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USITC MAKES FINAL DETERMINATION on 
ANTIDUMPING INVES'I'.IGATION OF-SUGARS AND SIRUPS FROM CANADA 

The United States International Trade Commission today determined under 

section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 that an industry in the United States is 

materially injured by reason of imports 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, t!1e U.S. Customs Service will assess 

antidumping duties as appropriate. 

Voting in the affirmative were Vice Chairman Bill Alberger, and Commissioners 

George M. Moore, Paula Stern, and Michael J. Calhoun. Chairman Catherine Bedell did 

not participate in the investigation. 

The investigation, designated as investigation No. 731-TA-3 (Final), is one of 

the first final determinations made·by the Commission under the new antiduinping 

provision 6£ section 73S(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as established by the Trade 

Agreements 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 -date of the Trade Ag1 

ments Act'of·1979, was terminated· and investigatfon Ho. 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 inv~stigation. Copies may be obtained by calling (202) 523-5178, from the 

Office of the S~cretary, 701 E Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20436, or from the 

Commission's New York Office, 6 World. Trade Center, Suite·629, New York, N.Y. 10048 

telephone (212) 466-5599. 



Status of Proceedings: 

FACTUAL HIGHLIGHTS 

Sugars and S~rup From Canada 
731--TA•·.3 (f:ormerly AA1921-213) 

1. Petition filed--February 27, 1979. 

2. Petitioner---Ani.star Corporation. 

3. Date Investigation Instituted by USITC--November 20, 1979 and effective 
January 1, 1980. Preliminary Investigation Reported May 1979; AA1921-Inq.-i7. 

4. Public Hearing (date, time and location)--February 13, 1980, 10:00 a.m., USITC 
· .hearing room. 

Petition alleged regional injury for the Northeastern Region: 

1. Number of Producers--7; ~ichigan Su~ar 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 year)--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 short tons in 1978. 

3. Treasury found dumping margins of about 20 percent for two Canadian firms-­
Redpath Sugars, Ltd .. and Atlantic "Sugar, Ltd. 

oOo 



.. 

C 0 N T E N T S 

Determination----------------------------------------------------------
Statement of reasons of Vice-Chairman Bill Alberger and Commissioner 

Michael J. Calhoun----------------------~-'---------------------------­
Statement of reasons of Commissioners George M. Moore and 

·Paula Stern----~·:7:"''~~-,..·~~-~-~.7~--r-.,""",--~--::-~·~r~~"'"'~~·"="'~"'·~"'""~·~~~~~~~,..~--~'\"9~ 
Information obta.ined in the io"vestigation: . 

Introduction--------------------7 ------------------.:..--------------

Description and uses--~---------------------------------------------
. U.S. customs treatment: 

U.S. tariff-~--------------------------------------------------­
lmport quotas---------------------------------------------------
Sect ion 22 import fees-------·..:.---:-------------------------------­
Coun tervailing duties on sugar imports from the European 

Community-----:------------------------------------------------
Antidurilping_ duties on sugar imports from Belgium, France, and 

West Germany----------~---------------------------------------
Nature and extent of sales at LTFV---------------------:------------­
The domestic industry--------~----------------------------~---------

Considerations of a regional market and a regional industry----­
U. S. sugar beet growers and beet sugar processors-~------------­
Cane sugar ref~ners--~-----------------------------------------­
Mainland cane growers and millers------------------------------­
Of f sho.re cane grower.s and millers-------~--------------------_:_ __ 
u;s. importers arid sugar operators-----------------------------­
Refined sugar brokers-------------------------------------------

• Al terna ti ve swee teriers-----·----------:------------------------------­
Foreign producers-----~--------------------------------------------­
U. S. production and production capacity------~--------~------------'-
U.S. producers' inventories---------:-" ___________ :.._ ___________________ _ 

U.S. employment in refined sugar production operations----:----------­
Financial performance of domestic producers------------------------­
U.S. consumption and market penetration of imports------------------
Lost sales----------------------------------------------------------

. Sugar price-support program--------:---------------------------------
Prices-------------------------------------------------------------

Appendix--U.S. Department of Treasury's letter to the Commission 
concerning sales of sugars and sirups from Canada at less thai,fair 
value--------------------------------~----~------------------~--------. .. . . -~~.. ;_ 

Figure 

Comparison of U~S. refined sugar and raw sugar prices, by months, 

1 

3 

13 

A-1 
A-3 

A..;.6 
A-8 
A-9. 

A-11 

A-11 
A-12 
A-16 
A-16 
A-20 
A-22 
A-23 
A-23 
A-23 
A-24 
A-25 
A-28 
A-35 
A-37 
A-40 
A-42 
A-46 
A-54 
A-56 
A-57 

A-6~ .. 

1974-79-------------:...-------------:---------------------------------- A-60 

Tables 

1. Refined sugar: U.S. deliveries, by industrial and nonindustrial 
users, and by quarters, January 19.74-September 1979--------:.------- A-5 

2. Summary of ·price compariso~s made by Treasury for spot· sales, 
by firms and by products, October 1978-March 1979----------------- A-15 

3. Refined sugar: Sales of 14 domestic refined sugar producers, 
by areas of prod.iicti<fn and by areas of sale, 19.7 5-79-_;;:_ ___ ,:;;: _______ A-18 

I 



4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8 .. 
9. 
•. 

10. 
11. 
12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25~ 

ii 

CONTENTS 

Sugar beets: U.S~ acreage and production, by States, crop years 
1974/75 to 1978/79~-------------------------~----~---------------- A-21 

Corn sweeteners: Net sales.by 8 corn sweetener producers, .bY 
market areas, 1975-79---~--------------------------------------- A-i1 

Sugar: World production, by leading producers, crop years 
1974/75 to 1979/80------------------------------------------------ A-29 

Sugar: Comparison of world production and consumption, crop years 
1965/66 to· 1979/80.,-------..:------------------------------------- A-30 

Sugar: U.S. imports, by sources, crop years 1974/75 to 1978/i9---..;.- A-31 
Sugar: Canadian production, 'imports·, exports, consumption, and 

ending stocks, 1974-78---------~--------------------~~-~-----~--~ A-32 
Sugar: . Canadian impo.rts, by leading sources, 1974-78..:...:..-;----:------·--- A-32 
Sugar: Canadian exports, by ·leading markets, 1974-78.-..:..-~----·-~-.:.-- A-32 
Sugar: Estimated refining capacity and production in Eastern 

Canada, by months, i978--79'...----------~.;...;.. ______________ ._ _________ A-34 

Refined sugar: Production capacity, production, and· capacity 
utilization for 18 domestic refined sugar producers,.b.y areas, 
1975.-79--.;..-------------~--------~--"......------~-------~------~-~----- A-36 

·sugar: Monthend stocks heid by primary distributors (continental), 
by months, ·1975-79-----~;_ __ ._ ____________ ..:._~~-~-------------------- A-38 

Sugar: Ratio of net profit or (loss) before Federal and other . 
income taxes to net sales for sugar-refining operations,_ by areas 
of major sales; accounting years 1976-79-----------------'.""-------- A-43 

Sugar: Capital expenditures, research and development expenditures, 
cash flow (increases or (decreases) in working capital) for . 
domestic refined.sugar producers, accounting years 1976-79-------- A~44 

_Sugar: Primary distribution of U.S.-produced.sugar (continerital),· 
by areas, and imports from Canada, by areas of customs district 
of entry, 1974-78 and January-September 1979-:_ ____________ .:__:_ ____ A-47 

Calori·c and noncaloric sweetenet·s: ·. Per capita U~S. consumption, 
1974-79-----.:.. ____ __:. ___ _; ______ .:_ ____ _:. _______________ ~--------------- A-48 

Sugar: U.S. production, imports, exports, ending stocks, and 
consumption, .1972-78 and January-Sep.teriiber 1979--~---------------- A-49 

Sugar: Ratio of imports to consumption, ·1972-78 and January- · September 1979-.:..-.:. _________ __; _________ _; ____ ~ ______ .:_;_ ____________ A-51 

Sugar: U.S. imports for consumption from·canada, by months, . 
1975-797-----~-------------~---:..._:_ ___________ :_ ____________ .:_ _______ A-52 

Sugar: U.S. imports for consumption from Canada, by customs 
districts of entry and by· quarters, January 1975-September 1979--- A-53 

Refined sugar: Component parts of U.S~ wholesale price, by months. 
and annual average, 1975-79--------------------------------------- A-58 

Selected wholesale prices for refined sugar, high-fructose corn 
sirup, corn sirup, and dextrose, by months, 1976-79------:...-------- A-62 

Fine sugar iri 100-pound bags: Comparisons 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 monthly averages and 
lowest price, by months, October 1978-March 1979----------------- A-63 

Note.--Information which would disclose confidential operations of individual 
concerns may not be published and therefore has been deleted from this report. 
Deletions are indicated by asterisks. 



Determination 

UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION 
Washington, D.C. 

[731-TA-3(Final)] 

SUGARS AND SIRUPS FROM CANADA 

On the basis of the record Y 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. 1673Q(b)) that an industry in 

the United States is being.materially injured by reason of imports of sugars and 

sirups from Canada, which the Department of the Treasuryhas determined are being, 

or are likely to be, sold in the United.States at less than fair value:· 

Background 

Oil November 5, 1979, the United States International Trade Commission 

received advice from the Department of the. Treasury that sugars and sirups 

from Canada, provided for in items 155.20 and 155.30 of the Tariff Schedules of 

the United States are being, or are likely to be, sold in the United States at 

less than fair value within the meaning of the Antidumping Act, 1921 (19 U.S.C. 

160(a)). Accordingly, on November 20, 1979, the Commission instituted investi-

gation No. AA1921-213 under section 20l(a) of said act to determine whether an 

industry in the United States is being or is.likely to be injured, or is prevented 

f:r;om being establish.ed, by reason of th~ importation of such merchandise into :the 
,•. ,.· . . 

United States. The Antidumping Act, however, was repealed on January 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 

l_/ The "record" is defined in sec. 207.Z(j) of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 207.2(j))'. 
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under subtitle B of title VII of the Tariff Act of 1930, as added by the Trade 

Agreements 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 of the Tariff Act of 1930. 

Notice of the institution of investigation No. AA1921-213 and of the 

hearing to be held in connection therewith was duly given by posting copies 

thereof at the Office of .the Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission, 

Washington, D.C. __ q.nd at ·the Commission'.s office in New York City, and by publi-

cation in. the F~deral 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, 

D.C. on February 13, 1980, and all persons who requested the oppo.rtunity were 

permitted to appear in person or by counsel. 
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Statement of reasons of Vice C~airman Bill Alberger and 
Commissioner Michael J. Calhoun 

In order for the Commission to reach an aff irrnative determination in 

this investigation under Section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 u.s.c. 

1673d(b)), it is necessary to find that an industry in the United States is 

materially injured, or is threatened with material injury, or the establish-

ment of an industry in the United States is materially retarded, by reason of 

imports from Canada of sugars and sirups which the Department of the Treasury 

(Treasury) has found are being, or are likely to be, sold in the United States 

at less than fair value (LTFV). J:../ 

Discussion 

In this investigation, we consider the relevant domestic industry to con-

sist of the facilities producing refined sugar located in the Northeastern 

States region. ];./ 

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

J./ The Treasury investigation covered exports of sugar and sirups from Ca,nada 
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). 

±_/ This region consists of the states of Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 
~"~ VPrmnnt (see Finding No. 7) 
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the domestic industry as a wh~le, or. those prodµcets whose callee~ 
tive output of a like product constitutes a major proportion of '. 
the total domestic product0ion of that product, is not injured, if 
there is a concentration of subsi_dized or dumped imports .into such 
an isolated market and if the producers of all, or almost all, of 
the production within that mar~et 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 that appropriate circumstances 

exist for treating the Northeastern States region as a separate industry. 
. . 

An average of over 96 percent of the sales of plants located in the North-

eastern States region were to customers in that region during the period 

1975-79. This clearly constitutes "all or almost all of their production",· 

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 

Canadian imports entered customs districts in states· outside the No;rtbeastern 

States region. Of Canadian imports entering cu>stoms districts in the North-

eastern States·region, only about 3.3 perce~t were sold.in states outside the 

region. 

We find that the refined sugar industry in the Northeastern States region 

is materially injured by' reason of imported Canadian sugar sold at LTFV. The 

adverse impact of the LTFV .imp.orts on the domestic prices and government: price 

support programs !/ has been particuiarly severe. The weighted average prices 

at which Cana4ian sugar was'sold in the United States have been substantially 

below the weighted average selling pric~s of the domestic firms in the North-

eastern States region 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)(ii)) directs the CoDDDission to 
"conside.r any increased burden on government income or price support programs" 
resulting from LTFV imports. 
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Moreover, the lowest Canadia~ prices were lower than the lowest prices for 

domestic refined sugar producers in the Northeastern States~region. The· 

presence of low priced imports often forced d.omestic producers, in particular, 

those selling to the grocery market trade, to make substantial discounts 

from these list prices in order to 0 meet competition. These facts lead us 

to the conclusion that LTFV imports 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 ~s a result of LTFV imports where domestic refiners could not 

afford to sell below their cost of production. 

The sugar price-support program of the U.S. Department of Agriculture 

has been in .effect since 1977. In· 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 may be 

redeemed at any time, but at maturity the processor has the option of for­

feiting his collateral and keeping the loan proceeds, in effect creating a 

sale to the government at the minimum support price. 

During the period of LTFV imports of sugar from Canada, large quantities 

of sugar have been placed under price-support loans 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 Oommodity Credit 

Corporation have been rising. During the period 'when the 1978 beet sugar 

·crop was marketed, weighted average prices for refined sugar imported from 

Canada were generally below the minimum support priee in Michigan and Ohio. 

The volume of Canadian imports at LTFV depressed sugar prices below the 

minimum price-support level. As a consequence, beet sugar processors 
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forfeited their product to the Department of Agriculture to obtain a 

price equal to the minimum support level. The Govepiment was burdened with 

increased storage and maintenance costs in addition to the costs incident . 

to forfeiture. 

In addition to the adverse .impact of LTFV imports on domestic prices 

and price-support programs, ~e are convinced by the downward trend in other 

economic and financial indicators that these imports from Canada have 

contributed .~a.te.rially to the ill health of the regional industry. For 

example, during accounting years 1976-79 the .ratios of net. profits before 

income taxes to net sales and net assets declined. Profits in general 

declined drastically in the Nortpeast region and several firms showed net 

losses for 1978 and 1979 •. This poor, showing on profits and retturn on 

investment has impaired the ability of many {irms to raise additional 

capital. 

Capacity utilization in the Northeastern States region has hovered 

near the breakeven· point for the per:i..od·.1975-79, 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 requires the Commission to 

consider· (i) the volume of the subject imports, (ii) their effect on the 

domestic price of the like product, and '(iii) their impact oil the domestic 

producers of the like product. In section 771(7)(C), the Act further 
.. 

specifies· a series of economic facts that the Commission must include in 

these considerations. The following findings, based on the record in this 

investigation, set forth our evaluation of these factors. 
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A. Volume of imports 

·{l) 'Imports from Canada 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 to 98,000 tons, and totalled 81,000 tons for the first 

three quarters of 1979 {Report at A-50; Table·t9). 

(2) Imports of sugar from Canada entering through customs districts 

in the Northeastern States region, as a share of the primary distribution 
'· 

of U.S~ produced sugar in that region, increased from a negligib~e percentage 

in 1974 to 4.5 percent in 1977, and then decreased to 3.3 percent in 1978. 

For January-September 1979, the ratio was 4.0 percent (Report at A-50; 

Table 17). 

