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Determinations 

UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE U>MMISSION 
Washington, D.C. 

Investigations Nos. 701-TA-214 (Preliminary) 
and 731-lA-188 (Preliminary) 

LAM.8 MEAT FROM NEW ZEALAND 

On the basis of the record !I developed in the subject investigations, 

the Commission determines, l._/ pursuant to section 703(a) of the Tariff Act of 

1930 (19 u.s.c. I 167lb(a)), that there is no reasonable indication that an 

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

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

is materially retarded, by reason of imports from New Zealand of lamb meat, 

provided for in item 106.30 of the Tariff Schedules of the Unitea States 

(TSUS), which are alleged to be subsidized by the Government of New Zealand. 

lbe Commission also determines, ]/ pursuant to section 733(a) of the 

Tariff Act of 1930 (19 u.s.c. I l673b(a)), that there is no reasonable 

indication that an industry in the United States is materially injured, or 

threatened with material injury, or that the establishment of an industry in 

the United States is materially retarded, by reason of imports from New 

Zealand of lamb meat, provided for in !SUS item 106.30, which are alleged to 

be aold in the United States at less than fair value. 

1/ The record is defined 1n sec. 207.2(i) of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR I 207.2(i)). 

21 Commissioners h.tggart and Lodwick determine that there is a reasonable 
indication that an industry in the United States is materially injured by 
reason of imports ot lamb aeat from New Zealand which are allegea to be 
subsidized by the Government of New Zealana. 

3/ Commissioners Haggart and Lodwick determine that there is a reasonable 
indication that an industry in the United States is materially injured by 
reason of import• ot lamb meat trom New Zealand which are allegea to be sold 
at less than fair value. 
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Background 

On April 18, 1984, petitions were filed with the United States 

International Trade Commission and the U.S. Department of Commerce by counsel 

on behalf of the American Lamb Co., the Denver Lamb Co., an~ the Iowa Lamb 

Corp., alleging that imports of lamb meat from New Zealand are being 

subsidized and are being sold in the United States at less than fair value. 

Accordingly, the Commission instituted preliminary countervailing and 

antidumping investigations under sections 703(a) and 733(a), respectively, of 

the Tariff Act of 1930 to determine whether there is a reasonable indication 

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

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

is materially retarded, by reason of imports of such merchandise. 

Notice ot the institution of the Commission's investigations and of a 

public conference to be held in connection therewith was given by posting 

copies ot the notice in the Office of the Secretary, U.~. International 1rade 

Commission, washington, D.~ •• and by publishing the notice in the Federal 

Register on April 25, 1~84 (49 f.R. 1782&). lhe conference was held in 

Washington, D.C., on May 10, 1984, and all persons who requested the 

opportunity were permitted to appear in person or by counsel. 
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VIEWS OF CHAIRMAN !Cl!S AllD COMMISSIONERS STERll, LIEBEi.ER, ARD ROHR 

On the basis of the record in investigations Hos. 701-TA-214 

(Preliainarf) and 731-TA-188 (Preliminary), we determine that there is no 

reasonable indication that an industrJ in the United States is aateriallJ 

injured or threatened with aaterial injury bJ reason of laports of lamb meat 

f roa New Zealand that are allegedlJ subsidized and iaports of lamb meat froa 

New Zealand that are allegedlJ sold at less than fair value. !I ll 

S111111arr 

On the basis of the record in these investigations, we find that there is 

no reasonable indication that the domestic industry as a whole is aateriallJ 

injured. rurther, even if the domestic industry is experiencing difficulties, 

• there is no reasonable indication that iaports from Hew Zealand·are a cause of 

these probl.... While domestic consuaption and production increased during 

the period of investigation, iaports from New Zealand declined by 50 percent. 

SpeciflcallJ, iaports of legs declined substantially during the period. With 

regard to threat, this decline la laports should be examined in the context of 

increased exports of •ev Zealand laab to the Kiddle East and other countries. 

We further note the tenaination of a voluntarf restraint agreement with the 

luropean C011aUnitle1 (IC) in Karch of 1984. These factors indicate that there 

11 Material retardation of establishment of an industry is not an issue in 
these investigations and will not be discussed further. 
ll Chairaan Ickes wishes to distinguish his negative determination in these 

preliainarf investigations froa hls earlier affirmative determination 
regarding th••• laports. Laab Keat from New Zealand, Inv. No. 701-TA-80 
(Preliainarr>. USITC Pub. 1191 (1981). The record of the present 
investigations contains 1ub1tantiallJ more complete information regarding the 
condltlon of the d011estlc lndustrr and the lmpact of subject imports on the 
supply and price of doaestic laab meat. Further, the import data in the 
earlier investigation suggested gradual and steadily increasing trends in 
contrast to present iaport volume declines. 



is no reasonable indication that imports from New Zealand are a threat of 

material injury to the domestic industry. 

Definition of like product and d0111estic industry 

The term "industry" is defined in section 771(4){A) of the Act as 

consisting of "[t)be domestic producers as a whole of a like product or those 

producers whose collective output of the like product constitutes a major 

proportion of the total domestic production of that product." 1/ The tera 

"like product," in turn, is defined in section 771(10) as being "a product 

which is like, or in the absence of like, most similar in characteristics and 

uses with, the article subject of an investigation." !I 

We adopt the definitions of tbe like product and domestic industrJ in the 

prior C0111Bission deteraination on laab .. at from New Zealand. 11 We therefore 

conclude that fresh domestic laab .. at is "lite" or "most similar in 

characteristics and uses with" frozen imported lamb meat from New Zealand. 

Further, we conclude that the doaestlc industry includes the domestic packers, 

proces1or1, grower• and feeders of laab meat. !I 

lo rea1onable indication of aaterial injury 

Packer• and proce11or1 

According to U.S. Departaent of Agriculture (USDA) data, U.S. production 

of laab meat rose bf 9 percent, froa 308 aillion pounds in 1981 to 335 million 

pounds in 1982, and then increa1ed bJ 3 percent to 344 million pounds in 

}I 19 U.S.C. 5 1677(~)(A). 
!I 19 u.s.c. 5 1677(10). 
11 Laab Meat from New Zealand, Inv. No. 701-TA-80 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 

1191 (1981) at 3-6, 19. COlllli1sioner1 Haggart, Lodwick, Rohr, and Liebeler 
did not participate in that deteraination. We note that neither the 
petitioners nor respondents contested the definition of the domestic industrJ 
in these investigations. 
~I Id. at 6-10, 19-20. 
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1983. Production.further increased bf 6 percent to 93 million pounds in 

January-Karch 1984 compared with 88 million pounds in January-Karch 1983. II 

Reported capacitJ !I to produce lamb meat increased bJ 20 percent, from 221 

aillion pounds in 1981 to 265 aillion pounds in 1982, and.then decreased by 5 
-

percent to 252 aillion pounds in 1983. Reported capacity rose by 15 percent 

to 69 million.pounds in January-Karch 198~ compared with 60 million pounds in 

Januar7-llarch 1983. !I Capacitf utilization increased steadily during the 

period under investigation, froa 76.2 percent in 1981 to 77.9 percent in 1982 

and then to 87.1 percent in 1983. Capacity utilization fu~ther rose to 91.3 

percent in Januarf-llarch 1984 compared with 88.9 percent in January-Karch 

1983. 10/ 

laployaent of production workers by packers and processors of lamb aeat 

increased bf 5 percent, froa 428 in 1981 to 450 in 1982. EmploJ'1l9nt fell by 

1 percent to 444 in 1983. It then remained stable in January-Karch 1984 

compared with tbat in January-Karch 1983. 11/ 

Three proce11or1 supplied fall-year financial data for 1981-83. Ret 

sales of these three f iras rose froa $99 million in 1981 to $125 million in 

1982 and further increased to Sl29 aillion in 1983. Operating income for the 

three 1ear1 r ... in•d generallf stable at about $1.1 million in 1981 and 1982 

and then increased to Sl.4 allllon in 1983. 12/ 

We recognize that in a livestock industry, such as the lamb aeat 

industrJ, increasing levels of production and capacitJ utilization are not 

11 Report at A-19-A-20. 
!I CapacitJ data are for producers that accounted for 65 percent of lamb 

.. at production in 1983. 
!I Report at A-19. 

10/ !!l· 
11/ Report at A-21-A-22. 
12/ Report at A-22-A-23. 
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necessarily indicators of a healthy industry. However, taken in the conteKt 

of stable or increasing cash flows from lamb-processing operations 13/ and 

stable ratios of income to sales, 14/ we do not find any indication of injurJ 

to this segment of the industry. 

Growers 

U.S. production of live lillllbs lncreased from 8.2 million in 1980 to 

8.8 million in 1981, decreased to 8.6 million in 1982, and then returned to 

the 1980 level of 8.2 million in 1983. 15/ During the period under 

investigation, the number of sheep on farms increased from 12.7 aillion on 

January 1, 1980, to 12.9 aillion on January 1, 1981, and then increased to 13 

million on January 1, 1982. The number of sheep then decreased to 12 aillion 

on January 1, 1983, and further decreased to 11.4 million on JanuarJ 1, 

1984. 16/ The slaughter rate during this period increased froa 5.7 aillion in 

1980 to 6.2 million in 1981 and then to 6.6 million in 1982. The slaughter 

rate increased again to 6.8 ailllon in 1983. 11/ 

There is no compelling evidence that farmers are liquidating their 

herds. Although the population of sheep and lambs dropped to a historic low 
I 

at yearend 1983, there is evidence that herds were depleted in part as a 

result of ezogenous factors such as droughts and predators. The laab crop was 

only one percent lower an 1983 than in 1980, and there i1 no reason to believe· 

that the stock of sheep and lambs could not be restored to earlier levels 

within a relatively short period. 18/ 

13/ Id. 
U/ ld. 
lS/ Report al A-lS-A-16. 
16/ ld. 
111 Id. 
18/ Report at A-10, A-16. 
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We are mindful of the admonition in the Senate Finance Committee Report 

that certain factors may appear to indicate a favorable situation for an 

agricultural industry when in fact the opposite is true. Thus, the Senate 

Finance Report gives the following example based on the beef industry which 

-
could be applicable to the lamb aeat industry: "gross sales and employment in 

the industry producing beef could be increasing at a time when economic loss 

is occurring, i.e., cattle herd• are being liquidated because prices mate the 

maintenance of the herds unprofitable." 19/ As noted above, however, there 

are no indications that the sheep herds are being liquidated. There is no 

straight-line decline in the production of live lambs. In 1981 and 1982, 

production of live llUllb• were above 1980 levels. 

The onlJ financial data available lo the Commission·for growers i• USDA 

data showing sheep raisers• average cash receipts and expenses per ewe. 

During this period, cash receipts leis cash expenses and capital replacement 

increa1ed.froa $4.04 per eve in 1981 to $4.29 per ewe in 1982 before declining 

to $3.03 per ewe in 1983. 20/ However, despite this overall decline, cash 

receipts for laab aeat have increased steadily from $30.21 per ewe to $32.37 

per ewe. 21/ Any decline in cash receipts is due to declines in the receipts 

for wool and other aiscellaneous products. Although there are factors which 

could be interpreted to show probleas in this segment of the industry, these 

"factors are outweighed DJ other factors, such as the relatively stable levels 

of production of live laabs and the increasing returns on lamb meal per ewe 

that indicate the growers are not materially injured. 

19/ S. Rep. No. 96-249, 96th Cong., lst Sess. 88 (1979). 
201 Report at A-18. 
21/ Id. 
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On balance we find that there is no reasonable indication that the 

domestic industry is materially injured. 

causation 

Even were ve to find a reasonable indication that the domestic industry 

is materially injured, we cannot find any indication that imports from •aw 
Zealand are a cause of that injury. It is particularly significant that 

during the investigative period iaports of lamb meat from Bew Zealand have 

declined bf 50 percent, while domestic consumption and production of lamb meat 

have increased. 

lllports of lamb .. at frOll •av Zealand declined by 44 percent froa 

28 aillion pounds in 1981 to 16 ailllon pounds in 1982, and then by 6 percent 

to 15 aillion pounds in 1983. lllports further declined by 59 percent to 

1.6 aillion pounds in Januar1-llarch 1984 compared with 3.8 million pounds in 

Januar1~11arch 1983. z.11 At the s ... time, from 1981 to 1983, U.S. consumption 

of laab .. at steadilJ increased. The U.S. producers' share of U.S. 

consumption also steadllJ increased from 1981 to 1983, consistently holding 

above 90 percent of the U.S. aartet. 23/ 

Tbe petitioners allege that, in particular, imports of lamb legs from ... 

Zealand are tbe cause of injurJ to the domestic industry. 24/ From 1981 to 

1983, U.S. shipments of laab legs from Mew Zealand, however, declined by more 

than •O percent. 1_11 Petitioners also allege that Mew Zealand bas targeted 

the •ev York and Los Angeles aarkets for the laster trade during llarch and 

April of each rear. According to information provided by respondents, 

22/ Report at A-2S-A-26. 
23/ Report at A-6, A-28. 
_l!I Tb• leg represents 33 percent of the weight and as much as 40 percent of 

the value of the laab carcass. 
2S/ Report at A-27. 
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however, New Zealand Lamb Co.'s sales of legs in those markets declined 

substantially from Karch-April 1981 to Karch-April 1984. 26/ 

During the period under investigation, there was no demonstrable 

relationship between domestic prices and imported prices of lamb meat. 

Average farm prices for laab .. at dropped from 1981 to 1982, but then 

increased in 1983. Dollestic prices for lamb legs showed great fluctuations 

from.month to month, while the prices for Wew Zealand lamb legs remained 

unchanged during all of 1982 and 1983. The prices for Wew Zealand lamb legs 

declined in December 1983, and further declined during January-April 

1984. 27/ During 1982-83, on average Wew Zealand lamb legs undersold domestic 

legs for the first half of the year, but oversold in the second half of the 

year. With the price break in December 1983, however, Wew Zealand lamb legs 

began to undersell domestic laab legs. 28/ However, one would expect to see 

New Zealand lamb legs undersell domestic lamb legs, because Wew Zealand legs 

are froz·en, whereas domestic legs are fresh. ll/ Domestic consumers would 

rather buJ fresh aeat, and therefore it can be assumed that domestic consumers 

would be willing to pay a pr .. iua for domestic fresh lamb legs. ~/ our 

anal1sis of the trends with respect to shipments of Hew Zealand lamb legs and 

domestic prices does not support petitioners' allegations of price 

suppression. Although shipments of imported legs are greatest during the 

Easter season, this ls also the tiae when prices are highest. Furthermore, 

during those periods in which prices are lowest, shipments of imported legs 

are lowest. 

26/ Report at A-28. 
211 Report at A-30, A-33, A-34. 
28/ Report at A-33-A~34. 
291 Report at A-33. 
30/ Id. 
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With regard to racks, the imported product oversold the domestic lamb 

racks except in four months where minimal levels of underselling were 

noted. 31/ 32/ 

Like the relationship between the price and supply of beef and port, 

there appears to be a relationship between the price and supply of lamb. Proa 

1981 to 1983, beef prices fell by 5 percent as supply rose by 5 percent, and 

pork prices increased by 5 percent as supply dropped by 5 percent. During tbe 

same period, farm prices for lamb declined by about 2 percent as supply. rose 

by 10 percent. 33/ 

In light of the above, ve find that there is no reasonable indication 

that imports of lamb meat f roa Nev Zealand are a cause of material injury to 

the domestic industry. 

