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Increased lamb imports have substantially harmed the domestic industry 

R-CALF USA, on behalf of its Sheep Committee and participating sheep and lamb producers, 

submits that increased imports of lamb meat are a substantial cause of present serious injury to 

the domestic industry producing like or directly competitive products. The evidence connects 

rising import supplies with lost domestic sales opportunities, curtailed feeding activity, and 

reduced returns to ranchers. R-CALF USA requests an affirmative serious-injury determination, 

with threat of serious injury as an alternative ground. [2, 5–7, 9] 

Producer accounts identify the commercial connection. Etcheverry described buyers’ import 

options constraining packer prices and ranch returns. The Buskohls reduced purchases after 

losing dependable marketing arrangements. The Auzas stopped buying feeder lambs while meat 

from their prior crop remained unsold. These accounts connect meat-market competition to 

curtailed domestic livestock purchases. [2, pp. 23, 31, 33] 

USDA ERS lamb-category import volume, measured in carcass-weight equivalents, increased 

14.3 percent between 2021 and 2025 and another 5.0 percent in January–July 2026 compared 

with the same months of 2025. Meanwhile, the domestic breeding flock fell from 3.66 million 

head in January 2025 to 3.61 million in January 2026. Import growth is reaching an industry with 

a reduced production base. [5, 7] 

The investigation addresses lamb imports and their effects on domestic production 

USTR’s July 13, 2026 request is the instrument initiating this investigation. R-CALF USA’s 

August 2023 petition and subsequent submissions document its request for relief and the 

producer experiences supporting that request. The October 19, 2023 letter reported additional 

producer support, and the December 5 letter supplied a further supplement. The September 5, 

2024 letter described continued contraction and urged prompt action. This brief draws on that 

history and the accompanying producer statements. [1–4] 
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The imported product under investigation is fresh, chilled, or frozen lamb meat. Australia and 

New Zealand supplied 99.3 percent of U.S. lamb-category imports on the ERS carcass-weight-

equivalent basis in 2025; the investigation covers all sources. This brief uses USDA’s lamb-

category trade series to track lamb-designated import volumes. Its historical supply-and-

disappearance comparisons cover lamb and mutton together, consistent with the coverage of that 

USDA series. Each chart identifies its product coverage, units, and period. The combined lamb-

and-mutton value exhibit covers 2020–2025 and excludes live animals and offal. [1, 5–6, 8; 

Charts 2–4] 

The statutory standard reaches injury transmitted through the production chain 

Under 19 U.S.C. §2252, imports are a substantial cause when they are an important cause and no 

less important than any other cause. The comparison is with each other cause, rather than all 

other causes combined. Serious injury means significant overall impairment in the industry’s 

position. The statute identifies increased imports and a declining domestic share of the market as 

relevant to substantial causation, and requires consideration of industry conditions over the 

relevant business cycle. Its legislative history makes clear that the Commission need not apply a 

mathematical test when weighing causes. [9, §2252(b)(1)(B), (c); 18] 

Domestic lamb production connects breeding-flock owners, lamb feeders, and slaughterers and 

processors. Market lambs are raised for slaughter to produce lamb meat. Live lambs are the 

unprocessed article from which lamb meat is produced. [11, pp. I-11, I-20] When a purchaser 

replaces domestic meat with imported meat, the lost order can reduce the packer’s demand for 

slaughter-ready lambs and the feeder’s demand for ranch lambs. The Etcheverry, Buskohl, and 

Auza accounts describe that connection in practice. [2, pp. 23, 31, 33] R-CALF USA submits 

that their evidence supports inclusion of growers and feeders under 19 U.S.C. §2481(5), which 

expressly places the unprocessed article at an earlier stage of processing and treats articles at 
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different processing stages as directly competitive when imports have the required comparable 

economic effect on domestic producers. [10] The Commission included growers and feeders in 

its 1999 lamb investigation and reached an affirmative threat determination. [11, pp. I-1, I-11–I-

12] 

The WTO Appellate Body subsequently rejected that industry definition under the WTO 

Safeguards Agreement and identified deficiencies in the earlier safeguard analysis. [12] The 

domestic statutory inquiry remains governed by U.S. law, including 19 U.S.C. §2481(5). Under 

19 U.S.C. §3512(a)(1), U.S. law prevails in the event of conflict with the Uruguay Round 

agreements; subsection (c) separately restricts private remedies based on those agreements. [10] 

R-CALF USA’s argument rests on the commercial relationships and economic effects described 

in the evidence presented here. Under any formulation of the domestic industry, grower and 

feeder conditions bear directly on the domestic meat industry’s input supply, production 

prospects, and exposure to import competition. [2, pp. 23, 31, 33; 11, pp. I-11–I-12] 

