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USITC 80-028

USITC MAKES FINAL DETERMINATION ON
ANTIDUMPING INVESTIGATION OF -SUGARS AND STIRUPS FROM CANADA

The ﬁnited States International Trade Comﬁission today determined under
section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 that an industry in the United States is
materially injured by réason of importé of sugars and sirups from Canada which are

.being, or are likely to be, sold at less than fair value. By virtue of this
'affirmative determination of the  Commission, the U.S. Customs Service will assess
antidumping duties as appropriate.

Voting in the affirmative were Vicé Chairmaﬁ Bill Alberger, and Commissioners
George M. Moore, Paula Stern, and Michae1 J. Calhoun. Chairman Catherine Bedell did
not participate in the investigation.

The investigation, designa;ed as investigation No. 731-TA-3 (Final), is.one of
the first final determinations made by the Commission under the new antidumping
provision of section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930,.as establiéhed by the Trade
Agreeﬁents Act of 1979.

The investigation is a transition case in that an earlier Commission investi-
gation (No. AA1921-213), underway January -1, .1980, the effective»daté of . the Trade Agt
meﬁts:Actﬂof~1979,fwas terminated and investigation Ro. 731-TA-3 (Final) was institute

The Commission's public report, Sugars and Sirups From Canada (USITC Publication

1047), contains the views of the Commissioners and information developed during the
final investigation. Copies may be obtained by calling {202) 523-5178, from the
Office of the Secretary, 701 E Street NW., Washingtoh,>D.C. 20436, 6r from the
Commission's New York-Office, 6 World Trade Center, Suite'629; New York, N.Y. 10048

telephone (212) 466-5599.



FACTUAL HIGHLIGHTS

Sugars and Sirup From Canada
731--TA~3 (formerly AA1921-213)

Status of Proceedings:
1. Petition filed--February 27, 1979.
2. Petitioner-—Amstar Corporation.

3. Date Investigation Instituted by USITC-~November 20, 1979 and effective )
January 1, 1980. Preliminary Investigation Reported May 1979; AA1921-Inq.-27.

4. Public Hearing (date, time and location)——February 13, 1980, 10:00 a.m., USITC
' hearlng room.

Petition alleged regional injury for the Northeastern Region:
1. Number of Producers--7; Michigan Sugar Co., Monitor Sugar Co., Northern Ohio
Sugar Co., Amstar Corp., Revere Sugar Corp., National Sugar Refining Co., and
Refined Syrups- & Sugars, Inc.

2. Location of Producers (by states--Michigan, Ohio, Philadelphia, New York, and
Boston. : . ‘

3. Types of Products--Refined sugars and sirups.
4. Sales (data for most recent vear)--Domestic sales of refined sugar in the
" Northeastern region were about 3 million short tons in 1978 and about 30
percent of total U.S. domestic sales of sugar.

U.S. Imports:

1.  Canada accounts for 99 percent of U.S. imports of refined sugar, but for only
about 2 percent of all U.S. imports.. :

2., Imports from Canada were nearly 100,000 sbort tons in 1978.

3. Treasury found dumping margins of about 20'percent for two Canadian firms--
Redpath Sugars,_Ltd..and Atlantic Sugar, Ltd.
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UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION
Washington, D.C.

[731-TA-3(Fina1)]

SUGARS AND SIRUPS FROM CANADA

Determination

On the basis of>the record:l/‘developed in the investigation, the
Commission unanimously determines_(Chairman Bedell not participating) pursuant to
section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1673d(b)) that an industry in
the Uﬂited States ié being.materially injured by reason of imports of sugars and
sirups froﬁ Canada, which the Department.of the Treasury has determined are being,

or are likely to be, sold in the United .States at less-thén fair value.-

Backgrbund

On Ndvember S, 1979, the United S{atés~1ntef;afional Trade Commission
received advice from the Departmént of thé‘Treasﬁry tﬁ;t‘sugars and sirupsl
from Canada, provided for in items 155.20 aﬁa ISB;SO'Of the Tériff Schedules*of
fhe United States are being, or are iikely to bé,‘sold in tﬁe United Sfates-at
less than fair value within the meaning of the Anfidumping Act, 1921 (19 U.S.C..
160(a)). Accordingly, on November 20, 1979; the Commiséion instituted_investi;
gation No. AA1921-213 under section 201(a) of said act to determine whether an
induStry in the United States is being or is likely to be injured; or is preyented‘,
fﬁom being establighgd, by reason of th? impprtation of §uch merchandise into .the -
United States. The AntidumpingvAcf, thevef, was repgaled on Janua¥y 1, 1980;
by the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 (P.L. 96-39, 93 Stat. 144, July 26, 1979).
Under section 102 of that act, the Commission was required to terminate anti-

dumping investigations in progress on January 1, 1980, and reinstitute them

1/ The "record" is defined in sec. 207.2(j) of the Commission's Rules of
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 207.2(3)).




under subtitle B of title VII of the Tariff Act of 1930, as added by the Trade
Aérégments Act of 1979. Accordingly, on January 1, 1980, investigation No..
AA1921-213 was terminated.and a new investigation (No. 731-TA-3 (Final)) was
instituted under the provisions of section 735 qf the Tariff Act of 1930.
Notice of the institution ofyinvesfigation No. AA1921-213 and of the
hearing to be held in connection therewith was duly given by posting copies
theréof at the Office of.the Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission,

‘ Washington, D.C._ and at the Commission's office in New York City, and by publi-

cation in the Federal Register of November 28, 1979 (44 F.R. 68041). Notice of
the termination of investigation No. AA1921-213 and of the institution of

investigation No. 731-TA-3 (Final) was published in the Federal Register of

January 17, 1980 (45 F.R. 3403). The public hearing was held in Washington, i
‘b.C. on Februéry 13; 1980, and all persons who requested the opportunity were

pérmifted to ;ppeaf'in person or by counsel.
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Statement of reasons of Vice Chairman Bill Alberger and
Commissioner Michael J. Calhoun

In order for the Commission to reach an affirmative determination in

" this investigation under Section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of }930 (19 u.s.C.
1673d(b)), it is necessary to find that'anAindustrQ in the United States is
materially injured, or is threatened with material injury, or the establish-
ment of an industryvin the ﬁnited States is materially retarded, by reason of
imports from Canada‘of sugars.and sirups which the Department of the Treasury
(Treasury) has found are bei£g, or are likely to be, sold in the United States

at less than.fair value (LTFV). 1/

Discussion

In this iﬁvestigation, we consider the relevant domestic industry to con-
sist of the facilities producing refined sugar located in the Northeastern
States region. 2/
- Section 771(4)(C) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1677(4) (C) pro-
- vides as follows:'

In appropriate circumstances, the United States, for a parti-
cular product market, may be divided into 2 or more markets and the
producers within each market may be treated as if they were a
separate industry if-- '

(i) the producers within such market sell all or
almost all of their production of the like product in
question in that market, and

(ii) the demand in that market is not supplied, to
any substantial degree, by producers of the product in
question located elsewhere in the United States.

In such appropriate circumstahces, material injury, the threat of
material injury, or material retardation of the establishment of an
industry may be found to exist with respect to an industry even 1if

1/ The Treasury investigation covered exports of sugar and sirups from Canada
between October 1, 1978 and March 31, 1979. Weighted average margins were '
determined for the two largest exporters, Red Path Sugars, Ltd. (20.15 percent),
.and Atlantic Sugar, Ltd. (19 25 percent),

g/ This region consists of the states of Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts,
Michigan, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
and Vermont (see Finding No. 7)
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the domestic industry as a whale; or those producefs'&hose collec-

tive output of a like product constitutes a major proportion of :

the total domestic production of that product, is not injured, 1if

there is a concentration of subsidized or dumped imports into such

an isolated market and if the producers of all, or almost all, of

the production within that market are being materially injured or

threatened by material injury, or if the establishment of an indus-

try is being materially retarded, by reason of the subsidized or

dumped - imports. '

The record of this investigation establishes tﬁat appropriate circumstances
exist for treating the Northeastern States region as a separate industry.

An average of over 96 percent of the sales of plants-lbéated in the North-
eastern States region were to custdmers in that region during‘the period
1975-79. This clearly constitutes "all or almost all of their produétion";
as required by the Act. Only about 5.5 percent of the sales of producers
located in states outside the region were to customers within the region. .

We consider this amount to be insubstantial. Finally, there is a concentra- .
tion of dumped imports into this region, since less than one percent-of
Canadianﬁimports entered customs districts in states outside the Northeastern
States region. Of Canadian imports enteringHCUStoms districts in the North-
eastern States'region, only about 3.3 percent were sold.in states outside the
region.

We find that the refined sugar industry in the Northeastern States region
is materially injured'by'reaéon of imported Canadian sugar sold at LTFV. The
adverse impact of the LTFV,imbbrts on the domestic prices and government price
support programs 1/ has been particularly severe. The weighted average prices

at which Canadiaﬁ sugar was’sold in the United States have been substantially

below the weighted avefage selling prices of the domestic firms in the North-

eastern State5 regién that responded to the Commission's questionnaires.

1/ In determining whether there is material injury, section 771(7) (D) (ii) of
the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1677(7) (D) (1i)) directs the Commission to
"consider any increased burden on government income or price support programs"
resulting from LTFV imports.



-5 -

Moreover; the lowest Canadian prices were lower than the lowest prices for
domestic fefined sugar producers in the Northeastern States-region. The
presence of low priced imports often forcedvdpmestic producers, in partiéular,
those selling to the grocery market trade, to make substantial discounts

from these list prices in order to°‘meet competition. These facts lead us

to the conclusion tﬁat LTFV impofts of sugar from Canada have contributed
materially to price suppression and price depression of sugar sold in the
Northeast region. In addition, there have been several instances,of lost
sales as a result of LTEV imports where domestic refiners could not

afford fo sell beiow their cost of production.

The sugar price-support program of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
has been in effect sincé 1977. 1In essence, this program allows beet Sugar
processors the option of pledging their product as collateral for government
loans in an amount equal to the minimum support level. The loan ﬁay be
redeeméd at any time, but at matu;ity the processor has the option of for- -
feiting his collateral and keeping the. loan proceeds, in effect cfeating a
sale to the government at the minimum support price.

During the period of LTFV imports of sugar frbm'Canada, large quantities
of sugar have been placed under price-support loéns and large quantities of
sugar have been forfeited to the Commodity Credit Corporéfion in lieu of
repaying such loans. Stocks of sugar held by the Oommodity Credit
Corporation have been rising. 'During the‘pé;iodfwﬁen the 1978 beet sugar
~crop.w$s marketed, weighted average pricés for refined sugar imported from
Canada were generally below the minimum'support price in Michigan and Ohio.
The volume of Canadian imports at LTFV depressed sugar prices below the

minimunm price—support level. As a consequence, beet sugar processors
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forfeited their product to the Départment of Agriculture to obtain a
price equal‘té the minimuﬁ support level. The Government was burdened with
increased storage and maintenance costs in addition to the costs incident -
to foffeiture;

In addition to tﬁg adverse‘impéct of LIFV imports on domestic prices
| and price-support progfams, we are convinced by the downward trend in other
economié and financigl_indicators that these imports from Canada have
contrib;ted pé;ériallyito the 111 heélth of the regional industry. For
example, §uring accounting years 1976—79.Fhe:ratios of net profits before
income taxés to n;t sale; and net assets declined. Profits in general
declined drastica;;y in the Northeast region and several firms showed net
.losses for 1978 and 1979. . This poor showing on profits and return on
invesﬁﬁent hag‘impaired the ability_of many firms té raise additional
capita;.'

| Capacity utilization in‘tﬁé Northeastern States region has hovered

near the S;eakevep:point'for the peridd;l975—79, and was lower than the

percent capacity utilization shown by plants in the rest of the country

in every year except 1978.

Findings of Fact

Section 771(7) (B) of the Tariff Act of 1930 redﬁires the Commission to
consider (i) the volum; of the shbjeéé‘imports, (i1) their effect on the
.domestic price of the like prodﬁct, and'(iii)'their impact on the domestic
producers of the like producf. In #ection 771(7)(C), the Act further
specifies'a'series'of economic facts that the Commission must include in
these considerations. The folléwing findings, based on the record in this

investigation, set forth our evaluation of these factors.



A. Volume of imports

: (1) "Imports from Cénada of refined sugar increased from only 1 ton

in 1974 to a high of 138,000 tons in 1977. For 1978, sugar imports from
Canada decreased fo 98,000 tons, and totalled 81,000 tons for the first
three quarters of 1979  (Report at A-50; Table'19). |

(2) Imports of‘suggr from Canada entering through customs districts
in the Northéastérn Sﬁafes region, as a share of ;he primary distribution
of U.S. producédréug;r inAtﬁat ie;ion,'inéfeased from a negligible percentagé
in 1974 to 4.5 bercent in 1977, and then decreased to 3.3 percent in 1978.
For January—Sepiémger 1979, the ratio was 4.0 percent (Report at A-50;
Table 17).

(3) Imports.of sugﬁf entefing through the five customs districts in the

Northeastern States region accounted from more than 99 percent of the

total quantity of imports from Canada in 1978 (Report at A-50; Table 22).

B. Effect of imports on U.S. prices

(4) Generally, for the period-October,i978 to March 1979, the weighted
average spoﬁ prices, f.0.b. plant, for Canadian refined sugar in'100—pound_'
bags sold to the United States were beléw the comparable prices of domestic
prices in the ﬁortheaétern States region by a substantial margin of under-
selling,‘bhf less than the mérgin‘of dumping found by the Departmenﬁ of
Treasury (approximately 20 péréent)t(Report aé Af64; Table 25), |

(5) Iﬂ ﬁdst of the months of the Treasury investigation, the'ibwest
prices of Cénadian firms fof sugar sold in the United States were lower than
the lowest prices-reported for domestic refined sugar producers (Report ét

A-64; Table 25).
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(6) On occasion, domestic firms offered substantial discounts to meet
competition. This stfategy was undertaken because refined suga; is a fungiBle
commodity and aside from "brand name” prbduct'differentiatiqn,Asales of
Canadian refined sugar at LTFV wefe;fully price.competitiye Qith éhe
domestic product. For example, éomestic producers were required to meet
the prices of LTFV Canadian sugar in grocery mérkets or‘lose shelf space,
which, once lost, was ver§ difficult to regain. Beéause of sugar's
high turnover rate on'grocefy.store shelves, pfoducc visibility,and shelf
space are cruciai;bohsidefations. TheApreéenée of iow p;iégd imports,
therefdre,~has é'significénf efféct in supp;gssing price§, Only,for
the largest'inaustrial‘uéérs of gugar, Qho are éoncernea with dependability
of supply as well-as pricé, were the Canadian imports unayle to compete
effectively with domestic réfiﬁed ;;gar; '(éeporé ;t A-64;'Ansyer§:tq'v _
Commission éuéstionnaire§AtCanid;ﬂtiai’;.geséimpﬁ} of Luéloq:Miilgr,ﬁ
National Sugar Refining Co. at Co;miésioﬁ heéring én February 13, 1980,
pp. 20, 35-37; Post-hearing Statement of National Sugar Refining Co., Feb. 20;

1980, pp. 3 and 4).

C. Impact on affeéted'indust:z

(7) There'is a distinct regibhai indusfry which con;i;ts qf_rgfined
sugar producers 1océted in Conneéﬁicut, Maine, }hssacﬁpse;ts; Mich%gan,
New Hampshire, New Jersey, Ne& Ybrk,‘Ohio,.Pennsylvania,‘Rhode Island,
-and Qermont. Sales by plants located within this region to customers located
in the region averaged over 96‘percent 5f tot#l sales of those plants from
1975-thr6hgh 1979. Less than 0.1 pefcent of imported Canadian s$ugar

entered the United States in customs districts outside the Northeastern
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States region. Of Canadian imports entering customs districts in the region
only about 3.3 percent were sold in states outside the region. Sales of
refined sugar producérs for plants located outside the region to customers
in the region were about 5.5 percent of total sales in the region for the

period 1975 through 1979 (Report at A-17- 19 Table 3).

(8) Production of refined sugar by 6 refiners in thé ﬁortheast region
increased slightly from 4,948 million pounds in 1975 to 5,399 million pounds
in 1978, and tﬂen decreased to 5,273 million pound§ in 1979 (Report at A-36§
Table 13).

(9) As measured by primary distriﬁution, sales of sugar refiners
located in the Northeastern States region declined'frop 3.4 million short
fons in 1974 to an estimated 3.0 million tons inA1978. This was a lafger“
decline than was experienced in other states (Report at A-46; Table 17).

(16) The market share of total consumption of sugar in the Northeastern
States region held by imports froﬁ Canada follows closely the ratio of imports .
to primary distribution of U.S. produced sugar, wﬁich'increased from
negligible in 1974 tov4.46-percent in 1977.. This ratio declined in 1978
but recovered to 4.0 percent from January through September 1979. (See Eindihg
No. 2; Report at A-46; Table 17). |

(11) Seven firms in the Northeastern Stafes region showéd a declining
profitability with the ratiq of net profits to sales dropping from 5.55.
percent in 1976 to 0.34 percent in 1979. Aggregate profits for_these seven
firms declined from $54 million in 1976 to $4 miilion in 1979. Three of
.these firms had net losses in both 1978 and 1979. This decline paralleled-‘
the trend of rapidly dropping profits in the entire Uni;ed States sugar
industry (Report‘ét A-42; Table 15; Responses to Commission Questionnaires).

(12) Productivity of workers in the Northeastern Stétes region in
pounds of sugér per person~hour worked increased steadily from 721.4 in

1975 to 780.4 in 1979. -(Report at A-40).
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(15) Return on investment for rcfined sugar producers in the North-
eastern States regicn, as'measured by net profit before income taxes as a
percentage of net assets (book value) declined dramatically from 19.08 in
1976 to 1.39 in 1979 (Report at A-45). ‘

(14) Capacity ctilization for sugar producers located in the North-
eastern Scates region remained at or oaly slightly above the breakeven point
of 85 percent from 1975 tp-1979. Except for 1978, this region showed a lower
rate of capacity utilizatlon than that of producers located in other states
(Report at A—35 Table 13)

(15) Capital expendltures, research and development expenditures and
cash flow (1ncreases or decreases in working capital) varied so much from
firm to firm, reflectlng individual firm decisions, that aggregated data
on these factors is not a meanlngfql.measure of injury (Report at A-42; Table
16).

(16) Invaptcfies oﬁ.domeatic refined sugar producers in the North-

eastern States region increased from 401 million pounds'in”1974.to

444 million pounds in 1976. Inventories declined to 343 million pounds in
1979. ﬂowever,'stocks held by the.Commodity Credit Corporation increased
in the last two months of 1979 because of forfeitures of sugar held as
collateral for price . support.loans. (Report at A-37).

;(17) The number of production and related éorkers employed in pro-
.ducing refined sugar in the Northeastern States region peaked at 5,131 in
1972 and subsequently declined to 4,967 in.1979. This same trend occurred
in the number of.persop-hours worked by production and related workers in

the region. (Report at A-40).
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(18) Wages paid.per person—hour worked to production and related work-
ers in refined sugar operations in the Northeastern States region increased

" steadily from $6 78 in 1975 to $9 23 in 1979 These wages were signifi—

cantly higher ‘than that paid to workers in other states, primarily because

of the higher percentage of traditionally higher pald cane sugar refinery
workers in the Northeastern region (Report at A—41)

(19) Seven out of nine reporting firms noted their ab111ty to raise

P L GRS L

capital had been 1mpared by declining profitability, due in part to LTFV
imports and high 1nterest rates . Four of these firms operated primarily

in the Northeastern States reglon. (Report at A—42 »45).

D. Impact of LTFV imports on the Sugaanrice;Support Program -

(20) During the period of LTF{ imports of sugar from Canada, iarge
quantities of sugar have been placed under price-support loan and large
quantities of sugar have been forfeited to the Commodity Credit Corporation
in lieu of repaying such loans. Stocks of sugar held by the Commodity Credit
have been rising. (Report at A-56). |

(21) The minimum.support price for 1978 crop beet sugar in Michigan
and Ohio was 17.68 cents per pound. During the period whem the 1978 beet
sugar crop was marketed, weighted average prices for refined sugar imported
from Canada were below the minimum support price in the Michigan and Ohio

beet proeessing region. (Report at A-56).

Conclusions of Law

(1) There exists a distinct regional industry as defined by section -

771(4) (C) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1677) comprised of the sugar
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refinery facilities operating in the States of Connecticut Maine,
‘Massachusetts, Michigan, New Hampshire New Jersey, Nev York Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island and Vermont (Northeastern States region).

