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PREFACE

The Commission instituted the present investigation on October 20, 1988, pursuant
to section 1937 of the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988. The
investigation is being conducted under section 332(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19
U.S.C. 1332(g)) for the purpose of monitoring and investigating U.S. imports of fresh,
chilled, or frozen lamb meat.? "In this, the last of two scheduled reports during this
investigation, the Commission:

(a) describes U.S. regulatory treatment, including providing a background of U.S.
countervailing duties applicable to imports of lamb meat from New Zealand,;

(b) describes the U.S. marKet in terms of channels of distribution, location of
markets for lamb meat, and so-forth;

(c) describes the U.S. industry in terms of number and geographic distribution of
lamb growers, processors, and importers; production; consumption; inventories;
profits; employment; capital generation; and costs of production for live lambs
and fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat; and :

(d) discusses U.S. imports of lamb meat in terms of quantity and value, source, and
as a share of U.S. consumption and the relative strengths and weaknesses of
U.S. imports and the domestic product in the U.S. market. Also, the role of the
United States in world lamb meat trade is reviewed.

Public notice of the investigation was given by posting copies of ihe notice at the
Office of the Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission, Washington, DC, and by
publishing the notice in the Federal Register (F.R.)2 of November 9, 1988.

The information contained in this report was obtained from a variety of sources
including U.S. and foreign government agencies, U.S. and foreign academic institutions,
the United Nations, and industry trade associations. Domestic producers, processors,
purchasers, importers, and distributors also provided much wuseful information.
Additional information came from written submissions of interested parties, and
fieldwork with various segments of the lamb raising and processing industries.

' Sec. 1937 of the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988 is reproduced in App. A.
2 A copy of the notice of the Commission’s investigation is reproduced in App. B.
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terminated April 11, 1985, the U.S. International Trade Commission did not conduct a
so-called injury test. The Commission conducted a countervailing duty investigation
concerning imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat from New Zealand in 1981,
and an antidumping and countervailing duty investigation concerning such imports from
New Zealand in 1984. '

Table A . )
Profile of U.S. fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat industry, 1986-89

Absolute Percentage
change, change,
1989 1989
Item 1986 1987 1988 1989 from 1986 from 1986
Production (1,000 pounds)' ........ 322,683 302,747 320,755 332,228 9,545 s 3
Value of production ($1,000) ....... 456,583 458,191 486,683 475,085 18,502 4
Number of producers? ............. 954 906 877 869 (85) (9)
Exports ($1,000) ................. (3) ) (°) () (4) (4)
imports:
Austratia ($1,000) ............... 11,107 18,551 17,853 18,254 7.147 64
New Zealand ($1,000) ........... 14,557 9,247 13,652 15,442 885 6
Total ($1,000) ................ 25,683 28,025 31,604 33,739 8,056 31
Trade balance ($1,000) ........... (25,683) (28,025) (31,604) (33,739) (8,056) (31)
Apparent consumption($1,000) ..... 482,266 486,216 518,287 508,824 26,558 6
Ratio of imports to apparent
consumption (percent) .......... 5 6 6 7 2 40

' Estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commission.
2 Number of slaughter plants. )
2 U.S. exports of fresh, chilled, or frozen iamb meat are negligible or nil.
4 Not meaningful. ’
Note.—Because of rounding, figures may not add to-the totals shown. Figures in parenthesis are negative numbers.

Imports of most meat, including lamb meat, are limited to those from countries that
have health and sanitary programs that the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture has found to be
at least equal to the U.S. Federal programs. Also, imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen
lamb meat are limited to those from countries free of rinderpest and foot-and-mouth
diseases.

Commission data on imported and domestic lamb meat price relationships
varied by products.

Price data collected from respondents to the Commission’s interim questionnaires,
covering the period January 1987 to December 1988, reveals that the prices of
Australian lamb carcasses were generally lower than those for U.S. carcasses before the
third quarter of 1987 and have generally been higher than those of U.S. carcasses since
that date. The grocery chains did not purchase New Zealand lamb carcasses during the
period. The price of fresh racks from Australia and of frozen racks from New Zealand
have generally been lower than those of U.S. racks, with the prices of the frozen racks
from New Zealand being higher than those for the Australian product. The price of
frozen shoulders imported from New Zealand have consistently been higher than the
prices of domestic shoulders, which in turn have been higher than the price of fresh
shoulders imported from Australia.

The prices of fresh Australian legs of lamb were nearly the same or lower than those
for U.S. leg prices except for June through December 1988. The prices of frozen legs
imported from New Zealand were consistently below those for either the domestic
product or for fresh imports from Australia in 1987 and 1988.

Questionnaire respondents listed a number of factors which may affect prices they
pay for lamb meat. These factors include lead times, quality, size of cuts, and country of
origin. The final demand for lamb meat is influenced by such factors as the prices of
substitute meats (e.g., beef, pork, and poultry), consumer income, and consumer
attitudes. Factors that can influence the supply of lamb meat include lamb prices, labor
costs, feed costs, and lamb losses. Seasonal variations in prices of lamb sold to
wholesalers occur throughout the year with price peaks occurring between March and
May.

viii



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 1989, a total of 82,070 farms received incentive payments under the National
Wool Act of 1954, as amended. This approximates the number of commerical sheep
growers operating in the United States. Sheep growers’ revenues amounted to an
estimated $660 million in 1989. About $500 million was received from the sale of sheep
and lambs (including sales of animals for breeding purposes, feeders, and animals for
slaughter) and $160 million was from wool ($110 million from sales of wool grown and
$50 million from incentive payments).

Table A provides a profile of the U.S. fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat industry
between 1986 and 1989.

This is the final report of the Commission’s two-year investigation and monitoring of
U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat. The investigation was instituted
pursuant to section 1937 of the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988 and is
being conducted under section 332(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1332(g)).
Members of Congress and domestic producers have, for many years, expressed.concern
about U.S. imports of lamb meat. U.S. imports of live lambs are not a subject of this
investigation. ;

The principal findings of this investigation are as follows:

The meat of U.S. grain-fed lambs is generally sold fresh or chilled in the U.S.
market, whereas the meat of the smaller Australian and New Zealand grass—fed
lambs, which is considered by some to have a stronger flavor and aroma than
U.S. lamb meat, is usually shipped frozen.

The great bulk of lamb meat produced in the United States is shipped chilled, with
freezing generally being limited to certain times of the year owing to irregular seasonal
demand or certain rather low-priced cuts (such as shanks) produced in limited
quantities. Although there has been a trend toward importation of chilled lamb in recent
years, the amount of frozen lamb meat imported in 1989 was almost twice as great as the
amount of chilled. Imported lamb carcasses, and the cuts derived from them, are
typically smaller than U.S. carcasses and cuts, in part, because of the genetic make-up of

. the animals and, in pait, because the U.S. animals are typically grain-fed. In 1989, U.S.

" carcasses averaged 64 pounds each, New Zealand carcasses reportedly averaged less
than 30 pounds each; and Australian carcasses averaged about 38 pounds each. Some
‘consumers contend that imported lamb has a- stronger flavor and. aroma because..
imported lamb meat is derived from animals that are grass-fed in contrast. to the -

grain-fed U.S. lamb. Almost all lambs-in the United States, Australia, and New Zealand- ~

are slaughtered at less than 14 months of age.

U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat are subject to several types of
health and sanitary regulations that limit sources of imports to certain approved
countries, Lamb meat imports from New Zealand have also been subject to
countervailing duties. However, the collection of cash deposits by U.S. Customs
on estimated countervailing duties have recently been suspended pending the
final results of the next U.S. Department of Commerce administrative review of
the countervailable benefits given by the New Zealand government to its
producers, processors and exporters of lamb meat.

U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb are subject to an import tariff of 1.1
cents per kg., the most-favored-nation (MFN) rate of duty, since all imports come from
"countries that receive MFN rates. The ad valorem equivalent of the rate of duty for total
imports in 1989 was 0.4 percent. In addition, imports of such lamb meat from New
Zealand have been found by the International Trade Administration of the U.S.
Department of Commerce to be subsidized and have been subject to countervailing
duties since June 25, 1985. On October 23, 1990, the ITA published final results of a
fourth administrative review of the countervailing duty order. Among other things the
ITA reported the termination of a New Zealand program that reduced the total
estimated bounty or grant to 0.38 percent ad valorem, a rate which is considered to be a
de minimis. Therefore, ITA announced that it would instruct the U.S. Customs Service
not to collect cash deposits of estimated countervailing duties until after publication of
final results of the next Administrative review. Because New Zealand's status as a
“country under the Agreement” with respect to the GATT countervailing duty code was



The U.S. lamb sector is composed of a relatively-large number of growers and a
much smaller number of packers. Grower profitability has declined and that of
packers has improved.

U.S. sheep growers may be divided into two categories—a large number who maintain
sheep flocks for the production of lambs and a small number who maintain feedlots
where lambs are raised to slaughter weights. In the United States, virtually no sheep are
raised exclusively for the production of wool or pelts. Income from wool, derived from
both market sales and Federal incentive programs, accounted for 23 to 25 percent of
total income from sheep and lambs. However, in the Western States, wool may account
for as much as 40 percent of grower’s gross income as wool-type sheep account for a
large share of sheep herds in the Western States.

The Western States accounted for 39 percent (43,050) of U.S. sheep growing
operations in 1989, but because operations in that region are typically larger, they
accounted for 75 percent (8.2 million) of the total U.S. sheep inventory (10.9 million
animals). The Corn Belt States accounted for 42 percent (46,100) of sheep raising
operations and 18 percent (2.0 million animals) of the U.S. sheep inventory.

The lamb-packing industry, in contrast to the sheep growing industry, is composed of
a small number of companies: fewer than 10 plants accounted for 80 percent or more of
" U.S. lamb slaughter in recent years. Lamb slaughter is concentrated in the Corn Belt
and Western States, generally near where lambs are fed. As their gross profit rose
annually during 1986-89, meatpackers’ cashflow rose from a loss of $3.6 million in 1986
to a $6.1-million profit in 1989, with an average income of 2 cents per pound for
packers’ lamb meat operations. Estimated net cash returns for growers declined by 42
percent to $14.51 per ewe during 1987-89 because of lower prices for live animals and
rising feed prices. Growers are concerned with the problems of predators, imports, lack -
of skilled sheepherders, public lands administration, consumer health perception about
lamb meat, and the concentration of packers sending lambs to slaughter.

Although 1989 lamb meat production reflects only a 1-percent decline from the
1985 level, 1989 production of 332.2 million pounds represents an increase of
10 percent from the 1987 low of 302.7 million pounds. U.S. lamb meat
consumption totalled 359.8 million pounds in 1989, representing less than 1
percent of red meat and poultry consumption.

During 1985-89, lamb meat production in the United States declined from
337 million pounds in 1985, to 303 million pounds in 1987, before increasing to 321
million pounds in 1988. In 1989, such production totalled -332 million pounds.Lamb
meat consumption declined from 364 million pounds in 1985 to 336 million pounds in
1987, but increased to 351 million pounds in 1988, and rose another 3 percent to 360
million pounds in 1989. U.S. lamb meat consumption, stable at about 1.4 pounds per
capita in recent years, has accounted for less than 1 percent of red meat consumption.

Australia and New Zealand are the principal U.S. import sources of lamb meat,
accounting for 58 percent and 42 percent, respectively, of total U.S. imports in
1989. During 1985-89, imports ranged from 28 million pounds to 32 million
pounds and accounted for 8 to 9 percent of U.S. apparent consumption.

During 1985-89, U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat declined
irregularly from 31.9 million pounds, valued at $31.9 million, in 1985, to 28.5 million
pounds, valued at $33.7 million, in 1989; imports accounted for between 8.0 and 8.8
percent of U.S. consumption annually during the period. During January-July 1990,
imports were 13.4 million pounds, valued at $18.7 million.

The share of U.S. imports of lamb meat supplied by Australia increased from 17
percent (5.4 million pounds) in 1985 to 72 percent (20.7 million pounds) in 1987 before
declining to 58 percent (16.5 million pounds) in 1989. Conversely the share supplied by
New Zealand declined from 82 percent (26.3 million pounds) in 1985, to 28 percent
(8.0 million) pounds in 1987, before increasing to 42 percent (11.9 million pounds) in
1989. During January-July 1990, Australia accounted for 51 percent (6.8 million
pounds) and New Zealand accounted for the remaining 49 percent (6.6 million pounds)
of U.S. lamb meat imports. A number of factors may have contributed to the shift,
including Australian development and promotion programs for exports of chilled lamb,
packing house and dock workers’ strikes in New Zealand, and changes in U.S.
countervailing duties applicable to imports of lamb from New Zealand or government
programs in Australia and/or New Zealand.



The share of imports from Australia that consisted of chilled lamb, in contrast to
frozen lamb, increased from 41 percent in 1985 to 65 percent in 1987, but declined to
44 percent in 1989. Imports consist of carcasses and various types of cuts with the mix
of cuts varying from year to year.

Prior to 1986 imports from New Zealand consisted of frozen lamb, but in that year,
2.6 percent of imports were chilled; chilled imports increased to 22 percent of imports in
1989.

Domestic interests have expressed concern about the difference in reported levels of
general imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb, versus imports for consumption; the
difference appears to represent transshipment of New Zealand lamb through the United
States to Canada according to industry sources.

The size of the New Zealand sheep population declined by an estimated 11
percent during 1985-89 and the production of lamb meat fell by 22 percent to
432,000 tons, reflecting, in part, a decline in sheep farming and the effects of
the 1986-87 drought. Exports accounted for 95 percent of New Zealand
production in 1989, down from 98 percent in 1985.

Total sheep on New Zealand farms as of June 30, 1989, were 60.6 million, equally
divided between the North and South Islands. Many of New Zealand’s sheep are
dual-purpose breeds, producing both high-quality wool and meat.

New Zealand production of live lambs, as measured by the number of lambs tailed
(docked), declined from 50.7 million animals in 1985 (year ending June 30) to an
éstimated 39.3 million animals in 1989. The decline in lamb production reflects, in
large part, the decline in the total sheep flock and the decline in the number of ewes
kept for breeding purpose.

New Zealand’s production of lamb meat declined steadily from a high of 552, 000
tons in 1985 to 447,000 tons in 1987, or by 19 percent (carcass weight basis) before
increasing to 459,000 tons in 1988. Such production declined to 432,000 tons in 1989.

- Exports accounted for 95 percent of New Zealand’s lamb meat production in 1989.
Principal export markets included the United Kingdom and Iran. The United States
accounted for between 1 percent and 4 percent of New Zealand lamb meat exports
during the period 1985-89. Exports of frozen lamb carcasses accounted for 59 percent
of New Zealand’s lamb meat exports in 1989, down from 77 percent.in 1985. Exports
of frozen cuts increased from 22 percent in 1985 to 34 percent in 1989.

Australia is the world’s Iargest sheep producing country. The Australian sheep
population rose by 9 percent during 1985-89, whereas production of lamb meat
fell by 7 percent to 308,000 tons, reflecting an increase in sheep raised for wool,
rather than meat. Lamb meat exports accounted for 14 percent of Australian
production in 1989, up from 11 percent in 1985.

The Australian total sheep inventory rose from 149.7 million animals in 1985 to
163.0 million animals in 1989, or by 9 percent. The number of ewes also increased by 6
percent to 80.8 million animals in 1989. The growth in sheep production, mostly of the
Merino breed, has occurred largely because of the demand for wool and favorable
weather conditions. The decline in lamb slaughter reflects a decline in lamb production,
particularly of lambs raised primarily for lamb meat.

~Australian lamb meat exports rose from 37,000 tons in 1985 to 60,000 tons in 1987,
or by 62 percent, then declined to 57,000 tons in 1988 and further declined to 44,000
tons in 1989. The Kuwait and Gulf States area was the leading export market, accounting
for 28 percent of lamb meat exports in 1989. Australian exports to the United States
rose from 1,800 tons in 1985 to 10,400 tons in 1988, then declined to 7,100 tons in
1989, accounting for 17 percent of that country’s lamb meat exports in the latter year.



Chapter 1
Introduction

General

This is the final report on the Commission’s
investigation to monitor and investigate for 2
years U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen
lamb meat. The investigation was instituted on
October 20, 1988, pursuant to section 1937 of
the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of
1988. The investigation was conducted under
section 332(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19
U.S.C. 1332(g)). Section 1937 was a conference
. agreement resolving House and Senate differ-
ences concerning lamb meat. A Senate
amendment authorized import quotas for fresh,
chilled, or frozen lamb meat, but the House bill
had no such provision. Section 1937 also stated
that “For purposes of any request made under
subsection (d) of section 202 of the Trade Act of
1974 (as amended by section 1401 of this Act)
within such 2-year period for provisional relief
with respect to imports of such articles, the moni-
toring and investigation required under this
section shall be treated as having been requested
by the United States Trade Representative under
paragraph (1)(B) of such subsection.” Members
of Congress and domestic producers have, for
many years, expressed concern about imports of
lamb meat. Concern has also been expressed
about the viability of the domestic lamb meat in-
dustry which had been in a general decline since
the end of World War II.

A major objective of this investigation is to
monitor, on a month-by-month basis, U.S. im-
ports of fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat. The
investigation of the imports includes descriptions
and uses, comparing and contrasting domestic
and imported lamb meat, a review of U.S. regula-
tory treatment (including previous U.S.
Government import investigations and counter-
vailing duties), channels of distribution and
markets for domestic and imported lamb meat,
the U.S. role in the world lamb meat market, and
an overview of the U.S. live sheep and lamb meat
industries.

Product

Section 1937 directs the Commission to moni-
tor and investigate U.S. imports of fresh, chilled,
or frozen lamb meat classifiable under the Tariff
Schedules of the United States (TSUS) item No.
106.30." Imports not the subject of this investiga-
tion include live lambs (formerly classifiable
under TSUS item No. 100.81, and, since

Jan. 1, 1989, classifiable under HTS subheading

0104.10.00), meat of mature sheep (mutton)
(formerly classifiable under TSUS item No.
106.22, and, since Jan. 1, 1989, classifiable un-
der HTS subheadings 0204.21.00, 0204.22.40,
0204.23.40, 0204.41.00, 0204.42.40, and
0204.43.40), and prepared or preserved lamb
meat (formerly classifiable under TSUS item No.
107.76, and, since Jan. 1, 1989, not separately
provided for in the HTS). The report does con-
tain information about the domestic live sheep
and lamb-raising industry.

Timeframe

Section 1937 directed the Commission, within
15 days after enactment of the Act on August 26,
1988, to monitor and investigate for 2 years the
subject imports. This report generally provides
information for the period beginning January
198sS.

Data sources

The monitoring and investigation required by
section 1937 was carried out through the analysis
of information obtained from published sources;
staff interviews with company representatives,
government agency officials, and academic re-
searchers of the United States, Australia, and
New Zealand; domestic lamb growers and lamb
meat processors; and Commission questionnaires.
To the extent that information sought by the
Commission has been the subject of previous gov-
ernment or academic studies, such studies have
been consulted and appropriately integrated into
the present investigation to avoid unnecessary du-
plication of effort.

Y The Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States, which became effective on Jan. 1,
1989, provides for fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat
under HTS subheadings 0204.10.00, 0204.22.20,
0204.23.20, 0204.30.00, 0204.42.20, and 0204.43.20.
Pertinent parts of the Schedule are reproduced in
App. C. .

1-1






Chapter 2

Description and Uses

General

Lamb meat is derived from an immature
sheep (or ovine), usually under 14 months of
age, that has not cut its first pair of permanent
incisor teeth. It is light red in color, compared
with the dark red color of the meat of older sheep
(mutton). White or yellowish fat covers much of
the lamb carcass, and some fat is dispersed
throughout the meat. The various cuts of meat
that are obtained from a lamb carcass are shown
in figures 2-1 and 2-2.

The domestic product

In the United States, lambs are typically
slaughtered when they are about 9 to 12 months
of age and weigh an average of about 124
pounds, ranging from about 80 pounds to 150
pounds. They yield carcasses that may weigh
from about 35 to 75 pounds (in 1989 they aver-
aged 64 pounds) or about 50 percent of the live
weight of the lamb, depending on the breed.
There has been a long-term trend toward breed-
ing larger sheep and lambs in the United States as
discussed in the “U.S. Production” section of this
report.

The lamb carcass is divided into five primal
cuts that account for the following shares of total

carcass weight according to the U.S. Department.

of Agriculture (USDA):

Share of
carcass weight
Primal cut (percent)
Hindlegs ................c...... 31.0
Loln ... 17.6 .
Subtotal, hindsaddle ............ 48.6
Shoulder ........................ 27.2
Breast ................. ... ..., 16.4
Rack .......ccooiiivinnnnnn. 7.8
Subtotal, foresaddle ............ 51.4
Total .............0 i, 100.0

The official USDA quality grades of lamb
(both live lambs and lamb carcasses) are Prime,
Choice, Good, and Utility. Most purchasers pre-
fer cuts from carcasses that are Choice, and most
of the lamb carcasses are so graded. Expenses
(primarily the cost of feed) associated with feed-
ing lambs for the Prime grade are generally not
recoverable in the marketplace. Lambs are also
graded by yield, which reflects the amount of ex-

ternal fat, the amount of kidney and pelvic fat,
and the confirmation grade of the leg. The yield
grades are 1 through 5, with 1 being the highest.
USDA grading is voluntary and entirely different
from health and sanitary regulations which are
mandatory and described in the “U.S. Regulatory
Treatment” section of this report.

A typical practice in the United States is to
wean lambs at about 6 months of age and raise
them to slaughter weights in feedlots where they
are supplied with feed concentrates, such as corn
or grain sorghum. Some consumers contend that
meat derived from grain-fed lambs has a more
mild and flavorful taste and more subtle aroma
than meat derived from grass-fed lamb.

The vast majority of U.S.-produced lamb
meat is sold fresh or chilled, rather than frozen.
Occasionally certain cuts, particularly legs, are
frozen because of irregular seasonal demand. In
the United States, there is little incentive to freeze
lamb since it is generally sold to the retail con-
sumer within 1 to 2 weeks, and almost always
within 3 weeks, from the time the lamb is slaugh-
tered.

The imported product

The bulk of U.S. imports of lamb meat from
Australia consist of chilled primal cuts (which are
sold through retail outlets) and frozen primal cuts
with the mix of both types of cuts varying from
year to year. Some of the primal cuts (and car-
casses) are reduced to retail cuts at processing
plants in the United States and are then distrib-

" uted to restaurants. Australian carcasses average

about 38 pounds each, as compared to U.S. lamb
carcasses which average about 64 pounds.

In Australia a lamb is defined as any ovine
that shows no evidence of eruption of permanent
incisor teeth and, in the case of males, shows no
evidence of secondary sexual characteristics.
Thus, most lambs are under 12 months of age.
All lamb meat exported from Australia must be
slaughtered at an Aus-Meat (The Authority for
Uniform Specification for Meat and Livestock)
plant and trimmed to Aus-Meat specifications
which includes the removal of the thick skirt and
connective tissue, kidneys, kidney knob and pel-
vic channel fat and the udder and cod fat. The
carcasses are then classified into fat classes, of
which there are 5 (numbered 1 through 5) and
are then further graded into weight classes.

Australia’s promotional effort in North Amer-
ica is focused on the fresh Australian Range
Lamb Program.™ This program promotes a fresh

-chilled airfreighted product which must be in the

supermarket within 10 days of slaughter in Aus-
tralia. Cuts sent to the United States under this
program must be derived from carcasses of 18.1



Figure 2-1

Prime (wholesale) cuts and bone structure of lamb
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LAMB RETAIL NAMES

There are different ways to break a lambd
carcass. It can be divided into sides, with the
carcass split through the center of the back-
bone, or it can be divided into foresaddie
(unsplit front half which includes ribs, shoul-
der, breast and fore shank, and hindsaddie
(unsplit rear half which includes loin, flank
and /egs). This is done by separeting between
the 12th and 13th ribs.

No one way of breaking lamb is considered
the best. However, the cutting method and
nomenclature for primal and subprimal lamb

cuts used in this manual are shown in Figure
1. Uniless specified otherwise, the foresaddle
and hindsaddle are spiit through the center of
the backbone before primal and subprimai
cuts are produced.

The unsplit primal rib is also known as the
"hotel rack’’ and contains ribs 6-12.

The loin of lamb is comparabie to the short
loin in beef. It includes the 13th rib to im-
mediately in front of the hip bone.

The leg includes both the sirloin and leg
sections.

Source: Reproduced with the permission of the National Livestock and Meat Board.
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Figure 2-2

Retail cuts of lamb
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to 26 kg (40 to 57 pounds) dressed weight with a
fat score of 2-4.1

Most of the U.S. imports of lamb from New
Zealand are frozen primal cuts, i.e., legs, racks,
loins, and shoulders, although carcasses and fur-
ther processed retail cuts, e.g., chops and shanks,
are sometimes imported. Some of the imported
primal cuts are reduced to smaller retail cuts at
domestic processing facilities, or by grocery store
butchers for sale in the retail outlets.

New Zealand lamb carcasses typically weigh
about 30 pounds, considerably less than U.S.
lamb carcasses, because New Zealand lambs are
slaughtered at a somewhat younger age than U.S.
lambs and because many New Zealand breeds of
sheep are smaller than U.S. breeds. Imports are
labeled “New Zealand Spring Lamb” in both
English and French because some of the meat
shipped to the North American market might be
sold in Canada, where the French labeling is re-
quired.

' Written submission of counsel for the Australian
Meat and Live-stock Corporation.

2-4

New Zealand lamb meat is primarily sold
through distributors (wholesalers) to grocery
stores (retail trade) and to hotel, restaurant, and
institutional (HRI) outlets.

Lamb meat from New Zealand is graded in
New Zealand by New Zealand meat graders
rather than in the United States by the USDA.
The New Zealand grading system is more com-
plex than that used by the USDA; it has 17
different grades, although only the top 4 grades
are exported to the United States. USDA offi-
cials report that these four grades are
approximately comparable with the USDA
Choice grade.

All New Zealand and Australian lamb is grass
fed (compared with the common practice of fat-
tening with grain feeds in the United States),
which is thought by some consumers to give such
meat a stronger flavor and aroma.



Chapter 3

U.S. Regulatory Treatment

General

U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb
meat were subject to import duties (tariffs) as
provided for under the TSUS until January 1,
1989, and under the HTS since then. All imports
are subject to health and sanitary regulations ad-
ministered by the USDA. In addition, imports
from New Zealand have been subject to counter-
vailing duties.

U.S. tariff treatment

Since January 1, 1989, fresh, chilled, or fro-
zen lamb meat has been provided for in chapter 2
of the HTS. Appendix C contains a copy of per-
tinent portions of the HTS, including the rates of
duty. For a discussion of relevant headnotes and
an explanation of the rates of duty and other ele-
ments of the HTS, see appendix D. Prior to
January 1, 1989, fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb
meat was provided for in part 2 of schedule 1 of

the TSUS, which became effective on August 31,

1963.

The column 1 statutory rate! of duty on fresh,
chilled, or frozen lamb meat in effect prior to
January 1, 1980 was 1.7¢ per pound. As a result
of the Tokyo Round trade negotiations under the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT), the United States agreed to reduce this
rate, in one stage, to 0.5¢ per pound, effective
January 1, 1980.

Over the period 1985-1988, .U.S. imports of
fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat (TSUS item
No. 106.30) from Australia and New Zealand
(which account for nearly all U.S. imports of such
lamb) were dutiable at 0.5¢ per pound. Under
the HTS, the subject imports classifiable under
HTS subheadings 0204.10.00, 0204.22.20,
0204.23.20, 0204.30.00, 0204.42.20, and
0204.43.20 are dutiable at 1.1 cent/kg (kilo-
gram). The ad valorem equivalent of the 1989
rate of duty for imports of fresh, chilled, or fro-
zen lamb meat from Australia was about 0.5
percent and that for New Zealand was 0.4 per-
cent and averaged 0.4 percent for all suppliers.

U.S. Government investigations

Fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat has been
the subject of a number of U.S. Government in-
vestigations in recent years as described below. It

' The term “statutory rates” refers to the rates of
duty set by Congress in the Tariff Act of 1930, the so

ed Smoot-Hawley tariff. Since 1930 most rates have
been negotiated downward and sometimes eliminated as
a result of various bilateral and multilateral trade agree-
ments, including the Tokyo Round of the Multilateral
‘Trade Negotiations.

was the subject of a USDA study pursuant to sec-
tion 4508 of the Omnibus Trade and
Competitiveness Act of 1988.2

In 1960, the Tariff Commission (the former
name of the ITC) conducted an escape clause in-
vestigation  involving lamb and  mutton
meat—fresh, chilled, or frozen—, sheep and
lambs. The Tariff Commission found that lamb
and mutton meat—fresh, chilled, or frozen—,
sheep and lambs were not being imported in such
quantities, either actual or relative, to cause or
threaten serious injury to any domestic industry
producing like or directly competitive products.
Accordingly, the Commission did not recommend
that the President provide import relief.

Lamb meat from New Zealand, lhvestigation
No. 701-TA-80

On April 23, 1981, a petition was filed with
the Department of Commerce alleging that im-
ports of lamb meat from New Zealand were being
subsidized within the meaning of section 303 cf
the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1303). As
New Zealand was not at that time a “country un-
der the Agreement” within the meaning of
section 701(b) of the Act (19 U.S.C. 1671 (b)),
there was no requirement for the petition to be
filed with the Commission pursuant to section 702
(b)(2) (19 U.S.C. 1671a(b)(2)) and no require-
ment for the Commission to conduct a
preliminary material injury investigation pursuant
to section 703(a) (19 U.S.C. 1671b(a)).

On September 17, 1981, however, the United
States Trade Representative announced that New
Zealand had become a “country under the
Agreement.” ‘Accordingly, Commerce terminated
its investigation under section 303, initiated an in-
vestigation under section 702, and notified the
Commission of its action on September 21, 1981.

Therefore, effective September 21, 1981, the
Commission, pursuant to section 703(a) of the
Act (19 U.S.C. 1671b(a)), instituted preliminary
countervailing duty investigation No. 701-TA-80
(Preliminary). On November 8, 1981, the Com-
mission determined by a 4 to 2 vote that “there is
a reasonable indication that an industry in the
United States is materially injured, or is threat-
ened with material injury, by reason of imports
from New Zealand of lamb meat, provided for in

‘item 106.30 of the Tariff Schedules of the United

States (TSUS), upon which bounties or grants are
alleged to be paid.”?

The Department of Commerce, on November
30, 1981, announced its preliminary affirmative

2 The USDA study concerned, among other things,
imports of lamb meat, demand for lamb meat, and
factors, including promotional programs, that would
increase the quantity of lamb meat demanded. The
USDA report was completed in February 1989.

3 A copy of the Federal Register notice is reproduced
as App. E.



countervailing duty determination, estimating a
net subsidy of 6.19 percent of the f.0.b. value of
lamb meat exports to the United States.® Ac-
cordingly, effective November 30, 1981, the
Commission instituted investigation  No.
701-TA-80 (Final) under section 705(b) of the
Act to determine whether an industry in the
United States is materially injured, or is threat-
ened with material injury or the establishment of
an industry in the United States is materially re-
tarded, by reason of imports of the merchandisé
with respect to which the administering authority
has made an affirmative determination.

On December 23, 1981, the Commission was
notified by letter that the petitioners withdrew
their petition which prompted the countervailing
duty investigation concerning lamb meat from
New Zealand. Effective January 4, 1982, the
Commission terminated the subject investigation.

Lamb meat from New Zealand, Investigations
Nos. 701-TA-214 and 731-TA-188

On April 18, 1984, petitions were filed with

the United States International Trade Commis-.

sion and the U.S. Department of Commerce,
alleging that imports of lamb meat from New
Zealand were being subsidized and were being
sold in the United States at less than fair value.
Accordingly, the Commission instituted prelimi-
nary countervailing and antidumping investi-
gations Nos. 701-TA-214 and 731-TA-188 un-

der sections 703(a) and 733(a), respectively, of

the Tariff Act of 1930 to determine whether

“there is a reasonable indication that an industry:

in the United States is materially injured, or is
threatened with material injury, or the establish-
ment of an industry in the United Stateés is
materially retarded, by reason of imports of such
merchandise.”

On June 4, 1984, the Commission deter-
mined, pursuant to section 703(a) of the Tariff
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1671b(a)), that “there is
no reasonable indication that an industry in the
United States is materially injured, or threaténed
with material injury, or that the establishment of
an industry in the United States is materially re-
tarded, by reason of imports from New Zealand
of lamb meat, provided for in item 106.30 of the
Tariff Schedules of the United States (TSUS),
which are alleged to be subsidized by the Govern-
ment of New Zealand.”5

The Commission also determined, pursuant to
section 733(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19
U.S.C. 1673b(a)), that “there is no reasonable

4 A copy of the Federal Register Notice is reproduced

as Apg. F.

8 Commissioners Haggart and Lodwick determined
that “there is a reasonable indication that an industry in
the United States is materially injured by reason of
imports of lamb meat from New Zealand which are
alleged to be subsidized by the Government of New
Zealand.”

indication that an industry in the United States is
materially injured, or threatened with material in-
jury, or that the establishment of an industry in
the United States is materially retarded, by reason
of imports from New Zealand of lamb meat, as
provided for in TSUS item 106.30, which are al-
leged to be sold in the United States at less than
fair value.”

U.S. Department of Commerce Investigation
of Lamb Meat (1985) ’

On March 26, 1985, the American Lamb
Company, the Denver Lamb Company, and the
Iowa Lamb Corporation filed a petition with the
International Trade Administration (ITA) of the
U.S. Department of Commerce alleging that pro-
ducers, processors, or exporters of lamb meat in
New Zealand receive benefits which constitute
bounties or grants within the meaning of section
303 of the Tariff Act of 1930. On April 15,
1985, ITA initiated an investigation.

Effective September 17, 1985, the ITA deter-
mined that certain benefits that constitute
bounties or grants within the meaning of the
countervailing duty law were provided to produc-
ers, processors, or exporters in New Zealand of

Jlamb meat.”? The net bounty or grant for the re-

view period was NZ$0.3602/lb, equal to about
US30.18/1b with exchange rates in effect at the
time;8 consequently a bond or cash deposit equal
to that amount had to be posted with the U.S.
Customs Service.

Effective June 10, 1988, the ITA completed
an administrative review and determined the total
bounty or grant during the period June 25, 198§,
through March 31, 1986, to be NZ$0.31/Ib,
equal to about US$0.21/lb with exchange rates in
effect at the time.? Also effective June 10, 1988,
the ITA instructed the U.S. Customs Service to
collect a cash deposit of estimated countervailing
duties of 4.55 percent of the f.o.b. invoice price
on all shipments of the subject lamb meat en-
tered, or withdrawn from warehouse, for

¢ The Commission’s determination is reproduced as
app. G. Commissioners Haggart and Lodwick deter-
mined that “there is a reasonable indication that an
industry in the United States is materially injured by
reason of imports of lamb meat from New Zealand
which are alleged to be sold at less than fair value.”

7 The investigation was conducted under section 303
of the Tariff Act and no injury determination was
required prior to the issuing of a countervailing duty order
because New Zealand was not a “country under the
Agreement” within the meaning of section 701(b) of the
Tariff Act and because the merchandise the subject of
the investigation was dutiable. On April 11, 198S, the
U.S. Trade Representative terminated New Zealand's
status as a “country under the Agreement”, and the
investigation accordingly was conducted under section
303 of the Tariff Act. Section 303 provides for an injury
finding by the U.S. International Trade Commission only
in those cases in which the merchandise the subject of
the investigation is free of duty.

A ® The ITA final determination is reproduced as
P

p- H.
® The ITA final review is reproduced as App. I.



consumption on or after June 10, 1988. This de-
~ posit requirement was to remain in effect until
publication of the final results of the next admin-
istrative review.

Effective May 8, 1989, the ITA completed a
subsequent administrative review and determined
that the total bounty or grant on lamb meat from
New Zealand during the period April 1, 1986,
through March 31, 1987, was NZ$0.21/Ib for all
firms, equal to about US$0.13/lb with exchange
rates in effect at the time.'® Also, effective May
8, 1989, the ITA instructed the U.S. Customs
Service to collect a cash deposit of estimated
countervailing duties of 0.67 percent of the f.0.b.
invoice price for Weddel Crown and 6.07 percent
of the f.0.b. invoice price for all other firms on all
shipments of the subject lamb meat entered, or
withdrawn from warehouse, for consumption on
- or after May 8, 1989. This deposit requirement
was to remain in effect until publication of the
final results of the next administrative review.

On July 9, 1990, the ITA cbmpleted another

administrative review and determined the total

bounty or grant to be 26.01 percent ad valorem
for Taumaranui and 3.90 percent ad valorem for
all other firms during the period April 1, 1987
through March 31, 1988. Also on July 9, 1990,
the ITA instructed the U.S. Customs Service to
collect a cash deposit of estimated countervailing
duties of 22.84 percent of the f.0.b. invoice price
for Taumaranui and 3.50 percent of the f.o0.b. in-
voice price for all other firms. The deposit
requirement is to remain in effect until publica-
tion of the final results of the next administrative
review, and reflects the phase-down of a New
. Zealand government program.'

On October 23, 1990 the ITA completed an-

- other administrative review and determined the

total bounty or grant to be 16.25 percent ad
valorem for Waitaki, 11.31 percent ad valorem
for Richmond, 0.47 percent ad valorem for Wed-
del Crown, 0.38 percent ad valorem for Lamb
Gourmet, and 2.74 percent from all other firms
during the period April 1, 1988 through March
31, 1989.2 In accordance with 19 CFR 355.7,
any rate less than 0.50 percent ad valorem is de
minimis. Therefore, ITA is to instruct the U.S.
Customs Service to assess countervailing duties of
. 16.25 percent ad valorem for Waitaki, 11.31 per-
cent ad valorem for Richmond, and 2.74 ad
valorem percent from all other firms (except for
Weddel Crown and Lamb Gourmet) during the
relevant period. For Weddel Crown and Lamb
Gourmet, Customs is to liquidate, without regard
to countervailing duties, all shipments during the
relevant period.

10 The ITA subsequent final administrative review is
reproduced as Afpp. J.
' The ITA final administrative review is reproduced

as ABPT K.
' The ITA’s final administrative review is repro-
duced as App. L. .

The ITA also reported that New Zealand had
terminated one of the major subsidy programs,
the Export Market Development Taxation Incen-
tive, effective April 1, 1990.13 With the end of
this program, the total estimated bounty or grant
was reduced to 0.38 percent ad valorem, a rate
which is de minimis. Therefore, the ITA said it
would instruct the U.S. Customs Service not to
collect cash deposits of estimated countervailing
duties on any shipments of the subject merchan-
dise entered, or withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption on or after October 23, 1990.14

Health and sanitary regulations

Certain health and sanitary regulations with
respect to U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, or fro-
zen lamb meat are administered by the USDA to
protect the U.S. livestock industry and to ensure
an adequate supply of safe meat for consumers.

Rinderpest and foot-and-mouth diseases

U.S. imports of certain live animals, including
sheep and lambs, and certain fresh, chilled, or
frozen meats, including lamb, are generally lim-
ited to countries that have been declared free of
rinderpest and foot-and-mouth diseases's by the
U.S. Secretary of Agriculture.’® Australia and
New Zealand have been declared free of the dis-
eases, but other major lamb producing countries,
including Argentina, the USSR, and the Union of
South Africa, have not. U.S. imports of certain
live animals, including sheep and lambs, from
countries not declared. free of the diseases are
limited to those that have passed quarantine in-
spection in a USDA facility. Meat imports from
those countries that have not been declared free
of rinderpest and.foot-and-mouth disease must

- generally be cooked, canned, or cured-processes

that destroy the disease-causing organisms.

The Federal Meat Inspection Act

The USDA administers section 20 of the Fed- -
eral Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 661 and 21
U.S.C. 620), which provides, among other things,
that meat and meat products prepared or pro-
duced in foreign countries may not be imported
into the United States *. . . unless they comply
with all the inspection, building construction stan-
dards, and all other provisions of this chapter
[ch. 12, Meat Inspection] and regulations issued
thereunder applicable to such articles in com-
merce in the United States.” Section 20 further
provides that “all such imported articles shall, .
upon entry into the United States, be deemed

3 55 Federal Register 35444 (August 30, 1990).

14 Cash deposits could be reinstituted following
subsequent reviews.

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

'® Pursuant to sec. 306 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19
U.S.C. 1306). .



and treated as domestic articles subject to the
provisions of this chapter [ch. 12, Meat Inspec-
tion] and the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act [12 U.S.C. 301]. . .” Thus, section 20 re-
quires that foreign meat-exporting countries
enforce ‘inspection and other requirements with
respect to the preparation of the products cov-
ered that are at least equal to those applicable to
the preparation of like products at Federally in-
spected establishments in the United States, and
that the imported products be subject to inspec-
tion and other requirements upon arrival in the
United States to identify them and further ensure
their freedom from adulteration and misbranding
at the time of entry.'? However, section 20 does
not provide that the imported products be in-
spected by U.S. inspectors during their
preparation in the foreign country.

The U.S. Secretary of Agriculture has as-
signed responsibility for the administration of the
Department’s section 20 functions to the Foreign
Programs Division, Meat and Poultry Inspection
Program, Food Safety and Inspection Service

(FSIS). By the end of 1989, the FSIS had certi-

fied 34 countries as having meat inspection
systems with standards equal to those of the U.S.
program and had certified 1,431 foreign plants in-
cluding 137 in Australia and 83 in New Zealand.
However, some of these ship only beef to the
United States. The FSIS has veterinarians sta-
tioned outside the United States, including those
in Australia and New Zealand.'® Plants exporting
large volumes and other plants of special concern
are visited at least once a year.

Pursuant to the 1981 Farm Bill,'® the FSIS
has placed increasing emphasis on review of a
country’s regulatory system as a whole, rather

than review of individual plants. FSIS now evalu- -

ates country controls in seven basic risk areas:

residues, diseases, misuse of food additives, gross -

contamination, microscopic contamination, eco-

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

'® The numbers of certifications refer to all meat,
including beef and veal. See USDA Meat and Poultry
Inspection, 1989, Report of the Secretary of Agriculture
to the U.S. Congress, March 1990, p. 35 (hereinafter
cited as Meat and Poultry Inspection, 1989).

198? Sec. 1122 of Public Law 97-98, dated Dec. 22,
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nomic fraud, and product integrity.2® As required
by the 1981 Farm Bill, FSIS also vigorously car-
ries on a species identification program under
which the FSIS assures that meat is properly iden-
tified by origin or species.

Under the Federal Meat Inspection Act, all
imported meat being offered for entry into the
United States must be accompanied by a meat in-
spection certificate issued by a responsible official
of the exporting country. The certificate must
identify the product by origin, destination, ship-
ping marks, and amounts. It must certify that the
meat comes from animals that received veterinary
antemortem and postmortem inspections; that it
is wholesome, not adulterated or misbranded;
and that it is otherwise in compliance with U.S.
requirements. Imported meat is also subject to
the same labeling requirements as domestically
processed meats, i.e., the label must be informa-
tive, truthful, and not misleading.

Under the Federal Meat Inspection Act, U.S.
inspectors at the port of entry inspect part of eacix
shipment of meat. Representative sampling plans
similar to those used in inspecting domestic meat
are applied to each import shipment. Samples of
frozen products are defrosted, canned meat con-

.tainers are opened, and labels are verified for

prior 'U.S. approval and stated weight accuracy.
Specimens are routinely submitted to meat in-
spection laboratories to check compliance with
compositional standards. Sample cans are aiso
subjected to periods of incubation for signs of
spoilage. Meat imports are also monitored for
residues, such as pesticides, hormones, heavy
metals, and antibiotics, by selecting répresentative
samples for laboratory analysis. Spécial control
measures are in effect for handling meat from
countries when excessive amounts of residues are
detected. These measures includé refusing or
withholding entry of the product from countries
with a history of problems until results of labora-
tory analysis are received. :

- During 1989, 636,083 pounds of fresh,
chilled, or frozen mutton and lamb meat
(587,413 pounds from Australia and 48,670
pounds from New Zealand), constituting roughly
1.4 percent of the fresh, chilled, or frozen mutton
and lamb meat offered for entry to the United
States, were condemned and/or refused entry.

2 Meat and Poultry Inspection, 1984, p. 50.



Chapter 4

U.S. Market

Domestic Live Lambs

The channels of distribution for lamb from
breeding to final consumption are illustrated in
figure 4-1. The channels of distribution consist
of raising, feeding, slaughtering and processing,
and distribution from wholesale to retail and then
to the final consumer. Competition from im-
:ported lamb meat occurs at the wholesale and
retail levels. Importers sell to both grocers and to
wholesalers who then sell to grocers or to hotels,
restaurants, and institutions (HRIs). The chan-
nels of distribution for imported lamb are
illustrated in figure 4-2.

The U.S. market for lambs for slaughter gen-
erally consists of many sellers (growers) and few
buyers (packer/processors), usually operating in-
dependently. Live lamb  price statistics are
reported to the public by the American Sheep In-
dustry Association (ASIA), an industry trade
association, by the USDA, and by local news re-
pomng organizations.

Producers have several methods avallable for
selling their lambs, though some methods are
more prevalent in certain areas of the country

than others. Factors such as transportation costs, -

marketing fees and services, and competition are
important considerations for producers when se-
lecting a method to market their lambs.

Live lambs -in the United States, whether
feeders or slaughter lambs,! may be sold at auc-

tion markets, terminal markets, or nonpublic"

markets. Nonpublic markets include direct sales
‘to packers either negotiated by growers or by or-

der buyers or other middlemen. There has been

a long-term trend toward sales of lambs through
nonpublic markets and in recent years, slightly
more than 80 percent of lambs sold for slaughter
have been sold that way.

Direct marketing, a form of nonpublic mar-
keting, accounts for the majority of lambs
purchased.2 Direct marketing incorporates a
number of different methods with one common
element, lamb is sold without a middleman.
Large packers usually purchase their lambs di-
. rectly from lamb feeders.3 Direct marketing has
" the advantage of reducing the high costs associ-
ated with hauling, unloading, standing and

' Typically U.S. lambs are confined and fed concen-
trates such as corn or qxain sorgham—such lambs are
referred to as “feeders” and when they are grown to
appropriate maturity and weight for slaughter they are
called slaughter lambs.

2 USDA, Slaughter Lamb Marketmg, A Study of
the Lamb lndustry, January 1987.

3 Sheep Industry Develogmem Program, Inc., Sheep
Productwn Handbook, 198

reloading of lamb at assembly points or public '
markets.4

Small-volume producers usually sell their
lambs through public auctions or electronic mar-
kets. Electronic markets—teleauctions and
computer auctions—were developed because they
allow producers to expose their product to a
greater number of buyers. Electronic markets are
particularly beneficial for producers that are un-
able to sell lambs in truckload quantities. Buyers
bid on a certain type or grade of lamb with price
differences specified for lambs that differ from
the type or grade being offered. Producers send
the lambs to an assembly location where they are
loaded into trucks and shipped to the buyers. By

- using the electronic markets, a smaller-volume

producer can reduce costs because the lambs are
sold in truckloads.

There are a number of methods used to déter-
mine a price for feeder or slaughter lambs of
which the most popular are pricing on the basis of
live weight, sliding scale, stop weight, guaranteed
yield, and dressed weight. The use of a particular
pricing method depends on the location of the
seller and upon the packer’s familiarity with the
seller or marketing agents. 5

‘As the name implies, the live wenght method

" uses the actual weight of the live lamb as the basis

for determining price. Typically the live weight
price is constructed by the packer from the cur-
rent values of lamb carcasses, pelts, and offal.
Adjustments are made for the expected grade of
the lamb and for processing costs. There are a
number of variations to the live weight method

- with each method specxfymg an ad)ustment to the

weight of the lamb . -

In the slxdmg—scale method a discount per

. pound is applied to each pound that the average

weight of the lambs being sold exceeds a prede-
termined amount. This method is used to
discourage production of excessively fat lambs,
which are less preferred by consumers.

Stop-weight pricing is also used to discourage
sales of heavy lambs. Packers pay on a per-
pound basis up to a specified maximum average
weight for lambs and pay nothing per pound over
this weight limit.

The guaranteed yield method has two vari-
ations, the traditional and modern yields. In this
method the. packer buys lambs at a given price
per hundredweight for a guaranteed carcass yield.
Under the traditional yield method, the seller is
never paid for more than the actual weight of the
lamb. Under the modern yield method the seller
is paid more for increased carcass yields.

4 Ibid.
8 USDA, Slaughter Lamb Marketing; A Study of the
Lamb Industry, January 1987.



- Figure 4-1
Domestic lamb marketing
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Source: American Sheep Producers Councll.
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Figure 4-2
Marketing system for Imported lamb

-

Iimporters

Retallers

Consumers

Source: USDA.
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In the dressed weight method, lambs are sold
on a carcass basis with price based on carcass
weight, with adjustments for quality. Packers use
this method of pricing to encourage sales of high-
quality lambs and to reduce their quality and yield
risks.6

Prices of feeder lambs and slaughter lambs
were similar for most of the period January 1975
through 1985. However, since 1986 these prices
were distinctly different with feeder lambs gener-
ally being higher than slaughter .lamb prices,
possibly reflecting relatively moderate feed prices
duri)ng the period. (Figs. 4-3 and 4-4 and table
4-1).

Prices since 1975 for both feeder and slaugh-
ter lambs have been generally increasing;
however, seasonal variations occur throughout the
year with peaks occurring between March and
May.

Growers have for many years expressed con-
cern about packer feeding of lambs. Growers
contend that packers can time the slaughtering of
the lambs they feed to exert maximum price in-

fluence. Thus, when market prices for live lambs -

rise, packers who feed lambs can temporarily re-
duce purchases but continue to operate their
slaughter plants using lambs they have fed. Pack-

ers contend that they try to obtain an adequate
supply of lambs at what they believe to be the.

competitive prices in order to continue operating
their plants efficiently.

The Packers and Stockyards’ Administration
of the USDA reports statistics that includes lambs
and sheep fed by or for meat packers and trans-
ferred from the feedlot for slaughter during the
reporting year. ,

The Packers and Stockyards’ Administration

Statistical Report 1987 Reporting Year shows that
during 1983-87, the most recent S-year period
for which statistics are available, packer feeding
of sheep and lambs increased irregularly as shown
in the following tabulation:

Year Number fed Share of slaughter
(1,000) (Percent)

1983 ........ 335 5.

1984 ........ 300 5.0

1985 ........ 493 8.8

1986 ........ 506 9.8

1987 ........ 562 11.8

However, the Packers and Stockyards’ Admini-
stration reports that for these statistics, “Separate
feeding activities by owners, officers, employees
of meat packers, or nonreporting subsidiaries or
affiliates are not included.”

For the interim and final monitoring report,
the Commission sent questionnaires to the largest
volume lamb packers in the United States,

¢ Sheep Industry Develogmem Program, Inc., Sheep
Production Handbook, 1988.
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who were asked, among. other things, to report
“Of the lambs your firm slaughtered, what share
(percent) were fed to slaughter weights by your
firm or on your firm's account (include all lambs
fed with any legal obligation to be sold to your
firm or be purchased by your firm during 1986,
1987, 1988, and 1989).” Of the eight firms re-
sponding to the interim questionnaire, six
reported at least some lamb feeding. Of the six
firms, responding to the final questionnaire, five
reported at least some lamb feeding. The esti-
mated number of lambs fed by the firms are
shown in the following tabulation:

Year Estimated number Share of
fed slaughter
(1,000 animals) (Percent)
1,908 36
2,037 41
2,467 49
1,374 27

' Data for 1989 are not comparable with 1986-88
data because of a difference in the number of report-
Ing firms.

: A comparison of data for the same firms in 1988
¢ with 1989 reveals a decline in the number of
 lambs fed to slaughter weights due, in par, to

fewer lambs contracted to packers.

The difference between the USDA and Com-
mission results apparently reflects the difference
in the questions asked. Officials of the Packers
and Stockyards’ Administration indicated that
based on the ITC wording of it’s questionnaire,
they anticipated that the ITC finding of packer
feeding quantities would be much higher than
USDA'’s finding.

- Domestic and I;iiported Fresh, Chilled,

“or Frozen Lamb Meat

Almost all firms that slaughter lambs process
at least some of their carcasses into primal and.
subprimal cuts, and some firms produce retail
cuts as well. According to an American Sheep
Industry Association publication, about 65 per-
cent of lamb received by retailers is in carcass
form. Some carcasses move to a type of whole-
saler called a breaker. Breakers divide carcasses
into primal, subprimal, or retail cuts for resale to
retail outlets. Some lamb cuts are used for proc-
essing into controlled portions for food service
outlets.

