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USITC 79-054

USITC REPORTS ON SUGAR FROM CANADA

Treasury Investigation To Continue

The United States International Trade Commission today notified
the Secretary of the Treasury that the pending Treasury Depértment
investigation on the nature and extent of sales at less than fair .
value (LTFV) of sugar from Canada under the Antidumping Act, 1921,
should not be terminﬁted.'

The Commission had been asked to determine if theﬁe was no
reasonable indication of injury or the likelihood of injury to an
industry in the United States from such imports, alleged to be’
sold at LTFV in the United States. Chairman Joseph 0. Parker,

Vice Chairman Bi11fA1berger,jéthCommissioners George M. Moore,
Catherine Bédelﬁ, and‘PauTa Stern determined that there was
a reasonable indicatioh Of'fnjufy or the Tikelihood thereof.

As a result of the determinatibn,,the_Treasury Department will
continue its investigation;'Whiéh'it'instituted under the Antidump-
ing-Act pursuant to a complaint filed by counsel for the Amstar

Corp., a major U.S.'producer of refined sugar,

more
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Refined sugar:imports from Canada increaséd from 1 ton in 1974
to 138,000 tons‘in.1977 and:98,000 tons last year., Monthly import
figures show that imports of refined sugar from'Canada during'the
first quarter of 1979 were three times greater than during the
first quarter of 1978 and twice as much as during the first quarter
of 1977. Virtually all of the imports from Canada, the principal
foreign supplier of refined cane sugar, enter through customs
districts in the Northeastern/Eastern Great Lakes (NE/EGL) area
of the United States. The petitioner claimed an average margin of
sales at LTFV for sugar from Canada of 24 percent for bulk sugar
and 13 percent for sugar in 5-pound bags, in relation to the Canadian
home-market price. Some domestic sugar producers that principally
sell most of their output to markets in the NE/EGL .area reported a
decline in their net profit in recent years. On the basis of infor-
mation developed in the course of its inquiry, the Commission found
indications of price suppression; increased market penetration, and
declining employment, shipments, and profit.

The Commission's public report, Sugar From Canada (USITC-

Publication 977), contains the views of the Commissioners and infor-
mation developed during the‘inquify (No. AA1921-Inq.-27). Copies
may be obtained by calling (202) 523-5178 or from the foice of the
Secretary, 701 E Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20436.
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UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20436

(AA1921-Inq.-27)
SUGAR FROM CANADA

Commission Determines "A Reasonable Indication of Injury"

On the basis of information developed during the course of inquiry No.
AA1921-Inq.-27, undertaken by the United States International Trade Commission
under section 201(c) of the Antidumping Act, 1921, as amended, the Commission
unanimously determines that there is a reasonable indication that an industry in
the United States is being or is likely to be injured by reason of the importation
of sugar--dutiable under items 155.20 and 155.30 of the Tariff Schedules of the
United States~-into the United States from Capada allegedly sold at less than
fair value as indicated by the Department of the Treasury. 1/

On April 25, 1979, ;he Commission received advice'from the Department of
the Treasury that, in accordancewith section 201(c) (1) of the Antidumping Act,
1921, as amended, an antidumping investigation was being instituted with respect
to sugar from Canada and that, pursuant to section 201(c) (2) of the act, information
developed during Treasury's preliminary investigation led to the conclusion that
there is substantial doubt that an industry in the United States is being or is
likely to be injured by reason of the importation of such merchandise. Accord-
ingly, the‘Commission, on May 1, 1979, instituted inquiry No. AA1921-Inq.-27

under section 201(c) (2) of the act to determine whether there is no reasonable

1/ Although the vote to continue Treasury's investigation is unanimous, the
Commissioners voting state their determinations differently. Vice Chairman Bill
Alberger and CommissionersGeorge M. Moore, Catherine Bedell and Paula Stern state
that they determine that there is a reasonable indication that an industry in the
United States is being or is likely to be injured by reason of the importation of
sugar into the United States from Canada allegedly sold at less than fair value
as indicated by the Department of the Treasury. Chairman Joseph O. Parker states
that he does not determine that there is no reasonable indication that an industry
in the United States is being or is likely to be injured by reason of the importa-
tion of sugar into the United States from Canada allegedly sold at less than fair
value as indicated by the Department of the Treasury.
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indication that an industry in the United States is being or is likely to be
injured, or is prevented from being established, by reason of the importation of
such merchandise into the United States.

Public notice of both the institutioﬁ of the inquiry and of the hearing
was duly given by posting copies of the notice at the Secretary's office in the
Commiséion in Washington, D.C., and at the Commission's office in New York City,

and by publishing the original notice in the Federal Register of May 3, 1979

(44 F.R. 25950) . A public hearing was held on May 10, 1979, in Washington, D.C.,
and all persons requesting the opportunity to appear were permitted to appear

by counsel or in person.

In arriving at its determination, the Commission gave due consideration to

all written submissions from interested persons and information adduced at the

hearing and obtained by the Commission's staff from questionnaires, personal

1

interviews and other sources.



Statement of Reasons of Chairman Joseph 0. Parker and
Commissiqners George’M. Moore and Catherine Bedell

This inquiry underﬂgection 201(c) of the Antidumping Act, 1921, as
amended, was instituted by the Commission aftér receiving advice from the
Department of the Treasury that, during the course of a preliminary
investigation with respect to a complaint filed under that act, Treasury
had concluded that there is substantial doubt that an industry in the United
States is being or is likely to be injured by reason of the importatidn of
sugar from Canada classified under items 155.20 and 155.30 of the Tariff
Schedules of the United States. Treasury's investigation was initiated
after the filing of a complaint by Amstar Corp.

The petitioner alleges that because almost all the sugar from Canada
is imported through customs districts located in the Northeastern/Eastern
Great Lakes (NE/EGL) area of the United States, it is the domestic
producers located in this region which are affected by the imports sold
at less than fair value (LTFV). Official statistics show that more than
99 percent of sugar imported from Canada, almost all of which is refined,
enters this area of the United States. Preliminary information developed
during this ihquiry indicates that because of the low value-to-weight
ratio, the bulk of these imports are also marketed within this area.

There are also indications that domestic refineries located in the

NE/EGL area market most of their production within 250-300 miles of the
-refineries. Refiners located in this area responding to Commission
questionnaires indicated that more than 85 percent of their output was
sold to customers within this area. Thus, there is at least a reasonable
indication that a distinct marketing area, as alleged by petitioner, may
exist and must be considered in-determining whether to terminate this

investigation.
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In each year since 1974, world production of sugar has been in excess
of world consumption and has resultedAin an accumulation of world stocks of
more than 45 million metric tons of raw éugér, the equivalent of about 
One-half of annual world éonsumption. This inventory has had a significant
downward impact on world sugar prices and has left large stocks of sugar to
be marketed in the few remaining accessible markets of the world, of which
the United States is one.

