. flag vessels and landed 
in the United States by those vessels are consid­
ered to be domestic production, whether the tuna 
was caught in U.S. waters, on the high seas, or in 
foreign waters where such vessels have the right to 
fish. In general, foreign fishing vessels are not 
permitted to land their catch of fish, including 
tuna, in the United States (46 U.S.C. 251) . 
Tuna caught by U .S.-flag vessels in international 
waters, whether landed directly in t~e United 
States or landed in a foreign port for transship­
ment to the United States, is eligible for free entry 
under HTS heading 9815 (see app. D). The term 
"American fishery" is defined in U.S. note 1 of 
subchapter XV of the HTS as a "fishing enter­
prise conducted under the American flag by 
vessels of the United States on the high seas or in 
foreign waters in which such vessels have the 
right, by treaty or otherwise, to take fish or other 
marine products and may include a shore station 
operated in conjunction with such vessels by the 
owner or master thereof." 

Tuna are highly migratory and are caught 
mainly on the high seas outside of U.S. waters. 
However, the great bulk of the tuna caught by 
U.S. vessels in international waters is landed di­
rectly at U.S. processing facilities and is 
considered as U.S. production and not entered 
under HTS heading 9815. A portion of the catch 
is transshipped from locations outside the United 
States to U.S processing facilities and, as such, is 
classified under HTS heading 9815. However, 
inasmuch as U.S. imports of fresh and raw tuna 
currently are duty free under HTS subhead­
ings 0302.31-0302.39 and 0303.41-'-0303.49, the 
duty-free treatment of imports of tuna under HTS 
heading 9815 is not of particular concern. How­
ever, should duties or quotas be imposed at some 
future time on imports of tuna under HTS sub­
headings 0302.31-0302.39 and 0303.41-
0303.49, the question of the requirements for 
free entry of tuna under HTS heading 9815 
would become important. Whether or not tuna 
could .be entered under HTS heading 9815 as 
"products of American fisheries" would depend 
on a number of factors, including the registry of 
the catching vessels, the ownership of the shore 
stations in foreign ports, and whether or not the 
tuna were "changed in condition" at the shore 
stations abroad. 

Quotas 
There are no quotas on u .s. imports of raw 

tuna. However, a tariff-rate quota exists for im­
ports of canned tuna not packed in oil. This 
quota is calculated based on 20 percent of the 
U.S. pack of all canned tuna during the previous 
year. 17 Imports not in excess of this amount are 
dutiable at 6-percent ad valorem, while imports in 
excess of this amount are dutiable at 12.5_.per­
cent ad valorem. Canned tuna produced by 

17 Presidential. Proclamation 3128, Mar. 16, 1956. 

3-9 



U.S. firms in American Samoa are not consid­
ered to be domestic production for the purposes 
of calculating the quota, since American Samoa is 
not within the customs territory of the United 
States. 1s Thus, the quota is calculated on the ba­
sis of production in U.S. plants in California and 
Puerto Rico (which is a U.S. customs territory). 
Also, shipments of canned tu11a produced by . 
U.S. firms in American Samoa are not charged 
against the quota as imports. This situation was 
effected in 1982, when the headnote to the then 
current TSUS item 112.30 was amended to ex­
clude products of insular possessions as imports 
for the purposes of calculating the quota for that 
item (P.L. 97-446). Prior to that amendment, 
Customs was charging shipments of canned tuna 
from American Samoa against the quota, thus 
causing the quota to be filled more quickly. 

The following tabulation shows the quota level 
for U.S. imports of canned tuna in water, imports 
that entered under quota and imports that en­
tered over quota, during 1986-89 (data from the 
U.S. Customs Service, in thousands of pounds; 
tabulation from Fisheries of the United States, 
1989, National Marine Fisheries Service): 

Imports Imports 
Year Quota under quota over quota 

1986 81,092 81,092 153,057 
1987 91,539 91,539 123,364 
1988 85, 185 85, 185 193,784 
1989 76,734 76,734 234,323 

Note.-Data in this tabulation will not agree 
with tuna import data released by the U.S. De­
partment of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
owing to statistical differences in accounting sys-. 
terns for such imports between these agencies. 

Industry and government sources have related 
that the quota has been filled quite early in recent 
years, sometimes as early as January. Some in­
dustry members have expressed a desire to 
eliminate the tariff-rate quota and replace it with 
an ad valorem tariff in order to eliminate adverse 
marketing practices. and administrative burden. 

Embargoes 
The United States periodically t:ias imposed 

embargoes on imports of tuna products. These 
embargoes are imposed under the authority of 
two acts, the Fisheries Conservation and Manage-

18 For the purposes of this investigation, however, 
production facilities in American Samoa are included as · 
part of the domestic industry. There is ample precedent 
to do so. The U.S. Trade Representative directed the 
Commission to do so in the prior section 332 investiga­
tion on the tuna industry (332-224). Also, the 
Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act, 1983 (Public 
Law 98-67) amended the Tariff Act of 1930 to include 
production facilities in American Samoa as part of the 
domestic industries for the purposes of section 201 
investigations, and, the National Marine Fisheries 
Service includes American Samoa in U. S. production 
statistics. 
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ment Act of 1976 (FCMA)(16 U.S.C. 1801) and 
the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 
(MMPA) (16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.). In the past, 
embargoes on imports of tuna products generally 
have been imposed under the FCMA as the result 
of the seizure of U.S. fishing vessels by foreign 
governmerits in waters not recognized by the U.S. 
Government as belonging to those governments 
for the purpose of harvesting highly migratory 
species of fish (namely, tuna). More recently, 
however, the focus of embargoes of tuna products 
has shifted to the authority of the MMPA when a 
foreign country does not effect a porpoise mortal­
ity protection plan that is similar to the one 
effected by the United States. 19 Appendix F pro­
vides more detailed information on embargoes on 
tuna products. 

( Health and Sanitary Regulations and 
Labeling Requirements. 

United States imports of canned.tuna are sub­
ject to the same health and sanitary regulations 
that apply to domestically produced canned tuna. 
The regulations contained in the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 301 et seq.) 
are promulgated and enforced by the Food and 
Drug Administration (FDA) of the U.S. Depart­
ment of Health and Human Services to insure the 
whol~someness and safety of the product. Im­
ports of canned .tuna must also conform to the 
FDA standards of identity for canned tuna (21 
CFR 161.190). And, in accordance with regula­
tions issued by the U.S. Customs Service (19 CFR 
part 134), containers of canned tuna imported 
into the United States must be clearly marked so 
as to indicate to the ultimate u. s. purchaser the 
name of the country of origin of the product. 

Imported canned tuna is subject to inspection 
by the FDA upon entry to determine if the prod­
ucts are in compliance with these regulations. 
FDA inspectors generally conduct a random sam­
ple of imported canned tuna to examine the 
product for such conditions as decomposition, 
filth, adulteration, defective cans; for compliance 
with FDA standards of identity, such as the 
whitemeat vs. ligh~eat designations; and for 
compliance with labeling requirements. Accord­
ing to an official of the FDA, the share of canned 
tuna imports that is sampled ranges between 1 
and 5 percent.20 

1e See 16 U.S.C. 1371. 
20 H.R. Throm, "Quality Aspects of Canned Tuna 

Imported to the United States," Proceedings of Jnfofish 
Tuna Trade Conference (Bangkok: INFOFISH, 
Feb. 25-27, 1986), pp. 114-118. 



Distribution 

Raw tuna 
The distribution of raw tuna involves the flow 

of tuna from the fishing vessels, where it is "pro­
duced," to the tuna-processing plants, where it is 
"consumed." This includes both the marketing 
a.nd the physical movement of the raw tuna. Dis­
tribution patterns for raw tuna generally vary 
according to its source (domestic or foreign), 
market (fresh versus canned), destination 
(American Samoa, Puerto Rico, or California), 
and species (white or light). Distribution patterns 
may also be affected by fishing conditions and by 
conditions affecting the refrigerated cargo indus­
try, which transports a large proportion of 
domestically and internationally traded raw tuna. 

Raw tuna generally is marketed either through 
contracts with individual vessels, tuna-fishing 
companies, or through brokers. Most of the raw 
tuna that U.S. processors buy from the U.S. tuna 
fleet is procured through contracts with individual 
tuna vessels. These contracts, which may include 
long-term supply provisions, usually contain flex­
ible price provisions, with the price of the catch 
negotiated shortly before or upon arrival of the 

·vessels. Most raw tuna that is purchased on the 
international market, usually a "spot market," ·is 
procured through brokers. Most U.S. tuna-can­
ning firms mix their tuna purchases in terms of 
the proportion procured on the spot market ver­
sus that procured through contracts. This allows 
flexibility in terms of variations in canned tuna 
production and the associated raw material re­
quirements. In other words, the processors do 
not want to contract for too much raw tuna in the 
event that their raw material needs decrease. In 
general, the proportion of raw tuna supplies pro-

. cured through contracts is higher for albacore 
than for yellowfin and skipjack, owing to the rela­
tive scarcity of albacore. Also, larger processors 
tend to contract for a greater proportion of their 
raw tuna supplies because of their greater demand 
and need for a consistent and reliable source of 
raw material. 

Canned tuna 
The distribution of canned tuna involves the 

flow of canned tuna from the processing plant to 
the final outlet. General distribution patterns for 
canned tuna are relatively uniform throughout the 
industry in terms of marketing practices and 
physical distribution methods. Most domestically 
produced canned tuna is marketed through a net­
work of brokers. This system is advantageous to 
the tuna processors because it generally decreases 
marketing costs, since it eliminates the need for 
field sales offices and because it provides an ex­
cellent source of current information on 
competition in each market area. According to 
industry members, more than 200 brokers sell 

U.S. canned tuna. These brokers generally han­
dle a full line of food products, including the pet 
food produced by the tuna processors. The bro­
kers and processors generally have long-term 
relationships without a large turnover, although 
most processors periodically appraise the per­
formance of their brokers. The broker system is 
divided on a geographic basis. In some cases, an 
individual tuna-canning firm may utilize different 
brokers depending on the type of pack (i.e., ad­
vertised brand vs. private label). Each broker 
generally handles only one brand of cann~d tuna, 
as this is usually a requirement of the tuna proces­
sor. Brokers are compensated on a fee basis, 
which is calculated either at a specific rate per 
case or on a percentage of case sales. Current 
broker fees are in the 2- to 3-percent range. 
So.me domestically produced canned tuna is dis­
tributed directly to retail outlets (usually larger 
customers), but this method is less common than 
that using the broker network. 

Imported canned tuna generally is marketed 
by the importing firm, which may also act as a 
broker for some domestically proc;iuced canned 
tuna in the private label sector. Imported canned 
tuna is also distributed by institutional food bro­
kers, since imports are concentrated in this 
sector. 

A major consideration· concerning canned 
tuna marketing is slotting 'fees. Slotting fees are 
charged by retailers to tuna manufacturers in. or­
der to provide shelf space to carry their product. 
The fees generally range between $1, 000-
$30, 000 for one account and one item, depend­
ing on the market (with New York being the 
highest). Once a firm loses a slot, it generally 
must repay the slotting fee to regain the account. 
A ·recent study by several food retailer and manu­
facturer associations provides information on the 
practice of slotting fees and likely will generate 
continued debate over the subject.21 

Prices 

Price Determination 
Prices in the U.S. tuna market are set at each 

of the three levels of the market: the primary 
production level, at which raw tuna landed by 
harvesters is delivered to processors (ex-vessel 
prices); the middle, or wholesale level, at which 
processors deliver canned tuna to distributors or 
directly to retailers and institutions (wholesale 

2
' The report, titfed "Managing the Process of Intro­

ducing and Deleting Products in the Grocery and Drug 
Industry, " was commissioned by a Joint Industry Task 
Force comprising the Grocery Manufacturers of America 
the Food Marketing Institute, the National-American ' 
Wholesale Grocers Association, the National Food 
Brokers Association, and the National Association of 
Chain Drug Stores. Domestic tuna producers have 
indicated that their buyers may gain leverage by using 
this practice to negotiate prices between domestic and 
imported product. 
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prices); and the final distribution level, at which 
retailers and institutions distribute canned tuna ~o 
final consumers (retail prices). Each of these 
market levels is characterized by unique market­
ing institutions through which prices are 
determined. At all levels, imported supplies ~f 
tuna influence prices.22 

Price Levels and Trends 

Exvessel prices 

Average exvessel prices can be determined by 
using unit values. The following tabulation pre­
sents data on the average unit value of albacore, 
skipjack, and yellowfin delivered by U.S. purse 
seiners to U.S. processors during 1986-89 (data 
in dollars per short ton, from the National Marine 
Fisheries Service): 

22 For more detail, see Conditions of Competition iil 
the U.S. Tuna Industry, USITC Publication 1912, 
October 1986, pp. 59-65. 

Table 3-9 

Species .1986 1987 1988 1989 

Albacore ....... 1, 189 1,697 1,883 1,914 
Yellowfln ....... 903 865 1,433 1,270 
Sklpjack ........ 723 853 1,095 912 

Average, all 
species ... 863 1, 132 1,377 1.258 

The annual average unit values of all major 
species of tuna at the ex-vessel level increased 
markedly (60 percent) during 1986-88 before 
falling somewhat in 1989. The decline in 1989 
prices resulted from a world glut of yellowfin and 
skipjack that year. 

In addition, the Commission requested U.S. 
processors to submit, through questionnaires, 
their purchases of raw tuna from domestic and 
import sources on a quarterly basis. Data on the · 
unit value of these purchases, which can be used 
to approximate average exvessel prices, are pre­
sented in tables 3-9 and 3-10. In general, the 
price movements followed the same trend as dis­
cussed above. 

.. Raw tuna: Quarterly unit values of U.S. processors' purchases of domestlcally-caught raw tuna, by 
species, 1st quarter 1986-2nd quarter 1990 

(Per short ton) 

Year and 
quarter Albacore Yellowfln SklpJack Other Average 

1986: 
01 ......................... $1,034 $675 $608 $750 $652 
02 ......................... 1,077 715 613 722 668 
03 .. .. : ... ................. 1,035 719 626 709 701 
Q4 ......................... 1,219 703 646 719 683 

Average .................. 1,085 704 625 709 678 

1987: 
01 ......................... 1, 125 726 654 (') 796 
02 ................. ·······. 1,071 770 683 (') 737 
03 ......................... 1,472 1,044 935 1.017 1,019 
Q4 ......................... 1,561 1,047 959 (') 1,024 

Average .................. 1,496 895 784 1,246 860 

1988: 
01 ......................... 2,208 979 926 (') 965 
02 ......................... 1,917 1,057 970 1,000 1,022 
03 •........................ 1,912 954 927 1,040 978 
Q4. ····· ................... 2,356 989 886 1,043 959 

Average .................. 2,068 1,000 927 1,040 983 

1989: 
01 ......................... 1,556 937 832 (') 877 
Q2 ......................... 2,250 925 788 (') 852 
03 ......................... 1,808 929 775 865 872 
Q4 ......................... 1,974 978 798 895 935 

Average .................. 1,973 945 797 870 883 

1990: 
01 ......................... 2,306 968 864 1, 183 990 
02 ...... · ................... 2, 177 961 780 538 963 

Average 2,236 964 825 " 817 976 .................. 
1 No purchases reported. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 
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Table 3-10 
Raw tuna: Quarterly unit values of U.S. processors' purchases of Imported raw tuna, by species, 
1st quarter t986-2nd quarter.1990 

(Per short ton} 

Year and quarter Albacore Yel/owfln Skipjack Other Average 

1986: 
$726 $606 $482 $979 Qt .................... · ..... $1,610 

Q2 ......................... 1,544 737 606 753 1,062 
Q3 ......................... 1,533 701 588 794 1,044 
Q4 ......................... 1,421 744 650 714 921 

Average .................. 1,531 729 614 699 1,003 
1987: 

752 1,009 Qt ......................... 1,440 729 635 
02 .......................... 1,544 803 680 813 1,036 
Q3 ......................... 1,878 1.157 852 1,025 1,279 
Q4 ......................... 2, 1;16 1,063 981 1, 155 1,499 

Average .................. 1,777 995 811 921 1,227 
1988: 
Qt ......................... 2,042 1,076 931 1,031 1,379 
02 ......................... 2, 176 1,028 949 1,063 1,541 
Q3 ......................... 2,253 1,091 983 1, 128 1,457 
Q4 ......................... 2,363 890 860 988 1,567 

Average .................. 2,215 1,029 939 1,048 1,480 
1989: 
Qt ......................... 2,341 932 761 906 1,445 
Q2 ......................... 2,288 953 778 933 1,305 
Q3 ......................... 2, 138 929 744 775 1,238 
Q4 ......................... 2,222 1,000 790 1, 190 1,322 

Average .................. 2,260 954 770 959 1,330 
1990: 
01 ......................... 2,058 839 485 1,086 1,543 
Q2 ......................... 2,095 537 891 1,094 1,581 

Average .................. 2,077 762 778 1,090 1,562 

Source: Compiled from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Wholesale prices 

The Commission requested U.S. processors 
and importers to submit, through questionnaries, 
information on their shipments, sales and prices 
during January-March 1986-April-June 1990, 
for a variety of tuna products .categorized by con­
tainer size, brand, packing medium, and the pack 
style. Data on wholesale prices are given in ta­
bles 3-11 through 3-14. On an annual basis, 
wholesale prices23 followed the trend of raw tuna 
price movements. Such prices generally in­
creased through 1988 and, then, generally 
declined in 1989. Prices of import shipments 
generally were lower than domestic shipments. In 
the extremely competitive water pack, light-meat, 
retail sector, import prices ranged between 11 
and 24 percent lower than prices of domestic 
product for advertised brands, and between 1 
percent higher and 13 percent lower than prices 
of domestic product for private labels. 

According to industry officials, U.S. buyers 
(wholesale/retail distributors) of can~ed tuna gen­
erally are willing to pay a premium for domesti­
cally-produced product.24 The reasons for this 

23 Annual wholesale prices were approximated using· 
the average unit values of processors' and importers' 
shif.ments. 

Testimony of Richard Atchison, President, Caribe 
Tuna, Inc.; transcript of public hearing, p. 86. This 
point was made during numerous Commission staff 
interviews with tuna industry officials. 

are service and risk related, such as faster deliv­
ery and better return policies offered by U.S. 
firms. 

Retail prices 

Direct price competition between domestic 
tuna producers and importers occurs at the 
wholesale level. At the retail level, such price 
competition is less direct. Retail prices vary sub­
stantially by the large variety of pack types and by 
geographic location and change frequently, mak­
ing comparisons difficult. 

The Commission was provided with data re­
garding retail prices for various tuna packs and 
brands during July 1988-February 1990.25 These 
data are presented in figures 3-1 through 3-4. 
Figure 3-1 shows retail price movements for all 
can sizes of lightmeat tuna packed in water from 
various sources compared with average retail 
prices for all canned tuna. In general, retail 
lightmeat canned tuna prices in the U.S. market 
trended downward during the period. Lightmeat 
tuna retail prices were below the benchmark aver­
age price for all canned tuna during the period. 
Domestic advertised brand prices for lightmeat 
canned tuna packed in water were higher than 

25 Data from SAMI issues no. 285-1 through 306-4, 
the Arbitron Co. Data were provided by Mitsubishi 
Foods, Inc., with the permission of SAMI. 
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Table 3-11 
Canned tuna: Unit values of U.S. producers' shipments, by product, 1986-89 

(Per case) . _· 

Product 1986 1987 

Water pack: 
White-meat: 

Retail: 
Advertised brand ...................... $44.36 $48.47 
Private label .......................... 36.15 41.85 

Institutional: 
Advertised brand ...................... 39.17 42.42 
Private label .......................... 40.51 44.95 

Light-meat: 
Retail: 

Advertised brand ...................... 26.87 29.47 
Private label .......................... 22.22 24.88 

Institutional: 
Advertised brand ...................... 23.34 25.66 
Private label .......................... 23.23 27.68 

Oil pack: 
White-meat: 

Retail: 
Advertised brand ...................... 43.94 46.64 
Private label .......................... 33.25 41. 76 

Institutional: 
Advertised brand ...................... ('I ('I 
Private label .......................... 53.03 40.00 

Light-meat: 
Retail: 

Advertised brand ...................... 27.02 29.64 
Private label .......................... 22.94 24.15 

Institutional: 
Advertised brand ...................... 30.03 31.77 
Private label .......................... 33.84 37.25 

1 No shipments reported. 

1988 1989 

$55.68 $55.12 
47.35 44.92 

52.86 49.93 
51.27 52.91 

31.87 29.24 
27.73 24.74 

31.30 29.18 
30.14 27.11 

55.05 55.65 
44.70 42.68 

('I ('I 
55.56 36.95 

31.78 29.02 
27.67 23.84 

33.62 29.27 
42.85 41.14 

Source: Compiled from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Table 3-12 
Canned tuna: Unit values of U.S. Importers' shipments, by product, 1986-89 

(Per case) 

Product 1986 · 1987 

Water pack: 
White-meat: 

Retail: 
Advertised brand ...................... $37.62 $36.42 
Private label .......................... 34.12 34.20 

Institutional: 
Advertised brand ...................... 33.97 33.98 
Private label .......................... 33.55 32.09 

Light-meat: 
Retail: 

Advertised brand ...................... 24.19 24.87 
Private label .......................... 22.45 22.10 

Institutional: 
Advertised brand ...................... 22.72 23.51 
Private label .......................... 20.63 20.90 

Oil pack: 
White-meat: 

Retail: 
Advertised brand ...................... ('I 111 
Private label .......................... ('I ('I 

Institutional: 
Advertised brand ...................... (1) (I I 
Private label .......................... l'I ('I 

U~t-meat: 
etail: 
Advertised brand ...................... (') ('I 
Private label .......................... (1) ('I 

Institutional: 
Advertised brand ...................... 111 l'I 
Private label .......................... ('I (') 

' No shipments reported. 

1988 1989 

$46.11 $50.43 
41.72 41.79 

46.85 42.45 
41.68 39.56 

25.68 25.30 
26.30 24.03 

28.70 25.44 
26.69 24.21 

111 ('I 
11 I ('I 
(') (') 
('I ('I 

('I ('I 
111 ('I 

11 I I' I 
('I ('I 

Source: Compiled from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 

3-14 



w 
I -Vo 

Table 3-13 
Canned tuna: Quarterly weighted average prices for retail-size containers, by product, 1st quarter 1986-2nd quarter 1990 

(Per case) 

Product: 
Year Private label: Advertised brand: 
and Water: Oil: Water: 
quarter White solid Chunll light Chunll light White solid Chunll light 

Dom- Im- Dom- Im- Dom- Im- Dom- Im- Dom- Im-
estlc port es tic port es tic port es tic port es tic port 

1986: 
1 ........... $38.50 $41.10 $23.12 $22.85 $23. 71 I') $42.29 $44.22 $25.49 $23.83 
2 ........... 36.11 28.45 23.21 22.95 23.44 I') '40.40 40.16 26.32 24.70 
3 ........... 38.03 36.35 23.45 23.20 24.58 l'I 42.42 40.85 25.21 24.00 
4 ........... 36.32 35.58 22.38 23.31 24.75 111 40.98 39.34 24.72 23.82 

1987: 
1 ........... 36.05 34.80 23.13 22.29 23.13 l'I 42.66 39.15 24.35 23.58 
2 ........... 38.50 34.99 22.85 23.30 22.93 l'I 40.88 39.26 23.22 23.06 
3 ........... 39.91 36.69 24.20 23.27 24.67 l'I 44.93 40.58 29.30 26.10 
4 ........... 44.46 40.19 25. 71 24.62 27.56 l'I 51.93 47.95 31.76 29.72 

1988: 
1 ........... 48.75 47.19 29.33 27.23 29.53 l'I 52.62 49.85 30.92 29.05 
2 ........... 45.73 46.04 29.79 28.57 30.20 111 52.81 52.12 31.23 29.33 
3 ........... 49.28 48.36 29.19 28.35 29.81 l'I 52.16 55.21 30.29 28.77 
4 ........... 49.21 48.09 29.43 27.52 29.69 111 56.69 53.38 29.46 28.29 

1989: 
1 ........... 47.53 44.44 27.61 26.10 27.36 l'I 54.66 50.32 28.40 26.98 
2 ........... 47.33 41.16 26.87 25.48 26.26 l'I 49.54 43.06 27.54 25.61 
3 ........... 47.09 40.19 24.19 23.05 24.87 l'I 50.57 44.83 26.74 23.91 
4 ........... 44.29 38.90 25.30 22.81 25.25 ('I 50.40 45.51 26.98 24.82 

1990: 
1 ........... 46.72 39.79 26.21 24.46 25.78 ( 1) 51.40 46.08 27.45 25.10 
2 ........... 47.65 41.10 25.85 23.28 25.63 l'I 50.53 49.88 26.16 23.97 

1 . No prices reported. 
Note.-Prlces reported are on a f.o.b. east coast basis. Insufficient data were reported on an f.o.b. west coast basis to report. 
Source: Complied from data submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Oil: 
Chunll light 

Dom- Im-
es tic port 

$26.52 l'I 
26.47 l'I 
25.22 111 
25.03 111 
24.57 111 
24.68 l'I 
27.90 1•1 
31.91 111 
30.99 111 
31.10 l'I 
30.38 111 
29.57 l'I 
28.46 l'I 
27.53 ('I 
26.70 1'1 
26.88 l'I 
27.57 ('I 
26.40 I') 



Table 3-14 
l,,J 

Canned tuna: Quarterly weighted average prices for lnstltutlonal-slze containers, by product, 1st quarter 1986-2nd quarter 1990 I .... (Per case) 
°' 

Product: 
Year Private label: Advertised brand: 
and Water: Oil: Water: Oil: 
quarter White solid Chunk light Chunk light White solid Chunk light Chunk light 

Dom- Im- Dom- Im- Dom- Im- Dom- Im- Dom- Im- Dom- Im-
es tic port es tic port es tic port estic port estic port es tic port 

1986: 
1 ........... $48.06 $38.10 $29.54 $20.80 (1) (2) $46.66 $38.59 $28.14 $24.26 (1) (2) 
2 ........... 45.09 36.09 27.43 21.73 (1) (2) 49.31 38.73 28.65 25.03 (1) (2) 
3 ........... 41.01 34.19 21.32 (1) (2) 47 .11 37.39 28.24 25.31 (1) (2) 
4 ........... 44.08 40.21 25.98 21.49 (1) (2) 46.59 37.79 28.13 24.45 (') 

1987: 
1 ........... 40.82 32.66 25.85 21.18 (') (2) 46.51 36.71 28.45 24.43 (1) (2) 
2 ........... 43.29 32.67 27.66 22.13 (') (2) 42.53 36.28 22.91 24.91 (') (2) 
3 ........... 50.15 35.27 28.35 21.47 (') (2) 51.91 39.76 25;37 26.46 (') (2) 
4 ........... 54.84 40.12 27.48 22.78 (1) (2) 49.42 46.21 26.75 28.47 (') 

1988: 
1 ........... 53.96 43.49 35.17 26.00 (1) (2) 53.40 50.24 27.90 29.74 (') (2) 
2 ........... 59.34 42.91 34.34 27.22 (') (2) 56.90 51.79 29.41 31. 79 (') (2) 
3 ........... 60.20 46.46 34.34 27.22 (') (2) 57.27 51.93 31.09 32.21 (') (2) 
4 ........... 61.36 48.12 35.37 28.51 (') (2) 57.17 51.13 29.07 31.10 (1) 

1989: 
1 ........... 61.41 44.58 34.22 25.66 (1) (2) 58.38 49.83 3-1.43 29.80 (') (2) 
2 ........... 61.51 44.13 34.74 24.10 (1) (2) 58.84 47.14 33.67 28.22 (1) (2) 
3 ........... 61.72 36.19 32.01 23.50 (1) (2) 57.41 46.40 32.89 26.02 (') (2) 
4 ........... 62.15 41.42 24.36 23.42 (1) (2) 56.24 45.44 31.93 25.94 (1) (2) 

1990: 
1 ........... 55.24 40.08 29.32 23.04 (') (2) 57.10 44.10 30.99 26.05 (') (2) 
2 ........... 61.98 39.28 27.61 22.19 (1) (2) 54.77 43.73 30.71 26.06 (1) (2) 

1 Confidential. 
2 No prices reported. 

Note: Prices reported are on a f. o. b. east coast basis. Insufficient data were reported on an f. o. b. west coast basis to report. 
Source: Complied from data submitted In response to questlohnalres of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 



'Figure 3-1 
Canned tuna: U.S. retall prices, average, all packs vs. selected llghtmeat In water packs 
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rlgure 3-2 
Canned tuna: U.S. retail prices, selected brands, chunk Ught In water, 6.5 oz 
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l=lgure 3-3 
Cann·ed tuna: U.S. retall prices, average, all packs vs. selected whltemeat In water packs 
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~lgure 3-4 
Canned tuna: U.S. retail prices, selected brands, solid white In water, 6~5 oz 
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private label prices, which in turn, were higher 
than imported advertised brand prices. This 
price gap is influenced, in large part, by the fact 
that a larger share of domestic advertised brand 
lightmeat water pack canned tuna compr;ses 
larger, odd-sized cans (such as 9 .25 ounce and 
12.5 ounce packs). The price gap between pri­
vate label and import advertised brand packs 
(which are predominantly 6.5 ounce cans) re­
flects the intense competition currently occuring 
between these two categories in the U.S. market, 
as distributors of imported brands reportedly are 

· aggressively attempting to capture market share at 
'the expense of domestically-produced private la­
·'bels.26 

As for the standard, 6.5 ounce can pack, fig­
ure 3-2 shows retail price movements for selected 
domestic and imported brands of lightmeat tuna. 
In general, retail prices trended downward during . 
the period, and there was a significant price gap 
between domestic (StarKist, Bumble Bee, 
Chicken-of-the-Sea) and imported (Geisha, Em­
press) brands. 

Although there is less import competition in 
the albacore pack market, retail prices vary sig­
nificantly. Figure 3-3 shows retail price move­
ments for all can sizes of whitemeat tuna packed 
in water from various sources compared. with av­
erage retail prices for all canned tuna. In 
general, retail whitemeat canned tuna prices in 
the U.S. market were relatively steady during the 
period. Whitemeat tuna retail prices were above 
the benchmark average price for all canned tuna 
during the period. Domestic advertised brand 
prices for whitemeat canned tuna packed in water 
were higher than imported advertised brand 
prices, which in turn, were higher than private la­
bel prices. 

As for the standard, 6.5 ounce can pack, fig­
ure 3-4 shows retail price movements for selected 
domestic and import brands of whitemeat tuna. 
In general, retail prices for the 6.5 ounce cate­
gory fluctuated more than the aggregated prices 
during the period, and there were significant price 
gaps between each of the brands, with the import 
brand significantly lower in price than the domes­
tic brands. These fluctuations reflected the 
competitive pricing strategies of the brands. 

During the course of Commission interviews, 
several U.S. producers stated that, in general, re­
tail price markups in the U.S. market range from 
a "breakeven" margin of 20 percent above 
wholesale prices to about 35 percent. However, 
markups are generally lower for the standard, 6.5 
ounce can size, since this pack size is the one 

211 Commission staff interview with officials of Mit­
subishi Foods, Inc., September 20, 1990. Mitsubishi 
presented proprietary information to support claims of 

·. increasing price competition from branded imported 
canned tuna that is affecting domestically-produced 

• private label packs. Also, see testimony of Richard 
Atchison, President, Caribe Tuna, Inc., transcript of 
public hearing, pp. 80-81. 

most commonly subject to promotions and dis­
counts. As a result, U.S. processors reportedly 
enjoy . higher profit margins on odd-size can 
packs.27 

Exports 
Raw tuna 

Trade 

Data on U.S. exports of raw tuna are not 
separately reported by the Bureau of the Census. 
However, the National Marine Fisheries Service 
reports data on exports of raw tuna by U.S. purse 
seine vessels. The following tabulation shows 
such. exports, by species, during 1986-89 (data 
from Statistics and Market News, Southwest Re­
gion, National Marine Fisheries Service, in short 
tons): 

Species 1986 1987 1988 1989 

SklpJack ........ 22,207 16,256 23,013 17,837 
Yellowfln' 11 ,539 12,866 16,941 9,009 
Albacore ....... 0 841 0 0 

Total ........ 33,746 29,963 39,954 26,846 

' Includes a small quantity of blgeye, blackfln, and 
bluefln. 

With the closing of tuna-processing plants in 
southern California in the early 1980s, the export 
market for raw tuna has received increasing at­
tention from the U.S. tuna fleet. Industry 
sources have indicated that the exports of tropical 
tuna by U.S. tuna purse seiners consisted mainly 
of tuna caught in the western Pacific, landed at 
transshipment stations, such as Tinian and Guam, 
and exported to tuna processors in Asian coun­
tries, particularly Thailand. Licensing arrange­
ments between U.S. and Thai processors to send 
canned tuna to the U.S. market and, more re­
cently, Indonesian ownership of Van Camp and 
Thai ownership of Bumble Bee led to increased 

. .raw material requirements by Indonesian and 
Thai producers. Much of the raw material has 
been supplied by U.S. purse seine vessels, par­
ticularly as Thailand has insignificant tuna 
resources in its waters. Such exports are ex­
pected to continue in the future. 

Exports of raw tuna to other countries are be­
Heved to be minor relative to those to :rhailand. 
U.S. tuna vessel operators have been reluctant to 
enter the world tuna market, prefering to sell to 
U.S. processors for several reasons. These in­
clude historical relationships between the U.S. 
vessels and processors that may be based on fi­
nancial ties between the two sectors, and the 
familiarity of vessel operators with the procedures 
of doing business with U.S. processors. In addi­
tion, in entering the world market, U.S. tuna 
vessel operators are subject to variables they may 
not have previously encountered, such as differ­
ing terms of payment, the demands of foreign 

27 Commission staff interviews with officials of several 
U.S. tuna processors. 
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buyers for particular product-quality characteris­
tics, and extra costs such as transshipment costs. 
However, the continuing movement of the U.S. 
fleet to the western Pacific and the increasingly 
global nature of the tuna market is changing this 
emphasis. 

Canned tuna 

Data are not separately collected on U.S. ex­
ports of canned tuna. Even more so than with 
raw tuna, U.S. exports of canned tuna are negligi­
ble compared with the U.S. pack of canned tuna. 
This is due largely to the fact that U.S. tuna proc­
essors generally are not competitive in the major 
markets of Japan and the EC. Factors contribut­
ing to this include relatively high duties in those 
markets (Japan-15 percent; EC-24 percent); 
transportation costs from relatively remote pro­
duction areas (Puerto Rico, American Samoa); 
more demanding product sp1ecifications that 
Table 3-15 

would increase production costs; an increasing 
presence of low-cost imports from Asian sources 
in European markets; and the existence of large, 
well established industries in these markets. 
These factors make market entry difficult an~ di­
minish the competitiveness of U.S. producers of 
canned tuna in major export markets. 

Imports 

Raw tuna 
Imports are a vital source of raw material for 

U.S. tuna processors. U.S. imports of raw (fresh, 
chilled and frozen) tuna increased irregularly 
from 207 thousand metric tons, valued at 
$239 million, in 1986 to 218 thousand metric 
tons, valued at $297 million, in 1989 (table 
3-15). The major suppliers, in terms of quantity, 
were Taiwan (21 percent in 1989), France 
(12 percent), Venezuela (11 percent), and 
Ghana (9 percent). 

Fresh, chilled, or frozen tuna: U.S. Imports for consumption, by prlnclpal sources, 1988-89, January­
August 1989 and January-August 1990 

January-August 

Source 1986 1987 1988 1989 1989 1990 

Quantity ( 1, 000 kllograrri~) 

Taiwan ...................... 39,495 49,743 44,726 46,096 33,462 27,563 
Japan ....................... 14.676 13,293 18,075 16,535 11,631 12.516 . 
Venezuela ............. ; ...... 22,219 .14,855 7,950 23,074 14,959 7.517 
France ...................... 27.881 24,007 12,736 25,959 19,999 7,949 
Ghana ....................... 20.125 17,392 21,219 19, 194 . 11,532 13,533 
Vanuatu (New Hebrides) ....... 1,472 0 6,623 15,976 10,685 27 
Neth Antilles ................. 3,592 367 1,345 4,493 4, 147 67 
Spain ....................... 8, 180 11,626 9,733 13,408. 11,821 6,850 
Mexico ...................... 536 17.198 6,682 12.227 5, 117 2.724 
All other ..................... 69.186 50,732 38,565 41,375 27.684 23.719 

Total ...................... 207,363 199,212 167,652 218,337 151,462 102,467 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

Taiwan ...................... 65, 195 99, 115 108,394 100, 195 73, 160 58,775 
Japan ....................... 22,846 23,049 33,832 35,070 25,022 24,490 
Venezuela ................... 19.375 13,572 7,293 . 20,970 13,151 7,657 
France ...................... 24.995 18,045 9,278 19,465 15, 141 5,814 
Ghana ....................... 18.152 12,859 15,347 13,837 8,345 9,849 
Vanuatu (New Hebrides) ....... 2,705 0 6,973 13,462 9,064 31 
Neth Antilles ................. 6,319 509 3,891 12.183 11,519 103 
Spain ....................... 9,643 13,307 7,937 12,011 10,080 4,844 
Mexico ...................... 1, 115 15,679 5,830 10,565 4,326 2,695 
All other ..................... 68, 161 55.105 54,680 58,950 40,773 35, 183 

Total ...................... 238,507 251,240 253,456 296,707 210,581 149,441 

Unit value (per kilogram) 

Taiwan ...................... $1.65 $1.99 $2.42 $2.17 $2.16 $2.13 
Japan ....................... 1.56 1.73 1.87 2.12 2.15 1.96 
Venezuela ................... 0.87 0.91 0.92 0.91 0.88 1.02 
France ...................... 0.90 0.75 0.73 0.75 0.76 0.73 
Ghana ....................... 0.90 0.74 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.73 
Vanuatu (New Hebrides) ....... 1.84 0 1.05 0.84 0.85 1.15 
Neth Antilles ................. 1.76 1.39 2.89 2.71 2.78 1.53 
Spain ....................... 1.18 1.14 0.82 0.90 0.85 0.71 
Mexico ...................... 2.08 0.91 0.87 0.86 0.85 0.99 
All other ..................... 0.99 1.09 1.42 1.42 1.47 1.48 

Average ................... 1.15 1.26 1.51 1.36 1.39 1.46 

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

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 
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Import patterns differ according to species. 
Raw albacore imports, which supply the bulk of 
U.S. albacore processing raw material, ranged in 
quantity during 1986-89 between 65 thousand 
metric tons in 1988 to 74 thousand metric tons in 
1989; the value of such imports increased steadily 
from $117 million in 1986 to $160 million in 

, 1989, or by 37 percent (table 3-16). Taiwan 
was the major import supplier during the period, 
accounting for between roughly one-half and two­
thirds of total U.S. albacore imports annually 
during 1986-89. Japan was the second leading 
supplier and accounted for between 14 and 
1 7 percent annually during the period. 

United States imports of raw tropical tuna 
(mainly skipjack and yellowfin), which account 
for a smaller share but a larger quantity of U.S. 
processors' needs,2s fluctuated during 1986-89, 

28 The reason for this is that the bulk of U.S. supplies 
of raw tuna is tropical tuna. 

Table 3-16 

declining from 134 thousand metric tons, valued 
at $121 million, in 1986 to 103 thousand metric 
tons, valued at $106 million, in 1988 before ris­
ing to 144 thousand metric tons, valued at 
$136 million, in 1989 (table 3-17). The major 
suppliers were Venezuela, France, and Ghana. 

United States imports of raw tuna from par­
ticular countries can be quite erratic. This is 
basically a result of the method of procurement of 
imported raw tuna by U.S. processors. These 
processors usually buy imported raw tuna on the 
spot market, taking supplies from whichever 
source offers the desired product at acceptable 
prices. Several officials of U.S. processing com­
panies indicated that differences in the quality of 
raw tuna supplied by different foreign suppliers 
are negligible, and that, in general, imports of a 
given tuna species from one source are as good as 

Fresh, chilled, or frozen albacore: U.S. Imports for consumption, by prlnclpal sources, 1986-89, Janu­
ary-August 1989 and January-August 1990 

Source 

Taiwan ..................... . 
Japan ...................... . 
Neth Antilles ................• 
Mauritius ................... . 
Reunion ................... .. 
Panama .................... . 
Spain ................... · .. .. 
Singapore ................... . 
Portugal ................... .. 
AU other .................... . 

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

Taiwan ..................... . 
Japan ...................... . 
Neth Antilles ................ . 
Mauritius ................... . 
Reunion .................... . 
Panama .................... . 
Spain ..................... .. 
Singapore ................... . 
Portugal .................... . 
All other .................... . 

Total .... · ................. . 

Taiwan ..................... . 
Japan •...................... 
Neth Antilles ................ . 
Mauritius .....•.............. 
Reunion .................... . 
Panama ....•.......•........ 
Spain ..................... .. 
Singapore .........•.......... 
Portugal ........ .- .......... .. 
All other ................... .. 

Average ............•...... 

1986 

37,246 
12,280 

3,307 
632 

0 
696 

3,397 
164 

3 
15,623 

73,348 

58,895 
18,781 
5,925 
1,097 

0 
537 

5,551 
282 

12 
26.152 

117,232 

$1.58 
1.53 
1.79 
1.74 

0 
0.77 
1.63 
1.72 
4.51 
1.67 

1.60 

1987 

44,339 
9,641 

263 
8 
0 

75 
4,245 
1.625 

355 
8,404 

68,955 

83,994 
18, 197 

410 
14 

0 
204 

7,869 
3,670 

561 
14,595 

129,515 

$1.89 
1.89 
1.56 
1.69 

0 
2.74 
1.85 
2.26 
1.58 
1.74 

1.88 

1988 1989 

Quantity (1,000 kilograms) 

39, 793 43,953 
10, 795 12 ,005 

1,296 4,272 
3,322 4,138 
1,737 2,580 
1,789 2,025 

371 1,078 
1,753 637 
1,204 1,023 
2,877 2, 192 

64,940 73,905 

Value (1.000 dollars) 

92,043 92,348 
26,294 29,378 

3,735 11,913 
6,375 7,609 
2,681 3,982 
2,761 3, 176 
1,042 2,817 
4,537 2,366 
1,860 1,457 
6,432 5,401 

147,759 160,447 

Unit value (per kilogram) 

$2.31 $2.10 
2.44 2.45 
2.88 2.79 
1.92 1.84 
1.54 1.54 
1.54 1 .57 
2.80 2.61 
2.59 3.71 
1.54 1.42 
2.24 2.46 

2.28 2.17 

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

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

January-August 

1989 

32.223 
7,745 
3.971 
2.391 
1,854 
2.025 

591 
419 

1.023 
1,411 

53,654 

66.938 
20.318 
11,316 
4,914 
2.861 
3.176 
1.675 
1,498 
1,457 
3,770 

117,922 

$2.08 
2.62 
2.85 
2.05 
1.54 
1.57 
2.83 
3.57 
1.42 
2.67 

2.20 

1990 

22,741 
8,209 

0 
1,408 

479 
2,624 

0 
300 
904 

1,068 

37,733 

47,879 
18,772 

0 
2,374 

739 
4,049 

0 
1,343 
1,394 
2,534 

79,085 

$2.11 
2.29 

0 
1.69 
1.54 
1.54 

0 
4.47 
1.54 
2.37 

2.10 
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Table 3-17 . 
Fresh, chllled, or frozen troplcal tuna: U.S. Imports for consumption, by-prlnclpal sources, 1986-89, 
January-August 1989 and January-Augus't 1990 · 

January-August 

Source 1986 1987 1988 1989 1989 1990 

Ouantlty (1,000 kilograms) 

Venezuela ................... 22, 196 14.850 7,940 23,038 14,936 7,513 
France ...................... 27,496 23.192 12, 736 25,629 19.669 7,949 
Ghana ....................... 20, 125 17, 125 21,219 19, 194 11 ,532 13.533 
Vanuatu (New Hebrides) ....... 0 0 6,623 15,976 10.685 27 
Mexico ...................... 536 17, 197 6,678 12,203 5, 113 2,724 
Spain ........................ 4.783 7,381 9.361 12,330 11,230 6,850 
Ecuador ..................... 12,405 10,410 6,305 9, 155 5,292 9,046 
Taiwan ...................... 2,249 5,404 4,932 2, 143 1,664 4,822 
Japan ....................... 2,396 3,652 7,280 4,530 3,885 4,308 
All other ..................... 41,828 31,046 19,638 20,235 13,802 7,963 

Total ...................... 134,015 130,258 102,713 144,432 97,808 64,734 

Value (1.000 dollars) 

Venezuela ................... 19,345 13,559 7,278 20,884 13,084 7,637 
France ...................... 24,485 16,787 9,278 18,956 14,631 5,814 
Ghana ....................... 18, 152 12,447 15,347 13,837 . 8,345 9,849 
Vanuatu (New Hebrides) ....... 0 0 6,973 13,462 9,064 31 
Mexico ...................... . 1, 115 15,674 5,823 10,487 4,310 2,695 
Spain ........................ 4,092 5,438 6,896 9, 194 8,406 4,844 
Ecuador ..................... 8,311 8,500 7,037 8,255 4,780 7,340 
Taiwan ...................... 6,300 15' 121 16,352 7,847 6,222 10,896 
Japan ....................... 4,065 4,852 7,539 5,691 4,704 5,717 
All other ..................... 35,410 29,346 23, 176 27,647 19,112 15,534 

. Total ...................... 121,275 121,725 105,697 - 136,260 92,659 70,356 

Unit value (per kilogram) 

Venezuela ................... . $0.87 $0.91 $0.92 $0.91 $0.88 $1.09 
France ...................... 0.89 0.72 0.73 0.74 0.74 0.73 
Ghana ....................... 0.90 0.73 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.73 
Vanuatu (New Hebrides) ....... 0 0 1.05 0.84 0.85 1.15 
Mexico ...................... 2.08 0.91 0.87 0.86 0.84 0.99 
Spain ....................... 0.86 0.74 0.74 0.75 . 0.75 0.71 
Ecuador ..................... 0.67 0.82 1. 12 0.90 0.90 0.81 
Taiwan ...................... 2:80 2.80 3.32 3.66 3.74 2.26 
Japan ....................... 1.70 1.33 1.04 1.26 1.21 1.33 
All other ..................... 0.85 0;95 1.18 1.37 1.38 1.95 

Average ................... 0.90 0.93 1.03 0.94 0.95 1.09 

Note . .....:eecause of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

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

any other. The principal difference between sup­
pliers is the species that are available. For 
example, during 1986-89, U.S. imports of raw 
albacore tuna were supplied primarily by Taiwan; 
U.S. imports of raw yellowfin were supplied pri­
marily by Venezuela; and, U.S. imports of raw 
skipjack were supplied primarily by France. 

