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UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAJ. TRADE COMMISSICN
Washington, T.C.

Investigation Ne. 104-TAA-€

BAFELEY FROM FFANCE

Determination ' 1 B O

Based on the record 1/ developed in investi i 0 Q »wﬁ, the
Commission determines puréuant tc section 1C4( the deVAgreements Act

of 1979,.tbaf an indﬁéfry in the United S

es would be materially

)

industry ir thke United States te materially reta

barley from France covered ty goi f‘t]i]@ dUty(g

order were to te revoked. 2/
@@f
Rackgrourd .
On Marchk 28, 19 . nte Trace Commission received a
request from e Deleg on of th on of tte European Commurities for
4 (o)

injdted; or fhreatehed with material inju : ould the estatlishment of ar

n of imports of

. 71-177, if ttre

an inves ationunder)section f the Trade Agreements Act of 1¢7¢.

0 ctoker 27, 1¢81, 3 ﬁ%rtment of Commerce publisted a notice in tbe

erah Register of i ininary deterrination of tte net amouit of the

ub y applicatlé lev from France. On the tasis of that determination
Coemmerce, the U.S. Interrational Trace Commission, pursuant to section
104(t)(2) of the Trade Agreements Act, cn January 15, 1982, instituted
investigation No. 104-TAA-€¢ op tarley from France which, if imported, would
currently enter under item 13C.0¢ or item 130.11 of the Tariff Schedules of

the United States, to determine whether an industry in the United States weculd

te materially injured or threatened with material injury, or the estaklistment

1/ The "record” is defined in sec. 207.2(j) of tbe Commission's Rules of
Practice and Procedure (1¢ CFR 2C7.2(j)). 1

2/ Commissioner Frank determines that an industry in the United Fftates would
te threatened withk material injury ty reason of imports of tarley from Frarce
covered by countervailing duty crder T.T'. 71-177, if the order were to be
revoked. '



of an industry in the United States would te materially retarded, bty reason of
impoerts cf tarley covered bty thte countervailing duty order if the order were

to te revoked.

Secretary, U.S. Internaticnal Trade Commicssion, Washifig 20%3€, and

bty putlishing the notice in the Federal Fegister of)Januvary 1982 (47 F.F.

29€0). No requests for a public hearing were rece Y the Copmission and¢
none was held. The Commission did not receiv req for 6é§§§§§§
questionraires, and no questionnaire Q;iiiﬂ e Commission
vote on this case was teld in putli fg;gb



VIEWS OF CHAIRMAN BILL ALBERGER, VICE CHAIRMAN MICHAEL J. CALHOUN
AND COMMISSIONERS PAULA STERN AND ALFRED ECKES

Imports of barley from France have been subject to a countervailing duty

order (T.D. 71-117) since May 1971 (36 FR 8365, May 5, 1971) Based on the

material injury, or the material retardation o

industry in the United States. 1/ 1In arr

considered, among other factors, the hist

e of imports of barley from

France in the U.S. market, the Perféggégig o domqu§§§§§gustrv, and the
relatively insignificant effecf of du s<>andino the overall

competitiveness of barley im

The Domestic Indus ¥3;>
Our initi nsheration fis the@?%%%%i%ﬁon of the relevant domestic

a
industry againsgt which t impagiiigggig Subject imports must be assessed.
<

Section (4) (A Tariff f 1930 defines the term "industry” as

domestic pr‘ ¢ as a whole of a like product, or
fhiose collective output of the like
a major proportion of the total

domestic, production of that product.
term” 1ike product™ is, in turn, defined in section 771(10) as meaning
A product which is like, or in the absence of like, most

similar in characteristics and uses with, the article
subject to an iuvestigation under this title.

}f Since there is currently extensive production of barley in the United
States, we will not further discuss the issue of material retardation.



4
The scope of the outstanding countervailing duty order under

consideration in this in;éstigation covers generally "barley from France,”
whiéh includes barley for malt, feed, an& seed use, but not milled barley.
Historically, most imported barley from France has been of the type used for
feed. g/ In the record of this investigation, there is an indicat that
barley grown for different end uses may be distinguishableQ% AEEE§§§§§> es of
barley. 1In the absence of more complete information, we 2§§QE§> defined

ore,\the relevant

the appropriate "like product” as all barley 3/ 4/ “The

domestic industry under § 771(4)(A) consists off the approxi ely 90,000

farming operations producing barley located pri
California, Montana, Idaho, and Minnesot:§§§§§b
The Current Condition of the U.S. I t

The U.S. industry appears hegl \Qihfk. pigzgg%igﬁbof barley has
increased irregularly from a i:;>, mill€en 1s in crop year 1974/75
to a high of 478 mi crop (@9 1/82. 5/ Even though the
second smallest crop \in that\time p (ngzgghrred in 1980/81 (due largely to a

drought in th Dakota)y is d 0Q> sult in increased levels of imports
that {f%ii:Qéii\ ces receiv arley by farmers have been rising steadily

¥ in No Dakota,

ff Report, page .
3 i were to recognize separate types of barley as appropriate like
pro s, most of the information obtained in this investigation is available
to total barley production. Therefore, pursuant to section 771(4)(D),
sment of the effect of the subsidized imports would be based on our
examination of the production of the narrowest group or range of products,
which includes the like products we might have found for which the necessarv
information can be provided. In this case, the narrowest such group would be
all barley. .

4/ Vice Chairman Calhoun's views on the like product are set forth in the
attached Additional Views of Vice Chairman Calhoun, p. 9.

5/ Staff Report, p. A-10.

6/ staff Report, p. A-9.




5
for the last four years, 7/ although they have declined somewhat in the last
few months. §/ 2/
Moreover, no’U.S. producers or representatives of producers' groups

requested a Commission hearing or the issuance of Commissiofi\questionnaires in

this investigation. No such group made formal submissions eithexr to the
Commission or to the Departmenﬁ of Commerce during the
outstanding countervailing duty order. Neither dw any submission

from the Department of Agriculture.

Likely Effects of Removal of the Counterjii;;%giﬂyty Order

The Department of Commerce dgzg;siggk th e\net amount of the
subsidy is $0.04 per bushel. 1Q/ ég;ézzggqus to §22§ba one percent of the
current price per bushel of 1 orts §§§E§che. 11/ Even if the
revocation of the counte i ordelly reflected in future

prices of imports fr e do --Qggggégt such imports to be

significant. is is aus rance ot export the type of malting

barley sought b .S. porters:an nch export prices on all barley are
S

well ahoye domestic prices.