The relevant business is domestic production. For a domestic producer that also imports, 

§2252(c)(4)(A) includes only its domestic production in the industry to the extent information is 

available. Import-related earnings can improve a diversified firm’s results while its domestic 

slaughter and procurement business contracts. The producer evidence therefore concerns the 

health of the domestic production chain and the returns that sustain it. [9] 

The industry has lost production, larger operations, and major slaughter outlets 

The domestic industry enters this investigation with a substantially smaller production base. The 

petition’s historical series records approximately 13.0 million sheep and lambs in 1982; USDA 

reported 4.99 million on January 1, 2026. The recent decline in breeding sheep, from 3.66 

million in January 2025 to 3.61 million in January 2026, continued that contraction. The lamb 

crop also declined slightly, from 3.04 million head in 2024 to 3.03 million in 2025, a decrease of 



R-CALF USA  |  Lamb Meat  |  TA-201-80 

R-CALF USA • 6 

10,000 head, or 0.3 percent. These inventories define the biological base available for future 

domestic production. [2, 7; Chart 1] 

Larger sheep operations have also diminished. Farms with at least 100 sheep and lambs fell from 

17,341 in the petition’s 1982 census series to 6,376 in the 2022 Census of Agriculture, a decline 

of approximately 63 percent. Between 2017 and 2022 alone, the count fell from 6,843 to 6,376. 

This defined inventory-size category documents a sustained loss of larger operations. [2, 13; 

Chart 1] 

Domestic production contracted while the combined lamb-and-mutton market expanded. 

Between 1999 and 2025, commercial production fell from 244.0 million to 134.6 million pounds, 

while combined imports rose from 112.3 million to 348.6 million pounds. Disappearance rose 

from 358.0 million to 483.6 million pounds, and imports divided by disappearance rose from 

31.4 percent to 72.1 percent. The 2025 disappearance and ratio are R-CALF USA calculations 

using the complete ERS balance, with the dated production, stocks, and revised trade 

components identified in source [6]. This combined-product history shows how the domestic 

industry lost market position even as American consumption grew. [5–6; Chart 4] 

The Commission staff’s questionnaire-based lamb-market measure is distinct from this historical 

combined-product ratio. In 2025, staff reported an import-shipment share of 78.9 percent and a 

21.1-percent share for U.S. producers using non-imported product. These measures use 

questionnaire shipment quantities and an in-scope lamb-market denominator; the 72.1-percent 

ratio above uses combined lamb-and-mutton carcass-weight-equivalent imports and 

disappearance. They are not interchangeable estimates of the same market share. [40, Table 4.1, 

pp. 4.2–4.3] 

In that combined lamb-and-mutton series, imports first exceeded total domestic production in 

2006. Domestic production exceeded imports again in 2009, 2010, and 2012; imports exceeded 
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total domestic production in every year from 2013 through 2025. Total domestic production in 

2025 was 139.1 million pounds, comprising 134.6 million commercial and 4.5 million farm 

production. Chart 4 uses total production consistently. [6] 

USDA’s plant series show fewer reporting plants and fewer plants slaughtering at the largest 

scale. The Packers and Stockyards annual-reporting series counted 81 sheep-and-lamb slaughter 

plants in 2012 and 58 in 2021, a decline of 28.4 percent within that reporting population. 

Separately, NASS counted eight federally inspected plants slaughtering at least 100,000 sheep 

and lambs annually in 1999 and four in 2025. All federally inspected plants slaughtering sheep 

and lambs increased from 561 to 693, but 584 of the 2025 plants slaughtered fewer than 1,000 

head each and together handled 3.7 percent of federally inspected slaughter. The growing 

number of small plants thus coexisted with fewer plants operating at the largest scale. [33–34] 

The contraction has been pronounced in established western slaughter centers. Federally 

inspected sheep-and-lamb slaughter in Colorado fell from 741,567 head in 2019 to 413,387 in 

2025, a 44.3-percent decline; California fell from 296,325 to 230,369 head, a 22.3-percent 

decline. Together, those states lost 38.0 percent of their slaughter volume, compared with a 3.2-

percent national decline. Texas and Pennsylvania gained volume, and Colorado improved in 

2025 from its 2024 level. These plant-location data show that national totals encompass 

substantial regional changes in where animals move through slaughter. [34] 