No reasonable indication of threat of material injury 

We find no indication of a threat of material injury by reason of iaports 

of lamb meat from Nev Zealand. During the period under investigation, 

imports, both in volume and as a share of domestic consumption, dropped by 50 

percent. From 1981 to 1983, New Zealand's share of the imports also 

dropped. 34/ U.S. inventories of lamb meat from New Zealand have been 

significantlJ reduced. Further, ezports of lamb meat from New Zealand to the 

31/ Report at A-35-A-36. 
32/ Petitioner made no allegations of lost sales, stating that the imports of 

lamb meat from New Zealand do not act on the market by displacing sales of 
domestic lamb meat, but rather bf depressing prices. Further, petitioners 
stated that since domestic lamb meat is fresh and therefore perishable, it is 
sold quicklJ at whatever price the market will bear. Thus, sales are not lost 
as a result of competition from iaports. Report at A-37. 
33/ Report at A-32. 
34/ Report at A-25-A-26. 

• 
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United States, as a share of its total exports of lamb aaat, declined froa 

naarlJ 4 percent in 1981 to le11 than 2 percent in 1983. 35/ 

Although Mew Zealand'• sheep population and production of lamb aeat 

increased from 1981 to 1983, a voluntar1 restraint agreement with lbe BC was 

terainated in Karch 1984. iii Purtbermora,· esport1 froa •aw Zealand to the 

Kiddle East and other aartet1 bave increased 1ub1tantiallJ. 'AJ_/ In light of 

the above, we find that there is no reasonable indication of a threat of 

aaterial lajur1 to the domestic lnda1tr1. 

~I ••port at A-13-A-14. 
iii Report at A-13-A-15. 
'AJ_I Report at A-13-A-14. 
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VIEWS or VEROllICA A. HAGGART ARD SEELEY G. LODWICI. 

Domestic industry 

We concur vitb our colleagues tbat tbe lite product consists of all 

domestically produced lamb .. at, wbetber fresh or frozen. and tbat.tbe 

domestic industrr consists of those producers involved in the growing, 

feeding, and processing of laab .. at. !I 

Condition of the domestic industrr 

Tb• inforaation on the current condition of the domestic industry 

indicates that tbe industry is ezperiencing difficulties. U.S. production of 

live laabs increased by 1 percent frOll 1980 to 1981 and then decreased by 8 

percent frOll 1981 to 1983. Keanwblle, the total lamb and sheep slaughter rose 

steadily fr011 1980 to 1983 bf a total of 18 percent. Specifically, production 

of laab .. at rose bf 9 percent frOll 1981 to 1982 and by 3 percent froa 1982 to 

1983. tleat production further increased by 6 percent ln January-llarch 1984 

ce>11pared with production in January-March 1983. ll The decline lo production 

of live lambs, together with the increasing slaughter, resulted ln a record 

lov stock of sheep and lambs at the end of 1983. Such developments reflect 

tbe grovers' lnablllty to retain aalaal1 to build up bards. !I That faraers 

are· llquldatlng tbelr berds ls further demonstrated by the fact that the 

nuaber of sheep-raising operatlons ln tbe Western States, which account for 

nearlr 80 percent of the U.S. sheep population, declined by 9 percent froa 

1981 to 1983. It/ 

!' See dlscus1lon, supra, al 4. 
ll Report at A-15, A-19. 
}I Report at A-10, A-15. 
!I The bigb capacitJ utilization rate for processors, over 91 percent ln 

1984, ls another indication of herd liquldatlon. Report at A-9, A-19. 
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The Senate Finance Committee singled out precisely such a manifestation 

of injury to a domestic agricultural industry: 

Because of the special nature of agriculture, including the 
cyclical nature of much of agriculture production, special 
problems exist in deteraining whether an agricultural 
industry is materially injured. PQr example, in the 
livestock sector, certain factors relating to the state of 
a particular industry within that sector may appear to 
indicate a favorable situation for that industry when in 
fact the opposite is true. Thus, gross sales and 
employment in the industry producing beef could be 
increasing at a time when economic loss is occurring, i.e., 
cattle herds are being liquidated because prices make the 
maintenance of the herds unprofitable. ~/ 

Although growers' cash receipts attributable to lamb meat increased 

slightly during the period under investigation, ca1h expenses plus capital 

replacement increased by an even larger amount, thereby netting sheep growers 

substantially smaller returns per ewe in 1983 than 1981. ~/ ll 

Material injury by reason of allegedly subsidized and LTP'V imports of lamb 
meat from New Zealand 

In assessing material injury, the Coanission is directed to consider 

among other factors, (i) the volume of imports under investigation, (ii) the 

effect of those imports on domestic prices of the like product, and (iii) the 

impact of the imports on the doeestic producers of the like product. 

Imports of lamb meat from New Zealand declined from 28 million pound• in 

1981 to nearly 15 million pounds in 1983, with January-March 1984 imports at 

~Is. Rep. No. 249, 96th Cong., 1st. Sess. 88 (1979). 
~I Financial data were available for approximately 36 percent of domestic 

packers and processors of lamb meat. Report at A-22-A-23. If these 
preliminary investigations had been continued to final investigations, it 
would be expected that such financial information would be developed from 
other portions of the domestic industry including growers, feedlot operators, 
and growers' cooperatives. Coauissioner Lodwick also notes that further 
information regarding the growers• financial condition could have been 
obtained from various Land Grant Universities and the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture had th~se investigations been continued to final. 

JI Report at A-18. 
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1.6 aillion pounds compared with 3.8 million pounds in the corresponding 

period of 1983. Market penetration declined from less than 8 percent in 1981 

to less than 5 percent in 1983 and was approximately 5 percent in the first 

quarters of 1983 and 1984. Market penetration data in these investigations 

aust be viewed in the context of the unusually high domestic production of 

laab aeat which ls related to the recant liquidation of herds. !I 

Furthermore, aontblJ data on domestic shipments of selected cuts of •ew 

Zealand laab meat show a substantially smaller decline over the period ~ban 

the absolute quantitf of iaports for consuaption. !I In fact, doaestic 

shipments of all •ew Zealand l&llb .. at show an increase in the first four 

aonths of 1984 compared with those in the corresponding period of 1983. Thus, 

the shipment data reflect a draw down of U.S. inventories of •ew Zealand lamb 

.. at which bad grown to high levels over the period of investigation. ]:2/ 

There was an even larger percentage increase in the quantity of doaestic 

shipments of •ev Zealand laab legs ln the first four months of 1984 over those 

la the corresponding period of 1983. 11/ 

Petltloners clala that lnjurf to the domestic industry bas "prlaarllJ 

been a result of lover price levels during the recent period." 12/ 

SpecificallJ, petltloners allege that iaporters of Mew Zealand lamb meat have 

targeted lower prlced laab legs to the law York and Los Angeles areas during-

the laportanl laster season, therebf suppressing prices and exacerbating price 

declines. 13/ 

§I See dl1cus1ion, suera, at 12. 
!I Doll81tlc 1hlpment1 include shipments out of inventory as well as imports 

for consuaptlon, as coaplled froa Commission questionnaire data. Report at 
A-27. 
10/ Report at A-24-A-26. 
111 Report at A-27. 
12/ Pelltloners• Post-Conference Subtaisslon at 5. 
13/ Id. al 17. 
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Lamb and other meats are aarteted at two separate and distinct levels 

before being sold by wholesalers to retailers. Initially, the live lambs are 

sold bf farmers or feedlot operators to slaughterhouses. Subsequently, the 

slaughtered animals are sold to wbolesalers that, in turn, sell the meat to 

retailers, hotels, restaurants, and other institutions. 14/ Growers of laab 

aeat, as producers of other perishable agricultural products, face 

uncertainties, including weather conditions, feed costs, and competitive 

prices of substitute .. ats which affect the supply of their product in the 

aartetplace. 1,11 This results in wider and less controllable price 

fluctuations compared with those for aanufactured goods. Such phenoaena 

accentuate the vulnerability of this industry to even small price cbange1. 

Al previously noted, l!I petitioners' claim of injury ls largely ba1ed on 

the pricing of •ew Zealand laab legs. 17/ Domestic price1 of lamb legs 1howed 

a general pattern of increasing prices for Woveaber-Aprll and decreasing 

prices for Kay-October during 1982 and 1983, which ls to be expected in view 

of tbe importance of tbe Easter or Spring 1eason for lamb meat. However, 

Januarr-Aprll 198• prices were at significantly lover levels than they were 

during tbe corresponding period• of 1982 and 1983. The prices for •ew Zealand 

laab legs r ... ined unchanged during practically all of 1982 and 1983. Price1 

for •ev Zealand laab legs declined in January-April 1984 at the same time that 

d0991tlc prices were at lover level• than in previous years. 18/ Coincident 

with the drop in price of •ew Zealand legs in January 1984, the price of 

1•1 Report at A-29. 
15/ Id. 
16/ See di1cu11lon, 1uera, at 1•. 
!II Legs are the cut 1old in the greatest volume to the retail trade. Report 

at A-32. 
18/ Report at A-33-A-34. 
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domestic legs, which had increased during January-April of 1982 and 1983 in 

response to peak seasonal demand, actually decreased during January-April 

1984. Underselling occurred in 20 of 28 months for which data were collected, 

with margins of underselling ranging from 0.7 to 25.7 percent. Furthermore, 

most of the highest margins of underselling took place during the critical 

Kaster season for each 7ear under investigation. 19/ 20/ Moreover, the Rew 

Zealand importer bas aade use of discount coupons in promotion of its legs of 

laab in the Rew York and Los Angeles areas, 21/ which has the effect of 

farther undercutting dOll8stic prices and substantiates petitioners' claia that 

the iaporter of Rew Zealand laab .. at bas targeted lamb legs in these two 

areas during the important laster season. 22/ 

In conclusion, the information available in these preliainarJ 

investigations provide reasonable indications that the domestic industry is 

sustaining the t7)>8 of aaterial injurf envisioned by the Senate Finance 

Coaaittee, 1}/ and it appears that the impact of frozen Mew Zealand lamb meat 

on the U.S. aarket is greater than the total level of imports from Rew Zealand 

would iaplf. The supplf-deaand equilibrium is particularly delicate in the 

case of perishable agricultural products. 24/ Thus, we find that there is a 

reasonable indication of aaterial injury to the domestic lamb industry bJ 

reason of allegedlf LTFV and subsidized imports from Mew Zealand. 

19/ Report at A-34. 
201 Petitioners did not aake anf allegations of lost sales or lost revenues. 

Rather, petitioners' claia that Rew Zealand lamb meat has increased the supplJ 
pressure on price. ~ discussion, supra, at 14. 

21/ Report at A-37. 
1l,I Report at A-25. 
23/ See discussion, supra, at 13. 
24/ If these preliainarf investigations had been continued to final 

investigations, we would have been able to gain specific information 
concerning the activities of the wholesale purchasers which would have 
provided the C011Dis1ion insight as to the nuances of the marketing of this 
highlf coaplez agricultural C091DOdlty. 





INFORMATION OBTAINED IN THE INVES1IGATIONS 

Introduction 

On April 18, 1984, the U.S. International Trade Commission and the U.S. 
Department of CoDDDerce received petitions filed by counsel for the American 
Lamb Co., the Denver Lamb Co., and the Iowa Lamb Corp., on behalf of sheep 
ranchers, feedlot operators, and lamb meatpackers and processors. The 
petitions allege that an industry in the United States is materially injured, 
or is threatened with material injury, by reason of imports trom New Zealand 
of lamb meat, provided for in item 106.30 of the Tariff Schedules of the 
United States (TSUS), upon which bounties or grants are alleged to be paid and 
which are allegedly being sold in the United States at less than fair value 
(LTFV). Accordingly, the Commission instituted preliminary countervailing 
duty and antidumping investigations under sections 703(a) and 733(a) of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 to determine whether there is a reasonable indication that 
an industry in the United States is materially injured, or threatened wi~h 
material injury, or the establishment of an industry in the United States is 
materially retarded, by reason of the importation of lamb meat. The statute 
directs that the Commission make its determinations within 4~ days after 
receipt of a petition, or in this case, by June 4, 1~84. 

Notice of the institution of the Coumission's investigations and ot a 
public conterence to be held in connection therewith was given by posting 
copies of the notice in the Office ot the Secretary, U.S. International ·'J.·rade 
Commission, Washington, D.C., and by publishing the notice in the Feaeral 
Register of April 25, 1984 (49 F.R. 17&28). !/ The public conference was held 
in ~ashington, D.C., on Kay 10, 1984. l,/ The Commission voted on these 
investigations on May 25, 1~84. 

Previous ~ommission Investigation 

The Commission conducted a previous countervailing duty investigation 
(No. 701-TA-80 ·(Preliminary)) concerning lamb meat from New Zealand in 
response to a petition filed by the National Wool Growers Association, Inc., 
and the National Lamb Feeders Association, Inc. On November 5, 1981, the 
Commission determined by a 4-to-2 vote that there was a reasonable indication 
that an inoustry in the United States was materially injured, or was 
threatened with material injury, by reason of imports of lamb meat from New 
Zealand. Commerce subsequently made a preliminary affirmative determination 
that there was reason to believe or suspect that certain benefits which 
Constituted subsidies within the meaning of section 701 of the Tariff Act of 
1930 were being provided to manutacturers, producers, or exporters of lamb 
meat in Nev Zealand. The net subsidy was &.19 percent. Following Commerce's 
preliminary determination, the petition was withdrawn. 

• 

!/ A copy ot the Commission's notice of institution of preliminary 
antidumping and countervailing duty investigations is presented in app. A. A 
copy of the Department ot Commerce's notice is presented in app. B. 

1:_/ A copy of the list of witnesses appearing at the conference is presented 
in app. C. 
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lbe Product 

Description and uses 

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

The lamb carcass is divided into five primal cuts which account for the 
following shares of total carcass weight according to the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA): 

The imported product 

Primal cut 

Hind legs-------------------

Loin------------------------
Subtotal, hindsaddle----

Shoulder-------------------­
Breast---------------------­
Rack------------------------

Subtotal, foresaddle----
lotal-------------------

Share of 
carcass wei,ht 

(percent 

31.0 
17.6 
48.6 
27.2 
16.4 
7.8 

!>1.4 
100.0 

U.S. imports ot lamb meat from New Zealand are frozen to facilitate 
shi~ping and to extend the shelf lite of the product. Frozen lamb meat can be 
stored indefinitely, although most is purchased by the retail consumer within 
6 months ot the time the lamb 1s slaughtered. Frozen lamb meat trom New 
Zealand doe1 not have an expiration date stamped on the package. 

Lamb meat from ~ew Zealand i1 inspected and graded in New Zealand by New 
Zealand meat graders rather than in the United States by USDA. l/ The New 
Zealand grading system is more complex than that used by the USDA; it has 17 
different grades, although only the top 4 grades are exported to the United 
States. USOA officials report that these tour grades are approximately 
comparable to the USDA Choice grade. All hew Zealand lamb is grass fed 
(compared with the common practice of fattening with grain feeds in the United 
States), which is thought by some consumers to give the ~ew Zealand meat a 
stronger flavor and aroma. 

17 ROwever, the hew Zealand meat inspection system is approved by the USDA 
and representative sample• ot imports are inspected by the USDA prior to 
entry. During 1~83, b0,8o4 pounds of lamb and mutton from New Zealand were 
denied entry. 
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Figure 1 

PRIMAL (WHOLESALE) CUTS AND BONE STRUCTURE OF LAMB 

SHOULDER LOIN SIRLOIN LEG 

FORE SHANK BREAST FLANK HIND SHANK 

LAMB RETAIL NAMES 

There are different ways to break a lamb 
carcass. h can be divided into aides. with the 
carcass split through the center of the back· 
bone. or tt can be divided into foreuddle 
(unaplit front half which Includes ribs. ahoul· 
der. breut and fore shank, and hindsaddle 
(unsplit rear haH which includes loin, ftank 
and legs). This it done by separating betwHn 
the 12th and 13th ribs. 