According to industry sources, an increasing
share of lamb, including lamb carcasses, has been -
sold as boxed lamb. Boxed lamb is lamb meat
that has been divided into primal or subprimal
cuts and sealed in air-tight plastic material. The
share of such sales has been estimated to have
increased from 5 percent in 1977, to 15 percent
in 1980, and 35 percent in 1985.7

7 Ibid, p. MKT-8.



Filgure 4-3
Published lamb prices for slaughter and feeder lambs, and lamb carcasses in the United States,
by months, January 1985-August 1990
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Figure 4-4
Published lamb prices for slaughter and feeder lambs, and lamb carcasses in the United States,
by months, January 1975-August 1990
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Table 4-1

Lamb, beef, and broiler prices n the United States, by month, January 1975-August 1980

Wholesale

Slaughter Feeder Lamb Wholesale

Lambs Lambs Wholesale Carcass Broilers
Year San Angelo San Angelo Beef 55-65 Ib 12-City

$ICWT $ICWT SICWT $ICWT $ICWT
1875 .......... 1 $38.25 $34.12 $61.05 $84.38 na
1975 .......... 2 39.31 356.31 57.60 86.25 na
1975 .......... 3 45.88 43.50 58.57 89.44 na
19756 .......... 4 46.65 43.65 68.56 93.90 na
1975 .......... 5 47.62 43.00 79.72 97.75 na
1975 .......... 6 46.06 39.69 85.11 98.06 na
1975 .......... 7 45.25 40.25 82.22 99.29 na
1975 .......... 8 40.75 38.75 76.96 91.67 na
1975 .......... 9 43.50 41.25 78.95 92.36 na
1975 .......... 10 44.50 42.62 75.62 95.20 na
1975 .......... 1 46.83 46.33 72.98 98.19 na
1975 .......... 12 48.75 48.38 73.25 99.48 na
1976 .......... 1 49.25 48.38 66.68 98.00 na
1876 .......... 2 49.00 49.68 62.22 98.33 na
1976 .......... 3 56.25 56.30 66.97 104.39 na
1976 .......... 4 62.95 62.71 65.85 121.00 na
1976 .......... 5 62.12 598.56 63.56 125.69 na
1976 .......... 6 50.81 48.56 62.45 106.50 na
1976 .......... 7 47.81 49.38 58.20 99.25 na
1976 .......... 8 39.92 45.94 57.05 86.81 na
1876 .......... 9 42.88 46.65 57.24 87.13 na
1976 . ......... 10 44.25 47 .31 58.36 89.23 na
1976 .......... 11 45.50 49.67 60.85 86.12 na
1976 .......... 12 47.69 51.19 62.52 90.55 na
1977 .......... 1 52.00 53.56 60.04 96.29 na
1977 ... ..., 2 51.25 54,81 58.92 95.44 na
1977 .......... 3 5§5.70 56.25 57.12 92.15 na
1977 .......... 4 59.62 59.19 60.54 110.75 na
1977 ..., 5 55.56 51.38 64.44 109.62 na
1977 .......... 6 52.10 46.15 62.62 105.98 na
1977 .......... 7 50.42 47.33 63.65 103.84 na
1977 .......... 8 51.46 50.75 62.49 101.67 na
1977 ... L 9 53.75 54.31 63.05 106.75 na
1977 ... ..... 10 55.00 55.75 65.87 110.66 na
1977 .......... 1 55.06 63.19 65.47 103.12 na
1977 .......... 12 58.12 68.83 68.10 115.50 na
1978 . ......... 1 61.44 67.00 68.74 119.36 $41.80
1978 .......... 2 64.88 76.31 71.08 124.50 44.80
1978 .......... 3 76.69 80.85 74.88 130.32 43.90
1978 .......... 4 73.12 73.33 81.44 123.00 47.90
1978 .......... 5 72.85 75.05 88.48 131.57 47.90
1978 .......... 6 61.44 68.75 85.95- 1156.12 52.70
1978 .......... 7 60.62 69.33 84.81 113.46 52.90
1978 .......... 8 §9.70 76.10 79.94 116.00 45.90
1978 .......... 9 62.88 80.37 81.96 121.06 46.80
1978 .......... 10 62.50 78.00 82.14 120.25 43.80
1978 .......... 11 62.00 79.88 80.98 108.17 43.80
1978 .......... 12 65.83 82.33 84.75 126.25 44.00
1979 .......... 1 73.80 86.30 93.57 142.48 47.70
1979 .......... 2 69.12 84.50 97.47 129.82 51.30
1979 .......... 3 64.00 84.25 104.59 127.97 49.50
1879 .......... 4 78.62 89.75 108.61 134.88 49.50
1979 .......... 5 73.20 76.15 108.64 131.35 51.50
1979 .......... 6 68.83 71.12 103.56 128.81 48.10
1979 .......... 7 65.83 70.25 96.85 123.33 44.70
1979 .......... 8 62.65 71.00 94.13 117.55 41.40
1979 .......... 9 67.75 74.25 101.91 128.05 41.70
1979 .......... 10 66.50 70.00 98.32 123.85 38.80
1979 .......... 11 66.63 73.00 103.22 108.00 44.50
1979 .......... 12 68.12 79.83 105.53 106.42 47.60
1880 .......... 1 67.40 77.88 102.26 109.41 47.90
1980 .......... 2 66.31 79.00 103.70 125.40 44 .60
1980 .......... 3 68.62 70.50 103.15 132.50 42.40
1980 .......... 4 65.50 64.00 99.41 111.96 40.70
1980 .......... 5 61.75 57.42 102.00 123.38 43.00
1980 .......... 6 69.00 65.38 105.18 135.46 45.40
1980 .......... 7 69.00 65.38 110.114 141.32 55.30
1980 .......... 8 69.25 65.44 111.86 141.72 54.90
1980 .......... 9 68.25 67.62 107.97 137.54 57.50
1980 .......... 10 66.19 69.75 105.49 128.98 5§3.90
1980 .......... 11 63.97 68.67 101.44 115.50 52.10
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Table 4-1—Continued
Lamb, beef, and broiler prices In the United States, by month, January 1975-Auguist 1990

Wholesale
Slaughter Feeder Lamb Wholesale

Lambs Lambs Wholesale Carcass Broilers

Year Month San Angelo San Angelo Beef 55-65 Ib 12-City

$ICWT SICWT $ICWT $ICWT s$ICcwT
12 61.75 69.33 100.57 109.60 51.00
1 §7.50 61.75 99.80 108.12 51.90
2 57.75 62.25 96.08 113.06 52.80
3 56.75 59.00 94.32 113.5 50.60
4 63.20 61.30 99.68 122.62 46.60
5 65.38 60.69 103.32 137.50 48.60
6 67.76 62.92 106.52 142.75 51.80
7 64.38 56.62 107.23 137.30 52.80
8 61.62 54.56 103.90 127.75 49.70
9 52.30 51.40 102.96 115.90 45.80
10 §4.25 51.62 96.02 116.08 45.90
1 48.50 49.33 94.56 109.00 44,70
12 §0.00 50.94 93.70 106.42 42.60
1 §1.50 50.44 97.42 109.41 47.70
2 §3.50 53.25 101.24 116.75 46.80
3 60.70 57.65 103.82 129.60 47.20
4 66.54 64.88 109.50 134.50 44,90
5 67.12 63.50 115.14 144.12 48.30
6 63.33 55.38 111.21 132.97 49.60
7 57.50 51.31 102.61 127.6 48.60
8 54,75 48.50 100.75 120.09 45.90
9 52.90 47.35 95.54 115.37 46.10
10 50.38 46.67 93.00 109.75 44.70
11 47.50 48.33 92.86 110.25 42.60
12 51.62 52.44 92.62 113.00 44.50
1 55.81 58.31 94.14 123.83 46.00
2 60.88 64.06 96.55 132.75 47.50
3 63.30 63.90 100.62 136.80 44 .32
4 65.75 65.62 107.76 132.71 43.52
5 60.62 56.62 105.00 126.67 46.93
6 56.62 51.44 102.47 125.80 49.07
7 5§0.75 44.38 97.72 119.08 52.82
8 51.30 43.62 95.01 114.40 54.24
9 50.88 42.94 92.10 115.00 54 .51
10 54.44 49.81 91.24 125.00 50.98
11 57.94 5§7.69 91.57 127.00 57.61
12 60.50 60.00 99.82 131.25 §7.13
1 60.62 59.50 105.52 131.25 62.10
2 58.75 60.15 102.86 126.50 61.22
3 58.50 60.00 105.14 123.38 62.01
4 65.88 65.75 103.50 130.00 55.99
5 63.50 §7.00 99.62 128.73 57.61
6 59.88 53.12 98.01 127.50 55.53
7 59.83 §4.25 101.26 132.50 57.30
8 58.62 57.81 97.61 135.00 51.47
9 64.75 §9.56 94,37 145.83 53.54
10 64.75 65.17 92.38 135.00 48.77
1 65.75 71.00 99.08 135.00 52.14
12 65.25 69.00 101.22 132.00 48.96
1 65.12 65.75 99.50 133.38 52.85
2 67.58 72.31 97.42 139.50 §1.94
3 70.12 72.06 92.00 141.62 49.70
4 72.50 73.25 89.20 136.50 47.77
5 73.32 65.50 89.52 147.70 50.91
6 70.97 74.25 88.48 145.50 5§3.39
7 71.50 71.84 82.22 150.60 50.19
8 71.69 73.82 80.02 147.00 50.14
9 69.75 76.50 81.14 143.75 52.24
10 67.25 81.65 99.11 140.00 48.27
11 64.17 87.92 99.68 131.75 53.70
12 59.33 84.67 98.84 125.06 48.72
1 65.81 77.90 92.26 133.62 51.73
2 67.50 75.12 86.82 138.58 48.99
3 63.58 66.69 85.04 128.88 §0.31
4 74.22 79.98 83.34 145.30 50.05
5 81.25 84,22 86.42 158.08 54.56
6 77.36 84.69 83.58 148.75 58.29
7 73.84 79.97 89.25 148.50 69.13
8 68.12 80.06 90.98 142.50 69.72
9 66.38 83.88 90.52 134.70 60.95
10 §9.65 81.45 91.80 117.50 61.64
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Table 4-1—Continued

Lamb, beef, and brolier prices in the United States, by month, January 1975-August 1990

Wholesale

Slaughter Feeder Lamb Wholesale

Lambs Lambs Wholesale Carcass Broilers
Year Month San Angelo San Angelo Beef 55-65 Ib 12-City

s$ICWT $/ICWT $ICWT $/ICWT $ICWT
1086 .......... 11 65.42 83.50 95.70 136.25 5§7.50
1086 .......... 12 73.33 89.92 92.04 146.00 49,95
1987 ... ..., 1 78.56 95.88 89.70 153.96 51.77
1987 .......... 2 75.75 99.50 91.69 151.46 49.80
1987 .......... 3 86.50 108.50 92.86 161.25 48.53
1987 .......... 4 93.12 109.40 100.56 167.40 48.55
1087 .......... 5 94.50 112.62 107.80 173.00 50.53
1987 .......... 6 84.83 94.56 105.71 162.00 45.49
1987 .......... 7 76.84 98.75 99.29 148.25 47.02
1987 .......... 8 71.83 98.00 95.44 141.00 52.63
1987 .......... 9 70.05 102.55 96.87 137.60 46.43
1987 .......... 10 66.25 102.00 96.77 134.56 43.22
1987 .......... 11 65.00 99.50 95.35 129.56 44 .60
1987 .......... 12 73.83 105.83 94.50 144.90 39.81
1988 .......... 1 83.53 113.63 97.15 156.88 43.86
1988 .......... 2 77.25 112.63 99,50 151.25 44.89
1988 .......... 3 83.75 111.30 103.47 153.37 48.37
1988 .......... 4 76.50 100.25 105.25 141.25 48.66
1988 .......... 5 72.67 90.63 111,70 141.38 56.55
1988 .......... 6 59.38 77.80 106.38 125.00 61.46
1988 .......... 7 59.67 79.67 97.09 128.75 66.54
1988 .......... 8 56.19 79.05 101.04 127.00 68.86 -
1988 .......... 9 59.50 78.56 103.15 130.50 62.80
1988 .......... 10 63.94 80.38 104.36 134.12 57.70
1088 .......... 11 65.56 82.00 104.73 127.70 . 57.10
1988 .......... 12 68.83 84.83 106.20 137.50 58.80
1989 .......... 1 68.13 84.88 107.30 133.75 58.00
1989 .......... 2 68.83 84.38 107.98 135.88 58.00
1989 .......... 3 70.90 95.30 112.43 142.60 62.10
1989 .......... 4 78.17 88.06 113.84 147.06 63.50
1989 .......... 5 73.56 78.18 112.62 142.35 70.40
19689 .......... 6 72.63 75.94 106.35 139.31 67.40
1989 .......... 7 67.79 74.80 104.91 133.03 62.00
1989 .......... 8 67.28 75.50 104.31 130.75 57.30
1989 .......... 9 63.81 76.06 102.08 121.44 59.90
1989 .......... 10 59.63 74.88 103.13 117.69 51.70
1989 .......... 11 56.06 74.88 107.05 109.65 49,20
1989 .......... 12 61.00 76.00 111.41 122.72 48.40 ...
1990 .......... 1 54.80 72.10 113.30 - 112.286 §1.70 _
1980 .......... 2 60.38 74.88 112.80 127.81 57.40
1990 .......... 3 63.69 75.63 113.65 135.25 60.40
1980 .......... 4 63.13 71.31 114.70 123.38 §5.30
1980 .......... 5 62.25 64.30 114.34 125.25 57.90
1990 .......... 6 53.56 56.44 112.18 120.25 56.40
1980 .......... 7 53.25 53.75 na 124.88 na
1890 .......... 8 150.50 159,00 na 1120.25 na

! Estimate.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service.



The demand for lamb meat is influenced by
such factors: as the prices of substitute
meats—e.g., beef, pork, and poultry—consumer
income, and consumer attitudes. Also, the de-
mand for lamb is greatest in the spring and early
summer, responding to holiday traditions and
consumer taste preferences for spring lamb.8 An
increase in the price of substitute meats or con-
sumer income should increase the demand for
lamb. Lamb meat prices are consistently higher
than those of substitute meats (fig. 4-5 and table
4-1), and consumption of lamb meat is less than
consumption of other meats (fig. 4~6 and table
4-2).9

Factors that can influence the supply of lamb
include lamb prices, labor costs, feed costs, and
lamb losses. Prices can affect supply in two ways.
Increased lamb prices would increase the value of
lamb for breeding and for slaughter. If the pro-
ducer decides to increase the flock size in
response to price increases, the number of ewes
sold for slaughter will be reduced. Because of the
length of time necessary to increase the flock, the
producer must see price increases as indicative of
a longer run trend.'® If the producer believes
that the price increases are a short-run phenome-
. non, the producer may increase the number of
lambs available for slaughter in order to increase
revenue. Lamb retention is. also responsive to
feed prices; as feed prices increase the producer
- is less likely to increase the size of the flock.!

After processing, the meats are sold to either
a wholesaler, a breaker, or a distributor while
pelts and organs are sold through different chan-
nels. The net revenues for the slaughter lamb are
determined by the wholesale carcass price, pelt
and organ prices, slaughter and processing costs,
and freight costs. The most valuable by-product

proximately § percent of the live lamb value.?

" The price of most of the lamb sold by packers

to wholesalers is negotiated; however, some prices.

® Sheep Industry Devel%pmem Pro , Inc., Sheep

Production Handbook, 1988, p. MKT 3-4.

® Production costs are higher for lamb than for other
meats because sheep production usually requires more
labor per animal than other livestock. Sheep and lamb
losses are much higher than those for other livestock
primarily because sheep are highly susceptible to disease
and predators. During 1987, 12 percent of the inventory
of sheep were lost compared with 4.7 percent for cattle.
See USDA, *“Livestock and Poultry: Situation and
Outlook Report,” August 1989, and USDA, "Report on
the U.S. Sheep Industry,” March 1989.

'* The time necessary 1o increase the size of a flock
is considerable. When a ewe is between 8 and 14
months old, the producer decides whether to sell the
animal for slaughter or keep it for breeding. Ewes
usually give birth when they are about 2 years old.
Thus, the elapsed time between retention of the lanb for
breeding purposes and the slaughter of her first offspring
is about 2 years.

" G. D. Whipple and D. J. Menkhaus, “Supply
Response in the U.S. Sheep Industry,” American Journal

’ % sﬁsgricultural Economics, Volume 71, No. 1, February

12 Shee lndustI?' Development Program, Inc.,

Sheep Production Handbook, 1988.

are on a formula basis. The formula price is often
based on the National Provisioner’'s Yellow-
Sheet.’® For example, the packer and the
wholesaler may agree on a premium in/or differ-
ence from the Yellow Sheet price. This
difference may reflect location and/or quality fac-
tors. Packers prefer to sell on a carlot basis, but
because the quantity of lamb demanded is small
they often take less-than-carlot orders.

Seasonal variations in prices of lamb sold to
wholesalers occur throughout the year with prices
peaking between March and May (for example,
see fig. 4-3). As can be seen in figure 4-4,
wholesale carcass prices have generally been in-
creasing since 1975 and vary with feeder and
slaughter prices. Packers also sell trimmed primal
cuts (shoulders, legs, loins, and racks), called
New York cuts, to wholesalers. The trends in the
prices of these cuts are illustrated in table 4-3
and figure 4-7. The prices of racks are the high-
est of these cuts while the prices of shoulders are
the lowest.

The next step in the distribution chain for
lambs is the sale of different cuts of lamb by
wholesalers to retailers (mostly grocery stores),
and to hotels, restaurants, and institutions. Res-
taurant managers reportedly prefer frozen meat

" because of the increased shelf life. Frozen meat

can be stored indefinitely, although most is pur-

- chased by the retail consumer within 6 months of

the time the lamb is slaughtered. Retail food out-
let managers reportedly prefer fresh because
some consumers prefer fresh meat. For the in-
terim monitoring report, the Commission
requested nine grocery chains to report purchase
prices of carcasses, racks, legs, and shoulders of
‘U.S.,; Australiah, and New Zealand origin. All

of the lamb is the pelt, which accounts for ap- .. Nine- grocery chains--answered questions about
' " their purchases of lamb meat and six grocery

‘chains provided data detailing their purchases of

carcasses, racks, legs, and shoulders from the
United States, Australia, and New Zealand (figs.
4-8 through 4-11 and table 4-4). For the final
report, the Commission requested four grocery
chains, three brokers, and one processor to re-
port purchase prices of carcasses, racks, legs, and
shoulders of United States, Australian, and New
Zealand origin for the period January 1989 to

- April 1990. Four grocery chains provided data

detailing their purchases of carcasses, racks, legs,
and shoulders. Data on prices cannot be pre-
sented without compromising the confidentiality
of the responses.'* Prices for the New Zealand
cuts represent sales of frozen lamb and the prices
for the U.S. and Australian cuts represent sales of

' The National Provisioner is a private price report-
ing service and the Yellow Sheet is one of its
publications.

4 Industry sources confirmed that there were fewer
grocery chains that purchased imported lamb meat in
1989 and during January-October 1990 than in 1988.
They also reported that the largest-volume purchasers of
imported lamb meat accounted for a greater share of
total purchases in 1989 and during January-October
1990 than in 1988. ,
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Figure 4-5
Published wholesale meat prices of lamb, beef, and brollers sold in the U.S. market, by months,
January 1985-June 1990

160 f

o Ao S S SF A, :
;;gj‘f AV \\/* \ AW \\4;&;‘-
ozi &Y ' Sesg

o o ~aad

B0 —

Oullars per hunared pournds

Figure 4-8
United States per capita meat consumption (per pound), 1988
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Source: USDA Economic Research Service.



Table 4-2
Beef, veal, pork, lamb, mutton, and poulitry meat: Apparent per-capita consumption, by types, 1985-89

(In pounds)

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989

Type cwe! Retail CWE' Retail CWE' Retall CWE' Retall CWE' Retail
Beef ................. 106.5 78.8 107.3 78.4 103.3 73.4 102.5 72.3 97.7 68.9
Veal ........... ...t 2.2 1.8 2.3 1.9 1.8 1.5 1.7 1.4 1.4 1.2
Pork ................. 65.8 62.0 62.1 58.6 62.5 §9.1 67.2 63.5 66.6 63.2
Lamb2................ 1.6 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.3
Mutton2 .............. 1 1 A A A A 1 1 1 1

Totalred meat .... 176.2 144.1 173.2 140.3 169.1 1354 173.0 138.6 167.4 134.7
Poultry ............... (3) 69.7 () 72.0 () 77.8 () 81.1 () 85.8

Total ............. 245.8 213.8 245.2 212.3 246.9 213.2 254.0 219.6 '253.2 220.5

' Carcass weight equivalent.

2 Estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commission.

3 Retail and carcass weight are virtually the same for poulitry.
Note.—Because of rounding figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Complled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, except as noted.
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Table 4-3
New York Cut prices in the United States, by month, January 1980-December 1987
Wholesale Lamb Prices (New York Cuts)

Year Legs Racks
Cents per pound

1980 . 164.0 33.0 225.0

. 155.4 32.5 195.6

. 179.6 37.5 243.8

90.9 170.0 33.1 208.8

91.0 149.2 31.0 197.0

111.3 148.1 53.8 280.0

115.3 150.0 166.0 300.5

115.3 143.8 176.9 318.1

111.9 150.0 180.0 312.5

100.0 152.5 167.5 274.5

91.9 145.0 141.3 232.5

85.0 143.1 132.5 227.5

1981 85.5 146.0 124.0 193.5

90.0 140.6 121.9 166.9

90.0 150.4 125.6 176.9

84.0 186.5 134.0 186.5

13.4 173.0 181.3 269.4

16.3 155.4 176.9 280.0

16.5 147.0 173.5 264.5

10.6 143.8 170.0 235.8

00.5 146.0 158.5 187.0

96.9 150.9 149.3 185.0

93.8 141.9 144.4 183.8

80.6 150.6 136.9 205.0

1982 0 Jan ..., 88.5 154.0 135.0 185.0

................... 94.4 158.1 . 138.1 215.6

................... 94.2 188.0 " 144.0 236.0

................... 98.8 175.6 159.4 251.9

................... 03.8 160.6 . 180.6 316.9

.................. 03.0 141.5 185.0 291.5

................... 90.0 130.0 178.1 266.9

................... 90.0 138.8 167.5 250.6

.................. 88.0 139.5 158.5 226.0

................... 80.6 141.9 138.8 198.1

................... 81.9 138.1 138.1 208.8

................... 80.0 145.0 134.6 222.5

1983 = Jan ..., 96.3 155.6 152.5 218.8

.................... 04.4 158.1 - 166.3 236.3

................... 86.0 180.5 171.5 276.5

................... 94.4 158.8 166.9 -290.6

................... 88.8 139.4 168.1° 303.1

.................. 90.0 128.0 172.0 292.0

................... 83.8 117.5 181.9 285.0

................... 79.7 124.0 172.0 242.5

.................. 79.4 129.4 178.1 230.6

................... 84.4 135.6 180.0 256.3

................... 85.6 135.0 179.4 280.0

................... 84.4 150.6 181.9 322.5

1984 2 Jan ........oeeeeen.. 84.4 150.7 173.8 306.3

................... 85.4 144.0 167.4 271.0

................... 75.6 154.1 160.0 248.8

................... 70.0 181.9 158.1 267.5

................... 81.0 132.3 175.5 318.5

.................. 81.9 112.5 194 .4 320.0

................... 86.9 123.1 . 335.0

................... 91.0 121.5 319.0

.................. 86.9 131.3 329.4

................... 84.5 127.5 314.5

................... 81.3 127.5 331.3

................... 75.0 138.8 344 .4

1986 = Jam .......oieels, 82.0 140.0 337.5

................... 90.6 145.6 340.0

................... 77.5 165.6 358.8

................... 76.9 161.3 356.3

................... 96.6 129.5 428.5

.................. 86.9 121.9 427.5

................... 93.5 123.0 437.0

................... 85.6 118.1 413.1

.................. 86.9 121.3 371.9

................... 86.0 137.5 326.5

................... 85.0 134.4 326.3

................... 75.7 134.5 323.5

4-12



Table 4-3—Continued

New York Cut prices In the United States, by month, January 1980-December 1987
Wholesale Lamb Prices (New Yark Cuts)

Year Month Shoulders Legs Loin Racks
Cents per pound
1986 Jan ..., 79.0 147.5 172.5 293.0
Feb ........... ... ... 87.5 148.1 175.0 300.6
Mar ...t 69.1 176.1 161.9 298.1
APr ... 95.9 142.4 205.5 380.0
May ...ooii i 116.9 145.0 289.4 445.6
June ..., 98.8 118.8 270.6 401.9
JUly Lo 101.5 122.5 238.5 382.0
AU ...ttt 109.4 130.6 217.5 321.3
Sept ..., 98.8 1331 200.0 296.3
Oct ......vieiiinnnns 98.0 133.5 164.1 259.0
NOV ..o 96.3 148.8 186.3 371.9
Dec .......ocvivvnnnns 96.0 175.5 187.0 401.0
1987 Jan ... 120.0 160.0 193.1 376.9
Feb ..........cvivinten 115.0 163.8 204.4 398.8
Mar .........covvevnuns 101.9 181.9 200.0 397.5
APl ottt 110.0 202.0 222.5 429.5
May ......coveviiinnnnn 116.3 158.1 257.5 459.4
June ...l 101.3 130.6 251.9 426.3
July L. 104.5 B -127.0 226.5 332.5
Aug ..ot 109.4 133.1 221.3 295.0
Sept ........... .0 99.5 142.5 207.5 302.0
Oct ......c.ovviiivnnn 91.9 138.8 190.6 268.8
NOV ..ttt 83.8 143.8 183.8 295.6
Dec ................... 91.3 177.5 186.3 356.9

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service,

Figure 4-7
Published lamb prices of New York style cuts in tho Unltod States January 1980—Docomber 1987
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Source: USDA Economic Research Service.
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Figure 4-8

Purchase prices of domestic and Imported Iamb carc
January 1987-December 1988

Dol lars per pound
-

asses by grocery chains, by months,

Figure 4-9

Purchase prices of domestic and Imported lamb racks by grocery chains, by months, January 1987-
December 1988 .
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Figure 4-10

Purchase prices of domestic and Imported lamb legs by grocery chains, by months, January 1987-

December 1988
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Figure 4-11.

Purchase prices of domestic and Imported lamb shoulders by grocery chains, by months,

January 1987-December 1588
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Source: Complied from dafa submitted In response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Table 4-4

Lamb meat: Prices of the largest purchase of selected lamb cuts, by U.S. grocery chalns, by month and

by country, January 1987-December 1988

United States Australia New Zealand
legs racks shoulder
Year legs racks shoulder legs racks shoulder frozen frozen frozen
1987 2.18 3.60 1.22 1.76 2.75 1.02 1.56 3.09 1.44
2.03 3.73 1.23 1.81 2.76 1.02 1.21 3.09 1.44
2.45 - 2.85 1.25 1.80 2.84 0.99 1.42 NA NA
2.72 2.84 1.25 1.75 2.73 1.04 1.25 3.09 1.47
.37 3.96 1.28 1.81 2.83 1.07 NA 3.09 1.47
2.05 4.30 1.26 1.62 2.73 1.05 1.32 NA 1.49
1.74 3.38 1.16 1.77 2.79 1.12 1.27 .3.29 1.49
1.95 3. 1.16 1.51 2.78 1.10 1.45 3.09 1.55
1.72 3.27 1.23 1.91 2.83 1.01 1.45 3.09 1.53
1.86 3.18 1.25 1.89 2.79 1.01 1.44 3.09 1.52
1.84 3.53 1.05 1.87 2.78 1.01 1.26 NA NA
1.96 3.17 1.09 1.90 2.85 1.01 1.45 NA 1.49
1988 1.88 3.79 1.22 2.00 2.85 1.01 1.30 NA 1.54
2.10 3.43 1.24 1.94 2.88 1.05 1.25 NA NA
2.46 3.78 1.23 1.92 2.93 1.01 1.45 NA 1.52
2.44 3.93 1.13 2.1 2.86 1.01 1.30 NA NA
2.1 3.84 1.18 2.03 2.94 1.01 1.47 NA 1.53
1.81 3.85 1.28 2.14 2.97 1.18 1.34 ‘NA 1.59
1.68 4.18 1.18 2.16 2.98 1.22 1.50 NA 1.61
1.62 4.41 1.16 2.14 2.98 1.22 1.38 . NA 1.69
1.80 3.53 1.26 2.17 2.97 1.22 1.44 3.24 NA
1.84 3.59 1.33 2.14 2.97 NA 1.45 3.24 NA
1.88 3.28 1.32 2.19 2.96 NA 1.48 3.24 1.68
1.98 3.24 1.25 2.09 3.17 NA NA 3.24 1.71

Source: Compiled from U.S. International Trade Commission questionnalires.

‘chilled lamb. All but one respondent stated that
price is negotiated.

There are a number of factors listed by re-
spondents which may affect prices. One of the
factors is the lead time from the date of purchase
to the date the grocers receive the fresh or chilled
lamb meat. Respondents stated that the lead time
for fresh or chilled lamb was one week or less for
orders placed with suppliers of U.S. lamb, one to
three weeks for suppliers of Australian lamb, and
3 to 14 days for suppliers of New Zealand lamb.
The lead time for frozen lamb is typically 30 days.
Another factor which affects prices is quality. On
interim, report questionnaires, five grocers stated
that imported lamb meat is inferior to U.S. lamb
meat.’®  All respondents stated that imported
lamb meat cuts are smaller than domestic cuts.
On final report questionnaires, three chains stated
that U.S. and imported lamb were roughly com-
parable in quality. One stated that inferior quality
imported lamb was available at lower prices than
the U.S. product. For another factor, the coun-
try of origin, eight of the grocery chains in interim
report questionnaires and three grocery chains in
final report questionnaires stated that their cus-
tomers were aware of and/or interested in the
country of origin.

On interim report questionnaires, six respon-
dents stated that they purchase lamb weekly and
three purchase daily. All respondents stated that
they rarely deviate from the one to three suppliers
with whom they deal. Price, quality, and avail-

18 One company stated that imported lamb was not
as fresh as domestic lamb.

)

ability were listed as the three most important fac-
tors considered when deciding from whom to
purchase lamb meat.

Because of price fluctuations, a discussion of
trends in prices is difficult. Any discussion of
relative prices or price trends is also complicated
by the fact that the Commission has data for only
a few firms. The price of Australian carcasses
was higher than that of domestic carcasses be-
tween September 1987 and May 1988 and also in
October and December 1988 (fig. 4-8). (No
data were available for the price of Australian
carcasses in June through September or in No-
vember of 1988). Although carcass prices have
had large fluctuations, mostly because of seasonal
demand, Australian carcass prices were on a gen-
eral upward trend between March 1987 and
December 1988, while the price of U.S. lamb
carcasses fluctuated- seasonally during 1987 and
1988 and was slightly lower in December 1988
than in January 1987. There were no reported
prices for lamb carcasses imported from New
Zealand.

Domestic prices of racks also have large fluc-
tuations resulting from seasonal demand (fig.
4-9). Prices of Australian racks are more stable
and increased 15 percent from January 1987 to
December 1988. Australian rack prices were
lower than domestic rack prices from January
1987 to the end of 1988. The price of frozen
New Zealand racks, which increased 5 percent
from January 1987 to December 1988, was gen-
erally lower than the price of domestic lamb racks
where comparisons could be made.



Domestic prices of lamb legs also had large

fluctuations resulting from seasonal demand (fig.. -
4-10). Prices of Australian legs were more stable

and increased 19 percent from January 1987 to
December 1988.

~ cept for June through December 1988.- The

price of frozen New Zealand lamb legs, although -

consistently below domestic_prices in 1987 and
1988, fluctuated, showing no trend. New

.4Zealand leg prices were lower than domestic leg- :

zprices from January 1987 to December 1988.

Prices of lamb shoulders behaved differently
from those of the other lamb cuts (fig. 4-11)..

There is no seasonal fluctuation in U.S. or im-
ported shoulder prices. U.S. prices, although

fluctuating, show no apparent trend. Australian -

shoulder prices, which were generally lower than

U.S. prices during the period 1987-88 increased *

nearly 10 percent from January to July 1987, but

fell back 10 percent by September 1987. Austra- -
lian prices then remained almost level through

May 1988 before increasing nearly 21 percent by
July-September 1988. Australian shoulder prices
were lower than U.S. shoulder prices between
January 1987 and June 1988. Prices of frozen

shoulders from New Zealand increased almost 19"

percent from January 1987 to December 1988
and were inexplicably higher than those of fresh
or chilled U.S. and Australian shoulders.

Because of the small number of observations
reported for foreign products on final report
questionnaires (covering the period January 1989
to April 1990), it is not possible to report defini-

Australian leg prices ‘were’
nearly the same or lower than U.S. leg prices ex-.

tively on trends in the prices of foreign products ,

- sor t0 compare them with the prices .of .similar
< U.S. products. Similarly, data“are insufficient to

characterize price trends’ for U.S.-produced

.. racks. For othér U.S.-produced chilled cits, the
followmg price trends were observed. Carcass
" prices showed a slight downtrend over the period,

endmg about '10 percent lower than at the begin-

" ning. The ‘price of legs moved down irregularly

through the end of 1989, falling about 35 per-
cent, then rose to ‘end the. penod nearly 25
percent above the beginning price. The trend in

. the price of shoulders, was virtually flat, the: end-
E mg price being nearly identical to the begmmng

price. -

Exchange Rates

Quarterly data ‘reported by, .the Internatronal
Monetary Fund indicate that during January
1985-March 1990 thé -nominal value of the Aus-
tralian dollar depreciated 1.9 percent relative to

" the U.S. dollar and the nominal value of the New

Zealand dollar depreciated 22.6 percent relative
to the U.S. dollar. (table 4- -5). 16’ Adjusted for
movements in producer price indices in the

‘United: States and Australia, the real value of the

Australian currency appreciated 23.0 percent
during the same period. Adjusted for movements

- in producer price indices in the United States and
. New Zealand, the real value of the New Zealand
-currency deprecnated 2. 0 percent during the same

period. .

e Inlgmalidnal Financial Statistics, Octobgr 1990.



Table 4-§ -~ e e L e _ ,‘

Exchange ntos" Nomlnll-oxehango-uto equivalents of the 'selocted currencies in U.S. dollars ‘real-ex-
change-rate equivalents, and producor prleo Indleatou in: :poc"lod countrles,2 Indexed by quarters,
January 1985-Juno mo _ b i

u.s. . Australia . Nomlnal.-, Real-' . New Zealand Nominal- Real-

’ ’ " Producer Producer ° exchange- exchange- Producer . exchange- exchange-
-Period ' Price Index Price Index " rate index rate index® Price Index rate index rate index®
1985: ' o : o : '

January-March ..... - 100.0 "100.0 ©100.0. 100.0 100.0 - 100.0 100.0
. April-dune ......... 100.1 103.0 . 112.7 116.0 104.8 100.9 105.7 .
July-September . . ... 98.4 104.8 .  107.7 ' 113.5 106.3 88.2 94.3
'wca)é:tober-oecomber . 100.0° 105.8 . 109.3 1156.6 - 105.6 82.3 86.9
January-March: ... ... 98.5 107:4' 107.1 116.8 - 107.8 - 87.4 95.7
April-June ......... 96.7 106.9. 105.4 116.5 109.0° 82.7 93.2
July-September . . ... 96.2 109.6 120.8. 137.7: 110.6 - 90.9 104.5
19(8);:tober-December 96.6 112.6 116.0  135.3. 113.2 90.1 105.6
January-March .. .-. -87.7 114.5 112.0 131.2 "115.8 . 83.8 99.4
Apri-June ......... 99.3 116.0 105.2 - 122.9 118.4 79.1 94.4
July-September . . ... 100.4 118.0. 106.2 123.6 - 120.1 - 75.9 90.8
19<8)gtober—oecember . .109.9 120.2, 106.7 1271 121.3 72.3 86.9
January-March ..... 101.§ 123.0° 104.4 126.5  122.4 '69.4 83.7
April-June ......... 103.1 -+ 125.0 : 96.5 117.0 © 124.3 67.2 81.0
July-September ..... 104.6 . 126.8 94.0 . 113.9 126.1 71.2 85.9
Octobor-Decembor . 4'105,) 128.4 89.5 109.4 . 127.7 72.5 88.1
January—March ..... 107.4 130.5 ° 88.6 ' 107.7 130.1 74.2 89.8
Apri-June ......... 109.3 133.7 96.6 . 118.2° 132.3 76.8 92.9
- July-September . . ... 108.9 135.7:. - 98.4 : 122.6 . 135.8 - 78.4 97.7
19gtt):tol'.wer-Dm:ember‘ . 109.3 137.2 .. 96.2: 120.8 137.6 77.8 98.0
January-March ..... 110.9 139.1 - “ 98.1 123.0. "138.6 77.4 96.8
April-June ......... " 110.8 T 4141.2 97.8 4124.8° (%) 79.4 (%)

i Exchange rates expressed in U.S. dollars per unit of foreign currency.

2 Producer price indicators—intended to measure final product prices—are based .on perlod -average
quarterly indices presented in line 63 of the /International Financial Statistics. :

3 The indexed real exchange rate is derived from the nominal rate adjusted for relative movements in
Producer Price Indices in the United:States and the specified countries. Producer prices in the United
States increased 10.9 percent during the period January 1985 through March 1990 compared with a
39. 1-perﬁ:2t increase in Australian prices and a 38.6-percent increase in New Zealand prices during the.
same pe!

¢ Derived from Australlan price data reported for April only.

¢ Not avalilable.

Note.—January-March 1985=100.0.
Source: Internationai Monetary Fund, /nternational Finanéial Statistics, October 1990.



Chapter 5
U.S. Industry

Growers

U.S. sheep growers may be divided into two
categories: (1) sheepherders (i.e., those who
maintain flocks of sheep for the production of
lambs, including purebred and commercial
flocks), and (2) feeders (those who maintain
feedlots where lambs are fed on grain or other
concentrates until they reach slaughter weight).
Some growers engage in both activities, and not
all lambs are placed in feedlots. Some lambs go
to slaughter directly from pasture where they may
or may not have been provided with grains to sup-
plement their diets of forage and milk from their
mothers. Lambs are the only common farm ani-
mals that can be grown to the Choice grade
without supplemental feed, and when pastures are
good, they are frequently so handled.

In the United States, very few sheep are
raised exclusively for the production of wool or
pelts, although wool may account for a significant
share of growers’ income, as described in the sec-
tion of this report entitled “Wool,” and pelts add
to the value received by the growers for the live
animals. In some parts of the world, notably
Australia, Argentina, and the Union of South Af-
rica, sheep are kept for the production of wool.
In some parts of the Middle East and the Soviet
Union, specific breeds of sheep, such as Karakul
and Astrakhan, are kept primarily for the produc-
tion of pelts.

The number of sheep-raising operations' in

the United States declined by 5 percent from
117,220 in 1985 to 111,040, in 1989, (table
5-1). Many operations consist of only a few
sheep and belong to part-time or hobby farmers.

Officials of the American Sheep Industry As-
sociation (ASIA) contend that because the
number of operations with sheep include those
owned by hobbyists and others who are not pri-
marily profit motivated, a better measure of the
number of growers for profit is the number of
payments under the Federal wool incentive pro-
gram. (The wool incentive program is described

' An operation is any place having one or more
sheep on hand at any time during the year.

Table 5-1
Operations with sheep, by regions, 1985-89

later in Chapter 6.) The number of payments
under the wool incentive program is shown in the
following tabulation:

Year Number
1985 . i e e e e 76,580
1986 . ... e e e e 74,371
1987 o e e e e 76,906
1988 ..o e e 88,322
1989 ... e e e 82,072

In 1989, 46,100 U.S. operations with sheep
(42 percent of the U.S. total) were located in the
Corn Belt.2 However, these operations averaged
only 46 animals each and accounted for only 19
percent of the total U.S. sheep population as of
January 1, 1990. In the Corn Belt, sheep are
most commonly kept as components of diversified
farming operations, or kept by part-time farmers.
Sheep are frequently kept on land not suitable for
raising grain or for other farming activities.

The Western States® accounted for 43,050
U.S. sheep operations (39 percent of the total)
in 1989. These operations, which averaged 197
animals each, accounted for 75 percent of the to-
tal U.S. sheep population as of January 1, 1990.
In the Western States, sheep are sometimes the
primary or only source of income for the opera-
tor, although sheep are also frequently part of
diversified farming operations. On the Edwards
Plateau of Texas, for example, cattle, sheep, and
goats may be kept on the same pasture because
cattle will eat grass, sheep will eat forbs and
weeds, and goats will eat leaves and browse. In
many areas of the West, because of topography
and climate, the only suitable agricultural crop is
forage, and the only practical use for the forage is
as a feed for ruminant animals, such as sheep.

Most of the remaining 19 percent of U.S.
sheep operations, which accounted for 6 percent
of the total U.S. sheep population on Janu-
ary 1, 1990, are located in the Northeastern
United States and border regions of the South-
eastern United States (figs. 5-1 and 5-2). The
U.S. sheep population rose by 12 percent from
January 1, 1986, to January 1, 1990 (table 5-2).

2 The Corn Belt consists of the States of Illinois,
Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri,
Nebraska, Ohio, and Wisconsin.

3 The Western States consist of Arizona, California,
Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico,
North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota,
Texas, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming.

Region 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
CornBelt ............ciiiiiiiniiainen 51,800 48,100 47,400 46,400 46,100
Western States ......................... 45,820 45,000 44,150 44,500 43,050
Other ....... ...t 19,600 19,480 22,090 22,540 21,890
Total .....ciiiii i 117,220 112,580 113,640 113,440 111,040

Source: Complled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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Figure 5-1
Location of U.S. sheep inventory
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Note.—Map reproduced from Sheep and Goats, February 1989.
Source: AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS BOARD, NASS, USDA.
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Figure 5-2

Regional location of U.S. sheep inventory as of January 1, 1990
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Table 5-2

U.S. sheep and lamb population, by regions, as of Jan. 1 of 1986-90
(In thousands)

Jan. 1—

Region 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
Western States ......................... 7,843 8,079 © 8,363 8,188 8,494
CornBelt ..............ccoveviiiniin.. 1,761 1,873 1,904 1,951 2,122
Other ...........c ittty §51 620 678 719 752

Total ...t 10,145 10,572 10,945 10,858 11,368

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

Lambs may be sent directly from pasture to
slaughter,4 or alternatively, at about 6 months of
age and about 55 to 90 pounds in weight, they
may be shipped to feedlots for about 2 to 3
months of intensive feeding and finishing on grain
(primarily corn) prior to slaughter. During this
period, lambs are generally referred to as feeder
lambs; when ready for slaughter, they are called
fed lambs, slaughter lambs, or fat lambs.

Officials of the National Lamb Feeders Asso-
ciation report that there are probably only about
100 large-volume lamb feedlots in the United
States, although there are many small-volume
feedlots. Feedlot operators may feed lambs they

. own or may feed lambs for other people on a fee-
for-service or some type of partnership basis. As
shown in the following tabulation, lamb feeding
tends to be concentrated in a few States as of
January 1 (in thousands of animals):

State 1987 1988 1989 1990
Colorado ...... - 310 360 380 385
Texas ......... 150 150 170 200
California ... ... 185 170 160 180
Oregon ........ - 80 - 90 125 110
Kansas ........ 70 95 98 102
Wyoming ...... 85 115 117 100
All other . ...... 623 601 596 640

Total ....... 1,513 1,581 1,646 1,717

Meatpackers

Federally inspected (FI) plants accounted for
97 percent of sheep and lamb slaughter annually
during 1985-89. The total number of FI sheep
and lamb slaughtering plants declined 14 percent
during 1985-89, as reflected in the following
tabulation:

* At the public conference on Investigations Nos.
701-TA-214 and 731-TA-188, domestic interests
reported that in years when pastures are good because of
ample rainfall, 60 to 80 percent of the lamb crop in
some States would be sent directly from pasture to
slaughter, without going through feedlots. See the
transcript, p. 82.

5-4

Number

of Fi
Year plants
1985 ... e 1,008
1886 ... ... i e i 954
1987 ... e 906
1988 ... . et 877
1989 ... ... e 869

Factors that may have contributed to the de-
cline include labor problems, industry con-
centration for economies of scale, packer/grower
contractual arrangements, and competition from
imports.

FI plants with a capacity to slaughter 10,000
or more sheep and lambs -annually accounted for
90 percent or more of sheep and lamb slaughter
annually during 1985-90. The total number of
such FI plants declined during 1985-88 but in-
creased in 1989 as shown in the following
tabulation:

Number
of large
volume

Year T plants

1985 ... ... e 28

1886 ... e 26

1987 .. e 22

1988 ... .. e 20

1989 ... e 26

Figure 5-3 shows the approximate location of
the largest volume lamb slaughtering plants (those
with a capacity to slaughter over 100,000 animals
annually) in operation in the United States as of
October 1990, and those large-volume plants that
have closed since 1985. The largest volume
plants accounted for 80 percent or more of total
U.S. lamb slaughter annually during 1985-89.
Whereas figure 5-3 suggests idling of productive
facilities, it should be noted that one of the plants
in Colorado, which opened in late 1988, is the
largest volume plant in the United States. That
plant is owned and operated by Monfort, Inc.
(Monfort, Inc., was purchased by ConAgra, Inc.,
in November 1986). The other plant in Colorado
is owned and operated as Denver Lamb Co.



Figure 5-3
Plants with a capacity to slaughter over 100,000 lambs annually, 1985-90

®Plants clused since
1985

@Plants upen as of
October 1990

Source: Adapted from U.S. Sheep Industry Market Situation Report 87188, p. 33.
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Among other large-volume plants in operation
as of October 1990, the plants in Texas and Kan-
sas are also operated by Monfort, Inc. The
plants in Northern California and Washington
State are owned and operated by Superior Pack-
ing Co.; the plant in northwestern Iowa is owned
and operated by the Iowa Lamb Corp.; the plant
in Illinois is owned and operated by Den-Franco;
and the plant in Michigan is owned and operated
by Wolverine Packing Co. The plant in south-
eastern South Dakota is owned and operated by
John Morrell & Co., and it stopped slaughtering
lambs May 1, 1987 (although the slaughter of
other species of livestock continues); the plant
started to slaughter lambs again in the spring of
1989. The plant in Minnesota was owned and op-
erated by Farmstead Foods, Inc. and was closed
in March, 1990. The plant reopened in early Oc-
tober 1990, under the same management, but is
now employee-owned.

Among large-volume plants that have closed
since 19885, the plant located in Northern Califor-
nia was owned and operated by ConAgra and
closed August 26, 1988. The plant in Southern
California was owned and operated by various
firms in recent years, including the American
Lamb Co. and the Western Lamb Co. This plant

was last closed April 11, 1986. The New Mexico_

plant, which closed May 16, 1986, after being in
operation for one year, was operated by Clovis
Lamb Co. The plant in northwestern Iowa that
closed was owned and operated by Mid-Ameri-
can Lamb Co. and it closed June 21, 1986. The
plant in Michigan was the Detroit Veal and Lamb
Co. which closed January 31, 1986. The Virginia
plant that closed was owned and operated by
Rocco Further Processing and ceased slaughtering
in December 1987.

meat from other slaughtering plants. The plant in
Colorado, Hi-Country Lamb Co., had been oper-
ated as a custom slaughter plant, under the name
Colorado Lamb Co. It closed, reopened in No-
vember 1988, but closed again in June 1990.

Financial Experience of U.S. Packers

Packers accounting for over 75 percent of
U.S. production of lamb meat in 1989, provided
income-and-loss data on their operations produc-
ing lamb meat.

Income

The income-and-loss experience of U.S.
packers of lamb meat is presented in table 5-3.
Net sales increased 7.6 percent from $313 million
in 1986 to $337 million in 1987 and increased an
additional 15.5 percent to $389 million in 1988.
Net sales decreased 7.8 percent to $359 million in
1989. Packers suffered operating losses of $3.9
million and $848,000 in 1986 and 1987, respec-
tively. Operating income was $4.2 million in
1988 and $4.9 million in 1989. Operating in-
come or (loss) margins were (1.2) in 1986, (0.3)
in 1987, 1.1 in 1988, and 1.4 in 1989.

For about one more year,
that plant reportedly continued to process lamb-

The combined income-and-loss experience,
on an average per-pound basis, for the packers is
presented in table 5-4. The average per-pound
sales value increased 6.3 percent, from $1.43 in
1986 to $1.52 in 1987 and 1988 and then de-
creased to $1.43 in 1989. Gross profit doubled
each year from 1 cent per pound in 1986 to 2
cents in 1987 and to 4 cents in 1988. Gross
profit rose an additional 1 cent to 5 cents per
pound in 1989. An operating loss of 1 cent per
pound was incurred in 1986. The combined
companies operated at approximately the
breakeven point in 1987 on a per pound basis.
The operating income in 1988 and 1989 was 2
cents on an average per pound basis.

Investment in productive facilities

The value of property, plant, and equipment
for the U.S. packers and the return on the book
value of fixed assets are presented in table 5-5.

Capital expenditures

U.S. packers provided data on their capital
expenditures for lamb meat operations. Expendi-
tures increased from 1986 to 1987 but declined in
1988. Capital expenditurés increased substantially
in 1989.

Production

Lambs

The number of lambs born during the year,
the so-called lamb crop, is generally referred to
as U.S. production.5 The U.S. lamb crop de-
clined steadily from 1985 to 1988, but increased
in.1989. The January 1 inventory of the number

. of ewes kept for breeding purposes that were 1

year old and older, the lambing rate, and the
U.S. lamb crop, is shown in table 5-6.

The number of lambs born during the year re-
flects primarily the number of female animals of
breeding age. However, adverse weather, either
during the breeding season or when the lambs are
born, contributes to reduced lambing rate and
lower lamb crops. Also, the lambing rate may
reflect the nature of the January 1 inventory of
ewes Kept for breeding purposes that are 1 year
old or older. Most ewes are bred when they are
18 to 19 months of age and have their first lambs
when they are about 2 years old. If a large share
of the January 1 inventory consists of ewes kept
for breeding purposes that are more than 1 year
old but not 2 years old and not bred, the lambing
rate during the year will be lower than if the Janu-
ary 1 inventory consists of a larger share of bred
ewes.

® In some States, especially the Western States, the
lamb crop is estimated when the young lambs (about two
weeks of age) are “worked, " i.e., when the lambs have
their tails removed (docked) and when the ram lambs
are castrated. In years with adverse weather, many
lambs die before they are "worked” and thus are not
included in the lamb crop.



Table 5-3
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. packers on their operations producing lamb meat, accounting years
1986-89

Item 1986 1987 1988 1989

Value (1,000 dollars)

-

NOt SaleS . ....ovvviinrrieninrnaorannennaens PR 313,175 336,858 389,071 358,760
Costofgoodssold ................oiiiiiinnenniinnn, 311,580 332,503 379,639 346,206

Gross profit . ...ttt 1,595 4,355 9,432 12,554
General, selling, and administrative expenses ........... 5,485 5,203 5,206 7,598
Operatingincome or (loss) .............coievivnn.. (3,890) (848) 4,226 4,956
Other income, (expense), net ........................ (806) (754) (280) (455)
Net income or (loss) before income taxes ............. (4,696) (1,602) 3,946 4,501
Depreciation and amortization included above ........... 1,075 1,072 1,172 1,574
CashflOW! ... ittt it i e (3.621) (530) 5118 6,075

Share of net sales (percent)

Costofgoodssold .................. ..o, 99.5 : 98.7 97.6 96.5
GrosSs Profit ... ..cco vt int it 0.5 1.3 2.4 3.5
General, selling, and administrative expenses ........... 1.8 t.5 1.3 2.1
Operatingincome or (loss) ...............oovvviinnn, (1.2} {0.3) 1.1 1.4
Net income or (loss) before income taxes ........... . (1.5) {0.5) -~ 1.0 1.3

1 Cashflow is defined as net income or (loss) plus depreciation and amortization.
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission.

Table 5-4

Income-and-loss experience of U.S. packers on thelr operations producing lamb.meat, accounting years
1986-89 ) .

(Unit value dollars per pound)

item ‘ ) 1986 1987 1988 1989

NOE BAIBS ... ..vvoreenrenneneinnrenreneennrabeannss $1.43 $1.52 $1.52 $1.43
Costofgoodssold ..................... B I _ 1.42 1.50 1.48 _ 1.38
GroSS Profit . ....vvvrriiireeenennenns e e .01 .. 02 - —-..08 - .05
General, selling, and administrative expenses ........... : .02 02 - -02 0 T .08

" Operatingincome or {loss) ................0uvuns Ceias (.01) (") .02 .02

1 A loss of less than 0.005 dollars per pound. "~~~
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission.

Table 5-5 .
Lamb meat: Value of property, plant, and equipment of U.S, packers, accounting years 1986-89

Item 1986 1987 ‘ 1988 1989

Value (1,000 dollars)

Lamb meat:
Fixed assets: '
Originalcost ................... e 8,403 10,605 12,295 24,208
Bookvalue ............... ettt 5,490 6,776 7,236 17,024
Return on book value of fixed assets (percent)
La(r)nb mg:t: . .
perating return' . ........ ... ... . ittt (70.9) (12.5) 58.4 29.1
Netreturmn? ...... S e ettt e (85.5) {23.6) 54.5 26.4

1 Defined as operating income or (loss) divided by asset value.
2 Defined as net income or (loss) divided by asset value.

SOgrce: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Table 5-6

Sheep and lambs: uls. ewés kept, Ia?nblnd rate, and lamb crop, 1985-1980

Lambing

Ewes kept rate' (per Lamb crop
(1,000 animals) 100 ewes) (1,000 animals)
7,431 101 7,501

6,958 : 106 7,396

7,087 103 7,289

7,348 98 7,206

7,187 108 7,739

7.649 ] )

' Number of lambs born pei’ ews.
2 Not avallable.

Source: Data compiled from officlal statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.

Lamb meat

U.S. lamb meat production, as estimated by
the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commis-
sion, ‘declined by 10.2 percent from 1985 to
1987, increased 5.9 percent in 1988, and in-
creased by 3.6 percent in 1989. Such production
was 8.7 percent higher during January—August
1990 than in-the corresponding period of 1989.
Total domestic lamb meat production (table
5-7), as estimated by the staff of the Commis-
sion, is shown in the following tabulation (in
thousands of pounds): o

Lamb
meat

Co : produc-
Period tion

337,058
322,683
302,747
320,756
332,228

214,919
233,519

Commercial lamb slaughter, as estimated by
the staff of the Commission and shown in table
5-7, is shown in the following tabulation (in thou-
sands of animals):

A Lamb
Period . slaughter

In addition to the number of lambs slaugh-
tered, U.S. lamb meat production also is based
on the average carcass weight of lambs slaugh-
tered. The average, as reported by the USDA,
increased during 1985-89 and during January-
August 1989-90, as shown in the following
tabulation (in pounds):

Average
carcass
Period weight

The increase in average carcass weight may
reflect a trend to genetically larger animals, mod-
erate grain prices that ‘encourage  feeding to
heavier weights and, on the negative side, feeding
to excessive weights as growers retain animals be-
yond optimum slaughter weights, hoping for
higher prices.