USDA has documented the marketing consequences of losing a regional outlet. Its 2013 

investigation reported that the May 2011 closure of Superior Farms’ Hawarden, Iowa, slaughter 

plant increased marketing difficulty for Iowa and South Dakota producers. Feeders shipped 

animals to Colorado and Chicago while Hawarden continued as a buying station; Superior 

attributed the closure to insufficient lamb supplies. In Colorado, USDA’s 2020 report recorded 

the bankruptcy sale of the Greeley lamb plant to JBS for conversion to beef and pork, along with 
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the September opening of Colorado Lamb Processors in Brush, initially providing slaughter 

without fabrication. These developments illustrate why the location and services of an outlet 

matter to producers as well as the national plant count. [14, pp. 8–9; 35, p. 18] 

The National Research Council’s 2008 findings place these losses in economic context. U.S. 

lamb consumption had grown slightly while domestic production declined. Lost infrastructure 

and pricing problems impeded sustainable growth, and domestic packers faced a bargaining 

disadvantage against large retail and foodservice buyers. Those conditions weakened the 

industry’s ability to rebuild. [17, pp. 1–3] 

Recent output gains coexist with continued erosion of the breeding base. Combined lamb-and-

mutton commercial production rose from 130.5 million pounds in 2023 to 133.8 million in 2024 

and 134.6 million in 2025. Those increases improved current supply, while breeding-sheep 

numbers fell between January 2025 and January 2026. Current meat output and future productive 

capacity are different measures: slaughter contributes to today’s output, while retained breeding 

animals support future lamb crops. The smaller breeding flock therefore remains a material sign 

of weakness despite the recent production increase. [6–7] 

The production figures above retain the dated ERS supply-and-use series identified in source [6]. 

Staff’s NASS commercial-production series differs slightly in earlier years: 138.4 million pounds 

in 2021, 130.4 million in 2023, and 133.9 million in 2024, compared with 138.3, 130.5, and 

133.8 million in the ERS series used here. Both sources report 134.6 million pounds of 

commercial production in 2025. [6; 40, Appendix F] 

The Commission’s supplemental Wheat Gluten findings illustrate the importance of lost market 

opportunities: imports captured consumption growth in 1996–1997 while domestic production 

and shipments fell. Here, the lamb evidence likewise combines an expanding historical market, a 
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diminished domestic contribution, and producer accounts identifying lost outlets to competing 

imports. [2, 6; 19, pp. 11–15] 

Lamb imports increased across the period and resumed growth in 2026 

The lamb-only series shows increased imports across the period despite intervening declines. 

Imports were 264.2 million pounds in 2021, 278.0 million in 2022, 239.9 million in 2023, 309.1 

million in 2024, and 302.1 million in 2025, all in carcass-weight equivalent. The 2.3-percent 

decline in 2025 left imports 14.3 percent above 2021. January–July 2026 imports then rose 5.0 

percent over the same months of 2025. The case for increased imports thus encompasses the 

2025 dip and the subsequent renewed increase. [5; Charts 3, 10–11] 

The staff report uses different import measures. Questionnaire quantities increased 31.8 percent 

between 2021 and 2025, 4.0 percent in 2025, and 4.1 percent in January–June 2026 compared 

with the same months of 2025. [40, Table 2.2, p. 2.8] Official lamb-category product-weight 

quantities increased approximately 14.7 percent between 2021 and 2025, declined approximately 

0.6 percent in 2025, and increased approximately 5.2 percent in January–June 2026. [40, Table 

F.2, pp. F.8–F.9] The ERS comparisons above cover January–July and use carcass-weight 

equivalents. Lamb-designated tariff categories may omit lamb entered as other sheep meat. 

These differences in coverage, units, and periods explain why the series should be identified 

separately; the 2025 decline in the ERS series does not describe every import measure. Imports 

entering the country also differ from importers’ U.S. shipments: imported meat may be held in 

inventory before it is shipped to a U.S. customer. [5; 40, Part 4 and Appendix F] 

Both principal suppliers contributed to the latest increase. Australia supplied 226.0 million 

pounds and New Zealand 73.9 million pounds of lamb in 2025. In January–July 2026, their 

volumes reached 135.3 million and 46.4 million pounds, respectively, compared with 128.8 
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million and 43.9 million in the same seven months of 2025. These matched periods establish 

renewed growth from the countries supplying nearly all imported lamb. [5] 

Import competition reaches ranchers through meat sales and livestock purchases 

Henry Etcheverry’s 2023 statement explains the commercial link between a meat buyer’s import 

option and a rancher’s returns. His longstanding Idaho operation had marketed approximately 

10,000 slaughter lambs annually through its cooperative. He described downstream buyers’ 

ability to switch to imported lamb as a constraint on the price domestic packers could obtain and 

on the returns available to his operation. He also described consequences for succession and the 

ability to sell an operating sheep business. In his account, import competition impaired both 

current income and the prospect of continuing production under the next owner. [2, p. 23] 

David and Donna Buskohl described injury at the feeding stage. Their operation could supply 

18,000 or more market lambs annually, but their 2023 statement reported the loss of dependable 

marketing agreements and purchases reduced to approximately 15 percent of normal capacity. 