(3) Imports of sugar entering through the five customs districts in the 

Northeastern States region account~d 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. 1978 to March 1979, the weighted 

average spot prices, f.o.b. plant, for Canadian refined sugar in 100-pound 

bags sold to the United States were below the comparable prices of domestic 

prices in the Northeastern States region by a substantial margin of under-

'. 
selling, but less than the margin of dumping found by the Department of 

Treasury· (approximately 20 percent) (Report at A~64; Table 25). 

(5) In most of the months of the Treasury investigation, the lowest 

prices of Canadian firms for sugar sold in the United States were lower than 

the.lowest prices reported for domestic refined sugar producers (Report at 

A-64; Table 25). 
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(6) On occasion, domestic firms offered substantial discounts to meet 

competition. This strategy was undertaken because refined sugar is a fungible 

commodity and aside from "brand name;' product differentiation, sales of 

Canadian refined sugar at LTFV wer~ fully price competitive with the 

domestic product. For example, domestic producers were required to meet 

the prices of LTFV Canadian sugar in grocery markets or lose shelf space, 
... 

which, once lost, was very difficult to regain. Because of sugar's 

high turnover rate on grocery store shelves, product visibility .~nd shelf 

space are crucial. considerations. The presence of low priced ~m.port_s, 

therefore,· has a· significant effect in suppressing prices: Only_ for 

the largest. industrial ·u~~rs of sugar, who are concerned with dependability 

of supply as well as price, were the Canadian imports unable to compete . . 
-, 

effectively witn domestic refined sugar. (Report at A-64; Answers:to 
. . . 

Commiss·ion questi.onna.ires (Confidential); testimony of Ludlow _Mill~r, 

National Sugar Refining Co. at Commission hearing on February 13, 1980, 

pp. 20, 35-37; Post-hearing Statement of National S_ugar Refining Co., Feb. 20, 

1980, pp. 3 and 4). 

C. Impact on affected industry 

(7): There is a distinct regional industry which consists of refined , . 

sugar producers located in Connecticut, Maine, ~~ssachuse~ts, Mich~gan, 
.'. 

New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Yo·rk, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 

·and Vermont. Sales by plants located within this region to customers located 

in the region averaged over 96 percent of total sales of those plants from 

1975 thr~ugh 1979. Less than 0.1 percent of imported Canadian sugar 

entered ·the United States in customs districts outside the Northeastern 
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States region. Of Canadian impo~ts entering customs districts in the region 

only about 3.3 percent were sold in states outside the region. Sales of 

refined sugar producers 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 9f refined sugar by 6 refiners in the Northeast region 

increased slightly from 4,948 million pounds in 1975 to 5,399 million pounds 

in 1978, and then decreased to 5,273 million pounds in 1979 (Report at A-36; 

Table 13). 

(9) As measu!ed by primary distribution, sales of sugar refiners 

located in the Northeastern States region declined fro~ 3.4 million short. 

tons in 1974 to an estimated 3.0 million tons in 1978. This was a larger 

decline thari was experienced in other states (Report at A-46; Table 17). 

(10) The market share of total consumption of sugar in the Northeastern 

States .region held by imports from Canada follows closely the ratio of imports 

to primary distribution of U.S. produced sugar, which.increased from 

negligible in 1974 to 4.46 percent in 1977. This ratio declined in 1978 

but recovered to 4.0 percent from January through September 1979. (See Finding 

No. 2; Report at A-46; Table 17). 

(11) Seven firms in the Northeastern States region showed a declining 

profitability with the ratio 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 million 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 United States sugar 

industry (Report at A-42; Table 15; Responses to Commission Questionnaires). 

(12) Productivity of workers in the Northeastern States region in 

pounds of sugar per person-hour worked increased steadily from 721.4 in 

1975 to 780.4 in 1979. -(Report at A-40). 
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(13) Return on investment for refined sugar producers in the North­

eastern States region, 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-4S). 

(14) Capacity utilization for sugar producers located in the North­

eastern States region remained at or only slightly above the breakeven point 

of 85 percent from 1975 t.o 1979. Except for 1978, this region showed a lower 

rate of capacity utilization than that of producers located in other states 

(Report at A-35; Table 13). 

(15) Capital expenditures, research and development expenditures and 

cash flow (increases or decreases in working capital) vaxied so much from 

firm to firm, reflecting individual firm decisions, that aggregated data 

on these factors is not a meaningful measure of injury (Report at A-42; Table 

16). 

(16) Inventor.ies of domestic refined sugar producers in the North­

eastern Stat~s region increased from 401 million pounds in 1974 to 

444 million pounds in 1976. Inventories declined to 343 million pounds in 

1979. However, stocks held by the Commodity Credit Corporation increased 

in the last two months of 1979 because of forfeitures of sugar held as 

collateral fo~ price support loans. (Report at A-37). 

(17) The number of production· and .related workers employed in pro­

ducing refined suga_r in the Northeastern States region peak-."'!d at 5, 131 in 

1977 and subsequently declined to 4,967 in 1979. This same trend occurred 

in the number of perso~-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 Sta~es region increased 

·steadily from $6.78 in 1975 to $9.23 in 1979.' Thes: wages were signifi~ 
'. ·""' ' 

,. • r". : - * 

cantly highe·y.·· than that paid to workers in other st~t.es, __ priritar~ly because 
·~ ....... ";.. ·. ., c. f. ·: ') ... : ; .• 

.... -. ··. •, ., . 

of the higher percen~a~e of t~_a .. di·ti~~~all.~ ~:~gh~~ _ pai~ can~ _,sugal: re~_i!lery 

workers in the Northeastern region. (Report at A-41) • 
. . " .. 

(19) Seven out of nine reporting firms noted their ability to raise . .,, . . 
~-~;· .... r-~ ... ·,·. ·-.~~.t ·i-: .• .. 1 . ·; .. ,. ~ .. 

capital had been impared by declining profitability, du.e ~n. part to. ~TFV 
. r t. '\ .. -:,·•--; -'· . '. . . ": . • • . . ... · .. · ! . . ·.• ~' . . 

imports and high interest rates. Four of these firms operated primarily 
J• .... .. ·•• . • 

(Report at A-42,45). ., . 
. . ;. 

D. Impact of LTFV imports on the Sugar.,_, Price;..Support Program 

(20) During the period of LTFV imports of sugar from Canada, large 
> 

quantities of sugar have been placed under price-support loan and large 

quantit.ies 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 when 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 processing 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, New York, Ohio, 

Pennsylvania, Rhode Island and Vermont (Northeastern States region) •. 

(2) Less than fair value imports of sugar from Canada hav~ mat~rially 

increased the burden placed on the Department of Agriculture's sugar 
.! ..•. 

price-support program as a result of the large quantities of sug~r placed 

under price-support loans and large quantities of sugar forfeited to the 

Commodity Credit Corporation in lieu of repaying such loans. 

(3) The Northeastern States region, as defined above, is materially 
.J 

injured by reason of imports of sµgar and sirups from Canada which the 

·Department of Treasury has founq are being, or are likely to be, sold iii 

the United States at less than f~ir value.· 
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STATEMENT OF REASONS OF COMMISSIONERS GEORGE M. MOORE AND PAULA STERN 

On the basis of the record developed 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 injured 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 co'nsist of the 

facilities producing refined sugar located in the NOrtheastern States 

region. y 

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 approp~iate 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 

l/ 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 inju.red 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. y Only about. 5. 5 percent of the sales of producers located in 

states outside the region. were to custome.rs within the region. y Less than 

one percent of canadian imports entered customs districts in states outside 

the Northeastern States region. 11 Of Canadian imports entering customs 

districts in the Northeastern States region, only about 3.3 percent were sold 

in states outside the region. !/ Thus, the region's producers sell almost all 

their. production within the region, and the region's demand is not satisfied 

to any substantial degr~e by product from elsewhere in the united St~tes. 

Sales at less than fair value 

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

Redpath Sugars, Ltd., with an average ratio· of LTFV margin to purchase price 

y Sugars and Sirups from canada, Report to the Conunission 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. 

y Report, P.· 19. 
11 Report, pp. 46-53. 
!/ Posthearing Submission. of Redpath Sugars, Ltd., and Atlantic Sugar, Ltd., 

Confidential Exhibit B. 
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' : •••• - ·-. , .• -· • ' l • 

of 20.33 percenf~'and by'~Atlaritic Sugar, Ltd~, with ·an average ratio of 19.25 

percent. y · 

The question of injury 

The financial perf~rma~cie-;f fi~ms ·located primarily in the Northeastern 
. -

States regiori has b'een unsatisfa~'t.ory. 'During accounting years 1976-79 the 

ratios of net profi.ts before" inc'ome: ~a~-es to net s~les and net assets declined 

. . .. . . - ' { . ........ ;. . . 

from 5.55 percent· to 0.34 percent, and from· 19.08 percent to 1.39 percent, 

respectively. y ·Errtplo:Yment''~nd 'person-hours worked decli~ed during the 

period 1977-19 'from 5,131~ employees to 4'~9'67 empl'Oyees, and from 10.0 million 

hours to 9. 7· milHon hours:,: respec:tiveiy. y Capacity utilization has hovered 

near the breakeven point ens percent capacity utilization) for the period 

1975-79, never rising higher· than· 88 p~fcent: y 

Data on ·inveritorfes in.the case "are~inconclusive'because of the existence 

of the price-support program covering beet sugar producers in the region. 

Yearend data reflect primarily beet sugar because cane sugar refineries 

maintai~ ·much lowe~· ··foventcfries., as raw· sugar ~~n b~'· imported year round. 

. , , ~ .• - • r· .. . \' • "' • : 

Regional inventori'e'-9' r·ose' ·rn tile' years preceding the start of the program, but 

have fallen· from 39·3· milii~n P<>u'nds i'n 1977 to j'43 million pounds in 1979. 

• - r " • • '. ,· ~ •' .. I •, • 

Sirice its inception iri !'ate 1977, the sugar price-support program of the 

U.S. Depar.tmetit" of' Ag'r ie-dlt~re ·ti1;s .bee-;,: a burden on government income. ,V At 

y Report, pp. 12-15. 
y Report, pp. 42-45. 
'}_/ Report, pp. 40-41. 
4/ Report, pp. 35-36. 
:[/ In determining whether there is material injury, section 771 (7) (D) (ii) of 

. • . J 

the Tariff- Act of· 1930 (19·· US.C. 1'677 (7) (D) (ii)) directs the Commission to 
"consider any increased- ·burden on· government irycome or price support programs" 
resulting from LTFV impOrts.~ · '; 
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the end of 1979, 1,981,377 short tons, raw value, of sugar_ had be7n placed 

under price-support loan and of this quantity 506,724 short tons had been 

forfeited to.·the Commodity Credit Corporation in lieu of repaying such 

loans. !/ Yearend stocks of sugar held by the Commodity Credit Corportion 

rose from 171,000 short tons in 1978 to 409,000 short tons in .1979. ~ Beet 

sugar processors in Michigan and Ohio faced with import competition from 

imported canadian sugar had place~ 100,~00· short tons of sugar under price 

support loan ~t the end of 1_979. y While .some of the sugar pl~ced under. 

price-support loan was redee~ed.and sold at prevailing prices to maintain 

customers, some was also forfeited to the Commodity Credit ·Corporation., The 
. . 

minimum support price for 1978 crop beet ~ugar in Michigan and Ohio was 17.68 

cents per pound. During the period when th~ 1978 beet sugar crop was 

marketed, the prevailing price in the M~c~igan and Ohio was generally below 

this minimum support price. 4/ 
' .. . -

The question of causation 

Refined sugar is a fungible commodity and aside from "brand name" product 

differentiation, Canadian refined sugar was fully competitive with the 

domestic product on a price basis in the market place. For example, d~~estic 

producers were required to meet prices of Canadian sugar in grocery markets or 

lose shelf space which, once lost, is very costly_ to regain. °"11Y for the 

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

y Report, p. 56. 
~ Report, p. 38. 
y Report, p. 56. 
~ 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. !/ Moreover, the lowest canadian prices 

were lower than the lowest prices for domestic refined sugar producers in the 

Northeastern States region. On occasion, domestic firms offer·ed substantial 

discounts to meet competition. This fact suggests price suppression and price 

depression as a result of Canadian sugar imports sold at LTFV. !:J 

Domestic refiners located in the Northeastern States·region 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 domestic refined sugar 

corresponded to increased purchases of imported refined sugar. 11 Since 

Canada supplied over 99 percent of all U.S. imports 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 materially 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. 
Y Report, p. 63. 
11 Report, pp. 54-55. 





INFORMATION OBTAINED IN THE INVESTIGATION 

Introduction 

On November 5, 1979, the United States International Trade Commission 

received advice from the Department of the Treasury that sugars and sirups 

from Canada, provided for in items 155.20 and 155.30 of the Tariflf 

Schedules of the United States (TSUS), are being, or are likely to be, sold 

in the United States at less than fair value (LTFV) within the meaning of 

the Antidumping Act, 1921, as amended (19 U.S.C. 160(a)). !/ Accordingly, 

on November 20, 1979, the_ Commission instituted investigation 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 prevented from 

being established, by reason of the importation of such merchandise into 

the United States. 

Effective January 1, 1980, the Commission terminated investigation No. 

AA1921-213 under the Antidumping Act, 1921, and reinstituted the investigation 

as investigation No. 731-TA-3 under title VII of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 

amended, to determine whether,. with respect to sugars and sirups from Canada, 

an industry in the United States is materially injured, or is threatened with 

material injury, or establishment of. an industry in the United States is 

materially retarded, by reason of such imports sold or likely to be sold at 

less than fair value. 

"!:_/ A copy of Treasury's letter to the CoIIh~ission 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 or antidumping proceeding was published 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-producing industry in the Northeastern S_tates region !/ 

is being injured by reason of lost sales in its regional market, where the 

bulk of the LTFV imports have been sold. 
• •,f 

On April 25, 1979, the Conunission received advice· from the Department of 

the Treasury that there was substantial doubt that an industry in the; United 

States was being or was likely to be injured by reason of the importation of sugar 

from Canada. On May 1, 1979, the Commission instituted inquiry No. AA1921-

Inq.-27 .under_se,ction 20l(c). of the Antidumping Act,.1921, a~ ~mended, _to 

determine whether the~e was no reasonable i~dicatio~ th~t a~ industry in the 

United States was being or was likely to be injured~ or was prevented from. 

being established, by reas.on of the importation of such sugar. On May 25_, 

1979, the Commission reported its determination that the standards set 

forth in section 20l(c)(2) of the Antidumping Act, 1921, as amended, for 

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, Masaachusetts, Michigan, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New 
York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont. 
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Description and Uses 

.The products covered by the Department of the Tre~sury 's de·termination, 

according'to 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 · 

f~rther refined or improved in quality. 

Sugar is derived from the juice of sugar cane or sugar beets. It is 

present in these plants in the form of dissolved sucrose. Most sugar is 

marketed to consumers in refined form as pure granulat'ed or powdered sucrose. 

Substantial quantities also reach consumers as liquid sugar (sucrose dissolved 

in water) or in forms not chemically pure, such as brown sugar and invert 

sugar sirups, or as blends of sucrose with simpler sugars such as glucose 

or fructose. 

Sugar cane is a perennial subtropical plant which is ctit and milled to 

obtain sugar cane juice. Through a process of filtering, evaporating, and 

centrifuging this juice, a product consisting of large sucrose crystals coated 

with molasses, called raw sugar, is produced. Raw sugar derived from sugar 

cane is the principal "sugar" actually shipped in world trade. Raw sugar is 

generally refined near consumption centers through additional melting, 

·filtering, evaporating, arid centrifuging 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 successively in the same field). Most sugar beets, including those 

grown in the United States, are converted directly into refined sugar. However, 

sugar beets grown in some countries are used to produce an intermediate product 



known as raw beet sugar. The refined sugar product derived from sugar beets 

is not distinguisha~le 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, 

alth.ough some is used in nonfood. uses. Sugar is primarily a caloric sweetening 

agent, but has preservative uses. In the United States, about one-third of the 

sugar consumed goes to households and institutional usens and two-thirds to 

industrial users (table 1). 