Consumption

U.S. lamb meat consumption (table 5-8), as

- estimated by the staff of the Commission, is

shown in the following tabulation (in thousands of
pounds):

Lamb
meat
consump-
Period tion
1988 ... . i e i e 383,672
1986 ... ... e e e 350,787
1987 .. i e i e 335,911
1988 ... ... e 351,466
1989 ... e 359,798
Jan.-July:
1089 ... e 203,147
1990 ... .. i i i e 216,509

Changes in the amount of lamb meat con-
sumed during 1985-89 in the United States
primarily reflect changes in production inasmuch
as imports and inventories were relatively stable

during the period and exports were negligible or
nil.
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Table 5-7

Shéep and lamb slaughter: Share of federally inspected slaughter consisting of lambs and yearlings and dressed weight of same, estimated com-
mercial lamb slaughter, meat production, farm lamb meat production, and totai, by months, January 1985-December 1985

Item

Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total

1985:

Commercial sheep
& famb
slaughter

{1,000 animals) ...... x

Federally Inspected
dressed welght
of lambs and

yearlings (pounds) ....

Share of federally
Inspected
slaughter
consisting

. of lambs
and yearlings

(Percent) ...........

.Estimated commercial:

Lamb
slaughter

(1,000 animals) ....

Lamb meat
production

(1,000 pounds) .....

Estimated—
Farm lamb meat
production

(1,000 pounds) .......

Total lamb meat
production

{1,000 pounds) .......

§56.8 483.8 578.1 §33.4 508.9 438 502.5 516.6 497 .1 §70.4 475.3 504.4 6,165.3

58 58 58 57 57 57 56 56 57 58 59 60 58

95.1 94.2 94.2 92.9 91.2 . 92.1 92 92.2 93.4 92.9 94.7 94.8 93.3

§29.5 455.7 544.6 495.5 464 .1 4034  462.3 476.3 464.3 629.9 450.1 478.2 5,753.9

30,712.0 26,432.9 31,585.1 28.245.‘1’ 26,454.7 22,993.7 25,888.8 26,673.1 26,464.6 30,734.3 26,556.4 28,690.3 331,430.9

630.4 630.4 630.4  306.9 306.9 306.9 308.6 308.6 308.6 629.6 629.6 629.6 5,626.5

31,342.4 27,063.3 32,215.5 28,552.1' 26,761.6 23,300.6 26,197.4 26,981.7 26,773.2 31,363.9 27,186.0 29,319.8 337,057.4

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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Table 8-7—Continued

Shoor and lamb siaughter: Share of federally inspected slaughter consisting of lambs and yearlings and dressed weight of same, estimated com-
a

merclal lamb slaughter, meat production, farm lamb meat production, and total, by months, January 1986-December 1986
item Jan, Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug.  Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total
1986:

Commercial sheep
& lamb
slaughter

(1,000 animals) ......

Federally inspected
dressed weight
of lambs an

yearlings (pounds) ....

Share of federally
Inspected
slaughter
consisting
of lambs
and yearlings

(Percent) ...........

Estimated commercial:

Lamb
slaughter

(1,000 animals) ....

Lamb meat
production

(1,000 pounds) .....

Estimated —

Farm lamb meat
production

(1,000 pounds) .....

Total lamb meat
production

(1,000 pounds) ....... .

518.0 451.6 540.4 492.5  431.6 419.5 449.5 443.6 §10.8 §10.5 412.8 454.3 5,635.1

60 60 60 60 §9 58 58 58 59 60 60 61 59

95.1 95.2 95.4 93.2 91.9 93.5 93.9 94.2 94.7 94.4 95.0 95.0 94.3

492.6 429.9 515.5 459.0 396.6 392.2 4221 417.9 483.7 481.9 392.2 431.6 65,3153

29,557.1 25,795.4 30,932.5 27,540.6 23,401.8 22,749.5 24,480.7 24,236.5 28,539.9 28,914.7 23,529.6 26,326.7 316,005.0

954.4 954.4 954.4 31.0..5 - 310.5 310.5 | 327.5 327.5 327.5 633.5 633.5 633.5 6.677.7

_30.511.5 26,749.8 31,886.9 27,851.1 23,712.3 23.b60.0‘ 54_.808.2 24,564.0 28,867.4 29,548.2 24,163.1 26,960.2 322,682.6

Source: Complled from ‘official statlstlcs“qf‘ the U.S. Department of Aérlculture.
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Table 5-7—Continued v . o - >
Sheer and lamb slaughter: Share of federally inspected slaughter consisting of lambs and yearlings and dressed weight of same, estimated com-

merclal lamb slaughter, meat production, farm lamb meat production, and total, by months, January 1987-December 1987
Item Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total
1987: )
Commercial sheep : : , . .
& lamb slaughter : ' :
(1,000 animals) ........ 428.1 399.6 442.6 496.4 373.5 420.3 426.0 415.9 474 .4 460.2 411.6 451.0 5,199.6

Federally inspected
dressed weight
of lambs )
and yearlings ' i
(pounds) .............. 60 61 62 59 59 - 58 59 59 61 62 62 62 60

Share of federally

inspected

slaughter .

consisting . ',

of lambs . '

and yeariings :

(Percent) ............. 95.9 95.5 95.1 94.8 93.0 ; 93.6  94.0 94.5 | 94.7 94.5 94.9 95.0 94.6

Estimated commerclal:

Lamb . .
slaughter . L . .
{1,000 animals) ........ 410.5 381.6 420.9 470.6 347.4 -393.4 400.4 393.0 . 4493 434.9 390.6 428.5 4,921.1
Lamb meat - : o -

production
(1,000 pounds) ......... 24,632.9 23,278.7 26,096.6 27,764.6 20,493.9 22,817.2 23,626.0 23,188.5 27,404.7 26,963.1 24,217.7 26,563.9 297,047.9

Estimated

Farm lamb meat I . .
production . i ‘
(1,000 pounds) ......... 637.2 637.2 637.2 313.0 '313.0 313.0  315.3 315.3 315.3 634.1 634.1 634.1 5,698.9

Total lam!‘:_meat . .
production - o
(1,000 pounds) ......... 25,270.1 23,915.9 26,733.8 28,077.6 20,806.9 23,130.2 23,941.3 23,503.8 27,720.0 27,597.2 24,851.8 27,198.0 302,746.7

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of A‘grlculture.
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Table 5-7—Continued

Sheep and lamb slaughter: Share of federally Inspected slaughter consisting of lambs and yearlings and dressed weight of same, estimated com-
merclal lamb slaughter, meat production, farm lamb meat production, and total, by months, January 1988-December 1988

Item Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov, Dec. Total

1988 : :
Commercial sheep
& lamb slaughter
{1,000 animals) ........ 389.3 416.7 548.1 404.6 427.4 427.7 405 461.5 469 452 .1 431.9 459.7 5,293.0

Federally Inspected
dressed weight
of lambs and
yearlings (pounds) ...... 62 63 66 65 65 63 61 61 61 63 63 64 63

Share of federally
inspected
slaughter
conslisting
of lambs
and yearlings
(Percent) ............. 95.2 95.2 95.8 93.6 93.5 93.5 93.7 94.0 94.0 93.3 93.7 95.4 94.3

Estimated commercial:

Lamb
slaughter
(1,000 animals) ........ 370.6 396.7 525.1 378.7 399.6 399.9 379.5 433.8 440.9 421.8 404.7 438.6 4,989.8

Lamb meat
production
(1,000 pounds) ......... 22,978.0 24,992.0 34.655‘3 24,615.9 25,975.2 25,193.7 23,148.6 26,462.4 26,892.5 26,574.0 25,495.5 28,067.4 315,050.4

Estimated —

Farm lamb meat
production : .
(1,000 pounds) ......... 637.4 637.4 637.4 313.1 313.1 313.1 314.2 314.2 314.2 637.1 637.1 637.1 5,705.6

Total lamb meat ‘ .
production o
(1,000 pounds) ......... 23,615.5 25,629.4 35,292.7 24,929.0 : 26,288.4 25,506.8 23,462.8 26,776.6 27,206.6 27,211.1 26,132.6 28,704.5 320,756.0

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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Table 5-7—Continued

Sheep and lamb slaughter: Share of federally inspected slaughter consisting of lambs and yearlings and dressed weight of same, estimated com-
mercial lamb slaughter, meat production, farm lamb meat production, and total, by months, January 1889-December 1989

Item

Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. © May June July

Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total

1989:

Commercial sheep
& lamb slaughter

(1,000 animals) ......

Federally inspected
dressed weight
of lambs
and yearlings

{pounds) ............

Share of federally
Inspected
slaughter
consisting
of lambs
and yearlings

(Percent) ...........

Estimated commercial:

Lamb
- slaughter

(1,000 animals) ......

Lamb meat
production

(1,000 pounds) .......

Estimated —

Farm lamb meat
production

(1,000 pounds) .......

Total lamb meat
production

(1,000 pounds) .......

424.5 519.6 409.1 447.3 4373 414.7

65 65 64 , 65 65 61 61

95.5 95.5 94.8 93.4 91.7 92.8 92.4

405.4 492.6 382.1 : 410.5 405.8 383.2

26,549.5 26,350.8 31,525.2 24,836.5 26,685.2 24,754.7 23,374.2

i
1

636.7 636.7 . 311.0: 311.0 311.0 .. 309.7

27,186.2 26,987.5 32,161.9 25,147.5. 26.996.2 25,065.7 23..683.9

494 .4 456.0 483.9 480.7 469.3 5,464.9

60 62 64 66 67 64

92.3 93.2 - 93.0 94.4 95.4 93.7

456.3 425.0 450.0 453.8 447.7 5,120.9

27,379.9 26,349.5 28,801.7 29,949.5 29,996.7 326,553.3

309.7 309.7 634.0 634.0 634.0 5,674.2

27,689.6 26,659.2 29,435.7 30,583.5 30,630.7 332,227.5

Source: Compiled from officlal statistics of the U.S. Department of ;Agriculture.
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Table §-7—Continued

Sheer and lamb slaughter: Share of federally inspected slaughter consisting of lambs and yearlings and dressed weight of same, estimated com-
a

merc

| lamb slaughter, meat production, farm lamb meat production, and total, by months, January 1990-August 1990

Item Jan, Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July

Aug.

Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total

1990:

Commercial sheep
& lamb slaughter
(1,000 animals) ...... 489.4 440.9 492.7 487.2 478.4 440.3 447 .1

Federally inspected
dressed welght of lambs :
and yearlings (pounds) 67 67 66 65 66 64 63

Share of Federally
inspected
slaughter
consisting
of iambs
and yeariings
(Percent) ........... 95.3 95.3 95.4 94.1 93.2 92.9 93.2

Estimated commercial:

Lamb
slau%hter
(1,000 animals) ...... 466.4 420.2 470.0 458.5 445.9 409.0 416.7

Lamb meat
production
(1,000 pounds) ....... 31,248.7 28,151.9 31,022.4 29,799:6 29.427.3 26,178.5 26,251.9

Estimated—

Farm lamb .
meat production '
(1,000 pounds) ....... 635.3 635.3 635.3 313.7 313.7 313.7 313.7

Total lamb meat
production .
(1,000 pounds) ....... 31,884.0 28,787.2 31,657.7 30,113.3 29,741.0 26,492.2 26,565.6

482.4

62

93.5

451.0

27,964.7

313.7

28,278.4

Source: Complied from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agrléulture.

'
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Table 5-8

Lamb meat: Estimated total production, beginning stocks, imports, ending stbcks, apparent consumption, Imports as a share of consumptlon, and
the ratio of imports to production, by months, January 1985-December 1985

Item Jan. Feb. Mar.

Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec.

Total

1985:

Estimated total
lamb meat
production

(1,000 pounds) ......... 31,342.4 27,063.3 32,215.5 28,552.1

Estimated
beginning
stocks
(1,000 pounds) ......... 6,733.9 6,994.1 6,457.0

Imports
(1,000 pounds) ......... 680.3 1,387.0 1,990.9

Estimated
ending stocks
(1,000 pounds) ......... 6,994.1 6,457.0 6,173.8

Apparent
consumption

6,173.8 7,124.2 7,374.2 8,234.4 18,4576 8,8159 8,645.8 9,380.9 11,923.8

5,5618.6 2,811.3 1,686.5 2,443.5 1,621.3 1,521.9 3,396.0 2,515.3 6,360.8

7,124.2 7,374.2 8,234.4 8,457.6 8,815.9 8,6458 9,380.9 11,923.8 12,153.2

(1,000 pounds) ......... 31,762.5 28,987.4 34,489.6 33,120.3 29,322.9 24,126.9 28,417.7 28,244.7 28,465.2 34,024.8 27,158.4 35,451.2

Imports as a
share of
consumption
(percent) .............. 2.1 4.8 5.8

Ratio of imports
to production
(percent) .............. 2.2 51 6.2

16.7 9.6 7.0 8.6 5.7 §.3 10.0 8.3 17.9

19.3 10.5 7.2 9.3 6.0 5.7 10.8 9.3 21.7

26,761.6 23,300.6 26,197.4 26,981.7 26,773.2 31,363.9 27,186.0 29,319.8 337,057.5

6,733.9

31,933.4

12,153.2

363,571.6

8.8

9.5

Source: Lamb meat production estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commission, beginning stocks and ending stocks compiled from official stadstics
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, imports compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table §-8—Continued

Lamb meat: Estimated total production, beginning stocks, imports, ending stocks, apparent consumption, imports as a share of consumption, and
the ratio of Imports to production, by months, January 1986-December 1986

item Jan. Feb. Mar, Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total

1986:

Estimated total .
lamb meat i
production L
(1,000 pounds) ......... 30,511.5 26,749.8 31,886.9 27,851.1 23,712.3 23,060.0 24,808.2 24,564.0 28,867.4 29,548.2 24,163.1 26,960.2 322,682.7

Estimated

beginning

stocks

(1,000 pounds) ......... 12,153.2 11,092.3 13,205.2 11,303.1 11,937.7 11,786.4 13,167.6 13,473.2 14,593.3 13,698.6 13,879.7 13,206.2 12,153.2

Imports
(1,000 pounds) ..... 891.8 2,397.2 3,870.7 2,573.7 2,484.2 2,176.0 4,112.2 1,217.1  2,010.4 1,858.7 2,235.8 2,134.0 27,961.8

Estimated
endlng stocks o
(1,000 pounds) ......... 11,092.3 13,205.2 11,303.1 11,937.7 11,786.4 13,167.6 13,473.2 14,593.3 13,698.6 13,879.7 13,206.2 12,010.7 12,010.7

Apparent
consumption N )
(1,000 pounds) ......... 32,464.2 27,034.1 37,659.7 29,790.2 26,347.8 23,854.8 28,614.8 24,661.0 31,772.5 31,225.8 27,072.4 30,289.7 350,787.0

Imports as a
share of
consumption
{percent) .............. 2.7 8.9 10.3 8.6 9.4 9.1 14.4 4.9 6.3 6.0 8.3 7.0 8.0

Ratlo of imports
to production
(percent) .............. 2.9 9.0 12.1 9.2 10.5 9.4 16.6 5.0 7.0 6.3 9.3 7.9 8.7

Source: Lamb meat production estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commission, beginning stocks and ending stocks compiled from official statistics
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, imports compiled from pfﬂclal statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 5-8—Continued

Lamb meat: Estimated total production, beginning stocks, Imports, ending stocks, apparent consumption, imports as a share of consumption, and
the ratio of Imports to production, by months, January 1987-December 1987

Item Jan. Feb. Mar, Apr. May

June

July

Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total

1987:

Estimated total
lamb meat
production
(1,000 pounds) .........

Estimated
beginning
stocks
{1,000 pounds) .........

Imports
(1,000 pounds) .........

Estimated
ending stocks
(1,000 pounds) .........

Apparent
consumption
{1,000 pounds) .........

imports as a
gshare of
consumption
(percent) .............. 5.2 7.2 9.1 9.1

Ratio of imports
to production
(percent) .............. 5.6 7.1

25,270.1 23,915.9 26,733.8 28,077.6 20.806.9

12,010.7 11,099.6 12,981.7 12,956.0 12,572.4

1,423.9 1,708.3 2,674.4 2,834.0 3,006.8

11,099.6 12,981.7 12,956.0 12,572.4 13,031.2

27,605.1 23,742.1 29,433.9 31,295.2 23,354.9

12.9

10.0 10.1 14.5

23,130.2 23,941.3
13,031.2 11,250.6
2,920.9 2,289.8
11,250.6 8,780.3

27.831.7 28,701.4

10.5 8.0

12.6 9.6

23,503.8 27,720.0 27,597.2 24,851.8 27,198.0 302,746.6

8,780.3 8,019.2 6,629.1 6,684.2 8,231.1 12,010.7

1,964.5 2,514.7 2,587.8 2,364.8 2,439.1 28,729.1

8,019.2 6,629.1 6,684.2 8,231.1 7,575.4 7,575.4

26,229.4 31,624.8 30,129.9 25,669.7 30,292.8 335,910.9

7.5 8.0 8.6 9.2 8.1 8.6

8.4 9.1 9.4 9.5 9.0 9.5

Source: Lamb meat production estimated by the staff of the U.S. lntematlonal Trade Commission, beginning stocks and ending stocks compiled from official statlstlcs
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, imports compiled from official ‘statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 5-8—Continued

Lamb meat: Estimated total production, beginning stocks, Imports, ending stocks, apparent consumption, imports as a share of consumption, and
the ratio of imports to production, by months, January 1988-December 1988

Item Jan.

Feb. Mar. Apr.

May

June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total

1988:

Estimated total
lamb meat
production
(1,000 pounds) .........

Estimated
beglnning
stocks
(1,000 pounds) .........

Imports
(1,000 pounds) .........

Estimated
ending stocks
(1,000 pounds) .........

Apparent
consumption
(1,000 pounds) .........

Imports as a
share of
consumption
(percent) .............. .8.8

Ratio of imports
to production
(percent) ..............

23,615.1

7,575.4

2,269.2

7.697.8

25,761.9

.9.6

25,629.1 35,292.6 24,929.0

7,697.8 7,498.7 6,766.7

2,665.0 3,303.0 3,027.7

7,498.7 6,766.7 7,180.7

28,493.2 39,327.6 27,542.7

9.4 8.4 11.0

10.4 9.4 12.1

26,288.3 25,506.8 23,462.8 26,776.6 27,206.7 27,211.1 26,132.6 28,704.5 320,756.0

7,180.7 7,514.3 8,147.5 8,033.3 6,664.1 6,384.1 5,872.2 5,557.0 7,575.4

2,990.2 2,670.7 2,204.6 1,910.6 1,772.3 1,862.0 2,315.0 2,553.0 29,543.3

7,514.3 8,147.6 8,033.3 ©6,664.1 6,384.1 5.872.2 5,557.0 6,408.5 6,408.5

28,944.9 27,544.3 25,781.6 30,056.4 29,259.0 29,585.0 28,762.8 30,406.0 351,466.2

10.3 9.7 8.6 6.4 6.1 6.3 8.0 8.4 8.4

11.4 10.5 9.4 7.1 6.5 6.8 8.9 8.9 9.2

Source: Lamb meat production estimated by the staff of the U.S. international Trade Commission, beginning stocks and ending stocks compiled from official statistics
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, imports complied from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 5-8—Continued

Lamb meat: Estimated total production, beginning stocks, imports, ending stocks, apparent consumption, imports as a share of consumption, and
the ratio of imports to production, by months, January 1989-December 1989

Item Jan.

Feb.

Mar.

Apr.

May

June

July

Aug.

Sept.

Oct.

Nov.

Dec.

Total

1989:

Estimated total
lamb meat
production
(1,000 pounds) .........

Estimated
beginning
stocks
{1,000 pounds) .........

imports
(1.000 pounds) .........

Estimated
ending stocks
{1,000 pounds) .........

Apparent .
consumption -
{1,000 pounds) .........

Imports as a
share of
consumption
(percent) ..............

Ratio of imports
to production
{percent) ..............

6,408.5

2,784 .4
6,940.0

29,439.1

9.5

10.2

6,940.0

1,805.6

6,195.1

29,538.0

6.1

6.7

6,195.1

2,680.8

6,585.8

6,585.8

1,847.5

5,730.1

34,452.0 27,850.7

7.8

8.3

6.6

7.3

5,730.1

2,290.6
6,260.4

28,756.5

8.0

8.5

6,260.4 7,284.4

2,222.3 3,154.8
7.284.4 17,2764

26,264.0 26,846.7

8.5 11.8

8.9 13.3

7,276.4 6,823.9

2,832.9

1,911.4

6.823.9 6,605.4

30,975.0 28.789.1

9.1

10.2

7.2

6.6

6.605.4

2,634.5
7,236.9

31,438.7

8.4

9.0

7,236.9

1,838.7

7,622.5

32,036.6

5.7

6.0

7,622.5

27,186.2 26,987.5 32,161.9 25,147.5 26,996.2 25,065.7 23,683.9 27,689.6 26,659.2 29,435.7 30,583.7 30,630.7 332,227.6

6,408.5

2,478.0 28,481.5

7,320.0

7,320.0

33,411.2 359,797.6

7.4

8.1

8.1

8.8

Source: Lamb meat production estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commission, beginning stocks and ending stocks compited from official statistics
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, imports compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 5-8—Continued

Lamb meat: Estimated total production, beginning stocks, Imports, ending stocks, apparent consumption, iImports as a share of consumption, and
the ratio of imports to production, by months, January 1990-July 1990

Item Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total

1990:

Estimated total

lamb meat

production

(1,000 pounds) ....... 31,884.0 28,787.2 31,657.7 30,113.3 29,741.0 26,492.2 26,565.6

Estimated
beginning
stocks
(1,000 pounds) ......... 7,.320.0 7,522.4 8,112.3 7,565.1 7,874.5 7,568.9 9,026.4

import _ _
(1,000 pounds ......... 2,167.1. 1,988.60 2,317.1 1,913:6 '1,362.5 2,206.8 11,4528

Estimated
ending
stocks
(1,000 pounds) ......... 7.522.4 8,112.3 7,565.1 7,874.5 7,568.9 9,026.4 9,460.1

Apparent
consumption _ . .
(1,000 pounds) ......... 33,848.7 30,185.9 34,522.0 31,717.5 31,409.1 27,241.5 27,584.7

Imports as a
share of
consumption
(percent) ............... 6.4 6.6 6.7 6.0 4.3 8.1 5.3

Ratio of
Imports to
production
(percent) .............. 6.8 6.9 7.3 6.4 4.6 8.3 55

Source: Lamb meat production estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commission, beginning stocks and ending stocks complled from official statis-
tics of the U.S. Department of Agricuiture, Imports compiled from officlal statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
N



Lamb Meat as a Share of
All Meat Consumption

Table 5-9 shows that lamb meat accounted
for only a small share of U.S. meat consumption
during 1985-89. Lamb meat’s share of U.S.
meat consumption declined very slightly and ir-
regularly during 1985-89 from 0.88 percent of
red meat total, and 0.63 percent of red meat and
poultry total, during 1985, to 0.86 percent of red
meat total, and 0.57 percent of red meat and
poultry total, during 1989.

U.S. per capita lamb meat consumption de-
clined from 1.6 pounds carcass weight equivalent
(1.4 pounds retail weight) in 1985 to 1.4 pounds
(1.3 pounds retail weight) in 1986-89 (table
4-2).

Inventories

Data concerning estimated stocks of lamb
meat are shown in table 5-7. That table shows
that since mid-1987 through mid-1990 monthly
inventories of lamb meat typically amounted to
about 20 to 30 percent of monthly consumption
and beginning and ending stocks during the
month typically changed less than 1 million
pounds. During 1986 and January-August 1987,
monthly inventories were often equal to about S0
percent of monthly consumption and changes
during the month were frequently in excess of 1
million pounds. The inventories during 1985
were more like the inventories during 1988. The
monthly inventories are apparently normal work-
ing levels necessary to maintain normal
distribution patterns.

Both live lambs for slaughter and fresh,
chilled lamb decline in value rather rapidly from
their quality peak if they are not utilized soon
thereafter for the purposes for which they are in-
tended.

As previously described, after about 14
months of age, ovines have matured physiologi-
cally to the extent that they are no longer lambs
but are sheep and the meat derived from them
(mutton) is of much lower value; thus, growers
have a strong economic incentive to sell their ani-
mals as lambs. As shown in the Sheep Production
Handbook, published by the American Sheep
Producers Council (ASPC, the forerunner of the
American Sheep Industry Association), a grow-
ers’ trade association, as lambs approach
physiological maturity, their daily rate of gain (the
amount of weight they gain each day) increases
and their feed efficiency (the weight gain
achieved by a quantity of feed) decreases. As
animals mature they add proportionally more
weight as fat and less as muscle, and fat requires
2.5 times as much feed energy (calories) to de-
posit than does muscle. Beyond their optimal

slaughter weights, lambs, on average, gain about
0.45 pounds per day which requires about 6 to 8
pounds of feed. Because consumers prefer leaner
meat, packers pay less for fatter, or so-called
heavy lambs. Whereas the price discount for
heavy lambs varies throughout the year depending
on availability of lambs for slaughter, the discount
for heavy lambs is typically significant. For exam-
ple, during the first six months of 1990, USDA
statistics showed that the price for heavy lambs
was on the average $124 per hundred weight, or 7
percent lower than the average price of $133 per
hundred weight.8

In actual practice, it is not possible for growers
to sell all lambs for slaughter at optimum times.
Animals only gradually decrease in feed effi-
ciency and exhibit no readily observable
indication that they are doing so. Also, lambs for
slaughter, whether in feedlots or on pasture, are
almost always parts of a group (of up to hun-
dreds) of lambs that are of varying weights, either
because they are of different ages or have grown
at different rates because of genetic predisposi-
tion. Because it is not practical to market small
groups of lambs, they are typically sold in larger
shipments with some animals being beyond and
some not up to optimal weights at slaughter time.

Additionally, it is not practical to maintain a
group of lambs at stable weights. In a group of
lambs, the more dominant animals consume more
feed and continue to gain weight; the less domi-
nant animals will be deprived of feed. As a
consequence, such a group of lambs will become
less uniform and less valuable to packers. Also,
even maintaining animals at stable weights would
require significant quantities of feed that would
not be adding to the value of the animals.

In an attempt to achieve a more stable supply
of lambs for slaughter some feedlot operators
maintain feeders on high-energy forages that are
rather low-cost nonfattening feeds. These feeders
typically confine the animals in rather small areas
where vegetables (such as sugar beets, cabbages,
or turnips) have been grown for the animals.

As a consequence of the economic incentives
described above, inventories of lambs at optimum
slaughter weights are typically small. Similarly,
there are economic disincentives for significant
buildups of inventories of fresh or chilled lamb
meat.

Officials of the ASIA, the American Meat In-
stitute (AMI, a meat packers’ and processors’
trade association), the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, several meat packers, and buyers for
grocery chains indicated that because of short
shelf life, inventories of fresh or chilled meat do

€ U.S. Department of Agriculture, Livestock and
Poultry Situation and Outlook Report, Economic Re-
search Service, July 1990, p. 34.
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Table 5-9
Beef, veal, pork, lamb, mutton, and pouitry meat:

Apparent consumption, by years, 1985-89

(Million pounds, carcass weight equivalent)

Total Poultry
Year Beef Veal Pork Lamb? Mutton' red meat meat Total .
1985 . ... .. 25,472 533 15,733 364 20 42,125 16,668 58,793
1986 ....... ..o, 25,935 550 15,008 351 24 41,868 17,407 59,275
1987 ... . e 25,205 449 15,237 336 26 41,251 18,985 60,236
1988 ... ... ., 25,252 412 16,559 351 36 42,610 19,975 62,584
19892 ... . .............. 24,287 356 16,570 360 46 41,619 21,335 62,954

' Estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commission.

2 Preliminary.

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

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, except as noted.

not build up to any extent. Officials of the ASIA
have provided the Commission with copies of sev-
eral technical journal articles indicating that the
maximum length of time after the slaughter in
which lamb meat remains suitable for human con-
sumption ranges from 21 to 24 days, given
optimum care of the meat. Beyond that point,
they said, bacterial growth, or so-called bacteria
count, becomes excessive. Officials of the AMI
indicated that by sealing lamb meat in certain
plastic materials its shelf life could theoretically be
extended up to 8 weeks.

Several officials of grocery chains indicated
that, in practice, fresh or chilled lamb meat, and
other meats, are sold well before they exceed
their maximum shelf life. The officials indicated
that as lamb meat and many other meats age, the
color darkens, a condition that most consumers
find objectionable and such meat can only be
sold at significant discounts. They indicated that,
therefore, most lamb meat is sold within a week
or so after the lamb is slaughtered.

Freezing significantly extends the shelf life of
lamb meat. Industry and Government officials
indicate that frozen lamb, properly handled, is
still suitable for human consumption after a year,
or even longer. They also indicated, however,
that because consumers prefer fresh over frozen
meat, freezing lowers the value of the meat and is
therefore avoided, if possible. They indicated
that certain low-price cuts, produced in limited
quantities, such as shanks, are frozen and col-
lected until sufficient quantities are available for
shipment. Also, at certain times of the year, such
as at Easter, when seasonally large quantities of
high-value cuts, especially racks, are in demand,
other cuts in temporary excess supply, such as
loins, are frozen or chilled for short periods of
ume.

Grower Profitability

Data concerning costs of production and gross
value of production for sheep growers are pub-
lished annually by the USDA. The most recent
such publication, dated May 1989, is reproduced
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as Appendix M. The costs of production include
expenses assumed to be cash costs (feed, hired
labor, machinery and building repairs, taxes, in-
terest, and various other expenses). The gross
value of production includes the value of lambs
raised, wool sold, income from the Federal wool
incentive and unshorn lamb payment programs,
and income from sales of cull ewes. Along with
the costs and value of production, the USDA
publishes a capital replacement cost. The value
of production less cash costs and capital replace-
ment costs during 1985-89 is shown in the
following tabulation (per ewe):

Value of production less cash costs

Year and capital replacement costs
1985 .......... $19.28
1986 .......... 20.09
1987 .......... 20.60
1988' .......... 11.12
19892 .. ........ 7.90
' Estimated.

2 Projected.

The estimated decline in grower profitability
in 1988 and the projected decline in 1989 reflect
primarily lower estimated and projected returns
because of lower prices for live animals and, to a
lesser extent, higher costs, reflecting primarily ris-
ing feed prices.

Sheep Grower Concerns

At association meetings, in trade publications,
and in contacts with Commission staff, domestic
interests have expressed concern about a number
of situations encountered by sheep growers in the
United States. Members of Congress have at nu-
merous times expressed the same concerns as the
domestic interests. Imports of live lambs from
New Zealand during 1989 and lamb meat from
New Zealand and Australia are frequently cited
as a cause of concern but all parties have stated
that imports are by no means the only source of
concern.

Probably the most frequently cited problem
facing U.S. sheep growers is predators. In the
Western United States, the most troublesome



predator appears to be the coyote (prairie wolf)
although other types of wolves, domesticated or
feral dogs, mountain lions, bears, rattlesnakes,
and birds of prey are also cited. Many growers
have expressed total opposition to the proposed
reintroduction of wolves, contending they are in-
compatible with animal agriculture. In" the
Eastern United States, domesticated dogs appear
to be the most troublesome predator, although
losses to coyotes have become more common in
recent years. A retired USDA official has for
many years compiled statistics concerning preda-
tor losses experienced by U.S. sheep growers.
His estimated value of sheep and lambs lost to
predators during 1984-87 (the most recent years
for which data are available) are shown in the fol-
lowing tabulation (in millions of dollars):

Losses to
Year predators
1984 . ... ... .. e $57.7
1985 ... ... e 68.6
1886 ... ... i 71.5
1987 . e e 83.1

Another complaint frequently cited is the lack
of suitable hired labor, specifically, sheepherders.
Many growers report that they are unable to hire
competent native U.S. sheepherders but could
hire very good sheepherders from foreign coun-
tries including Mexico, Peru, Spain, and Greece.

Although many growers report that recent modifi-
cations in migrant labor laws and regulations have
improved the situation, nearly all expressed dis-
satisfaction with the difficulty in satisfying the
requirements of the laws and regulations.

A number of growers in the Western United
States complain about the administration of pub-
lic lands used for sheep grazing. Both Federal
and State administrations are cited. Some grow-
ers contend that wildlife and recreation concerns
are addressed at the expense of livestock con-
cerns and some growers complain of rates
charged for grazing public lands. Some growers
contend that public responsibilities such as fence
maintenance are not adequately addressed.

Health perceptions among some consumers,
especially perceptions about cholesterol, are cited
by some as a possible adverse factor affecting de-
mand for lamb meat. Also, many growers
express discomfort about packer concentration
and the share of lambs being fed to slaughter
weights by packers. Some growers contend that
by having an assured supply of lambs for slaugh-
ter, packers can time their purchases of other
lambs to the packer’s advantage and the grower’s
disadvantage. Some growers contend that such
packer concentration and lamb feeding contrib-
ute to a related problem, market intelligence and
price discovery, inasmuch as the packers financial
arrangements are not publically available.

5-23






‘Chapter 6
Wool

U.S. Wool Production And Income

The share of growers’ income derived from
wool varies depending on the type of sheep
raised, the relative lamb-to-wool price relation-
ship, and the number of lambs marketed per ewe.
In general, however, wool accounts for a greater
share of growers’ income in the Western States
where wool-type sheep, mostly Merinos and
Rambouillets, account for a larger share of the
sheep herds than in the Corn Belt where meat-
type sheep, especially Suffolks, account for a
larger share of the sheep herds. Also, in part be-
cause flocks in the Corn Belt are typically smaller
and receive more intensive care, the number of
lambs marketed per ewe is higher there than in
the Western States. -In some Western State
flocks, wool may account for as much as 40 per-
cent of growers’ annual income.

Income from wool is derived from both the
marketing of wool grown and from Federal incen-
tive payments. The incentive program is
described later in this section of the report. The
value of shorn wool grown and Federal incentive
payments (including unshorn lamb payments and
promotion deductions), as reported by the
USDA, are shown in the following tabulation (in
millions of dollars):

Uu.s.
Value of Federal
shorn Govern-
wool ment
Year grown payments Total
1985 .......... 55.7 103.9 159.5
1986 .......... 56.3 . 102.4 158.7
1987 .......... 77.0 91.5 168.5
1988 .......... 125.0 39.4 164 .4
1989 .......... 110.4 50.0 160.4

A small percentage of the wool incentive pay-
ments goes to U.S. meat packers. In 1986, for
example, approximately 1.3 percent of the $102
million of government wool payments was col-
lected by packers (identified by USITC staff to be
packers).1

The gross income to growers from sheep and
lambs (except from wool and wool incentive pay-
ments), the aforementioned total income from

' Bruce Ingersoll, “Bipartisan Support Is on the Rise
in Congress to Bring Perestroika to l}) S. Agriculture
Policy,” The Wall Street Journal, 11 Apr. 1990,

p. Al6.

“wool production and wool quality.

wool, total income (all of which are based on sta-
tistics of the USDA), and the share of total
income from wool are shown in the following
tabulation:

Income

from—

sheep Share

and from
Year lambs  Wool Total wool

— Million dollars — Percent
1985 .......... 515.6 159.5 675.1 23.6
1986 .......... 496.5 1568.7 655.2 24.2
1987 .......... 559.2 168.5 727.7 23.2
1988 .......... 484.1 164.4 648.5 25.4
1989 .......... 500.8 160.4 661.2 24.3

The National Wool
Act Incentive Program

The National Wool Act of 1954, as amended,
which was extended through December 31, 1990,
by the Food Security Act of 1985, provides for,
among other things, incentive payments directly
to sheep growers for wool their animals produce.
The incentive payments, which are administered
by the USDA’s Agriculture Stabilization and Con-
servation Service (ASCS), are made to encourage
The money
available to sheep growers is limited to a portion
of the funds derived from the tariffs on imported
wool.

In administering the act, a support price is de-
termined and incentive payments are made based
on the percentage needed to bring the average
return (market price + payment) received by all
wool growers up to the determined support level.
The support price is determined by a formula set
forth in the act, and the market price received by
all growers is calculated on the basis of actual re-
turns received by growers. Because incentive
payments are a percentage needed to bring the
average return received by all growers up to the
determined support level, and all participants re-
ceive the same percentage, growers who receive a
higher per unit price also receive a higher per unit
incentive payment. For example, the incentive
payment for 1989 was 43 percent of the average
U.S. market price, which was $1.24 per pound.
Thus growers who received less than the average
U.S. market price for their wool, for example a
grower who received $1.00 per pound, would re-
ceive an incentive payment of $0.43 per pound,
and growers who received more than an average
for their wool, for example a grower who received
$2.00 per pound, would receive an incentive pay-
ment of $0.85 per pound.






Chapter 7

U.S. Imports and Exports

General

During 1985-89, annual U.S. imports of
fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat declined ir-
regularly from 31.9 million pounds, valued at
$31.9 million, in 1985 to 28.5 million pounds,
valued at $33.7 million, in 1989 (tables 7-1 and
7-2). During January-July 1990, such imports
amounted to 13.4 million pounds, valued at
$18.7 million. Imports as a share of the quantity
of domestic consumption were 8.8 percent in
1985, 8.0 percent in 1986, 8.6 percent in 1987,
8.4 percent in 1988, and 8.1 percent in 1989.
The ratio of imports to domestic production was
9.5 percent in 1985, 8.7 percent in 1986, 9.5
percent in 1987, 9.2 percent in 1988, and 8.8
percent in 1989 (table 5-7).

During January 1985-July 1990, monthly im-
ports ranged from a high of 6.4 million pounds,
valued at $6.2 million (17.9 percent of U.S. con-
sumption and equal to 21.7 percent of U.S.
production) during December 1985 to a low of

680,000 pounds, valued at $0.5 million (2.1 per-

cent of U.S. consumption and equal to 2.2
percent of U.S. production) during January 1985.
In general, as shown in figures 7-1 and 7-2, im-
ports have shown less monthly fluctuation in
recent years. Import interests contend that the
stability reflects better market planning and or-
dering. Typically, monthly imports during January
1985-December 1989 accounted for about 8 per-
cent of U.S. consumption and were equal to
about 9 percent of U.S. production. During
January-July 1990 such monthly imports typically
accounted for 6 percent of U.S. consumption and
were equal to about 7 percent of U.S. production.
U.S. imports are typically larger in March and
April than in January and February, apparently
reflecting Easter demand, but in general it is diffi-
cult to discern a trend in the share of annual
g}nport.; on a monthly basis, as shown in ta-
e 7-3. '

Australia and New Zealand have been the
largest suppliers of U.S. imports of fresh, chilled,
or frozen lamb meat, accounting for 99.5 percent
or more of such imports annually during
1985-89, with Canada, Finland, and Iceland be-
ing the only other suppliers (table 7-1). During
1986-88, U. S. Department of Commerce statis-
tics showed U.S. imports of lamb meat from
Japan totalled 37,119 pounds. Communications
with Commerce revealed that the statistics were in
error and that 27,654 pounds actually were im-
ports of lamb meat from Australia. The
Department of Commerce was unable to verify
the source of the remaining 9,465 pounds.! The
share of imports supplied by Australia increased

from 17 percent (5.4 million pounds) during
1985, to 72 percent (20.7 million pounds) during
1987, before declining to S8 percent (16.5 mil-
lion pounds) in 1989. Conversely, the share of
imports supplied by New Zealand declined from
82 percent (26.3 million pounds) in 1985 to 28
percent (8.0 million pounds) in 1987 before in-
creasing to 42 percent (11.9 million pounds) in
1989 (figure 7-3). During January-July 1990 the
share of imports supplied by Australia was 50.5

.percent (6.8 million pounds), and that supplied

by New Zealand was 49.5 percent (6.6 million
pounds). A number of factors may have contrib-
uted to the shift, including Australian
development and promotion programs for exports
of chilled lamb, packing house and later dock
workers’ strikes in New Zealand, and changes in
U.S. countervailing duties applicable to imports of

lamb from New Zealand. The U.S. countervail-

ing duties were described in the section of this
report entitled “U.S. Customs Treatment.” Also,
fluctuations in exchange rates, as described in the
section of this report entitled “Exchange Rates”
may have contributed to fluctuations in supplier
shares. :

Since adoption of the HTS on January 1,
1989, additional data have become available con-
cerning U.S. imports of lamb. Under the HTS,
statistics are reported on U.S. imports of fresh or
chilled carcasses and half-carcasses, fresh or
chilled bone-in cuts, fresh or chilled boneless
lamb, frozen carcasses and half-carcasses, frozen
bone-in cuts, and frozen boneless lamb.

Table 7-4 shows monthly U.S. imports of
lamb meat from Australia, by the previously de-
scribed categories, from January 1989 to July
1990. Frozen bone-in cuts accounted for 47 per-
cent (7.8 million pounds) of the subject imports
during 1989, and fresh or chilled bone-in cuts ac-
counted for an additional 37 percent (6.1 million
pounds). Of the remainder, 8 percent (1.3 mil-
lion pounds) consisted of frozen boneless lamb;
4 percent (0.6 million pounds) consisted of fresh
or chilled carcasses and half-carcasses; 3 percent
(0.5 million pounds) consisted of fresh or chilled
boneless lamb; and 1 percent (0.2 million
pounds) consisted of frozen carcasses and half-
carcasses.

During January-July 1990, 44 percent (3.0 mil-
lion pounds) consisted of frozen bone-in-cuts and
40 percent (2.7 million pounds) consisted of
fresh or chilled bone-in-cuts. The remainder con-
sisted of fresh or chilled carcasses (5 percent, 0.4
million pounds), fresh or chilled boneless lamb (5
percent and 0.3 million pounds) and frozen
boneless lamb (also 5 percent and 0.3 million
pounds).

! Communication with Gloria M. Still, Chief, Food,
Animal and Wood Section, Foreign Trade Division,
BDureag o{ ;gse Census, U.S. Department of Commerce,

ec. 6, .
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Table 7-1

Lamb meat, fresh, chilled, or frozen: U.S. imports for consumption from Australia, New Zealand, and all other sources, by months, January

1985-July 1990

(Thousands of pounds)

item Jan. Feb. Mar, Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total
1985:
Australia ............ 229 411 265 618 492 350 440 420 426 545 509 731 5,437
New Zealand ......... 451 976 1,725 4,858 2.316 1.270 1,973 1,168 1,096 2,851 2,006 5,630 26,322
All other sources ..... 0 0 0 42 3 66 30 34 0 0 0 0 175
Total .............. 680 1,387 1.991 5,519 2,811 1,686 2,444 1,621 1,522 3,396 2,515 6,361 31,933
1986:
Australla ............ 723 1,147 1.772 1,321 1,181 966 1,139 785 996 953 1,409 1,090 13,480
New Zealand ......... 166 1,251 2.099 1,253 1,304 1.210 2,964 432 1,015 893 827 1,044 14,457
All other sources ..... 3 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 13 0 0 25
Total .............. 892 2,397 3.871 2,574 2,484 2,176 4,112 1,217 2,010 1,859 2,236 2,134 27,962
1987:
Australia ............ 1,123 1,252 2,339 2,447 2,085 2,092 1,795 1,290 1,843 -1,481 1,464 1,451 20,664
New Zealand ......... 301 453 321 327 922 828 495 674 672 1,106 876 985 7,959
All other sources ... .. 0 4 14 60 0 0 0 0 0 1 25 3 106
Total .............. 1,424 1,708 2,674 2,834 3,007 2,921 2,290 1,965 2,515 2,588 2,365 2,439 28,729
1988:
Australia ............ 1,713 1,818 2,456 1,973 1,476 1,286 1,262 791 863 992 1,152 1,584 17,341
New Zealand . ........ 511 847 841 1,052 1,514 1,379 942 1,108 909 870 1,163 969 12: 105
All other sources ..... 45 0 6 3 0 6 0 12 0 0 0 0 97
Total .............. 2.269 2,665 3.303 3,028 2,990 2,671 2,205 1,911 1,772 1,862 2,315 2,553 29,543
1989:
Australia ............ 1,618 1,057 1,520 1,115 856 1,429 1,328 1,601 1,347 1,640 1,186 1,821 16,517
New Zealand ......... 1,165 750 1,161 732 1,434 761 1,828 1,233 564 994 653 655 11,929
All other sources ..... 0 0 0 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 2 35
Total .............. 2,784 1,806 2,681 1,847 2,290 2,222 3,156 2,834 1,911 2,635 1,839 2,478 28,482
1990:
Australia ............ 1,316 968 1,347 1,087 608 871 582
New Zealand ......... 851 1,021 970 827 756 1,336 871
All other sources ..... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total .............. 2.167 1,989 2,317 1,814 1,364 2,207 1,453

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 7-2

Lamb meat, fresh, chillied, or frozen: U.S. imports for consumption from Australia, New Zealand, and all other sources, by months, January

1985-July 1990

{Thousands of dollars)

Item Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total
1985: '
Australia ............ 203 370 256 606 475 354 391 396 413 458 422 606 4,949
New Zealand ......... 276 885 1,791 4,479 1,884 1,269 2,039 943 1,383 4,362 1,957 5,567 26,835
All other sources ..... 0 0 0 9 3 75 4 3 0 0 0 0 93
Total .............. 479 1,255 2,047 5,094 2,362 1,697 2,434 1,343 1,795 4,820 2,378 6,173 31,877
1986:
Australia ............ 560 780 1,537 942 880 805 1,041 726 966 803 1,150 918 11,107
New Zealand ....... .. 215 1,298 2,030 874 1,136 1,528 3.745 323 1,227 863 553 766 14,557
All other sources ..... 2 0 . 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 12 0 0 20
Total .............. 776 2,077 3,567 1,816 2,016 2,333 4,792 1,048 2,193 1,678 1,703 1,684 25,683
1987:
Australla ............ 1,021 1,131 2,034 2,124 1,854 1,869 1,680 1,296 1,745 1,422 1,289 1,085 18,551
New Zealand ......... 289 495 327 618 1,026 983 584 735 632 1,253 1,238 1,066 9,247
All other sources ..... 0 7 16 87 0 0 0 0 0 3 109 4 227
Total .............. 1,310 1,634 2,377 2,829 2,880 2,852 2,264 2,031 2,378 2,678 2,636 2,155 28,025
1988:
Australia ............ 1,577 1,851 2,470 1,859 1,410 1,262 1,378 961 1,038 1,123 1,257 1,663 17,835
New Zealand ......... 643 926 881 1,127 1,683 1,593 1,150 1,266 960 999 1,362 1,064 13,652
All other sources ..... 60 0 8 3 0 -9 0. 24 "0 0 0 0 118
Total .............. 2,280 2,777 3,359 2,988 3,093 2,864 2,528 2,251 1.998 2,122 2,619 2,724 31,604
1989: )
Australla ............ 1,561 1,245 1,681 1,237 1,108 1,634 1,449 1,859 1,438 1,830 1,397 1,824 18,254
New Zealand ......... 1,452 853 1,289 1,087 1,844 968 2,201 1,621 1,006 1,269 914 939 15,442
All other sources ..... 0 0 0 0 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 3 42
Jotal .............. 3,003 2,098 2,970 2,324 2,952 2,642 3,650 3,480 2,444 3,098 2,311 2,766 33,739
1990: : .
Australia ............ 1,431 1,102 1,699 1,160 854 1,044 732
New Zealand ......... 1,366 1,566 1,592 1,412 1,441 1,863 1,453
All other sources ..... 0 0 0 0 R 0 0
Total .............. 2,797 2,668 3,291 2,572 2,295 2,907 2,185

Note.—Because of rounding, filgures may not add to totais shown.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Figure 7-1
Lamb meat, fresh, chilled, or frozen: U.S. consumption and imports, by month, January 1985 to July 1990
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Source: Consumption estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commission; imports compiled from official statistics of the
U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Figure 7-2
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Lamb meat, fresh, chlllod or frozen: U.S. consumption and U.S. imports as a share of consumption, by month, January 1985

to July 1990
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Source: Consumption estimated by the staff of the U.S. international Trade Commission; imports complled from officlal statistics of the .
U.S. Department of Commerce.



Table 7-3
Fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb méat: Share of annual imports, by months, January 1985-July 1880
. ’ (Percent of quantity)

Month ) 1985 ’ 1986 . . 1987 1988 1989 . 1990
January . .......iieeeieiiia, 2.1 3.2 5.0 7.7 9.8 16.2
February ........... e 4.3 8.6 5.9 9.0 6.3 14.8
March .......cciii ity 6.2 13.8 9.3 11.2 9.4 17.3
APHl .. i i i 17.3 9.2 9.9 10.2 6.5 14.3
May....... et 8.8 8.9 10.5 10.1 8.0 10.2
JUne ...t 5.3 7.8 10.2 9.0 7.8 16.5
JUY e i 7.7 14.7 8.0 7.5 1.1 10.8
August ................000ne.nn 5.1 4.4 6.8 8.5 10.0 na
September ..................... 4.8 7.2 8.8 6.0 6.7 na
October .................... e 10.6 6.6 9.0 6.3 9.3 na
November .................... . 7.9 8.0 8.2 7.8 6.5 na
December ................c..0.. 19.9 7.6 8.5 8.6 8.7 na

Total ....................:, 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

"Source: Complled from:official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Figure 7-3
Lamb meat, fresh, chilled, or frozen: U.S. imports from Australla and New Zealand, by month, January 1985 to July 1990
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Table 7-4
Lamb meat, fresh, chiiled, or frozen: U.S. imports from Australla, by HTS subheading, by months, January 1989-July 1990

(1,000 pounds)

Item Jan, Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total
1989:
Carcasses and half carcasses )

fresh or chilled' ........... 57 a3 77 91 58 57 32 52 42 51 46 46 644
Bone-In cuts, fresh or chilled? . 518 386 766 424 493 466 494 355 571 461 553 584 6,074
Boneless, fresh or chilled® . ... 18 54 92 20 30 18 48 25 46 51 35 88 525
Carcasses and half carcasses,

frozen* ..............cc... 117 21 3 0 0 16 0 0 0 15 26 0 198
Bone-in cuts, frozen® ........ 842 517 572 520 199 783 | 626 953 611 814 366 968 7.769
Boneless, frozen® . ........... 67 46 1 59 75 88 128 216 75 249 154 134 1,305

Total ................... 1,618 1,057 1,520 1,115 856 1,429 1,328 1,601 1,347 1,640 1,186 1,821 16,517

1990:
Carcasses and half carcasses

fresh or chiled® ........... 62 40 55 " 57 51 29
Bone-in cuts, fresh or chilled? . 465 401 608 467 342 313 141
Boneless, fresh or chilled® . ... 18 24 97 64 51 35 22
Carcasses and half carcasses,

frozen* ................... 18 0 18 0 18 0 0
Bone-in cuts, frozen® ........ 677 423 547 414 128 454 353
Boneless, frozen® . ........... 82 79 22 71 13 18 37

Total ........covivnennn, 1,316 968 1,347 1,087 608 87 582

' HTS subheading 0204.10.00.
2 HTS subheading 0204.22.20.
3 HTS subheading 0204.23.20.
4 HTS subheading 0204.30.00.
¢ HTS subheading 0204.42.20.
8 HTS subheading 0204.43.20.

Note.—Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totais shown.

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



Table 7-5 shows that frozen bone-in cuts ac-
counted for 56 percent (6.7 million pounds) of
U.S. imports of lamb meat from New Zealand
during January-December 1989; fresh or chilled
bone-in cuts accounted for an additional 18 per-
cent (2.1 million pounds) and frozen boneless
lamb accounted for 17 percent (2.0 million
pounds). Of the remainder, 5 percent (0.6 mil-
lion pounds) consisted of frozen carcasses and
half-carcasse and 4 percent (0.5 million pounds)
consisted of fresh or chilled boneless lamb.

During January-July 1990, 69 percent of the
imports from New Zealand consisted of frozen
bone-in-cuts (4.6 million pounds), 14 percent
(0.9 million pounds consisted of frozen boneless
" lamb and 12 percent (0.8 million pounds) con-
sisted of fresh or chilled bone-in-cuts.

Table 7-6 shows that of total U.S. imports of
lamb meat during January-December 1989, 51
percent (14.5 million pounds) consisted of frozen
bone-in cuts; 29 percent (8.2 million pounds)
consisted of fresh or chilled bone-in cuts; and 12
percent (3.4 million pounds) consisted of frozen
boneless lamb. Of the remainder, 3 percent (1.0
million pounds) consisted of fresh or chilled
boneless lamb; 3 percent (0.8 million pounds)
consisted of frozen carcasses and half-carcasses;

and 2 percent (0.6 million pounds) consisted of

fresh or chilled carcasses and half-carcasses.
During January-July 1990, 57 percent (7.6

million pounds) of lamb meat from all sources’

consisted of frozen bone-in-cuts, 26 percent (3.5
million pounds) consisted of fresh or chilled
bone-in-cuts and 9 percent (1.2 million pounds)
consisted of frozen boneless lamb. Of the remain-
ing, 4 percent (0.5 million pounds) consisted of
boneless fresh or chilled lamb, 3 percent (0.4 mil-
lion pounds) consisted of fresh or chilled
carcasses or half-carcasses and 1 percent (0.2
million pounds) consisted of frozen carcasses and
half carcasses.