They attributed those conditions to imported lamb displacing outlets for domestically raised 

animals. Curtailing feeder purchases also removes customers for ranchers’ lambs, extending the 

consequences of lost meat-market access upstream. [2, p. 33] 

The Auzas described that interruption directly. Their 2023 statement reported that Martin Auza 

Sheep Company purchased no feeder lambs in fall 2022 because meat from its prior feeder crop 

remained in freezers without buyers, a condition they attributed to lamb imports. They also 

reported reducing their operation’s sheep numbers from 53,000 to fewer than 25,000 over the 

preceding decade. Their account connects unsold domestic meat to the cessation of feeder 

purchases and identifies the production decisions through which lost sales opportunities can 

shrink the domestic industry. [2, p. 31] 
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Scott Stubbs’s experience shows how the price reversal impaired an investment in expansion. 

After favorable prices in 2021, he increased his flock from 2,000 to 3,000 sheep. His 2023 

statement reported receipts of $286 per lamb in 2021 and $106 in 2022, with approximately 

$200,000 less in total lamb receipts despite the larger flock. He attributed the deterioration to 

import competition. These are reported gross receipts; the account documents a sharp revenue 

loss after the producer committed resources to supplying more lamb. [2, p. 27] 

John Espil Sheep Company described the added burden when lost business is accompanied by 

diminished services. Its 2023 statement reported the loss of a West Coast marketing outlet as 

packing options diminished and, in its account, imported lamb replaced domestic business. The 

closure of a major regional livestock hauler left the operation dependent on out-of-state trucks 

and more distant markets at added expense. That experience gives practical meaning to the 

infrastructure losses identified by the National Research Council: a producer’s ability to sell 

lambs depends on buyers, transportation, and functioning slaughter outlets. [2, p. 29; 17, pp. 2–3] 

The effects also reach breeding-stock enterprises. Sentel Schreier, a third-generation ram 

producer, explained in 2023 that customers’ low returns from market lambs constrained what 

they could pay for breeding rams while her own production costs increased. Her account links 

poor slaughter-lamb returns to weaker demand for the breeding stock needed for flock 

improvement and continued production. [2, p. 28] 

USDA’s 2013 investigation provides independent historical corroboration of this transmission 

mechanism. Examining the 2010–2012 price swing, GIPSA found that several market factors 

interacted and identified the cost of imported lamb as likely the most important factor. Import 

prices and fed-lamb prices rose and subsequently declined. GIPSA also described delayed 

slaughter, overfinished animals, and difficulty marketing the next crop while older lambs 
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remained on feed. Its findings document how competition from imported meat can reach 

domestic livestock prices and disrupt successive production cycles. [14, pp. i–ii, 7, 9–10] 

A domestic packer has described the same commercial connection. In its April 18, 2016 

submission to USDA, Superior Farms identified imported lamb as its largest competitor and 

explained that delivery schedules with producers and feeders respond to sales and customer 

demand, alongside animal performance, plant capacity, weather, and other operating conditions. 

A USDA-commissioned RTI study using annual 1970–2003 data also estimated substitution 

between imported and domestic lamb. These historical sources corroborate competition in meat 

sales and the link between those sales and purchases of domestic animals. [30–31] 

The staff’s current purchaser and producer responses also show that domestic and imported lamb 

are not universally interchangeable. Responses vary by supplier, cut, size, flavor, and 

specifications, with many respondents reporting interchangeability only sometimes or never. R-

CALF USA’s argument concerns the competing sales opportunities and procurement effects 

documented by particular producers; it does not assume one-for-one substitution across every 

product and buyer. [40, Table 5.21, p. 5.25] 

Producer survey results connect import competition to serious injury throughout 

the domestic production chain 

The August 2026 grower and feeder survey distributed by the American Sheep Industry 

Association and the Protect American Lamb Project corroborates the connection between 

imported lamb meat, lost domestic marketing opportunities, and impaired productive capacity. 

The revised compilation contains 124 usable responses: 100 growers and 24 feeders or combined 

feeder/growers. Responding growers’ 2025 lamb marketings represented 8.1 percent of 2025 

U.S. commercial sheep-and-lamb slaughter; responding feeders’ marketings represented 10.0 

percent, stated separately because animals may pass through both stages. Response counts vary 
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by question, and the results describe participating operations rather than a national census or a 

statistically representative national sample. Six findings reinforce R-CALF USA’s substantial-

cause argument: [39] 

• Buyers expressly linked reduced prices and purchases to imports. Fifty-three of 111 

respondents (47.7 percent) reported that a buyer reduced a bid, price, or purchase volume 

while referencing imported lamb meat or import prices. Among feeders, 15 of 23 respondents 

(65.2 percent) reported this conduct. [39] 

• Imports received substantially more severe profitability ratings than other specified causes. 

