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PREFACE

The Commission instituted the present investigation, Conditions of
Competition Between the U.S. and Major Foreign Filbert Industries, ' -
investigation No. 332-193, on September 4, 1984, following the receipt of a
letter of request therefor on August 16, 1984, from the Chairman of the U.S.
Senate Committee on Finance. 1/ The investigation was conducted under section
332(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1332(g)) for the purpose of
gathering and presenting information on the competitive position of imported
filberts in the U.S. market and to examine the conditions of competition that
have affected the U.S. filbert industry and the filbert industries of the
major foreign suppliers. The Commission was specifically asked, among other
things, to concentrate on the competitive position of imported filberts in
U.S. markets, the grading standards employed on the domestic and imported
products, and U.S. producers’' competitive position in foreign markets. The
investigation includes inshell filberts and shelled, blanched, or otherwise
prepared or preserved filberts.

Public notice of the investigation was given by posting copies of the
‘notice at the Office of the Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission,
Washington, DC, and by publishing the notice in the Federal Register of
September 12, 1984 (49 F.R. 35875). 2/ At the request of the Association of
Food Industries, an organization whose members import filberts, an extension
of time for submitting written statements was granted and notice was published
in the Federal Register (49 F.R. 47580). Questionnaires were prepared,
reviewed by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), and sent to all known
firms in the United States that purchased or imported filberts in significant
quantities, or handled domestically grown filberts. 3/

rd

The information presented in this report was obtained from information
contained in the Commission's files, fieldwork, Federal, State, and foreign
governmental sources, university research, telephone conversations with
individuals and organizations, responses to questionnaires, and written
submissions by interested parties.

1/ The request from the U.S. Senate Committee on Finance is reproduced in
app. A. .
~ 2/ A copy of the Federal Register notice of the institution of the
Commission's investigation No. 332-193 is reproduced in app. B, along with
other Federal Register notices concerning the investigation.

3/ Notice of the information collection that was submitted to the OMB for
review was published in the Federal Register (49 F.R. 39922).
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~ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The economic health of the U.S§., filbert industry is tied to the general
economic conditions of the domestic economy, the variability in filbert
production of the domestic and major foreign industries, and the competitive
posture of the major foreign producers, particularly Turkey and Italy.
Filberts (also known as hazelnuts) are a hard-shell edible tree nut that, once
the nut kernel has been removed from the inedible shell, are used in the
United States primarily by bakeries and nut mixers; inshell filberts (those
with the shell intact) are used primarily in inshell nut mixtures. During
1979-84, U.S. production generally increased in quantity and decreased in
value. During the same period, foreign producers, particularly those in
Turkey and Italy, s1gn1f1cant1y increased their sales of filberts in the U.S.
market.

Members of the U.S. filbert industry have expressed their concerns about
“their competitive position in the U.S. market with respect to competition from
imports’ from the major producing countries of Turkey and Italy. C

The.prihcipal'allegatipns made by the U.S. industry are as follp#s:

(1) The low-grade quality of imported filbert kernels have an adverse
’ impact on the domestic industry by, according to testimony, 1/
ser1ously 11m1t1ng the u.s. market growth

(2) Filberts exported from Turkey and Italy benefit from subsidies.

(3) U.S. growers are suffering losses because the cost of production is
not being covered with the low prices received in recent years.

The principal arguments offered by representatives of the maJor exporting
countries and firms importing fllberts into the U.S. market focus on the '
follow1ng.

(1) U.S. production of filberts has never been sufficient to satisfy -
domestic consumption. ‘

(2) ‘Any decrease in the current grade standard tolerance for mold,
rancidity, insect injury, and decay will result in a total cessation
of filbert imports into the United States.

(3) Imports are not being subsidized or sold below cost; in fact,
Turkey, the largest exporter to the U.S. market, imposes a
significant export tax which artificially raises the prlce of
‘Turkish filberts to the U. S market

(4) The domest1c filbert 1ndustry is basically healthy. growers' returns
‘ are 1mprov1ng and markets are expanding.

1/ Testimony before the Subcommittee on International Trade of the Comm1ttee
on Finance, United States Senate, on Sept. 14, 1984.



(5) U.S. importers and wholesalers of Turkish and Italian filberts
distribute both imported and domestic filbert kernels, attempting to
the best of their ability to provide existing and prospective
customers with the highest quality, most economical product
available.

Highlights of the Commiééiqn's investigation are as follows:

1. Structure of the U.S. filbert industry and of U.S. markets.

6- .The United States accounts for about 3 percent of the world
production of filberts whereas filbert production in Turkey and
Italy accounts for 90 percent of the world total.

In Turkey, filberts are a major agricultural crop and Turkish production,
which has been increasing, accounts for 70 percent of the world total.
Italy's filbert production provides about 20 percent of the average world
filbert production. Annual filbert production in recent years in Turkey has
been about 306,000 metric tons, in Italy, 93,000 metric tons, in Spain,
19,000 metric tons, in the United States, 12,000 metric tons, and in other
countries, 11,000 metric tons. Of the world's average annual production of
441,000 metric tons, the United States provided less than 3 percent.

o. U.S. growers of filberts are nearly all located in Oregon in an area
of diverse agriculture.

There are about 1,100 U.S. fllbert growers (with 50 or more trees) and
nearly all are located in the Willamette Valley of Oregon. The average grower
had 20 acres of filbert orchards and produced 25,000 pounds of filberts in
1984. Filbert producers are generally small-size farms, the largest not
exceeding 200 acres, and about one-half of the growers depend on filberts for
their full-time occupation. Agriculture in the Willamette Valley is diverse.
In 1982, there were about 18,000 farms in the region that sold crops with a
market value of $445 million; the value of the filbert crop has averaged about
$10 million annually in recent years.

o U.S. production of filberts has been rising, but the -poor crop in -
1983/84 was significantly below average.

The average annual U.S. production of filberts during the S-years 1979/80
to 1983/84 was 28 million pounds, ‘orchard-run inshell weight, up 35 percent
from the average annual production during the preceding 5 years (1974/75 to
1978/79). 1In recent years, filbert production increased from 26 million
pounds in 1979/80 to a record 38 million pounds in 1982/83, before dropping,
owing to a poor crop, to 16 million pounds in 1983/84. Production for the
current crop year of 1984/85 is 27 million pounds. Grower optimism and
plantings of new trees a decade ago are largely the reasons for recent
increases in production.
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‘0 -Seasonal empl&jment'by U.S. growers has declined in recent years.

The number of seasonal workers employed on filbert farms during all
months declined 1rregularly from 1,198 in 1982 to 862 workers in 1984. About
three-fourths of the annual seasonal workers are employed during the peak
-months of September to :November when the crop is harvested and .changes in such
employment relate largely to conditions in the orchards at harvest time.

.0 .. Us s growers deliver almost all of their fllberts to a small number
of processors and barga1n with them for price.

Under Federal marketing order regulations for marketing filberts, only
registered handlers (whether a processor or not) may ship filberts into
interstate or international commerce. Nearly all such handlers process
inshell filberts into filbert kernels, as well as market inshell filberts.
The Filbert Growers Bargaining ‘Association negot1ates w1th these firms at the
time of harvest for a season price to growers of delivered inshell filberts.
This price is received by growers who-deliver about 85 percent of the
industry's tonnage. Other than for a few local sales from the farm, the
growers deliver all their filberts to the handlers. The grower-negotiated
price takes into account the market price for filbert kernels through the
price discovery formula agreed to by the negotiato;s. :

N

o U.S. growers' average per pound receipts for filberts duc1ng,recent

years declined 46 percent and may be below industry average unit
cost of product1on. o

Dur1ng ‘the crop years 1979/80 to’ 1983/84, the average per pound payment
received by growers from U. S. handlers for filberts delivered to, them rose
from 50 cents -per pound in 1979/80 to 61 cents per pound in 1980/81 and then
" declined by 46 percent to 33 cents per pound in 1983/84. The pr1nc1pal reason
for the lower grower returns per pound were the lower prices to growers that
were negotiated with handlers, which in turn were based on the expected
wholesale price to be received for all filberts by handlers; the handlers’
average price expectations were influenced by world filbert production and
inventories, expected sales of inshell filberts, and prices of U.S. imported
filbert kernels. In 1984, Oregon State University reported the estimated 1982
unit production costs for filberts. The study assumed a number of capital
expense items to operate a mature filbert orchard, labor rates for the
operator, and other expenses. ' The average product1on cost to grow and harvest
filberts ranged from 47 cents per pound on a y1eld of 2,600 pounds per acre,
to 79 cents per pound on a yleld of 1,400 pounds per acre. Although certain
assumptions, such as operator 1labor rates, likely ra1sed the est1mated unit
cost of productlon above the industry average exper1ence, it is also likely
that the average grower returns of 33 cents per pound in. 1983/84 were below
the cost of product1on.



xii

o Four processors account for most of the shipments of U.S. filberts.

Ten firms, all located in the area of production of filberts, account for
the total U.S. shipments of filberts. The four largest firms handle about
four-fifths of the crop and compete with each other for grower patronage.  Two
of the four largest firms are divisions of large California fruit and nut
organizations that entered the filbert industry in 1981.

o Employment in the U.S. filbert processing industry is largely of
workers processing filbert kermels.

‘Ninety-seven percent of the wages paid to production and related workers
by firms in the filbert processing industry were paid to workers handling
filberts. .About three-fifths of the wages paid went to workers processing
filbert kernels. The months of peak seasonal employment in filbert processing
are October, November, and December. During 1979-83, the annual average
‘number of persons employed in the filbert processing industry was 140 persons.

o "U.S. processors' average unit costs for handling filberts have been
increasing.

During the crop years 1979/80 to 1983/84, the weighted-average unit cost
to the domestic filbert processing industry to handle inshell filberts
increased from 8 cents per pound in 1979/80 to 18 cents per pound in 1983/84.
Although components of these unit costs are not available, it is likely that
the increases are due largely to increased input costs, such as wages,
supplies, and overhead, rather than any reductions of volume handled or
changes in technology. The industry weighted-average unit costs of processing
filbert kernels ranged between 31 cents and 40 cents per pound during 1979/80
to 1982/83, and increased to 55 cents per pound in 1983/84 as the volume of
filbert kernels handled declined owing to a short supply that year.

o The Federal marketing order on filberts helps support the average of
) the prices received for sales of inshell filberts to the domestic

market.

The Federal marketing order on filberts has an impact on the conditions
of competition in the filbert industry. Under the order, the quantities made
available for sale to the domestic inshell filbert market are only those
filberts that are not restricted to other market outlets, such as inshell
filbert exports, or filbert kernels. Each processor is required to allocate a
minimum prescribed share each year of the filberts he handles to the
restricted market outlets. This marketing system generally has the effect of
increasing the average unit values for filberts sold in the domestic inshell
filbert market above the levels for other types of outlets. - For example, in
1983/84, the average unit value for domestic inshell filbert sales was
67 cents per pound, that for export inshell filbert sales was 61 cents per .
pound, and that for domestic filbert kernel sales (on an inshell weight basis)
was 54 cents per pound.
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o The U.S. market for filberts consists of separate markets for
. 1nshe11 f11berts and fllbert kernels.

In the United States, most of-the filbert kernels consumed are sold to
institutional users and nut roasters for mixed nut packs, and the bulk of the
inshell filberts are used in inshell nut mixtures. The two markets are
separate from each other. Filbert kernels are used predominantly as
ingredients in bakery or confectionery products.

o U.S. consumption of filberts has increased, led by increased
o consumpt1on of f11bert kernels. :

Dur1ng the per1od 1979/80 to 1983/84, the apparent U.s. cousumption of .
filberts (on an equivalent weight basis) increased by 39 percent; the increase
in apparent consumption for filbert kernels was 50 percent, and that for
inshell filberts was 12 percent. - For inshell filberts, apparent consumption

‘was nearly 10 million pounds (inshell weight) in 1983/84, of which 6 percent
was supplied by imports. For filbert kernels, apparent consumption was nearly
13 million pounds (kernel weight) ‘in 1983/84, of which 68 percent was supplied
by imports. Reasons why the import-to-consumption ratio for inshell filberts
is relatively low is because packers of inshell nut mixtures (who are the
principal buyers of inshell filberts) prefer the domestic product over the
foreign product for its generally better appearance, larger size, convenience
of ordering, prompt delivery, and the generally better terms of payment
accorded to the domestic product. - Reasons why the import-to-consumption ratio
for filbért kernels ‘in relatively high include the preferences of major U.S.
1ndustr1a1 users (bakeries and roastér/mixers of nut kernels are the prxncxpal
users) for certain characteristics of the foreign product, such as flavor,
blanched kernels, and smaller sized kernels. Another factor favoring foreign
filbert kernels is the abundant available foreign supply relative to U.S.
consumption requirements, arnd the dependability created by such large supplies.
The 1mport ratio of 68 percent in 1983/84 was notably higher than in other ..
‘recent years because consumption in 1983/84 .not only increased (by 12 percent
or 1.7 millién ‘pounds) compared with 1982/83, but domestic supplies shipped in
1983/84 declined (by 20 percent or 1.1 million pounds), owing to a short

crop. Historic supplieéer relationships of U.S. buyers with Turkish filbert
kernel ‘exporters also encourage filbert kernel imports. Turkey has a
production cost advantage in that, because of the filbert varieties grown in
Tufkey and in the United States, -Turkish shellers get an average.of 25 percent
mote filbert kernels per ton of inshell filberts that are shelled than do U.S.
‘processors. -For the above reasons, it is likely that the United States will
continue to be a market for imported filbert kernels even .if. the domestic.
‘filbert kernel industry were to significantly expand, or .the grade quality
standards ‘for imports were to be reduced. '

o U.S. imports of filberts have increased in quantity and in value.

Turkey supplied 80 percent of U.S. imports of filbert kernels during
1979/80 to 1983/84 and Italy supplied the predominant share of the remaiunder.
Italy supplied virtually all imports of inshell filberts. Over the period,
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imports of all filberts increased from a low of 4 million pounds (kernel
weight basis) in 1980/81 to 9 million pounds in 1983/84, and the value of the
imports increased from $6.5 million in 1981/82.and 1982/83 to £9.0 million in
1983/84. Unit values of the imports declined over the period.

0 U.S. exports have declined.

Over the 1979/80 to 1983784 period, U.S. exports of filberts declined 39
percent in terms of quantity and 49 percent in terms of value. Such exports,
which include both inshell filberts and filbert kernmels on an inshell-weight
basis, averaged more than 7 million pounds annually over the period and
accounted for nearly 30 percent of all annual shipments. The declining
exports are likely the result of changing dollar exchange rates. Inshell
filberts have generally accounted for two-thirds of the exports and the
balance were filbert kernels. West Germany has been the principal foreign
market for- inshell filberts and exports to that market have declined.

2. Filbert industries of major foreign suppliers.

.0 ) Turkey is the largest world producer and - exporter of f1lberts..

. The filbert industry in Turkey is centurles old and has been expanding in ‘

recent years. ' Turkish production, although fluctuating widely from year to

year, accounts for 70 percent of the world total. 1In recent years, Turkish
filbert production averaged 306,000 metric tons, but has ranged annually from

. 156,000 metric tons to 420,000 metric tons. Filbert exports from Turkey have
increased over recent years; from 1979/80 to 1982/83, exports trended upward
from 472 million pounds to 529 million pounds... Nearly all of these exports
were filbert kernels to major markets in Europe.. Turkish exports to the.
United States have never exceeded 1.3 percent of the average annual Turkxsh
exports. :

In Turkey, F1skob1r11k a Turk1sh Government cooperat1ve of 33. aff1llated
cooperatives, purchases the bulk of the filbert crop. Fiskobirlik purchases.
filberts -from growers and grower cooperatives at announced set prices, -
processes them, and has sales offices throughout Turkey -and.foreign .
distribution offices in West Germany, France, and the United States. Other
Turkish Government actions that influence the well-being of the filbert

. industry in Turkey include the national agricultural stabilization fund and -
international trade agreements for preferential tariff treatment. Turkey has
a trade agreement with the EC on a wide range of agricultural products whereby
the current EC rate of duty for Turkish inshell filberts and filbert kernels
is zero (compared with 4 percent ad valorem for the United States and Spain);
the trade agreement also substantially reduces the EC duty on roasted filberts
from Turkey.
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s "‘o © Italy.is the world's second largest producer and exporter of

' filberts.
: Italian filbert production has accounted for 20 percent of world's
filbert production. In recent years, Italian filbert production has averaged
93,000 metric toms, but has ranged annually from 55,000 metric tons to
120,000 metric tons. Exports of filberts from Italy have been increasing and
moved upward 1rregular1y from 112 million pounds in 1979/80 to 180 million
pounds in 1983/84. More than four- f1fths of the filbert exports from Italy
are filbert kernels, largely 301ng to member countries of the EC. Italian
filbert exports are eligible to apply for the export refunds on fruit and’
vegetables adopted in the regulations of the Commission of the European
Communities.

3. Qonditions,of”competition in U.S. markets.

o"?A‘U S. 1mports ‘of f11bert kernels must meet Federally-regulated grade
' standards for shipments to U.S. markets. Domestic and forei g

4 pet1tors differ 1n their views on the m1n1mum tolerances in the
grade standards for ‘filbert kernels

1

. f, u. S ‘imports of filbert kernels must pass Federal 1nspect1on for grade )
qua11ty according to standards administered by the U.S. Department of
Agr1cu1ture before they may enter the United States for consumption. The’
inspection requ1rements became effective in December 1977 under Public Law
95-113. The present (early 1985) grade standard for filbert kernels allows a
2 percent tolerance level for the four defects mold, rancidity, insect injury,
and decay (prov1d1ng that the three defects, mold » rancidity, and insect
injury, are not more than 1 percent).. Domestic handlers of filbert kernels
believe that the grade standard that should apply nationally to filbert
kernels should include a tolerance of not more than 1 percent (by weight) for
fllbert kernels affected by the four defects. Importers of filbert kernels
‘be11eve that al percent tolerance level is too restrictive. “The 1mporters
claim that open—a1r dry1ng of the forelgn filberts, together with ambient-air
.,storage temperatures and ‘the long period of time between exportation and U.S.
_inspection of the filbert kernels, would make the 1 percent tolerance standard
for the four defects difficult to meet, and would increase the number of U.S.
rejected lots. They further. claim that the h1gher number of lots rejected
would cause exporters to halt sales to the U.S. market because the increased
risk' would be too costly Domestic firms claim that the level of defects
permitted for imported filbert kernels detracts from the ultimate consumer's:
acceptance of filberts and thus holds down the expansion of the U.S. market
for filberts. Domestic firms further claim that higher grade quality filbert
kernels ' are avallable from fore1gn sources but that they -are more expensive.

o -~ Inshell filtert pr{ces in the domestic market declined over the
period; and the foreign product was always lower priced.

. Durlng 1980 to 1984 the average f.o.b. price for domest1c inshell
filberts declined 24 percent, and was $0.65 per pound in October-December
1984. The price for foreign inshell filberts averaged 15 percent lower than
the price for domestic products. '
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o Filbert kernel prices for both domestic and foreign products sold in
the U.S. market generally declined over the period and the foreign
product was usually lowep priced.

In recent years, the average prices for both domestic filbert kernels and
imported filbert kernels rose from 1979 to peak in 1980 and then declined
significantly to 1983 before rising again in 1984. The average price of
imported filbert kernels was usually, but not always, lower than the same size
class domestic filbért kernels. For example, over the 21 quarterly price
periods examined, the price of foreign large-size kernels was lower in 15 of
them 'when compared with domestic large-size filbert kernels.

o Inventories of filberts worldwide more than doubled over the period,
and in 1984/85 equaled 70 percent of average world production.

World inventories of filberts have an influence on filbert kernel prices
"in Burope .and in the United States. Annual beginning inventories in major
supplying countries for filberts-tend to be cyclical; a high beginning
inventory year will alternate with a lower beginning inventory year. At the
beginning of 1984/85, a high-cycle year, world filbert inventories were
311 million pounds, more than double the 125 million pounds in 1980/81, another
high-cycle year; the 311 million pounds was equal to 70 percent of the average
world production of recent years. Turkey accounted for all of the increase in
inventories and during this period representative annual average Turkish
export prices for filbert kernels declined from $1.91 per pound to 99 cents
per pound. - :

o Foreign filberts offer product characteristics different from-
- domestic filberts

Because the filbert varieties grown in the world's major producing
countries are different than the varieties grown in the United States, certain
product characteristics are available more readily, or only, from foreign
supplies. Imported Turkish filbert kernels are typically round varieties that
are smaller diameter than most domestic filbert kernels -and the Turkish filbert
kernels were preferred by many buyers (in the Commission's questionnaire) over
U.S. filbert kernels for flavor and oil content. Foreign blanched filbert
kernels basically constitute the only supply in the United States for blanched
filbert kernels because the principal domestic filbert variety grown is not
commercially blanched. ' ‘

o ° Although the cost of transporting filbert kernels in general
increases with the distance traveled, handlers on the west coast
have a transportation cost advantagpe compared with foreign filbert
kernels sold in east coast markets where most of the foreign filbert
kernels are landed.