. has not rket for French barley exports during the past

aYt this may have been attributable to the existence

7/ staff Report, p. A-22.

8/ Staff Report, p. A-19.

9/ Exports of barley from the United States have been significantly higher
than total U.S. imports. For instance, in 1980, U.S. exports, 67 million
bushels, were more than ten times greater than the volume of U.S. imports.
10/ Staff Report, pp. A-36-37.

11/ staff Report, p. A-22.
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of the countervailing duty order, 12/ it more fundamentally results from the
fact that most French exports have consisted of barley used for feed, rather
than.barley used for malt. U.S. barley imports, principally from Canada, have

consisted almost entirely of barley used for malting purposes. ‘Moreover,

barley grown in the United States and Canada for malting purposes dif

<

significantly from the European malting barley. 13/ U.S. and Ganad

are preferred by most U.S. brewers. 14/

Prices of grain in France have traditionally exceeded rld 'ices‘by a

significant margin due largely to higher costs o production. 15/ Since the

United States has not 1mported French barle

regardless of kind. Durlng the per,r. Q§§§§>§>of the barley
ent higher than the

a except 1973. For

exported from France were from

average prices received

1980, the latest year r which ta are , the per bushel value of

French barley ext eded nizésiix barley by 46. 7 perceﬂt. 16/
AN\ -

*\bushel deposit was required on imports

er sugar yield than the North American

praod : ey has a higher diastatic power which allows
more\m ad jun€ s (usually corn grits or brewer's rice) tn the manufacture of
and distilled alcoholic beverages.

lﬁ] Thexe is no information on the record to suggest that the French would
or could skift their production to the types sought by U.S. importers.

15/ Staff Report, p. A- 2 U.S. D A., Foreign Agriculture Circular FG—&?—8T,‘
Dec. 11, 1981. :
16/ In the 1960's, when the French did export barley to the U.S. market,
although in limited quantities, the price of the imported French barley ’

exceeded the price received by U.S. producers.
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The historic performance'of British and West German barley exports to the
U.S. lend support to our view that it is unlikely that a significaﬁt volume of
substantially higher priced, less marketable barley would be imported from

France even if the countervailing duty order were revoked. 17/\ U.K. and West

German exports to the United States have not been covered by

%

tervailing
duty order over the last 12 years. Like French barley, . s
barley is used primarily for feed and that used fo al s the type
preferred in the U.S. Imports from West Germany have\ been uscule, and we
have no record of any imports from the U.K.( (87
In the course of an investigatio ‘nvolvAA;:iB- possi revocation of an
outstanding countervailing duty order, th mmission exs whether

Fu eé§>on g&§§i§> t income or price

nves ion, since it does not

t i g;;gﬁange in U.S. consumption or
% ects on the price support

programs for barley.
The of paxbd géggzgkinvestigation by the domestic producers

of barle s that the anticipate material injury or the threat

revocation will result in any in

support programs. 19/ 20/ 1In
appear to us that revocati

import patterns,

of terial \d ry as of revocation of the order under review. The

<i:é2y Evénryﬁen French eXports to the U.S. were not subject to a
ervailing duty order, such exports played only a minor role in the U.S.
ma t. Between 1965 and 1970, the share of U.S. consumption supplied by
Frencl barley ranged from a high of 0.4 percent to a low of less than 0.05
percent in 1966 and 1970.

l§/ The U.K. is Europe's second leading barley producer, and West Germany is
the third.

19/ sections 771(7)(D) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(D))
and 104(e) of the Trade Agreements Act of 1979.

20/ Staff Report, p. A-16.
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record reinforces this inference. Since the record gives no reason to
anticipate significanf changes in import prices or volume as a result of
revocation, it follows that such revocation will not adversely affect the
performance of the domestic industry in the foreseeable future. Thus, we have

concluded that the domestic industry would not be materially injur or

threatened with material injury if the countervailing duty ordet (w be
revoked. &\
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF VICE CHAIRMAN MICHAEL J. CALHOUN

I agree with my colleagues that the like product in this investigation

is barley without regard to how it is used. I reach this conclusion,

however, in a way that is slightly different from that used the majority.
Under section 104(a), the!Commission is to dete®miné (the\impact of

imports on domestic production if the existing nieyvayli antidumping

duty order were revoked. The initial task & impack asSessment under

the Trade Agreements Act of 1979, thereffre), is the per identification,

in terms of characteristics and uses, of orted. Thus, the
threshold issue is to identify those to enter the
United States upon the revoc iy order. This
particular case presents a as there have been
no imports of French b
and when there were

imported into the Uni

ave

arley normally imported into the United States
complicates the matter. The information before us demonstrates,
th some certainty, that barley used for malting and that used for feed
are distinguished in the marketplace because they are distinguishable in
relevant characteristics. 1/ Therefore, while a conclusion about which

type is likely to enter the United States after 12 years is somewhat speculative,

1/ In this connection, I differ from the majority which believes that

there is an indication that barley grown for different end uses may be
distinguishable...." My reading of the facts is that the marketplace routinely
distinguishes barley on a basis of use and characteristics. Indeed, the9

clear pattern of barley imports into the United States belies the majority
position as imports have been uniformly of the type used for malting.
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the historical patternhof imports of barley from France strongly suggests
that feed barley would most likely enter the United States to the extent
any French barley would be imported at all. From this alone, should

conclude that the like product is barley used for feed. In contr to

Imports of feed barley do not enter the U.S. (market in signdficant quantities
because sufficient quantities are readi
at significantly lower prices.

Considering that it has been barley has

Kgggzﬁﬁat in recent times
upstantially imported into
to me, nor possible for
that matter, to d precision. ' Thus, although
find with the majority regarding

my rationa

the scope o ikely imp regarding the like product.

10
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Views of Commissioner Eugene Frank

On the basis of the record in investigation No. 104-TAA-6, I determine

that an industry in the United States would be threatened w material injury

if the countervailing duty order on barley 1/ importg%)frOn ance were to be
: =
revoked. <§§§§§§§>

Status of Domestic Production

, h Dakota, California,

Montana, Idaho, and Minnesota the principa ducing states. Barley is grown
on about 90,000 farms but is usually S s\of income for the
producing farm. A large partef the farm where it was

produced for use as livesto

U.S. production of bax g~ ¢érop years 1974/75 through

rm QSiingom a low of 304 million bushels
in 1974/75 to(d high of 478 milli s estimated in 1981/82, with the
second sm3llest\¢rop oceurri /81 as a drought in North Dakota

contributed m3terially t

1981/82 without evi

tion declines. 2/ The production of barley

ley production is heavily influenced by government farm program
restrictions on wheat production and wheat is generally a more profitable

crop. 3/

1/ These products are provided for in items 130.08 and 130.11 of the Tariff
Schedules of the United States. , '

gj Report at A-10. The U.S. crop year for barley extends from June 1 to May
31 of the following year.

