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i
PREFACE

The Commission 1/ instituted the present investigation on June 2%, 1984,
following the receipt of a letter of request therefor on May 21, 1984, from
Senator Robert J. Dole, Chairman, U.S. Senate Committee on Finance. The
investigation was conducted under section 332(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930
(19 U.5.C. 1332(g)) for the purpose of gathering and presenting information on
the competitive and economic factors affecting the U.S5. and Canadian live
swine and pork industries in U.S. markets and to analyze these industries'
competitive position in these markets. 2/ S$pecifically, the Commission was
asked to develop the following information, with an emphasis on, but not
limited to, the Canadian and U.S. industries: (1) Profile the U.S. and
Canadian industries, describing factors such as number of producers, industry
concentration, and geographic distribution; (2) describe the U.S. and Canadian
markets in terms of consumption levels and trends, production, and both import
and export levels and trends; and (3) describe the volume of trade in swine
and pork, including a description of the variations in the levels of those
exports on a yearly and monthly basis. The Commission was also asked, to the
extent possible, to (1) determine geographic concentration of imports;

(2) describe the effect of tariffs and health and sanitary regulations on
trade in swine and pork between the two nations, and also of trade regulations
in other markets, such as Japan, which may affect the U.S. and Canada's
export—marketing strategies; (3) identify Federal, State, and Provincial
government assistance programs which are available to the swine-growing and
processing industries; and (4) discuss competitive conditions with respect to
factors such as product price, transportation advantages, and so forth.

Public notice of the investigation and hearing was given by posting
copies of the notice at the Office of the Secretary, U.S. International Trade
Commission, Washington, D.C., and by publishing the notice in the Federal
Register of July 5, 1984 (49 F.R. 27640). 3/ A public hearing in connection
with this investigation was held on September 21, 1984, in Cedar Rapids,

IA. 4/ Public notice of the location of the hearing was published in the
Federal Register of August 29, 1984 (49 F.R. 34316).

The information presented in this report was obtained from fieldwork, the
public hearing, private individuals and organizations, and Federal, State, and
Provincial government sources in the United States and Canada.

P

1/ Commissioner Lodwick recused himself.

2/ The request from the U.S. Senate Committee on Finance is reproduced in
app. A. -

3/ A copy of the notice of the Commission's investigation and hear1ng is
reproduced in app. B.

4/ A list of witnesses appearing at the hearings is presented in app. C.

5/ A copy of the supplementary notice of the Commission's hearlng is
reproduced in app. D.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The health of the U.5. live swine and pork industries is tied to the
géneral economic conditions of the domestic economy, the supply of other meats
and poultry, and the conditions of world grain markets which affect the price
of grains, the largest cost item in swine production. The much smaller
Canadian live swine and pork industries are subject to similar forces, and
because of the unrestricted flow of Canadian swine and pork into the U.
market and the unrestricted flow of U.S. pork but not U.S. live swine,’ 1nto
the Canadian market, events in one country may affect the pork and swine
industries of the other. U.S. production of swine and pork declined during
1979-82 bhut increased in 1983. Canadian pork production, which is only about
12 percent as large as U.S. production, increased irregularly during 1979--83.

Swine farmers in the United States and members of Congress have expressed
their concern about U.5. imports of live swine and, to a lesser extent, pork
from Canada and Europe. ' S

The principal allegations made by the U.S. industry are as follows:

" (1) Swine farmers in the United States are being injured’ as a result of
' 1mports of swine and pork from Canada;

“(2) Canadian live swine and pork exports are aided by Federal
" Government and Provincial stabilization payments, loans,
- grants, and other government benefits that U:S. interests
‘allege constitute subsidies; and : ' '

(3) U.S. producers voluntarily cut back swine numbers in 1982
and 1983 to prevent excess production of pork, but Canada
increased exports to the United States, wh1ch offset
the U. S reductions.

Canad1an interests contend that U.5. imports reflect a number of factors
including:

(1) A decline in U.5. swine production; :
(2) Rationalization of the U.S. packing industry;
(3) Proximity of Canada to U.S. markets;
(4) Leaner, more desirable, Canadian products;
" (5) Temporary Canadian labor problems; and
(6) Increasingly favorable exchange rates.

1. Structure ﬁf the U.5. and Canadian live swine and pork industries.

'o The U.S. live swine 1ndustry is made up of a large number of fam11y~
owned farms with modest levels of profitability.

~ The U.S. live swine industry generally consists of independent, family-
owned farms. During 1983, there were about 466,400 enterprises with swine in
the United States. About 46 percent of swine enterprises and 76 percent of
the swine population was located in the Corn Belt States, and 34 percent of
the enterprises and 14 percent of the swine population was located in the
Southeastern States. Most of the live swine enterprises in the United States



are so-called farrow-to~finish businesses that raise animals from birth to a
slaughter weight of about 220 pounds. Gross income to farmers from live swine
was $9.8 billion in 1983, down 9 percent from a record high of $10.8 billion
in 1982, a year of high U.S. swine prices. '

The only sustained periods of profitability for swine farmers during
1979-83 were the first quarter of 1979, most of the last half of 1980, and the
first three quarters of 1982, periods of relatively low corn prices. Profit
margins were negative during most of the rest of 1979-83 and in at least the
first half of 1984. In the United States, almost all live swine marketing is
the individual decision of the farmer to sell his animals through the outlet
he chooses. About three-fourths of U.S. sales of swine for slaughter are
direct or through country dealers.

o The U.S. pork—processing industry is made up mostly of large companies.

In 1983, the 104 largest plants (those that slaughtered 100,000 or more
swine per year) together accounted for 92 percent of total swine slaughter.
Integration in the industry is limited. Only one major processor is owned by
swine producers, and it is operated as a cooperative. Processor raising of
swine is minimal in the United States. Although the U.S. pork-processing
industry is reported to be profitable overall, a number of firms (including
the firm that was reportedly the largest pork processor in the United Gtates)
have filed for bankruptcy in recent years. Pork processors generally sell
their product to brokers and retail grocery stores for distribution to the
ultimate consumer.

o The Canadian livé swine and pork industries generally are
structured like the U.S. industries, except for .swine-marketing

The Canadian live swine industry consists primarily of indépendent,
family—-owned farms, although in some Provinces, a few of the largest
farms reportedly account for a large share of total production. The live
swine industry in Canada is concentrated in the Ontario and Quebec
Provinces, with each Province accounting for about one-third of
production in 1979-83. The Prairie Provinces of Manitoba, Saskatchewan,
and Alberta account for most of the remainder.

Live swine in Canada are marketed through Provincial marketing
boards, except in Quebec, where they are marketed by individual farmers
or through integrators. The boards have sole legal authority to market
swine for slaughter. The boards sell to both U.5. and Canadian
meatpackers through auction systems, and they contend that this system
provides competition between meatpackers in both countries.
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o -The pork-packing industry in Canada is made up mostly of large
companies.

The 23 largest companies account for the bulk of pork packing and
processing. Canadian meatpackers have experienced labor problems in
recent years, including strikes. During the summer of 1984, two of
Canada's major meatpacking companies experienced strikes, in September
1984, one strike was settled. Some industry sources contend that strikes
and higher wage rates have made Canadian packing companies less
competitive; and, hence, Canadian swine have been exported to U.S.
meatpacking plants for processing.

o Canadian swine are somewhat leaner and less heavily muscled than
U.S. swine.

Canadian swine are generally slaughtered when they weigh about
200 pounds, about 20 pounds less than the slaughter weight of U.S.
swine. Canadian swine are usually leaner than U.S. swine; and, hence,
vield somewhat leaner carcasses and smaller cuts. Canadian swine’
carcasses, ‘like those in the United States, are cut up to produce hams
and shoulders, loins, bacon, and/or sausages after processing. :

2. The U.S. market.

o U.5. production declines.

Both U.S. swine production (pig births) and pork production declined
irregularly during 1979-83. Swine production decreased from 103 million
head in 1979 to 92 million head in 1983; pork production decreased from
16.6 billion pounds in 1980 to 14.2 billion pounds in 1982. Contributing
to this decline in swine and pork production was a delay, in 1983, of the
upturn phase of the hog cycle, resulting in part from drought and farmers
apparently anticipating higher corn prices as a result of the Payment-in-
Kind (PIK) program.

o U.S. exports decline.

i The United States exported about 2 percent, by quantity, of domestic
pork production during 1979-83. The value of U.5. exports of swine and
pork declined irregularly from $243 million in 1979 to $203 million in
1983. During January-August 1984, U.S. exports of pork and swine ’
amounted to $95 million compared with $138 million during January-

August 1983, The quantity of U.S. exports of pork declined from

291 million pounds (carcass equivalent) in 1979 to 219 million pounds in
1983. U.5. exports of live swine increased from 13,000 head in 1979 to
37,000 in 1982 before declining to 23,000 .in 1983. Fresh, chilled, or
frozen pork accounted for about 74 percent of the U.S. exports. Japan
and Canada together accounted for 68 and 13 percent, respectively, of the
U.S. exports of fresh, chilled, or frozen pork. U.S. exports of prepared
‘or preserved pork and pork sausages accounted for 22 percent of the pork
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and swine exports. During 1979-83, Canada and Japan were the largest
export markets for prepared or preserved pork, with Canada accounting for
20 percent, and Japan, 11 percent of the exports.

U.S. exports of live swine accounted for only about 4 percent of
pork and swine exports. Most U.S. swine exports are purebred,

high-valued, breeding animals, and no particular country dominates the
export market. '

o U.S. imports increase.

From 1979 to 1983, the value of U.S. imports of swine and pork
increased by 35 percent, from $494 million to $667 million. Imports also
increased 28 percent, in value terms, when the January--August 1984 period
is compared to January-August 1983. As a percent of U.S. consumption,
imports of pork rose 3.3 percent in 1979 to 4.6 percent in 1983, and to
6.1 percent in the January-August 1984 period compared to 4.6 percent in
1983. This represents an increase in quantity from 499 million pounds in
1979 to 702 million pounds in 1983, and an increase from 442 million
pounds in January-August 1983 to 563 million pounds during the same
period in 1984, .

Imports of pork from Canada rose from 0.7 percent of U.S.
consumption in 1979 to 1.8 percent in 1983. 1In 1984, Canadian pork
imports rose to 2.4 percent of the U.S. consumption in the January-August
period, compared to 1.9 percent in January—-August 1983.

U.S. imports of live swine represented about 6 percent of the value
of pork and swine imports during 1979-83. Live swine imports during
January-—-August 1984 amounted to 861,000 animals compared to 316,000
animals during January-August 1983. U.S. imports of live swine similarly
increased from 137,00 animals in 1979 to 447,000 in 1983. Although U.S.
imports of live swine have increased in absolute numbers and as a share
of U.S. consumption, the highest level of import penetration was 1.5
percent of production in January-June 1984,

Virtually all swine imported into the United States are from
Canada. The Canadian live swine industry is much smaller than that of
the United States, with swine production being equal to only about 1%
percent of the U.S. level. Livé swine imports from Canada increased
considerably, but irregularly, from $19 million in 1981 to $42 million in
1982. This represents an increase from 0.2 percent to 0.4 percent of
U.S. consumption. 1In 1983 these imports were valued at $57 million, or
0.5 percent of U.S. consumption. Although Canadian exports of live swine
to the United States rose, both absolutely and as a share of Canadian
production during 1979-83, the highest level of exports was 3.1 percent
of production in 1983, and exports were equal to at least 1 percent of
production every year during 1979-83.

The largest category of U.S. imports of pork was canned hams,
representing 62 percent of the total of pork and swine imports during
1979--83. Imports of canned hams ranged from a high of $380 million in
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1979 (236 million pounds) and 1983 (259 million pounds) to a low of

$315 million in 1981 (198 million pounds). Denmark and Poland accounted
for 38 and 30 percent, respectively, of the quantity of the imports.

U.S. imports of canned hams from Canada represented less than 1 percent
of such imports during 1979-83. .

U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen pork represented 28 percent
of pork and swine imports. Canada accounted for 96 percent of these
imports. Fresh, chilled, or frozen pork imports from Canada increased
from $70 million in 1979 (102 million pounds) to $231 million in 1982"
(269 million pounds) and then dropped to $194 million (266 million
pounds) in 1983. In January—-August 1984, U.S. imports of fresh, chilled,
or frozen pork reached $221 million (302 million pounds) compared with
$138 million (183 million pounds) during January-August 1983.. Two U.S
Customs Districts in upstate New York accounted .for threée-~fourths of all
U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, and frozen pork from Canada.

U.S. imports of prepared or preserved pork and pork sausages -
accounted for about 4 percent of pork and swine imports during 1979-83. "
These. -imports increased irregularly from $26 million in 1979 (23 million
pounds) to-$33 million in 1983 (28 million pounds). Although many '
countries exported prepared or preserved pork to the United States, -
Canada and Denmark supplied 24 and 23 percent, respectively, by quantity,
of those imports during 1979*83 e : e

3. Factors of competition bhetween thp U.S. and. Canadian live swine °

and pork 1ndustrles

o 'Priceslfor'live swine are closely competitive in and
between U.S. and Canadian markets.

Inasmuch as live swine in Canada are sold in auction markets to U.S.
and Canadian meatpackers prices are closely competitive Also, the flow
of pork between the two countries tends to level out any pr1ce B ’
differintial. :

o Canadian live swine producers and meatpackers appear to héVe“an“‘
overall competitive advantage with respect to transportatlon in
some U.S. markets.

The Ontario Pork Producer's Marketing Board contends that swine
grown in Southern Ontario are located closer to major meatpackers in the '
Detroit, MI, area than most U.S. grown swine, and, therefore,. that
Canadian producers have a competitive advantage because of lower
transportation costs. Officials of marketing boards in the Pra1r1e
Provinces contend that, in many instances, thé nearest markets foritheir
swine are in the United States and that they are located closer to these
markets than some U.S. suppliers. Officials of the Canadian Meat Council
and meatpackers in Quebec and Ontario contend that because meatpackers in
those Provinces are closer to major east coast pork markets, such as
Boston and New York, than mpatpackers in the U.S. Corn Belt, 'they have a°
transportat1on advantage ' ' R
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o U.S. meatpackers probably have an overall competitive advantage
over Canadian meatpackers because they pay lower wages.

In recent years, most U.S. meatpackers have reduced the wage rates
paid their workers, but Canadian meatpackers have not reduced wage
rates. During much of 1984, Canadian meatpackers have experienced labor
problems, including strikes, as they attempted to reduce labor costs.
Many sources contend that labor problems and higher wage rates have made
Canadian. packers less competitive, and, as a result, many Canadian swine
were purchased by U.5. meatpackers for slaughter in the United States.

o U.S. and Canadian swine farmers appear to share the same levels
of technology and have similar feed costs.

The relatively free flow of information between U.S. and Canadian
farmers and researchers and the free flow of swine production supplies
and equipment tend to result in rapid dispersal of technological
innovations. U.S. and Canadian swine farmers experience similiar cost of
production trends, because prices in both markets react to the world
grain trade. Many Canadian swine farmers purchase U.S. grain for feed,
and U.S. éoybean«meal accounts for a large share of Canadian protein
supplement for swine. Feed is the largest cost item for growing swine in
both Canada and the United States, accounting for more than three-fourths
of total costs in Canada and more than one-half of total costs in the
United States for farrow-to-finish operations.

o Exchange rates have had little effect on trade over the entire
period 1979-84, but have -had some effect in 1983 and 1984.

The U.S.—-Canadian currency exchange rates from 1979 to 1984 appear
to have had only a minimal effect on pork and swine trade. The value of
the Canadian dollar, when compared with that of the U.S. dollar dropped
by 5 percent (nominal exchange rate) from 1979 to 1983. However, if the
nominal exchange rate is adjusted by the relative inflation rates for
each country, the Canadian dollar actually appreciated by 1.3 percent
(real exchange rate) from 1979 to 1983. During January-June 1984, the
nominal rate dropped by abhout 3 percent from the yearly average 1983
nominal exchange rate, and the real exchange rate dropped by about 2
percent from real exchange rate reached in 1983. Favorable exchange
rates in 1984 may have given Canadian pork and swine producers a
competitive advantage during the first half of 1984.

o Government assistance programs appear to favor Canadian swine
producers, particularly in Quebec.

Government assistance to the Canadian live swine industry and also
to the pork-—processing industry is much more comprehensive than that
available to the U.S. swine and pork—processing industries. The great
‘bulk of programs in the United States, such as food stamp purchases, tax
advantages, and PIK disbursements, are not limited to the swine and pork
industries.
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Federal Government assistance to Canadian swine farmers includes a
National Stabilization Program for agricultural products, including live
swine, that, under certain circumstances, provides financial payments to
swine farmers. For the fiscal year ended March 31, 1984, the Canadian
Agricultural Minister announced that the payment will amount to Can$6.54
(Canadian) per animal marketed. Also, Provinces in Canada operate price
stabilization programs that provide financial payments to swine farmers.
In addition to a per animal stabilization payment of Can$24 in 1984, the
Province of Quebec has also supplied funds for improvements in meatpacking
and processing plants. Quebec also provide grants to individuals
initiating certain farming enterprises, including swine-producing
enterprises.






DESCRIPTION AND USES

This investigation covers all domesticated live swine including purebred
swine for breeding. Also included is all meat. of swine fit for. human
consumption whether fresh, chilled, frozen, prepared, or preserved:

. Live Swine
In general usage, swine are referred to as hogs and pigs. The term "hogs"
generally refers to mature animals, and "pigs," to-young animals. The
provision for live swine in the Tariff Schedules of the United States (TSUS)
under item 100.85 applies to all domesticated swine regardless of age, sex,
size, or breed. 1/ S :

Swine are monogastric, litter-bearing animals that may weigh from. 400 to
600 pounds at maturity depending on breed and sex. In the United GStates, most
swine are slaughtered for meat when they weigh about 220 pounds and are about
6 months old. .Such animals are referred to.as slaughter hogs. A few of the
more desirable animals are retained for breeding purposes although they are
slaughtered for meat when they are.no longer used for breeding. Carcasses of
boars (male swine) sometimes acquire boar odor, an unacceptable .odor. that:
renders the meat unfit for human consumption. When such odor is detected by
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) inspectors, the carcass -is condemned.

Swine are omnivorous and adapt to various types of feed (diets). They
are highly efficient in converting grain and protein supplement to ‘meat. 2/
In the United States, the typical swine feed consists of corn and soybean meal
with mineral and vitamin supplements. In Western Canada, the typical feed is
barley and soybean meal with mineral and witamin -supplements, and in Eastern
Canada, the typical feed is corn and soybean meal with supplements. Swine
feed typically consists of barley and dairy byproducts in Northern Europe. In
parts of Germany and Poland, potatoes constitute the bulk of swine feed.
Swine can also be raised on diets consisting of a high portion of forages and
are frequently so fed in areas where concentrates are in short supply, such as
parts of Asia. :

1/ Certain purebred swine are classifiable under TSUS ‘item 100.01 (pt:.) and,
theoretically, under TSUS items 100.03 and 100.04, but such imports are
negligible. Also, wild swine and meat of wild swine are considered game .:
animals and meat of game animals under the TSUS-and, therefore, are not
included in this investigation. : .

2/ In the United States, swine gain about 1 pound of welght from 4 to
5 pounds of feed concentrates such as corn and soybean meal. compared wlth
1 pound of weight from about 2 to 3 pounds of feed for poultry.



Worldwide, live swine are divided into three types based on usage-——meat
type, lard type, and bacon type, although all three types yield at least some
of the other products. Lard-type swine became obsolete in the United States
with the general acceptance of vegetable oils, although they are still kept in
some parts of the world. Bacon-type swine are more common in Europe, although
most of the swine there are of the meat type. For many years, almost all
swine raised in the United States have heen of the meat type, and meat
production is virtually the only purpose for which they are kept. All types
of swine also yield valuable byproducts for medical 1/ and other purposes. As
the result of the development of more efficient skinning machines, increasing
quantities of pigskin have been recovered in recent years for the production
of leather. ‘ ‘

Swine may be white, dark red, brown, black, or any combination, depending
on breed.. The most common breeds of swine in the United States are the Duroc,
Yorkshire, Hampshire, Spotted Swine (commonly called "Spots"), Landrace,
Chester White, Berkshire, 'and Poland China. Most swine in the United States
are not purebreed, but instead have bloodlines of two or more breeds.

Transportation costs and health and sanitary regulations limit worldwide
trade in live swine. Virtually all U.S. imports of live swine are from Canada,
and the bulk are reported to be animals weighing about 200 pounds destined for
immediate slaughter. Gome U.S. and Canadian meatpackers contend that Canadian
swine are somewhat leaner and less heavily muscled than typical U.S. swine.
During 1984, a limited number of feeder pigs were also reported to have been
imported. The leading Canadian breeds are the Yorkshire, lLandrace, Hampshire,
Duroc, and Lacombe. S

Meat of Swine

In common usage, meat of swine is referred to as pork. Pork is light red
in color. White fat covers much of the swine carcass, and some fat is
dispersed throughout the meat. Most slaughtered U.5. swine yield a carcass
that weighs about 156 pounds, or about 71 percent of the live weight.
Carcasses (and live swine) are graded by the USDA on the basis of yield, that
is the percentage of primal cuts (hams, loins, and picnic shoulders) obtained
from the major parts of the carcass. There are five yield grades: one, two,
three, four, and utility. Grade one has the highest percentage of retail
cuts, and grade utility has the lowest. 1In place of the USDA system, many
meatpacking companies administer their own grading systems. Figures 1 and 2
show the location of the various cuts of the swine carcass. ‘

Pork that is ready for cooking and consumption without further processing
is often referred to as fresh pork (TSUS item 106.40), and a significant
portion of some pork cuts, such as loins, are so consumed. Overall, fresh
pork accounts for about one-third of total U.S. pork consumption. ' The fresh
pork that is consumed in the United States is primarily from U.S.-raised

1/ Medical uses include the collection of pancreases for the production of
insulin, replacement heart valves for humans, and pigskin for human skin
grafts. ' :
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Figure 1

PRIMAL (WHOLESALE) CUTS AND BONE STRUCTURE OF PORK .

BLADE BOSTON
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CLEAR PLATE
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LEG (FRESH OR SMOKED HAM)

JOWL

PICNIC SHOULDER

SPARERIBS BACON (SIDE PORK)

FRESH PORK RETAIL NAMES

Source:

While there are many ways to cut beef, the:

method of cutting pork carcasses is much the
same in all sections of the United States (Fig.
1). Pork is fabricated and processed before it
leaves the packing plant. About 35% is sold
fresh, and the remaining 65% is cured by
various methods or used in manufactured
meat products.

Pork Shoulder

The pork shoulder may be sold to the retail-
er by the packer as a whole New York Style
Shoulder (untrimmed with the neck bones in
and fat on) or as a trimmed N.Y. Style Shoul-
der with the neck bones removed and part of
the clear plate (fat cover) removed. The most
common practice, however, is for the packer
to cut the N.Y. Style Shoulder, trimmed, into
pieces: 1. Arm Picnic Shoulder and 2. Blade
Boston Shoulder.

and Meat Board. ’

Reproduced with approval of National Live Stock
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Figure 2.--
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slaughter hogs (swine slaughtered at about 220 pounds and about 6 months of
age). Fresh pork sausages and other pork sausages (TSUS items 107.10 and
107.15, respectively) are ground pork to which spices have been added.
Sausages are frequently put into casings. 1In addition to the trimmirngs from
slaughter hogs, much, or all, of the carcass from older, heavyweight swine is
used to make sausage. . S e

In the United States some cuts of pork are usually prepared or preserved
so as to alter the taste, consistency, or appearance, of the meat and extend
the shelf life. Smoking, drying, or injection of curing agents are-common.
methods used to prepare or preserve pork. Legs are usually cured to make
hams, and shoulders are frequently cured to make picnic shoulders; (Tariff -
Schedules of the United States Annotated (TSUSA) item 107.3020) and bellies
are cured to make bacon (TSUSA item 107.3040). Thesge:products may: be canned
(canned hams and shoulders are classified under TSUSA. items 107:3515 and
107.3525, and canned bacon, under TSUSA item 107.3540). 1/.-In recent years
there has been a trend toward: the production of se-called sectioned:and. formed
hams and shoulders. Such hams and shoulders have a uniform- consistency .and
“can be easily cut into thin slices. Virtually all-domestic and- 1mported S
canned hams and shoulders are of this type. Lo s -

' Othef prepared or prcserved pbrk (TSUSéliteh 107.3060).ihé1udes products

such as luncheon meats. and cured leins. 2/ .These products may also ‘be -canned
(TSUSA item 107.3560). L R

1/ TSUSA 1fems 107. 3020 and 107, 3515 and 107 35 . refer to hams and shoulders
“1n air tight containers. However, v1rtua11y all .such.airtight containers
" are believed to be metal cans, and hams account for. 90 percent. of -imports,
_with shoulders accountlng for the remaining 10 percent. .
' 2/ Canadian bacon is pork loin which has been cured by p1ck11ng and smoklng,
the term "Canadlan“ refers to the curing process. and not to.the country of .
origin. In Canada, "Canadian bacon" is referred .to as "back bacon:' :



CUSTOMS TREATMENT
U.S8. Customs Treatment

Tariff treatment

Live swine and pork are provided for in parts 1 and 2 of schedule 1 of
the TSUSA which became effective on August 31, 1963. From June 18, 1930, to
August 30, 1963, inclusive, these articles were classified under paragraphs
703 and 1606 of the Tariff Act of 1930. Appendix E contains a copy of
pertinent portions of the TSUSA including the rates of duty applicable to U.S.
imports of live swine and pork, relevant headnotes, and an explanation of the -
rates of duty - '

, Table L—1 shows the Tariff Act of 1930 statutory rates 1/ of duty,
pre-multilateral trade negotiations (MTN) column 1 rates of duty, the staged
rates of duty (reductions) resulting from the Tokyo round of the MTN, the
column 2 rates of duty, and the average ad valorem equlvalents of the 1983
column 1 rates of duty applicable to U.S. imports of live swine and pork The
rates of duty in column 1 are most- favored-nation (MFN) rates. The rates of
duty in column 2 apply to imported products from those Communist countries and
areas enumerated in general headnote 3(f) of the TSUSA. 2/ However, such
rates .do not apply to products of developing countries. which are granted
preferential tariff tréatment under the Generalized qystem of Preferenres
(GSP) and/or the Caribbean Basin Initiative (CBI)

The GSP is a program of nonreciprocal tariff preferences granted by the
United States to developing countries to aid their economic development by
. encouraging greater diversification and expansion of their production and
“exports. The GSP, implemented by Executive Order No. 11888 of November 24,
1975, and extended by the Trade and Tariff Act of 1984, appl1es to merchandise

1mported on or after January 1, 1976, and is scheduled to remain in effect
until July 4, 1993. It prov:des for duty-~free treatmént of ellglble ‘articles
imported directly from designated beneficiary developing countriés. However,
of the items' covered by this investigation, only pork sausages (items 107.10
and 107.15) are eligible for GSP treatment, and U.S. imports of such sausages
from countries eligible for GSP treatment are negligible.

1/ The term "statutory rates" refers to the rates of duty set by Congress in
the Tariff Act of 1930, the so-called Smoot-Hawley tariff. Since that time,
most rates have been negotiated downward, and sometimes eliminated, as a
result of various bilateral and multilateral trade agreements, including the
Tokyo round of the Multilateral Trade Negotiations.

2/ The only Communist countries currently eligible for MFN- treatment are the
People's Republic of China, Hungary, Romania, and Yugoslavia.



The CBI is a program of nonreciprocal tariff preferences granted by the
United States to developing countries in the Caribbean Basin to -aid their.
economic development by encouraging greater diversification and expansion of
their production and exports. The CBI, implemented. by Presidential
Proclamation No. 5133 of November 30, 1983, applies to merchandise entered, or
withdrawn from warehouse, for consumption on or after January 1, 1984, and is
scheduled to remain in effect until September 30, 1995%.- It provides for
duty-free entry of eligible articles imported directly from designated
developing countries in the Caribbean Basin area. All of the articles subject
to this investigation could be eligible for such duty-free entry; however,
U.S. imports of live swine and pork from the Caribbean Basin are negligible.

Virtually all imports of live swine enter the United Gtates under item
100.85 and come from countries receiving the column 1 rate of duty, which for
this item is free. A few minor breeds of swine are eligible for entry under
the provision for purebred animals (TSUS item 100.01 (pt.)) and theoretically,
swine can enter under certain provisions for animals temporarily exported
(TSUS items 100.03 and 100.04). However, these provisions are seldom used;:
inasmuch as item 100.85 provides a duty rate of free.. Thus; there is no .
incentive to use other provisions of the TSUS. The rate of duty for imports
‘of fresh, chilled, or frozen pork from Canada (as well as from all other : -
countries receiving the col. 1 rate of duty) is free. 1/ The rates of duty.
for prepared or preserved pork, pork sausages, and canned hams range from
0.6¢ per pound to 3.25¢ per pound. ' : oo : T

Health and sanitary regulations

Certain health. and sanitary regulations with respect to U.S. imports.of
live swine and pork are administered by the USDA to protect.the U.S.. livestock
industry and to ensure an adequate supply of safe meat for. the consumer.. .

Rinderpest and foot—and-mouth diseases.-—U.S5. imports of certain live
animals, including swine, and certain fresh, chilled, or frozen meats, .
including pork, are limited to countries that have been declared free of .
rinderpest and foot-and-mouth diseases 2/ by the U.5. Secretary of .
Agriculture. 3/ Canada has been declared free of such diseases, hut because

R

1/ Most U.S. imports of pork from Canada are fresh, chilled, or frozen.

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

3/ Pursuant to sec. 306 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.§.C. 1306).



of the existence of these diseases in many of the important pork-producing
countries of Europe, pork imports from those countries have generally been in
the form of cooked, canned, or cured pork. U.S. imports of live swine from
countries not declared free of the diseases are permitted only through a USDA-
-administered quarantine program.

The Federal Meat Inspection Act.—The USDA administers section 20 of the
Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 661 and 21 U.S.C. 620), which provides,
among other things, that meat and meat products prepared or produced in
foreign countries may-not be imported into the United States "unless they
comply with all the inspection, building construction standards, and all other
provision of this chapter [ch. 12, Meat Inspection] and regulations issued
thereunder applicable to such articles in commerce in the United States."
Section 20 further provides that "All such imported articles shall, upon entry
into the United States, be deemed and treated as domestic articles subject to
the provisions of this chapter [ch. 12, Meat Inspection] and the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act [21 U.$.C. 301]}. . . .." Thus, section 20 requires
that the foreign meat-exporting country enforce inspection and other
requirements with respect to the preparation of the products covered that are
at least equal to those applicable to preparatiph of like products at
Federally inspected establishments in the United States, and that the imported
products be subject to inspection and other requirements upon arrival in the
United States to identify them and further ensure their freedom from
adulteration and misbranding at the time of entry. 1/ However, section 20
does not provide that the imported products be inspected by U.S. inspectors
during their preparation in the foreign country. 2/

The U.S. Secretary of Agriculture has assigned responsiblility for the
administration of the Department's section 20 functions to the Foreign
Programs Division, Meat and Poultry Inspection Program, Food Safety and
Inspection Service (FSIS). By 1983, the FSIS had certified 45 countries as
having meat inspection systems with standards equal to those of the U.S.
program. At the end of 1983, there were 1,174 approved foreign plants of
which 546 were in Canada. 3/ In 1983, FSIS had 20 veterinarians assigned to
review foreign meat plant operations. Nine of these 20 were stationed outside
the United States (including one in Canada), and the others visited foreign
operations asinecessary. These FSIS officials made 2,130 reviews of certified
plants in 1983. 4/ Plants exporting large volumes and other plants of special
concern are visited at least four times annually; all other certified plants
are visited at least once a year.

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

2/ Ibid. ' ; ' ‘ - .