The cost of transportation varies mainly with the distance traveled, the
mode of transportation used, the quantity shipped, and the availability of
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transporting. vehicles., The cost of transportation for filbert kernels
imported from Turkey ranged from 4.5 percent to 15 percent of delivered value
and averaged 9.2 percent for all shipments. For filberts imported from Italy,
transportation costs ranged from 7 percent to 18 percent and averaged 11.7
percent for all shipments. For domestic filbert kernels shipped from Oregon
or Washington, transportation costs to east coast locations ranged from 3.8
percent to 5.5 percent. Although the freight rates, in terms of weights, are
usually the same fof inshell filberts and filbert kernels, the cost of
transporting 1nshe11 filberts is higher relative to the delivered value than
it is for filbert kernels. Co s

4. Major foreign markets. for U.S. filberts.

‘o .The major worid‘éoﬂéumers of filberts are in Europe and the Middle
East.. : .

The largest importing country. for filberts is West Germany, where per
capita consumption is among the largest in the world. Other significant
importing countries in Europe for filberts include Switzerland, Austria, and
Yugoslavia. Turkey is also among the largest per cap1ta consuming countries
for filberts in the world .

L

o Canada has been a major foreign market for U.S. filberts in recent
years. ,

The market for filberts in Canada is much the same as that for filberts.
in the United States, that is, inshell filberts are used in inshell nut
mixtures. and filbert‘kernelsvare.used largely by industrial consumers. Also,
the per capita consumption level is similar to that in the United States. The
Canadian apparent consumpt1on of filberts remained steady over the period
1979-83. The consumption of filbert kernels and of inshell filberts each
averaged about.2 million pounds annually on'a product-weight basis; on the
basis of kernel we1ght however, the greater part of the consumption was as
filbert kernels. Canadian Aimports of filberts account for three-fourths of
consumption. Aggregate imports of filberts into Canada averaged 2.5 million
pounds annually (on the basis of kernel weight) and were within 0.3 million .
pounds of this quantity each year during 1979-83. The United States was the
dominant foreign supplier of inshell filberts, supplying 85 percent of the
Canadian imports. Also the United States supplied one-third of the Canadian
imports of filbert kernels; Turkey supplied 56 percent of the filbert kernels
~on the Canadian market during 1979-83, and European sources supplied the
balance.

o A major foreign market for U.S. filberts in recent years has been
the European Community, although U.S. sales have declined.

The market for filberts in the European Community (EC) is primarily for
filbert kernels used in the manufacture of candy and bakery products;
approximately 80 percent of all filberts imported into Europe are sold to
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major chocolate companies. :The per capita consumption in the major consuming
countries of Europe is about 2.1 pounds, compared with less than 0.1 pound in
.the United States for all filberts. Apparent EC consumption of filberts rose
irregularly - from 240 million pounds (on the basis of kernel weight) in 1979 to
279 million pounds in 1982, and then declined to 257 million pounds in 1983.
This compares with the U.S. apparent consumption of about 15 million pounds
for all filberts. EC consumption was supplied primarily by imports,-
predominately from Turkey. -The ratio of EC imports to consumption declined
from '73 percent to 60 percent over the period. Filbert imports into the EC
declined irregularly from 174 million pounds to 155 million pounds, whereas EC

production increased irregularly from 98 million pounds to 143 million pounds.
During 1979-83, Turkey supplied over 95 percent of the annual average of all
EC filbert imports, Spain supplied 3 percent, and the United States supplied
1 percent. However, for EC imports of inshell filberts, which account for
only-1 percent of total EC filbert imports, the United States was .the
predominant supplier. Imports into the EC from the United States of inshell
filberts declined from 1.7 million pounds (kernel-weight basis) in 1979 to
0.8 million.pounds in 1983, and over the period accounted for 68 percent of
EC's 1mports of . 1nshe11 filberts. . S . . .

o The U.S. filbert industry's competitiveness in foreign markets
depends on_the advantages of nearness to market and on the
uniqueness of its products.

Under the Federal marketing order for filberts, U.S. handlers :are
required to either export inshell filberts or shell the nuts to make filbert
kernels (for domestic or export markets). The United States hasa = -7
transportatiion advantage in those markets, such as Canada, in which it is
significantly .closer than the major competitive suppliers Turkey and Italy.’
Firther, most:U.S. exports of inshell filberts are of the large, ‘jumbo-size °
inshell filberts which'are not readily available from other world supp11ers
Exports to West Germany, for example, consist predominently of Jumbo—31ze o
inshell filberts, in spite of the abundance of filberts in the European market
area. Even so, during recent years U. S. exports of inshell filberts have '
declined, forcing more domestic filbert kernels to be sold on the U.S. market
for filbert. kernels (or to be exported in compet1t1on with Turkish fxlbert
kernels on forelgn markets).



DESCRIPTION AND USES

Filberts, or hazelnuts, are round or oblong edible nuts of a deciduous
shrub or small tree grown commercially primarily in the Mediterranean region
and in the Pacific Northwest of the United States. Hazelnut bushes or shrubs
are also native to temperate zone areas in North America and northern Europe,
but only small quantities, if any, are commercially marketed from them. Most
filberts grown in Europe and Turkey are small in size compared with
commercially grown filberts in the United States. Different physical
qualities are also characteristics of the different commercial varieties. 1In
the United States, the predominate variety is the Barcelona, a round-type
filbert of medium-to-large size, and grown in small volume is the Daviana, an
oval-type f1lbert 1/ Other varieties produced are Duchilly, Royal, and Ennis.

F11berts are marketed both 1nshe11 that is, the edible nut contained
inside its hard, inedible shell, .and shelled, the latter called "filbert
kernels." Nearly all inshell filberts sold in the United States are for home
consumption, either alone or in mixtures with other nuts. Most inshell
. filbert sales are during October through December, the traditional holiday
season. Filbert kernels are prepared by breaking (cracking) the hard and
brittle nut shell, without intending to break the nut kernel inside, and
separating the edible kernels from the broken shell pieces. In the United
States, this is ‘usually done by passing the inshell nuts through two steel
rollers set apart at a'distance smaller than the diameter of the nut, and then
" in'a series of screens and air-flows removing the broken shells. Filbert
kernels may be salted and roasted for use in nut mixes, or sliced, chopped, or
ground and used by bakers, confectioners, or homemakers. Nut mixtures
containing filbert kernels and other types of nuts are sold mainly in retail
packages in foodstores. The principal uses for filbert kernels in the United
States are as follows: incorporated into roasted nut mixtures; processed into
paste and used in bakery products.or confectionery products; used other than
as paste in bakery or confectionery'pfoducts;vand sold to household consumers.

“The uses of filberts vary from country to country, or the portions of
total consumption-used in any particular way vary from country to country. 1In
the European Community, for example, filbert kernels are used primarily in
chocolate confectionery and in pastries with chocolate, much of it during the
holiday seasons. In Turkey, filbert kernels are roasted and sold by street
vendors in cities and towns as well as being used in confections such as
*Turkish delight." Filbert' kernels may also be crushed for oil when the unit
value of the ' nuts is very low relative to the unit value for food uses.

1/ Filbert varieties of the major producers are dlscussed in the respective
country sections of th1s report .



CUSTOMS TREATMENT

_ U.S. Customs Treatment

The current column 1 rates of duty applicable to U.S. imports of filberts
entered from most-favored-nation countries, including Turkey and Italy, are”
5 cents per pound for inshell filberts:(not shelled filberts) provided for
under item 145.18, of the Tariff Schedules of the United States (TSUS) and
8 cents per pound for shelled, blanched, or otherwise prepared or preserved
filberts provided for under TSUS item 145.46. -The current column 2 rates of
duty applicable to imports from designated Communist-controlled countries,
which are the same as the statutory rates established under the Tariff Act of
1930, are 5 cents per pound for not shelled filberts and 10 cents per pound
for shelled, blanched, or otherwise prepared or preserved filberts. These
rates of duty are shown in the following tabulation: 1/-2/ :

Tee
-

Rate of duty

145.46

TSUS :
item : : ' R P SR P R
) o . : Col. 1 rate Col. 2 rate
No. =  Articles: of duty . . of duty
: Other ed1b1e nuts, shelled or, not shelled s
I blanched, or otherwise prepared or.
: preserved: . . . .o . :
- -t Not shelled: - . . . .. 2 T 4
145.18 : F1lberts-———r——f—;-—-——-—-—————-~—f ————— : 5¢ per 1b. : 5¢ per lb.
:  Shelled, blanched, or otherwise ' : . :
: prepared or preserved: = = - S, s
: Filberts———-—c--moemm o : 8¢ per 1b  : 10¢ per lb.

A rate of duty concession from 10 cents per. pound to 8 cents per. pound for. .
shelled or blanched filberts (i.e., TSUS item 145.46) was granted in 1939 1n a
trade agreement with Turkey. 3/ The U.S. customs practice is that no
allowance in weight shall be made for dirt or other impurities when computing
duties on nuts. The rate of duty for mixtures of two or more kinds of nuts,
including mixtures containing inshell or shelled filberts in any proportion,’
is the highest rate applicable to any of the component nuts contained in the

1/ App. C provides an excerpt from the Tariff Schedules of the United
States Annotated (1985) of subpt. A. pt. 9 of schedule 1 showing the headnotes
and rates of duty applicable to all edible nuts, including filberts.

2/ A bill to. increase the. rates .of duty on certain filberts was introduced’
in the 98th Cong., 2d sess. (app. D).

3/ The 8-cent-per-pound rate was reaffirmed under the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade (GATT) in 1951. From 1951 to 1956, shelled filberts were
part of a continuing investigation on tree nuts conducted by the U.S. Tariff
Commission (the former name of the Commission) as investigation No. 4 under
section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended. During parts of
this period, import quota quantities were set for shelled filberts and import
fees per pound in addition to the duty rate were proclaimed by the Pres1dent
for quantities entered for consumption in excess of the quota.




_ mixture (see TSUS item 145.90 in app. C). Generally, the rates of duty for
filberts are the same as, or less than,; the rates of duty on other nuts that
are most likely to be in mixtures with filberts.

-Imported filberts ‘are not eligible for duty-free treatment under
provisions of the Generalized System of Preferences (GSP). 1/ Duty-free
treatment would be accorded to imports of filberts that are the product of
Caribbean countries ‘or territories designated by the Caribbean Economic
Recovery Act, effective August -5, 1983. 2/ Title IV of the Trade and Tariff
Act of 1984, signed into law October 30, 1984, authorizes U.S. trade
negotiations with Israel for duty-free treatment of the imported products of
Israel, including filberts. 3/

The ad valorem equivalents of the specific rates of duty applicable to
imports of filberts entered for consumption during the most recent marketing
year, October 1983 to September 1984, was 11.3 percent for inshell filberts
‘and 7.8 percent for shelled, blanched, or otherw1se prepared or preserved
filberts.

F11berts 1mported into the customs territory of the United States are
subject to quality grade- requ1rements established pursuant to section 608(e)
of the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, the act which
authorizes the establishment of marketing agreements and orders for certain
agricultural products. 4/ Under these provisions, entry of filberts into the
‘United States is not permitted unless each shipment has been certified as
passing grade requirements by officials of the Agricultural Marketing Service
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). - Specific aspects of the Federal
marketing order on filberts and import grade requirements are discussed under
the structure of the U.S. industry in the section on U.S. production.

. Customs treatment in major foreign market countries

Canadian customs treatment

Filberts are not separately provided for in the Canadian Group Tariff,
however, inshell and shelled filberts are covered under the Canadian rate
provision for "Nuts of all kinds, n.o.p., whether or not shelled, graded,
sorted, blanched, dried, cut, chopped, or sliced, but not otherwise prepared
or preserved” (tariff item 10900-1). 5/ The Canadian system provides five
rate-of-duty columns depending upon the origin of product and trade
agreements. The General rate applicable to inshell and shelled filberts is
3 cents per pound. Imports from the United States are free of duty under the

1/ The GSP under t1t1e V of the Trade Act of 1974 as extended by the Trade
and Tariff Act of 1984, authorizes duty-free treatment for imports of
designated eligible articles that are the product of designated benef1c1ary
developing countries.

2/ According to title 1T of Pub11c Law 98-67. There is no known commercial
production of filberts in the designated beneficiary Caribbean countries.

3/ According to Public Law 98-573. Commercial production of filberts in
Israel, if any, is small.’ T

4/ 7 CFR 982 and 999. A ,

5/ In the Canadian Customs Tariff, "n.o.p." means "not otherwise provided

for."



most-favored-nation (MFN) rate column. Imports into Canada of such inshell

and shelled filberts from Turkey and Italy are also free of duty. . The
Canadian rates of duty that apply to filberts, processed or prepared in any
manner other than the above, describe nuts, such as roasted, salted, or ground
filberts, are 35 percent ad valorem from countries subject to the General rate
column, 10 percent ad valorem for countries subject to the MFN and British. v
Preferential rate columns (tariff item 11400-1), and free of duty for

countries subject to the G.P.T. rate column (tariff item 11400-2). Such .
processed filberts from the United States are subject to the 10 percent ad
valorem rate. .

European Community Customs treatment

] ?11berts are not separately provided for in the EEC's Common Customs
Tarlff however, inshell and shelled filberts are covered under the EC's rate
provison No. 08.05 for "nuts, other than those falllng within heading No.
08.01, fresh or dried, shelled or not."” The EC rate of duty for such filberts
is 4 percent ad valorem. The 4-percent rate applies to imports from all
nonmember countries, unless by agreement a preferential tariff. treatment would
apply;ﬁtrade'in filberts by member countries with Italy, a major filbert
.producer and a member country, are free of duty. Spain and.Turkey, both
filbert producing countries, each have preferential trade agreements with the
EC. The trade agreement with Spain does not reduce the rate of duty on
filberts and the applicable rate from Spain is 4 percent. The trade agreement
with Turkey. for preferential rates provides for a tariff quota on filberts
(CCT heading No. ex 08.05G). whereby imports from Turkey have a zero rate of
duty 1/ In addition to . filberts under head1ng No. 08.05, roasted filberts
are prov1ded for under heading WNo. 20:..06A, the provision for "nuts (1nc1ud1ng
ground nuts), roasted;" the rate of duty depends on the package size. If in
immediate packages of net capacity of more than 1 kilogram (2.2 pounds), the
rate of duty in 1984 for imports from the United States was 14.4 percent ad
valorem, and if the package is 1 kilogram or less, the rate was 16.4 percent
ad valorem. The preferential rates in 1984 when imported from Turkey
were 2.2 percent and 2.6 percent, respectively. ' ’ -

U.S. AND MAJOR FOREIGN INDUSTRIES
World Overview of Inddstry and Production

The annual world production of filberts during 1981-84 ranged between
312,000 tons 2/ .in 1982 and 588,000 tons in 1983 (table 1, app. F). World
production of. such nuts has increased over the past decade. During 1982-84,
world output, at 430,000 tons, was 6 percent above the level of world output
in 1975-77. The principal producers of filberts are Turkey, Italy, Spain, and
the United States. During the 10-year period, Turkey's share of total world
filbert output declined from 73 to 71 percent and Italy's share rose from
20 to 22 percent. Spain's share of the total decreased one percentage point

1/ Official Journal of the European Communities, €22, vol. 27, 30 Jan. 1984,
Preferential Tariff Treatment Applied by the Community, pp. €22/27 and C€22/271
(see app. E). '

2/ .Tons refers to metric tons throughout this report.



to 4 percent and that of the United States remained the same at 3 percent.

Filberts generally rank second in the annual world production of major
competitive. tree nuts. During 1981-84, world production of the five tree nuts

sold competitively inshell in the United States, on an inshell weight basis,
annually averaged 605,000 tons for almonds, 441,000 tons for filberts,
254,000 tons for walnuts, 150,000 tons for pecans, and 34,000 tons for Brazil
nuts. 1/ Wide fluctuations in annual output for both individual producing
countries and. world totals are characteristic of world tree nut production.
For example, during 1981-84 the production of filberts in Turkey ranged
between 156,000 tons and 420,000 tons and the production of almonds in the
United States ranged between 183,000 tons and 436,000 tons.

The United States was the leading country every year during 1981-84 in
the combined production of the five tree nuts shown in table 1, accounting for
4] percent of the 4-year average annual world production of 1.5 million
tons 2/. Next in order of production was Turkey with 21 percent of the world
output, followed by Spain and Italy each with about 11.7 percent of the 4-year
average world output. The United States was the leading producer of almonds,
walnuts, and pecans, but ranked fourth of the four countries in the production
of filberts.

“.v. - . . - -The United States

Structure of the U.S. industrx-

Nearly all f11berts produced commerclally in the United States are grown
in Oregon (fig. 1).- Filberts 'in Oregon are produced in the Northwest District
of that State, 3/ a region dominated by the Willamette Valley, which is a
broad valley that lies between the Coastal Range of mountains and the Cascade
Range of mountains... Rainfall averages about 60 inches per year in the valley,
mostly coming in the winter months which are relatively mild because of the
influence of the Pacific .Ocean. Agricultural enterprises in the Northwest
District are diverse.. In 1982, for example, the market value of crops sold
was: $445 million and of livestock and livestock products sold, $261 million,
accounting for 48 percent and 37 percent, respectively, of the totals for the
State. 4/ 1In 1982, there were 18,575 farms in the Northwest District, having
just under 2'million acres of land, of which 40 percent of the land was
irrigated by 28 percent of the farms. The following tabulation shows the
average annual farm value of production for listed fruits, vegetables, and
nuts produced in the Northwest District of Oregon during 1981-83, illustrating
. the ranking of filberts in-the region's production of such crops:

7

1/ World production of cashew nuts during 1981-84 averaged 303,000 tons
kernel weight. ° Cashew nuts, produced on a tropical tree, are traded only in
kernel form' and do not compete with U.S. filberts in the majority of uses.
© 2/ World supplles of Brazil nuts are gathered almost entirely in Brazil from
native trees in the jungle.

3/ The Northwest.District consists of 13 Counties identified as a group for
crop reporting purposes by the Oregon Department of Agriculture.

4/ U.S. Census of Agriculture data, as published in the second annual Oregon
Agricultural Statistics Bulletin, 1983-1984, Oregon Department of Agriculture.




Farm value

, o (1,000

Itenm o dollars)
Strawberries—--—--———c—cmmmmm 24,850
_ Sweet corn for processing------—--- 21,890
Snap beans for processing-------~-- 20,302
Raspberriés and blackberries——--—--- . 14,218

" Dry onions-———-—em——m 10,911
Filberts-———mooo—mm e 1/ 9,421
Cherries——-—m—emm—emm ' 7,590
Blueberries and cranberries---———-- ’ 6,345
Potatoes---—-——————-——mm o 2,562

" Apples——--- O —————s —————— 1,342
Green peas for processing--—----——-- 1,338

PearS— = m—mmmm e e o 246

1/ The 1981-82 average (excluding the short 1983 crop) was. 11 916 thousand

dollars.

Growers.--There were 1,081 filbert growers with 50 or more trees in 1980,
according to the most. recent Filbert Tree Survey in Oregon. Current in-
formation on the nature and composition of the filbert industry with respect
to filbert growers is not available in written sources. However, industry
sources close to the growing operations report that in 1984 there were 1,100

filbert growers, and estimate that 50 percent of them are full-time filbert

.operations where the grower's livelihood depends on filberts. 1/ Another

20 percent of the filbert operations are on full-time farms where other crops
are grown, and fllberts are only a part of their business. It is also
estimated that 30 percent of the filbert operations are orchards owned by

retired persons, part-time farmers, or absentee owners. Full-time filbert

growers will often manage and harvest orchards owned by less active filbert.
owners. . These sources further estimate that for four-fifths of the full-time
filbert growers the size of their orchards range from 30 acres to 60 acres,
for one-fifth of such growers the orchard size is more than 60 acres, and no
filbert operation exceeds 200 acres.

In 1980, Oregon and Washington had 2.5 million filbert trees planted on
nearly 22,000 acres (table 2). WNonbearing trees accounted for 23 percent of
the total trees planted, that is, 578,000 trees were planted in the 6 years
from 1975 to 1980 and are considered not to have been fully bearing in 1980. 2/

A filbert tree in Oregon may begin bearing nuts in 2 or 3 years, produce an

average of 5 pounds of nuts at 6 years, and be considered a "mature tree" at
10 years. Based on the number of filbert trees standing in 1980, the number
of bearing trees in 1984 was 2.25 million trees and the average production per
bearing tree in 1984 is calculated at 11.8 pounds. Also, the average grower
had 20 acres of filbert orchards with 2,100 bearing trees and an average
output in 1984 of 25,000 pounds. 1In 1980, acres.planted to filberts were up

1/ Fieldwork by Commission staff in the investigation.

2/ The filbert tree survey of 1980 conducted by the Oregon State Crop and
Livestock Reporting Service is the most recent data available. Another
filbert tree survey in Oregon and Washington is currently in progress and the

_results are expected to be published in the spring of 198S.
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Figure l.--Filberts: Principal producing'areas in Oregon and Washington.