Table 1.--Refined sugar: U.S. deliveries, by industria_l and nonindustrial users, and by quarters, _January 19.74-September 1979 

iln___mill_iruls oLilounds) 

Industrial users Nonindustrial users 

Period 
: Bakery, : Confec-: !Ce 
: cereal, : tionery : cream :- 'Bever-

and : and : and : 
: allied : related : dairy : ages 
:products:products:products: 

: Canned, : : : : Hotels : Whole- : Retail : 
:bottled, :Multiple: : : res tau~_'. sale :grocers,: 
: frozen_ : and all : N f d : : : grocers,: chain-

- on oo rants, 
: foods;_ : other : uses : -Total : and :jobbers,: stores., 
: jam_s, : food : : : insti- : and : and 
:jellies,: uses : : : tutions: sugar : super-

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-:~_e_tc. : : : : : dealers : markets : 

1974: 

All 
other 

deliv­
eries 

Total 

: Unspec- : Total 
: Hied • 

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 : 1,1_34 : 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; 4,004 : 2,707 : 242 : 7,135 : 0 : 21,079 
1975: : : : : - : _: : : : ·: : : - : : : 

.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--: 65j : 421 : 289 : 1,214 : 588 -: Z76 :. 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 i 970 : 671 : 38 : l,}09 : 187 : 4,682 

Totul----: 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: : : : : : : : : : : : : _: : : 

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 
Oct.-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 : ~,068 : 2,540 : 260 : 6,996 : 1,000 : 20,087 
1977: : - : : : : 

Jan.-Mar---: 685 : 470 : 256 : 1,016 : 295 
Apr.--June--: 687 : 460 : 302 : 1,314 : 354 
.July-Sept--: 660 : 453 : 292 : 1, 353 : 494 
Oct.-Dec---: 604 : 436 : 233 : 1,056 : 274 

Total----: 2,636 : 1,819 : 1,083 : 4, 739 : l,ll 
1978: : : : : : 

254 
237 
297 
253 

1,041 

53 
50 
46 
so 

199 

3,029 
3,403 
3,594 
2,907 

12,933 

33 
34 

- 33 
38 

140 

970 
978 

1,084 
1, 034 
4,066 

577 
587 
687 
673 

2,524 

73 
79 
66 
72 

290 

1,653 
1,677 
1,871 
l, 818 
7,019 

177 
124 
252 
199 
752 

4,859 
5,205 
5, 716 

- 4, 924 
20, 704 

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 r 1,695 : 73 : 5,245 
July-Sept--: 643 : 444 : 273 : 1,448 : 427 : 195 : 108 : 3,539 : 57 : 1,141 : 682 : 70 : 1,951 : 90 : 5,580 
Oct.-Dec---: 604 : 445 : 226 : l,lll : 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,~17 : 314 : 20,054 
1979: -

Jan.-Mar---: 
Apr.-June--: 
July-Sept--: 

656 
581 
599 

458 : 201 
401 : 249 

- 438 ;_ 261 

1,135 
1, 242 
1,223 

274 
308 
433 

206 
204 
254 

57 
57 
58 

2,987 
3,043 
3,266 

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

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not a-:lc! t11 the totals shown. 

47 
60 
47 

972 
919 

1,035 

544 
558 
668 

65 
84 
92 

1,628 
1,621 
1,842 

ll2 
224 
223 

4, 727 
4,888 
5,331 

:i> 
I 

\J1 



A-6 

U.S. Customs Treatment 

U.S. tariff 

The TSUS does not attempt to separately identify sugars, sirups, and 

molasses by name for classification purposes. Rather, products of this 

description are classified in accordance with their physical and chemical 

properties, regardless of the name by which a particular product may be 

called. Under the description "sugars, sirups, and molasses, derived frof!l 

sugar cane or sugar beets, principally of crystalline structure or in dry 

amorphous form" (TSUS item 155.20) are classified all the solid sugars of 

commerce, including raw and refined sugar. Under the description "sugars, 

sirups, and molasses, derived from sugar cane or.sugar beets, not principally 

of crystalline structure and not in dry amorphous form, containing soluble 

noµ-sugar solids (excluding any foreign.substaI).ce that may have been added 

or d~veloped in the product) equal to 6% or less by weight of the total 

·soluble solids·" (TSUS item 155. 30) are classified liquid sugar and invert 

sugar sirup. 

Pursuant to Presidential Proclamation No. 4539, issued November 11, 1977, 

the c.oiumn 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 under 100 

degrees (and fractions of a degree in proportion) but not less than 1~9265625 

cents per pound. By general headnote 4(b) of the TS~S, the column 2 rate was 

established at the same level. The rate formula provides a duty of 2.8125 

cents per pound for 96-degree raw sugar (the term "degree" means sugar degree 

:as determined by polariscopic test). Imports of sugar from all countries into 

the United States were subject to these rates of duty except for imports from. 

certain countries which are des~gnated 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 applicable under TSU$ item 155.20 to sugar 

testing 100 degrees. All designated beneficiaries for the Generalized 
.. . 
? , ·' 

System of Preferences are eligible for duty-free treatment on imports under 

TSUS item 155.30. 

On February 1, 1980, the President signed Prociamation No. 4720, which 

pursuant to headnote 2, subpart lOA, schedule 1, of the TSUS., reduced the 
. ' 

column 1 rate of duty for TSUS item 155.20 to 0.6625 cent per pound less 
: : 

0.009375 cent per pound for each degree under 100 degrees (an4 fractions of 
... "' ', 

a degree in proportion) but not less than 0.428125 cent per pound. The column 
:1,!.' 

2 rate of duty was reduced to 1.9875 cents per pound less 0.028125 cent per 

pound for each degree under 100 degrees (and fractions of a_ d~gree in propor-

tion) but not less than 1.284375 cents per pound. Th~ rates pf duty for TSUS 

item 155.30 were reduced in accordance wit;h the r~ductions for TSUS item 
·, ''*·· 

..., ..... 
'· -

155.~0. These. reductions in rates of duty were effective as of February 1, 

1980. 
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Import quotas 

On N~~~mber 16, 1974, when the President, by Proc_lamation No. 4334, 
~'- ....... r . . . . . . . .· .; f1:····. . ;. . . 

established rates of duty for sugar provided for in TSUS items 155.20 and - . 
'\~i· •t :.:. ····;··.: .. · .····~··1: · .. · 2:1 ... :i~· ·... .· 

155.30 ~~rs~ant to headnote 2, part lOA, schedule 1, of the TSUS, the 

President also established a global quota of 7 million tons, raw value, on 
.·j. _:,.,:; ):· t,.;: ("(": . f' ',f\ ;· , 1" ' ,·, ;, 

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

•, ' . , (.;' . I • ' : ~ ' i. •' l ' , 

to be restrictive on normal import levels. On November 30, 1978, .. the 
. ,_-._. ; 

;:; 3 r i. ~. • , i ·-: • , • ..~, ~ -:. :~ ': : • j 

President· signed Proclamation No. 4610,. which lowered the global quo ta to 
•• • . "--: .•• J ~' ;"':. '1 • :1.: ; q ...... { .. ' ~ . ' i t -; : : !. . • .-. -.. · .• ;1 ~-· •.:' '.. 

6.9 miilion. short tons, raw value. In addition, the quota was. allocated 
. '. . r : , ; 

witif small<-~~antiti~~ f;~ the p~od~~ts of :r;iwan and for the products of all 

• , I :; : • , -\ '', ; .) I ~ , .' ;.: i , 

other countries ·other than members at that time of the International Sugar 
· .. : .... l. 

• ~ ; j 

:.. ... ' ., .• _.:-~. . . ''.f°"'i .·: ~ ·:·~--- -~ !~,. -~ ... 

Agreeriieht': i'9-77',···t·or~ths:.:M.ri9'd.calendar years 1978 and 1979, B P ·a · 1 r~ y res1 ent1f , . 
' .'.' 'i ,, :·~ . ~ ~ ' J· : t ,' : . . -~ ~ ·: .. '. '.· ) 1" • : •• ••• ·: .. :· • ' ' 

Proclamation Nb~ 4663, of May 24, 1979, the power to allocate these quotas 
:l :··.· :·,..,; 

•.. , .. , •• J • 

' '' ~-· '. i ~·, ,' f ~, ~ ;J I 
0

1 .• ~3 ·~ : i ; • 1 

was delegit"~d to the Secretary of State or his designee, in order to make it 
1··r'. '..: 'Jo <'""· ·:\; ! . :···,=r 1

"- .•' 

possibl'e t~ allocate the quotas in accordance to the changing membership 

;. ,· .-

of the International Sugar Agreement, 1977, and that agreement's requirements 

for restrict.ions 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. 
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Section 22 import fees 

Presidential Proclamation No. 454 7, issued Jantiary 20·, 1978-,-- pursuant 

to section 22 of the Agr:Ccultural "Adjustment Act, as amended, provided for 

additional import fees for sugars provided for in TSUS "items 155 .. 20 and 155.30. 

This was to modify certain fees previously established under -Presidential 

Proclamation.4538, issued November 11, 19i7. ·For sugar pr.ovided for in TSUS 

item 155. 20, · "to· be f urtfi'e; 'refined or :improved in quaiity ~" the additional · 

import fee under TS°US i tern 956 ;'fS" was 2. 70 ~en ts per· pound. For sugar in 

TSUS item 155.20, "not 'to be further -refined ·or :Lmproved in quality," and 

for sugar in TSUS item 155. ·30 -'(b8.'sed on ·t:·otal sugars content), the additional 

import fees und.er TSUS items 956.05~an'd 957.15, respectively;·were 3.22 cents 

per pound. None of the 'additlonal i~port fees could exceed··-50 percent ·ad 

valorem. An exception was 'provided· for sugar entered for the production of 

polyhydric ~lcohols .(i.e.' sorbitol and mannitol) "not "for use in"' human 

consumption. Designated. berteflcfari~s for· the c·enetalized System of Preferences 

are not eligible ior 'duty~fr~e:tieii~erit.wlth. regard· to· section 22 fees. 

These fees were established under emergency powers of the President pursuant 

to section 22, pending receipt by the President of the Uni~ed 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 Janauary-March 1979 of 3.35 cents per.pound for TSUS item 

956.15, and 3.87 cents per pound for T$US items 956.05 and 957.15. FoF 

April-June 1979, the i~port fees were lowered to 2.76 cents per.pound for 

TSUS item 956.15 and 3.28 cents per 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 of the prov~sion for automatic adjustment .of .~he import . ' ~ . 

fees, on September 1, 1979, the import fees wer~ revised downward to 2.36 

cents per ,poun~ an.d .2.88 cents per pound, respectively,. For September::­

December 19.79, import fees were established at 1.76 cents pe;r pound for TSUS 

item 956.15 and 2.28 cents per p~und for TSUS items 956,05 and 957.15. On 

October 18, 1979, these impo_rt fees were revised down~ard to 0. 76 cent .per 

pound and .. 1.28 cents per pound, res.pectively, 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. 



A-11 

Countervailing duties on sugar imports from the European Conrrnunity 

On July 30, 1978, the U.S. ctistofus Se~viCe arinoun'c;ed a final counter-

vailing duty determination that. sugar from_ t_he Eur_opean, Community, _pro_yided for 
t. I , , ; l · · .. • : . · ,. ' .. ,. ' 

in TSUS items 155.20 and 155.30, which benefited from bounties o:r gra~ts_was 
. i ' .: ' • • •. 

being entered into the United States.. S!Jch s_ugar, imported pi_rec__t,ly or indirectly 
~ ~:, , -! ,. : • • _ • r ._. c ... · • ·• : -: . · 

from the European Conrrnunity, if enter.ed o__r withdrawn f_rom warehol,lse_ f~>r con,sumption 
• , ., . i •• ' • ~. • : • • • 

on or after July 31, 1978, is .subject .to payrne~~ ,of. c,ountervaili_ng d~ties equal 

to the net a~ount of any_ bo9nty or grant determined or estimated. to have been 
• .-' • 1 • ·:\ ·r, '' ,· • 

paid or bestowed. The net amount of such bounties or gran_J::s wa~. ~s~ertaiped and 

estimated to be 10.8 cents per pound of sugar. 

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

On May 16, 1979, the U.S. International Trade Connnission 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 provided 

for in TSUS items 155.20 and 155.30 from Belgium, France, anq West Germany, 

which the Department of the Treasury had determined is being, or is likely to 

be, sold at less than fair value within the meaning of the Antidumping Act, 1921, 

as amended. The Commission's determinations resulted in the imposition of 

dumping duties on any LTFV sugar imports from the countries in question, entered 

on or after February 12, 1979. The weighted average dumping margins found by 

Treasury for the three countries range from 51 to 55 percent of 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. 



A.,-12 

Nature ~:nd Extent ,of _Sales at LTFV 

.· ~ ( . 
In· addition to information in the Treasury Department file transmitted to 

the. Commii~ibn-~t th~· time C1f the Commission's preliminary inquiry No. AA1921-

Iqq.~27, the~Treasury Department made the file of its investigation concerning 

sales at less ~h~n f~ir value ~f ·sugars and sirups from Canada available to the 

Commiss.ion's staff: All responses t~ Treasury'·s questionnaires of Canadian firms 

., - • .. ' ' - ~ ! ' • r • 

were obtainecC along with notes of mee.tings :o'f Treasury officials with representa-
.. _ .... 

tives of Canadian ''f::t'ms. ·* · * * 



Treasury's investigation of U.S. imports of sugars and·siicips f~6~ rla~dda~;. 

cov~red the 6-mo,nth period October l·, •. 197.s...:Marcih':J1, '1979/'and included imp·orts 

from 1three .pro,~ucers, Redpa,th Sugars, ·f.td.;:Atlan·tic'Sugar, Li:di,·and s·t::·1awtence 

Sug13:r, a d:i;vi,s.:Lon of ·Sucronel, .Ltd;. ;;F.air vaiue·;'ccinip.aiisoris ·were'made' for Redp.ath 

and Atlantic, which .filrll}S .. accounted 'for' 77 percent of Canadiart "sugar sales in the 

U.,S.. market. Since. cont;ract sales~ ;wer'e •''difficult t 06":torilpare with h'o'rn:~:..tiiark'et sales, 

. . ·. . ; ..• f' .• : ·:· .. 

pric:f?:: comparisons w_ere, mad.e primarily; .. for :spbt s·a:1e:s to the' tJ. S. market by these 

firms. This limited price companisons tb' sales 'reprekenting·· about 40 percent of 

totalJ?ales. The basi;s.of.,comparison·for .. lJ~S. imports was•'th'e pur'i::ii.ai:fo price, with 

adjustments made· for· freight;· insurance~· d'uty, 'iinport 'fee ;:'-'customs''·Brokerage ~ 

commission, and cash discounts, as applicable. An addition was made for' bu'stoms 

duty paid upon importation of raw sugar, which-duty was 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 

discount, differences in packing, .and differences in selling expenses, as appropriate. 

For Redpath, price comparisons indicated that the purchase price was less than the 

home-market price of such or similar merchandise on about 96 percent of the sales 

compared. Margins ranged from appro~imately 0.05 percent to 49.5 percent, and the 

weighted average margin was approximately 20.15 percent. l_/ 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. '};/ 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 rang,ed from 
*** percent to *** percent, and the weighted average margin was •** percent. 

2· 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 information for Treasury to determine a dumping margin on its sales 

to the United States. 