Since sugar is a fungible commodity, price is the primary factor in
determining which sugar is purchased. With the world price of sugar at
about one-half that at which it is supported by a Government program in

~the United States, a system of tariffs and fees has been instituted to
attempt to preVent imported sugar from impairing this price support program.
This system is based on world raw sugar prices, and together with transportation,
handiing costs, duties, and fges, is designed to raise the price of imported
Taw sugér to a fixed domestic target price. To the extent, however, that
refined sugar can be imported into the U.S. market at or below the support
price for refined sugar it can penetrate the U.S. market, if the quantities
involved are within applicable.quotas. Since Canada has joined the
International Sugar Agreement, imports of refined sugar from Canada are
subject only to an annual global quota of 6.9 million tons established by
Presidential Proclamation No. 4610 on November 30, 1978. 1/ Tq date this
quota has nbt been filled.

Petitioner has alleged that sugar imported from Canada is being sold
ét LTFV margins ranging from 11 to 45 perceﬁt. These-margins are based on
price comparisons made during the fifst quarter of 1979. Petitioner alleges

that by reason of these LTFV sales, imports from Canada have increased.

1/ Headnote 3, pt. 10(A), schedule 1, of the Tariff Schedules of the United
States. '



Prior to the expiration of the Sugar Act on December 31, 1974, the
importation of refined sugar was virtually prohibited. With the expiration
of the Sugar Act, imports of refined sugar from Canada increased from 1 ton
in 1974 to 138,000 tons in 1977, the equivalent of about 4 percent of the
primary distribution of sugar in the NE/EGL area by domestic producers.
Although imports of refined sugar decreased in 1978 to 98,000 tons, this
decrease is at least partially explained by the large tonnage imported at
the end of 1977 to avoid the fees which were to be imposed under section 22
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended, effective January 1, 1978.
Monthly import figures show that imports of refined sugar from Canada during
the first quarter of 1979 were three times as much as in the first quarter
of 1978 and twice as much as in the first quarter of 1977.

Information developed during the Commission's inquiry indicates that
production by NE/EGL area producers declined from 1977 to 1978. There are
also indications that employment and man-hours worked decreased and the
profitability of these producers declined by more than 50 percent from 1977
to 1978. |

The petitioner has contended that the alleged LTFV imports have caused
it to losé saies. InAparticular, petitioner alleges that it has lost sales
to industrial users of refined sugar such as soft-drink bottlers in Western
New York State. There are also allegafions of sales lost by domestic
producers in Michigan.

In order for the Commission to make a determination under section 201 (c)
of the Antidumping Act_thét an investigation should be terminated it must
find that there is '"no reasonable indication'" of injury, or likelihood of
injury by reason of the importation of the subject merchandise alleged to

have been sold at LTFV. Tﬁus, in an inquiry under section 201(c) the



threshold for determining'that an investigation should continue is lower
than that which is ultiﬁatelx required for a determination of injury under
section 201(a). In our judgment, the criteria for terminating the Treasury
investigation befére petitioner has had an opportunity to fully present its
case have not been satisfied. !Thefe are reasonable indications of injury or
likelihood of injury by reason of alleged LTFV sales including increased
market penetration, declining profitability, and underselling. On the basis
of these factors and the applicable statutory criteria, we have determined

that this investigation should not be terminated.



STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR COMMISSIONERS ALBERGER AND STERN

Determination

On the basis of the information developed>dufing the course of
this inquiry, we determine that there is a reasonable indiéation that an
industry in the United States is being or.ié likely to be injuredlj by
reason of the importétion of suéar iﬂfd the United Stateé from Canada

allegedly sold at less than fair value (LTFV) as indicated by the Department

of the Treasury.

Statutory Criteria of Section 201(c) (2)

Section 201(c)(2) of the Antidumping Act, 1921, as amended, under
which this inquiry is being conducted, spates,_in effect, that if the
Secretary of the Treasury (Treasury) concludes, during a preliminary in-
vestigation under the Antidumping Act, that there is substéntial doubt
regarding possible injury to an industry in the United States, he shall

- forward to the U.S. International Trade Commission (Cgmmission) his reasons
for such doubt. Upon receipﬁ of the.Sgcretaryfs reasons, the Commission
shall, within thirty days, determine whether there is no reasonable indica-
tion that an industry in the United States is being or is likely to be
injured, or is prevented from being established, by reason of the importation
of merchandise allegedly sold in the United States at less thén fair value.

In making its determination in this inquiry, the Commission developed

1/ Prevention of establishment of an industry in this inquiry is not in
question and will not be discussed further in these views.
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information from various sources and did not consider the information

received from Treasury as determinative. -

The Imported Article and the Domestic Industry

The imported artic%e that'is the subject of this inquiry is sugar
from Canada imported under items 155.20 and 155.30 of the Tariff Schedules
the United States (TSUS). Virtually all of the imports consist of refined
sugar which competes difectly with domestically refinedvsugar.over |
a geog;aphic area spreading from Michigan to New England. .The domestic
product is refined in locations over the entire length of the United
States. Almost all refined sugar produced along the Northeast Atlantic
Seaboard is refined from raw cane sugar imported into.the United States
from countries other than Canada. In Michigan and Ohio; and elsewhere
in the United States, refineq sugar is produced eitﬁer'from raw caﬁe'
sugar ér directly frcﬁ sugar beets.

The . petitioner claims that virtually all imports of sugar from
Canada are sold in the United States at less than fair value (LTFV) and V
that the LTFV margins average 24 percent of the Canadian home~market price
for bulk sugar and 13 percent of the Canadian home—markef price for 5-pound

bags of sugar.
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A Reasonable Indication of Injury

In a thirty-day inquiry, to assess whether there is a reasonable
indication of injury by reason of imports allegedly sold at less than
fair value, the Commissiqn-relies on the same indicators as it does in
a full-scale ninety-day ihvestigation. Although the statutes give the
Commissionvho specific direction on what factors to consider, the Senate
Report on the Trade'Act of 1974 (which amended the Antidumping Act of
1921), suggests we consider suppression or depression of prices, lost
sales, and penetration of the U.S. market. Additionally, the Qommission
traditionally considers production, capacity, capacity utilization, consump-
tion, inventories, employment, profits, and foreign capacity to éroduce
for export. In this inquiry, we found reasonable indications of price
depression or suppression, increased market penetration, declining profits,
and reduced employment, particularly in one geégraphic area,l/ where over
99 percent of Canadian sugar enters the United States and is consumed.
Other indicators do not contradict this finding. Some do not indicate
clear injury at a national level and all are based on unconfirmed, preliminary,
and/or incomplete data.