R e e asem
\-.. wnatcow OKANOGAN ll T 1:- l""";)o::n:.:l
1
i | \ ]
——— i -
g B 4 . r J bt
3ee A~ ] / i
) L { i
s — " e [ & | , j
WO, ~ ) !
: > 1 ' ) L
-~ .\'\ A ,\-\ | j i
. 5 cHeLan . _, %euou: ~1 lf' i
C e { - l -~ \ Al
(. o “\.J N
T G pJ /i |
.')/ ! - I |
SN / / l ,
-~ \__ { ——d l l
XITTITAS \,v | LincoLn i sroxane |
i 1
, |
JAnm '
,-—' - ,' wHITMAN
~
/‘\J_uuuuu --—'{ I~ i
uuvou \\ . /h o Wl ﬁnnu.o Y ¢
i i R
5 r lgotvuma ™y ' AY
- % [ | iasora %
Ruamar g e
) L
| -~ | )
; " ymariLLA ; b
".,o- i lrl'-'z . \\_
| r .‘i \
- ; \
Ly _,l L] /
. H .
SN /
] I . !y waLiowa
I SiLLIAM L'] i "1 umon ,—-:—._... I
B s L LI N /
i
i. { !
] o r
{ f-.’ /
: 4 SARER s
LneeLen i r ; .,___\l ,.'
T ;
L / .
| ! {
_i_amawr = f
{ | ;
l ) {
1 | !
. i |
“DouGLas fl i i waLnzUR I
* | ; :
. ! ! !
/ i 3 i |
1 ! ! ! |
~ i ! II ! !
p—— L e Lume i :
l 1 .
| i T kLawatw ! | ! '
Jacuson | 1 ! !
] i i ! i i
' | | | ! !
‘ ! 5 i | Ii |
Surny ¢ ’ , i l : B}
¢ JOsEPMINE ! | |
o —l e, Tt —— s s _'“_" | | 1 J

Source:

Oregon Crop and Livestock Reporting Service.



13 percent and total tree numbers were up 22 percent, compared with the
filbert tree survey of 1976. Probably these rates of increase were not
..maintained from 1981 to 1984 as unit .prices received by growers for filberts
declined (see later sections of this report).

In the United States, nearly all filberts fall to the ground from the
trees on their own accord and are harvested from the ground by mechanical
sweepers and harvesters. The predominant variety grown is the Barcelona and
the outer husk surrounding the hard shell.for most of the nuts remains in the
orchard at harvest. 1/. Virtually all of the U.S. commerc1al production of
filberts is mechanically air dried in large bins with supplemental heat. One-
reason that outdoor air or sun drylng, as is done 1n Turkey, is not practical
in Oregon . is that harvest in Oregon occurs just pr1or to the winter ralny
season. Some of the filbert crop is dried on the farm but most of it is dried
by filbert handlers who prepare the crop for marketlng “Most filberts are
delivered to thé handlers' facilities by the growers 'in their own vehicles.
Generally, the handler's facility is in the immediate area of the growers that
deliver to him, however, Some growers -may de11ver the1r crop to more than one
handler ~

In Hay 1984 the Oregon State Un1ver51ty Extens1on Service publlshed a
report .that “included information on costs of production of fllberts in
Oregon.~ The costs were estimated for filbert production. in 1982 and included
cultural, harVest, and overhead costs. The study showed that total costs of
sproduction were estimated’ at about $1,140 per acre, 1nc1ud1ng cash costs of
" $344 and noncash costs (e.g., operator's labor, interest onfland and orchard,

- machinery. depreciation)- of $793. An orchard with a 1, 800—pound yield per acre
’rece1v1ng the average price for filberts in 1982 would hive lost $530 per
acre. However,.the grower would have received about $265 per acre above cash
costs, according to the study, which is reproduced in append1x G.

" Handlers.--In 1984, there were 10 filbert handlers ranglng from
relatively large corporate enterprises to small independent .firms that grow
the filberts they handle. The four largest handlers have accounted for about
four-fifths of the shipments in recent years. All handlers -are located in the
filbert growing areas and nearly all of them are within a 50-mile radius of
Portland, Oregon. The facilities used by handlers for drying, gradlng, and
shelling filberts are not used for any other products. The larger handlers
are firms that are involved in other ‘commodities: one firm markets processed
cherries, another is an independent division of an almond growers cooperative
in California, and a third is associated with California dried fruit and walnut
growers. During 1979-84, some firms operated as a grower cooperative for
filberts, or partially cooperative, 2/ whereby growers receive their returns

1/ In 1980, 87 percent of the filbert trees planted were Barcelona: Since
the Barcelona variety is not self-pollinating, most of the remaining
13 percent were pollinating varieties, such as the Daviana variety. :

'2/ The structural organization for a number of filbert handlers has changed
since 1979. One firm that operated entirely as a corporate enterprise in 1983
sold its facilities to .grower members to form a cooperative in 1984, although
part of its' supply is still purchased outright.



after the season closes, and other handlers purchase outright, taking title at
the time of delivery. . All the major handlers compete with each other for the
growers' supplies of filberts. The two handlers associated with other nut
industries in California (almonds and walnuts) supplement their product lines
with Oregon filberts, essentially the only source for U.S. grown filberts.

Employment in growing operation§.¥—Filbert growers'largely'operate their
filbert orchards with the owner and family members, and hired employment is
for the most part a seasonal operation. The Oregon Department of Human
Resources (DHR) collects data on the number of seasonal workers:employed in
the Oregon filbert growing industry. During 1982-84, the number of seasonal
workers on filbert farms ranged from 1,198 in 1982 to 603 in 1983 and averaged
888 workers annually. About 78 percent of the workers were employed during
the peak season of September-November, with October generally the month of
highest employment. The level of seasonal employment fluctuates from year to
year due, in part, to the size of the crop; a large crop generally requires
more labor 1nput than a small crop, especially at harvest time.

Hourly wages. are usually paid to seasonal workers who are employed in
pruning, spray1ng, -and other jobs not directly related to harvesting. The DHR
reports that in 1981 the average hourly wage rate for such workers was $3.65;
in 1982 and 1983 the rate was $3.50 per hour. 1/ Filbert harvest workers are
often paid on a p1ece—work basis, typically 8 to 10 cents per pound in recent
years. This piece-work rate roughly translates into an hourly rate of about
$3.50. .

Employment in processing operations.--Domestic processors of filberts
were requested by questionnaire to provide information on employment in their
firms, including the number of production and related workers employed
annually and seasonally, hours worked on filberts, and total wages paid to
such workers.. Responses were rece1ved from nearly the entire industry. 2/
1:Dur1ng 1979-83, information from the firms responding shows that the annual
average number of persons employed in the filbert processing 1ndustry was 140
1persons, of which an annual average of 123 persons were reported as production
and related workers. Dur1ng the 5-year period, the annual average number of
production. and related workers rose from 118 in 1979 to 134 in 1981 and 1982
and then declined to 98 in 1983. The months of peak seasonal employment in
the filbert processing industry are October, November, and December.

The annual number of hours worked by production and related workers on
all products produced in filbert processing plants rose from 111,000 hours in
1979 to 127,000 hours in 1982, and then declined to 91,000 hours in 1983.
During the 5-year period, 94 percent of the hours worked were devoted to
filberts. The processors reported that nearly two-thirds of that time was for
the production of filbert kernels.

1/ Information in letter dated Dec. 14, 1984, to the Commission's staff from
Mr. Bill Pence, Assistant Administrator for Research and Statistics,
Employment Division, Department of Human Resources, State of Oregon.

2/ The Commission received responses from nine firms which represerited an
estimated 95 percent of the volume of filberts handled by the processing
industry; eight firms provided usable information on employment.
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Total wages paid to production and related workers on all products
produced in filbert processing plants rose from $1.3 million in 1980 to
$1.7 million in 1982, and then declined to $1.2 million in 1983, as the number
. of hours worked dropped. Ninety-seven percent of the wages were paid to
workers handling filberts. About three-fifths of those wages paid went to
workers processing filbert kermels.

Federal marketfng order.--Filberts from the States of Oregon and
Washington are marketed under the Federal Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing Order No.
982, which became effective in 1949. 1/ Amendments in 1977 to the U.S.
statutes authorizing marketing orders added filberts to the list of
- commodities eligible to establish requirements on imports comparable with
those on domestic products under the marketing order. 2/ Further amendments
to the statutes in 1983 authorized marketing promotion, including paid
~advertising, for filberts under any Federal marketing order for
filberts/hazelnuts. I '

The Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing Board (Board) was established under
regulations of the Filbert/Hazelnut marketing order (Order), which specifies.
-the qualifications for membership on the Board. 3/ Nine member positions
(each with an alternate) are allocated to seven categories of qualifications;
six categories are for growers or handlers, depending largely on whether they
represent the interests of cooperatives or independents, and one position is
for a member who is neither a grower nor a handler.

The Order authorizes volume control for inshell filberts and quality
control for inshell and shelled filberts, and these authorities have been used
~every year with the objective of maintaining orderly marketing conditions.

One of the stated purposes of the Order is to limit the supply of inshell
filberts available to the domestic market to the approximate quantity that can
be marketed without unduly depressing prices, and divert the excess to
shelling or export. 4/ This provides the domestic inshell market with limited
‘protection from the effect of imported shelled filberts. Before the Order was
- implemented, handlers would oversupply the inshell market until prices fell to
the level at which the filberts could be shelled and return to growers a price
at the same level as imported filbert kernels. Another stated purpose of the
program is to provide a high quality product to encourage increased

- consumption, which is accomplished through minimum standards of quality for
inshell and shelled filberts.

1/ Act of June 29, 1949, 63 Stat. 282. Regulations governing this marketing
order are in 7 CFR Part 982.

2/ The Agriculture Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, provides
authority for Federal marketing orders. Sec. 608e sets out provisions for
import prohibitions; filberts were added to the list of commodities covered
under Sec. 608e by Public Law 95-113, effective Oct. 1, 1977. .

3/ Formally the Filbert Control Board. Establishment and membership of the
Board is in 7 CFR 982.30. .

4/ 1984 marketing policy for Oregon and Washington Filberts/Hazelnuts (M.O0.
982), Position Paper, Agricultural Marketing Service, U.S. Department of
Agriculture.
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Many terms are defined in the regulations governing the Order, some of
them spec1f1c to the filbert industry. A "handler" means any person who
sells, consigns, or in any way (with exceptions) puts inshell or shelled
filberts into the channels of trade. “Merchantable filberts" are inshell
filberts that meet inshell grade and size regulations "and are likely to be .
available for handling as inshell filberts," either for domestic or export
sales. 1/ Handlers, under the regulations, :have a "restricted obligation"
whereby "no handler ‘shall handle inshell filberts unless” he has withheld
certain quantities as determined by specified rules. A "percentage
allocation” for the crop is proposed by the Board before harvest each year
into a free percentage and a restricted percentage; the percentage allocated
"free" depends on the size prospects of the crop. The "free percentage" in
any marketing policy year is "the quantity of merchantable filberts which the
handler may handle in accordance with the inshell trade demand" that is, the
quantity which may be sold to the domestic inshell filbert market. ' The
"restricted percentage” determines the restricted obligation quantity that
‘must be withheld, which may be satisfied by "sales of certified merchantable
restricted filberts for shipment or export to destinations outside the
continental United States,"™ or by the equivalent inshell quantity of shelled
filberts. 2/ The "inshell trade demand” means the “quantity of inshell
filberts acquired by the trade from all handlers during a marketing year for
dlstr1but10n in the continental United States." : '

There are six filbert industry organizations, all of which are designed
to provide a specific service for the industry. 3/ These are as follows:

1. The Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing Board (F/HHB) established to administer .
federal marketing order No. 982, the Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing Order.

2. The Oregon Filbert Commission operates under the State of Oregon. Commodity
Commissions Act. Members appointed by the State Director of Agriculture
decide how funds collected from growers will be spent. The funds have
been used primarily for production research and generic promotion. The
Commission is also authorized to work on legislative problems.

3. The Nut Growers Society of Oregon, Washington and British Columbia is a -
voluntary nut industry organization funded by member dues. The Society is
designed to secure information for dissemination (primarily on production
questions) and publishes a yearly proceedings, or yearbook. '

4. The Filbert Growers Bargaining Association is a voluntary association
organized for the basic purpose of representing filbert growers in
negotiations with packers concerning crop price and delivery conditions.

1/ The term "merchantable production” is not defined by regulation but
means, by industry .usage, total production (USDA data) less culls and other
non-saleable quantities, and, therefore, is a more inclusive term than .
"merchantable filberts." o

2/ Rules for the disposition of restricted filberts are set out in 7 CFR
982.52, which provides that export sales "shall be made only by the Board;"
however, "a handler may be permitted to act as an agent of the Board," under
certain conditions.

3/ Extracted from a paper written for filbert 1ndustry members by Robert J.
_Gelhar, Manager, Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing Board, Aug. 15, 1984.
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5.. Associated Nut Packers of Oregon is a voluntary organization of filbert
packers, or handlers, concerned with such industry questions as size or
quality regulations which affect primarily the handlers.

6. Associated Oregon Hazelnut Industries, Inc. (AOHI) was organized to
succeed the United States Filbert Industry Quality Board, Inc., which was
- established in 1977. The AOHI, Inc., was organized in 1983. The primary
purpose of the corporation, as expressed in its charter, is to conduct
research, effect legislation and administer over various and sundry
industry matters, including the quality of filberts.

VU{S. pfodﬁction and allocation of production

The U.S. production of filberts is in the States of Oregon and Washington,
with 98 percent of it in Oregon (table 3). The U.S. Department of
Agriculture, in official statistics of the Crop Reporting Board, estimates the
inéorchqrd production of filberts in September. These data are used by the
Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing Board as an important element 'in determining
percentage allocations for the crop. USDA data show that total U.S. filbert
production increased irregularly from 26 million pounds for. the crop of 1979
to an all-time record of 37.6 million pounds for the crop of 1982. Production
in 1983 dropped dramatically to 16.4 million pounds owing to adverse weather
and then regained in 1984 to near its previous level with a crop of
26.5 million pounds. The farm value of filbert production declined from a-
high of $17.7 million for the crop of 1980 to $4.6 million for the crop of
1983, and then increased to $8.1 million for the crop of 1984. The lowest
average unit price, 27.9 cents per pound, was received for the crop of lowest
production (1983). Foreign supplies,: based on.a record crop in Turkey, were
.-unusually large in 1983.

. The merchantable production of filberts 1s equ1valent to orchard-run
production less an amount for "disappearance” and represents the quantity
available for marketing outside the area of production. - Disappearance, as the
term is used by the filbert industry, represents product not harvested, culled
during processing, or not sold to a handler (e.g., farm use or local sales). 1/
During crop years 1979/80 to 1984/85, merchantable production of filberts
increased irregularly from 25.1 million pounds (inshell weight) in 1979/80 to
35.6 million pounds in 1982/83, or by 42 percent, and then dropped to
14.4 million pounds in the low production year of 1983/84, and regained to a
projected 20.9 million pounds for 1984/85 (table 4). During the period, the
annual amount of product not marketed, or disappearance, ranged from a low of
0.9 million pounds in 1979/80 to a high of 5.6 million pounds for 1984/85.

. The final percentage allocations of the crop year adopted by the industry
for the "free" share to sell to domestic inshell markets were less than
50 percent of merchantable production in 5 of the 6 crop years from 1979/80 to
1984/85 (table 4). Only in 1983/84, when production was unusually low, did
the "free"™ allocation exceed 50 percent when the F/HMB determined a rate of

1/ The quantlty of "d1sappearance" is determined by action of the F/HMB,
based on handler reports and other information.
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67-percent. 1/ . The percentage allocations may be, and in some years have
been, changed during the course of the principal marketing season from
September to the following February, as new information about supply becomes
available.- For example, in the 1983/84 crop year, the "free" allocation was
set at 37 percent on September 15, 1983, at 42 percent on September 23, 1983,
and at 67 percent on November 14, 1983. Also, in the 1981/82 crop year, the
"free" allocation:was set:four times, rising from 19 percent on September 17,
1981, to 31 percent on February 9, 1982. After the crop year closes, the
F/HMB reports an-accounting of the industry's aggregate performance of

~ quantities actually withheld from the domestic inshell market (total sold in

export or shelled) compared with the quantities that handlers were obliged to
withhold (determined by the restricted percentage allocation). During 1979/80
to 1982/83, the restricted filberts withheld from the domestic inshell market
increased irregularly from 17.3 million pounds in 1979/80 to 25.4 million
pounds in 1982/83, or by 47 percent, and then dropped to 7.3 million pounds in
1983/84. The 7.3 million pounds withheld in 1983/84 was 166 percent of the
_withholding obligation quantity of 4.4 million pounds, indicating a strong
demand in that year for either or both the export inshell market or the
filbert kernel markets for U.S: f1lberts relative to the domestlc inshell
market for U.S. filberts. ‘ o

U.S. handlers" costs and shipments

- Handlers average costs, as an industry, consist of average procurement

" costs ‘for filberts from growers, and the per unit cost of processing inshell

~ifilberts and filbert kernels. Much of the capital equipment of handlers to
process filberts is used only. for filberts and then largely on a seasonal
basis for 3 to 4 months of the year. : Such capital needs include investments
in large buildings, washing and sizing equipment, large gas-heated drying
‘chambers, shelling and sorting machinery, trucks of various kinds, and
..laboratories for grading .and inspecting. The Commission asked domestic
handlers to report their unit- processing costs for inshell filberts and
filbert kernels; these unit costs would be expected to vary from year to year
© as -the wvolume of the crop varied ‘from year to year because the facilities used
by ‘any handler is.a relatively:fixed total cost. The results of the
questionnaire responses are shown in table 5 as industry average unit costs
for procurement and processing. During 1979/80 to 1983/84, average .
procurement costs for inshell filberts declined irregularly from 50 cents per
pound to 33 cents per pound. The average unit cost of processing inshell
‘filberts increased from 8 cents per pound in 1979/80 to 18 cents per pound in
1983/84, and -that for filbert kernels fluctuated annually, reaching a peak of
5 cents per pound in 1983/84, a year of low production.  In general, the per

ot

1/ The practical application of this percentage means that for each handler,
33 pounds of every 100 pounds of merchantable filberts (inshell-weight basis)
handled in 1983/84 would need to be exported inshell or made into filbert
kernels in order for the handler to sell 67 pounds on the domestic inshell
. filbert market. Conversely, as in the preceeding year 1982/83, 71 pounds of
every 100 pounds handled was restricted in order for the handler to sell
29 pounds on the domestic inshell filbert market.
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unit cost of processing filbert kernels, on the basis of product weight,
ranged from 3 to 4 times larger than the per unit cost of processing inshell
filberts. 1/

) U.S. handlers of domestically grown filberts ship to both the domestic
market and the export market. During 1979/80 to 1983/84 their aggregate
shipments of filberts rose irregularly from 26.9 million pounds (on the basis
of inshell weight) in 1979/80 to 29.2 million pounds in 1982/83 and then
declined to 24.7 million pounds in 1983/84 (table 6). The sharp drop in
shipments in the latter year reflects the small filbert crop that year. The
.majority of the shipments of filberts went to the domestic market, as shown in
. .the following tabulation which is compiled from data in table 6: »

'f ' f ' “Share of total .

Crop F Qu?ntlty Domestic markets : Export markets :Total
year : shipped : : :
' : Inshell : Filbert:

: : Inshell : Filbert
: : filberts: kernals : filberts: kernals:

:1,000 pounds in- :

:shell weight basis: --—-—-—~—ccommeeno Percent———-——————-fcm——
©1979/80——————-: . . . 26,921 : 32 : 34 : 28 : 6 : 100
1980/81——————-: 23,178 : 36 : 28 : 30 : 6 : 100
1981/82—-~—---1: : 25,265 : 35 : . 38 : 21 : 6 : 100
1982/83—-——--—-: - 29,248 : 32 ¢ 44 : 16 : 8 : .100
1983/84———~~-~ : : 24,749 : 36 : 41 : 20 : 3: 100
5-year average: : 2 : : :
1979/80 to : - » e : : : Coe :
1983/84—---- . 25,872 : 34 38 : : 22 :- 6 : - 100

-
S

..
.
.

During 1979/80 to 1983/84, about 72 percent of the handlers' shipments of
filberts went to the domestic market and 28 percent were exported. The
proportion of handlers' shipments'to domestic filbert kernel sales increased
at the expense of shipments-to inshell filbert export market during the
period. The share sold as inshell filberts to domestic markets remained
relatively unchanged over the period. Filbert kernels accounted for the
largest share of the domestic shipments by U.S. handlers and inshell filberts
‘accounted for most of the export shipments. 1In the export market, inshell
filbert shipments by U.S. handlers declined relative to total shipments and
filbert kernel shipments remained mostly unchanged. During the 5-year period
overall, 56 percent of the shipments were inshell filberts and 44 percent were
filbert kernels.

1/ The two unit costs are not additive because some cost elements are common
to both products.
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. U.S. exports

) u.s. exports of f11berts (1nshe11 fllberts and filbert kernels 1/
combined) during 1979/80. to 1983/84 declined 60 percent on a kernel weight
bas1s, from 6.7 million- pounds to 2.7 million pounds, and 55 percent (by
value) from $6.8 million. in 1979/80 to-$3. 1 million in 1983/84, as reported in
official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce (table 7). Canada has
been the principal market since 1980/81, and accounted for 40 percent of the
exports (by -quantity) in. 1983/84 Over the 5 years covered in this report,
f1lbert exports to Canada, which ranged from 1.0 million to 1.6 million pounds
annually, ‘have generally increased as a share of the total, as exports to the
EC- countr1es declined about 65 percent over the period. West Germany is the
predominant market in the EC for the combined exports of inshell and shelled
filberts; such exports to West Germany declined irregularly from 2.2 million
pounds in 1979/80 to 0.7 million pounds in 1983/84 and consisted predominately
of inshell filberts.. Other export markets of note have included Hex1co,
Australia, and Venezuela

Inshell f11bert exports in most years accounted for about two—thlrds (by
value) of the total exports, but for less than one-half of the total on a
filbert kermel weight basis (table 8). Filbert ‘kernel exports in most years
dur1ng the period accounted for about one-third of the total exports (by
value) and averaged 55 percent of the quantity for the 5 years covered
(table 9). Poor yields from the 1983 crop may be partly respons1b1e for the
decline in overall. exports in 1983/84. .