- Australia

During 1985-89, U.S. imports of fresh,
chilled, or frozen lamb meat from Australia in-
creased from 5.4 million pounds, valued at $4.9
million, in 1985, to 20.7 million pounds, valued
at $18.6 million, in 1987 before declining to 16.5
million pounds, valued at $18.3 million, in 1989.
During January-July 1990, such imports from
Australia amounted to 6.8 million pounds, val-
ued at $8.0 million.

According to counsel for Australian interest,
no single business entity is known to account for
the bulk of Australian exports of fresh, chilled, or
frozen lamb meat to the United States. The Aus-
tralian Meat and Live Stock Corporation
(AMLC), although promoting sales of Australian
lamb meat in the U.S. market, is not an importer
and does not take title to the imported meat.
Most Australian primal and subprimal cuts are
sold to major grocery chains in the United States
and are delivered to central distribution points

where other meats, including domestic lamb
meat, are assembled for delivery to individual
grocery stores. The imported Australian car-
casses generally are sold to breakers for
fabrication into primal, subprimal, and retail cuts.
The breakers then distribute their products to
outlets including grocery chains, small-volume in-
dividual grocers, and restaurants.

Data on the mix of cuts of U.S. imports of
lamb meat from Australia were presented in sta-
tistical tables supplied to the Commission by the
AMLC. The tables are reproduced as appen-
dix N. The tables, covering Australian fiscal years
1982-88 (July 1-June 30) and calendar year
1989 and January-May 1990, and reporting ex-
ports in kilograms, show that the mix of exports
varied from year to year. For example, for
chilled exports, carcasses accounted for 5 percent
of the total during 1985, but 47 percent during
1987; legs accounted for 64 percent of exports
during 1985, but 22 percent during 1987. In gen-
eral in most recent years carcasses and legs were
the leading chilled product exported, followed by
loins, racks, and shoulders. Legs and shoulders
were the leading frozen product exported, fol-
lowed by racks and loins. :

Data in the tables can also be compiled to
show that, whereas both chilled and frozen ex-
ports of Australian lamb meat to the United
States generally increased during 1985-88, the
share of total exports accounted for by chilled
products increased from 35 percent in Australian
fiscal year 1985 to 70 percent in Australian fiscal
year 1987 before declining to 60 percent in Aus-
tralian fiscal year 1988.

Another set of statistical tables supplied to the
Commission by the AMLC, and reproduced as
appendix O shows, among other things, the
amount of frozen and chilled lamb exported from
Australia destined for the United States. Compi-
lation of those data show that chilled lamb
accounted for 41 percent of the lamb meat ex-
ported and destined for the United States in
calendar 1985; 67 percent in calendar 1986; 65
percent in calendar 1987; and 55 percent during
1988, but 37 percent in 1989. Such exports ac-
ggtgxgted for 50 percent during January-June

The U.S. east coast (from Washington, DC,
to Boston, MA) and the U.S. west coast (from
San Francisco, CA, to San Diego, CA) constitute
the largest markets for U.S. imports of lamb meat
from Australia. Whereas about 37 percent of
U.S. imports of lamb meat from Australia entered
the United States directly at east coast ports in
1989, about 26 percent in 1988, and 20 percent
in 1987, a large share of imports, especially of
chilled lamb, that entered U.S. Customs territory
at west coast ports was reportedly shipped by air
to east coast markets for ultimate consumption.
Chicago, IL, and Miami, FL, are reportedly the
next largest U.S. markets for imported Australian
lamb. '
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Table 7-5

Lamb meat,. fresh, chilled, or frozen: U.S. imports from New Zealand, by HTS subheading, by months, January 1989-July 1990
(1,000 pounds)

Item Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov, Dec. Total
1989:
Carcasses and half carcasses

fresh or chilled" ........... 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bone-in cuts, fresh or

chilled2 ................... 260 199 193 159 204 115 179 150 75 93 313 196 2,134
Boneless, fresh or chilled?® .. .. 109 21 32 60 54 28 56 18 26 20 24 20 467
Carcasses and half

carcasses, frozen*......... 68 52 126 16 42 46 0 37 18 154 0 35 593
Bone-in cuts, frozen® ........ 619 454 563 404 687 558 1,107 767 355 617 284 289 6,704
Boneless, frozen®............ 109 23 247 93 447 15 486 261 93 112 31 115 2,030

TJotal ..............ovutn 1,165 750 1,160 732 1,434 761 1,828 1,233 564 994 653 655 11,929

1990:
Carcasses and half carcasses

fresh or chilled® ........... 0 0 0 0 0 15 18
Bone-in cuts, fresh or

chiled? ................... 99 126 174 7 68 110 137
Boneless, fresh or chilled® . ... 29 3 49 20 22 37 24
Carcasses and half ,

carcasses, frozen*......... 0 20 N 0 7 37 29
Bone-in cuts, frozen® ........ 602 657 679 617 518 988 516
Boneless, frozen® . ........... 121 187 37 118 141 148 148

Total .........covvviennn 851 1,021 970 827 756 1,336 a71

¥ HTS subheading 0204.10.00.
2 HTS subheading 0204.22.20.
3 HTS subheading 0204.23.20.
4 HTS subheading 0204.30.00.
8 HTS subheading 0204.42.20.
¢ HTS subheading 0204.43.20.

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

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 7-6

Lamb meat, fresh, chilled, or frozen: U.S.imports from all sources, by HTS subheading, by months, January 1989-July 1990

(1,000 pounds)

item

Jan, Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total

1989:
Carcasses and half carcasses

fresh or chilled' ........... 58 33 77 91 57 57 31 51 42 51 46 46 646
Bone-in cuts, fresh or

chiled® ................... 778 585 959 583 697 582 672 505 644 553 866 783 8,210
Boneless, fresh or chilled® .. .. 126 75 124 81 84 46 104 42 73 68 60 108 994
Carcasses and half

carcasses, frozen ... ....... 185 72 129 16 42 62 0 37 18 . 170 26 35 791
Bone-in cuts, frozen® ........ 1,461 972 1,135 924 - 886 1,340 1,733 1,720 966 1,431 653 1,254 14,476
Boneless, frozen®............ 176 69 257 152 . 522 137 615 476 168 362 187 249 3.369

Total .........ccvvvnnn, 2,784 1,806 2,681 1,847 2,291 2,222 3,155 2,833 1,911 2,635 1,839 2,478 28,482

1990:
Carcasses and half carcasses

fresh or chilled® ........... 61 40 55 -1 57 68 46
Bone-in cuts, fresh or

chilled? ................... 564 527 783 538 412 423 280
Boneless, fresh or chilled® . ... 46 55 148 84 73 73 44
Carcasses and half

carcasses, frozent ......... 18 20 49 0 22 37 29
Bone-in cuts, frozen® ........ 1,279 1,080 1,224 1,032 646 1,442 869
Boneless, frozen® . ........... 201 267 57 187 154 163 185

Total ...........ovvnunne 2,167 1,989 2,317 2,207 1,453

1,914

1,364

' HTS subheading 0204.10.00.
2 HTS subheading 0204.22.20.
3 HTS subheading 0204.23.20.
4 HTS subheading 0204.30.00.
¢ HTS subheading 0204.42.20,
8 HTS subheading 0204.43.20.

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

Source: Complled from official statistics of the U.S. Departmen of Commerce.



Fresh lamb meat from Australia is flown to
the United States, in shipments of 50,000 to
60,000 pounds. The fresh lamb is typically avail-
able to the consumer within 3 to 4 days after the
lamb is slaughtered in Australia. Frozen lamb
meat is transported to the United States on refrig-
erated ships and is typically available to the retail
consumer between 6 weeks to 4 months after the
animal is slaughtered in Australia. In the last 2
years, shipment sizes of frozen lamb meat have
reportedly been reduced to provide for more or-
derly marketing.

New Zealand

U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb
meat from New Zealand declined from 26.3 mil-
lion pounds, valued at $26.8 million, in 1985 to
8.0 million pounds, valued at $9.2 million, in
1987 before increasing to 12.1 million pounds,
valued at $13.7 million, in 1988. In 1989, such
U.S. imports from New Zealand amounted to
11.9 million pounds, valued at $15.4 million.
During January-July 1990, such imports
amounted to 6.6 million pounds, valued at $10.7
million. The New Zealand Lamb Co., Inc., im-
ports lamb and sells it to distributors and retailers
(generally major grocery chains). The New
Zealand Lamb Co. between July 1986 and
mid-1989 , operated a processing plant in Califor-
nia where imported New Zealand carcasses were
fabricated into primal, subprimal, and retail-sized
cuts. Although the New Zealand export market
is open to other interests, the New Zealand Lamb

Co. reportedly still handles the bulk of U.S. im-

ports of lamb meat from New Zealand.

New Zealand export interests report that prior
to 1986, imports of lamb from New Zealand were
frozen, but that in 1986, chilled exports ac-
counted for about 3 percent of the total. Chilled
exports increased irregularly to about 22 percent
of total lamb exports from New Zealand to the
United States in 1989. Increased chilled lamb ex-
ports to the U.S. market are believed to reflect a
competitive reaction to Australian chilled lamb
exports and increased U.S. demand.

New Zealand exports of frozen lamb meat to
the United States typically come in shipments that
weigh about 500,000 pounds, although 1-million-
pound shipments may also occur. In past years,
individual shipments of as much as 2.5 million
pounds have occurred.

Although not a subject of this investigation,
U.S. imports of live sheep and lambs from New
Zealand have been of concern to members of the
domestic sheep and lamb industry. During
1985-89, total U.S. imports of live sheep and
lambs increased irregularly from 24,199 animals
to 141,999 animals. New Zealand accounted for
77 percent of the imports in 1989.2 U.S. imports
have declined significantly in the first 9 months of

7-12

1990 in comparison with the comparable period
of 1989. Total U.S. live sheep and lamb imports
during January-September 1990 were 18,586
animals (5 animals from New Zealand) compared
with 135,923 animals (109,299 animals from New
Zealand) during the comparable period of 1989.

Transshipments

Domestic interests have expressed concern
over the difference existing between general im-
ports and imports for consumption statistics for
fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat. The follow-
ing tabulation, compiled from official statistics of
the U.S. Department of Commerce, shows how
much larger, or, in parentheses, how much less,
general imports were than imports for consump-
tion annually during 1985-89 (in thousands of
pounds):

Difference between general im-

Year ports and imports for consumption
1985 .......... 535
1986 .......... 10,048
1987 .......... (786)
1988 .......... (109)
1989 .......... 1,940

During January-July 1990 general imports were
3.3 million pounds more than imports for con-
sumption.

Representatives of New Zealand interests re-
ported to the Commission that between
September 1986 and May 1989, between 6 and 7
million pounds of New Zealand lamb meat was
transshipped through the United States into Can-
ada and probably was classified as general imports
in U.S. import statistics. Separately, the repre-
sentatives reported that additional quantities of
lamb meat were probably similarly handled prior
to September 1986 but data on the quantity are
not available. Subsequent to the publication of
the Commission’s interim report, additional infor-
mation was received confirming the practice and

. continuation of transshipments of lamb meat

-+. through the United States to other markets.

Officials of the U.S. Embassy in Ottawa, Can-
ada confirm that some lamb meat from Australia
and New Zealand is transhipped through the
United States into Canada. Whereas detailed sta-
tistics are not available, it appears that between
April 1, 1988 and January 1, 1989, approxi-
mately 2.1 million pounds of such lamb meat was
transshipped. Nearly 2 million pounds was trans-
shipped through the port of Tacoma, WA, and
most of the remainder was transshipped through
Philadelphia, PA.

2 Data from the American Sheep Industry Associa-
tion indicates that about 98 percent of 1989 U.S. imports
from New Zealand, entered under the HTS subheading
0104.10.00 (sheep) consisted of feeder lambs destined
for slaughter.



The transshipments practice reportedly re-
flects transportation economics—it is cheaper to
transport lamb by surface transportation from the
United States to Canada than it would be to con-
tinue sea-going or air transport to Canada.

The transshipments apparently explain much
of the difference in U.S. statistics collected by the
U.S. Department of Commerce showing general
imports and imports for consumption. General
imports include transshipments, whereas imports
for consumption do not. In addition, some of the
difference between general imports and imports
for consumption could represent entries into stor-
age in bonded warehouses, which would be
included in general imports, but not included in
imports for consumption.

U.S. exports

Only limited data are available concerning
U.S. exports of fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb
meat. Such exports are classifiable in a provision
including exports of mutton as well as lamb meat,
and separate data for exports of lamb meat are
not available. In any event, U.S. exports of lamb

meat apparently amount to less than 1 percent of
U.S. production. During 1985-88, U.S. exports
of fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat and mutton
averaged about 1.1 million pounds, valued at
about $2.3 million annually. During 1989, such
exports totalled 4.6 million pounds, valued at
$6.1 million.

U.S. ‘exports of lamb and mutton to Canada
increased from 0.1 million pounds, valued at $0.2
million in 1988, to 0.7 million pounds, valued at
$1.3 million in 1989, reflecting, in part, improved
data collections. U.S. exports of lamb and mut-
ton to Mexico increased from 0.5 million pounds,
valued at $0.7 million in 1988, to 2.2 million
pounds, valued at $1.9 million in 1989. Accord-
ing to an official of the ASIA, the increase in
U.S. lamb and mutton exports reflects, in part, a
Mexican Government ban on imports of certain
live animals, including sheep and lambs. U.S. ex-
ports of meat to Mexico apparently increased to
compensate for exports of live animals from the
United States that would otherwise have been ex-
ported for slaughter. The ASIA official also
reported that enhanced export promotion prob-
ably contributed to the increase.






Chapter 8
Néw Zealand Industi‘y

Growers

Sheep are raised throughout New Zealand,
where climatic and grazing conditions for live-
stock are nearly ideal, and much of the land is
too steep for row crops. Sheep there generally
require no shelter and little or no supplemental
feed (grain) as grazing in most of New Zealand is
available nearly year-round. Many of New
Zealand’s sheep are dual-purpose breeds, pro-
ducing both high-quality wool and meat. The
most common breed is the Romney, a breed not
commonly raised in the United States.

Sheep on New Zealand farms as of June 30,
1989, totalled 60.6 million. Principal sheep-rais-
ing boroughs include Southland, Clutha-Central
Otaga, Aorangi, Hawkes Bay, Canterbury,
Waikato, Wangamio, Manawatu, and Wairarapa.
Sheep farming in New Zealand can be divided
into three regions—the high mountain country,
the hill country, and the lowland. The high
mountain region is the mountain area on the dry
eastern side of the Southern Alps in the South
Island. The high mountain region supports 2
million to 3 million sheep. Most farms range in
size from 25,000 to 37,000 acres with 6,000 to
10,000 sheep per farm, or about one sheep per 5
acres. The hill country region is mostly located
on the North Island and is developed out of bush
or forest. In general, the sheep farms there range
in size from 1,000 to 2,000 acres and an average
flock has about 3,600 sheep. The lowland region
including Southland on the South Island, the
most intensive sheep belt in New Zealand, is gen-
erally located on flat or rolling country. This
region is capable of being plowed and currently
employs a controlled grazing system, in which the
grazing areas are constantly being rotated. An av-
erage flock consists of 2,300 sheep and the farms
average 475 acres.!

Typically a New Zealand sheep producer also
raises cattle. This is especially true in the hill
country where it is customary to maintain one
cow for every 10 sheep. The cattle control pas-
ture growth and maintain the quality of the
pasture for the sheep as well as provide diversifi-
cation of income to the producer.

Meatpackers and processors

The New Zealand Meat: Producers Board, a
statutory body established under the Meat Export
Control Act 1921-22, (Meat Board) assumed
control of sheep meat exports between 1982 and
1985. After that, the export of sheep meat was
passed back to individual meat exporters. -

! Dana R. Hamilton, Competitiveness Analysis of
the United States Sheep Industry in Comparison to
Australia and New Zealand, Fall 1987, p. 100.

Figure 8~1 shows major New Zealand meat-
processing plants, meat-packing houses, and meat
exporting ports. Meat processing is handled
mainly by a number of private-sector companies,
some of which are owned by producer coopera-
tives. Among the larger lamb meat processors are
Affco New Zealand Ltd. (Affco), formerly Auck-
land Farmers Freezing Cooperative Ltd.; Alliance
Freezing Company, Ltd.; Primary Producers Co-
operative Ltd. (PPCS); Waitaki International (the
largest meat processor with major shareholders
being Fletcher Challenge Ltd. (FCL), Goodman
Fielder Wattie Corp. (GFW), and Freesia Invest-
ments, Ltd. (Freesia)); and Weddel Crown
Corporation, Ltd. Freesia, a semiautonomous in-
vestment company under the Meat Board, was
established in 1986 to invest in the meat industry
in response to the concerns of farmers and the
Meat Board relating to the marketing of New
Zealand meat exports. Freesia’s intent is to set
up producer-oriented processing and marketing
companies.

Problems facing the New Zealand meat indus-
try as it continues to restructure reportedly
include lower production levels and excess proc-
essing capacity resulting in higher unit costs.
Industry sources confirm that at the present time
there are too many processors and thus, excess
capacity. In July 1988, FCL and GFW (New
Zealand’s two largest companies) agreed to merge
their meat industry interests by closing down two
large plants, accounting for 11 percent of na-
tional killing capacity; selling two plants to a rival
company; and bringing the two FCL plants into
what is effectively a joint venture of FCL, GFW,
and Freesia Meats Ltd.2

During 1989-90, Waitaki, the ony New
Zealand publicly listed meat company, was ac-
quired by two producer-cooperative companies.
Affco purchased Waitaki’s North Island facilities
and Alliance purchased Waitaki's South Island
facilities. No plants or facilities were closed as a
result of the takeover but down sizing of some
plants has occurred. The acquisition of Waitaki
by two producer cooperative companies signifies
the withdrawal of some of New Zealand’s major
corporate investors from the New Zealand meat
industry .3

In addition, many older processing facilities
are reported to be lacking flexible automation
and are regarded as inefficient.” Strikes have dis-
rupted meat-processing operations. A 7-week
meat workers’ strike in February—-March 1986,
disrupted shipping schedules, upsetting meat pro-
duction and meat exports. Some processors are

- attempting to spread out the Kkilling season by re-

questing farmers to experiment with autumn and
winter lambing, instead of having a peak spring
killing season.

2 GEDES Voluntary Report, Subject: Recent
Changes to Marketing in the New Zealand Meat Indus-
try, report No. NZ8073, dated 10-18-88.

3 "Agricultural Production and Markets,” Situation
and Qutlook for New Zealand Agriculture 1990, p. 16.
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Figure 8-1
Major New Zealand meat-processing plants, meat-packing houses, and meat-exporting ports

. At 1 December 1989
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A significant development in the processing
sector is the decline of the large multi-functional
plants and the rise of the single-function plants
using modern technology and shift work. The
new processing plants can slaughter up to 900,000
lambs a year and requires lower labor input than
larger works but are more capital intensive.

About half of New Zealand’s lamb meat (on a
carcass weight basis) is exported in frozen carcass
form. Increasing amounts are now being proc-
essed into frozen cuts and frozen boneless lamb
by New Zealand processors, thus adding value for
the meat processors. Some headway has been
made in exporting chilled lamb meat products but
from a very small base.

Exporters

The primary responsibilities of The New
Zealand Meat Producers Board (Meat Board)
are to oversee the marketing of meat for export
and create an environment which ensures the
highest returns to the New Zealand producer for
meat exported. DEVCO (a North American sub-
sidiary of the Meat Board) was established to
market lamb meat exports in North America. All
lamb meat exports to the United States up until
1986 were done solely through DEVCO.
DEVCO is 50-percent owned by the Meat Board
and 50-percent owned by a number of meat proc-
essors. As of December 21, 1985, the Meat
Board ceased its purchasing operations but con-
tinued to sell off inventories on hand. In 1987
the export rights to the U.S. market were relaxed
and other exporters were permitted to operate in
the market under a strictly controlled test market
licensing system. At the same time, DEVCO’s
name was changed to the New Zealand Lamb
Company, Inc. The Meat Board now issues li-
censes to meat exporters that can devote the
necessary resources to develop markets overseas.
There are approximately 50 exporters licensed by
the Meat Board in New Zealand, many of whom
are also processors.

Table 8-1

Production

New Zealand production of live lambs, as
measured by the number of lambs tailed
(docked), declined from 50.7 million animals in
1985 (year ending June 30) to 39.3 million ani-
mals in 1989 (table 8~1). The decline in lamb
production reflects, in large part, the decline in
the ‘total sheep flock and the decline in the num-
ber of ewes kept for breeding purposes. The
removal of some of New Zealand’s price support
programs for sheep meat reportedly contributed
to the decline in the number of lambs, sheep, and
ewes as some sheep producers began to look at
alternative sources of income, including a change
to cattle.

The total sheep flock generally fell from 67.9
million animals on June 30, 1985, to 60.6 mil-
lion animals on June 30, 1989, or by
11 percent (table 8-1).

The number of ewes kept for breeding pur-
poses declined 17 percent during the period,
from 50.2 million animals at yearend June 30,
1985, to 41.4 million animals at yearend June
30, 1989 (table 8-1). The lambing rate (lambs
tailed as a percentage of ewes mated in the previ-
ous autumn) is shown in the following tabulation
(in percent):4

Year Lambing rate
1985 ... i it et 103.2
1986 ... ...t i e 98.5
1087 ... ittt e 97.7
1988 ... .. it e 102.4
1989 .. ...t it 101.8

Drought in parts of New Zealand contributed
to the lower lambing percentages in 1986 and
1987.

4 Season ended June 30.

Sheep and lambs: New Zealand 'total sheep numbers, of ewes, of lambs docked, and of lambs slaugh-

tered, 1985-89

(In thousand of animals)

Total number of—

Number of lambs—

Year Sheep Ewes Docked Slaughtered
1985 ... .. e 67,854 50,187 50,700 40,000
1986 ... ..t 67,470 47,491 46,400 34,500
1987 .. i i 64,244 45,382 46,480 31,600
1988 ..ottt 64,600 44,041 44,780 30,320
1989 ... .. it 60,569 141,414 139,260 30,210

! Estimated.

Note.—Total number of sheep, ewes, and lambs docked are for yearend June 30, whereas the number of lambs

slaughtered are for yearend Sept. 30.

Source: Data compiled from officlal statistics of Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries, Situation and Outlook for

New Zealand Agriculture, various Issues.



During 1985-89, New Zealand’s production
of fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat (on a car-
cass weight basis)" generally declined from a high
of §52,000 tons in 1985 to a low of 432,000 tons
in 1989, or by 22 percent (table 8-2). The aver-
age export lamb carcass weight declined to 12.9
kilograms (28 pounds) in 1989. A decrease in
live lamb production, contributed to the decline
in lamb meat production during most of the pe-
riod. The number of lambs slaughtered fell from
40.0 million animals in 1985 to 30.2 million ani-
mals in 1989, representing a 24-percent decline.
Although fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat pro-
duction in 1988 rose 3 percent over 1987
production, the actual number of lambs slaugh-
tered during this period declined from 31.6
million animals to 30.4 million animals, or by 4
percent. The increase in meat production in
1988 reflects, in part, the increase in the average
export lamb carcass weight from 12.9 kilograms
(28 pounds) in 1987 to 13.7 kilograms (30
pounds) in 1988, representing an increase of 6
percent. The meat industry strike in February-
March of 1986 also contributed to the decline in
lamb meat slaughter. The decline in fresh,
chilled, or frozen lamb meat reflects the contin-
ued decline in sheep farming, despite the high
wool prices, and also a drought, causing low
lambing rates in 1986 and 1987.

Exports

New Zealand has a human population of ap-
proximately 3.3 million and a sheep population of
approximately 60.6 million in 1989; thus, the
bulk of New Zealand's lamb meat. production is
destined for export markets. Table 8-2 shows
- .New Zealand lamb meat production, exports, and
exports as a share of production on a carcass
weight basis for 1985-89. During those years, ex-

Table 8-2

ports accounted for between 95 percent and 98
percent of New Zealand’s lamb meat production.

New Zealand lamb meat export shipments on
a product weight basis fell from 446,000 tons in
1986 to 356,000 tons in 1988 (fiscal years ending
Sept. 30), or by 20 percent. Such exports rose
slightly in 1989 to 362,000 tons (table 8-3).

The EC and Iran were the principal export
markets for New Zealand lamb meat during
1985-89. Lamb meat exports to the EC totalled
182,300 tons with the United Kingdom account-
ing for 113,300 tons, or 62 percent in 1989.
Other significant export markets within the EC
were Germany and Greece (table 8-3). The New
Zealand meat industry strike in early 1986 con-
tributed to the decline in exports to the United
Kingdom that year. The strike delayed the arrival
of lamb meat that normally would have gone
straight into United Kingdom consumption.
When New Zealand slaughtering resumed, the
United Kingdom had sufficient numbers of do-
mestic lambs for slaughter, which resulted in
depressed sales volumes and prices for imported
New Zealand lamb meat for the remainder of
1986. Iran was the second largest export market
for New Zealand lamb meat during fiscal years
1985-89, accounting for 17 percent, or 61,900
tons in 1989. Japan was the third largest market
for New Zealand lamb meat, accounting for 6
percent of total exports in- 1989. Exports to Peru,
the fourth largest market in 1988, dropped to
zero in 1989 primarily due to the lack of foreign
exchange in Peru which has made it difficult for
New Zealand exporters to receive payment for
earlier lamb shipments. During the period
1985-89, exports to the United States declined
from a high of 16,000 tons in 1986 to 4,000 tons
in 1987, then began to increase gradually, totall-
ing 7,000 tons in 1989.

Lamb meat: New Zealand production, exports, and exports as a share of production, 1985-89
(In thousands of tons, carcass weight)

Yearend Total Exports as a share
Sept. 30 production® Exports of production
1985 ... 5§52 541 98

1986 ..........i it 511 491 96

1987 ... e 447 433 97

1988 ......... ittt 459 435 95

19892 ... ... 432 412 95

! Includes inspected slaughter for local and export markets.

2 Egtimated.

Source: Total lamb meat production compiled from official statistics of Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries, Situ-
ation and Outlook for New Zealand Agriculture, various issues: export data complled from New Zealand Meat &
Wool Board's Economic Service, Annual Review of The New Zealand Sheep and Beef Industry, 1988-89.
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Table 8-3

Fresh, chllled, or frozen lamb meat: New Zealand exports, by principal markets, 1985-89'

3 included in all other category.

Country 1985 1986 1987 1988 19892
In thousands of tons, product weight
UnitedKingdom . .............ccviiiinenn, 149 109 122 113 113
Islamic Republicof lran ...................... 132 137 122 60 62
JAPAN .. i i e 16 19 21 18 20
GOIMANY ...ttt iner et tnaiaranses (®) 10 10 12 14
[T - - T T (®) 15 9 14 13
JOrdan . ...... .. i e (®) 7 7 8 - 11
Saudla Arabla .............. i 12 11 10 10 10
o 7 T T | 9 9 8 8 9
United States .............cccveiiieiraanns 13 16 4 6 7
Peru ................. e e e 3 23 29 18 -
Subtotal ............c it 332 333 317 249 . 260
Allother .........cciviiii it itenneninss 99 113 109 107 102
CGrand total ... i 432 446 426 356 362
) ' _ Share of total percent
United Kingdom .. ..........ccociiivinninnnn, 34 24 29 32 - 31
Islamic Republicoflran ...................... 31 31 29 17 17
¥ 4 4 5 5 6
GOrMAaNY ... ..ttt i i e ®) 2 2 3 4
LT - T {2 3 2 4 4
dJordan ... ... e (?) 2 2 2 3
Saudia Arabla ........ e T, 3 2 2 3 3
Canada ............ ittt 2 2 2 2 2
United States ................cciiiiviinennn 3 4 1 2 2
[ = T 1 5 7 5 -
Subtotal ................ ... i, 77 75 74 70 72
Allother ...............ceuvun e 23 25 26 30 28
Grandtotal ............0ciiiieiiiiieannn 100 100 100 100 100
' Yearend Sept. 30.
2 Preliminary.

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

Source: Complled from officlal statistics of the New Zealand Meat Producers Board Annual Report, 1986-89.

Table 8-4 shows New Zealand’'s exports of
lamb meat, by types, shipping weight basis,
1985-89. Frozen carcasses was the predominant
form of lamb exports, however, its share of total
lamb meat exports decline from 77 percent in
1985 to 59 percent in 1989. Exports of frozen
lamb cuts have generally increased in relation to
total lamb meat exports from 22 percent in 1985
to 34 percent in 1989. Frozen boneless lamb also

increased from a low of 2,000 tons in 1986 to
6,000 tons in 1989, accounting for 6 percent of
total exports in the latter year. Exports of chilled
lamb, although accounting for only 2 percent or
less of New Zealand's lamb meat shipments dur-
ing 1985-89, increased from 2,000 tons in 1985
to 8,000 tons in 1989. The bulk of the chilled
lamb shipments consisted of lamb cuts.
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Table 8-4 .
Lamb meat: New Zealand exports, by types, (shipping welght basis), 1985-89'

Type 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
‘ 1,000 tons

Frozen:

Lamb carcasses .............c.covurienannnn 386 329 . 286 211 212

Lamb CULS ... i ittt e 109 113 122 125 122

Lambboneless .............ccciiiiiinrinennn 3 2 15 14 20

Chilled:

Lamb CUtS .. .oiiei ittt 2 2 3 5 6

Lamb Carcasses . ........ovvvteiieansiinenns ) 1 (?3) 1 1

Lamb boneless ............cciiiiiiiiinnn (2) (3) () (2) 1
Total .ottt e et s 500 447 385 356 362

Share of total percent

Frozen:

Lamb Carcasses ..........cooniveeneineenens 77 74 67 59 59

Lamboeuts ...t 22 25 29 35 34

Lambboneless ................ ... i, . 1 (") 4 4 6

Chilled:

Lamb cuUts . ... ..ottt i i e ) (®) 1 1 2

Lamb carcasses ..........conuieenieenennas (®) {3) (?) (3) (?)

Lambboneless .............cciveiininnennns ® (®) (®) (3) (3)
B~ - | PP 100 100 100 100 100

! Yearend Sept. 30.
2 Less than 500 tons.
3 Less than 0.5 percent.

Note.—Because of rounding figures may not add to the totals shown.
Source: Compiled from official statistics of the New Zealand Meat Producers Board Annual Report, 1986-89.
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Chapter 9
Australian Industry

Growers

The number of sheep in Australia, the world’s
largest sheep producing country, increased from
150 million in 1985 (sheep numbers on Mar. 31)
to 163 million in 1989, or by 9 percent (table
9-1). The increase in sheep numbers was
prompted in part by the profitability of wool pro-
duction.' Sheep production is widely distributed
throughout Australia, with most large operations
located in Queensland, South Australia, Western
Australia, and New South Wales (fig. 9-1).

Sheep producers in Australia generally fall in
one of two categories—1) those that raise sheep
primarily for wool production and 2) those that
raise sheep primarily for lamb meat (range lamb).
The majority of sheep in Australia are of the Me-

rino breed, known for its fine wool. The growth -

in sheep production, mostly of the Merino breed,
has occurred largely because of the demand for
wool and favorable weather conditions. The pre-
dominant breed of sheep raised in Australia for
its meat is the First Cross Bolcross.

Meatpackers and processors

According to members of the Australian
sheep industry, most Australian slaughter plants
are privately owned and operate 52 weeks of the
year, with some closing 2 weeks for maintenance.
. There is considerable excess capacity in the
slaughter plants; for example, in New South
Wales, slaughter plants operate at approximately
75 percent of capacity for sheep, reflecting re-
duced lamb slaughter.2 Detailed data are not
available on the number of packers and proces-
sors in Australia.

' The world 8price for wool apgears to have peaked in
the spring of 1988. Although global wool demand
declined sharply over the next two years, the price
support system operated by the Australian Wool Corpo-
ration (AWC) kept the average price paid to growers in

Table 9-1

Exporters

The Australian Meat and Live-stock Corp.
(AMLC) was established under the Australian
Meat and Live-stock Corporation Act of 1977. It
is a statutory authority whose main responsibility
is to facilitate the marketing of Australian meat
and livestock, both domestically and in foreign
markets.

The AMLC has administrative responsibility
for the licensing and quality assurance programs
of exporters. The number of meat export li-
censes issued in Australia increased from 268 as
of July 1985 to 295 as of July 1988. In 1987, the
Authority for Uniform Specification for Meat and
Livestock (AUS-MEAT) was established under
AMLC to initiate uniform product descriptions
and to maintain quality control and meat stan-
dards. Since then, export slaughter plants have
to be accredited by AUS-MEAT, but accredita-
tion of plants that slaughter for domestic
consumption remains on a voluntary basis.3 As of
June 30, 1989, a total of 143 export and 84 do-
mestic establishments were accredited.

‘—Continued :

Australia at a relatively high level and as a result
production increased. The AWC, a statutory entity,
operates the price support system by setting a floor under
which prices cannot fall. In periods of Jow demand, the
AWC buys wool as prices awroach or reach the floor
level. By June 1990, the AWC stockpile of wool pur-
chased under the price support system reached an
unprecedented 3 billion bales (1 bale = 170 kg). In June
1990 the Australian Government had the AWC lower the
floor price of wool.

In October 1990 the AWC proposed, and the Austra-
lian Government approved, plans to continue to support
the price of wool, albeit at a somewhat reduced level.
Among other things, the plans provide for AWC funds to
be used to facilitate the slaughter of sheep. As of
mid-October 1990 there was apparently no agreement on
the number of animals that were to be slaughtered.
According to one report, economists estimated that
Australia’s sheep population should be reduced by 30
million animals in view of the reduced demand for wool.

In any event there will likely be little or no effect on
U.S. imports of lamb meat inasmuch as sheep kept for
the production of wool in Australia do not contribute to
exports of lamb meat to the United States.

2 Personal interview with Mr. William N. Bonthrone,
Sheep Meat Council of Australia and Mr. Brian J.
Mernagh, Australian Meat and Live-stock Corp.,

Jan. 24, 1989.
. 3 Australian Meat & Live-stock Corporation, Annual
Report, July 1988-June 1989, p. 34.

Sheep and lambs: Australian total sheep inventory, ewes, lambs, and lambs slaughtered, 1985-89
{In thousands of animals)

Total Number of—

sheep Lambs
Year inventory Ewes Lambs slaughtered
1985 .\ 149,747 76,330 38,313 17,477
1986 .........ihiiii i 146,776 74,248 34,424 19,109
1987 .. it e 149,157 76,273 33,596 17,697
1988 ... i 162,443 75,953 35,662 17,239
1989 ... ..t i, 162,639 80,798 36,635 15,977

Note.—Total sheep inventory, ewes, and lambs are for yearend Mar. 31, whereas the number of lambs slaughtered

are for yearend June 30.

Source: Data compiled from Australian Meat & Live-Stock Corporation, Statistical Review, July 1988-June 89.
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Figure 9-1
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Production

During 1985-89, Australian production of live
lambs (lambs born by Mar. 31 of each calendar
year) declined from 38.3 million animals in 1985
to 33.6 million animals in 1987, or by 12’ per-
cent (table 9-1). Such production increased to
36.6 million animals in 1989 or by 9 percent.
The total inventory of sheep in Australia in-
creased by 9 percent, from 149.7 million animals
in 1985 to 162.6 million animals in 1989 (table
9-1). The number of ewes also increased by
9 percent, from 74.2 million animals in 1986 to
80.8 million animals in 1989. Live lamb produc-
tion (the lamb crop) in Australia is less
dependent on the ‘total sheep inventory than is
such production in the United States and New
Zealand because many sheep in Australia, mostly
Merinos, (including wethers) are maintained
solely for the production of wool.

Australian production of fresh, chilled, or fro-
zen lamb meat (carcass weight basis) decreased
from a high of 353,000 tons in 1986 (year ended
June) to 308,000 tons in 1989, or by 13 percent
(table 9-2). The average carcass weight of the
slaughtered lambs averaged 17 kilograms, or 37.5
. pounds in 1989.

Production of fresh, ,chilied. or frozen lamb

meat (measured by the number of lambs slaugh-
" tered) fell from a high of 19.1 million animals in
1986 to 16.0 million animals in 1989, or by
16 percent (table 9-1). As the table indicates,
approximately 50 percent of the lamb crop during
1985-89 was retained instead of going for slaugh-
ter, indicating that more lambs are being raised
primarily for wool and not for lamb meat. Most
of these lambs are believed to have been of the
Merino breed.

Consumption

During 1985-89, Australian apparent con-
sumption of fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat
(carcass weight basis) generally declined from a
high of 297,000 tons in 1986 to 264,000 tons in
1989, or by 11 percent as shown in table 9-2.
Several factors contributed to the decline in do-
mestic consumption of lamb meat, including an
increase in poultry meat consumption (perceived
by some to be more nutritional), sharply rising re-
tail prices, periodic stock shortages caused by
seasonal conditions, and strong export demand.
Exports as a share of production rose from
11 percent in 1985 to 18 percent in 1988, then
declined to 14 percent in 1989 ‘(table 9-2). On a
per capita basis, Australian lamb meat consump-
tion fell from a high of 17.0 kilograms
(37 pounds) in 1985 to 14 Kkilograms
(31 pounds) in 1989, or by 18 percent.

Lamb Meat As a Share of
All Meat Consumption

During 1985-89, total red meat consumption
(includes beef, veal, mutton, and pork) and poul-
try consumption in Australia increased from
1,550,000 tons (retail weight) in 1985 to
1,596,000 tons in 1989, or by 3 percent (table
9-3). Total red meat consumption declined but
poultry consumption increased during the period.

During 1985-89, total red meat consumption
in Australia generally declined from 1,176,000
tons (retail weight equivalent) in 1985 to
1,156,000 tons in 1989, or by 2 percent. Lamb
meat accounted for approximately 21 percent of
the red meat consumption during the period.

Australian poultry consumption (production)
offset the decline in red meat consumption, in-
creasing from 374,000 tons in 1985 to
440,000 tons in 1989, or by 18 percent. The
share of Australian consumption of red meat and
poultry accounted for by lamb meat fell from
17 percent in 1985 to 15 percent in 1989.

Exports

During 1985-89, exports of Australian lamb
meat ranged from a low of 35,700 tons (shipped
weight) in 1985 to a high of 58,300 tons in 1987
(table 9-4). Kuwait and the Gulf States area
(Oman, Qater, Saudia Arabia, Abu Dhabi,
Dubai, and Bahrain) was the leading market for
Australian lamb meat during the period. Such

- exports rose from 18,000 tons in 1985 to 21,400
--tons in 1987, then declined to 18,400 tons in
- 1988 and further declined to 11,700 tons in

1989. Although the quantity of lamb meat ex-
ports to Kuwait and the Gulf States area rose
during 1985-87, such exports as a share of total
exports declined from 50 percent in 1985 to 28
percent in 1989. Australian lamb meat exports to
New Guinea and the Pacific Islands increased sig-
nificantly—from 2,300 tons in 1985 (6 percent of
total Australian lamb meat exports) to 8,800 tons
in 1989 (21 percent of Australian lamb meat ex-
ports). Exports of Australian lamb meat to the
U.S. market grew from 1,800 tons in 1985 (5
percent of Australian exports) to 10,400 tons in
1988 (19 percent of Australian exports), then fell
by 32 percent to 7,100 tons in 1989, accounting
for 17 percent of Australian lamb meat exports
that year. During 1985-89, exports to the EC,
primarily the United Kingdom, accounted for be-
tween 8 and 13 percent of total exports. Exports
to Japan declined from a high of 8,900 tons in
1986 to 3,600 tons in 1989, or by 60 percent.
During 1985-89, Australian lamb meat exports to
Canada ranged from a low of 600 tons in 1985 to
a high of 2,300 tons in 1987. Such exports ac-
counted for 2 percent of total exports in 1985,
increasing to 4 percent in 1989.
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Table 9-2

Lamb meat: Australian production, exports, apparent consumption, ratio of exports to production, and
ratio of exports to consumption, 1985-89!

(In thousands of tons, carcass welght)

Apparent Ratio of exports to—
Produc- consump- Produc- Consump-
Year tion Exports tion . tion tion
1985 ... . i 332 37 295 11 13
1986 ......... e 353 56 297 16 19
1987 ..o 327 60 267 18. 22
1988 ... .. i 325 . 57 268 18 21

1989 ... ... 308 44 264 14 17

' Data are reported on crop year basis July 1-June 30.
Note.—Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Data compiled from Australian Meat and Live-Stock Statlstlcal Review, July 1987-June 1988, p 25.

Table 8-3 .
Red meat and poultry: Consumption In Australia, by types, 1985-89
{In thousands of tons, retail weight equivalent)

Red meat— ) ] Total

Beefand ' red
Year veal Mutton Lamb ‘Pork meat Poultry Total
1985 ... ..., 552 102 262 260 1,176 374 1,550
1986 ................. 529 105 259 270 1,163 399 1,562
1987 ... ... e 490 114 237 285 1,126 441 1,567
1988 ................. 506 127 240 299 1,172 440 1,612

1989 ... ... . i 514 101 233 308 1,156 440 1,596
Note.—Because of rounding. figures may not add to the totals shown. ‘

Source: Data on red meat complled from Australian Meat & Live-Stock Corporatlon Statlstlcal Review,
July 88-June 83. Data on poultry meat compiled from USDA, Foreign Agricultural Service, World Poultry Situation,
Sept. 1989, p. 16. Red meat converted from carcass welght equlvalent to retail weight equlvalent

Table 9-4
Lamb meat: Australian exports by major markets, 1985-89'
" (In thousands of tons, shipped weight} - .
Market 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989

Kuwait and Gulf States2.......... . 18.0 21.1 21.4 18.4 11.7
New Guinea and Pacific Islands ... 2.3 . 5.0 6.1 8.9 8.8
United States .................. 1.8 5.0 9.0 10.4 71
EC .. 3.2 7.2 5.7 4.3 4.7
Japan .. ... .. e 6.5 8.9 6.9 5.4 3.6
Canada’ ..........cciiininanan 0.6 1.4 2.3 2.1 1.8
Allother ....................... 3.3 5.7 6.9 4.5 3.9
Total ... 35.7 - 54.3 58.3 " 54,0 41.6
' Exports are reported on crop year basis July 1-June 30. ’
2 Includes Abu Dhabi, Bahrain, Dubal, Oman, Qatar, and Saudi Arabia.
Note.—Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.
Source: Data compiled from Australian Meat & Live-Stock Corporation Statistical Review July 88-June 89.
During 1985-88, according to data derived :
from unofficial statistics provided to the USITC Type - 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
by the Australian sheep industry, Australia expe- ‘
rienced significant growth in exports of chilled ghl"ed --------- ;33 ggﬁ 25.6 2441 na
lamb meat exports versus frozen lamb meat, by rozen ......... 4 8 %27 299 na
types, (in thousands of tons): " Total .......35.7 544 58.3 54.0 41.6
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Australian exports of chilled lamb meat in-
creased from 13,300 tons in 1985 to 25,600 tons
in 1987, or by 92 percent, then fell by 6 percent
to 24,100 tons in 1988. Further expansion of ex-
ports of Australian chilled lamb meat is
reportedly restricted by air-freight capacity prob-
lems.  Australian frozen lamb meat exports
peaked at 33,800 tons in 1986, then declined to
29,900 tons in 1988, or by 12 percent. Increased
chilled lamb exports to all markets are thought to

have reflected a desire to improve profitability or
increase market share.

Among the leading markets for Australian
chilled lamb are Kuwait and the Gulf States (ac-
counting for 56 percent of total Australian chilled
lamb meat exports); the United States (account-
ing for 26 percent); Canada and Japan (each
accounting’ for 6 percent); and the European

Community (accounting for 4 percent).
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APPENDIX A
SECTION 1937 OF THE
“OMNIBUS TRADE AND COMPETITIVENESS ACT OF 1988”



102 STAT. 1322 PUBLIC LAW 100418—-AUG. 21, 1988

Mopmrin.

Inilintion of long-lerm sourcing relationships between such
()m:fh 0 The Unitesdd Stalen Trivle Represen
(4 oM UTTOMER. — | e nmieg s rve .

Ltiva and (he S«.nlnlzqnf Commerce ahinll repart Lo Congresn at t‘l‘o:
ennelunion of the MOSS Lalks on Lhe autcome of the 1alkn and on any
mercemenia renched with Japnn with respeet Lo purchancs by Jnpn-
nene firms of Uniled Slates aultomolive parls.

SECC 1938 KPPRLT OF IMPORTS ON CIUDKE 01, PRODUCTION AND REFIN.
ING CAPACITY IN THE UNITED STATPS,

The Secretary of Encrgy shall send Lo the Seerelary of Comnmerce
Lhe renulin of Lhe atudy conducted under arction 3102 of Lhe Omuni.
bus Ruwdget Reconcilinlion Act of 1980. Within 181 days of U
recnipt of Lhe resulia of such atudy, the Sccretary of Comimene alinll
report Lo Lthe Prenident and the Congress recommendalions for
nclions which may lw approprinia tn addrems any impaet of importa
of crude oil and petroleum producia on damentic crude oil explo-
ralion and production and the domestic petroloum refining enpecity.

BRL 1936 BTUNY OF TRANR BARRIERS FRTARLIRNED RY AUTO FRODINL
ING CIRINTRIRS TO AUTYD IMPORTS AND THE IMPACT UN THR
UNITRD STATRS MARRKT. ’

(n) Srunv.—The Unilnd Siates Trada Represontative shall cnndnet
" atutl,v of formal and informal harrinem which aute producing
countries have enlahlished loward automobile imports and the
impact of such barriers on diverling automobile ll:ruﬂa inlo the
United Slates. The study shall ider tha impnact of such barriers

. on automohile importa inlo the Unilad Slate in the presence of, and

in the ahaance of, woluntary resirsint sgreemenils between the
Uniled States and jl["ﬁll.

(b) Reronr.—The Uniled States Trade Represeniative shall in.
clude the findings of Lthe study conducted under subnection (a) in Lhe
fient that is submitled under section 181(h) of Lhe Trade Act of
1974 (19 US.C 2241) efler Uhe date of enactment of Lhis Act

BEC. 1977, LAMB MEAT INFORTS.

Within 15 deyw afler the date of the cnectment of Lhis Act, the
Uniled States Intermationsl Trade Commission, purmisnt (o s~clion
A32g) of the Tarill Act of 1920 (19 U.S.C. [332g)) ahall monilar and
investignte for a period of 2 yenmm the im tion into the Uniled
Stntes of articles provided for in ilem 106.90 of the Tarill Schedules
?f the ll:!:'l‘l:d &1,11(1! USsC lzm (reiating to fresh, chifled, and

roson ment). For purpones of any request made under avheee-
tion (d) of section 202 of the Trade Act of 1974 (ss amended by
section 1401 of thin Acl) within such 2-yenar perind for provieional
relief with respect Lo imports of such articies, the monitoring and
investigation ired under Lhis section shall be treated ne having
been requented by the United Stales Trade Representslive under
peregraph (1XD) of such subsection.

PART 3—OTIIER 'ROVISIONS

SEC. IM). WINDFALL PROFIT TAX REPFAL.

(n) In GrugaaL.—Chaplar 46 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1336 .
is repenied.
(b) Conroaming AMRNDMENTS. —
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Foilarnl Regisiar / Vol. 53, No. 217 /| Wednesday, November 9. 1908 [ Nolices

© 45399

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
COOPERATION AGENCY i

Agency for internations! Deveiopment

Public Information Coflection
Requirements Submitted to OMB for
Review -

The Agency for International
Development (A 1.D.) submitted the
following public information collection
requircments to OMB (or review and
clearance under the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1980. Pub. L. 98-511.
Comments regarding these information
coilections should be addressed to the
OMB reviewer listed at the end of the
entry no later than ten deys after
publication. Comments may also be
sddressed lo. and copies of the
submissions obtained f[rom the Reports
Management Officer. John H. Elgin, (703)
875-1608. [RM/PE. Room 1100B. SA-14.
Washington. DC 20523,

Dote Submitied: October 28, 1988
Submitting Agency: Agency lor
International Development

- OMB Number: 0412-0520

Type of Submission: Renews|

Title: Information Collection Elements in
the A.L.D. Acquisition Regulations
(AIDAR}-A.L.D. Procedures for Protest

Purpose: A.1.D. is suthorized o make
contracts with any corporation.
international organizstion, or other
body of persons whether within or
without the United Ststes in -
furtherance of the purposes and
within the limitations of the Foreign
Assistance Act (FAA). Information
collections and recordkeeping
requirements placed on the public by
the A.L.D. Acquisition Regulation
(AIDARY). are published as 48 CFR
Part 7. These are ail A.LD. unique
procurement requirements which have
nnt otherwise been submitted to OMB
for approval. The preaward
requirements are based on s need for
prudent management in the
determination that an offeror either
has or can obtain the ability 1o
competently manage development
assistance programs utilizing public
funds. The requirements for
information during the post-award
period are based on the need to
sdminister public funds prudently.
Respandenis will have 8 submission
burden of three responses and an
estimated annual recordkeeping
burden of 12 hours per recordkeeper.

Reviewver: Francine Picoult (202) 398~

7340. Office of Management and
Budget. Room 3201, New Executive
Office Building. Washington, DC
N%03.

Date: Octaber 28. 1908,
Wayne H. Ven Vechten,
Planning and Evaluation Division.
(FR Doc. AR-25972 Filed 11-8-88& 8:43 am|
SNLING CODE 9)110-01-88

INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION

{lnv. No. 337-TA-204)

Certain Electric Power fools. Battery
Cartridges and Battery Chargers;
Changé of investigative Attorney

Nutire is hereby given that. as of this
date. in addition to George C.
Summerfield. Esq.. Gary Hnath, Esq.. of
the Office of Unfair Import -
Investigetions will be the Commission
Investigalive Allorney in the above-
captioned investigation.

The Secretary is requested to publish
this Notice in the Federal Register.

Respectfully submitied.

Lyno L. Levine.

Director. Office of Unfair Import
Investigations. Intermotional Trode
Commussion. 300 £ Sireet SW., Suite 491,
Washington. DC 20438.

Date: November ¢, 1968,

{FR Doc. 88-23941 Flied 11-8-88: 8:43 am|
MLNG COOE 7920-02-8

(investigation Neo. 337-TA-27¢)

Certsin Erasable Programmabie Read
Only Memories and Products
Contsining Such Memories; Decision
to Review snd Modity gan Initisl
Determination Amending the Notice of
investigation

Aatncy: U.S. Inlernational Trade
Commission.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that
the U.S. International Trade
Commission has determined (1) to
review on ils own motinn an initial
determination (10) {Order No. 137)
issued by the presiding admninistrative
law judge (AL]) amending the notice of
investigation in the sbove-captioned
investigation. (2) to modily the ID to
correct the omission of the specific
patent claima in controversy from the
amended notice of investigation. and (3)
to deny respondents’ pelition to review
the ID on other grounds.

ADORESS: Copies of the 1D and all other
non-conlidential documents filed in
cnrrectinn with this investigation are
available for inspection during officinl
business hours (8:4S e.m. to $:15 p.m.} in
the Office of the Secretary. U.S.
lnlernational Trade Commussion. 5 E

Strect SW.. Washington, DC 20430,
telephone 202-252-1000.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Michne!l |. Buchenhorner. Esq.. Office of
the Ceneral Counsel, U.S. International
Trade Commission. 300 E Street SW.,
Washington. DC 20438, telephone 202-
252-1097. Hesring impaired individuals
are advised that information on this
malter can be obtained by contacting
the Comnussion's TDD terminal at 202-
252-1810.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
September 0. 1988. the presiding Al
issued an ID amending the notice of
investigation to reflect amendments
made to section 337 of the Tariff Act of
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1337) effected by the
Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness
Act of 1988 (Pub. L. No. 100-418. 102
Stat. 1107) (the OTCA). The notice of
invesligstion was slso amended to
reflect the fact that complainant iIntel
Corporation has withdrawn its
allegations of infringement of U.S.
Letters Patent 4.519.849. However. the
claims of the patents remaining in
controversy were omitted from the
scope of the investigation ss set forth in
the [D. The Commission on its own
motion reviewed and modified the ID to
correct that omission.

Respondents Hyundai Elcctronics
Industries Co.. Lid. and Atmel
Corporation pelitioned [or review ol the
ID. arguing that the OTCA does not
apply lo section 137 investigations
instituted prior to the effective date
{August 23, 1968) of the OTCA
amendments lo section 337. Intel and the
1As both liled responses in apposilion lo
respondents’ petition for review.

By order the Commission.
Kenneth R. Mason,
Secretory. .
Issued: November 2 1
|FR Duc. 88-23942 Filed 11-8-88: 8:13 am)
SRLNG COOE 7970-03-8

(332-284)
U.S. Imports of Lamb Meat

AGENCY: United Slates Internstional
Trade Commiasion.

Acmon: Institution of lavestigition.

grracTive oare: Oclober 20, 1988.

SUMMARY: A\s required by section 1937
of the Omnibus Trade and
Competitiveness Act of 1988 (Pub. Law
100-4 8. 102 Stat. 110, approved Aug. 2).
1988). the Commission has in«tituted
investigalion No. 332-264 under section
332(g) of the Tarill Act of 1930 (19 U.S C.
1332(g]). lor the purpose of momtaring
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Fedaml Register / Vol $3. Nn. 217 /

Wiinraday, Mavember 91980 [ Noticra

and investigsting for two yeary US. -
Imports of fresh. chilled, or froren iamb
meat. The Commission will issue repacts

after the first and secoad vear of
momtoring.

FOR FURTHER INPOAMATION CONTACT
David B Ladwnck: Agricalnme. Flaheries.
#nd Forest Products Division: U.S.
Intemational Trede Commiesinm

Washington. DC. 20438 Telephone (202)
252-1329.