As-in all such thirty-day cases, the period surveyed is necessarily
limited by considerations of time and inconvenience to the respondents
incurred in collecting data. In this inquiry, data were solibitéd for

five years, 1974-1978. Analysis is complicated by the fact that 1974 was

1/ The Northeastern/Eastern Great Lakes (NE/EGL) area, in addition to the
District of Columbia, consists of the States of Connecticut, Delaware,
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New
York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont. Should this case come
back to the Commission, before approaching the issue on a regional basis,
we would look at the regional criteria we applied in Sugar from Belgium,
France, and West Germany, Investigation No. AA1921-198, 199, and 200 (May
1979).
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an exceptionally good year for the sugar industry. However, in making

a determination under Section 201(c)(2), the Commission need only consider
whether a "reasonable indication" of injury, or the likelihood thereof,
exists, even if later examination of the full record mitigates against a
final injury determination.

Capacity of the five domestic cane sugar refiners and beet sugar
processors responding to Commission questionnaires increased gradually
from 3.8 million short tons in 1974 to 4.0 million tons in 1977 and 1978.
These producers accounted for about 35 percent of U.S. production of re-
fined sugar in 1978. Howevgr, reported capacity in the Northeastern/Eastern
Great Lakes (NE/EGL) area declined irregularly by about 5 percent during
the same period.

In 1978, production of refined sugar by the five respondents, which
account for an estimated 35 percent of total U.S. production, was 6.6
percent below the peak year of 1974. However, in the NE/EGL érea, 1978
production was twenty percent below the level achieved in 1974.

Capacity utilization by the five reporting producers fell from full
utilization in 1974 to 85 percent in 1975, but rose to an average of 93
percent during 1976-78. Those responding producers in the NE/EGL area re-
ported approximately the same trends as were indicated for all U.S. pro-
ducers, but experienced slightly lower capacity utilization in 1978.

Domestic consumption of refined sugar, as measured by the primary
distribution of the domestic and imported products, fell from 10.5 million
short tons in 1974 to 9.3 million tons in 1975, increasing to 10.5 million

tons in 1977, and falling again to 10.1 million tons in 1978.
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U.S. producers' shipments of refined éugar, measured by
Primary distribution of the U.S.-produced product, generally follow
the trends reported for consumption. Shipments fell in 1975 from
the peak in 1974, rebounded almost completely in 1977, only to fall again
in 1978 to a level four pércent below the level reached in 1974. TU.S.
producers"shibments ﬁy NE/EGL area producers followed the same trend,
but in 1978 were nine percent below the level set in 1974. .

Yearend dinventories of refined sugar by all refiners and processors
that responded to the.Commission's questionnaires rose from 300,000 short
tons in 1974 to 539,000 tons in 1976 but fell in 1978 to 486,000 tons.
Yearend inventories of refined sugar held by reporting producers in the
NE/EGL area increased by nearly 40 percent from 1975 to 1977, but fell by
14 percent in 1978.

The average number oprroduction and related workers employed in
the production of refined sugar by fourlU.S. producers that reported such
data to the Commiésion increased irregularly from 5,700 workers in 1974 to.
6,500 workers in 1978. Employment by reporting firms in the NE/EGL area,
however, showed a downward trend during the same period.

The ﬁartial data available to the Commission indicate that responding
domestic sugar producers who principally sell their products in the NE/EGL
area in competition with Capadian imports have experienced a decliné in pet
profits in recent years. Such a decline may be at least partly attributable
to the influx of Canadian sugar in 1977 and 1978. -The principal area in

which competition from the alleged LTFV imports occurs is in the NE/EGL area,
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which is éupplied primarily by cane sugar refiners located on the
Northeast Atlantic Seéboard and by sugar beet processors in Ohio and
Michigan. If this case réturns for a final determination, we will need
much more complete information on the industry's profits for the nation
as well as for this geogré@hic area.

Market penetration by alleged LTFV imports from Canada rose from
one short ton in 1974 to 138,000 tomns. in 1977, and then declined to 98,000
tons in 1978. Nearly 60 percent of the imports during 1977 occurred
during the last four months of the year, taking advantage of exemptions
from import fee increases proclaimed under Section 22 of the.Agriculture
Adjustment Act in 1977. The Section 22 fee increases became effective

on January 1, 1978. Imports from Canada during the latter months

of 1978 have been relatively high compared to the same months in earlier
years; during January—March 1979, they were nearly triple the level of
imports during the corresponding period of 1978 and more than double the
level of imports during the corresponding period of 1977. Our data indi-
cate that imports from Canada have been increasing their penetration of
the U.S. market. The ratio of imports of sugar from Canada to consumption
of sugar in fhe United States rose from a pegligible level in 1974 to 1.3
percent in 1977 and 1.0 percent in 1978, while in the NE/EGL area the ratio
of imports from Canada to consumption (primary distribution) of sugar rose
from an insignificant level in 1974 to an average of 3.4 percent in
1977-78. It appears that the penetration for the first three months of

1979 may be even higher.
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Lost sales in.the Northeast have been élleged by the petitioner,
but these have not been verified.

Canadian sugar allegedly has been sold for export to the United
States at prices significantly below those of sales to Canadian markets.
Prices reportedly receive& by the petitioner on its sales of refined
sugar are significantly lower in areas of heavy concentration of the
Canadian imports than in areas which are not so heavily penetrated.

This may indicate price suppression or depression. 1In the Detroit area,
some Canadian sugar has reportedly been sold at prices below the price-
support level.

With respect to the likelihood of injury, there is a possibility
that declining sugar consumption in Canada and the present underutiliza-
tion of Canadian refineries may result in increased sales of Canadian
sugar which may be sold at LTFV margins on the U.S. market. Such increased
sales could result in further increases.in market penetration and present

a possibility of injury in the future.

Conclusion

There are reasonable indications of reduced employment, declining
profits, increased market penetration, and price suppression or depression,
particularly in the NE/EGL area. It is conceivable the Commigsion could
find that a regional market exists consisting of all 6r part of the NE/EGL
area where import penetration is highest and that injury may be found

in such a region. In this inquiry, we have relied on data for the entire
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area because the petitioner has claimed that.this was the relevant
impacted region. it-appears that factors which have led the Commission

in previous instances to find injury to a regicnal industry may be present,
and we should not dismiss such a possibility. Therefore, based on our
present information, we ;ust conclude -that there is a reasonable indica-

tion of injury by reason of possible LTFV imports from Canada.



