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Abstract

The submission of this study to the Congress and to the President continues a series of annual reports
by the U.S. International Trade Commission on the impact of the Caribbean Basin Economic
Recovery Act (CBERA) and the Andean Trade Preference Act (ATPA) on U.S. industries and
consumers. In the interest of economy and efficiency, the Commission has combined the two separate
reports into a single document. Part I contains the CBERA report, representing the thirteenth in the
series of CBERA reports. Part II contains the ATPA report, fifth in the Andean series.

CBERA, enacted on August 5, 1983 (Public Law 98-67, title IT; 97 Stat. 384, 19 U.S.C. 2701 et
seq.), authorized the President to proclaim duty-free treatment for eligible articles from designated
Caribbean Basin countries and territories. Duty-free treatment became effective January 1, 1984.
Section 215 of the act requires the Commission to assess both the actual and the future probable effects
of CBERA on the U.S. economy generally, on U.S. consumers, and on U.S. industries producing like
products or products directly competitive with those products imported from beneficiary countries.
The Commission is required to submit its report to the President and the Congress by September 30 of
each year.

ATPA, enacted on December 4, 1991 (Public Law 102-182, title IT; 105 Stat. 1236, 19 U.S.C. 3201
et seq.), authorized the President to proclaim duty-free treatment for eligible articles from Bolivia,
Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru. The President proclaimed preferential duty treatment for Bolivia and
Colombia on July 2, 1992, for Ecuador on April 13, 1993, and for Peru on August 11, 1993. Section
206 of the act requires the Commission to report to the President and the Congress on the economic
impact of the act “on United States industries and consumers, and in conjunction with other agencies,
the effectiveness of this Act in promoting drug-related crop eradication and crop substitution efforts of
beneficiary countries.” The Commission is required to submit its report to the Congress by September
30 of each year until ATPA benefits expire in 2001.

The current study fulfills the Commission’s reporting requirement under both statutes for calendar
year 1997. The overall effect of CBERA- and ATPA-exclusive imports on the U.S. economy and
consumers continued to be negligible in 1997. Based on the upper range estimates and industry
analysis, the Commission did not identify any U.S. industries that would face potentially significant
negative effects from CBERA-exclusive imports. U.S. imports of the 20 leading CBERA-exclusive
items, except two sugar subheadings, produced net welfare gains for U.S. consumers in 1997. U.S.
imports from ATPA beneficiaries were estimated to have potentially significant effects on domestic
industries producing chrysanthemums, carnations, anthuriums, and orchids; asparagus; and fresh cut
roses. U.S. imports of nearly all of the 20 leading ATPA-exclusive items produced net welfare gains for
U.S. consumers in 1997. The probable future effect of CBERA and ATPA on the United States, as
estimated by an examination of export-oriented investment in the beneficiary countries, is also
expected to be minimal in most sectors. In addition, country case studies were conducted to analyze the
effectiveness of the CBERA and ATPA in promoting export-led growth and export diversification in
beneficiary countries. Whereas the case study on the Dominican Republic revealed that CBERA
appears to have had a positive effect on its economy, the case studies on The Bahamas and Peru suggest
that CBERA and ATPA, respectively, have had only a limited effect.

ATPA continued to have a slight but positive effect on drug-crop eradication and crop substitution in
the Andean region in 1997. Eradication efforts contributed to a marked, overall decline in the volume
of land under coca cultivation, and alternative development efforts to introduce new products and
expand licit-crop production in the region are continuing to show promising results.
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The information provided in this report is for the purpose of this report only. Nothing in this report
should be construed as indicating what the Commission’s determination would be in an investigation
involving the same or similar subject matter conducted under another statutory authority.
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Executive Summary

This report covers the impact on the United States of the Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act
(CBERA) and the Andean Trade Preference Act (ATPA) during calendar year 1997. Given the
similarity in the reporting requirements for each of these statutes and their identical statutory reporting
date, the Commission has combined the reports into a single document. Section 215 of the CBERA
statute requires the Commission to prepare an annual report assessing both the actual and the future
probable effects of CBERA on the U.S. economy generally, on U.S. industries, and on U.S. consumers.
Similarly, section 206 of the ATPA requires the Commission to report annually on the program, and in
addition, to estimate the effect of ATPA on drug-related crop eradication and crop substitution.