Many other countries also supply raw tuna to 
the U.S. market both in substantial and small 
quantities. Generally, of course, the various 
countries that export raw tuna to the U.S. market 
are those adjacent to the larger tuna fishing areas 
of the world, including a number of coastal Latin 
American countries, such as Venezuela, Panama, 
Ecuador, and Brazil. In addition, some coastal 
African countries also supply the U.S. market, in­
cluding Ghana and the Ivory Coast. And, more 
recently, Pacific and Indian Ocean island nations, 
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such as Vanuatu and the Seychelles, have be­
come suppliers. 

U.S. imports of raw tuna have declined during 
January-August 1990 by nearly a third compared 
with the corresponding period of 1989 (table 
3-15). Demand is lower mainly because of a de­
cline in U.S. canned tuna processing in Puerto 
Rico. 

Loins j 
U.S. imports of tuna loins29 increased sub­

stantially during the period under review. Such 
imports rose from 132 metric tons, valued at 
$325,000, in 1986 to 3.6 thousand metric tons, 
valued at nearly $6 million, in 1989 (table 3-18). 
During January-August 1990, such imports 

211 U>ins basically are the lighter-meat, edible portion 
of tuna, similar to fillets. 



Table 3-18 1989 d 
Tuna loins: U.S. Imports for consumption, by prlnclpal sources, 1986-89, January-August an 
January-August 1990 

January-August 

Source 1986 1987 1988 1989 1989 1990 

Quantity (1, 000 kilograms) 

Ecuador 91 999 1,261 1,934 1,058 2,245 ..................... 
0 o• 0 815 815 0 Mexico ...................... 
0 0 0 788 227 1,063 Costa Rica ................... 

31 52 28 15 6 0 Japan ....................... 
0 5 0 43 0 1, 164 Venezuela ................... 
0 0 0 14 14 471 Colombia .................... 
0 0 0 3 3 0 Malaysia ..................... 

Korea, South ................. 0 0 0 1 0 0 
China 0 0 0 o• o• 0 ....................... 

138 28 3 3 14, 166 All other ..................... 11 

Total ...................... 132 1, 194 1,316 3,616 2, 127 19, 109 

Value ( 1. 000 dollars) 

Ecuador 180 2.149 2,731 3,527 2,057 4.290 ..................... 
2 0 1,435 1,435 0 Mexico 0 ...................... 
0 0 751 442 477 Costa Rica ................... 0 

Japan 132 248 144 99 41 1 ....................... 
0 8 0 86 0 2,240 Venezuela ................... 

Colombia .................... 0 0 0 34 34 1,067 
0 0 16 16 0 Malaysia ..................... 0 

Korea. South ................. 0 0 ·o 2 0 0 
China 0 0 0 1 1 0 ....................... 
All other ..................... 13 260 98 1 1 42,685 

Total ....................... 325 2,667 2,973 5,951 . 4,027 50,760 

Unit value (per kilogram) 

Ecuador .................... •. $1.98 $2.15 $2.17 $1.82 $1.94 $1 .91 
Mexico ...................... 0 6.06 0 1. 76 1. 76 0 
Costa Rica ................... 0 0 0 0.95 1.95 0.45 
Japan ....................... 4.32 4.75 5.25 6.36 6.95 21.28 
Venezuela ................... 0 1.65 0 2.00 0 1.93 
Colombia .................... 0 0 0 2.40 2.40 2.26 
Malaysia ..................... 0 0 0 4.66 4.66 0 
Korea, South ................. 0 0 .o 2.31 0 0 

·china ................... · .... 0 0 0 3.11 3.11 0 
AU.other ..................... 1.21 1.88 3.51 0.38 0.38 3.01 

Average ................... 2.46 2.23 2.26 1.65 1.89 2.66 

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

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

totaled 19 thousand metric tons, valued at Canned tuna 
$51 million. Ecuador supplied most of the im.., U.S. imports of canned tuna, which increased 
ports during 1986-89, accounting for between 54 tremendously during 1979-85 (298 percent in 
and 96 percent of the annual quantity. How- quantity and 221 percent in value during the pe-
ever, in 1990, Thailand accounted for the bulk of riod), continued to increase during 1986-89. 
such imports. During January-August 1990, U.S. Such imports rose from 107 thousand metric 
imports of tuna loins from Thailand totaled tons, valued at $229 million, in 1986 . to 
14 thousand metric tons, valued at $43 million. 158 thousand metric tons, valued at $376 mil-
This represented about three-quarters of the lion, in 1989 (or by 47 percent in quantity and 
quantity and 84 percent of the value of such im- 64 percent in value) (table 3-19). This contin-
ports during the period. Thailand seized the ued rise in U.S. imports of canned tuna resulted 
leading position as a supplier of loins to the U.S. from a number of factors. First, the demand for 

. market after Bumble Bee opened a tuna canning] canned tuna in the U.S. market generally has 
-.· plant in California in February 1990. This plant been strong during 1986-89 and was fueled by 
· is totally supplied by loins imported from their favorable economic conditions, generally declin-

parent firm, Unicord, in Thailand. Loins im- ing canned tuna prices, and shifting consumer 
ported from Latin American sources (Ecuador, dietary preferences. Second, the share of the to-
Venezuela, Costa Rica) are processed mainly in tal U.S. supply of canned tuna produced by U.S. 
tuna canning plants in Puerto Rico. processors has declined, particularly since 1982. 
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Table 3-19 
Canned tuna: U.S. Imports for consumption, by principal sources, 1986-89, January-August 1989 and 
January-August 1990 

January-August 

Source 1986 1987 1988 1989 1989 1990 

Quantity ( 1, 000 kilograms) 

Thailand ..................... 69,082 66,647 81, 168 112,620 85,913 66,736 
Taiwan ...................... 12,964 11, 759 10.892 12,644 9,294 5,044 
Phlllpplnes ................... 12,693 9,461 8,394 15,426 11 . 181 10,013 
Indonesia .................... 370 683 2.202 10,269 6,762 5,917 
Japan ....................... 4,789 2, 127 1,529 1, 116 822 434 
Malaysia ..................... 1,089 714 1,281 1,932 1,260 1,055 
Ecuador ..................... 1,309 2,319 3,773 1,313 1, 110 269 
Venezuela ................... 3,324 1,322 80 1,036 55 464 
Singapore .................... 563 208 754 284 111 1,250 
All other ..................... 1,290 782 835 1,308 1,053 626 

Total ...................... 107,472 96,021 110,907 157,948 117,560 91,809 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

Thailand ..................... 139,561 135,368 207,538 260,996 202,277 153,870 
Taiwan ...................... 34,483 34,809 41,759 44,857 33,418 17. 194 
Phlllpplnes ................... 23, 124 16,577 18,629 31, 129 23,335 17, 710 
Indonesia .................... 690 1,247 5,690 19,667 13,686 11'511 
Japan ....................... 14,755 7.375 6,992 5, 172 3.799 1,858 
Malaysia ..................... 3, 160 1,985 3,964 5, 131 3,354 . 2.870 
Ecuador .......... : .......... 2,603 4,481 9,366 2,912 2,564 544 
Venezuela ................... 6,389 2,467 200 1,943 98 920 
Singapore .................... 1.140 452 1,974 768 270 1,241 
All other ..................... 3,142 2.160 2,554 3,337 2,587 1,985 

Total ...................... 229,047 ·- 206,920- . 298,666 375,911 ·285,387 209;702 

Unit value (per kilogram) 

Thailand ..................... $2.02 $2.03 $2.56 $2.32 $2.43 $2.28 
Taiwan ...................... 2.66 2.96 3.83 3.55 3.60 3.41 
Philippines ................... 1.82 1. 75 2.22 2.02 2.09 1.77 
Indonesia .................... 1.87 1.83 2.58 1.92 2.02 . 1.95 
Japan ..................... '. 3.08 3.47 4.57 4.64 4.62 4.28 
Malaysia ..................... 2.90 2.78 3.09 2.66 2.66 2.72 
Ecuador 0 0 0 o o o o o 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 o 1.99 1.93 2.48 2.22 2.31 2.02 
Venezuela ................... 1.92 1.87 2.52 1.87 1.77 1.98 
Singapore .................... 2.03 2.17" 2.62 2.70 2.44 0.99 
All other ..................... 2.44 2.76 3.06 2.55 2.46 3.17 

Average ................... 2.13 2.15 2.69 2.38 2.43 2.28 

Note.-Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 
Source: Complied from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 

In a related .development, U.S. tuna processors. 
have procured a portion of their supplies overseas 
since 1984. Furthermore, two former U.S. tuna 
processing firms have recently been purchased by 
foreign tuna processors who have increased the 
share of their branded products accounted for by 
imports from their home-country canneries. 

The principal sources of U.S. imports of 
canned tuna have shifted dramatically in recent 
years. The most significant change has been in 
imports from Thailand. In 1989, approximately 
52 percent of the quantity and 69 percent of the 
value of all U.S. imports of canned tuna came 
from Thailand, compared with only 9 and 8 per­
cent of total import quantity and value in 1979. 
Other important sources of imported canned tuna 
in the U.S. market include the Philippines 
( 10 percent of the quantity of total imports in 
1989), Taiwan (8 percent), and Indonesia 
(7 percent). Imports from each of these sources 
generally increased during 1986-89. 
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· Canned tuna packed in water is, by far, the 
principal product type imported into the United 
States, accounting for virtually all of U.S. imports 
of canned tuna during 1986-89 (table 3-20). 

This is attributable, in part, to the U. s. tariff 
structure for imports of canned tuna, because 
tuna packed in oil is dutiable at 35 percent ad 
valorem and tuna packed in water is dutiable at 
either 6 or 12.5 percent ad valorem. U.S. im­
ports of canned tuna packed in oil consist mainly · 
of specialty items destined for ethnic markets (ta-
ble 3-21). · 

U.S. canned tuna i.mport levels have declined 
substantially during 1990. Such imports totaled 
92 thousand metric tons during January-August 
1990; this level is 22 percent below the level dur­
ing the corresponding period in 1989 (table 
3-19). Such imports are down from every major 
supplier, as the U.S. canned tuna market has be­
come saturated in 1990. 



Table 3-20 
Canned tuna, In water: U.S. Imports for consumption, by principal sources, 1986-89, January-August 
1989 and January-August 1990 

January-August 

Source 1986 1987 1988 1989 1989 1990 

Quantity (1,000 kilograms) 

Thailand ..................... 69,082 66.647 81, 168 112,619 85,912 66, 736 
Taiwan ...................... 12,964 11. 758 10,891 12,643 9,293 5,042 
Phlllpplnes ................... 12,693 9,460 8,394 15,426 11. 181 10,013 
Indonesia .................... 370 683 2,202 10,269 6.762 5,917 
Japan ....................... 4,789 2, 123 1,525 1, 114 822 433 
Malaysia ..................... 1,089 714 1,281 1,932 1,260 1,055 
Ecuador ..................... 1,309 2,319 3,773 1.313 1.110 269 
Venezuela ................... 3,324 1,322 80 1,036 55 464 
Singapore .................... 563 208 754 284 111 1,250 
All other ..................... 1,013 638 696 1, 120 920 504 

Total ...................... 107 .195 95,871 110, 763 157,757 117,425 91,684 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

Thailand ..................... 139,561 135,368 207,538 260,993 202,274 153.870 
Taiwan ...................... 34.483 34,804 41. 755 44.854 33.415 17. 188 
Phllipplnes ................... 23, 124 16,572 18.629 31, 129 23.335 17. 710 
Indonesia .................... 690 1,247 5,690 19,667 13.686 11,511 
Japan ....................... 14,755 7,357 6,960 5.157 3.796 1,852 
Malaysia ..................... 3, 160 1,985 3.964 5, 131 3,354 2,870 
Ecuador ..................... 2,603 4,481 9,366 2,912 2.564 544 
Venezuela ................... 6.389 2,467 200 1,943 98 920 
Singapore .................... 1, 140 452 1,974 768 270 1,241 
All other ..................... 2.015 1,318 1,846 2,433 1.931 1,257 

Total ...................... 227,920 206.051 297,922 374,987 284.724 208,963 

Unirvalue (per kilogram) 

Thailand ..................... $2.02 $2.03 $2.56 $2.32 $2.35 $2.31 
Taiwan ...................... 2.66 2.96 3.83 3.55 3.60 3.41 
Phllipplnes ................... 1.82 1.75 2.22 2.02 2.09 1.77 
Indonesia .................... 1.87 1.83 2.58 1.92 2.02 1.95 
Japan ....................... 3.08 3.46 4.56 4.63 4.62 4.27 
Malaysia ..................... 2.90 2.78 3.09 2.66 2.66 2.72 
Ecuador ..................... 1.99 1.93 2.48 2.22 2.31 2.02 
Venezuela ................... 1.92 1.87 2.52 1.87 1.77 1.98 
Singapore •................... 2.03 2.17 2.62 2.70 2.44 0.99 
Total other .................. 1.99 2.06 2.65 2.17 2.10 2.49 

Average ................... 2.13 2.15 2.69 2.38 2.42 2.28 

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

Source: Complied from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 
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Table 3-21 
Canned tuna, In oll: U.S. Imports for consumption, by prlnclpal source, 1986-89, January-August 1989 
and January-August 1990 

January-August 

Source 1986 1987 1988 1989 1989 1990 

Quantity ( 1. 000 kilograms) 

Spain ....................... 85 87 77 101 59 50 
·Italy ......................... 15 18 18 27 26 13 

Portugal ..................... 32 39 44 40 27 20 
Japan ....................... 0 3 4 2 0 0 
Canada ..................... 0 0 0 19 19 33 
Korea. South ................. 0 0 0 2 2 7 
Thailand ..................... 0 0 0 o• o• 0 
Taiwan ...................... 0 1 1 1 1 2 
All other ..................... 145 1 0 0 0 0 

Total ...................... 277 149 144 192 135 125 

Value (1, 000 dollars) 

Spain ....................... 486 570 435 597 393 404 
Italy ......................... 99 118 108 147 141 96 
Portugal ..................... 101 153 165 139 100 95 
Japan ....................... 0 18 32 15 3 6 
Canada ..................... 0 0 0 11 11 102 
Korea, South ................. 0 0 0 11 11 28 
Thailand ..................... 0 0 0 3 3 0 
Taiwan ...................... 0 5 5 2 2 6 
All other ..................... 441 6 0 0 0 2 

Total ...................... 1, 127 869 744 924 664 740 

Unit value (per kilogram) 

Spain ....................... $5.72 $6.56 $5.63 $5.94 $6.68 $8.11 
Italy ....................... ·· 6.73 6.64 6.14 5.52 5.43 7.58 
Portugal ..................... 3.13 3.96 3.72 3.51 3.67 4.82 
Japan ....................... 0 5.78 8.55 6.58 5.84 6.78 
Canada ..................... 0 0 0 0.56 0.56 3.11 
Korea, South ................. 0 0 0 4.34 4.34 4.31 
Thailand ..................... 0 0 0 6.27 6.27 0 
Taiwan ...................... 0 3.36 3.70 2.87 2.87 3.24 
All other ..................... 3.04 4.03 0 0 0 5.08 

Total ...................... 4.07 5.82 5.16 4.82 4.91 5.93 

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

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U . S. Department of Commerce. 
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Chapter 4 
The European Canned Tuna 

Industry and Market 

The European Tuna Industry 
This section discusses the important tuna har- . 

vesting and processing sectors of the European 
Community (EC). Spain and France are the 
principal tuna harvesting nations. Spain, France, 
Italy, and, to a lesser extent, Portugal are the ma­
jor processors of canned tuna. 

The Harvesting Sector 

Production 
During 1986-88, Spanish production of tuna 

·and tuna-like species have been fairly stable rang­
ing between 156,000 metric tons and 159,000 
metric tons as shown in table 4-1 (the latest data 
available). French tuna production amounted to 
an estimated 120,000 tons in 1989. 

Data are not available for total tuna catches 
for both Spain and France; however, catches by 
Spanish and French purse seine fleets in the west­
ern Indian Ocean for 1987-89 are shown in table 
4-2. The Spanish and French fleets' catch dur­
ing 1987-89 annually accounted for about 95 
percent of the total catch in the Indian Ocean. 

Spanish and French Landings by Species 
Skipjack and yellowfin are the main tuna spe­

cies harvested in the western Indian Ocean by 
Spanish and French fishermen, with smaller 

Table 4-1 

catches of bigeye and albacore. Skipjack, the 
leading species caught during 1987-89, increased 
by 45 percent over the 3 years, totaling 140,280 
metric tons in 19 8 9. Yellowfin catches increased 
from 59,862 metric tons in 1987 to 101,345 tons 
in 1988, then declined to 65,533 in 1989. Ac­
cording to industry sources, the decline in 
yellowfin catches in 1989 was believed to be due 
to unfavorable oceanographic conditions, which 
caused the tuna to remain deeper and thus less 
accessible to harvest. 1 

Production by Type of Vessel 

Purse seiners, trollers, and long liners are the 
principal vessel types used to harvest tuna by EC 
fishermen. Purse seine vessels accounted for the 
bulk of the EC catch of tuna during 1985-89. In 
1988, over 1,000 EC vessels of 33-82 feet trolled 
commercially for tuna on a seasonal basis. Tuna 
caught using the trolling method are normally of a 
higher quality because they suffer little damage 
during capture and thus command higher prices. 

Number and Location of Producers 

The western Indian Ocean and the fishing 
grounds off the coast of West Africa in the Atlan­
tic were the principal fishing grounds for the 
Spanish and French tuna fleets during 1985-89. 
Prior to 1985, most of the Spanish and French 
tuna purse seiners fished the eastern Atlantic; 
however, because of a decline in yellowfin 
catches, many transferred their operations to the 
western Indian Ocean, primarily in the area 
around the Seychelles. 

' Seychelles Fishing Authority, Tuna Bulletin, Fourth 
Quarter 1989, p. 3. 

Fresh and frozen tuna: EC production; Imports, exports, and supply 1986-89 
(In metric tons) 

Country and Item 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Spain: 
Production .............................. . 159,433 155,793 157,291 (') 
Imports ................................. . 26,327 88,916 126,046 118,418 
Exports ................................. . 55,234 42,884 113,002 122,496 
Supply .................................. . 130,526 

Portugal: 
201.825 170,335 (') 

17,000 13,000 
10,700 11 ,000 

Production .............................. . 
Imports ................................. . 

(') 13,500 
10,980 9,600 

Exports ................................. . 229 300 300 100 
Supply .................................. . 

Italy: 
(') 22,800 27,400 23,900 

(2) (2) 
113,545 (') 

1,098 (') 
112,447 (') 

Production .............................. . 
Imports ................................ · .. 
Exports ................................. . 
Supply .................................. . 

France: 

(2) (2) 
110,458 119,592 

931 604 
109,527 118,988 

Production . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . · 108,842 114, 160 140, 142. 3 120,000 
36,894 (') 
78,491 (') 
98,545 (') 

Imports ................................. . 
Exports ................................. . 
Supply .................................. . 

22,400 27,765 
84,008 82,531 
47,234 59,394 

' Not avallable. 
2 Fresh and frozen tuna production by Italy Is believed to be minima! with less than 5,000 tons produced annually. 
3 See ·cannery Changes In France,· Seafood International, September 1990, p. 61. 

Source: Spain data compiled from report from U.S. Embassy, Madrid, August 1990; Portuguese data compiled 
from report from U.S. Embassy, Lisbon, August 1990; Italian and France data compiled from FAO statistics, ex-
cept as noted. · 
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Table 4-2 
Tuna: Catch by major country, species, and total species, In the Western Indian Ocean, 1987-89 

(In metric tons) 

Total 
Country All 
and Year Yellowfln Skipfack Other Species 

1987: 
Spain .................................... 26.259 43,696 376 70,331 
France .................................. 33,603 53,008 1.296 87,907 
All other ................................. 1,850 2,742 13 4,605 

Total .................................. 61.712 99,446 1,685 162,843 
1988: 

Spain .................................... 50,631 61,709 1,238 113,578 
France .................................. 50.714 48,755 1 .110 100,579 
All other ................................. 4,938 8, 124 436 13,498 

Total .................................. 106.283 118.588 2.784 227,655 
1989: 

Spain .................................... 36,255 86,518 2.101 124,874 
France .................................. 29.278 53,762 880 83,920 
All other ................................. 3,910 7.718 595 12,223 

Total .................................. 69.443 147.998 3,576 221,017 

Source: Compiled from Seychelles Fishing Authority, Tuna Bulletin. Fourth quarter 1988 and 1989. 

The following tabulation shows the average The Processing Sector 
number of purse seiners fishing in the Indian 
Ocean, by country, for 1986-89:2 

Country 1986 1987 1988 1989 

France ...... 20 18 20 19 
Spain ........ 11 12 15 22 
Mauritius ..... 1 2 3 3 
All other' 2 2 5 4 

Total .... 34 34 43 48 

' Includes vessels from Ivory Coast. Panama, United 
Kingdom, Soviet Union. Japan. and India. 

As the tabulation shows, France and Spain 
dominated the tuna purse seine fishing effort in 
the Indian Ocean during 1986-89, accounting for 
8 5 percent of the purse seiners in 19 8 9. The 
number of French vessels remained fairly con­
stant; however, the Spanish fleet doubled from 11 
in 1986 to 22 in 1989. 

Another major fishing area for Spanish and 
French vessels was the Guinea Gulf in the Atlan­
tic. Eleven French seiners harvested 40,648 tons 
of tuna in 1989, an increase of 28 percent from 
31,640 tons harvested in 1988. Sixty-seven per­
cent of the catch consisted of yellowfin. 

According to the Spanish Official State Bulle­
tin, the Spanish fleet with licenses for tuna in 
1989 consisted of 808 vessels, down from 1,440 
vessels in 1988. Approximately 760 of these ves­
sels are small (Jess than 30 meters in length) and 
employ 12 to 15 crewmen. The remaining ves­
sels consist of large freezer seiners employing 
more than 30 crewmen per vessel. The freezer 
ships harvest tuna from the middle and south At­
lantic and the Indian Ocean.3 

2 Ibid., Fourth Quarter 1988 and 1989. 
3 U.S. Department of State, Report from U.S. 

Embassy, Madrid, August 1990. 
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The major tuna processing tountries of the 
EC include Italy, France, Spain, and, to a lesser 
extent, Portugal. Italy imports the 'bu•k of its raw 
Luna supplies, whereas Spain, France, and Portu­
gal rely on domestic landings and imports of raw 
tuna supplies. 

Production 
Table 4-3 shows canned tuna production for 

Italy, Spain, France, and Portugal for 1986-89. 

Italy 

During 1986-89, Italian canned 'tuna produc­
tion .generally increased, totaling 85,000 tons in 
1989 (table 4-3). Canned tuna in :1taly is proc­
essed mainly from imported fresh and frozen tuna 
since domestic raw tuna catches ate small, with 
fewer than 5,000 tons being caught in 1989. 
Fresh and frozen tuna imports totaled 119,592 
tons in 1987, then declined to 113,545 tons in 
19884 (latest data available). Seychelles, Spain, 
Mexico, Panama, France, and the Ivory Coast 
were among the principal suppliers of Italy's im­
ports of raw tuna. Implementation of new 
technology and the opening of new processing 
plants have substantially increased Italy's tuna 
canning capacity. In 1989, 85 percent of Italy's 
canned tuna was packed in olive oil, 10 percent 
in water, and the remaining 5 percent in seed 
oils.5 

Spain 
. During 1986-89, production of canned tuna 

by Spanish canneries increased by 20 percent to 
71, 000 tons (table 4-3). Spanish tuna processors 
rely on both domestic and imported raw tuna for 

• "Tuna Oversupply of frozen and canned tuna," 
Globefish, February 1989, p. 9. 

0 U.S. Department of State, Report from U.S. 
Embassy, Rome, August 1990. 



Table 4-3 
Canned tuna: EC production, by major countries, 1986-89 

(In metric tons) 

Country 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Italy ..................................... ·· 
Spain .................................... . 
France .................................... . 
Portugal .................................. . 

78, 700 
59.346 
48,500 
12.000 

84,000 
62,402 
49,333 
10,300 

80,000 
67,690 
46,871 
11 ,200 

85,000 
171,000 
254,000 
14,000 

Total .................................... . 194.546 206,035 205,761 224,000 

1 Estimated. 
2 See ·cannery Changes In France,· Seafood International, September 1990, p. 60. 

Note. -A small amount of specialty tuna (I.e. packed In tomato sauce) Is processed In Denmark: however. the 
above 4 countries account for the bulk of canned tuna production In the EC. 

Source: Data on Italy, Spain, and France complied from FAO statistics, except as noted. Data on Portugal com­
plied from U.S. Embassy, Lisbon. August 1990. 

canned tuna production. Spanish imports of will own and manage the facility employing ap-
fresh, chilled, or frozen tuna increased during proximately 270 local people.7 Peche et Froid is 
1986-89, from 26,327 metric tons in 1986 to also a major shareholder of the SAIB cannery in 
118,418 tons in 1989 (table 4-1). Principal sup- Dakar, Senegal, and the PFIC cannery in Abid-
pliers of fresh and frozen tuna to Spain include jan, Ivory Coast.8 

Ecuador, the Ivory Coast, Venezuela, Mexico, Another joint venture is a tuna cannery lo-
and South Africa. cated in Fishing Port, Victoria, Seychelles. The 

France 

French production of canned tuna generally 
increased during 1986-89, totaling approximately 
54,000 metric tons in 1989 (table 4-3). The de­
cline in French canned tuna production in 1988 
could be attributed to higher production costs, 
which apparently forced StarKist to close two 
plants and reduce the volume of raw materials. 
Also, French canners are reportedly concentrat­
ing more on value-added packs.6 During 
1986-89, imports of canned tuna rose steadily 
from 34,000 tons in 1986 to 45,000 tons in 1989. 

Although France supplies much of its own raw 
tuna, it also relies on imports. During 1986-88, 
French imports of fresh and frozen tuna in­
creased from 22,400 metric tons in 1986 to 
36,894 metric tons in 1988 (table 4-1). Principal 
suppliers of imported raw tuna to French canner­
ies include Senegal (landed primarily by French . 
seiners), Spain, the Ivory Coast, Venezuela, and 
the United States. 

Various French companies have invested in 
foreign tuna operations. An example is a tuna 
processing facility in Madagascar, built at a total 
cost estimated at ECU14.5 million. The facility 
includes a can manufacturing plant, a fishmeal 
unit, and a cold warehouse. About 10,000 metric 
tons of canned tuna production is expected in its 
first year of operation, increasing to a maximum 
of 20,000 metric tons in subsequent years. Peche 
et Froid, Ocean lndien, a joint venture between 
Malagasy partners and the French group, Peche 
et Froid (the leading French seafood canner), 

. 8 Infofish Trade News, No. 11/89, Kuala Lumpur, 
Malaysia, June 15, 1989. 

cannery is owned by two French companies, 
Pecheurs de France and Armement Cooperatif 
Finisterien (ACF) (30 percent ownership), and 
the Government of Seychelles (70 percent) .9 

The ACF also owns more than 40 seiners licensed 
to fish in Seychelles' waters. In addition, the 
French tuna comp<my, Saupiquet has canneries in 
Senegal and the Ivory Coast. 10 

Portugal . 
Portuguese production of canned tuna gener­

ally increased during 1986-89, totaling 14;000 
metric tons in the latter year (table 4-3). Proces­
sors purchase both domestic and imported raw 
tuna for their canned tuna operations. Imports of 
fresh and frozen tuna increased steadily, totaling 
11,000 tons in 1989 (table 4-1). Principal sup­
pliers of fresh and frozen tuna include Spain, 
Mexico, Brazil, and Venezuela. Fifteen process­
ing plants with a total capacity of 15,000 tons 
annually were operating in 1989. Production of 
canned tuna for the export market consists of 
tuna packed in olive oil, whereas tuna packed for 
the domestic market is packed in vegetable oils 
other than olive oil. .11 

The European Tuna Market 12 

The European region figures prominently in 
the changing structure of the global tuna market. 

7 "Tuna factory coming up," INFOFJSH, May 1988, 
p. 9. 

8 "France, European marketplace," Seafood Interna­
tional April 1988, p. 27. 

9 U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Interna­
tional Affairs, Foreign Fisheries Analysis Branch, The 
Fisheries of Seychelles, IFR 89/96, p. 4. 

10 "Canning Changes in France," Seafood Interna­
tional, September 1990, p. 61. 

11 Report from U.S. Embassy, Lisbon, August 1990 . 
12 For the purposes of this study, Europe comprises 

Western European countries. 
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Europe, particularly the EC, has been one of the 
fastest growth markets for canned tuna in the 
world in recent years and has affected the strate­
gies of firms in major canned tuna producing and 
exporting nations. The European market for 
canned tuna. comprises three segments-the EC, 
other Western European countries, and Eastern 
Europe. 

Europe is second only to the U.S. market in 
terms of canned tuna consumption. Overall 
European consumption of canned tuna rose 26 
percent during 1986-89 and reached a level of 
386,000 metric tons the latter year (table 4-4) .13 

The EC countries comprise the great bulk of the 
European canned tuna market and accounted for 
95 percent of total consumption in 1989. The 
EC market can be generally divided between 
those countries with and those without canned 
tuna processing industries. The countries with 
such industries generally are mature markets and 
those without are relatively recent markets. Ma­
ture markets are France, Italy, Spain, Portugal, 
Greece, Belgium, and Luxembourg. 14 These mar­
kets depend both on domestic production and 
imports, and have developed characteristics and 
preferences over the years. Nonmature markets 
include the remaining EC members and are domi­
nated by the United Kingdom and West Ger­
many. These markets rely on imports for virtually 

13 In comparison, the U.S. market consumed approxi­
mately 449,000 metric tons of canned tuna in 1989. 

•• Belgium and Luxembourg do not have tuna harvest­
ing and/or processing industries. However, market 
conditions and characteristics are affected strongly by 
those in France. 

Table 4-4 

all of their canned tuna supplies. Most of the 
growth in the EC cam~ed tuna market has been 
accounted for by nonmature markets, with im­
ports supplying the growth. 

Other Western European canned tuna mar­
kets have not grown as much as the EC market; 
however, the growth rate has been substantial. 
Although accounting for only 5 percent of the 
European total, consumption of canned tuna by 
non-EC European nations rose 75 percent during 
1986-89 (table 4-4). Virtually all canned tuna 
supplies in this market are provided by imports. 

Data are not available on the Eastern Euro­
pean market for canned tuna. However, 
inasmuch as disposable income is limited in most 
Eastern European markets, it is believed that 
canned tuna is not consumed in significant quan­
tities. 

Supply and Demand Factors 

The factors that affect the supply of and the 
demand for canned tuna in the U.S. market also 
hold, for the most part, for the European market. 
The supply of canned tuna in the European mar­
ket is determined by production and import 
levels. The major factors influencing production 
are canned tuna market prices, raw material 
availability, and production costs. The same fac­
tors influence the supply of imported canned 
tuna, with an additional factors being barriers to 
entry and conditions in alternative markets, such 
as the United States and Japan. 

Canned tuna: European apparent consumption, 1985-89 
(In thousands of metric tons) 

Market 1985 1986 1987 1988 1 1989 

EC: 
Italy ......................... 66 83 91 87 97 
France ...................... 55 77 86 91 292 
Spain: ....................... 39 55 55 55 257 
United Kingdom ............... 34 33 32 44 61 
West Germany ............... 18 24 29 26 30 
Portugal ..................... 6 9 7 8 10 
Belgium and Luxembourg ...... 5 6 7 7 7 
Netherlands .................. 2 3 5 5 6 
Denmark ..................... 2 3 3 4 3 
Greece ...................... 1 1 1 , 1 '1 
Ireland ....................... (3) (3) 1 1 1 

Total, EC .................. 228 294 317 329 365 

Other Western Europe: . 
Switzerland ................... 24 24 25 25 26 
Finland ...................... 1 2 4 4 5 
Sweden ...................... 2 3 4 3 5 
Austria ...................... 22 22 24 24 24 
Norway ...................... (3) 1 1 1 1 

Total, other Western Europe .. 9 12 18 17 21 

Total. Europe ............. 237 306 335 346 386 

' Preliminary. 
2 Estimated. 
3 Less than 500 metric tons. 

Source: Seafood 90, Food News. London, 1990; Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations; reports 
from various U.S. Embassies. 
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The demand for canned tuna in the European 
market is principally determined by the number 
of consumers (or population), disposable income 
levels, prices of canned tuna and of competing 
food items, and consumer preferences. The 
European population was approximately 356 mil­
lion persons in 1989, up about 1 percent from 
the 1983 level (table 4-5). Population growth in 
Europe is not as rapid as in the United States, 
and any growth in the European canned tuna 
market will likely result from increases in per cap­
ita consumption. 

The level of consumers' disposable income in­
fluences the demand for canned tuna. The gross 
domestic product (GDP), one measure of dispos­
able income, for Western European countries 
increased 62 percent, in nominal terms, during 
1983-88 (table 4-6). The GDP in EC countries 
rose 69 percent during the period. This growth, 
in addition to population growth, is likely to be a 
large determinant in any increased demand for 
tuna if the growth in GDP exceeds the inflation 
rate for the period. 

Consumer preferences play a significant role 
in the demand for canned tuna. These prefer­
ences include type of pack, product quality, and 
brand loyalty. These preferences vary consider­
ably by each country and are discussed in the 
following sections. 

The supply of canned tuna is affected by 
European production and the availablity of im­
ports. Europe is a relatively high-cost producing 
area for canned tuna, owing to its large distance 
from fish resources and its relatively high labor 
and environmental costs. _In addition, the market 
Table 4-5 

relies increasingly on imports for its canned tuna 
supplies, as demand increases in nonproducing 
markets .. Thus, competition for canned tuna sup­
plies from other markets, particularly· from the 
United States, affects the availability of canned 
tuna in the European market to an increasingly 
important degree compared with domestic supply 
conditions. 

Market Profile 
The European market for canned tuna is as 

diverse as the peoples and countries it comprises. 
Distinct demand preferences and market struc­
tures have historically developed within each 
European country. Thus, the major canned tuna 
markets within Europe will be discussed sepa­
rately. 

Italy 
Italy is the largest EC market for canned tuna. 

Italy is a mature canned tuna market, the bulk of 
which is supplied by domestic production. Al­
though imports account for a small share of 
consumption (12 percent in 1989), Italian im­
ports of canned tuna doubled during 1986-89 
(table 4-7). It is believed that the relatively low­
priced products from Asian producers (mainly 
Thailand) are making inroads in the Italian mar­
ket, particularly in the institutional sector. Italian 
consumers overwhelmingly prefer yellowfin 
packed in olive oil. 1s 

111 Richard Elsy, "The European and Middle East 
Tuna Market: A View from the Pacific Islands," The 
Development of the Tuna Industries in the Pacific 
Islands Region: An Analysis of Options, David J. 
Doulman, ed. (Honolulu: East-West Center, 1987). 

Population of Western Europe, by area and country, 1983-88 
(In ml/lions) 

Area and country 1983 1984 1985 1986 1981 1988 

Western Europe: 
EC: 

West Germany . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61.42 61.18 61.02 61.05 61.17 61.20 
France .. . .. .. . . .. . . .. . .. . . 54.73 54.95 55.17 55.39 55.63 55.87 

56.76 56.93 57.08 
57.22 57.35 57.44 

3.54 3.54 3.54 

United Kingdom . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56.38 56.49 56.62 
Italy .. .. .. .. .. .. . . .. .. .. .. . 56.84 57.00 57.13 
Ireland ................... ~. 3.51 3.54 3.55 
Denmark . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5. 11 5. 11 5. 11 5.12 5.13 5.13 
Netherlands . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14.36 14.42 14.48 14.56 14.66 14.76 
Spain . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38.17 38.34 38.50 38.67 38.83 39.05 
Belgium . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9.86 9.86 9.86 9.91 9.92 9.92 
Luxembourg................ 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 
Portugal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.01 10.09 10.16 10.21 10.25 10.41 

9.97 9.99 10.01 

322.77 324.07 324.78 

Greece . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9.85 9.90 9.93 
-==-=-=--~~:-:-'."'-:-:-~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~..:.._:_ 

Total, EC ................ 320.61 321.25 321.90 
Other Western Europe: 

Norway .. .. . .. .. . . .. .. . . .. . 4.13 4.14 4.15 . 4.17 4.19 4.20 
Sweden . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8.33 8.34 8.35 8.37 8.40 8.44 
Finland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.86 4.88 4.90 4.92 4.93 4.95 
Switzerland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.48 6.44 6.47 6.50 6.55 6.51 
Austria . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7.55 7.55 7.56 7.56 7.58 7.60 

Total, other Western 
Europe . . . .. .. .. . .. .. . 31.35 31.35 31.43 31.52 31.65 31. 70 

354.29 355.72 356.48 
-::-::-:::~~-:-:::-:-:~~~-:-:-~~~~~~..::..:..:...:..:_~__::.:..:..:..:: 

Total, Europe ........... 351.96 352.60 353.33 

Source: Calculated from data In International Financial Statistics, various Issues. International Monetary Fund 
Washington. · ' 
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Table 4-6 . 
Gross Domestic Product In Western Europe, by area and country, 1983-88 

(In billions of U.S. dollars) 

Area and 
country 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 

Western Europe: 
EC: 

1,201.8 West Germany ............... 655.9 617.0 621.8 889.4 1,116.3 
France .................... 525.7 499.4 523.1 729.5 882.0 949.9 
United Kingdom ...... ' ...... 200.6 242.6 274.1 259.6 254.3 259.3 
Italy ....................... 493.4 449.6 425.7 559.0 662.2 685.3 
Ireland ............... · ...... 13.2 15.9 16.6 13. 1 12.4 12.5 
Denmark ................... 61.8 56.9 58.0 78.8 92.7 94.0 
Netherlands ................ 133.5 124.7 125.9 174.9 212.9 228.3 
Spain ...................... 155.0 156.2 164.0 228.1 289.2 340.1 
Belgium .................... 82.6 78.6 81.8 114.5 142.6 153.9 
Luxembourg ................ 3.9 3.8 4.0 5.7 (') (') 
Portugal ................... 20.6 19.2 20.8 29.5 36.8 40.8 
Greece .................... 35.0 33.8 33.4 39.1 46.2 52.5 

Total, EC ................ 2 .• 381.2 2.297.4 2.349.2 3.121.2 3, 747.6 4,018.4 
Other Western Europe: 

Norway .................... 55.1 55.4 58.2 69.5 83.3 89.4 
Sweden .................... 92.6 96.0 100.6 132.7 161. 1 181.8 
Finl and .................... .49.3 51.5 54.3 71.1 89.5 (') 
Switzerland ................. 102.9 93.5 92.8 130.4 160.4 168.4 
Austria .................... 66.9 63.9 65.4 93.8 117. 7 (') 

Total, other Western 
Europe ............... 366.8 360.3 371.3 497.5 612.0 439.6 

Total, Europe ........... 2, 748.0 2,657.7 2, 720.5 3,618.7 4,359.6 4,458.0 
1 Not available. 

Source: Calculated from data in International Financial Statistics, various Issues, lnternatlonal Monetary Fund, 
Washington. 

France 

The canned tuna market in France is the sec­
ond largest in the EC. France is a mature market 
with a relatively slow rate of growth; supply and 
consumption patterns have remained relatively 
stable in recent years. The French canned tuna 
market is supplied about. evenly by domestic pro­
duction and imports. The bulk of the French 
market is held by the lightmeat-chunk pack, 
which accounts for about two-thirds of the mar­
ket. 1s Slightly less than a third of the market is 
held by specialty packs (such as flakes and hors 
d'oeuvres), with the remainder held by 

whitemeat.. Tuna packed in brine is overwhelm­
ingly preferred to that in oil. Tuna is consumed 
in about half of all French households; a growing 
number of urban households comprising relatively 
young families with children as well as middle­
and upper-income households are consuming 
canned tuna. 11 

United Kingdom 

The United Kingdom is a relatively new mar­
ket for canned tuna. Canned tuna has been 

111 Ibid. 
'
7 Graham Kitson and D.L. Hostis, The Tuna Mar­

k.et, Vol.2, (Kuala Lumpur: ADB\FAO INFOFISH 
Market Studies, 1983), p. 32. 
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increasingly replacing canned salmon in recent 
years in this market. Canned tuna is luring 
younger consumers away from the traditional 
preference for canned salmon. 18 Relatively high 
canned salmon prices in the U.K. market during 
recent years further contributed to the growth in 
demand for canned tuna. 19 The rate of growth in 
the U.K. canned tuna market has been high; 
U.K. imports of canned tuna rose 85 percent 
during 1986-89 (table 4-8). Imports supply vir­
tually the entire U.K. canned tuna market, as 
there is no domestic tuna canning industry. His­
torically, the U.K. canned tuna market exhibited 
a preference for solid, oil-packed lightmeat tuna 
(mainly skipjack). However, in recent years, de­
mand has shifted to chunk-style, lightmeat 
packed in brine; this pack held about one-third of 
the market in 1986 and is growing.20 U.K. con­
sumers are becoming increasingly sensitive to 
health considerations, which has led to the rise in 
brine-packed tuna, and to price considerations, 
which has led to a rise in chunk-style pack. 

18 Roy Ellard, "A Review of the World Market for 
Canned Tuna," Proceedings of INFOF/SH Tuna Trade 
Conference (Bangkok: INFO FISH, February 25-27, 
1986) p. 92. 

111 Commission staff interview with Michael Dubbelt, 
Director, Matrico BV, Denpasar, October 2, 1990. 

20 Elsy, "The European and Middle East Tuna 
Market," p. 96. 



Table 4-7 

Canned tuna: Production, Imports, exports, and supply In selected European countries, 1980-89 
(In thousands of metric tons) 

Country 
and Item 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989' 

France: 
Production .............. 23 30 35 38 38 49 49 47 254 

Imports ................ 28 30 34 33 22 34 44 51 45 
Exports ................ 1 1 2 5 5 6 7 7 27 
Supply ................. 50 59 67 66 55 77 86 91 292 

Italy: 
Production ............. 49 . 48 52 59 65 79 84 80 85 
Imports ................ 2 3 3 4 3 6 9 9 12 
Exports ................ 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 
Supply ................. 49 48 53 61 66 83 91 87 97 

Spain: 
Production ............. 42 40 38 41 43 59 62 68 271 
Imports ................ 0 0 0 0 0 0 .31 2 0 
Exports ................ 12 2 4 4 4 4 7 11 14 
Supply ................. 30 38 34 37 39 55 55 55 257 

Portugal: 
Production ............. 8 7 7 9 9 12 10 11 14 
Imports ................ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (3) 
Exports ................ 1 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 
Supply ................. 7 5 4 6 6 9 7 8 10 

United Kingdom: 
Production ............. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Imports ................ 19 13 18 24 34 33 32 44 61 
Exports ................ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Supply ................. 19 13 18 24 34 33 32 44 61 

West Germany: 
Production ....•........ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Imports ................ 14 15 16 19 18 24 29 26 30 
Exports .....•.......... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Supply ................. 14 15 16 19 18 24 29 26 30 

1 Preliminary. 
z Estimated. 
3 Less than 500 metric tons. 

Source: GLOBEFISH: Food News, Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. 