(2) Less than fair;value imports of sugar fron Canada have naterially
increased the'burden placed on the Department of Agriculture s sugar
price-support program as a result of the large quantities of sugar placed
under price-support loans.and large quantities of sugar forfeited to the
Conmodity Credit Corporation in lieu of repaying sueh loans.

(3) The Northeaetern'Statee reeion, as defined aboue ie materially
injured by reason of 1mports of sugar and sirups from Canada whieh the

Department of Treasury has found are being, or are likely to be, sold in

the United States at less than fair value.,
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STATEMENT OF REASONS OF COMMISSIONERS GEORGE M. MOORE AND PAULA STERN

On the Sasis of the‘record de§eloped in this investigation, we determine,
pursuant to section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1673d(b)),
that an industry in the United States is materially iniured by reason of
“imports of sugars and sirups from Canada which the Department of the Treasury
has found are being, or are likely to be, sold in the United States at less
than fair value (LTFV).

The domestic industry

In this investigaton, we consider the relevant domestic industry, against
which the impact of imports sold at LTFV must be measured, to consist of the
facilities producing refined sugar located in the Northeastern States
region. 1/

Section 771(4)(C)~of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1677 (4) (C))

provides as follows:

In appropriate circumstances, the United States, for a :
particular product market, may be divided into 2 or more markets and
the producers within each market may be treated as if they were a
separate industry if--

(i) the producers within such market sell all or almost
all of their production of the like product in question in that
market, and

(ii) the demand in that market is not supplied, to any
substantial degree, by producers of the product in question located
elsewhere in the United States. ,

In such appropriate circumstances, material injury, the threat of
material injury, or material retardation of the establishment of an
industry may be found to exist with respect to an industry even if

1/ For the purposes of this investigation, this region consists of the
states of Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Hampshire, New
Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont.
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the domestic industry as a whole, or those producers whose collective
~output of a like product constitutes a major proportion of the total
domestic production of that product, is not injured, if there is a
concentration of subsidized or dumped imports into such an isolated
market and if the producers of all, or almost all, of the production
within that market are being materially injwed or threatened by material
injury, or if the establishment of an industry is being materially
retarded, by reason of the subsidized or dumped imports.
The record of this investigation establishes that appropriate circumstances
exist for treating the Northeastern States region as a product market served
by a separate industry. Over 94 percent of the sales of plants located in the
Northeastern States region were to customers in that region during the period
1975-79. 1/ Only about 5.5 percent of the sales of producers located in
states outside the region were to customers within the region. 2/ Less than
one percent of Canadian imports entered customs districts in states outside
the Noftheastern States region. 3/ Of Canadian imports entering customs
districts in the Northeastern States region, only about 3.3 percent were sold
in states outside the region. 4/ Thus, the region's producers sell almost all
their production within the region, and the region's demand is not satisfied

to any substantial degrée by product from‘eisgwhere in the United States.

Sales at less than fair wvalue

The Department of the Treasury found sales at less than fair value by

Redpath Sugars, Lta;, with an average ratio of LTFV margin to purchase price

1/ Sugars and Sirups from Canada, Report to the Commission in Investigation
No. 731-TA-3 (FINAL) Under Section 735 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended,
(hereinafter referred to as "Report"), pp. 17-19,

2/ Report, p. 19.

3/ Report, pp. 46-53.

4/ Posthearing Submission of Redpath Sugars, Ltd., and Atlantic Sugar, Ltd.,

Confidential Exhibit B.
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of 20.33 percent, and by Atlantlc Sugar, Ltd., w1th an average ratio of 19.25
percent 1/

The guestion of injdty

The financial beffermanéeﬂef'fifms'locetea érimarily in the Northeastern
States tégion’hae béen'uneatiEfAEtéry.;hburinéAeeconnting years 1976-79 the
ratios of net ptofits befére.inctme;teiee to net seles and net assets declined
from 5.55 percent to 0.34 percént, and fiom’iQ.OS percent to 1.39 percent,
respectively. 2/ VEmplofmenE’Snd}betéon-houts worked declined during the
period 1977-79 from 5,131 employees to 4,967 empléyees, and from 10.0 million
hours to 9.7‘miltion-houésf'respectfveiy. 3/ ‘Capacity utilization has hovered
near the bréakeven point (85 percent capacity utiiizatien) for the pefiod
1975-79, never rising highér than 88 percent. 4/

Data on ‘inventorieé in the case 'are inconclusive because of the existence
of the price-support program covering beet sugar producérs in the region.
Yearend data reflect primarily beet sugar because cane sugar refineries
maintain'much lower ‘inventories’ as ran’suéar can behinported year round.
Regional invehtoriggftbseffn"tne‘yeete pkeeeéing éﬁé start of tnejprogram, but
have fallen from 3§3'miliien'boﬁndé.fn5197i to 543'niliien pounds in 1979.

Since itétineeptibnéin late lgff} the engar pfice;sunpoft program of the

U.S. Depaitment‘of{Agkiéﬁltﬁféln;s been a burden on government income. 5/ At

1/ Report, pp. 12-15.

2/ Report, pp. 42-45.

3/ Report, pp. 40-41.

4/ Report, pp. 35-36.

5/ In determining whether there is material 1n]ury, section 771(7) (D) (ii) of
the Tariff- Act of 1930 (19 us.cC. 1677(7)(D)(11)) directs the Commission to
"consider any increased burden on government 1ncome or prlce support programs"
resulting from LTFV 1mports,
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the end of 1979, 1,981,377 short tons, raw yalue, of sugar_had begn placed
under price-support loan and of this guantity 506,724 short tons had been
‘forfeited to the Commodity Credit Corporation in lieu of repaying such
loans. 1/ Yearend stocks of sugar held by the Commodity Credit Corportioﬁ‘
rose from 171,000 short tons in 1978;to 409,000 short tons in.1979. 2/ Bgét
sugar processors in Michigan and Ohié'faced with import competition from
imported Canadian sugar had placeq 100,500  short tons of sugar under price
support loan at the epd of 1979. 3/ While some of the sugar placed under.
price~-support lqan_was redeemed;and sold at prevailing prices to ﬁaintain‘
customers, some.was also forfeited to the Commodity Credit‘COrporqtidn., fhe
minimum support price for 1978 crop beet sugar in Michigan and Ohio was i7.68 |
cents per pound. During the period when thé 1978 beet sugar c?op was
marketed, thg_p:gvailing price in the Michigan and Ohio was generally beiow
this minimum support price. 4/

The question of causation

Refined sugar is a fungiblg commodity aﬁd aside from "brand.namg" product
differentiation, Canadiaﬁ refined sugar was_fﬁlly'competitivleith the |
domestic product on a price basis in the market place.: For example, apméstic
producers were required to meet prices of Canadiéh éggar }n groceryAmarketslor
lose shelf sp;ce which, once lost, is very costly,to.regain. Only fdr the

largest industrial users of sugar, which are very concerned with the

- 1/ Report, p. 56.

2/ Report, p. 38.

3/ Report, p. 56.

4/ Report, p. 56, Commissioner Stern notes that the information on the
record on other economic indicators which the Commission considers was
inconclusive with respect to the health of this industry. Such factors
included cash flow, wages, ability to raise capital and investment.
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dependability of supplies as well as price, were the Canadian imports unable
to compete effectively with domestic refined sugar.

The weighted average prices at which Canadian sugar was sold in the
United States have been substantially below the weighted average selling
prices of the domestic firms in the Northeastern States region that responded
to the Commission's questionnaires. 1/ Moreover, the lowest Canadian prices
were lower than the lowest prices for domestic refined sugar producers in the
Nor theastern States reéion. On occasion, domestic firms offered substantiai
discounts to meet competition. This fact suggests price suppression and price
depression as a result of Canadian sugar imports sold at LTFV. 2/

Domestic refiners located in the Northeastern States*regign indicated
that they suffered lost sales as a result of Canadian sugar imports. Customer
surveys conducted by the U.S. Departments of Labor and Commerce in connection
with adjustment assistance cases involving refiners in the Northeastern States
region verified that decreased purchases of domegtic refined sugar
corresponded to increased purchases of imported refined sugar. 3/ Since
Canada supplied over 99 percent of all U.S. imporés of refined sugar in 1978
and 1979, the increased purchases of imported refined sugar in the
Northeastern states during those years consisted of sugar of Canadian origin.

We conclude that an industry in the United States is m#terially injured
by reason of imports of sugar and sirups from Canada which the Department of
the Treasury has found are being, or are likely to be, sold in the United

States at less than fair value.

/

1/ Actual prices for both Canadian and domestic firms are confidential.
2/ Report, p. 63.
3/ Report, pp. 54-55.






INFORMATION OBTAINED IN THE INVESTIGATION

Introduction

-On November 5, 1979, the United States International Trade Commission
received advice from the Depértment of the Treasury that sugars and sirups
from Canada, provided for in items 155.20 and 155.30 of the Tarifif
Schedules of the United States (TSUS), are being, or are likely to be, sold
in the United States at less than féir value (LTFV) within the meaning of
thé Antidumping Act, 1921, as amended (19 U.S.C. 160(a)). 1/ Accordingly,
on Névember 20, 1979, the Commission instituted investigatiﬁn No. AA1921-213
.ﬁnder sectiqh 201(a) of said act to determine whether an industry in the
~ United States is being 6r is likely to be injured, or is prevented from
beipg established, by reason of the importation of such merchandise into -
the ﬁnited States.

Effective January 1, 1980, the Commission terminated investigation No.
AA1921—213 under the Antidumping Act, 1921, and reinstituted the investigation
as invéstigation No. 731-TA-3 under‘fitle VII of the Tariff Act of 1930, as
amende&. to determine whether, with respect to sugars and sirups ffom Canada;
an iﬁdustry in the United“States is materially injured, or is thrgaféned with
‘material injury, or establishment of an indﬁstry in the United States is

materially retarded, by reason of such impdrts sold or likelyvtd be sold at

less .than fair value.

-1/ A copy of Treasury's letter to the Commission concerning LTFV sales of
sugars and sirups from Canada is presented in the appendix.
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The complaint which led to Treasury's determinations of LTFV sales was
filed on March 19, 1979, by counsel for Amstar Corporation. Treasury's

notice of antldumping proceeding was publlshed in the Federal Register of

April 30, 1979 (44 F.R. 25284) Notice of Treasury's withholding of

appraisement and determination of sales at less than fair value was

published in the Federal Register of November 8, 1979 (44 F.R. 64946). The
petitioner contends that, because of the importation of sugars and sirups

from Canada the sugar produc1ng 1ndustry in the Northeastern States region 1/

. 7 .
\ . : f '

is being 1nJured by reason of lost sales in 1ts reglonal market where the
bulk of the LTFV 1mports have been sold ' | B

On April 25, 1979 the Comm1531on recelvedladv1eelfrom the Department of
the Treasury that there was substant1al doubt that an 1ndustrylin the Un1ted l
States was’ be1ng or was likely to be 1nJured by reason of the 1mportat10n of sugar
from Canada. OnLMay 1, 1979 theAcommlsslon instituted inquiry No.'AA1921~
Inq.—27,under'settion 201(c). of the Antidunping Act,~1921, as amended, to
determine whether there was no reasonable indication, that an industry in the
United States was being or was likely to be injuredg or was prevented trom.
being established, by reason of the importation of such.sugar. On“May 25,
1979, the Commission reported its determination that the standards set
forth in section 201(c)(2) of the Antidunping Act, 1921, as amended, forA
terminating the Treasury investigation'had not been satisfied. Treasury,

consequently, continued its investigation into the nature and extent of LTFV

imports of sugars and sirups into the United States from Canada.

1/ The term "Northeastern States" for purposes of this report includes
Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New
York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont.



A-3

Description and Uses

_Thé products covered‘by thé Department of the Treasﬁry’s determination,
accordiﬁglto its notice of its LTFV determination, are sugars and sirups
provided for in TSUS items 155.20-and 155.30... Raw and refined sugar are
classified in TSUS item 155.20. TSUS item 155:30 covers liquid sugar and
other sugar sirups, including invert sugar sirups. None of the imports of -
sugars and sirups from Canada are believed to be raw sugar imported to be -
further refined or improved in quality.

Sugar is derived from the juicé of sugar cane or sugar begts; It is
present in these plants in the form of dissolved sucrose. Most sugar is
marketed to consumers in refined form as pure granulated or powdered sucrdse.
Subétant;al quantities also reach consumers as liquid sugar (sucrose dissolved
in water) or in fofmsAnot chemically pure, such as brown sugar and iﬁvert
sugar sirups, or as blends of sucfose with simpler sugars such as glucose
or fructose.

Sugar cane is a perennial subtfopical plant which is cut and ﬁilled to
obtain sugar cane juice. Thfough a process of filtering, evaporating, and
vcentrifuging this juice, a product consisting df large sucrose crystals coated
with molasses, called raw sugar, is produced. Raw sugar derived from sugar
cane is thé principal "sugar" actually shipped in world trade. Raw sugar is
generally refined near consumption cenfers through additional melting,

-filtering, evaporating, and cenfrifuging to yield the refined white (100 percent
pure sucrose) sugar of commerce.

Sugar beets are annual temperate zone plants usually grown in rotation
with other crops (to avoid disease and pest problems from growing two beet
crops successivély in the same fieid). Most sugar beets, includigg those
grown in the United States, are cqnverted directly into refined sugar. However,

sugar beets grown in some countries are used to produce an intermediate product
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known as raw beet sugar. The refined sugar product derived from sugar beets
isant dispinguishahle from that of sugar cane inasmuch as both are virtually
chemically pure sucrose.

The overwhelming use of sugar in the United States is for human consumption,
although some is_used in nonfood uses. . Sugar is'primarily a caloric sweetening
agent, but has preservativé uses. In the United States, about one~-third of the
Sugaf consumed goés to houéeholds and institutional users and two-thirds to

industrial users (table 1).



Table 1.--Refined sugar: U.S. deliveries, by induétrial and nonindustrial users, and by quarters, January 1974-September 1979

Industrial users

(In millions of poynds)

" Nonindustrial users

: R : : Canned, : : :Hotels .t Whole- : Retail :
: Bakery, : Confec-: 1Ice :bottled, :Multiple: : *: sale :grocers,: :
Period : cereal, : tionery: cream 3 "3 frozen.: and all: : : :restau--£ rocers,: chain- : All 3 ; Unspec- Total

’ y a . . g ’

:  and and and : BeVer- . foods; : other ; Nonfood .y 0y . rants, -, o bbers,: stores, : other ' 55 a1 ified

. ages : uses and -, . deliv-

: allied : related : dairy jams, food : : :  and and @ :

:products:productsiproducts: :jellies,: uses : insti- : sugar : super- @ eries
. tutions

: : : : etc. : : dealers : markets :

1974: H : o L2 s : : H S : . :
Jan.-Mar---: 783 " 566 : 292 : 1,086 : 410 : 265 : 70 ¢ 3,472 : 46 : 947 631 : 52 : 1,677 : 0 : 5,149
Apr.-June--: 737 530 : 320 : 1,309 : 462 : 238 : 66 : 3,662 : 46 : 1,035 : 671 : 67 : 1,818 :° 0 : 5,480
July-Sept—-: 748 - 523 307 ¢ 1,323 : 715 277 63 3,955 : 54 : 1,134 : 780 : 58 : 2,026 : 0: ~ 5,981
Oct.-Dec---: 617 © 418 221 : . 982 : 311 : 248 : 57 + 2,854 : 36 : 888 : 625 : 64 ¢ 1,614 : 0 : 4,468

Total----: 2,886 2,037 : 1,140 : 4,699 : 1,898 : 1,028 : 256 : 13,944 - 181 @ 4,006 : 2,707 : 242 : 7,135 : 0: 21,079

1975: H : : : T H H HEE HE H . e T : : :
Jan.-Mar---: 500 315 : 170 : 787 : 199 : 188 : 32 . 2,191 : 33 : 518 : 379 : 43 973 : 85 3,250
Apr.-June--: 601 379 : 278 : 1,085 : 337 250 : 41 . 2,971 : 45 979 : 646 : 37 ¢ 1,706 :° 140 4,816
July-Sept--: 653 421 289 : 1,214 : 588 -: 276 :. 44 . 3,484 34 ¢ 1,243 : 767 : 46 : 2,089 : 186 5,760
Oct.-Dec---: 622 419 239 : 953 : 280 : 223 50 + 2,786 : 31 ¢ 970 : 671 38 :+ 1,709 187 - 4,682

Total----: 2,376 1,533 : 976 : 4,039 : 1,405 : 936 : 168 : 11,432 : 142 3,709 : 2,463 : 164 : 6,478 : 636 18,545

1976: HE : i : : : : o : : B : :
Jan.-Mar---: - 648 462 : 247 961 : 278 254 50 : 2,899 : 26 877 : 540 : 48 ¢ 1,492 : 249 4,640
Apr.-June--: 610 429 : 281 : 1,186 : 348 285 : 54 : 3,191 : 36 : 1,016 : 613 : 65 : 1,729 : 281 5,202
July-Sept--: 613 415 286 : 1,198 : 480 : 229 46 : 3,265 : 33 ¢ 1,223 754 : 69 : 2,079 : 267 : 5,612
Qct.-Dec---; 587 428 222 ¢ 981 : 259 212 46 : 2,735 : 32 952 634 : 78 : 1,696 : 202 : - 4,632

Total----: 2,457 1,733 ¢ 1,035 : 4,326 : 1,364 : 979 : 195 : 12,091 : 128 4,068 : 2,540 : 260 : 6,996 : 1,000 : 20,087

1977: : - : H : H H : : : B < R HE HE
Jan,-Mar---: 685 470 256 : 1,016 : 295 254 53 ¢ 3,029 : 33 : 970 : 577 : 73 ¢ 1,653 : 177 : 4,859
Apr.-June--: 687. 460 302 ¢+ 1,314 : 354 : 237 : 50 : 3,403 : 34 978 : - 587 : 79 ¢ 1,677 : 124 5,205
July-Sept--: 660 453 : 292 : 1,353 : 494 297 : 46 : 3,594 : "33 : 1,084 : 687 : 66 : 1,871 : 252 : 5,716
Oct.-Dec---: 604 436 233 ¢ 1,056 : 274 253 : 50 : 2,907 : 38 : 1,034 673 : 72 : 1,818 : 199 : - 4,924

Total---~: 2,636 1,819 : 1,083 : -4,739 : 1,417 : 1,041 : 199 : 12,933 : 140 : 4,066 : 2,524 : 290 ¢ 7,019 ¢ 752 : 20,704

1978: : : : S : : : : -3 H :
Jan.-Mar--—-: 667 “ 453 264 : 1,122 : -283 197 : 68 : 3,054 : 46 843 472 55 : 1,416 : - 68 : 4,538
Apr.-June--: 652 447 314 ¢ 1,435 : 350 : 207 : 72 ¢ 3,477 : 51 : 997 : 580 : 68 v 1,695 : 73 : 5,245
July-Sept--: 643 444 2713 ¢ 1,448 : 427 195 108 ¢ 3,539 : .57 1,141 682 : 70 : 1,951 : 90 : 5,580
Oct.-Dec-~-: 604 445 226 : - 1,111 284 215 : 68 ; 2,953 : 54 944 : . 602 : 54 : 1,655 : 83 : 4,691

Total-—-—-: 2,566 1,789 : 1,038 : 5,154 : 1,344 : 814 : 317 : 13,023 : 208 3,926 : 2,336 : 247 ¢ 6,717 : 314 : 20,054

1979: . : : : : B : : : : ) : :
Jan.-Mar---: 656 458 201 : 1,135 : 274 206 : 57 2,987 : 47 972 : 544 65 1,628 : 112 4,727
Apr.-June--: 581 401 : 249 : 1,242 : 308 : 204 57 3,043 : 60 : 919 : 558 : 84 1,621 : 224 4,888
July-Sept--: 599 -438 261 : 1,223 : 433 254 58 3,266 : 47 1,035 ; 668 : 92 1,842 . 223 . 5,331

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

Note.--Because of rounding, fipgures may not add to the totals shown.
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U.S. Customs Treatment

U.S. tariff

The TSUS does not attempt to separately identify sugars, sirups, and
molasses by name for classification éurposes. Rather, products of this
description are classified in accordance with their physical and chemical
properties, regardless of the name by which a particular produét may be
c;lled. Under the description "sugars, sirups,'and molassesz derived fromr
' sugar cane or sugar beets, principaily of crystalline structﬁré or inl&ry
amorphous form"_(TSUS item 155.20) are classified all tﬁe éolid sugars of
. commerce, including raw and refined sugar. vUnder.the description Vsugafs,
sirups, andvmolasseg, derived from sugar cane or,sﬁgar beets, not principally
“of crystalliné structure and not iﬁ dry amorphous form, containiﬁgvsolub;e '
non—s;éar solids (excluding any foreign substance that may have been_added )
~or developed in the product) equal ta 6% or less by weight of the totall
}soluble7solids"'(TSUS item 155.30) are classified liquid sugar and invert
ijsﬁgar éirup;'

Pursuant to Presidential Préclamation No. 4539, issued November 11, 1977,
the golumn 1 rate -of duty for TSUS item 155.20 was established at 2.98125
‘cents per pound less 0.0421875 cent per pound for each degree underllOO
degréés (andAfractions of a deéree in proportion) but.not less than.iL9265625
' cents,per.pound. By general headnqte 4(b) of the TSUS, the column 2 fAte was
. estgblished at the same level. The rate formula provides a duty of 2.é125
- cents per pound for 96-degree faw suéar (the term ”dégree”vmeans sugar dégree
“'as determined by polariscopic test). Imports of sugar from all countries into
Afthe United States were subject to these rates of duf& except for imports from'
certain countrieé which are desjgnated beneficiaries eligible for duty-free

treatment under the Generalized System of Preferences.
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Articles classified under TSUS item 155.30 are dutiable on total

sugars at the rate per pound appllcable under TSUS item 155 20 to sugar

R [

testing 100 degrees. All de51gnated benef1c1ar1es for the Generallzed

t .
. .
?