In an~wer to Treasury's quedtionnaires, Redpath ~eported total sales :to' the 

U.S. market during the period October 1978-March 1979, of ***.hundredweights, 

Atlantic reported sales of *** hundredweights, and St._ Lawrence reported sales 

of *** hundredweights,· for total sales of *** hundredweights. U.S. imports· from 

; Canada during the period were aboutJ ***'hundredweights,. .SO these ·f.irms accounted 

for virtually all imports; These three firms are·repor.ted .to account for about 

*** percent of :all sales .of refined s1..1gar. in Canada .. ·: .: . , . 

A summary of Tr:easury'·s price. cowparisoris .for spot sales· by Redpath -arid· 

Atlantic .in the U.S •. market during the period October 1978-March 1979 is shown 

in table 2. 



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

Total Sales at 
Sales at LTFV 

safes : 'fair value : : : LTFV margins as a :LTFV .margins as a 
• . : ='q : ·' :''·percent of purchase : percent of fair , Item -------------'- · uan-- ., 
:Q· : :Q ·: : :t't :Value: price : market.value uan- · uan- 1 y -
=-tit· :~aluE:?: tity :Value: : : Range :Average: 

.I 

-~Average 
: y : :. : . : : : : : 

Cwt. : .Cwt. :·· Cwt .. :· Per.cent 
:· " . 

Atlantic Sugar.I/-~--~~---~---~----:~*** : *** : . _ r __ • ***· 
Redpath Sugars'.:- · . : . ~ : : : -~ ; : . . . 

*** :.s:53-30.42 

Special f ine··.100-lb paper bags---: *** :· *~* · : · *~*· :· *** 
Liquid inver_t __ _.._ ________ . _______ .:,..: - *** : , *·** · : . -

***" : *.**· 
=-*** : *** 

Fine··lOO~lb paper bags-----------~:~***·: ***.: . '*** : '***"': 
Plantation lQ/5.,.·)b paper· .. bags--...,.~: ***:; ***· :~ ... *** . *** : 
Liquid s_ucrose------_; ____ . ________ · *** · ·*** .:···*** ·. *** -~ · 

,~. . . . . . . . 
Special fine· bulk--------:-:----.,..---: *** : *** : · *** : · ***· ·: 

***.: 
*** : 

Staff 10/5-lp paper bags----'".:,.----: *** : *** ·: - · - · **~' · 
Icing 40.-kg paper bags---:---------: *** ·: *** : - : - : *** : 
Gold~n yellow 40-kg paper bags---:·*** : *** · - · · · ; XX,t : 

; .,.. *** : 
*** *** 

***": 
*** : 
*** .. ·.• 
*** : 
***.: 
*** l .. 

*** 

*** 
*** 
***' 
*** 

" *** 
*** 

:Percent: 

"19.25 

: 

: !' 
: 
: 

*•'c* 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

Range 

Percent :Percent 
: 

*** ··: *•'c>'c 
: 

**•'c : *** 
*** : *** 

' 
*** : *** 
*** : *'f<>'c 
*** •'c** 
*** : *** 
*** : *** 
*** : *** 
*** *** ., 
*** : *** 
*** *** 

U.S. Sugar 10/5-lb paper bags...,.--~: *** : *** · ·-
411 other sales-~---.:,.----------~-: *** : *** · *** 

Total Redpath ~ales-----------~: *** :.*** ~ *** :· : . . . . . . - "' -- -, . - ~ - ~ - ....... ~ --- . 
. . 

*** 
: : 

*** . *** 
: 

*** *** 

!/ ***· 

Source: Compiled f!'om information obtained from the U.S. Department of the Treasury. 

> 
I 

f--' 
\J1 
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About 55 percent of the s4gar consumed annually in the United States comes 
.·.: · .. :-. 

! 

from domestic sources (30 Pierce~t from ~ugar beets and 25 percent from sugar cane) 

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

Considerations of a ~egional market and a regional- industry 

Section 771(4)(C)~ of the ~~riff Act of 1930, as amended, in regard to 

regional industries' states: as.-_.follows--

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

(i) the; producer·s ·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 -Oegree", by. producers of the product in. question 

. . . I . 

located elsewhere in,.the United States. 
In such appropriate ci~cumstances, material injury, the threat of 
material injury, ~,r mater~~i retardatio~ of the establishment of an 
industry may be found to exist with respect to an industry even if 
the domestic indu~try ~s a whole, or those producers whose collective 
output of a like product constitutes a major proportion of the total 
domestic production of that··pr.oduct, is no't injured," if there.is a 
concentration of .subsidized or dumped· imports into such an isolated 
market and if the:pri:>ducers'of allJ or almost all, of the production 
with.in that market are beingcmaterially injured or threatened by 
material injury, 6r if the establishment' of an industry is being 
materially retarded. by reas'on of the subsidized or dumped imports'· 

• ~ I • 

Transportation cos.ts for refined sugar ~r.e relatively high in relation to 

i"ts value; therefore, refined sugar is n~rmally shipped to markets within 250-

300 miles of refineries: or not moie than half ·way to the next refinery. The 
~ . ·. 

' . 
distance refined sugar ~an be profitably shipped depends to a large degree on 

the location of competitors and shipping rates. Refine.cl sugar shipped by ~ater 

transportation can generally be sent a greater distance to·compete with other 

producers than can refined ~uga~ shipped by truck. 
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The Northeastei:'n. States ·1r~gion fot1 'which· separate 'i:i~ta were obta'ined in 

the.Commission's questionnair~~ includes Connecticut, Maine;·Massachusetts, 
" .. ~ ~ ..... 

Michigan, New Hampshire, .NeY! ,Jersey,·, .New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 

and Vermont. In the preliminary inquiry (AA1921-Inq.-27), in additi,on to these 

Sta~~s, the Northeastern/~astern Great Lakes area examined included Maryland, 

Delaware, and the Distri~t of Columbia. The latter States were_left out in the 

curren~ investigation .because the original Amstar Corporation petition did not 

allegci injury to its operations in this area. Also, the Department of ~abor did 

not find that Amstar's Baltimore refinery suffered from lost sales _in its cu~tomer 

survey in determining th.I:! eligibility of workers for adjustment asi?ist:.':lnce. 

Finally,. thg _eyi~ence ·obtained in the inquiry wa!'l th::it very little Can~dian suga~ 

was sold in these States and very little of the Bal tiniore r_eUnery' s PJ:Oduction 
' ' . • I <.. ~ • • 

was sold .in the Northeastern:· Stat~s 'region as defiried in this irive~·tigation . 
\• 

~I .. • . · .} l . -. 
In the .Northeastern States re.gion ther~ are compet_itiye -groducers located . 

.! • • ~: -~ ' • • . • ~ .• ! - . • . . 

in close proximity wttich' have ·similar marketing territories.' · 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 region 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, ttiese .. data· include cane 

refining operations of two firms which have plants located 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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Tao le 3. - . ...:Refined sugar: Sales of 14 domestic refined sugar producers, 
by areas of production .and by areas of sale, 1975..,...79 

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

Item Nor.theastern 
States 1/ Other States 2/. Total '}_/ 

Sales in North-
eastern States: 

1975-----------: 
1976-----------: 
1977-----------: 
1978-----------: 
1979----------- ·: 

Total sales: i975 _ _: _________ : 

1976-----------: 
1977-----------: 
1978:-;---------:--: 
1979-----------:. 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** .... 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 

: *** ***'):· 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

3.397 
3.786 
"'.h658 
3.504 
·J.478 

13.126 
14.351 
14. 212 
13.644 
14.032 

1/ Data for 4 respondent~ including a firm with'~ane refining o~erations in 
other States. 

2/ Data for 11 respondents. 
~/ Data f_or 14 ,respondent.s, including a firm with cane refining operations reported 

in NOrtheastern States and beet sugar. oper~tions rep6rted i~ other States. 

" 
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. 

International T~ade Connnission by dome~tic 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 refined sugar producers for plants located in other 

States to customers within the Northe·astern S~~tes region were about 5.5 percent 

6f. total sales- in each year for 1975~79~ 

Less than 0.1 percent of imported_C~padian sugar entered the United States 

in customs: districts outside the Northeastern Statei:; region. Most Canadian sugar 

is believe'd to -have· been marketed near where it ~ntered, particularly in upstate 

New York. However, there wer.e many' ·ins ta_nces where sugar was shipped substantial 

distances form the port of entry, notably-from entry in the Detroit district 

for sale 1ri Chicagri, Illinois; ·It has been suggested that Illinois and Indiana 

should be included in the region inany·consideration of -regional industry.by. 

the Connnission. However, there is .not sufficient eyidence available to suggest 

that a large portion of Canadian sugar imports were ultimate]y sold in these 

States. ~ The only sugar refining -facility located ·in -Illinois and Indiana is 

already reported as a subsidiary of a firm primarily located in the Northeastern 

States region. A -posth~aring· submission indicated that sales outside the 

Northeastern States region by Redpath and Atlantic during the period January 1-

0ctober 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 be.et· growe.r.s ·and beet .sugar processors 

, Sugar beets are current~ly; prod1.,tced .i~· 16 :States. The number of farms .pro-

ducing sugar beets in 1978/79 most likely ·has deq-eased from the 12,000 farms pro-

ducing sugar beets in 197')/74 (the l~st year for which official statistics are 

.available) .• · ·:-For. ·1978/79, estimated. U.S. sugar beet acreage is 1,119,300 .acres, 

down from 1,272·,.000·acres· in 1977/78 (t,abl~,4) •. Sugar beets are generally grown by 

farmers under contrac.~s ., w~th pe~t su~a;~. ~;oces~ors which call for growers to 

deliver beets_. fr9m a given-acreage .to proce.ssprs and for processors to reimburse 

the. growers_ o,n ~ basis; ~hich . incl~des a .P.ercentage. of the retur.n processors 

receive from, the- s~l-~ 9f refi~17c:l sugar.: In 1979, there were, 44_ beet sugar 

fac.tories. owned. by;13 compani~s~.or coopera~ives operating in the sugar-beet-

producing .region$ ~~ the Unit~d.,States. "~ 

~here. w.ere ,n_ine. beet. sugar l?~occssing, plants .t~at _produced refined beet 

s_µgar in the .Nartheas_t~rn States during the period 1975-79. One plant in 

Maine was r~Qp~ned a,nd operl}-tec:l during_l975/76 but closed thereafter. The 
... •• . ·- . • ' •• • •· t. .·; 

four remaini{\g .. cqmp~nies _op~rating .P,lant~. in the Northeastern States and the . ....... . .• . . ... ' . 

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, Mic}\. 
Northern Ohio Sugar Co---------------------,...---- Finl.I lay, Ohio 

Fremont,· Ohio 



A-21 

Table 4.--Sugar beets: U.S. acreage and production, by States, 
crop years 1974/75 to 1978/79 l./ 

State 1974/75 1975/76 1976/77 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.l 
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-----------: 5 7. 7 56. 4. 48. 4 48. 8 48. 2 
Montana-----------: 48. 5 46 .1 45. O 44. 7 49 · '• 
Texas-------~-----: 33~7 23.3 17.9 23.6 19.5 
Ohio-------·-------: 39. 2 36. 5 22. 5 23. 3 13. 7 
Arizona----~------: 17.0 17.0 12.8 15.0 11.4 
Kansas------------: 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--------------: 22;5 18.0 9.8 12.6 1.5 
Washingtion-------: 82.~ 76.5 61.6 68.5 0 
Maine-------------: 0 5.5 0 0 0 

Total-----------:~~l-,-51-6~.-6.,--~~l-,~4-78~.8~~~1-,-2-l-6-.2~~--=-1-,~2~6=8-.6.,,-~~~l-,~l=2=0-.~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-------------: 2,942 2,~79 2,094 2,765 2,804 
North Dakota------: 1, 820 2, 022 2, 769 3, 054 2, 304 
Michigan----------: 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 
Texas------------~: 440 503 309 414 332 
Ohio----------·----: 777 617 457 394 266 
Arizona-----------: 366 391 285 308 219 
Kansas---------~-~= 667 749 401 442 213 
Oregon------------: 426 364 206 203 175 
New Mexico--------: 15 20 23 37· . 30 
Utah--~----------~: 353 317 173 225 29 
Washington--------: 2,142 1,862 1,495 1,747 0 
Maine-------------: 0 56 0 0 0 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--=-=--=-=----~~--:,-;:--==~ 

Total-----------: 29, 704 .. : 29,386 . 25,007 25, 725 .21,996 

1/ The crop year begins. i.n September in all States except in California and 
lo;land ar~as of Arizona, where it 'begins in March and April, respectively. 

2/ Preliminary .estimate. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
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It has been report~d ·that the plants·. in Ottawa and Fremont, Ohio, ceased 

operations ·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. Cane sugar refineries provide about 70 percent ·of the 

refined sugar consumed in the U.S. market. In 1978, U.S. cane sugar refineries 

produced 7.35 million short tons, raw value, of sugar. Cane sugar refiners 

are the principal users of imports of raw sugar. 

There is no production of raw cane sugar in the Novtheastern States; 

therefore, cane sugar refineries in that area import raw sugar from other 

countries to sustain their operations as well as obtain some supplies from 

other regions of the United States where raw cane sugar is produced. In 

recent years, imported raw sugar is believed to have accounted for more than 

90 percent of the raw sugar used by these operations. 

Four companies currently ·operate cane sugar refineries in the Northeastern 

States region. These four companies, a~ well as the locations of their 

refineries in the region, are as follows: 

Company Location of refinery 

Amstar Corporation 1/---------------------------------

National Sugar Refining Co--------------------~------­
Revere Sugar Corporation-----------------~-~--------

Refined Syrups & Sugars, Inc 2/-----------------------

Boston, Mass. 
Brooklyn, N. Y •. 
Philadelphia, Pa. 
Philadelphia, Pa .. 
Brooklyn, N.Y. 
Charlestown, Mass. 
Yonkers, N.Y. 

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

±_./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 producing areas._ In 1977/7~some 40 

mainland cane-milling companies_produced about 1.65 million tons of raw sugar, 

but production in 1978/79 is estimated to have declined to about 1.58 million 

tons. 

Off shore sugar cane growers and millers 

Hawaii and Puerto Rico are offshore producers and millers of sugar cane. 

Hawaii is noted for having the highest yields of sugar cane per acre in the 

world. In 1978, 99,000 acres of sugar cane were harvested in Hawaii on about 

480 farms. There ave 15 Hawaiian cane-milling companies which also produce 

nearly 95 percent of the sugar cane. Sugar is mostly marketed on the mainland 

through a cooperative marketing association--Californian & Hawaiian Sugar Co., 

which is owned by the 15 cane-milling companies. 

Puerto Rican sugar production 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 Puerto Rico, 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 connnodity 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 ~ugar 
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operators' services consist of financing the transaction, chartering the trans-

portation, arranging for loading, doing import and export documentation, 

delivering to buyers' docks, and taking the risk of price changes while these 

procedures 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 

operators d°ealing 'in raw sugar and an unknown number of importers dealing in 

refined sugar for direct-consumpt'ion sales. 

Refined Sugar Brokers 

In the s.:;tle of refined ~ugar by re_firiers to wholesale customers there is 

often another participant in the U.S. sugar market. Refined sugar brokers have 
f. • ~ . -· . 

· various .customers .fo'!'.' ~ham t_hey. purchase; sugar from refiners. General brokers 

will q~y.~ugar from any refiner in an effort to attempt to find the lowest price 
~ . . - . ' . . ' : .. 

for ~h~ir custom~rs. Am~tar Corporation uses exclusive brokers who only sell 

Amstar s_ugar to t_qe~~ ~ustoiners. In addition, certain large industrial customers 

contract directly with refiners for their sugar needs. The extent to which 

brokerage relati_onsh,_ips are a factor in price determination for refined sugar 

may be·~ factqr i11 measuring the impact of U.S. imports of Canadian sugar sold 
. ' l . ' • 

at less than fair value. Treasu~y data indicated that a portion of Canadian sales 

to U.S. customers were made through general brokers. 
! . 'f 't I 
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Alternative Sweeteners 

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

sweeteners. They 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 derived from glucose sirup, has grown rapidly 

in use and has been highly competitive with sugar in certain applications. 