3/ The numbers of certifications refer to all meat, including pork. See
U.S. Department of Agriculture Meat and Poultry Inspection, 1983 Report of
the Secretary of Agriculture to the U.S. Congress, March 1984, p. 25
(hereinafter cited as Meat and Poultry Inspection 1983.

4/ Ibid., p. 6.




Since the passage of the 1981 Farm.bill, 1/ the FSIS: has:placed
increasing emphasis on review of a country's regulatory system as a whole
rather than review of individual plants so as to be in compliance with that
legislation. FSIS now evaluates country. controls in.seven basic risk areas;
residues, disease, misuse of food additives, gross contamination, microscopic
contamination, . economic fraud, and product integrity. 2/ As required by the
1981 Farm Bill, FSIS also vigorously carries on a species identification
program. . ] L oL -

Under the Federal Meat Inspection Act, all imported meat being offered
for entry into the United States must be accompanied by a. meat inspection
certificate issued by a responsible official of the exportingcountry.. The
certificate must identify the product by origin, destination, shipping marks,
and amounts. It must certify that the meat comes from animals that received
veterinary ante mortem and postmortem inspections; that it is wholesome, not
adulterated or misbranded; and that it is otherwise :in compllance w1th u.
requirements. 3/ - g

Under the Federal Meat Inspection Act, U.S.. inspectors at the port of
entry inspect part of each shipment of meat. Representative sampling plans
similar to those used in inspecting. domestic meat are applied toieach import
shipment. Samples of frozen products . are defrosted, canned meat containers
are opened, and labels are verified for prior U.S. approval and stated weight
accuracy. Specimens are routinely submitted to meat inspection laboratories
to check compliance with compositional standards. Sample cans are:also
subjected to periods of incubation for signs of spoilage. .Meat imports are

. also monitored. for residues, such as pesticides, hormones, heavy metals, and

antibiotics, by selecting representative samples for laboratory analysis.
Special control measures are .in effect for handling meat from countries when
excessive amounts of residues are detected. These measures consist of
refusing or withholding entry of the product until results of laboratory
analysis are received. 4/ :

During 1983, approximately 5.7 million pounds of pork-—about 1 percent of
U.S. imports——were refused entry for the following reasons: unsound cans;
adulteration with extraneous material; short weight; failure to meet ™
composition standards; undercooked; and, biological residues. Approximatly
1.9 million pounds of that total was from Canada (0 6 percent of total pork
. imports from that country)

Currently there is a controversy between the United States and Canada
involving chloramphenicol, a therapeutic drug authorized for use:in Canada hut
banned in the United States by the U.S. Food and Drug Administration. - Some
U.5. swine farmers contend that unless the drug is found to be safe, U:S.
imports of live swine and pork from Canada should be prohibited, because
residues of the drug in pork coUld.present a hazard to human health and
detract from the image of the pork industry. Canadian Government officials
indicate -that authority for use of the drug in Canada is under review.

1/ Sec. 1122 of Public Law 97-98, dated Dec. 22, 1981.

2/ Meat and Poultry Inspection, 1983, p. 47.

3/ Ibid., p. 28.

4/ Ibid., p. 28; and 327.2 of the Meat and Poultry Regulations (9 CFR 327.2).
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Canadian Customs Treatment and Health and Sanitary Regulations

Canadian rates of duty for live swine and pork are shown in appendix F.
The rates of duty applicable to imports from the United States are those in
the "Most Favored-Nation Tariff" column. As shown, live swine imported from
the United States enter duty free. Also, fresh, chilled, or frozen pork,
which accounts for the bulk of U.5. exports of pork to Canada, enters duty
free. The rates of duty applicable to other types of pork are closely
comparable with U.S. tariff rates.

Following a complaint by Canadian pork processors, the Canadian
Government on April 12, 1984, imposed provisional countervailing duties on
imports of certain canned hams and canned shoulders from Denmark and the
Netherlands. The amounts of the countervailing duties were Can¢33 per pound
(about 17 percent ad val.) for canned hams and Can¢4l per pound for canned
shoulders from Denmark and Cang27 per pound (about 22 percent ad val.) for
canned ham and Can¢34 per pound for canned shoulders from the Netherlands. On
August 7, 1984, the Canadian Government determined that imports of certain
canned hams from Denmark and the Netherland were injurying a domestic industry
and countervailing duties that had been provisional would continue to be
imposed. However, canned shoulders were not found to be causing injury or
threat of injury, and, thus, the prov1s1ona1 countervailing duties were
dropped -

fFollowing another complaint by Canadian pork processors, the Canadian
Government in May 1984 imposed provisional countervailing duties on imports
of certain pork—-based canned luncheon meats from Denmark and the Netherlands.
The amount of the countervailing duties are approximately Can¢l5 per pound
(about 12 percent ad val.) for imports from Denmark and Can¢2l per pound
(about 22 percent ad val.) for imports from the Netherlands. On August 7,
1984, the Canadian Government determined that the subject imports were
injuring a domestic industry and the countervailing duties that had been
provisional would continue to be imposed.

Canadian imports of live swine and pork from the United States are not
subject to quantitative limitations, but imports of live swine from the United
States are subject to regulations regarding Pseudorabies (Aujesky's disease),
a contagious disease of swine and cattle found in the United States. Cattle
afflicted with the disease sometimes exhibit symptoms resembling the furious
stage of rabies. Swine imports are permitted only from herds that are
certified as having been free of Pseudorabies for 1 year, and imported animals
even then must be quarantined for 30 days. The general effect of the
regulations has been to limit U.S. exports of live swine to Canada to a small
number of high-value, breeding animals. Veterinary officials of Agriculture
Canada contend that Canada is free of Pseudorabies, but some U.S. interests
contend it would be found if enough Canadian animals were tested for it.
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Japanese Customs Treatment and Health and Sanitary Regulations

Japanese imports of live swine are duty free, but imports of pork are
subject to the higher of a varlable levy or ad valorem duties. Japanese rates
of duty are shown in appendix G. The rates for pork range up to as much as
25 percent ad valorem for certain prepared or preserved items. Fresh,
chilled, or frozen pork is dutiable at 6.9 percent ad valorem, and this rate
is scheduled to be reduced to 5 percent by Japanese fiscal year 1987. The
higher of the ad valorem duty or the variable levy is imposed on imported pork
to raise the price to the so-called midpoint price, which is the average of
the Government-determined and enforced floor and ceiling price for pork-in
Japan. The midpoint price has been considerally higher than the world prlce
in recent years. :

Japan permits imports of live swine and fresh, chilled, or frozen meats,
including pork, only from those countries found to be free of foot-and-mouth
disease and rinderpest. 1/ Because of an outbreak of foot-and-mouth diséase,
Denmark was not authorized to ship live swine, or fresh, chilled, or frozen
pork to Japan between March 1982 and September 1983.

European Community Customs Treatment and Health and Sanitary Regulations

U.S. exports of pork to the European Community (EC) are subject to
variable levies as a result of the EC's Common Agriculture Policy (CAP). The
CAP .insulates the EC from world markets through a combination of minimum
import prices, or threshold prices, variable import levies, and export
incentives which apply to various agricultural products, including pork. When
world prices are less than EC minimum import prices, the EC imposes var1able
import levies that may change daily. When EC products are exported,
restitutions or direct export incentive payments to exporters are granted ‘to
make the EC products competitive in world markets. According to officials of
the USDA, effective May 21, 1984, the EC Commision lowered its export
restitution payments for canned hams from $493 to $446 per ton. The export
restitution payments for canned shoulders was lowered from $411 to $365 per
ton. The EC said payments were being lowered in anticipation of rising pork
prices in the United States. USDA officials reported that in late August 1984,
the EC Commission again lowered the export restitution payment to’ $390 per
ton for canned hams and $328 for canned shoulders.

The minimum import price is the threshold price which is derived from the
target price (the price the EC wants the market price to approximate). The
difference between target prices and threshold prices reflects transportation
and marketing costs. The target price is fixed for the most deficit area in
the EC, and the threshold price applies at all border points. The variable
import levy is the difference (calculated daily) between the lowest offer
price and the threshold price. U.S. exports of pork to the EC are also
subject to health and sanitary regulations that limit the number of U.S
plants that are authorized to export to the EC.

1/ The United States and Canada are free of these diseases.
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THE U.S5. AND CANADIAN INDUSTRIES
U.S. Industry Profile

The live swine industry in the United States may be divided into three
types of businesses: feeder pig producers; feeders or finishers; and,
farrow-to-finish enterprises, the most common type. Gross income to farmers
from live swine was $9.8 billion in 1983, down 9 percent from $10.8 billion in
1982, a record high.

Live swine are slaughtered and processed by meatpacking businesses. Most
of these are companies whose stock trades on exchanges, but a few of the
companies are owned and operated by live swine growers. Most of these are
cooperatives. Consumer expenditures for pork amounted to about $24.5 billion
in 1983, up 3 percent from $23.8 billion in 1982.

Live swine growers

Pigs are born (farrowed) after a gestation period which is normally
114 days. A few days after birth, most male pigs are castrated and are
thereafter referred to as barrows. The barrows and gilts (female swine that
have not farrowed) are raised to a weight of about 40 pounds in about
2 months. These animals are referred to as feeder pigs, and the businesses
that raise them are referred to as feeder pig producers. The feeder pigs may
" be sold to so—called feeders or finishers, who .raise them to a slaughter .
weight of about 220 pounds in about 4 months. At that point these animals are
referred to as slaughter hogs. However, most U.S. swine today are produced by
so~called farrow-to~finish enterprises, which combine the feeder pig
production and finishing businesses into one operation. A few enterprises
specialize in raising purebred animals for breeding. 1In 1983, there were
466,410 enterprises 1/ with swine in the United States, down 30 percent from a
high of 670,350 in 1980 (table L-2).

Swine are grown throughout the United States, but production is
concentrated in the Corn Belt States. 2/ During 1983, 214,200 of the swine
enterprises (46 percent of the U.S. total) were located in the Corn Belt
‘States, and these States accounted for 42,350,000 animals, or 76 percent of
the December 1, 1983, swine inventory of 55,819,000 animals (table L-3). The
Corn Belt States have large supplies of competitively priced swine feed, a '
large share of the most modern and efficient swine production facilities, and
a large pool of skilled managers. 1In testimony presented at the public hearing
Thatcher Johnson, Deputy Secretary, Iowa Department of Agriculture, stated
that Iowa traditionally produced over 25 percent of the pork in the United
States. 3/ '

1/ An enterprise is any place having one or more swine on hand during the
year, ] ' 4

2/ The following States make up the Corn Belt States: 1Illinois, Indiana,
Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio, and Wisconsin.

3/ Transcript of hearing, pp. 28 and 29.
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During 1983, the ooutheastern States 1/ accounted For 158 600 swlne
enterprises (34 percent of the U.5. total) but only 8, 055 000 anlmals, or
14 percent of the inventory as of December 1, 1983. Although the Southeastern
States are less competitive in the production of grain, ‘their pig morta11ty is
lower, and feed conversion ratios (the amount of weight galned from feed
consumed) are higher than in the Corn Belt _States because of the less severe
climate in the Southeastern States.

In recent years there has been a trend toward concentration in the live
swine industry. However, even the largest swine—-raising operations are
believed to account for only a small share of total U.S. production. .The

share of live swine businesses with 500 animals or more increased from

4.2 percent 2/ in 1979 to 6.0 percent in 1983 (table L—-4) .. The share of the
U.5. swine populatlon kept on these large units increased from 40 percent in
1979 to 51 percent in 1983. Most live swine businesses are family owned,
although a few large companies also are producers. .

Swine are hardy, adaptable animals that can be raised under minimal
shelter, although the death rate for baby pigs can be quite high under those
conditions. .In the United States, live swine shelter systems range from
small, A- frame buildings for individual sows (female swine that have farrowed)
and their litters to large-volume, total confinement systems in which.swine
are maintained in total environmentally controlled buildings throughout their
lives. In recent years the trend has been toward more confinement in order to
reduce swine labor requirements and to meet env1ronmental protection
regulations.

. U.S. swine farmers are represented at the natlonal level by the Natlonal
Pork Producers.Council (NPPC), a voluntary assoc1at1on of 110,000 swine
farmérs accounting for a large share of the U.S. industry. The off1cers of the
NPPC are swine farmers elected by the membershlp The NPPC is entlrely funded
by a voluntary check-off on sales of market swine and feeder pigs. .The NPPC
is made up of State associations that represent farmers at the State level,
and the State associations, in turn, are made up of local assoc1at1ons u.s.
swine farmers are also represented by general farm organlzat1ons such as the
Farm Bureau, the National Grange, and others.

Meatpackers , - . .

In the slaughtering operation, live swine are stunned (usually by an.
electric. charge), bled, scalded, dehaired, decapitated, and eviscerated. The
animal's carcass is then generally split along the spinal column and chilled.
The carcass may be partially or fully processed at the meatpacking plant or
shipped to retail outlets for processing. The carcass is. cut up to yield
hams, loins, chops, and other parts Trimmings are used in preparing products
such as ground pork and sausages. :

1/ The QOufheastern States include Alabama Arkansas Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carol1na South Carolina, Tennessee,.
and Virginia. -

2/ The percentage reflects average dlsfrlbutlons based prlmarlly on mldyear
surveys.
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Domestic slaughterers, meat processers, and distributors who deal in the
interstate commerce of meat, including pork, are subject to the federal
inspection regulations administered by the FSIS. Other meat plants are
subject to State inspection regulations that have been certified by the FSIS.
The primary objective of FSIS inspection of livestock and meat processing is
to assure that the meat is wholesome, not adulterated, and properly marked,
labeled, and packaged. In 1983, there were about 1,400 Federally inspected
swine~slaughtering plants in the United States. 1TIn recent years, rederally
inspected plants have accounted for more than 90 percent of the U.5. swine
slaughter

- Concentration in the meatpacking industry is much greater than in the
live swine industry. The number of plants slaughtering 100,000 or more swine
per year and the share of total U.S. swine slaughter accounted for by these
plants are shown in fhe following tahulat1on

Number of plants slaughtering Percent of total
100,000 head or more annually Federally inspected .
slaughter
114 92.4
115 91.5%
110 90.7
101 90.7

104 - - . 91.8

Although plants that slaughter 100,000 swine or more annually account for
a large share of total Federally inspected swine slaughter, they account for
less than 10 percent of all Federally inspected slaughtering plants; two-thirds
of the Federally inspected plants each slaughter less than 1,000 swine per
year. During 1980, the latest year for which data are available, swine-
feeding activities, by or contracted by meatpacking companies, totaled about
58,400 animals, less that 1 percent of U.S. marketings. Plants that slaughter
swine are generally not equipped to slaughter other species of animals.

Transportation

U.S. feeders of live swine ship virtually all their animals to market in
trucks they own or in trucks that are owned and operated by contract haulers.
Feeders try to ship animals to the most profitable markets, bearing in mind
that animals typically lose weight in transit, and longer transit times
increase the risk of injury and death to animals. Density of load is critical
in shipping animals. Too few animals in the load increases the risk of injury
from falls and trampling, and too many animals in the load increases the risk
of crowding and suffocation. Also, delays during shipment pose a threat of
weight loss or death from excessive heat buildup, especially in hot weather.
Most farmers are able to avoid long shipping dlstances—m11ve swine shipments
from farm to market average about 100 miles. Trucks used to transport swine
are specialized, and although many times they may be used to transport other
species of livestock, other transportation uses are more limited. Also,
because most shipments are of animals to meatpacking plants, backhaul
possibilities are generally limited. Transportation costs of 11ve animals
average less than 1 percent of the cost of production.
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) Pork is generally shipped in refrigerated trucks owned by retail
distributers to the retailer's distribution warehouses.

Level of technology

A variety of advanced technological innovations are available to U.S.
live swine producers and are utilized to varying degrees. As previously
described, there has been a trend toward the use of total confinement
housing. Along with this type of housing have come changes in waste
disposal. Aerobic waste disposal systems located under the confinment housing
now provide an environmentally and economically acceptable way to dispose of
swine manure. Cooperative Federal, State, and producer programs have been
developed and are being effectively enforced to control swine diseases such as
cholera. Private feed companies, university research facilities, and USDA
experimental farms continually strive to improve swine nutrition programs.
Also, some farmers are now using small computers to assist in formulating the
most economical feed programs and some have computerized their record keeping
systems. '

Improved knowledge of genetics has helped farmers improve breeding stock,
and the improved breeding stock has contributed to improved industry
efficiency. For example, there has heen an approximate 50-percent reduction
in backfat levels since the mid-1950's.

A number of biotechnological developments are also occurring in the live
swine industry. For instance, some growers are using premium semen for
artifical insemination, which allows for the introduction of new genetic
material while limiting the threat of disease introduction. Research is also
going on in the use of embryo transplants. One procedure exists whereby
unborn pigs are surgically extracted from their mothers in a germ—free
environment. This procedure is designed to produce disease~-free or so-called
SPF (specific pathogen free) pigs.

There have also been technological developments in pork processing. ' As
previously mentioned, more swine skins, so called pigskins, are being.
processed into leather. The development of more efficient skinning machines,
the increased demand and price of cattle hides, and the increased promotion
and acceptance of swine leather have all contributed to this development.
Also, further processing of pork, especially hams, at meatpacking plants has,
to an extent, made obsolete the former practice of shipping hams with the :skin
still attached. Recently, irradiation of raw pork has been approved for some
uses, thus increasing future pork-handling and marketing possibilities.

Trends in major cost elements of swine production 1/

The importance of various elements of costs differ between feeder pig
producers and feeders or finishers, although feed is often the major cost
factor for both types of business. Feed, primarily corn and protein
supplement (most often soybean meal), accounted for nearly one-half of all

1/ Based on material published by the USDA.



16

costs incurred by feeder pig producers in recent years. Fuel and electric
costs—reflected by the need to provide heat and cooling for baby pig-as well
as illumination accounted for about 10 percent of all costs incurred by feeder
pig producers. Interest accounted for about another 10 percent of costs
incurred by these producers. The remaining expenses (about 30 percent) were
accounted for by machinery and building repairs, labor, and veterinary and
medical expenses.

Feed accounted for 30 to 50 percent of all costs incurred by feeders or
finishers during recent years. Feeder pigs are the other major cost factor
for feeders or finishers; they accounted for 30 to 40 percent of total costs
during recent years. [eeder pig prices are discussed in the "U.5. market"
section. Interest accounted for another 7 percent of all costs, with the
remaining expenses being mainly for machinery and building repairs, fuel, and
‘electricity. )

For farrow-to-finish 6perations, feed accounted for 50 to 60 percent of
costs, and interest, for another 12 percent. The remaining expenses include
fuel, electricity, and machinery and building repairs.

As shown in table L-5, corn prices remained stable during much of 1979
and 1980. Higher prices in late 1980 and January-June 1981 reflected reduced
production from a severe heat wave in the summer of 1980. In July-December
1981, however, corn prices fell as production increased, and they remained
relatively low throughout January-March 1983. After January-March 1983, corn
prices rose, and for January-October averaged $3.43 per bushel, up one-third
from $2.56 per bushel during all of 1982. The higher prices during
April-December 1983 and January-June 1984 reflect, in part, the U.S.
Government's payment—in-kind (PIK) program which contributed. to sharply lower
production during 1983. Severe and extensive drought and heat were also
contributing factors to the lowered production in 1983, Soybean meal prices
experienced a pattern similar to that of corn (table L-6).

The hog-—corn price ratio is a measure of profitability of the swine-
producing industry. The ratio is the number of bushels of corn equal in value
to 100 pounds of hog, live weight. The ratio was more commonly used years ago
when corn was .almost the only thing fed to swine and accounted for the bulk of
the cost of swine production. Although there are now more cost factors, corn
is still significant, and the hog-corn price ratio is still cited. A ratio of
15 to 1 is generally considered the approximate breakeven point, and 20 to 1
is considered favorable. When the ratio declines to less than 15 to 1, very
few producers are able to make a profit. At the public hearing, Dr. Glenn
Grimes, a witness for the NPPC, stated that when the ratio is below 15 or
16 to 1, producers will opt to reduce production. 1/ As shown in table L-7,
the ratio was highly favorable throughout 1982 and January—March 1983 as corn
prices were relatively favorable, but it has averaged slightly below the
breakeven point since then, although showing improvement in January-March
1984, as corn prices have been above the 1982 levels.

1/ Transcript of hearing, p. 101.
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Another measure of profitability, calculated and published by the USDA,
shows net margins to live swine producers. The net margin is the difference
between the average market price for barrows and gilts in‘seven markets and
the cost of feeding a 40— to 50--pound feeder pig to a 220-pound slaughter
weight in the Corn Belt. Table L-8 shows that the only sustained periods of
profitability during 1979--83 were January-March 1979, most of July-December
1980, and January-October 1982. Net margins were negative: through January-
June 1984. At the public hearing, in testimony prepared by Mr. Wayne Walter,
NPPC president, the NPPC indicated that swine farmers had only had 1 good year
of profit out of the last 5 years. 1/ Also at the public hearing, several
witnesses, who were U.S. swine farmers, stated that their current cost of
production was about $52 per hundredweight and the price’ they were currently
receiving was about $48 per hundredweight. The witnesses also stated that
studies done at Iowa State University showed that the current cost of
production was. about $52 per hundredweight for-average producers:

Gross income (receipts from marketings and the value of home consumption)
for U.S. live swine growers is shown in the following tabulation:

Gross income

Year (1,000 dollars)
1979-.- 9,281,863
1980w — 9,136,021
1981 - 9,991,532
1982 : o 10,764,344

1983~ ‘ 9,830,792

Most live swine businesses are privately owned, family -operations and
must raise capital from loans through financial institutions on the basis of
the credit record of the business or family owning it. Most meatpacking is
done by large companies whose stock trades on exchanges or subsidiaries of
such companies. They may raise capital from stock offerings, bonds, loans, or
from parent corporations. ' : - o

Farm-retail price spread

As reported by the USDA, the total annual farm-retail price spiread for
pork rose from 77.5 cents per pound in 1979 to 93:3 cents per pound in 1983.
From 1979 to 1983, the farmers' share of the retail price fluctuated from a
low of 45 percent (1980 and 1983) to a high of 50 percent (1982). During
January-March 1984, the farmers' share was 47 percent.

1/ Transcript of the hearing, p. 36.
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Data concerning the profitability of pork packers, beef packers, and all
manufacturers are shown in table L-9. Pork packers' earnings as a share of
net worth declined from 6.1 percent in 1981 to 3.9 percent in 1983; as a share
of assets, they declined from 3.0 to 1.9 percent; and as a share of earnings
sales, they declined from 0.7 to 0.4 percent. Profitability of pork packers
was generally less than that of beef packers during 1981-83, except for
earnings -as a share of sales. Profitability of pork packers was considerably
less than that of all manufacturers during 1981 and 1983, but slightly better
than all manufacturers during 1982 (except for earnings as a share of sales).
The backruptcy of one company, reportedly the largest pork packer in the
United States, and severe financial problems at another large pork packer,
accounted for much of the overall decline in prof1tab1111ty in 1983 arcord1ng
to officials of the American Meat Institute. :

In recent years live animals have accounted for slightly more than
two-—-thirds of meatpackers' expenses; employee compensation, for another
15 percent; and supplies and contalnnrs depreciation, interest, and so forth
accounted- for the: remainder. . ' :

Although pork packers generally have been profitable in recent years,
there have been exceptions such as the previously mentioned company, which
filed for bankruptcy in April 1983; several other companies have filed for
bankruptcy, changed their corporate structure, or renegotiated wage rates.

U.S. Government Programs

Although there are no U.S. Government price-support programs for live
swine or pork and these products are not the subject of marketing orders,
there are a number of other Government programs which are discussed in this
section that affect the U.5. live swine and pork industries to some degree.
Certain other programs associated with health and sanitary regulat1ons were
discussed earlier. -

The'paymént—in—kind program

In 1983, the USDA implemented a payment-in-kind (PIK) program to reduce
certain crop surpluses, including surpluses of corn. 1/ The USDA required
that growers of corn who participated in the program idle a portion of their
cropland, which then had to be put into soil conservation uses. - Farmers
participating in the program for corn received an amount of corn for their own
use, or for sale, as payment for reducing their planted acreage. The PIK

1/ The PIK program also covered wheat, graln sorghum, rice, and upland
cotton. :
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‘signup for corn was 21.4 million acres. The program was not continued for
corn in 1984. Although some live swine producers participated in the PIK
program, data concerning their participation are not available. .  Farmers
received 1,955 million bushels of corn, 593 million bushels of wheat, and

205 million bushels of grain sorghum through the PIK. The total value of
commodities received by farmers under the programs, for all commodities
including cotton and rice, amounted to about $5.0 billion in fiscal year 1983
and $15.0 billion in fiscal year 1984. The value of the farmers receipts for
corn, wheat, and grain sorghum is shown in the following tabulation (in
billions of dollars):

Fiscal Year Commodity
Corn Wheat Grain sorghum Total
1983~ $2.6 $1.9 $0.5 $5.0

198 4o 8.0 3.3 .9 12.2

The NPPC supplied information in a posthearing brief about the effects of the
PIK on feed costs for swine farmers. 1/ The NPPC contends that the PIK and
drought that reduced crop production in 1983, contributed to higher cost of
production for swine farmers in 1983-84. The NPPC also contends that higher
costs are of special concern to swine farmers who purchase a large share of
swine feed. As shown in the following tahulations, developed from data
supplied by the NPPC and derived from data collected by the University of
Missouri Agricultural Experimental Station, the relative amount of feed
purchased by U.S. swine farmers increases with the volume of output of the
business:

Share of feed used Share of farmers
grown by farmer raising no feed
Swine marketings per year (percent) (percent)
0 to 2,499 86 13
2,500 to 4,999 81 15
5,000 to 6,999 71 24
7,000 to 15,000 63 46

15,000 and more 35 54

Federal income tax laws and regqulations

Federal income tax laws and regulations provide that single—pdrpose
agricultural structures, including unitary swine confinement facilities, and .
certain swine for breeding purposes are eligible for investment tax credit.

1/ Posthearing brief of NPPC, pp. 5-7.
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Such laws and regulations first became effective in 1971, but their
administration was clarified in 1978. The Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981,
which was first effective for the 1981 tax year, provided that unitary swine
confinement facilities are eligible for accelerated cost recovery systems
(ACRS) (5-year depreciation). The investment tax credit and ACRS are
scheduled to be in effect at least through the 1984 tax year.

Research and development

The USDA and many States support research and development activities on
swine and pork through agricultural educational institutions and research
facilities. Such research and development aids producers and processors and,
according to many industry sources, ultimately contributes to lower pork
prices for consumers. Companies, including feed companies, drug companies,
equipment companies, and cooperatives, also spend large sums of money on
research and development. T

The NPPC also contributes to research and development. For example,
during the year ended December 31, 1983, the NPPC funded 25 projects at a cost
of $185,000. In addition, in February 1983, it contributed $100,000 to
the USDA to initiate a Pseudorabies control program.

Animal waste disposal systems

With respect to animal waste disposal systems, two USDA agencies, the
Soil Conservation Service (SCS) and the Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Service (ASCS), provide assistance to livestock farmers,
including swine farmers. The SCS provides technical advice on the
construction of animal waste disposal systems, and the ASCS provides limited
construction cost sharing for such systems. These programs are applicable to
waste from various species of livestock, and separate data on cost sharing for
swine facilities are not available. For facilities for all species of
animals, ASCS -cost-sharing payments through its Agricultural Conservation
Program (ACP), amounted to $7.6 million during 1981, $5.5 million during 1982,
and $4.9 million during 1983. 1In addition, under other programs, the ASCS
made cost-—sharing payments totaling $3.3 million from January 1980 to
mid—-1984, for construction of waste disposal systems. Many of these systems
are installed in order to comply with environmental protection requirements.

National School Lunch Act

The Food and Nutrition Service of USDA is responsible for distributing
pork, as well as other food items, under authority of the Mational School
Lunch Act. In recent years, the agency has purchased and distributed pork and
distributed funds which were used to purchase pork by local school districts.
The program has no statutory limit on the amount of pork that can be
purchased. However, the prices at which the USDA offers to purchase pork are
often below market prices, and purchases under this program have been limited.
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Other U.$. Government programs through which pork may be purchased

: U.S. Department of Defense officials report that there is no statutory
limitation on the amount of pork which they may purchase -but that as a
practical matter, the number of military personnel limit- such purchases. U.S.
military consumption of pork amounted to about 89 million pounds in 1983, less
than 1 percent.of U.S. consumption. The Veterans Administration (VA) states
that the purchases of pork for use in its hospitals are .made by the-individual
hospitals. The total purchases are 11m1ted by the number of eligible
: part1c1pants in VA programs. . .

Other Federal purchases of pork, both direct and indirect, occur -under
section 4(a) of the Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973. (Public
- Law 93-86). These purchases have been small, -but according. to an official of
‘the U.S. Department of Agriculture, they could become larger if funded.
» Programs operating under this authority include "Aid to Needy Families" and
the "Supplemental Food Program" (for certain infants, young people, -and
" pregnant women).: Limited quantities of pork also are purchased under .
authority of the Older Amerlcan s Act of 1965 (Pub11c Law 95- 65)
- Indirect Federal. purchases of pork occurs through the food stamp program
“(Public Law 95-113). The U.S. Department of Agriculture, which administers
* the program, estimates that approximately 30 percent of the total value of
purchases with food stamps is for red-meat. "On the basis of total. purchases
under the food stamp program of $11.2 billion in fiscal year 1983, . purchases
-of red meat by program recipients. are estimated at $3.3 billion: ‘Individual
food -stamp rec1p1ents determine the share of their food stamps that they use
for pork. : S : o s

The Meat Export Federation

The Meat Export Federaf1on is a prlvafe, nonproflt tradp group - whlch
cooperates with the U.5. Government for the purpose of promoting exports of
U.5. beef, veal, pork, lamb, mutton, and variety meats.- U.S. Government funds
equal to funds provided by the Meat Export Federation are commingleéd, and
- generic exports of the subject meats are promoted through trade shows, in
store. promotions, distribution of cooking recipes, and 50 forth: ‘In.recent
years, U.S. Government confrlbutlons to the prngram have amounted to about
$1.3 m1111on annually ‘e

Canadian Industry -Profile

The live swine industry in Canada, as in the United States, may -be
divided into three types of businesses: feeder pig 1/ operations, feeders or
finishers, and farrow-to-finish enterprises (the most common type of swine
operation in Canada as well as in the United States). Cash receipts to

: farmers from sales of live swine amounted to about Can$1.7% billion in 1983
down from Can$1.9 billion in 1982, which was a year of unusually hlgh Canad1an
swine prices. ~ : :

1/ Feader pigs are commonly referred to as weaners in Canada. -
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Almost all swine in Canada are slaughtered and processed by private
meatpacking companies or meatpacking companies whose stock trades on Canadian
exchanges. However, one plant, which slaughters swine from . the prairie
Provinces, is owned by a farmer's cooperative. Less than 5 percent of the
Canadian meatpacking industry is owned by non-Canadian interests.

Live swine growers

Live swine are raised in Canada in much the same way as in the United
States. The most common breeds of swine in Canada are the Yorkshire, which
account for nearly one-half of the total, and Landrace, which account for
about one-third; other breeds include the Hampshire, Duroc, and Lacombe. In
Canada the Yorkshire, Landrace, and Lacombe are referred to as white breeds,
and the Hampshire (which is black with a white band around the shoulder) and
Duroc (which is brick red) are referred to as colored breeds. Many farmers
breed so-called colored boars with white sows. These farmers contend that the
resulting litters are more hardy and profitable than purebred animals of any
single breed. .Canadian animals tend to be slaughtered at slightly lighter
weights than the U.S. swine (200 and 220 pounds, respectively). Canadian
researchers contend that Canadian swine average somewhat leaner than U.S.
swine but agree that they are somewhat less heavily muscled. The leanness and
lighter muscling reflects, in part, the greater influence of bacon-type swine
on Canadian breeds. At the public hearing several witnesses presented
testimony that Canadian swine, and consequently, pork cuts are somewhat leaner
than U.S. swine and pork cuts. Mr. John Morris, Canadian Pork Producers
Council, Saskatchewan Province contended that the somewhat leaner Canadian
pork was preferred by processors supplying leaner, higher priced, pork cuts. 1/

During World War II and in the years immediately thereafter, the British
Isles were-a major outlet for Canadian pork exports. In-subsequent years,
however, that market was supplied by other Luropean producers especially
Denmark. .