INFORMATION OBTAINED IN THE INQUIRY
Summary

On May ;, 1979, the United States International Trade Commission instituted
inquiry No. AAl921—Inq.~27 on sugar dutiable under items 155.20 and 155.30 of
the Tariff Séhedules of the United States after receiving advice from the Department
of the Treasury on April 25, 1979, that there is substantial doubt that imports of
the subject merchandise from Canada alleged to be sold at less than fair value are i\
the cause of present or future injury to an industry in the United States.
Treasury'é advice is consequent to a preliminary antidumping investigation begun
on Mafch 19, 1979, upon receipt of a complaint from counsel for Amstar Corp. The
pe££ti$ner contends that, Because of the importation of sugar from Canada sold at
less thén fair value, it and other domestic producers are being injured by reason
of lost sales, price suppression and depression, reduced employment, and declining
profitability.

About 55 percent of the sugar consumed in the United States comes from domestic
sources (30 percent from sugar beets and 25 percent from sugar cane) and 45_percent
comes from foreign sources. Most of the imports are of raw cane sugar; however,
most of the imports from Caﬁada are of refined cane sugar.

The leading suppliers of U.S. ra& and refined sugar imports, which totaled
4.7 million tons 1/ in 1978, are the Philippines, the Dominican Republic, and
Brazil. Canada is a somewhat minor supplier: imports from Canada increased from
1l ton in 1974 po 40,000 tons.in 1975, to 49,000 tons in 1976, to 138,000 tons in
1977, and declined to 98,000 tons in 1978. It is, however, the principal supplier
of refined cane sugar. The average alleged margin of sales at 1ess‘than fair value
for sugar from Canada is 24 percent for bulk sugar and 13 pefcent for sugar in 5-

pound bags, on the basis of the Canadian home-market price.

1/ Unless otherwise specified, the term ''tons' as used in this report refers to
short tons of 2,000 pounds each. )
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Total U.S. inventories of sugar increased from 2.9 million tons in 1974 to
more than 4.5 million tons in 1977. 1In 1978, U.S. inventories were 4.0 million

tons. Yearend refined sugar inventories of two cane sugar refiners which sell

* * * * * * *

During the period 1960-73, annual U.S. consumption of sugar increased from
9.5 million to 11.8 million tons, raw value. Consumption then dropped sharply
to 10.2 million tons in 1975 following the increase in éugar prices to record
levels toward the end of 1974. Total sugar consumption rose to 11.4 million tons
in 1977, and then declined to 11.0 million tons in 1978. As a share of the
primary distribution of sugar to all U.S. markets by mainland producers, all im-
ports from Canada increased from a negligible level in 1974 to 1.3 percent and
1.0 percent in 1977 and 1978, respectively. |

Virtually all U.S. imports of sugar from Canada enter through customs.
districts in the Northeastern/Eastern Great Lakes (NE/EGL) area, where it.is
alleged that domestic refiners have lost sales to such imports resulting in injury
to U.S. refiners. As a share of the primary distribution of sugar in the NE/EGL
area that was produced in U.S. mainland operations, imports from Canada entering
through customs districts in the NE/EGL area increased from an exceedingly minor
level in 1974 to 3.8 percent and 2.§ percent in 1977 and 1978, respectively.

The refiners that sell most of their cane sugar output to markets * * *,



Introduction

On April 25, 1979, the United States International Trade Commission received
advice from the Department of the Treasury that there is substantial
doubt that an industry in the United States is being or is likely to be injured
by reason of the importation of sugar from Canada that may be sold in the United
States at less than fair value (LTFV) within the meaning of the Antidumping Act,
1921, as amended. 1/ Accordingly, on May 1, 1979, the Commission instituted
inquiry No. AA1921-Inq.-27 under section 201(c) of said act to determine whether
there is no reasonable indication that an industry in the United States is being
or is likely to be injured, or is prevented from being established, by reason of
the importation into the United States of sugar from Canada provided for in items
155.20 and 155.30 of the Tariff Schedules of the United States (TSUS). By statute,
the Commission must render its determination within 30 days of its receipt of
advice from Treasury--in this case by May 25, 1979. _

In connection with the investigation, a public hearing was held in
Washington, D.C., on May 10, 1979. Notice of the institution of the inquiry and
the public hearing was given by posting copies of the notice at the Office of the
Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission, Washington, D.C., and at the
Commission's office in New York City, and the notice was printed in the Federal
Register on May 3, 1979 (44 F.R. 25950). 2/

Treasury's advice is consequent to a preliminary antidumping investigation
it initiated in response to a petition it received on March 19, 1979, from counsel

for Amstar Corp. The petitioner contends that, because of the importation

1/ ‘Treasury's letter of notification to the U.S. International Trade Commission
is presented in app. A.

2/ A copy of the Commission's notice of inquiry and hearing is presented in
app. B.
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of sugar from Canada, the sugar-producing industry in the Northeastern/Eastern
Great Lakes (NE/EGL) area 1/ is being injured by reason of lost sales in its

regional market, where the bulk of the alleged LTFV imports have been sold.

In the event that the U.S. International Trade Commission finds in the
affirmative~--that there is no reasonable indication that an industry in the
United States is being or is likély to be injured, or is prevented from being
established, by reason of the importation of sugar from Canada that may be sold
at less than fair value--Treasury's investigation as to the fact or likelihood
of sales at LTFV will be terminated. If the Commission finds in the negative,
Treasury's investigétion will continue. The Commission reported to the President
on sugar in investigation No. TA-201-16 on March 17, 1977, and in investigation
No. 22-41 on April 17, 1978. With respect to sugar from the European Community
(EC), the Commission reported to Treasury in inquiries Nos. AA1921-Inq.-20, 21,
and 22 on September 17, 1978, and in investigations Nosf AA1921—198, 199, and

200 on May 16, 1979.

Description and Uses

Treasury stated in its notice that the sugar under consideration includes
sugars and sirups provided for in items 155.20 and 155.30 of the TSUS. Raw
and refined sugar are classified in TSUS item 155.20, and liquid sugar and other
sugar sirups, in item 155.30.

Sugar is derived from the juice of sugar came or sugar beets. It is present
in these plants in the form of dissolved sucrose. Most sugar is marketed to
consumers in refined form as pure granulated or powdered sucrose. Substantial
quantities also reach consumers as liquid sugar (sucrose dissolved in water) or
in forms not chemically pure, such as brown sugar and invert sugar sirups, or

as blends of sucrose with simpler sugars such as glucose and fructose.