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

cuts used In this manual are shown In Figure 
1. Unless specified otherwise, the foresaddle 
and hindaaddle are split through the center of 
the backbone before primal and subprimal 
cuts are produced. 

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

The l9in of lamb is comparable to the short 
loin in beef. It includes the 13th rib to im­
mediately in front of the hip bone. 

The leg includes both the sirloin and leg 
sections. · 

Source: Uniform Retail Heat Identity Standards, National Livestock & Heat 
Board, figure 1. 
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Most of the imports are primal cuts, i.e., legs, racks, loins, and 
shoulders, although carcasses and further processed retail cuts, e.g., chops 
and shanks, are sometimes imported. Some of the imported primal cuts are 
reduced to smaller retail cuts at the importer's two domestic processing 
facilities which are located in***, or by grocery store butchers for sale 
in the retail outlets. 

New Zealand lamb carcasses typically weigh about 32 pounds, considerably 
less than U.S. lamb carcasses, because New Zealand lambs are slaughtered at a 
somewhat younger age than U.S. lambs and beeause many New Zealand breeds of 
sheep are smaller than U.S. breeds. To be authorized tor shipment to the 
United States, the lamb must be slaughtered between October 23 and May 31. 
Imports are labeled "New Zealand Spring Lamb" in both English and French 
because some of the meat is sold in Canada, where the French labeling i& 
required. 

New Zealand lamb meat is primarily sold through distributors 
(wholesalers) to grocery stores (retail trade) and to hotel, restaurant, and 
institutional (HR!) outlets. In 1983, * * * percent of shipments of New 
Zealand lamb meat were duld through distributors to the retail trade, * * * 
percent were sold through distributors to the HRI trade, ~nd * * * percent 
were sold directly to the retail trade. * * *· * * * percent of legs and 
* * * percent of shoulders were sold to the retail trade, whereas * * * 
percent of racks, * * * percent of loins, ***percent of shanks, and * * * 
percent of whole carcasses were sold to the HRI trade. 

The domestic product 

The vast majority 01 U.S.-produced lamb meat is sold fresh or chilled, 
rather than trozen. l/ ln the United States, there is little incentive to 
freeze lamb since it is generally sold to the retail consumer within 1 to 2 
weeks, and almost always within 3 weeks, from the time the lamb is 
slaugntered. Most lamb meat in grocery stores is packaged with stamped 
expiration dates. U.S. lamb carcasses are larger than New Zealand carcasses, 
usually ranging in weight from J) too) pounds and averaging 55 pounds. 

The otticial USDA grades of lamb are Prime, Choice, Good, and Utility. 
Most purchasers prefer cuts from carcasses that are Choice, and most of the 
lamb carcasses destinea for table use are so graded. Expenses associated with 
teeding lambs for the Prime grade are generally not recoverable in the 
marketplace. As with hew Zealand lamb meat, the U .• S. product is sold through 
distributors to grocery stores and hRl outlets or directly to the retail or 
HRl trade. 

Packers and processors ot domestic lamb 
carcasses, which make up about 50 percent of 
distributors or to the retail or HRl trade. 

meat generally sell whole 
the weight of the live lamb, to 
According to questionnaire data, 

..!./ uccasionally certain cuts, particularly legs, are frozen because of 
irregular seasonal demand. 
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carcasses accounted for 93 percent of reported shipments by packers and 
processors in 1983, and primal cuts accounted for 7 percent. Sixty-four 
percent of reported shipments in 1983 were to distributors, also known as 
wholesalers or "breakers" because of their function of separating the carcass 
into primal cuts. The remaining 35 percent and l percent of reported 
shipments were made directly to the retail and HRI trades, respectively. It 
is not known what share of shipments to distributors was ultimately sold to 
the retail versus HRI trade. ~uch of the lamb meat sold in grocery stores is 
further reduced.to retail-sized cuts. 

U.S. tariff treatment 

U.S. imports of fresh, chillea, or frozen lamb meat are classified under 
item.106.30 of the TSUS. U.S. imports ot fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat 
from New Zealand, and from all other countries receiving the column l rate ot 
duty, !/ are dutiable at 0.) cent per pound lO.b percent ad valorem equivalent 
in 1983). lbat rate baa been in etfect since January l, l98u. From January 
l, 1972, to January l, 1980, the rate had been 1.7 cents per pound. lhe 
current rate is not scheduled for reduction, and imports are not eligible tor 
duty-tree entry under the CSP nor for reduced rates if entered trom LDDC's. 

Health and sanitary regulations of the USDA and other U.S. trade policy factors 

The health and sanitary regulations administered by the USDA are designed 
to protect the health ot the U.S. livestock industry and to ensure an adequate 
supply ot meat to the con1uaer. For example, sources ot imports ot lamb meat 
are limited to those countries that have been declared tree of rinderpest and 
foot-and-mouth diseases ~/ by the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture. The general 
effect ot such prohibitions has been to allow imports of fresh, chilled, or 
frozen lamb meat only from Nev Zealand, Australia, North America, and certain 
areas of Europe. Under the Federal Meat Inspection Act, only plants in those 
countries which have meat inspection systems with standards at least equal to 
those ot the USDA program are permitted to ship meat to the United States. As 
of December 31, 19b3, there were bl plants in New Zealand authorized to ship 
meat to the United States, although not all shipped lamb. During 1983, three 
new plants vere authorized. U.S. imports of lamb meat are not currently and 
have not been subject to quantitative limitations. 

!7 ~ol. 1 rates ot duty are applicable to imported products trom all 
countries except those Coamiunist countries and areas enumerated in general 
headnote 3(f) of the lSUS. 
ll kinaerpest and foot-anG'"'Ulouth a1seases are highly contagious, infectious 

diseases which can atflict clvven-tooted animals (cattle, sheep, hogs, deer, 
and so forth). 8ecause the diseases are so easily transmitted and 
debilitating, they are a threat to the U.S. livestock industry. 
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Apparent U.S. Consumption 

Apparent U.S. consumption of lamb meat increased by * * * percent from 
1981 to 1982, by * * * percent from 1~82 to 1983, and by * * * percent in 
January-March 1984 compared with consumption in January-March 1983, as shown 
in the following tabulation (in thousands of pounds): 

Period Consumption 

1981----------------------- *** 
19~2----------------------- *** 
1983----------------------- *** 
January-March--

1983--------------------- *** 
1984--------------------- *** 

Per capita U.S. consumption of lamb meat, according to USDA data, 
fluctuated downward from 1970 to 1979 and then increased slightly from 1979 to 
1983 as shown in the following tabulation (in pounds per person per year): 

1970-------------- 3.2 
1971--------------- 3.2 
1972--------------- 3.3 
1973--------------- 2.6 
1974--------------- 2.3 
1975--------------- 2.0 
1976--------------- 1.8 

1977--------------- 1.7 
1978--------------- 1.6 
1979--------------- 1.5 
1980--------------- 1.5 
1981--------------- 1.6 
1982--------------- 1.7 
1983--------------- 1.7 

Lamb meat accounted tor less than 1 percent ot total U.S. consumption ot red 
meat ll in 1983. 

Allegations of Untair Imports 

Nature and extent of alleged subsidies 

The countervailing duty petition alleges that producers or exporters ot 
lamb meat in Hew Zealand benetit from 10 forms of export subsidies and 9 forms 
of domestic subsidies, as summarized below. 

Export subsidies: 

1. Government Supplementary Minimum Prices Scheme.--Tbis program 
allegedly sets minimum prices for exports of meat, wool, and milkfat. The 
petitioners estimate the value of this subsidy to be at least 8 percent ad 
valorem. 

ll Beet, veal, pork, lamb, and mutton. 



2. New Zealand ~eat Producers' Board (Meat Board) Price Support 
Scheme.--This program also allegedly sets minimum prices for exports of meat 
products. When farm prices fall below the minimum price, the Meat Board must 
make deficiency payments to farmers, or purchase meat at the support price. 
The estimated value of this subsidy is at least 17.25 percent ad valorem. 

3. Meat Board Operations.--The Meat Board is alleged to subsidize 
sales promotions of New Zealand lamb meat in the United States, to subsidize 
research related to the ex.port of meat, and to pay for the costs of grading 
meat for export. The total estimated value of these subsidies is 3.405 
percent ad valorem. 

4. Meat Board Loans and Guarantees.--The Meat Board has allegedly 
provided guarantees and loans to the exporter to offset operating deficits. 
the value of this subsidy ia unknown. 

5. Meat lndua try Hygiene Grant .-'Dle New Zealand Government 
allegedly makes grants for meat industry hygiene for export. The estimated 
value of the subsidy ia 0.2 percent ad valorem. 

6. Export Performance lax Incentive Scheme.--1bis program allegedly 
provides income tax rebate• to exporters ot processed cuts ot lamb. The value 
of the subsidy is unknown. 

7. Export ~arket Development Taxation lncentive.--lbis program 
allegedly provides tax credit• on expenditures for advertising, travel, 
salary, and other coat& of &ending representatives abroad. The value ot the 
subsidy is unknown. 

8. Export& Program Grants Scheme.--This program allegedly provides 
caeh advance& for approved market promotion expenditures. The value of the 
aubsidy is unknown. 

9. Rural Export Suspensory Loans.--Petitioners are unable to obtain 
information on this program or the value of the subsidy, if any. 

10. Export Suspensory Loan Scheme.--This program allegedly provides 
for· exporters to have loans converted to grants if their exports reach a 
predetermined level. The value of the subsidy is unknown. 

Domestic subsidies: 

1. Fertilizer Price Subsidy.--lhe New Zealand Government allegedly 
provides a subsidy on all tertilizer used by New Zealand farmers. The 
estimated value ot the subsidy is 0.8 percent ad valorem. 

2. Fertilizer and Lime Bounty.--nie estimated value of this alleged 
subsidy used to encourage the application ot lime and fertilizer is 0.06 
percent ad valorem. 

3. •ertilizer and Lime Transport Subsidy.--lhe estimated value ot 
this alleged subsidy on the transport ot lime and tertilizer is 0.555 percent 
ad valo.rem. 
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4. Noxious Plants.--This program allegedly provides subsidies to 
protect New Lealand livestock from noxious plants. The estimated value of the 
subsidy is 0.3 percent ad valorem. 

5. Suspension of Government Inspection Fees.--The New Zealand 
Government allegedly bears the cost of inspection of meat for export. lbe 
value of the subsidy is unknown. 

6. Livestock Incentive Scheme.--This program is administered by the 
Rural Banking and finance Corp. (RBFC), which allegedly provides suspensory 
loans or tax incentives to encourage farmers to increase their number of 
livestock. The estimated value ot this subsidy is 0.6 percent ad valorem. 

1. Land Development Loans.--lbis program, also administered by the 
RBFC, ·allegedly provides for interest-free and reduction-in-principal loans to 
encourage farmers to develop underutilized land. The estimated value of the 
subsidy is 1.2 percent ad valorem. 

8. Standard Value and Nil Value.--Under New Zealand tax laws, 
livestock inventory m3y allegedly be valued at cost, market, or replacement 
value. The value of this subsidy is unknown. 

9. Deductions for Capital Expenditure for Development of Domestic 
Farmland.--This provision of New Zealand tax laws allegedly confers beneficial 
tax deductions on farmers tor certain development expenditures. The value of 
the subsioy is unknown. 

Nature and extent of alleged sales at LTFV 

The antidumping petition alleges that lamb meat from hew iealand is being 
sold in the United States at LlFV. The sole exporter of hew Zealand lamb meat 
to the United States is the Meat Export Development Co. (DEVCO). According to 
the petition, DEVCO sells insignificant quantities of North American cuts 1n 
its home market. Theretore, the petitioner compared DEVCO's sales in the 
United States with its sales in Canada, the exporter's only other foreign 
market. O~\LO's prices in Canaoa were tound to approximate its prices in the 
Unitea States. However, the petitioner alleges that the U.S. price is below 
the cost ot production in hew ~ealand. The petitioner used a constructea­
valut- approach to arrive at the toreign-market value of various cuts of New 
Zealand lamb meat ana comparea those figures with the importer's estimated 
U.S. prices by cut. lhe resulting dumping margins varied trom a low of 26 
percent tor racks to a high ot 4bS percent for legs. 

U.5. Producers 
Growers 

L.5. sheep growers may be divided into two categories: (1) sheep raisers 
(1.e., those who maintain tlocks ot sheep for the production of lambs), and 
l2) fef'ders lthose who maintain feedlots where lambs are fed on grain or other 
concentrates until they reach slaughter weight). Some growers engage in both 
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activities, and not all lambs are placed in feedlots. Some go to slaughter 
directly from pasture, where they may or may not have been provided with 
grains to supplement their diets of forage and milk from their mothers. Lambs 
are the only common farm animals that can be grown to the Choice grade without 
supplemental feed, and when pastures are good, they are frequently so handled. 

The number of sheep-raising operations !/ in the Unite~ States increased 
by 2 percent from 1981 to 1982 and then declined by 1 percent from 1982 to 
1983 (table 1). Many operations consist of only a few sheep and belong to 
part-time or hob~y farmers. 

lable 1.--0perations with sheep, by regions, 1981-83 

Region 1981 1982 1983 

Corn Belt----------------------------: 58,300 60,000 ~9,000 
Western States-----------------------: 47,020 43,42u 42,770 
Other--------------------------------: ______ 2_0 •• ~24_0~--~--2~4 •• _67~0 ________ 2_4.1 _73~0 

Total----------------------------: 12),)60 128,0~0 126,)00 

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

In 1983, 59,000 U.S. operations with sheep (47 percent of the U.S. total) 
were located in the Corn Belt. ~/ However, these operations averaged only 33 
animals each and accounted tor only 17 percent of the total U.S. sheep 
population as of January 1, 1984. ln the Corn Belt, sheep are most comnonly 
kept as components of diversified farming operations, or kept by part-time 
farmers. Sheep are frequently kept on land not suitable for raising grain or 
for other fanning activities. 

The Western States 3/ accounted for 42~770 U.S. sheep operations (34 
percent of the total), in 1~83. These operations, which averaged 209 animals 
each, accounted tor 78 percent of the total U.S. sheep population as of 
January 1, 1984. ln the Western States, sheep are sometimes the primary or 

.only source of income for the operator, although sheep are also frequently 
part of diversified farming operations. On the Edwards Plateau of Texas, for 

ll An operation is any place having one or more sheep on hana at any time 
during the year. Although detailed statistics are not available, it appears 
that most operations with sheep are sheep raisers; growers report that there 
are relatively tev feeders. No single operation accounts for as much as 2 
percent of the total U.S. stock ot sheep and lambs. . 
ll Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, ~ebraska, 

Ohio, and -isconsin. 
11 Arizona, Calitornia, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, ~evada, New Mexico, North 

Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Oakota, Texas, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming. 
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example, cattle; sheep, and goats may be kept on the same pasture because 
cattle will eat grass, sheep will eat forbs and weeds, and goats will eat 
leaves and browse. In many areas of the West, the only suitable agricultural 
crop is forage, and the only practical use for the forage is as a feed for 
ruminant animals, such as sheep. 

Almost all of the rema1n1ng 19 percent of U.S. sheep operations, which 
accounted for 5 percent of the total U.S. sheep population as of January 1, 
1984, are located in the Northeastern United States. Because of climate, 
sheep are less frequently raised in the Southeastern United States (see 
fig. 2). 