Table 4-8 
Canned tuna: European Imports, 1985-89 

(In thousands of metric tons) 

Market 1985 1986 1987 1988 11989 

EC: 
United Kingdom .............. . 
France ..................... . 
West Germany .............. . 
Italy ........................ . 
Portugal .......... · .......... . 
Belgium and Luxembourg ..... . 
Netherlands ................. . 
Denmark .................... . 
Greece ..................... . 
Ireland ...................... . 
Spain ....................... . 

Total, EC ................. . 
Other Western Europe: 

Switzerland .................. . 
Finland .................... .. 
Austria ..................... . 
Sweden ..................... . 
Norway ..................... . 

Total, other Western Europe .. 

Total, Europe ............ . 

• Preliminary. 
2 Not available. 
3 Estimated. 

34 
22 
18 
3 
0 
5 
2 
2 
1 

(2) 
0 

87 

9 

78 

33 
34 
24 

6 
0 
6 
3 
3 
1 

(2) 
0 

110 

12 

122 

32 44 61 
44 51 45 
29 26 30 

9 9 12 
0 0 (2) 
7 7 7 
5 5 6 
3 4 3 
1 31 31 
1 1 1 

(2) 2 0 

133 150 166 

35 35 36 
4 4 5 

34 34 33 
4 3 5 
1 1 1 

18 17 21 

149 167 187 

Source: Seafood 90, Food News, London, 1990; Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations; reports 
from various U.S. Embassies. 

West Germany 

The West German market for canned tuna is 
the most price-conscious in the EC. Conse­
quently, there have been marked shifts in 
suppliers over time. These shifts occur among 
import suppliers, since virtually no canned tuna is 
produced in West Germany. West German im­
ports of canned tuna rose 25 percent during 
1986-89 (table 4-8). Traditionally, the West 
German market has been dominated by flake and 
tuna-and-vegetable packs. These packs, which 
are lower in price than other types of packs, ac­
count for about 40 percent of the market.21 
However, in recent years, the market has shifted 
toward solid and chunk packs, as these have gen­
erally declined in price. An increasing share of 
West German imports has been gained by Thai 
products in recent years because of their price 
competitiveness. 

Channels of Distribution 
The channels of distribution for canned tuna 

in the European market vary by country. Thus, 
the major European canned tuna markets will be 
discussed individually. · 

21 ·Elsy, "The European and Middle East Tuna 
Market," pp. 97-98. 
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Italy 

The distribution system for canned tuna in It­
aly is well established. Processors generally sell 
through brokers, with regional advertised brands 
being prevalent.22 Retail markups on canned 
tuna in Italy are currently about 60 percent.23 

Such markups are generally much higher in Euro­
pean markets than in the U.S. market, mainly 
because of lower product turnover in Europe. 

France 

As in Italy, the distribution system for canned 
tuna in the French market is well established. 
Processors generally sell canned tuna to distribu­
tors who then sell to the retail market. Processors 
may sell their own advertised label, the distribu­
tors label, or a house brand for the particular 
retail outlet. Most canned tuna in France is ulti­
mately sold through supermarket outlets, with 

22 Kitson and Hostis, The Tune. Market, p. 41; 
Richard Elsy, "The European and Middle East Tuna 
Market;" Linda Fernandez and Linda Lucas Hudgins, 
"A Summary of International Tuna Markets: Character­
istics and Accessibility for Pacific Island Countries," The 
Development of the Tuna Industry in the Pacific Islands 
Region: An Analysis of Options, David J. Doulman, ed. 
(Honolulu: East-West Center, 1987). 

23 Commission staff interview with Michael Dubbelt, 
Director, Matrico BV, Denpasar, Oct. 2, 1990. 



the bulk of sales under processors' advertised 
brands.24 

The French market is reportedly becoming 
, .. more open to imports. First, French canners are 

increasingly buying loins (both cooked and un-
"cooked} in order to save on labor costs. In the 
canned sector, retail supermarket chains in 
France are being purchased by Belgian and Dutch 
firms, which are beginning to distribute canned 
tuna that has been imported through other EC 
countries, such as the United Kingdom <;ind the 
Netherlands. The French tuna industry report­
edly is attempting to block this practice by 
establishing an EC directive that imposes origin 
restrictions on canned tuna imports as part of the 
EC 1992 program. Retail markups on canned 
tuna in France are currently about 60 percent.25 

United Kingdom 

Imports supply virtually the entire U.K. 
canned tuna market. Traditionally, canned tuna 
has been marketed by distributors who possess 
nationally recognized brands to retail outlets. 
Distributors traditionally preferred to procure im~ 
port supplies through Japanese trading companies 
as insurance against risk of defective and poor 
quality packs. However, the market is becoming 
increasingly price competitive, and some distribu­
tors are dealing directly with foreign suppliers, 
especially those in Thailand. As a result, brand 
competition is also increasing, with retail house 
brands challenging the established distributor 
brands.26 Retail markups on canned tuna in the 
U.K. market currently range between 40 and 50 
percent, depending on the pack.27 

West Germany 

Virtually all canned tuna supplies in West 
Germany are from imports. The bulk of canned 
tuna imports are sold through brokers to retail . 
outlets. Brand loyalty is not important in the 
West German canned· tuna market, since the 
market is relatively price conscious. House 
brands and brokers' brands dominate the market, 
and these brands may change along with the 
source of imports.2a Retail markups on canned 
tuna in the West German market currently range 
between 30-60 percent, depending on the 
pack.29 

Imports 
Total European imports of canned tuna in­

· creased markedly during 1986-89. Such imports 

2• Kitson and Hostis, The Tuna Market, p. 32. 
28 Dub belt interview. 
28 Kitson and Hostis, The Tuna Market. 
21 Dubbelt interview. 
28 Kitson and Hostis, The Tuna Market. 
29 Dubbelt interview. 

rose about 53 percent, from 122,000 metric tons 
in 1986 to 187,000 metric tons in 1989 (table 
4-8). The EC is the primary component of the 
European canned tuna market. 

The EC collectively is now the world's largest 
importer of canned tuna, surpassing the United 
States in 1986. EC imports of canned tuna rose 
51 percent during 1986-89, from 110,000 metric 
tons the former year to 166,000 metric tons the 
latter year (table 4-8). In comparison, U.S. im­
ports of canned tuna rose 46 percent during the 
period and totaled 158,000 metric tons in 1989. 
The largest EC canned tuna import markets are 
France, the United Kingdom, and West Ger­
many. Together, these markets accounted for 
approximately 82 percent of total EC imports of 
canned tuna in 1989 (table 4-8). 

Imports of canned tuna into other Western 
European markets, although only about a tenth 
the magnitude of those into the EC, increased 75 
percent during 19 8 6-8 9. 

The primary sources of European canned 
tuna imports are Thailand, the Ivory Coast, the 
Philippines, Senegal, and Indonesia (table 4-9). 
These countries accounted for about 80 percent 
of total European imports of canned tuna in 
1989. Thailand's share of the total increased 
from 36 percent to 42 percent during 1987-89. 
Imports from Asia are generally concentrated in 
nonproducing markets (principally the United 
Kingdom and West Germany), whereas imports 
from Africa, are concentrated in producing mar­
kets (particularly France). In addition, there is 
significant intra-EC trade in canned tuna, with 
Spain and Italy providing most of the supplies. 

Consumption 

European consumption of canned tuna in­
creased substantially during 1986-89, fueled 
mainly by imports into nonproducing markets. 
Such consumption · rose 26 percent during 
1986-89 (table 4-4) and reached a level of 
386,000 metric tons the latter year. The largest 
European consuming markets are Italy (account­
ing for 25 percent of European consumption in 
1989), France (24 percent}, the United King­
dom (16 percent), Spain (15 percent), and 
West Germany (8 percent). Together, these five 
markets accounted for 87 percent of total Euro­
pean consumption of canned tuna in 1989. 

Imports have been supplying an increasing 
share of European canned tuna consumption. In 
1986, imports accounted for about 40 percent of 
consumption. By 1989, this share increased to 48 
percent. 
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Table 4-9 
Canned tuna: European Imports, by major sources, 1987-89 

Source 1987 1988 1989 

Quantity (metric tons) 

Thailand ................................................... . 51,704 63,648 78, 728 
Ivory Coast ............................................... . 27, 179 31,705 29, 795 

10,759 12,555 19,534 Phlllpplnes .....................•........................... 
15, 136 Senegal .................................................. . 17,799 16,877 
7,220 Indonesia ................................................. . 2,591 3,699 

All other .................................................. . 35,400 36,400 39,246 

Total ................................................... . 145,432 164.885 189,659 

Share of total (percent) 

Thailand .................................................. . 36 39 42 
Ivory Coast ...................••............•.............. 19 19 16 
Phlllpplnes ................................................ . 7 8 10 
Senegal .................................................. . 12 10 8 
lndonesla ................•................................. 2 2 4 
All other .................................................. . 24 22 20 

Total ................................................... . 100 100 100 

Note. - Totals may not agree with others In the report owing to different calculating bases. 

Source: Food News, July 1990; various reports from U.S. Embassies. 

Estimates on per capita canned tuna con­
sumption in major European markets in 1987 are 
provided in the following tabulation (in pounds 
per capita) ;30 

Country 

Italy .....•................. . _ .. : 
France ............•........... 
United Kingdom ................ . 
West Germany ................ . 

Consumption 

3.3 
2.4 
1.2 
0.6 

These estimates are somewhat dated, and per 
capita consumption has increased significantly, as 
evidenced by the rise in European canned tuna 
imports in recent years. 

The following tabulation shows estimated an­
nual per capita consumption of canned tuna in 
Europe during 1986-89 (based on data in tables 
4-4 and 4-5, in kilograms): 

1986 1987 1988 1989' 

0.86 0.94 0.97 1.06 

1 Estimated. 

According to these data, European per capita 
consumption of canned tuna increased 23 percent 
during 1986-89. Although these data are ap­
proximations, it is believed that they accurately 
mirror the trend in European consumption during 
the period. 

Prices 
Data on European prices of imponed canned 

tuna are presented in table 4-10. These data 

30 Elsy, "The European and Middle East Tuna 
Market: A View from the Pacific Islands." 
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represent wholesale level prices. In general, 
prices trended upward from 1986 ~nc:l peaked in 
1988. Prices fell during the first three quaners of 
1989 before recovering into 1990. Prices gener­
ally are higher for oil pack compared with water 
pack, and are higher in the Netherlands com­
pared with prices in the United Kingdom and 
West Germany. Oil packs are predominantly 
solid style, which commands a higher price than 
the chunk style that predominates in water packs. 
As for different market prices, skipjack packs are 
generally lower priced than yellowfin packs, and 
the share of skipjack packs is higher in the latter 
two markets, panicularly in West Germany. 

Among like pack styles and markets, prices 
tended to be lower for impons from Thailand 
compared with those from Indonesia. This differ­
ence likely resulted from substantially higher 
volumes of shipments from Thailand. 

Additional data was provided to the Commis­
sion on average unit values of U.S. and EC 
canned tuna impons from various sources.31 
These data are presented in table 4-11. Average 
unit values (c.i.f. basis) generally were highest for 
Thailand, followed by Indonesia and the Philip­
pines. 

Table 4-11 also shows that price -differences 
(based on average unit values of imports) be­
tween the U.S. and EC markets for the above 
suppliers. The difference between the average 
unit value of Thai canned tuna exports to the 
U.S. and EC markets ranged between approxi­
mately 2-9 percent during 1986-89. Several 
U.S. tuna processors have claimed that Thai ex­
poners are able to maintain low prices in the U.S. 

31 Posthearing submission by StarKist Foods, Inc., 
app. B. 



Table 4-10 
Canned tuna: Quarterly wholesale prices In selected European markets, 1986-90 

(Per standard case ) 

Year and Type of pack, 
quarter origin and market 

Water pack: 
Indonesia to: Thailand to: Philippines to; 
Nether- West Nether- West United Nether-
lands Germany lands Germany Kingdom lands 

1986: 
1 ................... $20.90 $(') $(') $(') $(') $(') 
2 ................... 21.06 (') (') (') (') (') 
3 ................... 21.14 (') (') (') (') (') 
4 ................... 21.38 (') (') (') (') (') 

1987: 
1 .............. · ..... 21.65 (') (') (') (') (') 
2 ................... 21.63 (') (') (') (') (') 
3 ................... 22.33 (') (') (') (') (') 
4 ................... 23.22 (') (') 22.63 (') (') 

1988: 
1 ................... 23.60 (') (') 22.00 (') (') 
2 ................... 23.73 (') (') (') (') (') 
3 ................... 1/ (') (') (') ( 1) (') 
4 ................... 23.38 (') (') (') (') (') 

1989: 
1 ................... 22.75 (') (') (') (') (') 
2 ................... 21.00 (') (') 18.25 (') 20.50 
3 ................... 19.75 (') 19.00 18.25 ( 1) 19.00 
4 ................... 24.00 (') 22.00 19.50 22.75 22.21 

1990: 
1 ................... 23.00 (') 21.75 (') (') 22.00 
2 ................... 22.50 (') 21.00 20.00 ( 1) 23.20 
3 .................... 23.00 (') 21.75 18.50 21.00 21.83 

011 pack: 
Indonesia to: Thailand to: Phlllppines to: 
Nether- West Nether- West United Nether-
lands Germany lands Germany Kingdom lands 

198!5: 
1 ................... $21.90 $(') $(') $19.22 $(') $(') 
2 ......... •.• ........ 22.00 (') 19.25 18.90 (') (') 
3 .................... 22.14 (') ('). 18.80 (') (') 
4 ................... 22.30 (') (') (') (') (') 

1987; 
1 ................... 22.65 (') (') 18.80 (.') (') 

. 2 ................... 22.65 (') (') 18.79 ( 1) (') 
3 .. •.• ............... 22.93 (') (') 18.83 (') (') 
4 ................... 24.22 (') (') 20.00 (') (') 

1988: 
1 ................... 24.64 (') (') (') (') (') 
2 .................... 24.80 (') (') 25.50 (') (') 
3 ................... (') (') (') 23.75 (') (') 
4 ................... (') (') (') 23.00 (') (') 

1989: 
1 ................... 23.60 (') (') 21.40 (') (') 
2 ................... 21.66 (') 21.00 19.60 ( 1) (') 
3 ...... •.• ........... 20.75 (') 20.67 18.66 25.00 (') 
4 ................... 24.17 (') 23.00 21.86 23.75 (') 

1990: 
1 ................... 24.00 (') 22.75 19.50 (') (') 
2 ................... 23.33 22.68 22.67 19.50 (') (') 
3 ................... 24.25 19.50 23.50 19.50 (,) (') 

1 No data reported. 
Source: Complled from data In various Issues of lnfoflsh Trade Highlights. 
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Table 4-11 .. .. . . ; . 
Canned tuna: Average urilt values o·r U.S. and EC Imports, by selected sources, 1985-89, and differ-
ence between U.S. and EC unit values , 

(Prices in dollars per standard case: differences In percent) 

Source and 
market 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Price: 
Thailand: 

u.s ....................... 18.48 18.57 18.92 23.67 21.44 
EC ........................ 19.18 19.37 20.52 24.99 21.83 

Philippines: 
u.s ....................... 17.37 17.06 16.59 20~90 19.04 
EC ........................ 20.73 21.13 21. 12 21.13 21.62 

lndonesla: 
u.s ....................... 17.55 17.31 17.40 24.73 17.99 
EC ........................ 18.42 19.99 19.52 23.77 20.84 

Difference: 
Thailand ..................... 3.8 4.3 8.5 5.6 1.8 
Philippines .................... 19.3 23.9 27.3 1 . 1 13.6 
lndonesla .................... 5.0 15.5 12.2 -3.9 15.8 

Source: Posthearlng brief of StarKlst Foods, Inc., app. B. Data are on c.l.f. basis, calculated from Eurostat and 
the U.S. Department of Commerce. 

market because of higher prices obtained in the 
European market.32 Thai exporters counter that 
canned tuna prices in the European market are 
higher than in the U.S. market for several rea­
sons, including a higher share of higher priced 
solid pack styles exported to the EC; a higher 
share of higher priced yellowfin tuna packed for 
the EC market; more stringent quality standards 
in EC markets that require tuna loins to be "dou­
ble cleaned" (which increases costs and prices); 
and a higher percentage of relatively lower priced 
institutional-sized container packs accounted for 

· in the U.S. market. Thai exporters also claimed 
that EC prices generally follow U.S. prices for 
canned tuna; thus, it is in the best interest of Thai 

·· exporters to sell at the highest possible price in 
each market.33 

Market Barriers 

The European canned tuna market poses sig­
nificant barriers to entry to imports. Appendix G 
shows EC tariff rates 'for tuna products. Canned 
tuna imports generally are subject to a duty of 
24 percent ad valorem, a level that is about twice 
that in the U.S. market. European imports of 
canned tuna are also subject to healtJl. and sani­
tary and labeling requirements of the various 
European markets. A proposed EC regulation 
would standardize these requirements.34 

In addition to the above requirements, U.S. 
and foreign tuna industry representatives have 

32 Testimony of Robert Hetzler, Vice President, Star 
Kist, transcript of public hearing, p. 177. Also, this 
claim was made during several Commission staff inter­
views with officials of U.S. tuna processing firms. 

33 Commission staff interviews with officials of several 
Thai tuna processing firms during the week of Sept. 24, 
1990. 

:u COM(89) 654 final, submitted by the Commission 
on Feb. 12, 1990, Official Journal of the European 
Communities, No. C 84158, Apr. 2, 1990. 
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stated that substantial nont(lriff barriers affect the 
entry of canned tuna into the EC market. These 
nontariff barriers generally are encountered 
in the EC markets that possess domestic canned 
tuna industries, principally France and Italy. Ac­
cording to V. S. and foreign canned tuna industry 
representatives, the French market is virtually 
closed to imports from countries other than cer­
tain Lome convention countries, former French 
colonies, and countries with tuna canneries with 

.French equity interests.35. 

According to one U.S. tuna processor, France 
maintains an import quota on canned tuna.as An 
EC Council Regulation No. 288/82, titled "On 
Common Rules for Imports," provides for relief 
measures against imports. These measures in­
clude a provision for a "negative list" of products 
subject to restrictions.at the national level (Annex 

. I) as well as for a "surveillance" list of products 
subject to import licensing requirements (Annex 
11). According to Annex I, Italy restricts imports 
of prepared or preserved (including canned) tuna 
from Japan, while France maintains partial re­
strictions on such imports.37 According to Annex 
II, prepared or preserved (including canned) 
tuna is not subject to surveillance by any EC 
member. 

One Thai exporter of canned tuna reported 
encountering a barrier in France whereby the 
permitted port of entry was distant from the loca­
tion where the product was required to be 
inspected, thus making shipments economically 
unfeasible. 38 

30 These include mainly the Ivory Coast, Senegal, and 
the Seychelles. Imports from these countries generally 
enter free of duty. Post hearing brief of StarKist Seafood 
Company, Sept. 14, 1990, p. 5. 

30 Ibid. 
37 No further information is provided in Annex I. 
38 Commission staff interview with officials of a major 

Thai canned tuna exporter during the week of Sept. 24, 
1990. 



A general barrier to entry cited by Thai and 
Indonesian canned tuna exporters was the techni­
cal barrier posed by the large variation in can 
sizes and pack styles that are demanded in Euro­
pean markets, particularly France and Italy.39 

·And, the relatively closed distribution systems in 
these markets poses further entry barriers. Asian 
canned tuna exporters reportedly are making ef­
forts to improve their distribution networks in 
European markets.40 

On a related issue, the French tuna industry is 
reportedly attempting to persuade the EC Com­
mission to impose origin restrictions on canned 
tuna imports whereby such imports cannot be en­
tered into one EC country, such as the United 
Kingdom, and then shipped to another, such as 
France.41 Canned tuna exporters in Thailand 
generally are concerned about the possible effects 
of standardized import requirements under the 
so-called "EC 1992" market unification.42 

_··Exchange Rates 
Several major canned tuna exporters stated 

that exchange rates between the U.S. dollar and 
major European currencies play a significant role 
in determining the profitability of their exports.43 

In general, the U.S. dollar is the currency of 
choice for world trade in tuna. As a result, ex­
change rate movements between the dollar and 
the currencies in major European markets affect 
the profits to exporters and, to a lesser degree, 

39 Commission staff interview with officials of Thai 
canned tuna exporters during the week of Sept. 24, 1990 
and with officials of Indonesian canned tuna exporters 
on Oct. 2, 1990. 

"° According to an item in a recent issue of Food 
News (Oct. 19, 1990), Unicord (Thailand) is planning 
to acquire two European tuna companies. In addition, 
major Thai and Indonesian exporters have been improv­
ing their distribution agreements in various European · 
markets in recent years. 

41 Commission staff interviews with official of Thai 
tuna industry and government officials during the week of 
Sept. 24, 1990. Also, post hearing brief of Starkist 
Seafood Company, Sept. 14, 1990, p. 6. 

42 Commission staff interviews with Thai tuna industry 
and government officials during the week of Sept. 24, 
1990. 

43 Commission staff interview with officials of Thai 
canned. tuna exporters during the week of Sept. 24, 1990 
and with officials of Indonesian canned tuna exporters 
on Oct. 2, 1990. 
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plays a role in their marketing decisions. How­
ever, the degree of this effect is variable, and 
other factors (such as contract arrangements and 
long-term market strategies) generally play a su­
perior role Lo exchange rate fluctuations in export 
marketing decisions. 

Table 4-12 shows annual exchange rates be­
tween the U.S. dollar and the currencies of major 
European canned tuna import markets (as well as 
the ECU) during 1986-1990. In general, the 
U.S. dollar declined vis-a-vis these currencies 
during the period. This situation increased the 
attractiveness of the European market to canned 
tuna exporters, particularly. those in Thailand. 
The baht is pegged to the U.S. dollar, and move­
ments between the dollar and European 
cµrrencies affect Thai tuna exporters accordingly. 
Thai exporters have increased European market 
share in the face of generally declining prices, 
partly as a result of the declining dollar.44 

EC Fishery Agreements With Nations 
and Island States in the Indian Ocean 

and Elsewhere 
Fishery agreements between the European 

Economic Community (EEC) and nations and is­
land states in the Indian Ocean and elsewhere 
typically give Community vessels the right to fish 
within the 200-mile exclusive economic zone 
(EEZ) of the foreign partner. In return for these 
fishing privileges, the EEC agrees to improve the 
fishing industry of the foreign partner, either 
through financial or educational programs. The 
agreements specify such things as the number of 
vessels allowed within the EEZ, the total annual 
catch allowed within the EEZ, and the form of 
EEC. payment. Most of the agreements are effec­
tive for three years, with the option to extend the 
agreement at the end of the three-year period on 
a yearly basis. The EEC has made fishery agree­
ments that concern the tuna industry with nations 
in the Indian Ocean and with nations on the 
coastline of Africa. A short description of a few 
of these agreements follows. 

" See also "Currency Boost for Tuna Growth," Food 
News Europe '90, Food News, Kent, September 1990. 

· Nomlnal exchange rates of selected European currencies In U.S. dollars, 1986-89 and January-August 
1990 . 

(In U.S. dollars) 

Currency 1986 1987 1988 1989 
January-August 
1990 

British pound .............. 1.47 1.64 1.78 1.64 1.90 
Deutsche mark ............ .46 .56 .57 .53 .64 
Dutch guilder .............. .41 .49 .51 .47 .56 
ECU ..................... .98 1.15 1.18 1.10 1.32 

Source: Calculated from data In International Financial Statistics, October 1990, International Monetary Fund, 
Washington. · · 
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Such an agreement has been reached with the 
Republic of Seychelles. The agreement went into 
effect on March 16, 1984, and is still valid. The 
terms of the agreement were approved for an "in­
itial period of three years, and extended for 
two-year periods following the expiration of the 
three-year period. Seychelles agreed to grant li­
censes to 2 7 Community tuna vessels, with the 
understanding that no more than 18 of these ves­
sels would be fishing at one time. The amount of 
tuna available off the coast of Seychelles was not 
known at· the time of the first drafting of this 
agreement. Consequently, the amount of tuna 
Community vessels were permitted to catch was 
not set at a specific number. The owners of the 
vessels were to pay 20 ECU per ton of tuna 
caught to the Government of Seychelles, with a 
three-year ceiling of 3,000,000 ECU. In return 
for the right to fish within Seychelles' 200-mile 
EEZ, the EEC contributed 250,000 ECU towards 
"a scientific programme in Seychelles to gain 
greater knowledge of fish stocks concerning the 
region of the Indian Ocean surrounding the 
Seychelles islands. "45 

An identical agreement (with the exception of 
an EEC contribution of 350,000 ECU towards 
Malagasy fisheries research) was reached in Feb­
ruary 1986 with the Democratic Republic of 
Madagascar. It was amended, however, in Octo­
ber 1989. The number of Community tuna 
vessels granted licenses increased from 2 7 to 4 5. 
The amount of tuna allowed to be caught in one 
year was set at 12,000 tons. As the number of 
vessels and the tuna catch increased, so did the 
EEC contribution to Malagasy fishery studies. A 
sum of 600,000 ECU was to be paid to the Mala­
gasy treasury to finance Malagasy ·scientific 
programs. 

There is also an agreement between the EEC 
and Gabon that was reached on February 26, 
1988. In return for $3.5 million dollars, EEC 
vessels are allowed to fish off the coast of Gabon. 
In addition to this, the EEC will pay $0.8 million 
toward Gabonese scientific programs. This agree­
ment will last for a 3-year period. 

An agreement has also been reached between 
the EEC and the Republic of Guinea-Bissau. It 
was signed on February 27; 1980 and later 
amended in 1983, 1986, and again in 1987. The 
EEC vessels will pay 35,000 ECU to the Govern­
ment of Guinea-Bissau at the beginning of each 
year. This fee will cover the initial l, 700 tons of 
tuna caught in that year. There is, however, no 
limit on the amount of tuna allowed to be landed 
by the EEC vessels. If the amount of tuna caught 
in one year exceeds this amount, the EEC will 
pay an additional 20 ECU per ton of tuna caught. 

On March 1, 1988, the EC reached an agree­
ment with Morocco allowing Spanish and 

'
5 Official Journal No. L 79, 1984. 
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·Portuguese fishermen access to Moroccan wa­
ters. Under the agreement, the EC will pay the 
Moroccan Government 70 million ECU a year in 
return for fishing rights for EC vessels with an ag­
gregate capacity of approximately 100,000 gross 
registered tons (GRT) for 4 years. The agree­
ment does not stipulate a maximum catch for any 
species; however, provision is made for targeted 
fishing of tuna, swordfish, squid, octopus and 
sponge.46 In addition, Morocco will have access 
to the EC market fo'r its fishery and agricultural 
commodities. 

On August 23, 1988, the EC and the Republic 
of Comoros (an island group off SE Africa be­
tween Mozambique and Madagascar) signed a 
3-year fishing agreement permitting vessels flying 
the flags of member states of the EC to catch 
6,000 metric tons of tuna annually in the Indian 
Ocean around the Comoros islands. In ex­
change, the EC will reimburse the Comoros 
300,000 ECU per year. In addition, the EC wiJJ 
provide 500,000 ECU over a 3 year period to as­
sist the financing of Comorian scientific and 
technical programs to evaluate the fishery re­
sources in Comorian waters.47 

An agreement effective from February 29, 
1988 to February 28, 1990 was signed between 
the EC and the Republic of Senegal. This agree­
ment allowed vessels (inducting 35 tuna longliners 
and 48 tuna seiners) of EC member states to fish 
in Senegal's waters. In return, the EC pays 
22.9M ECU to Senegal. The total allowable 
catch of fish, cephalopods and shrimp was fixed 
at 30,240 metric tons per year. As part of the 
agreement, a total of 46,000 tons of tuna caught 
by the EC fleets must be landed at Senegalese 
ports . The EC will also contribute 550,000 ECU 
to further Senegal's fisheries scientific develop­
ment.48 

The EC and Guinea have a 3 year agreement 
(effective until June 1992) establishing fishing 
rights for EC member states' vessels and financial 
compensation to Guinea. The agreement allows 
up to 9,000 tons of fish a month for freezer trawl­
ers, plus fishing rights for 40 freezer tuna seiners 
and 430 longliners. Up to 10 licences can be 
granted to pole-and-line tuna vessels. Financial 
compensation to Guinea amounts to 6mi11ion 
ECU. Shipowners fees are 20 ECU per ton per 
year for tuna vessels and longliners. An addi­
tional 500,000 ECU will be contributed to Guinea 
to further their fisheries scientific and technical 
development. 49 

..e "EEC/Morocco accord," INFOFJSH, Mar. 1988, 
p. 7. 

'
7 "EEC and Comoros .sign agreement", World 

Fishing, Oct. 1988, p. 51. 
..e "EEC signs fishing licence agreement with Republic 

of Senegal for a total of 30,240 grt, World Fishing, Apr 
1989, p. 34. . 

"' "EC and Equatorial Guinea establish fishing rights 
up to 1992," World Fishing. Aug. 1989, p. 8. 



Chapter 5 
Other Foreign Tuna Industries 

The Tuna Industries of Asia 
The Asian region has become a major compo­

nent in the global tuna market. Asian countries 
are among the leading producers and exporters of 
raw and canned tuna, both from traditional and 
newly developed tuna producing nations. Fur­
thermore, the prospects for additional growth are 
favorable. The traditional Asian tuna producers 
are Japan and Taiwan. More recent producers 
include Thailand and Indonesia. During recent 
years, major shifts have occurred in the relative 
importance of each country individually and of 
the region as a whole regarding the world tuna 
market. A detailed description of the industries 
in Thailand, the world's leading tuna exporter, 
and Indonesia, the fastest growing exporter, fol­
lows, as well as a short discussion of the tuna 
industries in other Asian countries. 

Thailand 
Thailand is the world's leading exporter of 

canned tuna and is currently the single largest 
source of imported canned tuna in the U.S. mar­
ket. U.S. imports of canned tuna from Thailand 
accounted for 71 percent of the quantity and 69 
percent of the value of total U.S. imports in 
1989, compared with 8 percent of the quantity 
and value of total U.S. imports in 1979 (table 
3-19). Moreover, U.S. tuna.processors have ac­
counted for a large portion of U.S. canned tuna 
imports from Thailand since 1985. This relation­
ship began as contractual arrangements for 
canned tuna supplies between Thai and U.S. 
processors during a period of restructuring in the 
U.S. industry. Since then, a Thai tuna processor 
has purchased a major U.S. processing firm, and 
more than one Thai tuna processor has been pro­
viding U.S. processors with tuna loins, further 
reinforcing the ties between the U.S. and Thai 
tuna industries. 1 

Because of the swift growth of the Thai tuna 
industry in recent years and its connection with 
U.S. harvesters as well as processors, the United 
States-Thai relationship in tuna trade is one of 
the most significant issues concerning the role of 
the U.S. tuna industry in world trade. In addi­
tion, the relatively recent growth of the European 
market has provided an opportunity for Thai tuna 
exporters to diversify their markets, particularly 
those exporters without arrangements with U.S. 
tuna marketing concerns. 

Tuna has been harvested on a small scale in 
Thailand for many years. Although the growth in 
world tuna trade has stimulated increased har­
vesting effort, because of limited resources, tuna 
harvesting remains limited to a fleet of small 

1 For a more detailed discussion, see the previous 
section on the U. S. industry. 

purse seiners operating within Thai-controlled wa­
ters. The canning of tuna in Thailand began in 
1972, when a group of Thais and foreign inves­
tors (mostly Australians) undertook to build a 
plant to process tuna, that had until then been 
exported in frozen form to canneries in Australia 
and elsewhere. Since that time, using primarily 
imported frozen tuna, the industry has grown 
swiftly, yet it remains almost exclusively export­
oriented. 

Number and Location of Producers 
According to officials of the Thailand Depart­

ment of Fisheries, tuna fishing effort has 
increased substantially since the previous Com­
mission tuna study. Specific data are not 
available on the number of tuna vessels in Thai­
land. However, there are approximately 1,250 
small purse seiners in Thailand, fishing mostly for 
tuna and other pelagic species.2 Many of these 
Thai purse seiners are involved in joint-ventures 
with Indonesia, the Maldives, and the Philip­
pines3 In comparison, during the previous 
Commission tuna study, Thai industry sources es­
timated the size of the tuna fleet in 1985 to be 
about 200 small purse seiners, operating primar­
ily within the Thai 200-mile fisheries jurisdiction 
in the Gulf of Thailand and the Andaman Sea. 

Currently some 22 tuna-processing (canning) 
establishments in Thailand exist,4 a somewhat 
smaller number than the 25 to 30 establishments 
reported in the previous Commission study. The 
maturity of the Thai tuna canning industry and 
ever-increasing competition have forced marginal 
firms to stop producing tuna during the past sev­
eral years. Although the number of Thai tuna 
canners is large relative to the the number in the 
United States, the concentration of output in 
Thailand is similar to that in the United States. 
According to a submission by the Thai Food 
Processors' Association, the top three firms ac­
count for 70 to 75 percent of the nation's canned 
tuna production: Unicord Investment Co., Ltd., 
and Thai Union Manufacturing Co., Ltd, each 
account for approximately 25 to 30 percent; and 
Ta Kong Food Industries Co., Ltd. accounts for 
about 10 to 15 percent.5 Other significant Thai 
tuna canners (at about half the size of Ta Kong) 
include Tropical Canning (Thailand) Co., Ltd., 
Pataya Food Industries, Co., Ltd., Kingfisher 
Holdings Ltd.,6 and B&M Products, Ltd. Several 
other smaller firms account for the remaining 
share of the industry. 

2 Commission staff interview with Bung-Orn Saisithi, 
Deputy Director-General, Thailand Department of 
Fisheries, Sept. 26, 1990. 

3 According to the Thailand Ministry of Fisheries, a 
problem has arisen where Thai seiners are being seized 
in Malaysian waters in transit from the fishing grounds 
to Thailand. 

" Submission by counsel for the Thai Food Processors 
Association, Sept. 14, 1990, p. 5. 

5 Ibid. 
e Kingfisher Holdings Ltd. was formed from Safcol 

(Thailand) Limited in 1989 after a license and distribu­
tion arrangement with Saftol Holdings Limited of 
Australia was terminated. 
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Data obtained by Commission fieldwork sug­
gests that this concentration may be somewhat 
lower. The top three firms are estimated to ac­
count for about two-thirds of production, the top 
eight firms about 85 percent, and the top 20 firms 
100 percent.7 · 

The bulk of Thai canned tuna processing is 
accounted for by the larger firms, which are lo­
cated in the general vicinity of Bangkok. 
According to Thai industry officals, there are five 
tuna canneries, accounting .for about three-quar­
ters of the total Thai canned tuna production, 
located in the · Samut Sakhon area southwest of 
Bangkok.a The- remaining canneries are some­
what scattered to the south along the coast. 

Capacity utilization rates in Thai tuna process­
ing are difficult to determine, largely because 
most of the plants are easily convertible to can­
ning of other (nontuna) products and because 
capacity levels are highly dependent on the avail­
ability of frozen tuna supplies and labor. Indeed, 
some of the smaller plants are completely con­
verted t() other products on a seasonal basis, 
when supplies of frozen tuna (mostly locally har­
vested) are scarce. The bulk of the increased 
production in recent years has not, .however, 
been as a result of conversion of nontuna process­
ing capacity, but of construction of new capacity 
in the form of large, tuna-oriented p_rocessing fa-
cilities. · 

According to data provided to the Commis­
sion by Thai tuna processors, it is estimated that 
the current productive capacity is about 1,900 
metric tons per day (whole fish input basis), 
whereas current production is about 1, 65 0 metric 
tons per day, giving a capacity utilization rate of 
about 87 percent.9 · 

Production Processes and Costs 

Production of canned tuna in Thailand is car­
ried out using methods and technology similar to 
those empl9yed by U.S. processors. Indeed, the 
contractual and equity relationships between U.S. 
and Thai tuna packers have directly led to this 
s.ituation. The principal differences between Thai 
and U.S. production processes lie in the degree of 
labor intensity and the application of technology 
at certain stages of the production process. In 
general, Thai producers utilize a substantially 
higher labor content in their tuna production 
compared with U.S. producers. This is mainly a 
result of widely different wage rates between the 
two countries. Specifically, more labor is use~ in 
handling frozen tuna, moving the cleaned loins to 

7 Data obtained through Commission interviews with 
Thai tuna processors during the week of Sept. 24, 1990. 

8 Commission staff interview with officials of Unicord 
Co. Ltd., Sept. 24, 1990. 

8 Data provided lo Commission staff during fieldwork 
in Thailand during the week of Aug. 24, 1990. 
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the can filling machines, in filling the retort bas­
kets, and in the labeling and packing operations. 
In some canneries, each can is individually 
cleaned after removal from the retort. With re­
spect to the overall cost of processing tuna in 
Thailand, a general breakout of the share of total 
costs accounted for by major cost items was pro­
vided by the Thai Food Processors' Association 
(TFPA) and the Industrial Finance Corporation 
of Thailand (IFCT). The following tabulation 
shows the cost structure for tuna processing in 
Thailand provided by these organizations (data 
from the U.S. Embassy in Bangkok, in percent): 

TFPA Item 

Fish .............................•. 
Cans ............................ · · 
Labor ............................•. 
Labels and cartons ................. . 
Overhead and administration ......... . 

IFCT Item 

Fish, cans, spices .................. . 
Labor ............................. . 
Interest ..............•............. 
Energy ........................... . 
Mlscellaneous ...................... . 

Share 

68-78 
6.5-15 

5-6 
1.5-2 

9.5-10.5 

Share 

80.4 
5.5 
3.6 
1.7 
8.8 

The share of total production costs accounted 
for by frozen tuna varies substantially according 
to fish prices. The cost of frozen tuna to Thai 
processors, in tum, varies by species and by 
country of origin. Unlike U.S. processors, Thai 
processors prefer smaller species of tuna, such as 
skipjack and tongol, which have traditionally 
been supplied by vessels in local Thai waters, the 
western Pacific, and the Indian Ocean and have 
therefore constituted the main supply of tuna to 
their plants. The skills of Thai tuna cleaners are 
better suited for small fish; the relatively high 
level of labor involved in cleaning small fish is off­
set by low labor costs. Thus, the spread between 
the low prices paid for small fish and the high 
prices paid for large fish tends to be smaller in 
Thailand than in the U.S. frozen tuna market. In 
addition, the price of frozen tuna varies by coun­
try of origin. Generally speaking, it is quality 
differences that explain relative prices for frozen 
tuna by country of origin. According to industry 
sources, the inland location of many processing 
plants requires extra handling and transportation; 
which makes Thai processors more concerned 
about quality requirements than they might be 
were the plants located at dockside. 

Tongol is a preferred species for canning be­
cause of its light color and its taste. Tongol is 
similar in these characteristics to albacore; at­
tempts have been made in the past to allow tongol 
to be labeled as white-meat tuna in the U.S. mar­
ket. Thai industry sources report that canned 
tango! commands a premium of $1.50-2.00 per 
case over other canned lightmeat tuna; conse-



quently, frozen tongol prices are much higher 
than the other local species, euthynnus. 

The following tabulation shows average prices 
of domestically caught frozen tuna in Thailand (in 
dollars per metric ton, data from the Thai Food 
Procesors' Association): · 

Year 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 

Price 
Tongol 

799 
972 

1, 107 
961 

Euthynnus 

586 
645 
684 
545 

Prices vary as well according to the size of 
fish. In 1989, one Thai tuna processor reported 
the prices shown in the following tabulation (data 
from a submission by the Thai Food Processors 
Association, in dollars per metric ton): 

Species Size range Price 

~klpJac:k ............. 0-3 lb. 560 
.............. 3-4 lb. 680 
.............. 4-7.5 lb. 840 .............. 7.51b. up 890 

Yellowfln ............. 7.5-20 lb. 1,017 . . 20 lb. up 1, 130 ............. 

Thai tuna processors enjoy a substantial labor 
cost advantage compared with U.S. processors. 
Thai wage rates are quite low compared with U.S. 
wage rates: a starting cannery worker in Thailand 
earns 90 baht (about $3.50) for an 8-hour work­
day, a minimum wage set by the Thai 
government. 10 Several Thai industry sources re­
ported that the average daily wage in tuna 
canneries is about 100 baht (about $3.90); non­
wage labor costs for processors add another 
30 baht (about $1.18) per worker per day, for a 
daily labor cost of about $5 .10 per worker. Fur­
thermore, minimum wages in remote areas are 
even lower and range from 7 4-84 baht/day 
($2.90-3.30) .11 

Although wage rates are considerably lower, 
Thai processors assert that labor productivity in 
Thai tuna processing is considerably lower than in 
the United States, partially offsetting the cost ad­
vantage of low wage rates. Several Thai 
processors reported that the number of man 

·-. hours required to produce a case of tuna was 2 to 
3 times greater than the average U.S. leyels.12 
This results from a number -of factors, including a 
higher degree of labor intensity in Thai canneries, 
the greater amount of labor utilized in double 
cleaning of loins for higher quality export markets 
in Canada and Europe, the greater variety of 

1° Commission staff interviews with several Thai tuna 
company officials in Bangkok during the week of Sept. 
24, 1990. 

11 Submission by counsel for the Thai Food Proces­
sors' Association, Sept. 14, 1990, p. 10. 

12 Commission staff interviews with officials of several 
Thai tuna companies in Bangkok during the week of 
Sept. 24, 1990. 

pack types for a large number of export markets, 
and the generally lower scale of production com­
pared with U.S. processors. Several Thai 
industry officials stated that their firms are at­
tempting tn lower labor intensity and have been 
taking steps to increase mechanization in their 
plants. 

Financial Experience 
Industry:-wide data on the financial experi­

ence of the Thai canned tuna industry are not 
available. However, information from various 
sources suggest that the industry generally has ex­
perienced positive net returns during the 1980s. 
Indeed, the relatively swift expansion of the in­
dustry is but one indication of this. During the 
previous Commission investigation, the Thai tuna 
canning industry claimed that profit margins were 
in the range of 1 to 2 percent (net return on 
sales) .13 In a recent published article, the largest 
Thai tuna firm reportedly experiences profit mar­
gins in the range of 3 to 4 percent, with an 
additional 2 percent margin from the sale of tuna 
byproducts. 14 The article also reports that the 
firm experienced positive net profits during 19 8 7 
and 1988. In addition, other major Thai tuna 
canners recently reported that they have experi­
enced positive net returns in recent years. 1s 

Production and Trade 
· Although the harvesting sector of the Thai 

tuna industry is relatively small, its output has 
been growing in recent years, as shown in the fol­
lowing tabulation (data from the U.S. Embassy in 
Bangkok, in metric tons): 

Period 

1982 ..... · ........................ . 
1983 ... ; ......................... . 
1984 .............................. . 
1985 ............ : ................ . 
1986 .............................. . 
1987 ............................. . 
1988 ............................. . 

Harvest 

49,307 
85,820 
76,838 
86,881 
93,772 

102,619 
146,375 

The Thai tuna harvest nearly tripled during 
1982-88. The tuna species harvested by Thai 
fishermen are tongol and euthynnus; it is esti­
mated that approximately 60 to 70 percent of the 
catch is tongol and 30 to 40 percent euthynnus. 1s 
Of the 1988 total of 146,375 metric tons caught 
by Thai:flag vessels, 97, 925 metric tons was ton­
gol and 53,450 metric tons was euthynnus.17 

13 U.S. International Trade Commission, Competitive 
Conditions in the U.S. Tuna Industry, USITC Publica­
tion 1912, Oct. 1986, p. 86. 

14 Article in the Bangkok Post, May 14, 1990, p. 24. 
Article reproduced in post hearing brief of StarKist 
Seafood Co., app. D. 

111 Commission staff interviews with officials of the 
Thai tuna canning industry during the week of Sept. 24, 
1990. 

1e Submission by counsel for the Thai Food Proces­
sors' Association, Sept. 14, 1990, p. 7. 

17 Commission staff interview with Bung-Orn Saisithi, 
Deputy Director-General, Thailand Department of 
Fisheries, Sept. 26, 1990. 
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Most of the harvest is used by domestic tuoa 
canneries, with small amounts reportedly con­
sumed in the domestic market in smoked, dried, 
or fresh form, or exported to the Japanese 
sashimi (raw) market. In addition to the fish 
catch in local waters, the Thailand Department of 
Fisheries reported that a substantial amount of 
tuna was harvested by joint venture operatfons. 