1/ For the purposes of this inquiry, the NE/EGLarea includes Connecticut,
Delaware, the District of Columbia, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan,

New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and
Vermont.
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Sugar cane is a perennial subtropical plant which is cut and milled to obtain
sugar cane juice. Through a process of filtering, evaporating, and centrifuging
this juice, a product consisting of large sucrose crystals coated with molasses,
called raw sugar, is produced. Raw sugar derived from sugar cane is the principal
"sugar" actually shipped in world trade. However, most of the sugar imported
into the United States from Canada is refined sugar. Raw sugar is generally
refined near consumption centers through additional processes of melting, filter-
ing, evéporating, and centrifuging to yield the refined white (100 percent pure
sucrose) sugar of commerce.

Sugar beets are annual temperate zone plants usually grown in rotation with
other crops to avoid disease and pest problems that result from growing two beet crops
successively in the same field, Most sugar beets, including those grown in the
United States, are converted directly into refined sugar; sugar beets grown in
some countries, however, are used to produce a product known as raw beet sugar.
The refined sugar produét derived from sugar beets is not distinguishable from
that of sugar cane inasmuch as both are virtually chemically pure sucrose.

The overwhelming use of sugar in the United States is for human consumption,
although some is used in specialty livestock feeds and in the production of
alcohol. Sugar is primarily a caloric sweetening agent, but it also has
preservative uses. In the United States, about one-third of the sugar consumed
goes to household users and two-thirds, to industrial users. There is currently
little nonfood use of sugar in the United States and even less, proportionately,

in the rest of the world.

U.S. Customs Treatment
U.S. tariff
The TSUS does not attempt to separately identify sugars, sirups, and molasses

by name for classification purposes. Rather, products of this description are
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classified in accordance with their physical and chemical properties regardless
of the name by which a particular product may be called. Under the description
"sugars, sirups, and molasses, derived from sugar cane or sugar beets, principally
of crystalline structure or in dry amorphous form" (TSUS item 155.20) are
classified all the solid sugars of commerce, including raw and refined sugar.
Pursuant to Presidential Proclamation No. 4539, issued November 11, 1977, the
column 1 rate of duty for TSUS item 155.20 was established at 2.98125 cents per
pound less 0.0421875 cent per pound for each degree under 100 degrees (and frac-
tions of a degree in proportion) but not less than 1.9265625 cents per pound. By
general headnote 4(b) of the TSUS, the column 2 rate was established at the same
level. The rate formula provides a duty of 2.8125 cents per pound for 96 degree
raw sugar. All countries exporting sugar to the United States are subject to
these rates of duty except for certain countries eligible for duty-free treat-

ment under the Generalized System of Preferences (GSP).
Sugars, sirups, and molasses, derived from sugar cane or sugar beets, not
principally of crystalline structure and not in dry amorphous form, containing
soluble nonsugar solids (excluding any foreign substance that may have been
added or developed in the product) equal to 6 percent or less by weight of the
total soluble solids, are classified for tariff purposes in TSUS item 155.30,
Articles imported under this description are primarily liquid sugar and invert
sugar sirups. Articles classified under TSUS item 155.30 are dutiable on total
sugars at the rate per pound applicable under item 155.20 to sugar testing 100
degrees. All designated beneficiaries under the GSP are eligible for duty-free

treatment on imports under TSUS item 155.30.



Import quotas

On November 16, 1974, wﬁen thé Président, by Proclamation No. 4334,
established rates of duty fo£ sugar provided for in TSUS items 155.20 and
155.30 pursuant to headnote 2, part 10A, schedule 1, of the TSUS, he also
established an annual global quota on such sugar imports of 7 ﬁillion tons, 1/
raw value. At that time it was announced that the quota was not intended to
be restrictive on normal import levels. On.- November 30, 1978, the President
signed Proclamation No. 4610, which lowered the quota to 6.9 million tons,
raw value. The quota included 210,987 tons for the products of Taiwan
and 150,544 tons for the products of all countries not parties to the
International Sugar Agreement, 1977, for(fhe calendar years 1978 and 1979. The
qﬁota for Taiwan has not yet been filled; howéver, aﬁ the time of the procla-
mation, the quofa for nonmembers of the Internmational Sugar Agreemen£ had already
been overfilled, which in effect made the quota restriction an embargo on further
imports from such>countries through December 31, 1979. Cénada is a participant

in the International Sugar Agreement and, thus, is subject to the global quota.

Section 22 fees

Presidential Proclamation No. 4547, issued January 20, 1978, pursuant to
section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended, provided for additional
import fees on certain sugars in TSUS items 155.20 and 155.30. 2/ ~ For sugar
provided for in item 155.20 that was to be further refined or improved in
quality, the additional fee under TSUS item 956.15 was 2.70 cents per pound.

For sugar provided for in item 155.20 that was not to be further refined or

1/ As used in this report, the term '"ton" refers to a short ton of 2,000 pounds
unless specifically stated otherwise.

2/ The additional fees applied under sec. 22 do not apply to sugar entered for
the production of polyhydric alcohols (i.e., manitol and sorbital) not for use in
human consumption and may not exceed 50 percent ad valorem. U.S. sugar imports
from-all countries, including designated beneficiaries under the GSP, are subject
to the additional fees.
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improved in quality, and for sugar provided for in item 155.30, the additional
fee under TSUS items 956.05 and 957.15 was 3.22 cents per pound. These fees
were established under emergency powers of the President pursuant to section 22
pending receipt by the President of a report on sugar from the U.S. International
Trade.Commission (issued April 17, 1978) and his action thereon.