Background and Scope of lnvestigation

In the caurse of this investigution. the
Commission wrll monitor end
investigaie U.S. imports of fresh, chilled.
or frozen ismb mest and the primary
comporrents of the U.S. market for the
praduct. The Commission will gather
data and information, to the extent
poss:ble. an U S. producing facilities in
such sreas 23 saies. maricet share,
employment levels, inventories. profit
leveis. snd capital generstion. and will
exgming U.S. imports in relation lo
levels of domestic production and
imports by ather swsjor consuming
countries. The Commission wiil vlso
enalyze the reiative strengths and
werkenesses of U S. imports and the
domestic product in the U.S. market.

Wrilten Submisshons

Interested persens are invited 1o
submit writtan s lesaents st any time
during the lavestigation bul no later
than May 1. 1993, Commuarcial or
financial informstion wiich & submitter
desires the Commission to trret as
confidentsl mast be subrzitted on
separate sheets s{ papor, each clasrly
marked “Confidentisl Business
Information” s: ihe top. All 2ubmissions
requesting conflidentis! treatment enyst
conlorm with the requirement of section
201.¢ of the Commission’s Rules of
Proctica and Procedure (18 CFR 201.8).
All written submissioas. except for
coniiderntial besiness nformation, will
be mace available for Inopection by
interested persone. All submiscions
shouid be sddressed to the Secrutary at
the Commisgzion's oflics In Washingtoa,
(o108

Hearing.impaired pargony gre gdvised
that information on this matler can be
obteined by contacting our TDD
terminel on (207) 2352-1810.

By ovdet of the Cormmission.
Kenweth B. Masos.
Secretnry.
isruedh Novesber 3, 1908
{FR Doc. AR-25%43 Filed (1.8-NA £:4% am|
BRLIGT CODE 207003 -

{Investigation Neo. 337-TA-2814]

Certsin Racombinant Lrythropoieting
Commisaion Jecision Mot To Review
an initial Determination Designsting
the Investigalion More Complicated

agEncy: U S. Intemationai Teade
Commussion.

ACTION: Notice,

suMmany: Notice is hereby given that
the U.S. International Trade
Cominission has determined not to
review ag initial determination (ID)
(Order No. 24) iseued by the presiding
administrativa law judge (AL])
dasignating the sbove-captioned
investigsuon “more compiicated’ and
extending the administrative deadling
for issuence of the final ID by \wo
months. r.e. from November 10, 19688, 10
January 10, 1968. The Coremission has
nlgo extended the deadiine {of
completion of the investigation by two
months. i.e. [rom Fabcuary 10, 1949, to
Aprid 10. 1988,

aporugses: Copies of the ) and all
other nonconlidential documents filed in
connection with this investigation are
available for ingpection during official
businese hours (8:43 a.m. to 515 p.m.) in
the Dffice of the Secretary, 'J.S.
Internationsi Trada Commission. 50 E
Stree! SW., Waghingion, DC 20436,
teiephone 202-282-1000.

POR PURTHIA SECUMATION CONTACT:
Jern Jackson. Fsq.. Office of tse General
Coungel. US. Interrationa! Trade
Zommisaion. 500 E Street SW..

W a<hington. DC 20438, telephona 2002~
2%2-1104.

Hearing impsired individuale see
sdvised that information on this matler
ciin be obtained by contacting the
Commission's TDD termunal on 02—
2i42-1210.

SUPPLAAKTARY My oRaa TIONE On
(Jctober 12, 1988, the presiding ALJ
tasued an 1D designating the subject
Investigation "maore complicatnd™
becnuse of the complaxity nf the
technology underiying the investigation
tad becauag of the compiex legal issues
invnived. No petitions lor review of the
i) or government sgency comments
ware recaived.

This action is takenr under the
tuthority of section 137 of the Terill Ack
of 1930 {108 U.S.C 1337) end § 210.5Ka)
of the Commziasion’s Interim Rules of
Penctice and Procedura (33 FR 33307,
Aug. 29, 1900.],

By order of the Comeuseion.
Kenrneth R. Mason,
Secrwtary.
Issred: November Z 1088
[FR Doc. 88-25844 Filed 11888 €4S am|
ULING CODE PeVS-42-0

{Invesiigation No. 337-TA-282)

Cartain Yenetian Blind Components;
Decision Not Tq Review an Initial
Determination Amending the Notice of
investigation

Agency: U S, Internstional Trade
Commission.

ACTION: Nolice.

susMMARY: Notice is hereby given that
the U.S. Intemational Trade
Commission has determined not to
review an initial determination {TD}
{Order No. 10} issued by the presiding
odministrative law judge (AL
amending the notice of investigation n
the above captioned investigetion.

aAoonass: Copies of the TD and sll other
non-conlidentisl documents filed in
connection with the investigation are
available for inspection during official
business hours (8:45 a.m. to $:1S p.m ) in
the Office of the Secretary, U.S.
{nternational Trade Commission. 50 €
Sireet SW._ Washington. DC 20439,
telephone 202-252-1000.

FOR PURTHUR INFORMATION CONTACT:
Andrea Casson. Esq.. Office of the
Cenersl Counsel. U.S. International
Trsde Commission. 500 £ Street SW.,
Washington, DC 20438, Telephone 202-
252-11908.

SUPPLEMENTARY MNFORMATION On
Septembar 30. 1988. the presiding ALJ
issued an 1D amending the notice of
investigation to refllect amendments to
section 337 of the Tarifl Act of 1970 (19
U.S.C. 1337) effected by the Omnibus
Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1908
{Pub. L. 100~418. 102 stat. 1107). The
notice of investigation was amended to
delets the relerence to the former
requirement that an industry in the
United States be efliciently and
economically operaled and to deirte the
reference to the {ormer requirement that
complainant be required to prove that
the elfect or tendency of the alleg~1
uninir act of patent infringement or
registered trademark infringement is to
destroy or substantially injure an
industry in the United Stales. No
petitions for review or agency comments
regarding the II) were received.
This actinn is tahen under autharity
section 337 of the Tariff Act nf 1920 (11

B-3
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HARMONIZED TARIFF SCHEDULE of the Unitad States

Annotated lor Stetisticel Reperting Purposes 1
2-)
i Stat. -
H "ns ty
Heod "?I Sut. | - Articte Description U:;' atos of Dy
< Quantity General Toecial
0306 1/[ Meat of sheep or gosts. fresh. chilled or frozen:
0204 10.00] 00l2 Cagcasses and half-csrcesses of Lemd, fresh
or chilled. . ... . ... ........... ... ..., kg...... 1l.1¢/xg Free (Z,IL) 15.4¢/g
Other mest of sheep. f{resh or chilled: 0.8¢/kg (CA)
0204.21.004 0019 Cazcasses and half-carcasses.. .. ... ... .. kg...... 3.3¢rxg Free (£.IL) 11¢/xg
0204 .22 , Other cuts with bone in: 2.9¢/xg (CA)
0206 .22 .20 oo!.« ............................... kg...... 1.1¢/kg Froe (L.IL) 15.4¢/kg
! 0.8¢/kg (CA)
0204.22.40] 00'0 Othee. . ... ... .o, kg...... 3.3¢/xg Free (L.IL) 11¢/kg
¥ z- ’
020423 { Boneless: Berrg (CA)
0204 .23.20] 00)3 Lamd. .. e kg...... 1.1¢/hkg Feee (L.1IL) 15.4¢/kg
: 0.8¢/kg (CA)
0204 .23.40} 00|9 Other. . . ... ... i Rg...... 3.3¢/%g Free (£, IL) lie/xg
2.9¢/%g (CA)
0204 .30 00 0048 Carcasses snd half-carcesses of lamb,
CEOBOM. . . .. . e kg...... 1.1¢/kg Free (L.IL) 15 .4¢/xg
; 0.6¢/%g (CA)
i Other mest of sheep, frozen:
0204.41.00]00(% Carcesses and helf-cagcesses............. Rg...... 3.3¢/xg Free (L.IL) 11¢/kg
2.9¢/xg (CA)
0204 .42 Other cuts with bone in:
0306.43.20| 00|0 Lamd. ... . e e i Rg...... 1.1¢/kg Feoe (E.IL) 15.4¢/xg
0.8¢/xg (CA)
0206.42.40 00|8 OWNOE. ... ... g...... 3.3¢/ng Free (E.IL) 1i¢/kg
3.9¢/%g (CA)
0204 .43 Boneless:
0304.43.20] 00|9 Lamd. ... e kg...... 1.1¢/vg Pree (K, IL) 13.4¢/%g
0.8¢/ng (CA)
0204 .43 .40} 00{s OWNOE. .. ... ... i kg...... 3.3%/ks Feee (E.1L) 1l¢/kg
3.9¢/xg (CA)
0304.%0.00| 00|3 Mogl Of OBLE. ... ... ...cuiuriinnniiianaeannann Rg...... Voo 11e/kg
0305.00.00] 00]) | Meat of horaes. asses, mules or himnies, fresh,
chilled of £XORON. ... ... ... ...........iirrniainnnnn Rg...... Tree Tzee
0206 Cdidle offsal of bovine animals, swine, sheep,
gosts, horses. ssses, mules or himnies, fresh,
chilled or {rosem:
0306.10.00} 00|0 Of bovine enimals. fresh or chilled........... xg...... Feeoe 3ot
0f bovine animals. frosem:
0208.21.00| 00]? TONGUES. . .. ... ... e Free ot
0306.22.00{ 00(8 Livers. . ... ... ... ...l £ 30t
0206.29.00) 00{9 Othee................ Fzoe Jot
0208.30.00| 00{8 Of swine, fresh or chilled [ {17} ot
Of swine, f{rozen:
0208.41.00] 00|) LAvers. ... e kg...... Free oz
0206.49.00] 00(5 OLROE. ... .. .. it Rg...... Froo ot
0208 80.00§ 00|S Other. fresh or chilled.................. .... Rg...... Pree 01
0308.90.00 Other, LFORMM................covvuivnnnnnnanne] vuvinnn Fzoe 3ot
2019 Of sheep (including lemd)................ kg
4013 Of goats, horses, asses, miles
OFr MAMMLOB. ... ... .ottt kg

J/ P.L. 88-482. as swended, provides that certain meats mey be aade subject to an sheolute quots by Prestdentiel

Proclamstion.
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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
of the HTS 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 of the HTS
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 internationally 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 96 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 as of January 1, 1989, with an
HS-based tariff schedule known as the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States
(HTS).

The rates of duty in rate column I-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-general 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 dutiable 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 1, 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 1, 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 1 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) to the HTS.
Where no rate of duty is provided for products of Israel in the special 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 1 followed by
the symbol “CA” are applicable to eligible goods originating in 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) A58; 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 GATT-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 (MFA) 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 GATT
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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Subject to compliance with these
conditions, under 49 U.S.C. 10505{a) we
find that the 30 day notice requirements
in these instances is not necessary to
carry out the transportation policy of 49
U.S.C. 10101a and is not needed to
protect shippers from abuse of market
power. Further, we will consider
revoking these exemptions under 49

#U.8.C. 10505(c) if protests are filed
within 15 days of publication in the
Federal Register,

This action will not significantly affect
the quality of the human environment or
the conservation of energy resources.

(49 U.S.C. 10713(e))

Dated: November 9, 1981,

By the Commission, Division 1,
Commissioners Clapp, Gresham and Taylor.
Commissioner Taylor did not participate.
Agatha L. Mergenovich,

Secretary.
[FR Doc. 81-33165 Filed 11-17-81; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M

[Finance Docket No, 29744}

Consolidated Rail Corp.; Exemption—
Sale of 2 Miles of Track and Retention
of Trackage Rights Near Lockport, NY

AGENCY: Interstate Commerce
Commission.

ACTION: Notice of exemption. ~

suMMARY: The Commission exempts the
sale of 2 miles of rail line near Lockport,
NY by Consolidated Rail Corporation
{Conrail) to the Somerset Railroad
Corporation, and retention by Conrail of
trackage rights over the same line,

DATES: Exeniption effective 30 days
from this publication. Petitions for
reconsideration must be filed within 20
days.

ADDRESSES: Send pleadings to: (1)
Section of Finance, Room 5415,
Interstate Commerce Commission, 12th
St. and Constitution Ave., Washington,
1.C. 20423 and {2) petitioner’s
representative: Charles E. Mechem, 1138
Six Penn Center, Philadelphia, PA 19104

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ellen D. Hanson, (202) 275-7245.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Copies
of the complete decision may be
obtained from Room 2227 at the
Cominission’s Headquarters at 12th and
Constitution' Avenue, NW., Washington,
D.C. 20423, or by calling the
Commission’s toll-free number for
copies at 800-424-5403.

Decided: November.5, 1981,

By the Commission; Chairman Taylor,
Vice-Chairman Clapp, Commissioners
Gresham and Gilliam,

Agatha L. Mergenq'vi'ch,,
Secretary-

{FR Doc. 61-33168 Filed 11-17-81; 8:45 am]
BILLING GODE 7035-01-M ¢

ICC Senior Executive Service;
Performance Review Board

November 9, 1961.

Richard A. Kelly, Assistant Deputy
Director and Assistant Chief, Section of
Finance, Office of Proceedings, has been
appointed as a third alternate to the
Performance Review Board,

Reese H. Taylor, Jr.,

Chairman.

{FR Doc. 81-33167 Filed 11-17-8%; :45 am)
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M

[Ex Parte No. 4151

Railroad Cost of Capital; 1981

AGENcY: Interstate Commerce
Commission,

" ACTION: Extension of time for reply

comments.

SUMMARY: By notice published in the
Federal Register on August 27, 1981 (48
FR 43320}, we institated a limited
revenue adequacy proceeding to update
our estimate of the railroads’ cost of
capital rate for 1981. By notice published

"on October 2, 1981, (46 FR 48799), we

extended, at the request of the railroads,
the statement date of the railroads to
October 23, 1981, and the date for
statements from other parties to
November 17, 1981, The National
Industrial Traffic League, et al. has
requested a 20 day extension to file
opening statements. The petition shall
be granted. Additional time is necessary
to study and respond to the highly
complex evidence submitted by the
railroads on October 23, 1081,

DATES: Statements of other interested
parties are due December 7, 1981, and
rebuttal statements by the railroads are
due December 22, 1981,

ADDRESSES: Send the original and 15
copies to: Office of Proceedings, Room
5340, Interstate Commerce Commission,
Washington, D.C. 20423.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Jane F. Mackall.(202) 275~7656.

Decided: November 10, 1981,

By the Commissmn, Reese H Taylor, ]r T
Chairman, * :

Agatha L. Mergenovmh,
Secretary. . -

{FR Doc. 81-33164 Filed 11—17-61. 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M -

INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION -

{Investigation No. 701-TA-80 (ﬁfeﬂn‘i!na_rﬁ)l

Lamb Meat From New Zealand
Determination-

On the basis of the record 3 developed.
in investigation No. 701-TA-80 : -
(Preliminiary), the Conimission :
determines 2 that there'is a reagonable -
indication that an industry in the United
States is materially 1n1ured oris
threatened with material injury, ¥by -
reason of imports from New Zealand of
lamb meat; provided for in'items 106.30
of the Tariff Schedules of the United -
States (TSUS), which are allegedly being
subsidized by the Government of New.. -
Zealand,

Background

On April 23,1981, a petltxon was filad
with the U.S. Department of Commerce
by counsel for the National Wool
Growers Association, Inc;, Salt Lake

. City, Utah, alleging that imports of lamb-

meat from New Zealand are being
subsidized within the meaning of section
303 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
1303). The National Lamb Feeders
Association, Inc,, Menard, Tex., became
a copetitioner on May 12, 1981, As New
Zealand was not at that time a “county
under the Agreement” within the
meaning of section 701(b) of the act (19
U.S.C. 1671(b)), there - was no
requirément for the petition to be ﬁled
with the Commission pursuant to~ )
section 702(b)(2) (19 U.S.C. 1671a(b){2))
and no requirement for the Commission
to conduct & preliminary material injury
investigation pursuant to sechon 703(a)
(19 U.5.C.1671b(a)).

Howéver, on September 17, 1981, the

- United States Trade Represeniative

announced that New Zealand had
beconie a “country under the :
Agreement” (46 FR 46263). Accordingly,
Commerce terminated its investigation
under section 303, initiated an

.mveshgatlon under secuon 702 and

YThe record is defined in'§ 207.2(j) of the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedum {18

"CFR 207.2(§)).

2Chairman Albérger and Commissioner B(em
dissenting. -

3 Comimissioner Prank finds only that there is a’

" reasonable indication of lhmat of ma!erla! in)ury
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nolified the Commission of its action on
September 21, 1981.

Therefore. eflcctive September 21,
1981. the Commission, pursuant to
section 703(a) of the act (19 US.C,
1671b(a)). instituted preliminary
countervsiling duty investigation No.
701-TA-80 {Preliminary) to determine
whether there is a reasonable indication

that sn industry in the United States is

materially injured. or is threatened with
material injury, or the establishment of
an industry in the United States is
materislly retarded. by reason of
imports {rom New Zecaland of lamb
meat, provided for in item 106.30 of the

" TSUS. upnn which bounties or grants
are alleged to be paid.

Notice of the institution of the
Commission's investigation and of a
public conference to be held in
connection therewith was duly given by
posting copies of the notice in the Office
of the Secretary. U.S. International
Trade Commission. Washington. D.C.,
snd by publishing the notice in the
Federal Register on September 30. 1981
(46 FR 47898). The conference was held
in Washington, D.C.. on October 18,
1981, and all persons who requested the
opportunity were permitted to appear in
person or by counsel.

Views of Vice Chairman Calhoun snd
Commissionars Bedell, Eckes. and Frank

The Domastic Industry

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

The domestic producers as & whole of @
like product, or those producers whoes
coilective autput of the like product
constitutes & majur proportiun of the tolal
domestic praduction of that product.*

Section 771{10), in turn, deflines "like
product” ge=

(A) product which is like. or in the absance
of like. most similar in charscteristics and
uses with, the srticle subject to an
investigation under this title.®

Thus. in order to determine the
appropriate domestic industry for
purpanes of 8 Title VII investigation, we
must first determine the domestic
praduct that is “like, or in the absence of
like, most similar In characteristics and
uses, with” the imperted product under
investigation. Then. we must identily the
demaestie producers of that “like
product.”

The imported product under
investigation is lamb mest from New
Zcaland. The meat is imported [rozen to
pralang shel( life and to facilitate
shipping. Most of the imports are primal
cuts (e.g., loins, racks), although some

19U S.C § 1ETIANA) (Supe. 11} 1980},
“1911.8.C. § 1877110) (Supp. (1 1900}

-

smaller cuts {e.g.. lamb chops) and
whole carcasses are imported as well.®
New Zealand lamb carcasses are
typically smalier than the U.S. product,
in part bocsuse of the breed of lamb,
and in part because New Zesland lambs
sre never fattened with grain. Only the
top five grades of New Zealand mest
are exported to the United States.’
These five grades correspond
approximately to the U.S. Choice grade.
the grade of lamb meat strongly
preferced by the U.S. consumer. New
Zcaland lamb meat is marketed by the
New Zecland Lamb Co.. Inc.. through
grocery chains and through hotel.
restaurant, and institutional (HRI)
outlets. Newv Zasland Lamb Co.. Inc.
was established by New Zealand lamb
producers as a subsidiary of the Meat
Export Development Company (DEVCO)
to promote and expand the sale in the
United States of New Zealand lamb
meat.

Lamb of the same cut and the
equivalent grade is produced in the
United States. However, domestic lamb
is sold fresh or chilled. rather than
frozen. U.S. consumers have a strong
prefecence for fresh meat. Most of the
lambs slaughtered. as well as most of
the lamb carcasses destined [or table
use, are graded Choice. As with New
Zesland lamb meat. the U.S. product is
sold in grocery chains and through HRI
outlets.

Counsel for the New Zcaland Meat
Board argues that (resh lamb and (rozen
lamb are not like products. because they
are sold at dilTerent Icoations in the
retail store, and because frezen lamb
competes with items other than fresh
lamb for sheif spsce. In addition, other

distinctions are cited. namely, that the

sppearance of frozen lamb is not as
sppealing to the U.S. consumer, that the
taste and texture of New Zealand Lamb
arn slightly diffcrent, and thatit has e
longer shelf lifs.

We find no signilicant dilferences
between the characieristics and uses of
fresh lamb and those of frozen lamb.
U.S. frnzen lamb meat acrounts for a

- negligible percentage of total domaestic

roduction, substantially all of which is
resh, In such circumstances. there can
be no serious question as to domestic
lamb meat being a like product to the
imports under investigation. While
freczing lamb meat cases handliog and
prolungs shell life fur the long distance
supplier, it does not sybstantiaily
change the characteristics or uses of the

SCommission ropart on Inv. Na. 701-TA-RD
{Preliminaryl Lamb Alrut From New Zueiond ot A=
2 (hovemalire cited 08 “Report ‘) :

"New Zesland's grading svsiom. which gese 11
Wilfernny geades. |s mare cnmplex than thet of the
United Staire. Report ol AL

meat. nor is that the purpose of freezing
the product. Any distinction in taste and
texture between fresh domestic meat
and the frozen imported mast does not
appear to be commercially significant,
based on the record developed to date

The fact that imported lamb is sold

" frozen rather than fresh does not alter

the market in which it competes.
Althouglrit may affect some of the
factors in marketing the product. it does
not alter the goods with which it
competes. or the ultimate consurer for
which it competes. While frozen lamb
meat is in competition with products
othce than fresh lamb and other {resh
meats for sheif space. ils primary
competitor remains fresh lamb meat.
Similarly. the New Zeasland product bas
to overcome the U.S. consumer’s
preference for fresh meat, but that does
not alter the fact that imported lamb is
competing to provide the same product

‘to the same customer as is fresh lamb.

The record evidences the fact that
frozen New Zealand lamb competes
directly with [cesh. domestic lamb.*

The issue here is whether fresh lamb
meat is “like” or “most similar in ’
characteristics and uses with” frozen
lamb meat. Since domestically produced
lamb meat is. in essence. all fresh meat,
nothing is gained in this preliminary

~ proceeding by distinguishing batween

the two.® Mainly, fresh lamb meat is at
the least "most similar.” It may well be
“like.” Thus, for purposes of this
preliminary investigstion, we conclud
that {resh domestic lamb mest is "like’
or “most simiiar in characteristics and
uses with” the imported lamb meat {rom
New Zealand under investigation.

.One of the major issues in this
invastigation is to decide what group of
producers constitutes the “domestic
producers as a whole of {the) like
product.” '* Based on the statute, our
finding concerning the domestic industry
is « matter of first defining the like
product, then aggregating those entitites
which produce th.ut product. In most

*Por example. sdvertisements showing lroten
lamb meat (rom New Zesiend being marketed side
by side with {resh, dumestic lamb mest were
submitted as ealubits st the Conference. Mr Sime of
the National Wout Crowers Associstion (NWCA}
also tentifies at the Conlevence that as much oo
10%-135% of the {rnzan New Zoaland meat 13 thawed
s onid a9 fresh. Respondents did aot dany 1hus,
although they do nat condone 1. See siso ive
testimony of Mr. Graeme Limjsay, Execunive Vics
President of the New Zesland Lamd Co. loc.
Conlevence transeript o1 117-18.

*Congress indicated in its discussinn of the
delimtion of the like product that the stiuls shauld
00t he interprated "in such ¢ (ashion s 10 prevent
cnnsideration of an industry adveresly imoacted by
the impnets under investigahon.” S. Rep. No. 90-208,
8th Cong., 1ot Sess. M (1979).

w19 U.S.C 187714 A) (Supp. N1 19801
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investigations. such en approach is easy
to undertake and results in no serious
snomalies.

In this investigation. such an
approach. as a mechanical process. is

1ther essy lo undertake. In the strictest

nse. [resh lamb meat cuts and
-arcasses are “produced” by meat
packers who process live lambs into
cuts and carcasses. Dut such a
mechanical analysis leads to a
troublesome practical anomaly: to
define the domestic industry as only
processors and not growers and feedlot
operators would seem. at this point in
the investigation, to ignore the highly
interdependent nature of lamb meat
produchion.

Ignoring such a high degree of
interdependence and otherwise defining
the industry as comprising only .
processors would focus our assessment
of the impact of the allegedly subsidized
imports on that segment of the lamb
meat production process most able to
minimize the impact of these imports,
thereby disregarding the impact of such
imports on the growers, that segment
least able to adjust.

Because the true value of our analysis
is a function of how well we integrate
realities in the market place with the
requirements of the statute. this case
seems lo compel us to view the industry
as more than sn aggregste of those
entities producing cuts snd carcasses.
We must also take note of the structure

*he system by which lamb mut is

Juced domestically.

rhe production of lamb meat for
consumption begins with the breeding
and raising of the ewe and ends with the

. slaughter and packing of lamb mest."
i The industry structure is highly

integrated. with each step having as its
primary. il not sole purpose. the
producition of ane end product—lamb
meat. In the United Sintes today, sheep
are raised for the primary purpose of
producing lamb meast. The revenue from
wool and other byproducts of sheep is
secondary to that obtained from the
production of lamb meat Similarly. the

. principal purpose of the feeding stage of

- processing is to make the meat on the
. lamb the prelerred grade for

consumption. The process of

- slaughtering. dressing. cutling the
| eareass, and packing the meat
. represents the final stage of preparing

| the lamb meat for consumption.

The structure of this production

| process is accuralely charactcrized as s
| single. continuous line ol production,

i starting with one raw material that

1 )1elds only one commerciatly significant

' See Reegwirt at A-Q for @ moee delailed
‘ e ~srriptimn of the pr of hee lambe

E-4

end product In this regard. this procese
is distinguishabie from, for example,
those in the industrial sector
characterized by s high degree of

" interdependence between parts/

componcents suppliers and
manufacturers. Here. the initial raw
material. a live lamb, yields only one
major product. lamb meat. The lamb
meat is not ransformed into & diflerent
article throughout the process. The
prnduct remains substantially
unchanged. The product yielded by each
stage of the process has no commerical
use except as a “"raw material” for the
next stage of processing. The structure
of this industry is significantly dilferent
from. for example. a structrue in which

- several different raw materials yield one

end product. or one raw material yields
several different end products.

We note that. in addition to
integration, there is a high level of
interiocking ownership in the U.S. lamb
meat indusiry. Two major packers are
owned by {eedlot owners.'* One packer
is owned by growers. !> Two packing
companies are fully integrated: they
produce, feed. slaughter and pack
lamba. '¢ The petitioner estihates that
these {ive packers account for over 50
percent of domestic packer capacity.'®
Similacly, a number of commercial-scale
feedlots are owned by growers.'*

Were we to exclude the growers from
the scope of this domestic industry, we
would effectively preclude a significant
portion of the domestic industry from
any reliel against subsidized imports.
Such nn anomalnua resull was nnt
intended by Congress. as indicated by
the legisiative history. The purpose of
the countervailing duty statute is to
provide relief to industries adversely
impacted by subsidized imports.'! In this
regard. Congress {oresaw specinl
problems in the application of the
countervailing duty provisions of the
Trade Agreements Act of 1979 to
agricultural producls. The Senate
Commiltee on Finance stated in the
Committee report on the Trade
Agreements Act of 1979:

Because of the special nature of agriculiure,
® ¢ °, special probiems exist in determining
whether an agricultural industry is matenalily
Injured. For example. in the livestiock sector.
certain (sclors relating to the state of a

'"Oenver Lamb Co. and Teras Lamb Co. Reponrt
al A-12: Petitioner's Briel a1 8

2 Amenican Lamd Co. Petitioner’e Netel st &

. Y*Mike Chispetti Co. and Supenor Paching Co.
Petstiomer 9 Nriel at 6

S Prentioner's Nriel at 8-8.

e ¥nr o partial list of fred lote owned by grmwers,
sre Petinonee o Dol at 9. 11 is warthy of noie heve
thal twa.thirds of il lambe slaughtered spend some
time on feed lols.

1911 S C. 1Ay {Supp. §i] 19mn).

particular industry within thst sector may
appesr to indicate s (svorsble situstion lor
that industry when in lact the opposite 1
true. Thus. gross sales and employment ia the
industry producing beef could be incressing
at & ime when economic loss is occurnng
L.e.. caitle herds are bewng liquidated because
prices make the maintenance of the herds
unprofitable.*®

We note that. in its discussion. the
Commuittee in the conlext of analyzing
matenal injury to an agricultural
indusiry by reason of subsidized imports
refers to the “industry producing beel.”
which clearly includes meat packers and
processors. and “cattle herds.” which
encompasses ranchers and feece-s.
Thus, it is ciear that Congress not oniy
aniticipated this very issue. but also
ccntemplated the inziusion of
processors and growers in one industry.
1t is clear that Congress recognized the
highly interdependent nature of the
livestock sector of the economy, and did
not intend the statutory definition of
industry to preclude an assessment of
matenal injury to an adversely impacted
segment of a meat producing industry.
For these reasons. we find the domestic
industry to be compnsed of packers,
processors. growers and {eeders.

Reasonoble Indication of Material
Injury*

In assessing material injury. the Act
directs the Commission 1o consider.
among other factors. (i) the volume of
the imports under investigation. (ii) the
effect of those imports on domestic
prices of the like products. and (iii) the
impact of the imports under
investigation on domeslic producers of
like products.™

Volume of Imports.—~The average of
annual imports of lamb mest from New
Zealand for the period of 1970 through
1977 is approximalely 19 million
pounds.® Since 1978 the volume of
imports from New Zealand has
gradually increased. with import levels
remaining higher than the 1978 level for
all yvears except 1977.% Despite a small
decline from 1979 to 1980, the 1960 level

*S. Rep. No. 85-26R 90th Cong.. 1t Sens. 80
(1979). Although 1t wes discussed under the
lomsiative history of § rtm. the dermmm el the
torm * natmnl nwmry.” Q vev

ol ! nm
rnuld be conlmu-d " mmn nhd m the
statute (or certain sgrcultural commnjilies.

*Cummssioner Frank found s reasnneble
indication of threat of material inury only.

®19 U.S.C 1877(7) (Supy. 111 19001

© Compied by the Cr . stafl
froen aflicral stanstice of the U.S Department of
Commercs.

* Compiled from official statience ol the US
Nepartment of C v lnth s of presnrls
total imports (rnm New Zoaland were se folinws:
227 Ik 1720 in 1977 370 in 1970 X030
in 1979 snd 8702 in 1980
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wits 1,585.000 pounds higher than the
1978 import total.**

The share of apparent U.S.
consumption held by imports from New
Zealand rose [rom 7.3 percent in 1976 10
9.9 percent in 1979, decreasing to 8.9
prreent in 1830.2¢ The 1930 level of
import penetration represents a 22
percent increase in the market share
heid by New Zcsland lamb imports in
1976.%

Thus. data presently available
indicate clear trends regarcing these
imposts. With regard to volume ard
market penetration. New Zealand lamb
- exports have increased gradually and

steadily. This pattern together with the
apparent market condilions warrants
further inquiry.

Effec: of imports on prices.—~In
evaluating the elfect of imports on
prices, we have examined domestic
lamb prices at two leveis: sale of live
lambs to a2 meatpacker. and sale of
carcasses and selected primal cuts to
wholesalers. Since 1979, domestic live
lamb prices have declined 12 percent.**
Wholiesale prices dropped similarly, ™
reflerting the pricing relationship
inherent between these two levels of
trade.

During the period since 1979. a period
of relatively flat apparent domestic
consumption and declining domestic
wholesale lamb prices. import prices
were steadily increasing, with the
carcass equivalent price increasing at an
average annual rate of 8 percent. ™ At
the same time the margins of
underselling for carcasses and legs,
which were considerable al the
beginning of the peniud. decreased as
imported lamb prices continued to
increase and domestic prices
decreased.™ However, there continues
to be underselling. This pattern of
underselling during the period since 1979
may have contributed to the domestic
price decline.

DEVCO. through its U.S. subsidiary,

‘has been able to maintain prices that
are free of the fluctuations common to
an agricullural commodity scctor. These
are. in large part. due to the U.S.
producers’ inability to contiol supply in
the short run in responsa o changing
matket conditions. In contrast, DEVCO
has control of the supply of the allegedly

— N

Roport a1 A-29. The 1978 figure is buord on dats
prlnd by the C petigative otall
from official statistics of the U.S. Department of

Commerce.

*Nased on official statistice of the U S.
Depariment of Cuommerre.

®Repoet at A-12 Tahle 19.

17Sre Repart at A-19. Tahle 21.

%Sae Repurt at A-38

wSee Report at A=40.

subsidized imports for marketing In that
the imports are frozen end have much
longer shelf life.* Further, DEVCO has
the ability to determine prices for all
Inmb supplied from New Zesland.®
Thesc factors facilitate DEVCOQO's ubility
to control the price of imports. It also
appears that both the domestic
producers and DEVCO offer discounts
on meat sales as part of advertising/
markeling strategies.’? Although import
pricra appear to be without fluctuation,
further information regarding price data
reflecting these discount practices may
demonstrate more clearly how import
prices affect domestic pnicing.

Domestic producers contend that
impnried lamb prices act to limit
domestic grice increases commensurate
with increased costs. They believe that,
if they raise prices too {ar above the
imported price, they will lose further
market share to imported lamb. The loss
of matket share is critical because of the
industry’s low profitability. if not losses.
Each incremental loss in market share
becomes an additional loss of income
needed to cover increasing production
costs. That the total value of imports has
increased significantly since 1979 slong
with consistent price incresses, while
domestic prices have declined indicates
the possibility of an sdverse impact of
imports on domestic pricing.

1t is evident that the complex
relationship between import prices and
domestic prices in this agricuitural
coinmodity market warrants {urther
inquiry.

Impact of imports on the domestic -
industry.—We tum now to an
examination of the impact of the
imported lamb meat on the domestic
industry. Our analysis, which is based
upon the best informatinn available to
us in a rather limited amount of tima,
has included a careful review of the
state of this industry and the conditions
of trade. compatition, and trends
regarding it.?? We conclude that the

dumestic industry is in such a weakened

conditinn that, even with the rather
limited presenee of allenndly subsidized
lamb meat in the market place. there is a
ressonable indication that these imports
are a cause of material injury.

Several factors are immediately
striking in an assessment of the state of
the industry. First. from 1976 to 1940,
annval lamb meat consumption in the
United States declined from 372 million

2See Repart ot A2

9 Qg Repnet ot AL,

NRanort 8l A-39

97S0e. § Rep. No. M-240. Gih Cung.. 15t Sees. 88
(1978} .

pounds to 323 million pounds.** Also.
the production of lamb meat (ell from
341 million pounds in 1978 to 291 million
pounds in 1680.7* Operations with sheep
declined from 122.460 in 1976 to 115.530
in 1980.%¢ The number of sheep and
lambs in feedlots declined irvegularly
from 1.884 million in 1976 t0 1.622
million in 1980 before increasing in 1981
to 1.624 million. still less than the 1976
level.?? The number of lamb
slaughtering plants has fluctuated. but
generally has declined in recent vears
from 878 in 1976 to 849 in 1980.%% Lamb
siaughter declined from 6.3 million head
in 1976 to 5.2 million head in 1980.2°
During the most recent period of this
downlum. the returns above cach costs
of producing sheep declined steadily per
breeding ewe from $27.65 in 1978 to
$24.87 in 1979 snd $20.93 in the
preliminary 1980 figures for a total 24
percent decline.*® When allowsnces laor
long run costs associated with
borrowing capital are included in the
analysis of costs and retums of
producing sheep, the declining profits
become net losses for 1979, 1980 and
1981 (projected).*! In contrast. total non-
land costs have increased steadily frem
$42.34 per breeding ewe in 1978 to a
projected $80.37 in 1981.4% Thus. the
declines in the lamb crop and lamb
slaughter obviousiy have not led. as
might have been expected. to price
increases which would offsel the nisc in
costs assnciated with lamb producticr
This long term deterioraticn in !h¢

- output of the U.S. lamb meat incusir,

must have seriously weakened its abi.ity
to withstand even slightly incressing
import competition. Given this clearly

3 Compiled by the Commission investigative
stafl lrom official statistscs of the U.S. Depurtment
of Agneuilure end Commerce.

9% Report ot A-22 Because of an insuflic:eat
number uf rrspunse 10 quastionnnires by Limb
mes! pachers/processors. the Commisaicn w.s
unable to examine therr caparily. capacry
ulilization and profitability. Data. of it were
available, would be of lisnited assistance becau:

" most lemb meat production occurs i plants whi h

can swiich (rom processing one meal (0 anather.
based largely on markat demand. \We do haow th.et
lemb sccounted for less than 1 percent of intgl reil
mea! production in 198U, /d. Since the Corrmisnon
does have religble secondary source data
concerning ATawers. wha represent 8 Major portirn
of the industry, our sniysis ie based largely on that
data.

% Report ot A4

" Report al A-7. Table 3. The 1078 figure is haemi
on dats compiled the Commssion inveeugatiae eraft
from oflicial statistics of the U.S. Uepartment of

ture.

9% Report at A-10.

** Report ot A-11. Tadle &

**Report 81 A=21. Tahle 13. 1978 data far returne
sbeve cash costs are not on the record.

** Report 81 A-21.

7 Repnrt ot A-21. 1978 data for totsl nem iend
costs of raising shesp sre not on the record.

E-5
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vulnerable. though viable. indusiry. we

lamb meat from New Zealand has been
such that the continuation of this
investigation is warranted. -

In the past. the market share held by
imports may not have been significant
with regard to its impact on the
domestic indusiry. However. because
the dnmestic industry has suflered
sevecral years of cconomic dectine. it
obvinucly has a decreasing sbulity to
withstand a level of competition from
allegedly subsidized imports which in
prior years it countered. Thus, the
impact of these imports mizht welhbe
sufficient now to be found to be 8 cause
of material injury or threat. Moreover. it
is hkelv that the sustained presence of
allegedly subsidized lamb nver the past
three years, even at a level of
approximately 10 percent. during a
period of rather steady decline in the
health of the domestic industry. might
have a cumulative impact of material
injury today that was only marginal in
any given period in the past.

For these reasons. we determine there
is a reasonable indication of material
injury to the domestic industry by °
reason of allegedly subsidized imports.
A more compiete investigation will
afford all parties and the Commission an
opportunity to develop information
which will address the concerns we
have expressed here.

Reasonable Indicntion of Tlireot of
Material Injury

New Zealand is the worid's largest
expnorier of chren meat. exporting more
than twice as much as the second
largest exporter. Australia. New
Zealand has the third largest sheep
population. snd preliminary estimates
for 1981 indicate that its total sheep
populatinn exceeds that of the United
States by over 5 times. Moreover, both
sheep population and lamb meat
production in New Zesland have been
increasing-in recent yesrs.*?

_ Additionally, the record evudcnces
intent on the part of the New Zealanders
to expand their share of the US. lamb
tmarket. Petitioners submitted an erticle
from The New 2caland Herold. Feb. 28,
1980. which stated that “The {United
States] market has reached o point
where DEVCO believes that sales can
improve by 20 percent s year gnd
eventually resch a total of S million
lambs." In addition. letters submitted on
behalf of iwo lamb processars * stated
that the Executive Vica-President of the

“Roprwt gt A-1¢ tn A-19.

“Drnver Lamb Co.. letter of Octinber 13, 1981, to
Kenneth Mason: Amencan Lamb Co. letter of
Oclober W 1981, to-Kenneth R AMeson

- New Zesaland Lamb Co.. Inc. had
have found that the impact of imports of .

.indicated to them at regional
woolgrower association meetings that
New Zealand exports to the United
States would increase by 7 to 10 percent
next year. Furthér. inventory levels
indicate that New Zealand has the
caparity to vastly increase its current
level of exports to the United States.
inventories of lamb meat imports from
New Zealand increased by 13 percent
from December 31, 1978, to December 31.
1980. and by 34 percent from August 31.
1980. to August 31. 1981, showing an
increase from * to * percent of apparent
U.S. domestic comsumption for the latter
comparative year to year period.** This
capacily is demonstrated by New
Zraland's dramatic growth of exports of
lamb meat to the Middle East. The May
1980 adoplion by the European
Economic Community (EEC) of a
voluntary re<traint agreement for
imports of New Zealand lamb meat
commencing October 1980, apparently
precludes any opportunity for sigmficant
increase in such exports to the EEC by
New Zesiand.*

. Commissioner Frank. in making his
determination of a reasonable indication

_of threst of material injury, notes that

New Zealand in recent years has also

-evidenced skillful and sagressive

marketing capabilities. with an ability to
fill particularized demands of new

market opportunities with speed and
agility.+' In this'regard. it bears
teiteration that New Zealand suthorizes
only one company. DEVCO. through its
U.S. subsidiary the New Zealand Lamb
Cu. 10 import and sell lamb in the United
States. DEVCO has stated that its
pricing policy in the United States is to
maintain a relatively stable price. with
general price levais based on its costs.**
However. it'is worthy of note thet. as
import prices generally increased while
domestic wholesale prices of lamb were
in decline during 1979 through

" Sepicmber 1981, thus lessening margins

of underselling: nonetheiess imports
were able to maintain relatively stable
market penetration in a relstively flat
domestic market. Imports certainly are
subject to certain other exngenous
factors in the domestic market aflecting
prices of domestic products which may
dampen prices (e.g.. competition with
other domestic meats. dicretionary

personal income levels). Yet, the import -

products’ sole U.S. “distributor” is
insulated from the vegaries of the
domestic commodity market. unlike

“Report ot A-28.

“Report ot A-17.

*F. g. New Zealand has rapudly incressed ite
exports of lamb to lren recenily.

"% onrtat A " e e

domestic grower/[eedlot nperators end
packers. by virtue of its ability to
control inventory quantities and timing
of entry of the imported product and
therefore potentially more precisely
control pricing: and it is reasonable to
assume New Zealsnd's advertising and
promotional programs are tailored to
exploit or are. in effect. exploiting
domestic seasonality and commodily
market fluctuations to which it is
comparably immune.

In view of New Zealand's large
capacity to produce sheep, the stated
intent to significantly expand sales in
the U.S. macket, the evident comparative
advantage in shaping 8 pncing policy
that appears at this juncture to have
some possible aaverse impact on
domestic prices. coupled with an
indication of pctential domestic industry
vulnerability to the above. we have
determined that there is a reasonabile
indication of threat of material injury to
the domestic lamb industry by reason of
imports of New Zealand lamb.

Dissenting Views of Chairman Bill
Alberger and Commissioner Psula Stern

On the basis of the record developed
in this preliminary investigation we
have found thet there is no reasonable
indication that an industry in the United
States is materially injured or is
threatened with material injury by
reason of imports of frozen lamb meat
from New Zealand. {or which subsidies
are allegedly provided by the
Government of New Zealand.

Tke Doniestic Industry

We concur with the majority’s
definition of the scope of the domestic
industry. We agree with their conclusion
that the "like product” for the purpose of
this investigation is domestic lamb ment.
the bulk of which is retailed in {resh or
chilled form. Respondents argue that
fresh or chilled domestic iamb meat is
not “like” the frozen product from New
Zealand. However, the record
establishes that all these products have
identical uses and very similer
characteristics. The form in which they
are retailed does not siter the fact that
they are virtually interchengeable and
compete head t0 head in the
marketplace.

Another issue upon which there was
controversy is whether our analysis of
the industry should include growers who
raise live lamb for slaughter. For verious
reasons, we believe it should. First.
there is evidence of common ownership
amnng growing and processing
opcrations. Second. and more important,
growre< 1annar tn depend on famh =eae
gal
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revenue. While there are other
commercial by-products from growing
lamb. the only reason for the extensive
and costly fending operations is to
prepare the lumb meat for humany
consumption. Thus. the indusiry appears
to be a continuous line of production,
with growing, feeding. and processing
all inseparabiy connected with the
marketing of lamb meat.

For all of these rensons. wa find that
the domestic industry includes not only
the packers and processors of lamb
meat, but also those entities which grow
and feed live lambs for eventual

- slaughter. We note that this approach is
consistent with Fish from Canadn,*?
where the industry was defined to
include fishermen and fish processors
even though the imported product was
feozen and [resh [ish fillets. It should be
noted that this definition of the industry
aiso gives pelitioners benel(it of the best
possible case in their favor, which is
appropriate in this preliminary phase.

~ The Question of a Reasonable
Indication of Material Injury by Reason
of Allegedly Subsidized {mports

Although information presented to the
Commission does indicate s decline in
lamb grower's profitability and prices in
1880 and 1981, with an accompanying
decline in employment and {eed-lot
capacily utilization, the record cleacly
establishes that the allegedly subsidized
imports from New Zcalond did not
coutribute to such declines. The quantity
of lamb from New Zealand has
remained virtually stable siace 1978, and

" actually deciined in bath 19A0 and the
period junuary-August 1981.%9 Even il
1978 is taken as the base year. New
Zealand's imports have increosed only
slightly (from 27.2 million pounds in 1978
to 28.8 million pounds in 1980).
Obviously. an increase in imports from
New Zealand of 1.8 million pounds is
insignificant in a markel which
consumed an average of 330 million
pounds of lamb meat annually from 1978
to 1980, and has not contributed to the
decrease in domestic production, which
10taled 50 million pounds over the sama
period. In addition to the lack of any
increase in sbsolute volume, the market
share of imports from New Zealand has
remained stcady st approximstely 9-10
pereent.®! In fact, it declined somewhat
in 1480. Hence, declines in domestic
firms’ profitability can hardly be
stiributed to significant increases in the
volume or market share of the allegedly
subsidized goods.

*nvestigatinn 701 -TA=40. USITC Pebluation
106A |\ sy 19,

» Repnet. p. A-2).

* Report. p. A=30.

A further indication of the lack of any
causal link lies in the total absence of
any discernible correlation between
domestic and imported prices. In {sct.
while Jomestic prices have deciined
irregularly since 1978, prices of the
subject imports have steadily increased.
Clearly. the recent reductions in
domestic prices have not been in
tesponse tn price suppression or sudden
price cuts by importers. [t is true that
importers generally undersold domestic
products during the penod under
investigation, but the gap has been
steadily narrowing. Since 1978, prices of
imports from New Zealand have -
inrreascd about 20 percenton a
weighted averagn basis. For sume cuts,
the domestic product now undersells the
imported article. Thus, the deteriorstion
in domestic prices which has taken
pluce since April 1979 has occurred in
the face of rising import prices and
declining import volume. Obviously, the
problems currently being experienced
by domestc growers must be attributed
entirely to [actors other than imports.

There are scveral recent
developments totally unrelated to
imports which explain the decline in
growers’ profitability in 1980 and early
1961. First. there has been s fairly
dramatic increase in lamb slaughter
since 1579.32 This reversed the trends
from 1984-79, during which slaughter
was curtailed and prices rose steadily.
The result was an apparent glut of lamb
meat on the market in November 1980,
The President of the National Lamb
Feeders Association was quoted in the
April 1981 Notional Wool Growver as
suying the following about Anicrican
lamb supply: ‘

Instead of being ecattered out from October
to |anuary, they were all ready fur sisughter
by November and a lot carrying too much
weight. We had created s drastic over-supply
of heavy lamb for the present demand.*?

In the same issue. the Chairman of the
Bourd of Directors of the National Wool
Growers Associstion said:

The rral market hresk seams (o be
triggerwd by tn) many lambs markeind st one
time in the (all.**

The result of this phenomenon has been
a decline in growers' return per breeding
ewe during 8 period when their costs
were increasing substantially,
Commenting on this problem. s recent
Task Farce on lamb noted that:

Domestic lamb produrers should realize
they are competing with the New Zvaland

product, bul there should be no grest danger ‘

URepnrt, p. A-18 33

" Nutrnnl Weord Crower. Volyme 71. Nymber &
atp. 10,

“id atp. &

providing they supply the conaumer with ¢
lean handy weight product consistently and
not vary the supply and the weights
drastically throughout the year.*

Despite the recent decline in growery’
prices {or live lamb. retail prices of lam’
meat have risen considerably since 197-
This has affected annual per capita
consumption of lamb and mutton. which
has declined from 2.0 pounds (1975) tn
1.4 pounds (1980). At the same time. the
price of lamb relative to other red meats
has increased considerably since 1974.
Purk prices, for example. have only
increased 30 percent during this period.
while lamb prices have risen
approximately 70 percent.* This has
made substitute meat products mnre
attractive to consumers and has
contributed to declining per capita
consumption of lamb. A final
complicating factor is the overail decline
in annual per capita consumption of all
meat products, which has [allen by
almost 14 pounds since 1975.*" While
this decline does not threaten the
continued viability of the lamb industry.
it does help to explain why domestic
growers are beginning to see their
ptices. sales. and profitability drop.

All of these [actors in conjunction
with one another have caused s reversal
in the fortunes of domestic growers.
These growers benefited (rom increasing
prices and sharply limited supply from
1984-79. When their costs began 1o
increase dramatically in recent yeurs,
they found it impossible to reise their
prices because of reduced demand for
lamb and the lower prices of substitute
meals. Efforts to increase their rute of
slaughter since 1979 have not produced
higher revenues, because uneven
marketing patterns caused s glut on the
market and & further reduction in prices.

We believe these problems are
transitory in nature. Eventually. more
even mackeling of domestic products
will eliminate rapid price fluctuations
and moderate cycles of glut {ollowed by
shortage. This would lead to more stable
prices. higher per capila consumption

(because of greater availability during
periods of peak consumption). and
higher retumns for growers. In conncclion
with this theory, we cannot help but
note that some industry sources belicve
New Zealand lamb has had s bencficial
effect on the market by making certain
cuts available on e wider geographic

® Natione/ Wosl Grower. Volume 1. Number &

ap

“Brief of R ts. New Zesiand Mest
Producers Board. p. A-13 (Citing U.S. Deparument of
Agricuiture figures).

14, p. A8 [Citing U.S. Deparrment of
Agrieulture figures and AMI Aleot Focts 19A0).
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and seasonal basis. As one
questionnaire respendent noted:

We have experienced no negative effect.
To the contrary, the N.Z. product has filled
gaps in the market when domestic supply
was inadequate. This has the positive effect
of keeping lamb available to the consumer. A
case in point is the N.Z. rack which has kept
rack of lamb a popular menu item when
domestic racks were so short that the
restaurants considered taking them off their
meni.

The overwhelming evidence of New
Zealand's prudent pricing behavior and
stagnant market share, together with the
many indications that any injury is
attributable to factors totally unrelated
to imports, compels us to find that there
is no reasonable indication of material
injury by reason of the allegedly
subsidized imports.

The Question of the Threat of Material
Injury

There is no credible evidence of a
threat of material injury. The majority
views cite the capacity of New Zealand
to export lamb meat and the optimistic
forecast of Devco that exports to the
U.S. could improve by 20 percent per
year. This ignores the recent trend in
imports from New Zesland, which are
declining, as well as the steady

expansion of export markets other than

the United States for New Zealand
lamb. The predictions of a growing U.S.
market were obviously wrong, and in
any event there have been simiilar
predictions regarding domestic
shipments.®® Absent any empirical
evidence which actually demonstrates a
trend, such as a history of predatory
pricing, substantial U.S. impor:
inventories, or recént increases in the
volume or market share of imports, a
finding of possible threat is nothing
more than speculation and conjecture.
Such a standard for finding a threat has
recently been rejected by the Court of
Iaternational Trade.5? -

Conclusion

The purpose of preliminary
investigations is to cuf off at an early
stage those cases in which there is no
reasonable indication that a meritorious
final case can be made. The record in

the present case is well established and ,

does not support an affu'mauve findmg

By order of the Commlssnon .

S American Sheep Industry Highlights, 1978-80, .
Prepared by Market Analysis'Department,”
Ametican Sheep Producers Council, Inc.

2o B Alberta Gas Chemicals Ine. v, United Stales;

- Docket 79-8-01293 Slxp Opmien 8148 (May 28,

1981).

Issued November 10, 1981
Kenneth R, Mason .- - .
Secretry IR T
[FR Doc. 81-33258 Filéd 11-17-81; 8:35 am]
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M

Termination of Countervailing Duty -
Investigation Concerning Die Presses -
From ltaly :

AGENCY: International Trade
Commission. i

ACTION: Termination of countervalhng
duty investigation under section
104(b)(1) of the Trade Agreements- Act of
1979, with regard to dle presses from
Italy.

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 11, 1981.
FOR FURTHEH INFORMATION CONTACT H
Mr. Daniel Leahy, Office of
Investigations, telephone nuinber {202}
523-1369.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Tha
Trade Agreements Act of 1979, section

104(b)(1), requires the Commission in the-

case of a countervailing duty order
issued under section 303 of the Tariff
Act of 1930, upon the request of 3
government er group. of exporters of -

merchandise covered by the order, to” -

conduct an mveshgatxon to deterine

whether an industry in the United States’

would be materially’ m]ured or
threatened with material injury, or
whether the establishment of such an

industry would be materially retarded, if

the order were to be revoked. On March
28,1980, the Commission receivesi a
request from the Delegation of the
Commission of the Europeany )
Communities for the review of the *°

outstanding countervailing duty order on -

die presses from ltaly (T.D. 74-i65).
On August 24, 1981, the Commission
was notified by letter that Herman -~

Schwabe, Inc., the original petitioner for .-

the countervailing duty order, wished to-
withdraw its petition on die presses;

" While there is no provision in the-
Trade Agreements Act of 1979, or in 1ts
legxslatwe history, permitting - .
termination of a transition case )

. investigation, termination of a properly

instituted countervallmg duty
investigation is permitted under section
704(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930. That
section directs the Commxssxon to solicit
public comment prior to termination and

" approve guch termination only if itisin

the public interest, Termination ~
authority is explicit in cases based on’

newly filed countervmhng duty:

petitions; it is.implied with respect to”
existing countervailing duty orders: -
On September 23, 1981; (46 FR 47032}

the Commission- pubhshed a notice in /-
=" the Federal Register requestmg pubhc e

. AGENCY: Intemahonal Trade E
- Commigsion.* i

comment by October 23, 1981 on the

*....proposed termination of the Commission -
~ investigation on die presses from Italy. s
No adverse comments were received in-

response to the Commission's. nonce

The Commission is therefore:
terminating its investigation. under :
section 104(b)(1) of the Trade .. S
Agreements Act of 1979 on die presses

from Ttaly (T.D. 74-165). The termination. -~

of this investigation -has the same effect
as a determination that an industry i -
the United States would not be : SR
materially injured, or threatened with
material injury, nor would the -~ © =
establishment of such an mdustry be.
materially retarded, if the countervallmg,
duty order were to be revoked, - . .
In addition to publishing this Federal
Regxstet netive, the Commission is
serving a copy of this notice on all : o
persons ‘who have written the' agency m L
connection with this investigation: and is:
also notifying the Department of o
Commerce of its action in this cage.