3/ 1d. 11
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U.S. exports of barley fluctuated considerably during 1976-80, equivalent
to 6 to 21 percent of dom;stic production, with principal markets being
beido, Italy, and Iraq. Variations in quality of foreign barley crops

leading to an increased demand for high-quality U.S. malting barl

, and

relative price differentials of U.S. feed barley compared with price

Q O
<§§§§?§/77 levels

to 228 million bushels at the end of crop year {1978/79, declining irregularly

to 137 million bushels at the end of crop §ear 19 But e ates for the
1981/1982 crop year are that barley stocks will increase agatn\to\150 million

bushels. Variable production costs

trends. 4/

Year-end domestic barley stocks increased from crop

~80, and were
projected to increase 7 percent i

costs rose 49 percent during

L (CXE s’ occurred in major cost

an additional 6 perce n 8
items of energy and machine ch esig§§§§§§§§ an doubled and of fertilizer
, <

increases” Imports as a percentage of produdtionffluctuated during the}1976/77

to 1981/82 period, from a low of 2.1 percent to a high of 3.1 percent in

4/ Report at A-10 and A-11.
5/ Report at A-12 and A-13.

12
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1979/80, with estimates of 2.1 percent in 1981/82, while, as a percentage of
consumption, trends were less volatile remaining in the 2.7 to 3.4 peréent
range with 1981/82 egtimates at 2.7 percent. U.S. consumption of both malting

and feed barley showed steady and substantial increases duri the period. 6/

With regard to U.S. price support operations, deficiency payments were

below the target price in those years, but for 198 ce rose

above the target price and no deficiency payments$ we 7/ Quantities of

crop placed under Commodity Credit Corpora d from 1977/78‘

through 1979/80 as well as with respect to sha
received by farmers, which increased ;Eiiggglsl OVeTr p
! égﬁ%%;igasis during

érage cash prices of
!

n. Yet prices

rm year

levels, showed substantial decli
July-November 1981 compared w
{lar declines. 8/ USbA
estimates of substanti eades in duction with respect to

rowth ﬁ§§§§§$: are cited in estimates that barley

t\teast 12 percent below 1980/%1 levels.

certain feed and barley p

S%onths of the 1981/82 crop year averaged

6/ Report at A-13 and A-14.

7/ Report at A-16.

8/ Report at A-17 through A-19.
9/ Report at A-19.

13
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are mixed but evidence recent less robust trends making this sector vulnerable
to injury from importe&ybarley. Nonetheless, the domestic market for this
érbp remains substantial and an attractive market prospect for imports from a

consumption standpoint.

Consideration of Likely Effects of Revocation of the Order

year 1977
10/ Canada

has been the principal supplier of imported barley in rec years; and in
1981, 97 percent of the imported barley was fo g purp s. >Importé of
barley as a share of U.S. consumption declined irregula <{§§§§S§.4percent in |
$n croﬁi§§£> 81/82. 11/

ran §>"United States since

ngzEZntervailing:duty'brdet.
giiigyf arley from France peaked at

$1.5 mitlion 12/ and had attained a 15 percent

rley and 'a 0.4 percent share of U.S.

ch. cowsisted of feed barley, one can readily discern sizable
fluctuations during the period in quantities and value imported from a low of

67,000 bushels valued at $102,000 in calendar year 1966 to the aforementioned

10/ Report at A-9.
11/ Report at A-7 and A-14.
12/ Report at A-8.

13/ Report at A-15.

14
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high of 1.5 million bushels valued at $1.5 million in calendar year 1969.
Also, unit values on a per bushel basis actually declined significantly from
$1.52 per bushel in calendar year 1966 to $1.01 per bushel in calendar year

1969, a 34 percent drop, increasing to $1.26 in calendar yeaxr 1970, still 17

percent below 1966 unit value levels. 14/

However, in assessing factors which may point to<§hre ] h ase, 1
believe it is appropriate to scrutinize recent pr n rt trends in

France and the European Community, particularlyvvi i Qie American market

rather than simply focusing on past impor o the U.S~#hich ceased after

1970 and related data.

Production of barley in France éigskgfn on~an u and has
exceeded U.S. barley productio %h@past @ (e.g. in crop year
1979/80 production in France e J pr%gi}y 34 percent), although
in crop year 1981/82, U. (o) exc égd % mated production in France

ig;zizgyut by

for the first time simge

ercent. 15/ Further, as a share

export \f ance are significant, amounting to

4 percent in 1979/89, 38 percenr in 1980/81,

é%imated 31 percent. 16/ During the period

Accofding to the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) barley yields in

the EC have improved in recent years although in 1981 they were about 9

14/ Report at A-8.

15/ Staff Report at A-40.

lé/ Staff report, page A-6 and A-10. It is important to note such data was
compiled from official French government statistics as more specifically
detailed in the Report.

17/ Staff report, page A-23.

15
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percent below the 1980 harvest. 1In 1980 barley yields in the EC were about 70
percent higher than thGSe in North America. The USDA further reports that the
EC is experiencing increased surpluses. Although demand for barley within the

EC has expanded somewhat for feed use, annual growth in demand has slowed in

recent years. This slowing is attributable by the USDA to the ly stagnant

requirements from the low-growth livestock sector, the ifierealsed bility

of feed wheat, and the gradual displacement of barle vy Qth s
(principally imported tapioca) in mixed feed compoun The \USDX expects a

continued accrual of surplus barley in the E¢ which is 1 y to be exported

by means of subsidies in order to balance its ;’-..§31 situation. l§/ Exports

from the EC aided by subsidies could easily be moved into “the\U.S. market,

cus@mersng among others,
es,%% irly predictable and

limited demand for barley.
Inésmuch as produc gzggégiff use gi;éiiey within the EC are
increasing and betduse Efiﬁsg; oth d and foreign presently supplied by
a st

especially since some of their tr

Austria, Switzerland, and the Ibe

that barley ave f table, new markets will have to be

located. is ry likely rley production in France will eventually

and in not insignificant quantities.

t amount of the subsidy currently in effect as
the Department of Commerce is $0.04 per bushel which would,
base n unit values of total barley imports from France as set forth in Table

10 of the Report, be less than 1 percent of the value of barley exported

18/ Report at A-3.