Imports provide the bulk of Thailand's supply 
of frozen tuna. The following tabulation shows 
Thai imports of frozen tuna during 1986-89 (in 
metric tons, data submitted by the Thai Food 
Processors' Association): 

Year 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 

Imports 

205,378 
195,246 
275,268 
324,688 

Thai imports of frozen tuna increased 58 per­
cent during the period, reflecting the substantial 
growth of the canned tuna industry. Table 5-1 
shows Thai imports of frozen tuna, by source, 
during 1988 and 1989. In 1989, Taiwan was the 
leading supplier of Thai imports of frozen tuna, 
accounting for 19 percent of the total. Thai im­
ports from the United States was relatively stable 
at about 40,000 metric tons annually during the 
period. The U.S. fleet began supplying frozen 
tuna to Thailand in 1984 as a result of copacking 
arrangements between- U.S. and Thai tuna pack­
ers. The level of such supplies began at about 
30,000 metric tons in 1984 and has leveled to 
about 40,000 metric tons currently. Thai tuna 
packers have been diversifying their sources of 
frozen tuna supplies in recent years because of 
substantial increases in raw material requirements 
and in order to lower risk in supply and price . 
fluctuations. 

Thai industry estimates of the industry's pro­
duction of canned tuna during 1986-89 are 
presented in the following tabulation (data sub­
mitted by the Thai Food Processors' Association, 
in metric tons) : 

Table 5-1 
Frozen tuna: Thal Imports, .by sources. 1988-89 . 

Year 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 

Production 

141,950 
144,980 
200,960 
225.108 

Thai producti.on of canned tuna increased 
59 percent during 1986-89; such production in­
creased 39 percent in 1988 alone. Factors which 
influenced. the escalation in production during 
1988 and 1989 include the purchase of Bumble 
Bee Seafoods by Unicord, a rise in copacking or­
ders from other U.S. tuna processors, and a 
substantial growth in the European canned tuna 
export markets, particularly the United Kingdom 
and West Germany. Although data are not avail­
able· on the type of pack, production is believed 
to be mostly· water pack. Virtually all of 
Thailand's exports to the United States, which ac­
counts for about one-half of total exports, is 
packed in water. In addition, water pack prod­
ucts are gaining in popularity in Europe, which is 
Thailand's second leading export market. Pro­
duction of oil-packed ~una is also significant, 
however, and this is shipped primarily to the 
European market. Prodµction by container size 
is split fairly evenly in the larger plants between 
the retail- and institutional-size containers. 1s 

Virtually the entire Thai output of canned 
tuna is exported, since the domestic market is in­
significant. Thai tuna producers report that 
consumers' preferences and lifestyles that favor 
convenience need to develop before the domestic 
demand for canned tuna becomes a factor. In 
addition, canned tuna is a relatively high-price 
food item, and increases in consumption depend 
on rises in disposable incomes in Thailand. 19 The 
domestic market reportedly accounts for about 
one percent of production.20 · 

11 Commission staff interviews with Thai tuna proces­
sors during the week of Sept. 24, 1990. 

1• Ibid. 
20 U.S. Department of State, re8ort from the u:s. 

Embassy, Bangkok, Aug. 21, 199 . · 

{In metric tons) 

Source 1988 1989 

Taiwan ...............................................•..•.................... 32,232 63,303 
~':fttaend s" 0ta0 t" e" s" ................................................................ . 

.... · ................. ·.· ........................................ . 

is~:~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Seychelles .................................................................. . 
Maldives .......................... · .......................................... . 
Indonesia ..............................•........•............................ 

71,382 48,458 
40,486 40,291 
17,625 29,222 
16,750 25.438 
4,862 24, 160 

13.633 17,686 
15,851 17' 109 
16,304 13,954 

Korea ...................................................................... . 
All others ................................•................................... 

13,275 11,871 
30,268 31,950 

Total ..................................................................... . 272,668 323,442 

• Not avallable. 

Source: U.S. Department of State, report from the U.S. Embassy, Bangkok, Aug. 21, 1990. 
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Thai exports of canned tuna are shown in ta­
ble 5-2. Such exports increased 59 percent 
during 1986-89. Although the major market 
continued to be the United States during the pe­
riod, the U.S. share of total Thai canned tuna 
exports shrunk from 56 percent in 1986 to 
45 percent in 1989. Export market shares in­
creased for the EC and Scandanavian countries 
as well as for smaller markets in Asia (Japan, Ma­
laysia), Australia, and the Middle East. 

In addition to producing and exporting 
canned tuna, Thailand has increased the produc­
tion and export of tuna loins. Although loining is 
relatively new, Thailand has aggressively devel­
oped markets in the United States, Japan, and 
Europe. Thai packers currently export frozen, 
cooked loins to these markets, as well as frozen 
uncooked loins to Japan and certain European 
countries (mainly France). Trade sources report 
that certain processors, especially in the United 
States and Europe, can realize substantial cost 
savings by importing loins.21 Consequently, such 
exports are expected to increase substantially in 
coming years. Presently, Unicord Co., Ltd. is 
sh,ipping frozen loins from its cannery to a plant 
operated by its subsidiary Bumble Bee in Califor­
nia which is dedicated to processing_ loins. In 
addition, Thai Union has recently built a new 
plant that is dedicated, in large part, to producing 
loins for export. 

Thai tuna exporters stated that the U.S. tariff 
rate quota on canned tuna packed in water af­
fects production and marketing decisions in the 
Thai tuna industry.22 After the quota is filled, 
Thai exporters claim they have to lower their 
price 6.5 percent because their buyers will not ab­
sorb any of the duty increase. As a result, the 
Thai industry scrambles for frozen tuna during 
the last quarter of the year in order to pack for 
orders to be entered in the U.S. early the next 
year to take advantage of the below-quota tariff 
rate. This causes short-term fish prices to in­
crease, which significantly raises production costs. 
In addition, this causes labor disruptions, as more 
workers are hired to increase production and are 
then laid off after the quota is filled. For canner­
i~s t~at export a greater share to Europe, this 
s1tuauon does not have as much of a direct effect 
on them. However, according to Thai canned 
tuna exporters, European customers often wait 
until February or March to buy from them be­
cause the customers anticipate that the Thai 
canners will have excess inventories after the tar­
iff quota in the U.S. is filled and prices likely will 
drop. 

21 Commission staff interviews with several Thai tuna 
processors during the week of Sept. 24, 1990. 

22 Commission staff interview with members of the 
Thai Food Processors Association, Bangkok Sept. 25 
1990. ' • 

Government Involvement 

According to the information made available 
to the Commission's staff by Thai Government of­
ficials and industry representatives, Government 
involvement in the tuna industry in Thailand 
mainly consists of activities regarding tuna har­
vesting and various forms of assistance available 
t~ Thai exporters. Indeed, a Thai industry offi­
cial a~dresse~ the issue of subsidies and dumping 
at an mternauonal tuna conference, asserting the 
absence of these practices in the Thai canned 
tuna industry.23 

The substantial increase in domestic tuna har­
vesting activity in Thailand waters has made it 
necessary for the Government to closely monitor 
the state of such fisheries. The resource is be­
lieved to be substantially fished to capacity, and 
little long-term growth in tuna harvests within 
Thai waters is likely to occur. Although there are 
no catch limits on tuna, there is a minimum fish 
size limit for all fish species. Officials of the Thai­
land Department of Fisheries believe the nation's 
tuna resources are fully exploited, and are not en­
couraging any further growth of the tuna fleet 
within Thai waters. However, efforts are cur­
rently being made to build or obtain a large tuna 
purse seine vessel to train Thai fishermen in order 
to develop a distant water tuna· purse seine fleet 
to supply Thai tuna canners.24 In May 1990, the 
Thai Government approved a plan to build a tuna 
purse seiner in the 800 to 1,000 ton range; a 
budget of 400 million baht (approximately $15 
million to $16 million) will be provided. 2s 

The Thai Government also assists in negotiat­
ing joint ventures with other ·countries. Joint 
ventures with other nations, particularly in the In­
dian Ocean region, are increasing. 

.. · The Board of Investment (BOI) provides as­
sistance to various Thai industries, including the 
tuna canning industry. The BOI administers two 
types of programs-nontax incentives and tax in­
centives. Tax incentives include tax (duty) 
exe_mptions on imported machinery, income tax 
holidays, and tax (duty) exemptions on imported 
raw m_at~rial_s. The BOI currently is considering 
the ehmmauon of the duty exemptions on im­
ported machinery since Thailand is reducing 
tariffs from 30 percent to 5 percent ad valorem.26 
Income tax holidays are no longer in effect for 
the tuna industry-this expired in 1987 when the 
Government determined there was sufficient ca­
pacity in the industry and no need for further 

23 Dumri Konuntakiet, "Trade in Canned Tuna: A 
Factual Account," Proceedings of INFOFISH Tuna 
Trade Conference (Bangkok: INFOFISH, Feb. 25-27, 
1986), p. 144. 

2• Commission staff interview with Bung-Orn Saisithi 
Deputy Director-General, Thailand Department of ' 
Fisheries, Sept. 26, 1990. 

2e U.S. Department of State, report from U.S. 
·Embassy, Bangkok, Aug. 21, 1990. 

26 Raw tuna is duty free. 
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Table 5-2 
Canned tuna: Thal exports, by markets, 1985-89 

Market 1985 1986 

North America: 
United States ............. . 
Canada .................. . 

Total, North America .... . 
Europe: 

EC: 
United Kingdom ......... . 
West Germany .......... . 
Netherlands ............ . 
Denmark ............... . 
Belgium ........ · ........ . 
Italy ................... . 
France ................ . 

Total, EC .............. . 
Other Europe: 

Finland ................ . 
Sweden ................ . 
Switzerland ............. . 

Total, other Europe .... . 

Total, Europe ....... . 
Asia: 

Malaysia ................. . 
Singapore ................ . 
Japan ................... . 
Hong Kong ............... . 

Total, Asia ........... . 
Oceania: 

Australia ................. . 
New Zealand ............. . 

Total, Oceania ........ . 
All other ................... . 

Total, world .......... . 

North America: 
United States ............. . 
Canada .................. . 

Total, North America .. . 
Europe: 

EC: 
United Kingdom ......... . 
West Germany .......... . 
Netherlands ............ . 
Denmark ............... . 
Belgium ................ . 
Italy ................... . 
France ................ . 

Total, EC ............ . 
Other Europe: 

Finland ................ . 
Sweden ................ . 
Switzerland ............. . 

Total, other Europe .... . 

Total, Europe ....... . 
Asia: 

Malaysia· ................. . 
Singapore ................ . 
Japan ................... . 
Hong Kong ............... . 

Total, Asia ............. . 

See footnotes at end of table. 

5-6 

59,249 
3,002 

62,251 

5,590 
7,415 
1,569 
1,311 

306 
54 
59 

16,304 

1, 103 
982 
386 

2,471 

18, 775 

2.759 
430 
336 

38 

3,563 

1,635. 
23 

1,658 
887 

87, 134 

115,254 
6,746 

122.000 

10,657 
13,835 
3,367 
2,638 

575 
99 

519 

31,690 

1,937 
1.906 

908 

4,831 

36,521 

5,932 
937 
329 

84 

7,282 

79,466 
8,493 

87,959 

19,789 
11, 241 
3,551 
2,522 

548 
257 
219 

38.127 

1,868 
1,551 

222 

3,641 

41,768 

3,212 
2,015 

989 
0 

6,216 

2,548 
104 

2,652 
3, 164 

141,759 

156,337 
.. 20,972 

177,309 

41, 122 
20,232 

7,590 
5,224 
1,008 

481 
153 

75,810 

3,656 
3,375 

513 

7,544 

82,554 

6,625 
4,531 
1,417 

222 

12,795 

1987 

Quantity (metric tons) 

96,002 
12.881 

108,883 

19.673 
12.675 
4,712 
2.028 

670 
478 
138 

40,374 

3,596 
2.817 

290 

6,703 

47,077 

3,347 
1, 731 
1.219 

318 

6,615 

3,468 
68 

3,536 
5,869 

171,980 

Value ( 1, 000 dollars) 

148.046 
35, 143 

183, 189 

43,447 
22,649 
10, 724 
4,240 
1,283 

933 
354 

83,630 

7,239 
6,347 

679 

14,265 

97,895 

8, 157 
4,071 
2,871 

673 

15,772 

1988 

100,728 
6,415 

107,143 

30,441 
15,435 
5,016 
3, 186 

11,215 
(2) 
(2) 

55,293 

5,436 
3, 138 
3, 173 

11, 747 

67,040 

3,407 
2,553 
2,614 

(2) 

8,574 

4,919 
(2) 

4,919 
13,291 

200,967 

251,900 
21,900 

273,800 

81, 100 
33,000 
13.100 
7,800 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

135,000 

12,200 
8,400 

(2) 

20,600 

155,600 

9,000 
7,000 
8,000 

(2) 

24,000 

1989 

101,413 
10,716 

112, 129 

38,527 
14,274 
5,762 
3,481 

1 1,015 
(2) 
(2) 

63,059 

4,265 
4,301 
3,864 

12.430 

75,489 

7,265 
1,887 
3,930 

(2) 

13,082 

6,530 
(2) 

6,530 
17,893 

225, 123 

235,700 
37,800 

273,500 

88,500 
27,400 

14, 100 
7,700 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

137,700 

12,700 
10,500 

(2) 

23,200 

160,900 

19, 100 
4,700 

11 ,500 
(2) 

35,300 



Table 5-2-Contlnued • 
Canned tuna: Thal exports, by markets, 1985-89 :f · 

· Quantity (metric tons) 

Market 1985 1986 1987 

Oceania: 
Australia ................. . 
New Zealand ............. . 

Total, Oceania .......... . 
All other ................... . 

Total, world 

2,946 
19 

2,965 
1,783 

170,551 

5, 130 
229 

5,359 
5,623 

283,640 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

7, 189 
180 

7,369 
12,795 

317,020 

1988 

13, 100 
(2) 

13, 100 
46,500 

513,000 

U(lit value (Per metric ton) 

North America:· 
United States ............. . 
Canada ......... , ........ . 

Total, North America .... . 
Europe: 

EC: 
United Kingdom ......... . 
West Germany .......... . 
Netherlands ............ . 
Denmark ............... . 
Belgium ................ . 
Italy ................... . 
France ....... ·, ........ . 

Total, EC ............ . 
Other Europe: 

Finland ................ . 
Sweden ................ . 
Switzerland ............. . 

Total, other Europe ..... . 

Total, Europe ....... . 
Asia: 

Malaysia ................. . 
Singapore ................ . 
Japan ................... . 
Hong Kong ............... . 

Total, Asia ............. . 
Oceania: · 

Australia ................. . 
New Zealand ............. . 

Total, Oceania .......... . 
All other ................... . 

Total, world 

North America: 
United States ............. . 
Canada .................. . 

Total, North America .... . 
Europe: 

EC: 
United Kingdom ......... . 
West Germany .......... . 
Netherlands ............ . 
Denmark ............... . 
Belgium ................ . 
Italy ................... . 
France ................ . 

·Total, EC ............ . 
Other Europe: 

Finland ................ . 
Sweden ................ . 
Switzerland ............. . 

Total, other Europe .... . 

Total, Europe ......... . 

See footnotes at end of table. 

$1946 
2248 

1960 

1907 
1866 
2146 
2013 
1880 
1834 
2594 

1944 

1757 
1941 
2353 

1956 

1946 

2151 
2180 
983 

2211 

2044 

1802 
827 

1789 
2011 

1958 

$17. 12 
19.78 

17.25 

16. 78 
16.42 
18.88 
17. 71 
16.54 
16.14 
22.83 

17 .11 

15.46 
17.08 
20.71 

17 .21 

17 .12 

$1968 
2470 

2016 

2079 
1800 
2138 
2072 
1840 
1872 
2370 

1989 

1958 
2177 
2311 

2072 

1977 

2063 
2249 
1433 
2156 

2059 

2014 
2202 

2021 
1778 

2001 

$17.32 
21. 74 

17.74 

18.30 
15.84 
18.8.1 
18.23 
16.19 
16.49 
20.86 

17.50 

17.23 
19.16 
20.34 

18.23 

17.40 

$1543 
2729 

1683 

2209 
1787 
2276 
2091 
1915 
1952 
2566 

2072 

2014 
2254 
2342 

2129 

2080 

2438 
2352 
2356 
2117 

2385 

2015 
2648 

2084 
2181 

1844 

$2501 
3414 

2556 

2665 
2138 
2612 
2449 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

2442 

2215 
2677 

(2) 

1754 

2321 

2642 
2742 
3061 

(2) 

2799 

2664 
(2) 

2663 
3499 

2553 

Unit value (Per standard case) 

$13.58 
24.02 

14.81 

19.44 
15. 73 
20.03 
18.40 
16.85 
17.18 
22.58 

18.23 

17. 72. 
19.84 
20.61 

18. 74 

18.30 

$22.01 
30.04 

22.49 

23.45 
18.81 
22.99 
21.55 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

21.49 

19.49 
23.56 

(2) 

15.44 

20.43 

1989 

14, 100 
(2) 

14, 100 
70,800 

537,300 

$2325 
3528 

2440 

2298 
1920 
2448 
2213 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

2184 

2978 
2442 

(2) 

1866 

2131 

2630 
2491 
2927 

(2) 

2698 

2160 
(2) 

2159 
3975 

2387 

20.46 
31.05 

21.47 

20.22 
16.90 
21.54 
19.47 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

19.22 

26.20 
21.49 

(2) 

16.43 

18.76 

5-7 



Table 5-2-Contlnued 
Canned tuna: Thal exports, by markets, 1985-89 

Quantity (metric tons) 

Market 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Unit value (Per standard case) 

Asia: 
Malaysla ................. . 
Singapore ................ . 
Japan ................... . 
Hong Kong ............... . 

$18.93 
19.18 
8.65 

19.46 

$18.15 
19.79 
12.61 
18.97 

$21.45 
20.70 
20.73 
18.63 

$23.25 $23.14 
24.13 21.92 
26.94 25.76 

(2) (2) 

Total, Asia ............. . 17.99 18.12 20.99 24.64 23.75 
Oceania: 

Australia ................. . 
New Zealand ............. . 

Total, Oceania .......... . 
All other ................... . 

15.86 
7.28 

15. 74 
17.70 

17.72 
19.38 
17.78 
15.65 

17.73 
23.30 
18.34 
19.19 

23.44 19.01 
(2) (2) 

23.44 19.01 
30.80 34.83 

Total, world ............ . 

' Includes Luxembourg. 
2 Not available. 

17.23 17.61 16.23 22.47 21.01 

Source: Compiled from various annual Issues of Fisheries Record of Thalland, Department of Fisheries, Ministry of 
Agriculture and Cooperatives, Bangkok. 

development. However, the Thai Government is 
looking to provide incentives for industries to re­
locate from the congested central (around 
Bangkok) and eastern districts to more remote 
areas. New guidelines for tax incentives under 
the 7th National Economic and Social Develop­
ment Plan are scheduled to be developed before . 
the end of 1990. Tax holidays may be reinstated 
for the tuna industry in the southern region, and 
the BOI is accepting applications from firms will­
ing to relocate there. Although the program is 
generally available to all industries, benefits are 
awarded on a selective basis, either by industry or 
by individual firms within an industry, after BOI 
review. Further details on these programs are 
contained in "A Guide to Investing in Thailand," 
published by the BOI.27 

Nontax incentives are also provided by the 
BOI. Thai exporters of canned tuna may obtain 
packing credits from the Government as a means 
of assisting in financing such activity. When an 
exporter receives a bona fide order for its prod­
uct, it can obtain in advance from the Board of 
Investment an amount up to 80 percent of the 
letter of credit at a reduced interest rate (about 
9.5 percent as of late 1990).28 This assists the 
exporter in financing the production and the ex­
port of the product, which would otherwise need 
to be paid for as it occurs. Reimbursement from 
the foreign buyer would occur on or after delivery 
of the order. Upon receiving payment from the 
buyer, the exporter pays back the borrowed funds 
from the Government. Thus, the packing credit 
serves as a low-interest loan for working capital. 
As is the case with tax incentives, packing credits 
are available to a wide variety of Thai industries. 

Z7 Commission staff interview with Pongsak 
Angsupun, Director of the Project Analyses Division, 
Board of Investment, Bangkok, Sept. 25, 1990. 

28 Commission staff interview with officials of Thai 
Union, Bangkok, Sept. 24, 1990. 
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Indonesia 
Indonesia is one of the world's fastest growing 

canned tuna producers and exporters. Indone­
sian exports of canned tuna to the U.S. market 
were virtually nonexistent a decade ago. By 
1989, Indonesia accounted for nearly 7 percent 

·of total U.S. canned tuna imports (~able 3-19). 
Indonesia is similarly increasing its share of Euro­
pean canned tuna imports. 

Although the Indonesian tuna industry cur­
rently accounts for a relatively minor share of 
total world production of and trade in canned 
tuna, it has the potential to become a major par­
ticipant in the world canned tuna market. 
Indonesia posseses many advantages over other 
tuna producers, mainly access and proximity to 
tuna resouces and a huge, relatively low cost labor 
force. In addition, the recent acquisition of the 
U.S. tuna processor, Van Camp, by the Indone­
sian firm P.T. Mantrust gives Indonesia access to 
improved technology and a large and stable mar­
ket. 

Number and Location or Producers 
Data are not available on the number of tuna 

vessels in Indonesia. The harvesting sector con­
sists of relatively small vessels that primarily 
employ pole-and-line methods; these vessels gen­
erally harvest several species in addition to tuna. 
In 1989, there were approximately 123,000 mo­
torized fishing vessels and 224,000 fishing vessels 
without motors in Indonesia.29 The Indonesian 
fleet is extremely widespread, as the country com­
prises the world's largest archipelago. Until 
recently, the Indonesian tuna harvesting sector 
emphasized exporting fresh and frozen tuna 
rather than utilizing the catch for a domestic can­
ning industry. 

211 U.S. Department of State, report from the U.S. 
Embassy, Jakarta, Aug. 22, 1990. 



It is believed that there are seven tuna can­
neries in Indonesia, with an estimated total 
capacity of about 300 metric tons per day (frozen 
tuna input basis) .30 These canneries are believed 
'to be located throughout the Indonesian archipel­
ago, with production concentrated on the island 
of Bali and in the eastern part of the island of 
Java. 

Indonesian canned tuna production currently 
is dominated by one firm, P.T. Mantrust 
(Mantrust). The company is one of the world's 
largest producers of mushrooms as well as baby 
corn, fruits, dairy products (mainly powdered 
milk), soft drinks (Pepsi franchise for Indonesia), 
beer (Anchor brand), beef, and fish products, 
among others. The firm also holds a manufactur­
ing license for Adidas in Indonesia (apparel, 
shoes), and produces consumer electronic prod­
ucts under the Telesonic label. Canned tuna 
accounts for less than 5 percent of the firm's total 
revenue, but is reportedly an important and grow­
ing part of Mantrust.31 

Mantrust's tuna operations include two fishing 
fleets under the subsidiary P.T. Nelayan Bahkti, a 
cannery in east Java under the subsidiary P.T. 
Blam Bangan Rllya, a cannery in Bali under the 
subsidiary P.T. Bali Raya, and a recently acquired 

-- cannery on the island of Biak. 

According to Mantrust officials, the Indone­
sian canned tuna industry is about 5 years old. 
The industry is still in its early stages of develop­
ment and has much room to improve. A major 
problem exists in the Indonesian industry because 
of the geographically diffuse fleet and canning 
plant locations and the logistics of the distribu~ion 
of fish and cans. The industry currently is pro­
ducing at a relatively low capacity utilization rate, 
since it generally packs tuna in response to indi­
vidual orders .on a relatively small scale basis. 

P.T. Mantrust recently purchased Van Camp 
seafoods.32 With this purchase, Mantrust imme­
diately· obtained the technology and marketing 
network to enable it to expand production and 
trade. 

Production Processes and Costs 
Since the purchase of Van Camp by 

MantrUst, the bulk of Indonesian tuna processing 
is carried out using methods and technology simi­
lar to those employed by U.S. processors. As in 
Thailand, the principal differences between Indo­
nesian and U.S. production processes lie in the 
degree of labor intensity and the application of 
technology at certain stages of . the production 

· process. Indonesian producers utilize a substan­
, _tially higher labor content in their tuna 

30 Commission staff interview with officials of P. T. 
Mantrust, Denpasar, Oct. 2, 1990. 

31 Ibid. 
32 See previous section on the U.S. industry for a 

discussion or the acquisition. 

production compared to both their U.S. and Thai 
counterparts. This is mainly a result of widely 
different wage rates among the countries and of 
the relatively low level of technology and small 
scale of production currently in Indonesia. Spe­
cifically, more labor is used in handling frozen 
tuna, moving the cleaned loins to the can filling 
machines and in the labeling and packing opera­
tions. 

The Indonesian tuna harvesting sector oper­
ates using relatively low levels of capital, as most 
of the tuna vessels are small and constructed of 
such materials as fiberglass. In addition, most of 
the vessels fish relatively close to shore using 
pole-and-line methods and do not utilize sophisti­
cated (and expensive) machinery such as 
refrigerated fish weJls, speedboats, and helicop­
ters (as do large, capital-intensive purse seiners). 
Thus, the cost structure of the Indonesian tuna 
fleet is likely lower than most other fleets and 
shows likely a higher labor component. Detailed 
production cost data are not available for raw or 
canned tuna in Indonesia. 

However, data on cost structure were pro­
vided to Commission staff by one Indonesian tuna 
canner.33 In general, the cost strUcture is in line 
with other major tuna producing countries. The 
share of total costs accounted for by frozen fish is 

· somewhat higher in Indonesia than in Thailand 
and the United States. Likely factors are the 
higher share of institutional-sized packs in the 
product mix· and the significantly small scale of 
production compared with other countries.34 

As frozen tuna and labor are two major cost · 
items, prices of these inputs provide an indication . 
of the cost structure. However, data are not 
available on frozen tuna prices in Indonesia. In 
fact, much of the frozen tuna utilized by larger 
canneries are contracted and tied to loans made 
by the canners to the vessel owners.35 Neverthe­
less, Indonesian. industry members have stated 
that the prevailing international spot market price 
is used when purchasing fish from Indonesian 
boats.38 

Labor costs to Indonesian canners are based 
on government-mandated minimum wages. On 
the island of Bali, the minimum wage rate cur­
rently is 2, 700 rupiah per day (about $1.45); the 
average monthly wage for a cannery worker is 

33 Commission staff interview with officials of P. T. 
Bali Raya, Denpasar, Oct. 2, 1990. The actual data are 
proprietary and, therefore, cannot be specifically di· 
vulfid. · 

The institutional pack comprises a substantially 
greater fish content compared with the retail pack. In 
addition, larger scale production allows fish costs to be 
lowered on a unit basis, since larger volumes can be 
purchased. 

38 See the discussion in the following section on 
government involvement. 

38 Commission staff interview with omcials of P. T. 
Bali Raya and P.T. Nelayan Bhakti, Denpasar, Oct. 2, 
1990. 
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about 150,000 rupiah per· month (about $80): 
On Java, the average cannery worker's wage rate · 
is signfficantly' lower, . at 1,500 rupiah per day 
(about 8.0 'Cents), which is above the .minimum 
wage rate. Benefits vary·by location and may in­
clude free lunch, onsite medical care, and 
uniforms. 

As was the case with the Thai industry, Indo­
nesian processors assert that labor productivity in 
their .plants is considerabJy. lower than in the 
United States (and in Thailand), partially offset­
ting the cost advantage of low wage rates. 
Productivity in Indonesian plants is reportecUy less 
efficient than in Thai canneries, which in turn are 
reportedly less efficient than,in U.S. facilities.37 
This results from a number offactbrs, including a 
higher degree of labor. intensity in Indonesian (as 
in Thai) canneries, the greater amount of labor 
utilized in double cleaning of loins for higher 
quality export markets in .Canada and Europe, 
and the generally lower scale of production com­
pared with that of U.S. processors .. Jn addition, 
the Indonesian tuna labor force is relatively un­
skilled compared with those in other major 
canned tuna producing countries, as the industry 
is relatively new. Indonesian. industry officials 
stated that attempts are being made to lowerfabor 
intensity and to increase mechanization in their . 
plants. 

Financial Experience 
Data are not available on the financial experi-. 

ence of the Indonesian tuna industry. However, 
according to Indonesian industry sources, "long­
term n return on sales are in the 1 to 2 percent 
range.38 The industry is -relatively new, , and 
trends in financial experience are not yet well es­
tablished: 

Prod,tiction and Trade 
Table 5-3 shows Indonesian landings of tuna 

during 1985-88. Such landings increased mark­
edly during the period, by 38 percent. Skipjack is 
the predominant species landed and accounted 

37 Commission staff interviews with officials of 
Indonesian tuna representatives, Denpasar, Oct. ·2, 
1990. The number of'man hours·required to produce a· 
case of tuna was reported to be oil an order of magnitude 
greater than the average levels in the United States. 

38 Commission staff interviews with members of the 
Indonesian tuna industry, Oct. 2, 1990. 

Table 5-3 

for 69 percent of total landings in 1988 (the lat­
est year for which data are available). An 
increase in the fishing effort spurred by a combi­
nation of rising demand in world fresh. tuna 
markets and in the domestic canning market led 
to the rise in Indonesian tuna landings. 

Indonesian exports of fresh and frozen tuna 
during 1986-89 are shown in table 5-4. Total 
exports rose· irregularly during the period and 
peaked in 1988 at 41 million metric tons. Fro­
zen tuna is the predominant product form, 
accounting for about three-quarters of total fresh 
and frozen tuna exports in 1989. The primary 
markets, by far, were Japan (about two thirds of 
the total. quantity in 1989) and Thailand (29 per­
cent). Fresh. tuna exports rose substantially 
during the period, reflecting increased Japanese 
demand for fresh yellowfin and bigeye for the 
sashimi mar:ket. Frozen tuna exports declined 
somewhat during the period; this is believed to be 
the result of increased demand by domestic can­
ners. 

Data on Indonesian production of canned 
tuna are unavailable. H()wever, virtually all pro­
duction is. exported. According to an Indonesian 
tuna industry official, the domestic market for 
canned tuna is very. small. The development of 
the domestic market depends on the growth of 
the middle class and· a change in consumers' eat­
ing· habits. In addition, since canned tuna is still 
a r.elatively expensive food item, incomes must 
rise for canned tuna consumption to rise in Indo­
nesia ;39 

The Indonesian canned tuna output is mostly 
water pack (for the U.S. market), and is over­
whelmingly chunk-style. 40 

Indonesian exports of canned tuna during 
1987-89 are shown in table 5-5. Such exports 
increased nearly 400 percent during the period to 
a total of ·20,821 metric tons, valued at $39 mil­
lion, in 1989. The United States was the primary 
market, accounting for 59 percent of the quantity 
of such exports in 1989. Other major export 
markets include the major EC canned tuna im­
porters (the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, 

311 Commission staff interview with Mr. Amang 
Sukandar, Director of Export Marketing, P. T. Man trust, 
De2fasar, Oct. l, 1990. 

Telephone interview with an official of the Van 
Camp Seafood 

0

Co., Oct. 26, 1990. 

Tuna: lndoneslan landlngs of tuna 1 and sklpjack, by species, 1985-88 
(In metric tons) 

Species 

Tuna ....................................... . 
Sklpjack ..................... <· . : ........... . 

Total .............................. · .. -. ...... . 
1 Includes mainly yellowfin and blgeye. 

1985 

33,672 
87,448 

121, 120 

1986 

39,503 
86, 118 

125,621 

Source: lnfoflsh Trade News. No. 14/90, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, Aug. 1. 1990. 
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1987 . 

40,505 
102,559 

143,064 

1988 

52,234 
115,360 

167,594 



Table 5-4 
Fresh and frozen tuna: lndoneslan exports, by pr:lnclpal .mar~ets, 1986-89 

Market 1986 1987 . 1988 

Fresh: 
Japan .................................... . 
Thailand .................................. . 
Singapore ................................. . 
Taiwan ..................................•. 
United States .....••........................ 
All others ...•.............................. 

Total, fresh .................•..•......... 
Frozen: 

Japan ...................... : . ............ ; 
Thailand ..........•.........•.......•...... 
Singapore ................•..•. : .......•.... 
Taiwan ................................... . 
United States ........................•...... 

All others ............................... . 

Total. frozen ........................ , ... . 

Total, fresh and frozen .....•................ 

Fresh: 
Japan .................................... . 
Thailand .........................•......... 
Singapore ..........................•..•.... 
Taiwan ...................................• 
United States .•............................. 
All others .............................•.•.. 

Total. fresh ........•...............•...... 
Frozen: 

Japan ...................•................. 
Thailand ............•...•...•..•...••...... 
Singapore .........•....•.•.•.... · .......... . 
Taiwan ................•.....•............. 
United States .....•......................... 

All others .................... '· .......... . 

Total, frozen ......... ; ................. . 

Total, fresh and frozen 

Fresh: 
Japan ..............•.•...•.•............•. 
Thailand .................................. . 
Singapore ...................•..........•... 
Taiwan .............•.............•....•... 
United States .............................. . 
All others ........ .-.............. ·: ......... . 

Average, fresh .......................... . 
Frozen: . 

Japan ............ , ...... : .........•..... , . 
Thailand ...............•.....••...••....... 
Singapore ................................. . 
Taiwan ..................................... . 
United States .......•....................... 
All others ................................. . 

Average, frozen ............ · .............. ·. 

Average, fresh and frozen •.................. 
1 Not available. 
2 Not meaningful. 

846 
1,500 

1 
0 

22 
0 

2.369 

7,205 
14,654 

0 
0 
8 
0 

21,867 

24,236 

1,384 
815 

2,930 
0 

60 
0 

5, 189 

7,032 
8,213 

0 
0 

23 
0 

15,868 

21,057 

$1 ,636 
543 

2,930 

2.7~~ 
(2) 

2, 190 

976 
560. 
(2) 

2k~ 
(2). 

726 

869 

Quantity (metric tons) 

1,736 (1) 
430 (1) 

6 (1) 
0 (1) 

139 (1) 
0 

2.311 (1) 

14.164 (1) 
17,016 (1) 

200 (1) 
0 r' 304 1) 
0 (1) 

31,684 (1) 

33,995 40,753 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

4,380 (1) 
321 (1) 

4 (1) 
0 (1) 

432 (1) 
0 (1) 

5, 137 (1) 

14,822 (1) 
10,610 (1) 

150 (1) 
0 (1) 

239 (1) 
0 (1) 

25,822 ( 1) 

30,959 (1) 

Unit value (Per metric ton) 

$2,523 $(1) 
747 (1) 
667 11 I 

. (2) (1) 
3, 108 (1) 

(2) (1) 

2.223 (1) 

1,046 (1) 
624 (1) 
(2) (1) 
(2) (1) 

786 (1) 
(2) (1) 

815 (1) 

911 (1) 

Source: lnfof/sh Trade News, Nos. 2/89 and 7/89, Kuala Lumpur, Mala~~la. 

1989 

7,400 
0 

834 
219 
384 

8,858 

16.130 
10,512 

693 
88 
4 
0 

27,426 

36,284 

(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 

(1) 

(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

$(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 

(1) 

(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 

(1) 

(1) 
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Table 5-5 
Canned tuna: lndoneslan exports, by principal markets, 1187-81 

Market 1987 

United States . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . .. . . . . 1001 
Netherlands . _ .................... ; . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1413 
United Kingdom . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 454 
West Germany ...•.............................•... ; . . . . . . . 303 
Jordan ................ · ......... ~........................... 15 
Japan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . • . . . . . . • . . . . . . • . . • . . . . . . . . • . . . . . 8 
Canada .................. · .......•.....•.. .- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 
Australia................................................... 14 
Sweden . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . . . • . . . . . . • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . 1"83 
Denmark . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 143 
All other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 740 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . . . • • • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4274 

United States . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2018 
.Netherlands . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2730 
United Kingdom . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . . . . . . . 895 
West Germany ................... : . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . 541 
Jordan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . • • . . . 36 
Japan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . • . • . . . • • . . . . . . . . • • . . . . 24 
Canada . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . • • . . . . • • • • . • . . . . . • . . . . . . . . • 0 
Australia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . 31 
Sweden ..................... ·,............................. 369 
Denmark . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . 292 
All other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1403 

Total . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . • 8338 

United States ....•.. -.................••..... -..•. , .....•... -; 
Netherlands ................... , ..••.......•..........•.•... 
United Kingdom .....•.............•......•......•.•........ _ .. 
West Germany •.........................••.•............... 
Jordan .•......................•........................... 
Japan ..... ; .................... ." .•... ' .....• · ............•.. 
Canada •....................•...... ; ••...•. , .....•....••.. 
Australia ............•...........••......•....••.............. 
Sweden .....•......•.......•...••.....••..•.•.•...•.... .-- .. 
Denmark .......•......... ; ...•..•...•...•..••.....•......• 
All other .........•............. .-.......•.••... • .•........... 

Average ........... : .........•.•..•.•.•••......••... · • · . • . 

$2017 
1932 
1972 
·1784 
2334 
3147 

(') 
2183 
2011 
2037 
1896 
1951 

1988 

Quantity (metric tons). 

3260 
2269 
1185 

921 
200 
40 

0 
98 

135 
99 

411 
8618 

Value ( 1 , 000 dollars) 

8591 
5240 
2806 
2043 

551 
114 

0 
211 
314 
258 
714 

20842 

Unit value (Per metric ton) 

$2636 
2309 
2367 
2218 
2757 
2890. 

(') 
2167 
2329 
2597 
2248 
2418 

1989 

12321 
3234 
2239 

588 
372 
437 
216 
166 
100 
85 

1063 
20821 

21736 
6953 
4592 
1230 
895 
802 
543 
309 
229 
193 

1850 
39332 

$1764 
2150 
2051 
2091 
2406 
1837 
2510 
1860 
2281 
2262 
1741 
1889 

Uni! value (Per standard case) 

United States •...•............•........•....•...........•.. 
Netherlands ......•........•........••••....••...•.......... 
United Kingdom ...•................. · .•.••.•..••.....•..•..... 
West Germany ...•....•...••.........•.•....•.....•..•..... 
Jordan ..........•............•..... · · • · · · · • · · · · · · · · · • · · · · · 
Japan ...........•...... · ...••.....•.........•.............. 
Canada ..............................•••.................. 
Australia ...........................•.•.•...••....•...•..... 
Sweden .........•.................•.................•..... 
Denmark ..................................••........•..... 
All other .........•........••...........•....•......... · · ... 

$17.76 $23.20 $15.53 
17.01 20.33 . 18.93 
17.36 20.84 18.05 
15.70 19.53 18.40 
20.54 24.27 21.18 
27. 70 25.44 16. 17 

(') (') 22.10 
19.22 19.07 .. 16.37 
17.70 20.50 20.07 
17.93 22.86 19.91 
16.69 19.79 15.33 

Average ....... : . ................••....•..••..•.......... 17.17 21.29 16.63 

' Not meaningful. 
Source: tnfoflsh Trade News, Nos. 2/89 and 7/89. Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. 

and West Germany). Expons in 1990 are ex-. 
pected to increase even funher, as Indonesian 
marketing channels in the United States and 
Europe are expanded. 

Government Involvement 
According to Indonesian tuna industry repre­

sentatives, government involvement in the 
industry is minimal. In general, the business en­
vironment is unrestricted, competitive, and 
oriented toward development and growth. The 
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government is mainly involved in regulating tuna 
fishery resources in Indonesian· waters and in 
regulating environmental controls. The govern­
ment also administers industry and expon 
development programs that are not industry spe­
cific. 

The Government of Indonesia provides vari­
ous expon incentives. A drawback of value 
added tax is available to exponers on the pur­
chase of goods and materials used for 
manufacturing expon products. Expon credit is 



also available at "subsidized" rates.41 Firms that 
export more than 65 percent of their production 
are eligible for additional incentives, including ex­
emption from import duties on machines, 
machine tools, and raw materials. 

The Government of Indonesia reportedly is 
involved in negotiating loans with the Asian De­
velopment Bank and the World Bank in order to 

--develop its fisheries.42 Tuna resources are. esti­
mated to have a sustainable yield of about 
441,000 metric tons annually43; landings in 1988 
totaled 167 ,594 metric tons (table 5-3). Thus, . 
the fishery is being exploited at about 38 percent 
of its sustainable yield. 

While the domestic harvesting sector is being 
developed, the Government of Indonesia has ne­
gotiated joint-venture and licensing arrangements 
with foreign fishing fleets. The government re­
quires that all joint-venture enterprises be 
organized under Indonesian law and domiciled in 
the country. In addition, vessel crews must com­
prise at least 30 percent Indonesian nationals.44 

The Indonesian Government also administers 
th~ Nucleus Estate and Small Holder Program.45 
With regard to tuna, under this program, an in­
vestor will build a plant and individually owned 
boats will be "assigned" to it. The tuna firm fi­
nances the building of the boats and guarantees 
the loans. The boats are obligated to sell their 
catch to the company for a specified period of 
time. 

The government of Indonesia reportedly is 
also actively promoting private sector i_nvestment 
in the fishery sector, including tuna. Govern­
ment-sponsored activities include investment 
seminars, assistance with feasibility studies for 
prospective investors, and support for participa­
tion in trade exhibits.4& 

Other Countries 
Developments in other Asian countries have 

not been as dramatic during the past few years 
compared with those in Thailand and Indonesia. 
The following section provides a short discussion 
of such developments since the previous Commis­
sion tuna study. 

Japan 
Japan and the United States dominated world 

tuna production and trade for most of the history 
of such trade prior to the 1980s. Although it con-

~1 Investment Coordinating Board, Indonesia: A Brief 
Guide for Foreign Investors, Apr. 1989. p. IS. 

.a U.S. Department of State, report of the U.S. 
Embassy, Jakarta, Aug. 22, 1990. 

43 Ibid. 
..,. Ibid. 
45 Commission staff interview with officials of P. T. 

Mantrust, Denpasar, Oct. 2, 1990. This program is 
comm~n ~the Indonesian dairy, mushroom, .and 
plantation mdustries as weU. 

• 48 U.S. Department of State, report of U.S. Embassy 
Jakarta, Aug. 22, 1990. ' 

trols a smaller share of the world market, Japan 
continues to play an important role in world pro­
duction and trade in both frozen and canned tuna 
and continues to enjoy a significant share of the 
U.S. import market for raw tuna (8 percent of 
the quantity in 1989). However, Japan's role in 
the U.S. import market for canned tuna has all 
but disappeared (1 percent in 1989). 

The Japanese market preference is for dried 
(katsuobushi} and fresh (sashimi) tuna rather 
than for U.S. market-dominated canned tuna. 
Therefore, the Japanese processing sector re­
mains geared more toward quick distribution of 
the fresh product rather than canning. Quality is 
a primary consideration. Thus, although their 
numbers are declining, pole-and-line vessels and 
longliners continue to be heavily depended upon 
for their high quality tuna compared with that ob­
tained by purse seiners. Japanese production and 
exports of canned tuna have also decreased since 
1986 though total catch has not declined. 

Number and location of producers 
The number of tuna canneries in Japan has 

decreased from 35 to 25 since the previous Com­
mission report47 . Table 5-6 shows that 
production of canned tuna has also lessened by 
approximately 10,000 metric tons since 1986. 

Although the Japanese market maintains its 
preference for the higher-quality ti.ma associated 
with that obtained by longline and pole-and-line 
vessels, table 5-7 shows that the number of these 
yessels operating has decreased significantly dur­
ing the past 5 years. During the same period of 
time, the number of purse seiners has increased, 
with two new vessels beginning to operate just 
within the past year. The majority of the overseas 
purse seiners are operating in the western Pacific, 
although, as of August 1990, three seiners have 
been operating in the Indian Ocean and two in 
the Atlantic Ocean under exploratory fishing li­
censes. 48 Tables 5-8 and 5-9 show that 
operating costs for longliners decreased since 
1986, though net incomes have not shown 
marked increases as a result. 

Production and trade 
Table 5-10 presents data on Japanese pro­

duction (landings) of fresh and frozen tuna. 
Total Japanese fresh and frozen tuna landings 
ranged between 653,000 and 780,905 metric tons 
during 1986-1989. 

Table 5-11 shows Japanese imports of fresh, 
chilled, or frozen tuna during 1986-1989. The 
largest percentage increases were in imports of 
yellowfin and fillets of tuna and swordfish. As in 
the previous 5 year period from 1980-85, the Re­
public of Korea remains the principal source of 
Japanese imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen tuna. 

' 7 U.S. Department of State, report from U.S . 
Embassy, Tokyo, Aug. 1990. 

4 Ibid. 
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Table 5-8 
Canned tuna: _Japanese pro~uctlon, Imports, exports, and apparent consumption, 1986-89 

(In metric tons) 

Year 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 ............... · ................... . 

Production 

113,744 
111,904 
110.771 
103, 793 

Imports 

0 
41 
18 
52 

Source: U.S. Department of State, report from U.S. Embassy, Tokyo, Aug. 1990. 

Table 5-7 
Number of Japanese tuna fishing vessels, by type, 1986-90 

Type 1986 1987 

Distant water fisheries: 
Longllne .................... . 
Pole-and-line .... · ............ . 