On December 28, 1978, the President signed Proclamation No. 4631 pursuant
to section 22, which established a system for assessing variable import fees on
sugar to be managed by the Secretary of Agriculture and provided for additional
import fees on certain sugars in TSUS items 155.20 and 155.30. (See footnote 2
on phevious page.) The system provides for a quarterly adjustment of import fees
based upon world prices of sugar for the 20 consecutive market days preceding the
20th day of the monﬁh preceding each calendar quarter, and an automatic adjustment
whenever the world price of sugar plus duties, fees, and attributed c.i.f. costs
varies from a price objective of 15 .cents per pound by more than 1 cent per pound.
On the basis of this system, the Secretary of Agriculture established fees éof the
first quarter of 19’9 of 3.35 cents per pound for TSUé item 956.15 and 3.67 cents
per. pound for TSUS items 956.05 and 957.15. For the second quarter of 1979, begin-
ning April 1, 1979, fees were adjusted downward to 2.76 cents per pound for TSUS
item 956.15 and 3.28 cents per pound for TSUS items 956.05 and 957.15. The basis
world price that was used to compute the fees in the first quarter of 1979 was
7.94 cents per pound; for the second quarter of 1979 the basis ﬁorld price was 8.53

cents per pound. As of May 15, 1979, however, the world price was about 7.74 cents

per pound.
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Countervailing duties on impofts froﬁ fhe EC

On July 30, i§78, the U.S. Customs Service announced a final countervailing
duty determination tﬁat sugar from the EC provided for in items 155.20 and 155.30
whicﬁ benefited from bounties or grants was being entered into the United States.
Such sugar, imported direc;ly or iﬁdirectly from the EC, if entered or withdrawn
from wafehouse for consumption on or after July 31, 1978, is subject to payment
of countervailing dufies equal to the net amount of any bounty or grant determined
or estiméted to have been paid or bestowed. The net amount of such bounties or
grants was 5scertained and estimated to be 10.8 cénts per pound of sugar. Belgium,

France, and West Germany are the only known sources of such sugar from the EC.

Antidumping duties on imports from the EC

On May 16, 1979, the U.S. International Trade Commission reported to the
Secretary of the Treasury its unanimous determinations that an industry in the
United States is being injured by reason of the importation of sugar from Bélgium,
France, and West Germany, provided for in items 155.20 and 155.30 of the TSUS, which
the Depa;tment'of the Treasury had determined was being, or was likely to be, sold
at less than fair value within the meaning of the Antidumping Act, 1921, as amended.
The Commission's determinations will result in the imposition of dumping duties
on imports from the countries in question entered on or after February 12, 1979,

The weighted average dumping margin found by Treasury for the three countries in
question ranged from 51 to 55 percent of the home-market prices. Any dumping

duties assessed in the absence of changes in the margins found by Tfeasury, however,
would be less than the countervailing duty of 10.8 cents per‘pound applicable to most
imports of EC sugar if the countervailing duty were applicable to futurg import
shipments. The Commission estimate of current EC home-market value of 20.69 cents a

pound, however, would probably result in the dumping duty assessment's being~higher'

than the countervailing duty.
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Nature and Extent of Alleged LTFV Sales From Canada

On March 19, 1979, counsel for Amstar Corp., a major U.S. refiner, complained
to Treasury that Canadian sugar was being sold in_thé United States at.less than
fair value, and that such sales were injurious to Amstar Corp. and other sugar pro-
ducers. The complainant provided price comparisoms for bulk sugar and for 5-pound
bags of granulated sugar. According to the complainant, for bulk sugar the Canadian
home-market price has recently averaged 14.59 cents per pound, the price of Canadian
sugar exported to the U.S. market has averaged 11.05 cents per pouﬁd, and the LTFV
margin, therefore, has averaged 3.54 cents per pound. As caléulated according to
Treasury methods, the LTFV margin for bulk sugar (when divided by the export price
to the U.S. market) would be 32 percent; as calculated according to U.S. Inter-
national Trade Commission methods, the average LTFV margin (when divided by the
home-market price) would be 24 percent. According to the complainant, for sugar in
5-pound bags the Canadian home-market price has recently averaged 17.33 cents per
pound, the price of Canadian sugar exported to the U.S. market has averaged 15.13
cents per pound, and the LTFV margin, therefore, has averaged 2.20 cents per pound.
As calculated by Treasury, the LTFV margin for 5-pound bags of Canadian sugar has
been 15 percent of the export price; as calculdted by the U.S. International

Trade Commission, the margin has amounted to 13 percent of the home-market price.
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The home-market prices used by the complainant are the prices at which bulk
sugar had been offered.for consumption in Canada, f.o.b. Toronto. In computing
the export prices of sugar from Canada, the petitioner adjusted actual prices
by grade differences, if any, and deducted import duties, import fees, and
freight when a delivered price was quoted. No allowance was made to reduce
LTFV margins to give effect to drawback of Canadian duties on sugar imported
into Canada and subsequently exported.

The petitioner claims that all the imports from Canada représent lost sales
to U.S. producers, particularly to those producers marketing their products in
the NE/EGL areé. Imports of sugar from Canada entering through customs districts
in the NE/EGL area as a share of the primary distribution of sugar in the NE/EGL
area by continental U.S. cane sugar refiners, beet sugar processors, and cane
mills increased from a negligible percentage in 1974 to an estimated 3.8 and

2.9 percent in 1977 and 1978, respectively (table 1 in app. C).

The Domestic Industry
About 55 percent of the sugar consumed annually in the United States comes
from domestic sources (30 percent from sugar beets and 25 percent from sugar cane)
and 45 percent, from foreign sources (virtually all cane).

U.S. sugar beet growers and beet sugar processors

Sugar beets are currently produced in 18 States. The number of farms pro-
ducing sugar beets in 1977/78 most likely increased from the 12,000 farms pro-
ducing sugar beets in 1973/74 (the last year for which official statistics are
available). Sugar beets are grown by farmers under contract to beet sugar
processors. The contracts generally call for growers to deliver beets from a
given acreage to processors and for precessors to reimburse the growers on a

basis which includes a percentage of the return processors receive from the
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sale of the refined sugar. In 1976 there were 58 beet sugar factories owned
by 13 companies or cooperativés scattered throughout the sugar-beet-producing
regions in the United States. The 58 factories had a daily processing capacity
of about 200,000 tons of sugar beets.

There are eight beet-sugar-processing plants that produce refined beet
sugar in the NE/EGL area. The four companies operating these eight plants, and

the locations of the plants, are as follows:

Location of

Company plant
Buckeye Sugars Inc- —— Ottawa, Ohio
Michigan Sugar Co- Caro, Mich.

Carrollton, Mich.
Croswell, Mich.
Sebewaing, Mich.
Monitor Sugar Co---- ——- Bay City, Mich.
Northern Ohio Sugar Co-- —- Findlay, Ohio
Fremont, Ohio

Hawaiian sugar cane growers and millers

Hawaii is noted for having the highest yields of sugar cane per acre in
the world. 1Im 1977, 97,000 acres of sugar cane were harvested in Hawaii from
more than 500 farms. About half the acreage is irrigated, and it produces
two~thirds of the sugar cane harvested. Five large corporations, often called
the five factors,.l/ account for more than 95 percent of the acreage and pro-
duction of Hawaiian sugar cane through their subsidiary producing and/or milling
companies.