Eighty-nine of the 117 recorded ratings (76.1 percent) of import competition classified its 

impact as severe, compared with 31.0 percent for drought or forage conditions, 22.8 percent 

for feed costs, 22.3 percent for labor availability, and 20.5 percent for predation. The 

compilation reports 119 respondents for this item, but its classified ratings total 117; the 

percentage above uses the recorded ratings pending the compiler’s clarification. [39] 

• Import-related harm was widespread and transmitted quickly to livestock prices. Of 115 

respondents, 106 (92.2 percent) reported actual negative operational effects attributable to 

lamb imports. Separately, 78 of 114 respondents (68.4 percent) reported that, in their 

experience, a fall in imported-lamb prices reaches the price they receive for live lambs within 

weeks or a season. [39] 

• Feeding activity contracted sharply. Feeders and combined feeder/growers reported annual 

lamb marketings falling from 415,190 head in 2021 to 226,736 in 2025—a 45.4-percent 

decline. This contraction reduced an important outlet for domestically raised lambs. [39] 

• Breeding capacity and continued participation deteriorated. Responding growers’ breeding-ewe 

inventory increased from 187,055 head in January 2021 to 206,010 in January 2025, then fell 

7.0 percent between January 1, 2025, and January 1, 2026, from 206,010 to 191,512 head. The 
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2026 drop erased about three-quarters (76.5 percent) of that rebuilding. Of 114 respondents 

answering the exit question, 25 had partially or fully exited sheep production since 2021, and 

another 35 had seriously considered exiting. [39] 

• Investment needed to sustain domestic production was curtailed. Sixty-seven of 102 

respondents (65.7 percent) reported postponed or cancelled sheep-enterprise investments 

totaling approximately $9.77 million. In the separate import-effects question, 66 respondents 

identified cancellation, postponement, or rejection of expansion projects. [39] 

The survey results are consistent with the producer experiences documented in R-CALF USA’s 

2023 petition. Etcheverry described import competition constraining domestic prices and ranch 

returns; the Buskohls and Auzas described curtailed feeder purchases and lost marketing 

opportunities. The August 2026 responses corroborate those same commercial effects across 

participating operations and document accompanying reductions in breeding capacity, producer 

participation, and investment. Read together with the national import trends, this evidence 

supports R-CALF USA’s position that increased imports are an important cause of serious injury 

and no less important than any other cause. [2, pp. 23, 31, 33; 39] 

The revised annual financial aggregates show different outcomes across production stages. In 

2025, the 64 growers providing usable financial data reported a combined $4.31 million net loss 

before income taxes, while the 15 feeders and feeder/growers reported $5.45 million in net 

income, producing combined net income of $1.14 million. The combined aggregates show losses 

in 2022–2024. These figures include wool and pelt revenue and government payments and 

describe the financial respondents, not all survey participants or the national industry. [39] 

Slaughter-ready lambs bear added costs when market access is delayed 

The biological characteristics of slaughter-ready lambs magnify the consequences of losing a 

timely buyer. The Commission recognized in 1999 that lambs reaching the desired weight and 
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maturity cannot be held for long without impairing their meat quality. Producers have limited 

flexibility to postpone slaughter once market lambs reach that stage. Continued feeding adds 

expense, while excessive finish can reduce carcass value through trimming and related quality 

effects. A displaced domestic order can therefore harm a producer through both weaker sale 

proceeds and the cost of holding animals beyond their intended marketing date. [11, pp. I-20–I-

21; 26] 

In its review of 2022, the American Lamb Board described weaker consumer demand, longer 

feeding, old-crop overfinished lambs, heavier weights, and high feeding costs in Colorado 

feedlots with capacity for 5,000 or more head. These conditions describe a backlog of lambs 

awaiting timely marketing and slaughter. [27, p. 13] The 2022 backlog demonstrates the setting 

in which these costs arise. The Auzas’ account identifies the interruption in their business: 

unsold meat from one crop prevented purchases for the next, and they attributed that loss of 

market access to imports. Together, the sources explain how import competition for already-

weakened demand can add to the burden on animals awaiting slaughter and on the ranchers 

seeking to sell the next crop. [2, p. 31; 27, p. 13] 

Feeding economics underscore the vulnerability of this stage of production. A January 2026 

University of Nebraska–Lincoln analysis using LMIC estimates found negative margins in 35 of 