System of Preferences are ellglble for duty—free treatment on 1mports under
TSUS item 155.30.
On February 1, 1980, the Pre31dent 81gned Proclamatlon No. 4720 whlch

pursuant to headnote 2, subpart 10A schedule 1, of the TSUS, reduced the

¢

column 1 rate of duty for TSUS item 155 20 to O 6625 cent per pound less

0.009375 cent per pound for each degree under 100 degrees (and fractlons of

~ B -~

a degree in proportlon) but not less than 0. 428125 cent per pound The column
2 rate of duty was reduced to l.9875 cents per pound less 0.028125 cent per

' . . - s s,

pound for each degree under 100 degrees (and fractions of a degree in propor-
tion) but not less than 1.284375 cents per pound. The rates of duty for TSUS

item 155.30 were reduced in accordance w1th the reducc1ons for TSUS item

LT e ! - s [

155.20. These_reductlons in rates of duty were effectlve as of February 1,

1980.



Impért quotas

On November 16, 1974 when the Pre51dent by Proclamatlon No. 4334,
established-rates of duty for sugar provided for 1n TSUS 1tems 155.20 and
oy 1;_,., b

155. 30 pursuant to headnote 2 part 104, schedule 1 of the TSUS, the

President also established a global quota of 7 m1lllon tons, raw value, on
o een e .

such imports. At that time, it was announced that the quota was not intended

to be restrlctlve on normal 1mport levels. On November 30, 1978, the
President’ 51gned Proclamation No. 4610 which lowered the global quota to

5 st st ~;.;! B

6.9 mllllon short tons, raw value. In addltlon, the quota was allocated
with' small quant1ties for the products of Talwan and for the products of all

Lo '
s B i . @

other countries’ other than members at that time of the Internat10na1 Sugar

F R l»v

Agreement 1977 forrtha pemiod calendar years 1978 and 1979 By Pre31dent1alw<
Proclamation Nb 4663 of May 24, 1979, the power to allocate these quotas

i ST

was delegated to the Secretary of State or his de31gnee, in order to make it

.. P
Jry e ol LA

possible to allocate the quotas in accordance to the changing membershlp

of the International Sugar Agreement, 1977, and that agreement's requirements
for restrictions on imports from nonmembers. At the time of the original
quota announcement, the quota for nonmembers other than Taiwan had already
been filled, which in effect made the quota restriction an embargo on further
imports from such countries until the end of 1979. Canada is an importing
member of the International Sugar Agreement, 1977, and is not affected by

these quota allocations.



Section 22 import fees

Presidential Proclamation No. 4547,'issued January 20, 1978;" pursuant
to sectioh'22 of‘fhe AgrihultﬁfaluAdjustment Act, as amended, provided for
additional import fees for éugars provided for in TSUS items 155.20 and 155.30.
This was.toAﬁodify certain fees previously established under Presidential
Proclamation 4538, issued November 11, 1977. TFor sugar provided for in TSUS
item 155.20,2"to‘be'furfﬁéf'refined or improved in quality," thé additional
import fee under TSUS item 956.15 was 2.70 cents per pound. Fof sugar in
TSUS 1item 155.26,'"n0t to be further refined or improved in quality," and
for sugar in TSUS item 155.30’(b33ed on ‘total sugars‘content), the additional-
import fees under TSUS items 956.05 and 957.15, respectively, were 3.22 cents
per ﬁound; None of the ‘additional import fees could exéeed 50 percent ad
valorem. An exception was bro&idéd~for sugar'énteféd for the production of
polyhydric.élcdhois'(i.e;, sorbitol and mannitol) mnot ‘fot use in’human
consdmption. Designatéd bereficiaries for the Generalized System of Preferences
are not eligible for duty-free treitment with regard- to: section 22 fees.

These fges were establishéd under emergency powers of the President pursuant
to section Zé, pending receipt by the President of the United States Inter-
national Trade Commission's report (issued April 17, 1978) and his action
thereupon.

On December 28, 1978, the President signed Proclamation No. 4631 in
response to the Commission's section 22 report, establishing a system of
variable import fees to be managed by the Secretary of Agriculture.' The
system provides that the import fees be adjusted quarterly on the basis of
world prices of sugar for the 20 consecutive market days preceding the 20th
day of the month preceding each calendar quarter, and automatically, whenever
the world price of sugar plus duties, fees, and attributed c.i.f. costs varies

from a price objective of 15 cents per pound by more than 1 cent per pound.
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On the basis of this system, the Secretary of Agriculture established
import fees for Janaqary—March 1979 of 3.35 cents per .pound for TSUS item
956.15, and 3.87 cents per pound for TSUS items 956.05 and 957.15. For
April-June 1979, the import fees were lowered to 2.76 cents per pound for
TSUS item 956.15 and 3.28 cents pef pound for TSUS items 956.05’and 957.15.
For July-September 1979, the import fees were raised to 3,36 cents per pound
for TSUS item 956.15 'and 3.88 cents per pound for TSUS items 956.05 and 957.15.
However, as a result qﬁlthe,pfov}sion for automatic_adqutment.of,the.import.*
fees, on Septemper 1, 1979, the import fees were revised downward_to 2.36
cents perjpounq andw2.88 cents per pound, reSpectively._.For-Septemberr
December 1979, import fees were estgblished at 1.76 cents per pound for TSUS
item 956.15 and 2.28 cgn;s per_pqund for TSUS items 956,05 and 957.15. On
October 18, 1979, these import fees were revised downward to 0.76 cent.:per
pound and 1.28 cents per pound, respectively, and on October 24, 1979, were
revised again to zero for TSUS item 956.15 and 0,52 cent per pound for TSUS
items 956.05 and 957.15, the minimum level allowed under Presidential |

Proclamation No. 4631,
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Countervailing duties on sugar imports from the European Community

On July 30, 1978, thé‘ﬁ.S.AC§Stoﬁs Service aﬁhbuhzed“a final counter—
vailing duty determination qhaqisuggr»fromtgheququgan Commuqity,_ppqyided féf
in TSUS items 155.20 and 155.30, whiqb bengf;teq from bopnties or grants was
being entered into the United Sta;gs, Spch §pgarllimgprfed €§F¢9$1Y{Qr indi;ectl&
from the European Cqm@pnity, if entered o;\withdréwn fxom_wa;ehquse,fgr consumption
on or after July 31, 1978, is §ubject.ﬁo paymeg;:of.cpuntervailipg"aPties equal
to the net amount of any{bountyvor g;ant_determ;nedqgf gstimaged.;o‘hﬁvg peen
paid or bestowed. The net améﬁnt of such bounties orvgrgngshwa§‘?sge;tained apq

estimated to be 10.8 cents per pound of sugar.

Antidumping duties on sugar imports from Belgium, France, and West Germany

On May 16, 1979, .the U.S. International Trade Commission reported to the
Secretary of the Treasury its unanimous determination that an industry'in the
United States is being injured by reason of the importation of sugar‘providéd
for in TSUS items 155.20 and 155.30 from Belgiuﬁ, France, and West Germany,
which the Department of tbe Treasury had determined is being, or is likely to
be, sold at less than fair value within the meaning of the Antidumping Act, 1921,ﬂ
as amended. The Commission's determinations resulted in the imposition of
dumping duties on any LTFV sugar imporFs from the countries in question, entered
on or after February 12, 1979. The weighted average dumping margins found by
Treasury for the three countriesvrange from 51 to 55 percent Qf the home-market
prices. There have been virtually no imports of sugar from the European'Community '

since countervailing duties were imposed on July 31, 1978.
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Nature and Extent.of Sales at LTFV

. ol r . . '
In addition to information in the Treasury Department file transmitted to
the Commission’at. the time of the Commission's preliminary inquiry No. AA1921-
'Inq.-27, the Treasury Department made the file of its investigation concerning

sales at léssvfhéﬁ fair value.of'sugars and sirups from Canada available to the

Commission's staff. All responses to Treasury's questionnaires of Canadian firms

wefé'dbtéine&"along with'notes'of meétingswdf Treasury officials with representa-

tives of Canadian firms, -* #* *



AZ13

Treasury's investigation of U.S. imports of sugars and- §itips from Candda
covered the 6-month .period October l;aI978JMaréh“31;:1979}”5nd"inclﬁdéd iﬁﬁorts
from ,three producers, Redpath-Sugars,»Etd.*ﬂﬁtléntiC’Sﬁgaf;’Lt&E;'and Sff'LaWrénce
Sugar, a division of ‘Sucronel, Ltd: isFair value?béﬁﬁafisdﬂéFVEré“made‘for'Rédpéth
and.Atlanpic,.which.figmspaccounted”fof 77.percenﬁ’df’Cénadiah“sughr:éaléé'ihfthe
U.S. . market. Since contract salesiwere ‘difficult -t “compare with home-market sales,
'priggzcomparisons were, made primarily"for:spot sdles to ‘the'U.S. mafféfrb§~thé§e
firms. This limited price comparisonms to ‘sales repreSenting about 40 percent of
total.§ales,,-The_basLSuof}comparisonﬁfor;U;S;wimPOrts was® the purchase price, with
adjustments made for. freight, insurancey duty,: import TééEACUStbmsﬁBfokérégé;r
commission, and cash discounts, as applicable. An addition was made for clstoms
~duty paid upon importation of raw sugar, which -duty Qas rebated upon exportation of
refined sugar to the United States (drawback). The home-market price was the f.o.b.
plant price, with adjustments for cash discount, quantity rebate, competitive
diséount, differences in packing, and differences in selling expenses, as appropriate.

For Redpath, price compagisons indicated that the purchase price was less than the
home-market priée of suchbor similar merchandise on about 96 percent of the sales
compared. Margins ranged from approximately 0.05 percent to 49.5 percent, and the
weighted average margin was approximately 20.15 percent. 1/ For Atlantic, price
comparisons indicated that the purchase price was less than the home-market price
on 100 percent of the sales compared. Margins ranged from 5.5 percent to 30.4 percent,

with a weighted average margin of about 19.25 percent. 2/ St. Lawrence did not supply

1/ On the basis of the Commission's method of calculating margins (home-market price
less purchase price, divided by the home-market price), the above margins ranged from
k%% . percent to **%% percent, and the weighted average margin was #&*  percent.

27 On the basis of the Commission's method of calculating margins, the above margins
ranged from *** percent to *** percent, and the weighted average margin was ***
percent.
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sufficient informatioﬁ for Treasury to determine a dumping margin on its sales
to the United States.

In anéwer to Treasury's questionnaires, Redpath reported total sales to the
U.S. market during the period October 1978-March 1979, of *** hundredweights, .*
Atlantic reported sales of *¥*=* hundred&eights, and St., Lawrence reported sales
of *** hundredweights, for total sales of *** hundredweights. U.S. imports from
.Canada during the period were about *** hundredweights, so these firms accounted
for virtually all imﬁorts; These three firms are reported .to-account for about
#%% percent of :all sales of refined sygar in Canad&.-'

©. A summary of Tpeasury”é price;comparisons.for spot sales by Redpath -and

Atlantic,iﬁ.the U.S.. mafket during the‘peribd October 1978-March ‘1979 is shown

in table 2.



Table 2. ——Summary of price comparisons made by Treasury for spot sales, by flrms and by products,
October 1978-March 1979

G : Sales at LTFV
Sales at :

: Total :

: sales :'fair value : : " : LTFV margins as a :LTFV margins as a
T, Item T ' : ' ﬂ{Quaﬁ“: ' ©percent of purchase : percent of fair
- P e : i L s tValue: price :___market value
., . .Quan-_o . - Quan- ity T : .
T }tity:valug:tity:yalqe: : : Range  'Average’ Range 'fAverage
: Cwt. : - Cwt, © th. v t Percent :Percent: Percent :Percent
Atlantic Sugar l/————eq-——;———i—-——:}*** IR T T S L L :}5;53-30.42 :719.25 : - ki oy Fokk
Redpath Sugars: : e I : < S s : . :
Special fine'100-1b paper bags———:’*** soddke ok ¢ Rk 3 kkkT ARk BRE g, kEE FRx wdk
Liquid invert------ — ,:"***',p***:; R - TkEk g kkEk o kkk i kkk Kkk . *k
Fine-100=1b paper bags—-—-—=—<—-—==i kkk 3 dkkk @ .o g oDk g TRk dkE g kkk kkk %k
Plantation 1Q/5-1b paper. bags-———:‘***f:<***;:; IR S S G L khE g kkE Xk ek
quuid SUCrose——;—————-——————————v: k%% :"*** :'V*** i Khk s kkk o A***" . 5 Fhk . kkdk . Hxk s Kok
Special fine bulk-- - DokEk o kkk T kkk p kkkos Rk o kkk ET TR ET T T T Kk
Staff 10/5-1b paper bags-————————: *EE o ERK . o -y Kkkk ., Kkk o, CokkE Kkt . fksk Kk
Icing 40-kg paper bags———-=—=———==n s okkk g RkE . - - kkk o k% kkk whx fkk Kk k
Golden yellow 40-kg paper bags—-—-: *¥%% : *¥% I L L LA *hk. k% whE g, fadale
U.S. Sugar 10/5-1b paper bags——-—=: %%k . %¥k : .. . = p wEE o kR, L RER Fekk k% * kK
All other sales—c———c—em———m———m—: K&k 1 kkk o kkk o KAk KXk . Kkk . sk, *xk ET T ET T
Total Redpath Sales——r==——=—m=r; *%k ; #&kk  kkk : XKk ; *%% 3 *%% ; 0,05<49.54 : 20,33 : KEk *dk
1/ *%x,

Source: Compiled f#om information obtained from the U.S. Departﬁent of the Treasury.

ST-v
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' THeADémeseie Industry

About 55 percent of tﬁe suygar consumed annually in the United States cemes

RN

from domestic sources (30 gereeﬁt from sugar beets and 25 percent from sugar cane)

'

and 45 percent, from foreién sources (virtually all cane).

Considerations of a pegional parket and a regional. industry

Section 771(4)(C)- of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended; in regard to
regional industries, states as-follows—-

In appropriate citcuﬁStances, the United States, for a parti-
cular product market, may be divided into 2 or more markets and the
producers within each market may be treated as if they were a separate.
industry if-- : Y

(i) the*producers within such market sell all or almost all
of their pruductlon of ‘the llke product in question in that
market, and -

(1i) the demand in that market is fot supplied, to any
substantial degree, by producers of the product in question
located elsewhere in. ‘the United States.

In such approprlate c1rcumstances, material injury, the threat of
material injury, or materlal retardation of the establishment of an
industry may be found to exist with respect to an industry even if
the domestic industry as a whole, or those producers whose .collective
output of a like product constitutes a major prOportlon of the total
domestic production of that -product, is not injured, if there is a
concentration of subsidized or dumped imports into such an isolated
market and if the:producers of all, or almost all, of the production
within that market are belng materlally 1nJured or threatened by
material injury, 6r if the establlshment of an industry is being
materially retarded, by reason of the subsidized or dumped imports,

Transportation costs fqr ;efiped sugar are relatively high in relation to
its value; therefore, fefined eugaf'is ndrﬁally shipped to markets within 250-
300 miles of refineriee; or not moee'tﬂaﬁ half ‘way to the next refinery. The
distance refined sugar can be p;ofitably shippe& depends to a large degree on
the location of competitors and shipping rates. Refined sugar shipped by water
transportation can generally be seﬁf a greater distance to-compete with other

producers than can refined éugaf shipped by truck.
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The Northeastefn.Stateéﬁrégion fof'which'seﬁaféfe:héfa were obtained in
the Commissjon's qu%stionga;rgg inéludés Cqﬁﬁéctihﬁt; Maine, Massachusetts,
Micﬁigaﬁ, New Haﬁp;hi;e,,ﬁéw;Jersey, &ew York,>0hi;}'feﬁﬁsylvania, Rhode‘Islagd,
and Vermont. In tﬂé preiimiﬁar&uinqui£§ (AA1921—Inq.-27),.in addition to these
States, the Northeastern/Eastern Great Lakes area examined included Mérylénd,

N ‘ '

Delaware, and the Distriéﬁ of Columbia. The iatter States were!léft.out in the
curien@ investigatioh'beqause the original Amstar Corporation petition did not
allegé injury to its opérations ip this aréa. Also, the Department beLégéf di&
not find that Amstar's Baltimore refinery suffered from lost salésniﬁ itsiéustomer
survey in determining ﬁhg eligibility of workers for adjustmenfhéssisggncé;
' Finaily, fhg,gv;dencejobtained inv;he inquiry wasAthgt»ve;y,little Canadian sugar

was sold in these States and very little of the Baltimore refinqry's p;oduction'

Y

‘was' sold .in the NortheaSterﬁ“Statés'regidn'as defired in this investigation.
' SR AR e it oo . Lo : : C

In the.Northeagtern States regiop there are gpmpepitiygngrqdpcers loqated‘
in cloée‘pr;xi;ity whié;:haﬁe‘siﬁilér.markéting térritories.” In addition,‘the
petitioner, Amstar Corporation is such a large producer that.it markets sugar

for great'distances, sometimes past the location of competitive'producers. For
example, the beet sugar production of Michigan and Ohio is not large enough to
Supply consumption in those States so sugar refined on the east coast is marketed
in these States and even farther if necessary.

The refineries located in the Northeastern States region market the bulk ..~
of their product therein. Table 3 shows sales by regions where the'firms*were
primarily located and by regibn where the sales were made. About 60 percent
of the sales by refined sugar producers-primarily located in the Northeastern
States region are made in that region. However, Eﬁesemdata"include cane
refining operations of two firms which have planté locéted outside the region.

For only those plants located with the region, sales within the Northeastern

States region as a percentage of total sales of those plants were 97 percent
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Table 3.--Refined sugar: Sales of 14 domestic refined sugar producers,
by areas of production and by areas of sidle, 1975-79

(In billions of pounds)
Firms primarily located in--

Item : .
. ; Ni;iﬂiifaif“ Other States 2/. ' Total 3/

Sales in North- : :

eastern States: ‘ o :
1975~m——m e : LT ' L LR - 3,397
1976~~——mmm e : L L LA 3.786
1977 ——m e . L T kkx T, "~ 3.658
1978~ s » L A& 3.504
1979————mm e o ki L ERkly '3.478

Total sales: 2 o ' T _ : '

1975 mmmm e e : kkk . **% . E 13.126
1976 mm e m : . kkk _ LA 14,351
1977 -—=mmemmm e : | kRE *kk g 14,212
1978=—~~~mmmmm— » LT T KkE 13,644

1979—---- et , *kk L 14,032

1/ Data for 4 respondents, including a firm with'cane refining operations in
other States. '

2/ Data for 11 respondents

3/ Data for 14 respondents, including a firm with cane refining operations reported
in Northeastern States and beet sugar. operations reported in other States.

Source: Complled from data submltted in response to questionnaires of the U.S.
International Trade Commission by domestic refined sugar producers.
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in 1975, 98 percent in 1976, 96 percent in 1977, 94 percent in 1978, and 96
percent in 1979. Sales of réfined'gugarAproducers for plants located in other
States to cugtomers within the Northeastern States region were about 5.5 percent
of total sales- in each year for 1:975-=79.