Swine farmers in Canada are represented by the Canadian Pork Council
(CPC). The CPC is the vehicle through which Canadian swine farmers develop
national programs and policies to enhance the industry. These programs and
policies are made operative either by the Council itself, or through its
members, or by the Council working with governments and/or nongovernment
organizations. 1In recent years, the CPC has represented member interests in
issues such as administration of the existing national hog stabilization
program and the development of a proposed replacment program, the so-called
tripartite program described in:the section entitled "Canadian Government
Programs." The CPC has worked with the Canadian and foreign governments to
promote actions and policies with respect to health and sanitary measures
affecting the Canadian live swine and.pork industries. The CPC also promotes
pork marketing both in Canada and in export markets. 2/

In addition to the CPC, swine farmers:in every Province of Canada are .
represented by Provincial boards. The boards are fundeéd primarily by
mandatory marketing charges for all swine sold for slaughter and are

1/ Transcript of the hearing, pp. 157 and 158.
2/ See testimony of Mr. Howard Malcolm, president, CPC, transcrlpt oF the .

hearing, p. 124,
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.controlled by the farmer members through elections. In addition, in all
Provinces except Newfoundland and Quebec, where farmers market their own swine
or they are marketed by companies that have contracted to supply services, the
Provincial boards are responsible for the marketing of all swine for
slaughter. 1/ These marketing boards have sole legal authority to market
swine for slaughter. These boards market the swine to meatpackers, including
U.S. meatpackers, through auction systems.

The beginning inventory of live swine in Canada rose from 8.0 million
animals in 1979 to 9.7 million in 1980 before declining to 9.6 million in 1981
(table L-10). High interest rates in Canada during 1980 restrained expansion
and contributed to the decision of some farmers to depart from the industry.
Also, relatively high pork produciion put downward pressure on
swine prices. Reduced pig births and slaughter in 1982 contributed to reduced
pork production (table L-11). Consequently, pork prices rose. Also, grain
prices were lower than in the previous year. Hence, higher levels of
profitabity were realized by Canadian farmers during 1982. These higher
levels of profitablity contributed to expansion of the industry; thereafter,
the beginning inventory rose to 10.4 million animals in 1984, up 29 percent
firom the level of 1979. Canadian farmers contend, however, that 1982 was the
last year of acceptable levels of profitability, and they predict that prices
during the late summer of 1984 were hardly high enough to sustain production
at existing levels. At the public hearing, Mr. Howard Malcolm, president,
CPC, contended that many Canadian swine farmers are experiencing severe
financial problems. 2/ '

According to the most recent Agricultural Census (1981), there were about
55,000 farms in Canada which kept swine. Slightly more than 40 percent had
fewer than 20 per farm, accounting for less than 2 percent of the. total swine
inventory. About 80 percent were held on the 10,000 largest farms. 3/
Although sales of live swine accounted for 10 percent of all Canadian cash
receipts from farming operations in 1982, the relative share of such sales
varies from Province to Province, as shown in the following tabulation:

Share of farm cash receipts
derived from swine

Province . o _ operations during 1982
(percent)
Ontario : . 13
Quebec o , 24
Alberta 6
Manitoba 10
Saskatchewan 2
British Columbia e e 6
Nova Scotia : .14
Prince Edward Island-emmmm — _ 15
New Brunswick 11
Newfound land 15

1/ Officials of the Provincial boards acknowledge, however, that some
individual Canadian farmers could independently market their live swine in the
United States and avoid marketing board chaiges.
"~ 2/ Transcript of the hearing, pp. 169 and 170.
. 3/ Prehearing brief of CPC. p. 2.
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Although every Province in Canada has a live swine industry, about
two—thirds of production is concentrated about equally in the Eastern
Provinces of Quebec and Ontario (table L-12). The Prairie Provinces (Alberta,
Manitoba, and Saskatchewan, with about 12, 9, and 5 percent of production,
‘respectively) together account for most of the remaining one-third of
production. As shown in the following tabulation, Quebec and the Prairie
Provinces produce more pork than they are estimated to consume:

Approximate Provincial

production of pork as a
" share of estimated

Provincial " consumptlon

Province o (percent)
Quebec : ' ' 134
Ontario : o : 92
Atlantic Provinces 1/ b : 45
Alberta 124
Manitoba - - \ 223
Saskatchewan— e  — ' Co117

British Columbia — : ' - 22

1/ Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, Newfoundland, ard New
Brunswick.

A number of factors converged in the mid-1970's to contribute to the
rather rapid growth experienced by the Quebec and Ontario swine industries
during those years, as ev1donced by increased swine marketings (fig. 3).

In the early 1970's, companies, including foed companies, became
interested in fostering expansion of the Quebec livestock industry. These
companies wanted to promote contractual-type programs to supply farmers with
feeder pigs, feed, veterinary services, technical advice, and, in some cases,
marketing services. 1/ 1In Canada these companies are referred to as
integrators. At that time Federal and Provincial supply (production) controls
were in effect and still are in effect, for eggs, poultry meat, and dairy
products. 1In view of these supply controls the swine industry was a logical
area for expansion. The feed company programs have apparently proven
successful and in the posthearing brief of the CPC it was reported. that

1/ At the public hearing Mr. Jean-Marc Belanger of the Canadian Pork
Council, Province of Quebec, stated that swine produced under contract there
are sold and processed in the Province. Transcript of the hearing, p. 181.
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55 percent of swine raising in Quebec’is under contractual arrangements. 1/
The programs have apparently helped to move QU@bLC from being a net importer
of pork in the carly 1970's to a net exporter of pork currently. As shown in
the tablulation on pacge 24, Quebec currently produces a quantlty of pork equal
to 134 percent of it's consumption.

Because the feed companies purchase feeder pigs, Quebec tends to have a
higher share of feeder pig operations and feeders or finishers, as opposed to
farrow-to-finish enterprises, than the other Provinces of Canada. Swine
operations tend to be located on small farms in Quebec. Because of
geographical factors, primarily lower soil fertility that makes Quebec less
competitive in the production of feed than the Prairie Provinces and parts of
the United States, Quebec ships .in a significant share of its swine feed. 1In
Canada such livestock production is referred to as not heing "land based."
Officials of the Quebec Pork Producers Board report that U.5. corn accounts
for a significant share of the grain and U.5. soybean meal accounts for the
bulk of the protein meal fed to swine in the Province.

Another factor contributing to the expansion of the swine industry in
Quebec, and also .in Ontario, was the decline in pork production in the Prairie
Provinces. With the sharp increase in grain prices in the 1970's, following
wordwide disruptions in grain production and trade, many farmers in the
Prairie Provinces went to full-time grain production and left the swine
industry .  Quebec Provincial Government programs may also have contributed to
expansion of the swine industry. The Quebec Provincial Government has given
serious con31derat1on to political independence, and some observers contend
that food productlan self-sufficiency, including pork self—suff1c1ency, is a
political stategic decision.

The growth. in swine production in Ontario reflects the aforementioned
supply controls and decline in pork production in the Prairie Provinces. In
addition, officials of the Ontario Pork Producers' Marketing Board contend
that they were able to improve marketing conditions for swine farmers, thus
encouraging expansion of the industry in the Province. :

_ Because of the severe winters in Canada, the great bulk of swine
production is -conducted in total-confinement-type facilities. In recent
years, there has been a trend toward concentration in the live swine industry
in Canada (table L-13) comparable with that occurring in the United States.
The share of live swine farms with 528 or more animals increased from 2
percent of the total swine farms in 1976 to 8 percent in 1981, the latest year
for which data are available. The share of the Canadian swine population kept
on these units increased from 42 percent in 1976 to 61 percent in 1981. 1In
some Provinces, especially Quebec and British Columbia, the largest operations
are believed to account for a significant share of total production. Most of

1/ Posthearing brief of CPC, p. 15.
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the live swine businesses are family owned, although a few large companies are
also producers. In its posthearing brief, 1/ the CPC reported that Cargill, a
U.5.-based, multinational company, raises swine on its own farm in British
Columbia and also contracts for some production there. The total of
production on its own farm and under contract is about 30,000 animals per
year, or 10 percent of total British Columbia production. The posthearing
brief also reported that in Manitoba, Cargill contracts to provide feeder
pigs, credit, feed, or management expertise to producers, which provide )
housing and labor for the enterprise while Cargill usually retains. ownership
of the animals. Other companies have contracts of one kind or another with
producers in Saskatchewan and New Brunswick accounting for less than-5 percent
and between 20 and 25 percent of swine producf1on respect1vely

The Prairie Prov1nces of - Canada experienced a severe drought during the

- summer of 1984 which caused severe damage to pasture and sharply reduced grain
production. In mid-August 1984, a joint Federal ‘and Provincial government -
emergency aid program was announced. The program is restricted to cattle,
horse, sheep, and goat. farmers. The drought -has contributed to some’ increase
in grain prices in Canada. ‘ ' . ' '

Meatpackers

Swine-slaughtering and processing procndures in Canada are basically the
same as those in the United States.

Canadian slaughters, meat processors, and distributors who deal in the
interprovince commerce and export of meat are subject to Federal inspection
regulations administered by Agriculture Canada. Other meat plants are subject
to Provincial regulations. 1In 1984, there were about 520 meat (including
poultry) establishments operating under Canadian fFederal inspection.-’ In
recent years, Federal inspection has accounted for 85 to 90 percent of the
Canadian meat industiry. Canadian officials report that 23 processing plants
account for a large share of Canadian swine slaughter.

Officials of the Canadian Meat Council, the meatpackers' trade
association, contend that declining worker wage rates in the United States
have placed the Canadian 1ndustry at a compet1t1ve disadvantage compared w1th
the U.S. industry. : oo

Transportation

Live swine in Canada (except Quebec) are generally shipped by truck to
marketing~board—-designated collection points. After the animals are sold, the
marketing boards arrange for trucking to the slaughtering plants, whether in

1/ Posthearing brief of CPC, pp. 14 and.15.
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the United States or in Canada. ‘Live swine in Quebec are trucked to market by
individual farmers or by companies that have contracted with the farmers to
provide services including transportation. Individual meatpacking companies
in Canada arrange for transportation of the pork they produce. In general,
many of the aspects of transportation are the same in Canada and the United
States. .

Trends in major cost elements of production

Agriculture Canada. publishes information on the importance of various cash
costs of swine production for farrow-to-finish enterprises. Feed (corn,
barley, and protein supplements) is by far the largest cost item, accounting
for more than three-fourths of total costs.” Other leading cost items include
interest (about 5 percent) and utilities (about 5 percent). Other minor costs
include repairs and maintenance of buildings and equipment, veterinary and
health expenses, and hired labor. Costs not included are those for labor or
management supplied by the farmer, and there is no provision for return on.
investment, and so forth.

The average cost of growing live swine in Canada, as determined by
Agriculture Canada, is shown in the following tabulation:

Average cash cost of growing live

Hog year 1/ ‘ swine per 100 pounds
1978/79 $Can35.83
1979/80— . : 41.75%
. 1980/81 — : O ' 46.83
.1981/82— . : A 53.01
1982/83 ‘ : : . - : 48 .22
.1983/84 : 50.48

1/ Hog year is from Apr. 1 through Mar. 31.

Cash costs of production vary considerably from Province to Province.
Costs tend to be higher in Quebec, because feed production in the Province is
limited and the bulk of the feed must be shipped in, incurring shipping
expenses. Costs of production in Ontario tend to be near the average for all
Canadian production. Costs in the Prairie Provinces tend to be below the
Canadian average, but the Prairie Provinces probably have higher marketing
costs for live swine.

.Cagitql

Most live swine businesses in Canada, as in the United States, are
privately owned, family operations that usually raise capital from loans
through financial institutions on the basis of the credit record of the
business or the family owning it. Most meatpacking in Canada is doneé by large
companies that raise capital from stock offerings, bonds, and loans.



29

Canadian Government Programs

Federal Government programs

The Canadian Hog Carcass Grading/Settlement System.-—The current Canadian
Hog Carcass Grading/Settlement System, .which became effective on March 29,
1982, is a program administered by the Federal Government that is used to
evaluate carcasses of an estimated 99 percent of all Canadian swine sold for
slaughter and is the basis on which farmers are paid for swine. Under the
system, swine carcasses receive a numerical rating, the so-called index, on
the basis of carcass weight and the depth of backfat of the carcass measured
by an employee of the Canadian Federal Government. Index points are deducted
for undesirable factors such as abnormal fat color or texture and other
factors. Meatpackers pay farmers an additional 1 percent for each “index point
above index 100 and 1 percent less for each’ index point less than 100 for the
carcasses derived from the swine they sell. Appendix H shows how the index is
determined.

The Federal Hog Stabilization Program.—The Federal Hog Stabilization
Program of the Agricultural Stabilization Act, which became effect1ve in 1975,
provides for, among other things, mandatory price supports for swine in order
to protect swine farmers from sharp price declines and serious financial o
loss.  The program, which provides financial payments to swine farmers, is
administered and funded by the Federal Government. In the hog years 1/ that
the program has been in effect, stabilization payments have been made twice
and are scheduled to be made For the 1983 hog year. '

For the 1979 hog year, farnmers recelved*payments'totaling Can$46 million,
and for the 1980 hog year, farmers received payments totaling Can$106 .million.
For the 1981 and 1982 hog years, the average price received by farmers
exceeded the support price, thus there was no eligibility for Federal
payments. For the 1983 hog year, the Canadian Agricultural M1n1ster e5t1mates
that farmers will receive payments tota11ng Can$59.1 million. 2/

1/ A hog year runs from Apr. 1 through Mar. 31; thus, the 1984 hog year
began Apr. 1, 1984, T

2/ pPayment amounts are calculated by Agriculture Canada following the end of
the hog year and subsequently announced by the Agr1cu1tural Minister. _
Individual participants must then apply to receive the payments. Applications
must then be processed and payments dishursed; thus, farmers may'not receive
the payments until several months after the eénd of the hog year. For example,
the announcement of payments for the 1983 hog year was made on July 18, 1984;
application forms were generally not available to farmers until August and
September 1984, and many farmers anticipate that they will not receive
payments until early 1985. Agriculture Canada officials estimate that for
various reasons, approximately 3 percent of eligible farmers never apply for
payments. ' ' '
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Federal Government payments per hog and total payments, as obtained from
Agriculture Canada, are shown in the following tabulation:

Hog year Payments per hog Total Payments
(millions of Canadian _dollars)

1/ $Cana.92 46.0

8.96 106.0

1 6.54 2/ 59.1

"1/ Estimated on basis of 200--pound average hog. For the 1979 hog year, the
actual payment was $2.46 per hundredweight.
2/ Estimated by Agriculture Canada.

Payments are intended to be limited to sales of slaughter hogs; thus,
only those hogs of specified weights and grades are eligible for payments.
For the 1983 hog year, net Provincial payments are scheduled to be deducted
from Federal payments. If the Provincial payment exceeds the calculated
Federal payment, there is to be no eligibility for Federal payment. 1/

The 1983 hog year payments are scheduled to be made only for that portion
of Canada's production used domestically (i.e., those swine and meat from
those swine not exported). Agriculture Canada has determined Canada's
domestic use accounted for 79.8 percent of production during the 1983 hog
year, and accordingly, the calculated payment was reduced by 20.2 percent, or
from Can$8.19 to Can$6.54 per hog.

The Federal Hog Stabilization Program requires a support level of at
least 90 percent of the 5-year average market price for hogs indexed for
changes in the cash costs of production. There is discretionary authority for
higher levels; in the 1983 hog year ended March 31, 1984, for example, the
support level was 95 percent. A detailed description of the procedure for
calculating the support level is shown in appendix J.

Tripartite.—On April 9, 1984, the Agricultural Minister announced a
proposed stabilization program for specified agricultural products, including
swine, that would replace the existing Agricultural Stabilization Act.
Although the program was not enacted by the recently concluded session of the
Canadian legislature, officials of the Canadian Pork Council anticipate that
thé program will again be proposed at the next session of the legislature.
The proposed program is referred to as the tripartite. Key features of the
proposed program include the following: .

1/ Page 6 of appendix I, which is a copy of an application form for payment
for the 1983 hog year, shows the deemed net Provincial contribution, which
varies among Provineces, and the corresponding Federal payment.
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~- Coverage would be restricted to Canadian consumption;
- Provinces and producers may join the program on a voluntary basis;

— The Federal Government, participating producers, and Provinces will
contribute equal amounts of money to an actuarially-—sound
stabilization fund;

- Payments will be made from the stabilization fund when markof prices
fall below the national support levels.

Under the proposed tripartite program, Provinces would be authorized to
maintain the support price they selected, however, the combined contributions
of the Federal Government and provincial governments would not be allowed to
exceed 6 percent of gross receipts of participating producers. Also,
participants would be limited to a max1mum of 12,000 animals per year, and no
more than 3 000 animals per quarter.

Agriculture Canada estimated amounts of stabilization payments that would
have been made had the tripartite program been in effect during 1979-83 are
shown in the following tabulation:

Payment,
Year (millions of Canadian dollars)
1679-- Can$80.0
1980 213.0
1981 139.2
1 9B 2 e e 6.7
1983~ 92.4

Other Canadian Federal Government programs.-—The Canadian Federal
Government, through Agricultural Canada and Cooperative Provincial
Governmaents, operate eight hoar-testing stations throughout Canada as part of
the so-called Record of Performance Program (ROP). The stations are jointly
funded by the Federal Goverrnment, and the Provinces, with some cost sharing by
farmers. Boars evaluated at the test stations may be sold at public auctions
held at the test stations. In recent years, such sales have amounted to about
1,200 boars annually. In addition to the test stations, Agriculture Canada
conducts on-the-farm boar testing for Canadian swine farmers as part of the
ROP program. The great bulk of swine sold for breeding purposes in Canada are
either tested at these stations or have been evaluated under the on the farm
program. Agriculture Canada also operates three artificial insemination
stations--—one in Quebec, one in Ontario, and one in Alberta. Canadian farmers
can obtain semen from the centers or have their sows impregnated there.
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Provincial Government programs

Every Province in Canada except Newfoundland, which accounts for less
than 1 percent of Canadian swine production, operates a price stabilization
program for live swine. Canadian officials describe the programs as being
designed to insulate swine farmers from sharp fluctuations in live swine
prices.  Generally, the programs are producer contributory, with the producer
providing from one-third to two-thirds of the funds and the Province providing
the remainder. However, in Alberta the program is completely funded by
producers, although the Provincial Government provided a start-up grant of
Can$10 million (Canadian) when the program was initiated in July 1981.
Manitoba's program also received a Provincial startup grant of Can$s5 million
in early 1981. A brief summation of the Provincial price-support programs,
(except the Ontario program, which is for feeder pigs only) is included in
appendix K. The operation and scope of the programs vary from Province to
Province.

Quebec.—During the late 1960's and early 1970's, it became generally
recognized that the meatpacking industry in Quebec was in need of quality
improvements. The meat-processing industry was characterized as having a
large number of small-volume plants and widely divergent quality controls. A
Provincial grant program was instituted to assist and encourage meatpackers to
install quality improvement projects in their plants. Approved projects are
eligible for grants of up to Can$200,000 each, and an individual plant or
company may receive one or more grants for projects. The grants are not
intended to increase capacity, projects that would result in increasing
capacity by more than 15 percent are ineligible for approval. Although the
program is still in effect, most of the improvements were made in the late
1970's and early 1980's. Through mid-1984, a total of 148 enterprises had
received grants on 182 projects; total Provincial grants under the program
amounted to Can$16.3 million. There has been a sharp decline in the number of
small-volume plants and an increase in the share of meat packed by large-volume
packers associated with quality improvements.

Also,- Quebec Provincial grants of approximately Can$4,000 are made to
certain individuals who establish enterprises growing specified agricultural
products including live swine. Although statistics are not available, Quebec
officials contend that there have been few grants to individuals to establish
live swine enterprises.

Quebec has operated a stabilization program for producers of feeder pigs
since June 1978. Under the voluntary program, producers contribute one-third
of the funds for operation and the Province contributes two-thirds. Producers
are guaranteed a return equal to the calculated cost of production plus
70 percent of a skilled worker's annual wage. Although there was no payment
to producers during the first year of the program, annual payments have since
averaged about Can$7.5 million.

Also, Quebec has operated a voluntary stabilization program for slaughter
swine producers since April 1981. Producers' contributions to the program are
based on the number of swine they enroll. Producer contributions increased
from Can$1.00 per swine during the first year of the program to.Can$4.00 per
swine during the current year. Payments under the slaughter swine program are
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calculated much the same as under the feeder pig program. Payments to
producers during the first year of the program amounted to Can$11.9 million;
there were no payments during the second year. Payments for the fiscal year
ended March 1984 amounted to Can$52.8 million, or more than Can$24 per swine.
The intent of the program is to not benefit the companies referred to as
integrators, and consequently, certain integrator associated swine are
ineligible for participation in the stabilization programs.

feeder plgs referr@d to in 0ntar1o as a sow-weaner program since Aprll 1980
under authority of the Provincial Farm Income Stabilization Act. It is a
5-year voluntary program open to producers with four sows or more. Under the
program an annual enrollment fee is determined where the producer pays
one~-third and the Ontario Provincial government pays two-thirds. A support
price per sow is calculated on the basis of the difference between market
returns for slaughter hogs and 95 percent of the 5-year "average adjusted for
changes in the cash costs of production over -that period Participation in
the program has ranged from 75 percent of Provincial production in early years
to about 50 percent in recent years. Total payments under the program, as
reported by officials of the Ontario Hog Producers' Assoc1at1on are shown in
the following tabulation:

Fiscal year 1/ ’ Total payments
(Million Canadian dollars)

1980 ' 10 1 ’

.1981 10.5% :

1982 8.4

1983 3.9

1/ .The first year of the program was from April 1980 to w@ptember 1980 the
second year was from October 1980 to April 1981; thereafter, the f1sca1 year
was from Apr. 1 to Mar. 31.

Can$s “million grdnt For a 2-year stahilization proqrdm The program was also
funded by producer contributions ranging from 1.5 to 3 percent of producer‘
gross sales. In May 1983 a A-year stabilization program was instituted.

Under the current program, the Provincial contribution is fixed at an amount
equal to 2 percent of market returns of swine farmers participating in the
program. The Provincial contribution through the end of the first year was
slightly less than Can$l million.

Saskatchewan.—The Saskatchewan Hog Assured Returns Program (QHARP)
stabilization program, has been in effect since July 1976. The program is
producer contributory (currently 50 percent producer and 50 percent Prov1n01a1
government). The program sets a quarterly support price on the basis’ of cash
costs plus 85 percent of other costs including interest on capital,
depreciation, and return to labor. - Payments are made equal to the difference
hetween the calculated support price and the average realized market returns.



34

Total payments under the program are shown in the following tabulation:

Total payments’

Hogq year . (Million Canadian dollars)
1976/77~ -
1977/78 -
1978/79 -
1979/80-- 0.2
1980/81 3.46
1981/82 : : 1.67
1982/83 : .76

1983/84-- 2.37

Alberta.—-Between April 1, 1980, and March 31, 1981, Alberta Province
operated a so~called Temporary Stop-Loss Program designed to provide producers
a specified return ($35.00) per animal over feed costs. Total expenditures
under the program were Can$16.6 million. TIn July 1981, a so-called Market
Assurance Plan which offers producers a guaranteed margin over feed costs
which is regularly adjusted for inflation was initiated. The program is
entirely producer funded, with producer premiums ranging from 1 to 4 percent
of producer gross receipts from swine marketings. The program did, however,
receive a Can$10 million startup grant from the Province.

British Columbia.—British Columbia has operated a stabilization program
for swine since 197% under authority of the Province's Farm Income Assurance
Act. The producers contribute 50 percent to the cost of the program, and the
Province contributes the other 50 percent. The support price is calculated
monthly on the basis of 100 percent of the cost of production (excluding
returns to management and land), and payments are made when the average
monthly market price falls below the support price. Payments to producers are
made quarterly. Data are not available on total payments under the program,
but through 1982 such payments are estimated to have been about Can$9.4
million,

New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, and Newfoundland.-—All
of these Provinces except Newfoundland operate stabilization programs;
however, data concerning expenditures are not available. All four Provinces
combined account for less than 5 percent of Canadian swine production.

U.S. MARKET
Description of ﬁarket

The U.S. live swine market is supplied almost entirely by domestic
producers. Although U.S. imports have increased in absolute numbers and as a
share of U.S. consumption, the highest lewvel of import penetration was 1.5
percent of production during January-June 1984 (table L-14). Exports were
equal to less than 1 percent of U.S. production annually during-1979-83.
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U.S. international trade in pork is relatively larger than in live swine.
U.S. imports, on a carcass equivalent basis, increased from 499 million pounds
(3.3 percent of U.S. consumption) in 1979 to 702 million pounds (4.6 percent)
in 1983 (table L-15). U.S. exports declined irregularly from 291 million
pounds (1.9 percent of U.S5. production) in 1979 to 219 million pounds (1.4.
percent) in 1983,

Imports have accounted for a significant share of U.8. canned ham and
shoulder consumption. Imports accounted for about 42 percent of U.G.
consumption of canned hams and shoulders during 1979--81, 48 percent in 1982,
and 57 percent in 1983 (table L-16). The share of consumption accounted for
by imports from the EC increased irregularly from 14 percent in 1979 and 1980
to 32 percent in 1983. The share of consumption accounted for by the nonmarket
economy countries (MME's) of Eastern Europe declined from 27 percent in 1979
to 19 percent in 1982 before increasing to 24 percent in 1983. Poland was the
largest supplier from the NME's and its share of U.S. consumption declined
from 16 percent in 1979 to 8 percent in 1982 before increasing to 13 percent
in 1983. Officials of the NPPC indicate their organization is considering
filing a countervailing duty complaint against canned hams and shoulders from
the EC and the NME's.

Table L-17 shows that per capita consumption of pork in the United States
during 1979--83 fluctuated from a high of 68.3 pounds in 1980 to a low of
59 pounds in 1982. Pork accounted for 35 to 38 percent of U.S. red meat
consumption annually during 1979-83. Per capita consumption of poultry meat
increased steadily from 61.1 pounds in 1979 to 65.7 pounds in 1983. Beef and -
veal per capita consumption increased irreqularly from 107.5 pounds in 1979 to
108.5 pounds in 1983.

Consumption

U.S. consumption (commercial slaughter) of swine declined steadily from
96.1 million animals in 1980 to 82.2 million animals in 1982 (table L-18).
The reduced slaughter in 1982 reflected, in part, reduced swine numbers. The
beginning inventory was reduced at the start of 1982 following more than 2
years of economically difficult times for swine farmers. Lower feed costs and
higher prices for live swine during 1982 encouraged swine farmers to build up
their herds, also contributing to reduced slaughter. Higher inventories and
production in 1983, plus higher feed prices, contributed to increased
slaughter, which amoupted to 87.2 million animals in 1983..

Pork consumption in the United States closely paralleled swine slaughter,
declining from 16.6 billion pounds in 1980 to a low of 14.4 billion pounds in
1982. Consumption then rose to 15.4 billion pounds in 1983 (table L--19).

Data on cold-storage stocks of pork are shown in table L-20. Table L--20 shoius
that inventories were unusually high during January-June 1984, and. some
observers contend the unusually high stocks exerted downward pressure on pork
prices.
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Production

Swine production (pig births) declined from 103 million head in 1979 to
-84 million head in 1982 and then increased to 92 million head in 1983
(table L~18). Commercial pork production (in pounds) followed a somewhat
similar, but slightly less sharp, trend as pig births. Pork production
declined from 16.6 billion pounds in 1980 to 14.2 billion pounds in 1982 and
then increased to 15.2 billion pounds in 1983 (table L-19).

_ During the past 30 years, overall pork production generally increased
within a somewhat cyclical pattern commonly referred to as the hog cycle.
There appears to have been a peak and a trough in pork production about every
4 years from the 1950's into the 1970's (fig. 4). Since the mid-1970's,
however, this cycle has been less pronounced probably because of more volatile
prices for corn and soybeans than in earlier years. Such prices have resulted
from climatic conditions, as well as changing levels of U.S. grain exports,
crop surpluses, and Government crop programs. Increased swine production
under confinment has smoothed out seasonal fluctuations and resulted in.more
nearly uniform production throughout the year. At the public hearing, Dr.
Glenn CGrimes stated that because of the higher fixed--cost investment in modern
swine production units, farmers had less flexlblllty in entering and exiting
from the industry than in earlier years. 1/.

In the posthearlng brief of the. NPPC 2/ Dr. Grimes contended that the
long—run limited opportunity cost, for capital (i.e., pork production
facilities, primarily the confinement facilities) and short-run limited
opportunity cost for labor contributed to sustained production by swine
farmers in the face of substantially depressed profits.

The hog cycle enters its expansion phase when producers decide that it is
profitable to increase swine numbers. Producers then hold back gilts for
breeding that would normally go to feedlots and in addition retain sows that
would otherwise be sent to slaughter. The retention of sows and gilts reduces
the supply of swine available for slaughter and generally results in higher
swine prices. Growers typically then respond to the higher prices by saving
additional breeding stock. Eventually, the liquidation phase of the cycle
begins when either feed conditions become expensive in.relation to prices
received by producers for their live swine (causing producers to sell their
swine) and/or the supplies of pork become too large to be sold at the
prevailing prices. In either event, the production of pork ultimately outruns
demand at the prevailing prices, and prices begin to decline. Falling prices
result in reduced profits, and growers begin to cull breeding stock. The
culled breeding stock add to the already-substantial quantity of pork being
marketed, further depressing prices and reducing profits. Young animals that
would normally be retained for breeding are also sold for slaughter, resulting
in additional supplies of meat (however, animals are frequently sold at
lighter weights). The liquidation phase of the cycle continues until
conditions (principally a combination of swine prices and cost of feed
supplies) are such that producers once again decide to expand their breeding
herds because of anticipated profits, and a new cycle begins.

1/ Transcript of the hearing, pp. 101 and 102.
2/ Posthearing brief of NPPC, pp. 8 and 10.



Figure 4. --U.S. commercial pork production and commercial hog slaughter, 1950-83.
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The following tabulation, which shows the September 1 inventory of swine
for breeding, indicates that the expansion phase of the most recent cycle may
have been aborted as a result of the unusual circumstances of 1983 (e.g., high
feed costs, PIK program, drought, increased imports):

Sept. 1-— Inventory of swine for breed1ng
: ' (Thousaqgs)
1980 , 6,546
1981 : ’ . 6,357
1982 ' o 5,553
1983 : : - - 5,829

1984 - S . 5,515

At the public hearing, officials. of the NPPC stated that in June 1983 the NPPC
encouraged its membership to make a 10 percent reduction inh swine inventories
and a 10-percent reduction in market weight to prevent excess pork

- production. 1/ .

Exports

; During 1979-83, U.S. exports of fresh, chilled, or frozen pork, prepared
< or preserved pork, pork sausages, and live swine decreased irregularly, from
“$243 million in 1979 to $203 million in 1983 (table L-21). During January—

" August 1984, U.S. exports of pork and swine amounted to $95 million, compared
‘with $138 million during January-August 1983. Monthly and annual variations
in exports during. 1979-83 and January-August 1984 are shown in tables L-22,

.L-23, and L-24. U.S. exports of fresh,Achilled, or frozen pork represented

the largest portion of exports, accounting for 74 percent, by value, of all
‘exports during 1979-83. U.S. exports of prepared or preserved pork and pork
_sausages accounted for 22 percent of all exports; live swine accounted for
- 4 percent of all pork and swine exports. U.S. exports of cahned hams and
shoulders are believed to be negligible or nil.