16
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from France }2/ At first glance, it would appear such a duty in effect is not
significant. However, Fraﬁée's total world exporfs of barley are just that,
total world exports, and are not segregated on a country basis. They are

compiled from official government of France data with unit values calculated

by Commission staff from such data. Therefore, there is breakdown or

e the Commission

differentiation of prices from one country to anoth&r. ( o

ath
is using overall prices and calculating unit values su taristics which
could conceivably vary materially from one c y toJano r (e.g., possible

barter deal for petroleum, etc.). If price variat s are of a great

magnitude, the 4 cents could be "washe f this country's market is

desirable. Performing a correlati analy oth series analyses

ompared w ge prices received

ey
if)any, va ,<O\notwithstanding the fact
ubs&higher than in the United
d tha ginal notice by Treasury of final
ian§§§$> dicated on the net amount of any bounty
t%> to have been granted or bestowed, recognized

the amounts of such subsidies have taken place,

based on such data currently ava

by farmers, I believe, is of

that production costs in e

States.

Furthe

of the net amount of such consideration to be
nt issues. The original range was between $0.079 and
$0.326 per bushel of barley during the period from April 1970 to May 5,

1971. gg/ And, as stated earlier, imports from France into the United States

19/ Report at A-22.
20/ Report at A-2.

17
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actually declined in dollar value per unit during the 1966—1970 period,
showing significant flucfﬁations in prices of such imports. Such "proxy”
pribes for U.S. import prices used for comparative purﬁoses therefore can be
misleading and offer little indication of future price behavior of guch
commodities, and are based on data not independently corroborated 1so
the case with respect to most recent French production capabili
which at this point are estimates; with world market s s ;§§i§§§%§>

e

pricing flexibility of which there have been indications in t, an even

greater potential production overhang may ensue.

Also, it is important to note that suchimport « most,
er

even greater participation by domestic produ

grams” wh believe to be
) Q§i£§§3%§k one must wonder,
t is% vy or would potentially
be insignificant with c mparativ 6%%5;5 ¢ and imported prices
(taking note also thi uty h n i Qéi;g}over 10 years without any

uests for review), why the request that
S

ists?

n governm :@
oo g
' 8

if indeed the countervailing d

concluded that the domestic industry would

be t with/ material jury if the present countervailing duty order on

barley\ifiported from France were to be revoked.

18
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INFORMATION OBTAINED IN THE INVESTIGATION
Introduction

The U.S. International Trade Commission, on March 28, 1980, received a
request from the Delegation of the Commission of the European Communities for
an investigation under section 104(b)(1l) of the Trade Agreem s Act of 1979
(19 U.S.C. 1671 (note)), as to whether an industry in the Unit States would
be materially injured, or threatened with material injury, h
establishment of an industry would be materially retag§ed Q?a’bf

o |$}‘ﬁ’
t

countervailing duty order applicable to imports of bar

be revoked. 1/ Accordingly, on April 2, 1980, i section
104(b)(3) of the act, the Commission notified Commerce of
its receipt of the request for this investigatidn.

c@Qxdan
epartimen

On May 13, 1980, Commerce published tice in t Federal Register of
intent to conduct an annual administrativ of all outstanding

countervailing duty orders. As requjred b 751(a ) of the Tariff
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1675), Commerce> has no uct

irst annual
administrative review of the countervai g duty ord ey imported from
preliminary nation of the net
if;>'romQFranc :

Federal Register of

France, and, as a result, published
amount of subsidy applicable t
October 27, 1981 (46 F.R. 52406

On the basis of that determinag by $>the U.S. International
Trade Commission, pursuar on 10 2 the Trade Agreements Act,
on January 15, 1982, i \g‘@ 2 inve (No. 104~TAA-6) on barley
from France. hhé

stituti the Commission's investigation and
a l4-day perio gquest of questionnaires and/or the
iven osting copies of the notice in the
nal Trade Commission, Washington,
' the Federal Register of January 20, 1982

the use of questionnaires or for a public
ssion. Accordingly, the Commission did not

ai:?ry 1, 1980-June 30, 1981, was $0.04 per bushel. 4/

1/ The letter requesting this investigation is presented in app. A. ,
27 The Commission's letter to the Department of Commerce is presented in
app. B. o
2/ A copy of the Commission's Federal Register notice is presented in app. C.

4/ A copy of Commerce's Federal Register notice is presented in app. D.
- A-1
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Development of the Instant Case

. This investigation by the U.S. International Trade Commission evolved
from a countervailing duty petition in the form of a letter filed with the
Department of Treasury in April 1970. The letter, from Congressman Odin
Langer (Minnesota, 7th Congressional District), alleged that barley imported
from France benefited from the payment or bestowal of bounties
within the meaning of section 303 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19

Treasury instituted an investigation and published no
Federal Register of July 24, 1970 (35 F.R. 11928).
information had been received which appeared to in
or bestowals granted by France on the exportatio

ain payments
onsbitute bounties

On May 5, 1971, Treasury published in
a notice of final countervailing duty determ
The notice stated that barley imported
of countervailing duties equal to the ne grant
determined or estimated to have been gra or bestowe@;;Eb mount of such

bounty or grant under the available i was d and determined
or estimated to range between $0. per sh f barley during

the period from April 1970 to Ma ic ther stated that in
view of fluctuations in the amg C ' rant, declarations of the
net amount of the bountizs or g i_} d in subsequent issues

On January 1,
of 1979 became ef
administering the ‘ 1N ‘ vas transferred from the Treasury
Department t

om the U.S. Department of Agriculture relating
ed by the European Community (EC) on grains
ed from France). The U.S. Department of Commerce

A
i

Background

Grain prices within the EC have traditionally exceeded world prices by a
significant margin due largely to higher costs of production. In order to
become more competitive on the world market, the EC authorizes export
subsidies which often enable the effective price of its grain to equal, and
occasionally fall below world price levels. Various factors are considered in
computing the subsidy, including internal prices relative to those in
third-country markets, export availability, the proximity of the next harvest,
available storage capacity, political factors, transport charges, and existin
commitments.l/ Major programs for the disposal of exportable grain surpluéég
include the weekly tender system and the standing tender program. A brief
discussion of these programs follows:

1/ Foreign Agriculture Circular, FG-42-81, Dec. 11, 1981.