Adfacent water fisheries: 
Longllne and pole-and-line .... . 

Overseas purse seiners ......... . 

'.Not avallable. 

792 
146 

776 
32 

1,746 

789 
143 

677 
32 

1.841 

1988 

786 
108 

607 
32 

1,533 

Source: U.S. Department of Stat,e, report.from U.S. Embassy, Tokyo, Aug. 1990. 

Table 5-8 

Exports 

29,497 
15.379 
7, 173 
5,214 

1989 

763 
108 

592 
34 

1,497 

Profl_t-and-loss data for an ~verage Japanese 160 GT Japanese tuna longllner, 1986-88 

Item · 1986 1987 

Average gross tons ........ : .... : ............. · ................. . 
Trip days ..................... , ............................... . 

164 169 
-333 345 

Fishing days ................................................. . 181 197 
No. of crew ............................. ~ ..................... . 16 16 
Gross annual revenue (In 

1000 dollars) ............................................. . 
Operating expenses (In 

1000 dollars) : 

1,296 1,580 

.Labor and food .............................................. . 472 608 
Vessel ...................... , .......... · .................... . 
Gear ........................ , .............................. . 
Oil ........................... -..........•................... 

93 96 
36 58 

223 183 
Bait ....................................................... . 98 117 
Rain-gear, boots, etc ....................................... . 
Charter age, etc ............................................ . 
Marketing charge ........................................... . 
Wage for desk workers ...................................... . 

17 29 
65 93 
33 39 
44 55 

Other expenses ............... : ............................. . 158 204 

Sub-total .................................................. . 
Fixed expenses (In 1000 dollars): 

Vessel depreciation .......... : .................. ; ........... . 

1.238 1.482 

112 129 
Gear depreciation ............................................ . 11 18 
Other ..................................................... . 12 5 

Sub-total ... : ............................. · ..... · ......... ; .. . 135 153 

Total expenses (In 1000 dollars) ................................ . 
Net Income (In 1000 dollars) ................................... . 

1.373 1,635 
'-77 -54 

Source: U.S. Department of State, report from U.S. Embassy, Tokyo, Aug. 1990. 
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Apparent 
consumption 

84,247 
96,566 

103,616 
98,631 

1990 

(') 

1988 

169 
311 
170 

16 

1,443 

575 
130 
40 

172 
117 
21 
49 
39 
62 

211 

1,415 

149 
18 
8 

175 

1,589 
-146 



Table 5-9 
Profit-and-loss data for an average Japanese 300 GT Japanese tuna longllner, 1986-88 

Item 

Average gross tons ........................................... . 
Trip days .............................................. · ... ·. · 
Fishing days ................................................. . 
No. of crew .................................................. . 
Gross annual revenue (In 1000 dollars) ........................... . 
Operating expenses (In 1000 dollars): 

Labor and food ............................................. . 
Vessel ..................................................... : 
Gear ................................................. · .... . 
Oil ........................................................ . 
Bait ...............................•............ · · · · · · · · · · · · 
Ice .................................................•....... 
Rain-gear. boots. etc ....................... · ................ . 
Charter age, etc ............................................ . 
Marketing charge ........................................... . 
Wage for desk workers ...................................... . 
Other expenses ............................................. .. 

Sub-total ...............................................•... 
Fixed expenses (In 1000 dollars): · 

Vessel depreciation ......................................... . 
Gear depreciation ................... · ........ ; ............... . 
Other ....................................................... . 

Sub-total ...........................................•....•.• 

Total expenses (In 1000 dollars) ................................ . 
Net Income (In 1000 dollars) ................................... . 

1 Less than $500. 

1986 

308 
403 
255 
20 

2,393 

911 
137 
52 

398 
203 

1 
18 
56 
68 
74 

271 

2, 187 

161 
25 
16 

202 

2,389 
4 

Source: U.S. Department of State, report from U.S. Embassy, Tokyo, Aug. 1990. 

Table 5-10 

1987 

317 
388 
251 
20 

2, 181 

974. 
142 
63 

288 
221 
(1) 
21 
70 
74 
83 

329 

2,263 

207 
27 
26 

260 

2,522 
- 341 

1988 

321 
425 
274 
20 

2,262 

1, 194 
177 

72 
292 
233 
(1) 
25 
75 
84 

123 
374 

2,649 

228 
27 
42 

297 

2,945 
- 683 

Fresh, chilled, and frozen tuna: Japanese production, Imports; exports, and apparent consumption, 
1986-89 

Year 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 

(In metric tons). 

Production 

780,905 
670,572 
751,602 
653,000 

Imports 

1.40,640 
188,352 
214,585 
212,065 

Source: U.S. Department of State. report from U.S. Embassy, Tokyo.- Aug. 1990. 

Table 5-11 
Tuna: Japanese landings by species, 1986-1989 

Type and species 

Bluefln .................................. . 
Albacore ................................ . 
Bigeye ................................... . 
Yellowfln ................................. . 
Small-size ............................... . 
Sklpjack ................................. . 

Total ............ , ..................... . 

(In metric tons) 

1986 

23,455 
51, 136 

157,806 
118,257 
16,276 

413,975 

780,905 

1987 

25,335 
46,945 

140,985 
115,225 

11, 150 
330,932 

670,572 

Source: U.S. Department of State, report from U.S. Embassy, Tokyo, Aug. 1990. 

Exports 

69,972 
47,458 

137,870 
84,912 

1988 

18,614 
45,151 

135,856 
102.265 
115,316 
434,400 

751,602 

Apparent 
consumption 

851,573 
811,466 
828,317 
780, 153 

1989 

22,000 
48,000 

125,000 
107,000 
13,000 

338,000 

653,000 

Japanese exports of canned tuna by principal 
markets are present in table 5-6. Shipments of 
canned skipjack to Thailand remain the single 

largest Japanese canned tuna export market dur­
ing this period. 
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Government involvement 

Japanese tuna imports are subject to inspec­
tion by the Ministry of Health and ·Welfare 
(MHW) under the Japanese Food Sanitation 
Law. A permit must be issued by the MHW in 
order for the imports to pass through customs. 
The requirements for imported tuna .and domestic 
tuna are the same. Industry groups may also vol­
untarily request inspection of imported tuna (for 
a fee) to assure that the quality of the tuna is 
comparable to Japanese industry quality stan­
dards. Because of these quality considerations, 
the Japanese wholesale price of bluefin tuna for 
the "sashimi" market currently ranges from 500 
to 150,000 yen per kilogram ($3.30 to $100). 
The price variation is based almost entirely on ~he 
oil content and freshness of the tuna. Foreign 
exporters of bluefin and yellowfin to Japan sug­
gested in the previous Commission report that this 
quality control is an effective nontariff barrier to 
the Japanese fresh tuna market. Raw and canned 
tuna are free from Japanese import quotas. In 
August of 1990, the Trade Council 9f)~.pan de­
leted "export targets" from the · Council's 
objectives because of trade friction and the Japa­
nese trade surplus. Export programs and targets 
for fish, including tuna, no longer e>Qst. 

The Japanese Government does provide 
through the Agriculture, Forestry, and Fisheries 
Finanace Corporation low interest (2.00 to 5.5 
percent per annum, as· of October.· 1989), long 
term (10 to 12 years) loans to fishermen for the 
construction of vessels. For both fis<;al years 
(FY) 1989 and 1990, this loan parameter was 
57,500 million yen ($420 million and $383. mil­
lion in 1990 due to exchange rate differences).49 

Similar loans amounting to $33 million· in FY 
1989 and $67 million in FY 1990 are available to 
fish processors. The Corporation also provides 
loans of this type for fishing ports and other infra­
structure. Additional funds for the construction 
and repair of fishing ports are included in the 
budget of the Fisheries Agency of Japan (FAJ). 

The F AJ has a price stabilization fund of 
$11.5 million in FY 1990 to buy and hold tuna 
and other fish products when market prices fall 

48 Ibid. 

Table 5-12 
Canned tuna: Philippine production, ·1986-89 

Year 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 

below cost. The FAJ also has a special fund for 
fishing vessel reinsurance. 

In order to manage tuna resources, the Japa­
nese Government has implemented a licensing 
system for vessels. The system includes a limited 
entry formula and time/area closures. For i~ter­
national management of resources, Japan 1s a 
member of Inter-American Tropical Tuna Com­
mission and International Commission for the 
Conservation of Atlantic Tuna. Together with 
Australia and New Zealand, Japan is taking 
measures for the conservation of southern bluefin 
tuna. 

Philippines 

The Philippines has traditionally been an im­
portant source of U.S. imports of canned tuna, 
trailing only Thailand in terms of quantity in 1989 
(table 3-19). However, the Philippines has re­
tained about the same import market share 
during the past decade. The share of quantity of 
the U.S. import market held by the Philippines 
was 10. percent in 1989 .• compared with 13 per­
cent in 1979.so Although the country is 
surrounded by the tuna-rich waters of the western 
tropical Pacific, its deyelopment as a rival to 
American Samoa and Thailand has been slowed 

· by political and macroeconomic difficulties; in 
addition, adverse effects arise from the seasonal 
nature of the local tuna fishery, a problem com­
mon to most tuna-fishi~g nations. This situation 
has remained unchanged during the past several 
years. 

The Philippine tuna canning industry com­
prises 12 canning companies with a total capacity 
of about 120,000 metric tons (annual product 
weight basis).51 Table 5-12 shows Philippine pro­
duction of canned tuna during 1986-89. 
Production remained ·relatively flat during the 
mid-1980s before increasing substantially in both 
1988 and 1989. Canned tuna production nearly 
doubled during the period and increased 43 per­
cent in 1988 and 28 percent in 1989. Although 
production increased substantially, a large excess 
capacity exists. 

&0 During most of its existence, the Philippine tuna 
industry's principal marke(llas been the United States. 

&• GLOBEFISH Highlights, 2190; Seafood Interna­
tional. June 1_990. 

Quantity Value Unit value 

(per (per 
(metric (1,000 metric standard 
tons) dollars) ton) case) 

26.402 49.615 $1,879 $16.62 
26,061 51,720 1,985 17.55 
37.137 91. 142 2.454 21. 71 
47.500 108.000 2,274 20.11 

Source: Data for 1986-88 from Yearbook of Fisheries Statistics. 1988. Food and Agrlculture Organization of the 
United Nations, Rome; data for 1989 from Globefish. 2_190. 
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The increase in production resulted from an 
increase in frozen tuna supplies mainly by im­
ports. Philippine imports of frozen tuna during 
1986-88 are shown in table 5-13. Such imports, 
which were nominal during the early 1980s, in­
creased substantially in 1988. The 1988 level was 
nearly 6 times the previous year's level. This re­
sulted from the easing of import restrictions on 
frozen tuna. In addition, it is believed that a sig­
nificant share of Philippine frozen tuna imports 
are harvested by Philippine vessels in non-Philip­
pine waters. 

exports of canned tuna during 1986-88. The 
trend in exports mirrored that of production dur­
ing the period. The primary export market 
traditionally has been the United States. How­
ever, beginning in 1988, the EC was the primary 
market for Philippine canned tuna exports, ac­
counting for about 41 percent of the total. The 
U.S. market accounted for about 35 percent of 
total Philippine exports in 1988. 

Virtually all Philippine canned tuna produc­
tion is exported. Table 5-14 shows Philippine 

The Philippines also exports frozen tuna. Ta­
ble 5-15 ·shows Philippine exports of frozen tuna 
during 1986-88. Such exports exhibited no trend 
during the period except a rise in unit value. 

Table 5-13 
Frozen tuna: Phlllpplne Imports, 1986-88 

Year 

1986 
1987 
1988 

Quantity 

(metric 
tons) 
3,432 
3,297 

18,552 

Value Unit value 

(1.000 (per 
dollars) metric ton) 
2,245 $654 
1.862 565 

11,389 614 

Source: Yearbook of Fisheries Statistics. 1988, Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. Rome. 

Table 5-14 
Canned tuna: Philippine exports, by principal markets, 1986-88 

(In metric tons) 

Market 1986 

North America: 
United States ............................... , ............ . 
Canada ................................................. . 

Total, North America ............................. : ..... . 
EC: 

West Germany .............................. ~ ........... . 
United Kingdom .......................................... . 
Netherlands ........... -.................................. . 
Denmark ............................................•.... 
Belgulm/Luxembourg ..................................... . 
France ................................................. . 

Total, EC ............................................. . 
Scandanavla .............................................. . 
All other .................•................................. 

Total ................................................... . 
1 Included In all other. 

Note. -Figures may not add to the totals shown due to rounding. 

11. 171 
1.023 

12, 194 

7,444 
1,844 

371 
106 
27 

126 

9,918 
467 

1.993 

24,572 

1987 

8,550 
1, 136· 

9,686 

6,672 
1,998 

978 
156 
68 
68 

9,940 
449 

4, 180 

24.255 

Source: Calculated using data from lnfoflsh Trade News, No. 9/89. Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. 

Table 5-15 
Frozen tuna: Philippine exports, 1986-88 

Year 

1986 
. 1987 

1988 

Quantity 

(metric 
tons) 
9, 168 

11,250 
10,242 

Value 

(1,000 
dollars) 
13,464 
18.196 
21.557 

1988 

11,974 
2.909 

14,883 

9,738 
3,006 
1,078 

301 
72 
(') 

14.195 
593 

4,757 

34,428 

Unit value 

(per 
metric ton) 
$1,469 

1,617 
2.104 

Source: Yearbook of Fisheries Statistics, 1988, Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Rome. 
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Taiwan 
Taiwan is a major source of both raw and 

canned tuna to· the U.S. market. During 
1986-89, Taiwan was the leading supplier·, in 
terms of value, of raw tuna and second to Thai­
land as a foreign supplier of canned tuna (tables 
3-15 and 3-19). Taiwan is a major world pro­
ducer of albacore tuna ·because the Taiwan tuna 
fleet traditionally has comprised far-ranging alba­
core longlining vessels. In 1989, 99 percent of 
the quantity of Taiwan raw tuna exports· to . tpe 
United States consisted of albacore. Albacore is 
the predominant item of Taiwan exports of 
canned tuna to the United States. 

The following tabulation shows the number of 
Taiwan tuna longline fishing vessels in operation, 
by type of vessel, during 1986-88 (data from 
U.S. Department of State Annual Fisheries Re­
ports for Taiwan, 19.86/88): 

Inshore Offshore Total 
Year vessels vessels vessels 

1986 ........ 2,084 757 2,841 
1987 ........ 2,207 927 3, 134 
1988 ......... 1,977 1,018 2,995 

The Taiwanese tuna longline fleet remained 
relatively constant during the period. In addition, 
in August 1989, Taiwan's Council of Agriculture 
placed a moratorium on fishing vessel construc­
tion during 1990 in order to assess fishing 
capacity in the face of depleted fishery re­
sources. 52 

The following tabulation presents data on the 
Taiwan tuna catch during 1986-8853 (in metric 
tons): 

Year 

1986 
1987 
1988 

Catch 

146,031 
153,453 
174,176 

During the period, the catch increased 19 per­
cent; most of the increase was accounted for by 
the deepsea (offshore) sector.54 Albacore is 

52 U.S. Embassy, Taipei, Industrial Outlook Report­
Fishing Industry, 1988/89, 89 Taipei A-005. 

53 Ibid. 
ii. The deepsea sector consists of vessels over SO tons, 

mainly large purse seiners and longliners. The inshore 
sector consists of powered vessels less than 50 tons, 
principally longlining vessels. The coastal sector consists 
of unpowered vessels utilizing various gear types. 

Country 

Mexico ........................ . 
Venezuela .................... . 
Ecuador ...................... . 
Panama ...................... . 
Peru ......................... . 

1 Preliminary. 
2 Not significant. 
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1980 

36,043 
2,369 

20,504 
11 ,255 

944 

the primary species harvested, generally account­
ing for about half of the total tuna catch. 
Yellowfin is the second major species, followed by 
bigeye, bluefin, and skipjack. 

The following tabulation shows Taiwan's ex­
ports of tuna products during 1985-87 (data from 
U.S. Embassy, Taipei, Industrial Outlook Re­
port-Fishing Industry, 1988/89, quantity in 
metric tons, value in thousands of dollars): 

Year Quantity Value 

1985 ................. 28, 725 75,000 
1986 ........ ' ....... 22,521 94,000 
1987 ................ 68,462 169,600 

The Tuna Industries of Latin America 
The I,.atin. American fishing industry repre­

sented nearly 20 percent of the total world 
fisheries catch in 1986.ss This level will likely 
remain steady. Chile and Peru accounted for 
70.4 percent of the Latin American fisheries 
catch in 1986, with Mexico accounting for 8.2 
percent. Although Mexico is not the leading 
Latin American fishing nation, it does lead the 
Latin American countries in the tuna industry. 
As represented in the tabulation at the bottom of 

·.the ·page, Mexico, Venezuela, and Ecuador are 
the leading Latin American tuna fishing nations 
(data from various issues of the Inter-American 
Tropical Tuna Commission).-

1985 

The Ecuadoran and Mexican tuna harvests 
suffered in 1987 on account of the effects of the 
1987 "El Nino". While the Mexican tuna harvest 
rebounded to record levels in 1988, the 
Ecuadoran harvest has been recovering at a 
slower pace. Peru has been trying to build up its 
tuna industry since the 1970s, but despite ample 
supplies of tuna off the Peruvian coast, all at­
tempts to capitalize on these supplies have proved 
unsuccessful. 

Other Latin American countries are attempt­
ing to build. up their tuna industries. In 1988 it 
was reported that a Chilean company had or­
dered four tuna vessels from an Italian shipyard, 
leading observers to believe that the Chileans 
were planning to improve their tuna industry. 56 

ee NMFS 10/20/87. 
ee NMFS, U.S. Department of Commerce. 

1986 1987 19881 

short tons 

96,805 125,047 117,256 136,212 
32,972 46.185 51,070 57,046 
38,705 46,708 41. 149 45,441 

(2) (2) (2) (2) 
(2) (2) 1,596 (2) 



Colombia is also hoping to profit from the abun­
dant tuna supplies surrounding Latin America. 
In early 1990, a new tuna processing plant was 
opened in the port city of Cartagena. This new 
plant is expected to more than double the value 
of Colombian exports of frozen tuna by 1994. 

The Latin American nations that harvest fish 
have made several attempts to form the Latin 
American Fisheries Organization (OLDEPESCA) 
to increase their control over the waters sur­
rounding Latin . America. An agreement, 
however, has yet to be reached. Mexico, El Sal­
vador, Peru, Nicaragua, and Ecuador are all 
signatories of the Eastern Pacific Tuna Organiza­
tion (OAPO). This organization "establishes an 
alternative system for the international coopera­
tion in tuna management. "57 Yet, despite all the 
attempts of other Latin American nations to build 
up their tuna industry, Mexico continues to domi­
nate the area. 

Mexico 

Number and Location of Operations 
The number of Mexican tuna vessels in op­

eration has increased significantly over the past 
decade. The number of active craft (seiners and 
baitboats) increased from 51 in 1980 to 86 in 
1990. The number of tuna vessels in operation 
peaked at 98, in 1986. The carrying capacity of 
the Mexican tuna vessels in operation has re­
mained relatively constant over the last few years. 
The following tabulation shows the number of ac­
tive Mexican tuna craft, including purse seiners, 
baitboats, and other types of craft, during 
1983-90 (data from Anuario Estadistico de 
Pesca; various issues, and .the U.S. Embassy, 
Mexico City): 

Year 

1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

Number 
of 
active 
craft 

85 
69 
79 
98 
85 
84 
84 
86 

The majority of the fleet operates in the East­
ern Pacific Ocean (EPO). In 1989, 
approximately 81 vessels operated in this area. 
Although the size of the fleet is increasing, it has 

. not reached the level the tuna development plan 
of. 1977 had called for. Mexico is believed to 
have, however, the world's second largest tuna 
purse seine fleet, second only to that of the 
United States. · 

57 U.S. Department of State, rep.or! from U.S. 
Embassy, Mexico City, Apr. 23, 1990. 

There are currently eight ports along the Pa­
cific coastline of Mexico that are equipped to 
unload tuna. The largest and busiest of these 
ports is located at Ensenada. Although it is the 
best equipped port in Mexico (with an unloading 
capacity of about 528 tons per 8-hour shift58), 

Ensenada is plagued by a number of problems. 
Among them is overcrowding. Ensenada is not 
only frequented by fishery vessels, but has in­
creasingly become a favorite port of cruise liners. 
The Mexican Government has recognized the 
problems facing the Ensenada port facilities and 
has initiated an 800 million peso improvement 
program. 

In 1988, there were 19 Mexican canneries in 
operation equipped to can tuna. Most of these 
canneries ( 45 percent) were located in the State 
of Baja California. The canneries had a capacity 
of 569 metric tons (raw tuna basis) per 8-hour 
shift. Plans for another tuna processing plant, lo­
cated at Puerto Madero, are underway. It has a 
projected canning capacity of approximately 70 to 
90 metric tons of tuna per shift. The canning 
industry, like the port facilities, is also plagued by 
a number of problems. In 1988, of about 50,000 
metric short tons of tuna sent to the canneries, 
only about 55 percent was processed. The same 
ratio was expected to hold true in 1989. Tl\is 
relatively small output of canned tuna may be at­
tributed to many problems in the Mexican 
canned tuna industry. Among these problems is 
the lack of an effective refrigeration system and 
the absence of a cannery specializing in tuna. 
Many of the existing canneries process other 
products, such as tomato sauce, refried beans, 
and other fishery products. Although the new 
cannery at Puerto Madero will have space set 
aside for tuna, it, too, will process other species 
of fish. 

Production 

Mexican production of frozen tuna, repre­
sented by the catch, increased substantially 
during 1980-89. The following tabulation pre­
sents Mexican tuna catches during 1980 and 
1985-89 (data from various issues of Anuario Es­
tadistico de Pesca): 

118 Linda Lucas Hudgins, "The Development of the 
Mexican Tuna Industry, 197 6-86" ch. in The Develop­
ment of the Tuna Industry in the Pacific Islands Region: 
An analysis of Options, ed. David J. Doulman 
(Honolulu: East-West Center, 1987), p. 159. 
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Year Quantity Value Unit value 

(1,000 (short ($1,000) (per (per 
lb.) ton) pounds) tons) 

1980 .......................... 74,251 37, 126 38, 123 $0.51 $1 ,027 
1985 .......................... 204,900 102,450 36, 182 .17 333 
1986 .......................... 227,040 113,520 47,929 .21 422 
1987 .......................... 246,796 123,398 21,863 .09 . 177 
1988 ............ :· ............. 294,870 147,435 (') (') (') 
19892 ......................... 326,384 163.192 (') (') (') 

1 Not available. 
2 Preliminary. 

The leading State in Mexican tuna landings in 
1989 was Baja California, which accounted for 45 
percent of the total landings. The second leading 
State for tuna landings in 1989 was Sinaloa, with 
3 7 percent of the total. Baja California Sur was 
the other major State for tuna landings, with 15 
percent of the total. 

Yellowfin was the leading· species of tuna 
caught by the Mexican tuna fleet in 1989, ac­
counting for about 79 percent of the catch that 
year. Skipjack was the second leading spec;ies 
caught that year, accounting for 10 percent of the 
total. Minor amounts of other tuna species were 
caught by the Mexican tuna fleet. 

The bulk of the tuna catch in Mexico is ac­
counted for by the private sector. In 19 8 7, 8 7 
percent of the tuna catch was accounted for by 
the private sector. This is an increase from 85 
percent the year before. The share of the tuna 
catch accounted for by the public sector (state 
companies) was 1 percent in 1987. The remain­
ing 12 percent of the 19 8 7 Mexican tuna catch 
was accounted for by the cooperatives. 

The great bulk of Mexican tuna landings oc­
curs in the EPO. ·There are generally abundant 
tuna resources off the Mexican coast, as well as in 
nearby Latin American waters. The principal 
species harvested, by far, is yellowfin, as well as a 
substantial amount of skipjack. The tabulation at 
the bottom of the page shows the Mexican catch 
of yellowfin and skipjack tuna in the EPO during 
1980 and 1985-88 (data from the Inter-Ameri­
can Tropical Tuna Commission). 

The combined Mexican yellowfin and skip­
jack catch in the EPO rose steadily from 94,009 
short tons in 1985 to an anticipated 135,620 short 

tons in 1988. The 1987 data do not reflect the 
overall decline in Mexican tuna production for 
that year because the El Nino event was not felt 
where the bulk of yellowfin and skipjack tuna is 
harvested. The El Nino event of 1987 was con­
centrated in the area off the coast Of Ecuador. 

Major markets 
The domestic market for Mexican tuna is 

concentrated in the canning industry. Mexican 
domestic consumption of frozen tuna, 'in terms of 
raw material received by canneries, increased 
from 34, 124 short tons in 1987 to an anticipated 
70,962 short tons in 1989. Domestie consump­
tion of tuna grew with the increase in tuna 
catches. 

.Mexican exports of frozen tuna increased 
during 1985-89. The following tabulation shows 
Mexican exports of frozen tuna (data from 
SEPESCA, Planning Directorate General, volume 
in short .tons, value in thousands of dollars): 

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989' 

Volume . 32,039 72,341 79,544 ·82,996 92,594 
Value... 22,076 57,533 57,729 ·a1.891 69,719 

1 Prellmlnary. 

The most significant increase occurred during 
1985-1986, with a volume increase of 40,302 
short tons (or 126 percent). Italy has been the 
major market for Mexican frozen tuna since 
1985. Other major importers of Mexican frozen 
tuna in 1988 were Japan, France, Spain, Malay­
sia, Thailand, Taiwan, Panama, and the United 
States. Although the volume of Mexican frozen 
tuna exports increased during 1988-1989, the 
value of exports decreased. 

Species 1980 1985 1986 1987 19881 

Short tons 
Yellowfln ....................... 20,910 87,779 102,934 109,422 114,358 
Skip Jack ....................... 13,519 6,230 8,734 7.296 21,262 

Total ........................ 34,429 94,009 . 111,668 116,718 135,620 

Yellowfln ............ : .......... 
1, 000 pounds 

41,820 175,558 205,868 218,844 228,716 
Skip jack ....................... 10,232 12,460 17,468 14,592 29.184 

Total ........................ 52,052 188,018 223.336 233.436 257,956 
1 Preliminary. 
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The Availability of Tuna Resources 

The Mexican tuna industry does not ne.ed to 
rely on outside assistance. There is abundant 
tuna within Mexico's 200-mile exclusive eco­

·.··~ nomic zone (EEZ). Mexico's tuna industry could 
.. , be supported by the tuna available within 150 

miles of the Mexican coastline.59 A tuna re-
source scarcity occur, however, during an El Nino 
phenomenon. As discussed earlier, such· an 
event did lower the Mexican tuna harvest in 
19 8 7. The 19 8 8 harvest did recover, and the 
outlook for 1989 was even better. 

However, an increase in the number of tuna 
imports has been recently noted. The following 
tabulation shows Mexican tuna imports by volume 
(short tons) and value (thousands of dollars) dur­
ing 1985-1989 (data from SEPESCA, Planning 
Directorate General): 

1985 

Volume... 61 
Value . . . . 126 

1986 1987 1988 

2 

2 
73 2,316 

216 5,707 

19891 

2,776 
6,748 

1 Preliminary data (January-December, 1989). 
2 Not available. 

The sharpest increase occurred during 
1987-1988, with an increase of 3,083 percent. 
This increase in imports is believed to be the re­
sult of a gain in Mexican currency purchasing 
power. This gain is part of the Salinas Admini­
stration's economic reform package.so 

The Tuna Industries of the Indian 
Ocean Region 

The Indian Ocean is a relatively late comer as 
a source of tuna, but its importance has grown 
rapidly and will continue to grow. The total catch 
of tuna in the Indian Ocean grew by nearly 150 
percent in a single decade, from 264,000 metric 
tons in 1978 to 642,000 metric tons in 1987.61 
Most of the catch was by fleets from outside the 
region, such as from France and Spain. Cur­
rently, the primary role of Indian Ocean countries 
with regards to tuna is one of providing resources 
and support to countries with more developed in­
~ustries. However, attempts are being made to 
increase the tuna production activities of Indian 
Ocean nations. 

Seychelles62 
A former British colony, the Republic of 

Seychelles is a group of islands in the western In­
dian Ocean, with a population of only 70,000, but 

se Ibid., p. 157. 
80 U.S. Department of State, report from U.S. 

Embassy, Mexico City, Apr. 23, 1990. 
81 Statistics from the lndo Pacific Tuna Development 

and Management Program, quoted in Australian Fisher­
ies 48: 12(December1989), p. 2. 

82 Material for this section was obtained from unclas­
sified cables from the U.S. embassy in Victoria to the 
U.S. Department of State. 

with a jurisdiction over 1. 3 million square kilome­
ters · of fishing grounds within its 200-mile 
extended· economic zone. With wholesale trade 
in frozen tuna (mostly exports) in 1988 valued in 
excess of $350 million, it is probably the most im­
portant tuna landing and transhipment point in 
the Indian·Ocean. The Seychelles is a significant 
tuna exporter; much, if not most, of the Indian 
Ocean tuna destined for the Europear:i market is 
either landed in or transhipped through its ports. 
In addition; a small share of U.S.-bound tuna 
passes through the Seychelles on its way to can­
neri~s along the Pacific Rim. 
. Most of the assistance in developing the na­

tion's. tuna industry and supporting infrastructure 
and port development has been provided by the 
Governments of France and the European Com­
munity; the EC has also set up bilateral tuna 
fishery agreements with the Seychelles, as noted 
earlier. Additional assistance has been provided 
by other Western nations, including the United 
States. 

Most of the tuna catch within the Seychelles' 
200-nautical-mile exclusive economic zone is 
taken by foreign fleets of purse seiners and 
longliners; the domestic harvesting sector has only 
recently begun to develop. Most (39) of the 48 
foreign purse seiners licensed to fish in Seychelles 
waters were of European· registry, the rest being 
registered in the USSR, Mauritius, Panama, and 
India. A large number of foreign longliners (167 

·in 1988) were licensed .to fish in Seychelles wa­
ters, where they concentrated ori yellowfin and 
bigeye, in addition to nontuna species. The do­
mesti~ ~ishing .in~ustry is small and limited mainly 
to art1smal63 f1shmg. A parastatal was formed in 
1988 to operate a fleet of domestic purse seiners; 
1990 will be its first full year of operation with a 
small fleet of French-built vessels. 

There is one tuna cannery, a Seychelles­
France government joint venture set up in 1987 
that exported $12. 5 million worth of canned tuna 
in 1989. A second cannery is reportedly under 
consideration. 

Australia 
Although not supported by an Indian Ocean 

tuna resource per se, the Australian tuna industry 
is an important neighbor of the region's industries 
discussed above. It warrants attention not only 
bec~use its fishing industry shares some large, po­
tentially valuable tuna resources with other 
nations (e.g., Japan), but also because it is a large 
market for canned tuna and is supplied largely by 
a local subsidiary of H.J. Heinz, the parent com­
pany of Star Kist, the largest U.S. tuna processor. 

The industry depends mainly on the southern 
bluefin tuna (SBT) stocks concentrated in the 
Tasman Sea (between Tasmania and Australia's 

83 Artisinal fishing is characterized by small-scale 
labor-intensive operations which mainly fish close to' 
shore. 
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south coast) and other waters south of Australia. 
Other resources, including the albacore stocks off 
Australia's east coast, support the fisheries of 
other nations, mainly Japan and New Zealand. 

The SBT resource reportedly has the potential 
to become one of the world's leading sources of 
tuna, but it has suffered from heav)' fishing pres­
sure during the past several years, which has 
significantly depleted the stocks. Efforts have 
been made by the principal fishing nations in­
volved (Australia, New Zealand, and Japan) to 
cooperate in reducing fishing effort so as to allow 
the stocks to recover. Australia has gone so far as 
to press for a moratorium on the taking of SBT in 
a "Statement on the Environment" in July of 
1989, in which Prime Minister Hawke declared 
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that "the SBT stock remains under the gravest of 
threats." However, Japan, which operates the 
largest SBT fleet (in terms of tonnage harvested) 
has opposed a moratorium; a compromise solu­
tion was reached in November 1989 when the 
three nations agreed to an annual quota for the 
1989-90 harvest of SBT of 11,750 metric tons, of 
which 52 percent goes to Japan, 45 percent to 
Australia, and 7 percent to New Zealand.64 The 
1989-90 quota represents a sharp reduction from 
the allowable catches in previous years; as re­
cently as 1983 the quota was set at 35,000 metric 
tons. 

84 "Southern bluefin tuna quotas set," Australian 
Fish,eries_ 49:1 (January 1990), p. 12. 



Chapter 6 
Competitive Effects of Foreign 

and U.S. Trade-Distorting 
Practices 

Introduction 

This chapter examines the competitive effects 
of the trade-distorting practices implemented by 
the European Community (EC) and the United 
States. The first section briefly reviews the tariffs, 
quotas, and other practices currently in force. 
The second section discusses the effective tariff 
rate that results from the multi-tiered U.S. tariff 
structure. The next section presents the central 
results of the analysis here: quantitative estimates 
of the effects of the tariff policies of the EC and 
the U.S. It considers how tariffs on canned tuna 
affect domestic prices, domestic production, im­
ports, world prices, and markets in other 
countries. It also evaluates the likely effects of a 
matter which is of current interest for policy: 
equalization of the tariff structures of the EC and 
the U.S. The fourth section addresses the impact 
of tariffs on U.S. tuna harvesters. The fifth and 
final section analyzes the competitive effects of 
the EC's purchase of access rights to certain terri­
torial waters. 

Trade-Distorting Practices in the World 
Tuna Market 

Tariffs 
·Countries or economic commumues with a 

domestic tuna canning industry generally adopt 
some sort of protective tariff stnJcture, but these 
structures vary widely in their features. Table 6-1 
summarizes the tariff structures of the principal 
importers of canned and/or raw (frozen) tuna. 1 

In most cases the features of these tariff struc­
tures have been discussed in previous chapters. 

' The table omits discussion ·of U.S. tarlffs on "tuna 
loins," semi-processed tuna meat destined mainly for 
canners. Tuna loins packed in bulk or in containers over 
6.8 kilograms are assessed at a rate of 1.1 cents 
(SO.Ott) per kilogram, while Joins packed in smaller 
containers are assessed a duty of 6 percent ad valorem. 

Table 8-1 

Japan's imports of raw tuna are primarily con­
sumed as sushi, while Thailand applies its 
raw-tuna duty only to domestic consumption, not 
to tuna processed for export. Thus the only im­
portant tariffs are those on canned tuna. The 
U.S. and the EC together import about 80 per­
cent of traded tuna, in roughly equal shares. As a 
result, their tariffs are by far the biggest contribu­
tors to trade distortion in this market. The 
following discussion will therefore focus on the ef­
fects of tariffs in these regions only. 

Other Practices Which May Distort Trade 

Tariffs are the main instrument of protec­
tionist policies in the international tuna market, 
but other practices are followed as well. Some 
tuna-producing members of the EC apply a de 
facto· quota system, based on import licenses, to 
restrict imports. 

The EC as a whole has a further policy which 
benefits its member states' harvesters: the pur­
chase of fishery access rights from Madagascar 
and other developing economies in the Indian 
Ocean and elsewhere. This practice will be dis­
cussed in a separate section at end of this 
chapter. 

As discussed in Chapter 3, the United States 
occasionally imposes embargoes on tuna imports 
from countries that have violated provisions of 
either the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (MFCMA) or the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA). As these em­
bargoes are temporary and are not imposed for 
the purpose of protecting the domestic industry, 
they will not be discussed further in this chapter. 

The U.S. Tariff Structure and the 
Effective Tariff 

The United States assesses tariffs of 35 per­
cent on canned tuna packed in oil and rates of 6 
percent and 12.5 percent on tuna packed in 
water, the former rate applying to the quantity 
imported each year until imports reach a quota 
equal to 20 percent of the previous year's domes­
tic production. 

Tariffs on canned and raw tuna In the major Importing countries 
(Percentage rates ad valorem) 

Country or ~C~an~n""e ... d ...... tu~n,..a..,._,__,,...,,..-...,...._ 
trading region Water-packed Oil-packed 

United States .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . 6/12.5 
European Community........... 24/0 
Canada ............... , . . . . . . 14/11 /2 
Japan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20/15 
Thailand ...................... 60 

35 
24/0 
14/11.2 
20/15 
60 

Raw tuna Remarks 

0 Tariff quota for water-packed 
O Lome countries duty-free 
0 Lower rate for U.S. exports 
10/5 Reduced rates for GATT members 
60 No duty on re-exports 
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The 'r~~iff on Tun'a Packed in Oil · 

The 35 percent tariff on· tuna packed in oil 
has essentially no effect on the U.S. market, be­
cause oil-packed and water-packed tuna are very 
close substitutes in production. Both 'foreign and 
domestic canneries can easily · shift between the 
two packing media, and there is almost· no differ­
ence in the prices· of the media. Oil-packed and 
water-packed tuna sell for virtually the same price 
in the U.S. market, so foreign producers supply 
only water-packed tuna to the u.s.2 Thus, the 35 
percent tariff rate .does not affect _the quantity ·of 
imports; only the composition of the total im­
ports.3 

The .Tariff-Rate Quota on Tuna· Packed in 
Water 
.·. \ ,.i; 

The impact of a tariff on tuna depends on 
how the ,tariff affects the total quantity of imports 
on . a year-to-year. basis. 4 The,. under-quota tariff 
r:ate thus has. no. far-reaching impact, because the 
qµantity ·imported at this rate is a constant per­
centage of domestic production. It is the 
over-quota· tariff rate of 12. 5 percent that deter­
mines the quantity of imports each year. 

This issue is sometimes confusing when co'n'­
sidering that the· appropriate single ·rate for the 
purpose of tariff equalization is a trade-weighted 
average of the tariff rates applied throughout' the 
year.s This concept of a weighted-average, reve­
nue-neutral. tariff, however, is a matter ·of GA TT 
rules, and other aspects 'of trade law .. 

The price of imported tuna is fixed by the tar­
iff at)2.5 _perce~~ above the world supply price. 
Several U.S. importers and foreign exporters 
have confirmed ·to CommissiOn staff that the U.S. 
price is not lower during the time that the un,der­
quota tariff is in effect.a The lower tariff at that 
time creates the potential for greater than normal 
profits either for importers or· exporters, but it 
does not reduce the U.S. price of imporieq tiiria. ------·--· . . .. 

2 . The exception is .a small amount of high-valued · 
specialty products which, according to industry sources, 
do not compete closely with domestic products. 

3 If the tariff rate on oil-packed tuna were reduced to 
the rate applied to water-packed tuna, both total tuna 
imports and total domestic production would remain 
constant, Any increase in imports of oil-packed tuna• · 
would be matched by a decrease in imports of water-
packed tuna. · · 

• What happens over a shorter time period is irrele-· 
vant because canned tuna is a storable commodity. 

6 This concept was presented, for.example, by · . 
members of the industry in hearings before the Commis­
sion. See testimony.of Association of Food Industries, 
hearing transcript pp. 65-69, and StarKist Seafood Co., 
transcript, p. 16. . 

6 This is to be expected for a non-rerishable commod­
ity,. as it can be held off the market i the price were to ·· 
fall. 
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The. Disruption of Markets Due to the 
Tariff7Rate Quota 

In fact, a portion of this potential excess profit 
is not actually realized, but it is dissipated in the 
costs of added uncertainty, high cyclical invento­
ries, and over-capacity production. 

Each year the under-quota tariff generates a 
lor of market-disrupting behavior as importers 
race each other to gain a share of the quota. At 
'the end of each calendar year importers increase 
stockpiles, holding them in storage in Customs 
warehouses. On or after January 1, importers 
·claim the product and pay the under-quota rate 
of 6 percent. "This creates a cycle of market dis­
ruption with tight ·supply late in the year and 
e?'cessive inventories at the beginning of the 
year. "7 

· A further problem with the tariff-rate quota 
system . is that importers and Customs officials 
cannot know when ·the quota will be filled until a 
substantial time after the fact. As a result, Cus­
toms "begins collecting a deposit covering the 
(over-quota) duty rate before the quota figure has 
even· been· announced. "8 · Almost inevitably un­
der such a·systeih, some imports are overcharged: 
"(t)his amounted to $1.5 million (in 1989), some 
of which still has not been refunded to the im­
porters. No interest is paid on this money. "9 In­
addition, "administrative problems for· Customs 
. .. in tum' burden importers." 10 

The disruptive effects of the tariff-rate quota 
system are not limited to the U.S. market. Some 
Thai tuna processors reported to Commission 
staff that they scramble during the last several 
months of ·each year iri order to supply orders to 
enter the United States early in· the following 
year. Extra workers are hired during this rush pe­
riod and laid off after. The increased output puts 
pressure on the market for frozen ·tuna, raising 
the price of this input. European buyers report­
edly often hold · off on · purchases from Thai 
exporters during this period because prices are 
higher then. 

The Competitive Effects of U.S. and EC 
Tariffs 

The qualitative effects of a tariff are well es­
tablished in economic theory. A tariff raises the 
consumer price of an imported good while de-

. pressing . the world supply price. The price 
increase in the country applying the tariff leads 

7 Testimony of Larry Abramson, president, 
Camerican, Inc., on behalf of the Association of Food 
Industries, hearing transcript, p. 66. In recent years the 
race for a share of the quota has been increasingly 
intense, with annual quotas filled by May 7, 1985, 
Mar. 28, 1986, Apr. 2, 1987, Mar. 21, 1988; and 
Jan. 25, 1989 .. 

6 Ibid., p. 67. 
9 Ibid., p. 68. 
10 Ibid., p. 66. 



some consumers to switch to competing domestic 
products. The reduce? price in world mar~ets 
leads exporting countries to reduce production 
and induces consumers in other importing coun­
tries to switch from domestic products to 
imports. 11 

This chapter goes beyond qualitative analysis, 
presenting quantitative estimates of the competi­
tive effects of the U.S. and EC tariffs under 
alternative assumptions about underlying eco­
nomic "elasticities." Elasticities are essentially 
measures of the responsiveness of one variable to 
a change in another variable. 12 Three kinds of 
elasticities are required in order to trace the ef­
fects of a tariff: ( 1) elasticity of supply, 13 both for 
foreign producers of tuna and for domestic pro­
ducers, (2) elasticity of composite demand for 
tuna, 14 both in the domestic market and abroad, 
and (3) cross-price elasticities of consumers' de­
mand for imported and domestic tuna. 1s 

There are few good statistical estimates of 
these elasticities. Nevertheless, we can be fairly 
confident that these elasticities lie within certain 
bounds. Then, by considering a range of plausible 

11 An analytical framework which explains these 
effects is presented in Appendix H. 

The treatment of these effects here implicitly assumes 
that the world tuna industry behaves in a competitive 
fashion. If the industry behaves oligopolistically, the 

- results here must be modified somewhat. In that case, 
even though the specific numerical results in Tables 6-3 
through 6-7 below would not be accurate, the actual 
effects of tariffs would still likely be within the range of 

·results presented. 
12 More precisely, an elasticity is the percentage __ 

change in a dependent variable resulting from a one-per­
cent change in an independent variable. 

13 An elasticity of supply measures a change in 
producers' supply of tuna in response to a change in 
price. 

14 Composite demand includes both imported and 
domestic tuna. The demand elasticity, always a negative 

Table &-2 

values, we can derive upper- and lower-bound es­
timates of the effects of tariffs. 

Assumptions About Elasticities 
Table 6-2 sets forth the alternative sets of as­

sumptions about elasticities that will be followed 
in this chapter. The "base-line" set of values indi­
cates, in the view of the Commission, the most 
reasonable estimates. The outer ranges labelled 
"lower bound" and "upper bound" refer to val­
ues of demand elasticities. The "lower-bound" 
values for the various demand elasticities are ex­
treme values which tend to lessen the impact of 
tariffs on domestic producers, while the "upper­
bound" values tend to increase the estimated 
impact. Low and high supply elasticities are 
treated separately because they have a different 
sort of impact. A low supply elasticity implies that 
tariffs have a relatively greater effect on price, 
and a lesser effect on quantity produced. A high 
elasticity of supply, on the other hand, implies 
that the effect of a tariff is more keenly felt in 
changes in the quantity of canned tuna produced 
than in its price: 

14-Continued 
number, represents the change in quantity demanded in 
resftonse to a change in price. _ 

5 Cross-price elasticities measure the extent to which 
consumers switch between domestic tuna and imported 
tuna when the price of one or the other changes. The 
concept is useful, for example, in considering how a 
tariff, which raises the price of imported tuna, affects 
demand for domestic tuna. If consumers regard imported 
and domestic tuna as perfect substitutes, then their cross 
price elasticities take a value of infinity, and the price of 
domestic tuna rises the same amount as the price of 
imported tuna. 