For example, the soft.,..drink industry is the ·largest industrial user of sugar 

but since high-fructose sirups· have become available, this industry has been 

using increasing amounts of this product as a substitute for sugar and for 

sugar and corn sirup blends. High~fructose sirup could eventually substitute 

for most sweetener uses that do not specifically require dry crystals, and 

it is estimated that high-fructose sirups will eventually supply a substantial 

portion of the industrial market for sweeteners in liquid application. While 

at their introduction, use of high-fructose sirups was limited because of lack 

of productive capacity, currently there are reports of excess processing capacity 

as a result of the coming on stream of substannial ~ew capacity. It would 

appear that the ability to produce high-fructose sirup has increased fasrer than thE 

development of product formulations that could take advantage of its availability 

at prices lower than those.for sugar. 



A-26 

There are 11 firms in the U~S. corn sweetener industry, operating 20 

plants, most of which are located in the corn-producing .States of the Midwest. 

Eleven of these plants produce high-fructose sirup. 

Three firms have car~ sweetener operations in the Northeastern States 

region, .and each of these plants produces high-fructose sirup. The locations 

of t_hese plants and the companies operating them are as· follows: 

Company 

A. E. Staley Manufacturing Co--------------------­
Clinton Corn Processing Co--------~------~--------
Car-Mi, Inc-----------------------.,..--------~------

Location of· plant 

Morrisville, Pa. 
Montezuma, .N,Y, 
.D~yton, Ohio 

The distribution of net sales of all corn sweeteners to designated·ma:i:'ket 

areas for eight -respondents to the Commission's questionnaires, which accounted 

for about 70 percent of all corn sweetener sales in i977, are shown in tables.· 

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

·:. 

Year 

1975-----.,..----
1976----------
1977..,.---------
19 7 8---------..,. 
1979-----.,..----..,. 

Quantity 
(1,000 pounds) 

1,032,867 
1, 319 ,-629 
1,469,070 
1,800,811 
2,542,177 

.. Value 
(1,000 dollars) 

232,332 
-182,253 
159,418 
181, 742-
271, 887 

Unit value· 
(cents per pound) 

22,49 
'13.81 
10.85 
10.09 
10.70 

Sales of high-fructose sirup were rising relative to total corn sweetener sales, 

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

Northeastern States region than in oth~r States. 
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Table 5. <;":::-Corn sweeteners~ Net sales by. 8 <.corn sweetener producers_,· 
tiy ~arket area~, 1975~79 

(In millions of pounds, dry basis) 

Market area 1975 1976 1977 1978 

Domestic: .. 
Northeastern States--------: 1, 718 1,656 1,747 2,042 
Other States----------------: 3,181 3,479 3,527 3,828 

Subtota1~...,.,,....,......,..":""'"-..----.,.---..---: 4,899 5,135 5,275 5,870 
Foreign: 

Canada----------------------: 24 26 41 56 
Other countries~------------: 22 15 17 16 

SubtotaJ---~~-----~-.,...,..~.,..--: 46 41 58 73 
To-tal-"("-:- .... .,.....,....,...,.._.,....;.~,,,.,,,. . .,..,..-...,..,.. .... : 4,945 5,177 5,332 5,943 

•. 

1979 

2,050 
4,459 
6~509 

44 
21 
65 

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 significant portions of their output. 

In most years, world production exceeds world consumption of sugar (table 7), 

result~ng in wor~d sugar pric~s that are generally low. When world consumption 

exceeds_ (or is p~rceived to ~xceed) world production for any prolonged period, 

prices generally rise quickly.. During crop years 1974/75 to 1978/79, world produc-

tion was in excess of world consumption in each year. Current projections are that 

world consumption will exceed world production of sugar beginning with crop year 

1979/80 and will continue to do so until higher prices for sugar bring forth 

increased production. 

In the 1978/79 crop year, the leading suppliers of sugar to the United States 

were Brazil, the Domi?ican Republic, the Philippines, Argentina, and Peru (table 8). 

Althoug~ 36 countries 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 was a less important supplier, accounting for only 2.2 percent 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 sugar, but the bulk of Cenadian consumption 

and exports come from the refining of raw cane sugar imports (table 9). Six cane 

refineries make up the eastern Canada sugar-refining industry. The five companies 

operating these refineries and their locations are as follows: 

Compeny Location of Refinery 

Redpath Sugars, Ltd-------------~-------- Montreal, Quebec 
Toronto, Ontario 

Atlantic Sugar, Ltd--------------------- St'. John, New Brunswick 
St. Lawrence Sugar--------------------~-~ Montreal, Quebec 
Cartier Sugar, Ltd----------------------- Montreal, Quebec 
Westcane Sugar,· Ltd---------------------- Oshawa, Ontario 
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Table 6 . _:._Sugar: World production, 'by leading producers, 
crop years 1974/75 to 1979/80 1/ 

(In th_6usan_ds ·.of. short tons 2:raw value) 

Producer 
.. 

i974/75 1975/76 1976/77 1977 /78 1978/79 :1979/80 ]j .. . . .. 
European C01mnuni ty----: 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 
Mex.ico------------~-.,.-: 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'1s Republic of -·· 

China-------------""'.'-·: 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---------------: . 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 l,27s. 1,461 
Thailand--------------: .1,168 1,809 : 2,438 1,746 2,015 1,389 
Dominican Republic----: 1,251 1,377 ·: ·1, 34 7 1;283 1,312 1,323 
Turkey----------------: 919 1,087 1,393 1,174 1,189 : 1,179 
Colombia----~---------:· 1,001 .. 1,064 . .. 972 .. 

1,009 : ·l, 160 : 1,160 
Czechoslovakia--------: 937 827 742 1,019 1,069 : 1,102 
Taiwan----------------,:. 82.8 901 . 1;238 847 : 982 981 
Yugoslavia------------: 611 539 716 813 ·' 843 926 
Spain---~-------------: 659 1,030 1,517 1,304 1,218 897 
Peru------------~----: 1,091 1,054 1,021 971 794 882 
Pakistan----~--------: ,614 697- 817 1,016 720 826 
Mauritius------~-----: 767 547 806 777 777 821 
East Germany--~-------: 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---~----------: 375 386 428 517 584 606 
Guatemal~-------------: 423 583 570 452 414 .. 468 
Fiji------------------: 301 313 338 398 382 441 
Ecuador---------~-----: 295 '317 332 325 389 433 
Austria----------~----: 438 564 483 573 413 421 
Morocco---------------: 320 386 380 299 413 413 
Venezuela----~-~----: 584 509 488 358 35'3' 413 
Greece--....---------: 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 6z576 62514 62910 7 z071 

Total---------------: 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. 
J./ Preliminary. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 
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Table 7.--Sugar: Comparison of world production and consumption, 
crop years 1965/66 to 1979/80 

{In thousands of short tons 2 raw value) 
: Production 

Crop year !:_/ Production Consumption l~ss 
~o.nsumption 

1965/66-----------: 68,70~ 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 
1969I10-----------.: 80,447 : 77 '811 .. + 2,636 

1970/71-----------: 78,296 80,203 1,907 
1971/72-----------: 79,560 81,937 - 2,377 
1972/73-----------: 83,431 83,624 . - 193 .. 
1973/74-----------: 87,621 86,895 . ·+ 725 
1974/75-----------: 86,475 84.205 : + 2' 270 

1975/76-----------: 90,120 87,223 + 2,897 
1976/77-----------~ 95, 771 90,145 + 5,626 . 
1977/78-----------: 100.i38 94,515 + 5, 723 
1978/79-----------: 100,525 99,629 + 89P 
1979/80--~--------: 97~062 100,949 - 3,887 

l./ Crop year beginning September 1 of each yP.ar-. 

Source: Compiled from statistics of F. 0. Licht, independent sugar market 
reporting service. 
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Tabl~ 8.--Sugar: U.S. imports, by sources, crop years 1974/75 to 1978/79 l_/ 

(In short tons, raw value) 

Source 

Brazil-----------: 
Dominican 

Republic-------: 
Philippines------: 
Argentina--------: 
Peru-------------: 
West Indies 2/---: 
Guatemala--------: 
El Salvador------: 
Panama-----------: 
Nicaragua--------: 
Mexico-----------: 
Australia--------: 
Canada-----------: 
Ecuador----------: 
Fiji-------------: 
Mauritius--------: 
Swaziland--------: 
South Africa-----: 
Bolivia----------: 
Honduras---------: 
Thailand---------: 
Belize-----------: 
Mozambique-------: 
Costa Rica-------: 
Malawi-----------: 
Taiwan-----------:· 
Colombia---------: 
Romania----------: 
Haiti------------: 
Madagascar-------: 
Korea------------: 
India------------: 
Netherlands------: 
Sweden-----------: 
Ireland----------: 
France-----------: 
West Germany-----: 
Belgium----------: 
Uruguay----------: 
Denmark----------: 
United Kingdom---: 
Hong Kong--------: 
Japan------------: 
Paraguay---------: 
Switzerland------: 
Netherlands 

1974/75 

566,756 

737,007 
570,469 
138,038 
257,303 
208,867 

60,606 
108,029 
.91,421 
70, 358 .. 
94,100 

433,919 
25,927 
51,730 
34,560 
48,882 
61,333 

106,200 
5, 714 
9,740 

45,525 
60,096 
15,090 
54,017 
36,859 

116, 287 
130,604 

0 
23,307 
13,088 

30 
74,894 

22 
2 
0 
0 
2 
1 
0 
2 

21 
0 
0 

10,792 
0 

1975/76 

0 

707,683 
733,290 
129, 343 
370,856 
252,825 
240,096 
133, 972 
103,754 
153.328 

411 
333, 563 
50,786 
63,680 

0 
0 

17, 002 
134.602 

48,836 
0 

148,046 
14,349 
11, 979 
5_9,953: 

0 
!38 ,467 
125,923 

0 
6,218 

26,422 
· 11.362 
317,204 

1,501 
1 
0 

11, 095 
904 
717 

5.229 
0 

44 
0 
0 

10,070 
745 

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

--------~-~ 

1976/77 

183,287 

1,137,583 
1,127,117 

122,792 
266,667 
182,317 
376,534 
135,852 
124,213 
17.6,597 

370 
468,014 
87,068 
48,441 

0 
70,622 
46,461 

237,539 
25,343 
28, 117 

0 
32,222 

. 103, 462 

. 103,532 
29. 202· 
86,047 
28.185 

0 
0 

12,05~ 
451 

32 
37 : 

3 
0 

16, 871 
0 

947 
0 

963 
92 

1 
0 

1,159 
0 :: 

1977 /78 

756,087 

869' 724 
1, 105 ,-438 

300, 776 
269,406 
140,982 
153,469 
149,740 
111, 148 
107 ,543 

186 
400 ,859 .. 
131.484 

11, 774 
. 3o, 307 
82, lS:L 
94,436 
55,543 
86,466 
17,781 
15,900 
75,388 
26,630 
78,318 
40,548 
56,594 

100,129 
0 

5,757 : 
14' 180 

1,036 
57 
0 
3 
0 

56,375 
36,445 
25,889 
8,220 
2,136 

43 
3 
1 
0 
0 

1978/79 

l,233,30J 

768,894 
562, 116 
292, 719 
212,904 
181,852 
156,833 
136, 350 
127,648 
121.621. 
113,052. 
111, 244. 
110, 996 

97,969 
97,476 
87,807 
87,123 
66,671 
64,899 
59,829 
58,296 
55,077 
54,068 
49,109 
41,719 
28,200 
13,281 
13,209 
11,287 

9, 724 . 
354 

15 
7 
2 
2 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
o o o· ----------'-------Total----------: 4,262,911 4,364,289 : 5,210,192 5,418,952 5,025,657 . . . 

1/ Crop year be~inning October 1 of each year. 
±_/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 7 --Sugar: Canadian production, imports, exports, consumption, and 
ending stocks, 1974-78 

: Ratio of 
Expo. rts :Consumption: Ending i t t stocks : mp or s 0 

:consumption 
Year : Production: Imports 

~-~----~--~------Short tons, raw value~-----------------~: Percent 

1974--: 
1975--: 
1976--: 
1977--: 
1978--: 

108,279 
132,573 
172, 301 
170,553 
135,347 

1,044,517 
1, 144, 960 
1,037,020 
1,232,889 
1,194,158 

47,291 1-,084,781 
94,951 1,164,862 
59,035 1,062,688 

160,032 1,226,078 
150,267 1,211,660 

375,636 96.3 
392,808 98.3 
480,276 97.6 
497,608 100.6 
465,183· 98.6 

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

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

{Jn short tons·, raw value) 

Source 1974 1975 1976 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 
Cuba--------------: 115,992 170,618 154,219 117,544 222,789 
Guyana------------: 0 0 6,459 23,834 63,341 
Mauritius---------: 1~3,296 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--------------: 18,673 0 0 0 0 
All other---------=~--=2~1~,~5~8~0_;_ __ ~2~7~,2~9~4-'--~--1_2,~·~5_4_2~----'-3_3~,_72_1~----~6~,_5_4~3 

Total-----------: 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 2 raw value} 

Market 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 

United States-----: 71 33,207 41,578 121,434 
Jamaica-----------: 209 62 176 12,243 
Nigeria-----------: 0 10,760 1,440 47 
Greece------------: 0 17,973 0 0 
All other---------: 4 7 '011 32,949 15z841 26,308 

Total-----------: 4 7, 291 94,951 59,035 160,032 

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

114,580 
6,412 

0 
0 

29,275 
150,267 
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Redpath Sugars, Ltd., closed its Montreal refinery on December 12, 1979. 

Redpa_th, · Atl;mtic, ·and St. Lawrence are the producers of most of11the Canadian 
' 

sugar exported. to the United St.ates. In addition_, at least two high-fructose 

sirup plants are being b~ilt in eastern.Canada and will come on stream within 

the.next two years. 

Canada imports raw ~rngar from several sources, but Austra1ia ~ South 
: f·. 

Africa, and Cuba are tQe l~ading suppliers (table 10). Except for imports 

from Cuba, most Canadian imports are from British Commonwealth sources. Most 

of the sugar imports are' delivered against long-term supply contracts made 

with the_supplying sources; Canada exports sugar (virtually all ·refined 

sugar) to several countr,ies, mostly in small amounts. However, the bulk of 

Canadian exports in recent' years have been to ~he United States "(table 11). 

The estimated production capacity of refineries in Eastern Canada was 
' 

94,185 short tons per month (table 12), or 1,130,219 short tons per year. 

Dur.ing 1978, average monthly production was 84,488 short tons, or 90 percent 

of capacity. In 1979, ~verage monthly ~roduction was 82,533-short tons, or 

as· _percent of capacity. During 1978, about lQ percent _of the production in 

East_ern C.;tnada was exporte.d to the United States. 



Table 12.--Sugar: 

Period 

1978: 
January-----.:..-----: 
February----------: 
March------------: 
Apri 1---..,.-.---"'."'---.-.:· 
May----------_:_ _ _:_:_: 
June----.,----------·: 
July--_'_:_.:.:: . .'~.:..· ___ .:_~: 

Aug us .t-;.----:;----:-:-:- :. 
Sept~mb.er--~-.'......:._;_:-_ ~ 

Oc tober,1,;:7--.,,:-::--·""';"7.: 
November----------: 
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Estimated refining capacity and production in Eastern 
Canada, by months, 1978-79 

Capacity 
t .· ., 

Production . Ratio -.of.· pr:oauc..,. 
tion to capacity 

·Percent· ___ ...;_;.. __ _: ___ Short tons,.. ___ _..;;. __ ...; ___ .;:. : .; 

94tt85 .. 71, 084 75·:. 
94,185 72,575 77 
94,185 84,460 90 
94,185 79,206 84 
94·, 1·85· '89,226 ''95 
,94, 185 98,042 104 
94,185 '86;003 . ·91 
94,185 : 97,143 103 

J . . • '-

92~i31 98 94,185 l 
... 