" By oider of the Commission. '
‘Issued: November 13,1961~ . =~

Kenneth R. Mason, - .

Secretary;

- [FR Dac. 81—33343 E‘lled 11—17—8L 845 am)

BILLING CODE 7&20—02-“

[731-TA—38 (Flna!)]

Truck Trasler Ax!e-an -Brake & el
Assemblies and Parts Thereof From
Hungary, Cancellatlon of Hearmg

ACTION: Can..eliatwn of heanng, :

SUMMARV. On Ni‘vember 12, 1981, the )
United States Department of Commerce :
notified the Commission that pursuant .

o the' provisions of section 734 of the

Tariff Act of 1030 (19 U.S.C.1673c), that

- Commerce and the Hungarian Railway

Carriage and Machine Works by their:

: counsel ‘accepted a proposed agreement

on the basis of which Commierce <
proposes to suspend its investigation”

concerning less-than-fair-value sales of

truck trailer @xle-and-brake assemblies,
and parts thereof, provided for in items - - -
692.32 and 692.80 of the Tariff Srhedules’ -

. of the United States (TSUS).

Accordingly, the Commission hereby - '
alves notics of the cancellation of R
hearing; originally scheduled for.

" December 9, 1981, (46 FR 49687; October - -
- .7,1981) in‘connection with investigation

No. 731-TA-38 (Fmal) tg determine -

o ‘whether-an industry in the United State/sg'

is metemally‘mjured or is threateried .
with inaterial injury,.or the:

3 estabhshment of an mdustry mA the
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The review covers the only known - -

exporter of this merchendise to the

United States. Piasser 8 Theurer. Cmbll. ‘

lung. Austria. and is limited to two
product hnes. bellast regulators and
temping machinrs. The review covers
the ime penod January 1. 1980 through
Junuary 31. 1961. Thers were o known
shipments to the U.S. of this
merchardise from Austrnia during the
perind. There are no known
unhquidmed cniries.

As o result of the review. the
Depurtment has prelimineniy
determined that no cash deposit s
required becaus: of the de muninus
nature of the calculsted margin on “he

- last known shipments. Interesied jartiecs

are invited to comment on these
preliminary results.

EPFECTIVE DAYE: Novemlor 30. 1981,

FOR PURTIMERN INFORMMATION CONTALT:
Susan Crewlord or Sheila Farbes. Office
of Complisnce. Internationul Trude
Administration. U.S. Department of
Commerce. Washington. D.C. 20230
{202-377-2208/5238).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMA TION:

Besckground

On August 12. 1981, the Department of
Commerce {“the Department™)
published in the Foderal Register (46 FR
4" 3} the final resultn of its first
samnistrative review of the
sntidumping finding on roilway track
muintensnce equipment from Austnis (43
FR 603”. February 17, 1978). The
Departrr ent announced in the Federel

" Register . " Murch 16. 1981 {¢8 FR 18421)

ite intent ta conduct the next
adriimistraiine review by the end of
Febnrary 1902. As required by section
781 of the Tani{f Act. the Departmen) has
conducted that admimetrutine review.

Scope of the Review

The impurts covered by this revievw
are shipments of billast regulaturs and
tamping machmes. «wo specific tvpes of
ramlw v track maus tenance equipment.
Any othe1 tvpes of mechinery used in
the muntenance of railway trachk sre
excluded from this finding. All railway
track muinten.ace equipment in
currently classitisble under item
090.2000 of the Tariff Schedules of the
United Stutes Annotated (TSUSA).

Plasser & Theurer. CmbiL. is the only
known exporter to the United States of
Ausirian ruilway treck maintenunce
equipment. The review covers the period
January *. 1980 through January 31. 1981.
There ire no known shipments to the
United States during the review period
and there are no known unliquideted
entries. _ .
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Preliminary Results of the eview

Because there were no shipments
during thie period end the margins or
the lust shipments were de minimis, the
Department shall weive requiring a cash
drpusit. 9 provided lor in § 353.48{b) of
the Commerce Regulutions, on any
shipment of Austrian railwey track
maintenance eauipment entered. or
withdrawn [rom warehouse. for
cunsumption on or after the dute of
publicatinn of the final results. This
deposit waiver shall remain in effect
until publication of whe final results of
the nexi ndministrative review.

interested parties may submit weitten
cumments on these preliminary resulte
on or before December 28. 1981 and meyv
reyuest disclosure end/or a hearing on
ot before December 7. 1981. The
Dupartment will publish the final resulls
of th~ administrotive review including
the resuits of its analysis of any sucl
comments or hearing. .

This administrative review gnd noticc
are in accordence with section 751[e){(1)
of the Terilf Act of 1930 (19 US.C.
1675{al(1]} and § 353.53 of the Comme.re
Reguiations (19 CFR 352.5%).

November 23. 1961,

Gory ! Herlick,

Do prty Asa. 't Seve tary hae luynnt
Al apinircton

P 13e $1- WON Pl 112701 84% o |
SRLLIN COOE 3910-05-0

Lamb Mest From New 2esisnd:
Preliminary Affirmative Countervaliing
Outy Determination

AGENCY: International Trade
Admimsirstion, C- =vmerce
ACTIONe Preliminary affirmutive
connterveiling duty determination.

SUMBARY: We have preliminanly
Jrtermined that the Government of New
Zeuland is giving ite producers.
rocessors. and exporters of lamb meat
fits that are subsidies within the
meaning of the countervailing duty luw.
We estimgle the net subsidy in be 6.19
percent of the [.0.b. value uf lamb meest
exports to the United States. Therefore.
we are directing the U.S. Customs
Scrvice to temporarily suspend the
liquidation of duties on U.S. entries of
this merchandise snd to require s cash
deposit. bond. or other security equal to
the estimated net subsidy. We expect lo
make our final determination by
February 4. 1902
SPFRCTIVE DATE: November 30. 1981.
POR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Miguel Pardo Ne Zela or Rolend
MacDonauld. Offics of investigstions.
import Administration. Internations!

Trade Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce. 14th and Constitution
Avenue. NW.. Washiny'on. D.C. 20230
{SN2-377-1279).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Preliminary Determinstion

Busrd on our investigation. we have

por iminanly determined that there Is regenn
tn heliave or suspect that the Government ~f
New Zealard givey 11e producers. pracesenrs,
and exporiers of lamh ment certuin benefila
1hat are subsidies within the meaning of

8+ ion 700 of the Tenif Act of 1930. a0
stwended (the Act). We estimate the net
subsidy to be 8.19 pereent of the fo b value
of lamb meat exports to the United Sistes
We expect 10 make our finsl Jeterminstion
Ly Februsry 4. 1982,

Scope of be Investigation

The merchandise covered by this
investigation is lamb mest currently
provided for in 108.30 of the Tanifl
Schedules of the Linited States

Case IHistory

On Apni 2. 1981, we recrived o
prhition from the National Wool
(rowers Association of Salt Lake City.
Ltn\, filed on behalf of the US. industry

" procucing lamb mest, alleging that the

Nrw Zasiand government grants
subeidies to its producers end exporters
ot lamb mesetl. They were joined in this
petition by the National Lamb Feeders
Associstion on May 12. 188%. After
reviewing the petilian. we decided hat
it contained sufficient grounds o inltiate
# countervailing duly investigntion.
Therelore, on May 18, 1081. we
announced the initistion of the
investigation in the Federal Rogister {46
FR 27151} :

Becanse the case wes “extraordinanly
complicated.” or July 1. 1981. we
postponed our preliminary
determination from July ;7. 1981. to
Scptember 10. 1081 (48 FR 354387).

On September 17. 1081, the office of
the Vnited States Trade Representative
snnounced that New Zesland had
signed the Agreement on Subsidies and
Countervailing Measures and was now
8 “country under the ment.” a9
defined in section 701(b) of the Act {40
FR 48283). As 8 resuil. Title Vi1 of the
Act became spplicable to the then
pending countervailing duty
investigation st required that the
Internations! Trade Commission muke 8
determination on whether . ports of
Nev Zasland lsmb meat ca_se. or
threaten tn cause, materisl injury to 8
domestic industry.

Therefore. this case is treated s if it
were initiatrd under section 702 as of
September 17, 1881, the date Title VHi
firat applied to the case. In an earlier
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notice (48 FR 47108 later amended) we
announced the date for the preliminary
deteemination to be Decamber 11, 1981,
We determined subsequently that the
uppropnate daie for the preliminary
determination should be November 23.
1981

We notifled the U.S. Intemastional
Trude Commission (ITC) end made
available to it information relating to the
matier under investigation. On October
29. 1981, the [TC found that there is a
reasonable indicatinn that imports of
lamb meat from New Zealand are
materially injuring 8 U.S. industry.

. Progroms Believed To Be Subsidies

We have preliminarily determined
that certain programs identified in the
petition and investigated sre used by
New Zesland's producers. by its
slaughterhouses. and by The Meat
‘Deveclopment Company Ltd (Devco) and
are subsidies within the meaning of the
s counurvaillnf duty law.

The petitioner alleged that programs
frum the Income Tax Act 1978 and the
1978 and 1976 Amendments provide tax
incentives for producing. processing.
and enporting lamb meat.

We have preliminarily determined
that Deveo uses the Increased Exports
of Goods. and the Export Market
Development and Tourist Promotion
Incentive programs, and that the
producers use the Livestock Incentive
Scheme and miscellaneous production
assistance programs. ‘

Incressed Experts of Goods (Section 158,
Income Tax Act 1978)

The Increased Exports of Goods (IET1)
permits a deduction (1) when exports for
the incoma tax year bave increased or
(2] there are axport sales for the income
tlax year and increased exports from the
preceding income tax year. The program
allows the taxpayer to deduct from
assessable incoms (tsxable income) the
greater of the following amounts: (1) 23
percent of the value of the qualifying

e

sddition. since the special deduction
exceeded net assessable income, Devco
is eligible for a tax refund per section 17
of the 1978 Income Tax Amendment,
Credit in Relotion To Export of Goods
{section 157A). The refund equals the
amount by which the special deduction
exceeds net assessable income times 4S
percent (the corporate tax rate).

This special deduction and tax refund
relating to export performance
constitute an export subsidy under the
meaning of the countervailing duty law.
For the deduction and tax refund we
computed a subsidy of 3.88 percent od
valorem of the value of lamb meast
exports to the United States.

Export Markst Development sad Tourist
Promotios Incentive (Section 1087,
income Tax Act 197%)

Under the 1979 Amendment of the
Income Tax Act 1878, export market
development expenditures include
expenses incurred principelly for
seeking and deveioping marksts,
retaining existing markets. and
obtuining market information. These
experter expenditures may qualify for &
tax credit of §7.3 percent of the total
expenditure. If the exporter takes
advantage of this sectiocn 154F. however
he may not deduct these expenditures as
ordinary business expenses \a
calcﬂ;ﬂg z sseeseabie income
deriv taxpayer in any income
year. Consequently, we have offset the
tax credit rate of 67.5 percent by 45

a lax credit from the Goversment of
New Zealand. Because this program
provided direct incentives for exports, it

consultation with the Pederated Farmers
of New Zsaland. Inc.

The RBPC sdministers the Livestock
Incentive Scheme, which encourages
{armers to permanently increase the
number of livestock carried on an
existing holding. A farmer whoss
property has an unused carrying
capacity and who intends to
permanently increase pastorsl
production may use nae of two options:
& suspensory loan or a taxation
inzentive. .

The loan is an interest-free
suspensory loan of NZ 812 for each
additional qualifying unit of stock. If the
[armer sustains the increase in livestock
numbers for two years after completing
the development program. the
government will forgive the loan. Where
the farmer does not achieve or sustain
this increase, or where he bas otherwise
defaulited before the loan is forgiven. it
becomes repaysbie to the REFC.

The taxation option is 8 deduction of
NZ $24 from assessabie incomes {or esch
additional stock unit. The tax
deduction may be used in whols or in
part in any of the thres tax yesrs sfter
the increase bes besn sustained for two
years (Farmens [ncreass in Stock Units,
Section 130. locoms Tax Act 1978).

Because the .can and tax option are
directed at the farm sector to encourage
the increase io Uvestock aumbers, and
since this domestic program benefits
exports, we believe the Livestock
Incentive Schetme s & subeidy. The 1080

shipments (based on the proportion of
to

USS. imports of New Zealand lamb). On
this basis we calculated & subsidy of
0.88 percent od rulorec:.

Preduction Assistance
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Fertiliser Price Subsidy

From june 2 1978 through 1979. the
Government ol New Zesland psid NZ
$32 per ton on locally manufactured and
imported fertilizer. For superphosphate.
the payment reduced the fertilizer
producer's cost of raw materials by NZ
$32 per toa. For imported fertilizers. it
reduced by NZ $32 per ton the price et
point of first sale in New Zesland. The
Guvernment reduced the payment to N2
$1S per ton for 1980 and 1981. These coat
reductions are passed through to the
farmer in the form of price reductions

equal to the Government payment.

* Since these payments to the producars
of fertilizer are required by the
Government to be passed through to the
[armer in the form of reduced prices. we
regard them as a subuidy. Since lamb
meat shipments to the United States
were about 0.5807 percent of totel
agricultural production. we sliocated
this percentage of the i 'al fertilizer
price subsidy as the benefit to U.S. lambd
meat shipments. This subsidy is 0.43
percant od va/arem of the velue of lamb
meat exports to the US.

Fertiiasr Aerial Spreeding Subsidy

Since june 2, 1978, fertilizer spread by
a commercial aerial-spreading
contractor has qualified for a paymant
of NZ $2 per ton. The contractor
invoices the farmer for this service. less
the amount of the subsidy psyment.
Again. because the Covernment requires
that the payment be passed tFrough to
the {armer. we regard this program as e
subsidy. We allocated 0.3807 percent
{the percent of U.S. lamb meat shipment
to total agriculture] production) of the
totsl fertilizer serial spreading subsidy
paid by the Ministry of Agriculture and
Fisheries in fiscal year 1981 a9 the
bensfit to 1.5 lamb meat shipments.
The subsidy is 0.03 percent od vo/orem.

Transport Subsidies o Fertilizer and
Lime

The Government pays & subsidy co
the transport of fartiliser and lime from
the works. merchant’s store. or port of
entry, to the {arm gata. The rates for
both domestic and imported fertilizers
are: first 63 kilometers—$§ conts per ton
per kilometer. next 188 kilometers—3
cents per ton per kilometer, and over 230

cents per ton per
kilometer.
The supplier invoices the farmer for

this payment be passed through 1o the
farmer, we regard this program as o
subsidy. We allocsted 0.3007 percent
(US. lamb meat shipments @ wtal

agriculturs! production) of the total
fertilizer and lime transport subsidy
paid by the government in FY ‘81 as the
benefit to U.S. lamb meat shipments.
which {s 0.3S percent od vg/orem.

Noxious Plant Control Scheme

Under this program. the Government
provides payments to {armers equal to
73 percent of the cost of the chemicals
used to control specified noxious weeds.
We allocated 0.3807 parcent (US. lamb
aest shipmants to total agricultural
production) of the total noxious plant
contral psyments paid by the
governmaent in FY ‘81 as the benafit to
U.S. lamb mest shipments (NZ $34.371),
which we caiculate to be s subsiagy of
0.13 percent od valorem.

Land Development Lesns

This program encourages farmers to
develop underutilized land. Interest on
these loans is 0ot collected and caly
half the princi is
recovered. if the borrower complies with
the terms of the loan. Using the letest
data availsbie to us (FY 79) we allocate
the amount of the loans and interest
above by 0.3807 percent (U4 lamb meat
shipments (o total agricultursl
production). We calculsts the subeidy to
U.S. lamb meat shipments to bs of 0.25
percent od va/arem.

Mest industry Hyglone Grant

These grants were made to meet
export processing companies 1o upgrade
plant and equipment to meet certsin
hygiene standards. This benefit
amounted to about 0.12 percest of total
meat production (NZ $2.313 million
divided by NZ $1.871 billion) which we
calculate to be & subeidy of 0.12 percent
od volorem.

Programs Delisved Net To Be Subsidies

New Zesaland's producers. processors,
and exporters use the following
lnanun:‘ ::.d assistance. For the
purpose of the preliminery
determination we believe. however, that
these benefits do not constitute
subsidies within the meaning of the Act.

Tax lncenlives

We have determined thet the
“standard and ail value of livestock”
provision {n the Income Tax Act of 1978,
is not a subsidy within the meaning of
the countarvailing duty law.

Sianderd and NIl Values of Livestock
(Sectien 88, lncome Tax Act 197%)

Under section 88 of the Income Tax
Act 1976, treding steck (rvestory) must
be valued at either cost, market, or
replecanent valus. The choios aad use
of the valuation method is subject to

review by the Commissioner. If trading
stock {inventory) increased in value and
is recorded as such by the taxpayer, the
increase in velue must be included as
assessable (taxable) incomse for that
year. Uf an end of the year valuation of
trading stock results in & decrease in
value. the loss is allowed as a deduction
in calculating the assessable income for
that year. In addition, owners of
livestock have another method of
valuation offered to them: the standard
value and nil valye of livestock.

Briefly. the standerd and nil value is @
method by which livestock inventory
mey be valued foe income tax purposes.
Esteblishment of a standard and nil
value must be approved by the
Commissioner of Inland Revenue. Once
the valus is established. changes are not
permitied in the method unless
approved by the Commissioner.

While oot appearing to constitute &
subsidy, we will seek further
clarification of these tax provisions.

Lxport Pramstional Assistence

We have datermined that the benefits
resulting from the Meat Producsrs
Board, the Adjustment in Exchange
Rates, Negotiated Ocsan Preight Rates.
and the Meat Export Devsiopment
Company are not subsidies withia the
meaning af the countsrvailing duty law.

Mest Preducers Board

The New Zsaland parliament
established the Meat Producars Board
(MPB) through the Meat Export Control
Act of 1921-22.

The MPB controls vi' wally all aspects

Meat Industry Reserve Acoount, which
was established in the 19¢0's with s

portion of profits reslized on exports of
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lamb, ment to the Znited Kingdom. In
view of the sources of these revenuss
und the lact that the MPB is not an
agency of the Covernment of New
Zuealand. we have determined -
preliminarily that the MPB and its
nrograms are not subsidies within the
mearung of the countervailing duty luw.
We will seek further information on
these programs in the course of
verfication.

Prefetred Loans. Debesntures and
= Guarantess

The petitioner alleged that the MPB
was 1ssuing loans. holding debentures,
and providing guarantees for various
companies involved in lamb production
and exports. We determined that the
MPB entered into these financial :
trunsactions as one independent party.
whose funds are its own, dealing with
unother. Therefore we find preliminarily
that these programs operated by the
MPB are not subsidies within the -
meaning of the countervailing duty luw.

Adjustment of Exchaage Rates

Since the New Zaaland exchange rate
18 the sume for all sectors of the -
economy. for export as well as import
transactions., and are freely available to
sll to use in converting currencies. we
do not consider the pertodic adjustment
of the rate (0 be ¢ subeidy within the
mesning of the countervailing duty law.

Negotisied Oceen Fusight Rates

The Meat Export Control Act of 1921~
22. us sumended by the Meat Export
Control Amendment Act 1968,
empowers the MPB. acting as the agent
of the owners of the mest. to contract
for the carriage by sea or by sir of any
meat (o be exported from New Zealand.
The petitioner claims that the Meat
Producers Board's control of lamb
exports is likely to lower raies for ocean
freight. Since thess rates are freely
negotiated and are not preferential. we
determing that they are not subsidies
within the meaning of the countervailing
duty law.

Mlh’mmm’
(Devos)

ihmcltwbuv?!
Company (Deveo) is the exporter of
New Zealand lamb mest 0 North

Amm lamb in
carcass form and has it cut (leg.
shoulder, Join, reck. and shank) and

mhumm

markst. Exporting companies sell
carcasses 10 Deveo at prices that meet

., ot exceed returns they could recsive

{rom other markerts. Devco pays for the

fabrication. packaging. and freight of
lamb sold in the United States.

Devco is & corporate entity which
receives income through the sale of
lamb meat and is subject to corporate
income taxes. We thersfore have
preliminarily determined that the
business operations of Deveo are nu
subsidies within the meaning of the
countervailing duty law.

Program.No Longer In Existence

Special Payment for Sheep and
Livestock

In its 1978 budget. the New Zealand
Government provideu for special
taxsble cash payments to compensats
farmers for loss of income from drought.
Payments were made at the rate of NZ

.50 per head of sheep. NZ $2.00 per
head of beef cattls. and NZ $3.00 per
head of dairy cattle. In the year ending
March 31. 1981, the goverment spent NZ
$13.000 under this program. As of March
31.,1981, payments under this program

Ahnv-auod.udlhcnmumudul

benefits.
Programs Net Casrently Ud '
Export Performencs Incentive for

Qualifying Goods (Scum 136A. Income
Tax Act 1079)

nummuhmu”m
toulnﬂut&nmdmad

percentage
qunlifyln.wdu.hq-dﬂd
percantage rebats is between 1.4 and
11.9 percent. The incentive is a credit
against tax payable. or ¢ cash payment
if the taxpuyer's loss axceeds his profils.
This program may be used as an
alternative to section 130 which is
described sbove ander the programs
believed to be subsidies. Only one of the
two programs (138 or 108A) may be
utilised. in the 1880 tax year, Deveo
chose the sectioa 188 program. For the
1983 tax year and wp March
1983 (transitional period), may
between thess two progrems.

investigation we have mads 20
determing’ 3 as ©0 whether er Dot it
would cor  tute & sebeidy ca its face.

Sulphufl_?. Acid Transport Payments
Puyments under this program were

not made to producers of lamb exponod )

10 the US.

Export Guarantee Office

Estublished by the Export Guarantee
Act of 1984, the Export Cuarantee Office
provides credit insurance for goods
supplied or/services provided beyond
New Zesland Devceo is the only
exporier of lamb meat to the United
States and is not a client of the Export
Guarantee Office. Therefors. while we
make no deteainstion whether the

.Export Suarantes Office operates any

program which is a subsidy on its face.
we have found that no benefit is
:Jo;ferred upon exports of larb to the
Suspension of Liquidation

In accordance with section 703 of the
Act. we are directing the U.S. Customs
Service to suspend liquidation of all
entries {or consumption or withdrawals
from warehouse for consumption of the
subject merchandise oa or after the date
of this notice's publication. We are also
directing Customs to require e cash
deposil. boad, or other security in the
amount of .19 percent od va/orem to be
posted oo this merchandise. Until
further notice. this suspension will
remain in effect.
Public Comment

As described In § 355.34 of the
‘Commerce Department Rogulations. we
will hold & public hearing to afford
interestad parties an opportunity to
comment orally om this
determination. I requestad. this hearing
is scheduled 10 be held at 10:00 AM on
Decamber 15, 1081. at the US.

t of Commeercs, Room 5611,
14th Strest and Constitution Avenue,
N.W.. Washingtoa. D.C. 20230. All
requests for heartag must be submitted.
within 10 days of this aotice's
publication, to the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Import Administretioa,
Room 2800, at the same address. They
should contaia (1) the party’s name.
address, and weiephone oumber: (2) the
aumber of (3) the reascn
hm—“d(‘)uhdhw
to be discussed. “rehearing brisfs must

Regulations,
views must be filed within thirty days of

F-5



58132

Federal Register / Vol. 46, No. 229 / Monday, November 30,:1981 ./ Notices =

this notice's publication, at the above
address, and in at least ten copies.
Gary N. Horlick,

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 81-34252 Filed 11~27-81: 8:45 am}

BILLING CODE 3510-25-M

Sodium Gluconate From the European
Economic Community; Suspension of
Investigation

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration, Commerce.

ACTION: Suspension of Countervailing
Duty Investigation on"Sodium Gluconate
from the European Economic
Community.

SUMMARY: The Department of
Commerce has decided to suspend the
countervailing duty investigation
involving sodium gluconate from the
European Economic Community {("EC").
The basis for the suspension is an
agreement by Joh. A. Benckiser GmbH, a
manufacturer and exporter who
accounts for substantially all of the
imports of sedium gluconate from the
EC, to renounce all export restitution
payments on sodium gluconate exports
to the United States.

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 30, 1981.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mary A. Martin, Office of Investigatious,
Import Administration, International
Trade Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce, 14th Street and
Constitution Avenue NW,, Washington,
D.C. 20230, {202-377-3534).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On June
16, 1981, we received a petition from
counse] representing Pfizer, Inc. of New
York, New York. Petitioner
simultaneously filed a copy of the
petition with the United States
international Trade Commission
{"ITC"}. The petition alleged that the EC
which is a "country under the
Agreement” as defined by section 701(b)
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended
(“the Act"} is providing subsidies for the
production and exportation of sodium
gluconate and that the sodium gluconate
industry in the United States is being
materially injured, or is threatened with
material injury, by reason of the
importation of sodium gluconate into the
United States. After conducting a
summary review of the petition, we
instituted an investigation, and notice
was published in the Federal Register of
july 14, 1981 (46 FR 3621).

On July 31, 1981, the ITC notified us
that it had determined, as required by
section 703{a} of the Act, that there is a
reasonable indication that an industry in
the United States is materially injured,

or threatened with material injury, by
reason of the importation of the subject
imports. The Commission’s
determination and the reasons therefore
were published in the Fedezal Register
of August 12, 1961 (46 FR 40839).
Counsel for Joh. A. Benckiser GmbH
(“Benckiser”), a manufacturer of sodium
gluconate in the Federal Republic of
Germany, in a letter dated August 14,
1981, proposed to enter into a
suspension agreement pursuant to
section 704 of the Act and § 355.31 of the
Commerce Department Regulations. In
the proposal Benckiser stated that it
produces sodium gluconate from
dextrose and glucose, which it
purchases in arms length transactions
from an unrelated supplie:, and
therefore it received no production
refunds. Benckiser received export
restitution payments under the EC
Common Agricultural Policy (“CAP")
regulations which cover sodium

gluconate exports. Benckiser renounced

all export restitution payments on sales
of sodium gluconate to the United States
effective August 18, 1981.

On September 9, 1981, we
preliminarily determined that the EC is
subsidizing the manufacture, production,
and exportation of sodium glzconate
within the meaning of the countervailing
duty law. The programs found
preliminary countervailable were the
production refund payments on corn and
potatoes and the export restitution
payments on sodium gluconate. We
directed the U.S. Custoins Service to
suspend liquidation of all unliquidated
entries of the merchandise entered, or
withdrawn from warehouse, and to
require a cash deposit, bond, or other
security in the amount of $107.05 per
metric ton to be posted on this
merchandise. Notice of the preliminary
affirmative countervailing duty
determination was published in the
Federal Register on September 16, 1981
{46 FR 45975).

On October 7-8, 1981, we verified
Benckiser's response to the producer’s
questionnaire. We determined that
Benckiser's exports of sodium gluconate
to the United States exceeded 85 percent
of total EC exports of the merchandise
to the United States during the period
July 1, 1980-June 30, 1981. We also
verified that Benckiser has received no
export restitution payment on sodium
gluconate exports to the United States
since it renounced the payn:ents.

On October 21, 1981, the Department
and counsel for Benckiser initialled a
proposed suspension agreement. Copies
of the proposed agreement were
provided to the petitioner for its
consultation and to other parties to the
proceeding for their comments. The

proposal cornicerning suspension of the
investigation was published in the
Federal Register of October:30, 1981 {45
FR 53738). : '

The Department consulted with the
petitioner and has considered the
comments sul;mitted with respect to the
proposed suspension agreement. We
have determined that the criteria for
suspension of an investigation pursuant
to section 704{b) of the Act have been
satisfied. We are satisfied that the
agreement offsets completely the -
amount of the net subsidy on exports to
the United States, can be monitored
effectively, and is in the public interest.
The terms and conditions of the
agreement are set forth in Annex 1 to
this notice.

Pursuant to section 704{f}{2){A) of the
Act, the liquidation of entries of sodium
gluconate from the EC suspended
effective September 16, 1981, as directed
in the Preliminary Affirmative
Countervailing Duty Determination is
terminated. Any cash deposits on
entries of sodium gluconate from EC
pursuant to that suspension of -
liquidation shall be refunded and any
bonds or other security shall be
released.

The Department intends to conduct an
administrative review within twelve
months of the publication of this
suspension as provided in section 751 of
the Act.

Notwithstanding the suspension
agreement, the Department and the ITC
will continue the investigation, if we
receive such a request in accordance
with section 704(gj of the Act on or
before December 21, 1981.

This notice is published pursuant to
section 704{f)(1)(A) of the Act.

Gary N. Horlick

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

November 23, 1981,

Annex I—Sodium Gluconate From the
Europeaa Economic Community Agreement

Pursuant to the provisions of section 704 of
the Tariff Act of 1930 {“the Act”) and section
355.31 of the Commerce Department
Regulations. the United States Department of
Commerce {"the Department”) enters into the
following agreement with Joh. A. Benckiser
GmbH, Benckiserplatz 1, D-6700,
Ludwigshafen/Rhein, Federal Republic of
Germany {“Benckiser”). On the basis of this
agreement, the Commerce Department shall
suspend its countervailing duty investigation
with respect to sodium gluconate from the
Euroncan Ecorrmic Community (*EC") in
accordance with the terms and provisions set
forth below.

A. Product Coverage

This suspension agreement is applicable to
all sadi1m gluconate manufactured by
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984 /ab@dﬁces,

iBhudmg’ he deadlme for hhng
p rhearmg briefs is Augiist 16, 19047 A
“public version:of-the prehearing staff -

i’repoﬂ containing preliminary findings of :

‘factin this investigation will be: pluced
“in the publicrecord’ 984.
“FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: -

-Larry Reavis (202-523-0296), Offi
“huvestigations, U.S; International Trad

Commission, Washmgton, D. G.:20436,

lssued ]une 7, 1984 : ;
By order of the Commxssnon :
“Kenneth R, Mmmn.
. Spvretary.:
- ¥ 2 Do, B4-15900 Filed 6-1; 2:6% B8 amn}
- BILLING CODE 7025-02-M" .

: [Investigations Nos 701-TA—214
. (Prel.minary) and 731-TA-188 (Prehminary)]

,Lamb Meat From New Zealand

De!ermmatmns

g On the basis of the-record ' developed
+1ii the subjéct investigations; the -
“.Commission determines,” pursuant to

gection 703(a) of the Tariff Act.0f1930
(19'U.S.C. 1671b{a)), that.there is no
reasonable indication thatan idustry in
the United States is maienally injured;
~or threatened witl material injury, or
~‘thut the establishment of an industry in’

. the United States is materially retarded;

- by reason of imperts from New Zealand
. ‘of lamb meat; provided for in item:106.30
“of the Tariff Schedules of the United
Siates [TSUS), which are dlleged to be
~subsidized by the Govemment of New. -
- Zealand:- S
: The Commxssmn also determmes 2

"Act of 1930.(19 U.S; C 1673b(a)). that-

- industry in the United States is -
matenally m)ured -or-threatened. WIth
~material injury, of thatthe .~
f'eqtdbhshment of an industry in the -

i vhe rccord is d finedin'§ 207.2{{} of the' ="
Commission's Rules of Pracuce and Pmneduxe (19
CFR 207.2(i)). ",

% ¥ Commissionerg Haggart and Lodwick delmnme
that there is & reasonable indication that an -
industry in the United States is materially m)ured e
by reason of i importa of lambmeat from New =
Zealand which are alleged to be wbsxdlzed by 1he
Covemmem of New Zealand,” E
[ ssioners Haggart and. Iodmc clerming.
that there is a reasonabléindication thatan. +
{ndustry in the United States is niaterially. injured
by réason of i imports of lamb meat from New:::
Zealand which are aﬂeged to be sold at. less lhun, ;
faic valag.:*

- there is no’ reasonable mdlcatmn that an‘

Utriited States is materially retarded, by
reason of imports from New Zealand of-
lamb meat, provided for in TSUS item
106.30, which are alleged to be sold in
the United States at less than fair value.

Background

On April 18, 1984, petitions were filed
vith the United States International
Trade Commission and the U.S.
Department of Commerce by counsel on

© behaif of the American Lamb Co., the
: Denver Lamb Co., and the lowa Lanb

Corp.. alleging that imports of lamb meat
from New Zealand are being subsidized
and are being sold in the United States
at less than fair value. Accordingly, the
Commission instituted preliminary
countervailing and antidumping
investigations under sections 703(a} and-
733(a). respectively, of the Tariff Act of
1930 to determine whether there is a
reasonable indication that an industry in
the Uniled States is materially m)ured
or is threatened with material i m)ury, or
the establishment of an industry in the
United States is materially retarded, by

reason of imports of such merchandise. |

Notice of the institution of the
Commission’s investigations and of a
public conference to be held in
connection therewith was given by
posting copies of the notice in the Office
of the Secretary, U.S. International
Trade Commission, Washington, D.C,,
and by publishing the notice in the
Federal Register on April 25, 1984 {49 FR
17828}, The conference was held in
Washington, D.C., on May 10, 1984, and
all persons who requested the
opportunity were permitted to appear in
person or by counsel,

The Commission transmitted its report
on the investigations to the Secretary of
Cormerce on June %, 1884, A public
version of the Commission's report,
L.amb Meat from New Zealand
{investigations Nos. 701-TA-214
{Preliminary) and 731-TA-188
{Preliminary), USITC Publications 1534,
1984), contains the views of the
Commission and information developed
during the investigations.

issued: June 4, 1984,

By order of the Commission.

Kenaeth R, Mason,

Secratary.

IFR Doe. 63-15896 Filed 6-12-84; 6:45 am)
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M

Hinvestigation No. 337-TA-~154]

Certain Modular Structural Systems;
Review of initial Determination and
Termination of Investigation

agency: U.S, International Trade
Commission.

AcTION: Noticé is hereby given that- the .
Commission has determined to review. "
the presiding officei’s initial
determination that there is a violation-of
section 337 in the above-captioned

- investigation ‘and to:terminate this

investigation on the basis that the

,mveqngatlon is moot and that, in any

event, there is no violationof section
337.

Authority: The authority for the -
Commission's disposition of this matteris
contained in section 387 of the Tariff Act of
1930 (19 U.8.C. 1337) and in'§§ 210.53-210.56
of the Commission's Rules of Practice and
Procedure {47 FR 25134, June 10,1962 and 48

-ER 9242, March 4, 1983; codified at 19 CFR

210.53-210.56.

SUPPLEMENTARY iNFORMATION: On
March 28, 1984, the presiding officer
issued an initiai determaation that there
is a violation of section 337 in the
importation and sale o7 certain modular
structural systems, On April 30, 1984, the
Commission extended the time for
determining whether to review the
initial determination until June 4, 1984,
and ordered the complainant tu'show
cause why this investigation should not
be terminated as moot as a result of a
judgment of the Federal Court of
Canada, issued January 10, 1984. 49 FR
19746 {May 9, 1984).

After considering the record and the
initial determination, the Commission

* determined tc review the initial
determination and to terminate this-

investigation because it is moot and
because, in any event, there is no
violation of section 337,

Notice of this investigation was
published in the Federal Register of
September 15, 1983 (48 FR 41531).

Copies of the Commission’s Action
and Order, the Memorandum Opinion to
be issued by the Commission, and all -
other nonconfideatial documents filed in
connection with this investigation are

- available for inspection during official

business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15 p.m.) in
the Office of the Secretary, U.S,
International Trade Commission, 701 E
Street NW,, Washington, D.C. 20436,
telephone 202-523-0161.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Wayne W. Herringion, Esq., Office of
the General Counsel, U.S. International
Trade Commission, tel. 202-523-0480.
Issued: June 4, 1984,
By.order of the Commission,
Kenneth R. Mason,
Secretary. .
{FR Doz B4-15885 Filed 6-12-83; 8:35 am]
BILLING CODE 7020-02-%
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determination in this case not later than
Octnber 23, 1985.

The public hearing is also being
postponed until 9:30 a.m. on September
26, 1985 at the U.S. Department of
Commerce, Room 1412, 14th Street and
Constitution Avenue NW, Washington,
DC 20230. Accordingly, prehearing briefs
must be submitled to the Deputy
Assistant Secretary by September 23,
1985.

This notice is published pursuant to
section 735{d) of the Act.

Gilbert B. Kaplan,

Acting Deputy Assistant Secrelary for Import
Administration.

September 3, 1985.

[FR Doc. 85-22216 Filed 9-16-85: 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3510-0S-M

international Trade Administration
[C~614-503]

Final Affirmative Countervailing Duty
Determination and Countervailing Duty
Crder; Lamb Mezt from New Zealand

AGEHCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration.
Commerce.

ACT!ON: Notice.

SUMMARY: We determine that certain
benefits which constitute bounties or
orants within the meaning of the
countervailing duty law are being
provided to producers, processors or
exporters in New Zealand of lamb meat
as described in the “Scope of
Investigation™ section of this notice. The
net bounty or grant for the review period
is NZ$0.3602/1b. Therefore, we are
directing the U.S. Customs Service to
continue to suspend liquidation of all
entries of lamb meat from New Zealand
which are entered, or withdrawn from
warehouse, for consumption, and to
require a cash deposit on these products
equal to the net bounty or grant.

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 17, 1885,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Gary Taverman or Mary Martin, Office
of Investigations, Import Administration,
International Trade Administration, U.S.
Department of Commerce, 14th Street
and Constitution Avenue NW.,
Washington, BC 20230; telephone (202)
377-0161 or 377-3464.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: .

Final Determination

For purposes of this investigation, the
following programs have been found to
confer bounties or grants:

* Meat Producers Board Price Support
Scheme

* Supplementary Minimum Price
Scheme .

¢ Export Market Development
Taxation Incentive

» Export Performance Taxation
Incentive

¢ Export Suspensory Loan Scheme

* Regional Development Suspensory
Loan Scheme

¢ Livestock Incentive Scheme

The net bounty or grant for the review
period is NZ$0.3602/1b.

Case History

Gn March 26, 1985, we received a
petition from the American Lamb
Company of Chino, California; the
Denver Lamb Company of Denver,
Colorado; and the Iowa Lamb
Corporation of Hawarden, Iowa, filed on
behalf of the U.S. lamb meat industry. In
compliance with the filing requirements
of § 355.26 of our regulations (19 CFR
355.26), the petition alleged that
producers, processors or exporters of
lamb meat in New Zealand directly or
indirectly receive benefits which
constitute bounties or grants within the
meaning of section 701 of the Tariff Act
of 1930, as amended (the Act).

On April 11, 1985 {after the filing of
the petition and prior to the intitiation of
this investigation}, the Office of the
United States Trade Representative
terminated New Zealand's status as a
“country under the Agreement” within
the meaning of section 7019(b)(1) of the
Act.

Since New Zealand is no longer a
“country under the Agreement” within
the meaning of section 701{b)} of the Act
and the mercharndise under investigation
is dutiable, sections 303{a}(1) and 303(b)
of the Act apply to this investigation.
Accordingly, the ITC is not required to
determine whether imports of these
products cause or threaten material
injury to a U.S. industry, or are
materially retarding the establishment of
an industry in the United States.

We found that the petition contained
sufficient grounds upon which to initiate
a countervailing duty investigation, and
on April 15, 1985, we initiated the
investigation (50 FR 15949). We stated
that we expected to issue our
preliminary determination by June 19,
1985.

On April 25, 1985, we presented a
questionnaire to the New Zealand
government in Washinton, D.C.
concerning the petitioner's allegations.
Responses to the questionnaire were
received on May 31, 1985, with
supplementary information submitted on
June 17, 1985. :

On June 25, 1985, we published our
preliminary determination that benefits
which constitute bounties or grants are

being provided to producers, processors,
or exporters in New Zealand (50 FR
26236).

During the period July 1 to 16, 1985, we
conducted a verification of the response
submitted by the government of New
Zealand.

At the request of the petitioners, we
held a public hearing on July 30, 1985, to
allow the parties an opportunity to
address the issues arising in the
investigation. Both petitioners and
respondents filed briefs discussing these
issues.

Scope of Investigation

The product covered by this
investigation is lamb meat from New
Zealand, currentiy classified in the
Tariff Schedules of the United States
{TSUS) under item 106.30.

Analysis of Programs

Throughout this notice, we refer to
ceriain general principles applied to the
facts of this investigation. These
principles are described in the
“Subsidies Appendix” attached to the
notice of “Cold-Rolled Carbon Steel
Flat-Rolled Products from Argentina;
Final Affirmative Contervailing Duty
Determination and Countervailing Duty
Order,” which was published in the
April 26, 1984, issue of the Federal
Register (29 FR 18008).

For purposes of this determination,
the period for which we are measuring
bounties or grants (“the review period")
is £.pril 1, 1984, through March 31, 1985,
which corresponds to the 1985 fiscal
year of the government of New Zealand.

Based upon our analysis of the
petition, the responses to our
questionnaire, our verification, and
comments submitted by interested
parties, we determine the following:

I. Programs Determined To Confer
Bounties or Grants

We determine that bounties or grants
are being provided to producers,
processors, or exporters in New Zealand
of lamb meat under the following
programs:

A. Meat Producers Board Price Supports
Scheme

Pursuant to the Meat Export Prices
Act of 1955 (amended in 1976 and 1982},
the Meat Board Price Support Scheme
was established to compensate meat
producers for fluctuations in market
prices and to guarantee them a minimum
return on export sales of their products.
The scheme is administered by the Meat
Producers Board (the Board), the
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries,
and the Meat Export Prices Commitiee.
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It is financed through the Meat Income
Stabilization Account (MISA), an
overdraft account maintaineg by the
Board at the Reserve Bank of New
Zealand.

The New Z¢aland Parliament
established the Board through the Meat
Export Control Act-of 1921-22, The
Board :controls virtually :all aspects of
the meat trade including grading,
handling, polling, slaughtering, storing.
shipping, selling and disposing of all
meat exported from New Zealand.
Although established by Act of
Parliament, the Board is not an agency
of the government. Of the nine members
of the Board, two are appointed by the
government, six are elected as
representatives of sheep and diary
farmers and one is appointed by the
Dairy Board. While the Board is subject
to government audit of its activities and
finances, it does not report to the
government and is not legally required
to follow government policy.

The Board appears to have four
primary sources of funds: {1} A levy set
by the board and collected by
processors from lamb, sheep and cattle
growers at the time of slaughter; (2}
return on investments; (3) short-term
borrowings from commercial lenders in
New Zealand and overseas; and {4)
advances from the Meat Industry
Reserve Account {the MIRA).

Each production season, the Meat
Export Prices Committee {the
Committee), an independent, non-
governmental committee, establishes a
“schedule (minimum) price” for each
grade of lamb slaughtered for export.
Those prices are set at the beginning of
the season and remain in effect for the
entire season. At the time of slaughter,
the processing company pays the
schedule price, less slaughtering and
freezing costs, to the producers. The
processing company, in turn, is
reimbursed by the Board at the schedule
price. The Board, in effect buys all the
meat which is subsequently exported. In
addition, the Commiltee annually
establishes a "‘trigger price™ above
which the meat income stabilization
levy is collected from producers. The
meat income stabilization levy is
deposited into the MISA when the
market price exceeds the trigger price.

The Board has two methods by which
it can support the price of meat. If the
market price falls below the schedule
price, the Board may either: (1) Purchase
meat at the schedule price, or (2)
purchase meat at the market price and
make a stablization payment equal to
the difference between the market price
and the schedule price. In either case,
the funds used to support the price are
drawn from the MISA. Since November,

1083, the Board has elected to purchase
all-export lamb meat at the schedule
price.

According to the questionnaire
response, the MISA is meant to be self-
balancing, i.e., producer levies collected
during periods of high prices cover the
cost of support payments made during
periods of low prices. When the MISA is
in a deficit position, the government
authorizes the Board to meet its
commitments through a low-cost
overdraft arrangement with the Reserve
Bank of New Zealand [MISA Account
No. 1}). On-October 1, 1984, a new
overdraft account (MISA Account No. 2)
was established to provide coverage on
deficits incurred subseguent to the date.
The New Zealand Meat Producers Board
1984 Annual Report indicate tha! the
MISA Account No. 1 deficit would be
converted to a 30-year subordinated
loan, with no interest or principal
repayable until September 30, 1989.

We do not consider the minimum
price support payments funded by
producer levies to constitute a bounty or
grant within the meaning of the
countervailing duty law. However, this
program does operate to guarantee
producers a minimum return on export
sales, and provides government funds to
the Meat Producers Board on terms that
are not available from commercial
sources. Therefore, we determine that
the portion of the payments represented
by government funds provides an
indirect bounty or grant on exports
within the meaning of the countervailing
duty law.

In our preliminary determination, we
treated the accumulated lamb meat
deficit in the MISA Account No. 1 as a
one-year, interest-free loan. However,
we have reconsidered this issue and
have now determined that the
government's coverage of the MISA
deficit should be viewed de facto as a
continuing price support payment to
lamb meat producers and, as such,
countervailable in the year of receipt.
This support program has beenin
operation since 1976 and, while in

" theory the MISA is self-funding, deficits

on lamb meat have grown to a level of
NZ$332 million as of March 31, 1984.
Counsel for petitioners has stated, and
we concur, that it is unrealistic to expect
the MISA Account No. 1 deficit to be
repaid. Trigger prices have consistently
been higher than market prices and. as
such, producer levies have not been
generaled. Given the current pricing
mechanism in effect, producer levies are
not likely to be generated in the
immediate future. Although the Board, in
its 1984 Annual Report, discussed the

.conversion of the accumulated deficit in

the MISA AccountNo. 1 into a 30-year

loan, we have verified that the '
conversion agreement has not been
finalized. Therefore, we have no
evidence that the deficit will in fact be
repaid, nor do we have evidence
indicating that additional deficits will
not be incurred. To the contrary, we
were informed at verification that the
first advance against the MISA Account
No. 2 overdraft facility is-expected later
this year to cover current deficits.
Therefore, consistent with our treatment
of government price support payments
in the Final Affirmative Countervailing
Duty Determination: Live Swine and
Fresh, Chilled and Frozen Pork Products
from Canada (50 FR 25097), we have
determined that benefits provided under
this program are, in fact, recurring price
support payments and should be
allocated to the year of receipt. Dividing
the value of the MISA Account No. 1
deficit attributabic 10 lamb meat during
the period of investigation by the total
weight of the lamb products exported
resulted in a net bourty or grant amount
of NZ80.10171f1b.

B. Supplementary Minimum Prices
Scheme {(SMP)

The Ministry of Agriculture and
Fisheries established the SMP in 1978 to
augment the support payments provided
under the Meat Producers Board Price
Support Scheme. Each year, the
government established a
supplementary minimum price support
level (supplementary price) which was
set above the Board's schedule price
level. Support payments equal to the
difference between those two prices
were drawn from the government-
funded Supplementary Minimum Meat
Prices Account (SMMPA). If the markel
price falls below the Board's schedule
price. payments are then made from
both the Meat Board's Minimum Price
Support Scheme and the Supplementary
Minimum Price Support Scheme.
Supplementary payments are made only
on meat sold for export consumption.

In September, 1984, the Minister of
Finance terminated the SMP and instead
provided the SMMPA with a lump-sum
payment estimated to equal the value of
payments that were provided under the
SMP. Because of the overlap between
the government'’s fiscal year (April-
March) and the production period
{October-September), the Board .
received payments under both the SMP
and the lump-sum disbursement during
the review period.

Because price support payments
provided under the SMP and lump-sum
schemes represent direct government
payments limited to the exported
product, we determine them to be
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bounties or grants within.the meaning of
the countervailing duty law. To
calculate the benefit from this program,
we divided the value of the 1984-85
paymenis {SMP's and lump-sum
payments) by ihe total weight of lamb
products exported during the review
period. This resulted in net bounty or
grant of NZ80.1741/1b.

C. Export Markst Developuient
Taxation Incentive (Section 156F.

Income Tax Act 1976) (EMDTI)

Under the 1999 Amendment of the
Income Tax Act 1976, export market
development expenditures, such as
expenses incurred principally for
secking and developing markets,
retaining existing markets, and
obtaining market information, qualify
for a tax credit equal to 67.5 percent of
the total expenditure. However, an
exporter who takes advantage of this
program may not deduct the qualifying
expenditures as ordinary business
expenses in calculating taxable income.
Because the normal corporate tax rate in
New Zealand is 45 percent, the net
benefit to exporters under this program
is 22.5 percent of the qualifying
expenditure amount. We have verified
that the Meat Export Development
Company {Devco) received benefits
under this program during the review
period.

According to our tax methodology, tax
benefits earned during a given fiscal/tax
year are treated as received the
following year, the year the tax return is
filed.

Because eligibility for this program is
limited to exporters, we determine that
the EMDTI provides a bounty or grant
withii the meaning of the countervailing
duty law. Accordingly, we divided 22.5
percent of the U.S.-related qualifying
expenditures incurred by Devco in 1983/
84 by the weight of its lamb products
exported to the United States during the
review period. This resulted in a bounty
or grant amount of NZ$0.0348/1b.

D. Z'Yport Performance Taxation
Incentive (Section 1564, Income Tax
Act 1976) (EPTI) .

. Under the 1979 Amendment of the
Income Tax 1976, exporters receive a
tax credit based on the f.0.b. value of
qualifying goods exported. Credits are
available as a deduction against income
tax payable and, if the tax credit
exceeds the income tax payable, the
balance is paid to the taxpayer in cash.
The rate, or specified percentage of the
tax credil is dependent upon the -
predetermined government value-added
category into which the product falls.
The amount of the tax credit is
calculated by multiplying the specified

percentage correspoiding to the value-
added category into which the product
falls by the f.o.b. value of export sales.
Lamb meat processed beyond the primal
cut stage falls into value-added category
D, for which the corresponding specified
percentage is 7.7 percent. The specified
percentages under this program will be
reduced in the tax years ending on
March 31, 1986, and March 31, 1987.
Devco received benefits under this
program during the review period.

Becaues eligibility for this program is
limited to exporters, we determine that
it provides a bounty or grant within the
meaning of the countervailing duty law.
To calculate the tax benefit, we divided
the amount of the tax credit claimed for
qualifying laws products exported to the
United States in 1983/84 by the weight
of lamb products exported to the United
States during the review period. This
resulted in a net bounty or grant of
NZ$0.0292/1b.

E. Export Suspensory Loan Scheme

The Export Suspensory Loan Scheme
(ESLS), administered by the Department
of Trade & Industry and the
Development Finance Corporation
(DFC), was establisned in the 1973
budget and modified by Cabinet
decision in 1978. The purpose of the
program is to provide loans to assist
exporters in purchasing equipment
needed to expand their production of
export goods. The loans cover up to 40
percent of eligible expenditures and are
converted to grants if pre-determined
export targets are met. If the export
targets are not met, the loans may be
partially converted to grants or called in
full at the DFC’s long-term interest rates.
The ESLS terminated on March 31, 1985;
no new loans under this program will be
granted.

Because this program is contingent on
export performance and provides loans:
{1) That may be at rates lower than
those available from commercial
sources, and (2} that may be converted
to grants, we determine it confers
bounties or grants within the meaning of
the countervailing duty law..

To calculate the benefit from this -
program, we treated the loans which -
had not yet been forgiven as a series of
one-year loans rolled over each year.
For our benchmark, we used national
average commercial interestrate on
overdraft accounts, as this is the
preponderant source of short-term
financing in New Zealand. In this case,:
the interest rates charged were above
our-benchmark rate and, therefore, no
countervailable benefits were bestowed.
For loans which had been forgiven
because the export targets were met, the
amount forgiven was treated as a grant.

The amounts forgiven prior to the
review period were small enough that
the benefits would have been allocated
to the year of forgiveness. Therefore, we
have not included these grants in our
calculation. We have included the
forglveness that occurred during the
review period and allocated the entire
aenefit to the review period because the
ad valorem benefit was less than 0.5%

Dividing the benefit from the gmnt
portion of the program by the total
weight of the lamb products exported
during the review period resulted in a
net bounty or grant amount of
NZ$0.00005/1b. We have not adjusted
the net bounty or grant amount to
account for this program'’s termination
because there are still loans outstanding
that may be converted to grants in the
future.

F. Regional Development Suspensory
Loan Scheme (RDSL)

The New Zealand Government
established the Regional Development
Assistance Program to encourage
utilization of resources in priority
regions of New Zealand. Regions
designated by the government as non-
priority do not qualify for regional
developement assistance. The RDSL
program, one of a variety of regional
development programs administered by
the DFC, provides interest-free loans
which are later converted to grants if
development objectives are met. One .
freezing works (7.e., a company that
slaughters lambs and processes lamb
meat) located in a priorty region in New
Zealand has received a loan under this
program to be used for the production of
products subjects to this investigation.

Because. this program provides
government-funded financing to specific
regions in New Zealand on terms
inconsistent with commercial
considerations, we determine it to be a
regional subsidy, and is therefore
countervailable. To calculate the benefit
from this program, we treated the loans
which had not yet been forgiven asa
serieg of one-year loans rolled over each
year. For.our benchmark, we used the -~
national average commercial interest
rate on overdraft accounts. For loans -
which had been forgiven because the:
development targets were met, the -

- - amounts forgiven were treated as

grants, and because the ad.valorem
benefit was less than 0.5%, were -
allocated to the year the conversion’
occurred. There were:no-conversions

-made during the review period.