Turkey

Structure of the Turk1sh 1ndustry

- Turkey. is the largest producer of f11berts worldW1de, supplylng about
70 percent of the world production 2/ and accounting for about- four-fifths of
total U.S. filbert imports (by value). 3/ Filberts have been grown in Turkey
for centuries. Most of the production takes place in the mountainous area
along the eastern end of the north coast bordering the Black Sea. " This area,
extending about 15 to 20 miles inland and about 300 miles along the coast,
includes the Provinces of Artvin, Giresun, Ordu, Rize, Samsun, and Trabzon
(fig. 2). 1In 1984, this coastal region accounted for an estimated 73 percent
of total annual production, with production in Ordu and Giresun together
making up nearly S0 percent of total production nationwide (table 10).

1/ Export data on filbert kernels do not include blanched or otherwise
prepared .or preserved f1lberts. Such exports are believed to be negligible or
nil. T
2/ Based on the 1974 83.10-year average. See Gill and Duffus, Edible Nut
Market Report, No.1l17, December 1984, 'p.. 5. - :

3/ Based on the 1979/80 to 1983/84 5-year average'of U.S. imports.
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] Significant production also takes place in the western Black Sea coastal
" ‘Tegion extending from the Province of Kastamonu westward through Bolu,
Zonguldak, Kocaeli, and ‘Sakarya; estimated 1984 production in Sakarya and Bolu
" collectively accounted for 23 percent of total Turkish production. The
climate of both coastal regions is described as moderate, with temperatures
ranging from 20 to 90 degrees Fahrenhe1t and annual average ra1nfall of 40 to
60 1nches e : :

Filbert plants in Turkey historically were multistem bushes, 10 to
15 feet tall, growing wild' wherever the mountainous and rocky terrain
permitted. New plantings were more the result of chance seedling or volunteer
growth, generally occurring in irregular formations. Farmers used hand tools
sparingly for tillage practices, with the vegetation around mature bushes in
some areas seldom disturbed. This vegetation served both to control erosion
and: as 'a source of animal feed for browsing domesticated and wild animals.
The use of irrigation was uncommon because of the hilly terrain and abundant
rain and snow.

. 'Currently, filberts of high nutritional value are described by the
Turkish industry as being grown in the fertile Anatolian soils under very
controlled agricultural practices. 1/ In recent years, new plantings have
resulted through the use of contour farming practices in less mountainous
areas as well ‘as the establishment of filbert orchards on neighboring land.
According to industry sources, 2/ such orchards have been planted over the
past 20 years on land which could be used more economically for other
‘agricultural crops. ‘On June 18, 1983, the National Assembly of Turkey passed
a law which requires filbert producers to declare their present and intended -
production areas, and prevents any producer from establishing new orchards or
Tenewing older ones until a "Growers:Certificate" has been issued. Violations
of this law are punishable by fines of from 5,000 to 10,000 turkish liras
($12 82 to $25 64) 37 This law had not'yet been implemented, by early 1985.

: Growers in Turkey ——There are no official statxstlcs on the current
number of filbert growers in-Turkey; the actual number of growers is believed
large, with the average acreage per grower small. 4/ According to the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS), there are about
500,000 filbert producers in Turkey:. In 1984, FAS estimated that Turkish
production was from 250 million bearing trees, compared with U.S. production
from an estimated 2.5 million trees. Official estimates are available on the
number of filbert trees planted in Turkey, including bearing and nonbearing
trees. As shown in table 11, the total number of trees planted has risen
slowly since 1979 to an estimated 273 million trees in 1984, 2 percent above
the level in 1979. About nine-tenths of the trees were bearing trees.

1/ Findik Tarim Satis Koopefatifleri Birlige (Fiskobirlik).

2/ U.S. -Department of Agriculture, Fore1gn Agricultural Service, Attache
Report No. TU4029, Aug. 14, 1984.

3/ Based on a conversion ‘rate of 390 TL (Turkish liras) = $1.00.

4/ Estimated at less than 0.5 acre per grower, based on the 400,000 hectares
in filbert productlon reported by the Black Sea Region Hazelnut Exporters
Union (app. H). _
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Historically, growers have had three outlets for their filberts. 1/ They
‘can sell them to small-volume brokers which buy filberts from a number of
sources and then sell either to large-volume brokers or directly to a shelling
‘plant. They can sell directly to large-volume brokers or shelling plant
operators. Or, they-can join a grower cooperative, which shells the nuts and
makes the final sales for the growers.. In all cases, the filberts are first
'dried and husked, generally in the open air on the grower's premises.

Processors _in Turkey.—-It is believed that almost all Turkish filberts
are shelled in plants. A total of 97 shelling plants were located in the
growing areas .of Turkey in 1984. 2/ Because the inshell filbert keeps better
. in storage, filberts for export in the shelled -form are usually shelled just
‘prior to shipment. In. recent years, the bulk of the filbert crop in Turkey
was reportedly purchased by a government“cooperative called Fiskobirlik. 3/
Fiskobirlik, established .in 1938 in Giresun through the affiliation of five
_cooperatives,. currently has 33 affiliated cooperatives with over 76,000
 partners;, 3,000 laborers, and a staff of over 1,000 people. This organlzatlon‘
has offices in Istanbul, Samsun, and Giresun, with sales centers throughout
Turkey and foreign distribution offices (for marketing Turkish exports) in
West Germany, France, and the United States. This cooperative handled the
largest share of the production from the 1983/84 Turkish filbert crop. In:
recent years, they have accounted for 50 percent of the world's exports .of
filberts. The cooperative, primarily handling shelled filberts and kernels,
also processes a number of other products, such. as salted and roasted - s
filberts,. natural packaged filberts, sliced f11berts, filbert paste and flour,
chocolate: bars, -and similar products. 4/

In addition to Fiskobirlik's. processing plants in 1984, a few pr1vate
processing :plants also produced filbert products. SAGRA, in Ordu province, is
the largest of.the private facilities, with a processing capacity of :

88 million pounds annually (or about 10 percent of national productiomn).
According to USDA officials visiting this plant recently,. the facility was
reported in operation for three shifts per day, 7 days a week, all year long.
A recent plant expansion is using new, modern manufacturing equipment. The
most important products produced by this plant included roasted and blanched
filberts; minced, sliced, and powdered filberts; filbert paste and puree; and
filbert products with .cocoa. Most of these products are believed to be sold
‘on the domestic market, w1th only limited amounts exported

1/ Walter R. Schreiber, Filberts in Turkey, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Foreign Agricultural Service, Foreign Agriculture Report No. 73, June 1953.
Although this study has not been updated, it is . believed that many aspects of
filberts in Turkey discussed in this research report still apply.

2/ Brief submitted in the Commission's investigation by the Association of
Food Industries, Inc.

3/ Testimony of Glenn Hansbherry, Associated Oregon Hazelnut Industries,
Inc., before the U.S. Senate Committee on Finance, Subcommittee on
International Trade, Sept. 14, 1984.

4/ U.S. Department of Agriculture, Foreign Agricultural Serv1ce Attache
Report No. TU4029, Aug. 14, 1984.
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. Production in Turkey

Annual filbert production in Turkey has varied widely from year to year,
due primarily to the alternate bearing nature of the trees. According to FAS
data, filbert product1on during 1979/80 to 1984/85 ranged from a low of 485
million pounds in 1982/83 to an all-time record 926 million pounds in 1983/84;
production was forecast by the USDA at 661 million pounds in 1984/85, a
decrease of 29 percent as compared with production in 1983/84 (table 12). The
wide fluctuation in annual production was due largely to the alternate bearing
nature of the trees. The 5-year average production from 1979/80 to 1983/84
was. 670 million pounds, up 14 percent from the preceeding S—year average
durlng 1974775 to 1978/79.

During 1979/80 to 1983/84, domestic use in Turkey of filberts more than
doubled from 79 million to 198 million pounds. Since 1980, an increasing
share of production has been used domestically, primarily for snack food and
confectionery, but also for newer products including salted and roasted
filberts, filbert paste, and chocolate bars or similar products In addition
to regular uses, increasing amounts of filberts have been crushed for oil,
both because of poor quality and because of large unsold stocks on hand.
According to FAS reports, 25,000 metric tons of filberts were crushed during
1982/83, and an estimated 40, 000 metric tons were crushed during 1983/84  The
011 is used in the productlon of margarine and palnt.

The Turkish Government policy on filberts provides for a support price to
growers, updated on an annual basis according to various factors such as the
prevailing world prices, the value of the Turkish lira in relation to other
currencies, and the rate of inflation in Turkey. The support price of"
filberts, expressed in Turkish lira per kilogram, has risen steadily, from
37.5 lira in 1979/80 to an estimated 230 lira in 1984/85, as shown in the
following tabulation, on the basis of Foreign Agricultural Service data:

Exchange rate:

: : Support price in : for Turkish : Price in
Year . . . terms of
: Turkish lira 1/ : lira per U.S.: U.S. dollars
. : : dollar 27 : "7
: Per kilogram : : Per_ pound
1979/80————————r e : TL37.5 : TL35.0 : $0.49
1980/8l--———-—— o : 110.0 : -78.8 : © .64
1981/82-——~————c e 125.0 : 113.8 .50
1982/83-—-—vo e} ) 149.0 : 167.7 : .40
1983/84——-~———— e i . 115.0: 236.4 : .34
388.4 : .27

1984/85 3/-——m—em e o : 230.0

1/ Prices for unshelled round filberts based on a 50 percént shelling rate.
2/ Turkish lira per U.S. dollar based on rates reported in foreign service

reports of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
3/ Estimated by the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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However, in terms of U.S. dollars, the support price has declined steadily
since 1980/81. The rise in the price from 1979/80 to 1980/81, the highest
recorded annual increase, was the result of high world prices and local events

in Turkey. Rising costs of production, along with low production levels 1n

‘certain years since 1978/79 were also respons1b1e for the increases in
isupport prices.

R

" Turkish exports

Exports of filberts from Turkey trended upward from 472 million pounds in
1979780 to 529 million pounds in 1983/84, and averaged 496 million pounds
annually throughout the period (table 12). Nearly all of Turkey's exports are
of shelled kernels. In recent years, West Germany has accounted for about
one—half the total volume of exports, with the U.S.S.R., France, the United
Klngdom, and. SW1tzerland the other major buyers. Since 1979/80, U.S. imports
of shelled filberts from’ Turkey have accounted for the bulk of U.S. imports of
.all fllberts but have never exceeded 7 million pounds, or about 1.3 percent
of average annual Turkish exports.

Accord1ng to Turkish sources, all Turkish f1lberts exported are inspected
“qaccordlng to stipulations of "regulation for the control of. exportation of
filberts” published by Turkish standards institute in 1961. In recent years,
the bulk of the Turkish filbert kernels exported to all markets, including the
.- United States, were classed as "Natural," i.e., mill-run quallty of all sizes
(table 13).

Turklsh f1lbert exports are governed by. a m1m1mum export price pol1cy and
an export tax system, through which the Government attempts to prevent
fore1gn-exchange losses, minimize competition among exporters, and stab1l1ze
domestic prices. The minimum export price, f.o.b. for 100 kilograms of
shelled round filberts of mill-run quality, was to $275 in 1979 and $405 in
1980. The minimum export price policy was abolished in 1980 but reestablished
in 1982; the price was estimated at $220 during 1982-84. 1In late 1980, an.

" export tax system was established to help stabilize domestic pr1ces According
to Turkish sources, exporters must deposit some of their earn1ngs in a "Price
Support and Stab1llzat10n Fund®. 1/

N Since most filberts in international markets are supplied by Turkey,
"buyers are dependent on the price of Turkish filbert exports. During 1979-84,
Turkish export prices fluctuated widely. Prices almost doubled within a year,
from $1.02 per pound in January-March 1979 to $2.02 per pound in January-March
1980, as shown in table 14. After January-March 1980, the price declined
continuously, falling to a low of $0.86 per pound in July-September 1982, and
then increasing to $1.04 in January-June 1983. 1In 1983, world production of
filberts reached a record 603,000 metric tons. The increase in supply had a
suppressing effect on Turkish export prices, which dropped to $0.87 in
October-December 1983. The reduction in world production to 350,000 metric
tons in 1984 doubtless contributed to.the small increase in the average
Turkish export price that year. Devaluations of the Turkish lira with respect
to the U.S. dollar may have offset the effect of Turkish domestic inflation on

1/ Black Sea Region Hazelnut Exporters Union, "Hazelnut Market Report,™
December 1984, No. 1, p. 8; see app. H.
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export prices, but this is uncertain, since this price is quoted in terms of
u.s. dollars. In fact, each year during the past 6 years, the lira was
devalued drast1cally, from 31.08 lira to a dollar in 1979 to 348.37 lira to a
dollar 1n 1984 1/

Italy

Structure of the Italian industry

Italy's filberts grow largely in hilly country, in areas where rainfall
'is adequate. The industry is centered for the most part in the State of
Campania (especially around Naples, Avellino, and Salerno) and in Sicily
where, together. almost 90 peréentAof the crop is grown. The district of
Avellino in Campania, which is the most intensive filbert area, lies about
25 miles inland from the southwest sea coast; Naples (where the finest Italian
1nshell f1lberts are produced) and. Salerno are located on the coast. Other
dreas, like Piedmont to the north and Viterbo above Rome, also produce
filberts; however, production in these areas is small, amounting to 10 percent
of total production. Filbert plantxngs in Italy extend to 3,000 feet above
sea level, but the best production is reported from about 800 feet to
2, 000 feet and on those exposures receiving the heaviest rainfall. Mature
“bushes and y1elds are larger than those in Turkey because of better soil,
climatic condxtlons, and pruning and fertilizing practices. 1In Italy, filbert
orchards are a popular investment of business and professional people and as a
result there is a large amount of absentee ownership and many orchards are
farmed by tenants. A common ‘division is one-third of the crop to the tenant
and two-thirds to the awner. 1In add1t1on, many nonténant farmers who own
their own land rent additional acreage.

" In S1c1ly, the filbert industry differs from Campania in that it is
largely of 'a “casual™ nature, principally on the moist, northern hillsides of
Mt. Aetna facing the sea. Most holdings are small, though a few have 100 to
200 acres and are cultlvated Management consists principally of occasional
prunxng '

Filbert var1et1es in Italy vary with the area and consist of "long"
varieties and "round“ varieties. The long varieties are sold predominately in
inshell markets at premium prices. - U.S. imports of the inshell filberts from
Italy are chiefly round varieties. Production in the Avellino district is
largely of the "San Giovanni" or "Long Naples™ variety. In the Salerno
district, south of Naples, the "Giffoni" variety, a round type, dominates and
is said to be a favorite of U.S. shelled filbert buyers.. In the Viterbo
district, north of Rome, a round variety called "Romana" or "Gentile™ i
produced, which is also reported to have a fine shelling quality. 1In Sicily,
most filberts are ‘either the “"Raciante"” var1ety or are "ordinary types," which
- are the unclassified "fllberts of commerce.

"1/ These two rates are taken from the International Monetary Fund,
International Financial Statistics, November 1984. The 1984 rate is an
average of the first three quarters' rates of 1984. Without devaluations, the
export price of filberts m1ght have been higher than they were.
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‘ At harvest times, the bushes are beaten with canes and the nuts are
picked from the ground. A few filberts are sold in the fresh or green state
for local consumption. Marketing is through the usual channels--sales by
growers to shellers or packers via a field agent or "accumulator" who, in
turn, sells to distributors and manufacturers abroad via commission agents.

Italian production dnd exports

Italy is the second most important producer and exporter of filberts.
Durlng 1981-83, Italian production of filberts rose from 176 million pounds
(inshell bas1s) to 265 million pounds and then dropped in 1984 to 121 million
pounds (table 15). The smaller crop in 1984 largely reflects the normal .
downturn .in the production cycle after an except1onally large harvest in
1983..

. Exports of filberts from Iiely'account'for nearly_ail of the EC exports
of such nuts. In 1983, for example, Italy's combined exports of inshell and
shelled filberts accounted for 80 percent of EC's combined filbert exports.
During 1979-83, EC. filbert exports declined from 32 million pounds, on a
kernel—welght basis, in 1979 to 16 million pounds in 1980, and then increased
each year to.41 million pounds: in 1983 (table 16). Filbert kernels during
this ‘period accounted. for 84 percent of this amount, and inshell filberts (on
a kernel—welght basis) accounted for 16 percent. In years when crops are .
larger ‘this. situation is. reversed. WMuch depends on the comparatlve returns
from the two. forms of product in a given season, which in turn are dependent
upon, pr1ces rece1ved for kernels and inshell fllberts, and the shellout
ratio. The increased exports during 1979-83 are due in part to increased .
plantings and 1mproved care of the existing plantlngs.

. Italy's primary market for'inshell filberts is West Germany. Most of
.West Germany s inshell f11berts go into direct household consumption, either
separately or. in nut mixes; 75 percent of the exports to that market are
concentrated in the period of October to December. Other significant markets
for inshell filberts are the United Kingdom, Scandinavia, and France. West
Germany is also Italy's principal market for filbert kernels; over 75 percent
g0 into .industrial use, part1cular1y to confectionery and chocolate.
manufacturers, but also bakeries. Switzerland, France, and Belgium are the
next most important export markets for Italian filbert kernels.

Spain

Structure of the Spanish industry

Filbert production in Spain is scattered throughout the eastern coast
bordering the Mediterranean Sea. Spanish production is roughly double that of
the United States. The province of Tarragona, on the northern part of the
east coast, produces about 85 percent, on average, of the country's total
filbert crop. Barcelona is the key port of shipment, but the production and
packing center of greatest importance is the city of Reus, about 15 miles
.inland from the coastal city of Tarragona. Wide variations in yields within
the country in a given year can be attributed to two production zones. One
zone is the coastal area in the province of Tarragona, where plantings are
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largely irrigated, and the other zone is located in the hillside areas near
Barcelona and north to Gerona. Thus, in any given season, coastal crops may
be affected by damp weather during spring pollination while the higher areas
may not, and conversely, dry weather might affect the higher plantings where
the soil is shallow while the coastal areas are irrigated. Nearly 80 percent
of total production is said to be of the "Negreta" variety, a medium-long
filbert, and the remainder is largely of the "Morell" and "Grifall"
varieties. Thus, most Spanish filberts are different from the round Turkish
filbert. Generally, Spanish.filberts for export are purchased by exporters
from wholesalers (also referred to as agents or commission merchants), or
through the. Reus (Tarragona) Exchange.

Spanish production

Filbert production in Spain declined irregularly from 68 million pounds
"in 1979/80 to a low level of 31 million pounds in 1982/83, before rising again
to 68 million pounds in 1983/84 (table 17). The smaller crops generally
reflect a normal downturn in the product1on cycle after exceptionally large
harvests. The production for the 1984/85 crop year is forecast at-
28.6 million pounds. Trade sources estimate the filbert acreage in Spain at
92,168 acres, of which 88,462 acres are bearing trees. In the latter part of
the 1970's there was a relatively sharp upward trend in acreage planted, which
since appears to have leveled off. Though data on yields are scarce, it is .
believed that filbert yields in Spain compare well with those of competxng
producing countries in Europe.

Spanish exports

Exports of filberts from Spain averaged about 30 million pounds annually
during 1979/80 to 1983/84, (table 17). During that period, however, annual
exports ranged from 14 million pounds to 46 million pounds. Exports are
forecast by the USDA to be about 13 million pounds in 1984/85. .In general,
Spanish exports account for about two-thirds of Spanish filbert production.
The U.S.S.R. is the principal export market, accounting for 52 percent of
total exports in 1983/84. France and Czechoslovakia were also significant
markets, accounting for 19 percent and 10 percent of total exports, o
respectively. Filbert export shipments are inspected for quality and plant ,
health purposes by the Inspection Services of the Ministry of Economy (SOIVRE)
and the Phytosanitary or Plant Health Inspection Services of the H1n1stry of
Agr1culture. respectively.
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N * THE UNITED STATES MARKET
Domesticharket'Profile‘

Filberts are a commercially important tree nut crop utilized both in the
inshell and kernel form. . In recent years an average of one—th{rd of the
domestic output was sold inshell to domestic markets, one quarter was sold
inshell to"export markets, and the balance was shelled into kernels. 1In a
comparison of consumption of tree nuts in the United States, the quantity of
filberts consumed is generally behind that of walnuts, pecans, almonds, and
cashews. Although U.S. producers supply virtually all of the domestic
consumption of walnuts, pecans, and almonds, imports account for all of the
cashews and a significant share of the filberts consumed in this country.
Filbert kernels from foreign sources supplied 59 percent of domestic filbert
kernel consumpt1on during 1979/80 to 1983/84 and imported 1nshell filberts
supplied S percent of the inshell filberts ‘consumed. The bulk of the _inshell
filberts dre used in inshell nut mixtures, with most of the filbert kernels
sold to institutional users and nut roasters for mixed nut packs. In
addition; recent filbert 1ndustry interest has focused on the development of
other related filbert products including sl1ced or chopped nuts, snack nuts,
and fllbert butter.