. 9,4, 185 .. : 86,283 92 
94,185 85,508 . 91 

December-T'-:--..,.=-,--- =------~-.-:-----.:--:---=-~.,....,..,....,...----..,..--,--__,....__ .94 185 1i,193 77 
94,185 84,488': '90 Average--.,..--.:..---: 

1979: 
January-----------: 94,185 f6,0)3' : 81·'' 

,94,185': 74,326 79 
'94,185 : 85,178 90 

February..---:::-:--:-,---:: 
March---:----------: 

. 94, 185. : ao,201 ~.5 
94,i85 

< " ' .. 94", 6'84. 101 
April-7-~ .. ----:-.,..-:-.,..--"".; 
May---------------: 

·94,185 94, 94,6.,, 101 
94,185 85,145 9o 

June-----:-----:---:--.: 
July----... ---------: 
August·-,~.--:--,.;;..,.._ -- : 94,185 ·.:, .96,q7a : 19~ 
September---------: 94,185 81,833 : 87 
Octobe.r---.-..-----"'7-: 94.,185 87 '98.2 .: 93 
November----------: 94,185 77,669 82 

]J . ' 8.7 • 7 40 56 ,.318 . (·. ., 64 December--~~-~--~~: 
_______________________ __.._.. __ _;,. ____________ ~ 

Average-.,..-------: 93,648 82,533 88 

1/ Effective December 12, 1979, capacity was reduced to 81,295 short ton~ 
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 
. ·, •• .' • f" ' ' 

U.S. _production.capacity, pr94µc~i,on, and capacity utilization are shown 

in table 13 for 18 domestic refined sugar producers who responde4 to the 

Commission's questionnaires. Capacity utilization.for'plants in the North-

eastern States region was below that 'for plants in other States during the 

period 1975-79 except in 1978. However, the higher capacity utilization in 

1978 in Northeastern States was primarily because of substantially-increased 

production of one firm. Beet sugar plant_s showed greater variation in capacity 

utilization than cane sugar plants, iargely because of the varying size and 
I. 

yield of beet sugar. crops and also hecaus~. capacity_ c_an be eKpanded !by extending 

the processing seas'on. Generally, 85 ·percent capacity utilization is considered 

the breakeven point for cane sugar refining operations. 
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Tab1e· 13 .--Refined sugar: ·P~oducfion ··c~~a~:i.ty ,' production, and capacity 
utilizatioQ. for 18 domestic refined sugar producers, by areas, ·1975-79 

Item 1975 •. 1976 1977 
·-

Northeastern States refiner.s: ·l/ . 
Annual capacity-----~million-pounds--: 5,901 
Produc tton----------.-.--:-:-:......-·--+..,...,.do-... --: ·· 4, 948 : 

5,952 6,154 
. 5'145 ... 5 '214 

Capacity ut.ilization--------pe:rcent--: 84 86 85 
Other U .S ~ refiners: 2/ .. ·o. _; •.:. ,. : -

Annual capacity-... --=--million pounds--: .13,263 13,645 
Production.::.:-~-----'---·...:, ___ ...,.:....-"'.'~0 ----: 11,.449 .. : 12,478 
Capacity utilization------_:.-percent--: 86 91 

Total:~ ]../. . : . " . . . 1 

Annual capacity-----~million pounds--: 19,164 
Produc tion~-...:--'"'---------:..:.-~.,,.do ----·: 16, '.39}. 
Capacity utilization------~-percent--: 86 

.. . ~. 

.. 

: 
: . 

19 '597 
1,7 ,623 

90 

13,708 
12,237 

89 

19,861 
17,451 

. 88 
: 

1978 

6,132 
5,399-

88 

13,893 
:- 11, 628 

84 

20,025 
17,027 

•· 85 
.. 

1979 

6,052 
5, 2]~. 

87 
. ' . ~ ~ .. 

13,626 
12,Q.~?: 

89 
' :· •. ('•'1"("1 

19',67if 
17 ':-3;1,5' ·ss-

.·.: i::. t".i 

'!:_/ Data for 6 refiners, estimated only for those plants operating in Northeastern 
States.··. Data· incluae' '·.es£imates •of ;productiorr and .. capacity for firms whose o:wners_hi:P 
changed during the period. 

2/ Data· for 13 refiners. 
}./ Data for 18 refiners, including firms report:ed in Northeastern States for refining 

operations located thereiii 21nd reported in other States for other operations. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.1S. 
International Trade Commission by domestic refined sugal;' pJCoduc:ers·, e~cep:t as noted~ 
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U.S. Producers' Inventories 

Monthend stocks of cane sugar refiners, .beet sugar processors, importers of 

refined .sugar, main~and cane sugar mills, the Commodity Credit Corporation, and 

total U.S. in~entories of.stigar during 1915-79 are shown· in table 14. The table 

does not include stocks of sugar held offshore in Hawaii or Puerto Rico. The 

data show rising inventories,.with record levels of ·inventories in each month from 

December 1977 to November 1978. This record high inventory level is because of 

significant sugar holdings as collateral for price-support loans and record levels 

of imports in the last two months of 1977 to avoid paying higher duties effective 

January 1, 1978. Since the.peak in inventories during most of 1978, inventories 

held by U.S. sugar producers have fallen off dramatically, particularly in the 
' 

latter months of 1979. Increasing 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 forfeitutes of sugar held a~ collateral for price-support loans. 

Yearend inventot.~es held by 17 domestic refined sugar producers.who responded 

to the Commission's questionnaires, by regions where operations were primarily 

located, were as follows: 

Northeastern States 
Year (million pounds) 

1974-------- 401 
1975-------- 400 
1976-------- 444 
1977-------- 393 
1978--~----- 391 
1979-------- 3~3 

Other States 
(million pou::lds) 

1, 716 
2,058 
2,430 
2 •. 443 
2,119 
1, 770 

Total 
(million pounds) 

2,117 
2,.458 
2,873 
2~835 
2,510 
2,113 

Data for six firms in Northeastern :States in.elude firms W.ibh sQgar -refin11ing ·operations 

" in other States, and one firm whose beet sugar operations are repotl:ed in other 

States. The pattern of tota). inventories is similar to that shown in t<!-ble 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· vaiue) 

Cane sugar refiners 
Beet : Importers: Mainland :Commodity: 

Period 
sugar of cane : Credit : Total 

Refined Raw Total 
proces- refined: sugar : Corpot'a.,.: 

so rs sugar mills ti on 
1975: 

Jan--: .288 756 1,044 1,649 1 .. 373 ·O 3,067 
Feb---: 279 600 879 1,578 1 513 0 2,971 
Mar---: 261 601 863 1,421 .JJ .. 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" O·: l,'946 
Jul---: 211 272 : 484 652 0 139 0 1,275 
Aug---: 251 319 : 569 400 0 : 62 0 1,032 
Sep---: 265 434·: 699 246 0 '13 ·o 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 l,'915 0 . 515 0 :'· 3,171 
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 
Ju~---.: 298 522 820 . ·1;195·: 0 .. 299 0 2,314 
Jul---: 311 588 •· 899 919 0 220 0 2,038 

'!'ug---: 284 585 869 679 0 141 0 1,689 
· Sep---: 252 513 . 765. 496 0 . 62 : 0 . •t,324 
Oct--: 290 439 729 826 0 105 : 0 1,660 
Nov,---: 277 631 907 •. 1,2~~ •· 0 300 : O·: 2,504 
bee---: 279 : 776 '1,055 1, 777 0 509 , ·o 3,341 

1977: 
Jan--: 278 .. _:": 705 :·· ·98;3 2,014 •.. ;O .:·.:.· 627 0 3,624 
Feb---: 327 737 1,064 2,009 0 685 0 3,758 
Mar-,:--: . 315 592 907 1,843 0 680 0 3,430 
·Apr---: :331 640 971 i; J.34 6 .· 596 0 3,302 
May---: 373 679 1,052 1,647 0 493 0 3,191 
Jun---: 362:: 623 985 .• ' 1,433 0 3.64 0 2,782 
Jul---: 361 661 1,022 1,166 0 236 0 2,424 
Aug---: 372 660 1,032 859 0 F9 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 l,~69 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--,;.: .. 410 655 i;065 1.,490 62 834 0 3,451 
May---: . '457 734 : ·1,191 ; i;413 49 672 0 3,326 
Jun---: 442 774· -: 1,216 1,248 39 556 0 3,059 
Jul---: 441 733 1,174 1,025 29 500 0 2,729 
Aug-"'-: 426 695 1,120 712 17 415 0 2,264 
Sep--: 400 742 1,142 ': 501 9 403 0 2;054 
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: ·• 
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 
Jun---: . 342 . 600 941 .1,376 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 

!/ Less than 500 short tons. 

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

Note: Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 
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It should be noted that cane sugar refineries generally maintain much lower 

yea rend inventories t_han bee_t sugar, proce.ssors, since raw sugar can be imported 

on a year-round basis. Production of beet sugar is seaso~al and near its peak at 

yearend. Most of the firms in the Northeastern.State~ region responding to the 

questionnaire were cane sugar refiners, but. stocks pf b_eet sugar companies in 

the region were a large portion of inventories held by firms reported in the 

Northeastern States region. 
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U~S. Employme~t in Refined Sugar Production Operations 
··:r···:"'- ~· :· i·;··.-·~ ... -.r:.r•,- ·:. 1·' 

·:nai~ an.·'.) erii~io'.§merit, -· per~on2hou'h:~··work'Ehd/'and wages -\~ere supplied by ·is 

~e~pok<l~nt~ to ·the.c6~kissioh 1 ~· ~~~stionn~ires. si~ firms provided data on 

refin~d' ~tig~f 6p~~1it:i~n~:'pd.inarii~ · rbc~ted in the Northeastern States reg"ibrt, 

ihch:ici±hg 'ti.~~- wfth.irefiiled·:·~~gif. op~ratidns in other States, and one firm·,_-·. 

whds~ beet''§~g~~- op~~~tiohs af~ ~ep~rted ·in other. States. Estimates were ···m~d~ 

for firms whose ownership changed during the period 1975-79. 

The number of production and related workers employed in producing refined 

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

Year Northeastern States Other States Total 

1975_; _______ 5,059 10,508 15,567 
1976-------- 5,064 11,264 16,328 
1977-------- 5,131 10,590 15, 721 
1978-------- 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 workers, by regions, 

197 5-79, W'er.e:-as follows: 

Year 
Northeastern States 

(million hours) 

1975-------
1976--------
1977--------
1978-------- . 
1979--------

9.8 
9.8 

10.0 
10.0 

9.7 

Other States 
(million hours) 

19·.6 
21.3 
20.1 
20.0 
17.2 

Total 
(million hours) 

29.4 
31.1 
30.2 
30.0 
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-------- 7.21.. 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 
19 79--------- 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 prepondevance of cane sugar refiners 

among the respondents. The~e is greater variability in the productivity of beet 

sugar operations because beet acreage, beet yields, and yields of sugar per ton of 

beets are variables not subject to the beet sugar processors' control. 

Wages paid to production and related workers in refined sugar production 

operations, by regions, are shown below: 

.. Northeastern States 
Year (ffiilliOn do'.Llavs) 

. . ' 

1975---
1976---
1977---
1978-....,-
1979~--

66 
72 
82 
87 
90 

Other States 
(inillion··'dolla:ts)_ 

. 108 
126 
121 
121 
126 

Total 
(!iiILllici>n 1.dollars) 

175 
199 
203 
208 
215 

Wages paid per person-hour worked, by regions, were as follows: 

Year Northeastern States 

1975----
1976----:-
1977-.---
1978----
1979---- . 

$6.78 
7.42 
8.19 
8.69 
9.23 

Other States 

$5.53 
5.91 
6.02 
6.05 
7.28 

Total 

$5.95 
6.39 
6.74 
6.93 
7.98 
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Financial Performance of Domestic Producers 

Fifteen firms provided data in response to the Commission's questionnaires 

sufficient to measure financial performance in the domestic· .sugar industry. · Net 

sales ·of these firms were · ·*** million in 1976, ***· · mill'.fori in 1977, · ***' 

million in 1978, and *** million in 1979.". Two firms ·went out· of bus'iness· iri 

1979, and seven firms had their· second· consecutive year of het:'·losses before incorae 

taxes in 1979. For these firms, net profits before-.income taxes were·***· million· 

in 1976 and *** million in 1977 ,. an.i:l n:et ;Losses of *** mHlfon._ in 1978 and *** 
,','! ·• 

million in 1979. This decline in profitability indicates that, as a whole.the U.S . 
. ' 

sugar refining industry has not been doing well. 
'. 

The ratio of net profits or losses before Federal or other income taxe·s ·as 
! . 

compared with sales for the fifteen firms on a regional basis is shown in ta:ble 
·i ' . ~ 

15. Seven firms in the Northeastern States region showed declining profitability, 
: . ""' '( ~ ; . ~ 

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 over~ll· loss, as was_:·s):lown 

by the aggre~a~e data for producers'in other States. However,' 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 db 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-refining operations, by ar.eas of major 
sales, accounting years 1976-79 ·· 

Accounting 
year 

1976--------------: 
1977--------------: 
1978--------------: . 
1979--------------: 

(In pe.rcent) · 

Northeastern 
States 1/ 

5.55 
3.84 

• 87 
.34 

Other States ]:./ 

10.74 
2. 77 

(1. 49) 
(1. 90) 

Total 3/ 

8.59 
3.24 

(0.37) 
(0. 71) 

1/ Data for 7 firms, including 2 firms with sugar~refining oper?tions in 
other States. 

2/ Data for 9 firms. 
]..! Data for 15 firms, ·including 1 firm with beet sug(lr operatiqns r?por.ted 

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 Connnission 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_p:o~ucers, accou~ting years 1976-79 

Accounting year 

Capital expendi-
tures: ir '· · · 

1976-:=----~--.,..-,: 
1977-----------: 
1978-----------: 
1979-----------: 

. ~ ; ) . 
Research and 

Northeastern 
States 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

·'*** 

. ' 

. 
... 

:J 

development. 
expenc:li"thres: 2/<" : 

1976--------=--: 
1977-----------: 
191ir-:.l-·l..;...:..:..;..:...:....:.·: 1 

197 9:....:..::._,,.:·..:.._.:.._~_;.': .***·':'\ 

cash· fidw: 3/ · ·; -.:_ ·= 
1976--.:-2_.::. __ :...i.·:; 
1977-----.,-----·:· 
1978---·------.,--: 
1979---,.--------: 

1/ Data for 12 respondents. 
2/ Data for 11 respondents. 
}/ Data for 10 responden~s. 

: 
' . ; 

·***• 
*** 
*** 
·***· .. 

.. 

Other States Total 

*** 118., 452 
*** 6~,?30 
*** 41,344 
*** 42,563 

. 
*** ·s;328 
*** 6~219 
***· .. 6,.:649 
*** . 6, 773 

' : 
*** 492 
*** 12,074 
*** 32,559 
*** (3,198) 

Source: C~mpiled from data submitted in response to questionnair'es of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission by domes true: refined .. sugar producers, 
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Four of the respondents noting diHiculties operated primarily in the North-

eastern States region. 

Return on investment for refined sugar producers, as measured by net profit 

before income taxes as a percentage of net assests (book value), for 14 respon-

dents to the Commission's questionn~ires, by regions were sugar-refining opera-

tions were primarily located, accounting years 1976.,...79, were as follows: 

Accounting year 

1976----------19 77 ,,.. ______ .,..._.,. 