Weekly tender system

This is the system under which the bulk of the EC grain exports are
authorized. It is used for exports to zones which include the Mediterranean,
Australasia, the Indian subcontinent, Africa, the Middle East, Eastern Europe,
the Soviet Union, and Latin America. Those wishing to partigcipate submit
their offer to the appropriate intervention authority indicatding
which participation is desired, the tonnage of barley to be exported (minimum
1,000 tons), and the subsidy required. The tenderer A
deposit (presently equivalent tio $12.24 per ton). Oncé
Management Committee reviews the offers and sets the
available. All bids up to and including this su
accepted. At the beginning of each marketing
for each tender. These amounts can be increase
situation, export flows, or other conditions warrant.

e i rnal supply

Standing tender program

or fixed, tender program.
EC customers with fairly predi
Austria, Switzerland, and the I
which is responsible for agri
subsidies for exports to theke
depend upon a tendering p
grain could be exporte

from countries inclu in

3Hmember Commission,
H§;§§é<geriodically determines
diles (or refunds) do not
, unlimited quantities of
e predictability of demand

produced. The remainder is purchased by feed
tock feeders from sources other than farms.

The second leading use for barley is in making malt. Malt is made from
quality grain germinated under controlled conditions and then dried. It
is then separated from the sprouts (which are used as animal feed). The malt
looks identical to barley but has a distinctive odor and flavor. It contains
an enzyme (diastase) capable of converting starch to sugar. Malt is used
principally in the production of beer and distilled alcoholic beverages. 2/
Other uses for malt include nonalcoholic beverages and beverage preparations,
breakfast foods, candy, and other food preparations.

l/ The information and data presented in this report were taken in large
part from the Summary of Trade and Tariff Information on barley and milled
barley products (USITC Publication 841, August 1981).

2/ There is no substitute for barley malt in the production of beer, A-3
although some brewers use corn grits or brewers' rice as an adjunct to malt to
supply part of the fermentable material used in making beer.
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In addition to use in livestock feed and as malt, barley is milled into

edible and inedible products, and some of the best barley is set aside for
seed. Milled barley is not covered by Commerce's countervailing duty order.

There have been no U.S. imports of barley from France since 1970--the year
just prior to imposition of the countervailing duty order. Canada has
supplied the bulk of the barley imported by the United States in ®ecent years,
and such imports . have consisted largely (97 percent in 1981) of b§§
malting purposes. Barley malt is usually produced in the United S
Canada from six-row barley, while in Europe it is usually ptodu
two—row barley. The ba:ley head, or spike, consists of a zig
with groups of three kernels (spikelets) arranged alter
sides of the rachis. In six-row varieties, all three
rachis joint are fertile, whereas in the two-row va
spike develops. Malt made from six-row barley is prefer
brewers because European malt has a higher extra
yield) than the ma.t produced in the United States or Canada. l/ Barley grown
in the United States and Canada has a higher diasfatig¢ power, which allows the

use of more malt adijuncts (usually corn g s or % rs' ric the
manufacture of beer and distilled alcoholic\beverag
U.S. T e@t
igcurrerdfly dutiable under item
i Staf@s ‘S) at the most-favored-
pou N\ Other unmilled barley, if
SN\t 0.11 at the most—-favored-

The column 1 rate applicable
to item 130.08 is s authorized by Presidential
Proclamation No. 47 1, 1980, implemented
agreements reac ’ al Trade Negotiations. No
concession wa i The negotiated rates for item 130.08,

which becam ty’l, 1980, are shown in the following
tabulation: ‘

<<£;;;E£‘ Cents per bushel

Barley imported for malting
130.08 of the Tariff Schedules of
nation rate of 6.6 cents per
imported, enters the Unite
nation rate of 7.5 ¢

1985===mmmmmmm e
1986
1987 — /

| el é
O O O
© o ©
-tl-\uN'—“O
I
{
!
]
|
A
LU LY OOY
® e © o 9
[=REVS I SN S Mo N N

1/ This rate is currently applicable to imports which enter the United
States under item 130.08 from countries designated as "least developed )
developing countries” (LDDC's). Imports from LDDC's under item 130.11 are not
subject to reduced rates of duty.

1/ According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the bulk of the barley A
exported from France in recent years has been of the type used for feed. '
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Barley covered by this investigation is not eligible for duty-free
treatment under the Generalized System of Preferences (GSP).

TSUS item 130.08, barley for malting purposes, was established January 1,
1980, and is an "actual use" provision. U.S. Customs regulations (19 CFR
10.131-10.139) relating to the classification of articles dependent on actual
use specify three conditions which must be met for the artieles to be
classified in the actual use provision as follows:

(1) Such use is intendedlat the time of importggio
(2) The article is so used.

(3) Proof of use is furnished within 3 aft the>date
the article is entered or withdrawn fro areh e for
consumption.

U.Se Prod

Barley is grown commercially ipn 3 tates. Nor k has been the
principal producing State, but in ought gr uced its output.
California, Montana, Idaho, an ta ﬁ§%e al b leading producing
States. Those five States acco Op the U.S. barley output
during 1976-80.

en
< _

State (giég?ut 90,000 farms but is usually

' ncome f t roducing farm. Other crops

and iv%é also important sources of income

Barley is grown in
only one of several s
(principally sp a
for such farms

8>sold and barley products reach the consumer

g channels. In recent years, most of the barley
: d through country elevators; the remainder was
& ; p e nal operators and maltsters. About one-third of the

grley 'used by maltsters is believed to be purchased directly from

producers. lj Country elevators serve primarily as collection and storage
facilities where sorting by kind and quality takes place. From the elevators
grain is transported by rail, barge, or truck to grain terminals or
storage centers located primarily in the Midwest. Frequently, grain to be
sold overseas is shipped directly from a country elevator to a port terminal.