The total U.S. sheep population fell by 12 percent from January 1, 1982, 
to January 1, 1984 (table 2). lbe January 1, 1984, level was the lowest on 
record. USDA officials report that recent droughts, especially in the 
important sheep-raising regions of Texas, contributed to the decline. 

Table 2.--u.s. sheep and lamb population, by regions, 
aa of Jan. 1 of 1981-84 

(In thousands) 

Jan. 1--
Region 

1981 1982 1983 

Western States-----------------: 10,145 10,079 9,391 
Corn Belt----------------------: 2,200 2,279 2,097 
Other--------------------------: 591 608 538 

Total----------------------: 12,936 12,966 12,026 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of 
Agr1culture. 

1984 

8,949 
1,941 

521 
11,411 

Lambs may be sent directly from pasture to slaughter, 11 or· 
alternatively. at about b months of age and about 55 to 90 pounds in weight, 
may be shipped to teedlota tor about 2 to 3 months of intensive feeding and 
tinishing on grain (primarily corn) prior to slaughter. During this period, 
lambs are generally referred to as teeder lambs; when ready tor slaughter, 
they are called ted lambs, slaughter lambs, or fat lambs. 

Officials of the National Lamb •eeders Association report that there are 
probably only about 100 large-volume lamb feedlots in the United States, 
although there are many small-volume feedlots. Feedlot operators may feed 

!/ At the public conterenc~ on these investigations, domestic interests 
reported that in years when pastures are good because of ample rainfall, 60 to 
80 percent of the lamb crop 1n some States would be sent directly from pasture 
to slaughter, without going through feedlots. See the transcript, p. 82. 
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lambs they own or may feed lambs for other people on a consignment or tee-tor­
service basis. 

Packers and processors 

Although there are hundreds of plants that slaughter l~ba in the United 
States, the industry is concentrated among a few firms. The top nine firms in 
the industry, some of which have several plants, account for approximately 90 
percent of the tptal U.S. lamb slaughter. T\le major producers of lamb meat 
and their approximate shares of U.S. production in 1983 1 according to USDA and 
questionnaire data, are shown in the following tabulation: 

Producer 

Share of 
production 

(percent> 

1/ * * *· 

* * ·-------------------------------------­
* * ·-------------------------------------­
* * ·-------------------------------------­
* * ·-------------------------------------­
* * ·--------------------------------------· 
* * ·-------------------------------------­
* * ·--------------------------------------
All other 1/------------------------------­

lotal----------------------------------

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

35.l 
100.0 

Some ot the above f iraas are large meatpackers that process other species, 
and some process lambs only. Packers and processors that submitted data in 
response to the Comuiasion's questionnaire reported that lamb meat accounted 
for the following shares of their total meat production during 1981-83 (in 
percent): 

Producer 

* * *--------------------------------­
* * *--------------------------------­
* * *--------------------------------­
* * ·---------------------------------
* * ·--------------------------------­
* * ·--------------------------------­
* * ·---------------------------------

weighted-average------------------

1981 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
-3 

1982 1983 

*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
4 4 

At least one large lamb-packing firm (the Denver Lamb Co.) is owned by 
lamb feeders. Most packers buy lambs from feeders or sheep raisers and 
slaughter the lambs themselves, although custom slaughter, for tees, does 
occur. for example, * * * California and Colorado each accounted for about 
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20 percent of the total U.S. lamb slaughter in 1982 and Texas accounted for 
another 14 percent. 

U.S. Importer 

Under authority of the Meat Export Control Act of 192~-22, New Zealand 
authorizes only one company, the Meat Export.Development Co. (New Zealand), 
Ltd., '(DEVCO), to.export Bleat to the United States. Since 1981, DEVCO has 
been 50-percent owned by the ·Nev Zealand Meat Producers Board, an.entity 
empowered to handle all meat exports, and 50-percent owned by a number ot meat 
processors. Exporting lamb to Horth America is DEVCO's sole business and the 
reason for which it vaa founded. The ltew Zealand Lamb Co., Inc., 
headquartered in White Plains, H.Y., ia DEVCO's U.S. subsidiary which imports 
lamb and sells it to distributors and retailers (generally major food 
distributors). The Meat Board is a participant, contributor, and cofounder of 
the Lamb Promotion Coordination Coaaittee, a committee formed jointly by U.S., 
Australian, and New Zealand interests to promote lamb consumption in the 
United States. 

lbe Nev Zealand Industry 

New Zealand's principal agricultural products and exports to the world 
and to the United States are livestock products (beef, milk products, lamb, 
and wool). Nev Zealand has nearly ideal climatic and grazing conditions for 
livestock, and much of the land is too steep for row crops. The climate is 
mild, and. grazing in moat ot Nev Zealand is available nearly year round. 
Sheep there generally require no shelter and little or no supplemental feed 
(grain). Many of Nev Zealand'• 1heep are dual-purpose breeds, producing both 
high-quality wool and meat. The most common breed is the Romney, a breed not 
commonly raised in the United State1. 

New Zealand is the largest exporter of lamb meat in the world. Its 
export• are aore than double those of the second largest exporter, Australia. 
Lamb meat export• by New Zealand, which accounted for * * * percent of its 
total sales of lamb meat durin' 1~81-&3, tell by * * * percent trom 1981 to 
1982 ana then rose by * * * percent from 1982 to 1~83 (table 3). Exports to 
the United States decreased by * * * percent from 1981 to 1983. In 1983, 
* * * percent of Nev Zealand's exports of lamb meat were to the United States, 
compared with * * * percent to the EC and * * * percent to the hiddle East. A 
voluntary restraint agreement, which limited exports to the EL to ;41 million 
pounds annually during l9bl-83, was in effect from October 1980 to March 
19b4. USDA ofticials report that no new agreement has been negotiated. 

New Lealand's production of lamb meat rose by*** percent from 1981 to 
1~82 and by * * * percent from 1~82 to 1~83. Home-market sales were an 
estimated * * • lotal sales declined by * **percent from 1981 to. 1982 and 
tnen rose by * * * percent from 1982 to 1983. Inventories ot lamb meat 
increased by * * * percent from yearend 1981 to yearend 1982 and then fell by 
* * * percent from yearend 1982 to yearend 1983. Capacity data are not 
m3intained by the industry. 
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In April 1984, the Australian sheep-producing industry filed a complaint 
with the Government of Australia alleging that imports of subsidized sheep 
meat (mutton) from New Zealand were causing or threatening to cause injury to 
the Australian industry. New Zealand's exports of mutton to Australia during 
the 11 months prior to the complaint were about 6.6 million pounds, or about 
1.5 percent of Australia's annual mutton production. 

Table 3.--Lamb meat: New Zealand's production, export sales, and home-market 
sales, 1/ by years ending Sept. 30 of 1981-83, and inventories as of Dec. 31 
of .1981:.-83 

(In thousands of pounds) 

Item 1981 1982 1983 

Production !:._/---------------~------: *** *** *** 
Sales: 

Exported to--
To ta l EC------------------------: *** *** *** 

The United Kingdom-------------------: *** *** *** 
Total Middle East-------------------: *** *** *** 

Iran--------------------------------: *** *** *** 
The United States---------------------: *** *** *** 
Canada-------------------------------: *** *** *** 
All other countries-------------------: *** *** *** ----------,------------..,....----------,---Subtotal --- - - - - - - - - - ---- - - - - - - - - - - - - - : ________ *_*_* __________________ ~--~---*** *** 

Home-market }./--------------------------: ________ *_*_* ________________________ ___ *** *** 
Total----------------------------------: *** 

Inventories------------------------------: *** 

1/ These statistics are on the basis of a fiscal year 
J..1 Production data are reported in terms of untriDDDed 

including bone and excess fat, whereas the remainder of 
reported on the basis of tri1111ed weight. 

'}_/ Estimated. 

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

ending Sept. 30. 
weight, i.e., 
data in this table are 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the New Zealand Meat Producers 
Board. 

New Zealand's sheep and lamb population increased each year from 1980 to 
1983, according to USDA statistics, as shown in the following tabulation (in 
thousands): 
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Period 

As of--
Jan. 
Jan. 
Jan. 
Jan. 
Jan. 

1, 1980-----------------
1. 1981-----------------
1, 1982-----------------
1, 1983----------------- !/ 
l, 1984----------------- 1:,/ 

Quantity 

63,~23 

b8, 772 
6~,884 

70-,301 
70,00li 

The Question of Material Injury 

Because of the lack of concentration ot production of live lambs {no 
single operation accounts for as much as 2 percent of production!/), the 
Commission did not send questionnaires to growers in these preliminary 
investigations but rather relied on USDA data. However, the production of 
lamb meat is highly concentrated and the data on lamb meat in this section of 
the report were obtained from questionnaire responses by packers and 
processors as well as from USDA data. 

The Commission sent questionnaires to 12 producers of lamb meat that 
accounted for more than 90 percent of U.S. production in 1983. Seven 
producers, accounting for 65 percent of U.S. production, submitted data in 
response to the questionnaire. Each of the seven producers provided usable 
capacity and production data, but only five producers, accounting for 55 
percent of reported production in 1983 (36 percent of total production), 
provided usable income-and-loss data. 

Growers: U.S. production, domestic shipments, exports, and imports 

U.S. production of live lambs, referred to as the lamb crop by USDA and 
the industry, increased by 1 percent from 1980 to 1~81 and then decreased by 8 
percent from 1981 to 1983 (table 4). The total sheep and lamb slaughter rose 
steadily during 1980-83, increasing by 18 percent overall. The declining lamb 
crop combined with the increasing slaughter resulted in a record low stock of 
sheep and lambs at yearend 1983, reflecting a reluctance on the part of 
growers to retain animals to build up herds. U.S. ~xports of live sheep and 
lambs as a percent of sheep and lamb stocks varied from a little less than l 
percent to a little more than 2 percent during 1980-83. Principal export 
markets are Mexico and Canada. Imports of live sheep and lamos, chiefly from 
Canada, accounted for only O.l percent of the U.S. stock during 1~80-83. 

1/ ~cording to officials ot the U.S. Department of Agriculture and the 
National ~ool Growers Association. 
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Table 4.--Sheep and lambs: l/ Number on U.S. farms as of Jan. l of 1980-83, 
lamb crop, imports for consumption, exports, slaughter, and deaths, 11 
1980-83, and number on U.S. tarms as of Dec. 31 of 1980-83 

(In thousands) 
Number Number 

Year on farms, Lamb crop Imports Exports Slaughter -: Deaths on farms, 
Jan. l Dec. 31 

1980--: 12,687 8,249 21 124 5,744 2,153 12,936 
1981--: 12,936 8,82; 7 221 6,196 2,385 12,966 
1982--: 12,966 8,576 9 281 6,643 2,601 12,026 
1983--: 12 ,026 8,154 7 221 6,796 1,759 11,411 . 

~ 

ll In 1983, lambs accounted tor 90 percent of the total slaughter and sheep 
accounted for 10 percent of the slaughter. 

11 The death rate for sheep is high in comparison with other range animals 
because as small, relatively slow animals, sheep are easy prey for coyotes, dogs, 
and other animals. Also, the yield from each sheep is relatively small, so that 
it usually is not economically feasible to transport ill or injured sheep from the 
range to the market. 

Source: Imports and exports compiled from official statistics of the U.S. 
Department of Commerce; other data compiled from official statistics of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. 

1he·re is some seasonality to the slaughter of lambs, with the spring kill 
being somewhat lower than that ot the other seasons, as shown in table 5. U.S. 
lamb slaughter increased by 7 percent from 1981 to 1982, by 2 percent from 1982 to 
1983, and by ; percent in January-March 1984 compared with the slaughter in 
January-March 1983. Monthly and quarterly slaughter levels during January 
1982-March 1984 were tor the most part approximately equal to or greater than the 
levels of the corresponding periods of the previous year. 
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Table 5.--Lambs: U.S. commercial slaughter, l/ by months, 
January 1981-~arch 1984 

On thousands) 

Period 

January------------------- ------: 
February----------------------- -: 
March----------------------------------: 

Subtotal---------------- --: 
April--------------------- -- ------: 
May----------------------------
June-----------------------------------: 

Subtotal----------------- ---: 
July-----------------~-------------: 

August---------------------------------: 
September------------------------------: 

Subtotal---------------------------: 
October--------------------------------: 
November-------------------------------: 
December-------------------------------: 

Subtotal---------------------------: 
Total------------------------------: 

1/ Includes yearlings. 
I/ Not available. 

1981 

485 
420 
479 

11384 
504 
399 
412 

11316 
419 
448 
525 

11392 
533 
459 
508 

11500 
5,591 

1982 =· 1983 

2/ 492 
2/ 440 
2.1 599 

11522 11 532 
2/ 484 
ll 479 
2/ 478 

11407 11441 
11 475 
2/ 562 
21 561 

11499 11597 
2/ 553 
21 488 
2.1 514 

11555 11554 
5,983 6, 125 

Source: Estimated on the basis of official statistics of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. 

.. . 

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

1984 

517 
531 
563 

11611 

1he average appraised value ot lambs in the lJnited States, according to 
USDA statiatics, !I decreased by )4 percent from January 1, 1980, to January 1, 
1983, before increasing sli&htly as of January l, 1984, as shown in the 

·.following tabulation: 

~eriod Value 

Aa ot--
Jan. 1, 1980----------------- $78.20 
Jan. 1, 1981----------------- 69.80 
Jan. 1, 1982----------------- 57.00 
Jan. 1, 1983--------------- 51.80 
Jan. 1, 1984----------------- 52.10 

ll Based on an annual USDA survey of growers in which the growers estimated 
the average price they thought they could sell their lambs for at the time. 
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Data on sheep raisers' capacity and capacity utilization are not 
available. However, capacity is related to the number of sheep that are 
retained for breeding purposes. That number has declined in recent years as 
indicated earlier in this section. 

Neither the USDA nor the American Meat Institute, th~ two principal 
sources of data on the industry, publish employment data on sheep-raising 
operations. However, the USDA does maintain financial data showing sheep 
raisers' average cash receipts and expenses per ewe. These data include 
receipts and expenses related to wool as well as to meat. Cash receipts less 
cash expenses and capital replacement increased from $4.04 per ewe in 1981 to 
$4.29 per ewe in 1982 before declining to $3.03 per ewe in 1983 (table 6). 

Table 6.--Average cash receipts and expenses for 
U.S. sheep-growing operations, 1981-83 

(Per ewe) 

ltem 1981 1982 

Cash receipts: 
For lamb meat----------------------------: $30.21 $31.59 
For wool---------------------------------: 12.06 12.56 

!/ 1983 

$32.37 
12.35 

3.05 2.36 Miscellaneous----------------------------: 3.43 
--------------------------------------Tot al - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - : 45.70 47.20 47.08 

Cash expenses: 
Feed-------------------------------------: 13.91 13.38 13.92 
General farm overhead, taxes, 

insurance, and interest----------------: 12.05 13.19 13.08 
Other (veterinary, hauling, machinery, 

hired labor, etc.)---------------------: 14.22 14.72 15.35 
-------------------------------------Tot al cash expenses--------------------: 40.18 41.29 42.35 

1.62 1.70 Capital replacement l/---------------------: _______ l_._4_8 ________________________ ___ 
Cash receipts less total cash expenses and : 

capital replacement----------------------: 4.04 4.29 

l/ Estimated bv ataft of the L.S. International Trade Commission in - . 
collaboration with staff ot the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

~I Keplacement ot capital equipment such as machinery and fencing. 