Dividing the value of the benefits from
the loan portion of the program by the -
total weight of the lamb: portion of the
program by the total weight of the lamb
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products sold during the review period
resulted in a net bounty or grant amount
of NZ$0.00001/1b.

G. Livestock Incentive Scheme

The Livestock Incentive Scheme (the
scheme) was introduced in 1976 under
section 174 of the Income Tax Acl 1976,
and is administered by the Rural

Banking and Finance Corportion (RBFC).

The RBFC was established to provide
loans and other development assistance
{or farming, other primary industries,
and related service industries.

This particular schemes encourages
farmers to increase permanently the
numbers of livestock carried. Under the
scheme, a farmer employing a stock
increase program for a minimum of one
and a maximum of three years may opt
for one of two incentives: (1} An
interest-free suspensory loan of
NZ8$12.00 for each additional qualifying
stock unit carried, or (2) a deduction of
NZ%24.00 from assessable income for
each additional qualifving stock unit
carried. {A “stock unit” represents one
breeding-ewe equivalent: eg.. one
breeding ewe =1 stock unit. other
sheep =0.7 stock units, a dairy cow=7
stock units, etc.) The last date for
making applications under the scheme
was March 31, 1982.

Under the loan option, no interest was
charged on the loan if the recipient
complied with the conditions of the
scheme. Upon breach of the conditions,
the vrincipal was repayable in cash or
over a term with interest at the RBFC
rate for development loans.

Farmers choosing the tax incentive
could claim deductions at the time of
livestock increases or at the end of the
program plus the two-year suslaining
period. All other qualifying criteria are
the same as for the loan option.

If the livestock increase was
sustained for two years following the
development program’s completion,
farmers who elected to take out
suspensory loans could write the loans
off as tax-free grants. For farmers
electing the tax option, the provisional

“tax deduction was confirmed and could
be applied toward tax liability in any of
the three years after completion of the
development program.

Because benefils under this program
are limited to farmers with livestock
herds and are on terms inconsistent
with commercial considerations, we
determine that it is limited to a specific
enterprise or industry, or graup of
enterprises or industries, and is
therefore countervailable.

To calculate the benefit received from
the loan option portion of this program,
we treated the amounts forgiven as
grants and allocated those benefits over

five years, the average useful life of
breeding stock. The discount rate
chosen for allocation purposes was the
national weighted-average trading-bank
loan rate. For the portion that has not
vet been forgiven, we treated the
amount as a one-year loan and
compared the interest rate to the
benchmark as described above. The
benefit under the tax option was
determined to be the amount of the tax
deductions that were available to be
used during the review period. We
added the value of the benefits from the
loan and tax option portions of the
program, and multiplied the result by a
factor determined to represent the value
of lamb meat as a percentage of total
sheep production. Dividing that resuit by
the total weight of the lamb products
sold during the review period resalted in
a net bounty or grant amount of
NZ$0.0149/1b.

1. Programs Determined Not To Confer
Bounties or Grants

We determine that bounties or grants
are not being provided to producers,
processors, or exporters of lamb meat in
New Zealand under the following
programs:

A. Loans and Loan Guarantees Provided
by the Meat Producers Board

The petitioners alleged that the Board
is issuing loans and providing
guarantees for various companies
involved in lamb production and
exportation, loans and guarantees that
they claim are countervailable. In our
preliminary determination, we stated
that the Meat Board entered into these
financial transactions as one
independent party, whose funds are its
own, dealing with another. We have
since verified that the funds used for the
loans and loan guarantees are not its
own, but those of the MIRA.

During World War II, the government
of New Zealand took control of the
marketing of all meat products, and
entered into a bulk-purchasing
agreement with the United Kingdom.
The profits from the sale of meat
products remaining when that
agreement was terminated in 1942 were
put into the Meat Pool Account, the
stated purpose of which was to provide
a fund for the future benefit of the
industry. Additional profits resulling
from increases in the price paid by the
United Kingdom for meat products were
credited to the Meat Income
Stabilization Account.

Note.—This Meat Income Stablization
Account is different from the one discussed
previously in this notice.

Like the Meat Pool Account, the funds
in this account were also to be held for
the future benefit of the industry. These
two accounts were eventually combined
and provided the seed money for the
MIRA. Since ils establishment, the
MIRA has grown through investment to
approximately NZ%150 million. There
have no government infusions of funds
into the account. The Board administers
the account for the benefit of the
industry, and determines how its funds
are 10 be used.

Therefore, because the MIRA contaias
industry money, which the Board
administers for the benefit of the

industry, we determine that the use of
the MIRA to fund these programs
operated by the Meat Producers Board
is not a bounty or grant within the
meaning of the countervailing duty law.

B. Fertilizer Price Subsidy

Under the administration of the
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries.
the government of New Zealand
provides payments to wholesalers or
importers of phosphate rock, phosphatic,
potassic, nitrogenous and compound
fertilizers, and on all organic fertilizers.
The response indicates that wholesalers
and fertilizer producers pass these
payments on to farmers in the form of
reduced prices.

In our preliminary determination, we
stated that the purpose of this program
was to maintain a low cost of fertilizer
to furmers in order to encourage
adequate pasture maintenance and
development. As such, we determined
that its benefits were limited to a
specific enterprise or industry, or group
ol enterprises or industries, and were
countervailable.

We have since verified that benefils
under this program were available lo
and used by a wide variety of
agricultural producers. We found no
government restrictions, either de jure or
de facto, that would lead us to conclude
that the provision of benefits under this
program was limited by industry, sector
or region. Therefore, we find this
program not countervailable.

C. Fertilizer and Lime Transportation
Subsidy

Under the administration of the
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries,
the government of new Zealand
provided payments to retailers and
wholesalers of fertilizer and lime to
cover their costs of transporting those
products from the superphosphate
works, ports of landing. or approved
limeworks. We verified that these
payments are, in turn, passed on to
farmers in the form of reduced prices
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In our preliminary determination, it
was sur understanding that the purpese
of the program was to ensure that the
rate of fertilizer application was kept at
fevels allowing for adequate posture
maintenance and development. We
stated that because benefits under this
program appeared to be provided
primarily {o sheep and other livestock
farmers, we determined that its benefits
were limited to a specific. enterprise or
industry, or group of enterprises or
industries. and were countervailable.

We have since verified that benefits
urider this program were available to
and used by a wide variety of
agricultural producer’s. We found no
suvernment restriction, either de jire or
de facto, that would lead us to canclude
that the provision of benefits under this
program was limited. Therefore, we find
this program not couniervailable.

I Fertilizer and Lime Bounty

Under the administration of the
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries,
the government of New Zealand
spousored two programs under this
heading. The lirst, called "The Fertilizer
and Lime Bounty,” was terminated in
1479. The second, called "The Fertilizer
Avrial Spreading Bounty,” provided
payments to aerial spreading
companies, payments which were then
credited to the farmer.

In our priliminary determination, we
found this program to be limited to a
specific enterprise or industry, or group
of enterprises or industries, because the
majority of payments appeared to be
provided to sheep and other livestock
farmers.

We have since verified that benefits
under this program were available to
2nd used by a wide variety of
agricultural producers. We found no
government restriction, either de jure or
de facto, that would lead us to conclude
that the provision of benefits under this
program was limited by industry. sector
ar region. Therefore, we find this
program not countervailable.

E. Deductions for Copital Expenditures
for Developrent of Domestic Farmland

This program js administered by the
Inland Revenue Department. Under
sections 126, 127 and 128 of the Income
Tax Act 19876, a deduction is available
for certain expenditures incurred in
clearing and preparing farming and
agriculival land. The deductions may be
taken in the year incurred or spread
over that year and the next four tax
years. Any taxpayer engaged in farming
or agricultural business on land in New
Zealand may claim a deduction for
gualifying capital expenditures.

We verified that any taxpayer
engaged in any farming or agricutural
business or land in New Zealand may
apply for this deduction. Therefore, we
determine that this program is not
limited to a specific enterprise or
industry, or group of enterprises ot
industries, and is not countervailable.

F. Land Development Encouragement
Loans

Under the administration of the Rural
Bank. contingen! liability loans were
provided for the development of
pastoral and agricutural land. All
farmers were eligible for {inancing
provided the minimum area for
development was 10 hectares.
Expenditures qualifying {or these loans
tncluded sowing of permanent pastures,
clearing. cultivation, seeding, fertilizing.
and drainage. The program, which was
apen for applications from August 1,
1978, to March 1981, offered maximum
loans of NZ$250 per hectare of {and. The
loans were for a 15-year term and,
provided the land was maintained to the
satisfaction of the Rural Bank, no
interest was charged on the loan and
half of the principal could be written off.

This program was preliminarily found
to be countervailable in our 1981
Preliminary Affirmative Countervailing
Duty Determination: Lamb Meat from
New Zealand (46 FR 538128). However.
we have verified that this program
neither designates specific agricultual
products for receipt of funding, nor
established differing terms for specific
products. Therefore, we determine it ig
not countervailable. See Final
Affirmative Countervailing Duty
Determination: Live Swine and Fresh,
Chilled and Frozen Pork Products from
Canada (50 FR 25097, 25107).

G. Standard and Nil Value of Livestock

Under section 85 of the Income Tax
Act 1976, trading stock {inventory) must
be valued at either cost, market, or
replacement value. The choice and use
of the valuation method is subject to-
review by the Commissioner of fnfand
Revenue. If inventory increased in value
and is recorded as such by the taxpayer,
that increase must be included as
{assessable) taxable income for that
year. If an end-of-the-year valuation of
trading stock results in a decrease of
value, the loss is allowed as a deduction
in calculating the assessable income for
that year. As an alterrative to this
system, owners of li. tock may adopt
the standard value ~.od a nil value of
livestock method for recording inventory
for income tax purposes.

Under the standard value of livestock
system, the Commissioner of Inland
Revenue will periodically establish

minimum acceplance levels >f standard
value, /... value per head of livestoch
These values are based on average
market returns over a period of time,
taking inlo account costs of production.
and serve as a buffer against price
fluctuations. A farmer may elect to
value his inventory using the standard
value or any higher value. However,
once a standard value has been adopted
by a farmer for a class of livestock, it
cannot be reduced without the approviil
of the Commissioner. This system has
been in operation since 1915.

Under the nil value of livestock
systent. a farmer can elect io adopt a nil
value for all or part of the increase in his
herd over a basic number of livestock.
That basic number is established as the
greater of the number of livestock on
hand at the end of either of the two
income years immediately preceding the
vear in which the decision is made to
join the system. By using this scheme,
the farmer can defer part of his tax
Liability by not paving tax on increases
in stock until the livestock is actually
sold. Upon sale. income taxes are
payable on the net proceeds.

Ti.is program appears merely to be a
method of taxation accounting, used no!
only by livestock producers, but by
other manufacturers in New Zealand as
well that hold reserve stocks for
maturity purposes {e.g.. manufacturers
of wine, brandy, and whiskey). As such,
we determine that this program does not
bestow a countervailable bounty or
grant within the meaning of the Act.

H. Covernment Contributions to the
Meat Industry Research Institute

In 1855, under the administration of
the Department of Scientific and
industirial Research (DSIR), the
government of New Zealand established
the Meat Industry Research Institute
{MIRINZ) to carry out research and
development in all aspects of meat and
meat by-product processing and to
promote the adoption of new technology
in the meat industry. MIRINZ is funded
by the Meat Board, the New Zealand

reezing Companies Association and
the government.

In our preliminary determination, we
found government contributions to
MIRINZ research limited to the meat
industry. At the time, we had no
indication that the results of the
research and development were publicly
available. However, at verification, we
learned that MIRINZ is one of many
DSIR-funded research institutions. Other
institutions conduct research for the
fertilizer, logging, dairy, leather and
shoe, heavy engineering, building,
concrete, coal, textile and wool
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industries. The results-of government-
funded DSIR/MIRINZ research are
published in scientific papers, technical
reports, journals, digests and bulletins.
Because DSIR funds are provided to a
variety of industrial and agricultural
sectors and becausc the results of such
government-funded research are
publicly available, we find that
government funding of MIRINZ does not
provide a countervailable bounty or
grant. See, Final Affirmative
Counlervailing Duty Delerminalion:
Certain Carban Steel Products from
Beigium (47 FR 34304), Appendix 2.

I Noxious Plants Control Scheme

The Ministry of Agriculture and
Fisheries provides {o farmers payments
that are equal to 50 percent of their costs
for chemical or mechanical control of
specified weeds, i.e., sweet biriar,
blackberry, broom, gorse, and barberry.
While projects must be approved in
order to receive funding under this
scheme, there is no indication that this
scheme is limited to producers of any
particular agricultural commodities. In
fuct. we are informed that the contrel of
these weeds is as crucial te producers of
corn, sovbean and other grain as it is to
livestock farmers. Therefore, we
determine that this program is net
limited to a specific enterprisc or
industry or group of enterprises o1
industries, nor to a specific region. and
i» not countesvailable.

1. Suspension of Governmen! lizspec torn
Fees

‘This service, administered by the
Miristry of Agriculture and Fisheties.
casures that all meat and meat by-
products comply with domestic
ingpection and hygiene standards. and
the requirements of overseas importing
countries. Since 1978, government
inspection fees on meat for domestic
consumption, as well as for export. have
been waived. It is reported that the
government of New Zealand will phase
in a partial cost recovery program, r.e.. a
collection of some inspection fees.
beginning October 1985.

As the government bears the cost of
inspecting meat for both the domestic
and export markels, inspection fee
waivers do not confer a subsidy on
exports, Moreover, numerous other
agricultural products, such as poultry,
fish, rabbits and margarine are similarly
iuspected. We find the provision of this
. type of service to be a legitimate
function of government, namely ensuring
that agricultural products sold
domestically and abroad meet minimum
health and quality standards. In
addition, the provision by the
government of this type of service is as

beueficial to consumers as to producers.
i.e., consumers get a better quality
product and producers receive higher
returns for their commodities. Thus, we
deiermine that this practice is not
countervailable as an export subsidy,
nor is it limited to a specific enterprise
or industry, or group of enterprises or
industries.

111, Programs Determined Not To Be
Used

Based on our verification of the
responses of the New Zealand Meat
Producers Board, various freezing
companies, and the government, we
determine that producers, processors, or
exporters in New Zealand of lamb meat
did not use the following programs:

A. Export Programme Grant Scheme
(EPGS/Export Programme Suspensory
Loan Scheme (EPSLS)

The EPGS was established in the 1979
Budget to encourage marketing research
in targeted foreign markets. The grants,
amounting to 64 percent of budgeted
expenditures. were available for up to
three years. In 1982, the grant program
was converted to the EPSLS, a
suspensory lcan program. Loans
covering up to 40 percent of eligible
expenditures are available to

established exporters who increase their

net foreign exchange earnings through
the marketing of specific goods or
services in a designated foreign market.
If a predetermined sales forecast is
accomplished, the suspensory loan is
converted into a grant; if the forecast is
not met. the exporter repays the loan
with interest.

We verified that neither producers,
processors, nor exporters of lamb meat
to the United States received benefits
under either portion of this program.

B. Rural Export Suspensory Loans

The purpose of this program, which
was introduced in 1974 and closed to
new applicants on March 31, 1985, was
to promote the export of non-traditional
agricultural, horticultural, fish products
not previously exported, and products
for which market expansion was
possible. We verified that lamb meat,
considered a traditional export product,
has never been eligible for this program.
and that no loans have been granted to
the producers, processors, or exporters
of lamb. Therefore, we determine that
this program was not used.

1V. Program Determined To Be

Terminated
A. Meat Industry Hygiene Grants

The government of New Zealand, in
its 1977 budget, provided special

temporary granis to assist meat export
processing companies in upgrading
buildings, plant and machinery, and
operations in freezing works required to
meet the hygiene standards imposed by
importing countries. We verified that the
scheme expired on September 30, 1961,
and that final payments were made in
1983/84.

In our preliminary determination, we
stated that since this program provided
benefits which were limited to
processors who produce meat for
export, we determined it to be
countervailable. Despite the fact that
payments had been terminated, because
these werc grants, we allocated the
benelits over 10 years, the average
useful life of machinery and equipment
used for freezing-works facilities.

We have since verified that the total
value of grants bestowed in any given
vear was less than 0.5 percent of the
value of production of lamb meat in
those vears, and are therefore allocable
to the year in which they were received.
Since the federal payments under this
program were made in 1983/84, no
products now entering the United States
are benefiting from grants provided
under this program. Therefore, we
determine this program to be
terminated.

Petitioners’ Comments

Comment 1. Petitioner argue that
because statistics on domestic and non-
U.S. export sales are reported on a
carcass-weight basis. and are reported
on a product-weight basis for exports to
the United States, a conversion factor
must be applied to achieve weight
equivalency. They believe that most of
the lamb legs and shoulders exported to
the United States are in boneless form
and therefore the appropriate
conversion factor should be either the
one published by Devco for boneless
cuts (excluding breast/flap and neck) of
59.6 percent, or an average of that factor
and the one published by Devco for
bone-in cuts of 80.4 percent.
Respondents rebut this argument by
stating that boneless cuts enter the
L. ited States under TSUS 107.76 {lamb
or multon (prepared or preserved)), a
duty-free classification and not subject
to.this investigation.

DOC Position. We agree with
petitioners that weight equivalency
should be achieved in order to
determine the proper denominator used
in our benefit calculations. However, we
disagree with their proposal that a
factor of 59.6 percent be used. There is
no verified evidence on the record
indicating: 1) that most of the lamb legs
and shoulders entering the United States
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are in boneless form, or 2) what the
product mix (legs, loins, racks, shoulders
shanks, breast/flap} of lamb meat
exported to the United States was
during our period of investigation. We
do known, however, that most of the
imported product does indeed enter the
United States in carlons (Ze., cut form).
and that the TSUS classification
covering the products subject to this
investigation does include “meat even
though completely detendonized or
deboned”. Therefore, since both
boneless and bone-in cuts are eniering
the United States, we are using and
average of the boneless and bone-in
factors. We have, however, included the
breast/flap and neck because this factor
is being used to converl total lamb meat
production, and not only that portion
exported to the United States.

Comment 2. Petitioners state that the
establishment of a risk premium for
uncreditworth institutions should be
based, not on the difference between the
Moddy's Aaa and Baa corporate bond
rates calculated as a percentage of the
prime rate in the United States, but
instead on the difference in rates
between high yield bonds, {as reported
by Morgan Stanley & Company) and
Moody's Aaa rated bonds. They claim
that this methodology more closely
approximates the risk premium for
uncreditworthy institutions.

DOC Position. This issue is moot.
None of the calculation methodologies
used in this determination required the
use of a risk premium.

Comment 3. Petitioners suggest that.
with respect to grants to sheep
producers under the Livestock Incentive
Scheme, benefits should be spread over
five years, and not ten years as was
done for the preliminary determination.
This would be in accordance with the
U.S. Internal Revenue Service Class Life
Asset Depreciation Range System for
breeding sheep. Respondents contend
that a four year range should be used, as
this is the standard for breeding stock in
New Zealand.

DOC Position. We agree with
petitioners. When determining the
period over which to allocate benefits
resulting from grants, our praciice is to
use the Internal Revenue Service's
depreciation range. We followed that
practice in this case.

Comment 4. Petitioners contend that,
if duties are assessed uniformly on a per
pound basis, it will act as an incentive
for New Zealand to export only the
higher-valued cuts and thereby
significantly avoid the remedial nature
of a countervailing duty. They suggest
that the amount of the bounties or grants
be countervailed by apportionment to
the primal cuts imported from New

Zealand according to their relative
value. They believe that there would be
no significant administrative
inconvenience in the assessment of
duties based on the method suggested.

DOC Position. We disagree. First,
none of the programs found to be
countervailable provides benefits on a
per cut basis. Both the SMP and Meat
Board Price Support Schemes provide
benefits on the basis of a certain dollar
amount per kilogram of lamb. Other
programs found to be countervailable
provide benefits without regard for the
type of cut produced or the relative
value of individual cuts. Second, we
believe that any future increase in New
Zealand's expert to the United States of
more valuable cuts would ve the result
of market demand, not because the duty
rate is on a per pound basis. We do not
believe that the New Zealand exporters
would ship more valuable cuts in order
to evade the effect of a countervailing
duty order if those cuts could not be
sold in the United States. Finally. it has
been our practice in recent
countervailing duty investigations to
establish countervailing duty rates that
are on terms consistent with the
costoms duty rates published in the
TSUS. In this case, lamb meat ciassified
under TSUS 106.30 has a duty rate 0.5
cents per pound. See Final Affirmative
Countervailing Duty Determination:
Live Swine and Fresh, Chilled and
Frozen Pork Products from Canada (50
FR 25097).

Comment 5. Petitioners argue that the
MISA has no assets and will generate
income only in the event that market
prices for lamb mea: exceed the trigger
prices, an event they claim is unlikely to
occur. As such, if government funding of
the MISA through September 30, 1984, is
not regarded as a continuing. recurring
price support payment to producers,
they claim that it should be treated as a
long-term loan o an uncreditworthy
borrower {2.e., the Meat Board) and the
benchmark interest rate should reflect
that fact. They further argue that the
government funding of the MISA since
October 1, 1984, should be regarded as a
continuing, recurring price support
payment to preducers, and therefore
countervailed at the time of receipt.
While the theoretical framework is in
place for repayment of the MISA
advances, petiiioners contend that such
repayments can hardly be expected
given the current and projected
condition of the ‘ndustry.

DOC Position. We have treated the
MISA deficit as a price support payment
countervailable in the year of receipt,
and, therefore, the benchmark issue is
moot.

Comment 6. Petitioners question the
accuracy of the amount of the SAIP
payments reported for the 1984/85 fiscal
year {our period of investigation} given
(1) the intent of the government of New
Zealand's to keep SMP payments on an
equivalent basis with the preceding
year, and (2) the fact that payments for
the year ended September 30, 1984, were
considerably higher than those reported
for the 1984/85 fiscal year.

DOC Position. We have verified the
value of the actual SMP and lump-sum
payments made during the period of
investigation and have used these
figures in calculating the net bounty or
grant.

Comment 7. Petitioners claim that a
benchmark interest rate based on prime
commercial bills is inappropriate for
purposes of calculating benefits under
the Export Suspensory Loan Scheme.
They claim that these loans are
provided to farmers, and that even in
the United States, borrowers such as
these would have to pay at least 2
percentage points over the prime leading
rate.

DOC Position. For the preliminary
determination, we used the rate for
prime commercial bills because, at that
lime, we believed that it was the most
representative rate for alternative short-
term financing. For the {inal
determination, we have used the
national average commercial interest
rate on overdraft accounts, published by
the Reserve Bank of New Zealand in the
Reserve Bank Bulletin, and reported in
the questionnarie response. Because this
is a weighted-average rate on all
overdraft loans, and not just a rate for
prime borrowcrs, the question of
including an addnional spread over
prime is moot. This choice of benchmark
is consistent with the policy for short-
term loans outlined in the Subsidies
Appendix (49 FR 18006) loans.

Comment 8. Petitioners suggest that
government contributions to the Meat
Industry Research Institute be allocated
only over export production because th=
activities of that organization are
related solely to export production and
export processing of lamb.

DOC Position. We have found this
program not countervailable. See
section ILH of this notice.

Comment 9. Petitioners contend that
nearly all of the benefits provided under
the Livestock Incentive Scheme are
attributable to increases in sheep stock,
not only 8.6 percent as was allocated in
the preliminary determination. They
reference the Meat Producers Board's
1983 Apnual Report, which indicates
that while the number of dairy cattle has
remained unchanged and the number of
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year of receipt, Therefore, the
benchmark issue is moot.

Cominent 6. Respondents submit that
because the SMP program was
terminated as of September 20, 1984, the
bonding rate for this program should be
based solely on the lump-sum payment
allocable to the period of investigation.

DOC Position. We disagree. While we
have verified that the SMP program was
terminated,.we note that the siate
purpose of its replacement, the lump-
sum payment, was lo provide an
equivalent level of benefits to lamb meat
producers for the 1984/85 produciion
year. While the lump-sum program itself
is scheduled to be terminated on
September 30, 1985, we have verified
that the price supports for subsequent
periods a.e being considered. At its
August 1984 mid-year meeting, the Meat
Board's Electoral Committee stated that
a review would be undertaken to
identify an alternative means of support
for the period after 1954/85. Therefore,
given that the lump-sum program is not
scheduled to terminate uniil September
30, 1985, and because there may be
another support system in place after
that date, we do not believe that it is
appropriate to reduce the bonding rate
for this program.

Cominent 7. Respondents argue the
EPTl is not a tax program requiring a
cash flow analysis under the
Department’s traditional tax
methodology. Respondents maintain
that EPTI tax benefits are earned on a
sale-by-sale basis for specific tax years,
The Department has verified that under
the New Zealand government's schedule
for phasing-out the EPTI program,
Devco's exports of lamb meat to the
United States will earn a 3.85 percent
FPTI credit during Devco's 1986 tax year
{October 2, 1984—Qctober 1, 1985), a
1.925 percent EPTI credit during Devco's
1987 tax year (October 2, 1985—Qctober
1, 19863, and no more credits on or after
October 2, 1986. Respondents conclude
that any EPTI tax credits can be offset
precisely by assessing a countervailling
duty rate equal to the specified EPTI
credit rates in effect during the tax years
of the phase-out period.

DOC Position. We disagree. We
consider tax benefits to the -
countervailable when a company
actually receives the benefits, rather
than when a company becomes eligible
to receive them. Tax law changes, such
as the EPTI phase-out schedule, cannot
be considered to be in effect until fully
implemented by the government and
used by the respondent. We verified that
Devco claimed and received a 7.7
percent EPTI tax credit in its most
recently completed tax return. The-3.85
percent EPTI credit will not be available

to Devco until the company’s 1986 fiscal
year, and, under our tax methodology,
these benefits are not realized until the
1986 tax return is filed. As such, current
exports to the U.S. of lamb meat are
benefiting from a bounty or grant equal
to the 7.7 percent EPTI rate, which is the
rate we are using for duty deposit
purposes. If the scheduled EPTI changes
are claimed in future tax returns, we will

_consider these changes in a section 751

administrative review, if one is required.
Verification

In accordance with section 776(a} of
the Act, we verified the data used in
making our final determination. During
verification we followed normal
verification procedures, including
meeting with government officials and
inspection of documents, as well as on-

site inspection of the accounting records .

of the company producing and exporting
the merchandise under investigation to
the U.S.

Administrative Procedures

We afforded interested parties an
opportunity to present oral views in
accordance with our regulations (19 CFR
355.35). A public hearing was held on
July 30, 1985. In accordance with the
Department's regulation (19 CFR
355.44(a}), written views have been
received and considered in this
determination.

Suspension of Liguidation

The suspension of liquidation ordered
in our preliminary affirmative
countervailing duty determination shall
remain in effect until further notice. The
net bounty or grant is NZ$0.3602/1b.
Therefore, in accordance with section
706(a}{3] of the Act, we are directing the
United States Customs Service to
require a cash deposit in the amount
indicated above for each entry of the
subject merchandise from New Zealand
which is entered, or withdrawn from

warehouse, for consumption on or after -

the date of publication of this notice in
the Federal Register and to assess
countervailing duties in accordance with
section 706(a}{1) and 751 of the Act.

This notice is published in accordance
with section 703(f)} of the Act (18 U.S.C
1671b{f))

Dated: September 3, 1985.
Walter J. Olson, Jr.,

Acting Assistant Secretary for Trade
Administration.

[FR Doc. 85-22190 Filed 9-16-85; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-M

Wool From Argentina; Final Results of
Administrative Review of
Countervailing Duty Order

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration/Import Administration,
Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of Final Results of

Administrative Review of
Countervailing Duty Order.

suMmmaRy: On May 6, 1985, the
Department of Commerce published the
preliminary results of its administrative
review of the countervailing duty order
on wool from Argentina The review
covers the pericd July 1, 1983, through
fune 30, 1984, and six programs.

We gave interested parties an
opportunity to comment on the
preliminary results, After review of the
comment received, the final results of
the review are the same as the

reliminary results.

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 17, 1985.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Sylvia Chadwick or Lorenza Olivas,
Office of Compliance, International
Trade Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce, Washington, DC 20230;
telephone; (202) 377-2786.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On May 6, 1985, the Department of
Commerce (“the Department”)
published in the Federal Register (50 FR
19046) the preliminary results of its
administrative review of the
countervailing duty order on wool from
Argentina (48 FR 14423, April 4, 1983).
The Department has now completed that
administralive review, in accordance
with section 751 of the Tariff Act of 1930
(“the Tariff Act”). ’

Scope of the Review

Imports covered by the review are
shipments of Argentine wool. Such
merchandise is currently classifiable
under items 306.3152, 306.3172, 306.3253,
306.3273, 306.3354, and 306.337¢ Jf the .
Tariff Schedules of the United States
Annotated.

The review covers the period july 1,
1983, through Junc 30, 1984, and six
programs: {1) Incentives for exports from
southern ports; (2) the reembolso, a-cash
rebate of taxes; (3} perferential pre-
export financing; (4) multiple exchange
rates; {5) government assistance to wool
growers in Patagonia; and (6) financial
reorganization aids.

Analysis of Comments Received

We gave interested parties an
opportunity to comment on the
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beef cattle has declined since 1978, the
number of sheep has increased by
approximately 15 percent, In addition,
they contend that virtually every
livestock farm eligible for benefits under
this program carries sheep.

DOC Position. Our preliminary
anulysis wus based on unverified
information contained in the response.
We have since verified that, in fact,
sheep farms have received well over 90
percent of the money provided under
this program, Our final calculations
reflect this fact.

Comiment 10. With respecl to the
Fertilizer and Lime Transport Subsidy
and the Fertilizer Price Subsidy,
petitioners assert that the Departiment's
46 percent allocation of the total benefit
to sheep production was too tow. They
claim that & more reasonuble allocation
would be 75 percent, the allocation used
by the government of New Zealand for
the Fertilizer and Lime Bounty.

DOC Position. We have found the
three programs not countervailable. See
section ILB, IL.C, and 11D of this notice.

Comment 11. Petitioners assert that
the source of funds for the Meat Board
loans and lean guarantees is the MIRA,
which they claim is an account of the
government. Therefore, those loans and
foan guarantees should be found
countervailable to the extent that their
terms are inconsisten! with commercial
considerations.

DOC Position. While we agree that,
technicaily, the MIRA is an account of
the Ministry of Agriculture and
Fisheries, we do not agree with
petitioners' assertion that the use of
MIRA funds as the source of the Meai
Bourd's loans and loan guarantees
provides a countervailable benefit. See
section LA of this notice.

Comment 12. Petitioners argue that,
while inspection of meat for domestic
consumption is an appropriate action of
government. inspection of meat to meel
special standards of importing countries
is & service designed solely ‘o benefil
export marketing, and is therefore
countervailable.

DOC Position. We disagree. See
section IL] of this notice.

Comm -~nt 3. Petitioners contend thal
the Noxious Plants Contral Scheme is
timited o specific weeds which are
solely pastoral and that the program is
of benefit only to livestock producers;
therefore, this pragram should be found -
countervailable.

DOC Position. We disagree. See
section LI of this naetice.

Comment 14. Petitioners argue that.
because the MISA and SMP complement
one another, the time periods for
- caleulating the two programs' benefits
should be identical. They contend thal

the appropriate period should be
October 1, 1983, through September 30,
1084 {the Meat Board's financial year).

DOC Position. Whea selecling the
period used for the measurement of
bounties or grants, the Depariment
attempts to look at the most recent fiscal
period for which complete information is
available. In this case, we selected the
government of New Zealand's 1985
fiscal year (April 1, 1984, through March
31, 1985}. Choosing this period enabled
us ta tie the information contained in the
response to audited government budget
documents and financial statements.
While the two price support programs
do operate on an October through
September basis, the government of
New Zealand was able to compile. and
we were able to verily, expenditures on
these programs made during our period
of investigation.

Comment 15. Petitioners take issue
with the respondents’ ratio of the value
of lamb meat:peltsiwool:offal. They
argue that, based on information
available to them, the lamb meat
accounts for a significantly higher
portion of the value of a lamb than that
reported by respondents.

DOC Position. We are required to use
verified information for our final
determination. In this case, while
petitioners have provided data on this
issue, we note that the sources of their
information are (1) a three-vear old New
Zealand Meat and Wool Board Report.
and {2) U.S. domestic industry
experience. On the cther hand.
respondents have provided, and we
have verified, information on the
product! ratios that is current and
reflective of the New Zealand industry.
Accordingly, we have used respondents’
information for allocation purposes.

Respondenis’ Comments

Comment 1. Respondents contend that
the Fertilizer and Lime Transportation
Subsidy, the Fertilizer and Lime Bounty,
and the Fertilizer Price Subsidy
programs are generally available and.
even though the Department recognized
the termination of the first two programs
in its preliminary determination, all
three programs should be found not
countervailable for the final
determination.

DOC Position. We agree. See sections
11.B. I1.C, and 11.D of this notice.

Comment 2. Respondents also
contend that government contributions
to the Meat Industry Research Institute
are not countervailable because
government funding in New Zealand is
available to a wide variety of research
associations and industries. and that the
firdings of government funded research
is publicly available.

DOC Position. We agree. See se.tion
11.H of this notice.

Comment 3. Respondents state that
because the Meat Industry Hygiene
Grant program was terminated in
September, 1981, acd that the value of
grants in any given year were verified to
be less than 0.5 percent ad valorem, the
Department should find this program
teriminated with no benefits bestowed
during the period of investigation,

DOC Position. We agree. See section
1V of this notice.

Comment 4. With respect 1o the
Export Suspensory Loan Scheme,
respondents conlend that the bonding
rale should reflect the program’s
termination and take into account only
those loans outstanding. They also argue
that there is no concessional element in
the rate of interest charged on those
loans and, therefore, there is no
counterve.ilable element with respect to
interest.

DOC vrasition. We recogrize the
termination of the program. With respect
1o any concessional element in the rate
of interest charged. we verified that the
DFC charges its borrowers rates of
interest that are higher than its own
costs to bofrow. Our beachmark interest
rate, however, is not based on the DFC's
borrowing history, but on what
comparable commercial loans would
cost in New Zealand.

Comment 5. Respondents assert that.,
with respect to the Meat Board Price
Support Scheme: {a) Devco has not
contributed to the MISA deficit, {b) our
preliminary determination did not take
into account the fact that 1 percent
interest was paid by the Meat Board on
the deficit, and {c) that the appropriate
benchmark interest rate should be a
weighted-average of term-loans and
overdraft rate in New Zealand, i.e, the
commercial rates that are charged to
primme borrowers such as packing
companies in New Zealand.

DOC Position. There is no evidence
on the record tn suppor! respondents’
assertion that Devco's sales to North
America have not contribuled to the
MISA deficit. We did not take into
accoun! the 1 percent interest charged
on the MISA deficit in cur preliminary
determination because the Board's
annual report indicated that the deficit
has been converted to a 30-year loan,
interest-foee for the first five years. We
have since verified that 1 percent
interest had been paid and, accordingly,
have taken the interest payment inte
account for the final determination, We
are now treating the deficit as a price
support payment to lamb meat
producers and countervailing it in the
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Postponement of Prefiminary
Countervalling Duty Determinations:
Antffriction
Tapered Roller Bearings) snd Perte
Thereof From Singapore and Thalland

AGENCY: import Administretion,
international Trade Administration:
Commerce.

AcTOR: Notice.

SUMMARY: Based upon the request of
petitioner, the Torrington Compeany. the
Department of Commerce (the
Department) is postponing its
preliminary determinastions in the
countervailing duty investigations of
entifriction bearings (other then tapered
roller bearings) and parts thereof [rom
Singapore and Thailend. The
preliminary determinations will be made
on or before August 29, 1988

EFPECTIVE DATE: June 10. 1988,

POR PURTVER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Cary Taverman or Eleanor Shea. Office
of Investigations. import Administretion.
international Trade Administration. U.S.
Department of Commercs. 14th Street
and Constitution Avenue NW.,
Washington, DC 20230 telephone (202)
I77-0101 or 377-0184.

SUPPLEMENTARY BIFORMATION: On April
20. 1984, the Department initiated
countervailing duty investigations on
antifriction besrings from Singapore snd
Thailand. In our notices of initiation we
stated that we would issue our
preliminary determinations on or before
june 24. 1968 (33 FR 15084-15008. April
2. 1988).

On May 27. 1983. the petiiioner filed o
request that the preliminary
determinations in these investigations
be postpaned for 63 days.

Section 703(c)(1)(A) of the Tarifl Act
of 1930. as amended (the Act). provides

I-2

that 8 preliminary determination in a
countervailing duty inveougation may
be pnstponed where the petitinaer has
made a timely request for guch &
postponement. Pursuant to thig
provision. and the limely request by
petitioner in these investigations, the
Department is postponing 1s
preliminary determinations until no later
than August 29, 1888.

This notice is published pursuant to
section 763(¢)(2) of the Act.

june 3. 1928
Jocaph A. dpotrial,
Acting Assistant for Impnrt Admiaistratioa.
|FR Dee. 88-12137 Filcd 8-8-2% 8:48 em|
MLOTR CTBL £350-08-1

[G=§16-823])

Lamb Mest Pram Now Jesitnd Rad

Results 6f Countervaiing Gy
Adminiatretve Rovige

acaxew: [ntermstional Trade
Administration/lmport Administration:
Commeres.

aenoz Notice of final reoults of
counterveiling duty edministrative
review.

suersaaY: On January 4, 1983, the
Departmarnit ef Commercs published the
preliminary rosults of its administrative
revicw of the counterveiling duly order
on lamb meet from New Zsgaland. We
have now complated thot review and
determine the total bounty or grant
during the period June 23. 1938 through
March 31. 1638 to be NZ20.31/1b.

EPPECTIVE DATE: June 10, 1828,

POR PURTKSR HIPORMATION EBHTAET:
Cynthia Sewell or Paul McGarr. Office
of Complisnce. International Trede
Administretion. U.S. Depaniment of
Commerce. Weshington. DC 2023%
telephone: (202) 377-3337.

SUDPPLAKENTARY RPOCRHMATIER

Background

On Jeruary 4. 1863. the Dapartment of
Commerce (“the Depariment”)
published in the Federol Rogioter (33 FR
47) tha preliminary resulte of itg
administrative reviaw of the
counterveailing duty order on lamb meat
from New Zeelsnd (30 FR 37708:
Seplember 17, 1683). The Department
has now compisted thot admiRisteative

review in accordance with section 51 of
the Tarill Act of 1930 (“the Tanfl Act™).

Scopa of Review

Imports covered by the review are
shipments of lamb meat from New
Zealond. Such merchandise is currently
classifiahie under item number 108 3000
of the Tanfl Schedulrs of the United.
States Annotated and under :tem
numbers 0204.10.00==0. 0204.22.20-0.
0204.23.20~0. 0204.30.00-0, 0204 42.20~-2.
and 0204.43.20--0 of the Harmonized
System.

The review covers the period junc 28
1888 through March 31. 1960 and ten
programs: {1) Export Market
Development Taxation Incentive
("EMDTT"): (2) Export Performance
Taxation Incentive: (3) Livestock
Incentive Scheme: (4) Mest Producens
Board Price Support Scheme ("MPBPS");
(3) Supplementary Minimum Prices/
Lump Sum Scheme (“SMP/LS™). (6)
Expori Programme Grant Scheme: (7)
Esport Programme Suspansory Loan
Scheme: (8) Export Suspensory Losn
Scheme: (9) Regions! Development
Investigation Grants Scheme: and (10)
Regional Development Suspensory l.oan
Scheme.

Analynis of Commants Roceived

We gave interested partics an
apportunity to comment on the
preliminary results. We received written
comments from the New Zealand Meat
Producers Board (“the Boetrd™).

Comment 1. The Dnard contends that
the Department’s preliminary resuits,
which propose a change from a cents-
per-pound to an ad valorem sssessment
rele, are contrary to the duty structure
eat forth in the Tan(f Schedules of the
United States (“TSUS"). The Boaurd
argues that, hecause regular dutics are
ageessed in cents-per-pound.
Congressional intent suggests that
countervailing duties for this product he
agezsead on s specific-rate basis (r.e..
any basis other than ad valorem).
Further, the Board asserts that importers
and exporters made pricing and
marketing decisions on a cents-per.
pound besis end that such decisions

would be rendered hopelessiy
inaccurate by e change to en ad vnlorem
aoeesement rate. Finally, the Board
contends that the Department’s method
of ealculating the amount of the bounty
or grant from the MPBPS and the SMI/
LS echemes overstated the benenfit.
DBacause the benefils [rom these
programs are paid in cents-per-kilogram
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of carcass waight rather than on the
export value of lamb cuts. the
Departmant’s calculation of the
countervatling duty should be on the
same basis as that on which the benshit
waus bestowed.

Depariment's Position: Congressional
direction concerning the method of
coliccting regular dulies. ss manifested
in the TSUS. 1s unreiated to the
sssessment of countervailing duties. in
determining the rate of countervailing
duty to be sssessed on any product. the
Department caiculates the amount of the
beneiit from esch program and allocates
each benefit over the basis on which it
wus received (e.g. total sales. total
exports. exports to the U.S.).

In our final deiermination. we
considered the fact that the MPBPS and
SMP/LS schemes provided benefits on
the basis of cents-per-kilogram and
determined that the collection of cash
deposits of estimated countervailing
duties on & specific-rate basis was more
appropnate. When assessing
countervailing duties. however. the
Department concerns itself with
countervailing the aggregate benefit
recsived. Allocating that besefit in
cenis-per-pound. over the volume of
exports to the United States. or on an ad
va/orem basis. as & percentage of the
value of those exports. makes no

differencs in the total amount of the
countervailing duties collected. For this
reason. the Department proposed to
change t0 an ad va/orem sssessmant
cate. which is consistent with the way
countervailing duties are assessed in
nearly all other countervailing duty
proceedings. Further. with the
termunation of the MPBPS and SMP/LS
schemes. there was no reason 10
continue collection of cash deposits of
estimated countervailing duties on &
specific-rate basis. Nonstheless.
becsuse importers and exporters made
pncing and marketing decisions on &
cents-per-pound basis we will assess
countervailing duties for the review
peniod in can

Finally. we agree with the Board's
claim that we overstiated the benefits
received from the MPBPS and SMP/LS
schemes. Lamb mest exports to the
United States sre predominantly cuts,
whereas s much larger percentage of
New Zealand's total lamb meat exports
are carcasses. Consequently, the
average value per pound of exports to
the United States is much higher than
the average value per pound of total
exports. There{ore. in our revised
calculations, we tock into sccount the
{act that benefits from these programs
were recsived on a carcass-weight basis
and. by using the ratio of the weight

(adjusted for waste) of U.S. sales to total
export sales t0 ail countnes. we
calculated the benefits attnbutable to
lamb meat exports to the United States.

Based on our revision in the method of
calculsting the amount of benefit from
the MPBPS and SMP/LS schemes and
the change from our preliminary resulls
1o assessing countervailing duties on a
specific-rate basis. we determine the
totsl bounty or grunt to be N230.31/Ib.
duning the review period. The rate of
cash deposit of estimated countervailing
duties remains unchanged from the
preliminary resulls.

Cumment 2: The Board contends that,
when caiculating the rate of cash
deposit of esumated countervailing
duties, the Departmeat did not take into
account the reduction in the benefit
resulling from the continuing phase-out
of the EMDT]I program.

Departnent’s Poamon In calculating
the rate of cash deposit of estimated
countervailing duties, we considersd
changes that prior to
publication of our preliminary results.
At verification we examined the New
Zasland Lamb Company's 1983 and 1988
federal income tax retums. Based on s
companisoa of the tax credit rate and the
normal corporste (ax rate. we
determined Lhat the rate of the benefit
from this program declined after the
review period. We reducsd the rate for
cash deposits of estimated
countervailing duties accordingly.

Final Results of Review

After considaring all the comments
received. we determine the total bounty
or grant during the period june 23, 1083
;:tough March 31. 1988 to be N230.31/

Section 707 of the Tenlf Act provides
that the differencs between the deposit
of an estimated countervailing duty and
the final assessed duty under o
countervailing duty order shall be
disregarded to the extent that the
estimated duty is iess than the final
assessed duty and refunded to the
extent thet the estimated duty is higher
than the fnal assessad duty, for
maerchandise entsred. or withdrawn
from warehouss. for consumption before
the date of publication of ¢
countervailing duty order. which in this
case was September 17, 1968 (S0 FR
37708

).

Therefore. the Department will
{nstruct the Customs Service to assess
countervailing duties of N280.23/1b. on
all shipments of this merchandise
entered, or withdrawn from warshouse.
for consumption on or after juns 23. 1988
and before September 17, 1983 and to
assess countervailing duties of N290.31/
Ib. on all shipments of this merchandise

entered. or withdrawn from warehouse.
for consumpuion on or sfter Sepiember
17, 1988 and exported on or belore
March 31. 1988,

The Department will instruct the
Customs Service to collect a cash
deposit of estimated countervailing
duties of 4.55 percent of the {0.b. invoice
pnice on all shipments of this
merchandise entered. or withdrawn
from warehouse. for consumption on or
after the date of publication of this
notice. Thus deposit requiremcnt shall
remain in effect unul publication of the
fina! results of the next administrative
review.

This administrative review and notice
are 1n accordancs with section 751(a)(1)
of the Tanill Act (19 U.S.C. 1875(u)(1})
and 19 CFR 333.10.
josoph A. Spetrial.

Acung Assssant Secretary. Impors
Admuausurauovn.

Dete: juns 3. 1988
("R Doc. 88-13138 Filed 6-A-02 8:49 arz|
SLLIG COBS 35 9-00-08

University of Colorado ot al.;
Consolideted Decision on Applications
tor Duty-Free Entry of Sclentific
instruments

This is & decision consolidated
pursuant to section 8{(c) of the
Educational. Scientific. and Culturs]
Materials Lmportation Act of 1968 (Pub.
L. 89-681, 80 Stat. 897; 1S CFR Purt 301}
Ralated records can be viewed between
8:30 a.m. and 500 p.m. in Room 1523,
U.S. Department of Commercs, 14th and
Conastitution Avenue NW., Washington,
DC.

Docket Number: 68-118. Applicant:
Uaivereity of Colorada. Boulder. CO
$0309-0440. [nstrument. Fl'-llR
Specuromster System. Model IZMO1.
Mansulacturer: BOMEM, Inc.. Canada.
Intended Uss: Ses notice at 33 FR 15102,
April 27, 1968. Reasons for This
Decision: The foreign instrument
provides an unapodized resolution of
LS em-"'.

Dockst Number 88.128. Applicant:
University of Culifornia. Los Alamos
National Laborstory. Los Alamos, NM
§7348. lnstrument: inductively Coupled

Plasma-Mass Spectrometer. Model VG
PlasmaQuad Manufacturer: VG
Elemental. Ltd.. United Ki
Intended Use: See notice at 33 FR 15103,
April 27, 1988. Reasons for This
Decision: Ths foreign instrument
datection of less than 0.1 ppb
for slemants grestar than mass sighty
(80).
Docket Number: 88-130. Applicant:
Dartmouth College. Hanover. NH 05775,

I-3
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an affirmative presentation at the public
hearing only on arguments included in
that party’s case brief, and may make a
rebuttal presentation only on arguments
included in that party's rebuttal brief.
Written argument should be submitted
in accordance with § 355.38 of the
Commerce Department’s regulations
published in the Federal Register on
December 27. 1888 (33 FR 52308) (to be
codified ot 19 CFR section 355.38), and
will be considered if received within the
time limits specified in this notics.

This determination is published
pursuant to section 703(f) of the Act (19
U.S.C. 1671b(f}).

May 1. 1980,

Timothy N. Bergea.

Acting Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 80-1080S Piled 5-$-8% 8:45 am)
SRLIN CODE 3610-00-8

{C-314-003)

aogncy: Intemational Trade
Administration/lmport Administration,

Department of Commercs.

acnose Notios of Final Results of
Countervailing Duty Administrative
Review.

SUMMARY: On January 19, 1960, the
Department of Commerce published the
preliminary results of its administrative
revisw of the countsrvailing duty order
oa lamb mseat from New Zsaland. We
have now completed that review and
dmmmﬂ:dulbowl:.tyormt
during the period April L 1988 through
March 31, 1987 to be NZ90.21/1b. for all
firms.

EFFECTIVE DATE MAY §, 1900,

PFOR FURTIER SIFORMATION CONTACT:

Paul McGarr or Bernard Carreau, Office

f Coun Compliance,

f.wumnnmmmmmu.s.
t of Commerce, W.

DC 20230: telephone: (202) $77-3337,

1402) the preliminary results of its
cdn!nbmmmoftb
countervailing duty order on lamb meat
from New Zsaland (50 FR 37708 -

September 17, 1983). The Department

J-2

has now completed that administrative
review in accordance with section
751(a)(1) of the Tariff Act of 1930 {“the
Tariff Act™).

Scope of Review

Lmports covered by the review are
shipments of lamb meat from New
Zealand. During the review period. such
merchandise was classifisble under item
number 108.3000 of the Tariff Schedules
of the United States Annotated. This
merchandise is currently classifiable
under item numbers 0204.10.0000,
0204.22.2000, (0204.23.2000. 0204.30.0000,
0204.42.2000 and 0204.43.2000 of the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule.

The review covers the period April 1,
1968 through March 31, 1987 and eight
programs: (1) Export Msrket
Development Taxation Incentive
(“EMDTT"); (2) Export Performancs
Taxation Incentive (“EPTT); (3)
Livestock Incentive Scheme (“LIS"); (4)
Meat Producers Board Price Support
Scheme ("MPBPS"™}; (3) Supplementary
Minimum Prices/Lump Sum Scheme: (8)
Export Programme Suspensory Loan
Scheme: (7) Export Suspensory Loan
Schems: and (8) Regional Development
Suspensory Loan Scheme.

Asalysis of Comments Received

We gave interested parties an
opportunity to comment on the

" preliminary results. We recsived written

comments from the New Zsaland Meat
Producsers Board and lamb meat

exporters.

Comment 1: The respondsats contend
that the Department, when coaverting
the volums figures in the response from
tons to pounds, incorrectly used the
conversion factor for short tons rather

benefits by the corrected volume figures
in pounds reduces the bounty or grant
from these programs.

Department’s Position: We agres. We
have recalculated the volume figures in
pounds using a metric ton conversion
factor. Using these corrected volumse

‘figures, the EMDTI benefit is NZso.4/1b.

for all firms, the EPTI benefit is
NZ$0.03/1b. for all irms. and the MPBPS
benefit is NZ90.03/1b. for all firms (see
also Comment 2). .
Comment 2 The respondents maintain
that, in calculating the bensfit under the
MPBPS, the t inadvertently
used the total amount of the benefit
providad for lamb meat exports to all
countriss rather than only that portion
of the total benefit attributable to lamb
meat exports to the United States.
Department’s Position: We agree and
have corrected our MPBPS caiculatians
accordingly (see Comment 1).

Comment 3: The respondents contend
that, with respect to the LIS, the
Department inadvertently calculsted s
benefit based on the total loans
outstanding to all livestock producers
rather than on the portion of those loans
attributable to sheep production.

Department’s Position: We agree and
have corrected our calculations
accordingly. Therefore. the benefit under
the LIS is N2$0.005/1b. for all
companies.

Comment 4: The respondents argus
that. for the EMDTI program. the
Department should calculate the cash
deposit of estimated countervailing
dutiss based on the tax credit rate
available for the fiscal year ending
March 31, 1988,

Department’s Position: We disagree.
At the time our notics of prelim:nary
results was published, the fiscal year
ending March 31, 1980 was not
completed. and the change in ib+ EMDT!
program was not yet in eilect. 1t is our
policy to take into considaration only
those program-wide changes that occur
prior to our notice of preliminary results.
Therefore, we bave calculated the cash
deposit of estimated countervailing
duties based on the tax credit rate in
effect for the fiscal year ending March
31, 1988,

Final Results of Review

After considering all the comments
received. we determine the total bounty
or grant during the period April 1, 1988
through March 31, 1687 to be NZ290.21/
ib. for all firms.

The Department will instruct the
Customs Service 10 assess
countervailing duties of NZ80.21/1b. on
all shipments of this merchandise
entered. or withdrawn from warehouse.
for consumption on or after April 1, 1908
and exported on or before March 1,
1987,

Because of the termination of the EPT1
and the MPBPS programs and changes
to the EMDTI program, the Department
will instruct the Customs Servics to
collect a cash deposit of estimated
oountervailing duties of 0.87 percent of
the f.0.b. invoice price for Weddel
Crown and 6.07 percent of the f.0.b.
invoice price {or all other firms on all
shipments of this merchandise entered.
or withdrawn from warehouss. for
consumption on or after the date of
publication of this notice. This deposit
requirement shall remain in effect until
publication of the final results of the
next administrative review. :

This administrative review and notice
are in accordance with section 751(a)(1)
of the Tariff Act (18 US.C. 1673(a)(1))
and § 355.22 of the Commerce
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Regulations published in the Federal
Register on December 27, 1988 (53 FR
$2308) (to be codified at 19 CFR 355.22).
Date: April 4. 1989.