Partial-equilibrium analysis is applied to estimate the impact of CBERA and ATPA on the United
States. The future probable effect of CBERA and ATPA on the United States is estimated by an
examination of export-oriented investment in the beneficiary countries. This year’s report also
provides an assessment of the effectiveness of CBERA and ATPA in promoting export-led growth and
export diversification in the beneficiary countries by conducting case studies on the Dominican
Republic and The Bahamas, with respect to CBERA, and on Peru, in the case of ATPA. Data sources
include field interviews, direct observation, interviews with other government agencies, U.S.
Department of Commerce data, and reports from U.S. embassies.

Part I. Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act:
Impact of CBERA on the United States

The Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act entered into effect on January 1, 1984. CBERA
eliminates, or in some cases reduces, tariffs on eligible products of designated Caribbean, Central
American, and South American countries and territories. The primary goal of CBERA is to promote
export-oriented growth in the Caribbean Basin countries and to diversify their economies away from
traditional agricultural products and raw materials. CBERA applies to the same tariff categories
covered by the U.S. Generalized System of Preferences (GSP), but it is less restrictive than the GSP in
that CBERA's benefits apply to additional products and the product-qualifying rules are more liberal.

Main Commission findings

[ ]

Of the $3.2 billion in U.S. imports that entered under CBERA in 1997, imports amounting to $1.5
billion could not have received tariff preferences under any other program. The five leading import
items benefiting exclusively from CBERA in 1997 were higher-priced cigars, leather footwear uppers,
methanol, raw cane sugar, and fresh pineapples. )

The overall effect of CBERA-exclusive U.S. imports on the U.S. economy and on consumers
continued to be negligible in 1997. In 1997, the value of duty-free U.S. imports under CBERA was
around 0.04 percent of U.S. gross domestic product. The total value of U.S. imports from CBERA
countries amounted to 1.9 percent of total U.S. imports.

The effect of CBERA on the U.S. economy, consumers, and industries, has fallen since the
implementation of the program in 1984 because of the erosion of the tariff benefits, or margin of
preference, for many products. Sources of this erosion include Tokyo Round tariff reductions (ending

in 1987), phased tariff cuts under the Uruguay Round, tariff cuts and eliminations under sectoral trade .
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agreements, the extension of preferential trading arrangements under NAFTA and ATPA, and the
erosion of the ad valorem equivalent of specific duties due to inflation. Of the 20 leading items that
benefited exclusively from CBERA in 1997, duties on five will be eliminated under Uruguay Round
reductions, duties on four will decline by 50 percent to 70 percent, duties on seven will fall about 15
percent, and duties on four will remain unchanged. Similarly, the value of the CBERA program to
beneficiary countries has also declined because of the erosion of the margin of preference.

Fuel-grade ethyl alcohol provided the largest estimated gain in consumer surplus ($8.1 million to
$11.4 million) resulting exclusively from CBERA tariff preferences in 1997. Methanol provided the
second largest estimated gain in consumer surplus ($9.8 million to $10.9 million). U.S. imports of the
20]eading CBERA-exclusive items, except for two sugar subheadings, produced net welfare gains for
U.S. consumers in 1997. Frozen concentrated orange juice yielded the largest such net gain, valued at
$3.0 million to $3.6 million, followed by fuel-grade ethyl alcohol and methanol.

One U.S. industry was identified as potentially experiencing displacement of more than an estimated 5
percent of the value of U.S. production, based on an upper range estimate: fresh pineapples (4.2
percent to 7.4 percent displacement, valued at $2.5 million to $4.4 million). However, additional
industry analysis suggests that the impact is likely to be closer to the lower-range estimate.

The probable future effect of CBERA on the United States is expected to be minimal in most economic
sectors. However, the Commission was able to identify recent investments in export-oriented
production of CBERA-eligible products, includin g cigars, footwear, luggage, jewelry, toys, electronic
components, medical equipment, fruits and vegetables, and certain plastics.

The Commission could not identify any examples of co-pi'oduction among beneficiary countries as a
way to meet CBERA rules-of-origin requirements.

The effectiveness of CBERA in promoting export-led growth in the beneficiary countries and
diversification of their economies away from traditional products was analyzed by conducting case
studies on the Dominican Republic and The Bahamas.