1/ Most of the imported barley in.recent years has been malting barley from

Canada, which competes directly with domestic malting barley. As
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Production of Barley in France

During crop-years 1978/79 to 1981/82, 1/ the production of barley in
France fluctuated from a high of 538 million bushels in crop year 1980/81 to
an estimated low of 467 million bushels during crop year 1981/82. According
to the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), the decline in production during
crop year 1981/82 was caused in part by less favorable growing conditions for
small grains during the spring and summer months than those in 1980.
Alternating periods of hot and cold weather during the spring caus
damage, and above—average rainfall in May and June causedgg d
and herbicide treatment. In addition, a very hot period in
growth and resulted in a lower yield. Table 1 shows rl cl
production, imports, exports, and apparent consumpt’ rance ing crop
years 1978/79 to 1981/82. Table E-1 appendix E s om\pf barley in
the United States and in France during 1965-81.

Table l.--Barlev: Beginning stocks, produxu‘- mports, exports, consumption,
and ending stocks, for France, crop 1978/7 o 1981/82
_ Quantity (in t us ds_« of bush o _
- ¢ Beginning : : : Ending
Crop year "/ . stocks Pn%@gct Imggrts Consumptlon. stocke
1978/79=———=====—- : 2,754 k§l 810 : 332,821 : 13 770
1979/80-=—=—==memm : 13,770 172 217 : 335,300 : 22,078
1980/8l=m==== -===m: 22 O 204,806 : 344,801 : 12,393
1981/82 2/—-----—— (A\\\ 146,880 : 325,890 : 8,268

1/ Crop year is \D\Jﬁly 3

2/ Estimated.

stics of the Ministry of dgriculture, T

Ry exports of barley from France accounted for 35
4 percent in 1979/80, 38 percent in 1980/81,
estimated 31 percent. Princ'pal European

barley exported from France in recent years were

gium, West Germany, Italy, and the United Kingdom, principal markets
the EC were Saudia Arabia, Switzerland,rPoland, and the U.S.S.R.

Barley for feed accounted for slightly mo-e than 75 percent of
consumption in France during the period from 1978/79 to 1981/82 (table 2).

rade,

1/ The crop year for barley in France extends from Aug. 1 to July 31 of the
following year. A-6
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Table 2.--Barley: French domestic utilization, crop years

1978/79 to 1981/82

Quantity (in thousands of bushels)

Barley used for--

Crop year 1/ f Total
1978/79-- - | 332,821
1979/80 - - - : 335,300
1980/81~====m=== SR : 344,801
1981/82-=========mmm== 325,890

The bulk of the malting barl-- » xported. It is
ance for malt

amounted to 10 million bushel shels in 1979/80, and
9 million bushels in 1980/8
purposes are estimated at

nce ? barley for malting
978/79, 45 million bushels in
1979/80, and 50 million bu n in the following

tabulation (in thousan ):
jsmest;
y

\\fd% m \) Exported Total

38,740 48,654
80 44,936 57,742

88 49,664 58,752

U.S. Imports

imports ley have been small in recent years. Imports declined
yreg 1y from 8 million bushels, valued at $26 million in 1977, to 6
ii1lion bushels, valued at $24 million, in 1981. 1In 1981, 97 percent of the
Q;orted barley was for malting purposes. Canada has been by far the
principal supplier of imported barley in recent years (table 3).

As stated earlier in this report, there has been no barley imported from
France since 1970, the year just prior to imposition of the countervailing
duty order. The following tabulation, compiled from official statistics of



-A-8

the U.S. Department of Commerce, shows U.S. imports of barley from France
duriag the 5 years prior to imposition of the countervailing duty order:

Quantity Value Unit value
Year (1,000 bushels) (1,000 dollars) (per bushel)
1966~===emm= 67 102
1967 ======~ 1,102 1,501
1968 ~—~=——= 751 862
1969-—=~~—- 1,491 1,499
1970====e— 117 147

Table E-2 in appendix E shows total U.S. imports of bar and\lwports from
France during 1965-81. Such imports fluctuated sharply d ng thls period,
from a low of 67,000 bushels, valued at $102,00Q0,~
million bushels, valued at $1.5 million, in 196

Most of the U.S. imports from France consist fee y during
1966-70.
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Table 3.--Barley: U.S. imports for consumption, by principal
sources, 1977-81

Source P 1977 % 1978 P 1979 ' 1980 ¢ 1981

Quantity (1,000 bushels)

-

Canada--- —— —— -1 8,256 : 4,942 : 7,179\x 6,409 : 5,835
Ttaly~——————mmmm e : 0 : 0 <> : 0: 1/
Federal Republic of Germany---t---: 0 : 0> 2 1/
People's Republic of China--—------ : 0 : 0 : 1/
All others—=——===—=—meo e : 1) ¥ < : 1: 1
Total=——=mmmmm s e m e : 8,256 : 4,942 :\\7,200v: 6,412 : 5,836
f Vai&q\(I;BQQ dollars)
Canada-~=-=-=-==== —— - 535 : 19, 580 : 23,806 24,372
Italy -——- -- e -3 9
Federal Repubhlic of Germany—————-- : 2 : 1
People's Republic of China-------- : S 1: 2/
All otherg=-—=—==m==—m—m— e ———— 2 1: 4Tq\\\ 5 2 2
Total————=-==-—-v m———— - Q:E%ilzi>: 11,&39\>>n9 649 : 23,811 : 24,384

fugt e (per bushel)

gizz§§;933 : $2.73 @ $3.71 :  $4.18
- - - 19.06

- 3.16 H 1018 H 11028
- - : 10.29 : 20.71
10.75 : 8.13 : 18.65 : 12.06

2.33 : 2.73 : 3.71 ¢ 4.18

n a calendar-year basis and are not comparable with the
/" data in table 6, which are on a crop-year basis.
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Consideration of Material Injury or the Threat Thereof if the
Countervailing Duty Order Were to Be Revoked

U.S. production

U.S. production of barley during crop years 1975/76 through 1981/82 1/
increased irregularly from a low of 304 million bushels in 1975/7
of 478 million bushels in 1981/82. The second smallest crop during e period
occurred in 1980, when a drought in North Dakota contributed signif ly to
the decline in production that year. In 1980, production o €§; ’
Dakota, normally the principal producing State, was down 36
level of production in 1979 and 54 percent from product
following tabulation, compiled from official statisti Department
of Agriculture, shows U.S. production of barley by crop
1981/82; table E-1 in appendix E shows U.S. production fo
to 1981/82.