Micheel ). Courvey

Acting Assistant Secretary. for Import
Administration

[FR Doc. 89-10894 Filed $-5-89: 8:45 am|
SULING COOE 2610-08-4

United States-Canada Free-Trade
Agreement, Article 1904 Binational
Panel Reviews: Request tor Panel
Review Respecting Polyphase
induction Motors

acancy: United States-Canada Free-
Trade Agreement. Binational
Secretanat. United States Section.
International Trade Administration,
Commerce.

acTioee Notice of Request for Panel
Review of Final Determination of
Dumping and Subsidizing

Polyphase Induction Motors of an
Output Exceeding 200 Horeepower or
150 Kilowatts made by the Canadian
Deputy Minister of National Revennue for
Customs and u:xcise which was filed by
Toshiba International Corporation with
the Canadian Section of the Binational
Secretariat oo May 1, 1989,

syaARY: On May 1. 1088, Toshibs
Internationsl Corporation (Houston.
Texas) filed a Requast for Panel Review
with the Canadian Section of the
Binational Secrstariat pursuant to
Article 1904 of the United States-Canada
Free-Trade t Panel review
was requested of the final determination
of dumping and subsidizing respecting
polyphase induction motors of an output
exceeding 200 horsepowsr or 130
kilowatts. Revenus Canada Plle Number
4208-87 (DPC). issued by the Canadian
Deputy Minister of National Revenue for
Customs and Excise and published in
the “Canada Gasstts™ Purt L. No. 14, vol.
123, p. 1743, on April 8, 1988. The
Binational Secretariat has assigned

FOR FURTYER BIFORMATION CONTACT:
James R. Holbein, Acting U.S. Secretary,
Binetional Secretariat, Suite 4012, 14th
and Constitution Avenue, Washington,
DC 20230, (202) 377-8438
SUPPLEMENTARY SIFOAMATION: Chapter
uauu%mmm
Agresment (“Agresment”™) establishes &
mechanism for replacing domestic
hﬂddm::ﬁnldlm;::nh
antidumping countsrvailing -
cases involving imports from the other
country with review by independent -

.in the Federal

19591
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binationsl panels. When a Request for
Panel Review is filed. a panel will be
established to act in placs of national
courts to expeditiously review the final
determination to determine whether it
conforms with the antidumping or
countervailing duty law of the country
that made the determination.

Under Article 1904 of the Agreement.
which came into force on January 1.
1988. the Government of the United
States and Government of Canada
established “Rules of Procedure for
Article 1904 Binational Panel Reviews™
(“Rules”). These Rules were published
Register on December 30
1888, (53 FR 33212). The pane! review in
this matter will be conducted in
accordance with these Rules.

Rule 35(2) requires the Secretary to
publish Notice of the receipt of &
Request for Panel Review stating that o
Request for Panel Review was | with
the United States Section of the
Binational Secretariat on April 28, 1988,
pursuant to Article 190¢ of the

Agreement.
u:d' 35(1)(c) of the Rules provides
c .

(e) A Party or intarested persoa may
the final determination in whole or
(n part by filing a Complaint o

deadline for filing « Complaint is May 31,
1000}

(b) A Perty. investigating suthority er
interestad pereon that doss not flle e -

Appesrance ia.
accordance with Rule 40 within 48 days after
the filing of the first Reguest for Panel
Review (the deadline for filing &« Notice of
Appearancs is June 18, 1989} and

(¢) The panel review shall be limited t0 the

GILLING COBE 3590-00t ’

Article 1 -
Agresment, :ll“".

Trade Agreement, Binational
Secretariat. United Statss Section, -
International Trade Administration, -
Commercs. ’

ACTIOKE Notics of request for panel
review of final results of an
Administrative Review of an
antidumping duty order mads by
International Trade Administration.
import Administration. respecting
certin dried heavy salted codfish from
Canada filed by the Canadian Saltfish
Corporation with the United States
Section of the Binational Secretariat on
April 28. 1989,

SUMBARY: On April 26. 1989. Canadian
Saltfish Corporation filed a Request for
Panel Review with the United States
Section of the Binationa! Secretanat
pursuant to Article 1904 of the United
States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement.
Panal review was requested of the Fingl
Results of an Adminustrative Review of
an Antidumping Duty Order. respecting
Caertain Dried Heavy Salted Codfish
from Canada. Import Administration
Fils Number A-~122-067, isaued by
International Trade Administration.
Import Administration. and published tn
S4 FR 61 on March 31, 1980. The
Binaticnal Secretariat has assigned
Case Number USA 80-1904-04 to this
Request for Pane] Review.

FOR FURTHER INFOAMATION CONTALT:
James R. Holbein, Acting U.S. Secretary,
Binational Secretariat. Suite 4012, 14th
and Constitution Avenve. Washington.
DC 20230, (202) 377-3438.

SUPFLEMENTARY BIFORMATION: Chapter
19 of the US.-Canads Free-Trade
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These sdministrative reviews and
notice are in accordance with section
751(a)(1) of the Tariff Act (18 US.C.
1075{a)(1)) and § 353.22 uf the
Department’s regulativns.

Dated: June 28, 1960
Esic L Carfiakal,

Assistant Secretury [re Inipust
Adminitration.

[FR Doc. 40~15731 Filed 7- 04X 6.45 sau]
SH.LNG COOS 3610-08-8

[C-814-502]

Lamb Meat From Naw Zsaland Finat;
Results of Countervaliing Duty
Administrative Review

AGEnCY: International Trude
Aduinlstration/Import Administration,
Department of Commerce.

Acnon: Notice of final results of
countervailing duty adininistrative
review.

SUMMARY: On February 26, 1990, the
Department of Commerce published the
preliminary results of its administrutive,
review of the countervailing duly order
on lamb meat fram New Zealand. We
have now completed that review and
determing the totul bounty or graat to be
26.01 percent ad vuloren fuz
Tuumarenul and 3.90 percent ad
valorem for all other firms during the
period April 1, 1887 through Maurch 31,
1988

EFFECTIVE DATE: July 8, 1900

FOR PURTHER INFORMATION CONTALT:
Guyle Longest or Puul McGurr, Office of
Countervailing. Compliance,
International Trade Adoitnistration, US.
Deparument of Commerce, Washington,
DG 2023y, telephone: (202) 377-2780.

SUPM EMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On February 28, 1890, the Department
of Comuerce (“the Depurtment”)
pullished in the Federal Register (55 FR
6672) the preliminary results of its
administrative review of the
countervailing duty order on lumb meat
from Nuw Zealand (50 FR 37708
September 17, 1985). The Depurtnent
has now completed that administrative
review (n accordance with section 751 of
the Tariff Act of 1930, a3 umended (“the
‘Tarilf Act”).

Scope of Review

Imports covered by this review are

shipments of lumb mest, other than

prizpured, preserved or processed, from
New Zealand. During the review pertod,

K-2

such merchandise was classifiable
under item number 106.3000 of the Turiff
Schedules of the United States
Annotcted. This merchandise ls
cusrently clasuifiuble under item
numbes 9 0204.10.0000, 0204.22.2000,
0204.23.2000, 0204.30.0000, 0204.42.2000
und 0204.43.2000 of the /lurmonized
Tariff Schedule (HTS). The HTS item
numbers arv provided for convenisnce
and Custums purposes. The wrilten
descriplivn remasing dispositive.

The review covers the period April 1,
19y7 through March 31, 1988 and four
psograms: (1) Export Murket
Development Tuxation Incentive
{“EMDIT"}); (2) Livestock Incentive
S hewe ("LIS™); {3) Meal Producers
Buard Vrice Support Scheme (“MPBPS™)
and (1) Export Performar:ce Tuxulion
Incenlive (“EPIT")

Analyuls of Commants Recsived

\We gave interested partiss un
vpportunity tu comment on the
preliminay results. We recsived
comments from Lamb Gourmet Co., Lid.,
the New Zeuland Meat Producers Board
und lanib meat exporters.

Conuuents 1: Lamb Courmet Co,, Ltd
{previously Taumaranui) argues that it
should not be subject to & company-
spacific rute because the EMDTI
benefits reported In its April 5. 1900
questionnaire response were for exports
of & lamb meut product not subject to
the order; Toumaranul claims that it did
not export lamb meat covered by the
order during the review period.

Departnent’s Position: Wa disagres.
Woe culculsted Taumaranui's EMDTI
benefit based on data in Taumaranui's
questionnaire response of April 5, 1989
which indicated that Teumeranui
received EMUTI benefits on expurts of
the subject merchandisa to the United
States. Taumaranul did not submit
cuntrary factual information until March
28, 1990, after the publication of our
ptelimiinary results. In accordance with
19 CFR 355.31(«)(1)(1i} and (s)(3), we
have not considered fuctual information
submitted altce the preliininary results
and have returned It to the submitter.

Cumaient 2. The New Zealand Mcut
Producers Board and the lamb meat
exporters contend that the value of
sheep production used In the
Department's calculation of the benefit
fium the Livestock Incentive Scheme
(118) does not accurately reflect LIS
bencfits to the producer. They claim that
the LIS benefits are related to farm gate
returns, not 8 hypothstical export value
that the imputed FOB valus utilized
represents.

Depautment’s Position: We disugres.
We culculated the benefit frum the LIS
program based on data submitted by the

New Zealand government in its April §,
1889 questionnaire response.
Furthermore, the methodology used in
the current review is the same used in
the previous review and was the basis
on which the New Zealand government
submitted the data. The factual
information upon which the claim fur s
change in the method of calculating LIS
benelits is besed was not submitted
until after the preliminary results and
was returned io accordance with our
regulations.

Conunent 3: The New Zealand Meat
Pruducers Bourd and lamb meat
exporters contend that, because of the
termination of the EMDTI program on
March 31, 1990, the Department should
establish a zero depouit rate with
respect to that program.

Departent’s Pusitiun: We disagree.
Becuuse the termination of the EMDTI
program occurred after the publication
of the pruliminary results, we have not
cunsidered this program-wide change in
calculating the rate of cash deposit of

-~-e8limated countervailing Juties.

Furthermaore, stthough EMDT] was
generally scheduled to tenninate on
March 21, 1890, certain companies may
claim benefits on income tax retumns
covering a period through September
1990, depending on the end of their
corporate fiscal yeur. However, as did
tuke into account the discussed in the
preliminary results, we program-wide
change effective lor the fiscal year

ending March 31, 1989 in calculating the
cash deposit of estimated countervailing
dulies,

Following publication of the
preliminary results, we discovered &
clerical enor in the calculation of the
weighted-averags "all other” rate. \Ve
have corrected this error and,
cunsequently, the “ull other” rate is
diffcrent from (hat calculated for the
preliminary restits.

Final Results of Reviow

As a resull of our review, we
determine the total bounty or grant to be
26.01 percent ad valorem los
Taumaranui and 3.90 percent ad
valorem for all other firms during the
period April 1, 1887 through March 31,
1888.

Therefore, the Depariment will
instruct the Customs Servics to assess
countervailing duties of 26.01 percent ad
vaJorem f[or Tuumaranui snd 3.9 percent
ad valorem for all other firms on all
shipments of this merchandise exported
oa ar afier April 1, 1887 and on or bsfare
March 31, 1988

Because of the phase-duwn of the
EMDTI program, the Department will
{natruct the Custums Service to collect o



28070

Federal Registor / Vol. 55. No. 131 / Monday. July 9.

1990 / Notices

cash deposit of estimated countervailing
duties of 22.84 percent of the f.0.b.
Invoice price for Tsumaranui and 3.50
percent of the f.0.b. invoice price for ail
other firms un all shipments of this
merchandise entered. or withdrawn
from warchouse. for consumption on or
after the date of publication of this
notice. This deposit requirement shall
remain in effect until publication of the
final results of the next administrative
review,

This administrative review and notice
are in accordance with section 751(a){1)
of the Tarff Act (19 U.S.C. 1675{a)(1))
and 19 CFR 355.22.

Eric . Garfinkel

Asgsistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

Dated: june 27, 1990.

[FR Donc. 00-15762 Filed.7-8-80: 8:45 am|
.G COOE 28 10-00-0

The Salk Institute for Blological
Studies; Consolidated Decision on
Applications for Duty-Free Eniry of
Scientific instruments

This is a decision consolidated
pursuant to section 8{c) of the
Educational, Scientific. and Cultural
Materials Importation Act of 1966 (Pub.
L. 89-851. 80 Stat. 897; 18 CFR 301).
Related records can be viewed beiween
8:30 a.m. and 5 p.m. in room 2841, U.S.
Department of Commerce, 14th and
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington,
DC.

Comments: None raceived. Decision:
Approved. No instrument of equivalent
scientific value to the foreign
instruments described below. for such
purpnses as each i¢ intended to be used,
is being manufactured in the United
States.

Docket Number: 88-244. Applicant:
The Salk Institute for Biological Studies,
La Jolla. CA 92037. /nstrument: Mass
Spectrometer, Model JMS-11X110.
Manufacturer: JEOL, Ltd., Japan.
Intended Use: See notice at 54 FR 47283,
November 13, 1900. Reasons: The
foreign instrument provides resolution to
128 000 and @ mass range to 12 000 at an
accelerating potential of 10 kV. Advice
Submitied By: National Institutes of
Health, April 18, 1990.

Docket Number: 8-248. Applicant:
Medical University of South Carolins,
Charleston, SC 20428. /nstrument: Mass

ter, Model MS-11X110/
HX110. Manufocturer: JEOL. Ltd., Japan.
Intended Use: See notice at 54 FR 47253,
November 13, 1980. Reasons: The
foreign instrument provides (1) mass
range to 14 000 at an accelerating

potential of 10 kV. (2) resolution ol 125
0n0 and (3) FAB and MS/MS capability.
Advice Submitted By: Nalional
Institutes of Health, April 19, 1990,
Docket Number: 89~247. Applicant:
Thomas Jelferson University.
Philadelphia, PA 19107. Instrument: -
Muscle Transducer System.
Manufocturer: De. K. Guth, West
Germany. Intender Use: See notire at 54
FR 47253, November 12, 196A. Reasons:
The foreign instrument can clamp very
small and delicate specimens and
provides a sensitivity to 0.3mg of force.
Advice Submitted By: National
Institutes of lealth, April 18, 1980.
Docket Number: 88-252. Applicant:
University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia
PA 19104. Instrument: Hybrid Piezo-
Manipulator, Model PM 20N,
Manufacturer: Biomedizinische
Instrumente. West Germany. /ntended
Use: See notice at 54 FR 47703,
November 16, 1989. Reasons: The
foreign instrument provides an advansre
velocity of 25 um/ms with variable step
size in the range from 0.5 to 10 um.
Advice Submitted By: National
Institutes of Health, April 19, 1980.

Docket Number: 88-143R. Applicant:

* Wayne Stste University, Detroit, MI

48202. Instrument: Mass Spectrometer

Systemn. Model MS40 RF. Manufacturer:

Kratos Analytical. United Kingdom.
Intended Use: See notice at 54 FR 22000,
May 22, 1969. Reasons: The foreign
instrument provides a mass range to 10,
000 daltons at 8 kV and a resolution to
10 000 at a maas of 10 000. Advice
Submitted By: National Institutes of
Health, May 8, 1990.

Docket Number: 86-253. Applicant: La
Jolla Cancer Research Center, La Jolle,
CA 92037. [nstrument: Msass
Spectrometer, Model VG 70250SF.

. Manufacturer: VG Analytical, Ltd.,

United Kingdom. Intended Use: See
notice at 54 FR 47702, November 16,
1989. Reasons: The foreign instrument
provides a mass range to 3000 daltons at
8 kV and FAB cspability with a scan
rate of 0.1/seconds per decade. Advice
Submitted By: National Institutes of
Health, May 3, 1990.

Docket Number: 88-270. Applicant:
FDA-Center for Biologics Evaluation
and Research, Bethesda, MD 20632
Instrument: Mass Spectrometer, Model
BIOION 20. Manufacturer: BIOION
Nordic AB, Sweden. /ntended Use: See
notice at 55 FR 1074, January 11, 1980.
Reasons: The foreign instrument
provides: (1) a plasma desorption
source, (2) mass range to 20 000, and (3)
rapid scan and time-of-Night :
capabilities. Advice Submitted By:
Nstional Institutes of Health, May 3.
1990. ’

Dnchket Numbrr: 89-277. Appiicant:
Mt. Sinai Medical Center, New York, INY
10029. Instrument: Single Photon
Fmission Computerized Tomnngraphic
Brain Scanner, Model Tomomatic 504.
Manufucturer: Medimatic A/S,
Nenmark. Intended Use; Sce nolice at 55
FR 1075, January 11, 1990. Rcasons: The
foreign instrument is capable of ahsolute
measurement of regional cerchral hlood
Nouat from xenon-133 distribution and
can measurn subjects in an upright,
seated position. Advice Sulnmnitte.f Dy:
Nrtional Institutes of Health, May 22,
1990.

Docket Number: 69-283. Applicant:
Rutgers University, Newark, N] 07102.
Instrement: WATSMART 3-Dimensional
Movement Tracking Device.
Manufacturer: Northern Digital. Ine.,
Canada, Intended Use: See notice at 55
FR 1078, January 11, 1990. Reasons: The
foreign instrument provides three-
dimensional digital analysis of eight
hand/arm positions with &
reconstruction rate of at least 100
markers per serond. Advice Submitied
By: Nntiona! Institules of liealth, May
22, 1990.

Docket Number: 89-284. Applicant:
Fmory University, Atlanta, GA 3n311.
Instrument: Motion Analysis Syatem:
Optotrack. Manufacturer: Northern
Digital. Inc.. Caneda. /ntended Use: See
notice st 35 FR 2128, january 22, 1990.
Reasons: The foreign instrument
provides three-dimenaional digital
analysis of motion with a resolution of
1:10 000. an inaccuracy of 0.05% and can
bk operated in a normally lighted room.
Advice Submitted By: Nationel
Institutes of Health, May 22. 190.

The National institutee of I1ealth
adviscs that (1) the capabilities of each
of the loreign ingtruments described
above gre pertinent to each epplicant’s
intended purpose and (2) it knnws of no
domestic instrument or apparatus of
equivalent scientific value for the
intended use of each instrument.

We know of no other ingtrument or
apparatus being menufactured in the
United States which is of equivalent
scientific value to eny of the foreign
instruments.

Frenk W. Creal,

Director. Statutory Impart Programs Staff.
{FR Doc. 80-15783 Filed 7-6-00: 8:45 am|
UMD CO0S 219-08-0

University of Cailifornic; Consolidated
Decision on Appficaticns for Duty-Freo
Entry of Electron Microscopes

This is & decision consolidated
pursuant to section 8{c) of the
Educational, Scientific. end Cuitural
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Dated: October 17, 1990.
Francis ]. Saller,
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Investigations.
Import Administration.
{FR Doc. 80-25038 Filed 10-22-00; 8:45 am]
SRLING CODE 2619-08-

[C-814-503)

" Lamb Meat From New Zesland; Final

Resuits of Countervaliing Duty
Administrative Review

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration/Import Administration,
Department of Commerce.

acmon: Notice of final results of
countervailing duty administretive
review.

suMMARY: On August 30, 1900, the
Department of Commerce published the
preliminary results of its administrative
review of the countervailing duty order
on lamb meat from New Zgaland We
have now completed that review and
determine the total bounty or grant to be
16.28 percent ad va/orem for Waitaki,
11.31 percent ad valorem for Richmond,
0.47 percent ad valorem for Weddsl
Crown, 0.38 percent ad vo/orem for
Lamb Gourmet and 2.74 percent ad
valorem for all other firms during the
period April 1, 1988 through March 31,
1986. In accordance with 19 CFR 334.7,
any rate less than 0.50 percent ad
valorem is de minimis.

grrecTIVE DATE: October 23, 1900.

POR RMTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Gayle Longest or Paul McGarr, Office of
Countervailing Compliance,
International Trade Administration, U.S.
Department of Commerce, Washington,
DC 20230; telephone: (202) 377-2788.
SUPPLEMENTARY INPORMATION:

Background o

On August 30, 1990, the Department of
Commerce (the Department) published
in the Federal Registar (35 FR 33443) the
preliminary resuits of its administrative
review of the countsrvalling duty order
on lamb meat from New Zsaland (50 FR
$7708: September17. 1985). The
Department has now completsd that
administrative review in sccordance
with section 751 of the Tariff Act of
1930, as amended (the Taniff Act). -

Scope of Review

Imports covered by this review are
shipments of lamb mest. other than
prepared. preserved or processed, from
New Zsaland. During the review periad,
such merchandise was classifiable
under {tems 108.3000 of the Tarrfy
Schedules of the United States
Annotated (TSUSA). Such merchandise

L-2

{s currently classifiable under items
0204.10.0000. 0204.22.2000, 0204.23.2000,
0204.30.0000, 0204.42.2000 and
0204.43.2000 of the Harmonized Tariff
Schedule (HTS). The TSUSA and HTS
item numbers are provided for
convenience and Customs purposes. The
written description remains dispositive.

The review covers the period April 1,
1988 through March 31. 1989 and two
programs: (1) Export Market
Development Taxation Incentive
{EMDTT) and (2) Livestock Incentive
Scheme (LIS).

Analysis of Comments Received

We gave interested parties an
opportunity to comment on the
preliminary results. We received no
comments.

Final Results of Review

As a result of our review, we
determine the total bounty or grant to be
106.2S percent ad valorem for Waitaki,
11.31 percent ad va/orem for Richmond,
0.47 percent ad valorem for Weddel
Crown. 0.38 percent ad va/orem for

-Lamb Gourmet and 2.74 percent ad

valorem for all other firms during the
period April 1, 1968 through March 31,
1680. In accordancs with 18 CFR 358.7,
any rate iess than 0.50 percent ad

- valorem is de minimis.

Therefore, the Department will
instruct the Customs Service to assess
countervailing duties of 16.23 percent od
va/orem for Waitaki, 11.31 percent ad
valorem for Richmond. and 2.74 percent
od valorem for all other firms, except
Weddel Crown and Lamb Geurmet, on
all shipments of this merchandise
exported on or after April 1. 1968 and on
or before March 31, 1880. For Weddsl
Crown and Lamb Gourmet, the
Department will instruct the Customs
Service to liquidate, without regard to
countervailing duties, all shipments of
this merchandise exported on or after
April 1, 1988 and on or before March 31,
1988,

The termination of the EMDTI
reduces the total estimated
ty or grant to 6.38 percent od

valorem, s rete which is de minim/s.
Therefore. the Department will instruct
the Customs Service to waive cash -
deposits of estimated countervailing
duties on all shipments of this
merchandise entered. or withdrawn
from warshouse, for consumption on or
after the dats of publication of this
notice. This depozit requirement shall
remain in effect until publication of the
final results of the next administrative

This administrative review and nctice
are in sccordance with section 751(2)(1)

of the Tariff Act (19 U.S.C. 1675(a)(1))
and 19 CFR 355.22.
Dated: October 18, 1990.
Marjorie A. Chorlins,
Acting Assistant Secrelary for Import

. Administration.

(FR Doc. 90-23039 Filed 10-22-00: 8:43 am)
SILLING CODE 3510-00-4

Scope Rutings

AQENCY: International Trade
Administration/Import Administration.
Department of Commerce.

ACTIONE Notics of scope rulings.

SUMMARY: The International Trade
Administration (TTA) hereby publishes s
list of scope rulings compieted between
April 1. 1990 and June 30. 1990. In
conjunction with this list. the ITA is also
publishing a list of pending scope
inquiries. The ITA intends to publish
future lists within thirty days of the end
of each quarter.

EFFRCTIVE DATE October 23, 1990.

POR PURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Melissa G. Skinner, Compliance, Import
Administration. International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce. 14th Street and Constitution
Avenus, NW., Washington. DC 20230
telephone (202) 377-4851.
SUPPLEMENTARY BNPORMATION:
Background :

Sections 333.29(d)(8) and 385.28(d)(8)
of the Department’s regulations (19 CFR
353.20(d)(8) and 355.29(d)(8)) provide
that on a quarterly basis the Secretary
will publish in the Federal Register s list
of scope rulings completed within the
last three months. The lists are to
include the case name, reference
:uu:;er. and brief description of the

‘This notice lists scope rulings
completed between April 1. 1990 and
June 30, 1990, and pending scope
clarification requests. The ITA intends
to publish in October %990, a notice of
scope ruling completed between July 1.
1990 and September 30, 1990.

The following lists provide the
country, case reference number.
requestar(s). and a brief description of
sither the ruling or product subject to
pending request.

Socope Rulings Completed Beivsoen April
1, 1900 and Juos 29, 1980

Coustry: Canada

A~122-401: Red Raspberries: Various

Canadian growers and sellers—

berriss in tankers and berries ir flats




APPENDIX M
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
PROFITABILITY STUDY



Table 55A--U.S. sheep production cash costs and returns, all sizes of
operation, 1987-89

Item 1987 1988 1989
Cash receipts: Dollars per ewe
Slaughter lambs (31.8 Lbs) 1/ 22.64 20.36 " 19,951
Feeder lambg (26.7 (be) 23.19 21.06 19.54
Cull ewes (29.3 lbe) 6.69 6.76 6.74
wWool (10 lbse) 10.05 15.17 13.43
Wool incentive payment 9.77 6.461 6.07
Unshorn Lamb pamnt 1.96 .87 1.21
Total 76.28 68.63 66.50
BERE EERXZITISSSCEIXT
Cash expanses:
feed- -
Grain (0.75 bu) 1.39 2.00 2.16
Protein supplements (0.38 cwt) 3.80 4.30 4.54
- Salt and minerals (0.07 cwt) .40 .40 42
Hay (0.10 ton) 2.85 3.89 3.48
Pasture 2.89 3.12 3.36
Public grazing .67 a7 .93
Crop residus .05 .05 .06
Other--
Veterinary and modicine 1.10 1.13 1.22 .
Livestock hauling 1.23 1.27 1.36
Harketing .30 .32 .34
Ram death loss .33 .30 .28
sheering and tagging 1.20 1.26 1.30
fuel, lube, and elactricity 1.17 1.19 1.38
Mechinery and building repairs 2.35 2.64 2.54
Hired labor (1.41 hrs) 6.53 6.76 6.99
Miscel lansous 1.17 1.2% 1.32
Total, varisble cesh expenses 27.43 30.45 31.68
General farm overheod 4.66 3.43 3.48
Texes and insurance 2.75 2.82 2.87
Interest 6.69 6.18 5.82
Total, fixed cash expenses 13.90 12.43 12.17
Total, cash expenses 41.33 42.88 43.85
Value of production less cash expenses 32.95 25.75 22.65
Capitel replacement 2/ 7.83 7.96 8.14
Total, cash expences and replacement 49.16 50.84 51.99
Net cash returns . 25.12 17.79 14.51

....................................................................................

See footnotes at end of Tnblc $58.



Table 558--U.S. sheep production economic costs and returns, all sizes of
operation, 1987-89

.....................................................................................

. . Dollars per ewe
Total, cash receipts 74.28 68.63 66.50

=R ==z Z=g=s== sz=zsgsE=zs=sT==s==

Economic (full ownership) costs:

vVarisble cash expenses 27.43 30.45 31.68
Genersl farm overhead ~ 4.46 3.43 3.48
Texes end insurance 2.75 2.82 2.87
Capital replacement 7.83 7.96 8.1
Operating capital 3/ .83 1.05 1.27
Other ronland capital &/ 3.2 3.7 4.16
Land S/ 5.81 6.61 7.13
Unpaid labor (2.09 hrs) . 7.48 7.93 8.20
Total, economic costs 59.83 64.02 66.93
Residual returns to managenent and risk 146.45 4.6 -.63

.....................................................................................

1/ Quantities per unit in parentheses are for the latest year and will vary for
earlier yeors. 2/ Capital replacement cost is treated as a cash cost. 3/ vVariable
expense items multiplied by part of yesr used and 6-month U.S. Treasury bill rate.
&/ Value of mechinery end equipment multiplied by tongrun real rate of return to
production assets in farm sector. S/ Value of land multiplied by longrun resl rate
of return to production assets in farm sector.

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research

Service, Economic Indicators of the Farm Sector: Costs of
Production--Livestock and Dairy, 1989, ECIFS 9-1, August 1990,
pp. 72-73.







APPENDIX N
MIX OF LAMB MEAT CUTS
IMPORTED FROM AUSTRALIA



Report date

Cut No

4500
4505
4790
4800
4810
4820
4830
4840
4860
4860P
4861
4880
4881
4910
4930
4930P
4931
4932
4933
4980
4990
4991
5010
5015
5030
5036
5040
5045
5046
5050
5051
5052
5060
5060W
5065
5070
5080
5100
5101
5102
5104
5105
5109
5130
5140
5145
5146
5147
5150
5199
5250
5270
5280

'

09/25/90

Cut Name

Carcase
Telescoped carcase
Chump
Leg - Chump on
Leg - Chump on - Shnk off
Leg Chump off
Leg - Chump off-Shank off
Loin Chump on 8 ribs
Loin 8 ribs
Loin chop
Loin 7 ribs
Shortloin 1 rib
Shortloin O ribs
Saddle 8 ribs
Rack 7 ribs
Rib chop
Rack 6 ribs
Rack 8 ribs
Rack 9 ribs
Shoulder Blade Oyster cut
Sq cut shoulder 5 ribs
Sq cut shoulder 4 ribs
Breast & flap
Spare ribs
Fore shank
Assorted cuts
Side
Fqtr 5 ribs
Fqtr 4 ribs
Sq Cut Shoulder 5 ribs
Sq Cut Shoulder 4 ribs
Sq Cut Shoulder 6 ribs
Leg chump on
Leg chump on (W)
Leg cuts
Leg chump off
Tenderloin
Backstrap
Backstrap 1lst Thoracic
Backstrap 4th Thoracic
Backstrap 6th Thoracic
B.strap lst Thor. eye only
Backstrap lst cervical
Chump
Striploin 1 rib
Loin 8 ribs
Loin 7 ribs
Loin 9 ribs
Eye of shortloin
Assorted cuts
Diced
Trimmings
Fqtr

Total chilled

Chilled lamb cuts to USA,
Tonnes shipped weight,
fiscal years:

1999 1989

299.365 416.865

- 263
- 1.990

262.004 116.519

695.334 912.584
1.491 -

360 1.520
6.599 -
82.121 75.357
- -3
6.651 -

264.357 303.468
3.225 3.084
1.431 4.562

211.272 306.123

- 49
33,467 22.401

133.303 120.536

6.003 -
48.093 21.042
42.825 64.121
45,684 40.216

2 23

1.767 4.080

4,236 3.109

121.948 325.029

60 -

4,972 -

- - 1.382
17.645 517
3.159 655
3.444 -
89.001 98.430
- 11
16.346 1.260
673 2.936
9.957 4,097
5.829 898
277 3.144

93 -
- 979

1.194 -

1.459 40

813 923
21.745 18.808

2.810 1.579

1.853 753

1.092 -

6.627 1.011

5.052 3.257
11.581 10.778

22 . -
522 -
2,477.764 2,894,430

Source: Unofficial statistics of the Alistyaslian Msat and Live-stock

Corporation.



Report date

Cut No

4500
4800
4810
4830
4840
4841
4860
4880
4881
4930
4931
4932
4980
4990
4991
5010
5020
5030
5031
5036
5046
5050
5051
5055
5060
5065
5070
5080
5100
5101
5108
5109
5130
5140
5141
5146
5147
5150
5170
5199
5201
5202
5220
5250
5260
5270
5290

09/25/90

Cut Name

Carcase
Leg - Chump on
Leg - Chump on - Shnk off
Leg - Chump off-Shank off
Loin Chump on 8 ribs
Loin Chump on 7 ribs
Loin 8 ribs
Shortloin 1 rib
Shortloin O ribs
Rack 7 ribs
Rack 6 ribs
Rack 8 ribs
Shoulder Blade Oyster cut
Sq cut shoulder 5 ribs
Sq cut shoulder 4 ribs
Breast & flap
Neck
Fore shank
Hind shank
Assorted cuts
Fqtr 4 ribs
Sq Cut Shoulder 5 ribs
Sq Cut Shoulder 4 ribs
Shoulder blade (oys cut)
Leg chump on
Leg cuts
Leg chump off
Tenderloin
Backstrap
Backstrap 1st Thoracic
B.strap 6th Thor. eye only
Backstrap 1lst cervical
Chump
Striploin 1 rib
Striploin 0 ribs
Loin 7 ribs
Loin 9 ribs
Eye of shortloin
Thin flank
Assorted cuts
Full carcase
Carcase meat
Trunk meat
Diced
Mince
Trimmings
Fqtr meat

Total frozen

Source: Unofficial statistics of the

Corporation.

Frozen lamb cuts to USA,
Tonnes shipped weight,

fiscal years:

1990 1989

- 61.641
= 153.775
= 648.121
- 471
= 7.019
- 327
- 62.067
- 174.420
- 1.881
- 194.915
- 972
- 260.320
= 22.000
- 676.639
- 108.683
- 10.511
= 1.036
582.243 617.809

3.244 -
232 9.557

1.553 -
5.501 7.410
4,795 60.929

47 -

322.178 290.507
25.947 30.848
18.815 6.923

3.864 278
1.862 -
103 815
3 -
606 -
2.021 3
2.828 4,198
352 -
1.408 -
1.335 -
2.303 -
= 5.665
- 12.460
165 11.613
46.376 -
32.106 16.874
8.987 4,629
- 5.448
60.198 32.735
39,269 =
4,092.545 3,503.499

Australian Meat and Live-stock



Chilled Lamb Exports to the U.3. by Cut
12 Months Ended June

Kilograms
1902 1383 _1984 1983 1986 1987 1983
. i X X

Carcase-—--—- 151 090 46.9 143 550 1n.a 35 809 6.6 28 445 5.0 1 076 018 39.9 2729 829 47.2 1777 896 31.4
Boneless

nfg lamb----- -~ - - 1 418 0.3 22 393 0.8 1 182 0.02 27 127 0.5
Lagg~-=—=—=- ——= 144 430 44.9 173 595 38.1 326 080 39.8 362 034 64.1 829 338 30.7 1 291 J86 22.3 1 686 079 29.8
loing~~—eu—ceum 9 846 3.1 137 249 29.7 177 977 32.6 170 093 30.1 323 106 12.0 630 539 10.9 731 436 12.9
Racka-~=-—- —— 102 0.03 2 - 1137 0.2 436 0.1 126 318 4.7 451 453 7.8 622 010 1.0
Shoulderg~----- 16 366 3.12 4 913 1.1 4 368 0.8 1 894 0.3 129 922 4.8 410 825 7.1 512 859 9.1
Breast, flap

/spare ribs-- - - - - 3 - 1378 o0.02 2 517 0.04
Foreshanh—-=~- 1 - ] L} - 40 - 690 0.1 56 - 3 469 0.1 18 344 0.3
Assorted cuts-- - had = = 192 113 1.1 260 713 4.5 282 924 3.0

Total~~--- 321 833 100 461 343 100 545 611 100 565 012 100 2 699 299 100 5 780 824 100 5 661 192 100
Frozen Lamb Exports to the U.S. by Cut
12 Months Ended June
Kilograms
1982 1983 1984 _1985 1986 1387 1988
X X X X X X X

Carcape-----~=-= 72 299 5.5 48 A58 5.7 482 907 40.4 138 328 13.) 36 039 3.1 162 579 6.6 277 392 7.4
Bonelass ’

afg lamb----- 181 48 13.8 147 932 17.4 243 872 20.6 395 791 36.2 546 117 30.3 74 7684 3.0 93 0123 2.3
Legs-———-—---= 942 281 71.2 497 372 38.4 268 182 22.4 136 125 13.1 401 007 22.2 774 645  31.5 1 260 828 33.7
loing-=-v——==-- 13 289 1.2 8 871 1.0 a6 484 3.9 72 187 7.0 147 668 8.2 252 298 10.3 319 241 8.5
Rackg----——-=== 64 102 4.9 99 362 11.7 76 354 6.4 137 657 13.3 289 071 16.0 321 170 13 421 599 11.3
Shoulders~—---- - 18 307 2.1 33 184 2.9 109 751 10.6 168 178 9.3 470 298 19.1 733 182 19.6
Breast, flap

/spare ribs-~- - - - - 4 181 0.3 - - 2 320 0.1 40 076 1.6 10 281 0.3
Foreshank------ 41 604 3.2 31 340 3.7 35 187 2.9 45 794 4.4 194 162 10.8 364 346 14.8 620 447 16.6
Assorted cuts—- - - - b 269 0.3 20 - 1723 - 866 0.04 113 -

Total-~=-~ 1 316 923 100 852 042 100 1 194 720 100 1 036 723 100 1 804 736 100 2 461 042 100 3 736 108 100

Source: Unofficial statistics of the Australian Meat and Live-stock Corporstion.



APPENDIX O
FORM OF LAMB MEAT IMPORTED
FROM AUSTRALIA



VUUSA(Ll)

CHILLED/FROZEN LAMR SHIPMENIS IO USA BY
SIAIXSTICAL MONTH OF RECEIPT OF PORMS 4 (TONNES SH{PPLD WEIGHT)

1
Statis- CHILL LD_I._A..ELL
tical East Coast i _yga;:;ggg; Total
]
Month Bopne-in ; HBoneless i Bone-in 1 Soneless Chilled Total Chilled
X 5 (tonnes)
1990 - . : La
Jan - 1.0 - 0.3 28.8 182.1 - . Eorms 4
feb - 0.5 - 1.9 21.3 1sa.2l . 15.9 191.8 Regeived to
Mar - - - - 30.6 238. 6, - 28.5 287.7
Apr - 0.4 - 0.9 33.13 238.7 - 20.4 282.4 UN 9
May - 0.3 - 0.8 32.9 1%3.4 - 22.3 209.7 E.C. 6
Jun - - - - 20.6 136.) - 16.9 173.8  W.C. 1373.4
Jul
Aug Totals 1459 4
Sep
Oct
Nov JUM 1989
Dec E.C. 24.0
] w.C. 1608.0
TOTAL - 2.3 - 3.8 166.3 1091.3] - 115.8 1370.4  Toeal:1632.0
Statis- FRQZEN LAMEB
ticel —— East Cosst West Cosst Total
Month _nm_in_L_unLnl_s__nn_uﬁx_hmm.l_ Frozen  Iotal Frozen
Wgwn t C'se  Cuta _Lamh (tonnes)
Jan 1%.4 232.0 20,2 - 39.7 - 9.8 317.1 Forms 4
f.b - 1:505 - 1'-3 - 16‘ t - ‘.5 32‘0‘ mu
Nll’ - "o‘ - 20‘ - 10’-7 - ‘.0 161.9
Apr 7.8 3.3 0.2 18.2 - 122.0 - 5.6 173.8 JUN 1990
May - 56.4 - 8.1 - 111.4 - 18.3 194.23 B.C. 632.4
J“u 703 33-1 - 7.1 - 12609] - 10.4 193.‘ "oCo 736.4
Jul !
Aug ' Total 1368.8
Sep
Oct
Nov JUN 1989
Dec e.c. 984.6
w.C. 908.1
TOTAL 30.2 829.9 0.2 73.1 - 673.8 - 62.6 1360.8 Total 1892.7

COMPONENTS MAY NOT ADD TO TOTALS DUE TO ROUNDING

Source: Unofficial statistics of the Australian Meat and Live-stock Corporation.



Doc. 000SA(1)

Statis- CHILLED LAMDB
tical __Faat Coast H Weat Coast _  Total
Month _Bone-in : Boneless : Bone-in : Bopeless ~_ Chilled Total Chilled
' ' . C! s C° . (tonnes)
Jan - 31 - 2.1 31.8 2%53.6 - 7.6 298.6 Forme 4
Feb - 31 - 1.3 21.8 305.8 - 14.9 347.0 Received to
Mar - 1.2 - 3.4 A8.0 280.6 - 10.0 343.3
Apr - 2.6 - 1.1 36.0 167.9 - 15.5 223.0 DEC 1989
May - 1.4 - 1.1  29.5 146.7 - 10.2 188.8 E.C. 50.9
Jun - 1.2 - 2.4 27.9 187.¢& - 12.3 231.4 w.C. 2679.2
Jul - 0.8 - 1.7 19.9 142.0 - 6.3 170.7
Aug - 0.5 - 0.8 28.9 136.1 - 8.1 174.3 Total: 2730.1
Sep - 0.9 - 2.0 22.1 123.2 - 7.2 155.4
Oct - 0.9 - 1.6 24.1 119.1 - 13.7 159.4
Nov - 4.8 - 8.8 20.8 208.7 - 22.9 266.0 DEC 1988
Dec - 1.4 - 2.7 17.2 140.4 - 10.5 172.2 E.C. 35.6
W.C. 4366.9
TOTAL - 21.9 - 29.0 328.0 2212.0 - 139.2 2730.3 Total: 4402.5
Statis- FROZEN LAMBE
tical East Coast 2 ¥eat Coast Total
Month Bone-in _: Boneless : Rone-in : Boneless Frozen  Total Frozen
: s G ! ' (tonnes)
Jan 8.9 136.5% - 2.9 - 26.7 - 24.1  199.3 Forms &
Fed - 121.8 - 25.4 - 129.4 - 16.0 292.7 Received to
Mar 21.3 6.6 - 6.2 - 142.8 - 15.1 272.0
Apr - 66.3 - 7.0 - 91.5 - 13.1  177.8
May - 247.7 - 5.4 - 217.8 - 63.7 S64.6 E.C. 2649.2
Jun - 167.7 - $0.9 - 158.0 - 9.9 386.%5 W.C. 1967.3
Jul - 263.3 - 44.5 - 180.8 - 1.0 503.6
Aug - 177.6 - 9.2 - 151.6 - 24.9 413.3 Total 4616.5
Sep 7.2 189.2 - 39.9 - 2%7.9 - 46.1 340.4
Oct - 227.1 - 70.9 - 114.3 - 11.8  424.1
Nov 1.4 281.9 - 52.% - 125.8 - 46.4 508.0 DEC 1988
Dee - 234.0 - 15.4 - 63.6 - 21.0 334.0 BE.C, 2002.7
W.C. 15%9.6
TOTAL  39.3 2199.7 - 410.2 - 1660.2 - 307.1 4616.3 Total 3562.3

COMPONENTS MAY KOT ADD TO TOTALS DUE TO ROUNDINGS

Source: Unofficial statistics of the Australian Meat and Live-stock
Corporation.



CHILLED LAMB SHIPMENTS TO USA BY

STATISTICAL MONTH OF RECEIPT OF FORMS 4 (TONNES SHIPPED WEIGHT)

Statis- | CHILLED LAMB .
tical East Coast : Yest Coant Total Forms 4
Month Bone-in :_ Boneless : Bone-in : Bonelers Chilled ved
1988 G'se Cute ; C'se Cutp 1 G'se Cuts i C'spe Cuts Lemb = DEC 1988
J.n - - - - 230.‘ 298.3 had 1105 540.2 Mum
Feb - - - - 121.9 422.5 - 21,2 865.6 (tonnes)
Mar - - - - 157.9 574.3 - 54.2 786.4 '
Apr - - - - 204.2 265.6 - 14.6 484 .4 E.C. 35.6
May - - - - 115.6 275.0 - 17.6 408.2 W.C. 4366.9
Jul 7.9 - - - 53.4 129.5 - 6.8 197,6
Aug - - - - 23.0 181.7 - 23.3 228.0 Total: 4402.5
Sep 1.3 -~ - - 32.8 106.0 - 12.2 152.3
Oct - 10.8 - - 26.3 19‘05 hd 905 241.1
Nov 15.6 - - - 30.2 196.4 - 10,3 252.5
Dec had - - - 31.‘ 15109 - 705 19008

TOTAL 24.8 10.8 - 1154.7 3013.1 - 199.1 4402.5

Source: Unofficial statistics of the Australian Meat and Live-stock Corporation.



§-0

FROZEN LAMB SHIPMENTS 10 USA BY

STATISTICAL MONTH OF RECEIPT OF FORMS 4 (TONNES SHIPPED WEIGHT)

Statis- FROZETRN LAMB
tical East Coast _ : __West Coa _ Total Forms 4
Month Bone-in _1 Boneleass H Bone-in } Bopeless Frozen Received to
1988 C'se Cuts : C'se  Cuts 3 C'se Cutm : C'se _ Cuts Lamb _  DEC 1088
Jan - 15,0 - 17.8 - - 9.3 - - 263.1 Total Frozen
Feb 8.0 158.0 - 19.3 5.2 94.1 - 19.2 303.8 (tonnes)
Apr 7.4 118.9 - 0.6 8.6 112.1 5.1 252.7 E.C. 2002,7
May 14.3 177.6 - 0.6 - 131.9 - 11.4 335.8 W.C, 1559.6
Jun ~ 105.5 - 12.5 - 159.8 - 20.1 297.9
Jul - - - - - 67.3 - 10.7 78.0
Aug - 106.0 - 17.2 - 51.9 - 12.9 188.0 Total 3562.3
Oct 8.7 128.3% - 17.4 - 89,2 - 14.4 258.2
Nov 8.1 209.7 - 16.4 2.5 175.3 - 45.0 457.0

COMPONENTS MAY NOT ADD TO TOTALS DUE TO ROUNDINGS

Source: Unofficial statistics of the Australian Meat and Live-stock Corporation.



Doc. O139F(4)

CHILLED/FROZEN LAMB SHIPMENTS SHIPMERTS TO USA BY
STATISTICAL MONTH OF RECEIPT OF FORMS 4 (TONNES SHIPPED WEIGHT)

Statis- CHILLED LAMEB
tical ____East Coast Weat Coagt ~~  Total Eorms ¢
Month __Bone-in : Boneless : | Bone-in : GBopneless = Chilled Received to
Jan - - - - 138.2 209.6 - 7.8 355.6
Feb - - - - 192.1 177.5 7.4 377.0 (tonnes)
Mar - - - - 419.9 40S5.7 - 33.5 859.1
Apl' 503 - - - 411-1 381.1 - 37.7 83502 g'c. . 6-6
May - - - - 374.6 321.8 - 11.4  707.8 W.C. 6269.1
Jun - 0.1 - - 327.6 278.4 - 13.5  619.6
Jul - - - - 209.9 272.8 - 11.3  494.0
Aug - - - - 167.7 222.6 - 8.6 398.9 Total: 6275.7
Sep - - - - 151.5 238.0 - 13.0 402.5
Oct - - - - 127.4 315.5 - 14.9 457.8
Nov - - - - 118.6 271.6 - 23.9 4la.1
Dec - 0.5 - 0.7 45.3 292.3 - 15.3  354.1
TOTAL 5.3 0.6 - 0.7 2683.9 3386.9 - 198.3 6275.7
Statis- FROZERN LAMB
tical _____Eaat Coast : West Coast  Total Eorms 4
Month ___Bone-in ; Bopeless : Bone-in : Boneless  Frozea Received to
4987 C'se Cuts : C'se Cuts : C'se Cuts ; C'se  Cuta Lamb Dec 1987
Jan 15.0 - - - - 17.0 - - 32.0
Feb 21.4 78.6 - 23.0 7.4 120.9 - 0.4 251.7 (tonnes)
Mar 7.0 104.4 - - - 155.2 - - 266.6
Apr 6.5 171.2 - 11.1 - 165.1 - 13.8 367.7 B.C. 1780.1
May 8.4 148.5 - 26.7 86.3 - 20.0 289.9 W.C. 1544.6
Jun -8.4 144.0 - 22.8 - 155.3 - 19.1  332.8
Jul 35.2 151.9 - 12.0 - 112.7 - 13.3  325.1
Aug - s8.0 33.7 20.6 11.3 121.0 - 47.7 292.3 Total 3324.7
Sep 43.7 32.5 - $3.6 20.2 116.9 - 17.6 284.%
Oct 15.1 172.4 - 15.1  19.8 94.2 - 16.6 333.2
Dec 10.4 166.3 - 47.2 - 99.8 - - 323.7
TOTAL 178.2 1327.2 33.7 241.0 58.7 1330.3 - 155.6 3324.7

COMPONENTS MAY NOT ADD TO TOTALS DUE TO ROUNDIRGS

Source:

Unofficial statistics of the Australian Meat and Live-stock Corporation.



Doc. 0139FP(4)

Statis- CHILLED LAMB :
tical ____Eaat Coast - Weat Cogst =~ Total Eorms 4
Month ___Bone-in : BHonelesa : Bopne-in : Boneleag =~ Chilled ved to
Jan 51.6 4l1.1 - 6.2 67.7 135.1 - 0.2 301.9 Total Chilled
Fedb 57.1 78.9 - 2.7 64.1 108.7 - 6.7 318.2 (tonnes)
Mar S52.1 90.1 - 0.5 74.0 219.9 - 1.1 437.7

Apr “.7 33.1 - 006 9‘08 116.1 - 1-3 3‘0.6 EoCo 579-2
May 15.7 13.6 - - 92.2 137.3 - 0.6 277.4 W.C. 3355.3
Jun 3.0 2.4 - - 110.9 114.6 - 1.7 232.6

Jul - - - - 137.6 130.4 - 1.2 269.2

Aug - - - - 130.3 138.9 - 1.8 271.0 Total: 3934.5
Sep - 2.7 - - 122.0 176.6 - 2.4  303.7

Oct - 6.8 - - 169.5 197.S - 3.8 3717.3

Nov 6.9 1.4 - - 137.8 215.0 - 18.5 379.6

Dec - - - - 156.7 249.9 - 18.7  425.3
TOTAL 231.1 338.1 - 10.0 1357.6 1940.0 - 57.7 3934.5
Statis~ L ROZEN LAMB

tical _____ East Coast i VWest Cogat = Total Forms 4
Month __Bope-in : fBoneless : Bone-in : Boneless  [Frozem Received to
1986 _ C'se Cuts : C'se Cuts : C'se Cuts : C'se _ Cuts Lamb _ December 1986
Jan 1.0 21.8 - 66.2 - 13.8 - 21.5  124.3 Total Frozen
Feb 7.6 49.6 - 49.7 - 91.0 - 4.6 202.5 (tonnes)
le 1‘.3 59-3 - 37.‘ - 12-4 - - 1230‘

Apr 7.3 75.1 - 33.6 - 104.8 - - 220.8 B.C. 1070.7
May 7.3  51.3 - 16.7 - 105.7 - 4.6 185.6 W.C. 845.3
J‘m 1100 1007 zo' ‘700 - 27-6 - - 139.1

Jul - 2. 0.3 12,6 - 21.8 - - 67.2

Aug 7.7 36.8 - 19.7 - 46.2 - - 110.4 Total 1916.0
309 7.2 007 16.’ - - 7‘.0 - - 9‘-‘

Oct 20.3 82.% - 4.1 2.4 0.1 - - 179.4

uo' 13.’ 7’0' 13.2 2106 - ‘400 - - 16'-5

Dec 2102 7‘00 - - 10.‘ 190.‘ - - 296~°

TOTAL 118.8 570.1 - 33.2 348.6 12.8 80l.8 30.7 1916.0

COMPONENTS MAY NOT ADD TO TOTALS DUE TO ROUNDINGS

Source: Unofficial statistics of the Australian Meat and Live-stock Corporation.



Doc. 0139r(4)

CHILLED/FROZEN LAMB SHIPMENTS SHIPMENTS TO USA BY

STATISTICAL MONTH OF RECEIPT OF FORMS & (TONNES SHIPPED WEIGHT)

Statis- CHILLED LAMB
tical East Coast H West Coast Total Forms 4
Month Bone-in : Boneless H Bone={n : Boneless Chilled Received to
1985 C'se Cuts : C'se Cuts : C'se Cuts : C'se Cuts Lamb  December 1985
Jan - - - - - 47.9 - - 47.9 Total Chilled
Feb - - - - 2.8  47.3 - - 50.1 (tonnes)
Hlt' - - - - 106 85.0 - - 86.6 :
Apr - - - - 707 37.0 - - “.7 B.C. 273.7
m’ 0.6 0.3 - - 3.3 22.5 - - 26.7 w.C. 841.7
Jm 200 - - - 10.7 55.0 - 0.8 68.5 oo
Jlll 25.‘ 2.3 - - 1002 33.2 - - 71.1 Total: 111502
m 22.6 2.4 - - 18.2 51.9 - 0.2 95.3
S‘p 230‘ 10.2 - - 24.9 18.2 - 0.‘ 77.1
Oct 28.0 30.9 - - 1.2 77.0 - 0.1 177.2
Nov 42.9 41.7 - - 5.8 67.0 - 0.1 187.5
Dec 29.5 11.5 - - 46.1 94.7 - 0.9 182.7
TOTAL 174.4 99.3 - - 202.5 636.7 - 2.5 1115.2
Statis- PROZEN LAMB
tical East Coast : West Coast To:‘}. Forns 4
Month Bone=in : Boneless : Bone-in : Boneless Frozen  Received to
1985 C'se Cuts : C'se Cuts : C'se Cuts : C'se Cuts Lamb December 1985
J.n - 6.0 - ‘90. - 2308 - 35.9 1.15.3 Totll Frozen
Fed 7.6 7.3 - 66.7 - 31.2 - 9.1 121.9 tonnes)
Mar 21.4 23.2 T - ‘9.‘ 7.‘ 47.6 - 1607 16601 :
A’r - 1’03 9.2 “o‘ - 50-9 - 52-‘ 192.2 E.c. 987.5
May 1.3 4.4 - 26.8 - 36.2 - 4.4 73.1 W.C. 599.2
Jllll . - 100‘ - : 3902 - 1201 - 27-5 10902
Jul 1.3 2.0 - 93.9 -1.3 49.2 - - 164.1 Total: 1586.7
m - 2703 - “.7 - 39.1 - 13.5 144.6
s.p 1.4 16.6 - 115.9 - 25.1 - - 159.0
Oct = 6.0 - 54.7 - 47.0 - 4.7 112.4
"” - 12.9 - 6001 - - - - 7300
D.c 3.3 30.7 - 5501 - 66.7 - - 135.3
TOTAL 36.3 141.1 9.2 760.9 6.1 428.9 - 164.,2 1586.7

COMPONENTS MAY NOT ADD TO TOTALS DUE TO ROUNDINGS

Source: Unofficial statistics of the Australian Meat and Live-stock

Corporation.