Fresh, chilled, or frozen pork

U.S. exports of fresh, chilled, or frozen pork were erratic during
1979--83. Such exports were near 170 million pounds annually in 1979 and 1981;
however, in 1982 and 1983, annual exports dropped to about 120 million pounds
(table L-25). During January-August 1984, exports of fresh, chilled, or
frozen pork amounted to 67.million pounds compared with 82 million pounds
during January--fAugust 1983. The value of U.S5. exports of fresh, chilled, or.
frozen pork exceeded the value of imports during 1979-81; however, the value
of U.S. exports fell well belouw the level posted by imports during 1982 and
1983, . .

1/ Transcript of the hearing, pp.- 44 and 45.
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Japan, Canada, and Mexico accounted for 49, 16, and 15 percent,
respectively, of the guantity of such exports during 1979-83. Over the S-year
period, fresh, chilled, or frozen pork exports to Canada declined
at a faster rate than those to other countries, from 31 million pounds in 1979
to 15 million pounds in 1983. Monthly variations in exports of fresh, chilled,
and frozen pork are presented in table L-22.

Prepared or preserved pork and pork sausages

U.S. exports of prepared or preserved pork and pork sausages were
consistently greater than U.S. imports of such products during 1979-83. U.S.
exports during 1979-83 rose from 54 million pounds, valued at $51 million, in
1979 to 58 million pounds, valued at $60 million, in 1981 but then fell to
38 million pounds, valued at $46 million, in 1983 (table L-26). During
January—August 1984, exports of prepared or preserved pork amounted to
19 million pounds compared with 24 million pounds during January-August 1983.
During 1979-83, Canada, Venezuela, the Bahamas, and Japan accounted for 20, 9,
9, and 8 percent, respectively, of the quantity of exports. Over this period,
exports to Japan steadily increased, but exports to Canada steadily decreased.
U.5. exports to Canada of these pork products decreased from 17 million
pounds, valued at $16 million, in 1979 to 7 million pounds, valued at
$8 million, in 1983. Monthly variations in exports of prepared, preserved,
-and other pork are presented in table L-23. '

Live swine

During 1979-83, the quantity of U.S. exports of live ‘swine was slightly
less than one-tenth the level of U.S. imports. Most U.§. exports of live
swine are believed to be used for breeding purposes rather than for pork
production.

U.S. exports of live swine increased steadily from 13,449 head in- 1979 to
36,830 head in 1982 before declining to 23,326 head in 1983 (table L-27).
During January--August 1984, exports of live swine amounted to 7,889 head
compared with 17,802 head during January--August 1983, During 1979--83, the
Dominican Republic, Japan, Taiwan, and Canada accounted for 16, 8, 8, and 2
percent, respectively, of such exports. In general, the level of annual U.S.
exports of live swine to individual markets varied widely during the period.
U.S. exports of live swine to Canada increased from 305 head in 1979 to 1,044
head in 1982 before sharply declining to 203 head in 1983. Monthly variations
in exports of live swine are presented in table L-24.

Imports

From 1979 to 1983, U.S. imports of pork and swine (i.e., canned hams and
shoulders; fresh, chilled, or frozen pork; live swine; prepared or preserved
pork; and pork sausages) increased in value by 35 percent, from $494 million
to $667 million (table L-28). During January-August 1984, U.S. imports of
‘pork and swine amounted to $596 million, compared with $464 million during
January--fugust 1983. Monthly and annual variations in imports during 1979-83
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and January-—-August 1984 are shown in tables L-29 to L-32. The greatest annual
increase occurred between 1981 and 1982, when pork and swine imports increased
by 26 percent from $513 million to $644 million and U.S. pork production was
down. U.S. imports of canned hams and shoulders represent the largest. portion
of pork and swine imports, having accounted for 62 percent, by value, of all
such imports during 1979-83. Of the remaining pork and swine imports, fresh,
chilled, or frozen pork accounted for 28 percent, live swine, for 6 percent,
and other prepared or preserved pork, sausages, bacon, and other pork products,
for 4 percent. ' :

The NPPC contends that in assessing the affect of imports from Canada on
the U.S. industry, the import penetration ratio for pork from Canada should
include imports of pork plus meat derived from imported live swine. The
following tabulation shdws(’ih mjllion pounds, the estimated carcass weight
equivalent of meat obtained from imported live swine (derived by multiplying
the pounds of imported liveé swine by the estimated dressed weight yield of 71
percent), the carcass weight equivalent of U.S. imports of pork from Canada,
U.S. production of pork from U.§. swine and U.G. imports from Canada as a
percent of U.S. production. o

: U.S. imports

. “ :

Pork from : : V.S. pgrk : from Canada

. . Pork from production
Period : live : : Total : : as a percent
. Canada from U.S.
swine 1/ Co : : . of U.S.

swine production

197 9o : S 29.7 108 o138 ¢ 15,420 : 0.9
1980-—mme: " 51.6 : 203 : . 255,: 16,564 : 1.5
1981————: 33.3 : 201 234 15,839 : 1.5
1982 ~mmmrnme s - 58.4 : 208 “ 338 14,171 2.4
198 et 85.8 : 275 : 361 : 15,113 2.4

Jan.-Aug.: : : _ : :

1983~ - 58.7 : 187 : _ . 246 : 9,658 2.5
9 : 240 391 : 19,520 : 4.1

1984——: 150,

1/ Carcass weight equivalent of U.S. pork derived from U.S. imports of live
swine. ' ‘ ’ '

" Canned hams and shoulders

- U.S8. imports of canned hams and shoulders, mostly from the EC and NME's
of Eastern Europe, are generally considered of high quality.’ A significant
portion of such imports are used for slicing and repacking into retail-sized
plastic containers. U.S5. annual imports of canned hams and shoulders,
fluctuated during 1979-83. Such imports decreased from 236 million pounds,
valued at $380 million, in 1979 to 198 million pounds, valued at $315 million,
in 1981 (table L-33). Annual imports then inecreased reaching 259 million
pounds, valued at $381 million, in 1983. During January-August 1984, U.S.



a1 ¥

‘
ey i e e e

imports of canned hams and shoulders amounted to 198 million pounds compared
with 171 million pounds during January—-August 1983. During '1979--83, Denmark
was the largest supplier of U.S. imports, of canned. hams.and shoulders,
accounting for 38 percent, by quantity, of imports. Imports of canned hams
and shoulders from Canada during 1979-83 represented less than 1 percent of
all U.S. imports of canned ham and shoulders. Imports of canned hams and
shoulders from Canada increased from 294,623 pounds, valued at $551,000, in
1979 to 2.6 million pounds, valued at $5.1 million, in 1982 and then dropped
to 1.9 million pounds, valued at $3.3 million, in 1983. Monthly variations in
imports of canned hams and shoulders are presented in table L-29.

- o~

Fresh, chilled, or frozen pork

U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen pork increased from 102 million
pounds, valued at $70 million, in 1979 to 276 million pounds, valued at
$239 million, in 1982 and then dropped slightly to 268 million pounds, Valued
at $197 million, in 1983 (table L- -34). During January-August 1984, U.
imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen pdrk reached $221 million (302 m11110n
pounds) compared with $138 million (183 million pounds) during January-August
1983. During 1979-83, annual U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen pork
from Canada ranged between 89 percent, by quantity (1981), to nearly 100
percent (1979 and 1983) of all fresh, chilled, or frozen pork imports. U.S.
imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen pork from Canada rose sharply from 1979
to 1980, when imports increased by 93 million pounds, and again from 1981 to
1982, when imports increased by 77 million pounds, (figs. 5 and 6). 1In recent
years, fresh hams accounted for about 40 percent of the fresh, chilled, or
frozen pork imported from Canada. Shoulders accounted for 19 percent; hellies
accounted for '16 percent; ribs accounted for 4 percent; and carcasses and
other cuts accounted for the remainder of the imports from Canada of fresh,
chilled, or frozen pork.

‘During 1981, Denmark accounted for 11 percent of the U.S. import market
for fresh, chilled, or frozen pork. However, because of an outbreak of :
foot—and-mouth disease in Denmark during March 1982, Denmark lost )
authorization to ship fresh, chilled, or frozen meat to the:United States and
accounted for only 2 percent of such imports dur1ng 1982. Denmark was not
again authorized- to ship fresh, chilled, or frozen meat to the United States
until January 1984, when it was declared free of foot-and-mouth disease.
During January-April 1984, Canada accounted for 82 percent and Denmark
accounted for 14 percent of U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, . 'and frozen pork.
During 197983, the U.S. Customs Districts of Ogdensburg, NY, and Buffalo, NY,
combined accounted for about three-fourths of U.S. imports of fresh, chilled,
or frozen pork from Canada (table L—35). Monthly.variations in imports of
fresh, chilled, and frozen pork are presented in table L-30. Canadian
officials report that most of the pork exported from Canada to the United.
States is from Quebec. Ontario officials report that some-pork from Quebec is
shipped into Ontario, thus displacing some Ontario live swine into the U.S.
market. . : N .



Figure 5~-U.S. impofts from Canada of pork and swine, by product types, 1979-84 (million pounds)
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Figure 6,-~~U.S. imports from Canada of pork and swine, by product types, 1979-84 (million dollars)
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Live swine

During 1979-83, U.S5. imports of live swine were almost all from Canada
(table 36). Officials of the Ontario Pork Producers' Marketing Board report
that in 1983, 73 percent of sales of live swine to the United States consisted
of slaughter hogs, and 27 percent were cull sows and boars. The officials
report that the market for the cull sows and boars consists of a limited number
of firms that specialize in sausage production. Because of this specializa-
tion, demand is strong, and the Board reports receiving good prices for sows
and boars, ‘

" Live swine imports from Canada increased considerably but irregularly
during 1979-83. From 1979 to 1980, such imports increased from 136,516 to
247,247 head; in 1981, imports dropped to 145,652 head. 1In 1982, however,
imports from Canada increased to 294,933 head, and in 1983, they rose to
447,391 head. During January--August 1984, U.S. imports of live swine from
Canada amounted to 861,462 head compared with 315,912 head during January-
August 1983, Data for imports of live swine from Canada, by half years, on a
carcass weight basis and a value basis, is presented in figures 5 and 6.
Officials of the Canadian Meat Council report that strikes of packing plant
workers, particularly those in Manitoba, affected capacity and are a
short—-term factor in the increased live hog movement. 1/ The president of the
National Pork Producers Council stated that Canadian pork producers appear to
be targeting much of their production for U.5. markets.

During 1979--83, the U.S. Customs Districts of Pembina, ND and Detroit,
MI, together accounted for about three-fourths of the U.S. imports of live
swine from Canada (table L-37); most imports are from Ontario and the Prairie
Provinces. Monthly variations in U.S. imports of live swine are shown in
table L-31.

The CPC supplied information in its posthearing brief about the number of
Canadian exports of live swine to the United States that consisted of feeder
animals. 2/ Data on such exports, developed from data supplied by the CPC and
derived from Agriculture Canada, are shown in Table 1.

1/ Prehearing brief of Canadian Meat Council, p. 7.
2/ Posthearing brief of CPC, pp. 11 and 12.
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Table 1.—Number of feeder pigs exported to the United States,
by Provinces and by months, January-August, 1984

Province ) Jan ) Feb- " March’ April’ May . June  July :Aug . Total
uary . urary: L : : : : ust:
ontari g 42 : 215 :2,502 :5,069 :2,716 :2,530 :2,222:765 :16,061
Manitoba--- : 0 : 0 : 0O : 383 706 0: 619: O 1,708
British Columbia-—: 0 : 16 : 26 7 42 ¢ 0 184 @ 276:115 659
Mar it ime g memm— 41 42 48 251 2 0 : 192: 0O : 576
Saskatchewan - — 0 0 : 0 : 0 : 0 105 0: 0 : 105
177 C— ~: 83 : 273 :2,576

15,745 :3,424

12,819

:3,309:880

119,109

Inasmuch as total U.5. imports of iive swine amounted to about 861,000 animals

during January-August 1984, 2 percent of imports apparently consisted of

feeder animals.

Prepared or preserved pork, pork sausages,’bacon, and other pork products

U.S. imports of prepared or preserved pork, pork sausages, bacon, and
other pork products declined from 23 million pounds in 1979 to 16 million
pounds in 1982 before increasing to 28 million pounds in 1983 (table L-38).
Canada and Denmark supplied 24 and 23 percent, by quantity, of such imports

during 1979-83,

U.s.

During January-—-August 1983 and January-—August 1984, imports

of such pork amounted to 19 million pounds. imports of these products

from Canada increased from 4.4 million pounds in 1979 to 5.5 million pound in

1982 before declining slightly to 5.4 million pounds in 1983,

Monthly

variations in imports of prepared, preserved, and other pork are presented in

table L-32.

CANADIAN MARKET

Description of Market

As shown in table L-39, the Canadian market for live swine is largely

supplied by Canadian producers.

Although exports rose, both in absolute

numbers and as a share of Canadian production during 1979-83, the highest
Imports were equal to
less than 1 percent of Canadian production every year during 1979-83.

level of exports was 3.1 percent of production in 1983.

Like the U.S. .industry, the Canadian industry is subjecf to sharp

fluctuations in production and consumption levels.

However,

the Canadian

industry is much smaller, with swine production being equal to only about
15 percent of the U.S. level.
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International trade accounts for a larger share of the Canadian pork
market than of the swine market. As shown in table L-40, exports of pork as a
share of Canadian production increased from 11 percent in 1979 to 20 percent
in 1982 before declining to 18 percent in 1983. Imports of pork as a share of
consumption declined irregularly from 5 percent in 1979 to 3 percent in 1983,
Total Canadian pork consumption is only about 10 percent as large as U.S.
consumption. Canadian pork consumption is relatively smaller compared with
U.S. consumption than the Canadian live swine industry is compared with the
U.S. industry, reflecting the higher level of Canadian exports and the fact
that Canadian swine are slaughtered at somewhat lighter weights, thus, less
meat is produced.

Per capita consumption of pork in Canada during 197983 fluctuated from a
high of 69.0 pounds in 1980 to a low of 61.5 pounds in 1982 (table L-41). Per
capita consumption in Canada was slightly higher than in the United States
during 1979-82 but slightly lower in 1983. Pork accounted for about
40 percent of red meat consumption annually during 1979--83. Per capita
consumption of poultry meat in Canada was about 50 pounds annually during
1979--83. Beef and veal consumption increased regularly from 90.8 pounds in
1979 to 93.3 pounds in 1983.

Consumption

Apparent consumption (slaughter) of swine in Canada increased from
12.2 million animals in 1979 to a peak of 14.3 million in 1980 and remained at
about that level in 1981, as many farmers experienced financial difficulties,
in part because of high interest rates, and sold off their animals (table
L.-10). As swine prices improved during 1982, farmers retained animals to build
up herds, and slaughter declined to 13.4 million. With larger inventories in
1983, slaughter amounted to 13.7 million. 1In 1983, slaughter was also
affected by labor problems as described in the section entitled "Conditions of
Competition." Also, increased exports of live swine to the United States
reduced Canadian slaughter. ’

Pork consumption closely reflects the pattern of slaughter. During
1979-83, Canadian pork consumption increased, from 1.6 billion pounds in 1979
to 1.7 billion pounds in 1980 and 1981, before dec]1n1ng to 1.5 billion pounds
in 1982, the year of reduced swine slaughter. Consumptlon rose to 1.6 billion
pounds in 1983.(table L-11),. ' ' S

Production

Swine production (pig births) in Canada was about one—seventh}tﬁe size of
U.S. swine production during 1979-83. Swine production in Canada increased
from 14.1 million animals in 1979 to 14.5 million animals in 1980; it then
declined to 14.0 million animals in 1982 bhefore rising to 14.6 million animals
in 1983 (table 1.-39). The share of Canadian swine production that went to
export markets increased from 1.0 percent of production in 1981 to 3.1 percent
of production in 1983. Quebec and Ontario accounted for about 36 and 32
- percent, respectively, of all Canadian swine production during 1979-83 (table
L-12). 1In 1981, about three-quarters of all Canadian swine enterprises had
inventories of less than 123 animals; however, about three-fifths of the
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Canadian swine inventory was held by enterprises having more than 527 animals
(table L-13).

Pork production in Canada was about one-eighth the size of U.5. pork
production during 1979-83. Pork production followed the same pattern as swine
production, rising from 1.7 billion pounds in 1979 to 1.9 billion pounds in
‘1980 and 1981 before declining to 1.8 billion pounds in 1982 (table L-11).
Production then recovered to 1.9 billion pounds in 1983. The share of
Canadian pork production that went to export markets increased from about 11
percent in 1979 to about 20 percent in 1982 and then decreased to 18 percent
in 1983 (table L-40). The portion of Canadian pork production that was
exported to the United States increased from 6 percent in 1979 to about
15 percent in 1982 and 1983.

Exports

The text and tables (tables L-—-42 thru L-51) that concern Canadian exports
and imports are derived from data of Statistics Canada. Value figures are in
Canadian dollars. Quantity data are slightly different than comparable U.S.
data (e.g., Canadian exports to the United States, as reported by Statistics
Canada versus U.S. imports from Canada reported by the U.S. Department of
Commerce). In the majority of cases, Canadian quantity data (for both imports
and exports) are slightly greater when compared to the U.S. equivalents.

Canadian exports of live swine and pork (i.e., live swine; fresh or
frozen, and prepared, or preserved pork; and canned hams) increased
significantly from Can $277 million (Canadian dollars) in 1979 to
Can$598 million in 1982 (table L--42). 1In 1983, total Canadian exports dropped
to Can$548 million. Of Canadian exports of live swine and pork during
1979-83, 87 percent consisted of fresh or frozen pork; 8 percent, of live
swine; 4 percent, of prepared or preserved pork; and less than 1 percent, of
canned hams.

Live swine

Virtually all Canadian exports of live swine were shipped to the United
States during 1979-83. During 1979-81, exports to the United Gtates
fluctuated from 128,600 head (1979) to 235,700 head (1980) (table L-43).

After 1981, Canadian exports of live swine to the United States increased
dramatically, and by 1983, amounted to 453,900 head, valued at Can$69 million.
As of April 1984, live swine exports from Canada to the United Gtates amounted
to 400,700 head. Most -of the Canadian exports were swine for slaughter.

Fresh or frozen pork

Canadian exports of fresh or frozen pork increased steadily from .
243 million pounds, valued at Can$245 million, in 1979 to 467 million pounds,
“valued at Can$522 million, in 1982 (table L~44). In 1983, exports dropped
slightly to 447 million pounds, valued at Can$457 million. By quantity, the
United States and Japan accounted for 66 and 22 percent, respectively, of
Canadian fresh oir frozen pork exports during 1979-83. However, by value, the
-United States and Japan accounted for 50 and 43 percent, respectively, of
those Canadian exports.
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This difference in quantity and value for Canadian exports between the
U.S. and Japanese markets is attributable to more further processed (deboned)
products being shipped to Japan. Canadian exports of fresh and frozen pork to
the United States increased from 132 million pounds, valued at Can$88 million,
in 1979 to 300 million pounds, valued at Can$291 million in 1982. In 1983,
Canadian exports to the United States dropped slightly to 296 million pounds,
valued at Can$250 million. ' Canadian exports of fresh and frozen pork to Japan
increased from 70 million pounds, valued at Can$135 million, in 1979 to
97 million pounds, valued at Can$202 million, in 1982. In 1983, such Canadian
exports to Japan declined slightly to 93 million pounds, valued at
Can$184 million. Although detailed statistics are not available, it appears
that through May 1984, Japan's imports of pork from Canada had declined by
about 20 percent from the level in the corresponding period of 1983,
Officials of the Canadian Meat Council contend that developments with respect
to foot—and-mouth disease in Japan account for much of the change. Because of
an outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease in Denmark in March 1982, Denmark was
prohibited from shipping fresh, chilled, or frozen meat, including pork, to
Japan; the prohibition lasted until September 1983. The absence of Denmark
from the Japanese market provided an opportunity for Canada to increase
exports; however, Canada still had to compete with other suppliers including
the United States and Taiwan. With the reentry.of Denmark into the Japanese -
market in September 1983, Canadian exports to that market declined; some
observers contend that these exports were diverted to the U.S. market.

Prepared or preserved pork and canned hams

Canadian exports of prepared or preserved pork fell from 10.5 million
pounds in 1979 to 8.6 million pounds in 1980 bhut then rose steadily to
10.8 million pounds in 1983 (table L-45%). The value of such exports increased
irregularly from Can$13 million in 1979 to Can$19 million in 1983. The United
States accounted for about 65 percent of Canadian prepared or preserved pork
exports during 1979-83. Most of the remainder was shipped to the Caribbean
Basin and Bermuda. Canadian exports of prepared or preserved pork to the
United States, decreased from 6.4 million pounds, valued at Can$9.1 million, in
1979 to 5.6 million pounds, valued at Can$8.9 million, in 1980 before
increasing to 7.6 million pounds, valued at Can$15.6 million in, 1983. The
rate of such exports to the United States, thus far in 1984, seems to be
paralleling the 1983 rate of exports. Canadian exports to the Bahamas
decreczed from 1.3 million pounds in 1979 to 0.5 million pounds in 1983;
annual exports to Bermuda ranged between 0.5 million and 0.6 million pounds
during that same period. Canadian exports of canned hams increased
irregularly from Can$467,000 in 1979 to Can$2.2 million in 1983 (table L-46).

Imports

During 1979-83, Canadian imports of live swine and pork (i.e., live
swine; fresh, frozen, prepared or preserved pork; and canned hams) ranged from
Can$73 million in 1979 to Can$4l million in 1980 (table L-47). DOuring 1979-83,
import of fresh or frozen pork, the largest Canadian import category——
accounting for about 80 percent of all pork and swine imports-—decreased
irregularly from Can$63 million in 1979 to Can$36 million in 1983. Canadian
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imports of prepared or preserved pork fluctuated between Can$é million and
Can$9 million per year during the period and imports of canned hams fluctuated
from about Can$500,000 per year to around Can$3 million per year, and imports
of live swine accounted for less than Can$500,000 per year.

Live swine

Canadian import data for live swine are reported in pounds, whereas U.S.
live swine exports to Canada as well as other markets are reported by the
head. Canadian imports of live swine decreased irregularly from 252,296 pounds
in 1979 to 99,738 pounds in 1982 but then increased to 109,262 pounds in 1983
(table L—-48). The United States is by far the largest supplier of such
Canadian imports, bhut Sweden and the United Kingdom were also suppliers of
note in certain years. The value of live swine imports during 1979-83
fluctuated from Can$265,000 in 1982 to Can$432,000 in 1981. In 1983, Canadian
swine imports were valued at Can$327,000. During 1979-83, the United States
annually supplied from 75 percent to 100 percent of the quantity of Canadian
imports. Canadian imports of live swine from the United States decreased
steadily from 219,176 pounds, valued at Can$319,000, in 1979 to 92,606 pounds,
valued at Can$260,000, in 1983. Swine imports from the United States are
adversely affected by the 30-day Canadian quarantine, which has been in effact
since 1977, to prevent the spread of Pseudorabies through imported swine. It
is also believed that Canadian swine imports from the United States are not
slaughter hogs, but rather purebred swine for breeding. .

Fresh or frozen pork

Canadian imports of fresh or frozen pork decreased irregularly from
62 million pounds in 1979 to 28 million pounds in 1983 (table L-49). During
1979-83, about 98 percent of Canadian pork imports were supplied by the United
States. The greatest decrease occurred between 1979 and 1980, when imports
dropped in half to 29 million pounds. The value of imports .dropped from
Can$63 million in 1979 to Can$31l million in 1980. The value of Canadian
imports of fresh or frozen pork supplied by the United States amounted to
Can$36 million in 1983,

Prepared or preserved pork

Canadian imports of prepared or preserved pork are also almost all
exclusively supplied by the United States. During 1979-83, imports fluctuated
from 3.6 million pounds (1982) to 7.5 million pounds (1980) (table L-50).

Canned hams

Canadian annual imports of canned hams fluctuated bhetween 225,000 pounds
and 2.3 million pounds during 1979-83 (table L-51). Canadian imports of
canned hams are almost all exclusively supplied by Europe (both the EC and
Communist countries); such Canadian imports from the United States are
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negligible.. Canned ham imborts were at a level . of 2.2 million pounds in 1979
and less than B00,000 pounds per year during 1980-82. In 1983, such imports
rose to 2.3 million pounds, valued at Can%$3.3 million.

COMPETITIVE CONDITIONS
U.S.wCanadian Trade Balance

The U.5.~Canadian trade balance for live swine and pork shifted several
times between 1960 and 1979. 1/ Since 1979, this trade balance has favored
Canada (fig. 7). The balance, in favor of Canada, increased steadily from
$16 million in the second half of 1979 to $183 million in the first half of
1984.

U.S. exports to Canada of live swine and pork decreased from $56 million
in 1979 to $26 million in 1982 and 1983 and were at a level of $9 million in
the first half of 1984. This data is shown by half-year increments in
figure 7. Fresh, chilled, or frozen pork accounts for two—thirds, by value,
of U.S. live swine and pork exports to Canada. Prepared or preserved pork
accounts for about one-third of such exports to Canada, and live swine
accounts for less than 1 percent. U.S. exports of pork to Canada (excluding
live swine) dropped from 56 million pounds in 1979 to 22 million pounds in
1983. Figure 8 depicts this data by half-year increments.

Canadian exports of live swine and pork to the United States increased
from $94 million in 1979 to $287 million in 1982. In 1983, Canadian exports
to the United States dropped slightly to $264 million; however, as of June
1984, these exports already totaled $192 million (fig. 7). On a quantity )
basis, Canadian exports of pork (excluding live swine) to the United States
increased from 106 million pounds in 1979 to 277 million pounds in 1982 and
then dropped slightly to 273 million pounds in 1983. In June 1984, such
exports already totaled 175 million pounds for the year (fig. 8).

Product price

Table L-52 shows that average prices paid for barrows and gilts during
1979-83 ranged from a low of $40.04 during 1980, a year of high pork
production, to a .high of $55.44 during 1982, a year of low pork production.
The price pattern for sows closely followed that for barrows and gilts
(table L-53). Although prices for feeder pigs generally followed the prices
for barrows and gilts, the declines in feeder pig prices during the
July-September and October-December were more pronounced than was that for
barrows and gilts (table L-54). This decline may have reflected concern on
the part of feeders and finishers that feed prices would be prohibitively high
following the drought and the PIK program which was in effect that year.
Retail pork prices were also highest in 1982 and lowest in 1980 (table L-55).

1/ At the public hearing, Mr. Martin Rice of the CPC presented testimony
contending that Canada had a positive trade balance for live swine and pork in
the early 1970's and from 1980 through 1984 but that the United States had a
positive balance from 197% through 1979. Transcript of the hearing, p. 126.
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Table L-56 shows the average.of prices received by the Ontario Pork
Producers' Marketing Board for live swine sold to U.S. and Canadian .
meatpackers. These prices are adjusted by the carcass weight index :(as
described in the section entitled "The Canadian Hog Carcass Grading Settlement
System") and the U.S. exchange rate to determine the U.S. dollar equivalent of
prices received by Canadian farmers (table L-57). Table L-57 shows that '
prices received during October-December 1983 and January-March 1984 were
sharply below the levels of the corresponding periods of 1982 and 1983,
respectively.

Figure 9 shows that during 1983, except late in the year,rpr1ces in the
United States and Canada were very close. TFigure 9 also shows that when the
U.S. market price was high compared with the Ontario prices, sales to the
United States rose, and when the U.S. market price was low compared with the
Ontario price, sales to the United States declined. Figure 10 indicates that
during most of 1979-84, U.S..and Canadian. swine prices were close. A number
of factors discussed in this report, including labor difficulties in Canada,
declines 'in Canadian exports of pork to Japan, and increased Canadian swine
production, may have contributed to the lower Canadian prices in 1983 and
1984. Also, the closing of a major pork-packing plant in Toronto, Ontario, in
December 1983 'may have reduced demand and prices for live swine. In early
1984, remodeled plants in Kitchener, Ontario, and Burlington, Ontario were
opened to replace the Toronto plant.

Inasmuch as Canad1an and U’ S, packers bid for swine in an open market
the prices for swine in .Canada are:closely compet1t1ve with U.8: prices.

Tables L~58 L-59, and L-60 show U. S. wholesale prices for pork cuts
(hams, loins, and bellles) The tables show that during January 1981-June
1984, prices were highest during April-December 1982, the period of reduced
pork production. Prices were generally slightly higher in April-June 1984
than in January-March.

Tables L-61, L-62, and L-63 show wholesale prices for hams, loins, and
bellies in Southern Ontario markets. The trend in these prices is the same as
U.S. prices, with all three cuts being higher during April-December 1982, when
pork production in Canada, as in the United States, was lower, and prices
being slightly higher in April-June 1984 than in January-March,

Officials of the Canadian Meat Council contend that pork prices in the:
United States and Canada are interrelated stating—-

"It is a dictum in the Canadian livestock and meat business that’ the U.S5.
puts both a floor and a ceiling on Canadian prices. It has been a fact
of life that Canadian prices can rise only to the point where (exchange,
duty and transportation considered) U.S. product rolls in, in suff1c1ent
quantity to stop the price rise or even reduce it slightly. Q1m11arly,
if Canadian prices decline, they will only drop to the point where
(exchange, duty and transporfaf1on cons1der9d) movpment will commence to
the U.8." 1/ . .

1/ Prehearing brief of Canadian Meat Council, p. 2.
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Transportation

Officials of the Ontario Pork Producer's Marketing Board contend that in
some cases, they have a competitive-advantage in transporting live swine to
U.S. meatpacking plants. 1/ Specifically, they contend that meatpacking
plants located in and near Detroit, MI, are geographically closer to the major
swine—growing area of Southern Ontario ‘than they are to the major swine-growing
areas of the Uhited States. Officials of some of the Prairie Provinces'
meatpacking boards also contend that thé distance they ship live swine to U.S
packing plants in the Northwest United States may be less than the distance
for some U.S. farmers. Canadian officials contend that through their
marketing boards they are able to schedule marketings more precisely than U.
farmers and thus are able to negotiate favorable shipping rates with truckers

Officials of the Canadian Meat Council, the trade association of Canadian
meatpackers, contend that meatpackers in Ontario and Quebec have a competitive
advantage over the major meatpackers in the Corn Belt States, because they are
closer to major East Coast pork markets such as Boston, MA, and New York,

NY. They contend that because Canada imports significant quantities of food
from the United States, backhaul arrangements can frequently be arranged that
lower unit costs of transportation.

Marketing

In the United States almost all live swine marketing reflects the
individual decision of the farmer: to sell his animals through an outlet he
chooses. Most swine are purchased from the farmer on a per—-100-pound-live-
weight basis. Most live swine are sold directly or indirectly to meatpackers
whose stock trades on major stock exchanges. Among major packers only one is
a cooperative, and cooperatives are reported by officials of the USDA to
account for only a small share of live swine purchases. Officials of the NPPC
estimate that at most 5 to 10 percent of live swine sales are hedged through
commodities futures exchanges.