1978---------.,...-
1979--------.,...-

Northeastern States 

19.08 
.• 11!2~. 

3·.03· 

.; 1. 39 

Other States 

29.84 
6.24 

... 3.45 
- 4.25 

·Total 

26.,0B 
8.11 

.93 
- 2.06 

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

to f.ollow the trend 1of ,p,rofi_t and, ;Loss on sales showu in table 15. 
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U.S. Consumption.and. Market Penetra.~io~ ,of, Import~ 

During the period 1960-73, annual U.S. consumption of sugar increased 
- . . . . ' J. ) i 

gradually from 9.5 million to 11.8 million short tons, raw value. However, the 
• ' ·, 1 •. ;.. ·: • 

rapid increase in prices to record levels toward the end of 1974, followed by 
•' • I j_ '· : ·.: .'.(.-- _. '' t .· I ·' ···. l 

high but.declining prices during much of 1975, caused total U.S. sugar consump-

·' , ~ I '.•' 

tion to decline to 11. 5 million tons in 1974 and then sharply to 10. 2 million 
.. .. .. ' . ~· 

tons in 1975-. Total sugar consumption recovered in· 1977 to 11.4 miliion tons 

' as prices declined sharply from their 1974 peak.,· .Consumption again .deciined 
.;'\ \. 

to 11.0 million tons in 1978. Preliminary irtdiGat~ons are that a fu~ther 

decline occurred in 1979 . . ·.-· '• ... . 

Primary dis.tribut~9n of µ .S. -procl,uced sug~ir . (f:on.Unenta•l-) ·in .the l{or:.theastern 

States region decreased from 3.4 million short tons in 1974 to an estimated 3.0 

million tons in 1978 (table 17). During this period, primary distribution in 

other States declined from 7.2 million tons to 7.0 million tons. Hence, the 

decline in U.S. consumption in the Northeastern States region has been 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) 

Item 1974. 1975 

. 

1976 1977 1978 
January­
September 

1979 

88,285 
81 

8-8, 366 

l/ Includes refined sugar of cane sugar r-efiners- and bee-t _sugar proces.sors and direct.,..consumption sugar of 
mainland cane mills. Compiled from official statistics of _the U .$. Department of Agriculture, exce.pt a;s not~d'. 

]) Estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commission. . . . , 
3/ Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. · Includes imports into customs districts 

within the designated· regions, whether or not such sugar was ultimately marketed 'in such regions. 
!!_/ Less than 0.005 percent. · · 

7" 
~ 
-...J 
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Table 18.--Caloric and noncaloric sweeteners: Per capita 
u.s·. consumption, 1974-79 

. (In ounds) 

Item 1974 1975 1976 1977 :1978 _!/'.1979 !/ . . 
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 :\-30.5 
Refined sugar---"".'-------'.""--------: 96.5 90.2 94.6 95.7 93.l 91.3 

Cane--------------------------~-: 70.5 59.7 62.2 65.4 65.2 64.1 
Beet-----------~----------------: 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------··--,-:-..--------: · 17.4 17.7 17.7 17.9 18.1 18.5 
Dextrose-----------------------·:· 4.9 5.1 5.1 4.7 4.5 4.2 

Other !:_/------------~-------------: 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.5 i;S 

Noncaloric sweeteners ]_/---:... _____ .:. __ : 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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Table 19.--Sugar: U.S. production, imports, exports, ending stocks, and 
consumption,.1972-]8 and January-September 1979 

(In short tons raw value) .. 
. . Imports 

Period·; Production :--F-.r-
0
-m---F-ro_m __ a-1-1------­

Total 

1972----: 
1973---: 
1974---: 
1975--: 

·1976---: 
1977---: 
1978---: 
1979:. 
Jan.-

6,318,411 
6,324,049 
5,963,296 
6,610;673 
7,129,812 
6,372,573 
5,809,798 

Canada 

3 
0 
1 

39,990 
49,457 

138,027 
98,144 

others 

5,458,809 
5,329,293 
5,769,975 
3,842,590 
4,608,582 
6,000,02i 
4,584,756 

5,458,812 
5,329,293 
5' 769 .• 976 
3,882,580 
4,658,039 
6, 13·8,048 
4,682,900 . 

Exports 

. 50,378 
25,536 
27,640 

147,287 
67,566 
34,959 
47,.?25 

Sept~~-: 3,224,182 80,643 3,567,745 : 3,648~388 : 52,060 

Ending 
stocks 

·2,864,783 
2,685,268 
2,879,310 
2,902,874 
3,512,5~3 
4,544,450 
3,862,790 

2,408,154 

:consumption 

11,699,670 
11,765,311 
11,472,252 
10,176,189 
11,100,636 
11,419,058 
11,089,385 

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 imposed. During 1974-'78, .the ratio ·of, imports 

to domestic consumption varied from 38 percent in 1975 to 54 percent in 1977 

(table 20). The ratio· in 1978 was 42 percent and for the first nine months'-' 

~f 1979 the ratio was 44 percent. 

· The Sugar ~ct of i9.48., as amended. and ext~.nded, which expired on· December 

' ' 

31, :1974, permitted the importatio~ of. refined. su~ar c;m~y .. i~ nominal quantities" 

'::As f?hown in table 20, imports fro~ Canadi:i ·amounted, fo only .l·ton in 1974, and 

' 
then increased to a high of 138, 000 tons . in 197 7, accountfiig ··for 1. i percent of · 

u~s. ·consumption of sugar. Sugar impor.ts from. Canada totaled 98,000 tons in 1978, 
• ! l • ' . ~. . . . 

or O. 9 per.cent of consump.t ion. For the period·· January-September 1979 ,. impor.ts 
• .... p ' • ' • •• ' • 

from Canada were 81,000 tons, or 1.0 percent of U.S. consumption. 

Monthly U.S. impoiits of sugar from Canada £or 1975-79 are shown dn table 21.. 

As can be seen, imports of sugar from Canada in the last two months of 1977 

increased sharply to avoid the higher duties imposed January 1, 1978. The cus-toms 

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 the 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. 



A-51 

Table 20.--Sugar: Ratio of imports to consumption, 
1972-78 and January-September 1979 

Period 

1972--------------: 
1973--------------: 
1974--------------: 
1975--------------: 
1976--------------: 
1977--------------: 
1978--------------: 
Jan.-Sept •. 1979---: 

Canada 

1/ 

1/ 

!:_/ Less than 0.005 percent, 

(In percent) 

0 

.39 

.45 
1. 21 

.89 

.98 

From all 
others 

46.66 
45.30 
50.30 
37.76 
41.51 
52.64 
41.34 
43.20 

Total 

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

46.66 
45.30 
40.30 
38.15 
41.96 
53.75 
42.23 
44.18 
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Table 21.--Sugar: U.S. imports for consumption from Canada, by months, 1975-79 

·Period 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

Quantity (1,000 pounds, refined basis) 

January-----,_.:.:.._ ________ -:-: 572 6,946 8,077 10,470 14,256 
February------~-~~-~----: 902 8,459 7,655 5,765 26,992 
March-----:.--------------: 6, 318 10, 244 12, 634 7, 630 19, 510 
April-:--:~~-------------:: 6,274 9,095 14,960 10,609 22,954 
May----:-----------------:, 5,702 5,721 13,895 17,874 26,976 
June-----r--------------:: 5,021 5,259 18,097 22,657 33,460 
July--:--""".~--------------:. 4,787 2,048.. 13,877 26,845 5;238 
August---~--------------:: 3,324 8,660 . 20,647 18,875 11,965 
Septern_ber:---------------: 8,574 14,161 38,672 15,496 15,381 
October.-----------------: 16, 799 9, 435 26, 842 15, 980 12 ,:56 7 
November----------------.: 8,227 9,406 53,816 20,840 2,933 
December~-~~----~~-~~---:--,,.1~4~,i~·2~8~-·---::--7 .... ,_7_9_7 __ ~4~0~,_8_9_2 ___ 2_6~,~5_2_0 __ '=-><'1~/~· ,.....,...,.-

Total-----------------: __ 8_0~,6_2_8 ___ 9_7..._,_2_3_1 __ 2_7_0~,_0_6_4 __ 1_9_9~,'-5_6_1 ___ 1_92_,2_3_2_ 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

January-----------------: 273 1,312 1,050 1,525 1,856 
February----------------: 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---------------------: 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----------------:· 1,600 1,270 6,680 2,907. 653 
December---------------- : ___ 2~, 6_1_7 ____ 1..._,_0_3_5 ___ 5~,_6_2_1 ___ 3_,,'-7_8_4 __ _.,,..2,../--=-~ 

Total-----------------: __ 1_8_,~9_2_0 ___ 1_6~,_10_1 ___ 3_5~,_2_9_8 ___ 2_8~,_3_6_1 ___ 3_0_,_9_6_0_ 

Unit value (cents per pound) 

January-----------------: 47.7 18.9 13.0 l4.6 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.S 
November----------------: 19.4 13.5 12.4 13.9 22.3 
December------~--------: ___ 1_8_._5 ____ 1_3_._3--=---=---1_3_._7--=---=---1_4_._3--=---=---=-1~3~4~·~6,--

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

1/ Less than SOO pounds. 
Z/ Less than $500. 
Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Connnerce. 

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



Table 22.--Sugar: U.S. imports for consumption from Canada, by customs districts of entry 
·and by quarters, January 1975.-September 1979 

Period 

1975: 

(In thousands of pounds, refined basis) 

Customs district of entry 

Portland, ·st. Albans,=Ogdensburg,: Buffalo~ 
Maine : Vermont : New York : New York 

Detroit•· · Other 
Michigan : districts 

. . 

All 
districts 

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-Sept------: ~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: : : : : : 

Jan.-Mar-------: 124 : 6,445 : 5,911 : 10,952.: 2,213 : 0 : 25,645 
Aj:>r.-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.-Iiec-------: o : 2,702 : 3,603 : 13,958 : 6,372 : o : 26,635 

Total--~-----: 472 : 15,010 : 19,900 : 43,353 : 18,407 : 84 : 97,226. 
197i: ' 

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: 

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-S,ept------: 676 : 13,263 : 8,605 : 26,662 : 12,012 : 0 : 61,218 
Oct.-Dec-------: 30: 10,813: 12,279 : 31,408: 8,800 : d : 63,330 

Total--------: 990 : 41,987 : 31,064 : 93,543 : 31,790 : 186 : 199,560 
1979: 

Ja·n. -Mar-------: 
Apr.-June------: 
July-Sept-----'--:. 

101 
50 
31 

7,631 
13,734 

4,767 

11,160 
6,846 
3,355 

29,675 
43' 6 71 
22,355 

12'118 
19,000 

2,077 

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

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

73 
89 

0 

60,759 
83' 390 
32,584 

7'" 
Vl 
w 
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Lost Sales 

All but one·. respondent to the Commission 'ey questionnaires who operate 

plants in the Northeastern States region indicated that ·they lost sales as a 

result of imports of refined sugar from Canada and provided documents to 

support these allegations of lost sales, I.n additi;on, some respondents 

operating outside the Northeastern States region claimed injury due·to imports 

of sugar fro~ Canada. One large cane refiner producing sugar in otHer States 

documented specific sales lost to imports of Canadian sugar at prices lower 

than those offered by the domest~c firms for customers in scattered locations 

outside the Northeastern States region. 

Also· in response to the Connnission.' s questionnaires, two beet sugar 

processors located in other States indicated that they had been injured by 

sales of Canadian sugar in Illinois and Indiana, and in addition, had lost 

sales to traditional customers as ~ result of sales by beet sugar processors 

located in the Northeastern States region,which sold sugar at lower prices 

because their sales within the region .had been displaced by Canadian sugar 

imports. This tends to indicate a ripple effect, where Canadia~ sugar displaced 

dom~sti~ sugar in boider.regions.and domestic.sugar produced in border regions 

displaced other domestic sugar farther from the border. A beet sugar processor 

in the Northeastern States region indicated in response to the Commission's 

.. 
questionnaire that as a result of lost. sales to traditional customers because of 

Canadian 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 Connnerce and Labor have conducted cus'tomer surveys to ver..ffy 

claims of lost sales due to imports of refined sugar. Since Canada 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 of Labor published its determi-

nation that workers of Amstar Corporation were el.igible 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 purchases from these sources in this period found that these 

customers increased purchases of imported refined sugar during the same period. 

These surveyed customers were located in the. northeastern and north. central 

regions of the United States, Aggregate results of the survey of 35 customers 

of Amstar Corporation were as fiollows: 

Period Domestic purchases 

1977--------
1978-.------- . 
Jan,-June: 

1978"'."-.,.....,..-.,.. 
1979.,---:-..,. ... -:-

280,135,387 
304,365,924 

163,308,887 
159,651,808 

Foreign purchases 

48,652,632 
49' 9.12 '340 

22,240,824 
24,903,578 

Total purchases 

328,788,019 
354,278,264 

185,549, 711. 
184,555,386 

On Octber· 19, 1979, the Department 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 compared to the same period in 1978. 

On June 15, 1979, the Department of Labor published a similar determination 

for workers of Buckeye Sugars, Inc .• , 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 

rules for agricultural products as follows: 

(i) 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 .considerable activity in the price-support loan program 

for sugar. As of January 2, 1980, for the 1978 and 1979 sugar crops, 1,981,377 

short tons, raw value, of sugar was under price-support loan. Of these crops 

previously under loan, 506,724 short tons had been forfeited, and 2,407,819 

short tons had been redeemed. The value of price-support loans outstanding 

was $574,163,000. In January 1980, loans were redeemed on 26,174 short tons, 

153,845 short tons were forfeited, and loans outstanding increased by 125,894 

short tons, valued at $29,349,000. While the current mini~um support price is 

considerably below current sug~r prices, as yet price-support operations of the 

U.S. Department of Agriculture have not shown signs of winding down, hence, there 

is still a burden on government income and price support programs for sugar. 

On January 2, 1980, beet sugar processors in the Northeaster.n Stat~s reg:i,.on 

had loans outstanding on the 1978 crop for 3,621 short tons valued at $1,197,000, 

and on the 1979 crop for 96,889 shqrt tons valued at $28,571,000. The 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 i·s-marketed from October 1978 unti.l the new crop i:n ~he following year. 

The minimum support price for the 1979 crop was lowered 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 prices), the price fell as quickly as it rose, reaching 

20 cents per pound by the end of 1975 (table 23). Thereafter, prices generally 

fell, reaching their nadir at just under 16 cents per pound in September 1976. 

Since then wholesale prices have been rising erratically, reaching about 23.S 

cents per pound in November 1979. 