Less than 0.1 percent of imported,Capadian sugar entered the United States
in customs’ districts outside the Northeastern States region. Most Canadian sugar
is believed to haveé been marketed near where it entered, particularly in upstate
New York. However, tﬂére weré>manY'instances where sugar was shipped substantial
distances form the port of entry, notably-from entry in the Detroit district
for sale in Chicago, Illinois; It has ‘been suggested that Illinois and Indiana
should be included in the region in<any'c6nsideration‘of«regional industry by.
the Commission. However, there is .not sufficient évidencé available to suggest
that a large portion of Canadian sugar imports were ultimatelly sold in these
States.  The only sugar refining faéility located -in-.-I1linois and Indiana is
already reported as a subsidiary of a firm primarily located in the Northeastern
States region. A posthearing submission indicated that sales outside the
Northeastern States region by Redpath and Atlantic during the period January 1-A.
October 1, 1979, were about 5.9 million pounds, or about 3.3 percent of total

Canadian sugar imports during that period.
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U.S. sugar beet- growers and-bect .sugar processors

. “Sugar beets are currentily: produced.in- 16 .States. The number of farms pro-
ducing sugar beets in 1978/79 most likely ‘has decreased from the 12,000 farms pro-
ducing sugar beets in 1973/74 (the last year for which official statistics are
available)... :For 1978/79, estimated U.S. sugar beet acreage is 1,119,300 .acres,
down from 1,2725000‘acre5vin 1977/78 (gablggé)f. Sugar beets are generally grown by
farmers under contraggs“wgth beg: sugar processors which call for growers to
deliver beets.from a given.acreage .to processors .and for processors to reimburse
the growers on a basis;which_ipclqdes_aApepqentage,of‘the return processors
receive from.the sale of refined sugar.. In 1979, there were}&dibget éugar
Afactqpies<owned;byLl3 companies.or qoqperag@Qes operating iﬁ the suéar-beet-
producing regions in the United States. .

.There were nine. beet:sugar g;ocgssingjplaﬁtg\CQgt,produced refined beet
sugar in the Northeastern States during the pgriod‘}975-79. One plant in
Maine was reopened and qperg;ed d“t?§851275(76 but q}qsed thegeafter.. The
four ;emainiggjcgmpanie;:opgré;ingSg;an;§ﬁin the Northeastern States ;nd‘the _
plant lqca?igng.ﬁgliow: |

Location of

Company plant
Buckeye Sugars, inc-—- - : Ottawa, Ohio
Michigan Sugar Co-- ——— -~=~== Caro, Mich.

Carrollton, Mich.

Croswell, Mich.

Sebewaing, Mich.
Monitor Sugar Co-==-=——-—- - ---~ Bay City, Mich.

Northern Ohio Sugar Co ~«=w===- Findlay, Ohio
Fremont, Ohio
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Table 4.--Sugar beets: U.S. acreage and production, by States,
crop years 1974/75 to1978/79 1/

State ©1974/75 1 1975/76 G 1976/77 P 1977/78 © 1978/79 2/

Acreage (1,000 acres)

California-——————- : 326.3 : 312.0 : 217.0 : 193.4 214..0
Minnesota----——---: 196.0 : 248.0 : 260.0 : 263.0 : 244,0
Idaho---~————————-: 158.3 : 139.4 107.4 : 132.3 : 126.3
North Dakota--—--—- . 130.9 : 149.8 : 155.2 ¢ 155.2 : 143.1
Michigan---=—————- : 91.4 : 91.4 : 85.5 : 91.5 : 89.0
Nebraska-—-———=~——-: 96.0 : 84.5 : 67.7 : 76.0 : 73.0
Colorado~-———-———-—- : 154.9 : 121.0 : 72.0 : 84.0 : 73.0
Wyoming———~————- - 57.7 : 56.4. : 48.4 48.8 : 48.2
Montana-—--------——=:  ~ 48.5 : 46.1 : 45.0 : 44,7 43.4
Texas~——==~- —m————- : 33.7 : 23.3 : 17.9 23.6 : 19.5
Ohio===————mmm e o 39.2 : 36.5 : 22.5 : 23.3 : 13.7
Arizona-——~--——ue——; 17.0 : 17.0 : 12.8 : 15.0 : 11.4
Kansag———--——=—~—- : 43.0 : 38.0 : 24.0 : 26.0 : 11.4
Oregon—--—-==—————-: 17.9 : 14.5 : 8.2 : 8.9 : 6.7
New Mexico---——=--: .9 .9 1.2 : 1.8 : 2.0
Utah—~———=m s 22.5 : 18.0 : 9.8 : 12.6 : L.5
Washingtion--——-—- : 82.4 : 76.5 : 61.6 : 68.5 : 0
Maine~——~——=————-- : 0 : 5.5 0 : 0 : 0
Total---——==-—=-: 1,516.6 : 1,478.8 : 1,216.2 1,268.6 1,120.2
Production (1,000 short tons)
California-——-----—- : 8,892 : 8,912 : 5,664 : 4,682 : 5,731
Minnesota-——~——=——— : 2,783 3,026 : 4,732 : 4,971 : 3,782
Idaho~——=-m~mem—am 02,942 ¢ . 2,879 : . 2,094 : 2,765 : 2,804
North Dakota-—--—-: 1,820 : 2,022 : 2,769 : 3,054 : 2,304
Michigan~—-~-=sm—=: 1,755 : -1,540 : 1,796 : 1,770 : 1,558
Nebraska~--~-——--- : 1,776 : 1,690 : 1,354 : 1,368 : 1,460
Colorado~~—~-————- : 2,661 : 2,303 : 1,404 : 1,538 : 1,358
Wyoming—~-—~——~--~ : 1,060 : 1,167 : 949 : 922 : 906.
Montana—-<—~=-==——=: 829 : 968 : 896 : 885 : 829
Texag—==———=-ee~-- - . 440 503 : 309 : 414 332
Ohio-~~—~-- ——————— : 777 : 617 : 457 394 266
Arizona—~——~—-—————: 366 : 391 : 285 : 308 : 219
Kansag-—~——-—=~=--: 667 : 749 401 : 442 : 213
Oregon--—-—~-—~—-—- : 426 : 364 : 206 : 203 : 175
New Mexico-~--~—-- : 15 : 20 : 23 : 37 : 30
Utah-———————cmmeem’ 353 : 317 : 173 . 225 : 29
Washington———————~: 2,142 @ 1,862 : 1,495 : 1,747 : 0
Maine=-~=———v——en: 0 : 56 : 0: 0 : 0
Total-——=cm————— : 29,704 : 29 386 : 25,007 : 25,725 : 21,996

1/ The crop year begins.in September in all States except in Callforn1a and
lowland areas of Arizona, where it begins in March and Aprll, respectively.
2/ Preliminary estimate. .

Source: Compiled from official stétistics of the U.S. Depaftment of Agriculture
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It has been reported- -that the plants: in Ottawa and Fremont, Ohio, ceased

operatioﬁs'and did not produce refined beet sugar in 1978/79.

Cane sugar refiners

There are 22 cane sugar refineries in the United States, located mainly on
the east and gulf coasts. The 22 cane refineries are -operated by 12 companies
and one cooperative. ACane sugér;refineries provide about 70 percent -of the
refined sugar consuﬁed in the U.S. market. In 1978, U.S. cane sugar refineries _
produced 7.35 million short téns, raw value, of sugar. Cane sugar refiners
are the'principal users of imports of raw sugar.

There is no production of raw cane sugaf in the Novrtheastern States;
therefore, cane sugar refineriés in that area import raw sugar from otﬁef -
countfieslﬁo sﬁstain their operations‘és'well as obtain some supplies from
othef fegiéhs of the United States where raw cane sugar is producéd. In
recent years, impdrted raw sugar is believed to have accounted for more than
90 percent of the raw sugar used by thesé operations. -

Four companigs currently'opérate cane sugar refineries in the Northeastérn
States region. Theée four cdmpanies, as well as the locations of fheir

refineries in the region, are as follows:

Company " Location of refinery -
Amstar Corporation 1/-——————m——— e e Boston, Mass.

Brooklyn, N.Y.
Philadelphia, Pa.

National Sugar Refining Co------————mmmmmmmm Philadelphia, Pa..

Revere Sugar Corporation——-——-=—-——cmememcrm e Brooklyn, N.Y.
Charlestown, Mass.

Refined Syrups & Sugars, Inc 2/--—wemmemmmmmmmm o Yonkers, N.Y.

1/ Amstar Corp., the petitioner to Treasury, also has cane sugar refineries
at Baltimore, Md. and New Orleanms, La., a liquid sugar plant at Chicago, Ill.,
4 beet sugar plants in California and 1 in Arizona, and a corn sweetener plant
at Dimmit, Tex. '

2/ Refined Syrups & Sugars, Inc., is a subsidiary of Tate & Lyle, Ltd.,
which is also the parent firm of Redpath Sugars, Ltd., one of the Canadian firms
for which Treasury found sales at less than fair value.
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Mainland sugar cane growers and millers

'Louisiana, Florida, and Texas are the principal mainland States producing
sugar cane. The mainland cane-milling industry takes.sugar cane from growers
and processes- it into raw sugar. Because it rapidly becomes difficult to recover
sucrose from sugar cane as the time lengthens between cutting and milling,
the cane mills are located close to. the pfoducing areas. . In 1977/78, some 40
mainland cane-milling companies produced about 1765vmillion tons of raw sugar,
but production in 1978/79 is estimated to have declined‘to gbout 1.58 million
tons.

Offshore sugar cane growers and millers

Hawaii and Puerto Rico are offshore producers and millers of sugar cane.
Hawaii is noted for having the highest yiélds of sugar cane per acre in the
world. 1In 1978, 99,000 acres of sugar cane were harvested in Hawaii on about
480 farms. There are 15 Hawaiian cane-milling éompanies which al;o produce
nearly 95 percent of the sugar cane. Sugar is mostly marketed on the mainland
through a cooperative marketing association--Californian & Hawaiian Sugaf Co.,
which is owned by the 15 cane—milling companies.

Puerto Rican sugar produétion has declined severely over the last several
years. The bulk of sugar cane acreage and most of the cane mills are owned,
leased, or contracted for by the Sugar Corporation of PuertovRico, a quasi;
governmental corporation. In 1975/76, 12 sugar cane mills in Puerto Rico had
a daily processing capacity of about 55,000 tons of sugar cane.

U.S. importers and sugar operators

Besides the cane sugar refiners, which contract for the bulk of U.S. sugar
imports, other importers and sugar operators are involved in the importation.of
raw or refined sugar. They import sugar and arrange for the sale and delivery
of the commodity to buyers (mostly cane sugar refiners). The need for the sugar
operators' services arises because producers cannot always find refiners willing

to buy at the times and locations that producers have sugar to sell. The sugar
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operators' services consiét of financing the tramsaction, chartering the trans-
porfaéion, arranging for loading, doing import and export documentation,
deliﬁering to buyers' docks, and taking the risk of price changes while these
procedurés are being undertaken. The operators also engage in significant
trading and hedging in commodities futures markets for sugar, and usually operate
in the world sugar trade outside the U.S. market. There are at least 16 sugar
operatofs déaling in raw sugar and an unknown number of importers dealing in

refined sugar for direct-consumption sales.

Refined Sugar Brokers

In the sale of refined sugar by rgfiﬁers to wholesale customers there is
often anoqbgr;partigipaqt in the U.S. sugar market. Refined sugar brokers have
‘various”customerq,fo; whom qhey_purchaseﬁsuggr from réfiners. General brokers
will‘bpy,suggr frquany'rgf;qer_in an effor;’tb attempt to find the JOWest price
for_thgir»customgrs., Am§§ar Corporation uses exclusive brokers who only sell
Amstar sugar to ;Qe%x ggstomers; 'In”addition, certain large industrial customers
contrﬁctdirectlywith refiners for thei;_sygar needs, The extent to which
brokerage relationships are a factor in price determination for refined sugar
may’be\a_factqr'ig measuring the impact of U.S. imports of Canadian sugar sold
at less thaanair value. Treasury déta indicated that a portion'of‘Canadian sales

to .U.S. customgrs were made through general brokers.
, Sy ) .
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Alternative Sweeteners

The principal altefnatiﬁes to sugar in sweetener markets are corn-based

sweeteners. Tﬁey are derived from corn‘starch by hydrolysis, usually with

enzyme processes. The products of this process include glucose sirups and
anhydrous and monohydrate dextrose. However, a recently developed product,
high~fructose sirup, which is_defived from glucose sirup, has grown rapidly

in use ana has been highly competitiVé with-sugar in certain épplications,
For example, the soft-drink industry.is the'largest industrial user of éugar
but since high—fructbse sirups have becbme.available, this industry has been
‘ using increasing amounts of this product as a substitute for.sugar and for

 sugar an&}éorn sirup blends. - Highffructoselsirup could eventually substitute
'vfor most sweetener uses that do not specifiballyrrequire dry crystals, and

it is estiﬁated that high-fructose sirups will eventually supply a substantial
porfion_ofAthe industrial market for sweeteners in liquid application., While
at gheir introduction, use of high-fructose sirups was limited because of lack
of productive cap;city:-currently there are feports of excess processing capacity
as a fesﬁit of the coming on stream of substanuial.new capacity. It would
appear that thelabilify.to produce high—fructose sirup has increased faster than the

development of product formulations that could take advantage of its availability

at prices lower than those.for sugar.
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There are 11 firﬁs in the U;S.‘eorn sweetener industry, operatiﬁg,ZO
ﬁlants, most of which are located in the corn-producing States of the Midwest.
Eleven of these plants produce high~fructose sirup.

Three firms have corn sweetener operations in the Northéastern.States
region, .and each of these plants pfoduces high-fructose sirup. The locatipﬁs

of these plants and the companies operating them are as follows:

Company B : Location of plant .
A. E. Staley Manufacturing Co-- Morrisville, Pa.
Clinton Corn Processing Co-=r—rr——r~—mcewfreeewe—e-  Montezuma, N,Y,
Car-Mi, Inc=- - - - ==—s—r—rs=—s=--e-=- . Dayton, Ohio

The distribution of net sales of all corn sweeteners to designateéd market
areas for eight respondents to the Commission's-questionnairés, which acpountéd
for about 70 percent of all corn sweetener sales in 1977, are shown in table 5.

High-fructose sirup sales for these respondents were as.follows:

S Quantity S .Value L Unit value- -~
Year (1,000 pounds) (1,000 dollars) - (cents per pound)
1975-==—======~ 1,032,867 232,332 . 22,49
. 1976~——~-——-~— 1,319,629 : -182,253 . . '13.81°
PL: iy S —— 1,469,070 159,418 10.85 - .
1978~===rer—~ 1,800,811 © 181,742 . 10.09

1979c—rmerme——= 2,542,177 271,887 10.70
Sales of high-fructose sirup were rising relative to totél corn sweetener Sales,'

but it appears unlikely that such sales were more heavily concentrated in the

Northeastern States region than in other States.
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Table 5.<=Corn sweeteners: Net sales by 8.corn sweetener producers,-
by market areas, 1975-79

(In miltions of pounds, dry basis)

Market area P 1975 Y 1976 G 1977 ¢ 1978 1979
Domestic: - : : : . : : )
Northeastern States—-———--—: - 1,718 1,656 : 1,747 : 2,042 . 2,050
Other States——————c————e——ea : 3,181 3,479 : 3,527 : 3,828 : 4,459
Subtotalwcmrrmrrmcm—rmcee— ¢ 4,899 5,135 : 5,275 - 5,870 : 6,509
Foreign: § : ' : oo : ' :
Canada--~ : 24 ; 26 : 41 56 : . 44
Other countries--—-————————— : 22 : 15 : 17 16 : : 21
SubtOta;l.v—-;--fr—v-x-—Prv—??.—-\-——Z 46 41 - 58 : 73 65 ‘
Total-wemcrwcrmeimmemeeers ¢ 4,945+ 5,177 : 5,332 : 5,943 : 6,574

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission by domestic corn sweetener producers.

Note .~~Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.
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Foreign Producers

The European Community, the U.S.S.R., Brazil, India, Cuba, and the United
.States are the world's leading producers of sugar (table 6). The U.S.S.R., the
European Community, and the United States are also the world's leading consumers
of sugar, consuming most of their own production, while Brazil, Cuba, and India
export ;ignificantlportions of their output.

‘In most years, world production exceeds world consumption of sugar (table 7),
resulting in world'sugar pficgs that are generally low. When world consumption
exceeds (or is ﬁerceived to exceed) world productioﬁ for any prolonged period,
prices generally rise quickly. - During crop years 1974/75 to 1978/79, world produc-
tion Qas in excess of Qorld consumption in each year. Current projections are that
world consumﬁtion will exceed'world production of éﬁgar beginning with crop year
1979/80 and will continue to do so until higher prices for sugar bring forth
increased production.

In thé«1978/79 crop year, the leading suppliers of sugar to the United States
were Brazil, the Domipican'Republic, the Philippines, Argentina, and Peru (table 8).
Although 36 count;ies supplied sugar to the United States in 1978/79, the leading
suppliers listed above accounted for more than 61 percent of total sugar imports.
Canada Qas a leés important supplier, accounting for only 2.2 pércent of total
sugar imports, However, Canada was the principal supplier of refined sugar,
supplying more than 98 percent of refined sugar imports in 1978/79.

Canada is a producer of beet 8ugar,vbut the bulk of Ceznadian consumption
and exports come from the refining of raw cane sugar imports (téble 9). Six cane
refineries mike up the eastern Canada sugar-refining industry. The five companies

operating these refineries and their locations are as follows:

Company Location of Refinery
Redpath Sugars, Ltd-r———r——m———- w~—=m~=-—=--~ Montreal, Quebec
Toronto, Ontario
Atlantic Sugar, Ltd o ————————— e e St'. John, New Brumswick
St. Lawrence Sugar-----—--—=———————~—————-o Montreal, Quebec
Cartier Sugar, Ltd----- - - Montreal, Quebec

Westcane Sugar, Ltd-—————————————m—m—ee—— Oshawa, Ontario
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Table B.—;Sugéf: ‘beld{production,'by leading producers,
crop years 1974/75 to 1979/80 1/

- (In thousands of short tons, raw value)

Producer © 1974/75 ; 1975/76 | 1976/77  1977/78  1978/79 1979/80 2/
European Community--—-: - 9,885 : 11,237 : 11,573 : . 13,441 : 13,597 : .13,533
U.S.S.R - 8,521 : 8,488 : 8,102 : 9,728 : 9,921 : 9,370
Brazil —_—=: 8,157 : 6,834 : 8,267 : 9,770 : 8,552 : _ 7,661
India --: . 6,387 : 6,023 : \ 6,661 : 9,058 : 8,094 : 7,191
Cuba- : . 6,944 6,834::" 6,724 : 7,937 + 7,716 : 7,165

- United States——-—-————-:" 5,791 : 7,204 6,872 : 5,992 : 6,131 : . 5,670
Mexico-~—~—=-==—=—=——: . 2,972 : ° 2,974 : 2,972 : 3,339 : 3,371 : 3,417
Australia-~—-—-——-—=: 3,226 : 3,294 3,753 : 3,662 : 3,268 : 3,279
People®s Republic of -: - : : : s S

China -2 2,488 : 2,547 : 2,373 : 2,701 ¢ 2,949 : 2,811
Philippines————====——-: 2,718 : 3,169 :. 3,035 : 2,642 : 2,587 : 2,627

" South Africa~——-———-=:. 2,076 : 1,986 : 2,388 : 2,437 : 2,436 . 2,456
Poland- s 1,716 : 2,050 : 1,985 : 2,005 :° 1,914 : 1,749
Argentina—————-~————— : 1,689 : 1,487 : 1,755 : 1,835 : 1,529 : 1,543
‘Indonesia--------——---: 1,102 : -1,157.: . 1,218 : 1,240 : 1,278 : 1,461
Thailand----—~-=-—---- : 1,168 : - 1,809 : 2,438 : 1,746 : 2,015 : 1,389