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

3.03 

From 1981 to 1982, increases in cash receipts per ewe, including those 
related to lamb meat, more tnan compensated tor increased expenditures. 
However, from 1982 to 19b3, receipts per ewe declined (although receipts 
related to lamb meat increased) while expenditures continued to rise. Feed 
costs increasea somewhat in 1983, reflecting both the U.S. Government's 
payment-in-kind (PIK) program and drought conditions. Grain prices would have 
been even higher if not for large inventories of grain at the beginning of 
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1983, a large winter wheat crop which was only slightly affected by the PIK 
program, and reduced exports of grain. 

Packers and processors 

U.S. production, capacity utilization, shipments, and inventories.--u.s. 
production of lamb meat, according to USDA data, rose by 9 percent from 1981 
to 1982 and by 3 percent from 1982 to 1983 (table 7). Production further 
increased by 6' percent in January-harch 1984 compared with production in 
January-Karch 1983. 

Production of lamb meat is typically high during Karch and April to 
satisfy the strong Easter demand. From hay through July, output is lower, 
reflecting both reduced supplies and lower demand. Production begins to rise 
in August as a larger share of the U.S. lamb crop reaches slaughter weight. 
Thereafter, lamb meat production is sustained by lambs which were born later 
1n the season and by those from feedlots. 

According to data provided in response to the Commission's questionnaire, 
reported capacity 1/ to produce lamb meat increased by 20 percent from 1981 to 
1982, declined by 5 percent from 1982 to 1983, and then rose by 15 percent in 
January-March 1984 compared with capacity in January-March 1983. Capacity 
utilization, based on reported capacity and production, rose steadily from 
1981 to 1983 and in January-Karch 1984 compared with capacity utilization in 
January-March 1983. Data on reported capacity and capacity utilization are 
shown in the following tabulation: 

Period 

1981----------------------
1982----------------------
1983----------------------
January-Harch--

1983--------------------
1984--------------------

1/ * * *· 
]:/ Annualized. 

Capacity !/ 
(1,000 
pounds) 

220,954 
265,142 
251,812 

59,516 
68,615 

Capacity 
utilization 

(percent) 

76.2 
77.9 
87.1 

2/ 88.9 
I.1 91.3 

!/ Capacity in this industry is closely related to the number of lambs 
brought to slaughter in any one season, because given the extremely limited 
consumer appeal of mutton in the U.S. market, lambs intended for siaughter 
must be harvested within 14 months of birth or be drastically discounted in 
price. Thus, capacity utilization tends to be relatively high. Capacity data 
are not kept by the USDA or the American Meat Institute, the two major sources 
of statistics on the industry. 
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Table 7.--Lamb meat: U.S. production, 1/ by months, 
January 1981-~arch 1984 

(In thousands of pounds) 

Period 1981 198~ 1983 1984 

January--------------------------------: 28,599 2/ 28,072 29,488 
February--------~----------------------: 24,764 11 25,515 30,797 
March----------------------------------: __ 2_8_,_2_8_1 _____ 2_/ ______ 3_4_,7_5_9 ____ 3_3_,_1_9 __ 7 

Subtotal---------------------------: __ 8_1~·~6~4~4--___.8_6~·~74_8 ___ ....__8~8~,3-4~6--___.9_3_,_4_8..._2 
April----------------------------------: 27,735 2/ 28,086 
May---~--------------------------------: 21,563 l/ 27,774 
June-----------------------------------: __ 2_1~,~8_3_6....;.. __ .....;;;.2_1 __ ...;........;;;.2_1,~2-5_8----------

subtotal---------------------------: ___ 1_1,~1~3-4-----7-8~,~7-76 ___ ....__8_3~,l-l_8 ________ __ 
July-----------------------------------: 21,786 II 26,108 
August---------------------------------: 23,292 2/ 30,880 
September-------------------------~----: __ 2~7~·~8~0~9__... __ .,......2~/...,... __ __...2_9~,~1~6_4 _________ __ 

Subtotal---------------------------: ___ 1_2_,8_8_1 _____ 82_,~4-6_6__... __ 8_6~,~1-5_2 ........ ______ __ 
October--------------------------------: 28,805 2/ 30,390 
November-------------------------------: 25,262 21 27,331 
December-------------------------------: __ 2'"""""'8~,4_1_8'"-" ____ -_2_/ __ _,_ __ 2_8~1-7_7_3 _________ __ 

Subtotal---------------------------=~-8~2-,4~8~5--~8~7~·~0~9_1 ........ ~8-6~1~4~9_4__... ______ __ 
Total------------------------------: 308,150 335,082 344,110 

ll Includes yearlings. 
!/ hot available. 

Source: Estimated on the basis of otficial statistics of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. 

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

Because fresh lamb meat is a perishable commodity, !/ the bulk of lamb 
meat is processed, shipped, and consumed within 2 weeks of slaughter. 
Shipments are approximately equal to production. Inventories of lamb meat are 
minor corepared with production, as shown in the following tabulation based on 
USDA data: 

1/ 1he vast ~ajority ot domestically produced lamb meat is marketed fresh 
(chilled). 



Period 

As of--
Dec. 31, 1981-~-----­
Dec. 31, 1982---
Dec. 31, 1983----------­
Mar. 31, 1983----­
Mar. 31, 1984----

!/ Annualized. 
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lnventorie s 
(million 
pounds) 

11 
9 

10 
8 
8 

Share of U.S. 
production 

(percent> 

3.6 
2.7 
2.9 

!/ 2.3 
!/ 2.1 

Purchases of imported laab meat by packers and processors that submitted 
data in re1ponse to the Collai11ion'1 questionnaire amounted to less than 0.5 
percent of reported production during the period covered by the investiga­
tion1. Total export• ot lamb meat a1 a share ot domestic production declined 
from 1.2 percent in 1981 to 0.7 percent in 1982 and to 0.6 percent in 1983, 
according to USDA and COllM!rce data. Principal export markets are the 
Bahamas, the United Kingdom, Canada, and kexico. 

Employment and productivity.--Eaployment of production workers by packers 
and proce11or1 of lamb meat increa1ed by 5 percent from 1981 to 1982, fell by 
1 percent from 1982 to 1983, and wa1 e11entially unchanged in January-March 
1984 compared with employment in January-karch 1983 (table 8). Average weekly 
houri worked per employee ro1e 1teadily during the period covered by the 
inve1tigation1. Average hourly wages and total compensation increased 
1teadily from 1981 to 1983 and declined or remained unchanged in January-March 
1984 compared .with level1 in January-March 1983. Productivity rose by 5 
percent from 1981 to 1983 and by 5 percent in January-March 1984 compared with 
productivity in January-karch 1983. 

Production workers at three of the seven firms that responded to the 
que•tionnaire are not unionized; the remainder are represented by the National 
Brotherhood of Packing House & lndu1trial ~orkers, the United Food & 
Ca..ercial ~orkers Union, the International Union of Operating Engineers, and 

·the Allalgaaated Meat Cutters Union. 



A-22 

Table 8.--Average number ot production and related workers engaged in the 
production of lamb meat, hours worked, wages, total compensation, and 
productivity, 1981-83, January-March 1983, and January-March 1984 

Item 

Average number of 
workers 1/-----------------: 

Hours worked--per worker, 
per week l.1----------------: 

Wages--per worker, per 
hour 2/--------------------: 

Total c0mpensation--per 
worker, per hour l../--------: 

Productivity--pounds per 
worker, per hour l.1--------: 

1/ * * *· 
l/ * * *· 

1981 

428 

34.4 

$7.94 

il0.13 

173 

1982 

450 

37.8 

$9.13 

$11.41 

172 

. 
·: January-March--

1983 ;- > > > > •• > > • : > > ••• > • > > 

• 1983 • 1984 

444 441 440 

38.2 38.0 43.0 

$9.69 $8.93 $8.73 

$12.13 $11.06 $11.06 

182 177 185 

Source: Compiled trom data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Coalllission. 

Income-and-loss experience 

Five U.S. processors, * * *• furnished income-and-loss data relative to 
their operations processing lamb meat. Only three of these firms, * * *• 
supplied full-year data for 1981-83. !/ Net sales of lamb meat for these 
three firms rose annually from $99 million in 1981 to $129 million in 1983, or 
by 31 percent (table 9). The three firms earned operating incomes of $1.1 
million in both the 1981 and 1982 reporting periods. The 1981 operating 
income was equal to 1.2 percent of net sales and the 1982 operating income was 
equal to 0.9 percent of net sales. Their aggregate operating income rose to 
Sl.4 million, or 1.1 percent of net sales, in 1983. * * *· 

Three firms, * * *• furnished interim data for 1984. ***reported an 
operating income of * * *• or*** percent of net sales, ***reported an 
operating income ot * * *, or*** percent of net sales (* * *), and*** 
reported an operating loss of * * *• or * * *percent of net sales. 

Keatpacking operations 1n general are characterized by a rapid turnover 
of inventory and a low rate of return. According to Forbes magazine, l.I net 

l/ * * *· 
"'%._! Annual Report on American Industry, 34th ed., p. 20b, 35th ed., p. 183, 

and 36th ed., p. 207. 



Year an4 producer• 

1911: 
* • ·---------------------: 

•t 
Hlea 

Ta•le t.--lac011e-a .. -loa1 eaperieace of S U.I. producer• oa their operetiona 
proce11i•1 1 .. b .. at, ltll-IJ an4 interi• 1914 !/ 

<41t of 
1oo41 IOI• 

Croaa 
lnc-

Geaeral, 
Hlliaa, aa4 

a .. iohtrat he 
••P•••e• 

O,.ratina 
inc- or 
Uoul 

CHb fl­
frOll 

operatioaa 

--------------------------------------1.~-dOllora----------------------------

•••1 1 **1 •**1 •••1 ... , ... 
* * *•••••·••••••·••••••••: Ill I 11* I *1 * I *** I *** I *** 

Ratio ot 
operotina inc-
or (loaa) to net 

a•le• 

Percent 

... 
••• .... * * •-----------------···•: 1 ** I *** I *** I IH I *** I *** , -· 

subtotal----------------: H,u1 1 h,616 : 6,uS : S,SoLr l,ii2 1 1,11S 1-:2 .... •• ·---------------------: ... : ... : ... : ... z ... s ... i -· 

Tot1I------------------: .... • .. 

1981: . . ·---------------------: . . ·---------------------: 
• • ·---------------------: --- i --- i --- • • • • 

subtotal----------------: U4,t64 : IU,127 : 7,IJ7 : 6,061 : 1,676 r l,127 
* I *··-----------·-------: •1 * I '** I *** I *** I *** I *** 

Total·-----------------: *** : *** ; *'* : **' I *** I iU 
I 

1981: : I : : I I . . ·---------------------: 
* • ·--------~------------: 

... ... : 
: 

... : ... : . . ·---------------------: . . ... ... ••• ... ... 
Subtotal----------------: --- --- --- --- - ---1.n,.1uu : U.i:, 118 I 1,u.1:.1: 

: 
I 
: 
: 

* • ·---------------------: --- i --- i --- i 
...... ...... ... . 

Total------------------: -·· · · · · - · .... : .... : .... I 

: : : 
1984: I : : . . ·---------------------: .. ·---------------------: ... : ... : ***: 

*** : ... : ... I 

• * ·--------------------: --- . . ----... . ... . .. . : 
Total-----------------: · · · · · · ... : ... : ... : 

!I * • •. 

... : ... I 
*** : ... r ... : *** 

),US I 1,367 

*** : *** 
*** : *** 

: 
: 

*** I *** 
*** : *** 
*** : *** ... : ***I 

I 

Source: Co•piled frOll data aubmitted in re1pon•• to queationnoir•• of the U,I, lnteraotionol Trede C:O...i11loa. 

.. . . .. ... 
1,428 
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••• ... ... 
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... .. . 
• •• 
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income margins atter taxes tor producers of all types of red meat rose trom 
0.9 percent in 1981 to l.b percent in 1982 and then fell to 0.9 percent in 
1983. 

The Question of the Threat o.t Material Injury __ 

ln its examination of the question of a reasonable indication of the 
threat of material injury to an industry in the United States, the Commission 
may take into consideration such factors as the rate of increase of the 
alleged subsidized and LTFV imports, the rate of increase of U.S. market 
penetration by such imports, the quantities of such imports held in inventory 
in the United States, and the capacity of producers in New Zealand to generate 
exports (including the availability of export markets other than the United 
States). 

Trends in imports and U.S. market penetration are discussed in the 
section of this report that addresses the causal relationship between the 
alleged injury and the alleged subsidized and LTFV imports. Information 
regarding the capacity of the New Zealand producers to generate exports is 
discussed in the section of this report that covers the New Zealand industry. 

U.S. inventories of lamb meat from New Zealand were lower at the end of 
every month during the period September 1982-!tarch 1984 compared with 
inventories at the end of the corresponding month of the previous year 
(table 10). Inventories were seasonably higher in July-December of 1981-83 
than in the corresponding January-June periods. 

U.S. inventories of Nev Zealand lamb meat as a share of domestic 
shipments of imports were relatively high throughout the period covered by the 
investigations. lbe ratio of inventories to domestic shipments of imports 
increased trom about * * * percent at yearend 1981 to abo~t * * * percent at 
yearend 1~82 and 1983 and then declined to about * * * percent as of March 31, 
1~84, coapared with a level of * * * percent as of March 31, 1983, as shown in 
the tollowing tabulation (in percent): 

As a share of 
U.S. shi2menta 

As of-
Dec. 31, 1981-------------- *** 
Dec. 31, 1982------------- *** 
Dec. 31, 1983-------------- *** 
Mar. 311 1983--------------- 1/ *** 
Kar. 31 • 1984-------------- It *** 

1/ Annualized. 

lhe l\ew Zealand Lamb Co. operates 17 warehouses located throughout the 
United States. Each facility carries a full range of cuts at all times. l/ 

l/ See the transcript ot the public conference, pp. 133-134. 
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Table 10.--u.s. inventories of New Zealand lamb meat, 
by months, January 1981-Karch 1984 

(In thousands of pounds) 

Period 1981 1982 1983 1984 

January---------:-----~----: *** 
February------------ -- ·--: *** 
March-------------------~---: *** 
April-------------: *** 
May----------------------------: *** 
June---------------------------: *** 
July---------------------------: *** 
August --------------------: *** 
September----------------------: *** 
October----------------------: *** 
November-----------------------: .... 
December----------------: *** 

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

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

*** 
*** 
*** 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to a questionnaire of the 
U.S. International trade Coaaission. 

Consideration of the c.ausal Relationship Between the Alleged Injury 
and the Alleged Subsidized ana LIFV Imports 

U.S. imports 

Imports of tre1h, chilled, or frozen lamb meat from New Zealand, the 
leading exporter ot this product to the Uniteo States, decreased by 44 percent 
from 1981 to 1982, by 6 percent from 1982 to 1983, and by 59 percent in 
January-March 1984 compared with imports in January-1'1arch 1983 (table 11). 
Nev Zealand'• share of total imports of lamb meat fell steadily from 90 
percent in 1981 to 82 percent in 1983 and to 60 percent in January-1'1arch 1984 
compared with a share of 87 percent in January-March 1983. 

Australia is the onlv other 1igniticant Pxpnrter of lamb meat to the 
United State1. Imports from Au1tralia were relatively constant during 1981-83 
and then nearly doubled in January-March 1984 compared with imports in 
January-March 1983. 