Year beginning June 1-- ntit
1lion bushé§§Q§>
1974 - ‘ -~-_7304 N
1975 38 \
1976———-—- ——l§<;> RISy ety Qi%;ﬁ
1977---—- 20
1978———o<=>c- *\>{Z7 4

—— 2’ 583
1357;9 /-@v [(GANS)o

1981 1\—}J EN) 478

used as e<gzi:§>only certain qualities of
r u§§;§§§; ing malt. The barley produced in
a\ys virtually all of the malting
e \ls ofsen grown on irrigated land because
5 :§‘§% factor in the brewing of beer, can be

Although all barley can

North Dakota
varieties.

!
i

U.S. exports of barley fluctuated widely during 1976-80 and were
equivalent to 6 to 18 percent of domestic production. They ranged from a hieh
of 71 million bushels, valuel at $157 million, in 1977 to a low of 30 million
bushels, valued at $71 million, in 1978. Principal known markets for U.S.
exports in 1980 were Mexico, Italy, and Iraq (table 4). A major factor
affecting U.S. exports of barley is the relative price of U.S. feed barley

lf The U.S. crop year for barley extends from June 1 to May 31 of the
following year. ' "

g/ Barley is suitable for use as feed by all classes of livestock. A-10
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compared with prices of foreign barley and U.S. corn. Also, variations in the
quality of foreign barley crops in certain years has led to an increased
demand for high-quality U.S. malting barley. Table E-3 shows total U.S.
exports of barley for crop years 1965/66 to 1981/82.

Table 4.--Barley: U.S. exports of domestic merchandise,
by principal markets, 1976-80

Market P96 P 1977 P 1978 M F 1980
i 9
: 4 ; ;

se oo fo

.o

Unidentified 1/--------— : 2,267 : 17,183
Mexico : 2,310 : 9,160
Italy —— : 480 : 9,260
Iraq - : 1,906 : 7,179
Taiwan : 4,734 6,113
Japan : 643 : 5,879
Spain —-— : 0 : 5,546
Romania — ————1 0 : 2,735
All others-- : : 20,787 : 4,106
Total : 50,684\ £ )71,350 : \26),799 : 33,127 : 67,181
m @vb@f@,ooo dollars)

0 . \:‘/ H H
Unidentified 1/------x< <§§£§§>: : 1,497 : 6,18 : 46,383
Mexicom———----—mm==- <§§t 631 2 : 14,185 : 8,886 : 38,324
Ttaly fji:ll ,5§g§§5> )555 - 1,201 : 28,234
Iraq ———= 2 6,048 : 3,637 : 5,115 : 20,286
Taiwan - 18,538 : 10,962 : 18,667
Japan : 6,516 : 5,124 : 1,910 : 18,121
Spain : - - - 14,151
: - - - 7,935
122,812 : 27,598 : 56,947 : 12,660
156,874 : 70,579 : 91,207 : 204,761

Unit value (per bushel)

.
.

$1.92 : $3.56 : $2.73 : $2.70

2.50 : 3.35 : 3.85 : 4.18

: : 2.50 : - 2.50 : 3.05

Ira ——————— 2.36 : 2.20 : 1.82 : 2.68 : 2.83
Taiwan ———— : 2.48 - 2.38 : 2.32 : 3.05
Japan -—— —-=: 2.83 : 2.40 : 2.36 : 2.97 : 3.08
Spain - - - - - -3 2.55
Romania -—: - -2 -2 - 2.90
All others : 2.71 2.21 2.09 : 2.74 : 3.08
Average—————-————-——-—: 2.70 : 2.20 : 2.37 : 2.75 : 3.05

1/ The final destination of these barley shipments was unknown.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department ofA-11
Commerce.
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Yearend stocks

Yearend barley stocks are affected not only by supply and demand of other
feed grains but also by the U.S. Department of Agriculture's reserve program
which operates in conjunction with the price-support program for barley.

Under the program, when an oversupply occurs producers are encouraged to store
barley. The Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC), an agency of the USDA, will

then make advanced annual storage payments to the producers.

As shown in the following tabulation, yearend barley stoc ncreased
from 126 million bushels in 1977 to 228 million bushels if’19 lined
irregularly thereafter, and in 1981 totaled 137 million bu Se.
estimated that on May 31, 1982, barley stocks will t 1lion

1 ou
bushels. Table E-3 in the appendix shows yearend y stocks r crop years
1965/66 to 1980/81.

Quant

Stocks on May 31--

1/ Estimated.

Cost of production <§§§§§1 6?§§§§§§

The cost of producingihaxley United States is shown in table 5 for
1978-81. 1/ riab rodycdtion co

1978-80, from $1.06 to
in 1981.

r bushel rose 41 percent during
costs were projected to increase 7 percent
ton~costs, including variable and fixed
2880, from $2.02 to $3.00. These costs were

geroent in 1981.
total) cost of\-gzhﬁging an acre of barley, including variable and
N ) $129.05\Q5 1980, up $36.79, or 40 percent, over the 1978
0. The cost per acre was projected to rise $18.62 or 14 percent
Although all cost items increased in the period under review, the
st\increases occurred in the major cost items of energy and machine
charges, which more than doubled, and of fertilizer, which rose by one-third.

1/ The data, extracted from the USDA's "Cost of Producing Selected Crops in
the United States,” are preliminary for 1980, and 1981 data are based on
projections. :

A-12
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Taple 5.--Barley production costs per bushel and per acre in the
United States, 1978-81

Item © 1978 1 1979 (1980 1/ ‘1981 2/
======—===Per_bushel-————————=

Variaple costs:

$0.13 : $0.13

Seed———————~ -
Fertilizer and lime 7 .33 : .36
Chemicals .10 @ .10
Customs operations .03 . .03
Labor - - .26 : .27
Fuel and oil- 34 .39
Repairs - 21 .23
Miscellaneous .09 . .09
Subtotal—— 1.49 : 1.00
Machinery cost: :
Depreciation—--——- .54 .26
Interest— 41 ¢ 43
Taxes and insurance Q .07 : .08
Farm overhead KK : ‘<:I> : 22 .23
Management—————-—- S—— T : 18 & W22 2 27 ¢ .28

i~ 2.02¢t  2.38 : 3.00 : 3.18
2

Total
Q\ﬁ @ Bushels
(?:§;> Qgiikf 45.8 : 47.8 :  43.1 ; 46,4

Yield per planted ac : .8 : :
<§§£;;f£:£> ng%;zz}j ; Per acre
N

~——: $92.30 :$113.30 :$129.09 :$147.71

ng Selected Crops in the United States, 1978-80,
prepared by the Economics and Statistics Service,

Consideration of the Causal Relationship Between the Subsidized Imports and
the Possibility of Injury in the Event the Order Were to Be Revoked

U.S. consumption

U.S. consumption of barley increased irregularly from 319 million bushels
in crop year 19/6/77 to 376 million bushels in 1979/80 but declined in 1980/81
to 349 million bushels. The U.S. Department of Agriculture estimated domestic
consumption at 375 million bushels in 1981/82, about 7-.percent higher than in
1980/81. Feed use, oving to higher prices of other feed g-ains, is expected
to account for most of the increase. As a share of consumption, impor§f13
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declined irregularly from 3.4 percent in crop year 1976/77 to an estimated 2.7
percent in 1981/82. The ratio of imports to production fluctuated from a low
of 2.1 percent in crop years 1977/78 and 1981/82 to a high of 3.1 percent in
crop year 1979/80, as shown in table 6. 1/ Table E-3 shows U.S. barley
consumption, 1965-81.