In the United States live swine are marketed through three major types of
outlets: (1) country dealérs, or directly to packers; (2) terminal markets; or
(3) auction markets. In recent years marketings through country dealers or
directly to packers have accounted for about three-fourths of sales, terminal
markets, for about 15 percent, and auction markets, for about 10 percent, as
shown in the following tabulation. '

1/ Transcript of the hearing, p. 166.
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Type of market ©o1978 1979 © 1980
" Quantity (1,000 head)
Direct, country dealers, etc.————————: 54,6444 : 61,607 : 71,256
Terminal markets - : 11,744 12,178 12,541
Auction markets : 7,588 : 8,845 :- 9,192
Total : 73,776 : 82,630 : 92,989
' C (Percent of total)
Direct, country dealers, etc.—-————r—w: 73.8 : 74.6 76.6
Terminal markets : 15,9 14,7 13.5
Auction markets : 10.3 : 10.7 9.9
Total _ : : 100.0 : 100.0 -: 100.0
Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture.
With increased concentration in the live swine industry over the years, direct

sales and sales through country dealers have grown. Terminal markets are

- located near large population centers and were more important many years ago
prior to practical shipments of refrigerated meat. Auction markets are more

common outlets for small lots of livestock.

.

Packer purchases of swine on the basis of grade or weight of the carcass
‘derived from the live animal has accounted for slightly more than 10 percent

of total sales annually in recent years (table L-64). Pork is sold by
meatpackers to processors, wholesalers, and retailers through brokers and
branch houses of the meatpackers.

In contrast to the methods by which swine are marketed by farmers -in
United States, Canadian swine for slaughter are sold by the Provincial

the

Marketing Boards through auction systems (except in Quebec, where they are

sold by individual farmers or through integrators). The auctions are

conducted by the Provincial Marketing Board officers. Farmers are paid for
"their swine sold by the marketing boards on the basis of the carcass derived

from the animal. Because of transportation costs, meatpackers in Eastern

Canada normally buy from sellers in Quebec or from the Ontario Pork Producer's

Marketing Board. Meatpackers in Western Canada generally buy- from one or

more

of the Provincial marketing boards. Because of the relatively smaller size of
the Canadian swine industry, there are far fewer meatpackers in Canada than in
the United States; however, the United States is an alternative market for

Canadian .swine sales.

Canadian swine marketers contend that their marketing system is high
efficient in that all purchasers have access to current market prices and

ly

swine availabilities. 1/ They also contend that by paying on the basis of

thecarcass derived from the swine, producers are efficiently rewarded for
producing the desired product.

1/ Prehearing brief of CPC, pp. 8 and 9.
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t.abor

In the late 1970's and during 1980, companies in the U.S. beef-packing
industry negotiated contracts with labor that provided for some restraint in
wage rate increases; also, companies expanded the use of nonunion labor.
Subsequently, there was pressure for pork packers to restrain wage rates. 1In
late 1980, a major U.S. pork packing company was sold to its workers, and wage
rates were reduced. 1/ Throughout 1981 and 1982, smaller volume pork
processors reduced wage rates, thus exerting pressure on larger volume
operations, according to officials of the United Food and Commercial Workers
Union (UFCW), the largest labor union in the meatpacking industry. 2/ Average
hourly earnings increased by 9.8 percent from 1979 to 1980 ($7.73 to $8.49)
and by 5.6 percent from 1980 to 1981 ($8.49 to $8.97). However, they
increased by less than 1 percent from 1981 to 1982 ($8.97 to $9.00) and
- declined by 4.7 percent from 1982 to 1983 ($9.00 to $8.57) (table L-65).
Officials of the UFCW estimate that wages will average $8.25 to $8.50 in 1984,
1 percent to 4 percent less than in 1983. These wage rates have prevailed
notwithstarnding the current labor union master contract, 3/ which prescribes a
base wage rate of $10.69 per hour. The average hourly earnings are less than
the rate prescribed by the master contract for a number of reasons, including
the fact that some employees are not subject to the master contract, and some
who are subject to it are covered by agreements that provide for lower wage
rates.

In April 1983, one company, reportedly the largest pork processor in the
United States, filed for bankruptcy. The company had long indicated that it
was experiencing deteriorating financial conditions, citing several factors,
but primarily the large and growing disparity between the company's wage and
benefit costs and those of competitors in the pork industry. The company has
also complained of injury from imports, especially imported canned hams from
Europe.

The company contended that the filing for bankruptcy automatically
nullified its union contract and announced that worker wages at some plants
were being reduced by 40 percent—from $10.69 per hour to $6.50 per hour.
Subsequently, following a brief striké, wage rates were renegotiated; wage
rates currently average about $8.00 to $8.25 per hour and are scheduled to be
raised by $0.50 per hour in June 1985.

Another company, formerly a subsidiary, bécame independent in April 1981
and lowered wage rates from $10.69 per hour to about $8.23 at some of its
plants in 1983. ' :

Still another meatpackiné company was sold by its parent in December 1983
to a private company and wage rates were lowered from about $10.69 per hour to
about $6.00 per hour, according to officials of the UFCW.

1/ The company filed for bankruptcy in July 1984.

2/ Union workers account for 90 percent or more of swine slaughter in both
the United States and Canada according to the UFCW.

3/ The union master contract is the suggested contract dev1sed by officers
“of the International Offlce
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By mid—1984, wage rates at most U.G. pork-packing plants had been
renegotiated and only two companies among the major pork-packing companies,
were operating at rates prescribed by the labor union master contract.
Further, these plants were undergoing negotiations. Wage rates were
renegotiated to about $8.25 per hour at a plant at Ottumwa, IA in mid-1984.
Labor union contracts.at.-most major U.S. pork-packing companies are scheduled
to expire on September 1, 1985, ' : ’

Many sources contend that labor problems and wagé rates have made the
pork—packing industry in Canada less competitive and, thus, many animals have
been shipped to the United States for slaughter. In contrast to the United
States, major meatpackers in Canada have generally been operating at the rate
prescribed by the union master contract, Can$11.99 per :hour. However,
officials of the USDA report that by early 1984, Ontario's pork-packing
industry was experiencing economic and labor contract problems and that two
plants had closed, reducing killing capacity by 15,000 head weekly. Officials
of the Ontario Pork Producers' Marketing Board report that on June 3, 1983,
three pork packing plants in Quebec representing 25 percent of Quebec's swine-
slaughtering capacity, were closed by a workers' strike. One of the plants
. reopened on December 3}, 1983, another reopened on February 13, 1984, and
another reopened on May 9, 1984. Officials of the Canadian Government report
that traditionally the larger meatpackeis reached agreements with their labor
unions and that these agreements established the pattern for agreements
throughout the country. However, in recent years, and especially in 1983, the
smaller plants reached agreements at reduced wage rates and thus pressured the
larger companies to seek wage concessions. In June 1984, a number of plants
operated by a company that was reportedly one of the largest Canadian pork and
beef packers were struck by the labor unions when the company sought to
negotiate lower wage rates. As a result, some plants were closed in the
Prairie Provinces and Ontario. According to one Canadian Government official,
one of these plants, in Calgary, Alberta, accounted for 35 percent of the’
Provinces' swine slaughter. On August 6, 1984, another large beef and pork
packer was struck closing plants in the Prairie Provinces and Ontario. On
September 5, 1984, Canadian officials reported that the strike at that company
had been settled, with workers agreeing to freeze wages at current levels:.
(Can$11.99) for 2 years. ‘ -

Level of Technology and Costs of Production

Because of the free flow of information between the United States and-
Canada, technological innovations in the live swine and meat industries in one
country are usually readily available in the other country. Information is
exhanged informally between U.S. and Canadian farmers through trade
publications, scholarly publications and scientific research reports, and =
conferences. Also, commercial companies generally are eager to sell materials
to swine farmers -and meatpackers in both countries. At the public hearing
testimony was presented indicating that companies sell the same equipment in
both the U.5. and Canadian markets 1/. Alsc, animals for breeding purposes
are exchanged between the United States and Canada, making available a common
genetic pool.

1/ Transcript of hearing, p. 118.
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Exchange Rates

Between 1976 and 1979, the Canadian dollar depreciated relative to the
U.S. dollar by about 16 percent. From 1979 to 1983, the currency exchange
rates between the United States and Canada changed slightly and appear to have
been only a minor factor acting upon pork -and swine trade during that 5-year
period. 1In 1984, the exchange rate could have encouraged Canadian exports of
pork and swine into the United States. Table 2 presents nominal and real
(adjusted by the ratio of the U.S. Wholesale Price Index to the Canadian
Producer Price Index) exchange rate indexes between the Canadian dollar, and
the U.S. dollar as well as the approx1mafe average value of the Canadian
dollar relative to the U, S dollar

Table 2.-~Indexes of nghinalzaﬁd_real exqﬁénge rates between U.5. and Canadian
dollars and average value of the Canadian dollar, 1979-83 and Jan.-June 1984

Type . P 1979. - ‘1980 ‘1981 ‘1982 ‘1983  ‘Jan.~Jume
: o : : Y 1984
Nominal Canadian’ : R . : :
dollar 1979=100-w-m: 100.0 : 100.2 : 97.7 : 95.0 : 950 : 91.9
Real Canadian : . o : : :
dollar 1979=100-mmmwmm ! _100.0 : 99,7 : 98.2 : 99.1 : 101.3 : 98.9
Average value of the : : : : S o
Canadian dollar : : : : : :
U.S. cents : .85 ': .86 : .83 : .81 : .81 : .78

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the International Monetary
Fund. ' ’ : ‘ '

From 1979 to 1983, the Canadian dollar dropped by 5 percent in nominal

terms. Because of a higher inflation rate in Canada than in the United
States, the real exchange rate between the U.S. dollar and the Canadian dollar,
during 1979-83, changed little. The Canadian dollar appreciated by 1.3
percent in real terms from 1979 to 1983. During January-June 1984, the
nominal exchange rate dropped by about 3 percent from the average nominal
exchange rate posted during 1983, and the real exchange rate dropped by about

2 percent from the 1983 average real exchange rate.

A more indepth quarterly exchange—rate analysis between the U.S. dollar
and the.Canadian dollar from January-March 1979 to April-June 1984 follows.
From 1979 to 1984, quarterly exchange rates between the two countries followed
the same trend as the full year averages, although actual values differ
slightly (because of different bases for the index, e.g. the first quarter
1979 versus the entire year 1979). Table 3 presents these data.
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Table 3.—Indexes of nominal and real exchange rates between U.S. and Canadian
dollars, by quarters, January 1, 1979-June 1984

(January-March 1979=100)

U.S. dollars per : U.S. dollars per
Period : Canadian dollars : Canadian dollars
:(nominal rate indexed): (real rate)

1979: . : :

January-March : 100.0 100.0

April-June : 102.4 : 102.1

July-September : : 101.7 101.7

October-December : . 101.0 : 100.5
1980: D '

January-March . 101.9 : 101.6

April-June : ' 101.4 100.1

July-September : 102.4 : 100.6

October-December : 100.2 99.6
1981: ' : :

January-March : 99.4 98.6

April-June : A 99.0 : 98.0

July-September : - 97.9 98.2

October-December : 99.5 101.2
1982: _ : :

January-March P o 98.1 : 100. 4

April-June : 95.3 99.2

July—-September . 94.9 99.0

October-December : 96.3 : 100.8
1983 . :

January-—-March : . 96.7 101.7

April-June : 96.4 102.5

July-September : 96.2 : 102.3

October-December : 95.8 : 101.8
1984; : :

January-March : 94.5 100.8

April-June—- : 91.8 : 98.4

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the International Monetary
Fund.

On a quarterly basis, from January-March 1979 to October-December 1983,
the nominal value of the Canadian dollar in terms of the U.S. dollar declined
by 4.2 percent. However, when these figures are adjusted by the relative
rates of inflation, the real exchange rate actually increased by 1.8 percent.
However, when comparing data from October-December 1983 to -April-June 1984,
the nominal exchange rate dropped by another 4.2 percent and the real exchange
rate dropped by 3.3 percent. From this quarterly analysis, we also draw the
conclusion that real exchange rates had little effect on overall trade between
the United States and Canada during the period ranging from January-March 1979
to October-December 1983. But during the first half of 1984, the rcal
exchange rate fell from its high in 1983. Thus during the first half of 1984,
Canadian pork producers and swine growers may have become more competitive in
U.S. markets due to a slightly more favorable real exchange rate. '
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APPENDIX A

COPY OF LETTER TO CHAIRMAN LCKLS FROM SENATOR ROBERT J. DOLE,
CHAIRMAN, U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
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Interhational Trade Commission
701 E Street, N.W. :
Washington, D.C. 20436

Dear Chairman Eckes:

The United States Senate Committee on Finance requests that
the United States International Trade Commission conduct an
investigation under section: 332 of the Tariff Act of 1930 on the

competitive position of Canadian live swine and pork in the
United States market.

The Commission's study should analyze all relevant conditions
relating to the importation of Canadian live swine and pork into
the United States as well as examine competitive conditions in
the swine and pork industries of the United States and Canada
over the last five years. The study should concentrate on the
competitive position of swine and pork from Canada in U.S.
industries and markets, but the Commission's assessment also
should include a review of the competitive position of pork from
other major sources, such as Poland and Denmark.

The products to be investigated should include live swine and
pork, especially fresh pork which reportedly accounts for the
bulk of U.S. imports of pork from Canada. The Commission should
define the individual swine and pork imports on a market-by-
market basis by distinguishing between U.S. growers, processors,
exporters, and importers.

In examining the competitive factors in the Canadian and U.S.

industries, the Commission should, to the extent the information
can be obtained:

A. Profile the U.S. and Canadian industries, describing
" factors such as number of producers, industry
concentration, and geographic distribution.

—ﬂ‘
_/ ’ A

(\:
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The Honorable Alfred Eckes--Page 2

B. Describe the U.S. and Canadian markets in terms of
consumption levels and trends, production, and both
import and export levels and trends.

C. Describe the volume of trade in swine and pork,
including a description of the variations in the levels
of those exports on a yearly and monthly basis. To the
extent possible, the Commission should determine
geographic concentration of imports.

D. Describe the effect of tariffs and health and
sanitary regulations on trade in swine and pork between
the two nations, and also of trade regulations in other
markets, such as Japan, which may affect the U.S. and
Canada's export marketing strategies.

E. Identify Federal, State, and Provincial government
assistance programs which are available to the swine
growing and processing industries. Such government
assistance programs may include assistance which reduces
fixed costs (such as direct grants, loan guarantees,
forgiveable loans, discounted interest rates and
insurance rates, or start-up assistance), assistance
which reduces variable costs and assistance which
enhances revenues (such as retroactive bonuses or other
payments to processors, price support payments to
growers or processors based on units sold, tax credits
or exemptions, marketing or advertising assistance).

F. Discuss competitive conditions with respect to
factors such as product price, transportation
advantages, and so forth.

The Committee requests that during the course of the
investigation, the Commission hold a hearing in Iowa at a place
and time convenient for industry represesntatives and other
interested individuals to present their views.

The final report should be transmitted to the Committee on
Finance not later than six months after receipt of this raquest.

BD:tkk

Sincer

P

BOB DOLE
Chairman
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APPENDIX B

NOTICE OF INSTITUTION OF INVESTIGATION NO. 332-186 AND PRELIMINARY
NOTICE OF HEARING
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1984 / Notices

zpproximateiy 4 weeks after the
meeting.

Dazed: june 21, 1984.
Robert M. Baker,
Regional Direcicr, Southecst Region. -
{FR Doc. B4-17779 Filed 7-3-84: 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 4310-70-M

Death Valley National Monument,
Death Valley California and Nevada;
Intent To Prepare a General
Management Plan

SUMMARY: In accordance with Nauonal
Park Service policy. a general
management plan for Death Valley
National Monument will be prepared to
guide the management of the monument
for the next 10-15 years. A Natural and
Cultural Resources Management Plan
for the monument was previously -
completed and approved and will be
incorporated in the general management
plan by reference. This planning effort
will primarily address issues reiated to
visitor services and facilities,
management facilities, and land
protection strategies. A wilderness
proposal is ¢urrently before Congress.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Superintendent, Death Valley National
Monument, Death Valley. California
92228, telephone (619) 786-2331.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
scoping process for this planning effort
was initiated in January 1884 and will _
continue through October 1984. The
scoping process will consist of:

(1) Meetings with agencies and
organizations who have expressed an
interest in the project.

(2) Mailings announcing the initiation
of the project to persons and
organizations who have indicated by
past involvement, an interest in the
futuree management of the Monument. -

{3) Contact with visitors to the
Monument through brochures and
programs. -

{4) Solicitation of the above agencies.
organizations, and individuals to -
express their comments on concerns, -
issues, and opportunities and their
desire to participate in mterdxsclplmary
team meetings.

All interested parties are mvned to
pamcxpate in the scoping process. The
scoping process will:

(1) Identify those issues, concerns and
opportunities.to be addressed in depth - -
in both the plan and environmental
analysis.

(2) Eliminate insignificant issues.
concerns, and opportunities or those .
that have been covered by a previous
_ envircnmental analysis.

-

The planning process is expected to
take apout 30 montns. Major steps in the
planning process include: scoping;
analysis of available data; development
of aliernative management strategies:
assessment of the potential
environmental consequences of -
proposals and alternatives; public-and
agency review; analysis of comments:
and a determination on the need to
prepare an environmental impact
statement Should analysis and review
indicate the potential for significant
environmental consequences of any of
the proposed actions, a Natice of Intént
to Prepare an Environmental Impact -
Statement will be published. -

Written cor:ments and suggestions.
and/or requests to receive any
published documents and notices of
meetings should be sent to the
Superintendent, Death Valley National
Monument at the above address.

“Dated: June 26, 1984. ’
W. Lowell White,
Acting Regional Director, Western Region,
National Park Service. .
[FR Doc. 84-17773 Filed 7-3-84 B45 am)
BILLING CODE ¢310-70-M

INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION :

[investigation No. 701-TA-~209 (Finaf)}
Carbon Steel Wire Rod From Sp'ain

Determination

On the basis of the record‘ developed
in investigation No. 701-TA-~208 (Final), .

" the Commission determines,? pursuant
. to section 705(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930

(19 U.S.C. 1671d[b)), that an industry in
the United States is materially injured
by reason of imports of carbon steel
wire rod from Spain, provided for in

- item 607.17 of the Teriff Schedules of the

United States (TSUS). which have been -
found by the Department of Commerce .
- (Commerce) o be subsidized by the
Government of Spain.

Counsel for petitioners alleged that
imports of carbon stee] wire rod from
Spain present “aritical circumstances.”
Commerce examined such imports and -

- determined under section 705(a)(2) of
the Act that there were massive imports
of the merchandise subject to the
investigation over a relatively short
period benefitting from a subsidy
inconsistent with the subsidies code.
Because Commerce has made this
affirmative critical circumstances

- determination, the Commission is
required to determine whether there is
material injury which will be diffi cult to

1 The “record” is defined in § 207.2(i) of the
Commission's Rules of P'ﬂmce and Procecure (19
US.C. 207.2(i)).

* Commissioner Haggart not participating.

’ (asz-ws)

repair and whether the material injury
was by reason of such massive imports.
Pursuant to section 705(b)(4)(A), the
Commission determines?® that there is no
matcrial injury by reason of such
massive imports of the subsidized
merchandise over a short: penod of time,
which will be difficult to repair.
Accordingly. critical circumstances do
not exist. -

Background - .. .- . . T
. The Commission mshtuted tlus ﬁnal
mveshgahon following a prehmmary
determination by the Department of -
Commerce that subsidies were bemg
provided to the manufacturers, ~ - .
producers, or exporters of carbon steel
wire rod in Spain. Commerce's ' - -~ - °
preliminary subsidy determination was
published in the Federal Regisier on
February 24, 1984 (49 FR 6962). - ...
Notice of the institution of the
Commission’s final investigation and
scheduling of the public hearing to be
held in connection therewith was given
by posting copies of the notice in the
Office of the Secretary, and by
publishing the notice in the Federal
Register on March 21, 1984 (49 FR
10586). On May 8, 1984, Commerce

- published in the Federal Register (40 FR

18551) its affirmative final

countervailing duty determination wit.h

respectto carbon stee

Spain. The Commission’s hearing was

. held in Washington, D.C. on May 7, -

1984, and all persons who requested the :

opportunity were permitted to appear in

person or throngh counsel. o
‘The Commission transmitted its report

on this investigation to the Secretary of

Commerce on June'22, 1984. A public

version of the Commission’s report, ~ .

Larbon Steel Wire Rod from Spain -

(investigation No. 701-TA-209 (Final),

" USITC Publication 1544, 1984) contains

the views of the Commission and- -
information developed dunng the
investigation. - )
Issued: june 22,1984, - ... - - - .-
- By order of the COmmlssion. -
Kenneth R. Mason, -

mvu.u-tmm-emwm]

©  BILLNG CODE 7020-02-M

Conditlons of competition Between
the U.S. and Canadian Live Swine and
Pork industries

-AGENCY: United States International
Trade Commission. -

* Chairman Eckes dissenting.
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£cTIOK: Insiitution of an investigalion
cndes seciion 332{g) of the Tariil Act of
1935 {18 U.S.C. 1332(3g)) for the purpose
of assessing the competitive position of
Canadian live swine and pork in tne
U.S. marxet.

EFFECTIVE DATE: June 25, 1984.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Mr. David E. Ludwick, Agriculture..
Fisheries, and Forest Products Division, _
U.S. International Trade Commission,
Washington. D.C. 20438, telephone 202~
724~1763. . Lo

Background and .Scope of Investigation

At the request of the United States
Senate Committee on Finance, the
Commission has instituted investigation
No. 332~186 under section 332(g) of the
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1332(g)). for
the purpose of gathering and presenting
information on the competitive and
economic factors affecting the U.S. and
Canadian live swine and pork industries
in U.S. markets and will analyze these
industries’ competitive position in these
markets. Specifically, the Commission
has been asked to: - '

(A) Profile the U.S. and Canadian
industries;

(B) Describe the U.S. and Canadian
markets in terms of consumption,
production, and trade;

(C) Describe the monthly and annual
variations in trade; '

(D) Describe the effect of tariffs and
health and sanitary regulations on trade
between the U.S. and Canada, and the
effect of trade regulations in other
markets, such as Japan, which may
affect US. and Canadian export
strategies,

(E) ldentify Federal. State, and
Prcvincial government assistance
prégrams for the swine growing and

" processing industries: and

(F) Discuss competitive conditions as
they relate to factors such as product
price and transportation advantages,

The Commission expects to complete

-its study by November 21, 1984.

Public Hearing

A public hearing in connection with
the investigation will be held beginning
- September 21, 1884, in Cedar Rapids,
Iowa at a time and place to be
announced. All persons shall have the
right to appear by counsel or in person,
to present information and to be beard.
Requeststo appear at the public hearing
should be filed with the Secretary, U.S.
International Trade Commission, 701 E
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 204386, not
later than noon, Septeraber 11, 1984.

\Written Submissions

In lieu of or in addition to
appearances at the public hearing.
interested persons ars invited to submit
written statements concerning the
investigation. Commercial or financial
information which a submitter desires
the Commission to treat as confidential
must be submitted on separate sheets of
paper, each clearly marked
“Confidential Business Information” at
the top. All submissions requesting
confidential treatment must conform
with the requirements of § 201.6 of the -
Commission's Rules of Practice and
Procedure (19 CFR 201.6). All written -
submissions, except for confidential -
business information, will be made
available for inspection by interested
persons. Ta be ensured of consideration
by the Commission, written statements
should be received by the Commission”
at the earliest practicable date, but not
later than September 14, 1984. All
submissions should be addressed to the
Secretary at the Commission's office in -
Washington, D.C.

Issued: june 28, 1984.

By order of the Commission.

Kenneth R. Mason, -
Secretary.

[FR Doc. 8417205 Filed 7-3-84: &:45 am)
BILLING COOE 7020-02-M

[Investigation No. 337-TA-196]

- Certain Apparatus for Installing -

Electrical Lines and Components
Theretor; Order : B

Pursuant to my authovrity.na Chief ‘ o

Administrative Law Judge of this
Commission, [ hereby designate
Administrative Law Judge Janet D.
Saxon as Presiding Officer in this
investigation. < '

The Secretary shall serve a copy of - )

this order upon all parties of record and

_ shall publish it in the Federal Register.

Issued: june 22,1984, . - -
Donald K. Dyvall, ' :
Chief Administrotive Law Jadge.

. [FR Doc. 84-1780¢ Filed 7-3-44: 84S am)

BILLING CODE 7020~-02-M

[investigation No. 337-TA~162)

Certain Cardlac Pacemakers and
Components Thereof; Commission
Determination not to Review an Initial
Determination Terminating Certaln
Patent Claims as to Certain '
Respondents .

AGENCY: U.S. International Trade
Commission.

* AcTion: Tne Commission has

determined not to review an initial
determination {ID) to terminate the, ~
above-captioned investigation reg
U.S. Letiers Patent 3,595,242 as to ti_
Telectronics respondents. -

Authority: 19 U.S.C. 1337; 19 CFR 210.53{c)
gnd (1) SE

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
February 1. 1984, the Telectronics
respondents moved (Motion No. 162-30}
for summary determination, under 19
CFR 21031, that they were not infringing
U.S. Letters Patent 3.595,242, on the

“grounds that they had acquired a license

under the patent from parties whose
rights were superior to those of
complainant Medtronic. -

On May 23, 1984, the presiding officer
issued an ID (Order No. 52) granting the
motion The ID traced the ownership of
the patent rights and concluded that the
Teletronics respondents had acquired,
from parties with rights superior to
Medtronic, the rights to make use and
sell articles covered by the patent.

A petition for review was filed by
complainant and opposed by the
Telectronics respondents and the
Commission investigative attorney. No
comments were received from other
Government agencies. -

This determination does not ter
the investigation regarding U.S. L};\
Patent 3,595.242, as to the other -

_respondents in the investigation.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Jack Simmons, Esq., Office of the . -
General Counsel, telephone 202-523-

Issued: June 28, 1984.

By order of the Commission. . -
Keaneth R. Mason, o
Secretary. - L o
[FR Doc. 8417801 Flied 7-3-8¢: 8:45 am) -

SN

. BILLING CODE T020-02-M

-~

[investigation No. 731-TA-163 (Final))

- Cell-Site Transcelvers and

Subassemblies Thereof From Japan

AGENCY: United States International
Trade Commission. .
AcTioN: Institution of a final
antidumping investigation and
scheduling of a hearing to be held in
connection with the investigation.

EFFECTIVE DATE: June 12, 1984. .

SUMMARY: As a result of an affirmative
preliminary determination by the I' ©
Department of Commerce that
reasonable basis to believe or s

that imports from Japan of cell-site- -
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WITNESSES AT THE HEARING
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TENTATIVE CALENDAR OF PUBLIC HEARING

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

Subject : Conditions of Competition between the
: U.S. and- Canadian Live Sw1ne
and Pork
Inv. No. ¢ 332-186
Date and time: September 21, 1984 - 10:00 a.m.

Sessions were held in connection with the 1nvest19ation in
the Sheraton Inn, 525 33rd Avenue, SW, in Cedar Rapids, Iowa

Congressional and State appearances:

Honorable Roger W. Jepsen, United States Senator, State of Iowa

Honorable Berkley Bedell, United States Representative,
State of Iowa

George Palmer, on behalf of: Honorable Tom Harkin, United States
Representative, State of Iowa

Honorab]é Joe Bertram, State Senator, State of Minnesota

Honorable Thatcher Johnson, Deputy Secretary, Iowa Department
of Agriculture

- more -
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WITNESS AND ORGANIZATION

Domestic-

Thompson Hine & Flory--Counsel
Washington, D.C.
on behalf of

The National Pork Producers Council.
William (Bi11) F. A Goette, Vice President
oRussell Rowe, Michigan Pork Producers °
Ms. Donna Keppy; lowa Pork Produoers
Glenn Grimes, Agriculture Economist University
of Missouri

Mark Roy Sandstrom--OF COUNSEL

Robert Joslin, Vice President. Iowa'Farn Bureao Federation,
West Des Moines, Iowa '
Iowa Pork Producers Association, west'Des-Moines. Iowa
Don Gingerich, Chairman of the Legislative Committee

.- Dave Hinman, Associate member

Importers:

Cameron, Hornbostel, Adelman & Butterman--Counsel
Washington, D.C.
on behalf of

. Canadian Pork Council
Howard Ma]colm President Canadian Pork Council -
Bill vaags, Vice President Canadian Pork Council
- and Chairman, Manitoba Hog Producers' Marketing Board

- more -
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Cameron, Hornbostel, Adelman & Butterman (Continued)

William Hamilton, Executive Secretary,
Canadian Pork Council

Martin T. Rice, Ass1stant Secretary,
Canadian Pork Council

Jean-Marc B®&langer, Secretary, Quebec Federation
of Pork Producers

‘r“Helmut F Loewen Genera] Manager, 0ntar1o Pork
Producers ‘Marketing Board.

Producers Market1ng Board

o

".-“.5; i

William K. Ince)

William Monroe )~ -OF COUNSEL
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APPENDIX D

SUPPLEMENTARY NOTICE OF HEARING
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August 28, 1984 / Notices

General Counsel. telephone 202-523-
292,
Authgriry: 12 U.S.C. 1337; 10 CFR 210.60(a).
By erder cf the Commission.
Issued: August 21, 1984.
Kenneth R. Mason,
Secreiary.
{FR Doc. 84-22945 Filed 8-26-84; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M

[332-186])

Conditions of Competition Between -

the U.S. and Canadian Live Swine and
Pork

AGENCY: U.S. International Trade
Commission.

AcTION: Time and place of public
hearing.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that
the public hearing in this matter will be
hel@d beginning on Friday, September 21,
1884, in Cedar Rapids, lowa, at the
Sheraton Inn, 525 33rd Avenue SW., at
* 10:00 a.m.
Notice of the investigation and
hearing was published in the Federal
" Regtster of July 5, 1984 (49 FR 27640).
By order of the Commission.
Issued: August 23, 1984.
Kenneth R. Mason,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 84-22951 Fiied 8-28-84; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M -

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
- Drug Enforcement Administration

Eradication of Cannabis on Federal
Lands in the Continental United States;
Extension of Comment Period of Draft
Environmental impact Statement

Pursuant to section 102(2)(c) of the
National Environmental Policy Act of
1963, the U.S. Department of Justice, -
Drug Enforcement Administration
{DEA},-has prepared a draft .
programmatic environmental impact
statement {(DEIS) on the possible -

in the United States associated with the
eradication of cannabis on Federal -

lands and intermingled forests and "~ * "~ "

rangelands in the lower-48 States.

The period for receiving written
comments concerning the DEIS has been
extended until Monday, September 10,
1934. Written comments should be
addressed to Mr. Thomas G. Byrne,
Chief, Cannabis Investigations Sechon,
Poom 629, 1405 I Street, NW.,

Waskington, D.C. 20537.

Dated: August 20, 1984.
Francis M. Mulie, J:..
Administrator.

{FR Doc. 84-22874 Filed 8-26-84: 8:45 am;
BILLING CODE 4410-06-M

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
ON OCEANS AND ATMOSPHERE

Meeting

Avgust 24, 1984

Pursuant to section 10(a](2) of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act, 5
U.S.C. App. 1 (1982), as amended, notice
is hereby given that the National
Advisory Committee on Oceans and
Atmosphere (NACOA) will hold a
meeting on Wednesday, Thursday, and
Friday, September 12-14, 1984. The
meeting will be held in Page Building #1,
Rooms 416 and B-100, 2001 Wisconsin
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC. The -

. meeting will commence at 9:00 a.m. and

end at 5:00 p.;o. September 12 and .
September 13. On September 14 the
meeting will commence at 8:30 a.m. and
end at 3:30 p.m. The Committee, ,
consisting of 18 non-Federal members -
appointed by the President from

academia, business and industry, public

interest organizations, and State and
local! government, was established by
Congress by Pub. L. 85-63, on July 5,
1977. Its duties are to (1) undertake a
continuing review, on a selective basis,
of national ocean policy, coastal zone
management, and the status of the
marine and atmospheric science and
service programs of the United States;
(2} advise the Secretary of Commerce
with respect to carrying out of the
programs administered by the Natlonal
Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration; and (3) submit an
annual report to the President and to the

Congress setting forth an assessment, on
- a selective basis, of the status of the
 Nation's marine and atmospheric

activities, and submit other reports as -

"~ may from time to time be requested by
T the President or Congress. .
environmental and health implications --

The tentative agenda is as follows

.- Wednesday, Seplember 12,1984 -
2001 Wisconsin Avenue, NW., Page Buxldmg

#1, Room B-100, Washmgton.DC Cy,
Panel Meehng -, ’

900 a.m.~12:00 p.m.”