Domestic 1hipments of imports from New Zealand 

lhe petitioner hu alleged that large volumes of imports of specific cuts 
of lamb meat from Nev Zealand have been shipped into certain market areas at 
times ot the year vhen those cuts are in greatest demand. In particular, legs 
are alleged to have been marketed in the Nev York and Los Angeles metropolitan 
areas in large quantitie1 during the l:.aster season. As shown in table l~, 
shipments ot legs of lamb trom hev Zealand varied greatly trom month to month 
but generally peaked during January-May. Shipments of other cuts fluctuated 
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Table 11.--Fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat: U.S. imports for 
consumption, by principal sources, 1981-83, January-March 1983, 

and January-March 1984 

January-March--
Item 1981 1982 1983 

1983 

Quantity (1,000 pounds) 

15,bl7 14,743 3,784 
3,038 3,154 531 

16 101 11 
18,671 17. 998 4,326 

Value (l ,000 dollars) 

21,913 19,092 4,942 
3,364 3,243 632 

18 ll5 19 
25,294 :l2 ,450 5,592 

• Unit value (per pound) 

$1.40 $1.29 $1.31 
1.11 1.03 1.19 
1.12 1.14 1.68 
1.35 1.25 1.29 

Percent of total quantity 

New Zealand------------------: 8~.6 83.6 81.9 87.5 
Australia--------------------: 10.4 16.3 17.5 12.3 
All other--------------------: 1/ .1 .6 .2 

lotal~-------------------: 100.U 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1/ Less than 0.05 percent. 

Source: Compiled from otficial statistics of the U.S. Department of 
Commerce. 

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

1984 

60.4 
39.b 

1/ 
100.0 

significantly from month to month but followed no clear seasonal pattern. 
Total shipments of New Zealand lamb meat declined by * * * percent from 1981 
to 1982 and by * * * percent from 1982 to 1983 and then rose by * ~ * percent 
in January-April 1984 compared with shipments in January-April 1983. 
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Table 12.--Domestic shipments of selected cuts of New Zealand lamb meat, 
by months, January 1981-April 1984 

(In thousands of pounds)  

Period Legs 	

▪  

Shoulders 	Racks 	All other 	Total 
• : 	 : • 

1981: 
January - - - 
February - - - - 	. 
March - - -  
April 	 • 
may  - - 

June 
July- 
August ---- 
September-
October --- - 
November- 
December -- - ------. 

Total 
1982: 

January - - - 
February - - - - 	. 
March 	 • 
April - - 	- ---- • 
May■■■■■■■ 

June 	 
July - 	- - 
August - - 	. 
September 
October -- - 	- 
November 
December -- - 	. 

Total - 	- 
1983: 

January - - 
February 	 
March- - - - - 
April 	 
May 	  
June - - - - - 	. 
July 	  
August-----------.  

September--------:  

October -- - - - -: 

November - - - 
December - - - - 

Total - - - - - 
1984: 

January - - 	- 
February - - - - 
March 	  
April - - - - - -  

*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** *** : *** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** 	*** 	*** 	*** 	*** 

*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** 	*** 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** 1 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 

*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** 	*** 	*** 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** 	*** 	*** 	*** 	*** 
*** : 	*** 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** 	*** : 	*** 
*** 	*** 	*** : 	*** 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 

*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 
*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** : 	*** 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to a questionnaire of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 
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The New Zealand Lamb Co.'s sales of legs in the New York and Los Angeles 
markets for the Easter trade decreased during March-April of each year from 
1981 to 1984, J./ as shown in the following tabulation (in thousands of pounds): 

March-April 1981--------------------- *** 
March-April 1982--------------------- *** 
March-April 1983--------------------- *** -
March-April 1984--------------------- *** 

The petitioner has alr.\l all-=ged that "the New Zealand Lamb Company 
disproportionally imports selected primal cuts such as the leg and rack 
leaving cuts less desirable in the U.S. market to be sold in other markets by 
other New Zealand exporters. 11 l/ According to questionnaire data, l_egs 
accounted for*** percent of New Zealand's total shipments of cuts of lamb 
meat in 1981, for * * * percent in 1982, and for*** percent in 1983. Legs 
account for * * * percent of the weight of the lamb carcass as broken by New 
Zealand producers. Racks accounted for * * * percent of shipments of cuts in 
1981, for*** percent in 1982, and for*** percent in 1983. Racks account 
for * * * percent of th~ w~igial of the ftew Zealand lamb carcass. Counsel for 
the New Zealand Lamb Co. indicated that DEVCO sells proportionally more * * * 
in the United States than in Canada and sells proportionally more * * * in 
Canada than in the United States. 11 

Market penetration of imports 

The U.S. producers' share of U.S. consumption of lamb meat increased 
steadily from * * * percent in 19~1 to * * * percent in 1983 and rose from 
* * * percent in January-Narch 19o3 to * v * percent in January-March 1984 
(table 13). Conversely, imports from New Zealand as a share of U.S. 
consumption fell steadily from * * * percent in 1981 to * * * percent in 1983 
and declined fr\lm * * * percent in January-March 1983 to * * * percent in 
January-March 1984. lmp • .>rtlli from other countries did not exceed * * * percent 
of U.S. consumption during the period covered by the investigations. 

l/ As reported in table 7 of the respondent's postconference brief. 
21 See the countervailing duty petition, p. 51. 
]I Tne shares ot total carcass weight accounted for by legs and racks and 

the proportional difterences in sales of specific cuts by market were provided 
by counsel for the hew Zealand Lamb Co. in a telephone conversation with 
Commission staff on May 16, 1984. See also the transcript of the public 
conference, pp. 109-110. 
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Table 13.--Lamb meat: Ratios ot U.S. production and of imports 1/ to 
U.S. consumption, 1981-83, January-March 1983, and January-March 1984 

On percent) 

January-March--
Item 

u.s.-produced- -------: 
Imported from New Zealand----: 
Imported from other 

1981 

*** 
*** 

1982 

*** 
*** 

1983 ·-

*** 
*** 

1983 

*** 
*** 

1984 

*** 
*** 

countries-----------~----: 
---------------------------------------------------~ 

*** *** *** *** *** 
Total-----------~~----: 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

!/Calculated-a~ the basis of domestic shipments of imports from New Zealand 
and actual imports from other countries. Domestic shipments of imports from 
other countries are not available. Domestic shipments of U.S.-produced lamb 
meat are not available but are approximately equal to production •• 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International lrade Commission and from official statistics of the U.S. 
Department of Commerce and the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

Prices 

Lamb and other meats are marketed at two separate and distinct levels 
before being sold oy wholesalers to retailers. Initially, the live animals 
are sold by f !I!!'~rs er fecdlct opcraturs to slaughterhouses. Then the 
carcasses and selected choice cuts of slaughtered animals are sold to 
wholesalers who, in turn, sell the meat to retailers, hotels, restaurants, and 
other institutions. 

Prices of most meats traaitionally have been influenced by seasonal 
slaughter ana de~nd patterns. Slaughter of lamb takes place at different 
times in different parts of the country, and aggregation of price data 
smoothea regional price tluctuations. 

The price analysis presented below deals separately with the two levels 
of distribution, farm prices, and the producers' and importer's prices to 
wholesalers. 

Fat"lll price~.--Th- ~~;r-• ~··~ for im~~rtcd lamb meat at the wholesale 
level have an effect on prices at the farm level. Furthermore, the prices in 
the meat-producing sector ot U.S. agriculture are generally subject to wider 
and leas controllable price fluctuations than are manufactured goods. 1bese 
price fluctuations are brought about mainly by the nature of agriculture as 
such, where some key elements deciding the levels of production are clearly 
out of the hands of the farmers or growers, such as weather conditions, feed 
costs, and unpredictable rates of interest. Lamb meat consumption is 
intluenced by prices at which other rea meats are sold as well as chicken and 
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fish prices, the general state of the economy, the availability of 
discretionary income, and other similar tactors. 

From 1981 through 1983, farm prices of lamb showed a slight gradual 
decline, amounting to 2 percent during the 3-year period, resulting mainly 
from significantly increased availability of lamb meat on the market (table 14 
and tig. 3). Although the lamb meat prices during January-April 1984 were 
higher than the averages for 1981-83, they were in line with the prices noted 
during January-April of the two preceding years (1982-83). 

Table 14.--Farm prices and slaughter of lamb, by months, 
January 1981-April 1984 

1981 1982 !/ 1983 1984 
Month 

: Quan- Quan- Quan- . Quan-Value Value Value Value· . 
: titx: titx: titx: : titx: 

1,000 11000 11000 11000 
:Per lb.: head Per 1 b.: head Per 1 b.: head Per lb.: head 

January----:S0.541 48~ S0.504 : ) $0.555 492 $0.600 517 
February---: .554 420 .533 : ) 1,522 .605 440 .592 531 
March------: .565 479 .603 : ) .632 599 .582 563 
April-----: .558 504 .615 :) .615 484 .599 ~/ 
Hay--------: .631 399 .635 : ) 1,407 .596 479 - : 
June------: .650 412 .678 : ) .542 478 - : 
July-------: .595 419 .563 : ) .498 475 - : 
August-----: .562 448 .529 : ) 1,499 .483 562 - . . 
September--: .504 525 .509 : ) .475 561 - . . 
Oc to be r----: .506 533 .491 : ) .:>09 553 - : 
November---: .4 74 459 .4 77 : ) 1,555 .558 488 - : 
December---: .4 75 508 .509 : ) 2/ 514 - : 

Total--: 5, 591 5,983 6,125 
Average: • 549 .531 .539 .593 

ll Only quarterly lamb slaughter available for 1982. 
2/" Not available. 

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

The number of lambs slaughtered increased steadily during 1~81-83, rising 
from 5.6 million in 1981 to 6.1 million in 1983, or increasing by 9.6 percent 
for the whole period. Judging by the lamb slaughter figures available for 
January-March 1984, it appears that the lamb slaughter in 1984 will" exceed the 
1981-83 production, and will in turn tend to keep the prices down to· the 
levels noted during those years. 



Figure 3 

Monthly indexe• of farm prices paid for live lambs 
and of lamb slaughter, January 1981-April 1984 
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Price comparisons tor lamb, beef, and pork, as well as slaughter data, 
are presented in table 1). In general, the data presented in that table 
indicate that rising production ot meat causes a decline in prices. Thus, the 
farm prices for lamb meat sold during 1981-83 have declined by about 
2 percent, whereas lamb production rose by 10 percent; beef prices declined by 
about 5 percent, whereas beef supply rose by 5 percent; ~nly pork prices have 
risen during the same period by 5 percent .due mainly to a decline 1n 
production by 5 percent. 

Table 15.--Farm prices and slaughter of lamb, beef cattle, and hogs, 1981-83 

Lamb J../ Beef Hogs 
Year 

Value (luan- Value Quan- Value Quan-
tity tity tity 

l , 000 1,000 1,000 
Per lb.: head Per lb. head Per lb. head 

1981------------: $0.)41J 5,591 $0.58b 34,953 $0.439 91,575 
1982------------: .531 5,983 .567 35,843 .523 82,191 
1983------------: .531J b,12) .55 7 36,663 .462 87 ,242 

!/ Includes lamb and yearling slaughter. 

Source: ~ompiled from otficial statistics of the U.S. Department at 
Agriculture. 

Producers' and importer's prices.--lhe level o~ distribution at which the 
prices ot domestic and imported primal cuts at lamb are compared are sales by 
packers and processors and by the importer to wholesalers. Although 
wholesalers purchase both domestic and imported lamb, the oomestic product is 
generally bought tram packers as a fresh whole carcass, and the imported 
product is generally bought as trozen primal cuts. however, a number of 
packers and processors that providea price data in response to the. 
Commission's questionnaire sold sufficient quantities of primal cuts to 
wholesalers to permit price comparisons. ll Domestic and import price data 
were collected tor two primal cuts, legs and racks. Legs are the cut sold in 
the greatest volume to the retai 1 trade and racks a·re the cut sold in the 
greatest volume to the Hkl trade, according to data provided by the ~ew 
Zealand Lamb <..o. 

Inland transportation costs range from about 12 to 14 cents per pound 
from coast to coast for less-than-carload lots and can be as low as 6 cents 
per pouna over the same distance for full carload lots (40,000 pounds). l/ 

ll 1he total quantity ot shipments of legs and racks by producers that 
provided price data was of the same order of magnitude as shipments of those 
cuts by the importer. 

2/.See the transcript of the public conference, p. 85. 
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Prices of domestic lamb and imports from ~w Zealand are presented in 
tables 16 and 18. Since the slaughter of domestic lamb takes place at 
different times in different parts of the country, the seasonality of prices 
disappears in aggregate price data. Therefore, the price changes noted in 
tables 16 and 18 do not show clear seasonality changes. In general, domestic 
lamb prices have traditionally been strongest at Easter and -in the fall and 
weakest during the summer months. 

It is difficult to accurately determine to what extent differences in 
prices of the domestic product, which is fresh, and the imported product, 
which is frozen, are related to consumer preferences for either fresh or 
frozen meat. However, in response to a question at the public conference on 
these investigations, domestic interests indicated that there is a significant 
preference tor fresh lamb meat over frozen lamb meat in the United States, and 
that in general fresh lamb meat coumands a higher price. !/ 

Lamb legs.--The producers' and importer's prices for domestic lamb 
legs and those imported from hew Zealand are presented in table 16. According 
to the data shown in that table, the domestic prices for lamb legs noted a 
general pattern of in~1easing prices for November-April and decreasing prices 
for May-October during 1~82 and 1983, with January-April 19H4 prices lower 
than they were during the same periods of 1982 and 1983. The pri~es for New 
Zealand's lamb legs remained unchanged during practically all of 1982 and 
1983, at * * * per pound, with the prices declining to * * * in December 1983, 
then turther to * * * during January-April 1984. 1be recent decline in the 
price of Nev Zealand legs was attributed to favorable exchange rates and lower 
world pri.ces. l.J 

As was the case with the domestic prices for legs of lamb, the margins 
show great movement, from high underselling to high overselling margins. 
lhus, during the January-July 1982 period, the New Zealand lamb undersold the 
domestic product by between 3.2 and 25.7 percent, then oversold it during 
August-hovember at from 1.4 to 7.9 percent, and ended the year in December by 
showing a margin of underselling of 3.2 percent. 

During 1983, overselling by New Zealand was shown only during the summer 
and early tall months (July-October), with the margins of overselling ranging 
between 3.4 and 11.9 percent. During the rest of 1983, margins of 
underselling were shown tor 8 months, and ranged between 0.7 and 23.3 percent. 