.* The case study on the Dominican Republic, consistently the largest CBERA beneficiary,
revealed that Dominican exports grew and diversified significantly between 1980 and 1996.
Although CBERA most likely played an important role in these developments, other factors
also were instrumental in attracting export-oriented investment, such as low wage rates and
the availability of free trade zones. Increases in the production of apparel, which is generally
not eligible for CBERA tariff preferences, also contributed to these trends.

*  Withrespect to The Bahamas, non-oil exports neither grew nor diversified significantly from
1980 to 1996. Thus, to date CBERA appears to have had minimal effect on The Bahamas’
economy. However, because high costs hamper efforts to attract export-oriented investment,
opportunities for Bahamian exports to the United States likely would be extremely limited in
the absence of CBERA preferences, particularly because The Bahamasis nota beneficiary of
the GSP.

Trade-related activities, 1980-97

In 1997, CBERA countries accounted for 2.8 percent of all U.S. exports and 1.9 percent of all U.S.
imports. Whereas the share of CBERA countries as a market for U.S. exports has remained stable
since 1980, the significance of these countries as sources for U.S. imports has diminished because of
the decline in the value of U.S. imports of petroleum products. Since 1987, the United States has had a
trade surplus with the CBERA countries. '

From 1980 to 1997, total U.S. imports from CBERA countries increased at an average annual rate of
2.9 percent, amounting in 1997 to $16.6 billion. The portion entering under CBERA increased from
1984 to 1997 at an average annual rate of 10.8 percent, amounting in 1997 to $3.2 billion or 19 percent
of all imports from CBERA countries.
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The composition of total U.S. imports from CBERA countries has changed dramatically since the
early 1980s. In 1984, petroleum products accounted for almost half of all imports from CBERA
countries; in 1997, the share of petroleum products fell to merely 8.2 percent of the total due in large
part to the steep decline in global petroleum prices. Petroleum products were replaced by apparel as
the largest component of total imports from the region. Accounting for just 6 percent in 1983, apparel
constituted some 35 percent of all imports in 1997.1 Neither petroleum products nor appare] are
generally eligible for CBERA tariff preferences.

The rise in U.S. apparel imports in particular, from CBERA countries, reflects increased
U.S.-Caribbean production sharing. The U.S. content portion of shared production reentering U.S.
customs territory free of duty under HTS chapter 98 was 6.6 percent of total imports in 1984 and 26
percent in 1997. The Caribbean region is the second leading source after Mexico of U.S.
production-sharing imports under HTS chapter 98 and the leading source of U.S. imports of apparel.

From 1984 to 1997, items classified as electrical machinery and equipment, sugar and sugar products,
and tobacco and tobacco products were the leading U.S. imports under CBERA.2 In 1984, these three
groups accounted for two-thirds of the total, but this share dropped to 38 percent by 1997, as
diversification in the region’s production profile caused U.S. imports in the smaller
categories—including CBER A-eligible footwear, medical goods, and methanol—to grow still faster.

The relative position of Caribbean countries individually as sources for U.S. imports changed
radically with the decline in the value of U.S. imports of Caribbean petroleum products. The share of
U.S. imports from countries producing petroleum and petroleum products—the Netherlands Antilles,
Trinidad and Tobago, and The Bahamas—fell from 62 percent of total U.S. imports from the region in
19800 14 percent in 1997. The Dominican Republic, Costa Rica, Guatemala, and Honduras replaced
them as the principal suppliers of both overall U.S. imports, and of imports under CBERA. These
countries are the major suppliers of apparel as well as CBERA-eligible electrical machinery and
equipment, sugar and sugar products, and tobacco and tobacco products.

Although total U.S. exports to CBERA beneficiaries increased at the same rate as U.S. exports to the
rest of the world, the composition of U.S. exports to CBERA countries changed moderately from 1990
to 1997. The increased use of free trade zones, as well as CBERA and production-sharing provisions,
has generated a growing demand for U.S.-made parts, accessories, machinery, and equipment. Some
of the major product categories of current U.S. exports to CBERA beneficiaries mirror the categories
of U.S. imports under CBERA, such as electronic components and medical devices. Almost all U.S.
apparel exports to CBERA beneficiaries consist of garment parts, which are re-imported as assembled
garments.