Apparent consumpt1on of filberts in recent’ years, compared wlth the early
1960°'s, has increased by 11 percent overall but has declined by 4 percent on a
per capita’ basis. 'Recent annual per capita consumptlon was 0 05 pound

Foreign competition in the domestic market occurs primarily from filbert
kernels imported from Turkey, with additional supplies from Italy Italy
supplies virtually all of the inshell filbert imports. ' :

U.S. Consumption

- In the United States, inshell filberts and filbert kernels are sold to
entirely different markets and are used by consumers in a significantly’ '
different manner one from the other. Inshell filberts are sold predom1nantly
to inshell nut mixers--wholesale firms that frequently specialize in nuts and
related unprocessed products and purchase inshell nuts of different kinds to
produce inshell nut mxxtures Filbert kernels, on the other hand, are sold
predom1nantly to industrial consumers who use them as 1ngred1ents in bakery or
confectionery products. Also, significant amounts of filbert kernels are sold
to nut roasters and salters--firms that generally carry a full line of shelled
nuts 1/ and edible seeds and specialize in nut roasting operations and the
manufacture of nut kernel mixtures therefrom. Many of the products of such
firms are sold as a "snack item" to consumers; however, except as may be
contained in roasted nut mixtures, filberts appear to have a very small share
of the snack nut trade in the United States. Unroasted filbert kermels are
also sold in retail-size units through grocery stores and nut shops for home
consumption, although this trade does not appear to be large.

When viewed together, the combined U.S. apparent consumption of inshell
filberts and filbert kernels, on a kernel-weight-equivalent basis, increased
each year from 9.8 million pounds in 1980/81 to 16.4 million pounds in

1/ Including inshell nuts easily opened and suitable as a snack nut, such as
peanuts and pistachios.



25

1983/84, or by 67 percent. Apparent consumption in crop year 1979/80, the
first year of the 5-year period studied, was 11.8 million pounds, . thus, the
increase from 1979/80 to 1983/84 was 39 percent. Over the S-year period,
filbert kernels accounted for 72 percent of the combined consumption.

Inshell filberts .

'During the crop years 1979/80 to 1983/84, the apparent consumption of
inshell filberts sold in domestic markets trended upward irregularly from
8.6 million pounds (inshell weight) in 1979/80 to 9.6 million pounds in
1983/84, or by 12 percent over the period (table 18). From the 8.6 million
pounds consummed in 1979/80, consumption declined to 8.4 million pounds in
'1980/81, increased to 9.5 million pounds in 1980/81, increased again in
1982/83 to 10.1 million pounds, and then declined to 9.6 million pounds in
1983/84. The consumption decline in 1983/84 of 5 percent from the previous
year, or by 500,000 pounds, can be attributed both to a decline in imports,
which fell by 296,000 pounds, and to domestic shipments, which fell by 204,000
pounds. The weather damaged 1983/84 U.S. filbert crop of 16.4 million pounds
was a decline in production from the previous year of 56 percent; however, the
small decline 'in consumption was due largely to the allocation system of the
domestic marketing order and the long-term prefererice of domestic handlers to
sell products into the domestic inshell market. Longstanding business
relationships with purchasers may also have been part of the reason for a high
proportion of the short 1983/84 crop going into the domestic inshell market.
It .is noted that the season averageée price received for shipments into this
market during 1983/84 was changed little from the season average price
received for shipments in the previous 1982/83 crop year. Industry sources
contend that when the price for inshell filberts in the United States reaches
. a high level (and depending on forelgn supplies), imports of inshell filberts
will 1ncrease.

Filbert kernels

During 1979/80 to 1983/84, the U.S. apparent consumption of filbert
kernels increased from 8.4 million pounds (kernel weight) in 1979/80 to
12.6 million pounds in 1983/84, or by 50 percent (table 19). Consumption
declined from 8.4 million pounds in 1979/80 to 6.4 million pounds the
following year (1980/81 had the highest average world price for filbert
kernels -of : any of -the 5 years), then consumption increased each succeeding
year to6 the 12.6-million pound level in 1983/84. During that 5-year period,
the share of consumption that was accounted for by imports of filbert kernels
ranged from a. low of 52 percent in 1982/83 (the record high domestic
production’ year) to a high of 68 percent in 1983/84 (the low domestic
production year). The share of annual consumption supplied by shipments of
domestic filbert kernels ranged from 32 percent to 48 percent, and averaged
41 percent over the period.

Afcomparlson of the composition in the U.S. market of domestically
produced filbert kernels with those. kernels from foreign sources reveals that
the domestic product is predominantly of larger sized kernels and the imported
product is principally of smaller sized kernels. During 1981/82 to 1983/84,
61 percent.of the domestic filbert kernel shipments to the U.S. market were
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. large-size kernels or larger. During the same period, 55 percent of the
imports were of medium size or smaller. Blanched filbert kernels in the
domestic market are available only from foreign sources but the class of
"whole and broken" kernels is supplied only from domestic sources.

U.S. Imports

During 1979/80 to 1983/84, annual U.S. imports of inshell and shelled
filbert kernels ranged from 4 million to 9 million pounds (on a kernel-weight-
equivalent basis) and were valued at from $6.5 million to $9.0 million
(table 20). Turkey supplied 80 percent (by value) of these imports and nearly
all of the remainder was supplied by the EC, predominately by Italy. More
than nine-tenths of the imports were shelled or prepared or preserved filberts,
and the remainder was inshell filberts.

Inshell filberts

i During 1979/80 to 1983/84, Italy supplied virtually all of the U.S.
imports of inshell filberts (table 21). 1In 1981/82, the first year of the
past 5 years to have any quantity of note of inshell filbert imports, imports
from Italy amounted to 781,000 pounds, then in 1982/83 they rose to 864,000
pounds, before declining to 494,000 pounds in 1983/84. Total U.S. imports of
inshell filberts during 1983/84, excluding Canada as a source, 1/ amounted to
568,000 pounds, as, in addition to Italy, Spain and France together supplied
74,000 pounds. During 1981/82 to 1983/84, the average annual unit values of
inshell filbert imports from Italy declined from 67 cents per pound to '
52 cents, and then to 44 cents, paralleling the price movement for prices
received by domestic growers of filberts in that period.

Imports of inshell filberts have been a very small part of the U.S.
apparent consumption of inshell filberts. The ratio of imports to consumption
during 1982/83, the year of the largest volume of imports, was less than
9 percent. -

Filbert kernels

Turkey supplied 82 percent of the quantity of U.S. imports of filbert
kernels during the 5 crop years 1979/80 to 1983/84, Italy supplied 14 percent,
other EC countries supplied 3 percent, and about 1 percent came from all other
sources. The ratios by supplier sources during 1983/84 were nearly the same
as the 5-year annual average ratios. However, it is noted that the share of
annual imports of filbert kernels supplied by EC countries increased from
6 percent in 1979/80 to 26 percent in 1982/83 and then declined to 18 percent
in 1983/84.

During 1979/80 to 1983/84, the year-to-year changes in the volume of U.S.
imports of filbert kernels, which declined from 4.7 million pounds in 1979/80
to 3.8 million pounds in 1980/81 and then increased to 8.5 million pounds in
1983/84, appear to have been associated inversely with the year-to-year

1/ Reported imports from Canada in 1983/84 of 166,000 pounds, valued at
$22 000, with a unit value of $0.13 per pound, were articles other than
filberts.
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changes in the average unit values of such imports (table 22). The increase
in imports over the period was 80 percent. The average unit value of the U.S.
imports of filbert kernels from all sources during 1979/80 was $1.71 per
pound. The average unit value increased to $1.80 per pound in 1980/81 and the
volume of imports declined 18 percent to 3.8 million pounds; in 1981/82 the
average unit value fell sharply to $1.17 per pound and imports increased 35
percent to 5.1 million pounds; in 1982/83 the average unit value declined
further to $1.07 per pound and imports increased 11 percent to 5.7 million
pounds; and in 1983/84 the average unit value again declined to $1.03 per
pound and imports increased 50 percent to 8.5 million pounds. The sharp
increase in the 1983/84 imports over the 1982/83 imports was due, in part, to
the very small U.S. crop of filberts in 1983, which was 8 million pounds
(inshell orchard-run weight) or about 12 million pounds below the most recent
5-year annual average production of domestic filberts.

During 1979/80 to 1983/84, the ratio of filbert kernel imports to the:
"apparent U.S. consumption of filbert kermels for all uses fluctuated from
52 percent in 1982/83 to 68 percent in 1983/84. Imports supplied an unusually
large share of consumption in 1983/84 because of the short domestic crop.

Factors of Competition

Grade quality

In the United States, grade standards for filberts have been issued by
the Oregon Department of Agriculture and by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture. Separate Oregon grade standards are in effect for "Filberts
(Hazelnuts) In Shell” and for "Filbert (Hazelnut) Kernels,” and "United States
Standards for Grades of Filberts In The Shell" are imposed by the USDA. 1/ The
two grade standards for inshell ‘filberts are virtually the same. There is no
USDA standard for grade of filbert kernels; rather, Federal grade requirements
on filbert kernels for purposes of inspections of imported filbert kernels
under section 8(e) in fufillment of Federal marketing order requirements are
established under rule making procedures. 2/

Inshell filberts.--The U.S. and Oregon standards for inshell filberts
list the requirements to meet the described grade; set out the physical
dimensions for each size classification (jumbo, large, medium, and small) for
both round-type and long-type filbert varieties; set tolerance levels for
filbert types, sizes, and defects allowed in any lot before marketing; and
define the terms used under the listed grade. Under the standards for inshell
filberts, "“damage" means any defect which materially detracts from the
appearance, or the edible or marketing quality of the filberts. Specific
defects considered as damage include stains, adhering husk, shriveling, and
discoloration. The tolerance level set for defects of inshell filberts is
10 percent for filberts which are below the requirements of this grade, 3/

1/ Grade standards for f1lberts applicable in the United States are
reproduced in app. I. :

2/ Current "grade requirements for domestic and 1mported filberts" were
published in the Federal Reg1ster Mar. 24, 1982 (47 F.R. 12609), which is
reproduced ‘in app. I.

3/ There is only one grade for inshell f11berts, called “Oregon No. 1" or
"U.S. No. 1."
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provided that not more than one-half of this amount or 5 percent shall consist
of blanks, and not more than 5 percent shall consist of filberts with rancid,
decayed, moldy or insect injured kernels, including not more than 3 percent
for insect injury. The term "decayed” is not defined in the standards for
inshell filberts. .Inspections for grade start with random samples from
several bags in the lot being examined, 1/ which are then thoroughly mixed and
spread across a 100-hole inspection board. Inspectors first examine the 100
nuts for external defects and then crack each nut to inspect for internal
defects. The grade tolerances for inshell filberts are measured by count of
the nuts examined. Grade standards or tolerances for grade of inshell
filberts have not been raised as an issue in import competition.

) Filbert kernels. ——Initially, there were no grade standards, or very
minimal grade standards, on domestic or imported filbert kernels. Then in
1959, the Federal marketing order on filberts was amended to provide authority
for establishment of minimum grades for domestic filbert kernels. :The Oregon
grade standards for filbert kernels became accepted, by amendments to the
regulations, as the minimum grade standards for domestic shelled filberts. 2/
'In 1976, quality grade standards on filberts issued by the State.of Oregon
provided specified requirements for tolerances of defects allowed in any
shipment of filbert kernels. These requirements allowed a S-percent tolerance
for serious defects, including not more than a l-percent tolerance for kernels
which have mold, rancidity, or insect injury. These same requirements were
applied to imported filbert kermels in December 1977, pursuant to Public Law
95-113 amending the portions of the Agriculture Marketing Agreement Act of
1937, governing imported commodities under marketing orders.- In 1980, the
State of Oregon revised its. standards to include decay in the l-percent
tolerance along with mold, panc1d1ty, and insect injury, and defined decay to

. ,mean that any .portion of the kermel is decomposed. 3/ The Agricultural
ﬁ‘:Harketing Service (AMS) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture stated that

', decay is a deterioration or decline of the plant tissues involving .
A,tdecomp051tion which is induced by fungi, bacteria, and similar organisms, and

which is of a complete and progressive nature; thus, from the standpoint of
wholesomeness of any commodity for human consumption, decay is -as serious a
defect as mold, rancidity, and insect injury. 4/ There was now-(in- late 1980)
a difference in the grade standards for filbert kernels being applied to
domestic shippers and to importers, contrary to the goals of the, marketing
order, namely, the defect "decay" was not being counted by Federal inspectors
under the l-percent tolerance level for imported filbert kernels but was being
measured under this level for Oregon filbert kernels. Thus, rulemaking
procedures by the AMS were begun, and on March 24, 1982, Final Rules were
.published in the Federal Repister.concerning the grade requirements .for
domestic and imported filberts, setting forth “grade requirements for shelled
filberts." 5/ The grading tolerances for defects are as follows. 5 percent

1/ A "lot" is any quantity offered for inspection, provided the character of
the filberts in the lot is uniform throughout.

2/ 7 CFR 982.101 :

3/ There are three grades in the current Oregon grade standards for filbert
kernels revised in 1980; these are Oregon Fancy, Oregon No. 1, and Oregon No.
1 Whole and Broken. . -

4/ 47 F.R. 12610. :

5/ The 2-percent tolerance in this Federal Register notice was to be in
effect until July 31, 1983; this expiration date was dropped on July 27, 1983,
in 48 F.R. 3401.
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for kernels or portions of kernels which are below the requirements of this
grade, including not more than 2 percent for mold, rancidity, decay, or insect
injury, provided that not more than 1 percent shall be for mold, rancidity, or
insect injury. The tolerance for filbert kernels is measured by weight (not
count as with inshell filberts) and the usual procedure of inspectors is to
analyze (for defects and ,moisture) a 1 ,000-gram sample from the lot being
inspected. :

All lots of filbert'kernels offered for entry into the United States are
required to be inspected for grade quality by the AMS. During 1979/80 to
1983/84, the number of lots inspected increased irregularly from 189 in
1979/80 to 318 in 1983/84 (table 23). Measured against the two-stage criteria
for tolerances set in the Final Rule of 1 percent for three defects (mold,
rancld1ty. and insect injury) and 2 percent for four defects (mold, rancidity,
insect injury, and decay), the percentage of lots from Turkey and Italy
combined failing to pass these standards were 5 percent in 1979/80; 11 percent
in 1980/81; 15 percent in 1981/82; 9 percent in 1982/83; and 6 percent in
. 1983/84. Thus, in 1983/84, 94 percent of the filbert kernel lots offered for
_entry met the two-stage criteria, including a tolerance of less than 2 percent
‘for the four defects that included decay. Had the tolerance level for the
four defects been 1.5 percent in 1983/84, 75 percent of the lots would have
met the criteria; and had the tolerance level been 1 percent for the four
defects, 52 percent of the lots would have met the criteria. Not every
importer has the same experience with respect to his lots meeting the grade
quality criteria. For example, for 10 importers having filberts kernels
inspected in 1983/84, the share of their total lots inspected that met the

1-percent tolerance level for four defects ranged from 38 percent to
80 percent. 1/

Accord1ng to European sources, there is no difference between the filbert
kernel standards in Europe (including West Germany) and Turkey. 2/ It may
happen, the source states, that Turkish standards cannot always be maintained.
There is no artificial drying in Turkey and the large production quantities
have to dry in the sun. "If weather is rainy, the drying of the nuts is
difficult. Under these circumstances the tolerance of 2 percent bad kernels
is difficult to maintain. In practice under these circumstances European
importers accept a slightly higher tolerance. It must be added that some
shellers in Turkey take the trouble to give the kernels an extra selecting,

_ thus producing kernels according to the standard in any event. One of these
shellers is Fiskobirlik. The extra selecting may cost an additional 5 percent
of the price." 2/ The European standards for hazel nuts (i.e., filberts) as
excerpted from the European Standards for Dry Fruit (Nuts) Recommended by the
Working Party on Standardization of Perishible Produce of the Economic
Commission for Europe are shown in appendix K.

1/ Inspection results by (unnamed) importer, October 1983-September 1984, as
reported by the Agricultural Marketing Service, see app. J.

2/ Pisani E. Rickertsen, Hamburg, West Germany, enclosure in the statement
submitted by the Association of Food Industries, Inc., in this investigation.
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- Prices

Filbert prices, in general, can be measured at four levels in the United
States. The first is the price paid by handlers to the grower. The second is
the f.o.b. selling price, which the handler receives from filbert
wholesale-lot buyers, such as manufacturers, nut packers, and wholesalers.
The third level is the wholesale market price, at which the wholesale
distributor (or wholesale importer) sells to manufacturers, nut-packers,
jobbers, specialty nut stores, or retail stores. The fourth level is the
"retail price, which the home consumer pays for filberts or for products
containing filberts. This report addresses primarily the second price level,
that is prices received by handlers or paid by importers or wholesale
purchasers for the domestic or. foreign product. 1/

Prices vary according to the type of filbert (inshell or kernels), and
.size of nut or size of kernel (medium, large, extra large, or jumbo).
Moreover, transportation costs play a role in the price of filberts. All
prices are in terms of product weight. The per pound price of kernels is
higher than that of inshell filberts on an inshell-weight basis. However, the
shellout ratio for U.S. filberts (the weight ratio of inshell to kernels), on
average, is around 40 percent; i.e., 100 pounds of inshell filberts would
produce about 40 pounds of filbert kernels. Therefore, the price of filbert
kernels always appears higher than that of inshell filberts, but when the
shellout ratio is taken into account, the price for inshell filberts is often
higher than the price for filbert kernels.

Prices for imported blanched filbert kernels were generally higher than
prices reported for imported unblanched filbert kernels. No U.S. handlers
indicated that they produced blanched filberts during 1979-84 in their
- returned questionnaires.

Export prices for inshell filberts.--U.S. exports of inshell filberts
accounted for about two-thirds (by value) of the total U.S. filbert exports in
recent years. Changes in the export price of U.S. inshell filberts during '
these years have been small, partly due to the minimum export prices
established by the Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing Board under the marketing

order. The minimum export prices for inshell filberts from 1979 to 1984 are
shown in table 24.

According to data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires, the
" prices U.S. exporters received for inshell filberts were usually very close to
those of the minimum export prices. The average export price of inshell
filberts received by exporters has exhibited a downward trend since 1980
(table 25). 1In general, the export price of jumbo-size inshell filberts has
averaged 5 percent higher than the price of large-size inshell filberts. Both
prices on a quarterly basis were at the highest level in October-December 1980
at about B85 cents per pound, and then declined to about 60 cents per pound for
the large size and about 65 cents per pound for the jumbo size in 1983. From
1983 through the last quarter of 1984, the quarterly prices remained

1/ The U.S. import price, which the U.S. importer pays to the foreign
supplier, is comparable to the f.o.b. selling price. Since most filberts are
used as intermediate goods to make other products, this pr1ce level is the
most important as far as this study is concerned.
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essentially unchanged. 1/ The largest decrease in export prices for both
sizes was in October-December 1982, when the price of large inshell filberts
dropped by 14 percent and the price of jumbo inshell filberts dropped by

12 percent compared with opening season prices a year earlier.. The 1982 fall
crop was an industry record.

Domestic prices for inshell filberts.--As defined by the industry, a
domestic handler is’a firm that ships filberts from the States of Oregon and
Washington. The net selling price (f.o.b. point of shipment) is the price
that such firms receive for domestic sales of the specific size or class of
filberts. The pattern of price changes in inshell filbert shipments to
domestic markets is similar to that of inshell filbert price changes to export
markets. Based on questionnaire data available, wholesale purchasers of
inshell filberts pay about 15 percent less for foreign product from Italy than
they do for domestic product. Another source stated that U.S. wholesale
buyers of inshell filberts would always prefer the Oregon product over the
‘Italian inshell filbert for a number of non-price reasons, including: shorter
delivery time from date of order (days or weeks versus months for Italian
filberts); new crop filberts for Oregon versus old crop for Italian (because
inshell filbert sales are in October to December, ordering Italian inshell
filberts months in advance of the marketing season precludes receiving new
crop Italian filberts); better payment terms for Oregon filberts (net 30 days
after receipt for Oregon versus payment in advance for Italian inshell
filberts plus interest charges on the payment funds and costs of establishing
letters of credit); and generally better appearance and larger size for Oregon
inshell filberts. 2/ The source further said that if the price spread between
the Oregon and Italian inshell filberts is too wide, it encourages buyers to
purchase the Italian filbert. The price spread ranges from 7 cents to
15 cents per pound. ' '

Domestic sources.--The price of inshell filberts from domestic
sources for domestic sales is on an f.o.b. basis. During the period 1980-84
the average f.o.b. selling price for inshell filberts to domestic markets
declined 24 percent (table 26). The selling price for large-size inshell
filberts decreased from $0.86 per pound in October-December 1980 to $0.65 per
pound in October-December 1984.