‘Dominican Republic----: 1,251 : 1,377 -+ 1,347 : 1,283 : 1,312 1,323
Turkey-———————=—c——ee—v : 919 : 1,087 : 1,393 : 1,174 : 1,189 : 1,179
Colombig=m—=m=======——:" 1,001 : 1,064 :- "~ 972 : 1,009 : " ‘1,160 : 1,160
Czechoslovakia——~===== : 937 : 827 : 742 : 1,019 : 1,069 : 1,102
Taiwan———————=———————: 828 :+ 901 : 1,238 : 847 . - 982 : 981
Yugoslavia--—————————- : 611 : 539 : - 716 : 813 ¢ 843 : 926
Spain——-- : 659 : 1,030 : 1,517 : 1,304 : 1,218 : 897
Peru————————m—— e e : 1,091 : 1,054 : 1,021 : 971 : 794 : 882
Pakistan-—-———--——-—-- : 614 : 697. : 817 : 1,016 : 720 : 826
Mauritius———————————o : 767 : 547 :+ 806 : 777 : 777 : 821
East Germany-—--——————- H 772 : - 716 : - 661 : 862 : 772 : 799
Romania ——- : 618 : 617 : 882 : 671 : 716 : 772
Japan-——~————————————: 527 : 519 : 623 : 694 : 764 : 768
Egypt - : 595 : 708 : ~ 704 735 : 724 : 739
Iran—— - : 711 : 786 : 821 : 756 : 753 : 705
Hungary-——=——==-—=eee—- : 375 : 386 : 428 517 : 584 : 606
Guatemalq—-——————————4: 423 : 583 : 570 : 452 414 468 A
Fiji--—--- : 301 : 313 : 338 : 398 : 382 : 441
Ecuador-—--—-———=—————: 295 : 317 : 332 : 325 : 389 : 433
Austrig———————-——=———=: 438 : 564 : 483 : 573 : 413 : 421
MorocCo-——===mmmm——— e : 320 : 386 : 380 : 299 : 413 : 413
Venezuela-——=—==——-——- : 584 : 509 : 488 : 358 : 358 : 413
Greece———————mm——————=1 206 : - 338 : 424 325 : 387 : 389
Jamaica~-- : 403 : 403 : 326 : 337 : 395 : © 386
Guyana-——-——-~——=--——-= : 336 : 373 ¢ 366 : 377 : 368 : 386
All other producers———: 6,080 : 6,299 : 6,576 : 6,514 : 6,910 : 7,071
Total-—==—————m——em : 86,505 : 90,035 : 95,088 : 101,940 : 100,165 : 96,630

1/ Centrifugal sugar production for crop years beginning October 1, of each year.
2/ Preliminary.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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Comparison of world production and consumption,
crop years 1965/66 to 1979/80

(In thousands of short tons, raw value)

Production
Crop year ;] Production Consumption less
: gonsumption
1965/66=——~mmmmmem . 68,704 : 68,330 : + 374.
1966/67~——~——————- : 71,390 : 70,792 : -+ 598
1967/68-—————————~ : 72,340 : 71,090 : + 1,250
1968/69—~————————~ : 73,665 : 73,757 : - 92
1969/70~—————————- H 80,447 : 77,811 : + 2,636
1970/71-—=~====——= : 78,296 : 80,203 : - 1,907
1971/72-——~———o——~ : 79,560 : 81,937 : - 2,377
1972/73-—=—~-cmem: 83,431 : 83,624 = . =193
1973/74~——=-—=emm~ : 87,621 : 86,895 = o +-725
1974/75-——-——=———- : 86,475 : 84,205 : +.2,270
1975/76-~——=mm—mem: 90,120 : 87,223 : '+ 2,897
1976/ 77-—=—-====— 1 95,771 : 90,145 : + 5,626
1977/78--—=——~——~~ : 100,238 : 94,515 : + 5,723
1978/79~——==—==~-= : 100,525 : 99,629 : + 896
1979/80~~=-~—~—~—: 97,062 : 100,949 : - 3,887
1/ Crop year beginning September 1 of each year.
Source: Compiled from statistics of F. O;'Licht, independent sugar

reporting service.

market
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Table 8.--Sugar: U.S. imports, by sources, crop years 1974/75 to 1978/79 1/

(In short tons, raw value)

Source o 1974/75 7 1975/76 0 1976/77 . 1977/78 | 1978/79
Brazil--———--——--: 566,756 : 0 : 183,287 : 756,087 : 1,233,303
Dominican : : : : :

Republic-——---- : 737,007 : 707,683 : 1,137,583 : 869,724 : 768,894
Philippines—=—=--: 570,469 : 733,290 : 1,127,117 : 1,105,438 : 562,116
Argentina-—=———-—- : 138,038 : 129,343 : 122,792 : 300,776 : 292,719
Peru—-—w=——=——n—m : 257,303 : 370,856 : 266,667 : 269,406 : 212,904
West Indies 2/---: 208,867 : 252,825 : 182,317 : 140,982 : 181,852
Guatemala----—-—- : 60,606 : 240,096 : 376,534 : 153,469 : 156,833
El Salvador------ : 108,029 : 133,972 : 135,852 : 149,740 : 136,350
Panama~--------~-- : 91,421 : 103,754 : 124,213 : 111,148 127,648
Nicaragua-------- : 70,358 :- 153,328 : 126,597 : 107,543 121.621 .
Mexico-=—=m——==—mn : 94,100 : 411 370 :+ 186 : 113,052
Australia----—--—- : 433,919 : 333,563 : 468,014 : 400,859 :. 111,244
Canada-—-———=—=—= : 25,927 : 50,786 : 87,068 : 131,484 110,996
Ecuador---——————-: 51,730 : 63,680 : 48,441 11,774 97,969
Fiji--—mmm—mm——mm: 34,560 : 0 : 0: 30,307 : 97,476
Mauritius~—-—---=: 48,882 : 0 : 70,622 : 82,151 : 87,807
Swaziland--------: 61,333 : 17,002 46,461 : 94,436 : 87,123
South Africa----- : 106,200 : 134,602 237,539 : 55,543 66,671
Bolivia-~——=--—~- : 5,714 : 48,836 : 25,343 : 86,466 : 64,899
Honduras-—--———---: 9,740 : 0 : 28,117 : 17,781 : 59,829
Thailand----—-—-~ : 45,525 : 148,046 0: 15,900 : 58.296
Belize--———~———~- : 60,096 : 14,349 : 32,222 : 75,388 : 55,077
Mozambique--~--~- : 15,090 : 11,979 : 103,462 : 26,630 : 54,068
Costa Rica-------: 54,017 : 59,953 : 103,532 : 78,318 : 49,109
Malawi----—-~—--~ : 36,859 : 0 : 29,202 : 40,548 : 41,719
Taiwan--—--------:" 116,287 : 138,467 : 86,047 : 56.594 28,200
Colombiga-—====--- : 130,604 : 125,923 : 28,185 : 100,129 : 13,281
Romania---—--=~=—- : 0 : 0 0o :- 0 : 13,209 .
Haiti--=—==-=m—mm 23,307 : 6,218 : 0 : 5,757 11,287
Madagascar------- : 13,088 : 26,422 : 12,052 : 14,180 : 9,724
Korea--—-—————=—==- : 30 : 11,362 : 451 1,036 : _ 354
Indig~~—w=—u-meo- : 74,894 : 317,204 : 32 57 : 15
Netherlands------ : 22 1,501 : 37 : -0 7
Sweden-——-——--—-—- : - 2 . 1: 3 3 2
Ireland---—--—=-- : 0 : 0 : 0 :. 0: 2
France-----—=-=--- : 0 : 11,095 : 16,871 : 56,375 : 1
West Germany----- : 2 : 904 : 0 : 36,445 0
Belgium--————-——-: 1: 717 : 947 : - 25,889 : 0
Uruguay--==-===-= : 0 : 5,229 : 0 : 8.220 : 0]
Denmark-~—==—=—-n : 2 0 : 963 : 2,136 : 4]
United Kingdom---: 21 : 44 92 : 43 0
Hong Koug--—-—---: 0 : 0 : 1: 3: 0
Japan---~~-===—n- : 0 : 0 : 0: 1: 0
Paraguay--------- : 10,792 : 10,070 : 1,159 : 0: 0
Switzerland------ : 0 : 745 : 0 : 0. 0
Netherlands : : : Lo :

Antilles-----—- : 1,279 17 : 0: 0 : 0
Austria-—----——== : 10 : 16 : 0 : 0: 0
Venezuela--——---~- : 24 0 : 0 : 0 : 0

Total--=—=—-e=mv : 4,262,911 : 4,364,289 : 5,210,192 : 5,418,952 5,025,657

1/ Crop year beginning October T of each year. _
7/ West Indies includes-Barbados, Jamaica, Guyana, St. Kitt's, and Trinidad.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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Table 9.--Sugar: Canadian production, imports, exports, consumption, and
: ending stocks, 1974-78

: : : : : . Ratio of
Year : Production: Imports : Exports :Consumption: Ending : imports to

. . . . . stocks .
: : : sconsumption

t T rrrrreremme—=e—-—=Short tOnS, raw Valuevt-—t——'-v-—v-—v-v-—v-——v—'.— . Percen_t__
1974~-: 108,279 : 1,044,517 : 47,291 : 1,084,781 : 375,636 : 96.3
1975-~: 132,573 : 1,144,960 : 94,951 : 1,164,862 : 392,808 : 98.3
1976-~-: 172,301 : 1,037,020 : 59,035 : 1,062,688 : 480,276 : 97.6
1977--: 170,553 : 1,232,889 : 160,032 : 1,226,078 : 497,608 : 100.6
1978--: 135,347 : 1,194,158 : 150,267 : 1,211,660 : 465,183 : 98.6

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the International Sugar
Organization.

Table 10.——Sugar: Canadian imports, by leading sources, 1974-78

{In short tons; raw value)

Source Po1974 % 1975 1976 T 1977 1978
Australia---—————-: .416,124 : 419,694 454,393 : 594,007 : 537,808
South Africa----—-- : 194,212 357,796 : 370,796 : 349,808 : 304,125
Cubg— - : 115,992 : 170,618 : 154,219 : 117,544 : 222,789
Guyana-——-————=—=~=: -0 s 0 : 6,459 : 23,834 63,341
Mauritius--———————- : 183,296 : 97,956 : 4,758 : 29,895 : 46,451
Jamaica-----=---—- : 11,867 : 1: 0 : 81,277 : 12,227
United States-----: 49,364 : 60,773 : 33,853 : 2,803 : 874
Swaziland-—--——---: 33,409 : 10,828 : 0 : 0 : 0
Fiji-——————me——mm: 18,673 : 0 : 0: 0 : 0
All other —wee——ee-- : 21,580 : 27,294 : 12,542 : 33,721 : 6,543

Total-——=wme———- : 1,044,517 : 1,144,960 : 1,037,020 : 1,232,889 : 1,194,158

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the International Sugar
Organization.

Table 11.--~Sugar: - Canadian exports, by leading markets, 1974-78

(In short tons, raw value)

Market : 1974 X 1975 ; 1976 ; 1977 ; 1978
United States—-—--- : 71 : 33,207 : 41,578 : 121,434 : 114,580
Jamaica----—~—--— : 209 : 62 : 176 : 12,243 : 6,412
Nigeria----—--——--: 0 : 10,760 : 1,440 : 47 0
Greece--———==—ee==: 0 : 17,973 : 0 : 0 : 0
All other---————-- : 47,011 : 32,949 : 15,841 : 26,308 : 29,275

Total-——=—=—=-=mm : 47,291 : 94,951 : 59,035 : 160,032 : 150,267

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the International Sugar
Organization.
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ﬁe&path_Sugars, Ltd., closed its Montreal fefiﬁerf on December 12, 1979.
Redpath,'Aflancic,‘and St,‘Lawrgnée are the producers of most ofnthe Canadian
sugar‘expdfteé;fA'the United States. In addition, ét least two high~fructose
sirup plants are beiﬁg built in eastern Canada énd will come on stream within
thélnext-two'years. | ’
Canada impbrts ra&fgqéér from several sources, but Australia, South
Africa, and Cuba are the:L;éding suppliers (taﬂie 10).. Except'fof imports
frém Cusa, most Canadian igports are from.British Commonwealth sources. Most
of fhe sugar imports.afé:déiivered against long~term supply contracts made
With'the;supplying soufcés}. Canada exports sugar  (virtually éll‘refined
.sugar) to several countnies; mostly in éma;l amounts. However, the bulk of
.Qaﬁadian exports in recent years have been';o ﬁhe United States (table 11).
| Thg_estimated prdductign capacity of refingries in Eastern Canada was
.'94,185 short tons per ﬁphth'(table 12), or 1;130,219,sbort.tons per year.
Dﬁ#ing 1978, average month;y production'was 84;488 short tons,‘or 90 percent.
éf_capacity. In 1979;I5ve£agé monthly p:oduction was 82,533-shoft tons, or
V88 perceﬂt.of capaéit?. .Dufing_l978, about 10 percent of the pféduction‘in :

Eastern Canada was exported to the United States.
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Table 12.--Sugar: Estimated refining capacity and production in Eastern
Canada, by months, 1978-79

: Ratio:of. produc-

Period : Capacity = ° Production X !
: : : tion to capacity
! ———==~-—=—=-Shoft tons-~--~=-—---=——.: - .Percent"
1978: R : S :
January-——-—=————- : 94,185 ¢ 71,084 : 75
Februaryr—-—==—we=- : 94,185 : 72,575 : 77
March-———=-eaemee- : 94,185 : 84,460 : 90
April-————r———m——: 94,185 : 79,206 : 84
May——m————m g 94,185 : ‘89,226 : 95
June——-;-,—.—.-_:,—,—,-,-—,—-—-—-‘--: ,94,185 s 98,042 H 104
July——m—m e et 94,185 : 863003 - 91
Augus_t';*——ﬁj,?—.j—:ft:f:; J94,18§ J: 97 ,143 = 103
September——————=-=—: 94,185 : 92,131 : 98
: Octobera;-,-_;:-—:s-‘-_,—‘—.-.;-‘:, 94,185 .. 86,283 : 92
November——————=—==1 94,185 : 85,508 : 91"
December-p————=====: L .94,185 : 72,193 : | _ 77
Average————~=—=—: - 94,185 : "7 84,488 : S 90 -
1979: P C . e '
January--—--—---—-: 94,185 : 76,033 81"
February-——=-——=—-=: 194,185, : 74,326 : 79
March-———m——m————— : 94,185 : 85,178 : 90
April-—mF———v=r==r: .94,185;5 80,207 : 85 .
May—m—————————m—— : 94,185 = 94,684 101
June--—==-~==m-=—: 94,185 : 94,946 : 101
July-———r———m—————: 94,185 : 85,145 : 90"
Augus tmgmm——rir———} 94,185 :, 96,078 : 102
September——--—-———: 94,185 : 81,833 : 87
October~———=——===~1 94,185 : 87,982 : 93
November--—------- : 94,185 : 77,669 : 82
December-—=s=g=~=—=: -  1/. 87,740 : . . 56,318 :,. . . . b4

Average--———=——= : 93,648 : 82,533 : 88

1/ Effective December 12, 1979, capacity was réducéd to 81,295 éhort tons,l
reflecting the closure of Redpath's Montreal refinery and the upgrading of
Westcane and Cartier Refineries.

Source: Redpath Sugars, Ltd., Montreal, Quebec, Canada.
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U.S. Production and Production Capacity

U.S. proéuction,capacity, production,vand‘capacity utilization are shown
in table 13 for 18 domestic refined s;é;r,producers who responded to the
Commission's questionnaires. Capacity utilizgtion‘fbr’plants in the North-
eastern States region was below that fér.plants'in other‘Statés during the
period 1975-79 except inv1928.uvH6wevgrt the highef capacity utilization in
1978 in Northeastgrn Stétes Wés_priﬁarily'becéﬁse:of substantially increased
production'bf one firm. 'Beet sugar p}anps_showed»greate; variation in capacity
utilization thaﬂ cane sugar plants, largely because of fhe &arying size and
yield. of beet sugar.gfopé and also becagsg,capécity,cgn be ékpénded?by extending

the processing séason. Generally, 85.percent capacity utilization is considered

the breakeven point for cane sugar refining operations.
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Table-13.--Refined sugar: ?tbdﬁction”eabaeity; production, and capacity
utilization for 18 domestic refined sugar producers, by areas, 1975-79

Item . F1975 ' 1976 P 1977 1 1978 1979

Northeastern States refiners: 1/ - @ 1~ - ' : : : : L
Annual capa01ty——————m11110n pounds——: 5,901 : 5,952 : 6,154 : 6,132 : 6,052
Production~ se—semmmmm s —temdo--—-: 4,948 & 5,145 : 5,214 : 5,399-: 5,273
Capacity ut;llzatlon ———————— percent——: 84 . 86 85 : 88 : 87

Other U.S. refiners: 2/ . R O S : —_—
Annual capacity—--——-milllon pounds--:.13,263 : 13,645 : 13,708 : 13,893 : 13,626
Production= TR e ep—; P\ : 11,449 ; 12,478 : 12,237 : 11,628 : 12,063
Capacity ut111zatlon——-—é—-—percent——: . 86 : 91 : 89 : 84 89

Total:: 3/ . . CE . S e R ) : P e

: Annual capac¢ity-—-——= -million pounds—— 19,164 : 19,597 :.19,861 : 20,025 : 19,678
Productions—-——s—cmsemcei-lerdo-—--1 16,397 : 14,623 .: 17,451 : 17,027 : 17,335,
Capac1ty ut1lizat10n———-——4-percent~—:~- : 86»:A 90 : 88 & 85 : 88

, »1/ Data for 6 reflners, estlmated only for those plants operatlng in Northeastern
States. * Data include ‘estimates ‘of :productionrand capacity for firms whose ownership
changed during the period.
2/ Data for 13 refiners.
' é/ Data for 18 refiners, including firms reported in Northeastern States for refining
‘operationSfloeated therein and reported in other States for other operatioms.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response .to questionnaires of the U.S.
International Trade Commission by domestic réfined sugar producers, except as noted,
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U.S. Producers' Inventories

Monthend'sfocks of cane sugar refiners,Abeet sugar processors, importeré of
refined sugar, main}and céne_sugar mills, the Commodity”Credit Corporation, and
total U.S. inventories ofiéﬂgar during 1975479 arevshown'in table 14. The table
does not include stocks of sugar held offshore in-Hawaii or Puerto Rico. The
data show rising inventories,with ;ecord levels of inventories in'each month from
December 1977 to November 1958. This record high iﬁventory level is because of
significant sugar holdings as collateral for price-support loans and record levels
of imports in the last twé months of 1977 to avoid paying higher duties effective
3January 1, 19?8. Since fhe'peak in inventories during mostAof lQiS,»inventories
.'held by U.S: sugar producers have fallen off dramatically, particularly in the
la;ter months of 1979. Incréasing'sugar prices and interest rates in this period
made the holding of large stocks of sugar more expensive. However, stocks held by
the Commodity Credit Corporation increased in the last two months of 1979 because
- of forfeitureé of sugar held as_coilateral for price—supporf loans.