During January-April 1984, the imported product undersold the domestic 
lamb legs Dy a margin of between J.l and 25.0 percent. 

lable 17 presents weekly price data tor domestic lamD legs sold in the 
~ew \0rk area during l~HJ. The data indicate rather significant price 
tluctuations during some of the months, as well as the tact observed earlier, 
that the lamb leg prices are highest during the winter and early spring 
months, and lowe&t during the aummer months, especially August. 

l/ See the transcript ot the public conference, pp. 90-91. 
~/ ~ee the respondent's postconterence brief, p. 16. 
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Table 16.--Lamb legs: Producers' and importer's prices, ll 
by months, January 1982-April 1984 

Period 
Average 

U.S. 
price 

Average 
New Zealand 

price 

Margin of underselling/ 
(oyerselling) 

------------~-Per pound--------------- Percent 
1982: 
January-----~-------: *** *** *** 10.2 
February------------: *** *** *** 13.8 
March---------------: *** *** *** 20.6 
April---------------: *** *** *** 25.7 
May-----------------: *** *** *** 19.8 
June----------------: *** *** *** 12.8 
July----------------: *** *** *** 3.2 
August--------------: *** *** *** (1.4) 
September-----------: *** *** *** (2.0) 
October-------------: *** *** *** (7.9) 
November------------: *** *** *** (2.0) 
December------------: *** *** *** 3.2 

1983: 
January-------------: *** *** *** 10.7 
February------------: *** *** *** 17.1 
March---------------: *** *** *** 23.0 
April---------------: *** *** *** 20.6 
Hay---~-------------: *** *** *** 11.8 
June----------------: *** *** *** .7 
July----------------: *** *** *** (3.4) 
August--------------: *** *** *** (11.9) 
September-----------: *** *** *** (10.3) 
October-------------: *** *** *** (6.4) 
November------------: *** *** *** 5.7 
December------------: *** *** *** 23.3 

1984: 
January-----------~-: *** *** *** 25.0 
February------------: *** *** *** 18.5 
March---------------: *** *** *** 20.1 
April---------------: *** *** *** 3.1 

ll F.o.b. point of shipment. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International 1rade Commission. 
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Table 17.--Lamb legs: 1../ Wholesale prices in the New York 
metropolitan area, by weeks, 1983 

Month and week 

January: 
Week 1--------: 
Week 2----------: 
Week 3----------: 
Week 4----------: 

February: 
Week 1----------: 
Week 2----------: 
Week 3----------: 
Week 4----------: 

March: 
Week 1----------: 
Week 2----------: 
week 3----------: 
week 4----------: 

April: 
Week 1----------: 
Week 2----------: 
Week 3----------: 
Week 4----------: 

Price 

$1.60 
1.70 
1.63 
1.58 

1.63 
1.53 
1.50 
1.50 

1.50 
l.b3 
1.70 
1. CJO 

1. 8 !> 
l.b3 
l.b3 
1.63 

Month and week 

May: 
Week 1---------: 
Week 2------: 
Week 3--------: 
Week 4--------: 

June: 
Week 1------: 
Week 2--------: 
Week 3---------: 
Week 4-------: 

July: 
Week 1------: 
Week 2---------: 
.. eek 3-------: 
Week 4---------: 

August: 
week 1---------: 
.. eek 2-------: 
Week 3---------: 
Week 4--------: 

1/ Prices are for domestic legs only. 
l/ Not available. 

Price 

$1.55 
1.30 
1.30 
1.33 

1.40 
1.40 
1.28 
1.15 

1.28 
1.30 
1.25 
1.15 

1.15 
1.13 
1.25 
1.28 

Month and week 

September: 
Week 1---------: 
Week 2---------: 
Week 3---------: 
Week 4---------: 

October: 
Week 1---------: 
Week 2--------: 
Week 3---------: 
Week 4---------: 

November: 
Week 1--------: 
Week 2---------: 
Week 3--------: 
Week 4~-------: 

December: 
Week 1---------: 
Week 2-------: 
week 3---------: 
Week 4---------: 

Price 

$1.28 
1.28 
1.25 
1.25 

1.30 
1.35 
1.40 
1.38 

1.28 
1.30 
1.38 
~I 

1.40 
1.45 
1.45 
1.70 

Source: Compiled from statistics of the American Sheep Producers Council~ 
Inc. 

Lamb racks.--lbe producers' and importer's prices for domestic lamb 
racks and those imported from Nev Zealand are presented in table 18. lbe 
prices for doaestic lamb racks fluctuated significantly but generally 
increased from a lov of * * * per pound noted in February 1982 to a high of 
* * * per pound in January 1984. During subsequent months of 1984 1 the prices 
declined and reached * * * per pound in April of that year. 

ln practically all months under consideration, the imported product 
oversold the domestic lamb racks except in four cases where an underselling 
was noted. Some of the highest margins of overselling by hew Zealand were 
noted during January-Karch 1~82 1 with the margins ranging trom J2.4 to 
42.2 percent. During June-September of that year, the margins ot overselling 
dropped to between 3.9 and b.2 percent, then rose again to 23.4 to 31.0 
percent in October-December 1982. lhe year 1983 began with a 29.5 percent 
margin of overselling, declining to a 0.3 percent margin of underselling in 
July, then varying between margins of overselling of ).5 and 11.l percent 
during August-November. Three additional instances ot underselling occurred 
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Table 18.--Lamb racks: Producers' and importer's prices, 1/ 
by months, January 1982-April 1984 

Period 
Average 

U.S. 
Average 

New Zealand 
price price 

Margin of underselling/ 
(overselling) 

------------~-Per pound---------------
1982: 

January-------------: *** *** *** 
February------------: *** *** *** 
March---------------: *** *** *** 
April---------------: *** *** *** 
May-----------------: *** *** *** 
June----------------: *** *** *** 
July----------------: *** *** *** 
August--------------: *** *** *** 
September-----------: *** *** *** 
October-------------: *** *** *** 
hovember------------: *** *** *** 
December------------: *** *** *** 

1963: 
January-------------: *** *** *** 
February------------: *** *** *** 
March---------------: ••• *** *** 
April---------------: *** *** *** 
May-----------------: *** *** *** 
June----------------: *** *** *** 
July----------------: *** *** *** 
August--------------: *** *** *** 
September-----------: *** *** *** 
October-------------: *** *** *** 
November------------: *** *** *** 
December------------: *** *** *** 

198 ... : 
January-------------: *** *** *** 
~ebruary------------: *** *** *** 
Karen---------------: *** *** *** 
April---------------: *** *** *** 

ll f.o.b. point of shipment. 

Percent 

(40 .1) 
(42.2) 
(32.4) 
(25.5) 
(12.4) 
(3.9) 
(5.5) 
(5.8) 
(6.2) 

(23.4) 
(27.3) 
(.H.O) 

(29.5) 
(20.8) 
(12.4) 
(9.0) 
(l.O) 
(.7) 
.3 

(5.5) 
(6.1) 

(11.l) 
(b.2) 
2.7 

8.3 
2.0 

(lO. 7) 
(4~.7) 

Source: Lompiled trom data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. lnternat1onal Trade ~ommission. 

durlng December 1~83-February 1984, with margins ranging from 2.0 to 8.3 
percent. Overselling then occurred 1n March and April, at 10.7 and 
4~.7 percent, respectively. 
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The New Zealand rack baa been marketed successfully in the HRI trade, 
often at a premium price, because it is smaller than the domestic rack and 
more suitable for a single aerving. The ultimate consumer in the HRl trade 
does not object to the rack having been frozen because it is served ready to. 
eat. 

Importer's use of coupons in promotion of lamb sale&.--The sole importer 
of New Zealand lamb meat reported that it uses advertising and coupons tor 
promotion of ita sales. lbe coupon• have been utilized tor both leg and 
shoulder chops in marketa on both the East and West coasts. They.have been 
utilized during periods ot hiaheat deaand, including leg coupons in Easter 
* * *· 

* * * * * * * 

Lost a5lea and lost revenue• 

Packers and procea1or1 did not aake any allegations of lost sales or lost 
revenues. The petitioner stated that 11DEVC0 1 a sales of New Zealand lamb cuts 
do not act on the market by diaplacing sales ot domestic product (except 
temporarily) but rather, iacreaaina the supply pressures on price." l/ The 
three co-petitioner• included a statement in their questionnaire responses 
indicatin& that since doaeatic laab is fresh and therefore perishable, it is 
sold quickly at whatever price the aarket will bear; thus sales are not lost 
as a result of competition from iaports. Prices fluctuate daily around a 
weekly price which is a function of supply and demand. Although these firms 
indicated that price suppression and depression exist as a result of imports 
from New Zealand, no specific alleaation1 were made. 

1/ See the countervailin& duty petition, p. ~7. 
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APPENDIX A 

NOTICE OF lHE COM!llSSION'S INSTITUTION OF PRELIMINARY 
COUNTERVAILING DUTY AND ANTIDUMPING INVESTIGATIONS 
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llnvnttgationa Nos.. 701-TA-21' 
(Preliminary) and 731-TA-111 (PrebminWy)I 

Lamb Meat From New Zealand 

AUNCY: ln1ernat1ondl Trade 
Com.nusi.1on 
ACTION: lnotlltut1on of preliminary 
cuunterva1hnp du!) and anlJdumpma 
tn\nt111ationa and 1t.hedulm1 of a 
tonft'rence to ~ ht'ld In tonnKlton with 
tht- !n\t'S'tfl'lhon1 

EFf[CTIYl DATl: April 18. 19iH 

SUMMARY: Thf' l!nttf'd Stalf'S 
ln1em11!1onal Trttc11' Comm•n1nn herebv 
f!:\l'll nPtH f' of tht' 1r.<1t1l\J!J(J:1 of . 
tnVf'ihJl.thon !'liu 701-T A-214 
!Prf'!:min.tr') I uridl'r tl'ction '.'Ol~ .i I of thl' 
lo1nrl Ar! or 19J0(1Y L' SC 'tll'.'lbit1)110 

dPtl'rmmf' ,.hrthf'r thf'rr 11 a rf't1•unabie 
md1c..!h•r. that an andutill"\ m thr linitl'd 
Sta!t>I ·'' matrnaliy m1und o~ 11 
thrf'aff'nt'd with ma!rn;ol in1ul') or thf' 
establishment of ar. m<iustr'} rn thr 
United S1atf'1 11 matr~al!~ "''a~df'd hv 
l"PH• Jn of 1mpoM1 fl't'm f\pw Zraldnd ~f 
larr.b mtod~ pro\·1'11.'d tor an 11em lab JO d 
thf' Tanff Sch•dule1 of th.- Urut.-d ~tate1 
(TSUS1. upon whll.h bounhrs or grant• 
are allt'lfrd to be pa 1d 

Th• Comm1111on al10 '1Vl'S notice or 
th• an111tullon of in\irtt111at1on !\u 731-
T A-188 {Ptt'hmmaryJ undf'r ••ctmn 
7JJ(al or lhf' Tariff Ac• of 1930 (l!I USC 
1873b! ")l tu df'tl•'"fninf' whethPr there 1• 
• rra1onable 1nd1cahon that an mdu•tT) 
m thf' l'natf'd Statu 11 matu11llv 
mtul't'd. or 11 thrntf'nf'd with m~1er1dl 
in1u~· or the e1!t1bh1hment of ar. 
mdu&tr) an the UnatPd Statr1 11 

mater1ally retarded b) rea•on or 
lmpor.1 from !'lie""' Zr11l11nd of lamb meat 
pro\':deJ f<>r an TSLJS 1tf'm 106.30 which 

are alle11ed to be 1old in the United 
S:ites at less than fair value. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr Robert Carpenter. Office of 
Jn,estigations. U.S. International Trade 
Cornn:111ion. 701 E Street. NW., 
Washington. D.C. 20436, telephone 202-
523--0399. 

SUPl'UllENTARY ~MATION: 

Backpound 

These investigations are being 
imbtuted in respnse to petitions filed on 
April 18. 1984. by the American Lamb 
Co .. of Chino. Calif., a cooperative 
ef18a1ed in the packing. processing and 
sale of lamb meat. principally derived 
from lambs produced by its constituent 
members which are aheep ranchers. The 
pebtiona are filed on behalf of aheep 
ranchen. feed lot operators. and lamb 
meat pac:kins and proce11ing companies. 
The Commi11ion must take its 
detem.1nationa in the1e inve&tigations · 
Within 45 day• after the date of the filing 
of the ~htiona. or by June 4. 1964 (19 
CFR 207.17). 

Putidpedaa 

Persona wiahina to participate in these 
innst.,.bou aa partie• must file an 
enll') of appearance with the Secretary 
to the Commiaaion. aa provided in 
I 2IOU 1 of the Commi11ion '• Rules of 
Practiu and Procedure (19 CFR 201.11). 
not later than seven (7) days after the 
pubhcataon of this notice in the Federal 
Regiater. Any entry of appearance fiied 
af!er th1a date will be referred to the 
Chairman who shall determine whether 
to accept the late entry for good cause 
1hown b\· the person dPs1ring to file the 
rrtf) 

5'rnce .of documellfs -The Secretary 
will comp1lr • 1ervice last from the 
entrtf't of eppe11rance filed in these 
mve1t1J1ahon1 Any p11rtr 1ubmitt111g a 
documf'nt m connerl•·1r. with the 
mves!lg.tt10"• shall in add1!ion to 
compl~an~ with I 201.8 of the 
Comm11•1on's rules (19 CFR 201.8). serve 
• cory of each such document on all 
othPr part1e1 to the inve1hgations. Such 
Hrv:cr 1hall confo:m with the 
rt'QUJrt'mPrits set forth in I 201.16(h) of 
the rulf'I (19 CFR 201.16(b)). 

ln sdd1taon to thf' foregoing. each 
document filed with thr Commission in 
the tOW'if' of the1e investigations must 
include • certificate of 1ervir:e setting 
forth the manner and date of such 
srr\·1ce Th111 certificate will be deemed 
proof of 1er\·1te of document. 
Document• not accompanied by a 
tPrt1f1cllte of 1erv1ce will not be 
accepted by the Secretary 

Written submission• 

Any person may aubmil to the 
Commi11ion on or before May 14. 1984. a 
written statement of information 
pertinent to the subject matter of these 
-in~estigations (19 CFR 207.15). A signed 
ongmal and fourteen (14) copies of such 
statements must be submitted (19 CPR 
201.8). 

Any business information which a 
submitter duires the Commission to · 
treat as confidential shall be submitted 
separately. and each sheet must be 
clearly marked at the top "Confidential 
Business Data." Confidential 
submi11ions must conform with the 
requirements of I 201.8 of the 
Commission's rule• (19 CFR 201.6). All 
written submiasiona, except for 
confidential businesa data. will be 
available for public inspection. 

Conference 

The Director of Operations of the 
Commi11ion has scheduled a conferenCf.' 
in connection with these investigations 
for 9:30 a.m. on May 10. 1964, at the U.S. 
fatemational Trade Commi11ion 
Building. 701 E Street, NW .• Waahinaton. 
D.C. Parties wishing to participate in the 
conference should contact Robert 
Carpenter (202-523--0399), not later than 
May 7, 193-1, to arrange for their 
appearance. Parties in support of the 
imposition of antidumpina and 
count ... rvath:tg duties in these 
investigations and partiea in opposition 
to the imposition of 1uch duties will 
each be collectively allocated one hour 
within which to make an ural 
presentation at the conference. 

Public i.napection 

A copy of the petitions and all written 
submi11ion1. except for confidential 
busine11 data, will be available for 
public inspection. durina ~ar hours 
(8:45 a.m. to 5:15 p.m.) in the Office of 
the Secretary. U.S. lntemational Trade 
Comn:i11ion. 701 E Street. NW .. 
Washington. D.C. 

For further information concerning the 
conduct of these investigations and rules 
of general application. con1ult the 
Commi11ion'1 Rule• of Practice and 
Procedure, Part 207, Subparts A and B 
(19 CFR Part 207), and Part 201, Subparts 

, A through E (19 CFR Part 201). 
This notice is published pursuant to 

f 207.12 of the Commi88ion'1 rules (19 
CFR 207.12). 

ICeonetb R. Maeon. 
Secretary. 