More than 95 percent of the raw sugar produced in Hawaii is réfined on the U.S.
mainland by the California & Hawaiian Sugar Co. (C&H), a cdoperative agricul-
tural marketing association. The refining company is owned by 16 Hawaiian raw-
sugar-producing and/or cane-milling companies, but also serves as the refiner and

marketing agency for independent nonmember sugar cane farmers in Hawaii.

1/ The five factors are C. Brewer & Co., Ltd.; Castle & Cooke, Inc.; Amfac,
Inc.; Alexander & Baldwin, Inc.; and Theodore H. Davies & Co., Inc.
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Mainland sugar cane growers and millers

Louisiana, Florida, and Texas are the principal mainland Sfates prodﬁcing
sugar cane. The mainland cane-milling industry.takes sugar cane from growers
and processes it into raw sugar. Because it rapidly becomes more difficult to
recover sucrose from sugar cane as the time lengthens between cutting and
milling, the cane mills are located close to the producing areas. 1In 1977/78
somé 40 mainland cane-milling companieé produced anut 1.65 million tons of raw

sugar'and several byproducts, such as molasses and bagasse.

Puerto Rican sugar cane growers and millers

In the last decade, there has been a severe decline in the number of
farms producing sugar cane and in sugar cane production in Puerto Rico. The
number of farms declined from 11,608 in 1963/64 to 2,551 in 1973/74 (the last
year for which official statistics are available). The bulk of the sugar cane
acreage and most of the sugar—cane-processing mills are owned, leased, ;r-
contracted for by the Sugar Corporation of Puerto Rico, a quasi-governmental

corporation. In 1975/76, 12 sugar cane mills in Puerto Rico had a daily

processing capacity of about 55,000 tons of sugar cane.

Cane sugar refiners

There are 22 cane sugar refineries in the continental United States,
located mainly on the east and gulf coasts. The 22 cane sugar.refineries.are
operated by 12 companies and 1 cooperative. Traditionally, cane sugar refiners
have provided about 70 percent of the refined sugar consumed in the mainland
U.S. market. In 1978, U.S. cane sugar refiners produced 7.35 million
tons, raw value, of sugar. Cane sugar refiners are the principal users of

imports of raw sugar. They obtained about 61 percent of their raw sugar

supplies from foreign sources and 39 percent from domestic sources in 1975.
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There is no production of raw cane sugar in the NE/EGL area; therefore,
cane sugar refiners in that area import raw sugar from other countries to
sustain their operations or obtain supplies from raw-sugar-producing areas of
the United States. In recent years, imported raw sugar is believed to have
accounted for more than 90 percent of the raw sugar used by these operations;
the percentage may have been 98 percent in 1978.

Four companies currently operate cane sugar refineries in the NE/EGL area.
These four companies, as well as the locations of their eight refineries, are

as follows:

Company Location of refinery
Amstar Corp. 1/-- Baltimore, Md.

Boston, Mass.
Brooklyn, N.Y.
Philadelphia, Pa.

National Sugar Refining Co —=-- Philadelphia, Pa.
" Revere Sugar Corp - Brooklyn, N.Y.
‘ Charlestown, Mass.
Refined Syrups & Sugars Inc Yonkers, N.Y.

l/ Amistar Corp., the petitioner to Treasury, also has a cane sugar refinery
at New Orleans, La., a liquid sugar plant at Chicago, Ill., 4 beet-sugar-
processing plants in :California and 1 in Arizona, and a corn-sweetener plant
at Dimmit, Tex.

U.S. importers and sugar operators

Besides the cane sugar refiners, which contract for the bulk of U.S.
sugar imports, other importers and sugar operators are involved in the
importation of raw, semirefined, or refined sugar. They import sugar and
arrange for the sale and delivery of the commodity to buyers (mostly cane
sugar refiners). The need for the importers' and sugar.operafors' services

arises because producers cannot always find refiners willing to buy at the
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times and locations that producers have sugar to sell and vice versa. The
importers' and sugar operators' services consist of financing the transaction,
chartering the transportation, arranging for loading, doing import and export
documentation, delivering to buyers' docks, and taking the risk of price changes
while these procedures are being undertaken. The operators also engage in
significant trading in sugar futures markets, and may operate in the world sugar
trade outside the U.S. market. 1In 1974, there-were at least 16 sugar operators
dealing in raw sugar and an unknown number of importers dealing in refined sugar

for direct-consumption sales.

Alternative Sweeteners

The principal alternatives to sugar in sweetener markets are corn-based
sweeteners. They are derived from cornstarch by hydrolysis, usually with enzyme
processes. The products of this process include anhydrous and monohydrate
dextrose and glucose sirups. Corn sweeteners have generally beén cheaper than
sugar. Because their glucose (dextrose) base is less sweet than sucrose, their
application has been limited. However, a recently developed product, high-
fructose éirup, is rapidly gréwing in use and appears to have disturbed the
complementarity in use of the other sweeteners. 1/ For example, the soft-drink
industry is the largest industrial user of sugar and, althohgh ordinary corn
sirups have not made significant inroads inteo this market, high-fructose sirup
appears to be ideally suited for use in soft drinks.

Industry and Government sources indicate that high-fructose sirup could
substitute for all sweetener uses that do not épecifically require dry crystals..
It is unlikely that this will occur, but it has been estimated that high-fructose

sirups will eventually supply approximately one-half of the industrial market.

1/ Virtually all high-fructose sirup is produced from corn.
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While recent use of corn sweeteners has been limited because of lack of “sufficient
productive capacity, there are feports of current excess processing capacity, a
result of low sugar prices and the coming on stream of new capacity started during
the 1974-75 period of very high sugar prices.

There are 11 firms in the U.S. corn-sweetener industry operating 21
plants, most of which are located in the corn-producing States of the Midwest.
Eleven of these plants produce high-fructose sirup; the capacity to produce this
sweetener has greatly expanded in recent years.

Three companies have corn-sweetener operations in the NE/EGL area, and each
of their plants in that area produces high-fructose sirup. The locations of the

~plants, and the companies operating them, are as follows:

Location of

Company plant
A.E. Staley Manufacturing Co-- - Morrisville, Pa.
CPC International, Inc---- Montezuma, N.Y.
Car~Mi Inc- -~ Dayton, Ohio

U.S. sales of corn sweeteners increased by about one-fourth from 1974 to
1977, rising from 6.1 billion pounds, dry basis, in 1974 to 7.6 billion pounds
in 1977. Sales of high-fructose sirup increased more than those of any other
corn sweetener during 1974-77, rising from 0.6 billion pounds to 2.1 billion
pounds and becoming the principal corn sweetener (on the basis of quantity) pro-
duced in the United States (table 2).