Yearené inventories héi& by 17 domestic refined sugar producersjwho respondea
to the Commisgion‘s questionnairés, by regions where operations-were primarily

located, were as follows:

Ncrtheastern States Other States Total
Year (million pounds) (million pounds) (million pounds)
1974——-————- 401 : 1,716 12,117
1975-—————- : 400 t 2,058 . 2,458
1976--—-——-—- 444 ' 2,430 2,873
1977----——— 393 . 2,443 ' 2,835
1978—=——==~ 391 2,119 2,510
1979—————v—- , 343 ‘ 1,770 2,113

Data for six firms in Northeastern States include firms wibth sugar refiming operations
in other States, and one firm whose beet sugar operations are reported in other

States. The pattern of total inventories is similar to that shown in table 14.
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Table 14.--Sugar: Monthend stocks held by primary distributors (continental),
by months, 1975-79
(In thousands of short tons; raw'valhe)
: Cane sugar refiners Beet :Importers: Mainland :Commodity:
: 8 :  sugar of cane Credit
Period - - ) . fined :: . . Total
¥ Refined ° Raw Total ° Proces- : re ined:: sugar : Corporar :
H : :  sors sugar : mills tion
1975: : : : : : : :
Jan-—-: ,288 : 756 : 1,044 ;- 1,649 : 1 373 : 0 3,067
Feb---: 279 : 600 : 879 : 1,578 : 1: 513 : 0 : 2,971
Mar---: 261 : 601 : 863 : 1,421 : &/ : 552 -: 0: 2,836
Apr---: 274 494 : 768 : . 1,316 : 0: 437 : 0: 2,521
May—-~: 259 : 491 : 750 : 1,219}: 0: 330 : 0: 2,299
Jun—=-~: 274 423 ' 698 : 1,010 : 0: 238 : 0-: - 1,946
Jul-—-: 211 : 272 : 484 652 : 0: 139 : 0: 1,275
Ses—i 2651 43 899+ zel o asi oo ok
ep——-: : : s : LI : 13 I 958 -
Oct===: 262 : 477 738 : 617 0: 60 : 0: 1,415
Nov---: .275 ¢ 493 : 768 : 1,082 : 0: 238 0: 2,088
Dec---: 237 : 415 651 : 1,596 : 0: 484 0: 2,731
1976: : : : : : : : :
Jan+=-: ° 280 : 461 : 741 @ 1,915 : 0: 515 0. 3,171°7
Feb~-~-: 277 . 421 : 698 1,906 : 0: 596 0: 3,201
‘Mar—-—: 237 : 362 : 599 : 1,700 0 634 : 0: 2,933
Apr---~: 261 : 410 :° - 671 : 1,562 : 0: 545 : 0 : 2,778
May-—: 285 429 : 715 : 1,435 : 0: 419 : 0: 2,569
Jun=—=: 298 : 522 : 820 : 1,195 :: 0 :. 299 : 0: 2,314
Jul--~: 311 : 588 : 899 : 919 : 0: 220 : 0 : 2,038
, Aug——-: 284 : 585 : 869 : 679 0: 141 : .0 1,689
© Sep~~-:. 252 : 513 : 765 : 496 : 0: *62 ¢ 0: '1,324
Oct—-: 290 : 439 729 : 826 : - 0 105 : 0 : 1,660
Nov---: . 277 631 . 907 : 1,296 : B 300 : L0 2,504
Dec~--: 279": 776 1,055 1,777 : 0: 509 : 0: 3,341
1977: : : : : : :
Jan-——-: 278 : .:- 705 ‘983 : 2,014 :. 0 627 0: . 3,624
Feb---: 327 : 737 : 1,064 : 2,009 : 0 : 685 : 0: 3,758
‘ﬂarff-:; 315 ¢ 592 : 907 : 1,843 : 0: 680 0: 3,430
Apr---: ‘331 : 640 = 971 : 1,734 0 '596 "0 3,302
May---: 373 : 679 1,052 : 1,647 : 0: 493 0 : 3,191
Jun---: 362,: 623 . 985 : 1,433 : 0 364 : 0: 2,782
- Jule--: 361 : 661 1,022 : 1,166 0: 236 : 0: 2,424
Aug---: 372 : 660 1,022 : 859 0: 129 : 0 : 2,019
Sep-==: © 406 : ‘763 1,169 : ‘704 0: 79 : 0 : 1,951
Oct—-—=: 366 : 846 1,211 949 0 : 99 : 0: 2,259
Nov---: 328 : 1,041 1,369 1,342 : 0 : 298 : 0: .3,009
Dec—--: 334 1,677 2,012 1,691 : 91 : 556 : 0: 4,349
1978: : : : : : :
Jan-~-: 366 : 1,334 1,700 1,812 : 85 : 755 : 0: 4,352. -
Feb---: 362 : 1,033 1,395 1,753 : 79 : 877 : 0 : 4,104
Mar-—--: 376 : 865 1,241 1,614 : 70 : 924 : 0: 3,850
Apr--=: '_,&10 : 655 : 1,065 '1,490 : 62 : 834 : 0: 3,451
May---: - 457 734 : 1,191 11,413 : 49 : 672 : 0 : 3,326
Jun-~=: 442 774 : 1,216 1,248 : 39 : 556 : 0: 3,059
Julem=: 441 : 733 1,174 : 1,025 : 29 : 500 : 0: 2,729
Seo—_i a0 . oz L2t s 94 403 0% s
Sep---: : » : 501 : : 03 : : 305
Oct--=: 393 : 750 1,144 773 : 4 : 403 0: 2,324
Nov---: 394 : 890 : 1,284 : 1,190 : 0: 610 : 0: 3,084
Dec---: 388 : 982 : 1,369 : 1,561 : 0: 633 : 171 : 3,734
1979: : : : ) : : : .o [
Jan--~: 391 : 819 : 1,211 1,773 : 0 : 756 : 187 : 3,927
Feb—-~: 393 : 793 : 1,187 : 1,770 : 0 : 885 : 192 : 4,034
Mar—-: 290 : 606 : 896 : 1,614 : 0: 955 : 197 : 3,662
Apr——-: 315 : 674 : 989 : 1,569 : 0: 890 : 197 : 3,644 -
May---: 333 : 669 : 1,002 : 1,515 : 0 : 845 197 : 3,559
June--: 342 : . 600 : 941 01,376 ¢ 0: 766 : 197 : 3,280
Jul---: 314 599 : 913 ¢ 1,154 : 0: 680 : 202 : 2,950
Aug---: 281 : 299 : 580 : 819 : 0: 619 : 202 : 2,220
Sep-—--¢ 266 265 : 530 : 688. : 0 :. "556 : 202 : 1,977
Oct——-: 259 : 320 : 579 : 888 : 0: 628 : 202 : 2,296
Nov=-— 257 ¢ 453 : 710 : 1,177 : 0: 869 : 206 : 2,962
Dec—— 243 ¢ 500 : 744 1,368 : 0: 1,000 : 405 : 3,517
1/ Less than 500 short tons.
Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
Note: Because of rounding, figure$ may not add to the totals shown.
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It should be noted that cane sugérArefineries generally maintain much lower
yearend inventories than Beet sugar processors, since raw sugar can be imported
on a year-round basis. Production of beet sugar is seasonal and near its(peak‘at
yearend, Most of the firms in the’Notheastern'States region responding to the
questionnaire were cane sugar refiners, bptgétockg of beet sugar companies in

the region were a large portion of inveptories held by firms re?orted in the

Northeastern States region.
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U.S. Employment in Refined Sugar Production Operations

‘“Daii ofi”employmént, person-houts worked; 'and wages were supplied by 15
tésbofidents Eo'Eﬁetcéﬁﬁiééiéﬁ'é’ﬁﬂéstionnéiréé. Six firms provided data on
refihédiéﬁéé%'épéféﬁiéngﬁbr{hafii§*lbcéfe& in the Northeastern States region,
ihélddiﬁédfifmé'wizhjféfinedmgﬁgéf opérafidﬁé in othgr States, and onevfifmwﬁz
whééé-ﬁéefﬂéﬁéa}ioﬁé;étibﬁs afé fépdféea‘gﬁ othernstafeé. "Estimates were made
for firms whose ownership changed during the period 1975-79.

The number of prodﬁcfion and‘relatéd workers employed in producing refined

sugar, by regions; 1975-79, was as follows:

Year Northeastern States Other States : Total
1975=~=—=m— 5,059 10,508 15,567
1976——=—-—— . 5,064 11,264 ' 16,328
1977 ——=—=n— 5,131 - 10,590 15,721
1978—~———~mm 5,015 10,266 15,281
1979—————=—- 4,967 ' 9,713 14,680

Employment in sugar refining operations peaked in 1976 nationally, and in 1977
in Northeastern States, and declined thereafter.

The person-hours worked by production and related workets, by regions,

1975-79, were-as follows:

Northeastern States - © Other States Total
Year (million hours) * (million hours) (million hours)
1975-——=—= 9.8 19.6 29.4
1976~——————- 9.8 21.3 . 31.1
1977-—————=- ~10.0 ) 20.1 30.2
1978-——————- . 10.0 20.0 30.0
1979-———————- 9.7 17.2 27.0

Productivity of workers in pounds of sugar per person-hour worked, by regions,

1975-79, was as follows:

Year Northeastern States Other States Total
1975——————- 721. 4. 414.5 516.1
1976———————- 745.2. : 422.9 524.4
1977-=~———- 755.2 416.4 ~529.1
1978-——————-~ 773.6 393.4 520.4

1979-————- — 780.4 481.1 589.0
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Productivity in cane sugar operations tends to be substantially higher than the
productivity in beet sugar processing operations. The higher productivity in the
Northeastern States region is because of the preponderance of cane sugar refiners
among the respondents. ~There is greater variability in the productivity of beet
sugar operations because beet acreage, beet yields, and yields of sugar per ton of
beets are yariables not subject to the beet sugar processors' control. |

Wages paid to production and rela;ed workers in refined sugar production
operations, by regions,'are.shown bglow:'

.- Northeastern States Other States Total

Year - (million-dolldws) ' (mil}iop¢dollar§)‘ ' ﬂmilliénndollafs)
1975 66 ' 108 : 175
1976-—- 72 . 126 . 199
1977--- 82 ' 121 ‘ 203
1978--- .87 , 121 ‘ 208

1979-—- 90 : _ 126 215
Wages paid‘per person-hour worked, by regiohs,~were as follows:

Year Northeastern Stateé Other States ' Total

1975--~- - $6.78 $5.53 : $5.95
1976--—- . 7.42 - 5.91 ©6.39
1977---- 8.19 ©6.02 S 6.74
1978-——- - 8.69 , 6.05 6.93

1979--—- - 9.23 ' o 7.28 7.98



A-42 -

Financial Performance of Domestic Producers

Fifteen firms provided data in response to the Commission's questidnnaires
sufficient to measure financial performance in the domestic sugar industry. Net
sales of these firms were -*** million in 1976, #*** mill¥on in 1977, %%
million in 1978, and  *** millioh in 1979. Two firms 'went out of business in
1979, and. seven firms had their second’consecutive yeat of net“losses before income
taxes in 1979. For these firms, net profits Before -income taxes wefe;***’ million -
in 1976 and k% million in 1977',and net losses of ***nullion in 1978 and *kk
milllon in 1979 This decline in profitability 1nd1cates tnat,as a‘nhole.the U.S.
sugar refining industry has not been doing well.

The ratio of net profits or losses before Federal or other income taxés as

e , e
compared with sales for the fifteen firms’on a regional basis is shown in table
15. Seven firms in tne Nottheastern étates reglon showeo declining profitabilitm

v

with the ratio of net profits to sales dropping from 5 55 percent in 1976 to 0 34
percent in 1979. However, these firms did not show an overall- loss, as Wasfshown
by the aggregate data for producers‘in'other States. Howevef,;three of these“firms
had net losses in both 1978 and 1979. In general, cane sugar refiners did not show
net losses as frequently as did beet sugar processors.

Table 16 shows data on capital expenditures, research and development expendi-
tures, and cash flow (increases or decreases in working capital) for respondents
to the Commission's questionnaires for accounting years ending 1976-79. The data
for each of these categories vary so much from firm to firm, reflecting indivi-
dual firm.decisions to an extent that the aggregated data d6 not appear to be
useful as a measure of injury on a regional or national basis.

In response to the Commission's questionnaires, six firms noted that their

ability to raise capital had been impaired by declining profitability and rising

interest rates. Two firms noted no change in their ability to raise capital.
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Table 15.--Sugar: Ratio of net profit or (loss) before Federal and other
income taxes to net sales for sugar—reflnlng operations, by areas of major.
sales, accounting years 1976-79 ~

(In percent)’

Accounting . Northeastern

year : States 1/ Other States 2/ : Total 3/
197 6mmmm e 5.55 : 10.74 : . 8.59
-y J S — s 3.84 : - 2.77 : 3.24
1978~———cmmm e s .87 : (1.49) : _ (0.37)

1979t .34 (1.90) : (0.71)

1/ Data for 7 firms, including 2 firms with sugar-refining operations in
other States. '

2/ Data for 9 firms.

3/ Data for 15 firms, - 1nclud1ng 1 firm with beet sugar operatlons reported
in other States and cane sugar operations reported in Northeastern States.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission by domestic refined sugar producers.
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Table 16 .--Sugar: Capital expenditures, research and development expenditures, and
cash flow (increases or (decreases) in working capital) for domestic refined
sugar producérs, accounting years 1876-79 A

Accounting year ‘@  Northeasternm : Other States °* Total
: States :

Capital expendi-

tures: 1/'+- : o :
1976--————=~—==; *k%k o *khk o 118,452
1977 ———————m— : *EE KRE L 69,730
1 7 O —— : *kk o- kkk 41,344
. 1979-—-——————— : *kk ol i 42,563
Research and
development.. .. .. :
expenditures: 2/<: "2 ' >
1976-——m———m—— : kkk kkk 54328
1977 = e e *k%k o kkk o 65219
1978=L-2ol cniagt swkn i kkk s 6;649
1979l Fkk T *kk 6,773
Cash  fldw: "3/ # "~ RE e _
197 H—mim i e mm =i 87 kkd . LT T I 492
. 1977____,_7________.:, ddkk o *kk . 12,074
1978-——cwsmmmmmt kkk *kk 32,559

1979 it Hkk s Kkk (3,198)

1/ Data for 12 respondents.
2/ Data for 11 respondents.
3/ Data for 10 respondents.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
'U.S. International Trade Commission by domestic:refined.sugar producers,
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'Fbur of the respondents noting difficulties operated primarily in the North-
eastern States region.

A Returﬁ on invéstment fér fefined sﬁgaf proddcers,'as measured by net profit
before incéme-taxes aé a ﬁeréentage ofvnet.assests (book value), for 14 respon-
dents to the Comﬁissionis q;ésﬁidhnéires, by regions were sugar-refining opera-

tions were primarily iocaied, accbuntihg yeats 1976+<79, were as follows:

AccountingAyeaf :NértheéstérnHStateé Other States "Total
1976--—--—"===  19.08 2984 26,08
1977 -=~rmeee— 11,28 . , 6.24 _ 8.11
1978 m—mmm e 3.03 ’ - 3.45 - .93
1979-—~-——~—- . 1.39 o . = 4.25 -~ 2.06

As can be seen in the tabulation, the decline in return on investment tends

‘to follow the trend ,of profit and loss on sales shown in table 15,
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U.S. Consumption.and Market Penetration .of, Imports

During the period 1960-73, annual U.S. consumption of sugar increased

gradually from 9.5 miilioﬂ té 11.8 millian-shoft ﬁoné,-raﬁ valué; Howevér,‘the
rapid increase in priceé to fecord levels to&araAthe éﬁ& of 1974, followed by

o e e ey

high butideclining pribes‘during much of'i975, caused totalvU.S. sugaf.éonsumf—
tion to decline to 11.5 'million toné in 1974 énd ‘then éharply to 10.2 miilion‘

tons in 1975. Total sugar consumption recovered in 1977 to 11.4 million tons

as prices’déclined sharply ffdﬁ their 1974 peak,:iéénsumpgion againfdeclined
to 11.0 million tbns in 1978. Preliminary iﬁdiqéfgons areqthéf é fﬁgéhef
decline'oqgurreddin 1979. |

Primary distribution of U.S.-produced sﬁgam.(pontinehtai)‘in,the Northeastern
States region decreased from 3.4 million short tons in 1974 to an estimated 3.0r
million tons in l978 (table 17). During this period, primary distribution in
otherAStates declined from 7.2 million tons to 7.0 million tons. Hence, the
decline in U.S. consumption in the Noriheastern States region has beén larger
than that for other States.

Per capita U.S. consumption of sweeteners increased from 129.0 pounds in
1974 to an estimated 135.6 pounds in 1977 and 1978 (table 18). Estimated per
capita consumption for 1979 is 137.5 pounds. During this period, however,
refined sugar consumption declined, from 96.5 pounds per capita in 1974 to-an
estimated 91.3 pounds in 1979. The increase in per capita consumption of
sweeteners resulted from increased use of corn sweeteners, especially high-
fructose sirup, per capita consumption of which increased from 3.0 pounds in
1974 to an estimated 15.0 pounds in 1979.

U.S. imports of sugar from all sources dropped from 5.8 million tons in
1974 to only 3.9 million tons in 1975 (table 19). Thereafter, imports of sugar

increased to 6.1 million tons in 1977, but nearly a quarter of 1977 imports were



Table 17.--Sugar: Primary distribution of U.S.-produced sugar (continental), by areas, and imports from Canada,
by areas of customs district of entry, 1974-78 and January-September 1979

(In short tons)

: : : 3 v : : January-
Item - : 1974 : 1975 . : 1976 : 1977 : 1978 _: September
: : : : : : 1979

U.S.-produced sugar: 1/ : :
Northeastern States——-—— short tons--: 3,392,250 : 2,832,950

g/ 2,902,000 g/ 3,017,500 2/ 3,009,566 : 2,206,100
Other=————mmmmmmmm e e do----: 7,151,600 : 6,441,850 :2/ 7,202,700 :2/ 7,334,850 2/ 7,017,415 : 5,267,000
Total-——=wem——eemee m—m—=———e—do—---:10,543,850 : 9,274,800 : 10,104,700 : 10,352 350 10,026,981 : 7,473,100
Imports from Canada: 3/ : : T S : . : : : B
Northeastern States——————————o do-—-—: 1 : 40,252 : 48,571 : 134,679 : " 99,687 : 88,285
Other--—-—-=mmmee e e e e o O~ =~ ¢ A 0 : 64 42 - 351 : 93 , 81
Total-------==-==o————e——--_do--—~: 1 40,316 : - 48,613 : 135,030 . .- 99,780 : - 88,366
Ratio of imports to primary distribu- : : I : : : ’ 3 '
tion of U.S.-produced sugar: : : : . T _ Cd _
Northeastern States~--—-—-- percent--: 4/ : C1.42 ;) - 1,67 ¢ v b446oio 3.317: 4,00 -
Other------ e do-—--: - 4/ o 4/ : - 4/ 2 4 s b

Total--=~--- _'--_-~~~--f_-—vd0e-—ﬁ: 4/ : ‘ 43 L .48 1 : 1.30.: : 1.00 : © 1,18
1/ Includes refined sugar of cane sugar refiners and beet sugar processors and direct- consumptlon sugar of
mainland cane mills. Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agrlculture, except as noted.
2/ Estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commission. : :
3/ Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. Includes 1mports into customs districts

within the de31gnated regions, whether or not such sugar was ultimately marketed in such regions.
4/ Less than 0.005 percent. o :

LYY=V
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Table 18.--Caloric and noncaloric sweeteners: Per capita
U.S. consumption, 1974-79

. (In pounds)

Item | P 1974 1975 ¢ 1976 P 1977 ‘1978 1/°1979 1/

All sweeteners -: 128.9 : 125.5 : 132.1 : 135.6 : 135.6 : 137.5
Caloric sweetners, total----—=—=——-—-: 123.0 : 119.3 : 126.0 : 129.0 : 128.7 : 130.5
Refined sugar--—-—-—--———c——e——eeu : 96.5 : 90.2 : 94.6 65.7 : 93.1 : 91.3
Cane==—m=mom———mmm—mm e e e 70,5 ¢ 59.7 @ 62.2 65.4 : 65.2 : 64.1

~ Beet ' —————e——eee—: 26.0 : 30.5 : 32.4 : 30.3 : 27.9 : 27.2
Corn sweeteners———-—————-— ———--—=——=: ‘25,3 : 27.8 : 30.0 : 32.0 : 34.1 : 37.7
High-fructose sirup-—-—=—=-==-——=: 3.0 : 5.0 : 7.2 : 9.4 : 11.5 : 15.0
Glucose sirup-——=———=mmmrmme-———— s 17,4 ¢ 17.7 : 17.7 17.9 ¢ 18.1 : 18.5
Dextrose _— v 4.9 ¢ 5.1 : 5.1 4.7 : 4.5 : 4.2
Other 2/---—-—— ' ‘ -—: 1.2 1.3 : 1.4 1.3 : 1.5: 1;5
Noncaloric sweeteners 3/=m—==mm—=——=: 5.9 : 6.2 : 6.1: 6.6 6.9 : 7.0

1/ Estimated. -
2/ Honey and edible sirups,:-dry basis.
3/ Saccharin, sugar-sweetness-equivalent basis.

‘Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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(In short tons, raw value)

Sugar: U.S. production, imports, exports, ending stocks, and
consumption, .1972-78  and January-September 1979

Imports

Period-;Production ; From From all . Exports ; Ezgizi ;Consumption
: Canada others Total
1972----: 6,318,411 : 3 : 5,458,809 : 5,458,812 : . 50,378 :-2,864,783 : 11,699,670
1973--—: 6,324,049 : 0 : 5,329,293 : 5,329,293 : 25,536 : 2,685,268 : 11,765,311
'1974=~~=: 5,963,296 : l: 5,769,975 : 5,769,976 : 27,640 : 2,879,310 : 11,472,252
- 1975—-—: 6,610,673 : 39,990 : 3,842,590 : 3,882,580 : 147,287 : 2,902,874 : 10,176,189
1976--——: 7,129,812 : 49,457 : 4,608,582 : 4,658,039 : 67,566 : 3,512,563 : 11,100,636
1977-—-: 6,372,573 : 138,027 : 6,000,021 : 6,138,048 : 34,959 : 4,544,450 : 11,419,058
1978--—-: 5,809,798 : 98,144 : 4,584,756 : 4,682,900 : 47,525 : 3,862,790 : 11,089,385
1979: . : I : " e
Jan.- : . : _ : : : S : )
Sept-—~-: 3,224,182 : 80,643 : 3,567,745 : 3,648,388 : 52,060 : 2,408,154 : 8,258,933

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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imported in the last two months of 1977 to fulfill contracts for delivery in
1978 before higher duties were imposea. During 1574-78,.the ratio:of;importé
to domestic cen3umption»varied from 38 percent in 1975 to 54 percent in 1977
(table 20). The ratio in 1978 was 42 percent ana for the first nine nonthau
of 1979 the ratio was 44 percent. “

The Sugar Act of 19@8} as ahendedAand'extended Which expired on' December -
31 1974, permltted the 1mportat10n of refined sugar only in nomlnal quantlties.