Technically, cross-price elasticities are not fundamen­
tal parameters but are derived from three other 
parameters: the elasticity of composite demand, the 
share of domestic tuna in consumption, and the elasticity 
of substitution. The elasticity of substitution characterizes 
consumer tastes regarding domestic tuna and imported 
tuna. 

Alternative assumptions appllcable to elastlcltles In major trading regions 

Demand elastlcltles 
For the U.S.: 

Lower bound 

Composite demand for tuna . . . . . . . . -2 
Cross-price elastlclty1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • +2 

For the EC and other regions: 
Composite demand for tuna . . . . . . . . -3 
Cross-price elastlclty1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2+ 1 . 9 

Scenarios 

Base line Upper bound 

-0.5 -0.3 
+10 +100 

-1 -0.5 
2+11.2 2+114 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Medium Low High 
2 1 5 

Supply elasticity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Low High 
For all regions ........... _........... 1 5 

1 This represents the elasticity of demand for domestic tuna with respect to the price of Imported tuna. 
2 The small difference In cross-price elasticity between the EC and the United States results from the method of 

calculation. See text for details. 
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The first elasticity noted in the table, the price 
elasticity of demand for tuna (treating domestic 
and foreign tuna as a single, composite commod­
ity), depends in large part on whether other 
commodities are close substitutes for tuna. A 
study by the U.S. Department of Agriculture18 
concludes that tuna in the U.S. has few close sub­
stitutes and thus that its demand is quite inelastic, 
with a value of roughly -0.3. Industry members 
indicate to Commission staff, however, that they 
believe their demand to be substantially sensitive 
to prices. Although they do not state this belief in 
terms of a numerical elasticity, Commission staff 
interpret it as implying an elasticity of perhaps -2. 
Commission staff regard these two estimates as 
extremes of the likely range of the true elasticity. 
Because tuna is commonly regarded as having few 
close substitutes, a magnitude less than unity 
seems likely, and -0.5 is used as the base-line as­
sumption. 

In Europe canned tuna has more close substi­
tutes in consumption, particularly other canned 
fish such as salmon, pilchards, and mackerel. 
Thus the values assumed for Europe are some­
what larger in absolute value. 

The or cross-price elasticity of demand, i.e. 
the sensitivity of demand for domestic tuna to 
changes in price of imported tuna, indicates the 
extent to which the two varieties of tuna are sub­
stitutes. Low values indicate a greater 
differentiation in consumers' perceptions of the 
products, while high values indicate that consum­
ers care little whether they purchase imported or 
domestic tuna, but care rather which is least ex­
pensive. A 1986 case study estimated a value of 1 
for this elasticity. 17 Owing to increasing globaliza­
tion of the industry, however, the present analysis 
assumes a value of 2 to be a more reasonable esti.; 
mate of the lower bound. It is at least' as 
reasonable to assume an elasticity approaching in­
finity, indicating perfect substitutability. 1s As an 
upper-bound value we therefore use 100, which 
for analytical purposes approximates infinity. The 
base-line value of 10 indicates a relatively high 
degree of substitutability, but still substantially less 
than perfect substitutability. 

The cross-price elasticities for the EC are 
based on the assumption that a more fundamental 
parameter, the elasticity of substitution between 
domestic and imported tuna, is the same in the 

111 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Re­
search Service, Consumer Demand for Red Meat, 
Poultry, and Fish, by Richard C. Baidacher, John A. 
Craven, Kuo S. Huang, David M. Smaliwood, and 
James R. Blaylock, September 1982, pp. 13-15. 

17 G.C. Hufbauer, et. al. Trade Protection in the 
United States: 31 Case Studies (Washington, DC: 
Institute for International Economics, 1986), p. 113. 

18 One reason to consider domestic and imported 
canned tuna to be perfectly substitutable is that, in the 
case of several brand names, they are marketed with 
identical labels and indistinguishable contents. The same 
varieties of tuna are produced both domestically and in 
exporting countries. 
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EC and the U.S. Due to other differences in the 
two markets this means that cross-elasticities in 
the EC vary somewhat from those in the U.S. 19 

Low and high values for elasticity of supply, 
respectively 1 and 5, are used as outer bounds in 
this study. The base-line value of 2 reflects tech­
nological conditions in the industry. Use of the 
same value for the U.S., the EC, and exporters 
reflects the fact that producers use a common 
technology and share a common market for many 
of their inputs. 

The assumptions about elasticities in Table 
6-2 have been combined with market data20 to 
generate estimates of the effects of tariffs on 
prices and quantities in both markets. These esti­
mates are presented in this section. 

The Impact of U.S. Tariffs 

Table 6-3 presents results for the impact of 
current U.S. tariffs on both domestic and foreign 
markets. The qualitative impact of tariffs, positive 
or negative on each of the prices and quantities is 
the same under all sets of assumptions, but the 
quantitative impact varies. Each scenario consid­
ers how the present market conditions differ from 
what they would have been in the absence of a 
tariff. · 

Following the base-line assumptions, the cur­
rent tariff raises the price of imports by 10 
percent and reduces the quantity imported by al­
most a third of what it would have been. It raises 
the price of domestic tuna by 8. 4 percent, and it 
increases domestic production by 16.7 percent. 
The tariff reduces exporting countries' supply 
price by 2. 5 percent, and reduces their produc­
tion by 5.0 percent.21 

The base-line figures indicate the most likely 
effects of the current tariff. Uncertanty about the 
true values of the underlying elasticities is re­
flected in the differing results presented in the 
columns for upper-bound and lower-bound as­
sumptions. 22 

18 See note 16. 
20 The other figures required are data on the share of 

imports in domestic consumption and the share of each 
tariff region's imports in world trade. 

21 The average price of domestic tuna rises slightly 
less than the average price of foreign tuna because the 
two are not perfect substitutes. For particular brand­
name products, the consumer price of domstic tuna will 
rise the same amount as the price of the corresponding 
import. There is, however, a slight difference between 
domestic and imported tuna in the overall mix of prod­
ucts (the amount of higher quality white meat tuna 
compared to the amount of light meat tuna, for exam­
ple). This is enough of a difference to mean that the 
average price of domestic tuna will rise less than the 
average price of imported tuna. 

22 The results in each column of the table should be 
taken together as a set. It does not make sense, for 
example, to combine the result for the quantity of 
imported tuna in one column with the result for the price 
of domestic tuna in another column. 



Table 6-3 
Effects of U.S. tariffs In the U.S. and the World Markets 

The estimate of the effect of tariffs on the 
price of imported tuna is not very sensitive to dif­
ferences in assumptions. The results for quantity 
of imports fall within a range of 20.5 percent to 
4 7. 0 percent. The results that are most sensitive 
are the effects of tariffs on the price and quantity 
of domestic tuna. The range of estimates for this 
price change is 2.8 to 10.4 percent, while the 
range of estimates for increase in domestic pro­
duction is 3.9 to 52.2 percent. 

The Impact of Equalizing U.S. TarijJs With 
Those of the EC23 

Table 6-4 presents estimates for the impact of 
raising U.S. tariffs from the current two rates of 
6.0 percent and 12.5 percent to the single EC 
rate of 24 percent. According to the base-line as­
sumptions, this would increase the price of 
imported tuna 7. 7 percent above what it is now. 
The quantity of U.S. imports would decline by 
32.4 percent; the price of domestic tuna would 
increase by 6.1 percent; and the quantity of do­
mestic production would increase by 12. 3 
percent. 

The range of results for the price of imported 
tuna is quite narrow under alternative assump­
tions, in the range from 7. 3 percent to 8. 6 
percent. The range of estimates for the decline in 
the quantity of imports is much broader, extend­
ing from 19. 7 percent to 72 .1 percent. Estimates 
for the impact of the tariff on the price of domes­
tic tuna range from 1. 9 to 7. 3 percent, while 
estimates for domestic production range from 3. 0 
percent to 35. 5 percent. 

23 Under the terms of the GA TT, any increase in 
U.S. duties must be matched by compensatory reductions 
in other duties. The present analysis ignores the effects 
of compensatory reductions and problems in negotiating 
changes. 

The Impact of EC TarijJs on EC, U.S., and 
World Markets 

Table 6-5 indicates the effects of the Euro­
pean Community's tariffs on their home markets, 
on U.S. markets, and on world supply markets. It 
should be noted that domestic production here 
includes that by the Lome countries, as their 
products enter the EC without a tariff. The con­
sistent result across all scenarios is that tariffs 
raise prices on dutiable imports by a large 
amount, between 17 and 22 percent, and they 
reduce the quantity of imports by a large amount. 
The EC's tariff also has substantial effects on the 
U.S. market, because it depresses the world sup­
ply price of tuna, lowering the cost of imported 
tuna in the U.S. market. As a result, U.S. con­
sumers substitute away from U.S. domestic tuna 
to imported tuna. Both the price of domestic tuna 
and the quantity produced decline as a result. 
The magnitude of these effects on the U.S. mar­
ket are substantially lower than the effects of the 
EC tariff on the home market. Nevertheless they 
are substantial. Under the base-line scenario, the 
current EC tariff reduces the price of U.S. do­
mestic canned tuna by 4. 4 percent and the 
quantity of production by 8. 8 percent. 

As is the case with U.S. tariffs, EC tariffs lead 
to reduced production by tuna exporters, in con­
sequence of the reduction in the world supply 
price. 

The Impact of Equalizing EC TarijJs With 
Those of the U.S. 

If a rise in the EC tariff hurts both U.S. pro­
ducers and third-country producers (although it 
benefits consumers outside the EC), a decline in 
the EC tariff to the U.S. rate benefits producers 
outside the EC. The results of this sort of tariff 
equalization are presented in Tables 6-6 and 
6-7. 
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Table 6-4 
Effects of raising U.S. tariffs to the EC level' 

Scenarios 

La~~c: t2'11J.a'1. B.a~t:.Uat:. UDQ.~C: QQIJ.QQ 
Low supply High supply Medium supply Low supply High supply 

elasticity elasticity elasticity elasticity 
Trading region (1)2 (5)2 

elasticity 
(2)2 (1 J2 (5)2 

Percent 

Effect on U.S.: 
+8.6 +7.7 +7.3 +7.5 Price of Imported tuna ....... +7.6 

Quantity of Imported tuna .... -32.1 -41.9 -32.4 -19.7 -72.1 
Price of domestic tuna ....... +3.0 +1.9 +6.1 +7.3 +7.1 
Quantity of domestic tuna .... +3.0 +9.5 +12.3 +7.3 +35.5 

Effect on World: 
Price of traded tuna ......... -2.6 -1.6 -2.5 -2.9 -2.7 
Quantity produced In 

exporting countries ........ -2.6 -8.2 -5.1 -2.9 -13.7 
1 The U.S. rate was Increased from 12.5 percent to the EC rate of 24 percent. 
2 These values are used for supply elastlcltles In the analysis. 

Table 6-5 
Effects of the EC tariff In the EC, U.S., and World Markets 

Scenarios 

La~c: t2'1.1J.a'1. B.Ht:.liQ~ IJ.Q.Q.f:.C: QQIJ.QQ 
Low supply High supply Medium supply Low supply High supply 
elasticity elasticity elasticity elasticity elasticity 

Trading region (1)' (5)' (2)' (1)' (5)' 

Percent 
Effect on EC: 

Price of Imported tuna ....... +17.1 +20.5 +18.5 +17.7 +21.5 
Quantity of Imported tuna .... -66.3 -76.1 -58.0 -36.2 -57.9 
Price of domestic tuna ....... +7.5 +6.4 ·+15.4 +17.5 +21.0 
Quantity of domestic tuna .... +7.5 +32.2 +30.9 +17.5 +104.9 

Effect on World: 
Price of traded tuna ......... -6.9 -3.5 -5.5 -6.3 -2:5 
Quantity produced In 

exportlrig countries ........ -6.9 -17.5 -11.0 -6.3 -12.3 

Effect on U.S.: 
Price of Imported tuna ....... -6.9 -3.5 -5.5 -6.3 -2.5 
Quantity of Imported tuna .... +29.0 +17.1 +23.2 +16.8 +23.7 
Price of domestic tuna ....... -2.7 -0.8 -4.4 -6.2 .,.2.3 
Quantity of domestic tuna .... -2.7 -3.9 -8.8 -6.2 -11. 7 

' These values are used for supply elasticities In the analysis. 

Two tables are presented because there are 
two ways that the EC could implement an equali­
zation of tariffs. In the strictest sense of 
equalizing tariff structures the EC could adopt the 
U.S. multi-tiered tariff (Table 6-6). Alterna­
tively, the EC could adopt the U.S. average tariff 
rate of 10.6 percent. (Table 6-7), while the U.S. 
also moves from its tariff-rate quota system to a 
single 10.6 percent rate. In both cases, the effect 
on the United. States is to increase prices for im-
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ported and domestic tuna, to increase domestic 
production, and to decrease imports. 

However, as expected, the estimated effects 
on the United States of the lowered EC tariff (ta­
bles 6-6 and 6-7) are not nearly as substantial as 
those induced by raising U.S. tariffs to EC levels 
(table 6-4). The effects on price and quantity of 
U.S. imports are approximately three times as 
great for raising the U.S. tariff as for lowering the 
EC tariff. 



Table 6-6 
Effects of lowerlng. the EC tariff to the U.S. marglnal rate' 

Scenarios 

l.!2~( QQIJ.QQ aa~flliat:. /JQ.Q§t: QQIJ.QQ 
Low supply High supply Medium supply Low supply High supply 
elasticity elasticity elasticity elasticity · elasticity 

Trading region (1 J2 (5)2 (2)2 (1 J2 (5)2 

Percent 

Effect on EC: 
Price of Imported tuna ....... -6.1 -7.5 -6.5 -6.3 -6.8 
Quantity of Imported tuna .... +30.2 +39.4 +29.5 +17.2 +57.3 
Price of domestic tuna ....... -2.0 -1.4 -5.1 -6.2 -6.5 
Quantity of domestic tuna .... -2.0 -7.1 -10.2 -6.2 -32.6 

Effect on World: 
Price of traded tuna ......... +3.1 +1.8 +2.8 +3.0 +2.4 
Quantity produced In 

+3.1 +9.1 +5.6 +3.0 +12.7 exporting countries ........ 

Effect on U.S.: 
Price of Imported tuna ....... +3.1 +1.8 +2.8 +3.0 +2.4 
Quantity of Imported tuna .... -13.2 -8.8 -11.8 -8.0 -23.5 
Price of domestic tuna ....... +1.3 +0.4 +2.2 +2.9 +2.3 
Quantity of domestic tuna .... +1.3 +2.0 +4.5 +2.9 +11.6 

· ' The EC rate Is lowered from 24 percent to the U.S. marginal rate of 12.~ percent. 
2 These values are used for supply elasticities In the analysis. 

Table 6-7 
Effects of lowerlng the EC tariff to the U.S. average rate' 

Scenarios 

1.12~fl.t: t2121J.m:I. aa~§liafl. /JQ.Qfl.t: QQIJ.QQ 
Low supply High supply Medium supply Low supply High supply 
elasticity elasticity elasticity elasticity · elasticity 

Trading region (1)2 (5)2 (2)2 (1)2 (5)2 

Percent 
Effect on EC: 

Price of Imported tuna ....... -6.8 -8.4 -7.1 -6.8 -7.5 
Quantity of Imported tuna .... +33.1 +44.6 +34.1 +18.7 +62.9 
Price of domestic tuna ....... -2.2 -1.6 -5.7 -6.7 -7.2 
Quantity of domestic tuna .... -2.2 -8.0 -11.2 ' -6.7 -35.8 

Effect on World: 
Price of traded tuna .... : .... +4.0 +2.4 +3.7 +4.0 +3.3 
Quantity produced In 

exporting countries ........ +4.0 +11.9 +7.3 ' +4.0 +16.5 

Effect on U.S.: 
Price of Imported tuna ....... +2.3 +1.1 +2.0 +2.3 +1.6 
Quantity of imported tuna .... -10.3 -3.4 -8.5 -6.3 -15.5 
Price of domestic tuna ....... +1.1 +0.2 +1.6 +2:2 +1.5 
Quantity of domestic tuna .... -+1.1 +0.8 +3.2 +2.2 +7.6 

' The EC rate is lowered from 24 percent to the U.S. average rate of 10.6 percent. 
2 These values are used for supply etastlclttes In the analysts. 

Effects of the U.S. Tariff on Domestic 
Harvesters 

A tariff on canned tuna increases production 
by domestic canners, and they in turn increase 
their purchases of raw tuna. If the supply of raw 
tuna is less than fully elastic, this means that the 
price of raw tuna will be bid up and, other things 
equal, domestic harvesters will fihd higher prices 
and a larger market for their catch. On this basis 
the American Tunaboat Association urges higher 
tariffs on canned tuna. 

There is nevertheless reason to believe that 
. the impact of a tariff increase on· domestic har­
vesters would be small or even adverse. The 
reason is that raw tuna is increasingly a traded 
commodity whose price is set on the world mar­
ket. An increase in the U.S. tariff would raise 
prices and reduce total U.S. consumption, even 
though it increases domestic production. The re­
sultant reduction in overseas production would 
reduce the world price of raw frozen tuna. Thus 
domestic harvesters may, like foreign harvesters, 
be adversely affected by tariffs. 
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One key issue in deciding the matter is what is 
the elasticity of supply of raw tuna for domestic 
canneries. If canneries are able to purchase as 
much ·raw ·ruria as desired without having to pay 
an increasing premium over the world' price,24 
then domestic harvesters will suffer from the tar-· 
iff. If, on the other hand, an increasing premium 
must be paid to draw in raw tuna from a wjder 
supply area, then the domestic price of raw tuna 
will rise above the world price and, to that ext~nt, 
domestic harvesters will benefit. · · · 

Of course, this premium may not be large 
enough to offset the general decline in the world 
price of. raw tuna induced by an increase in the 
U.S. tariff. Unfortunately data is not available to 
decide· the matter, and tuna harvesters and can­
ners express considerable disagreement over the 
question.25 

Another consideration, noted by the canner 
Pan-Pacific,26 is that a tariff could be the means 
of preserving a market for. frozen tuna that would 
otherwise be lost. If in fact such higher prices 
would ensure the long-run viability of canneries 
like Pan-Pacific, then this would benefit the Cali­
fornia inshore tuna fleets. These fleets are made 
up of small vessels that unlike their larger cousins. : 
the ·tuna purse seiners, cannot travel to other fish­
ing grounds closer to pther canneries (e.g., the 
western Pacific) . A loss of the California market 
for frozen· tuna probably would· create a~ signifi­
cant economic loss for t_hese producers, for whom 
the issue is not simply changes in prices, but the 
possi~le loss of the market altogether. 

'' 
CQmpetitive Effects of EC Fishery 

· · Access Agreements 

The 'details of various tuna-fishery access 
agreements negotiated by the EC with island 
States and other coastal nations in the Indian 
Ocean and elsewhere are. described earlier in this 
report.27 The question before us is to what extent 
these agreements restrict access of U .S.-flag tuna 
vessels to tuna resources within the waters of such. 
nations and island states. The questions. is limited 
to the harvesting sector, where the direct effects 

2 ' This premium is in part the result of transportation . 
costs from inore distant fishing grounds that would need 
to be drawn from if production were increased. · 

28 The American Tu~aboat Association argues that 
frozen-tuna prices follow canned-tuna prices, and thus it 
urges policies (e.g . ., tariffs) that would raise the U.S. 
price of canned tuna as a means to boost frozen,.tuna 
prices. See prehearing brief of the Am~rican Tunaboat 
Association, July·27, 1990, pp. 2, 34, 39, 43. In . 
contrast, the Van Camp Seafood Company (the maker 
of "Chicken of the Sea" tuna) argues that a higher 
canned-tuna price would reduce consumption, which 
would reduce canneries' demand for frozen tuna. See 
written statement of the Van Camp Seafood Company, 
p. 3.' . . 

28 See testimony of GR Foods (parent company of 
Pan-Pacific), hearing transcript, pp. 145-150. 
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are felt; no information was received as to any 
significant competitive effects on the processing 
sector. In short, the agreements negotiated by the 
EC do not restrict access of U .S.-flag vessels to 
the water. The rights to fish are sold by the states 
and are available to any party willing to pay for 
access. 

A corollary question raise by the industry is 
the competitive effect of these agreements. Do 
these agreements affect the overall world supply 
and conseqeuntly harm U.S. -flag harvesters? 
Specifically, do U.S.-flag vessels suffer because 
the EC rather than the EC-flag harvestors pays 
the access fee. Assuming no policy related factors 
affect the price, and that the Coastal states desire 
to capture the full value of the resource, the full 
EC payment can be taken as a reliable indicator 
of the value of the tuna fisheries .in question. No 
better indicator of such value is available. The 
Coastal States in this way capture the economic 
rent generated by the tuna migration through na­
tional waters. By taking on the burden of the 
payment, the EC confers upon the EC-flag har­
vesters a direct cost reduction of producing tuna 
from those waters. 

The gap between costs ·and revenues offered 
by the EC payment provides an economic buffer 
for EC. harvesters,' enabling them to better 
weather short-run fluctuations in frozen-tuna 
prices, fuel prices, and other variables. Produc­
tion, however, would not significantly change. 
The agreements typically set limits on the annual 
allowable tuna catch. The tuna in those waters 
would still be worth harvesting whether the na­
tions charged a zero access fee or a fee equal to 

·the full difference in harvesting costs between its 
stocks and other, marginally ·profitable ones. 
Therefore, charging an access fee (whether equal 
to or less than the true value of the fish stocks) 
does not reduce harvesting activity below that if 
access were free. As a consequence, production is 
. likely no greater under EC-negotiated agreements 
than that which would occur as a result of individ­
ual negotiations. 

. 27 In the 1980s, the EC embarked .on a policy of 
combining foreign economic assistance to developing 
coastal economies (including some former colonies of 
some EC Member States) with economic and logistical 
support to its expanding tuna industry, particularly the 
harvesting sector. With large amounts of economic aid 
(mostly in cash but also in grants-in-kind), the EC 
arranged agreements with coastal developing economies 
that enabled them to grant to tuna harvesters flying the 
flags of EC Member States access to their fishery 
resources. Thus, for example, an agreement was reached 
in October 1989 (amending an earlier treaty) with 
Madagascar, whereby Madagascar would grant· up to 45 
licenses to EC tuna vessels, which could then harvest up 
to 12,000 tons of tuna annually. As the number of 
vessels and the tuna catch increased, so did the EC­
contribution. A sum of 600,000 ECU was to be paid to 
the Malagasy treasury to finance Malagasy scientific 
programs. Other agreements (e.g., with Senegal, the 
Seychelles, Gabon, Guinea, and other nations) are 
broadly similar (see ch. 4). 
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The Committee on Finance requests that the United States 
International Trade Commission conduct an investigation under 
section 332(g) df the Ta~iff Act of 1930, as amendjd [19 d.s.c. 
1332(g)), for the purpose of assessing -the competitive condition 
of the U.S. and European canned tuna industries in domestic and 
foreign markets. 

In its inv'estigation, the commission should, to the 
extent possible, develop information pertinent to an evaluation 
of the competitive position of the tuna harvesting and processing 
sectors of the u.-s. industry and of the industries in the 
European Community and other foreign countries, including, but 
not limited to, the following subjects: 

(1) The U.S. industcy.--Levels and trends in technology, 
number of operations, employment and wages, sources of raw 
tuna used by the processing sector, production, capacity, 
major markets, inventories, costs, productivity, financiai 
experience, changes in industry structure such as 
ownership changes in the tuna canning sector, steps the 
U.S. fleet and processors have taken to adjust to import 
competition and the results of such measures, the 
availability of tuna resources, and government involvement 
in the industry. 

(2) Foreign industries.--Information on the tuna industry in 
the European Community and in other important producing 
countries. To the extent information can be readily 
obtained, this should include levels and trends in 
technology, number of operations, employment and wages, 
sources of. raw tuna used by the processing sector, 
production, capacity, major markets, inventories, costs, 
productivity, financial experience, industry structure, 
the availability of tuna resources to foreign fleets, and 
government involvement in the industry. 

., 
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(3) The u.s. market.--A description of the tuna market, 
channels of distribution, supply and demand factors, 

· inspection standards and procedures, levels and trends in 
U.S. consumption, trade, and prices for both domestic and 
foreign raw and canned tuna. 

(4) The £urooean market.--A description of the market for raw 
and canned tuna, channels of distribution, supply and 
demand factors, inspection standards and procedures, 
levels and trends in consumption, trade, and pri.ces for 
both domestic and foreign raw and canned tuna. 

(5) Trade distorting practices maintained by the Eµropean · 
Community and other major producing and conswninq areas.-­
To the extent possible, a description and assessment of 
the competitive effects on U.S. and foreign tuna 
industries of tariffs and other trade barriers encountered 
by U.S. or third-country exporters; and EC fishery 
agreements with nations and island states in the Indian 
Ocean and elsewhere, that may restrict access of u.s.~flag 
tuna vessels to tuna resources within the waters of such 
nations and island states. This assessment should 
include, inter alia, an evaluation of the likely 
competitive effects on U.S. and European production and 
trade of an equalization of U.S. and EC tariffs and other 
trade barriers in the markets for raw and canned tuna. 

The Commission should report the results of the 
investigation no later than nine months after receipt of this 
letter. 

Thank you for your coop~ration in and attention to this 
important matter. 

Sincerely, 



ONE HUNDRED FIRST CONGRESS 

OAN AOSTEN•OWSIU, llllNOIS. CHAIRMAN 

SAM M GIBBONS. FLORIDA BILL 4ACHEA. TDtAS 
J J, Ji'tClllf TEXAS GU'f" VANOEA JAGT, UICMIGAN 
CHARLES B qANGEl NEW YORI. P~ILIP M CRANE. ILLINOIS 

:~~~~;;~;~~~·;:0~~:oAN•• ~:~~F;~:~~~s!::::~~:. COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 
HAROLD FORD TENNESSEE B•u GRAD•SON. OHIO ac. c.-1: 1vE " 
ED ..1Ur1•1NS GEORGIA WILLIAM M THOMAS CALIF A J:. ~ U ;; 
~~::~ ~~.°A~7E=E:.E~;s~~· ~~~~~~~:~~~~o~w YORK U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
l!il.t.AT'V PUSSO ILLINOIS AOO CHANDLER. WASHINGTON 

WASHINGTON. DC 205 15 DON J PEASE OHIO £ CLAY SMAW .;A. FLOIUOA 

ROBERT T MATSUI CA.l.IFOANIA DON SUNDQUIST TENNESSE~ 13 · IQ l 0 
8f.AYL .tlNTHONY JR. AAKAN$45 NANCY L JOHNSON CONN£ . A : 
RONNI( G FLIPPO. AL.ASAMA -.• 
BYRON l DORGAN NOATM QAll{Qf A 
BARBARA ·a 1UNNELLY CONNECTICUT 
IRJAJll J OONHlll Y MASSACHUSETTS 
WILU.4M J COYNE PENNSYLVA.NIA 
MICHAIL A .&NOAfWS TEXAS 
SANDER M. LEVIN. MICHIGAN 

March· ·s, · 1990 . .J 
JIM ... OOOV. WISCONSIN 
8EN..1Mil1N L 'CA.ROIN .. AAYL.AHO 

A-4 

AOHRT J LEONARD. CHI(, COUNSEL 4ND STA.FF OIAICTOA 

PHJU.IP D MOSlllY. M1NOA1n CHIEF OF ST4FF 

DOC KE 
The Honorable Anne Brunsdale 
Chairman 
U.S. International Trade commissi n 
soo ~ s~reet. s.w. 
Washington, o.c. 20436 

Dear Madam Chairman: 

03:HT 
llllliEI . '·I:(' 

/552 
.... -. . . .. ;". - .. -- .. -. . 

·-; -.. 

:lilt --... 
-I:. 

The Committee on Ways and Means hereby reqilests that t~ 
United States International Trade commission conduct an 
investigation under section·J32(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930, 
amended (19 u.s.c. 1332(g)), for the purpose of assessing the 
competitive condition of the u.s. and European canned tuna 
industries in domestic and foreign markets. 

as 
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In its investigation, the Commission should, to the extent 
.possible, develop information pertinent to the ·evaluation of the 
competitive position of the tuna harvesting and ·processing s~ctors 
of the U.S. industry and of these sectors in the EC and other 
foreiqn countries, including, but not limited to, the fo.llowing 
subjects: · 

(1) The U.S. Industry -- Levels and trends in technology, 
number of operations, employment and wages, sources of raw tuna 
used by the processing sector, production, capacity, major 
markets, inventories, costs, productivity, financial experience, 
changes in the industry structure (such as ownership changes in 
the tuna canning sector), steps the U.S. fleet and processor~ have 
taken ·to adjust to import·;::ompetition and the results of such 
measures, and the availability of tuna resources (including any 
government restrictions or international agreements affecting such 
availability). 

(2) Foreign Industries -- Information on the tuna industry in 
the EC and in other important producing countries. To the extent 
information can be readily obtained, this should include levels 
and trends in technology, number of operations, employment and 
wages, sources of raw tuna used by the processing sector, produc­
tion, capacity, major markets, inventories, costs, productivity, 
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financial experience, industry structure, and the availability of 
tuna resources (including any government restrictions or 
international agreements affecting such availability). 

(3) The U.S. Market -- A description of the tuna market, 
channels of distribution, supply and demand factors, inspection 
standards and procedures, levels and trends in U.S. consumption, 
trade, and prices for both domestic and foreign raw and canned 
tuna. 

(4) The European Market -- A description of the market for 
raw <.>.nd cann~d tuna, channels of distribution, supply and uE=.mand 
factors, inspection standards and procedures, levels and trends in 
consumption, trade, and prices for both domestic and foreign raw 
and canned tuna. 

(5) Trade-distorting Practices Maintained by the European 
Community and Other Major Producing and Consuming Areas -- To the 
extent possible, a description and assessment of the competitive 
effects on U.S. and foreign tuna industries of: tariffs encoun­
tered by U.S. or third-country exporters, and EC fishery ~gree­
ments with nations and island states in the Indian Ocean and 
elsewhere that may restrict access of U.S.-flagged tuna vessels to 
tuna resources within waters of such nations and island states. 
This assessment should include, inter alia, an evaluation of the 
likely competitive effects on U.S. and European production and 
trade of an equalization of U.S. and EC tariffs and other trade 
barriers in the markets for raw and canned tuna. 

The Commission should report the results of the investigation 
no later than 9 months following receipt of this letter. 

Thank you for your cooperation in and attention to this 
important matter. 

Sincerely yours, 

~t~· 
Chairman 

DR/jnc 

bee: The Honorable Robert T. Matsui 
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100-418 (Aug. 23. 1988). amended section 
33i to provide that under certain 
circumstances the Commission shall 
presume the facts alleged in the 
complaint to be true and. upon request. 
issue a limited exclusion and/or cease 
and desist orders if the complainant is 
seeking relief solely affecting defaulting 
respondents. The Commission found 
that all of the statutory prerequisites for 
granting limited relief against defaulting 
respondents were present in this 
investigation. A complaint was filed 
against each defaulting respondent. 
copies of the complaint and notice of 
in\'estigation were served on each 
defaulting respondent. each defaulting 
respondent failed to respond to the 
complaint and notice or otherwise failed 
to appear to answer the complaint and 
!'IOtice, each defaulting respondent failed 
to show good cause why it should not be 
found in default. and complainant 
requested relief limited solely to the 
defaulting respondents. The Commission 
further determined that the public 
interest factors enumerated in 19 U.S.C. 
1337(g){l) do not preclude the issuance 
of such relief. 

The Commission determined that 
respondents' bond under the limited 
exclusion order during the Presidential 
review period shall be in the amount of 
100 percent of the entered value of the 
imported articles. 

Copies of the Commission's orders 
and all other nonconfidenlial documents 
filed in connection with this 
investigation are available for 
inspection during official business hours 
(8:45 a.m. to 5:15 p.m.) in the Office of 
the Secretary. U.S. International Trade 
Commission, 500 E. Street SW .. 
Washington, DC 20436. telephone 202-
252-1000. Hearing-impaired individuals 
are advised that information about this 
matter can be obtained by contacting 
the Commission's TDD terminal. 202-
252-1810. . 

By order of the Commission. 
lssu.ed: April 11. 1990. 

Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary. 
(FR Doc. 90-a968 Filed 4-17-90; 8:45 amf 
BILLING CODE 7020-42-11 

[Inv. No. 337-TA-302) 

In the Matter of Certain Self-Inflating 
Mattresses; Commission Decision Not 
To Review an Initial Determination 
Terminating Investigation With 
Prejudice Based Upon Complainant's 
Motion To Terminate 

AGENCY: U.S. International Trade 
Col'lmission. 

B-2 

ACTION: Nonre\'iew of initial 
determination (ID) granting 
complainant's motion to terminate the 
in\'est:gation with prejudice. 

SUMMARY: The Commission has 
determined not to review the ID (Order 
No. 11) terminating the above-captioned 
investigation. The ID was based upon 
cornplainant Cascade Designs. Inc.'s 
motion to terminate the investigation. 
The motion was opposed by 
respondents Gymwell Corporation and 
Goodway Corporation .. The Commission 
in\'estigative.attorney did not oppose 
the motion. Respondents filed a petition 
for re\'iew of the ID. No agency 
comments were filed. · 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Rhonda M. Hushes. Esq .. Office of the 
General Counsel, U.S. International 
Trade Commission. telephone (202) 252-
1083. Hearing-impaired individuals are 
advised that information on this matter 
can be obtained by contacting the 
Commission's TDD terminal at {202) 
252-1810. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
action is taken under the authority of . 
section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1337) and Commission interim 
rule § 210.53 {19 CFR 210.53). 

Respondents filed a request that the 
Commission institute an ancillary 
proceeding to determine if complaint 
has abused Commission process. The 
Commission will decide al a later date 
whether to institute such a proceeding. 

Copies of the nonconfidential version 
of the ID and all other nonconfidential 
documents filed in connection with this 
investigation are available for 
inspection during official business hours 
(8:45 a.m. to 5:15 p.m.) in the Office or 
the Secretary, U.S. International Trade 
Commission, 500 E Street SW .. 
Washington, DC 20436; telephone: (202) 
252-1802. 

By order of the Commission. 
Issued: April 11. 1990. 

Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretarr. 
(FR Doc. 90--8969 filed 4-17-90: 8:45 amf 
81lUllG COD£ 1020-02-11 

[Investigation No. 332-2911 

Tuna; Competitive Conditions 
Affecting U.S. and European Tuna 
Industries In Domestic and Foreign 
Markets 

AGENCY: United States International 
Trade Commission. 
ACTION: Institution of investigation. 
scheduling or hearing. and request for 

comments in connection with the 
investigaiion. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: April 5. 1990. 
SUMMARY: Following receipt on March 2. 
1990. of ii request from the Committee on 
Finance. U.S. Senate, and on March 12. 
1990. of a similar request from the 
Commiltee on Ways and Means. U.S. 
House or Representatives, the 
Commission instituted in\'estigation No. 
332-291 under section 33:!{g) or the Tariff 
Act or 1930 {19 U.S.C. 1332(g)) for the 
purpose of providing the following 
inforinatipn on the competitive 
conditions of the U.S. and European 
canried l~na industries in domestic and 
foreign markets: 

(1) The U.S. /ndu::tr;--Levels and 
trends in technolog}·. number of 
operaiioi!s. employment and wages. 
sources qf raw tuna used by the 
processing sector. production, capacity. 
major markets. inventories. costs, 
productivity, financial experience. 
changes in industry structure such as 
ownership changes in the tuna canning 
sector, st

1
eps the U.S. fleet and 

processors have taken to adjust to 
import competition and the results of· 
such measures. the availability of tuna. 
resources. and government involvement 
in the industry. 

{2) Foreign Industries-Information on 
the tuna industry in the EC and in other 
important producing countries. To the · · 
extent information can be readily 
obtained. this would include levP.ls and 
trends in technology, number of 
operations. employment and wages, 
sources of raw tuna used by the 
processing sector, production, capaciiy. 
major markets. inventories. costs. 
productivity, financial experience. 
industry structure. the availability of 
tuna resources lo foreign fleets. and 
government im·olvement in the industry. 

{3) The U.S. MarJ;et-A description of 
the tuna market, channels of 
distribution, supply and demand factor~. 
inspection standards and procedures, 
levels and trends in U.S. consumption. 
trade. and prices for both domestic and 
foreign raw and canned tuna. 

(4) The European Market-A 
description of the market for raw and 
canned tuna. channels of distribution. 
supply and demand factors. inspection 
standards and procedures. levels and 
trends in consumption. trade, and prices 
for both domestic and foreign raw and 
canned tuna. 

(5) Trade-distorting Practices 
Moi11tained b.r the European 
Community ond Other Major Producing 
and Consuming Areas-To the extent 
possible. a description and assessment 
of the competiti\'e effects on U.S. and 
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foreign tuna indusU"iel o1 the rollowID,g: 
tariffs and other trade barriers 
encountered by U.S. or third-rot.tntry 
exporters: and EC fishery agreerucnt1 
with nations and island.1tates ia the 
Indian Ocean and elsewhere. that may 
restrict acce" of U.S.-flag tuna ·vessels 
to tuna resuurces within the water.11 of 
such natiDns 11nd island states. This 
assessment would include. inter alia. an 
evaluation of the li"-ely competitive 
effects on U.S. .and European prodlK:tion 
and trade of an equalization ol tLS. and 
EC tariffs and other trade harriers in the 
markets for raw and carnied tuna. 

As requested by the Committees, the 
Commission will seek lo repo·r1 the 
results of its investigation by December 
3. 1990. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION COJITACT: 
Roger Carey ~202-252-1327J or David 
Ingersoll l202-252-1309), Agriculture 
Division, 0£fice of Industries. U.S. 
International Trade Commission. 
Hearing-impaired.persons can obtain 
information on this investigatios by 
contacting the Commission"s IDIJ 
terminal on (202) 252-1810. 
PUBLIC ffEAAING: A puWic hear.iJlg in 
connection with ·this -io\·estisation wm 
be held in the Commission Hearing 
Room. 500 E Street SW .• WarJiington, 
DC, 20436. beginning at 9:30a.m. on 
August 16. 1900. All persous have the 
right to ~ear by rounsel-0r in person. 
to present information, and to .be heard. 
Persons wishing to.appearat tlie public 
hearing should file• :letter asking to 
testify (stale the names <'Ind 1itle& of 
witnesses) with the Secretary. lJ.Wt.ed 
Stales lnlernationaJ Trade Commission, 
500 E Street SW~ Washillgton, DC. 
20436, no later .than the clo1te of bl.isineS.11 
(5:15 p.m.), August l. 1990. hi addWion. 
persons testifying must .file prehearing 
briefs (original and 14 copies) with the 
Secretary by the close of business on 
August 3. 1990. Any posthearing briefs 
should be filed not later than the close 
of business on September 14, 1990. 
WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS: lntereskld 
persoris may submit written statements 
concerning the investigation. To be 
assured of consideration. written 
statements must be received by the 
close of business on September 14. 1990.. 
Commercial or financiaJ infonnatioR 
that a submitter desirei; the Commission 
to Ir.eat as confidential must be 
submitted on separate sheets -0f paper. 
each clearly marked "Confidential 
Business Information" at the top. All 
submissions requesting confidential 
treatment must conform to .the 
requirements of-§ 201.6 of the 
Commission'& Rules of Practice-and 
Procedure (19 CFR .201.6}- All written 
submissions, except for confidential 

business information, will be made 
available for i.nspection by foterested 
perSOOll. All submissions sboukl be 
addressed to the Secretary-at the 
Commission's office -in W1t11hington. DC. 

By ordcr1'fthe<:ommission. 
Issued: April 6. 1990. 

Kenneth It. "Ma90n, 
Secre:Ory. 
(FR Doc. 91H1972 F~led 4-17-90; 8:45 am] 
llUINO CODE 11121M12-ll 

INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 

(Finance Docket No. 316181 

C&S Railroad Corp. Modified Rall 
Certificate 

On March 1%. 1990. a notice was filed 
by C&S Railroad Corporation (C&S) for 
a modified certificate of public 
convenience and necessity under 49 
CFR 1150.23. By agreement with the 
Carbon County Railroati CoramissiflD 
(CCRRC) and the Schuylkill County Rail 
Transport Autbority lSCRTA~. C&S ii 
authorized ID operate over raillines; (1) 
Between Packerton Juoction. PA 
(milepost O.OJ and Hauck&, PA {milepost 
19.5), a distance of J9.5 miles {tbe 
Nesquehoning Brancli); ~2} between East 
Mahoney Junctron, PA {.r.::ilepost 103.0) 
and Lofty. PA (milepost 110.4). a 
distance of7.4 mi1ell {the Catawissa 
Branch); and {3) between York Junction. 
PA [llll1epost 148..3) and De1a1rn. PA 
(milepost 158:2). a distance of 9.9 mnes 
(the Shimer Running Tr:ick]. The lines to 
be operated connect with Consolidated 
Rail Corporation {Conrail) at Packe.rton 
Junction and York JUDction. 

Prior to abanrlonment, the 
Nesquehoning Bran1:h wm; O\Vned by 
Reading Company fReading). It was not 
conveyed to Conrail under the Final 
System Plan. Operations were continued 
on the line by Conrail as designated 
operator appointed by the Pennsylvania 
Department of Transportation. The line 
was acquired and is currenfiy owned by 
the County of Carbon end i5 
adminis~ered by CCRRC. The Catawissa 
Branch also was owned by Reading and 
not conveyed to Conrail under the Final 
System Plan. The line was acquired and 
is currently owned by SCRTA. The 
Shimer Running Track was abandoned 
by Conrail pursuant 1o the Commission's 
decision in Docket No. AB-167 (Sub-No. 
397N). Conrail Abandonment Between 
York jct. and Delano. PA (not printed), 
served June 8, 1963. and is now owned 
bySCRTA. 

The Panther Valley Railroad 
Company (PVRR) was the previous 
opecator O\'CI" the lines pursuant to 

modified certificates issued in Fimmce 
Docket No. 30252. PaRther V'O/ley 
Rail rood Corporation Modified Roil 
Cert1ficale {no1 printed). served August 
23, 1983, and finance Docket No. 31049, 
Panther Valley Roi/road Corp. Modified 
Rail Certificate (not prietedj. served 
June 9. 1987. PVRR terminated its 
service on March 10, 1990. pursuant to a 
notice filed with the Commission on 
January 11. 1990. . 

This notice must be served on the 
Association of American Railroad& (Car 
Service Division), as agent of all 
railroads subscribing to~ car-service 
and car-hire a_greement. .and on the 
American Sharl Line Railroad 
Association. 

Dated: April 10. 1990. 

By tne Commission. lane F. MackaH. 
Director. Office of Proceedings. 
Noreta R. McGee. 
Secretary. 
(FR Doc. !KHl880 F11ed 11--17-90; 11:45 amJ 

llWNG CODE 703H1-lt 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Lodging of Consent Decree Pursuant 
to the Ctean Air Act 

In accordance with Departmental 
policy, .28 CFR 50.7. not me is hereby 
given that on April 6, 1911Q, a proposed 
Consent Decree.in UnitedSfofes v .. Lyor. 
8' Associales Realty. et al. Civt1 Action 
No. CIVS 89--0809 RAR-EM. was iodged 
with the United Stales Oistri~ Court for 
the Eastern District ofCalifcimia. Tbe 
Complaint sought penal1ies and 
injuncliv~ relief against Lyon 6 
Associates Realty, George E. King 
Comtruction and Frederick B. Curtis. 
Inc. for violations of regulations issued 
under the Clean Air Act. 42 U.S.C. 7601 
et seq., regarding the handling and 
disposal of friable asbestos. 40 CFR 
61.Ho-61.156. 

The proposed Consent Decree 
imposes an injunction against future 
violations of the Clean Air Act. 
including specific steps lo assure prope: 
procedures are followed with respect le 
notification to regulatory agencies and 
with respect lo the handling and 
disposal or asbestos. The proposed 
Consent Decree also imposes a civil 
penalty of $65,000. 

The Department of Justice will recefr 
for a period of rhirty (30) days from the 
date of this publication, comments 
relating to the proposed Consent Deere 
Comments should be addressed to the 
Assistant Attorney General of the Lane 
and Natural Resources Division. 
Department of Justice. P.O. Box 7-011. 
Washington, DC 20044. Comments 
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CALENDAR OF PUBLIC HEARING 

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

Subject 

Inv. No. 

Date and Time 

TUNA: COMPETITIVE CONDITIONS 
AFFECTING THE U.S. AND EUROPEAN 
TUNA INDUSTRIES IN DOMESTIC AND 
FOREIGN MARKETS 

332-291 

August 16, 1990 - 9:30 a.m. 

sessions were held in connection with the investigation in the 
Main Hearing Room 101. United States International Trade Commission, 
500 E Street, S;W ... in Washington, D.C. · 

Government Appe·arances : 

Hector Melendez. Deputy Administrator. Economic Development 
Administration. Commonwealth of Puerto· Rico · · 

{accompanied by John Stewart. Economic Advisor) . 