Although most of the corn-sweetener plants are located outside the NE/EGL
area, large quantities of their products are distributed in that area. Respondents

to the U.S. International Trade Commission questionnaires on corn sweeteners—--



A-17

accounting for about one-fifth of total U.S. séles——shipped 45 percent of their
output (765 million pounds) to markets in the NE/EGL area in 1978.

Other caloric sweeteners include molasses, maple sirup, honey, sofghum
sirup, lactose, and levulose. Noncaloric sweeteners include saccharin..and

aspartic-acid-based sweeteners.

Foreign Producers

The European Community, thé U.S.S.R., Brazil, India, Cuba, and the United
States are the world's leading producers of sugar (table 3). The U.S.S.R.,
the EC, and the United States are also the world's leading consumers of
sugar (table 4), consuming most of their own production, while Brazil, Cuba,
and India export significant portions of their output.

In most years, world production of sugar exceeds world consumption of sugar
(table 5), resulting in world sugar prices that are generally low. When world
consumption exceeds world production for any prolonged period, prices generéliy
rise quickly. During 1974-77, world production was in excess of world consump-
tion by increasing amounts in each year. In 1978, production in excess of con-
sumption was about half of that in 1977, but the e#cess amounted to more than
3 percent of consumption,‘or 3.3 million tons. This situation has resulted in
the current low level of world sﬁgar prices.

In 1978, the leading suppliers of sugar ‘to the United States were the
Philippines, the Dominican Republic, Brazil, Argentina, Peru, Australia, and
Guatemala (table 6). Although 46 countries supplied sugar to the Uﬁited States

in 1978, the principal suppliersilisted above accounted for more than 63 percent
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of ﬁhe total quantity. Canada is a minor supplier, accounting for only 2 percent
of total U.S. imports of'Sugag in 1978. However, Canada is the principal
supplier of refined sugar, supplying more than 98 percent of the quantity of
such imports in 1978.

Six refineries make up the eastern Canadian sugar-refining industry. The
five companies operating the refiﬁeries, and the locations of the refineries,

are as follows:

Company Location of refinery

Redpath Sugars Ltd- Montreal, Quebec

' Toronto, Ontario
Atlantic Sugar--- ~  Saint John, New Brunswick
St. Lawrence Sugar Montreal, Quebec
Cartier Sugar Ltd Montreal, Quebec
Westcane Sugar Ltd- Oshawa, Ontario

Redpath Sugars Ltd., Atlantic Sugar, and St. Lawrence Sugar are the principal
refiners of Canadian sugar exported to the United States. ‘ -

The estimated production capacity of refineries in Eastern Canada is
85,444 metric tons per month (table 7), or 1,025,328 metric tons per year.
During the 12-month period Oétober 1977-September 1978, average monthly
production was 76,059 metric tons, or 89 percent of capacity. During 1978,
about 10 percent of the production in Eastern Canada was exported to the United
States.

The complainant alleges that Cuban raw cane sugar is used in Caﬁadian
refineries to produce refined sugar that is exported to the United States. It
is alleged that the exportatibns of that sugar to the United States are used as
a basis for claiming drawback of Canadian customs duties on Cuban sugar

imported into Canada. The Commission has no evidence to dispute or substantiate
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this allegation. Inasmuch as the importation into the United States of all goods
of Cuban origin, subject to exceptions established by the Secretary of the Treasury,
are prohibited, Treasury has been requested to conduct an investigafion to
determine whether the importation of refined cane sugar from Canada is in violation
of U.S. law. Under current manufacturing economics and refinery operating pro-
cedures, the petitioner believes that it is practically impossible for Canadian
refiners to segregateltheir output of refined sugar by the country of origin of

the raw éugar used in the refinery process.

U.S. Capacity, Production, and Capacity Utilization

The annual capacity to produce refined sugar,as reported by respondents to
Commission questionnaires, which accounted for about 35 percent of U.S. production
of refined sugar in 1978, increased from 7.6 billion pounds in 1974 to 7.9 billion
pounds in 1978 (table 8). 1/ * * %

DuringA1975—78, total U.S. refined sugar production of questionnaire résﬁond-
ents steadily increased from 6.6 billion pounds in 1975 to 7.5 billion pounds in
1978. Production in 1974 was 8.0 billion pounds. Production by NE/EGL area
refiners * % *, % % %

The indicated capacity utilization of all questionnaire respondents declined
from 105 percent in 1974 to 85 percent in 1975, and increased thereafter to

94 percent in 1978. NE/EGL area refinmers * * *, % % %

1/ Capacity is an estimate that is not a true indication of maximum output at
any one point in time. Data are for five refiners.
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U.S. Producers' Inventories

Monthend stocks of cane sugar refiners, beet sugar processors, importers
of direct-consumption sugar, mainland cane mills, and total U.S. inventories of
sugar during 1974-78 are listed in table 9. In 1978, monthend stocks of cane
sugar refiners were about 1.6 times as much as their stocks during 1974-76.
The increase is reflected in their inventories of both raw and refined sugar,
which totaled 1.4 million tons at the end of December 1978. The inventories
of beet.sugar processors and mainland cane sugar mills fluctuaté widely during
the year depending upon the growing season for sugar beets and sugar cane.
The monthly stock levels of refined sugar by beet sugar processors gradually
rose from 1974 to 1977, and then subsided somewhat in 1978 when they were
generally 85 to 90 percent of the respective monfhend inventories in 1977.
The December 1978 inventory of beet sugar processors was 1.6 million tons.
During 1974-78, monthend stocks held by mainland cane sugar mills expefiepced
a steady upward movement in comparison:with respective mohths from 1 year
to the next, and the 12-month average for 1978 was 3.3 times as much as the
1974 average. The mainland cane sugar mills had a 1978 ending inventory
of 0.8 million tons of raw sugar.

Monthly total stocks of sugar producers gradually increased, when compar-
ing respective months from 1 year to the next, during 1974-78, with the 1978
monthly stocks averaging about 1.6 times those of 1974. The ratios of total
yearend inventories to U.S. distribution (shipments) of sugar during 1974-?8
were 25, 27, 31, 39, and 34 percent, respectively.

Inventories held by importers of direct-consumption sugar (virtually all
of which is refined) were negligible or nonexistent during January 1974-

November 1977, but then increased to 91,000 tons in December 1977, or 4.3 per-
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cent of the total inventory of refined sugar. These inventories, believed to
be mostly of Cana