»A; ahown in table 20, 1mports from Canada amounted to only 1 ton in 1974 'and
then 1ncreased to a high of 138, 000 tons.in 1977 accountlng for 1. 2 percent of
'U.S. consumption of sugar. Sugar importsxfromﬁCanadabtotaledl98,000 tonepin 1978,
‘or 0.9 percent of consumption. ‘Forvthe periodJanuary-September 1Q79,~inportsef'
from Canada were 81,000 tons, or l.O’percent of U.S. consumption. )

Monthly U.S. impotts of sugar from éanada for 1975-79 are shown 'in table 21:
As can be seen, imports of sugar fromﬁcanada in the last two months of 1977
increased sharply to anoid the higher duties-imposed January 1, 1978. The custone
value of these imports are also shown but do not correspond to the value‘determi—
nations-made by the U.S.-Department-of'Treasury.

U.S. imports from Canada predominantly enter through five customs districts.
for distribution in markets mostly in tné Northeastern States region (table 22).
Imports entering through these customs destricts accounted for more than 99 percent
of the total quantity of imports from Canada in 1978. As a share of imports
entering through customs districts in the Northeastern States region, imports from
Canada (virtually all refined sugar) increased from a negligible amount in 1974 to
5 percent in 1978. .

Imports of sugar from Canada entering through customs districts in the North-
eastern States region, as a share of the primary distribution of U.S.-produced sugar
in that region, increased from a negligible percentage in 1974 to 4.5 percent in
1977, and then decreased to 3.3 percent in 1978 (table 17). For January-September

1979, the ratio was 4.0 percent.
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Table 20.--Sugar: Ratio of imports to consumption,
1972-78 and January-September 1979

(In percent)

Period Canada Fzzgeiil Total
1972 = 1/ 46.66 46.66
1973- —— 0 45.30 : 45.30
1974~ 1/ : 50.30 : 40. 30
1975 .39 37.76 : 38.15
1976 - - 45 ¢ 41.51 : 41.96
1977-———————— 1.21 52.64 : 53.75
1978~——c e .89 : 41.34 : 42.23
Jan.-Sept. .1979--~: .98 : 43,20 : 44.18

1/ Less than 0.005 percent,

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

Agriculture,
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Table 21.--Sugar: U.S. imports for consumption from Canada, by months, 1975-79

Period ©oo1975 7 1976 Y 1977 ¢ 1978 ¢ 1979

Quantity (1,000 pounds, refined basis)

January Ll ——— 572 : 6,946 : 8,077 : 10,470 : 14,256
February—————--i=: : 902 : 8,459 : 7,655 : 5,765 : 26,992
March-———mm—— e e 6,318 : 10,244 : 12,634 : 7,630 : 19,510
April-—-— -1 6,274 : 9,095 : 14,960 : 10,609 : 22,954
May——————— ———:. 5,702 : 5,721 : 13,895 : 17,874 : 26,976
June--———r 3 5,021 : 5,259 : 18,097 : 22,657 : 33,460
July—————- : 4,787 : 2,048 .: 13,877 : 26,845 : 5,238
August—--=——m—mmmmmmmem: 3,324 8,660 : 20,647 : 18,875 : 11,965
September—-- : . 8,574 : 14,161 : 38,672 : 15,496 : 15,381
October~—- 16,799 : 9,435 : 26,842 : 15,980 : 12,567
November- S : 8,227 : 9,406 : 53,816 : 20,840 : 2,933
December——--—m—mmmmms———: 14,128 : 7,797 : 40,892 : 26,520 : 1/
Total : 80,628 : 97,231 : 270,064 : 199,561 : 192,232

Value (1,000 dollars)

January-- -: 273 : 1,312 : 1,050 : 1,525 : 1,856
February-———————————w——=: 398 : 1,569 : 1,082 : 894 : 4,134
March--- : 2,244 : 1,896 : 1,728 : 1,074 : 3,113
April-- - 1,873 : 1,694 : 2,071 : 1,520 : 3,384
May———— e e : 1,567 : 1,074 : 2,041 : 2,710 : 4,061
June-- : 1,127 : 989 : 2,445 : 3,156 : 5,572
July--—- -: 960 : 387 : 1,785 : 3,703 : 896
August - - 849 : 1,458 : 2,639 : 2,380 : 2,014
September- : 1,972 : 2,056 : 4,879 : 2,193 : 2,827
October : . 3,440 1,361 : 3,277 : 2,515 : 2,450
November————————ae—em e : 1,600 : 1,270 : 6,680 : 2,907 : 653
December—— - 2,617 : 1,035 : 5,621 : 3,784 : 2/
Total- - - 18,920 : - 16,101 : 35,298 : 28,361 : 30,960

Unit value (cents per pound)

January-- - : 47.7 : 18.9 : 13.0 : 14.6 : 13.0
February- : 44.1 : 18.5 : 14.1 : 15.5 : 15.3
March- : 35.5 ¢ | 18.5 : 13.7 : 14.1 : 16.4
April- - : 29.9 : 18.6 : 13.8 : 14.3 : 14.7
May-———= — : 27.5 18.8 : 14.7 : 15.2 : 15.1
June —————— 22.4 : 18.8 : 13.5 : 13.9 : 16.7
July-- —— : 20.1 : 18.9 : 12.9 : 13.8 : 17.1
August——-- —— : 25.5 : 16.8 : 12.8 : 12.6 : 16.8
September — : 23.0 : 14,5 : 12.6 : 14.2 : 18.4
October--- : 20.5 : 14.4 : 12.2 : 15.7 : 19.5
November - 19.4 : 13.5 : 12.4 13.9 : 22.3
December - - 18.5 : 13.3 : 13.7 : 14.3 : 134.6

Average————-————=—=—==: 23.5 : 16.6 : 13.1 : 14.2 : 16.1

1/ Less than 500 poundé.
2/ Less than $500.
Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.

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



Table 22,--Sugar: 'U.S.-importé for consumption from‘Canéda; by customs districts of entry
"and by quarters, January 1975-September 1979

(In thousands of. pounds, refined'bésis)

Customs district of entry

. Period

‘.Portland, ‘St. Albans, Ogdensburg,’ Buffalo, ° Detroit,  ® Other - ° All
: Maine *  Vermont f - New York New York ° Michigan ° districts ' districts
1975: ' e . U : : : o
. Jan.-Mar-——————: - 368 : 1,440 : 3,286 : 2,698 : 0 : 0 7,792
Apr.-June——---- 2,609 : 643 : 6,063 : , 7,075 : 520 : 84 : 16,994
July-Septo——-——: ©213": 1,006 :. - 4,274 @ . 9,205 : 1,944 : 45 : 16,687 .
Oct .-Dec—=—=——~— 1,164 : 5,646 : 8,320 : 17,475 : 6,554, : 0 :  39,159.
Total-—--—--- 4,354 8,735 : 21,943 : 36,453 : 9,018 : 129 : 80,632,
1976: e : o : : ' -
Jan.-Mar—-=-—-—---: 124 6,445 : 5,911 : - 10,952 : 2,213 : 0 : 25,645
Apr.-June-——-—-- : 264 3,247 6,730 : 7,624 : 2,211 : 1 : 20,077.
July-Sept——--—-= - 84 : 2,616 : 3,656 : 10,819 : 7,611 :: 83 : 24 ,869.
Oct.-Dec--——--=: 0 : 2,702 : 3,603 : 13,958 : 6,372 : 0: 26,635
Total-—=-=——-: 472 : 15,010 : 19,900 : 43,353 : 18,407 : 84 : 97,226
1977 ‘ : S : : : S . :
Jan.-Mar----———- 0 : 3,735 : 5,318 : 13,962 : 5,345 : 0 : 28,360
Apr.-June------: 48 4,977 : 7,305 : 20,797 : 13,822 : 0 : 46,949
July-Sept———-~—- 639 : 8,637 : 14,972 : 24,967 : 23,982 : 2.+ - 73,199
Oct.-Dec———=——=: 1,010 : 15,013 : 29,512 : 41,940 : 33,376 : 702 121,553
Total—=-——=-: 1,697 : 32,362 : 57,107 + 101,666 : 76,525 : 704 270,061
1978: : : : : . : e N
Jan.-Mar-—-----: 187 : 4,432 : 3,578 : 12,700 : 2,875 : 95 23,867
Apr.-June------: 97 : 13,479 : 6,602 : 22,773 : 8,103 : 91. 51,145
July-Sept——=—=: 676 : 13,263 : 8,605 : 26,662 : 12,012 : 0 61,218
Oct.-Dec—----——- : 30 : 10,813 : 12,279 : 31,408 : 8,800 : 0 63,330
Total—-——-——- : 990 : 41,987 : 31,064 : 93,543 : 31,790 : 186 199,560
1979: : : ' : ' Do : _ : '
.- Jan.-Mar----—-—-: 101 7,631 : 11,160 : 29,675 : 12,118 : 73 60,759
Apr.-June-—--- ~ 50 : 13,734 : 6,846 : 43,671 : 19,000 : 89 83,390
July-Sept————=-: 31 : 4,767 : 3,355 : 22,355 : - 2,077 0 32,584

Source: Compiled

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

from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.

€G-y



A-54

Lost Sales

All but one respondent to the Commission's questionnaires who operate
plants in the Northeastern Stateé region indicatéd that'they'lost sales as a
result of imports of refined sugar from Canada and provided documents to
support these allegations of lost sales, In additipn, some respondents
operating outside the Northeastern States region claimed injury due to imports
of sugar from Canadé. One~lérge cane refiner producing sugar in other States
documented specific sales lost to imports of'Canadian sugar at prices lower
than those offered by the.domestic_firms for Eds;omers in scattered locations
outside the Northeastern.States region,

Also ‘in response to the Coﬁmissionfs questionnaires, two beet sugar
processors located in other States indicated that they Had Beeﬁ.injured by
sales of Canadian sugar in Illinois and I#diana, and in addition, had lost
sales to traditional customers as a result of sales by beet sugar processors
located in the Northeastérn States fegion,whiéh sold sugar at lower pfiées
because their sales within the region had been displaced by Canadian sugar
imports. This teﬁds to. indicate a ripple effect, where Canadién sugar displaded
domestic sugar in bofderiregions,and domestic‘sugaf produced iﬁ border regions
displaced other domestic sugar farther from the border. A beet sugar processor
in the Nertheastern States.regién indicated in responsé-éo the Cémmission's
questionnaire that as a result of lost sales to traditional customers because of -
Canédian sugar, the firm had attempted to adjust by finding new customers at
greater distances.

As a result of petitions for adjustment assistance by firms and workers,
the Departments of Commerce and Labor have cbnducted customer surveys to verify
claims of lost sales due to imports of refined sugar. Since Camada accounted
for virtually all imports of refined sugar in 1978 and 1979, lost sales because of

imports of refined sugar would have to be lost sales because of Canadian imports.
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On October 12, 1978, the.U.S. Department ofnLabor published its determi-
nation that workers of Amstar Corporation were eligible for adjustment assis=~
tance (44 F.R. 59002). The certificate of eligibility applied with regard to
operations of the Boston, Brooklyn, and Philadelphia refineries and related
facilities of the American Sugar Division of Amstar Corporation, The Depart-"
ment of Labor found that these three refineries experienced declines in sales,
production, and employment in 1978 and January-June 1979, A survey of customers
who decreased purcﬁases from these sourées in this period found that these
customers increased purchases of imﬁorted refined sugar during.the same period.
These surveyed customers were located in the northeastern and north_cenﬁral
regions of the United States, Aggregate results of the survey of 35 customers

of Amstar Corporation were as fiollows:

Period Domestic purchases Foreign purchases Total purchases
1977+~ 280,135,387 48,652,632 328,788,019
1978-~===-—— . 304,365,924 49,912,340 : 354,278,264
Jan,=June
1978 c—==== 163,308,887 22,240,824 . 185,549,711.
1979«-===< 159,651,808 24,903,578 . 184,555,386

On Octber 19, 1979, the Départment»of Labor published a‘similar determina-
tion for workers of National Sugar Refining Company (44 F.R. 60429), Surveyed
customers of National Sugar Refining Company decreased purchases from National
" Sugar and increased purchases of imported refined sugar in 1978 compared with
1977 and during January-July 1979 coﬁpared to the same period in 1978.

On June 15, 1979, the Depértment of Labor published a similar determination
for workers of Buckeye Sugars, Iﬁc“ Ottawa, Ohio, which closed down operations
in 1979 (44 F.R. 34666). The Department of Commerce on April 4, 1979, issued a
certificate of eligibility to Buckeye Sugars, Inc., to apply for firm adjustment
assistance. A survey of the Department of Commerce found that some customers who
reduced purchases from Buckeye Sugars, Inc., in 1978 from 1977, purchased imported

refined sugar during the same period.
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Sugar Price-Support Program
-.Section 771(7)(D) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, provides special
ruleé for agricu;tural products as follows:
' (1) The Commission shall not determine that there is no material
injury or threat of material injury to United States producers of an
agricutural commodity merely because the prevailing price is at or
above the minimum support price.

(ii) In the case of agricultural products, the Commission shall
consider the increased burden on government income or price support
programs.

Currently there is goﬁsidérable activity in the price-support loan program
for sugar. As of Jéﬁugry 2, 1980, for the 1978 and 1979 sugar crops, 1;981,377
sﬁqrt téns, rawlvaiue; of sugar was under price-support loan. Of these crops
.previously undgr lqan, 506,724 short tons had been forfeited, énd 2,407,819
short tons had‘been redéemed. The value of price-support loans outstanding
was $574,163,000. IniJanuary 1980, loans were redeemed on 26,174 short tons,
153,845 shért tons were férfeited, and loans outstanding increased by 125,894
shoft tons, valued at $29,349,000. While the current minimum support price is
COnsiderabiy below current sugar prices, as yet price-support operations of the
U.S. Department of Agricﬁlture have not shown signs of winding down, hence, there
is still a'bu;den on‘goveynment income and price support programs for sugar.

On_January 2; ;980,,beet sugar processors in the Northeastern States region
had loans éutstanding on the 1978 crop fof 3,621 shqrt tons valued at $1,197,000,
and on ghe 1979 crop for 96,889 short tons valued at $28,571,000. Tﬁe minimum
support price (price-support loan rate) for 1978 crop refined beet sugar in
Michigan and Ohio was 17.68 cents per pound. Most 1978 crop sugar'in these
" States is-marketed from October 1978 until the new crop in the following year.
The minimum support price for the 1979 crop was loﬁered to 15.87 cents per pound.
For a significant portion of the period ofi the Treasury investigation weighted

average prices for the Canadian firms were below the minimum support.price in

the Michigan and Ohio beet processing region.
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Prices

Following an extraordinary leap in refined sugar prices in 1974 from
about 15 cents per pound in January to over 60 cents per pound in November (in
terms of wholesale list ﬁrices), fhe price feli as quickly as it rose, reaching
20 cents per pognd by the end of_1975 (table 23). Thereafter, prices generally
fell,rgaching their nadir at just under 16 cents per pound in September 1976.
Since then wholesale ptices have been rising erratically, reaching about 23.5
cents per pound in November 1979.

These movemenfs in the prices of refined sugar are attributable to changes
in ‘the prices of the priméry production input for refined cane sugar, raw
sugar.. Given that réw sugar prices constitute more»than 70 pércent of the
cost of refined sugar this dominaﬁce is hardly surprising. The following
figureshéws that movements in_faw and refined sugar prices afe almost identical.
The correlation coefficient‘(a.statistical measure of the degree of comovement
in the two prices) equals 0;97. This responsiveness of refined sugar prices
to changes in costs, particularly reductions in costs, suggesté that the sugar
industry is fairlj price competitive.A In addition, the spread for refining
(theldifference bet@een.the wﬁolesale price of refined sugar and the cost of
raw sugar after refining loss) &aried irregulérly between about 4.5 and 7.0
cents per pound over the period 1976-79 (table 23). The general trend appears
to be toward an increasing spreéd, ﬁfobably corresponding to inc;gasing refining
cost (from higher wages, rent, etc.). However, the margin tends to be an
absolute margin, rather than a percentage margin of the cost of raw sugar, hencg
the determinants of raw sugar prices would tend to have a large influence on
refined sugar prices.

As can be seen in table 23, the difference between world raw sﬁgar prices

and U.S. raw sugar prices is primarily influenced by cost of insurance and
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Table 23 .-~Refined sugar: Component parts of U.S. wholesale price,
by months and annual average, 1975-79

(In cents per pound)

u.S.

. World | ; ‘Cost of. : R ‘Cost to. " Whole-
;price,;Prfz}um;Figﬁign;freight; ;seiéfon;p;t:;’;refingrzsiéﬁfd . sale
Period :%:i;;:: dis- :pliers':igg:i_ . Duty 5/ : import : paid; %:??:?;é refin- :gz:z;:
‘bean 1/2°Ut 2fprice léance 4/ :ffe E/ZY New7 .loss 8/:ing 2/:east10/
: =/ : : = : :York 7/: =/ : =
1975: : . : : : : : : : : : :
Jan--: 38.33 : -1.47 : 36.86 : 0.85 : 0.6250 : - : 38.33 : 41.40 ; 11.55 : 52.95
Feb--: 33.69 : .88 : 34.57 : .87 : .6250 : - : 36.07 : 38.96 : 10.01 : 48.96
Mar--: 26.50 : .53 : 27.03 : .87 : .6250 : - : 28.53 : 30.81 : 9.69 : 40.50
Apr--: 24.15 : .42 ¢ 24.58 : .87 : .6250 : - : 26.07 : 28.16 : 8.85 : 37.01
May--: 17.38 : 46 ;17,84 .80 : .6250 : - :19.27 : 20.81 : 11.42 : 32.23
Jun--: 13.83 : 72 : 14,54 .79 ¢ .6250 : - :15.96 : 17.24 : 8.33 : 25.57
Jul--: 17.07 : 1.41 : 18.47 : .79 ¢ .6250 : - :19.89 : 21.48 : 5.41 : 26.89
Aug-~-: 18.73 : 1.02 : 19.74 : .74 @ .6250 : -3 21.11 : 22.80 : 4.25 : 27.05
Sep-~: 15.45 : .55 : 16.00 : 77 ¢ .6250 : - 3:17.39 : 18.79 ¢ 4.51 : 23.30
Oct-~: 14.09 : - .04 : 14.05 : .78 : .6250 : ~ : 15.45 : 16.69 : 4.47 : 21.15
Nov--: 13.40 : .01 = 13.41 .78 ¢ .6250 : - : 14,82 : 16.00 : 4.84 : 20.84
Dec--: 13.29 : - .06 : 13.23 : .78 : .6250 : - : 14.64 : 15,81 : 4.72 : 20.53
Ave~--~: 20.50 : .36 : 20.87 : .81 : .6250 : - :22.29 : 24.08 : 7.35. : 31.43
1976: : : : : : : : Coe T s
Jan--: 14.04 : O : 16,04 : .76 @ .6250 : - : 15.42 : 16.66 : 4.65 : 21.31
Feb--: 13.52 : - .14 : 13.66 : .76 @ .6250 : - : 15.04 : 16.25 : 4.62 : 20.86
Mar--: 14.92 : - .10 : 14.82 : .82 : .6250 : < :16.27 : 17.57 : 4.63 : 22.20
Apr--: 14.06 : .07 : 14.13 : .82 : .6250 : - 2 15.58 : 16.82 : 4.59 : 21.41
" May--: 14.58 : - .06 : 14.52 : .82 : .6250 : - : 15.97:: 17.24 : 4.63 : 21.87
Jun--; 12.99 : - .01 : 12.97 : .80 : .6250 : - : 14,40 : 15.55 : 4.67 : 20.22
Jul—: 13.21 : - .05 : 13.17 : .80 : .,6250 : ~ 2 14,59 : 15.76 : 4.70 : 20.46
Aug--: 9.99 : - ,10 : 9.90 : .79.: .6250 : - :11.31 : 12.22 : 4,82 : 17.04
Sep~-: 8.16 : - .24 : 7.91 : .79 : 1.1012 -: 9.80 : 10.58 : 5.27 : 15.85
Oct~-: 8.03 : - .10 : 7.93 : .84 : 1.8750 : - 1 10.65 : 11.50 : 5.40 : 16.90
Nov——: 7.91 : - ,12 : 7.79 : .80 : 1.8750 : - : 10.46 : 11.29 : 4.99 : 16.28
Dec--: 7.54 : .01 : 7.55 : .80 : 1.8750 : - :10.22 : 11,06 : 4.93 : 15.97
Ave~-—-—-: 11.60 : - .05 : 11.55 : .80 : .9677 : ~ : 13.32 : 14.39 : 4.82 : 19.21
1977: : : : : : : : oo : :
Jan--: 8.37 : - .08 : 8.29 : .79 : 1.8750 : - :10.95 : 11.83 : 4.87 : 16.70
Feb--: 8.56 : - .17 : 8.39 : .79 : 1.8750 : - : 11.06 : 11.94 : 5.00 : 16.94
Mar--: 8.91 : .04 : 8.96 : .83 : 1.8750 : -3 11.66 : 12.60 : 4.85 : 17.45
Apr--: 10.10 : - .18 : 9.92 : .78 : 1.8750 : - :-12.57 : 13.57 : 4.95 : 18.52
May--: 8.94 : - .24 : 8.70 : .76 : 1.8750 : - : 11.34 : 12,25 : 5.27 : 17.52
Jun--: 7.82 : - .19 : 7.64 : .76 : 1.8750 : -~ : 10,28 : 11.10 : 5.30 : 16.40
Jul--: 7.38 : 118 ¢ 7.55 : .73 : 1.8750 : - : 10.15 : 10.97 : 5.16 : 16.13
Aug--: 7.61 : .99 : 8.60 : .73 : 1.8750 : - :11.21 : 12.10 : 5.28 : 17.38
Sep——: 7.30 : .51 : 7.81 : .73 : 1.8750 : . - : 10.41 : 11.25 : 5.32 : 16.57
Oct--: 7.08 : .51 @ 7.59 : .78 : 1.8750 : - :10.24 : 11.06 : 5.29 : 16.35
Nov~--: 7.07 : 15 2 7.22 ¢ .86 : 2.4716 : 1.58 : 12.13 : 13.10 : 5.40 : 18.50
Dec—: 8.09 : O : 8.09 : .86 = 2,8125 : 1.74 : 13.50 : 14.58 : 4.30 : 18.88
Ave--—: 8.10 : .13 ¢ 8.23 : .78 : 2.0020 : .28 : 11.30 : 12.20 : 5.09 : 17.29