60 months during 2020–2024 for a hypothetical operation feeding lambs from 70 to 140 pounds 

over 90 days. The modeled margin is value of gain less feed expense, before other operating 

costs. These results describe the pressure from feed costs and market volatility within which 

curtailed sales and longer holding periods affect feeders. [28] 
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The evidence supports imports as an important cause no less important than any 

other 

R-CALF USA submits that import competition meets the substantial-cause standard because its 

effects extend beyond a temporary price fluctuation. Imports increased, the domestic industry 

lost market position, and producers described purchasing decisions that reduced their access to 

buyers, receipts, and subsequent production. The comparative case rests on the timing and 

persistence of that competition and the commercial effects described above. The Commission’s 

1999 lamb analysis likewise considered financial deterioration across production segments and 

separately examined wool-support termination, competing proteins, input costs, overfeeding, and 

packer concentration. The statutory inquiry concerns the demonstrated importance of each cause 

over the business cycle. [2, 5–6; 9; 11, pp. I-17–I-23] 

The 2021–2022 cycle illustrates why demand conditions and import displacement require 

distinct explanations. The national negotiated live slaughter-lamb price rose from $158.24 per 

hundredweight in January 2021 to $264.04 in July, then fell to $117.20 in September 2022. 

Meanwhile, in the combined lamb-and-mutton balance, disappearance increased from 451.1 

million pounds in 2020 to 506.0 million in 2021, then declined to 484.2 million in 2022. 

Domestic commercial production was 138.4, 138.3, and 131.6 million pounds in those years. The 

expansion in apparent consumption coincided with a substantial live-price increase, while 

domestic annual meat output remained essentially flat and then fell. [6, 15; Charts 8–9] 

Imports gained combined-market share during both phases. Combined lamb-and-mutton imports 

divided by disappearance rose from 66.9 percent in 2020 to 71.9 percent in 2021 and 74.0 

percent in 2022. Combined imports declined in 2022, from 363.9 million to 358.1 million 

pounds, but by less than the decline in disappearance. Separately, lamb-only imports increased 

5.2 percent to 278.0 million pounds in 2022. Thus, imports gained market position when demand 
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expanded and retained a growing proportion of the combined market when demand weakened. 

The Stubbs and Auza accounts supply a producer-level explanation of the harm during that 

reversal: lower receipts after expansion and feeder purchases halted by unsold meat. [2, pp. 27, 

31; 5–6] 

Demand weakness explains pressure on total sales in 2022; import competition bears on which 

suppliers retained those sales. High feed costs and drought affect the cost and availability of 

domestic animals. The producer accounts identify an additional commercial cause: competition 

from imported meat constrained packer returns and displaced outlets for animals already being 

raised. In the Auza account, the obstacle to new feeder purchases was unsold meat from the prior 

crop. In the Buskohl account, curtailed feeding followed the loss of dependable marketing 

arrangements. These accounts support R-CALF USA’s position that imports aggravated other 

pressures by taking sales opportunities and weakening returns needed to carry production costs. 

[2, pp. 23, 31, 33; 27–28] 

Processing constraints can compound that harm by reducing outlets and increasing the cost of 

reaching buyers. USDA’s Hawarden account attributed the closure to insufficient lamb supplies, 

while the Espil statement attributed its lost outlet in part to import substitution. The causes 

identified by those sources differ; the resulting marketing difficulties show how weakness at one 

stage affects the others. R-CALF USA’s import-causation argument is grounded in the specific 

substitution and procurement accounts, with the national and regional data documenting the 

industry’s diminished operating position. [2, p. 29; 14, pp. 8–9; 33–35] 

Recent improvements are part of the same business-cycle evidence. USDA’s national negotiated 

live-price series rose substantially in 2025 and the first half of 2026. In November 2025, NDSU 

Extension described stronger Northern Plains fed-lamb prices alongside roughly unchanged 

domestic supplies, lower imports, lower cold-storage stocks, and strong demand. This 
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combination is consistent with competing import supplies being one influence on producer 

prices. The American Lamb Board’s June 2026 summary also reported domestic lamb gains of 

5.7 percent in volume and 12.4 percent in dollars over the latest 52 weeks at participating 

retailers; its July assessment described strong prices, tight domestic supplies, and imports helping 

meet demand. These are meaningful improvements in the markets and periods covered. At the 

industry level, however, the January 2026 breeding flock remained smaller, and the domestic 

production base remained diminished. Higher prices and selected retail gains therefore coexist 

with the structural impairment on which R-CALF USA’s serious-injury argument rests. [7, 15, 

29, 36] 

Staff’s processor financial data likewise show recovery: the aggregate operating margin 

increased from 0.3 percent in 2024 to 3.4 percent in 2025, and from 0.8 percent in January–June 