¢ North Pacific Fur Seal Treaty,
Chairman: Charles Black
Room B-100 ’
Topic: Panel Werk Session
Speakers: TBA

* Shipbuilding

Lunach
12:00 Noon-1:00 p.m.
2:00 p.m.~5:00 p.m.

* North Pacific Fur Seal Treaty
Chairman: Charles Black
Room B~100
Topic: Pane! Work Session

" Speakers: TBA

Recess

5:00 p.m.

Thursday, Septamber 13. 1884

2001 Wisconsin Avenue, NW., Page Buﬂdmg
#1, Room 416, Washington, DC

Plenary

8:00 a.m.~12:00 Noon

9:00 a.m.<9:30 a.m.

* Introductory Remarks -

* Swearing-In Ceremony for Mary Ellen
McCaffree

8:30 a.m.~12:00 Noon

* To Be Announced

Lunch

12:00 Noon-1:00 p.m.

Panel Meetings

1:00 p.m.~5:00 p.m.

¢ OCS and Coastdl Zone Issues -
Chairman: john Norton Moore
Room 416 .
Topic: Panel Work Sesalon :
Speakers: TBA -

3:00 p.m.~5:00 p.m.

» Underwater Vehicles
Chairman: Don Walsh
Room B-100
Topic: Panel Work Session

Speakers: None

Recess
5:00 p.m.
Friday, September u 1984

2001 Wisconsin Avenue, NW., Page Bmlding
#1, Room 416, Washxngton. DC ’

Panel Moeting
8:30 0.m.~10:30 a.m.

Chairman: Don Walsh e
Room418 - ’
Topic: Panel Work Sesslon
Speakem TBA

Plenary . ;

10:30 a.m.-12:00 Noon

¢ North Pacific Pur Seal Treaty
Discussion of Panel Activities by Panel

" Chairman o

Speakers: None

Lunch - .
12:00 Noon- 1:00 p.m. -- -
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APPENDIX E

EXPLANATION OF THE RATES OF DUTY APPLICABLE TO SWINE AND PORK AND SELECTED
PORTIONS OF THE TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATES ANNOTATED
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Explanation of the rates of duty applicable to swine and pork

The rates of duty in column 1 are most-favored-nation (MFN) rates and are
applicable to imported products from all countries except those Communist
countries and areas enumerated in general headnote 3(f) of the TSUSA. 1/
However, such rates would not apply to products of developing countries which
are granted preferential tariff treatment under the Generalized System of
Preferences (GSP) or under the "LDDC" column.

The rates of duty in the "LDDC" column are preferential rates (reflecting
the full U.S. MTN concession rate for a particular item without staging of
duty reductions) and are applicable to products of the least developed
developing countries designated in general headnote 3(d) of the TSUSA which
are not granted duty—free treatment under the GSP. If no rate of duty is
provided in the "LDDC" column for a particular item, the column 1 rate applies.

The rates of duty in column 2 apply to imported products from those
Communist countries and areas enumerated in general headnote 3(f) of the TSUSA.

The GSP is a program of nonreciprocal tariff preferences granted by the
United States to developing countries to aid their economic development by
encouraging greater diversification and expansion of their production and
exports. The GSP, implemented by Executive Order No. 11888 of November 24,
1975, applies to merchandise imported on or after January 1, 1976, and is
scheduled to remain in effect until January 4, 1985%. It provides for
duty-free treatment of eligible articles imported directly from designated
beneficiary developing countries. Eligible articles are identified in the
column entitled "GSP" with an "A" or "A¥." The designation "A" means that all
bereficiary developing countries are eligible for the GSP, and'"A¥" indicates
that certain developing countriés, specified in geénéral headnote 3(c¢) of the

1/ The only Communist-countries currently eligible for MFN treatment are the
People's Republic of China, Hungary, Romania, and Yugoslavia.
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TARIFY SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATES ANNOTATED (1984)

" SCHEDULE 1. - ANIMAL AND VEGETABLE PRODUC'N
Part 1. - Live Animals

Page 1-3

P-1--
100.01 - 100,08

Item

Statd
Suf~
fix

Unite

Quantity

Rates of Duty

LODC

100.03

100.04

100.05

100.01

10
20

30

40
50
80

00

00

00

2.

PART 1. - LIVE ANIMALS

Part 1 headnotest

1. This part covers all live animals, verte-
brate and invertebrats, except fish and shellfish
(see parts 3 and 13 of this schedule) and microdial
cultures (see part 3 of schedule &), but tncluding
vhales and other ses zammals.

Unless the coatext requires othervise, each
provision for namad or described animals spplies
to such animals regardless of their size or age,
@eg+, "shasp” includes lembs.

3. Cearcain specisal provisions applying to live
animals are {n schedule 8.

Anisals (except black, silver, or platinus foxes,
and any fox vhich is s autation, or type developed,
therefrom), certified to the collector of customs
by the Department of Agriculture as being pure bred
of a recognized breed and duly ragistered in & book
of record recognized by the Secretary of Agriculturs
for that breed, imported by a citizen or ageacy of
the United States specially for breeding purposes,
vhether intended to be used by the importsr himself
or for sale £or SucCh PUTPOBEScceceessescsssscccsscrcsce
Horses:
MBl@crecscasececcosscncasvacescensssnscscossnsse
Femaleecose
Cattle:
MBl@ecccscsssecscsssscncsnesssscssevesscscans

Female:

Aninmals, not specislly provided foTececccrssnccses

Animals, domesticated, straying scroes the doundary
line into any foreign couatry, or driven across
such boundary line by the owner for temporsry
pasturage purposes only, together with their
offspring:

If brought back to the United Statas within

8 mOnthBeccesscsscessnssssccstccsavessssssascncsscs

Oth@recesecasecscscsssrstcssosssncsscosancoscsossss

Aninals, game, imported to be liberated in the
United States for stocking purposeScccccccvesscecccesse

Jue.

%o.
No.
No.

Hoecosee

NOceosoeo

Tree
Subject to ratesi

set forth fn
this part

Free

Free
Subject to rates

set forth in
this part

Treae
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'nuun acmm.n OF THE UN!'I'!D STATES ANNOTATED (1984

Page 1-4 SCHIDULE 1. - ANIMAL AND V'!GE‘_I'ABLB PRODUCT 8"
, , Part 1. - Live Animals
1«1 «=". .
100.07 - 100.T®
e " [seaed” Taits Rates of Duty
s | Item |Suf- . Articles of
? ) fiz - i Quaaticy 1 LODC 2
JJ Live birvds:
) Chickens, ducks, geese, wiuu. and turkeys:
100.07 § 00 In the downy stage with quills not dis~
cor0ibl@.cccccorseecrcressnssasssnsnnsscscecse 1Mo |2¢ cach &¢ each
100.09 § 00 OLNOF.cecsccscocsscsesoncessscvssncsssnconccce. fideccsss {2¢ por 1D, 8¢ per 1b.
100.15 | 00 Pigeons, fancy or ueia....‘ . Free Free
100.20 |} 00 Quail, bohtiu 15¢ each 50¢ each
Other live birds: .
A J100.25 . Valued not over S each...... sesicess 8¢ aseh S0¢c each
20 Canaries . No. o
40 Other..ccsicerectioricncrcionssccncasvoes 1HO,
: Valued over $3 each: : . )
100.30 J 00 COnATi®s...crereeeiurcrnrarrancnnans A%0. .00 158 ‘0d val, 20% ad val.
A 1100.31 | 00 [T T | IR O RN 20% ad val.
Live animals other tham birde: :
100.33 | 00 - Auuudbunou. ¥0..c0.. {158 od val. 153 ad val.
Cattle: '
Weighing under 200 pounds esch: .
100.40 | 00 - For not over 200,000 head entered ia
B the 12-wonth pcnod deginniog April 1, ;
‘i &Ny YOBF...eitriirrerrorsnnansssossane 1¢ per 1b, 2.3¢ per 1b,
100.43 | 00 OthBF..ccovresestennstrccrnsacnrsnssannse l¢ par 1b. 2.5¢ per 1b,
, : b Lo
100.45 | 00 Weighing 200 pounds or more but under 700 L ’
POUnds @8Ch....cceriiciararainadanttanstienans 1¢ per 1b. 2.5¢ per 1b.
: Weighing 700 pounds or more sach:
100.50 } 00« Cows imported specially for dairy .
yurpe.u..........................._....»..‘ Free 3¢ per lb.
o:hnr'
100.53 | 00 For not over 400,000 head entered
: in the 12-month p.riod begioning
April 1, in sny yesr, of which
not over 120,000 shall be en-
tered in any quarter beginning
April 1, July 1, October 1, or :
January l...cicusevonenevescorcecces IM0...0.v [1¢ por b, 3¢ per 1b.
’ B B "
100,55 § 00 ' Other.......iciceciaresecnensianaass [Hoo..v [1¢ per lb. 3¢ per 1b.
' Lb. -
Foxes: - R
100.60 § 00 Silver or bluk............................... 7.5% ad val. 15% ad val.
100.63 } 00 7.5% ad val. LS2 ad val.
100.65 | 00 $1.50 per head $3 per head
i Horses and mules: T ;
100.70 § 00. “Imported for _duu ohughtcr.............. No.cc... [ Pres Free
Other: . -
Horses:
100.73 § 00 Valued not over $150 pcr head....... fNo...... free $30 per head
100.7% | 00 Valued over '$150 per head........... [¥o...... Pree 202 ed val.
.. N ‘Muled:
100.77 { 00 Valued not over $150 per head....... |No...... {$15 per head $30° per head
100.79 § 00 Valued over $150 per head........... [No.. « 10X ad val. 20X ad val.
Sote: Por n'plmti.on of the -.y-bol YA" or "A®" in
the column entitled "GSP™, see general headnote 3(c).
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TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATES ANNOTATED (1984)

SCHEDULE 1. - ANIMAL AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTS

Part 1. - Live Animals

Page 1-5

1-1a.
100. 81 - 100. 95

80

Oth@Ceccascescscassssevecnsassenssocsscncssone

G su:ﬁ Tuite Rates of Duty
8 { Item [Suf- Articles of .
P fix Quancity LDDC 2
Live apimals other thsm birds (com.):
100,81 00 ShE@Pecosresscsscscssscsssssrsscsccccssossescasnane ‘HOesoees | Free $3 per head
100.85 | 00  GwiD@ssvssesssassnessssasenscrsssstasascesncsssace | Hooossov] Pres 2¢ per 1b. ]
Lb.
100.90 00 TurLtleBsveccsecscecescrcccevocccecsoscnssnscsnsnce Ldecesse| Frae Free
100.95 Oth@Tescercseccosssssenssassecscsscocscece essscnse] Froe 152 ad val.
20 Moukays snd other primsteScccscevecce ¥o.
40 WOTBBsoevsconnssetncesstscccstocecnssoe h &
. 70 Animsls of a kind chiefly used for
humsn £00deccscesessscvccsccsvnassscavsccssece | Noo
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TARIFY SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATES ANNOTATED (1984)

SCHEDULE 1. -' ANIMAL AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTS

" " 'Part 3, - Weats

Page 1.7
1-3-A

105.10 - 108.84

Item

Statd
Suf-
fix

Toits
of -

Quanticy

Rates of Duty

LDDC

105.10
105.20
105.30

[
105.40

105.50
108.53
105.60
105.70

105.82
105.84

888

00

00
00
00
00

00
00

PART 2, - MEATS

Pa h ]

1. This part covers culy meats, including =meat
offsl, fit for human coasumptiocn. The meats of all
animals, including vhales and other ses mammsls but
oot fish and shellfish (see parts 3 and 13 of this
schedule), are covered, and ucless the context
tequizes othervise, reference to an animal iacludes
such animal regardless of size or age.

2. 1In assassing the duty on msats, 00 allowance
shall be made for normal components thareof such
as boones, fat, and hide or skia. The dutiable
weight of meats in airtight contsiners subject to

specific rates includes the eutire couteats of the

containers.

Subpart A. - Bird Meat

Birds (dead), fresh, chilled, or frozem, if whole, or
if plucked, beheaded, eviscerated, or cut into pieces
(1ncluding edible offal), but not otherwise prepared
or praserved: N
Birds, vhole, or vhich have been plucked ouly:
Chickens, ducks, gesse, and guiness.cccccecee
, TUZK@Y@esorccosvsccresorcsrscssvssnnssacscnsse
. OthBfecscccsssncsresssevecssrecscassesssasnes
Birds vhich have bsen plucked, dehsaded, and
aviscerated (including birde with any edible
offal retained in or returnsd to the sbdominal
cavity), whether or not the feet have been
removed, but not cut ioto places:
Chicken®ssescoscscrscressoserosssscssccsssssse
Turkeye: i -
Valued under 40 ceats per poundscecescecs
Valued 40 or more cents per pound.

Oth@Cescscsecsoscercssasssencocassscscsvasson

OtRELsccccocacnnccscsocsascascsccastonsecncascssns

Birds othervise prepared or preserved:
Goose~liver productsSscs.

OCN@rsescscscnsocsvesesssssesscssansnscsorsssccase

Note: For explanation of the symbol "A" or "A%" (n
the column antitled "GSP", see general headnote 3(c).

Lbessese
Lbecsoss
Ldeceenss

Lbecsees

Lbevases
Lbeseses
Lbeesscs
Lbeceses

Lbesesss

3¢ per 1b.
8.5¢ per 1b.
2.5¢ per lb.

5¢ per 1db.

5¢ per 1b.
12.52 ad val.
5¢ per 1b.
10¢ per 1b.

3.5¢ per 1lb.
5¢ per 1b.

10¢ per 1b.
10¢ per 1b.
10¢ per 1b.

10¢ per lb.

10¢ per 1lb.
233 ad val.
10¢ per lb.
10¢ per 1ib.

10¢ per 1b.
10¢ per 1b.
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TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATES ANNOTATED (1984)

Page 1-8 . SCHEDULE 1. - ANIMAL AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTS -
Part 3. - Meats _ :
1-2-B
106. 10 - 108.25
¢ Seat Uuits Rates of Duty
s | Item [Suf- Articles of " "
P fix Quantity 1 Lec 2
Subpart B. - Meats Other Than Bird Meat
Subpart B headmote:
1. Por the purposes of this subpart --. .
(a) The term "freeh, chilled, or frozes" covers
meats even though completely detendonis and
deboned, but does not cover meats which have beea
prepared or preserved; and
(b) the term "prepared or presarved” covers
oeats even if in a fresh, chilled, or frozea state
if such aeats have been ground or comminuted,
diced or cut into sizes for stew meat or similar
uses, rolled and skewered, or specislly processed
into fancy cuts, special shapes, or otherwise made
ready for particular uses by the retail consumer;
and also covers meats which have been subjected to
processes such as drying, curing, ewoking, cooking,
seasoning, flavoring, or to aay combination of
such procesees.
Meats (except meat offal), fresh, chilled, or frozesm,
of all animals (except birds):
n6.10| &/ CalELl@. vt evuccurrnrncanssosassssscsssnsensoscosans ecacvses | 2¢ por 1M, 6¢ por 1.
Beef, with bone:
20 Presh or chilled...... PP 11
40 Progen..ccavrensscnons eesacesessaas LD,
60 Beef, without bone......... [P 1 B
80 Other (veal)...cocevvrnenes [T 1 B . .
106.22 | no1/ Sheep (except Lambe)....icoeerneensrcecnrcran Lbo..uvo | 1.8¢ par 1b, 1.5¢ per 1b. Sc per 1V,
106.25 | ool/ [T 1 X R TR IR PP Weieeo. 1 0.9¢ por 1b, Pree S¢ per 1b,

1/ P.L. 88-482, as amended, provides that meats

covered by the tariff descriptions in items 106.10,
106.22, 106.2%, 107.55, 107.6!, and 107.62 may be
made subject to an absolute quota by Presidential
proclamation.
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TAR.I!'P NHEDULES OF THB UN'I'I’BD STATES ANNOTATED (1984)

Note: For explanation of the symbol "A" or "A*" in

:the column entitled "GSP", see general headnote 3(c).

B

SCBEDULE 1. ANIMAL AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTS Page 1-9
i - Part 2 - Meats .
[ 1-2-B.
¢ Stat Uaits Rates of Duty .
s} Item ' JSuf- vt o Articles” of -
r f1ix . e s Quantity 1 LDDC 2
‘IMaats . (uc.pt seat o!hl). fresh,’ chulcd. or fronn, .
fof sll antmals (except birds) (con.):
106.30 ] 00 esseessvessvsssssssccoosss [lDeccsse J0.5¢ por 1be 7¢ per 1lh,
106.40 SWin@essscccncoasn .e vseesses [Free 2.5¢ per 1lb.
20 FPresh or chilled. .. b.
40 rro:on............--.................-.......» .
Game animale: ) !
106.50 J 00 Deer (except reindeer) Lheesses |Free 6¢ per 1b.
106.53 Othereeseecscssee eeseveas J2.5¢ par 1b. 6¢ per 1b.
20 Rabbit. b,
40 Other.. b.
106.60 ] 00 Progsececcress Weeeses | Fras 102 ad val.
: 106.65 | 00 Horses (except meat packad ip iznediate .
‘| containers waighing vith their contents : B
j less than 10 pounds uch)......................... Lbsssces [Prea Free
Other: =» o {1 . .
A J106.70 | 00 Valued not over 30 c.nn per pound T 3¢ per. 1b. 6¢ per 1b.
A §106.78% Valued over 30 cents per pound.. .. 10X ad val. . 20% ad val.
20 Rabbitecessocscccoiacsncs ceose . ’
40 Oither...........-...........’........-_... .
Edible meat offsl, fresh, chilled; or frozem, of
all anisals (except birds): ' .
106.80 | 00 Valued not over 20 cents per pountdecccessccscscass, B 6¢ per 1b.
106.85 | 00 Valued over 20 cents per pouud.......... : 30% ad val.
Sausages, vhethar or not in urtuht cont.hutu
Pork: v .
A J107.10 | OO vos +6¢ per 1b. 3.25¢ per 1b.
A1107.13 | 00 +6¢ per 1b. 3.25¢ per 1b.
A J107.20 | 00 Beef, in airtight container «5% ad val. 30X ad val.
A ]107.25 Otheresceccssccsccsssavence % ad val. 20X ad val.
-1 20, Be@fcccsscsrrcasocsons
40 Oth@Ff.evessscsscaccee
Pork, prepared or preserved (except sausages): .
107.30 Not boned and cooked and packed in airtight . -
CONtALNBLBscsscssssssccsnncvesasssssscsnssassnssce Bossssses 1€ por 1be 3.25¢ per 1b.
1..20 . » . Hams snd shoulder b. L .
40 BaCONeescosssscse b,
60 Oth@resesssscscsrssvssvsccrssscsccscsscscccsas [Lbe
107.35 Boned and cooked and packed in sirtight
CONLAINBTBessesssvcrcssnsssercccnsncsesenccncsssses esessess | 3¢ per 1db. 3¢ per 1b.
Hams and shouldere:
15 In containers holding less than
3 poundBesccescccsvecessssscsesrecvascas |Lbe
25 In containers holding 3 pounds and
OVEYerecseecoessosssscsssssessososncsece 1b.
40 BacCODcsscccccass 1b.
60 Othercsccsceerrsassnescascsssssnsessscnvsecce fLbe
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© APPENDIX F

RATES OF DUTY APPLICABLE TO SWINE AND PORK AND SELECTED bdRTIONS OF THE
CANADIAN TARIFF SCHEDULES
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SCHEDULE “A" Group |
» Page 1
] British Most. General
Taritf Items . .
Date and Goods Subject to Duty and Free Goods ?:tfiea: Fﬁ;li‘;? G:::'r’a ' l:r::lear'. U.;'e(ia?.':,d (
No. of Memo A Tariff Tarift Tant!
GROUP |
ANIMALS, AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS,
FISH AND PROVISIONS
» 100-1 Horses, cattle, sheep, goats, asses, swine and dogs, for
30/11/06 the improvement of stock, under regulations prescribed
by the Governorin Council ...................... Free Free Free - Free
200-1 Domestic fowls, pure-bred, for the improvement of stock,
2/6/31, homing or messenger pigeons, and pheasants ...... Free Free Free —_ Free
424-B
205-1 'Rabbits, pure-bred, for the improvement of stock, under
regulations prescribed by the Minister ............. Free Free Free — Free
300-1 BeeS .ottt it e e Free Ftee Free - 'Free
30/11/06
400-1 HOTSES, M.O.P. «ovtinee e iieeiiieireeniannenen. each | Free Free $25.00 — | Free
Animals, living, n.o.p.:
5011 Cattle ...ttt per pound | Free 1.5cts. |3 cts. R .5 ct.
P.C. 1980-3442 on and after January 1, 1982 1 ct. 1 ct.
18/12/80
502-1 Sheep, lambs and goats ................. per head | Free $1.00 $3.00 - $1.00
503-1 Silver or black foxes ............. .o, Free Free 25 p.c. —_ Free
504-1 Cows imported specially for dairy purposes ........
per pound | Free Free 3 cts. — | Free
505-1 P+ 0 + J P Free Free 25 p.c. — Free

January I, 1984
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«Group | SCHEDULE “A”
Page 2 . .
. . British Most- General .} -
Tarif{ Items : ’ . . )
- Date and Goods Subject to Duty and Free Goods Preler | Favoured: | General | Prefer. | UK. and
No. of Memo ’ Tarift Tarift Tariff .
~ 600-1 Live ROBS .o veveninreenneannrnenas per pound | Free | Fre¢ 3. —_ Free
Meats, fresh, n.o.p.:
701-1 Beef and veal ..........coiivienennn.. per pound } 2 cts. 2 cts. 8 cts. - 2 cts.
MFN scheduled rate changes: Table 1, Line 2.
703-1 Lamb and mutton .................... per pound | 4 cts. 4.1 cts. | 8 cts. —_ 4 cts.
MFN scheduled rate changes Table 1, Line 3.
Aus'lralian Trade‘Agréement ................. ...
per pound 1/2 ct.
703-2 Lamb, when the growth, produce or manufacture of
New Zealand ............... ..ot Free
. Note: In accordance with Article 1 of the Australian
Trade Agreement, lamb from that-country is admissible ;
free of duty, on account of the treatment extended to
importations of lamb from New Zealand.
703-3 New.Zealand )
Mutton ..., per pound 0.5 ct.

P 704-1 Pork ............. T per pound | Free Free 5 cts. - Free
705-1 NoO P i e i e e per pound | Free Free 5 cts. — Free
7071 Edible meat offal of all animals ........ per pound | Free Free 5 cts. — Free
800-1 Canned beef ... ... .. ... .. i i, 15 p.c. {15p.c. |3Sp.c — 15 p.c.

Australian Trade Agreement ................... Free
New Zealand .............. R Free

January 1, 1984
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SCHEDULE “A"

(vruup |
Puge 3
Tarift ltems British Most- General
Sute and Goods Suiect 10 uty and Free Goocs oler | Fovouns | o | Prter | UK
No. of Memo Taritt Tarlft Tariff
Australian Trade Agreement
800-2 Canned corned beef ........................ Free
-~ 8051 Canned pork .............oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii, 1Spec. |15p.c. |3Sp.c. [10pc. [15p.c.
New Zealand ..........cocoviiiiiiinnnnnesns Free
o~ 810-1 Canned hams .........c.ciiiiiiieieienrienereanenas 1Sp.c. |15S5pc. |35p.c —_ 15 p.c.
New Zealand ................. LA Free
8151 Pités de foie gras, foies gras, preserved, in tins or .
o}herwise;larkpﬁtés............‘........-.. ...... Free Free 35 p.c. — | Free
820-1 Animal liver paste ..........coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiann Free Free 35 p.c. —_ Free
825-1 Canned meats, N.O.P. ..ovvierirenrrierancanoannnes 15p.c. |1S5pc. |3Spc. {125p.c.|15p.c.
Canned snails of the genus Helix ................... 7.5 p.ic. |7.5 p.c. - 7.5 p.c.
New Zealand . ......coovvvvuenvnennrnnnnnenss Free
830-1 Cannéd poultry or game, n.O.P. ....iiiiiinnnnnnnnnn 15 pc 15 p.c. |35p.c. - 15 p.c.
New Zealand ............cooiiiiiiiiiinannn, Free

January 1, 1984
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January 1, 1984 °

- GIOUP 1 ' SCHEDULE uAn
~ Page 4 S -
Tariff ltems British Most- General | -
Date and - Goods Subject to Duty and Free Goods Z’;’;:' F:’:ﬁézd' G:::;fl ':-':"i‘::' ":'rzl'af:’d
No. of Memo Tarift Tariff- Tarift - .
835-1 Extracts of meat and fluid beef, not medicated .. ... “" | Free 10 p.c. [35p.c —_ 10 p.c.
905-1 Live poultry, n.op. ........... PP per pound | 2 cts. 2 cts. S cts. — 2 cts.
910-1 Quails, partridges, and squabs, live or dead, n.o.p. ... | Free Free 30 p.c. _ Free
9151 Turkey poults, baby ducklings and baby goslings .. ... 12.5 p.c.| 12.5 p.c.| 20 p.c. | Free 12.5 p.c.
920-1 Baby chicks. 1 T 20 T T each | Free 2 cts. 5 cts. — 2 cts.
925-1 Dead poultry, M.O.P. «.ovvnrreeinennannnns A 12:5 p.c.| 12.5p.c.{ 20 pc. - 12.5'p.c.
930-1 Eviscerated poultry, whether o} not divided into portions
and whether or not cooked ...................... 12.5 p.c.} 12.5 p.c. | 35 p.c. 12.5 p.c.
but not less than, per pound | 5 cts. S cts. 5 cts.
or more than, per pound | 10 cts. 10 cts. — 10 cts.
935-1 GaME, MLO.P. tvie e itieaiee e e Free Free 20 p.c. — Free
. Australian Trade Agreement
935-2 Rabbits, frozen ............ ... ... ... ...... Free
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SCHEDULE “A" Group 1
‘ Page §
) British Most. General
Tariff ltems . .
Date and Goods Subject to Duty ana Free Goods ':'::;: F:‘v;?‘;f‘d G;::'r’a ! ::’:i::' Ul'r’:"a‘:";d
No. of Memo Tariff Taritt Tarift
940-1 Horse meat, tripe and other animal offal, ground or
unground, unfit for human consumption; whale meat;
feeds consisting wholly or in part of cereals but not
including baked biscuits; all the foregoing when for
use exclusively in the feeding of fur-bearing animals
or in the manufacture of feeds for such purposes | Free Free Free - Free
9421 Animal offal for use in the manufacture of prepared )
D12-2-1 foods for cats and dOES ... .....ccouvivrvnnennnns Free Free Free - - Free
(Temporary tariff item: see Appendix 1)
945-1 Feeds for use exclusively in the feeding of trout and salmon | § p.c. S p.c. 25 p.c. - 5 p.c.
MFN scheduled raté changes: Table 2, Line 166.
Meats, prepared or preserved, other than canned:
10011 Bacon, hams, shoulders and other pork ...........
- , per pound | Free 1ct. § cts. —_ 1ct.
, 1001-2 Salt pork in barrels ...................ccc.c... Free 'Free — Free
» 10013 Dry salt pork fatback for processing into salt pork in
" DI12-2-1 brine ......ccoiiiiii i per pound | Free Free 5 cts. - Free
(Temporary tariff item: see Appendix 1) o
- 1001-4 Pork sausages ..................o.o. per pound | Free .6 ct. 5 cts. - .6 ct.
1002-1 ' s 9 T A per pound | Free 1t 6 cts. Free 1 ct.
1002-2 Salt beef in barrels ........................... Free Free - Free
1100-1 Raw Rennet ...........coovvueinninnanns U Free Free Free - Free
1200-1 Sausage skins or casings, not cleaned ............... Free Free - | Free R Free
30/11/06

January 1, 1984
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SCHEDULE “A"

Tant! ftems . Bnitish . Most- G General
; . Prefer. avoured- eneral Prefer- U.K. anag
) Da'f ang Goods Subject to Duty and Free Goods ontial Nahon Tantt e'n"al \reland
0. of Memo Tariff Tariff Tanff
1205-1 Sausage skins or casings, cleaned .................. Free 3.8pc. |175p.c. — Free
MFN scheduled rate changes: Table 2, Line 76.
1210-1 - Sausage casings, synthetic, of paper ................ 10pc |15pc [3Spec. [10pc. [13.2p.c.
MFN scheduled rate changes: Table 2, Line 158. ' » :
- 1300-1 Lard and animal stearine of all kinds, n.o.p. ....
per pound | 1 ct. 1 ct. 2 cts. Free 1 ct.
New Zealand ........ccociiirieiiiiinennnnnn Free
-~ 130541 Lard compound and similar substances, n.o.p. ....
per pound |1 ct. 1 ct. 2 cts. .S ct. 1 ct.
New Zealand ................cciiiiiiiiinns Free
1400-1 TalloW . oot Free 4pc. |20pc |Free 4p.c.
’ MFN scheduled rate changes: Table 2, Line 167.
1505-1 Beeswax, unrefined ........ ... .. ... i Free Free Free —_ Free
15101 Beeswax, refined but not bleached ................. Free 4.7 p.c. 20 p.c. | Free Ipc
MFN scheduled rate changes: Table 2, Line 85.
1515-1 Beeswax, N.0.P. - .oicoiiiit i 4,7 p.c. |4.7p.c. |20 p.c. | Free 4.7 p.c.
MFN scheduled rate changes: Table 2, Line 85.
1520-1 Honey-comb foundations, of wax .................. 4.7 p.c. {47pc. |20pc. |3 p.c 4.7 p.c.
MFN scheduled rate changes: Table 2, Line 85. ’ .
GPT scheduled rate changes: Table 3, Line 85.