111ued: April ZO. 1984. 
('11 Doc -11141Piled-:1:46 ••I 
llUJNG CODI .,_...... 
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APPENDIX B 

NOl IC.E OF l'Ht.: DEPARlKENT OF LOMl't.ERl.E' S lf!ISTI1U1'10h OF PRELlMlNARY 
COUNTERVAILING DUTY AND ANTlDUMPlhG lNVESTIGA'llONS 
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D£PAATllENT OF COllllERCE 

lntemetloNI Tl"llde AdrnlnlsbelkM , ... , .... ,. 
Umb Meat From New Z11'1 1Ct 
lnltldon of An1ldumplng Duty 
lnYHUptkMt 

AGUICY: lntemational Trade 
Adm1n11trat1on. lmpor1 Adnuniatrahon. 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice 

IUllMARY: On the baalt of 1 pehhun 
filed an proper form wnh the United 
States CHpanment of Commerce. WP•~ 
in1haun1 an anhdumpifll duty 
inve1t!l'at1on to detemune wheth~ lamb 

meal from ~ew Zealand is being. or is 
likely to be. sold in the United States al 
len than fair value. We are notifying the 
United States ln!emational Trade 
Commi111on (ITC) of this action 10 that 
it may determine whether importl of thia 
product are materially inju.rin&. or are 
threatenina to materially injury, a 
United State1 industry. If this 
inveatiaation proceed. normally, the rrc 
will make its preliminary determination 
on or before June 4. 1984. and we will 
make OW'I on or before September ZS. 
1964. 
unc:nvr DATE May 14. 1984. 
POtt ~ N'OllllATION CONTACT: 
Richard R1mlinger. Office of 
lnvestiaatlona. lmpon Adminiatration. 
International Trade Administration. 
United Sta tea Department of Commerce. 
14th Stttet and Conatiwbon Avenue, 
NW .. Waslungton. O.C. 20230; telephone 
(20Z) 377-3865. 

IUPPUMPTMY ~TION:: 

nae htitiao 

On April 18. 1984. we received a 
petition in proper form from counsel for 
the Ammcan Lamb Company. Chino. 
Cabfomaa. the Denver Lamb Company, 
Denver. Colorado. and the Iowa Lamb 
Corporation. Hawarden. Iowa. filed on 
behalf of the United S'-tea induatry 
which 11 compnaed of abeep ranchera, 
feed iot o~atora. and lamb meat 
pac.krnr and procl!'Ulllfl companies. 

In cumpi1•nce with the fihng 
r'l'qU&remPnt• of I 3S3.l6 or the 
CommPrt• Re11Ulat1on1 (19 CFR 353.36). 
the petition allPtit't that unport1 of the 
1ub1ect mrrcliand1u from New Zealand 
a"' bP1na or a~ lU.elv to be. sold in the 
Unitf'd Statl!I at IPH than fair value 
W1thin the mHruna of N"Cllon 131 of the 
Tan!f Act of 11130. as amended (19 
U.S C US13) (th• Act) and that thPte 
unport• atf' mat•nally miunn, or are 
threalenmt1 to matenall)· injure. a 
United S111 .. 1 1ndu1try 

The allf'!Cat1on of talf"s at leH than 
fatr value ;, aupported by comparing the 
U .S price to the Htuna ted foteipl 
market value baaed on conatructed 
Hlue The U.S pnce t1 d•nved from 
pnce bat quotee and the foreign marltel 
value 11 baaed on ad1u1ted dtata · 
publiahed by th• New Zealand Mnt 
Produce~ Board 

laitiaboa or laveetiptloo 
Undrr fftt1on 132(t) of the Act. we 

mutt ckteormine within ZO days after a 
pet:11on 11 f.led. whether ti aet1 forth the 
allegation• necPSHI'} for the inihahon 
of an antJdump1n, dut) 1nves~at1on 
and whether II contains Information 
reasonably ava1!ahle to thl!' peht1oners 
suppon1na th• alll!'gatmna We have 

examined the petition on lamb meat. 
and we have found that it meet• the 
requirements of aection 732(b) of the 
Act. Therefore. in accordance with 
aection 732 of the Act. we are initiating 
an antid.umping investigation lo 
determine whether lamb meal from New 
Zealand ia being. or ii likely to be. 1old 
in the Ur.iled States at len than fair 
value. If our investigation proceed• 
normally. we will make our preliminary 
determination by September 25.1984. 

Scope of IDvntigatioa 

The merchandise covered by thia 
investigation ii lamb meat. currently 
classified under item number 108.30 of 
the Tariff Schedule• of the United 
State•. 
Notification to ITC 

Section 732(d) or the Act requirn u 
to notify the rrc of thia action and to 
provide ii with the information we ued 
to arrive at thia determination. We will 
notify the ITC and make available to it 
all nonprivileged and nonconfidential 
information. We will alao allow the ITC 
acce11 to all privileged and confidential 
information in our filea. provided lt 
confirms that it will not di1clo1e auch 
information publicly either publicly or 
under an adminiatrative protective order 
without the consent or the Deputy 
Asaiatant ~tary for Import 
Administration. 

Preliminary Determination by nc 
The ITC will determine by June 4, 

1984, whether there ia a re&1onable 
indication that importl of lamb meat 
from New Zealand are materially 
injuring. or threatenins to materially 
injure. a United States induatry. If ita 
determmation ia negative, the 
inveatigation will terminate, otherwiM.. 
It will proceed according to the atatutory 
procedures. 

Dated May 8. 1984. 

Alm r. Holniar. 
Deputy Auistant S«retary for Import 
AdminiJtration. 
IPIDIK -.1-ru.di-11-.1:41-I 
9&LlllO COOi ..... 

(~t4-ot02) 

Lamb Me•t From New Znl8nd; 
lnltl8Uon of Countervalllng Duty 
Investigation 

AGENCY: International Trade 
Ad.ministration/Import Administration. 
Commerce. 
ACTIOte: Notice. 

SUMMA"Y: On the basis of a petition 
filed in proper form with the United 
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Stat .. Department of Commerce, we are 
lnltJati1J8 a countervallins duty 
inve1tisation to determine whether 
producen or exporten in New Zealand 
of lamb meat. u delCribed in the 
"'Scope of lnv .. tlsation" eection of tbil 
notice receive benefitl which eon1tituta 
nb9idiu within the countervailina duty 
law. We an notifyins the United Statn 
lnmnational Trade Qnnmi11ion (Jl'C) 
of tbia action IO that tt ma1 datennine 
whether lmporta of tbia product are 
matariaDJ inlllriDI- ar an tbreatanina to 
matari.U, Injure. a United Statn 
indUltrJ. If dUa bmt9tiption proceed9 
Dormally. dae nc will maka ita 
~ detarmiDatiOD OD or before 
)line t. 1111. and we wiU make oun OD 
or befora Jiily U. 1181. 
us xnn DATlt May 14. 18M. 
flGlt PWIT1ml ..owA11099 CONTACT: 
ltick Hentns. Offk:e oflnvettiptiona, 
Import AdmlnlmaliOD. International 
Trade Admbu.traliOD. United Slatn 
Department of Commerce. 14th Street 
and Constitution AftllUe NW .. 
WuhiJtstoa, D.C. JDZ30; telephone (mz) 
S77-G187. 
.... ~MY..owATlOIC ...... 

On April 11; 1111. we received a 
petitioa In proper foma from c:ounMl for 
the Americaa Lamb CompanJ. O.ino. 
California. dae Deaver Lamb Compan)'. 
Denwer. Colorado. and the Iowa Lamb 
Corporation, Hawarden. Iowa. filed on 
behalf ol tbe United Stat• indultrJ 
which .. comprieed or 1heep rancben. 
Md lot operators. and lamb meat 
padd111 and proc:eutna companJea 

In oomplianm wldl die fllina 
1'11q111Nmenta ol I w..a of the . 
Ouu&.en:a lleplatioaa (ti O"R SSUI). 
6e petition .0.,.. daat producen or 
nporWI Ill New Zealand al lamb meat 
ftCeiW ~ wlthia the mMDiQI of 
aec:tiOD 771 ol the Tariff Act of H130. u 
amieDded (tbe Ad). a.ad that theM 
1111'°"8 .,. mat9ria!J7 inJwinl. °" ·.,. 
thnatellial tD matieriaUJ lnjur9. a 
U.n.d Sta• lndutrJ. 

New Z-land • a "counb'J ads the 
Apeemeat· wllbm ....... "'"'of 
aacUoe 701(b) of dae Act. nde VD of the 
Ad. therefore, appli• to thl1 
lnW8UpUon a.ad ... inturJ -
detmmination .. reqalnd. 

..... ,,, ....... doe 

Under Hdioa 70Z(c) of the Act. we 
mu1t determine. within 20 day1 after a 
,.titioa 6a fllad. whether It tet1 forth the 
8'leptiona nee:....., for the initiaboa 
of a counterTailiJll duty lnveatiaabon . 
and wbetber it containl informaboa 
nuonabl1 available to the petibonen 
Mlpportlftl the alleptiona. We ha" 

examined the petition on lamb meat, 
and we have found that it meet1 the 
nquirementl or 1ection 10Z(b) of the 
Act. Therefore. in accordance with 
aec:tiaa 720 or the Act. we are initiatilJ8 a 
c:ounlervailina duty inveatisation to 
determine whether producen or 
exporten in New Zealand of lamb meat 
u dnc::ribed in the "Scope of 
lnvnU,.tion" aection of·thia notice 
ncein aubaidiea. U our lnvutisation 
proc:eeda normally, we will make our 
pm1iminary determination by July 12. 
191N. 
...,.,,, .......... tloa 

ne mercbandiae covered by thia 
lnv•tiptioa la lamb meat. currently 
m..m.d liDdar item number 108.30 of 
the Tariff Schedula of the United 
Stolft. 

Alepdom ol Se•lwld'• 

1be petition an.- that producen or 
expor1en In New Zealand of lamb meat 
nceive the followiua benefitl that 
ccmatituta nbaidiu: 

• Mmimum Price Guarantees for 
EXpaned a..mb Meat Under the 
Supplementary Minimum Prices Scheme 
(SMPJ a.ad Minimum Price Levell u Set 
bJ the Meat Export Prica Committee 
and Admlniatered bJ the Meat Board. 

• Loua and Loan Gaarantee1 
PtcMded to the Meat Export 
DeYalopment Company, the Sole 
Exports of New Zealand Lamb Meat to 
tbe lhait8d States. 

• Serricel Provided by the Meat 
Board 

• Conrnmeat Gnni. for Meat 
lnduab)' ffnlene. 

• lnccae Tax Rebate• Under the 
Export Pwfonnance Tax Incentive 
Sc:hema. 

• Tu Cractib far Export Market 
O...lopmeat. 

• Conmmeat Cram. for Marketing 
PromoHoD UDd• the Exporta Program 
Craata Scheme (EPCS). 

• Lo.na Wh1cb Cu be Converted to 
Craai. Provided for la vestment in P1ant1 
and Equipment Uae4 to 1Dcraa1e 
Expmta. 

• lubsidiea OD Fertilizer Uaed by 
Farmers. 

• lubalcbee to Encourqe the 
Appbcation of Lima and Fertilizer. 

• Sabeidi .. OD the Tranaport of 
Fertiliur. 

• Sublid1e1 Under the Noxioua Plant 
CcmtroJ Scheme to Aaaiat Uvestock. 

• Suapenaion of Covemmt:nt 
mapection Fees OD Exported Meat. 

• The UYntock Incentive Scheme 
ProTidana Benefitl to Farmen that 
lncrea1e the Number of Their Uve1tock. 

• Preferential Land Development 
Loan1 Provided to Farmera by the Rural 
Banking and Finance Corporation. 

• Special Methoda to Value Live.tock 
Inventory for Tax Purpoae1 Under the 
Standard Value and Nil Value Program. 

We wW alao invutisate any other 
PJ'081'8Dl found or uncovered durins the 
course of thia invutisation that may 
confer a 1ublidy upon the production or 
exportation of New Zealand lamb meal 

We are not initiatinl on the following 
program1: 

• Petitionera allep tbal the Meat 
Board coatributea to tba Lamb 
Promotion Coordinatfna Committee 
(LPCC) to 1upporf lbe conaumpfion or 
lamb meat in the United State1. The 
LPCC i1 comprised of representative• of 
the U.S. and New Zealand lamb 
lnduatry. Their purp0ee ls to promote the 
consumption of lamb meat In the U.S. 
'¥f thout regard to the aource of the lamb 
meat. Since there la no allegation that 
the program tarseta New Zealand lamb 
meat. the seneric promotion doe1 not 
constitute a eubtridy to producera or 
exportera of lamb meat in New Zealand 
within the meanlaa of the countervailing 
duty law. 

• Petitionen allese that deductiona 
for capital expenditure• uaed for the 
development of domutic farmlandl 
provide1 a aubaidy to producera of New 
Zealand lamb meal Thi1 program ii 
available te all farmera In New Zealand 
and. therefore, la not limited to "a 
1pecific enterpri1e or lnduatrJ, or group 
of enterprile1 or induatries" within New 
Zealand a1 1pecified In aection "1(5)(B) 
of the Act. Thia alleption differa from 
the allegationa resardina fertilizer 
aubaidiea to farmers and the preferential 
land development loa.na provided k> 
farmen, on which we ara inJtiatilJ8 an 
inve1tiption. Petitioners aupplemented 
their petition to aupport their allegation 
that the fertilizer aub1ldie1 may in fact 
be utilized primarily to benefit lfYeltock 
development. In the land development 
loan program priorttJ t11Mm ht tM 
development of puture lUd for 
lve1toclt srazlna. 
Notification to ITC 

Section 702(d) of the Act require• UI 
to notify the ITC of thia action and to 
provide it with tbe Information we uaed 
to arrive at dlia datennlnation. We will 
notify the rrc and make available to It 
all nonprivileged and noneonftdential 
tnformation. We will alto allow the ITC 
acce11 to all privileged and confidential . 
information in our file•. provided it 
confirma that it will not di1el01e 1ucb 
information either publicly or under an 
administrative protective order without 
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the consent of the D-:!puty Assistant 
Secretary for Import Admini1tration. 

Preliminary Determiutioa by ITC 

The ITC will detennine by June 4. 
1984, whether there ii a re&1onable 
indication that importl of lamb meat 
from New Zealand are materially 
injuring. or threatening to materially 
injure. a United State• industry. If its 
determination i• negative, the 
investigation will terminate, otherwin. 
it will proceed according to the statutory 
procedures. 

Deted: Mey I. 19M. 
~F.Holmn, 

Deputy A6aiatant St!c~tary far /mpotf 
Administrotion. 

IFll Do<. ... u•• P'Ued ~II-us-1 ..... COOi.,..... 
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lkE C.OMMlSSlON'S CALE~DAR OF THE PUBLIC CONFERENCE 
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CALENDAR OF PU.ISLH; CONFERENCE 

Investigations ~os. 701-lA-214 (Preliminary) 
and 731-TA-188 (Preliminary) 

LAMB MEAl FROM NEW ZEALAND 

lhose listed below appeared as witnesses at·the United States 
International Trade Commission's conference hela in connection with the 
subject inv~stigations on hay 10, 1984, in the hearing room of the USITC 
Building, 701 E Street, NW., ~ashington, D.C. 

In support of the imposition of countervailing and 
antidumping duties 

Robert Wray Associatea--Counsel 
Washington, D.c. 

on behalf of 

American Lamb Co. 
Denver Lamb C.O. 
Iowa Lamb C.orp. 

Neil Jorgenson, ~hairman of the Board, American Lamb Co. 
Verner Averch, General Manager, Denver Lamb Co. 
Larry Rule, ~eedlot Operator 
Scott Lilien, President of Angel Pride, Inc. 

kobert ~ray--OF COUNSEL 

In opposition to the impos1t1on of countervailing and 
antidump1ng aut1es 

Bronz 6 Farrell--Counsel 
•ashington, D.~. 

on behalt ot 

New Zealand Lamb ~o., Inc. 

~raeme Lindsay, lxecutive Vice President, New Zealand 
Lamb Co., Inc. 

Maurice Jones, horth American Director, New Zealand Meat 
Producers Soard 

Edward Farrell--OF COUNSEL 