The significance of the United States as a market for exports by CBERA countries declined slightly
between the 1980s and 1990s, primarily reflecting declining U.S. imports of petroleum products from
the Eastern Caribbean. The shares of CBERA countries’ exports destined for the European Union and
the rest of the world each increased slightly, compensating for the U.S. decline. Between 1980 and
1996, the importance of the United States as a source for CBERA countries’ imports gradually
increased. The share of imports by CBERA countries supplied by the rest of the world fell,
compensating for the U.S. increase. The European Union supplied about the same share of CBERA
countries’ imports throughout the period.

Part II. Andean Trade Preference Act: Impact
of ATPA on the United States

The Andean Trade Preference Act, which was signed into law in December 1991, eliminates or

reduces tariffs on eligible products of four Andean mountain countries—Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador,

! Based on the Standard International Trade Classification (SITC) system.
2 Based on chapters of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States (HTS).
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and Peru. The primary goal of ATPA is to promote broad-based economic development in these
Andean countries. The ATPA also aims to develop viable economic alternatives to coca cultivation
and cocaine production by offering Andean products broader access to the U.S. market. ATPA applies
to the same categories covered by the more restrictive U.S. GSP program, but offers broader product
coverage and more liberal product-qualifying rules.

Main Commission findings

*  Of the $1.4 billion in U.S. imports that entered under ATPA in 1997, imports valued at $0.6 billion
could not have received tariff preferences under any other program. The five leading items benefiting
exclusively from ATPA in 1997 were fresh cut roses; chrysanthemums, carnations, anthuriums, and
orchids from Colombia (which exceeded its GSP competitive-need limit); copper cathodes from Peru
(which exceeded its GSP competitive-need limit); tunas and skipjack; and semimanufactured,

nonmonetary gold.

*  Theoverall effect of ATPA-exclusive imports on the U.S. economy and on consumers continued to be
negligiblein 1997. In 1997, the value of duty-free U.S. imports under ATPA was around 0.015 percent
of U.S. gross domestic product. The total value of U.S. imports from ATPA countries amounted to 1.0

percent of total U.S. imports.

¢ The effect of ATPA on the U.S. economy, consumers, and industries has fallen since the
implementation of the program because of the erosion of the tariff benefits, or margin of preference,
for many products. Sources of this erosion include phased tariff cuts under the Uruguay Round, tariff
cuts and eliminations under sectoral trade agreements, the extension of preferential trading
arrangements under NAFTA, and the erosion of the ad valorem equivalent of specific duties due to
inflation. Of the 20leading items that benefited exclusively from ATPA in 1997, duties on three will be
eliminated under Uruguay Round reductions, duties on three will decline by 50 percent to 70 percent,
duties on seven will fall by 15 percent to 34 percent, and duties on seven will remain unchanged.
Similarly, the value of the ATPA program to beneficiary countries has also declined because of the

erosion of the margin of preference.

*  Fresh cut roses provided the largest estimated gain in consumer surplus ($12.6 million to $12.9
million). Chrysanthemums, carnations, anthuriums, and orchids provided the second largest
estimated gain in consumer surplus ($9.7 million to $9.9 million) resulting exclusively from ATPA
tariff preferences in 1997. Imports of nearly all of the 20 leading ATPA-exclusive items produced net
welfare gains for U.S. consumers in 1997. Fresh cut roses yielded the largest such net gain, valued at
$687,000 to $936,000, followed by asparagus and chrysanthemums, carnations, anthuriums, and

orchids.

* Based on the Commission’s economic methodology and industry analysis, U.S. industries that may
have experienced displacement of more than an estimated 5 percent of the value of U.S. production in
1997, based on upper range estimates, were those producing chrysanthemums, carnations,
anthuriums, and orchids (7.8 percent to 17.2 percent displacement, valued at $2.7 million to $6.0
million); asparagus (9.3 percent to 16.6 percent displacement, valued at $4.9 million to $8.8 million);
and fresh cutroses (6.7 percent to 14.7 percent displacement, valued at $7.6 million to $16.6 million).

*  The probable future effect of ATPA on the United States is expected to be minimal in most economic
sectors. However, the Commission was able to identify recent investments in export-oriented
production of ATPA-eligible products, including gold jewelry and furniture. These investments
amounted to over $12 million in 1997. The number of such projects is diminishing as the termination
of the ATPA program approaches in 2001 and the period within which investors can recoup their

investment shortens.