January 1, 1984
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APPENDIX G

RATES OF DUTY APPLICABLE TO SWINE AND PORK AND CUSTOMS TARIFF SCHEDULES
' OF JAPAN



= 1T B i = XK
CUSTOMS TARIFF SCHEDULES
OF JAPAN

1983

HAXBHHBS R
PUBLISHED BY

JAPAN TARIFF ASSOCIATION

|
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10
B % Rateo Duty
'y l:-g : _ B .
Sta. g & & ‘v 4| BE GATT [V &M & Description
No. |Code|S General - Prefer- T;:';- Unit
No. i - 1231 83]3°31 &4 _
01.02 & (EXTVELDITME,) ( '2) Live animals of the bovine species
" -4 (REEHL,) Bovine other thin bu-
aloes: -
100 |3 L LLIs: Cenified s being
S56DTHIED those used for asme-
ARTEDLOL D : . Li"::i" muhiplic:ﬁos
s VENZH - y the means stipulate
........... g 1)  odiad - :
D .. kR (Free) (Fm) NO b'y a Cabinet Order
-—XORDLD Other:
1) 1ME~OOB *(1) Weighing not more
- R 004 e than 300 kg per
SAUTFOLD head :
miy  ctogme ~ 0 e
\ - ught up to
2w, sk cattle:  for the
S S X quantity (quots)
EANERA ‘stipulated by
. K> BAN Cabinet Order, on
CEZRANR the basis of the
EZ-1 1% quantity of pro-
| €% 3. 33 spective domestic
L, EARAR demand in the
X ORDOEE coming fiscal year
eRHELTH (April- March)with
«TEHLIN, ® deduction of the
RUARD LD NO quantity of pro-
: . ree spective domestic
) . production, and
‘ also in consider-
ation of inter.
nstional market
situation and other
R | relevant conditions
912 |s *(ii) £DRRIbD gin) NO *fii) Other
. en,
. H(hesd) o
919 |5 °(2) xoMDbD - g,(m;)/ NO *(2) Other
!(l{:cd)
- reresenadareriennass ®” " Buffaloes
920 {4 *& — e ( .ﬁ) ( %) NO uffaloe
01.03 & (2 TusLoms,) | (RR) Live swine
010 {5 - HXRAMAIIRT S Certified ss being those
) LOTHLIEDRWMS used for ameliorative
TEBLBLIARX ® NB ’ ‘mgmphcn_ionl :;y b the
oD - means . stipulate y a8
PiEREnL S . ree Cabinet Or:der
~rOMD LD Other:
091 |2 ‘(1) l?ogf:;‘b.' BR{¢)! ‘::iGhSi(')‘gk not r'r:or;
%04 = 73 AL than per hea
TFOED cwierrrnne 10% [NO . 7 '__ _
.*(2) . tomosn - o ~ *(2) -Other:

(i) 01.02, 01.03 KEERRFIHE

(Note) 01.02, 01.03 {ll"):wmemc Animal Infectious Disease Control _
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. W ¥ Rate of Duty i
L TRbANE : o i
Stat. [ & # g &| BE GATT gd " ;I 0 Description
Code refer- | Tempo- ;
No. S General " Unit
No. i Y P Bl Bl
(01.03) [ 099 |¢ *Ci) é!ﬂlg;:&g: 'F i) gzt"lt::re , :‘l:::
: i EHIABOR obtained mul-
micovTtEl tiplying the stand.
MmOBBRES ard import price
N R X 1. for skinned pig
(BRI carcass by 49/,,,
%183%) B3 in value for cus-
LT o’ The
(4 K.H
w5l b standard import
AR DOR price shall be
ZRSBRAV provided by the
gg:g?gg - ‘h?ﬂ_mmet ‘of
inance, or
1XMAT5SE |- certain  grades
tLTtxBXE of pig mest
FEHDIM (B stipulated by s
FlEBQAS Cabinet Order,
Bl i) being taken the
R XY 18] - srithmetic aver.
b h-H A o masimam
}Is 1L Egg , siabilisation
E0 :...2;. ...... HANO referred to in
, N Paragraph 1 of
F 3 ) Article 3 of the
13 Price Stabilisa-
RKLT tion Law for
$7-Me Live Stock Pro-
(SR ducts (Law No.
ENE 183, 1961).
'or eac
ead, th
iffer-
nce
tween
he valu
or
ustoms
uty a
hevalu
btaine:
multi-
lying
the sai
andard
import
price by
099 {3 *(ii) tomo 0. 10% INO *Cii) Other
01.04 . ;nuv! (E2TVBHLOK Live sheep and goats:
| NO| 1 Shew
wpl 1 » N
. 7 JSSRRRIN 2 Gosts
200 s 2 oY ) ﬁ.. (Pﬁ) (’:2) No -

(%) 01.0¢ REERNFHN

(Nots) 01.04 {Domestic Animal

Infectious Disesss Control

s
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13
T )
| # 4 Rate of Dut
TRANE i 4 S
Stat.’ ¢ ek 4 o] CATT % M Description
Cod ¢ Prefer- | Tempo- .
No. e s General tial PO-: Unit ;
No- |1 . zasfasne |0 | Y :
: RRU KAD < TW (0101 : o Most and odible oflals of the
T Begeais , | e, o o
01.04 S ) : os. 01,01, O1. ,
DT, 48, SRULEEDL "1 "-01.04, fresh, chilled or frozen: - .-
DIZM5,) - o
L1 FOMBF TR 4 25% : .} 1 Meat and mest offals, of
S ' . - | ™. ° bovine snimals
-ERRAEOR o | Mest, fresh or chilled:
1 |1 -~ REBD LD . a KG| .. With bone in '
19 |2 ~—RDOMD LD . KG Other
-BWMON . : . Meat, frosen:
121 |4 RO D - KGC With bone in
129 |5 S RORD LD ’ KG Other
-<TA o ) Meat offals:
131 {0 ~-RBRUE e _ -;8201;/'? '] 18.8% : KG Internsl organs and
. -] tongue . -
139 |1 e Y LIY s KG| Other '
2 EROMEIEC FReeee (10%) ‘ ' 2 u:.g end mest offsh, of
292 10 U1 LT 109 ‘ KGl Internal organs
1) N ' *(1) Carcas:
BCHELAE LD *6.9°,R]*6.9%,% Skinned
GREIIISE S
YIACIYS AR
SRz R é
LR Lr
WOE T
(PX 1. IR R
CRRE:RR
REDRIBEDS
L LRRY LR
VTR
L]
i

(&) 02.01 { ‘:!%ﬁg‘?m&
an

02.01-1

Domestic Animsal Infectious Disease Control
(Notes) 02.01{ Law

Food Sanitation Law
DHRUFCTH (] : ex02.01-1 Meat and offals, of bovine animals, fresh,
£<)IQ . chilled or frozen, excluding tongwe and
internal organs : IQ

NI LE
REUE
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8. ¥ Rate of Duty
« E”‘?h' W ) ; " iption
c i 4 X &| BT GATT |¥ ¢|¥W w Descri
Code < " General Prefer- | Tempo- | 1y
No S " ential rary
| Ne F 12/81/83] 3/31/84
‘ » *(i) Not more then the
: ' " . e value obtain-
‘@010 (G D] 25,0:*; - b’:’& g
. - . S 28, 1< - B od by 4 s
- for lhinmg ear.
et cass by 1.1, in value
”&;}“5: for customs duty
LTR.
V Other
210 12 romoLD | 10% _ XG|
o ' | Not skinned
',’,(!Lt&."" *6.9%, X ‘6.9“‘,2
21 +#Pkr1 4w
&L LNLEIVC B
ORiI2{|[odiz¢
L Creig L7
RS T
P T DNPIT
HEREE & BB |G >
X 10 1Y
232 D6Y Y 15
RN L NS o
B\ oo L
*6.9%or *6.9%; o1

gram, gram,

diffe-the diffe-
ence nce

tween (hetween

import import
rice forfprice for
ot skin-jnot skin-
ed pig ined pig
arcass, lcarcass,
rhich-  rwhich-

lever  islever s
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gy |l N B ¥ Rued Dy — T . :
' &isr A~ 13 M .t ' .
Stat. E di ¥, & W GATT [T L™ & Description
o, |Codels General i Prle_f:lr- T:m'”' Unit :
R 123183331 8¢ | T haid
*(ii J . *(ii) Not more than the
(02.01 | 210 13 (i) BR@s 1 . ( )S'“C,"Ji _ ‘::“::._
t‘g'&?é: e standard import price
T X¥11] i IO for pig carcass, not
‘iﬂﬁt 1.1 : : skinned by 1.1, in
THRLTAA : . value for customs
MUFoLD . 1%/ KG duty
KRS, oo 7 At
2, Mg
L)
e
1
f-3
or eac
ilo:
gram,
khe diffe-
rence
betweea
lhenlueJ
for
customs
uty »
he . sai
tandard
mport
rice
r
210 |t roMo b | 108 KG Othe
’ - “ . Other
. DG Doenvennee *6.97.X|*6.9. R (2)
@ romos i2ldvfiziee .
7 ; 1; [ /g LOE’.
XAl el A} ¢
TR
D
XA S A
0.75CH0.75C
LT LTl
3 131 /S°PY ]
I 1.23
D ERDIDBWD
5Hu TS Y .
VIR [ IR
F.*
*6.9%.01%6.9% 01
for eschifor esch
kilo- kilo-
gram,; gram,
the diffe{the diffe-
rence  |rence
between |between
the valudthe value
for for
customs [customs .
duty a uty .nd'
the valudthe value
obtained i
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' : o ' " #® ¥ Rate of Duy
A _ - — Wiz
Stat. S & & 4 4| WG GATT ¥ 2 |¥W @& Description
Code S} | General | | Preder- |.Tempo- |y,
| [esves]yaee | ™ R
RRENY 1 Not more thaa the
by IAL value per kg obtain.
lunsl e g i
2-{.L3 s import price
SEBMAE for skinned pig car-
Neo85c cass by 0.825, in
BRLTR-E value for customs
HRTFodok duty
M, oooeeeee
291 L'l ’ A
- Preseeaserene KG Meat of pigs
293 "z‘ T BR R KG Meat offals
i toRobD | 108 . : Other
291 ”3 . = Pgeencecrrenes _ KG Mest of pigs
203 [t . - TR » - KG Mest offals .
creseersnserses "
| 2 xomwoto (10%) ‘ pe 3 Other
3‘0 [} . -‘”“ .................. (3800) (2800’ ' KG Meat Of—'hﬂP or lambs
320 |0 P | asm)| s KG  Meat of goats
3%0 {3 SV DL LOR (7.5%)| (7. 5%) KG Meat of wild boars
340 1 6 ~-R. 5K 68X ) KG " Mest of horses, asses,
== DPieereerersns 1 (3.8%,){(2.8%) ’ mules snd hinnies
390 |0 - WP ereerrreorrnsonsan ‘ (1.5%)| (7.5%) KG|  Mest offals
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“T 7T Seetion IV
PREPARED FOODSTUFFS; BEVERAGES.

KXBRURIZD SPIRITS AND VINEGAR,
. ' SRR TOBACCO
NG M A !Fum;mummll& " Chapter 16 ' Preparations of meat, of fish; of

o 3

rem, <Tm, A, PRURFKERREL LIV,

' cmueulu or molluu
Note. T

.ia_uu.;u, F2RLLBIMRBRTEIHECL Y 1°13 This Chapter does not cover meat, meat offal, fish,

crustacesns or molluscs, prepared or preserved by the pro.
cesses specified in Chapters 2 and 3.

- "‘FU)NRH*‘O <
TRO 60

e 3.2:1 DL
. X

21fs| . ~---a3-v¥-z

----tomDtO.

- ﬁ\,.~ CIN bo¥ Rate of Duty -
T AN : Wt ,
Stat. g 7 W ol M GATT |1 (¥ & Description
Nu. | Code S General | | Prefer- { Tempo- {1 |. ;
. No- it 1231 83]3 31 8¢ | Sl | rany |
16.01] 000 [2| v ~v - vBUZhICHTEN | . Sevseges andthe like, of meat,
ao (M, <THXIZNPOMT . . meat offsl or animai blood
BB LICDITRD ) oreneeeeeees 25% | (25%) | (25%) KG
16.02 AU FROEDANRARE | Otieee prepared or preserved meat
or mast offady
SIS F T
+ 100 {3l 1 S, 525 ik . .1 "Guts, bladders and stomachs
.(22”260&0‘”:;_ of animl}:. “;hole Ipl:d
IARLI LD . 5+ pieces  thereof, simply
........................... ] ) ) . ol iled i
o) Frz ( ree) ( m) KG iled in wn‘ter
2 ;’cofnoto . ' 2" Othars T
(1), lkfkﬂbf-&ktﬂ (l) Dried asfter simply boiled
............... 15” in water
210 |n,| -¢§L<nianx Containing meat or meat
BEELLRED |7 " offsl of bovise ssimals or
TREEATIOD KG pigs T
20y, LY LY LI et | . |KG| . .Other
@ oM0eD . 259 (2 Othes
- ~HELCREOARL Contsining mest or mest
i BREFLLIZEDC ofial of snimals
TREER T 60 or pigs: ’

Of meat _or:- mest offal
of bovine animals:

In airtight contain-
= ers:

KG S " Corned beef

3 s Other:

(i) 16.01, 16.02 KAM <t
16.01, 16.02 REEXNMFIM

16.02-2 o5 L 4N, BRIXIZZ
*OoROARARUY I
. EEOROAEE (NE
ARR=3/7THHTR

<o) 1Q

IQG'P‘

" (Notes) 16.01. 16. 02 Food Somunon Law

16.01, 16.02 {E‘o:mnc Animal: hf«mD:muConml
ex16 02-2 mend or preserved products, sting wh
or- chiefly. of mest or :i'h “ol b?::e nnm;houo;

pigs, excluding ham and’ bacom,’ sterilised aad’
pecked in airtight containers: IQ
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) # 4 Rate of Duty
ss RN _ i
sw S| & & x 4| W& caTT [B aie & | Description
No. C:h @ General Z':i‘:lr. T::’W' Unit
No. i 12:31-83| 3/31/84 i
Q6.02 _
= 2] = e -=- BEAOD Containing vegi-
® D roeens %) | @5%) KG tebles
P X1 1) Oth
=) rYomos KG ther
——-=—X0RDOLOD Other:
223 |¢ —-—-IE*’LP Simply boiled in
............ KG water
224 |t it 41 -1 Y. KG Other
i-romobte v Other:
225 |2 ---NEEBAYD In airtight con-
‘ G Derennnen KG tsiners
226 |3 Er 221 .1 Y -2° KG Other
. O . 15.6%
-tOMD b D RIAER R A Other
Free
227 |4 - ﬁ!tll LX-XN KG In sirtight containers
229 s - X DMD O D e KG Other
16.03 :::; i=-}a -;txur: 8% Meat extracts and meat juices;
B O N ¢- ] 9] -gg fah extracts
010 |3 '(U Nz xRELs =) ! *(1) Meat extracts and t
PR SO (20%) | (20%) 16% |KG W hie:“ exiracts and et
020 {¢ *(2) Mz & ceeeeennnnnnns (15%) | (15%) 129 |KG| °(2) Fish extracts
16. 04 NOMBE (4 & B?hvf%ol _ Prepared or preserved fish, includ-
RARYSU.) * ing caviar and caviar substitutes:
6
1 4‘ * 3711}{'0&5” (20%) | (10%) | (10%) | g 8% 1 Cavisr and cavisr substitutes
. ree :
llo ‘ - 4 ’ ’ ----------------- KG nu'.
190 {¢ — B DWD G D reeeere KG Other
2 FOMDED cveveerenens (20%) 2 Other:
(1) Am *{1) Hard roes:
(i) kLA (2A=xT *Ci) Of Nishin (genus
(i) ROR) DDt 118 |:17.5%) 16% Clupea):
- Ado 12% In airtight contai-
211 |o SB.'..?. ......... '“n KG ners
Free
219 |1 =X DORDED KG Other
(%) 16.03, 16.04 KXEAMER

(Note) 16.03, 16.04 Food Sanitstion Law
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THE CANHDIAN'HOG CARCASS GRADING/CARCASS
SETTLEMENT SYSITEM
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CANADIAN PORK COUNCIL
111 SPARKS STREET, OTTAWA, K1P 585

Effective March 29, 1982

 THE

CANADIAN
"HOG

~__ CARCASS
GRADING/

SETTLEMENT

SYSTEM

SYSTEME
" CANADIEN
DE CLASSEMENT
INDEXE
DES CARCASSES
DE PCRC

En vigueur le 29 mars 1982

CONSEIL CANADIEN DU PORC
111, RUE SPARKS, OTTAWA K1P 585



- TABLE OF INDICIES/TABLEAU D’INDICES

*Where hogs are purchased on metric weights, the hogs will be weighed in kilograms and converted to pounds by multiplying the kilograms by 2.2048.

*Dans ies cas ol lo systdme métrique est utilisé pour les ventes, le poids sera axprimé en kilogrammes st converti on livies sn multiptiant ie nombre de kilogrammes par 2,2046.

*kg. | 40.8-56.5 56.6-58.7 58.8-63.3 63.4-67.8 67.9—_72:3 72.4-76.9 77.0-81.4 81.5-86.0- 86.1-90.5 90.6-95.0 95.1+
Weight Class/ )
Catégorie de poids _ ! 2 3 4 5 6 / 8 9 10 !
Ibs. A90-124 125-129 130-139 140-149 150-159 160-169 170-179 180-189 190-199 200-209 210+
FatClass/ | Loin Fatin
Cat.de gras | Tenths of
tnches/
gx:f:;ela ) ' Grade Index/Indice de classement
_ longe en
dixidmes de
pouce .
1. <Q.8 87 105 107 108 110 113 114 13 112 90 80
2. 0.8 87 103 105 107 108 12 113 112 110 90 80
3. 0.9 87 102 103 105 107 110 112 110 108 90 80
4, 1.0 . 87 100 102 103 105 108 110 108 107 90 80
5. 1.1 & 98 100 102 103 107 108 107 105 S0 80
6. . i.2 87 97 98 - 100 102 105 107 105 103 90 80
7. 1.3 87 95 97 98 100 103 105 103 102 ‘90 80
8. 1.4 87 a3 95 97 98 102 103 o2, 100 90 80
9. 1.5 & 92 93 % 97 100 102 100 98 90 80
10. 1.8 '87 90 92 93 95 - 98 100 98 97 90 80
1. 1.7 87 88 90 92 3 97 98 97 95 90 80
12. ‘ 18 87 87 88 20 92 95 97 95 93 80 80
13. 1.9 8s 85 87 88 90 93 95 93 92 80 80
14, 2.0 8 83 85 87 88 90 90 90 90 80 80
15. 21 & 82 83 85 87 88 88 88 88 80 80
16. 2.2 80 80 82 & .85 87 87 87 87 80 80
17. 23+ 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80
DEMERITS Type —.Subnormal belly, and roughness — Less 3 index TARES Type — Ventre en decd de la normale, et rugosités: 3
: ' points points de moins & I'indice
Quality . —'Abnonnal fat, colour or texture— Less 10 index Qualité — Gras, couleur ou texture anormaux: 10 points de
points ) moins & l'indice
Trimmable — The actual weight reduction from the hot carcass Parage insuffisant ~ Le poids retranché par rapport au poids de la
weight if the demerit is of farm origin carcasse fraiche si la tare provient de la ferme
Ridglings — Index 67 Cryptorchides — Indice de 67

/82

SoT
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SYSTEME CANADIEN DE CLASSEMENT
INDEXE DES CARCASSES DE PORC

A. compter du 29 mars 1982, les carcasses de porc -

seront‘classées par les inspecteurs du gouvernement
fédéral en tenant compte des indices de classement
indiqués au tableau {verso).

UNE SEULE MESURE DE L EPAISSEUR DE
MATIERE GRASSE

Ce tableau a 6té congu par suite de la décision de
mesurer la matidre grasse uniquement 3 la longe plutot
qu'a I'épaule et a la Ionge commae c'était le cas aupara-
vant.

_Seule la colonne indiquér‘tt I'épaisseur de matiére grasse
correspondant 4 chaque catégorie a été modifiée. Les
indices sont les mémes ‘que ceux mdlqués dans le
tableau anténeur . w

EXAMEN CONTINU g

Ce tableau sera utilisé jusqu’a avis contraire 8 moins
d’une entente mutuelle entre e CCV et e CCP pour
recommander des modifications. Les -deux conseils
surveilleront les effets du nouveau tableau et en feront
une revue continuelle, et si son utilisation entraine des
changements marqués ou non souhaitables pour {'in-
dustrie, des entretiens seront immédiatement amorcés
pour étudier les correctifs a apporter. :

UTILISATION DU TABLEAU

Voici un exemple de I'utilisation du tableau. Supposons
‘qu’une carcasse pése 170 Ib, que la matiere grasse
mesurée au point maximal de matiére grasse est de 1,3
pouce et que le prix est de 75¢ la livre.

L'indice de classement serait de 105. Le prix serait
déterminé de la fagon suivante:

170 x (.75 x 105/100) = $133.88

THE CANADIAN HOG CARCASS
GRADING/SETTLEMENT SYSTEM

Starting March 29, 1882 hog carcasses graded by
federal government graders will be settled for on the
grade indices shown on the table (over).

SINGLE FAT MEASUREMENT

This table has been developed to accomodate the
change to the use of a single loin fat measurement
rather than the shoulder and loin measurement as
before.

Only the column showing the fat measurements per
class has been changed. The indices remain as they
were in the previously used table.

CONTINUOUS REVIEW

This table will apply until further notice uniess there is a
mutual agreement by the CMC and CPC to recommend
change of it. The two Councils will monitor and review

‘the effects of the new table continually and if its use

results in marked and undesirable changes to the
industry immediate discussion will be undertaken to
consider appropriate remedial action.

USE OF TABLE

The following is an example of the use of the table.
Assume a carcass weighed 170 Ibs. and the fat as
measured at the maximum loin fat was 1.3 inches and
that the bid price was 75¢ per pound.

The index grade would be 105. Settlement would be as
follows:
170 x {.75x 105) = $133.88
100
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APPENDIX I

APPLICATION FOR CANADIAN HOG STABILIZATION PROGRAM
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' Stabiiization Board des prix ‘h‘(‘;”co":"'b C (1Y ] A I'usage du bureau
1983-1984 1983-1984 arlada 1 Producer — Producteur(trice)
FEDERAL HOG STABILIZATION PROGRAMME FEDERAL DE Lt
PROGRAM STABILISATION DU PRIX DU PORC

. 5 . - .
(MPORTANT - PLEASE READ GUIDE ON THE REVERSE SIDE IMPORTANT ~ VEUILLEZ LIRE LE GUIDE AU VERSO
BEFORE COMPLETING CLAIM AVANT DE COMPLETER LA RECLAMATION

PLEASE COMPLETE THIS SECTION — VEUILLEZ COMPLETER CETTE SECTION

Office Use

Producer’s Surname — Nom de tamille du producteur

A N I S A I A N AR A

S.1. No.— NO d'assur. sociale

LN I BT B

Full Given Names — Prénoms

N O NN T SN U S N N S N U 0 Y B O

Area Code Rég.—Tel. No. Téléphone

AN R N WO Y N IO MO NI B T I

Mailing Address — Adresse postale

AN RO Y O N (Y (N O T N OV T N AN O T S O VO T O W O S NN SO |

Postal Code — Code postal

IIIJiIIlIIIl[ 1

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

A L'USAGE DU BUREAU SEULEMENT .

]
L_llkll'lllllllillllllll
>

3 .

[N S U N S TN T U SO T e U N T |

I Jg_nxlijln

demande de paiement?

4 10
llJJll||||||l|lIJlllllllllllJl,lllll
S 11
A W N N TN T (S N O OO S T VO T T T S T SO O O S S
6 8 )
S NN NS N [ O T N Y (U O A T A I | | | | somm t |
Ontario and Quebec — Ontario et Québec Manitoba and West — Manitoba et 3 I'ouest \
- P - -
Fa',‘z,ae‘r:?:,g”“ gz‘:“?:‘: 2'::{:1;‘ Lot Concession | Quarter — Quart Section | Township — Canton | Range — Rangée| Pian N©
Emplacement
de I'entreprise
agricole
\ ; ; ial o ! it yes, identify personis) or firm by nam I
Does any other person or firm have a financial or other  Yes D fyes, fy pel $ i Y e
interest in any of the hogs claimed for payment? Out } Si oui, fournir lels) nom{s)
Estce qu’une autre personne ou firme a un intérét finan- No t
cier ou autre dans les porcs Qui font I'objet d’une Non :*
'

PAYMENT RATE

The support level has been set at 95% of the preceding five-year average,
market price adjusted for increases in cash costs of production.

Payment will be made on onily that portion of Canada’s hog production
used for domestic requirements. This amounted to 79.8% during the
198384 marketing period. Accordingly, the deficiency payment of $8.19
per hog has been reduced to $6.54 per-hog ($8.19 x 79.8%) and will be
paid on &li hogs index 80 or better sold for slaughter between April 1,
1983 and March 31, 1884, and not covered under 2 provincial program.

The maximum number of hogs eligible is 12 000 per producer/enterprise.

See “"Payment By Province” for details on partial eligibility .

Le paiement ne sera versé que sur la proportion de la production porcine

TAUX DE PAIEMENT

Le niveau de soutien a été fixé 3 95% du prix moyen du marché des cing
derniéres années, indexé en fonction de l'augmentation des couts de
production en espéces.

au Canada vendue pour la consommation domestique, pour un total de
79.8% pendant la campagne de 1983-1984. En conséquence, le
paiement d'appoint calculé a 8,19% le porc 3, é1é réduit & 6,548 (soit
8,198 x 79,8%) le porc d'indice 8C ou plus, vendu pour l'abattage entre
ie ler awril 1983 et le 31 mars 1984, et non assujetti & un régime
provincial de stabilisation.

Le nombre maximum de porcs admissibles est de 12 000 par producteur/
entreprise.

Voir le détait des critéres d'admissibilité partielle en “‘Paiements Par

Piease indicate if you are a participant in any provincial stabilization scheme for
hogs marketed between April 1, 1983 and March 31, 1984.

Veuillez indiquer si vous participez 3 un plan provincial de stabilisation

pour ies porcs vendus entre le ler avril 1983 et le 31 mars 1984,

Province’’.
Yes No
Oui Non

Indicate the number of hogs covered provincially
\Indiquer te nombre de porcs impliqués au plan provincial

Complete the Declaration on the reverse of this page.
Compléter la Déclaration au verso.

PRODUCER CERTIFICATION: | hereby certify that | was the pro-
ducer and the eligible ciaimant for the production ctaimed and that the
supporting documents are true and correct. | further acknowledge that
any misrepresentation will warrant exclusion fram any benefits under
this program, and recovery plus interest on all monies received by me.
| hereby consent to a detailed audit verification, if required, including
on-farm inspection. | agree to the terms and conditions of this payment
and | turther sgree to any adjustment or refund to the Government of
Canada that may be required.

ATTESTATION DU PRODUCTEUR: Je certifie par ta présente étre 1e)
producteur et étre admissible pour la production demandée et que les
piéces justificatives sont exactes et authentiques. Je reconnais aussi que
toute fausse déclaration m'exclura de tout bénéfice et sera i‘objet d'un
recouvrement de tous les versements, capital et intéréts touchés dans le
cadre de ce programme. Je consens a une vérification détaillée, si néces-
saire, y compris une inspection sur les lieux de I'entreprise. Je consens
aux conditions de ce paiement, et j'admets e1 consens 3 tout ajusternent
ou remboursement au Gouvernement du Canada, si demandé.

|

Date (Recolved — Regu) Entréo ges données

! .
1 Official language wishing English
: 10 use. , Anglais D
. Signature of Producer — Signature du producteur Date " Langue officielle que je French
L . désire utiliser. Frangais
_
( 12 No. of Head! . Office Use — T
NO d’animaux A 'usage du bureau
TOTAL SOLD (As per record of sales}
TOTAL DES VENTES (Tel qu’au sommaire des ventes)
FOR OFFICE USE ONLY — A L'USAGE DU BUREAU A
13 Stamped — Timbré 14 Data entry 15 Batch no.—N© ge lot 16 Oate returned 17 Date resubmitted

Date de renvol Dats de rstour

18 Quant!ity eligibie - Prov. 19 Quantity cllglblo-Fo?.‘d‘ 20 Payment — Palement 21 Processor — Préposé
Q é .

-prov.

Viérifié

\

22 Operstor — Opérateur 23 Pre-audit 24 Authorized by 25 Requisition no.
Pré-vérification Autorise par NO ge réquisition
26 PF-3 Verified/ REMARKS — REMARQUES

AGR 2552 (84/07) PLEASE SUBMIT ALL SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS — VEUILLEZ JOINDRE TOUTES LES PIECES JUSTIFICATIVES
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ONLY FOR PRODUCERS NOT PARTICIPATING
IN A PROVINCIAL HOG STABILIZATION
PROGRAM

For the purposes of the 198384 Hog Stablhza'xon Progran" the
Agricultural Stabilization Board will be assuming that the producer
is participating in his province’s hog stabilization plan unless he
completes and signs the following declaration.

DECLARATION

Canada ’ )
PROVINCE of/de __ —_— !

o > ORI

POUR LES SEUI‘.S PRODUCTEURS NE PARTICIPANT
_ PAS A UN PROGRAMME PROVINCIAL DE
STABILISATION POUR LE PORC

Sy SRR ,_4,! [REIA

T 2

Aux fins du Programme de stablllsanon pour le porc de 1983-
1984, I'Office de stabilisation des prix agricoles considérera tout
producteur comme participant -au plan de ‘stabilisation du porc
- dans sai province & moins qu'il ne compléte et signe la déclaration
suivante.

DECLARATION '

in the matter of a Federal stabilization payment for hogs, 1983-84
production year,

} . Ence quia trait au paiement de stabilisation du prix du porc pour
) -1'année-récolte 1983 - 1984,
1./de, . of/de

in the province of

{municipality/municipalité}

do solemnly declare that:
" déclare solennellement:

dans la province de
1) | am a hog producer in the Provinceof ______

2} | have made an applicaton for Federal stabilization for hogs
marketed between April 1, 1983 and March 31, 1984;

3) | have not participated in any provincial stabilization scheme
for hogs marketed in the same period, nor will | be partici-
pating in any such scheme for that period;

4) the statements made in my application - form for Federal
stabilization for hogs for the 1983-84 production year are
true.

t make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing it to be

true and knowing that it is of the same force and effect as if made

-under oath and by virtue of the Canada Evidence Act. -

1) étre un producteur de porc dans la provincede ________

2) avoir fait une demande de paiement en vertu du Programme
tédéral de stabilisation pour les porcs mis en marché entre le
1€r avril 1983 et le 31 mars 1984; -

3) ne pas avoir participé, ni participer éventuellement 3 aucun
programme provincial de ‘stabilisation pour les porcs mis en
marché au cours de 1a dite période;

4) que les faits rapportés dans' ma demande'de paiement en vertu
du Programme fédéral de statilisation du prix du porc pour
I'année-récolte 1983-1984 sont véridiques.

Je fais cette déclaration solennelle en toute bonne foi, la sachant de

méme force et effet que si proférée sous serment en vertu de la

Loi sur la preuve'au Canada. -

Sianature of applicant/Signature du demandeur

DECLARED BEFORE ME IN
DECLARE DEVANT MO! A

this |
ce

{municipality /municipalité) L

day of

jour de 198 __

* Commissioner for Takmg Qaths in and for the Province of
Commissaire a |'assermentation en la province.de. -

My commission expires
Ma commission expire te’

*For your information, commissioners for taking oaths include
lawyers, notaries, aldermen, reeves and court officials.
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*A titre de renseignement, les commissaires i |'assermentation
peuvent étre avocat, notaire, maire, greffier ou secrétaire-trésorier
d’une municipalité, juge de paix, protonotaire ou greffier d'une
court de justice ou son adjoint.



. STABILIZATION PROGRAM

RECORD OF SALES .

THIS SECTION MUST BE COMPLETED FOR SALES

OTHER THAN THOSE REPORTED IN THE

MARKETING BOARD STATEMENT. INFORMATION
MUST MATCH THAT ON SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS.
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PROGRAMME DE STABILISATION

SOMMAIRE DES VENTES
“CETTE SECTION DOIT ETRE COMPL‘E‘]:EE DANS LE CAS DES

VENTES NON RAPPORTEES DANS LES RESUMEES DES

OFFICES DE COMMERCIALISATION. LES DONNEES DOIVENT
*CORRESPONDRE A CELLES DESPIECES JUSTIFICATIVES.,

AGR 2352 (84/07)

. ( . . For Omce\
Date of Sale - . Name of Purchaser — 4 - Grade - - Total Price Received — No. of Head Soid —  Use -
... Date de vente Nom de I'acheteur Ciassement Prix total recu NO d’animaux vendus A V'usage
’ : du bureau
| i
5
|
L
'7 i
, —
! {
: ot
t
i
; B
i |
: i
-
SUB-TOTAL/SOUS-TOTAL
; PAGE 1
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECEIPTS '
NOMBRE TOTAL DE FACTURES SUB.TOTAL/SOUS.TOTAL
PAGE 2 !
TOTAL SOLD (Ptease enter in box 12 on the front page) ° :
TOTAL DES VENTES (Veuillez reporter 3 la case 12 de la premiére page) * S )
ﬁ For Qftice i.:se —‘A {"usage du bureau \ R
27 R EX
28 30
. -




STABILIZATION PROGRAM

RECORD OF SALES

THIS SECTION MUST BE.COMPLETED FOR SALES'
OTHER THAN THOSE REPORTED IN THE
MARKETING BOARD STATEMENT. INFORMATION -
MUST MATCH THAT ON SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS.