These movements in the prices of refined sugar are attributable to changes 

in the prices of the primary production input for refined cane sugar, raw 

sugar •. Given that raw sugar prices constitute more than 70 percent of the 

cost of refined sugar this dominance is hardly surprising. The following 

figuresh~ws that movements in raw and refined sugar prices are 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, suggests that the sugar 

industry is fairly price competitive. In addition, the spread for refining 

(the difference bet.ween the wholesale price of refined sugar and the cost of 

raw sugar after refining loss) varied irregularly 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 spread, probably corresponding to increasing 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, hence 

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 sugar 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) 

World : : :Cost of: : U.S. ..:cost to .. : S read .. = Whole-
: i :Premium:Foreign:f i h : :Section: price, p 
: pr ce, : or sup- : re g t. 22 : duty refiner f. sale 

Period .f.o.b.,, dis- . li rs'· and : Duty 5/ '. : after : or : price, 
. Carib-. .p e . i . - . import: paid, : fi i : refin-: N h 

2/ 3/ nsur- f 61 re n ng, 91 ort -
:b l/ :count :price : 41 : : ee : New : 1 81 . ing : lO/ 
: ean_: -: -:ance_: : , - :York 7/: oss_: - :east_ 

1975: 
Jan--: 38.33 
Feb--: 33.69 
Mar--: 26.50 
Apr--: 24.15 
May--: 17.38 
Jun--: 13.83 
Jul--: 17.07 
Aug--: 18.73 
Sep--: 15.45 
Oct--: 14.09 
Nov--: 13.40 
Dec--: 13.29 

Ave----: 20.50 
1976: 

-1.47 
.88 
.53 
.42 
.46 
.72 

1.41 
1.02 

.55 
: - .04 

.01 
. - .06 

.36 

36.86 
34.57 
27.03 
24.58 
17.84 
14.54 
18.47 
19.74 
16.00 
14.05 

.. 13.41 
13.23 
20.87 

0.85 
.87 
.87 
.87 
.80 
.79 
.79 
. 74 
.77 
.78 
.78 
.78 
.81 

0.6250 
.6250 
.6250 
.6250 
.6250 
.6250 
.6250 
.6250 
.6250 
.6250 
.6250 
.6250 
.6250 

-. 
38.33 
36.07 
28.53 
26.07 
19.27 
15.96 
19.89 
21.11 
17.39 
15.45 
14.82 
14.64 
22.29 

41.40 
38.96 
30.81 
28.16 
20.81 
17.24 
21.48 
22.80 
18.79 
16.69 
16.00 
15.81 
24.08 

11.55 
10.01 
9.69 
8.85 

11.42 
8.33 
5.41 
4.25 
4.51 
4.47 
4.84 
4.72 
7. 35. : 

52.95 
48.96 
40.50 
37.0i 
32.23 
25.57 
26.89 
27.05 
23.30 
21.15 
20.84 
20.53 
31.43 

Jan--: 14.04 0 14.04 .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 2·2.20 
Apr--: 14.06 .07 14.13 .82 .6250 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 14.59 15.76 4.70 20.~6 
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 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 11.04 4.93 15.97 

Ave-~-:-=-11~.~6~0,-'--'---.~0~5--'-~1~1~.~5~5-'-~~.8~0~-=-~.9~6~7~7,_;..~~~-'--'1~3~.~32::....:;....;:1~4_~.3~9-'--'~4~.~8~2'--'---=1~9~.~2~1 

1977: 
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 1.8150 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 :18 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 l.8750 10.24 11.06 5.29 16.35 
Nov--: 7.07 .15 7.22 .86 2.4716 1.58 12.13 13.10 5.40 18.50 
Dec~: 8.09 0 8.09 .86 2.8125 1.74 13.50 14.58 4.30 18.88 

Ave--~:~8~.~l~0,-'-~-.~1~3~-,:8~.~2~3-'-~~.~78~~2~.0~0~2~0,--:..__:~.~2~8~~1~1~.~30~:-..:::1~2~.2~0::_.:~5~.~0~9'--'---=1~7~.~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 cents per pound) 
World : : :Cost of: : : U.S. :Cost to: : Whole-

••• price, _:Premium:Foreign:f i h : :Section: price, : fi : Spread: 1 • • or : sup- : re g t: : 22 : duty : re ner: for : sa e 
Period :f.o.b.,: dis- :pliers': and : Duty 11: import: paid, : after : refin-: price, 

Carib- I insur- I refining, • I North-:b l/ :count 2/:price 3 : 41 : : fee 6 : New : 1 Bl. ing 9 : in/ 
: ean _ : - : - :ance _ : - :York U: ass _ : - :east -'<-

1978: 
Jan~: 8.77 0 8.77 0.77 2.8125 1.80 14.15 15.28 4.57 19.85 
Feb--: 8.48 0 8.48 .81 2.8125 2.70 14.81 15.99 4.55 20.54 
Mar--: 7.74 O : 7.74 .81 2.8125 2.70 14.07 15.19 4.84 20.03 
Apr--: 7.59 0 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 0 7.23 .81 2.8125 2.70 13.56 14.64 5.49 20.13 
Jul--: 6.43 0 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 0 8.17 .79 2.8125 2.70 14.48 15.64 6.19 21.83 
Oct-: 8.96 0 8.96 .86 2.8125 2.70 15.33 16.55 6.10 22.65 
Nov--: 8.01 0 8.01 .88 2.8125 2.70 14.40 15.56 6.49 22.05 
Dec--=-~~8~.o~o~~o'--~.:...._~8~.~oo.;;.....;'-----'-"8~8;__.;.-"-2~.8~1~2~5-'--·~2~.~70.:...._;_=:1~4-·~39;.._~1~5··5~4~~6-·~7~3-'-~2-2~.2---1 

Ave---: 7.81 0 7.81 . .82 2.8125 2.62 14.07 15.19 5.68 20.87 
1979: 

Jan--: 7.57 0 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 0 7.85 1.16 2.8125 2.76 14.58 15.75 6.78 22.53 
Jun--: 8.14 0 8.14 1.16 2.8125 2.76 14.87 16.06 6.65 22.71 
Jul--: 8.52 0 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 2.3125 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 23.34 
Nov--: 13.69 -1.33 12.37 1.11 2.8125 o 16.29 17.59 5.89 23.48 
Dec--:~14_.~8~6-'-----'·~5~1-'-~1~4~·~36;;__.:~~l~.1~3~-2~·-8~1_2~5~---'-0~~~l-8~.3~0~~19_.~7-6~---'6~.~7=1~-=2~6~.4'-'-7 

Ave--: 9.59 - .29 9.31 1.04 2.8125 2.41 15.58 16.82 6.38 23.20 

· 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 wor-ld prices as determined by 
the International Sugar Organization, \ 

2/ Premium or discount assumed to b.e zero from Nov, 3, 19.77 1 to Aug, 17, 1917, 
J/ Foreign suppliers• price is U.S, price less duties and cost of insur.ance and freight, 

except from Nov. 3, 1977, to Aug. 17, 1979 .• 
!!_/ Data supplied by Lamborn, Inc. 1 ·! 

11 Duty for 96~degree raw sugar increased Sept, 21, 1976, and Nov, 11, 1977, 
§_/ 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, 19_78, 

J_/ Data are spot prices, Contract No. 12, New York Coffee and Sug~r Exchange., except 
frOlll 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, 
!/ 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-. 
J . ./ 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 30, 1975. 
10/ Data are wholesale list prices for refined sugar in 100-pound bags, Northeastern 

United States, · 

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

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown, 
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freight, and duties, including the tariff and section·22 import fees. The 
. . . 

difference betweeu world and U.S. prices was substantial from November 

1977,when a higher tariff and section.22 import fees were imposed, until 

October 1979,when the section 22 import fees were ultimately reduced to 

zero. 

Table 24 shows selected wholesale prices for alternative sweeteners. 

The price of high-fructose sirup has ranged from 84 percent to 45 percent 

of the wholesale price of refined sugar. The percentage, which was high in 

1976, reached its ru:dir in March 1979, and since has risen to 65 percent in 

October 1979. Apparently, increased sales of high-fructose sirup already 

reported.required the corn sweetener industry to maintain an increasing 

price margin against sugar prices in recent years until the rising sugar 

prices in 1979 finally allowed corn sweetener sellet1.s to make ·.continued 

sales at inc~easing prices. 

The weighted average of spot prices, f.o.b., plant, for -Canadian sugar 

intended fpr sale in the United States (purchase price as determined by the 

U.S. 'Department of· the Treasury plus d,utiea, less allowance for drawback 

taken upon exportation) for two Canadian s~gar refiners is compared with 

the f .o.b. plant, price for spot sales of domestically refined sugar, net 

of discounts, in table 25. Five firms in the Northeastern States region 

provided responses on such prices for the period October 1, 1978, to March 

31, 1979, ~he 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 dextro·se, by months, 1974-79 

Period 
-~efined 
sugar 1/ 

(1) 

:High-fruc-: R io of : 
. t . at . . ose corn . ( 2) to (l). 
: sirup 2/ : : 

(2) - (3) 

Corn 
sirup ]/ 

(4) 

: Ratio of 
: (4) to (1); 

(5) 

Dex­
trose !!_/ 

(6) 

• Ratio. of 
;(6) to (1) 

(7) 
:Cents~=~~: : Cents~: : Cents~: 

1976: 
Jan--: 
Feb--: 
Har---: 
Apr---: 
Hay--: 
Jun--: 
Jul---: 
Aug--: 
Sep---: 
Oct--: 
Nov---: 
Dec---: 

1971: 
Jan--: 
Feb---: 
Har---: 
Apr---: 
Hay-:--: 
Jun---: 
Jul---: 
Aug--.;.: 
Sep---: 
Oct---:-: 
Nov---: 
Dec--: 

1978: 
Jan---: 
Feb--: 

'.Mar---: 
Apr--: 
May--:: 
Jun---: 
Jul---: 
Aug---:· 
Sep---: 
Oct---: 
Nov---: 
Dec---: 

1979: 
Jan-'--: 
Feb--: 
~r---: 
Apr---: 
May--: 
Jun-·--: 
Jul-···-: 
Aug--:..: 
Se?---: 
Oct--: 
Nov---: 
Dec---: 

pound 2ound : 

21.31 
20.86 
22.20 
21.41 
21.87 
20.22 
20.46 
17.04 
15.85 
16.90 
16.28 
15.97 

16.70 
16.94 
17.45 
18.52 

. 17 .52.: 
16.40 
16.13 
17.38 
16.57 
16.35 
·is.so 
18.88 

19.85 
20.54 
20.03 
20.18 
20.31 
20.13 
19.90 
20.70 
2l.83 
22.65 
22.05 
22.27 

22.27 
22.44 
22.54 
22.35 
22.53 
22.71 
22.96 
23.79 
23.46 
23.34 
23.48 
26.47 

15.14 
15.14 
15.14 
15.14 
15.14 
14.85 
14.79 

'14.34 
11.89 
11.75 
11.30 
11.48 

11.69 
12.32 
12.32 
12.32 
12.32 
12.32 
12.24 
11. 55 ": 
11.55 
11.68 
12.30 
12.32 

12.32 
12.32 
11.28 
11.24 
11.27 
11.27 
11.94 
11.97 
11.97 
11.97 
11.97 
11.97 

11.97 
10.76 
10.06 
10.06 
11.46 
11. 79 
13.10 
14.86 
15.21 
15.21 
15.21 
15.21 

Percent pound 

71.0 
72.6 
68.2 
70.7 
69.2 
73.4 
72.3 
84.2 
75.0 
69.5-: 
69.4 
71.9 

70.0 
72. 7 
70.6 
66.5 

·70.3 
75.1 
75.9 
66.5 
69.7 
71.4 
66.5 
65.3 

62.1 
60.0 
56.3 
55.7 
55.5 
56;0 
60.0 
57.8 
54.8 
52.8 
54.3 
53. 7 

53. 7 
48.0 
44.6 
45.-0 
50.9 /: 
51.9 
57.1 
62.5 
64.8 
65.2 
64.8 
57.5 

16.33 • 
15.18 
15.18 
15.18 
15.18 
14.74 
14.73 
14.50 
12.56 
12.00 
12.00 
11.61 

11.49 
11.49 
11.59 
11.59 
11.59 
11.59 
11.54 
11.07 
11.07 
10.73 

9.49 
9.49 

9.59 
9.61 
9.6]! 

10.17 
10.36 
10.36 : 
11.28 
·11.90 
11.90 
11. 74 
11.·90 
11.91 

11.91 
11.91 
11.91 
11.91 
11.91 
11.91 
11.91 
11.91 
11.46 
11.46 
11.46 
11.46 

Percent 

76.6 
72.8 
68.4 
70.9 
69.4 
72.9 
72.0 
85.1 
79.2 
71.0 
73.i 
72. 7 

68.8 
6~ .8 
66.4 
62.6 
66 .. 2 : 
70. 7 
71.5 
63.7 
66.8 .. 
65.6 
Si.3 
50.3 

48.3 
46.8 
48.0 .. 
50.4 
51.0 
51.5 
56.7 
57.- 5 
54.5 
51.8 
54.0 
53.5 

53.5 
53.1 
52.8 :, 
53.3 
52.9 
52.4 
51.9 
50.1 
48.8 
49.1 
48.8 
43.3 

pound Percent 

16. 71 ·: 
16.90 
16.90 
16.90 
16.90 
16.90 
16.90 
16.70 
15.27 
15.27. : 
15.27 
15 •. 27 

15.27 
15.27 
15.27 
15.25 
15.00 
15.00 
14.83 
13.26 
13.26 
13.37 
13.80 
13.80 

15.10 
15.33 
15.33 
15.78 
15.87 •.. 
15.87 
16.75 
17.34 
17.31 
16.96 

. 16.96 
16.96 

17.32 
17.32 
17.32 
17.32 
16.91 
16.90 
16.90 
16.90 
17.39 
17.39 
17 .39 
17.39 

78.4 
81.0 
76.1 
78.9 
77.3 
83.6 
82.6 
98.0 
96.3 
90.4 
93.8 
95.6 

91.4 
90.1 
87.5 
82.3 
85.6 
91.5 
91.9 
76.3 
80.0 

. 81.8 
74.6 
73.1 

76.1 
74.6 
76.5 
78.2 
73.L 
78.8 
84.2 
83.8 
79.3 
74.9 
76.9 
76.2 

77.8 
77.2 
76.8 
77.5 
75.1 
74.4 
73.6 
71.0 
74.1 
74.5 
74.1· 
65.7 

1/ Average Northeast list price for granulated sugar in 100-lb paper bags. 
2/ Average Decatur, Ill. list price for tank cars, 42 percent fructose, dry basis. 
J/ Average New York list price for tank cars, 38-49 dextrose equivalent, dry basis. 
°'§./ Average New York list price for carload lob (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 

Firm 

Weighted average prices: 
Canadian firms: !/ 

Redpath Sugars, Ltd------------: 
Atlantic Sugar, Ltd------------: 

Northeastern States firms: 
Amstar Corp------------------.,....-: 
Revere Sugar Corp-----------.---: 
National Sugar Refining Co-----:· 
Refined Syrups & Sugars-----..---: 
Michigan Sugar Co--------------: 
Monitor Sugar Co--------..-----: 

Lowest price: 
Canadian firms: 1/ 

Redpath Sugars:- Ltd-----------.,-: 
Atlantic Sugar, Ltd-----------,: 

Northeastern States firms: 
Amstar Corp-------------------.,-: 
Revere Sugar Corp-------------.,..: 
.Michigan Sugar Co--------------: 
Monitor Sugar Co---------------_: 

Oct. 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
***·· 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** ~ 

*** 
*** 

pound) 

1978 

Nov. 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

: 

Dec. Jan~ 

*** *** 
*** *** 

*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** ..• *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 

*** *** 
*** *** 

*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 

1979 

Feb. 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

.. 
Mar. 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
·*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

!/ 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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Generally the Canadian prices were belcbw·:rthe prices of domestic firms by 

a substantial margin of underselling, but less than the margin of dumping found 

by the Department of Treasury. * * * 
In most months of the period of the Treasury investigation, the lowest prices 

of Canadian firms were lower than the lowest prices reported £or domestic refined 

sugar producers. On occasion, domestic firms apparently had to offer substantial 

discounts to meet competition. This plus the substantial margin of underselling 

in the weighted average 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 ni:- THE TREASURY 

WASHINGTON. C'.C. 20220 

NOV 1 1979 
I.' 

Dear Mr. Chairman: .,..J, I• I· 

In accordance with section 20l(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 likely to be, injured, or is 
prevented from being estabtished, by the.reason of the 
importation of this merchandise into th~'united States. . . . 

Since some of the data in this file 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 Co'mmission only, and not to be 
disclosed to others without prior clearance with the 
Customs Service. 

The Honorable 
Joseph O. Parker 
Chairman 
United States International 

Trade Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20436 
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