Table 6.--Barley: U.S. production, exports of domestic mercha se, imports

for consumption, and apparent consumption, crop year2>197§??§\\\\;981/82
PANETAN
: : : <i\ \33§§§Iof imports

to——

Year beginning : : : :
ear beginning .Production , Exports , Imports

June 1-- ico sy ductionfConsumption
: ———-------—=-Million bushels{r=+<-- Percent——----
1976 —~—— : 372 : 66 : AN .0 : 3.4
1977 -~~~=mm e : 420 : 57 : 9 : i B 2.8
1978-—==—-- —————— : 447 26 : 11 : o5 ¢ 2.9
1979-—==m=mrmmm : 383 : 55 : 1 3.2
1980-—==—~ : 361 : 10 .8 : 2.9
1981 1/--==—~-——-: 478 1 : 0 : i 2.7
- - : : : (O :
Estimated. Eg ?)
Source: Compiled from off £ .S. Department of Agriculture.
U.S. consumpti of mal barle ngiiigia without interruption from 132
million bushels in ¢ timated 154 million bushels in crop
year 1981/82. period ranged from a low of 164 million

bushels in on bushels in 1978/79. Use as food

Nels in 1976/77 to 7 million bushels in

1/ As stated earlier in this report, a drbught,in_Nbrth‘Dakota, the principal
producing State, contributed significantly to the decline in production of
barley in 1980. ' A-14
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A-15

U.S. consumption, by uses, crop years 1976/77

to 1931/82

(In millions of bushels)

Year beginning

: Alcoholic : : Total

June 1-- Food Seed : beverages : Feed l/ :consunption
1976 5 : 18 : 132 : 319
1977 : 6 : 17 : 133 : 325
1978 —_— 6 : 14 1§> : 377
1979 ‘ : 7 : 14 : 15 376
1980—= ‘=== — e 7 : 13 1 349
1981 2/ -: 7 : 14 : 15 375

1/ Residual; approximate feed use.

Source: Compiled f-om official statistic U.S. Department of
Agriculture.

2/ Estimated.

Market penetration of imports ffnm>éi;;§% S Qiii%;i)
: \éétIggrea Q)
i ates i 576 slightly more than 15
nxr ’

U.S. imports of bariey fronm
total barley imported by the
percent in 1967, dropped
1969. During the 1965-7Q

France fluctuaced fro
high of 0.4 per in

Crop)year 1nn§;5

69

June 1>~__ 7

nearly 7 percent of the

n returned to 15 percent in

i
of ey consumption supplied by

05 percent in 1966 and 1v¥70 to a .
show following tabulation (in percent):

§§§§$éy from France as a share of--

W

?’imports U.S. consumption

1/ Less tuan 0.05 percent.

Prices

0.1
1/
.3
2
A
1/

.

6.8
1.2
5.4
0.4
5.0
1.1

=

Barley prices are quoted on a per bushel basis. There are two pricing . |
systems, market prices and contract prices. Market prices ror both feed and
malt barley are determined at Minneapolis, the largest central market for

barley in the United States.
malt barley sold to brewers.

Contracts are sometimes made iror a part of the
These contracts either specify a certain price

or contain a formula to establish a price. Contract prices are usually /bd8ed
on the prevailing market price.
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Barley prices are supported by the USDA. Price-support programs for
barley include deficiency payments (target prices), nonrecourse loans,
purchases, and farmer-owned reserves. 1/

Deficiency payments to barley producers are based on barley target
prices, which are established by the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture as
specified by law. The full target price 1s guaranteed only to those producers
who produce barley within the normal crop acreage (NCA) designat
in a given year. Deficiency payments are made to barley produc
national weighted average farm price received by farmers dquri
months of the crop year, June through October, is below thectarg
payment rate is the difference between the target pri
either the 5-month weighted average farm price or t
price~support operations are shown in table 8, and
8 shows that the average farm price fell below
1977/78, 1978/79, and in 1979/80, and deficiey
years. In crop year 1980/81 the farm price se above the target price and no
deficiency payments were made for that crop yea . Crop years 1981/82 and
1982/33 the barley target price was set ~

at
figure 1. Table
in crop years

Nonrecourse loans and purchases prog : icers to place
their crops under loan from the CCC at( é D 31~ X3 ér bushel.
Under this program, the borrower h S 3 g—_the loan and
accrued interest at any time during Hen selling his crop in
the market, or turning the barley epvnment in fulfillment
of his loan obligations. 1In prefer to sell their
crop in the market if the m n the loan rate and turn
their crop over to the Go t ce 1s lower than the loan
rate. The loan rate g oor for domestic market
prices, which have( s n rate. Loans are available
ofythe following year. They mature
of the ninth calendar month

The Government sells the
ofgestically or for export. Prices at
must be above the loan rate. Prices at
subject to minimum price provisions, but care

1webthe world market balance, thereby depressing

P Years 1979/80 and 1980/81 the average loan rate
et prices were substantially higher; thus, no

crop year 1981/82 the loan rate was determined at $ 1.95 per bushel
the crop year 1982/83 the loan rate was determined at $2.08 per bushel.

1/ Price—-support programs are authorized by the Food and Agricultural Act of
1977 (P.L. 95- -113, 91 Stat. 913), as amended by the Emergency Agricultural Act
of 1978 and the Food and Agricultural Acts of 1980 and 1981. The 1981 act set
new loan rates and new target prices for corn for 1982/83. Loan rates and
target prices for barley are determined by the Secretary of Agriculture at a

- fair and reasonable level in relation to corn prices. The 1981 act is a
4-year au<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>