Note.~--See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 23.--Refined sugar: Component parts of U.S. wholesale price,
by months and annual average, 1975-79--Continued

(In »ents per pound)

: : : :« U.S.
' World | *Cost of Cost to * Whole-
:price, .Premium.Foreign freight' :Section. price, 'refi ner’ Spread gale
: : or ¢ sup- @ : 22 : duty : : for
Period ,f.0.b.,. L o ipliers': and .Duty 5/ : import : paid, : after | ..o . : price,
Carib- insur- . refining { North-
count karice 3/ : fee 6/ : New ing 9/ :
:bea 1/, nce 4/ : :York l/ .loss 8/ .east 10/
1978: : : : : : : : :
Jan—: 8.77 : O 8.77 : 0.77 : 2.8125 : 1.80 : 14.15 : 15.28 : 4.57 : 19.85
Feb--: 8.48 : O 8.48 : .81 : 2.8125 : 2.70 : 14.81 : 15.99 : 4.55 : 20.54
Mar--: 7.74 : O s 7.74 .81 : 2.8125 : 2.70 : 14.07 : 15.19 : 4.84 : 20.03
Apr--: 7.59 : O : 7.59 : .81 : 2.8125 : 2.70 : 13.91 : 15.02 : 5.16 : 20.18
May-—-: 7.33 : 0 : 7.33: .79 : 2.8125 : 2.70 : 13.63 : 14.72 : 5.59 : 20.31
Jun~-: 7.23 : O : 7.23: .81 : 2,8125 : 2.70 : 13.56 : 14.64 : 5,49 : 20.13
Jul--: 6.43 : O : 6.43 : .79 : 2,8125 : 2,70 : 12,74 : 13.76 : 6.14 : 19.90
Aug--: 7.08 : 0 : 7.08 : .78 : 2.8125 : 2.70 : 13.38 : 14.45 : 6.25 : 20.70
Sep--: 8.17 : O : 8.17 : .79 : 2.8125 : 2,70 : 14.48 : 15.64 : 6.19 : 21.83
Oct-—: 8.96 : O 8.96 : .86 : 2.8125 : 2,70 : 15.33 : 16.55 : 6.10 : 22.65
Nov--: 8.01 : O : 8.01 : .88 : 2.8125 : 2.70 : 14.40 : 15.56 : 6.49 : 22.05
Dec--: 8.00 : O : 8.00 : .88 : 2.8125 : -2.70 : 14.39 : 15.54 : 6.73 : 22,27
Ave—---: 7.81 : 0 : 7.81 .82 : 2.,8125 : 2.62 : 14.07 : 15.19 : 5.68 : 20.87
1979: : : : : : : : : :
Jan--: 7.57 : O s 7.57 : .84 : 2.8125 : 3.35 : 14.58 : 15.74 : 6.53 : 22,27
Feb--: 8.23 : 0 8.23 : .83 : 2.8125 : 3.35 : 15.22 : 16.44 : 6.00 : 22,44
Mar--: 8.46 : 0 : 8.46 : .98 ¢ 2,8125 ¢ 3.35 : 15.60 : 16.85 : 5,69 : 22.54
Apr--: 7.82 : 0 : 7.82: 1,02 : 2.8125 : 2.76 : 14,42 : 15.57 : 6.78 : 22.35
May--: 7.85 : O 7.85 : 1,16 : 2.8125 : 2.76 : 14.58 : 15.75 : 6.78 : 22,53
Jun--: 8.14 : O 8.14 : 1.16 : 2.8125 : 2.76 : 14.87 : 16.06 : 6.65 : 22.71
Jul--: 8.52 : O : 8.52 : 1.13 : 2.8125 : 3,36 : 15.82 : 17.09 : 5.87 : 22.96
Aug--: 8.84 : - .21 : 8.63 : 1.05 : 2.8125: 3,36 : 15.85 : 17.11 : 6.68 : 23,79
Sep--: 9.80 : - .30 : 9.50 : 1.05 : 2.8125 : 2.36 : 15.72 : 16.98 : 6.52 : 23.50
Oct--: 11.93 : -1.05 : 10.88 : 1.06 : 2.8125 : 1.17 : 15.93 : 17.20 : 6.14 : 22,34
Nov--: 13.69 : -1.33 : 12.37 : 1.11 : 2.8125 : O :16.29 : 17.59 : 5.89 : 23.48
Dec--: 14.86 : -~ .51 : 14.36 : 1.13 : 2.8125 : O : 18,30 : 19.76 : 6.71 : 26.47
2.41 : 15.58 : 16.82 : 6.38 : 23.20

Ave~——: 9.59 : - .29 : 9.31 : 1.04 : 2.8125 :

1/ Data are spot prices, Contract No. 11, New York Coffee and Sugar Exchange, except
from Nov. 3, 1977, to Aug. 17, 1979, when data are.daily world prices as determined by
the International Sugar Organization, -

2/ Premium or discount assumed to be zero from Nov, 3 19]7 to Aug, 17, 1977,

3/ Foreign suppliers® price is U,S. price less dutties "and cost of insurance and freight,
except from Nov. 3, 1977, to Aug. 17, 1979,

4/ Data supplied by Lamborm, Inc.

5/ Duty for 96-degree raw sugar increased Sept, 21 1976 and Nov, ll 1977,

6/ Section 22 import fee assumed to be the difference between world price plus cost of
insurance and freight and duties and the price objective of 13,5 cents per pound from
Nov. 11, 1977, to Jan, 20, 1978,

7/ Data are spot prices, Contract No. 12, New York Coffee and Sugar Exchange, except
from Nov, 3, 1977, to Aug. 17, 1979, when data are daily world prices as determined by
the International Sugar Organization plus cost of insurance and freight and duties,

8/ Refining loss calculated from U.S. price, assuming that 108 pounds of 96-degree raw
sugar is required to produce 100 pounds of refined sugar.

9/ Spread for refining includes refining costs and profits, if any, for cane sugar
refiners. Includes excise tax of 0.53 cent per pound from Jan, 1, 1975, to June 3Q, 1975.

10/ Data are wholesale list prices fot refined sugar in 100-pound bags, Northeastetn
United States,

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

Note.--Because of rounding, figures méylnbt add to the totals shown,
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freight, and;duties,includiﬁé the tariff and section~22'import fees. The
:‘dii.-fference betweeu world _ahd U.s. prices was substantial from November
1977, when a higher tériff and section‘ZZ import fees were imposed, until
October 1979, when the section 22 import fees were ultimately reduced to
zero. |

Tab1e324‘$hows selgcted‘wholes#le prices for alternmative sweeteners.
The price of high-fructose sirup has ranged from 84 pefcent.to 45 percent
of the wholeséle pricé of refined sugér. The'percentagé,-which was high in
1976,'reache§ its nadir in March 1979, and since has risen to 65 percent in
October 1979. Appargntly, increased sales of high—fructose'sirup-already
reported'reqﬁired the corn Qﬁéetener industry to maintain an increasing
brice margin against sugar prices‘in recent years until the rising sugar
-prices in 1979 finally allowed corn sweetener sellers .to make .continued
sales at increasing prices.

The weighted average of spot prices, f:o.b., planﬁ, for-Cénadian'sugar
intended for saleAin the Uﬁiéed States (purchase price as determined by the
U.S.“Dgpartment of'the Treasury plus duties less allowance fdr drawback
taken upon.exportétion) for two Canadidn sugar refiners is compared with
the f.o.b. plant, pfice for spdt sales of domestically refined sugar, net
of discounts, in table 25. Five firms in the Northeastern States region
provided rééponses on such priceé for the pgfiod October 1, 1978, to March
31, 1979, the period in which Treasury:found sales at less than fair value.

Also presented are the lowest spot prices of the domestic firms.
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Table 24.--Selected wholesale prices for refined sugar, high-fructose corn sirup,
corn sirup, and dextrose, by months, 1974-79

. .Refined :1ii;;i;:ﬁ:; Ratio of ; Corn | Ratio of ; Dex- ; Ratio of
Period ; sugar 1/ ; sirup 2/ () to (1); sirup 3/ ;(4) to (1): trose 4/ :(6) to (1)
: 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7
: Cents per : Cents per: : Cents per : : Cents per :
pound pound Percent : pound Percent pound Percent
1976: : : : : : :
Jan———: 21.31 : 15.14 : 71.0 : 16.33 :. 76.6 : 16.71 : 78.4
Feb-—: 20.86 : 15.14 72.6 : 15.18 : 72.8 : 16.90 : 81.0
Mar---: 22.20 : 15.14 : 68.2 : 15.18 : 68.4 : 16.90 : 76.1
Apr---: 21.41 15.14 : 70.7 : 15.18 : 70.9 : 16.90 : 78.9
May—~-: 21.87 : 15.14 : 69.2 : 15.18 : 69.4 : 16.90 : 77.3
Jun-—: 20.22 : 14.85 : 73.4 : 14.74 : 72.9 : 16.90 : 83.6
Jul-=-: 20.46 : 14.79 : 72.3 : 14.73 : 72.0 : 16.90 : 82.6
Aug—-: 17.04 : "14.34 84.2 : 14.50 : 85.1 : 16.70 : 98.0
Sep---: 15.85 : 11.89 : 75.0 : 12.56 : 79.2 : 15.27 : 96.3
Oct——-: 16.90 : 11.75 : 69.5 : 12.00 : 71.0 : 15.27. : 90.4 .
Nov---: 16.28 : 11.30 : 69.4 : 12,00 : 73.7 : 15.27 : 93.8
Dec-~--: 15.97 : 11.48 : 71.9 : 11.61 : 72.7 : 15.27 : 95.6
1977: : . : "3 : : ’ : .o ’
Jan~~~: 16.70 : 11.69 : 70.0 : 11.49 : 68.8 : 15.27 : 91.4
Feb---: 16.94 : 12.32 : 72.7 : 11.49 : 67.8 : 15.27 : 90.1
Mar---: 17.45 : 12.32 : 70.6 : 11.59 : C 66.4 ¢ 15.27 - 87.5
Apr---: = 18.52 : 12.32 ; 66.5 : 11.59 : 62.6 : 15.25 : 82.3
May--- -17.52 ¢ | 12.32 : -70.3 : 11.59 ¢ < . 66.2 : 15.00 : 85.6
Jun--~: 16.40 : 12.32 : 75.1 : 11.59 : 70.7 : 15.00 : 91.5
Jul——-: 16.13 : 12.24 : 75.9 : 11.54 : 71.5 : 14.83 : 91.9
Aug——-=: 17.38 : 11.55 : 66.5 :° 11.07 : -~ 63.7 : - 13.26 : 76.3
Sep==-=~: 16.57 : 11.55 : 69.7 : 11.07 : 66.8 :: 13.26 : 80.0
Oct=—-: 16.35 : 11.68 : 71.4 - 10.73 65.6 : 13.37 : .81.8
Nov~---: '18.50 : 12.30 : 66.5 : 9.49 51.3 : 13.80 : 74.6
Dec—-: 18.88 : 12.32 : 65.3 : 9.49 : 50.3 : 13.80 : 73.1
1978 : : : : H : 1 .
Jan---: 19.85 : 12.32 : 62.1 : 9.59 : 48.3 : 15.10 : 76.1
Feb—~-: 20.54 : 12.32 60.0 : 9.61 : 46.8 : 15.33 : 74.6
P Mar---: 20.03 : 11.28 56.3 : 9.6k : - 48.0 :- 15.33 : 76.5
Apr——-: 20.18 : 11.24 : 55.7 : 10.17 : 50.4 :. 15.78 : 78.2
May---: 20.31 : 11.27 : 55.5 : 10.36 : 51.0.: 15.87 : 73.1
Jun~—-: 20.13 : 11.27 56.0 : 10.36 ¢ 51.5 : 15.87 : 78.8
Jul-=--: -19.90 : 11.94 : 60.0 : 11.28 : 56.7 : 16.75 : 84.2
Aug-—-: 20.70 :. 11.97 : 57.8 : -11.90 : 57.5 : 17.34 : 83.8:
Sep--~: 21.83 : 11.97 : 54.8 : 11.90 : 54.5 : 17.31 : 79.3
Oct---: 22.65 : 11.97 : 52.8 : 11.74 : 51.8 : 16.96 : 74.9
Nov---: 22,05 : 11.97 : 54.3 @ ° 11.90 : 54.0 : "16.96 : 76.9
Dec—--: 22.27 : 011.97 53.7 : 11.91 : 53.5 : 16.96 : 76.2
1979: : : s s : :
Jan---: 22.27 11.97 : 53.7 : 11.91 : 53.5 : 17.32 : 77.8
Feb—-: 22.44 10.76 : 48.0 : 11.91 : 53.1 : 17.32 : 77.2
Mar---: 22.54 : 10.06 : 44.6 : 11.91 : 52.8 : 17.32 : -76.8
Apr—--: 22.35 : 10.06 : 45.0 : 11.91 : 53.3 : 17.32 : 77.5
May——-: 22.53 : 11.46 : 50.9 % 11.91 : 52.9 : 16.91 : 75.1
Jun----: 22.71 : 11.79 : 51.9 : 11.91 : 52.4 : 16.90 : 74.4
Jul-— : 22,96 : 13.10 : 57.1 : 11.91 : 51.9 : 16.90 : 73.6
Aug~—=: 23.79 : 14.86 : 62.5 : 11.91 : 50.1 : 16.90 : 71.0
Sen--~: 23,46 : 15.21 : 64.8 : 11.46 : 48.8 : 17.39 : 74.1
Oct——-: 23.34 : 15.21 : 65.2 : 11.46 : 49.1 17.39 : 74.5
Nov—-——: 23.48 : 15.21 : 64.8 : 11.46 : 48.8 : 17.39 74.1-
15.21 : 57.5 : 11.46 : 43.3 : 17.39 ; 65.7

Dec—~-: 26.47 :

1/ Average Northeast list price for granulated sugar in 100-1b paper bags.

Average Decatur, Ill. list price for tank cars, 42 percent fructose, dry basis.

2/
3/ Average New York list price for tank cars, 38-49 dextrose equivalent, dry basis.
/ Average New York list price for carload lot (600 bags).

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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Table 25.~-Fine sugar in 100-pound bags: Comparison of spot prices, f.o.b. plant,
for Canadian sales to the United States and U.S. firms in-the Northeastern States
region, by weighted averages and lowest price, by months, October 1978-March 1979

(In cents per pound)

: 1978 : 1979
Firm S n T, ; n
© Oct. . Nov. . Dec. . Jan. . Feb. Mar.

Weighted average prices: : : : : : :

Canadian firms: 1/ : - : - : : oot
Redpath Sugars, Ltd--~———=e—=—- : *%% ;. kkk k&% 3 kkk *k%k Kk
Atlantic Sugar, Ltd-———-r—e—=r: k% 3 k%% *k%k *kk *k%k k%

Northeastern States firms: : : : : : :
Amstar Corp——-——---- ———————————— & kk% . kk%k ik . *k%k k% k%%
Revere Sugar Corpr——-—-—————1: *kk *kk *kdk o *k% k%% %k
National Sugar Refining Cowe=-——:- . *¥%. :  &&% .  &*%% . *hE o k% kkk
Refined Syrups & Sugars——e—e—~==: k% kkk kkk .y *hk kkk kkk
Michigan Sugar Co-=——-———=memm—=: *kk 3 *kk *hk o k&% k%% . *kk
Monitor Sugar Co-—=———m——e——mwoy LAt *k%k *k% o *hk *kk i

Lowest price: : : : : s :

Canadian firms: 1/ : : : : : : )

Redpath Sugars, Ltd~~-==—=- ———1 0 KAk *kk . kkk *kik *kk k&%
Atlantic Sugar, Ltd=—-—rr~————=: kkk o k% o k%% *k%k o k% 3 *kk

Northeastern States firms: : : : H : :
Amstar Corp—-_—- —————————————— — k¥kk . *k%k o kkk o *k%k . *%k%k . *k%
Revere Sugar Corp-—-————=====—=—=} *kE g *kk 3 *k%k kkk . kkk *k%
Michigan Sugar Co-==—————~m———m: *kk . *kk o k%% o *kk . *kk *k%k
Monitor Sugar Co-=—=—=———e—mw—-: *kEk . *kk k&% . %k k%% LIt

ve v

1/ Prices for Canadian firms are compiled from purchase prices as determined by
the U.S, Department of the Treasury, plus U.S, duties, less allowance for drawback.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires fo the U,S,
International Trade Commission by domestic refined sugar producers, except as noted.
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Generglly the Canadian prices‘were beldw:the prices of domestic firms by

a substantial margin of underseliing, but less than the margin of dumping found
by the Department of Treasury. * x %

| In most months of the period of the Treasury investigation, the lowest prices
of Canadian firms were lower than the lowest prices reported for domestic refined
sugar producers. lOn occaéion, domestic firms apparently had to offer substantial
discounts éo’meet competition, This plus the substantial margin of underselling
in the weighted averagg_prices tends to support arguments of price depression

because of sales of Canadian'sugar at less than fair value.
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APPENDIX

- U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY"S LETTER
TO THE COMMISSION CONCERNING SALES
OF SUGARS AND SIRUPS FROM CANADA
AT LESS THAN FAIR VALUE
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THE GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE TREASURY
WASHINGTON, C.C. 20220

NOV {1979

Dear Mr. Chairman: : T

In accordance with section 201 (a) of the Antidumping
Act, 1921, as amended, you are hereby advised that sugars
and syrups from Canada are being, or are likely to be, sold °
at less than fair value within the meaning of the Act.

The United States Customs Service will make available
to the International Trade Commission as promptly-as possi-
ble the file on sales or likelihood of sales at less than
fair value of sugars and syrups subject to this determina--
tion. This file is for the Commission's use in connection
.with its investigation as to whether an industry in the
United States is being, or is llkely to be, 1n]ured, or is
prevented from being establlshed by the reason of the
importation of this merchandlse into the Unlted States.

Since some of the data 1n.thls flle is regarded by
the Customs Service to be of a confidential nature, it is
requested that the International Trade Commission consider
all information therein contained for the official use of
the International Trade Commission only, and not to be
disclosed to others w1thout prior clearance with the
Customs Service.

The Honorable
Joseph O. Parker

Chairman
United States International DOoXET
Trade Commission NULOER

Washington, D.C. 20436

Enclosure \ZZ" 7[7L;

Bifize of ne
Secrefary
Iml. Trads Commission