2025 to 2.3 percent in January–June 2026. [40, Table 3.28, p. 3.57] Processor responses 

concerning injury also differed by size: seven small processors reported injury and 31 did not, 

while five large processors reported injury and four did not; two additional small processors did 

not respond. [40, Appendix E, Tables E.1 and E.3, pp. E.3, E.5] Those processor responses and 

operating-income measures are distinct from the grower/feeder survey and its net-income 

figures. R-CALF USA does not characterize every sector or respondent as experiencing losses; 

its claim rests on the overall impairment and specific causal evidence described above. [39–40] 

The latest import increase also occurred during Australian-dollar appreciation. The currency 

strengthened from an average of approximately US$0.637 in January–July 2025 to US$0.702 in 

January–July 2026, while lamb-only imports increased 5.0 percent. Renewed import growth thus 

occurred alongside a stronger Australian dollar. [5, 16; Charts 7 and 11] 

Taken together, the evidence supports R-CALF USA’s contention that imports were an 

important cause of the industry’s impairment and no less important than any other cause. 
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Demand and cost pressures explain important parts of the cycle. Import competition additionally 

explains the lost domestic outlets and curtailed purchases described by producers, and its effects 

persisted through changing demand conditions. Its reach from meat sales to feeding and flock 

decisions gives it significance throughout the domestic production chain. [2, 5–7, 14, 27–28] 

Organized foreign market development sustains competition for U.S. sales 

Australian and New Zealand industry publications describe sustained efforts to expand U.S. 

sales. MLA’s 2009 account outlines a coordinated U.S. lamb strategy involving buyer 

preferences, market access, personnel, and funding. Its Summer 2024 magazine describes 

Australia as the leading lamb provider to the United States and reports further product 

development. MLA subsequently reported record Australian lamb exports in 2024 and identified 

the United States as the leading destination. B+LNZ’s 2020 report announced plans to expand 

beyond California across the United States. A 2026 industry history reports that New Zealand’s 

sheepmeat exports increased alongside U.S. lamb consumption and attributes that growth to 

efforts to expand the overall market rather than compete for market share. These accounts show 

organized, continuing efforts to develop the U.S. market. [20–21, 37] 

Specified promotion programs support those efforts. MLA’s 2025–2026 Market Development 

Partnerships guide offers up to 50-percent co-funding for eligible retail and foodservice 

promotions, subject to approval and available funding, with sheepmeat included in a broader red-

meat program. B+LNZ and Silver Fern Farms reported a U.S. collaboration involving paid 

digital promotion and an Easter lamb offer in 2021. [22–23] 

The foreign industries also receive government support for specified activities. Australia’s 

agriculture department identifies A$3 million over three years for MLA to promote sheepmeat 

and sheep products in domestic and international markets. MLA separately reports government 

R&D matching revenue across its wider activities. B+LNZ reports government co-funding and 
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participates in a seven-year research program addressing facial eczema, a livestock disease that 

affects animal health and productivity, with an NZ$8.3 million government commitment. 

American producers therefore face competition from foreign industries whose market-

development, research, and productivity activities receive public support. These documented 

programs form part of the conditions under which imported lamb competes. [24–25] 

Continued import pressure also supports the alternative threat claim 

R-CALF USA’s primary claim is present serious injury. In the alternative, the renewed increase 

in lamb imports is reaching an industry with a smaller breeding flock and impaired marketing 

relationships. Losses of breeding operations and feeding outlets affect successive seasons 

because replacement animals, facilities, financing, and buyer relationships take time to develop. 

Those conditions leave domestic producers exposed to further displacement before they can 

rebuild. [2, 5, 7, 17; 11, p. I-20] 

USDA’s September 2026 outlook forecasts combined lamb-and-mutton imports of 364 million 

pounds in 2026 and 370 million in 2027, alongside commercial production of 129 million and 

131 million pounds. Those annual, combined-product forecasts complement the observed 5.0-

percent increase in January–July 2026 lamb-only imports. MLA’s March 2026 forecast of tighter 

Australian sheep supplies and lower lamb production tempers the foreign-supply outlook; the 

USDA forecasts nonetheless anticipate sustained high U.S. imports. Staff’s foreign-producer 

projections are mixed: responding Australian producers project lower production and direct 

exports to the United States in 2026–2027, while responding New Zealand producers project 

higher direct U.S. exports than in 2025. Projected resale export quantities are not supplied, so 

those forecasts do not establish a complete comparable total of future U.S. imports. R-CALF 

USA relies on that near-term supply outlook, observed import growth, and the industry’s reduced 
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production base in support of its alternative claim of clearly imminent serious injury. [5, 7, 32, 