*  The Commission could not identify any examples of co-production among beneficiary countries as a

way to meet ATPA rules-of-origin requirements.
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ATPA continued to have a slight but positive effect on drug-crop eradication and crop substitution in
the Andean region during 1997. Driven by dramatic increases in the amount of coca eradicated in Peru
and Colombia, the level of net cultivation in the Andean region declined by 7.4 percentin 1997. Over
the past 2 years, Peruvian coca production has dropped by 40 percent. This phenomenon has been
substantially aided by the interdiction of the Peru-Colombia air route and the subsequent loss of
market opportunities for Peruvian suppliers of coca leaf and coca base. Alternative development
efforts in the region are increasing as coca farmers look for other crops to replace abandoned coca
fields.

The effectiveness of ATPA in promoting broad-based economic growth and the development of
sustainable economic alternatives to drug-crop production in the Andean region was analyzed by
conducting a case study on Peru. The case study revealed that Peru’s exports grew 81 percent from
1990 to 1996; the share of Peru’s exports destined for the United States remained fairly stable,
increasing from 21.0 percent in 1990 to 21.9 percent in 1996. Furthermore, the composition of
Peruvian exports has not significantly changed over the same time period. Although these trends
suggest that ATPA may have had a minimal effect on Peru’s economy, Peru has only received ATPA
benefits for 4 full years, 1994-97. Furthermore, the introduction and early operation of ATPA in Peru
coincided with a period of economic liberalization and reform, which makes it particularly difficult to
separate the effects of systemic change in the Peruvian economic system from those occasioned by a
one-time reduction in the level of certain tariffs.

Trade-related activities, 1990-97

In 1997, ATPA countries accounted for 1.3 percent of all U.S. exports and 1.0 percent of all U.S.
imports. Whereas the share of ATPA countries as a market for U.S. exports increased slightly in the
1990s, their significance as suppliers of U.S. imports has remained the same. The United States
registered a trade surplus with ATPA countries in the mid-1990s, and deficits in 1990, 1991 ,and 1996.
Trade was balanced in 1997.

From 1990 to 1997, total U.S. imports from ATPA countries increased at an average annual rate of 2.8
percent. The portion entering under ATPA increased from 1994 to 1997 at an average annual rate of 4
percent.

In 1997, U.S. imports afforded duty-free entry under ATPA ($1.3 billion) stopped growing faster than
overall imports from ATPA countries ($8.7 billion). This is because imports dutiable under column
1-general duties3 and not eligible for duty-free entry under ATPA (such as apparel), and duty-free
imports under column 1-duties (such as coffee, shrimp, bananas) increased relatively faster than U.S.
imports under ATPA. In 1997, the duty-free portion entering under ATPA was 14.8 percent of all U.S.
imports from ATPA countries, compared with 15.8 percent in 1996.

The composition of total U.S. imports from ATPA countries has not changed significantly in the 1990s.
Petroleum products and coffee have been consistently responsible for about one-half of the total.
Petroleum products are not eligible for ATPA tariff preferences, and coffee already enters the United
States under a column 1-general duty rate of free.

Cut flowers and jewelry dominate U.S. imports under ATPA. Together, these two groups represented
almost two-thirds of the total in 1994, but less than half in 1997 because imports in some smaller
product categories increased faster. U.S. imports of copper articles, mostly from Peru, increased the
fastest; they constituted only 1.4 percent of duty-free imports under ATPA in 1994, but 14 percent in
1997. '

Colombia has been the number one source of U.S. imports from ATPA countries in the 1990s,
accounting in 1997 for 53 percent of all U.S. imports and for 45 percent of the portion under ATPA.

3 Formerly known as Most-Favored-Nation (MFN) duties.
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Bolivia has been the least important ATPA source on both counts. Ecuador has been the second
ranking supplier of overall U.S. imports from ATPA countries, but the third ranking source for the
portion entering under ATPA. Peru was the third ranking overall supplier among ATPA countries, but
second ranking under ATPA.