William P. Coleman, Chief of Staff, Office of the Governor. 
American Samoa Government (accompanied by Fred Rodewagen; 

Washington .Representative) 

WITNESS AND ORGANIZAIION; 

American Tunaboat Association 
San Diego, CA· 

August Felando, President 

Harris & Ellsworth 
Washington, D.C. 
On behalf gt 

Association ot Food Industries 

Larry Abramson, President 
Camerican (Division of ConAgra) 

Herbert E. Harris II l 
)--OF COUNSEL 

Cheryl Ellsworth ) 

- more -



WITNESS AND ORGANIZATION: 

Mitsubishi Foods (MC), Inc. 
and 

Caribe Tuna, Inc. 
San Diego, CA 

Richard Atchison, President 

Reinhardt & Schachter 
Newark, New Jersey 
On behalf of 

2 

U:1ion General de Trabajadores (UGT) 
(Bargaining Representative. Puerto Rico 
Tuna Industry Employees) 

Osvaldo Romero, Secretary of Treasury 

Paul Schachter )--OF COUNSEL 

American Federal of Labor and congress 
of Industrial Organizations 
Washington. D.C. 

Rudy Oswald, Director, Department of 
Economic Research 

Fishermen's Union ot America 
San Pedro, California 

Theresa Hoinsky, President, 
Fishermen's Union of America, AFL-CIO, 

Pacific and Caribbean Area 
(Seafarers International Union) 

- more -
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WITNESS AND ORGANIZATION: 

United Industrial Workers, Service, Transportation 
Professional and Government of North America 
AFL-CIO 
camp Springs, MD 20746 

Steve Edney, National Director 

Southern California cannery Workers: 

Marshall Murphy 

Marge Marques 

Gloria craft 

Carolina Patt .. 

Olsson, Frank and Weeda 
Washington,. D.C. 
On behalf of 

Pan Pacific Fisheries, Inc. 
(of GR Foods, Inc.) 

Tony Trutanich, Vice President 

Charles F. Woodhouse, President, 
GR Foods, Inc. 

David F. Weeda 

David L. Durkin . ) 

Howrey & Simon 
Washington, D.C. 
On behalf at 

Starkist Seafood company] 

)--OF COUNSEL 

Robert w. Hetzler, Executive Vice-President 

Edward P. Henneberry 

Mark v. Matera 

- end -

) 
)--OF COUNSEL 
) 
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EXPLANATION OF THE RATES OF DUlY.APPLICABLE TO TUN~ 

AND SELECTED PORTIONS OF THE HARMONIZED TARIFF SCHEDULES 
OF THE UNITED STATES, ANNOTATED, 1990 
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TARIFF AND TRADE AGREEMENT TERMS 

The Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States (HTS) replaced the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States (TSUS) effective January 1, 1989. Chapters 1 through 97 
are based upon the internationally adopted Harmonized Commodity Description and 
Coding System through the 6-digit level of product description, with additional U.S. 
product subdivisions at the· 8-digit level. Chapters 98 and 99 contain special U.S. 
classification provisions and temporary rate provisions, respectively. 

The Harmonized Commodity Description and Coding System, known as the 
Harmonized System or HS, is intended to serve as the single modern product 
nomenclature for use in classifying products for customs tariff, statistical, and transport 
documentation purposes. Based on the Customs Cooperation Council Nomenclature, the 
HS is a detailed classification structure containing approximately 5,000 headings and 
subheadings describing articles in trade. The provisions are organized in 9 6 chapters 
arranged in 20 sections which, along. with the interpretative rules and the legal notes to 
the chapters and sections, form the legal text of the system. Parties to the HS Convention 
agree to base their customs tariffs and statistical programs upon the HS nomenclature. 
Recent legislation replaced the TSUS with an HS-based tariff schedule known as the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States. 

The rates of duty in rate column 1-general of the HTS are most-favored-nation 
(MFN) rates and, in general, represent the final stage of the reductions granted in the 
Tokyo Round of the Multilateral Trade negotiations. Column 1-geri~ral duty rates are 
applicable to imported products from all countries except those Communist countries and 
areas enumerated in general note 3(b) to the HTS, whose products are dutied at the rates 
set forth in column 2; the People's Republic of China, Hungary, Poland, and Yugoslavia 
are the only Communist countries eligible for MFN treatment. Among articles dutiable at 
column 1-general rates, particular products of enumerated countries may be eligible for 
reduced rates of duty or for duty-free treatment under one or more preferential tariff 
programs. Such tariff treatment is set forth in the special rates of duty subcolumn of 
column 1. 

The Generalized System of Preferences (GSP) affords nonreciprocal tariff 
preferences to developing countries 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 l, 1976 and before July 4, 1993. Indicated by the symbol 
"A" or "A•" in the special duty rates subcolumn of column 1, the GSP provides 
duty-free entry to eligible articles the product of, and imported directly from, designated 
beneficiary developing countries, as set forth in general note 3(c)(ii) to the HTS. 

The Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act (CBERA) affords nonreciprocal tariff 
preferences to developing countries 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 l, 1984; it is scheduled to remain in 
effect until September 30, 1995. Indicated by the symbol "E" or "E*" in the special duty 
rates subcolumn of column 1, the CBERA provides duty-free entry to eligible articles the 
product of, and imported directly from, designated Basin countries, as set forth in general 
note 3(c) (v) to the HTS. 

Preferential rates of duty in the special duty rates subcolumn of column followed by 
the symbol "IL" are applicable to products of Israel under the United States-Israel Free 
Trade Area Implementation Act of 1985, as provided in general note 3(c)(vi) of the HTS. 
Where no rate of duty is provided for products of Israel in the speci~l rates subcolumn for 
a particular subheading, the rate of duty in the general subcolumn of column 1 applies. 

Preferential rates of duty in the special duty rates subcolumn of column followed by 
the symbol "CA" are applicable to eligible goods originating in the territory of Canada 
under the United States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement, as provided in general note 
3(c)(vii) to the HTS. 



The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) (61 Stat. (pt. 5) ASS; 8 UST 
(pt. 2) 1786) is the multilateral agreement which sets forth the basic principles governing 
international trade among its more than 90 signatories. The GATT's main obligations 
relate to most-favored-nation treatment, the maintenance of scheduled concession rates 
of duty, and national (nondiscriminatory) treatment for imported products; the GATT 
also provides the legal framework for customs valuation standards, "escape clause" 
(emergency) actions. antidumping and countervailing duties. and other measures. The 
results of GAIT-sponsored multilateral tariff negotiations are set forth by way of separate 
schedules of concessions for each participating contracting party. with the U.S. schedule 
designated as Schedule XX. 

Officially known as "The Arrangement Regarding International Trade in Textiles," 
the Multifiber Arrangement (MF A) provides a framework for the negotiation of bilateral 
agreements between importing and producing countries, or for unilateral action by 
importing countries in the absence of an agreement. These bilateral agreements establish 
quantitative limits on imports of textiles and apparel, of cotton and other vegetable fibers, 
wool, man-made fibers and silk blends. in order to prevent market disruption in the 
importing countries-restrictions that would otherwise be a departure from GA TT 
provisions. The United States has bilateral agreements with more than 30 supplying 
countries, including the four largest suppliers: China, Hong Kong, the Republic of Korea. 
and Taiwan. 
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Hading/ Stat. 
S~lcling Suf. 

& c~ 

0301 
0301.10.00 00. 

0301.81.00 oo a 

0301.92.00 00 5 
0301.93.00 00 • 
0301.H.OO 00 I 

0302 

0302. 11.00 00 2 

0302.U.OO 

0302. i1.oo 

0302.21.00 

02 9 
12 7 
22 5 
32 3 
u 1 
52. 
112. 
00 • 

10 • 
20 a 
90 1 

0302.22.00 00 I 
0302.23.00 00 • 
0302.21.00 

10 0 
90 3 

0302.u.oo oo a 

0302.32.00 00 7 
0302.33.00 00 ti 
0302.31.00 

HARMONIZED TARIFF SCHEDULE of the United States (19901 
Annotllfed tor Stetlslkal Reporlln~ PurpoaN 

Attlcl• DHcrlptlon 

Llw Uq: 
cmi-t.al filh .••...•..•••...•............•.. 
OtMr Uve f11h: 

Trout. <b11!9 ~. k!!!!!2 l!.l£l!!!W, 
ll!1eZ .£Wli, bJE MY!bonl t•, §.!A!!!! 
&il!I> .................................. . 

lob <&lall!UI •pp. ) ..•...........•...... 
Carp .................................... . 
Other ....•••....••..•••.................. 

"""· fr.U or chilled, noludinl flq fillet• 
11111 other filh -•t of heeding 0304: 

Sal.-.idH, n:cludina 11 wro md roe•: 
Trout. <§!11!!1 ll!!ll!. l!l!!! 1!!51!1m!, 
l!l!!! .tlsk!. §!IE MU!banita, bJe! 
ail!!) ................................... . 

Pacific oalw IOpcod!mch!y 1pp. ), 
At.lmt.ic oa.lw <A!Jal l!Wl llld 
Donube .. - <l!!!s!!2 &!!21. ............ . 

Atlmtio .......•••.......•.•........ 
Oiinaoll (ltiJll) .••••......•..••....•. 
a. .. (doll ..•..•.•.......•...•....•. 
Pink (hmpia) ...•........•........•. 
Sock17• (rid) ...•........•.......... 
Coho (1Uwr) ...••.......•...•....•. 
Other .•....•.•..••..........•....... 

Other .................•.................. 
Flat. fiq IPl!!IJ!!llfC!tidH, ~. 
C!!Bm•l!IA•. ll21!il!!I. ScmtJ!!Jmida1 llld 
Ettll&rjdaiL ncludina liwr1 .nd roe•: 

BaUbut. ond GrHnl.llld turbot. 
<Reinbardtlvt bippoaloltoidu, 

11=;:.;t~t?.~~:::::::::::::::: 
Ptcifio ..•..•...•....••......•....•. 
Other Clncludina 0r ... 1mc11 ........ . 

Plaio• <Plturgntst.ft Ult.tlu> .......... . 
Sola <li2W tpp. ), • ·. •• · · · · · · · • · · · • • · · · • · 
Other ................................... . 

Flounder .••.•...••.........•.•..•.•. 
Other ..........•.............. ····.· 

run.. (of •- Dl!mll>, altipJeclt or at.ripe• 
beWed bollit.o <ll!l!dmua <lttfy!pnyl> 
lllllmll>. acludina Uwre ...i roea: 
~core or lanaflmed tunu <llnalll 

W111!&1>································ 
Teli-fin tAmu <Dl!!!na li!!!£!ul) ...... 
D:ipJeclt or at.ri~ed bonit.o •....... 
Otlter ................................... . 

llluefin <Il!!m!I Slm:Da> ..••....... 
Other .............................. . 

Units 
of 

a ..... u1y 

ll ...... . 

ll ...... . 

ll ...... . 
ll ...... . 
ll ...... . 

......... 

q 
q 
q 
q 
q 
q 
q 
1t1 ..... . 

1t1 
q 
q ......... 
q ..... . 

1t1 
kl 

kl·· ... . 

kl ..... . 
kl ..... . 

kl 
q 

Gener.r 

Free 

Free 

Fr•• 
Fr•• 
FrH 

Fr•• 

Free 

FrH 

l.1Cflt1 
1.1c11t1 
l.1C/q 

FrH 

Free 
FrH 
FrH 

Rates ot Dutv 

Frae (A,CA,I, IL> 
Fro• (A,CA,E,IL) 
Free (A,CA,E, IL> 

rrit• 

Fra9 
Frao 
Frao 

2 

Z.2Cfkl 

4 .4C/ka 

2.2Cflta 
2.2C/lte 
2.ZC/lta 

Free 

Fr•• 
Free 
Fr .. · 



I 
3-4 

Hading/ Stat. 
Subhe. 8ding Suf. • cc 
0303 

0303.10.00 

12 I 
22 6 
32 4 
42 2 
52 9 
82 7 

0303.21.00 00 9 

0303.22.00 00 I 

0303.211.00 00 1 

0303.31.00 

10 s 
20 3 
30 1 

0303.32.00 00 I 
0303.33.00 00 s 
0303.39.00 

10 7 
llO 0 

0303.41.00 00 s 

20 0 

40 11 
eo 1 

0303.43.00 00 3 
0303.411.00 

20 3 
40 II 

HARMONIZED TARIFF SCHEDULE of the United States (1990) 
Annotai.d tor StatlstJcal Reporting PurpoaN 

Article Description 

Fl1b, troa•, n:cludtns Ulh UU1t1 - other 
n.i. -t ot boec11111 0304: 

Pocltlc 111- <Oncodm!clN! opp.), ncludilla 

l.nta 
of 

QUlfttity 

l19V1 - ........ ••. ••• ••••• ••••••• .•• • •• •• •• . • ••••••• 
Otlnoot (kins)...................... ... 
an. (q) .......................... ... 
Pint (~11) ....................... q 
Sochye (reel) ..•.....•......•. ·...... q 
Coho (11lver>....................... q 
Other .•......•..........•.........•. kc 

Other 111-id1e, n:cludinl llvero ond """' 
Trout (~ .f.l!lll!, .li!!m &!lll!!m1• 
S11.aD .ti!Bi• §!Jm ll!!abg!ltl, lll!!!a 
&il!!l. .......................................... ... : 

~=1:.~i:;.1AJ..:h!r~. ~ ...... :: q ..... . 

Oth1r .....•....•...•.............•.. ; .•.. 
Flit Ulb !Pl!!!r9!11Ctld11, lothld1t, . . 
emoalol!ldl!, kll1lln,lsopbth1Jeidn -
Clt.h1r1d1tl, neiiiifiiiSll,..ro ond rc111: 

R1llbut - Gr..,1- turbot 
(R!lnhudtlu1 hll!l!C!llpt•old11, l!lml­
&!21!!!! hippoalgt1u1, Hlppoalot•• 

nmo1m.~~i~:::::: ::: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : :·:':: 
P1cltlc ........ : • ................... 
Other Unc:ludlna Gr..,londl ....... .. 

Pllln ( Plouron!St.p lllsS:!!!!I .. , ....... . 
Sol1 <ll!!lu opp.).··············· .. •··•·· 
Othlr ................................... .-

Flounder ..................... ._ ...•.. 
. Other ...•.•....•........ , .......••.. 
y..,.. (ot the ,_ ll!!!!m!I>. lklpJICk or 

· ot.rlpe-belllecl bceit.o (~ !Ktt.!!!!!!!!!!!!11 
l!UEUI. ezcludlng liven ond ...,.., 

Albecore or 1-fltmecl -... <lll!lna 
lilJ.l!l!u) ......•......................•.. 

tellowtln tunu <lll!la!I .ID!uml>· ..... 
-l• tllh ..... " ............. " " •• 
other: 

Beed-... ................. ; .• ;; •• · • 
Cit.her ......................... . 

·. stlpJICk or 1trlp1-belllecl bcelt.o •••.••.. 
Othlro .................................. . 

lluetin l'DlugNI t.lmmu! I ; ......... . 
Othlr •.••.••.•••••.•••.••••••••.••.• 

... 
"' ... ......... .... , .... 
k&'"''". ... 

......... 
~ ...... 
... .... ...... ; ... 
ta ...... 
... 

·-· 
rr .. 

rrn 

rr .. 

Fr• 

Fr• 

1.1C/ta 
1. lC/ta 
1.10/ta 

rr .. 

Frn IA,CA,l,ILI 
Fr• IA,CA,l,ILI 
Fr• IA,CA,I, UI 

2 

4.40/ta 

2.20/ta 

4.40/ta 

2.20/ta 

4.40/q 

2.20/q 
z.2011r1 
Z.20/ta 

Fr11 

Fr• 

rrn 
Fr• 
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IV 
115-11 

Hading/ 
SubtlNding 

lll04 
(cm.) 

lll04 .14 

lll04 .14 .10 

lll04 . 14 . 20 

lll04 .14 . 30 

lll04. 14 . 40 

lll04 .14. 50 

1804.14. 70 

lll04 .14. llO 

1804.15.00 

1804.11 

1904.111.10 

1904.11.30 

1804.111.40 

1904 . 16. llO 

Stat. 
Suf. 
l c~ 

00 0 

20 4 

40 0 

20 2 

40 8 

00 4 

00 1 

00 1 

00 5 

00 1 

00 8 

00 4 

00 2 

00 7 

HARMONIZED TARIFF SCHEDULE of the United States (19901 
Annot81td to' sr.tlatlcal Reporting Purpoau 

Units Hatd or n~ 
Article Description of 1 

QU#ltlty ,..,,.. ... :soeci.i 
Pr.pared OE pr. .. "'911 fi•b; caviar - caviar 
aubat.i tut.a prapared tJ:Cll tiab - Cccm.): 

Fiab, .... 1. or in piacoa, but. not. 
llliDced (cm.): 

run.., ollipJocll - Atlantic bonito 
<~app.l: 

T\lllU 11111 ollipJocll: 
In airt.iaht. ccnt.aine.n: 

In oil .....•.......•.... :. Ir& ...... 351 rr .. en.> 
211 (Co\) 

llot. in oil: 
In ccnt.aine.n -iab• 
ina "1 t.b tbeir 
ccmt..Dt.a not. .,.,.r 
1 Ir& oacb, 

- not. t.ba product. of fllZT 
illalllu _ ... aim of 
t.ba t1111ted St.atMI, 
for., _...t.a 
qumt.lt.y .,tared in 
.,,., cal-..r you not. 
to ucaed 20 porcat. 
of t.ba i.ut..s St.atMI 
pacll of c--S t.1ma 
durina t.ba 1-di-
at.aly pr:acedifta 
you, u r.,rt.ed by 
t.ba lat.icmal Muina 
Fiabad" Service .... ········ 81 rr .. ciL> 

4.91 C<;Al 
All>OCOH 
<Il!!!mll .llll.!mu) ....... ; Ir& 

Of.bar ........... Ir& 
Ot.bu ................ . . . ~ ..... 12.51 rr .. en.> 

101 (Co\) 
Albacore 
<I!!lmm!I 
Wllmu········ Ir& 

Otlwr ........... Ir& 
llot. in airt.iabt. caat.aillo.n: 

In bulk or in 1-diat.a 
ccmt.ainen -ilbinl wtt.b 
t.bair ccmt.at.a - I. I 
q oacb, not. in oil ••.. · ... q ...... 1.10/kl hae Cl,D.l 

O.IC/ka CCAl 
Ot.bar ..................... q ...... Ill Frae CA,l,D.l 

4.91 CCAl 
Atloat.ic bonito: 

In oil •...•....•..•..•..•..•••• q ...... 4.111 rr .. (l,D.l 
3.111 (Co\) 

llot. 1D oil ...• , ...•.••......... q ...... II rr .. c1·,n.1 
4.81 CCAl 

Hadtor:ol •..•..•...•.•......••.•.•••.•.•.. q ...... Ill Frae CA',l,D.l 
3.111 (Co\) 

.AncboYi .. : 
In oil, I.JI ai.rt.1-bt. ccmt.aiDe.n: 

For., qanaat.a qumt.lt.y a· 
tared ill _, cal-..r you not. 
to uc...S 3,000 mule t.cma •••• Ir& •.••.• 31 FrM'. CA,CA,l,D.l 

ou..r .......................... q ...... Ill Frae (A,CA,l,D.l 
Ot.bll: 

In 1-diat.a ccmt.aina.n -ill>· 
·1n1 wit.b ·t.boir - I.I Ir& 

frff' (A,CA,l,Ill or leH oacb •.....•.•.....•. ~ .. Ir& ••.••• 51 

Otbor: ••.•••.•....••••••••••.••• q.· ..... ,,. .. 

2 

451 

251 

251 

2 .. IC/ta 

251 

301 

251 

251 

301 

301 

251 

2.51 



u s !!ot.!t 

HARMONIZED TARIFF SCHEDULE of the United States (1990) 
Annotated tor StatlatlcaJ Raporflng Purposaa 

SUllCIW'tER xv 
. 1'llClllx:ts CF Nl!:RICNI FISll!RIZS 

XXII 
118-43 

1. All -ricm fillherJ, far the pupaHa af thia aul>chapkr, ia • fiahiag ""tarpriH ccmduc:t.ad under the -ricon flaa by 
waaala af the Unit.ad Stat.ea cm th• high aau ar in faraipi -tan in which auch ,, .... i. b.w th• right, by treaty ar 
athuwiH, to t.ata fiab ar at.bar marina product.a md may include a abara ataticm aparat.ad in ccmJuncticm with auch waHla 
by the -.: ar ~tar thereof. 

Z. - af tha hudinp in thia aubc:hapt.ar ahall apply to fiab, fraab, chilled ar frazm, in the farm of fillet.a, at.Ilka ar 
alica• aubatmtially frM af-. lincl.udinl _,. af the far-in& divided into aacticmal, if praduced iD a foraipi 
caunt.ry, ar it.a territorial -tan. in -la or in part with th• uaa af the labaz af peraaaa - are not rHidmt.a af the 
Unit.ad Stat.ea. 
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XXII 
98-44 

I Heading/ 
Subheading 

9815.00.20 

9815.00.40 

9815.00.60 

Stat. 
Suf. 
& cd 

00 2 

00 8 

00 3 

HARMONIZED TARIFF SCHEDULE of the United States (1990) 
Annotated tor Statl&tlcal Reporting Purposes 

Units Rates olUutv 
Article Description of 1 

Quantity General Snecial 

Product.a of -ricm fiaherioa Cincludina !iah. 
1helUi1h md othor mu in• Climala, 1pe.macoti 
md muino Cl1-l oill l , "'1.lch havo not beon 
landed in • foroisn caunt.zy, or which, i! 10 
landed, have lioon lmded oololy for trm11hi-t 
Willlout ~· in ccnlition ........................ kg ...... Free 

Filh (ac91>t cod, cualt, h.ddock, hako, ucllttol, 
pol.lock me! 11110l°Milhl, th• product of ".twticm 
filherio1, landed in o foroign caunt.zy mcl thoro 
proce11ed by r.mval of hoada, viocora or fin1, 
or by chilling or fr•ozina, or by ony cad> I.notion 
of t.b••• proc•••••. but not ot.herwiae proc•••ed . ... tg ...... Free 

Product.a of -ricm fiah•ri••, prepared or 
preoerwd by on -ricon filh•ry on th• trooty 
cout.a of Labrodor, Hqdalm Illmdl md 
119Wfom>dlmd, u ouch coaata are defined ill the 
ccmvction of 1818 bet.wwon th• United States 
encl Great Britain .................................. kg •..... Free 

2 

Ft•• 

Free 

Free 



APPENDIX E 
FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE TERMINATING A COUNTERVAILING 

DUTY ON U;S. IMPORTS OF CANNED TUNA FROM THE PHILIPPINES 



E-2 

9181 feder•I Rql1ler / Vol . .53. No. 58 1 Friday. March 2.5. lllR8 I Nolh:r1 

lh;on •llny lll!f!I. nol aalvo"izrd. llre~­
telie•·rd and 1uil•hle lnr usP. in 

r.rr11"'""'d r.nncrete. Sier.I wire 11rand 
ur PN'•lrP.11~ conr.rr.le i1 r.urrenlly 

tl11osiliable under ilem 64Z.llZO of the 
THrtlr Sc:hedull!9 ol lhe United Sl•lel 
l\nnot•IP.d •nd Item number 
7312.I0.30.15 ul lhe llarmunizr.d S•·slem. 

l'he re•·iew cn•·•rs sr.•·en · 
lllnnufech1te" •nd/or f'•pnrter1 ul 
l•p1tnl'•e •leel wlrr •lr•nd lnr 
prr.slrenl'd cont:lt'te In the llnilPd 
St11lr1 and lhf' period 1Jr.crm11t'r I. 19115 
thrm1Rh Novrmber 311. 1!11111. We clr.l•rred 
rt'viP.w of Mil•ui & Cn .. I.Id. We will 
l'.0\'Pr that nrm In I '""""''"review. We 
r.ttuld nol IPC•lf! •·.,,yuinel 
lnlr.m11llonal. ond Wf' hne nn rer.nrd ol 
shipmP.nl1 Imm that torm: ther•ln"'. we 
did nol lncludP. FreyHinel in 1hi1 
1dmlnlslr1tlv" rerir.w. Should 
FreyHlnet begin ~xpor1in9 the r.overed 
llll!rdtandiae to the llniled Stateo. we 
1hall lre•I th1t Ctllnp11ny 111 1 new 
tltpot1f'r, 

There were no •nown 1hipment1 of 
Ihle merduindiee lo the Untied St•let 
durfnt the period, Ind thete are no •11o- unll4uldlled enlrll!I. 

"--1 •-itt of ............ 
• We h1\'Ued intere1led p•rtlf'I to 

ctlfl11t1et1f on the 1Mllmln1ry re1ul11. We. 
lfttl\'ed nd eommetd1. S.led on our 
.11.1,.11. the n .... 1 re1ult1 of review .,. 
Ullchansecf from thoee preeented In the 
prellmln•l'J result1, •nil "'e detetmlne 
th•t the followt111 wet9hled-ever11Re 
111a._in1 ex111 for the period December 1. 
11111.5 throuah November 30. 111118: 

~---·---4------ --=- ·---r-::---

£
·:: : .......,__,._ . I '::" 

. '. I -
----~--------------· 

·-- - -·lid...... .! --c...o .. 
--Co.l>d .. 
--Co.l>d " ...., __ ,,,Co.lid 

, .... vs.._ Co' llll 
, .. ,. "- ... Co. lid 

.. , 
l'I ... 
c·1 
C'I 
l"I .. , 

-·-.-·~·d-c -;;;~- .;,;..~·,;;~ ...... '""" ............ ..._... ....... -t\1 pm•·ided for In lf!r:tlon 75tlftlltl of 
! the T1rlft Act. llM IJ..pHrlmenl will 

i111tnu:t the Cu11om1 S..rvlr.e lo cull..ct • 
: r.81h df'poell of 1!911mftled 1nlldumpint1 
: Jnliet Int e•ch nrm bHr.d upnn the 

11hcwe m•'11ln1. Fot an)' ahlpmrnll from 
· thl! rt!ftl11tni11t1 •ne>wn m11nufor.lurr.111 
· and/0# oportP.rt not cnvr.rr.d hy thil 
:- rl'\·iew. • r.•ah dt.poeil 1h1ll be requlrr.d 

•I the r11te1 publl1hr.d in the final rraulto 
. nl tht! 1111 •dmlnl•lr•llve re\·ir.w lur 
: ftlr.h of thnte firm•. For ""Y 1hipmenl1 

from 1 new .. porter. whMe lint 
1hlpt1Mt11t1 occurred •lier November JO. 1• ind who 11 unrel1trd to '"' 

'r.,viewr.d tirm. or prl!~iouely rnlrwed 
firm. no cuh depotil 1h1ll be r"•11111r.d. 
Theee dl!pOlll requirr.menll .,,. effective 
lnr oll 1hlpmenl• of fepwne1P. 11eel wl"' 
llrend for pre1lre11eJ cnncrele enlr.rr.d. 
or wllhdrawn from warl!hou•r.. for 

· c11n1umpllon on or nfll!f lhe d11tr of 
puhliullon of lhit ""flee and 1h11ll 
"'m•ln in eff.,ct unlil pulillulion ol lhr. 
final r..sult1 of the nr·~I admlni1lr•llve 
rr.view. 

Thl1 •dmini8tr••'i' r rr.,·iP.w Mnd notice 
Arf' In 11r.r:o11lanr:P •·ilh '"':!Inn 751(11"tl 
of lhe Torilf Ari 11'1llS.C.1875(•11111 
ond f 353.!1:1~ uf the Commerr.e 
Rr.RQl11tion5 l1!1 Cl'R 353.53111. 

D•tf!: t.l.trth 21. lceut 

·c;n..t1.11 ..... . 

At:titW ''-·'·""'nl ..... ''''""' ,,., ltnp,,rt 
A1/minn1ru1,,,n 

1n1Dnr..1111-41.W t'•"'d ~z._. I u •ml --·-
AOIWC:T: lnter1..,1101,.1I Tr•de 
Admlnialrallon. Import Admini1tr•lion. 
Comml!fC'!. 

ACTIOll: Notice of lnill11ion of 
1ntldumpi"11 •nd counterv1lll,._ dulJ 
1dmlnl1tr.liYe ~ie,... 

--.nr The 0..parlml!nl of Commerce 
ho1 recelvl!d reqllHll lo conduct 
1dmlnl11rallve reviewl of v•rlo111 
1nlldumptn1 ind counlerv1illn11 duty 
orden. nndinp. •nd 1uepen1lon 
•Rl'l!l!mf'nl1. In ac:cord1nca with the 
Cnmml!rce R91111lationi. we •re inlli•lln11 
thnee adminillrotlve re\'iew1, 

ll"9C'TMI DAq: Mnrch ZS. 1111111 . 

l'Olt~•-•n.-•CT: 
Willlnm I. Mallhewo nr Rio:hard W. 
MorP.l11nd. Office of C11mpll1nc:P. . 
lnlr.rnntinnal TrodP. Admini1tr111ion. U.S. 
01•p11rlmrn1 of CnrnmP.rr.e, WHhlnRlon. 
OC 202:10: lo!lr.phonP.: IZll:I l77-S253/ 
271111 . 

.._,.lllllTAllY •oMIAT-

8.upound 

On l\uMu•I 13. 11111.;. the Deputmenl of 
CnmmP.rr.P. ;thf! Oep11rlmf'nlJ published 
. In the Fedtnl R.p.tar 150 FR lZ.5581 • 
notice ou11intn111h• procedurH for 
rrquP.at;nR 1dmtni1lroli\"e revll!wl. The 
lkp11tment hAI recP.i•·f!d llmely 
reque1t1. in 1cc11rd1ncit with • 
f 353.5Ja(•ll21. feff31. end I l55.tCJl•lfll 
uf lhe Commerce R1!11ul11ion1. for 
edmini1tt1llve reVll!wt of vtriou1 
1ntidumpi1111 and counlernlllns dutr 
orden. Rndinp ind 1u1pen1ton 
•11reeml!ftl1. 

fnitllllon of R1vl1w1 

fn ar:r:.nrdttnt:r wilh 11 :1ri.1 ~.·1.11• I urul 
3~~. """' nl rh .. r.nmmrrr.r llrwul.•hnn•. 
wr •rf! fniliallnst •dnlini!tlrotlt\ ,. ,,.,,, .. _,'I 
ol lhr. lnllnwinR "nti1l11mpinw mul 
tounlervnilina dntr nrd1~r!t mul f1n1l111~ .. 
Wr. intP.nrl In ifl~llf! thr. r;n;1I r•·~ult~ uf 
lh1·!t~ fP.\•ir.w1 no l•h·r than ~l.1u h :II. 
1!1119. 

"'~"~ oror~ r~.,,." tot11 ""'""" ,....,... . .,,.... 
R11<'"9 ....... "- c ... -

Ni.tOlfl '"'O"'f l I JI/. I 11 .... 
Slfft _. 11111f"d &of' 0-11111 

ftl'."~Md COfW!t-... frQllll 
JepMu.tu 11.'l/lt!t·tl·t'l"' 

~oc---·-~ ,,,.,.,_,,,,, .. , 
(,;ertioft ..... -·rod .. .,,.. Sad Arlba . .. ,,,,,, •• ,,,,!.., 

fnlP.rt!tled p1111if!I ere f!ncnur11Rf•d lo 
1uhmll 1pplir.8llnn1 fM •dminl1tr11tlw 
prnter.llYe urdPtt •• ... r1, •• pnHihle in 
th .. ,..,,,_,,,.,., ..... 

Thf!ll lnlll•li11111 •ncl·thl•·nnlir.r a,,. in 
ecconl•ncr with eeclion 7511•1 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 f19 tl.S.C. 111751•11 •nd 
19 CFR 35J.53•lr.l •nd lll5.IOM. 
Gin.ti.II.,._ 
.4dt"I Au1~l11ttl s..,·~''''J' '"'Im,.,,.,, 
.1t1ln11ni•lrotinlt 

Doi~: M .. n.h ll. I-. 
l•'R UPc ~~;•·;hod ~J4..- 1,,5 •ml 

... ~-·-
IC:·Hf.41..' 

C8Mlld T- F.- Ille "ill p I 181; 
Fln81 "-"'•of CMrlled 
Cir~ AlMtlrtletrllllft ""'"' 
8nd AftOC811an of ~llllng Duly 
Order' 

ACMlllC'f: ln1rrn•litlft11I TrndP. 
A1lmini1lratlnn. Import Admini1lralion. 
Comml!ft'.I!. 
ACT- Notice nf RnHI rf'•ult• nl 
r.han..,d cirr.um••~ntrl Rdmlniolrnh"" 
rr.,·ir.w •nd revnr.•Uon of countr.n·H1lin1 

dutyn~·------·--· ··-· 
-. On l•nu•rv Zll. t!MCI. thr 
Oo!parlmenl of CommeKr puhli•h .. d thP. 
prr.limlnary reeulll of 11• ch•nfl"d 
circumalartcet •dmlni1tt11tive rP.\"iew ur 
the countervalltnt dutr order on c•nnrd 
tun• from the Phillppinee •nd 
annOUllCed 111 lrnlalive dt!ll!rrnin11inn 111 
revoh the order. T1le mi.w CO\'l!rl the 
~rind f..- , ...... ,, t, 11118. 
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\\•~ 1if11\r. inlcn .. teJ p.uh~• •n 
nf1p11rtunity to c.umment. \\·~ r1•u:n ~t.1 111• 
rnmm1•nl1. Wr tlrlemune 1h .. 11lnn1e•l11. 
1nll'tr•lf'd purlh:t •re no lun1wr 
inlt•tt•tllt•J in conlinUMfUtn or lhl" l.rdt-f. 
Hnrl wr Hre n·\·ol.in111hr uriln '"' 
mrn.hHndiu rntl"rf'd. ur w1thdr11,.·n 
frum "·1trP.hnUIP. rur cnr.•umphttfl nn Uf 

Hiier lanuH~ I. 1!1111 

.... cnvtl DATI: lan11'41"\" 1. IY/111 

'°" PUll'n9 -~- Chn1h1pher 
Dr11ch or Bl!mard ea ..... .u. om .... of 
C<Mllpliance. lntemalion11I Tnodr. 
i\dminl1lrHlinn. lJ.S Dt!l'Hrtmrnl of 
Cnnimrrce. Wuhin111on. UC 20?31t 
lf'le11hone: 120ZI 377-VBG. 

._,.....,AllY -CMlllolTIDll: 

a.dr.1round 

On lanuuy ZU. 111& the Of!911r1 mr.nt 
nl C•Nnmen:e l"'lha Deparlmenn 
publi1hed ia the F ............. (53 •'R 
15041 the preliminary rewlta ol 111 
chan11r.d circu111atance1 admini.slraliu 
n?\·i,.w of lhe counlenailina dut)· order 
on canned luna from the Philiwin.,1 (., 
FR 50133. October 31. 11111.'lJ The 
Oepar1ment hH now complcled 1h .. 1 
adminlalrallve review In ac.curd11nce 
with section 751 of the TutJT A<:t ol 11130 
("the y.,m Act"J · 

~ ....... 
.,...,,.. coftt'!!d by lhl' "'vil'W 8"' 

ahipmente of lltttli,,i• Ilana p11cl.ed 11nd 
pre1r.rvl"d In a"' 111annH. not In 1111. In 
1if1ttlht contaml!t't. 5udi mt1tthandtae 11 
cum!lttly cla1alRahle andl!t' TSUSA Item 
nu111bP.nt ttt.Jnm. ltl.3040. and 
llZ.3491. T1M!w irnpor11 •~ arm!ntly 
clullift1ble llftdM HS Item rwmber1 
tlllM.14.20 and 111>4.14.30. Ttle ~wiew 
co_.. rhe period Irani lanaery 1. 19118. 

F\nal R...tta of lavlew md ...,_. ... 

We pwi lntl!reeled partiH an 
oppor1mltr to c:.1_...t on tlM! 
prellmi11uy reMlle and tent1tive 
dl'tiftWlinallon lo revoke. W1 niuoved 
no CDmmente. 

A1 a reeall ol our revt..w. we 
detet mine that Jamutic intenietl'd 
portie1 are no lonwet int,.,...ted ia 
conlinulioll ol tt. countenaili .. dulf 
order on canned tuna from the 
Phllirpiaea and that !hr order ahould be 
~wol.ed on thi• bul1. 

Therefan!. - ire._,.._ ... the order 
oa canned tvn1 fr'Dlll lb. Plillippinee 
ellecti ... l•-r l. 1-. We will 
in1tn1ct the C.1- ~ioP. to 
liquidate. widloet rqard IO 
co•tenailifll dutiw. all unllqolldated 
entrif!1 ol dail ~andiae entlll'lld. °' 
withdrawn from t¥uehouae. for 
c0111UmpU• Oii or afur tuuarr 1. 1-. 
ind to refund wllh laaaresl 811)' 

•••hmHIPd c1111nlPr\t11li"11 dulin 
i:oll.,ded .. ·ith reellf'£1 to thou p11rtlee 

Thia lldmini1treliH rewiew. 
""·"';ation. HnJ notice ere in •ccnrd11n1:1• 
,..,,h .,.r;tion 7!;1(hl and Ir.I of thl' l 11riR 
1\1.t (19 U.!i C. 1117S(bl. (cll and 111 Olt 
l~>.'l.41. 355 42. 
Gilber1•.k ....... 
. 11 ''"It ~ "•1.ctn:1t 5, . ...,,..tal') lm,...,,,rf 

'''"'""··"'"'''''" 
1l.1t•!·M;ird1:.!1.l~ 

l•R II·"· ~- •·•lcd ._z.t.aa a•~· •n•( 
.,.... __ _ 
IC~I 

s ............ "" Rod,.,_~ 
,., .. , ... , ........ ol Coulllw•-· 
Duty ............... ........ 

a~ Int"""'"°"•' Trad.. 
,\J..,ini1lr111tnn. lmpor1 AdminillHtlon. 
Cum""'"" 
ACTiOll: !\lot ica of rrellminary reaull• of 
i:uuntrn·11ili .. dul)' edininiatralive 
rr\'lew. 

~The Depar111teal ol 
Cnmmerce hat conducted en 
11dmini11t;i1h·e ...,,iew of the 
counlervaili"I duly order on atalnleu 
1tee1 •·Ire rad ffOlll Spain. The review 
coven !he perind lanuary 1. 1-
thrnu•h December 31, 1- and 11' 
rm1ram1. 

A1 a nttaft uf our l'e\'I-. WI 

rreh111illaril~ determine llil nat 1111Midv 
·tn be 1.lll percent ad rr1/11twtn darint die 
~riod of revww. We Invite Int-led 
partil'I In rn-•t on !lw.M preluninuy 
rnull1. 

lfflC'nft DAft: M.rdi U. 11m. 

... """""' ---TIGll COllTACT: 
SuHlt Sil•l'f or P.ul McG1n. omce uf 
Compli•nce. lntemattoual Trede 
Administration. U.S. Department ul 
Commf'ft'.e. WHhlntl'oa. DC 2D::Jn: 
IPleptlnntr. (?nZI 377-1137. 
._ ... ..,. ... ..owanDll: 

Bad pound 

On l•nulU)' 1 111113. !he IJetlar1111ent of 
Cnm-.n:e ,~,.._ O..pa~r·1 
puhlishl'd In tlie ,....._. ...... (41l I'll 
!l~J 1 cowill!rvallifll dulJ order on 
1t11inl- ateel wire rod &- ,._in. On 
fanuary lO. 11111. I SpaaDh .. poner. 
Roldan. S.A .• req•1ted In accordance 
with 19 CF1t JM. to an admiinialralln 
re\ iew el thia order. We publiMed Iha 
iniliatloa of the aclminia.trative IWYiew 
on februal'J 2l. 11187 (SZ FR SOii~ n.. 
1J,.1•11r1'""'1 hn now oondact..4 lhal 
admin111rat1n re~i•• ID -rctar­
with IM!ctlon 751 ol IM Tariff Ad ol tllilO 
("the TU"1f1 Act~~ 

Scope of R8'WW 

Thi· l!nitrcl S1a11-. h,,. .i~, ,.,,.,.,.,J ,, 
!11\·11h•1n nr fnrifr drt!11\ific .• 1l111n 1•.t-W•tl Ult 

1tw mlt•rrml1un.1I hurmunn:1·d ~\ !ll~·m 111 
r.11!tlt1m1 m1m1•n1.lutur1• (~1m,,:1r·~~ 11 

tnn•ulrrin• lr.11i1lal111n 111 1.unn·rt 1h1· 
llnil~cl St11tr1 lo lhit llarmuniz•'ll 
Sntc•n1 ("I ls·· J. In '1cw of th11 . ., ,. "111 
1,;. pto\'idin1 holh lh1· eppmp1111I• THrill 
S.:hl'duln nf the Unitr.J St111c1 
Ann111111ed ('1'SUSA"J item numhe,. 
and lhe 11opropn11te US ilt·m numbero 
with our product de11Cr1pt111n1 un a leal 
ha111. pl'lldinA Con11<r11inn11I •PJtro\·dl 
1\1 with 11.,. TSUSA. th<' ltS item 
nun\ht'n ••e provided rur conwc~rol'ft&:e 
rnd Cu11um1 purpuou. Tht• wrirt .. 11 

de•cription ren1H1n1 d1apo1111ive. 
We 11re requealina pelilione" 10 

iac:lude the epprupriale llS ilPm 
numberi•I H wrll a1 tJw TS' JSA ii""' 
numbert•I in all new pellliolul filr.d wilh 
ihe Dei-rtmenl. A refMen<~• copy of rhe 
propoeed I lannonlzed Sr1tem ldledule 
i1 naillble for con1ult•lioro al the 
Cenlnil Record1 UniL lttlOl'!I 8--08V. U.S. 
lbputment of Commerce. 14th Strllf'i 
and Con1!1tution AwenUtt NW .. 
Wuhintton. L'C 21112311. Aclditlonully. all 
Cu110- officee hne me- copies. 
alld petilionl'f'I m•J contact the lmpor1 
SpeciHlilf al their local Cust- office 
In ~I lhe 11ehedule. 

i.tport1 cnv.red by thf! ,.,,;.... •re 
ahip111M1ta of Span11h 1111inletla •!..el 
wire rod •hich i11dude1 r.niled. IPllll 

Ani1hed. hot-rol!Pd llH1n1 .... 11..t 
produr.11 of uppro~1m .. 1rl)' ruund wild 
cruH·IM'Cllun. nol under 0.20 inth nor 
O\'f!r 0.74 inrh in cliamf'IP.r. nnt trmpered 
or lrealed. not r•rlly mnnufactun'tl and 
\'lllul"d ,,..,., 4 rrnll l"'r pound. Such 
mf!rr.handi••· i• cu'"'ntly d .. aifiahle 
under TSUl;A itPm numher llO':'.zonn 
'l'hi• prndur.t 11 currentl)· dnuifi•blt1 
under ltS ilPm numhen ~%21.m.on.20 
end 7%21.01111.~. Wt! tn\'ill' r.nn1tnf!nl• 
from all inll'rP~lPCI pttrtiew nn lh10 llS 
cleatnr.etinn. 

The f'!\'i~w r.u,·r11 th" l'"""d l1tnuilry 
I. 1911R through 0.-.-rmllf'r 11. 1911111nd 
ai" P"'lran11. Rnl1IH11. S.A .. w111 lhl' nnly 
t.nown SpHni..h e•porter of a111inleu 
1teel wirt! rud In lhf! lJnilPtl Stales 
durin1 the p••riocl uf "'' ,..,. . 

Aaalyeia .. PNisr-
'111.imi· T,.,m 1 .. t0m 

Under the Conart..t ActMlll l"°"'a,. 
f'•tabtuhed by Royal l>ecrl'f' ,_/74. tlu! 
Spuial; pemment direct• banh to 
make Ions-limn loane to •tllf'I comrwoni,·• 
at Mlnw -rii•I retee. Sut-h '°8ne al"I" 
pnwlded fnr llJIPIO•matPl!f trn ,,..,. 
Roldan received a '°"l·t- lottn f.,, 
finalldnt new plant and equiprMftl ltl•I 
h11d • Otlt .. alldlfll halani:fl d11rin1 the 
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APPENDIX F 
EMBARGOES ON IMPORTS OF TUNA AND TUNA PRODUCTS 



IMPORT PROHIBmON OF TUNA AND 
TUNA PRODUCTS 

The following information lists import prohibitions on tuna and tuna products that 
have been imposed since 1975 (and in some cases, rescinded) under the Tuna 
Conventions Act of 1950, the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), or the 
Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976 (MFCMA). 