38; 40, Tables 4.13 and 4.20, pp. 4.22–4.24, 4.34–4.36] 

Conclusion 

The domestic industry has lost production, larger operations, and major marketing outlets while 

imported supplies have gained a dominant position in the historical combined lamb-and-mutton 

market. Lamb-only imports rose over 2021–2025 and increased again in the comparable months 

of 2026. Producer accounts explain the consequences: lost meat sales reduce livestock purchases, 

weakened returns undermine expansion, and impaired outlets increase the difficulty and cost of 

marketing lambs. R-CALF USA submits that this evidence supports a finding that increased 

lamb imports are a substantial cause of present serious injury—an important cause no less 

important than any other cause. [2, 5–7, 33–34] 

R-CALF USA respectfully requests an affirmative present-serious-injury determination, with an 

affirmative threat determination in the alternative. Such a determination would permit 

consideration of effective relief and adjustment measures that restore commercial opportunities 

for viable domestic enterprises to retain breeding animals, rebuild dependable outlets, and invest 

in supplying the American market. [2, 9, 17] 
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Chart 1  Sheep inventory and farms with 100 or more head 

 

Historical inventory and census counts from the petition workbook; current inventory endpoints 

from NASS January 2026. The inventory line ends in 2022; separate points identify 2025 and 

2026 observations. Farm counts end at the latest census, 2022. NASS inventory observations 

refer to January 1; Census farm counts refer to December 31. [7, 13] 
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Chart 2  Value of combined lamb and mutton imports 

 

Combined lamb and mutton imports, 2020–2025, in nominal dollars, all countries. Imports for 

consumption; GATS sheep-meat categories exclude live animals and offal. Downloaded October 

5, 2026. [8] 
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Chart 3  Lamb and mutton import volumes reported separately 

 

Separate lamb and mutton import series, 1989–2025, in ERS carcass-weight equivalents. Both 

series use the September 2026 trade-file definitions and observations. [5] 
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Chart 4  Lamb and mutton: total production, imports and disappearance 

 

Combined lamb and mutton, 1980–2025, million pounds carcass-weight equivalent. Total 

production includes commercial and farm production: 134.6 + 4.5 = 139.1 million pounds in 

2025. Disappearance measures apparent consumption. R-CALF recalculated 2024–2025 

disappearance using the full balance with revised imports and exports; production and stocks 

retain the August ERS vintage. See source [6] for the calculation and source dates. 



R-CALF USA  |  Lamb Meat  |  TA-201-80 

R-CALF USA • 37 

Chart 5  Historical domestic and imported rack prices 

 

Historical petition exhibit, 2010–2023, showing the petition’s domestic and Australian wholesale 

rack-price comparison and calculated differences for that period. [2, p. 9] This reproduced 

exhibit is a historical comparison and does not report current-period underselling. 
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Chart 6  Historical international lamb price comparison 

 

Historical Meat & Livestock Australia comparison, 2010–2020, dated April 2020 and 

reproduced in the petition. Australian cents per kilogram carcass weight. [2, p. 10] This 

reproduced exhibit is a historical comparison, not a current international price series. 
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Chart 7  Historical Australian dollar exchange rates through August 2026 

 

Historical exchange rates through August 2026. Monthly arithmetic means of available Federal 

Reserve daily DEXUSAL observations, in U.S. dollars per Australian dollar. Lower values 

indicate a weaker Australian dollar in this quotation. [16] 
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Chart 8  Domestic negotiated slaughter lamb prices 

 

ERS national series, January 2010–June 2026. Choice and Prime domestic slaughter lambs, live 

negotiated purchases, nominal dollars per hundredweight. These observations describe producer-

market price conditions. [15] 



R-CALF USA  |  Lamb Meat  |  TA-201-80 

R-CALF USA • 41 

Chart 9  Monthly lamb imports and domestic lamb prices 

 

Lamb-only imports and national domestic live slaughter-lamb prices in separate aligned panels. 

Imports extend through July 2026; prices through June 2026. The panels show the timing of 

import supplies and producer-market prices. [5, 15] 
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Chart 10  Lamb imports from Australia and New Zealand 

 

Annual lamb-only imports from Australia and New Zealand, 1989–2025, in carcass-weight 

equivalents. [5] 
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Chart 11  Current year lamb imports for comparable months 

 

January–July 2025 compared with January–July 2026, lamb only. World total includes all 

origins. Both periods cover the same seven months. [5] 
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Factual-information certification 

I certify that the factual information submitted in this prehearing brief, Attachment A, and 

Exhibits B–U is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge. 

William Bullard, Chief Executive Officer 

R-CALF USA 

Signature:  

 

Date:   October 8, 2026
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