The f.o.b. prices in domestic markets for jumbo-size inshell filberts
followed a pattern similar to those of the large-size inshell filberts;
however, over the 1980-84 period, the quarterly prices for the jumbos were
about 13 percent higher than the prices for the large inshell filberts. It is
noted, however, according to questionnaire price information, that the large
filberts accounted for 79 percent of the quotations, and the jumbo size
inshell filberts accounted for only 21 percent.

1/ Throughout this report the average quarterly export price is defined as
the sum of quarterly export sales (in terms of value) divided by the sum of
quarterly export quantities (in terms of pounds) in the period. The average-
import price is defined in the same way. All prices derived from data
submitted in response to questionnaires are average quarterly prices.

2/ Telephone interview by the staff with a significant wholesale purchaser
of inshell filberts that has purchased both Oregon and Italian inshell
filberts, on Feb. 15, 1985. ’
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Foreign sources.--The Commission requested domestic purchasers and
importers to report delivered prices for inshell filberts they purchased from
both domestic and foreign sources. The delivered prices include transportation
and insurance costs and import duties for imported products. According to
this information, nearly all. _imports of inshell filberts were from Italy. The
delivered average quarterly price of inshell filberts from Italy ranged from
$0.68 per pound to $0.54 per pound during the six quarters.for which data were
supplied (table 27). The delivered price of inshell filberts from Italy was
always lower than that -of inshell filberts from Oregon or Washington in the
same quarter. For the four quarters that prices for both Italian and domestic

inshell filberts were reported, the imported product averaged 15 petcentglower.

_ Domestic prices for filbert kernels.--During the sample period, handlers
charged their domestic purchasers in accordance with the size or class of the
filbert kernels. Domestic filbert kernels can be divided.into four
categories—-medium, large, extra large, and the category called whole and
broken kernels, which includes small kernels and kernels chipped or broken in
the shelling operatiomns.

. .. Domestic sources.--From the fourth quarter of 1979, the f.o.b.
selling prices"to domestic markets for filbert kernels generally increased to
their peak in 1980 and then declined to low levels in 1983 before increasing
somewhat in 1984 (table 28). For example, when the new crop was available in-
.-0October-December 1980, the price of medium kernels rose to $2.24 per. pound
compared with $1.87 a year earlier. The price dropped sharply for the 1981
crop to $1.55 per pound in October-December 1981, and declined further for the
1982 and 1983 crops but increased for: the 1984 crop to $1.49 per pound in the
October-December quarter. ' '

- . Over the entire 21 quarters of prices examined, the variation .in the
average quarterly prices for the three filbert kernel sizes was only 2 percent;
whereas, as a. group, the size-graded-kernel prices averaged 9 percent higher
than the whole and broken class.. Thus, it is not clear whether size is a main
determinant of filbert kernel prices. It is further noted that during the
2l-quarter period, the prices for the medium kernels were the highest of any
size or class in 10 quarters; the prices for the extra large filberts were
highest in 6 quarters; those for large kernels were highest in 4 quarters (one
tie); and whole and broken kernels were highest in 2 quarters. One = .
possibility for the lack of clear price leaders by size or class .is that
purchasers may prefer filberts in a uniform size regardless of the size.

During the period October 1979-December 1984, the delivered price for
domestic large kernels approached. a peak of $2.43 per pound in April-June 1981
and started its downward trend in July-September 1981 (table 29). The price
dropped to its lowest level of $1.19 per pound in April-June 1983. The
quarterly price then rose irregularly through 1983 and 1984 and ranged from
$£1.27 to $1.34 per pound in the latter year. The delivered price for broken
or whole and broken kernels fluctuated widely from $2.29 per pound in
April-June 1981 to $0.94 per pound in January-March 1984.

Compared with the delivered price of Turkish large kernels, the price of
domestic large kernels was higher in 15 of the 21 quarters, but the price of
Turkish large kernels was higher in the first 4 quarters of the period and in
the first 2 quarters of 1983. A comparison of delivered prices of U.S. and
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Italian large kernels shows that .the domestic product was higher in 7 of 11
quarters, 1nc1ud1ng each ‘quarter of 1984, when the U.S. kernels were from 4 to
10 percent higher in: price. The price of domestic medium kernels was also
generally higher than the prlce of such kernels from Turkey or Italy

Forexgn sources.--U.8S. 1mports of shelled filberts are malnly
supplied by Turkey. Accord1ng to questionnaire information, Italian filbert
kernels accounted for only about 12 percent of total U.S. imports of the
shelled filberts during the 21-quarter sample period. Delivered prices for
imported_shelled filberts are divided into three groups--medium, large, and
blanched. ' No domestlé shelled filberts are blanched. During the sample
period, changes in ‘the de11vered prlces for Turkish kernels to the United
States m1rrored those of the world prices of filberts.

, ;During_the period October 1979—December 1984, the delivered price of
imported large kernels from Turkey reached a peak of $2.34 per pound in
January-March 1980 and then declined to $2.11 per pound in October-December
1980 ‘when the 1980/81 crop became available (table 30). The price continued
1its downward trend in 1981 and 1982, and remained at a relatively low level
through 1984. 1In_ general, changes_ln the delivered prices of other Turkish
kernels mirrored those of Turkish large-size kernels. The prices of medium
kernels and blanched kernels started declining in October-December 1980 and
continued until October-December 1984 when the price for blanched kernels
increased. The price of large Turkish kernels was higher. than that of medium
_kernels for 67 percent of the observations where comparisons could be made,
and the pr1ce'of_Turklsh blanched kernels was higher than both medium-size and
latge-size'kernels_in 88 percent of the comparable quarters.

' The delivered pr1ce of Italian blanched kernels was always lower than
‘that of Turkish blanched kernels. Also, the price of Italian medium kernels
was always h1gher than that of Turkish medium kernels in the nine quarters in
which the United States imported kernmels from both countries. The price of
large kernels imported from Italy was generally, but not always, higher than
the price of large kernels imported from Turkey.

Transpoftéti&n costs

Since commercial production of filberts in the United States is in the
States of Oregon and Washlngton, in the very northwestern sector of the
‘country, distances to maJor users may be substantial, part1cular1y for those
located in the Middle West and on the east coast. In the U.S. filbert market,
buyers rather than suppliers are usually responsible for transportation costs,
and the transportation costs are an element in the competitiveness of :
U.S.-produced filberts with imported filberts.

The Commission asked (through questionnaires) domestic handlers the cost
-of shipping filberts (as a share of price) from their plants to their markets
in the United States. Responses from handlers show that about two-thirds of
domestic sales of filberts.were shipped by truck, and the rest were shipped by
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train. 1/ In addition, the Commission asked purchasers to indicate the share
of the delivered price that was accounted for by transportation costs to their
place of business from the source of their filbert purchases.

The cost of transportation varies mainly with the distance traveled, the
mode of transportation used, the quantity shipped, and the availability of
transporting vehicles. Responses from purchasers (including importers)
questionnaires show the cost of transportation for filbert kernels imported
from Turkey ranged from 4.5 percent to 15 percent of delivered value and
averaged for all shipments 9.2 percent; and for filberts imported from Italy,
transportation costs ranged from 7 percent to 18 percent and averaged
11.7 percent for all shipments. For domestic filbert kernels shipped from
Oregon or Washington, as reported by domestic handlers, transportation costs
to east coast locations ranged from 3.8 percent to 5.5 percent. Although the
"freight rates, in terms of weights, are usually the same for inshell filberts
and filbert kernels, the cost of transporting inshell filberts is higher
relative to the delivered value than it is for filbert kernels. Although the
cost of transporting filbert kernels in general increases with the distance
traveled, handlers on the west coast have a transportation advantage compared
with foreign filbert kernels sold in east coast markets where most of the
foreign filbert kernels are landed.

Trucks.--Trucks are the principal mode of transporting domestic filberts
. for.both short and long distances. Purchasers prefer using trucks to save
time. According to a major purchaser in the New England area, it takes 4 days
..for trucks to transport filberts from Portland, Oregon to his plant, and it
would take 7 to 8 days by train. Also, trucks are preferred because many
purchasers are located at places where railroad service is not available, and
most-of their purchases are in less than truckload lots. 2/ Transportation of
filberts by truck is also used between the original shipper and railroads and
ocean piers.

The Interstate Commerce Commission deregulated the trucking industry in
1980. Since then, the price competition has narrowed price differences among
trucking companies and lowered the average price. The freight rates of
trucking between Portland, Oregon, and the cities to which most filberts are
shipped are given for January 1985 in table 31.

Railroads.--Railroads are the secondary mode for filbert transportation
in terms of the volume moved. Railway service has never been in short supply,
even during the October-December inshell filbert marketing season, according
to transportation sources. Three railroad companies —- Burlington Northern,
Union Pacific, and Southern Pacific -- serve the Portland area. According to
Burlington Northern, filberts and other edible nuts are usually transported in
bags by boxcars.

1/ This observation is based in part on the staff's telephone interviews.
Since the prices of filberts are on an f.o.b. basis, most handlers are not
sure what transportation modes are used. Three of the major processors
indicated in the questionnaire that truck transport was usually used. Another
major processor indicated that both trucks and trains were used to move his
filberts. - :

2/ According to a major handler, 90 percent of its kernel sales were made at
amounts less than a full truckload.
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- In 1980, after the deregulation of the airline and trucking industries,
Congress passed the Stagger Rail Act which allowed railroads to operate in a
free-market system. The Interstate Commerce Commission classified filberts
both inshell and shelled as an exempt commodity. Individual railroad
companies can set their rates freely. Two of the railroad companies that
serve the Portland area indicated that they charge the same rates per
100 pounds for inshell filberts and filbert kernels. Rates charged by
Burlington Northern on edible nuts from Portland to 10 selected cities are
shown in table 32.

The railroad rates for Portland-Mobile, Portland-Atlanta, and

Portland-Houston are lower than those of the corresponding truck rates. The
railroad rates from Portland to the other seven cities listed are higher than

those for truck transport. The highest rates for both modes are those for

" Portland-Boston, Portland-New York, and Portland-Baltimore.

Ocean ports.--Most U.S. imports of filberts are from Turkey, and most of
them pass through the Port of New York. Other filbert-importing ports include
Baltimore, Philadelphia, and Norfolk. -

‘Most U.S. filbert exports go through west coast ports. Two major U.S.
exporters indicated that they use the Port of Portland as much as possible.
Seattle and San Francisco are two other ports used for exportatlon Very few
domestic filberts were exported through east coast ports.

Other factors of competition

. In the Commission's questionnaire, sent to importers and purchasers,

. respondents were asked to indicate their assessment of whether domestic or

foreign filberts in three specified classes had the overall competitive
advantage in the U.S. market for products their firms sold. For all filberts
as a group, 19 of the 29 respondents that provided usable information gave
Turkey .the overall competitive advantage, 10 respondents  the United States, 6,
for Italy, and 2 respondents rated no overall competitive advantage to any
individual supplier for any of the 3 filbert classes.

Respondents were given a .list of 18 possible competitive factors in the

questionnaire, plus options for write-in factors. Of the three countries
listed, Turkey held the highest score of responses in seven of the factors,

‘the United-States had the highest score in six, Italy in one, and Turkey and

the United States tied in one more.  Respondents could also say that there was
no difference among suppliers, and the category for "same" had the highest
score for three factors, plus one more "same" tied with the United States.
Shown in the following. tabulat1on are the e1ghteen listed factors and the
respondents' ‘ratings: . .

4
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Item : Turkey United States Italy Same
Production volume---—-—-—~———- 17 4 1 3
Seasonality—---———--—--seuneae—o . 10 A 5 1 7
Availability in the market—-— " 14 ‘ 8 2 2
Dependability in the market—— 12 8 2 3
Packaging——-——-—————-——m—mwm e 4 - 14 1 5
Quality 1/-———memmmmm e 10 12 5 4
Overall appearance--———-—~—~—— 5 14 3 5
Size .or shape of nut————-——— 6 12 2 6
Flavor of nut-----c-——-vieeee " .. 16 S 4 2
0il content-—-*——ncmmimmme e 10 . : 4 3 7
‘Supply. controls———~-——-——memmm 2 . 5 1 5
Production purchase arrange - : ‘ oo
ments-———————me e e 2 S 1 7
Loan assistance-—--——————uco-—- 2 3 1 8
Market entry price-———-—~—-—- - 10 4 2 5
Transportation costs———-~———- : 5 12 2 2
Financing--——--—~~——mmmoee 1 5 - 7
Historic suppl1er relatlon—
Ships—————— e e 9 9 1 3
Currency.exchange rates——---= 4 9 2
3.

. Total count——--—mmmmmee—e - 142 133 41 8

1/ Not defined in the questionnaire.

In another section of the Commission's questionnaire sent to importers
and purchasers, respondents were asked to describe any special factors (e.g.,
kind of product, origin, marketing practices, prices, type of customer, etc.)
that they believed may make their customers more attracted to imported
filberts rather than domestic filberts. The responses are listed below:

1. Price and availability of supply were reported to be the leading
. .factors to purchasers of imported filberts.

2. Customers prefer Turkish filberts.

3. Imports are deemed necessary to stabilize price.

4. .Oregon cannot produce enough filberts for domestic use.

5. Domestic filberts do not blanche well.

: * World inventories for filberts at the beginning of ‘each crop year during
the period 1979/80 to 1984/85 have generally risen, even though such
inventories have been annually cyclical following the previous year's
cyclical production. World filbert inventories at the beginning of each crop
year increased from 39 million pounds (inshell weight) in 1979/80 to 109
million pounds in 1983/84, which were two low-cycle years; and from 125
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million pounds in 1980/81 to 311 million pounds in 1984/85, which were two
high-cycle years for inven;ories. World filbert inventories for
1979/80-1984/85 are shown in the following tabulation assembled from other
tables in this report: 1/ '

-

United :

Crop year . Turkey. . Italy. . Spain . States : Total

’ PR Million pounds, 1nshe11 we1ght ————————
1979/80-———— e 22 9 : 4 : 4 : 39
1980/81— -t 110 @ - 9 : 3: 3: 125
1981/82-————mmmm e e : 88 : 11 : 3: 4 : 106
1982/83—— - : 220 : 3: 11 : 2 : 236
1983/84———-e—mm e . 99 1: 5 : 4 : 109
1984/85——f7——f e ————— e 297 : 1: 11 : 2 : 311

Turkey generally accounted for more than 90 percent of the world 1nventor1es.
U.S. annual beginning 1nventor1es fluctuated narrowly between 2 million and
4 m11110n pounds, 1nd1cat1ng stocks withheld from market to meet demands
durlng the early part of the new crop year.

PRINCIPAL FOREIGN MARKETS FOR U.S. FILBERTS

The principal foreign markets for U.S. filberts are Canada and the EC.
As 1nd1cated earlier, the greater part of U.S. exports are inshell filberts
rather than fllbert kernels. During 1979-83, the United States was the major
fore1gn supplier of inshell filberts to the Canad1an market, accounting for 85
percent of the total imported by Canada. The principal U.S. competitors were
Italy and Turkey. In the EC, the United States accounted for 68 percent of
that’ market's inshell filbert imports; Turkey supplied most of the remainder
~ of EC' 5 1nshe11 imports. The United States is a secondary supplier of filbert
' kernels 'to the Canadian market and a residual supplier to the EC. During the
‘S—year ‘period, the Unlted States held one-third of the Canadian import market
for filbert kernels and less than 1 percent of the EC market. Turkey was, by
far, the principal supplier to both markets.

The European Community

" The EC market,oonsists of the 10 member countries of the European

- Comiunity. 1In the EC, West Germany is by far the principal market for

filberts. In recent years, the per capita consumption of f1lberts in that
"country 1s reported to be 2.15 pounds. 2/

’

. 1/ Tables 12, ‘15, and 17 for Turkey, Italy, and Spa1n, respectively; U.S.
beginning inventories are from the Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing Board.

2/ Reported in the 1984 annual report of the Filbert/Hazalnut Marketing
Board . ,
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EC market description

In the EC, filberts are produced in Italy, Greece, and France. Italy is
the largest producer, representing over 90 percent of EC's production. 1Italy
also accounts for about one-fifth of the world production of filberts. 1In
recent years, West Germany accounted for more than 60 percent of the total EC
imports of filbert kernels. It appears that filberts are much more popular in
Europe than in the United States in the manufacture of candy and bakery
products. European filbert importers are principally confectioners (chocolate
bar manufacturers), bakers, and nut roasters/mixers. According to information
obtained in the investigation, approximately 80 percent of all filberts
imported into Europe were sold to major chocolate manufacturers. 1/

. EC consumption

During 1979-83, aggregate consumption of inshell filberts and filbert
kernels in the EC rose irregularly from 240 million pounds (kernel-weight
“ basis) in 1979 to 279 million pounds in 1982 and then declined to 257 million
pounds in 1983 (table 33). Approximately 90 percent of the consumption was
marketed as filbert kernels. The EC's filbert consumption was supplied
primarily by countries outside the EC. During 1979-83, the ratio of imports
(excluding trade between member countries) to consumption declined irregularly
from 73 percent to 60 percent. Turkey and Spain were the primary foreign.
suppliers of filberts to the EC. :

EC imports and exports

During 1979-83, EC imports:of filberts (excluding intra-EC trade)
declined irregularly, from 174 million pounds to 155 million pounds' (table 33).
" When annual imports declined or increased, alternate changes occurred in . -
annual production. Filbert kernels from Turkey made up the majority of
imports into the EC during 1979-83 (table 34). Of all filberts imported by
the EC in 1983, 95 percent were filbert kernels and 5 percent (on a kernel-
weight basis) were inshell filberts. The United States was a supplier of .
filberts to the EC; however, in relation to the total, imports from the United
States were small, amounting to less than 1 percent of the total in .each year
during the period. Imports from the United States were primarily inshell
filberts. :

EC exports of filberts are predominantly supplied by Italy. During
1979-83, exports of filberts (excluding intra-EC trade) ranged from 16 million
pounds to 41 million pounds. Switzerland, European nonmarket economy
countries, and Yugoslavia were the principal markets (table 16). 1In 1983, 88
percent of the EC exports were shelled filbert kernels and 12 percent (on a
kernel-weight basis) were inshell filberts. The United States, also an export
market for EC filberts, was small in relation to total exports, accounting for
only 3 percent of the exports to nonmember countries in 1983. Exports to the
United States were predominately filbert kernels.

The EC has general rules for the granting of refunds on exports of fruit
and vegetables (filberts are included under this catepgory) and criteria for

1/ Submission by J. H. Rayner (Mincing Lane) LTD., London, England, to the
U.S. International Trade Commission, dated Jan. 14, 1985 (app. L).
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fixing their amounts, including filberts. These export refunds are determined
by taking into account: (1) Community prices and quantities available, .

(2) world prices, and (3) their differential as adjusted by transportation
costs and considerations (Regulation (EEC) No. 2518/69 of the Council of

9 Dec. 1969, app. M).

3

Factors of competition in the EC

_The principal market in the EC for U.S. filberts is the jumbo-sized
inshell filberts sold in West Germany. One of the varieties being planted in
France is the Ennis, a recently developed variety with a high proportion of
filberts of the larger sizes. If present plantings are successful and more
are planted (French production of filberts has doubled in recent years),

- French produced Ennis filberts will likely compete with U, S. inshell filberts
in the West German market.

Quality considerations are a factor of competition. There are no
official minimum grade requirements for imports of filbert kernels (or any
other nuts) into West Germany from the United States or any other third
country. 1/ Importers generally specify type, quality, and size requirements
in their individual contracts under voluntary, mutually agreed upon contract
terms. Filbert imports must satisfy German Food Law requirements, including
labeling, packaging, and basic quality requirements (e.g., the product must
meet the quality stated on the label). The product must not be deteriorated
or otherwise harmful to health. The most important applicable Government
ordinance for filberts is the pesticide residue ordinance for a number of
active agents, primarily storage protectants. Importers are held responsible
for ensuring that imported food: products meet the food law requirements.
Importers regularly take samples and have them analyzed by private,.officially
recognized, food laboratories. German food inspection authorities check the
residue level, packaging, labeling, and certain quality factors by purchasing
samples at random in retail shops. If the product does not satisfy the
requirements, it is taken from the shelf and the store manager/1mportet is
fined.

-Canada

Canada produces filberts commercially only in the Province of British
‘Columbia on the Pacific coast. During 1979-83, Canadian filbert production
averaged 483,000 pounds annually. The production is sold fresh inshell but is
not sufficient to meet national demands. 1In fact, the average prices received
by Canadian growers for filberts in 1984 was double that which Oregon growers
received for filberts, after taking into account currency exchange rates:

Market description and consumption

Filberts are used in Canada in much the same way as they are in the
United States. That is, inshell filberts are used in inshell nut mixtures or

1/ Foreign Agricultural Service, U.S. Department of Agrlculture, telegram
" dated Feb. 5, 198S5.
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for cfacking'out—of-hand " Filbert kernels are used largely by industrial

consumers such as bakers and 1n roasted nut m1xtures

On a’ kernel—we1ght bas1s, the greater part - of Canada's consumption of
filberts is as filbert kernels. all of which are imported. During the period
1979-83, Canadian consumption of filbert kermels declined from 2.1 million
pounds in 1979 to 1.7 million pounds in 1981 and then rebounded to nearly
2.1 million pounds in 1983. Canadian consumption. of inshell filberts has
shown no discernible trend in recent years. During 1979-83, such consumption
ranged from 1.7 million-to 2.3 million pounds annually and averaged

~ 2, 1 million pounds (table 35). Imported inshell filberts accounted for 71 to
- 86" percent of consumptlon during the S—year period. Per capita consumption of

”f11berts in  Canada’ is below that of* European countries but somewhat above that

in the United States In 1983, Canadians consumed about 0.1 pound of filberts

“ (kernels and’ inshell equivalent) per person. = .