'
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PROGRAMME DE STABILISATION

SOMMAIRE DES VENTES
CETTE SECTION DOIT ETRE COMPLETEE DANS LE CAS DES

VENTES NON RAPPORTEES DANS LES RESUMEES DES

OFFICES DE COMMERCIALISATION. LES DONNEES DOIVENT
CORRESPONDRE A CELLES DES PIECES JUSTIFICATIVES.

—
. ca For Office
Date of Sale — Name of Purchaser — Grade — Total Price Received — No. of Head Soid ~ . Use —
Date de vente Nom de I'acheteur Classernent Prix total requ NO d’animaux vendus A t'usage
du bureau
AN
SUB-TOTAL/SOUS-TOTAL
PAGE 2
_J

If recording space is insufficient, enclose a suppiementary
tist. Please ensure to identify additional lists with your

Please transfer this amount in appropriate box on the preceding page.
Veuillez reporter ce montant 3 la case appropriée de la page précédente.

name {or business name) and address.

Si I'espace est insuffisant, utiliser une feuille supplémentaire.
Veuillez y inscrire votre nom (ou celui de I’entreprise) et
votre adresse.
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GUIDE FOR COMPLETION OF CLAIM GUIDE POUR REMPLIR LA DEMANDE

A GENERAL INFORMATION

1. Please print or type ‘and return one éopy of the claim form,
2. Retain “your copy"’ for reference and audit purposes.

3. IMPORTANT: This claim and all documents, records and accounts in

" support of payments to be made are subject to audit by officials of

Agriculture Canada, the Agricultural Stabilization Board or their
represantatives and any over-payment resulting from this claim will
be subject to recovery.

4. A selected number of producer claims may be chasen for detailed
audit verifi including on-farm i ion, The producer will be
required to assist in this audit process.

5. Supporting receipts will be returned to the claimant only after the
audit is d. The d ts not be returned with the sub-
sidy psyment. Please allow a minimum of 8 weeks for processing.

6. For stabilization purposes, a producer/enterprise is defined as an indi-
vidual {or group of individuals such as a family farm operstion, partner-
ship, cooperative or corporation) who operates in Canada and raises
hogs for markating and slaughter, on his own behalf or under contract.

7. Sign certitfication in ink. This application will be returned if the
signature is written in pencil or printed. Mail to:

Agricultural Stabilization Board
930 Carling Avenue

Ottawa, Ontario

K1A 0CS

Telephone Inquiries: {613) 994-1610

B REQUIREMENTS FOR CHEQUE ISSUE

in with issue regs i and to'p incorrect
mailing or endorsament, you must provide the followirg:

1. If your farm is not legally incorp , give plete surname(s),
full given names and addresses of all individuals involved.

2. If your. farm is legally incorporated, give full corporate business name
and attach sheet giving names and addresses of principals.

3. Teleph ber inctuding area code must be provided.

4. The Social Insurance Number assists in identifying producers and
speeds processing.

6. Give a complete description of the land | ion of the prise.
If you do not own the land location described, give detailed infor-
mation on a separate sheet: name of owner, rental agreement or other
arrsngements.

6. Payment n'i:uv be delayed if infor ion is not
C REQUIREMENTS FOR SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS

1. Please submit the marketing board summary statement {except in

Québec where there is no marketing board), as well as the grading

t/proof of for sales not reported in the summary

statement. The latter two types of supporting documents must provide
the following information:

a) name of seller (your name} e) price received
b) name and address of purchaser f) index.

c) type of animal

d) date soid

Do not submit grading statement/proof of slaughter for sales reported
in the marketing board summary.

2. The Record of Sales must be completed, otherwise the application
form may be returned or the payment delayqd.

3. Please note that the present stabilization program covers only thoss
hogs sold for slaughter which graded index 80 or better pursuant
to the Hog Carcass Grading Regulations. The price for these must have
been determined for settlement between April 1, 1983 and March 31,
1984. Animais for which insurance settiements were recovered are
not to be included since thess were not marketed for slaughter nor
graded with an appropriate index. Sows, ridglings, stags and boars
are also to be excluded.
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A RENSEIGNEMENTS GENERAUX

-

. Veuillez remplir la demande. en lettres moulées ou & Ia dactylo et re-
tourner une copie de la réclamation ddment complétée.

2. Veuillez conserver “votre copie” pour fins de référence et de vérifi-
cation.

3. IMPORTANT: La présente demande et tous les documents, dossiers
et comptes A I'appui des paiements & versar sont sujets a vérification
par des egents d'Agriculture Canada, de 1'Office de stabilisation des
prix agricoles ou de leurs représentants. Les paiements en trop, faits
& |'égard de cette demande, feront i‘objet d'un recouvrement par le
ministdre.

4 &

4. Un certain bre de réct i saront i pour une
vérification détaillée comprenant une visite des lieux de |'entreprise.
Le producteur devra fournir I'aide nécessaira pour cette wérification.

6. Les factures seront retourndes au réclamant seulement lorsque la
vérification sera Ces d ne pas étre re-
tournds avec le paiement de subvention. Prévoir un délai minimum
de 8 semaines pour lo traitement de la demande.

6. Dans le cadre des programmes de stabilisation, un producteur/une
entreprise est un individu (ou un groupe d‘individus tel une ferme
familiale, une iation, une pd ou une corporation) qui
fonctionne au Canada et éléve des porcs pour la commercialisation

et I'abattage, 4 son propre compte ou & contrat.

7. Veuillez signer {’attestation & I'encre. Cette réclamation sera retournée
si la signature est au crayon ou en lettres moulées. Poster &:

L'Office de stabilisation des prix agricotes
930, avenue Carling

Ottawa (Ontario)

K1A 0C5

R i éléph (813) 994-1610

B EXIGENCES POUR L'EMISSION DE CHEQUE

Conformément au régiement sur I'émission de chéque, veuillez fournir
Iés renseignements:

1. Si votre entreprise n'est pas incorporée, veuillez inscrire le nom et les
prénoms lets de ch individu impliqué dans I‘entreprise.

+2. Si votre entreprise est incorporée, veuillez indiquer son nom légal

complet et fournir les noms et adresses des actionnaires.

3. Le éro de tdiéphone et I'indicatif régional sont obligatoires.

4. Le numéro d'assurance sociale aide & identifier les producteurs et &
accélérer le traitement.

5. Veuillez fournir la description complé'te‘ du site de ['établissement.
Si vous n’'dtes pas propriétaire de |I’emplacement décrit, fournir sur
une autre feuille les rensgignements détailiés: le nom du propriétaire,
I'entente de location ou autre,

6. Le paiement pourrait étre retardé si las rensei ts sont i ts.

C EXIGENCES POUR LES PIECES JUSTIFICATIVES

. Veuillez soumettre le résumé émis par I'office de commercialisation
de votre province (sauf su Québec ob il n'existe pas d'office), de méme
que le certificat de classement/preuve d'abattage dans le ces des ventes
non rapportées dans ce résumé. Ces deux derniers types de piéces
justificatives doivent fournir les données suivantes:

a) nom du vendeur (votre nom) e} prix recu
b} nom et adresse de I'acheteur f} indice.
c) genre d’animal
d) datede vente

Ne pas soumettre de certificat de classement/preuve d’absttage dans le
cas de ventes rapportées dans le résumé de votre Office de commercia-
lisation.

2. Le sommaire des ventes doit Gtre complétd, sans quoi la réclamation
pourrait étre retournée ou Is paiement retardé.

3. Pridre de noter que le présent programme de stabilisation ne s’applique
qu’aux porcs vendus pour I'abattage et ayant obtenu un indice de 80
ou plus selon les réglements sur la classification du porc. Le prix doit
en gvoir été fixé définitivement entre le 187 avril 1983 et le 31 mars
*1984. Les animaux ayant fait I'objet de remboursement d’assurance
sont exclus, n‘ayant été ni vendu pour |'abattage ni classé selon |'indice
requis. Les truies, verrats, verrats castrés et cryptochides sont également
exclus.



PAYMENTS BY PROVINCE
DEEMED
NET PROVINCIAL CORRESPONDING
CONTRIBUTION FEDERAL PAYMENT

$0.85 per hog, 100%
of hogs covered.

$9.33 per hogon a
maximum of
3400 hogs.

$8.37 per hog, 100%
of hogs covered.

$9.12 per hog, 100% -

of hogs covered.

$10.50 per hog on
a maximum of
5000 hogs.

None.

$5.77 per hog on
a maximum of
6000 hogs.

$8.09 per hog on
a maximum of
4875 hogs.

$3.12 per hog
registered,

$11.55 per hog on
3 maximum of
1800 hogs.

AGR 2552 (84/07)
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1983-1984 FEDERAL HOG STABILIZATION PROGRAM

PROGRAMME FEDERAL DE STABILISATION DU PRIX DU PORC 1983-1984

$5.69 per hog sold up to

a maximum of 12 000.

No federal payment on

the first 3400 hogs sold

and $6.54 per hog for
the remainder up to a
maximum of 12 000.

No federal payment,

No federal payment.

No federal payment on
the first 5000 hogs
sold and $6.54 per
hog for the remainder
up to 8 maximum

of 12 000.

$6.54 per hog sold
up to a maximum
of 12 000.

$6.54 per hog sold
during April 1983.
$0.77 per hog on the
first 6000 hogs sold
between May 1, 1983
and March 31, 1984
with $6.54 per hog
for the remainder.
Maximum eligibility
12 000 hogs.

No federal payment
on the first 4875 hogs
sold and $6.54 per
hog for the remainder
up to a maximum of
12 000.

$3.42 per hog
registered under the
provincial program
and $6.54 for the
remainder up to a-
maximum of 12 000.

No federal payment on

the first 1800 hogs sold

and $6.54 per hog for
the remainder up to a
maximum of 12 000.

PROVINCE

NEWFOUNDLAND
TERRE-NEUVE

P.E..
iLE-DU-PRINCE-EDOUARD

NOVA SCOTIA
NOUVELLE-ECOSSE

NEW BRUNSWICK
NOUVEAU-BRUNSWICK

QUEBEC

ONTARIO

MANITOBA

SASKATCHEWAN

ALBERTA

BRITISH COLUMBIA |
COLOMBIE-BRITANNIQUE

PAIEMENTS PAR PROVINCE

CONTRIBUTION

PROVINCIALE NETTE

ESTIMEE

0.85$ le porc, 100%
des porcs assurds.

9,338 le porc,
maximum de 3400
porcs.

8,37% le porc, 100%
des porcs assurés.

9,12$ le porc, 100%
des porcs assurés.

10,508 le porc,
maximum de
5000 porcs.

Aucun,

5,77$ le pore,
maximum de
6000 porcs.

8,098 le porc,
maximum de
4875 porcs.

3,128 le porc
inserit,

11,558 le porc,
maximum de 1800
porcs.

PROGRAMME
FEDERAL

5,69$ le porc vendu
jusqu'a un maximum
de 12 000.

Aucun paiement pour
ies premiers 3400 porcs
vendus et 6,54% pour
tes autres jusqu’d un
maximum de 12 000.

Aucun paiement.

Aucun paiement.

Aucun paiement pour
tes premiers 5000 porcs
vendus et 6,548 pour
les autres jusqu’d un
maximum de 12 000.

6,548 le porc vendu
jusqu’a un maximum
de 12 000.

6,548 le porc vendu en
avril 1983. 0,778 le porc
pour les premiers 6000
porcs vendus entre le 197
mai 1983 et te 31 mars
1984, puis 6,548 pour les
autres. Maximum de

12 000 porces.

Aucun paiement pour les
premiers 4875 porcs vendus
et 6,543 pour les autres
jusgu’a un maximum de

12 000.

3,428 te porc pour ceux
inscrits au plan provincial
et 6,548 pour les autres
jusqu’a un maximum de
12 000.

Aucun paiement pour les
premiers 1800 porcs
vendus at 6,548 pour les
autres jusqu’ad un maximum
de 12 000.
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APPENDIX J

CANADIAN HOG CASH PRODUCTION COGTS MONCL FOR USE
IN A.5.A. CALCULATIONS
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HOG CASH PRODUCTION COSTS.MODEL FOR USE
IN A.S.A. CALCULATIONS

February 1583

Appendices A: Major Assumption of the A.S.A. Hog Model
Details of the A.S.A. llog Model

Example Output Used in the 1981 Support Level Calculations
Modifications and Extensions of the Model

oOOw
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A. Asselstine

February 23, 1983

Hog Cash Production Costs Model for -
Use in A.S.A. Calculations

“‘The‘modéi‘fg'des}ghed‘tbltafcdlate the cash productian costs of

. hogs“aszreQuired’by*the;Agficultufa]’Staﬁilizétion Act (A.S.A})'aha its
regulations. . The calculation. of. the A.S.A. support'leVél takes. into account
increasing product1on costs by adjusting 90% of .the previous 5 year average
ﬁrmarket pr1ce for hogs by the change in the cash product1on costs of hogs.

-The basic formula is::

Support -~ " Previots- | Current ~ Previous

Price = 0.9 X Five Year &+ Year - Five Year. :
Average Cash Average
Index 100 Cost Cash Costs
Price

The requirements of this formula are a national average cash
production costs of a hog for the current year and the five previous years.
To arrive at the nat1ona1 f1gures the model makes some - simplyfing assumptions.
(Details are attached). Base period budgets are estimated for the Atlantic
region and each of the other provinces. Vhenever possible physical coefficients
are estimated, then price series are used to estimate the cost components '
for the different periods. In other cases the toal cost of the components is
estimated then indexed to the different periods using the most appropriate
index. The national average cash costs of producing a hog is a weighted
average of the provincial estimates. The weights are the number of hogs
marketed in each province. Comparing‘the current cash cost to the average
of the previous five years provides a fair measure of the effects of inflation
on pork production.

1t is important to remember that this model is estimating the average
cash costs of producing a hog in Canada, not the costs of the average producer.
This average hog will be produced in specialized hog production facilities on
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an above average size farm. The budgets will represent technologically viable
hog enterprisgs but because of thévlargg vafigty of equigment.and,management
used in the industry, actual farms -may differ greatly from the budgets. We
are modeling an efficiént producer with good equipment aﬁd management and
committed to pork ﬁrbductién.iﬁ a meaningful waf; JUSt as there are bound to
be farmers with higher feed costs, so there will be farmers who get the grain
at lower prices or utilize high moisture grain or by=product feed at lower

costs,



- APPENDIX A:

1.

Farrow to Finish

65 -Sows and 1,000
"Market Hogs

16 Piglets Per Sow
Per Year

Feed Conversion Rate of
3.23 to 1 in 1981

Feed Based on Grains
and Supplements Not
Commercial. Feeds

Feed Prices

.. Feed Transportation

¢

Major Assumption of the'A.S.Au Hog Model

119

The majority of hogs in Canada are raised in
farrow to finish operations because of the

;vcosts of moving piglets from one farm to

another. In Québec the separation of
farrowing and finishing operatiops is the most
‘common, but because of the problems of pricing
weaners, estimating transfer costs and
adjusting for shifts in the enterprise -

“structure, it was decided to have a farrow

to f1n1sh operation across the country.

50% of Canadian hogs come from farms producing
1,000 or more hogs. There are very few
‘technvca] advantages of scale for operations

over 35 sows.

This is above the Canadian average of around 15
piglets per year and represent$ an efficient
producer with above average facilities and
management practices.

This is 1.3 times the R.0.P. boar test
results. Ten percent of the 30% increase ,
is to allow for the difference between boars
and barrows and gilts and 20% is to allow

for commercial versus test station conditions.

The rations are based on barley, corn,
feed wheat and hog concentrate with a feed
processing charge.

In Ontario and the Prairies most hogs are
raised in areas where feed grains are

produced so they are valued at local prices.

In Québec, B.C. and the Maritimes where

most feed grains must be imported, grain

is .priced at the wholesale level in the nearest
major market.

In Québec, B.C. and the Maritimes, where grain
is imported feed transportation costs were
examined. In these areas there are several
factors to consider, amount of local grain,
plan C - shipments from the Prairies; direct
Ontario corn shipments to the mills and feed
freight assistance.”. In B.C. and the Maritimes
with considerable local grain (P.E.I. even
exports some), the farmers' price is assumed
equal to the terminal price. In Québec, where
pork oroduction is almost entirely dependent on
imported feed the price is the terminal price
and transooration costs from the terminal market
to the farm are added as an expense. -



8.

[4

.9.'

Manure Costs and Value

Price of Hdg Supplement

120
-2 -

- Manure is a by-product of hog production that

has value as fertilizer on crops on the hog
farm or neighbour's ‘farms., The model
incorporates the spreading costs less a value
of ‘the manure bdsed on its nutrient content

- adjusted for losses and unusable ingredients,

Supplement is used in the ration as it includes
the required vitamins and minerals plus
protein. The only source of price data is

the Livestock Feed Board survey of mills.
These datavaries in quality from month to

'mpnth.'
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APPENDIX B: Details of the A.S.A. Hog Model

‘ Mode] Assq;ptxons

Sy

Assumpt1ons used in constructing the hog.model are outlined in the
following subsections. The global assumptions are that cash costs will be
calculated for each of the Maritimes, Québec, Ontario, Manitoba, Saskatchewan,
Alberta and British Columbia. All base costs are for the period of July-
September,: 1980 (3rd Quarter, 1980). These regional costs of production are
,.subsequently we1ghted by reg1ona1 s]aughter1ngs to arrive at a national cash
" cost of production.’

1. 0vera1] Descrlptlon of the Enterprise ’

a) Size of Enterprise

- Farrow to-finish

- 65 sows and 4 boars; Ratio 16 }:1

- 2. 0 litters per sow per year

- 9.0 piglets born per farrowing :

- 8.0 piglets weaned per farrowing (p1g1et rate of death loss 11.1%)
- 1040 piglets weaned per year

- 1009 hogs sold per year (includes both market hogs and culled sows)
- 3% death loss of grower/finisher hogs

b) Breeding Stock

Sows

T - culled after an average of 5 litters

- value of the culled sow equals the cost of home grown replacement g11ts.
- 2% .sow death loss replaced with quality purchased gilts

Boars

- culled after 2 years in the enterprise
- all replacements’ purchased

c) Market Hogs
Weaners.
- 0 to 20 kg live weight
Growergi |
- 20 to 55 kg live weight; 35 kg. gain
Finishers | »'-A
- 55 t0.100 kg live weight; 45 kg. gain
Slaughter Hogs N

- 77 Kg'(169.7 1bs.) dress weight |
- - dressed weight - 77% of live weight
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d) Buildings and Equipment
- one five-year old barn, large enough for the farrowing and finishing
~ operations.
- 700 m manure pit (covered, outside) sufficient for 7 months manure
storage. -
- 55 tonnes of feed storage capacity. . , - -
- feed processing equipment on the farm.
- - equipment includes manure wagon, pump, & ton truck.
- capital cost of Ontario, Québec and the Maritimes is $2,700/sow of
which $1,181 is for bu11d1ngs and $1,519 for equipment.
- capital cost in Prairies and British Columbia is $2,300/sow of which
'$1,006 is for buildings and $1,294 for equipment.
Capital Cost Per Hog Marketed -
Building Equipment.  Total
East 76.08 . 97.85 173.93
West 64.81 . 83.36 148,17
Feed
a) Ration Composition
Starter ' Grower- Finisher
- Pércentages -
Protein 18 16 14
Québec _' .
Corn : 60 57 43
Barley 10 .20 42
38% Supplement* 23 15
40% Supplement* 30
Ontario : ‘
Corn 70 7675 .82.5
38% Supplement* 23.25 17.5
40% Supplement* 30 - -
Maritimes, Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta and B.C.
Barley 29 48 70
Wheat 50 37 20
38% Supplement* 15 10
40% Supplement* 21

* The supplements include protein concentrate,.11mestone,‘ca1c1um4 phophate ~
cobalt iodized salt (macro-premix); vitamin-mineral premix (micro-premix)

and sources of additional energy.

cee3



b) Quantity Fed

Breeding Stock

123

- Breeding Stock are fed the 14% Finisher ration
- Sows consume 5.5 kg/day for 84 days (2 litters) and 2. 3 kg/day
for 281 days for a total feed consumption of. 1,108 kg -per year

or 69.25 kg per pig weaned; 71.39 kg per hog marketed.*

- Boars consume 1000 kg of feed per year -or 3.85 kg per pig weaned;.
2.97 kg per hog marketed.*

- Weaners

- Weaners consume 30 kg of starter (18%); 30.93 kg per hog marketed.*

* kg per hog marketed
growers.

= kg per pig/.9f to allow for a 3% death loss of

Starter, Sow and Boar. feed in terms of kg of grains.and supplements.

Québec )

Ration Total Corn Bar]ez 40% Suppl. 38% Suppl.

Starter (18%) 30.93 18.56 3.09 9.28

Sow (14%) 71.39 30.70 29.98 10.71

Boar (14%) 3.97 1.71 1.67 .59

TOTAL 106.29 50.97 34.74 9.28 11.30

Ontario

Ration Total Corn 40% Suppl. 38% Suppl.
-kg-

Starter (18%) .93 21.65 9.28

Sow (14%) 71.39 58.90 12.49

Boar (14%) 3.97 3.28 .69

TOTAL 106.29 83.83 9.28 13.18

Maritimes, Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta and B.C.

Ration Total Barley Wheat = 40% Suppl. 38% Suppl.
_kg- ;

Starter (18%) 30.93 8.97 15.46 6.50

Sow (14%) 71.39 49.97 14.28 7.14

Boar (14%) 3.97 2.78 .79 .40

TOTAL 106.29 61.72 30.53 6.50 7.54

Grower/Finisher |

- Grower/Finishers consume a total quantity of feed equal to the live
weight gained (20-100 kg) times the feed conversion rate{FCR). This
rate is 1.3 times the average of the R.0.P. boar test feed conversion
rates of the most recent three years.

1981 was 3.23 to 1.

The feed convgrsion rate for
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Growers (20 to 55 kg)

- Gain 35 kg and have superior feed conversion-rate that is 84% of
the over all rate. Grower Feed (GF) per hog is

GF = 35 kg x .84 x. FCR , ’
Therefore (GF)/.97 per hog marketed to allow for a 3% death loss.

F1n1shers (55 to 100 kg)

- Gain 55 kg and is ca]cu]ated as a residual. Finisher Feed (FF)
per hog s

FF 80 kg x FCR - GF

'(No death Toss adJustment as deaths are assumed to occur before
the Tinisher stage).: n .

Grower/F1n1sher Grain

- The amounts of the gra1ns and supp1ements in the grower and finisher
rations must be calculated after the total ration is determined and
is proportional to their percent of the ration. For example corn is
43% of the Québec F1n1sher ration and so the amount of corn is .43 x FF.

AFeedTransportat1on(Québec only) -

- Since the Québec hog 1ndustry is a]most comp]ete]y dependent on.imported

grain (more so than in the Miritimes and B.C.), an additional Feed
Transporation cost component was added to the Québec budget. The base
value was set at $10.00 per T based on an average of 45 mile$ from
terminal market to ‘the producer s farm.

Feed Processing

11- Feed is mixed on the farm using grain (e1ther from another farm

enterprise or from off the farm) and a supplement.
- This cost covers the operating (hydro) cost of the feed m.x1ng equipment
(18 K.W.H./tonne).

.- The quantity of grain processed is .37T and the base price is $.72 per

T. for-all regions.

Repairs and.Maintenance

- Repairs and maintenance of the bu11d1ngs and equipment, are taken as 2%

of half of the replacement cost of the bu11d1ngs and 4% of half the
repIacement cost of the equipment.

Utilities

-“Covers heat, light, ventilation, telephone, etc.

‘Property Tax

- Base year value is 0.75% of half of the replacement value of the buildings.
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8. Veterinafy and'Health Expenses
- Covers routine veterinary and health costs, including supplies for tail
docking, castration, iron injections, vitamins, bran for the sow etc.
9. Insurance _
a) ‘Building and Equipment 1nsurance is $ 80 per $100 on ¥ the replacement
: costs.
8
b) Breed1ng Stock are insured -at $0. 45 per $100 for the total replacement
. value of the breed1ng stock.
10. Breeding Herd Rep1acement
a) Boars

- Replacement boars are purchased at a cost of %ive times the average
market price of slaughter hogs. The market returns for cull boars
are one-half the average index 100 price per 100 1bs. (45.37 kg)
of live weight. Cull boars weight 450 1bs. (204.17 kg).

b) Gilts '

- Gilts are purchaéed to replace only sows lost through death. Cost of
these gilts is three times the index 100 market price of s]aughter
hogs.

11. Manure
‘-.Each f1n1shed hog produces 250 ga]lons of diluted manure. An opportunity
value can be placed on it, based on its fertilizer nutrient constituents
adjusted for quality. . On the other side are the costs of removing and
spreading the manure. Base values are given in the table below.
(a) (b) (c) (d)
Gross Value of Value adjusted Less Cost Net Value
Manure/hog_as " for 4 of -, of
Fertilizer) Quality '"Spreading’  Manure/hog
Atlantic : $5.92 $4.44 $2.50 $1.92
Québec ' 5.92 4.44 3.75 0.69 *
Ontario 5.92, 4.44 2.50 1.94
Manitoba 5.235 3.92 2.50 1.42
Saskatchewan 3.23, . 3.92 n 2.50 1.42
Alberta 5.23 ' 3.92 - 2.50 . 1.42
B.C.- 5.92° . 4.44 2.50 1.94
1

Based on 250 gallons of manure containing 9.5 1bs. of nitrogen (31 cents/1b.),

& 1bs. of. phosphorous (28.5 cents/1b.) and 5 1bs. of potash (14 cents/1b.).

2 Exc1udes value of potash for Prairie Provinces

3 25% of gross value-deducted to take into account var1ab111ty in qua]xty and
non-homogeneity.

4
Cost of spreading equals 1 cent per gallon, except in Québec where high
concentration of production in certain locations requ1res greater transportation.

1
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Labour
Enterprise Per Sow ' Per Pig
Operator 1362 hr. 21.0 hr.  1.35 hr.
Hired S 454 hr. © 7.0 hr, .45 hr.
TOTAL ' : 1816 hr.  °27.9 hr.  1.80 hr.

Hired labour of .45 hr is priced at the quarterly Farm Labour Wage Rate
(without board) in each region. Operator labour is not included in cash
cost. ’

Interest
Interest charges on cash costs are calculated on half the total cash costs

(1ess interest) for six months at the prime bus1ness interest rate plus
"~ 1.5% in all regions. .

Time Lag
All costé, except feed costs for breeding stock and weaners, for Quarterp .

are based on the values in Quarter _7. The breeding stock and starter feeds
are values from Quarter p.2. .

Qutput Prices

The index 100 price is the price of slaughtered hogs that are graded as
index 100 and is available as price series for Ontario, Manitoba,
Saskatchewan and Alberta. -The Maritime and Québec pr1ces are assumed to
be the Ontario price while the Br1t1sh Columbia price is assumed to be the
Alberta pr1ce

Price Series and Indexes

Sow/Boar Starter Ration Feed Grain Prices
Grower Ration Hog Concentrate Index
Finisher Ration
Feed Transportation - Machinery Operating Index
Feed Processing ' Electrical Index
Repairs and Maintenance Building Replacement Index
Utilities . Electrical Index
. Property Tax . Property Tax Index
Vet. & Health A.1. Index
Insurance Market Hog Price
Breeding Herd Replacement Market Hoa Price :
Manure Credit Fertilizer and Machinery Operating Ind
Hired Labor Farm Wage Rate

Interest on Operating Capital Prime Bank Rate
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APPENDIX K

SUMMATION OF CANADIAN PROVINCIAL PRICE SUPPORT PROGRAMS
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SLAUGHTER HOGS

EFFECTIVE DATE

% OF CANADIAN PRODUCTION
ESTIMATE-OF PRODUCTION COVERED
PRODUCER SHARE FOR PROGRAM COST
SUPPORT PERIODS

SUPPORT FORMULA
PROGRAMS FOR:
1979-80

1980-81

1981-82

1982-83

1983-84

MAXTMUM ELIGIBILITY

COMMENTS

BRITISH COLUMBIA

1975
2.8%
64.4%

50 %
quarterly

-ASA cash costs

plus capital costs land
rental & operator's labor

yes
yes

no

yes
$11.55/hog

1,800

Program undertaken as compensation for land use policy
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~SLAUGHTER HOGS

EFFECTIVE DATE
% OF CANADIAN PRODUCTION
ESTIMATE.OF PRODUCTION COVERED -

PRODUCER SHARE FOR PROGRAM COST

SUPPORT -PERIODS
SUPPORT FORMULA
PROGRAMS FOR:

1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
--1.983-84

MAXTMUM ELIGIBILITY

COMMENTS

Provincial start-up'gfant of $10.

ALBERTA

1980
12.4%
77 %
100 %
monthly

feed costs plus $35. per hog

no
yes
yes
no
yes © $3.12 per hog

- 110%. of previous_year’s production

million
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SLAUGHTER HOGS

SASKATCHEWAN
EFFECTIVE DATE 1976 |
% OF CANADIAK PRODUCTION . 4.3%
ESTIMATE OF PRODUCTION COVERED 91 %
PRODUCER SHARE. FOR PROGRAM COST - 50 %
SUPPORT. PERIODS quarterly
SUPPORT FORMULA ' current cash cost plus

85%‘of non cash costs

PROGRAMS FOR:

1979-80 .. no

1980-81 N yes

1981-82 L yes

1982-83 no

1983-84 . yes $8.09 per hog
MAXIMUM ELIGIBILITY " 4,875 hogs

COMMENTS
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. SLAUGHTER ‘HOGS

MANITOBA
EFFECTIVE DATE 1975, naslead 1984

% OF CANADIAN PRODUCTION D 1 B S

ESTIMATE OF PRODUCTION COVERED = =~ 50 %

PRODUCER SHARE FOR PROGRAM COST = ' 66 %

SUPPORT PERIODS quarterly
“SU5?O§IlFORﬁULA;Pf£:ri | current cash costs pius

operator's labor,marketing
' | o and trucking costs.. . -
PROGRAMS FOR:

1979-80 o no

1980-81 o yes

1981-82 o yes

1982-83 f | no L

1983-84 | ' ;Jt . yes $5.77 per hog spuda.
MAXIMUM ELIGIBILITY 6,000 hogs

COMMENTS

Provincial share of programhédéffiéEfiXed'éf 2% of market
returns. Producer share estimated at 4% but can be
increased to cover any deficit.
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_SLAUGHTER HOGS

EFFECTIVE DATE

% OF CANADIAN PRODUCTION
ESTIMATE OF PRODUCTION COVERED
PRODUCER SHARE FOR PROGRAM COST.
SUPPORT PERIODS

SUPPORT FORMULA
PROGRAMS FOR:
1979-80

1980-81

1981-82

1982-83

1983-84

MAXIMUM ELIGIBILITY

COMMENTS

No vertical integration permitted

QUEBEC

April 1981
33.9 %

- 20 to 46%
- 33 %

annual

current cash cost, fixed cost
+ 90% of skilled labor wage
rate for operator's labor.

no
no
yes
no
yes

$13.50 per hog

5,000 hogs
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SLAUGHTER HOGS

N.B. ~N.s. P.E.I.
EFFECTIVE DATE 1973 1974 1974
% OF CANADIAN PRODUCTION , 1.0% 1.5% 1.1%
ESTIMATE OF PRODUCTION COVERED 100 % 100 % 87.5%
PRODUCER SHARE FOR PROGRAM COST 50 % 50 % 50 %
SUPPORT PERIODS " monthly weekly quarterly
SUPPORT FORMULA - 95 % of 100% of 95 % of
current cash current cash current cash
costs costs costs
PROGRAMS FOR:
1979-80 _ yes yes yes
1980-81 - yes 