Peru’s significance as a source for U.S. imports increased markedly in the 1990s. In terms of overall
U.S. imports from ATPA countries, Peru increased its share at the expense of each of the other three
ATPA countries during the years 1990-97. In terms of U.S. imports under ATPA, both Peru and
Ecuador increased their shares at the expense of Colombia and Bolivia.

Since ATPA’s implementation in 1992, U.S. exports to ATPA beneficiaries have increased at the same
rate as U.S. exports to the rest of the world. Like exports to many developing regions, U.S. exports to
the ATPA countries have consisted principally of goods needed to develop its manufacturing base and
modernize its infrastructure.

During the 1990s, the significance of the United States and the European Union as markets for exports
by ATPA countries declined. Similarly, the importance of the United States and the European Union as
sources for ATPA countries’ imports declined. In each case, the decline in the U.S. share was greater
than the decline in the EU share.
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Introduction

The Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act (CBERA)! was implemented in 1984 to encourage
economic growth and development in the Caribbean Basin countries by promoting increased
production and exports of nontraditional products. The United States enacted the Andean Trade
Preference Act (ATPA)? in 1991 to encourage the South American Andean countries of Bolivia,
Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru to reduce drug-crop cultivation and production by fostering production
and exports of non-traditional products. Both programs authorize the President to proclaim
preferential rates of duty on many products entering the United States from these regions.

In two separate studies, the Commission has been reporting on the impact of CBERA and ATPA
preferences on the U.S. economy for 13 and 5 years, respectively. The reporting requirements for each
of these programs are virtually identical, and the same methodology is employed by the Commission

in responding to each statutory mandate. Specifically—

nomic Recovery Act (19 U.S.C. 2704(a)) calls
for the Commission to “submit to the Congress
and the President, a report regarding the eco-
nomic impact of this Act on United States in-
dustries and consumers.” Section 215(b)(1) of
CBERA requires that this report include an as-
sessment by the Commission of—

“(A) the actual effect . . . of this Act on the
United States economy generally as well as on
those specific domestic industries which pro-
duce articles that are like, or directly competi-
tive with, articles being imported into the United
States from beneficiary countries; and (B) the
probable future effect which this Act will have
on the United States economy generally, as
well as on such domestic industries. . .”

ection 206(a) of the Andean Trade Preference
Act (19 U.S.C. 3204(a)) calls for the Commis-
sion to “submit to the Congress a report regard-
ing the economic impact of this Act on United
States industries and consumers, and in con-
junction with other agencies, the effectiveness
of this Act in promoting drug-related crop eradi-
cation and crop substitution efforts of beneficia-
ry countries.” Section (b) of ATPA requires that
this report include an assessment by the Com-
mission of—

“(A) the actual effect . . . of this Act on the
United States economy generally as well as on
those specific domestic industries which pro-
duce articles that are like, or directly competi-
tive with, articles being imported into the United
States from beneficiary countries; (B) the prob-
able future effect that this Act will have on the
United States economy generally, as well as on
such domestic industries; and (C) the estimated
effect that this Act has had on the drug-related
crop eradication and crop substitution efforts of
the beneficiary countries.”

The current publication, covering calendar year 1997, combines the two reports; CBERA’s effects
are assessed in part I and ATPA’s effects, in part II. Table 1 compares the major provisions of CBERA

and ATPA.

1 CBERA was enacted August 5, 1983, as Public Law 98-67, title IT; 97 Stat. 384, 19 U.S.C. 2701
et seq. and became effective January 1, 1984. Minor amendments to CBERA were made by Public
Laws 98-573, 99-514, 99-570, and 100-418. CBERA beneficiary countries are listed in tabie 1, below.

2 ATPA was passed by the Congress on November 26, 1991, and signed into law on December 4,

1991. Public Law 102-182, title II; 105 Stat. 1236, 19 U.S.C. 3201 et seq. Minor amendments to ATPA

were made by Public Law 102-583.
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Analytical Approach

The core of the CBERA and ATPA programs (bereinafter, CBERA/ATPA) is the duty-free or reduced-duty
treatment importers can claim when entering products of designated beneficiary countries (where goods are not
specifically excluded from the programs).3 In each case, the duty elimination for all eligible products occurred

at once as countries were designated as beneficiaries—there was

generally no phase-in of duty

preferences—but the duty reductions for a few goods were phased in over 5 year<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>