Canadlan 1mports

Dur1ng 1979 83, agglegate 1mports of 'filbert kernels and inshell filberts

A(1n kernel—welght equlvalent) ranged from about 2.4 million to 2.8 million
"pounds annually “and averaged 2.5 million pounds, valued at $4. 3 million
“(Can)’. About three-fourths of Canada's imports of filberts were as filbert
jkernels. ‘During the 5-year perlod, 1mports of filbert kernels averaged 1.9
million pounds annually and those of inshell f11berts averaged 648,000 pounds

(kernel—welght equivalent). Turkey supplied 56 percent of the Canadian’
imports of f11bert kerriels and the United States accounted for 32 percent

*fdur1ng 1979- 83 nearly all of the remainder (12 percent) came from the EC and

Switzerland:' The United Statés was the: dominant ‘foreign suppller of inshell

;ff11berts to the Canadian market. During 1979- 83 the U.S. share of that
' market was 85 percent the remainder came from Italy (12 percent), Turkey

(2 percent), and several European sources (1 percent)

i

i

' Factors of competition in Canada

Canada's production of filberts is small in relation to its consumptlon
of the nuts and, thus, must depend on foreign suppliers to meet much of its
requirements. During 1979-83, U.S. producers supplied about two-thirds of the
1nshe11 filbert market in Canada and one-third of the filbert kernel market.
In the inshell market u.s. fllberts face competition primarily from Canadian

.Efllberts which accounted for 23 percent of the total, and Italian nuts, which

.supplxed 9 pefcent. Although the United States dominates the Canadian inshell

- market,” it ‘is a strong secondary supp11er (behxnd Turkey) in the filbert

kernel market. During 1979-83, the average unit value of Canadian imports of
filbert kernels from the United States was lower than that from Turkey in

3 years (1980, 1981, and 1983) and higher in 2 years (1979 and 1982); imports
from other sources generally had higher average unit values than those from
the United States. Canadian and U.S. producers supply most of the Western
Canada " f11bert market, and the bulk of the nuts in Eastern Canada come from
Turkey and Europe.” And as in the United States, filberts in Canada face

5:compet1tlon from other nuts, which are grown in the United States and

elsewhere, for the Canadian consumer's dollar.
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APPENDIX A
COPY OF LETTER CONCERNING FILBERTS TO CHAIRWOMAN STERN FROM
~ SENATOR ROBERT J. DOLE, CHAIRMAN, U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE
: ON FINANCE,. REQUESTING AN INVESTIGATION
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Honorable Paula Stern _ :
Chairman ' |
U.S. International Trade Commission
701 E Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20436

: ST
Dear Madam Chairman: Seve
) 7 W Tryre £ oeniny
The Senate Committee on Finance requests that the United
States International Trade Commission conduct an investigation
under section 332 of the Tariff Act of 1930 on the competitive

position of imported filberts in the U.S. market.

The Commission's investigation should examine the conditions
of competition that have affected the U.S. filbert industry and
the filbert industries of the major foreign suppliers over the
last five years. It should concentrate on the competitive
position of imported filberts in U.S. markets, the grading
standards employed on the domestic and imported products, and
U.S. producers' competitive position in foreign markets.

The products to be investigated should include in-shell

filberts and shelled, blanched, or otherwise prepared or preserved
filberts. i

The Commission's report on this investigation should include,
to the extent possible, information with respect to the following:

~- A profile of the U.S. filbert industry, including the
number of growers and processors and geographic distributio:

-~ A comparison of U.S. and foreign tariff and nontariff
trade barriers, such as grading standards and sanitary
regulations.

,}L,@#Ea&ﬁ&ttnnpl trade agreements bearing on trade in filberts
ACTLIZIECID T e T o

EEEY TRty
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Honorable Paula Stern

Page 2

August 10, 1984

Factors of éompetition between U.S. and major foreign
suppliers in the U.S. market, including a discussion
of the levels and trends in consumption, productxon,

- inventories, imports, and exports. .

A comparison of prices of U.S. and imported filberts.

The levels and trends in employment of U.S. growers
and processors of filberts.

A comparison of transportatlon costs for dqmestxc and
imported fllberts to major U.S. market areas.

A comparison of the marketing practices of U.S. and

_foreign suppllers.

The final report. should be transmitted to the Committee on

Finance

BD: tkk

not later than eight months after receipt of this request.

Sincer R

BOB DO
Chairman






45

APPENDIX B

FEDERAL REGISTCR ‘NOTICES FOR: NOTICE-OF INSTITUTION OF INVESTIGATION NO.

;. 332-193 (49 F.R. 35875); CORRECTION TO THE NOTICE (49 F.R. 39923); AGENCY
FORM SUBMITTED FOR OMB REVIEW OF QUESTIONNAIRES (49 F.R. 39922); AND ¢
EXTENSION- OF TIME FOR SUBMITTING‘NRiTTEN STATEMENTS (49 F.R. 47580)
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35875

the Federal Register. Any person
desiring to submit a document (or
portion thereof) to the Commission in
confidence must request confidential

. treatment. Such requests should be
directed to the Secretary 1o the
Commission and must include a full
statenment of the reasons why
confidential treatment should be
granted. The Commission will either -

accept the submission in confidence or
return it.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ruby J. Dionne, Office of the Secretary,
U.S. International Traede Commission,
telephone 202-523-0176.
1ssued: September 7, 1884.
" By order of the Commission.
Kenneth R. Mason, .
Secretary.
IFR Doc- 84~24117 Flled 6-11-84; 0:45 em)
BRing Code T020-02-M

[332-162)

Cancellation of Mearing on Foreign
Industrial Targeting

AGENCY: United States lntemahonal
Trade Commxssxon.

ACTION: Cancellation of hearing.

Background -

"The Commission instituted the present .

investigation on its own motion under
section 332(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930
(19 U.S.C. 1332(b)) on April 18, 1883, at
. the request of the Subcommittee on -
Trade of the House Committee on Ways
and Means. The original notice of '
investigatibn, published in the Federal
Register of May 11, 1983 (48 FR 21210), -
announced that the investigation would
be divided into three phases: the first to
consider Japanese industrial targeting,
the second to consider the European
Community’s industrial targeting. and
the third to consider industrial targeting
of other major U.S. trading partners. The
_ first and second phases of the study
have been completed and reports
published (USITC Publications 1437 in
October 1983 and 1517 in April 1884).
The third phase of the study was -
initiated on june 1, 1884, and a notice
was published in the Federal Reguter of
June 6. 1984 (49 FR 23463).

Public Hearing

A public hearing was scheduled to be
held in the Commission Hearing Room
in Washington, D.C., beginning at 10
&.m. on September 11, 1984. Because
there were only three witnesses
requesting an ppportunity to testify, the
Commission has canceled the hearing.

Written Submissions

In lieu of or in addition to appearance
at the public hearing, interested persons
were invited to submit written

" statements concerning the investigation

no later than October 10, 1984. Because
of the cancellation of the hearing,
written submissions concerning the

. investigation will be received until .

October 31. 1984.
lssued: September 7, 1984,
By order of the Commission.
Kenneth R. Mason,
Secretary.

{FR Doc. $4-24120 Flled $-13-84; 843 am)
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M

[investigation No. 337-TA-183]

Certain Indomethacin; Hearlng

Notice is hereby given that &
prehearing conference in this matter will
be held at 9:00 a.m. on September 17,
1984, in Hearing Room F at the Interstate
Commerce Commission Building, 12th &
Constitution Avenue, NW,, Washington.

. D.C., and the hearing will commence

immediately thereafter.
The Secretary shall publish this notice
in the Federal Register.
Issued: September 6, 1984.
Janet B. Saxon,
Administrative Law Judge.
{FR Doc. $46-24118 Filed $-13=84: £:45 am]
SILLING CODE 7020-02-4

[332-192)

Conditions of Competition Between
the U.S. and Major Foreign Filbert
industries

AGENCY: United States International
Trade Commission.

acmon: Institution of an investigation
under section 332(g) of the Tariff Act of
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1322(g)) {or the purpose
of assessing the competitive position of
filberts in the U.S. and major foreign

* markets.

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 4, 1984. -
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Alvin Z. Macomber, principal .
analyst (telephone 202-724-1785) or Mr.
David L. Ingersoll, Chief, Agriculture,
Fisheries, and Forest Products Division
(telephone 202-724-0068), U.S.
International Trade Commission,

- 'Washington, D.C. 20436.

Background and Scope of Investigation

At the request of the United States
Senate Committee on Finance, the
Commission has instituted investigation
No. 332-1982 under section 332(g) of the

Tariff Act of 1830 (18 U.S.C. 1332(g)) for
the purpose of gathering and presenting
information on the competitive and
economic factors affecting the U.S. .
filbert nut industry in U.S. and major
foreign markets and the competitive
position of the major foreign suppliers in
these markets. In some markets, filberts
are also referred to as hazelnuts,
Specifically, the Commission haa been
ssked to: :

(A) Profile the U. S. filbert induatry.

{B) Compare U.S. and foreign tariff
and nontariff barriers, such as grading
standards and sanitary regulations,

(C) Describe international trade
agreements bearing on trade in filberts,

(D) Discuss factors of competition
between U.S. and major foreign
suppliers in the U.S. market,

(E) Compare prices of U.S. and
imported filberts, :

(F) Identify the levels and trends in-
employment of U.S. growers and
processors of filberts,

-{G) Compare transportation costs for
domestic and imported filberts to major
U.S. market areas, and

(H) Compare marketing practices of
U.S. and foreign:suppliers,

- The Committee specified that the
products to be investigated should
include in-shell filberts, and shelled,
blanced, or otherwise prepared or. .
preserved filberts. The Commission -.
expects to complete its study by Aprﬂ
16, 1985.

Written _Subm'mignn

. Interested persons are invited to
submit written statements concerning
the investigation. Commercial or
financial information which-a submitter
desires the Commission to treat as

-confidential must be submitted on

separate sheets of paper, each clearly
marked “Confidential Business
Information” &t the top. All submissions
requesting confidential treatment must -
conform with the requirements of § 201.8

" of the Commission’s Riles of Practice

and Procedure (19 CFR 201.6). All
written submissions, except for
confidential business information, will .
be made available for inspection by
interested persons. To be ensured of
consideration by the Commission,
written statements should be received
by the Commission at the earliest
practicable date, but not later than
December 31, 1884. All submissions
should be addressed to the Secretary at
the Commission's office in Waahmgton.

- D.C

lssued: Septamber 7.1884.
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a manner that would reveal the.
individual operations of a firm. .

-Additional Information or Comment

* Copies of the proposed form and
supparting documents may he olained
from Charles'Ervin. the USITC agency
clearance officer (Tel. No. 202-523-
" 2463). Commenis about the proposals
" should be directed to the Office of
Information and Regulntory AfTairs of
OMBI. Attention: Francine Picoult, Desk
Officer for U.S. International Trade
Commission. If you anlicipate
commenting on a form but find that time
to prepare comments will prevent you
from subm«tlmg them promptly you
should advise OMB of vour intent as
soon as possible. Copies of any
comments should be provided to
Charles Ervin (United States |
Intcrnationa! Trade Commission, 7 F.
- Street NW,, Washington, D.C. 20430).
Issued: Oélobgr 4, 19M.
o by imlpr of the Commission.
Kenneth R. Masan,
Secretary.

{¥R Doc. 84-26804 Filed 10-10-R4; a5 nm(
., BILLING CODE n:o«-u )

Ry order of the Commission.
Kenneth R. Mason,

. Sw‘mlun - -
[FR Uhic. 84-26070 Fbiel 16-40-80: B:65 |
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M

Conditions of Competition Between -
the U.S. and Major Foreign Filbert
industries; Correction

AGENCY: United.Stales I’nlomnhonul

.1rndo Commlssnon

‘Correction - o ’

In Federal Register Doc. 84-24124,
published in Federal Register on page
350875 in issue of Wednesday, September
12,1904, the investigation number
appeared incorrectly. It should have

- been 332-193 instead of 332-192. This

number appeared in the heading and.in
the last line of the second column on

puge 35075, .

- Dy order of the Commissim.
* 1ssued: October z. 1984,

" “Kenneth R. Mason.

Secretary. ,
IFR Doc. M4-2088S Plled 10-10-4; B:4$ -ml ,
SILLING COOE 7020-03-M

nnvemgaﬁon No. 731-TA-129; Final] .

" Barium Chloride From the People s
g Republlc o! cmna .

aGency: U.S. Internationa) der
Cmmmssnon

acTion: The Commission hereby gives -
notice that it will take final acfion in the
above-referenced investigation on or
before October 11, 1984.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In
conformance with section 735(1))[2)(8) of
-the Tariff Act of 1830 (19 U.S.C. |
© 1673d(b)(2)(B)). the Commission must .
conclude its investigation no later than
45 days afler a final affirmative
determination by the Department of
Commerce: As Commerce had
scheduled its final determination for
Augus!'20, 1984 (49 FR 22365. May 29,
1984). the-Commission had scheduled its
final action in this investigation for no
later than October 4. 1984. However,

Commerce did.not take final dction vntil -

August 27, 1984. Accordingly. the
Commission's statutory deadline for the
inves{igation is'‘October 73,1984, and
the Commission will t=ké final action by’
that date

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Jack Simmons. Office of the General

Counsel. telephone 202-523~0493.
Authority: 19 U.S.C. 1673d[b}(2)(B).
issued: October 4. 1984.

_linvestigation No. 337-TA-205]

~ Certain Dia\yzers Uslng Telescopmg

Connectors for Fluld Lines;.
Investngation '

AGENCY: US. ]memahoﬂal dee
Commission.

ACTION: Institution of mvequgnhon
pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 1337.

' summaRy: Notice 1s hereby given that a
-complaint was filed with the U .S.

International Trade Commission on
Augus! 29, 1884, under section 337 of the
Tarifl Act of 1930 (18 U.5.C. 1337). on
behali of Baxter Travenol Laboratories,

_ Inc.. One Baxter Parkway. Deerfield,

Hlinois-60015. An‘amended complaint
was filed on Sepiember 14. 1984. The
compluaint as amended alleges unfair

-methods of competition and unfair acts

in the importation into the Uniled States

-of certain dialyzers using'telescoping

connectors for fluid lines. or in their-
sale, by reason of alleged inlringement
of claims 1, 2 and 3 of U.S."Reexamined

" Patent B1 4,198.080. The complaint

further alleges that the effect or
tendency of the vnfair methods of
competition and unfair acts is to destroy

.or substantially injure an industry,
- efficiently and economically Opera\ed

in the United States. -
The complainant requests the

Commission-to institute an mveshgdh(m :

and, after a full investigation..to issue a

‘permanent- exclusnon order:

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Stephen L. Sulzer, Esq.. Unfair Import
Investigations Division, U.S.
Intemutiona! Trade Commission,
telephone 202-523-0419.

Authority: The authority for institution of

.. thiz investigation is contained in section 337

of the Turiff Act of 1930 and in § 210.12 of the
Commission's Rules of Practice and
Procedure {19 CFR 210.12).

- Scope of Investigation

"Hlaving considered the complainy, the
U.S. International Trade Commission, on
September 25, 1984, ordered that—

(1) Pursuant to subsection (b) of :
scction 337.0f the Tarifl Act of 1930, an

‘investigation be instituted to determine

whether there is a violation of
subscction (a) of section 337 in the
unlawful importation into the United
States of certain dialyzers using
telescoping connectors for fluid lines, or
in their sale. by reason of alleped
infringement of claims 1. 2, and 3 of US.
Reexamined Patent B1 4,198,080, the
effect or tendency of which is 1o destroy
or substantially injure an industry,

- efficiently and economically operated,
“in the United States.

(2) For the purpose of the mveat.gnhon .

* §0 instituted. the following are hereby
named as parties upon which this notice
‘of investigation shall be served:

(a) The complainant is—Baxter
Travenol-Laboratories, Inc., One Baxter
Parkway, Deerfield. Illinois 60015. :

-{b) The respondent is the following

*.".. company, alieged to be in violation of
" gection 337, and is the party upon which

the complaint is to be served: Terumo,
44-1, 2-Chome, Hgtagava. Shibuya-Ku,

ATokvo Japan.

"(c) Stephen L. Sulzer. Esqg., Unfair
Import lnvestigations Division. U.S.
International Trade Commission.'701 E
Street NW_, Room 124. Washington. D.C.

* '20436. shall be the Commission

investigation attorney. a party to this
investigation: and

{3) For the investigation 5o instituted,
Janet D. Saxon, Acting Chiel
Administrative Law judge. U.S.
International Trade Commission, shall
designate the presiding officer.

Responses must be submitted by the

“named réspondent in accordance with

§ 210.21 of the Commission's Rules of
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 210.21).
Pursuant to §§ 201.16(d) and 210.21[a) of
the rules, such responses will be

‘considered by the Commission if

received not later than 20 days after the
date of service of the complaint.
Extensions of time for submitting a

" response will not be granted unless good
‘cause therefore is shown.
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. the CFR, that the Coastal Munugement ~
Section/Louisiana Department of
Natural Resources is reviewing the
DOCD for consistency with the
Louisiana Coastal Resources Program.

*  -Revised rules governing practices. and

" procedures under which the Minerals
Munagement Service makes information
contained in DOCDs available to
alfected states, executives of affected
tocul governments, and other interested

~ ‘purties became effective December 13,

‘1979 (44 FR 53885). Those practices and

‘procedures are.set ou! in revised

'§ 250.34 of Title 30 of the CFR-

l).ned September 28, 1984.
lohn L. Rankin, - :
~Hegional Manager, Culf of MexicoOCS

. waon .
|FR Doc: 86-26608 Filed 10-10-84; &:45 um|

.+ BILLING CODE 4310-MR-M

. National Park Sefvice

" ‘Delaware Water Gap National -
Recreation Area; Cancellation of the
""" Dfaft General Management Plan and
.the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. and the Preparation ot a
‘Revused Draft General Management
Ptan/Envuronmental Assessment .

Acnou: Notme

symanr This notice announces the .

., cuncellation of the draft General . .

". . Mauagement Plan (GMP) and the dmft

(-.nvnronmenlal lmpacl Statement (EIS) -

.. which was released in 1980 for the

; ‘management of the land at Delaware
Water Gap Nationul Recreation Area.

This notice also announces to the public

‘that & revised combined draft General

. “Management Plan/Environmental

" Assessment will be prepared 10 evaluate
‘ullernatives for developmg the Nauliogal
.Recreation Area.

'SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Durm;,
the evaluation of the original draft
‘Ceneral Management Plun and the draft
Environmental Impact Statement, the
; National Park Service made a
determination that the proposed
development of the lund at the
. Recreation Area is not a major Federal
"_-action requiring the preparation of an.
environmental ftapact statement.
Therefore, based on the above
determination, the National Purk Service
is cancelling the.original draft GMP and
EIS and replacing it with a revised
GMP/EA. In addition, the Nationa} Purk
Service will also seek further input 1o
the scoping process for the GMP/EA.
The revised CMP/EA will be availuble

fur public review for no less than 60
days.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Albert A. Hawkins. Superintendent.
Delaware Waler Gap National

Recreation Area, Bushkill, Pennsylvania -

18324, Telephone (717) 588-6637.
Duted: September 26, 1864

James W, Coleman, Jr., .

Hegionul Director, Mid-Atlantic Region.

JFR Doc. 63-28770 Filed 10-10-84; 8:45 um)

BILLING CODE 4310-70-M

INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION

Agency Form Submined 1or omB
Revuew

" AGENCY: Umted States lntemdhomd

Trade Commission.

ACTION: In accordance with the
provisions of the Puperwork Reduction

_Act of 1980 {44 U.S.C. Chapter 35), the

Commission has submitted a proposal
for the collection of information 1o the
Office of Management and Budge! for
review,

. Purpose of Information Collection

“The proposed information collection is

for use by the Commission in connection

withsinvestigation No. 332-193,
Conditions of Gompetition Between the

- U.S. and Major Foreign Filbert -

Industries. instituted under the suthority
of section 332(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930
(19 U.S.C. 1332(g)).

" Summary of Proposals

(1) Number of forms submmf.d two.
-{2) Title of forms:

(a) I-xlberts—Processors or Handlers’ ‘

Questionnaire, -

{b) F dberm—lmponers and
Purchusers’ Questionnaire.

(3)Type of request: new.

(4] Frequency of use: nosrecurring.

(5) Description of respondents: Firms
in the States of Oregon and Washington

. will receive the Processors’ of Hundlers'

Questionnaire while the Importers’ and
Purchasers’ Questionnaire will be sent
to firms throughout the United States.
but lucated primarily in the New York
City metropolitan area. .

(6) Eshmaled number of respondcms
40. .