Effective 
Country Date Rescinded Statute Product 

Spain 11 /01 /75 07/19/83 Tuna Conventions Act Yellowfin tuna and tuna 
of 1950 products taken from the 

IATTC regulatory area (CYRA) 

Peru 01 /01 /75 07/01/83 MMPA Yellowflri tuna and tuna 
products 

Canada 08/31/79 09/03/80 MFCMA All tuna and tuna products 
(U.S. tuna 
vessel seizures 
Aug. 28, 1979) 

Costa Rica 02/01 /80 
(U.S. tuna 

03/11 /82 MFCMA All tuna and tuna products 

vessel seizures 
Dec. 13, 1979) 

" Senegal 02/01/80 03/11/82 MMPA Yellowfln tuna and tuna 
products 

Congo .02/20/80 03/11/82 MMPA Yellowfirl tuna and tuna 
products· 

Peru. 02/22180 04/19/83 MFCMA All tuna and tuna 
(U.S. tuna products 
vessel seizures 
Nov.12-13, 1979) 

Mexico 07/14/80 06/13/86 . MFCMA All tuna and tuna 
(U.S. tuna products 
vessels seizure 
July 8-14, 1980) 

Ecuador 11/21/80 04/19/83 MFCMA All tuna and tuna 
(U.S. tuna products 
vessels seizure 
Oct. 21-30, 1980) 

Mexico 02/01/81 05/21 /86 MMPA Yellowflri tuna and tuna 
products 

Papau New Guinea 04/06/82 04/08/82 MFCMA All tuna and tuna 
(U.S. tuna products 
vessel seizure 
Feb.10, 1982) 

USSR 04/04/83 03/07/89 MMPA Yellowfln· tuna and tuna 
products 

Solomon Islands 08/23/84 04/17/85 MFCMA All tuna and tuna 
(U.S. tuna products 
vessel seizure 
Jun. 25, 1984) 

Costa Rica 04/24/86 10/10/86 MFCMA All tuna and tuna 
(U.S. tuna products 
vessel seizure 
Jan. 29, 1986) 

El Salvador 10/10/86 9/18/89 MMPA Yellowfln tuna and tuna 
products 

Venezuela 10/16/88 11/23/88 MMPA All yellowfln tuna 

Vanuatu 10/16/88 11/14/88 MMPA All yellowfln tuna 
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Effective 
Country Oare Rescinded Statute Product 

Panama 10/16/88 11/23/88 MMPA All yellowfln tuna 

Ecuador 10/16/88 11/01/88 MMPA All yellowfln tuna 

Spain 12/14/88 02/21 /89 MMPA All yellowfln tuna 

Ecuador 09/07/90 09/11 /90 MMPA All yellowfin tuna 

Panama 09/07/90 11/16/90 MMPA All yellowfln tuna 

Mexico 10/10/90 111/14/90 MMPA All yellowfln tuna 

• Subject to reinstatement pending a hearing on Feb. 11, 1990. 
Source: U.S. Department of State, Bureau of Oceans and International Environmental and Scientific Affairs. facsimile 
transmission, Oct. 31, 1990. 
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1.8 Et.'l!OPEAN EOONOMIC OOHKJNITY (E.E,C.) - !lo. 14 (14th Edltlon) 

HEADING 
!lo. 

DESCRIPTION 

(02.10 19) 
- - Other: 

51 - - - - - - Boneless 
59 - - - - - - Other 

- - - - Dried or smoked: 
60 - - - - - Fore-ends and parts thereof 
70 - - - - - Loins and cuts thereof 

- - - - - Other: 
81 - - - - - - Boneless 
89 - - - - - - Other 
90 - - - Other 

20 - Heat of bovine animals: 
10 - - With bone in 
90 - - Sonelen 

90 - Other, including edible flours and meals of meat 
or meat offal: 

- - Heat: 
10 - ·• - Horsemeat, salted, in brine or dried 

- - • Of sheep and goats: 
11 - - - - With bone in 
19 - - - - Boneless 

. 20 - - - Other 
- - Offal: 
- - - Of domestic swine: 

31 - - - - Livers 
39 - - - - Other 

- - - Of bovine animals: 
41 - - - - Thick skirt and thin skirt 
49 - - - - Other 
60 - - - Of sheep and goats 

- - - Other: 
- - - - Poultry liver: 

71 - - .- - - Fatty livers of geese or ducks, salted or 
in brine 

79 - - - - - Other 
80 - - - - Other 
90 - - Edible flours and meals of meat or 111eat offal 

CHAPTER 3 

RATE OF W'I'Y 

Autonomous ' Conventional 
or Levy (AGR) '\ 

25 (AGR) 
25 (AGR) 

25 (AGR) 
25 (AGR) 

25 (AGR) 
25 (AGR) 

21+ 

21+ + ACR (1) 
24 + ACR (1) 

16 

21+ CAGR> 
2t. (AGR) 

ti. 

25 (AGR) 
25 (AGR) 

24 (AGR) (1) 
24 
24 

5 (AGR) 
16 (AGR) 

24 
24 + /&GR (1) 

10 

20 

3 
10 

FISH AND CRUSTACEANS, K>LLUSCS AND 01'llER AQUATIC INVERTEBRATES 

llOl'E 

l. tbb Chapter does not cover: 
a) marine 1181111Dala (heading No. 01..06) or 111eat thereof (heading No. 02.08 or 02.10); 

b) fish (including livers and roes thereof) or crustaceans, molluscs o.r other aquatic 
invertebrates, dead and unfit or unsuitable for h11111an consumption by reason of either 
their species or their condition (Chapter 5); flours, meals or pellet• of fish or of 
crustaceans, 11c>lluscs or other aquatic invertebrates, unfit for h\lman consumption 
(heading No. 23.01); or . · · 

c) cavtar or caviar substitutes prepared fr0111 fish eggs (beading No. 16.04). 

READillC 
No. 

03.0l Live flab: 
10 - Ornamental fish: 

10 - - Freshwater fish 
90 - - Saltwater fish 

- Other live fish: 

DESCRil"nON 
RATE OF DUTY 

AutonOIDOus '\ Conventional 
or LeY)' (AGR) '\ 

1.0 
15 

16 

Free 
15 

12 
91 00 - • trout (Sal1DO trutta, Salmo gairdneri, SallllO 

clartti, Salmo aguabonita, Salmo gilae) r---------
( 1) Under certain conditions, a levy ia applicable in addition to the cuat01Da duty. 
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HEADING 
No. DESCRIPTION 

03.01 92 00 - - Eels (Anguilla spp.) 
93 00 - - Carp 

03.02 

99 - - Other: 
- Freshwater fish: 

11 - - Pacific salmon (Oncorhynchus spp.), Atlantic 
Danube salmon salmon (Salmo salar) and 

(Hucho hucho) 
19 - - - - Other 
90 - - - Saltwater fish 

Fish, fresh or chilled, excluding fish fillets and 
other fish meat of heading No. 03.04: 
- Salmonidae, excluding livers and roes 

11 00 - - Trout (Salmo trutta, Salmo gairdneri, Salmo 

12 00 -

19 00 -

21 

10 -

JO -
90 -

22 00 -
23 00 -
29 

31 

32 

33 

39 

10 -
90 -

10 -

90 -

10 -

90 -

10 -

90 -

10 -

90 -
40 

10 -
90 -

50 

10 -
90 -

clarki, Salmo aguabonita, Salmo gilae) 
- Pacific salmon (Oncorhynchus spp.), Atlantic 

salmon (Salmo salar) · and Danube salmon (Rucho 
hucho) 

- Other 
Flat fish (Pleuronectidae, Bothidae, Cyno-
glossidae, Soleidae, Scophthalmidae and Citha­
ridae), excluding livers and roes: 

Halibut (Reinhardtius hippoglossoides, Hippo­
glossua hippoglossus, Hippoglossus stenolepis): 

- - Lesser or Greenland halibut (Reinhardtius 
hippoglossoides) 

• - Atlantic halibut (Hippoglossus hippoglossus) 
- - Pacific halibut (Hippoglossus stenolepis) 
- Plaice (Pleuronectes platessa) 
- Sole (Soles spp.) 
- Other: 
- - Hegrim (Lepidorhombus spp.) 
- - Other 
Tunas (of the genus Thunnus), skipjack or stripe­
bellied bonito (Eutbynnus (Katsuvonus) pelamls), 
excluding livers and roes: 
- Albacore or longfinned tunas (Thunnus alalunga): 
- - For the industrial manufacture of products 

falling within heading No. 16.04 (1) 
- - Other 
- Yellowfin tunas (Thunnus albacares): 
- - For the industrial manufacture of products 

falling within heading No. 16.04 (1) 
- - Other · 
- Sltipjack or stripe-bellied bonito: 
- - For the industrial manufacture of products 

falling within heading No, 16.04 (1) 
- - Other 
- Other: 
- - For the industrial manufacture of products 

falling within heading No. 16.04 (1) 
- - Other 
Herrings (Clupea harengus, Clupea pallasU), ex­
cluding livers and roes: 
- From 15 February to 15 June 
- From 16 June to 14 February 
Cod (Gadus morhua, Cadus ogac, Cadus macro­
cephalus), excluding livers and roes: 
- Of the species Cadus morhua 
- Other 

RATE OF OO'IY 

Autonomous \ Conventional 
or Levy (AG!l) \ 

10 
10 

16 
10 
17 

16 

16 
16 

15 
15 
15 
15 
15 

15 
15 

25 (2,3) 
25 (2) 

25 (2 ,3) 
25 (2) 

25 (2,3) 
25 (2) 

25 (2,3) 
25 (2) 

Free 
20 (2) 

15 
15 

3 
8 

2 
8 

16 

12 

2 
8 

8 
8 

15 
15 
15 

15 
15 

22 (2,4) 
22 ( 2,4) 

22 (2,4) 
22 (2,4) 

22 (2,4) 
22 ( 2,4) 

22 (2,4) 
22 (2,4) 

Free 
15 (2,5) 

).2 
15 

(1) Entry under this subheading is subject to conditions laid down in the relevant 
Community provisions. 

(2) Subject to compliance with the reference price, A countervailing tax is provided for 
in the case of non-compliance with the reference price, 

(3) Total suspension for an indefinite period. 
(4) Duty exemption for tuna and· fish of the genus Euthynnus, falling within headings Nos. 

03.02 and 03.03, intended for the canning industry, within the limits of a global annu­
al tariff quota of 17 250 tonnes to be granted by the competent Community authorities 
and subject to compliance with the reference price. Qualification for thls quota is 
subject to conditions laid down in the relevant Co1111DUnity provisions. 

(5) Duty exearptfon !<A t.erring falling within subheadings 03.02 40 90, 03,03 50 90, 03.04 
10 93, 03.04 10 98 and 03.04 90 25, within the limits of a global annual tariff quota 
of 34 000 tonnes to be granted by the competent Community authorities and subject to 
compliance with the reference price. 
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EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COHHUNITY (E.E,C.) No. 14 (14th Edition) 

READING 
No. DESCRIPTION 

RATE OF DUTY 

Autonomous \ Conventional 
or Levy (AGR) \ 

(03.02) 

61 
- Other fish excluding livers and roes: 

Sardines (Sardina pilchardus, Sardinops spp.) 
sardinella (Sardinella spp.) brisling or sprats 
(Sprattus sprattus): 

10 - Sardines of the species Sardina pilchardus 
30 - - - Sardines of the gerius Sardinops; sardinella 

(Sardinella spp.) 
Brisling or sprats (Sprattus sprattus): 

91 - - - - Froin 15 February to 15 June 
99 - - From 16 June to 14 February 

62 00 - - Haddock (Herlanogrammus aeglefinus) 
63 00 - - Coalfish (Pollachius virens) 
64 - • Mackerel (Scomber scombrus, Scomber austral-

65 

asicus, Scomber japonicus}: 
10 - From 15 February to 15 June 
90 · • - From 16 June to 14 February 

Dogfish and other sharks: 
20 - - - Dogfish of the species Squalus acanthias 
50 - - - Dogfish of the species Scyliniorhlnus spp. 
90 - - - Other 

66 00 - - Eels (Anguilla spp.) 
69 - - Other: 

11 -
19 -

21 -

25 

31 - -
33 -
35 -
41 -

- Freshwater fish: 
- Carp 
- Other 
Saltwater fish: 
- Fish of the genus Euthynnus, other than the 

skip jack or stripe-bellied bonitos 
(Euthynnus (Katsuwonus) pelamis) mentioned 
in subheadings Nos. 03.02 33 10 and 33 90: 

• - For the industrial·manufacture of prOducts :· 
falling within heading No. 16.04 (2) 

- Other 
- Redfish (Sebastes spp.): 

- Of the species Sebastes marinus 
- - Other · 
- Fish of the species Boreogadus saids 
• Whiting (Herlangus merlangus) 

45 - - -
51 - -

• Ling (Malva spp.) 
Alaska pollack (Theragrs chalcogramma) and 
pollack (Pollachius pollachius) 

55 -
61 -
65 
75 -
81 -
85 -

• Anchovies (Engrualis spp.) 
• Sea bream (Oentex dentex and Pagellus spp.) 

- ·Hake (Merluccius spp., Urophycis spp.) 
Ray's Bream (Brama spp.) 

• Honltfish (Lophius spp.) 
- Blue whiting (Hicromesistius poutassou or 

Gadus poutassou) 
95 - - Other 

70 00 - Livers and roes 

25 23 

15 15 

Free Free 
20 13 
15 15 
15 15 

Free Free 
20· 20 

15 8 (l} 
15 8 
lS 8 
10 3 

10 8 
10 8 

25 (3,4) 22 (J,5) 
25 (3) 22 (J,5) 

15 8 
lS 15 
15 12 
lS 15 
15 15 

15 15 
15 15 
15 15 
15 15 (6) 
15 15 
15 15 

lS 15 
15 15 
14 10 

03.03 Fish, frozen, excluding fish fillets and other fish 
meat of heading No. 03.04: 

10 00 - Pacific salmon (Oncorhynchus spp.), eitcluding 
livers and roes 

(l} 

(2) 

(J) 

(4} 
(5) 

(6} 

16 2 

Duty rate reduced to 6\ for piked dogfish (Squalus acanthius) falling within 
subheadings OJ.02 65 20 and OJ.OJ 75 20 within the limits of a global annual tariff 
quota of 5 000 to be granted by the competent Community authorities. 
Entry under this subheading is subject to conditions laid down in the relevant 
Co1111111nity provisions. 
Subject to compliance with the reference price. A countervailing tax is provided for in 
the case of non-compliance with the reference price. 
Total suspension for an indefinite periOd. 
Duty exemption for tuna and fish of the genus Euthynnus, falling within headings 
Nos. 03.02 and OJ.OJ, intended for the canning industry, within the limits of a global 
annual tariff quota of 17 250 tonnes to be granted by the competent Community author· 
ities and subject to compliance with the reference price. Qualification for this quota 
is subject to conditions laid down in the relevant Colllmunity provisions. 
Duty rate reduced to 8\ for silver hake (Herluccius bilinearis) falllng within sub· 
headings 03.02 69 95, 03.03 78 10 and 03.04 90 47, withln the limits of a global ann'll81 
tarlff quota of 2 000 tonnes to be granted by the competent Community authorities. 
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HEADING 
No, DESCRIPTION 

RAl'E OF DUTY 

AutonOllOUs ' Conventional 
or Levy (ACR) ' 

(03,03) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 
(4) 

• Other salmonidae, excluding livers and roes: 
21 00 • · Trout (Salmo trutta, Salmo gairdneri, Salmo 

clarki, Salmo aguabonita, Salmo gilae) 
22 00 · · Atlantic salmon (Salmo sslar) and Danube salmon 

(Hucho hucho) 
29 00 • • Other 

31 

• Flat fish (Pleuronectidae, Bothidae, Cynogl.Dssi· 
.dae, Soleidae, Scophthalmidae and Citharidae), ex· 
eluding livers and roes: 

Halibut (Reinhardtius hippoglossoides, Hippo· 
glossus hippoglossus, Hippoglossus stenolepis): 

10 • · · Lesser or Greenland halibut (Reinhardtiua 
hippoglossoides) 

30 · Atlantic halibut (Hippoglossus hippoglossus) 
90 • Pacific halibut (Rippoglossus stenolepis) 

32 00 · · Plaice (Pleuronectes platessa) 
33 00 • • Sole (Solea spp.) 
39 • · Other: 

41 

42 

43 

49 

so 

10 • - · Flounder (Platichthys flesus) 
20 - - - Hegrim (Lepidorhombus spp.) 
90 - - - Other 

• 'IIJna1 (of the genus Ihunnus), skipjack or stripe· 
bellied bonito (Euthynnus (Katsuwonus) pelamh), 
excluding livers and roes: 

- · Albacore or longfinned tunas (Thunnus alalunga): 
For the industrial manufacture of products 
falling within heading No, 16,04 (1): 

11 • - • • Whole 
13 ~ - • - Gill~ and gutted 
19 · · - • Other (for example "heads off") 
90 - • - Other 

Yellowfin tunas (Thunnus albacares): 
- For the industrial manufacture of products 

falling within heading No, 16.04 (1): 
• Whole: 

12 - • • • • Weighing more than 10 kg each 
18 • • • • • Other 

- · Cilled and gutted: 
· 32 • - · - · Weighing more t.han 10 kg each 

38 - · - Other 
Other (for example "heads off''): 

- - - Weighing more than 10 kg each 
- - Other 

52 - -
58 -
90 - • - Other 

Skipjack or stripe-bellied bonito: 
- For the industrial manufacture of products 

falling within heading No, 16.04 (1): 
11 - • • • Whole 
13 • - • - Gilled and gutted 
19 • • - - Other (for example ''heads off") 
90 - - - Other 

Other: 
- For the industrial manufacture . of products 

falling within heading No. 16.04 (1): 
11 - - - - Whole 
13 • - • - Gilled and gutted 
19 - - - - Other (for example "heads off") 
90 - • • Other · 

- Herrings (Clupea harengus, Clupea pallasii), ex­
cluding livers and roes: 

10 - - From 15 February to 15 June 

16 

16 
16 

15 
15 
15 
15 
15 

15 
15 
15 

25 (2,3) 
25 (2,3) 
25 (2,3) 

2!i (2) 

25 (2,3) 
25 (2,3) 

25 (2,3) 
25 (2,3) 

25 (2;3) 
25 (2,3) 

25 (2) 

25 (2,3) 
25 (2,3) 
25 (2,3) 

25 (2) 

25 (2,3) 
25 (2,3) 
25 (2,3) 

25 (2) 

Free 

12 

2 
9 

8 
8 

15 
15 
15 

15 
15 
15 

--- 22 (2,4) 
22 ( :l,4) 
22 (2,4) 
22 (2,4) 

20 (2,4) 
20 (2,4) 

22 (2,4) 
22 (2,4) 

22 (2,4) 
22 (2,4) 
22 (2,4) 

22 (2,4) 
22 (2,4) 
22 (2,4) 
22 (2,4) 

Free 

Entry under this subheading is subject to conditions laid down in the relevant 
Community provisions. -
Subject to compliance with the reference price. A countervailing tax ia provided for in 
the case of non-compliance with the reference price. 
Total suspension for an indefinite period. 
Duty exemption for tuna and fish of the genus Euthynnus, falling within head­
ings Noa. 03.02 and 03.03, intended for the canning industry, within the limits of a 
global annual tariff quota of 17 250 tonnes to be granted by the competent Community 
authorities and subject to compliance with the reference price. Qualification for this 
quota is subject to conditions laid down in the relevant Community provisions. 
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tultOPEAH ECONOHlC COHMlJNl?Y (E.E.C.) • No. 14 (14th Edition) 

llE.\DlNC 
flo. DESCRlPTlON 

03.0l 79 41 - - Fish of the species Boreogadus saida 
45 • - Whiting (Merlangus me•langus) 
51 • - - - Ling (Motva sp?.) 
55 • - - - Alaska pollack (Tlleragra chatcograma) and 

pollack (Pollachius pullachius) 
Fish of the species Orcynopsls unicolor: 

61 • - - - • From 15 February to l5 June 
63 - - - From 16 June to 14 February 
65 - - Anchovies (Engraulis spp.) 
71 • · Sea bream (Dentex dentex and Pagellus spp.) 
75 • - - ·Ray's 8ream (Brama spp.) 
81 • • Monltfish (Lophlus spp.) 
83 • - - • Blue "'1itlng (11icroaie'sist ius poutassou or 

Cadus poutassou) 
99 • - • • Other 

80 00 - Livers and roes 

Ol.04 Fish fillets and other fish meat ("'1ether or net 
minced), fresh, chilled or frozen: 

10 • Fresh or chilled: 
· • Fillets: 

- Of freshwater fieh: 
ll - Of trout (Salmc trutta, Salmo gairdneri, 

Salmo clarlti, Salmc agua~nits, Salmo gilae) 
13 - - Of Pacific salmon (Oncorhynchus spp.), 

Attantic aal1110n (Salmo salar) and Danube 
aal1110n (Rucho hucho) 

19 - - - - Of other freshwater fish 
Other: 

31 - - - - Of cod (Cadus morhua, Gadus ogac, Gadus 
macrocephalua) and of fish of the species 
Boreogadus saida 

39 • Other 
- ·Other fieh meat (>rhether or not minced): 

91 - - - Of freshwater fish 
- - • Other: 

- Flaps of herring: 
92 - - - - ·· From 15 February to 15 June 
93 - - • - - From 16 June to 14 February 
98 - - • - Other 

20 - Frozen fillets: 
- - Of freshwater fish: 

11 • Of trout (Salmo trutta, Salmo gairdneri, Salmo 
clarki, Sal.mo aguabonita, Salmo .gilae) 

13 · • • Of Pacific salmon (Oncorhynchus spp.), Atlant· 
ic salmon (SalllO salar) and Danube salmon 
(Hucho huc:ho) 

19 · Of other freshwater fish 
- - Of cod (Gadus morhua, Gadua macrocephalus, Gadua 

ogac) and of fish of the species Boreogadua 
satda: 

21 - Of cod of the species Cadua macrocephalua 
29 - · - Other. 
31 - - Of coalfiah (Pollachiua vtrene) 
33 Of haddock (Herlanogramua aeglefinus) 

- - Of redfish (Sebastea spp.}: 
35 · - - Of the specie• Sebastes marlnus 
37 - - - Other 
41 - - Of vhiting (Herlangus merlangus) 
43 • • Of ling (Molva spp.) 
45 Of tuna (of the genus Thunnua) and of fish of 

the genus Euthynnua 
- • Of mackerel (Scomber scombrus, Scomber austral· 

aaicus, Scomber japonicus) and of fish of the 
species Orcynopsis unicolor: 

51 - - • Of mackerel of the species Scomber austral· 
'aaicus 

RAn: OF Dll'1'Y 

Autonomous '\ Conventional 
or 'Levy (ACR) ' 

15 l2 (1) 
IS lS 
JS 15 

15 15 

Free Fr Pe 
20 20 
15 15 
15 15 
15 15 
15 15 

15 15 
15 15 
14 10 

16 12 

16 2 
13 9 

18 18 
18 18. 

8 8 

Free Free 
20 1'5 
18 15 (2) 

16 12 

16 2 
13 9 

1'1 15 
18 lS (1,3) 
111 15 
l3 15 

18 12 
18 15 
18 IS 
18 lS 

Ut 18 

18 

(1) Subject to limits snd conditions to be deteT111ined by the comptent authorities. 
(l) Puty exemption for herring falling within subheadings 03.02 40 90, 03.03 50 90, Ol.04 

10 93, 03.04 10 95 and 03.04 90 25, vi.thin the limits o{ a global annual tariff quota 
of 34 000 tonnes to be granted l>Y the competent Community authot'it1es and subject to 
compliance with the reference price. 

(2) Puty rate reduced to !I'\. for cod of the ~pecies Cadus morhua \olithin the limits cf a 
global annual tariff quota of 10 000 ton1\es to be grantr:d by the competent Community 
authorities. 
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HEADING 
No. DESCRIPTION 

RATE OF.DUTY 

Autonomous '\ Conventional 
or Levy (AGR) '\ 

03.04 20 53 - - - Other 18 15 
- - Of hake (Metluccius spp., Urophycis spp.): 

57 - - - Of hake of the genus Herluccius 
59 - - - Of hake of the genus Urophycis 

- - Of dogfish and other sharks: 
61 - Of dogfish (Squalus acanthias and Scylio-

rhinus spp.) 
69 - - - Of other sharks 
71 - - Of plaice (Pleuronectes platessa) 
73 - - Of flounder (Platichthys flesus) 
75 - - Of herring (Clupea harengus, Clupea pallasii) 
79 - - Of megrim (Lepidorhombus spp.) 
81 - - Of Ray's Bream (Brama spp.) 
83 - - Of monkfish (Lophius spp.) 
85 - - Of Alaska pollack (Theragra chalcogramma) 
98 - - Other 

90 - Other: 
10 - - Of freshwater fish 

- - Other: 
- - - Of herring (Clupea harengus, Clupea pallasii): 

21 - - - - From 15 February to 15 June 
25 - - From 16 June to 14 February 
31 - - - Of redfish (Sebastes spp.) 

-· Of cod ( Gadus morhua, Gadus ogac , Gadus macro­
cephalus) and of fish of the species Boreo­
gadus saida: 

35 - - Of cod of the species Gadus macrocephalus 
38 - - - - Of cod of the species Gadus morhua 
39 - - Other 
••l - .- - Of coal fish (Pollachius virens) 
45 - Of haddock (Merlanogrammus aeglefinus) 

- - - Of hake (Herluccius spp., Urophycis spp.): 
47 - - - - Of hake of the genus Merluccius 
49 - - - - Of hake of the genus Urophycis 
51 - - - Of·megrim (Lepidorhombus spp.) 
55 - Of Ray's Bream (Brama spp.) 
57 - - - Of monkfish (Lophius spp.) 
59 - Of blue Whiting (Micromesistius poutassou or 

Gadus poutassou) 
61 - - - Of Alaska pollack (Tberagra chalocgramma) 
98 - - - Other 

18 15 (1,2) 
18 15 

18 15 
18 15 
18 15 
18 15 
18 15 
18 15 
18 15 
18 15 
18 15 
18 15 

8 8 

Free Free 
20 (3) 13 0,4) 

15 8 

15 15 
15 12 (5) 
15 15 (5) 
15 15 
15 15 

15 15 (6) 
15 15 
15 15 
15 15 
15 15 

15 15 
15 15 
15 15 

03.05 Fish, dried, salted or fn brine; smoked fish, 
Whether or not cooked before or during the smoking 
process; fish meal fit for human consumption: 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 
(6) 

10 00 - Fish meal fit for human consumption 
20 00 - Livers and roes, dried, smoked, salted or in brine 
30 Fish fillets, dried, salted or in brine, but not 

smoked: 
- - Of cod (Gadus morhua, Gadus ogac, Gadus macro­

cephalus) and of fish of the species Boreogadus 
saida: 

11 - - - Of eccl of the species Gadus macrocephalus 
19 - - - Other 
30 - - Of Pacific salmon (Oncorhyncus app.), of Atlant­

ic salmon (Salmo salar), and Danube salmon 
(Hucho hucho), salted or in brine 

50 - - Of lesser or Greenland halibut (Reinhardtius 
hippoglosaoides), salted or in brine 

90 - - Other 

15 
15 

18 
:'0 

18 

18 
18 

13 
11 

16 
20 

15 

15 
16 

Subject to compliance vith the reference price. 
Duty rate reduced to 10'\ subject to compliance vith the reference pricl!, for frozen 
fillets presented as industrial blocks, with bones (standard) within the limits of an 
annual tariff quota of 5 000 tonnes, for the period 1 July to 31 December, to te grant­
ed by the competent authorities. 
Subj~ct to compliance with the reference price. A countervailing tax is provided for in 
the case of non-compliance vith the reference price. 
Duty exemption for herring falling within subheadinss 03,02 40 90, 03.03 50 90, 03.oi. 
10 93, 03.04 10 95 and 03.04 90 25, vithin the limits of a global annual tariff quota 
of 34 000 tonnes to be granted by the competent Community authorities and subject to 
compliance with the reference price, 
Subject to limits and conditions to be determined t>Y the competent authorities. 
Duty rate reduced to 8'\ for silver hake (Herluccius bilinearis) falling within subhead­
ings 03.02 69 95, 03.03 78 10 and 03.04 90 4 7, wit Mn the limits of a global annual 
tariff quota of 2 000 tonnes to be grsnted by the competent Co111111Unity authorities. 
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NOTE 

EUROPEAN ECONOMIC CC»4HIJNITY (E.E.C.) • No. lit (lltth Edition) 

S E C T 1 0 N IV 

PREPARED FOOnstUFFS; BEVERAGES, SPIRITS AND VINEGAR; 
l'OBACCO AND MANUFAC'IURED l'OBACCX> SUBSTITUTES 

6i 

1. In this Section, the term "pellets" means products which have been aggl0111erated either 
directly by compresaion or by the addition of a binder in a proportion not exceeding 3' 
by weight. 

NO'l'E 

CHAPTER 16 

.PREPARATIONS OF HEAT, OF FISH, OR OF CRUSTACEANS, 
MOLLUSCS OR OTHER AQUATIC INVERTEBRATES 

1. '!his Chapter doea not cover meat, meat offal, fiah, crustaceans, molluscs or other aqu­
atic invertebrates, prepared or preserved by the processes specified in Chapter 2 or 3. 

2. Food preparation• fall in this aiapter provided that they contain more than 2°' by weight 
of aausage, meat, meat offal, blood, fish or crustaceans, molluscs or other aquatic in· 
vertebrates, or any combination thereof. In cases where the preparation contains two or 
more of the producta mentioned above, it is classified in the heading of Chapter 16 cor­
reaponding to the component or component• which predominate by weight. These provisions 
do not apply to the stuffed products of heading No. 19.02 or to the preparations of 
beading No. 21.03 or 21.04. 

SUBHEADING NOTES 

1. For the purposes of subheading No. 16.02 10, the expression ''homogenised preparations" 
means preparartf.ons of meat, meat offal ·or blood, finely homogenised, put up for retail 
sale aa infant food or for dietetic purposes, in containers of a net weight content not 
exceeding 250 g. For the application of· this definition no account is to be taken of 
small quantities of any ingredients which may have been added to the preparation for sea­
soning, preservation or other purposes. These preparations may contain a small quantity 
of visible pieces of meat or meat offal. This subheading takes precedence over all other 
subheadings of heading No. 16.02. · 

2. The fish and· crustacean• apecified in the aubheadings of heading No. 16.04 or 16.05 under 
their common name8 only, are of the same species as those mentioned in Chapter 3 under 
the same name. -

ADDITIONAL NO'l'ES 

1. For the purposes of subheadings 16.02 31 11, 16.02 39 11, 16.02 50 10, 16.02 90 61 and 
16.02 90 71 the term "uncooked" sh,all ·apply to products which have not been· subjected to 
any heat treatment or which have been subjected to a heat treatment insufficient to 
ensure the coagulation of meat proteins in the whole of the product and which therefore, 
in the case of subheadings 16.02 50 10, 16.02 90 61 and 16.02 90 71 show traces of a 
pinkish liquid on the cut surface when the product is cut along a line passing through 
its thickest part. 

2. For the purposea of subheadings 16.02 41 10, 16.02 i.2 10 and 16.02 49 11 to lS.02 i.9 '.'..~ 
the expression "parts thereof" applies only to prepared or preserved meat which, due to 
the aize and the characteristics of the coherent muscle tissue, is identifiable 811 hav~ng 
been obtained from hams, shoulders, loina, or collars of domestic swine, as the casP. nay 
be. 

HEAD INC 
No. DESCRIPTION 

16.01 00 Sausages and similar product•, of meat, meat offal 
or blood; food preparations baaed on these products: 

10 - Of liver 
- Other (1): 

91 - - Sausages, dry for spreading, uncooked 
99 - - Other 

, 

RATE OF Dlrrr 

Autonomous., Conventional 
or Levy (AGR) ' 

24 (ACR) 

21 (ACR) 
21 (ACR) 

24 

(1) The levy applicable to sausage• imported in containers which alao contain preservative 
liquid la collected on the net weight, 1.e. after deduction of the weight of the 
liquid. 
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HEADING 
No. 

DESCRIPTION 

(16.02 90) 
- - Oth'!r: 

- - Of sheep or goats: 
71 - - - - - Uncooked; mixtures of cooked meat or 

offal and uncooked meat or·offal 
79 - - - Other 
99 - - - - - - Other 

16.03 00 Extracts and juices of meat; fish or crustaceans, 
molluscs or other aquatic invertebrates: 

10 - In immediate packings of a net content of 1 kg or 
less 

30 - In immediate packings of a net content of more 
than 1 kg but less than 20 kg 

90 - Other 

16.04 Prepared or preserved fish; caviar and caviar sub­
stitutes prepared from fish eggs: 
- Fish, 'Whole or in pieces, but not minced: 

11 00 - - Salmon 
12 - - Herrings: 

10 - - - Fillets, raw, merely coated with batter or 
t>readcrumbs, 'Whether or not prefried in oil, 
deep frozen 

90 - Other 
13 - - Sardines, sardinella and brisling or sprats: 

10 - - - Sardines 
90 - - - Other 

14 - - Tunas, skipjack and Atlantic bonito (Sarda 
spp.): 

10 - - - Tunas and skipjack 
90 - - - Atlantic bonito (Sarda spp.) 

15 - - Hackere 1: 
10 - - - Of the species Scomber scombrus and Scomber 

japonicua 
90 - - - Of the species Scomber australasicus 

16 00 - - Anchovies 
19 - - Other: 

10 - - - Salmonidae, other than salmon 
30 - Fish of the genus Euthynnus, other than 

sldpjack (Euthynnus (Katsuwonus) pelamis) 
50 - - - Fish of the species Orcynopsis unicolor 

- Other: 
91 - - Fillets, raw, merely coated with batter or 

breadcn111bs, 'Whether or not prefried in oil, 
deep frozen 

99 - Other 
20 - Other prepared or preserved fish: 

10 - - Of salmon 
30 - - Of salmonidae, other than salmon 
40 - - Of anchovies 
50 - - Of sardines, bonito, mackerel of the species 

Scomber scombrus and Scomber japonicus, fish of 
the species Orcynopsis unicolor 

70 - - Of tunas, skipjack or other fish of the genus 
Euthynnus · 

90 - - Of other fish 
30 - Caviar and caviar substitutes: 

10 - - Caviar (sturgeon roe) 
90 - - Caviar substitutes 

16. 05 Crustaceans, molluscs and other aquatic inverteb-
rates, prepared or preserved: 

10 00 Crab 
20 00 - Shrimps and prawns 
30 00 - Lobster 
40 00 - Other crustaceans 
90 - Other: 

10 - - Mollusca 
90 - - Other aquatic invertebrates 

>-------~---~~~~~ 
(1) See Au.1:1;. 

RATE OF D1J'I'Y 

Autonomous \ 
or Levy (AGR) 

20 
20 
26 

24 

9 
Free 

20 

18 
23 

25 
25 

25 
25 

25 
25 
25 

20 

25 
25 

18 
25 

20 
20 
25 

25 

25 
25 

30 
30 

20 
20 
20 
20 

20 
26 

Conventional 
\ 

(1) 
(1) 
26 

20 

4 
Free 

5.5 

15 
20 

25 
20 

24 
25 

25 
20 

7 

24 
25 

15 
20 

,. ' .l •• t 

7 

25 

21, 
20 

30 
30 

16 
20 
20 
20 

20 
26 
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ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE ECONOMIC 
EFFECT'S OF TARIFFS ON 11.JNA 

The purpose of this appendix is to explain the analytical framework, or model, whieh 
underlies the estimation of the effects of tariffs in Chapter 6. This model captures both 
the direct effects of tariffs and their indirect repercussions. The discussion here will first 
consider the market for imported canned tuna using the standard tools of supply and 
demand. Next it looks further at the supply side of the import market, through which 
tariffs affect the world market for canned tuna. The following two sections consider the 
import market's demand side, which links that market with the supply and demand for 
domestic canned tuna. The final section summarizes the various impacts of tariffs. 

The Effect of Tariffs on the Price and Quantity of Imported Tuna 

Figures H-1 and H-2 use a standard supply/demand framework to iIIustrate the 
direct effect of tariffs ori both the world supply price Pw of traded tuna and the domestic 
price PM of imported tuna. 1 The figures apply to the market for imported tuna in either 
the United States or the European Community (EC). The supply curve SM represents the 
quantities that tuna exporters are willing to offer in this market at each price. At higher 
prices, more will be offered, both because overseas suppliers will find it profitable to 
increase production and because tuna will be diverted from other export markets. The 
demand curve DM represents the amount of imported . tuna that consumers (or 
distributors) will wish to purchase at each price. The lower the price, the greater will be 
the quantity demande.d. 

. . 

In the absence of a tariff, the market-clearing price is given by the intersection of the 
two curves DM and SM. In this case PM and Pw are equaL OM in Figure H-1 represents 
the quantity of imports. 

In the presence of a tariff, however, PM and Pw are not equal. Rather, 

PM = Pw (l+t) 

where t represents the percentage ad-valorem tariff rate. Hence, for example, a 20 
percent ad valorem tariff implies that the domestic price of imported tuna will be 1. 2 
times the price of tuna in world trade. This case is depicted in Figure H-2. As in the 
previous figure, curve SM represents the quantity offered by overseas suppliers at the 
net-of-tariff price. Curve S' M represents quantities offered at the gross-of-tariff price at 
which imported tuna sells in the domestic market. The market clears it the price PM and 
quantity OM given by the intersection of DM and S' M . Pw is given by the height of SM at 
OM, and the vertical distance between S' M and SM at OM represents the value of the 
per-unit tariff. 

P0 in Figure H-2 represents the price (both Pw and PM) that would have prevailed in 
the absence of a tariff. In general, a tariff both raises PM and reduces world supply price 
Pw· The extent to which each of PM and Pw change depends on the relative slopes of SM 
and DM .2 If, for example, SM were horizontal, a tariff would reduce the quantity 
imported but would not i'.lffect world supply price at all. PM would rise by the full amount 
of the tariff. That, in fact, is a reasonable approximation of the effect of tariffs in cases 
where the country (or tariff region) concerned imports too small a proportion of world 
trade in a commodity for changes in imports to affect the world price. In the case of tuna, 
however, the United States and the EC each import 40 percent 'qr more of the quantity 
traded in world markets. Thus their tariffs have an important impact on world prices. 

' The model abstracts from transportation costs and other charges. As these costs affect only the 
level of the world supply price and not the changes in price due to the tariff, this simplification makes 
no difference for the model's implications. Another simplification that the model will make initially is 
to consider tuna as a homogeneous commodity. At a later point in the analysis we shall consider the 
im~ortance of qualitative differences. 

The relative slopes of these and other curves in the figures in this appendix are measured by 
elasticities, which is why the calculations noted in Chapter 6 use elasticities. 



Figure H-1 
The market for Imported canned tuna 
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--------------"'------------- Quantity 
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Figure H-2 
The effects of a tariff on the Import market 
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The next sections will consider the factors that contribute to the shapes of these 
supply and demand curves. In doing so, they will also clarify how tariffs on imported tuna 
affect both foreign markets and the market for dbtnestic canned tuna. 

The Supply of Imported Tuna 

The derivation of the shape of the supply curve is conceptually straightforward. For 
any given world price, the quantity of tuna supplied to a particular country or tariff ,area is 
the difference between what exporters offer and what third countries purchase. Jrriport 
supply to a particular country is thus the residual between world export supply and 
demand by other importers, as illustrated in Figure H-3.3 For any given price, the 
quantity supplied to the country in question (represented by the curve SM in figures"H-1 
and H-2) is the horizontal distance between world supply curve Sw and the demand . 
curve for the "rest of the world" DRow .4 

The interaction between the world tuna market and the market where the tariff is 
imposed works in both directions. A tariff decreases imports and reduces the world supply 
price of tuna. As figure H-3 implies, this decline in price leads to increased consumption 
and reduced production elsewhere in the world.s 

Figure H-3 
The world market for canned tuna 

Price 

Sw 
Quantity of Imports 

---------------------------- Quantity 

The Demand for Imported Canned Tuna 

3 This is strictly true only if tuna products destined for different markets are perfectly substitutable. 
In t~e very .short run they are not, for they differ in such attributes as style of can, labelling, and 
specific vanety of tuna used. In the medium to longer run, however, substitutability is quite high. 
Production lines can easily shift to different cans, labels, and varieties of fish. 

• The calculations presented in Chapter 6 apply a range of plausible values of elasticities for Sw and 
DROW to develop upper- and lower-bound estimates for the elasticity of SM. · 

11 Under likely dem!'-nd. conditions, increased cc;insumpt!on in the rest of the world does not make up 
for reduced consumption in the country where tariffs are imposed. Thus tariffs anywhere reduce both 
consumption and production in the world as a whole. 



The shape of the impon demand curve in a given country depends on the relationship 
between consumer demand for imponed tuna and consumer demand for domestically 
produced tuna. Suppose, for example, that foreign and domestic tuna are perfect 
substitutes as far as consumers (and distributors) are concerned.6 In that case, the 
quantity of impons at any given price is simply the difference between the amount that 
consumers are willing to purchase and the amount that domestic producers are willing to 
supply. In other words, impon demand is the residual between domestic demand and 
domestic supply. 

Figure H-4 illustrates this with supply curve Sdom for domestic supply and demand 
curve D for total tuna demand. The horizontal distance between the curves represents the 
quantity of impons demanded at each price. 

Figure H-4 
The domestic market for canned tuna (for the case of perfect substitutes). 

P1 

Po 

Price 

Sdom 

--1--------' I I 
I I 

·I I 
I I 

·1 I 
I I 
I I 
I I D 
I I ._ ________ ....,_ ...... 1-.,. _____ _..1 ..... ______ Quantity 

adomO·ac1orn1 a, ao 

As a note in the text explains, there are reasons to believe that foreign and domestic 
tuna are close substitutes. In many cases the same brand names are applied to both, they 
have similar labels, and there is little or no qualitative difference in the contents. 
Nevenheless there is, at least, some difference between domestic and imponed tuna in 
the specific mix of products, and we must allow the possibility that consumers ·do not 
regard them as perfect substitutes. But even if consumers do regard them as perfect 
substitutes, the distributors who choose between foreign and domestic tuna may not. 

When imponed and domestic tuna are imperfect substitutes, then there is a less direct 
link between the consumer demands for each. Still, a rise in the price of imponed tuna 
will both reduce total consumption of tuna and cause some switching from imponed to 
domestic tuna. The magnitudes of these two effects will determines the slope of the 
impon demand curve OM in Figures H-1 and H-2.7 

9 This case corresponds to an infinite cross-price elasticity. The upper-bound assumptions 
presented in Tables 6-3 through 6-7 involve very high (virtually infinite) cross-price elasticities. 

7 These magnitudes are measured by the elasticity of composite demand and the cross-price 
elasticities used in the calculations in Chapter 6. 
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The Effeet 9f ·Tariffs on the Domestic Canned Tuna Industry 

The foregoing considerations can be turned. around to consider the impact of tariffs 
. on the supply of, and deman·d for, domestic canned tuna. If domestic and imported 
canned tuna are perfect substitutes, then the same price will apply to each. A tariff will 
raise the price of domestic tuna the same amount as imported tuna. In general this will be 
less than the full amount of the tariff. Figure H-4 illustrates how this will reduce 
consumption of tuna while increasing both the price and quantity produced of domestic 
~una. Consumer demand is represented by ·Curve D and domestic production by curve 

. Sdom· P0 represents the price without a tariff, P1 the price with a tariff, Q0 and Q 1 the 
quantities demanded without and with a tariff, and Odomo and 0dom 1 the quantities 
produced domestically without and with a tariff. For each price the quantity imported is 
the horizontal distance between curves D and Sdom. 

When domestic and imported tuna .are imperfect substitutes, the link is less direct. A 
rise in the price of imported tuna will lead consumers to shift to domestic tuna. This is 
reflected in Figure H-5 by the rightward shift in the demand curve for domestic tuna, 
Odom· This figilre uses the same notation as the previous figure. As in the previous case, 
both the price and quantity of domestic tuna rise. However, in this case the rise in price 
of domestic tuna is less than the rise in price of imported tuna.a This is because, if the rise 
in price were equal, then consumers would not switch from imported tuna to domestic, 
and sales of domestic tuna would not increase. 

Figure H-5 
The market for domestic t'-'na (for the case of Imperfect substitutes) 
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Po 
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sdom 
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A Summary of the Effects of a Tariff 

The most direct effect of a tariff is to raise the domestic price of imported tuna above 
the world supply price. The domestic price does not rise by the full amount of the tariff 
because the tariff depresses the world supply price. In the domestic market, the tariff 
leads indirectly to a rise in the price of domesticalJy produced tuna and an increase in the 
quantity produced. In the world as a whole, the depressed supply price leads to reduced 
production in exporting countries and increased imports in other importing countries. It 
also leads to reduced domestic production in other importing countries. 

8 This is because, if the rise in price were equal, then consumers would not switch from imported 
tuna to domestic, and sales of domestic tuna would not increase. 