{(7) Estimated total numbar of hours to
complete the forms: 840 :

(8) Informatitn obtained from the form
thut qualifies as confidential business

. information will be so treated by the

Commission and not disclosed in a
manner that would revesl the individual
operations of a firm.

. Additional Information or Comment

Copies of the proposed form and
suppurling documents may be obtained

from Alvin Z. Macomber, USITC {tel. no.
202-724-1765). Comments about the
propusals should be directed to the
Office of Infurmation and Regulutory
Affairs of OMB, Atlention: Fruncine
Picoult, Desk Officer for U.S.
International Trade Commissioa. If you -

_ unticipale commenting on a form but -

find that time to prepare comments wil!
prevent yod from submitting them
promptly you should advise OMB of
your intent as soon as possible. Copies
of any comments should be provided to
Charles Ervin, United States
International Trade Commission, 701 E
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20430.

Issued: Oclober 5, 1884.

By urder of the Commission.
Kenneth' R. Mason,
Secretary. )
[FR Do 54-25083 Filed 10-10-84: 8:48 sen
BILLING COOE. 7020-02-M

Agency Form Submitted tor omB
Review

AGENCY: United States International
Trade Commission.

ACTION: In accordance with the.
provisions of the Paperwork Reductiun
Act of 1980 {44 U.S.C. Chpter 35}, the
Commission has submitted a proposal

_for the collection of information to the - .

Office of Management and Budget for .
review. .

Purpose of Information Collection

- The proposed information collection is
for use by the Commission in connection
with investigation No. 332-192, The
impact of Rules of Origin on U.S.

- Imports and Exports, instituted under

the authority of section 332(g) of the
Turiff Act of 1830 (19 U.S.C. 1332(g)). -

Summary of Proposals

(1) Number of forms submitted: Two.
2} Title of forms: The Impact of Rules

of Origin on US. Imports and Exports—
Questionnaire for U.S. Importers; The
Impact of Rules of Origin on U.S.
Imports and Exports—Questionnuire for
U.S. Exports.

(3) Type of request: new.

{4} Frequency of use: Nonreéurring.

(5) Description of respondents:
Importers and Exporters of Products.
Involving the Application of Rules or
Origin:" . -

{6} Estimated number of respondenls
200.

{7) Estimated total number of hours t0
complete the forms: 800.

(8) Information obtained from the form
that qualifies as confidential business
information will be so treated by the
Cummission and will not be disclused in
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investigation be instituted lo determine
whether there is 8 violation of
subseclion {a) of section 337 in the
unlawful importation of certain )
aluminum frame, fabric-covered luggage
and components thereof into the United
States, or in their sale, by reason of
alleged (1) infringement of U.S.:
Trademark Registration No. 1,202, 039;
{2) infringement of a common law
trademark; (3) false designation of
geographic origin; and (4) passing off,
the effect or tendency of which is to
destroy or substantially injure an
- industry, efficiently and economically
operated, in the United States.

(2) Pursuant to § 210.24(e) of the
Commission's Rules, the motion for
temporary relief under subsections (e}
and {f) of section 337 of the Tariff Act of
1930, which was filed on October 26,
1984, shall be forwarded to the presiding
officer for an initial determination
pursuant to § 210.53(b) of the Rules.

(3) For the purpose of the investigation
80 instituted, thé following are hereby
named as parties upon which this notice
of investigation shall be served:

(2) The complainant is—Skyway
Luggage Company, 10 Wall Street, .
Seattle, Washington 98121.

- (b) The respondents are the followmg

. companies, alleged to be in violation of
section 337, and are the parties upon
‘which the complaint is to be served:
Baltimore Luggage Company, 1919

Annapolis Road, Balumore. Maryland

21230
Nan Zong Leather Products Co., Lid., 6th

Floor, Tai Feng Building, 71 Nanking

East Road, Section 2, Taipei, Taiwan
Meci San Enterprise Company. First

Floor, Po Tsou Building, 89 Ning Po

West, Taipei, Taiwan.

(c) Patricia Ray. Esq., and Scott
Fields,* Unfair import Investigations
Division, U.S. International Trade
Commission, 701 E Street, NW., Room
123, Washington, DC 20436, shall be the
Commission investigation attorneys.
party to this investigation; and ‘

{4) For the investigation so instituled,
Janet D. Saxon, Chief Administrative
Law Judge, U.S. International Trade
Commission, shall designate the -

. presiding officer. Pursuant to section
210.24{e) of the Commission's Rules-of
Practice and Procedure, the presiding
officer ghall determine as expedRiously
as possible whether or not temporary
reliel proceedings should be instituted.
Responses must be submitied by the
named respondents in accordance with
§ 210.21 of the Commission's Rules of
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 210.21).
Pursuant to § 201.16(d) and 210.21(a) of

"Pending £dmission (0 the bar

the Rules, such responses will be
considered by the Commission if
received not later than 20 days after the
date of service of the complaint.
Responses to the motion for temporary
reliel may be submitted by the named
‘respondents in accordance with

§ 210.24(e)(3) of the Commission's Rules.
Any such responses must be filed within
20 days after serviceof the motion.
Extensions of time for submitting
responses to the complaint and/or the
motion for temporary reliel will not be
granted unless good cause therefor is
shown.

Failure of a respondent to file a timely
response to each allegation in the
complaint and in this notice may be
deemed to constitute @ waiver of the
fight to appear and contest the
allegations of the complaint and this
notlice, and to suthorize the presiding
officer and the Commission, without
further notice to respondent, to find the
facts to be as alleged in the complaint
and this notice and to enter both an

-inilial determination and a final

determination containing such findings.
The complaint, except for any
confidential information contained
therein, is availgble for inspection
during official business hours (8:45 a.m.
to 5:15 p.m.) in the Office of the
Secretary, U.S. International Trade
Commission, 701 E Street NW., Room
156, Washington, DC 20436, telephone
202-523-0471. - '
By order of the Commission.
Issued November 28, 1884.
Kenneth R. Mason,
Secretary.
{FR Doc. 84=31777 Piled 12+4-84; 8:43 am)
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M

[332-183] _

Conditions of Competition Betwegn
the U.S. and Major Foreign Filbert
Industries; Extension of COmment

" Period

. AGENCY: U.S. International Trade

Commission.

ACTION: Extension of time for  submitting .

written statemerits.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that.
the date for submitting writien
statements has been extended from
December 31, 1984 to February 1, 1985.
Notice of the investigation was
published in the Federal Register of
September 12,1884 (49 FR 35875).

By order of the Commission.

Issued: November 28, 1804.
Kennelh R. Mason,
Secrelory.
IFR Doc. 84-31774 Filed 12-4—84: 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M

. [investigation No. 731-TA-147 (Final)]

Cut-to-Length Carbon Steel Plate From
West Germany

AGENCY: Uniied States International
Trade Commission.

ACTION: Terminalion of investigation.

SuMMARY: On November 20, 1984, the
Commission received a letter from
petitioner in the subject investigation
which stated By this lelter, petitioner
Gilmore Steel Corporation hereby
withdraws its petition in this
investigation pursuant to 19 U.S.C.
1673c{a) and 18 CFR 353.41{a), and.

- . requests the termination of this

investigation as being in the public
interest.” Accordingly, pursuant to
section 207.40(a) of the Commission's
Rules of Practice and Procedure 119 CFR
207.40(a)) the subject investigation is
terminated.

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 28, 1984.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

- Lynn Featherstone (202~253-0242),

Office of Investigations, U.S.

" International Trade Commission, 701 E

Street NW.,, Washington, DC 20436.
Authority: This investigation is being
terminated under authority of the Tarill Act
of 1930, title VII. This notice is published
pursuen! to section 207.40 of the -
Commission's rule {18 CFR 207.40).
By order of the Commission.
Issued: November 29, 1884.
Kenneth R. Mason,
Secretary. .
IFR Doc. 84=-31773 Flled 124-84; 8:43 amj
BiLLING CODE 7020-02-4¢

[investigation No. 337-TA-210]

Certain Motor Graders With Adjustable
Control Consoles and Components
Thereof; Investigation

AGENCY: U.S. International Tfade
Commission.

ACTION: Institution of investigation
pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 1337,

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that a
complaint was filed with the U.S. - -
International Trade Commission on -
October 28, 1984, under section 337 of
the Tariff Act of 1830 (19 U.S.C. 1337). on
behalf of Catepillar Tractor Co., 100 N.E.
Adams Street, Peorig, lllinois 81628. The
compleint alleges unfair methods of
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EXPLANATION OF THE U.S. RATES OF DUTY APPLICABLE TO EDIBLE NUTS, INCLUDING
FILBERTS, AND SELECTCED PORTIONS OF THE TARIFF SCHCDULES OF THE UNITED STATCS
ANNOTATED
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Explenation of the rates of duty applicable to edible nuts, includingz filberts

The rates of duty in column 1 are most- favored-nation (MFN) rates, and
-are applicable to imported products from ell countries except those Communist
countries and areas enumerated in general headnote 3(f) of the ISUSA. 1/
However, such rates do not apply to products of develop1ng countries which are
granted preferential teriff treatment under the Generalized System of
Preferences (GSP) or under . the "LDDC" column.

The rates of duty in the "LDDC" column are preferential rates (reflecting
the full U.S. MIN concession rate for a particuler item without staging of
duty reductions) and are applicable to products of the least developed
developing countries designated in general headnote 3(d) of the ISUSA which
are not granted duty-free treatment under the GSP. If no rate of duty is
provided in the "LDDC".column for a particular item, the column 1 rate applies.

The rates of duty in column 2 epply to imported products from those
Communist countries and areas enumerated in general hesdnote 3(f) of the TISUSA.

The GSP is a program of nonreciprocal teriff preferences granted by the
United States to developing countries to eid their economic development by
encouraging greater diversification and expansion of their production and
exports. The GSP, implemented by Executive Order No. 11888, of November 24,
1975, and extended by the Trade and Tariff Act of 1984, applies to merchandise
imported on or after January 1, 1976, and is scheduled to remain in effect
until July 4, 1993. It provides for duty-free treatment of eligible articles
imported directly from designated beneficiary developing countries. Eligible
articles are identified in the column marked "GSP" with an "A" or "A*." The
designation "A" means that all beneficiary developing .countries are eligible
for the GSP, and "A*" indicates that certa;n developing. countrzes, specified
in general headnote 3(c) of the’ TSUSA, ere not eligible.

1/ The only Communist countries currently eligible for MFN- tteatment are the
People's Republic of China, Hungary, Romenia, end Yugoslavie.
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TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATES ANNOTATED {(1985)

SCHEDULE 1. - ANIMAL AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTS

Part 9.- Edible Buts and Fruits

Page 1-53

1-9-4A
145.01 - 145.09

v o

N
1ten (Sul-
4 fix

Articles

Units
of
Quantity

Rates of Duty

e

“lesior
A J14s.02

145.04

“h1asior

“fiesios
a Jus.0s”

09

00

00

00
00

_PART 9. - EDIBLE NUTS AND FRUITS

Part 9 headnote:

1. This part covers only edible px'-odueu.

T

Subpax:c A, - Edible Nuts

Subpart A hndnote

l. Ko nnev-m:o -n-n be made for dirt or other
izpurities in nuts of oay nna. shelled or not
shelled. ,

2. The vrwtuou for p:cpurad or pnurvcd nuts
include nut pastes And But ‘butters dut do not include
candied, eryluluud. og glne(mn (see subpart D
of this pan)-

Chestnuts, including unm. erude, ot prepared or
preserved:
Crude, or pu].cd ducd. or bnhd.................
o:hzmu prepared or prnerved...................

Cocouun.........................-.....................

Cocenut mest (except copra), truh. dutcuud. or
othervise prepared: or punrvcdx
Fresh or troun. vb.thor or not ohr.ddcd.
grated, or l.nuntly pnpnrcd. snd vhether
or not sweetensd vlth not over 10 percent
by weight of sugar, but not othervise prepared

or prmrvcd-.....,................................’

Shredded and .d"'uiccg“_:ed. or uiinfhny preparedesce
Othervise prepared OF preservedcsccccscscccoccsass

Rote: For explamationm of the symbol "A" or "A*" in

the column entitled "GSP", see general headnote 3(c).

A Dicsens

Lbeeeoss

Noeseooe

Lbececas

ssvnes

Free
3.5¢ per 1b.

Free

Free
41 ad val.

25¢ per lb.

Free

Jo.5¢ each

2.2¢ per 1b.

3.5¢ per 1b.
203 ad val.
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TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATES ANNOTATED (1985)

",4 . .SCHEDULE" 1. ": ANIMAL 'AND' VEGETABLL PRODUCTS Pl
Part 9. - Edible RNuts and Fruits

=T P ‘ PR A

145.12¢
165,14
145,16

00
00
00

145.16

> > >

145.20

145.21

145.22
145.24
145.26
145.28
145.30

145.40
145.41
145.42
145.44

00

00
oo
0e
00

10
20

00
oo
oc
00

165.46

00

> > >

145.48

163.50 1

145.52
145.53

145,54 1
145,55 |-

145.58

145.65

145.70

H

‘00

&0

50
80
00
co

L )

00
00

10
20

10
20

00

& ‘ .
s Stet. Units Rates of Duty

s ltem:fsué~ Articles . Lo — . .

P - £ix- - v s orr e e ..,-E- e A e " | Guanticy 3 o "~ =

) - - - s -

. - . P oo N — —

O:her edxble nuts, melled or not shelled blnnched ) . N DTN

- - or othervise prepared‘-or preaerved B R BT - . .

Not shelled:
 Almonds.........

U ORISR SRETY NS X JUSEURE L. 2073501 38 1'% t] s.5¢ per b,

L BrE2il DUTB.i.eslievreansesraccssnsassacenseess | Lboou...] Free . “| 1.5¢ per 1b.
C@BNEWE. i uteiiiaian st iataeserniaeasanaese | Lbooao. ] Free : | 2¢per 1b.
tFilberts.ceseveeiernursnioieieniosananneees | Lhoouuo] S per 1oy, oo ' | 5¢_per 1b.
iPeanuts 1/ .. eieaiieiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiciieanien Lb......| 4.25¢ per 1b. : &.25¢ ‘per 1b.
; : ' ooy | A R : v
If products.of Cuba 1/.) veeeaeas] 3.4c per 1b. (s . ' N ]
L, b ; 3

5¢ per lb. . .} 5¢ per 1b.
leeeeiena . . 0.7c per 1b. 2.5¢ per 1b.
1B 2V 1 Y P - ;] 0345¢ per 1b. : +} 2.5¢ per 1b.

LD L .. Sc per 1b. ! tl se per 1b.
TOLNET . eutieiseadenuananns ; 1.3¢c per 1b. ¢ ‘] 2.5¢ ger 1b.

Macadamia nuts...... B ) oy

(1373 ) K i M

Shelled blanched, or otherwise’ prepared or . ! ’ '

prese-ved | § s e L En : N :

<Almonds : . H E o

Shelled.... eveneaen
H Other....
‘Brazil nuts...
‘Cashews.ooouss

R R RN TR RS

16.5¢" per,ib. | = : .} 16.5¢ per .1b.
{:16.5¢ per 1b..: oL i1 18.5¢ per .1b
Free RSN | 43¢ per 1b.
Free '
) 8¢. pe‘r dba ey
Ceeveneas ',3c prn, 1b,: i

e

_125_255_19L_

‘Peanuts 1/..............................ﬂ.‘...',l

; e ot | 7¢ perilb.,
' Peanut T S S IR * T IETRTNEE M . :
: Other: N (PR, )
‘ Kot shelled.....doeeneesannssnanenas | Lb. . 5 H pot
! OLRET .. rveseeedaeeccanesesansonens | Lb. ;

Pec-m.......... cecesssniiasssane | Lbi....f 10¢ per 1b. ; 10¢ pef 1b.
Pignolia...... teeeraeeeasencees | Lboiietod 1¢ per 1b. 2/ § i} Sc per b,
Pistache...... AP T 5 S 1: per ab. T ; il ¢ per ib.’

evseenane

Hainuts: : ) P i R ot | E
{ Pickied, immature valnuts................ Lbeeeeos Sc per lb. IR P ] 15¢ per lb.
: Other.... 15¢ per.lb. ~v | 1. - 115¢ per lb.
Other edible nuts' . PR ERRTR [

: Shelled or blunched......._.............‘.
H Hacadlmia nuts..

eesnse

5¢ per lb- ! ] 5¢ per -lb."
. . ] oo Lo e N PR VI

. Other 1b. . H H
H Other: : T S . a1 ey
. Litehi (lvenee) o- longan, in A - e st 5

urngh: CONLBINeT . veuernannsass Lbeoooo.| 14% @d R . ] 35% A val,

. . L Y T T R T P ! 14 2

. OTReT . i ienerresseeroacessanarsoroe I' sogaocees Za.ud vnl. ES B -35% ad val.
Macadamia nuts.. Lb. i

0ther..oooaiieenieenyeranaaaan | Lbo L} . [T B '

Mixtures of tvo or more kinds of edible nuts....c.....%. [ AThei-.highut-; ) IR { : The haghest

. e L. rate. appli- . | N rate’ appli-
: T cable to : cable to
: . any of the Lt any of; the
; ) componert nuts . component m
. H i .
: § H :
3 : '
N '
3 HEN
. %
: {
.
: H
. .
!
(¢} = Suspended. See genefal headnore 3(b). ! :
.

1/ Imports of veanuts (except peanut.hbutter) ace . ‘
sub_]ec' te nddxncnal import .restrictions. See itex '
951.60 in oart 3, Apvendix té the Tariff Schedules. 7

2/ buty :moorunly reducec. See item 947.07 in H

part 2, Aooendix to the Tariff Schedules.

y
' : . . R {
Kote: For explanation of the syvmbol “A" or "A*" in ’ Lo ’
the coluzn entitied "GSP", sée peneral headnote 3(c). . | P | R & T .
- ! . Cee e T e e T e . s o
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" APPLCNDIX D

COPY. ‘OF-:S:. 2429, ~98th. CONGRESS, 2d-'SESSION, A BILL TO 'AMEND THE TARIFF
SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATES TO INCREASE, THE DUTY ON CERTAIN SHELIED
FILBERTS ISR P e
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98T CONGRESS -
' 2p SESSION ° 2429

‘To amend the Tariff Schedules of the United States to increase the duty on
_ certain shelled filberts.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
MarcH 1 (egislative day, MarcH 12), 1984

Mr. PACKWOOD (for himself and Mr. HATFIELD) introduced the following bill;
which was read twice and referred to the Committee on Financg

A BILL

- To amend the Tariff Schedules of the United States to increase
' the duty on certain shelled filberts.

1 Be it, enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
3 That (a) subpart A of part 9 of schedule 1 of the Tariff
4 Schedules of the United States (19 U.S.C. 1202) is amended
5 by striking out item 145.46 and inserting in lieu thereof the
6

following items:



145.46

145.47

2 (b) The amendments made by this Act shall apply with |
3 respect to artmles entered, or withdrawn from warehouse, for

4 consumption on or after the date .of the enactment of this

5 Act.

. 57

| Filberta:

Which fail to meet decay, mold,
rancidity, or insect damage
standards spplicable to domesti-
cally produced filberts, which the
Secretary of Agriculture deter-
mires to be equivalest to stand-
ards commonly known as Oregon
No. 1 Grade..............

Others

o

S 2429 IS

~{ Lb.
L.

66¢ per Ib.
18¢ per Ib,

88¢ per [b.
18¢ per Ib.
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APPCNDIX E

RATES OF DUTY APPLICABLE TO FILBERTS AND SELECTED PORTIONS OF THE EC's COMMON
CUSTOMS TARIFF AND PREFERENTIAL TARIFT



Official Journal 1320

Volume 27

of the European Communities 10 December 198

English edition LegiSIatiOn

Contents I Acts whose publication is obligatory

% Council Regulation (EEC) No 3400/84 of 27 November 1984 amending Regulation
(EEC) No 950/68 on the Common Customs Tariff . ....................... 1

Price: £ 15.60 / £ Irl 19,20

Acts whose titles are printed in light type are those relating 1o day-ro-day management of agricultural matters, and are
generally valid for a limited period.

The titles of all other Acts are printed in bold type and preceded by an asterisk.
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Official Journal of the European Communities 1

(Acts whose publicat,ior? 1s obligatory)

COUNCIL REGULATION (EEC) No 3400/84
_ of 27 November 1984
amending Regulation (EEC) No 950/68 on the Common Customs Tariff

THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Economic Community, and in particular Arricles 28
and 113 thereof,

Having regard to the proposal from the Commission,

Whereas, under Agreements signed with .third countries;
and in particular pursuant to the 1979 Geneva Protocol
and the 1979 Additional Protocol to the Geneva
Protocol annexed to the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade, and the Agreement on trade in civil aircraft
signed at the end of the 1973 to 1979 Conference on
Multilateral Trade Negotiations, the Community has
undertaken to make" graduated reductions in customs
duties;

Whereas, in the framework of the Agreement on trade
in civil aircraft, it has been agreed to extend the list of
products admirted to a total suspension of Common
Customs Tariff duties;

Whereas, on the basis of the conclusions of the
Ministerial Meeting of the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development and on the Declaration

at Williamsburg of December 1983, it was agreed,

subject to the successful completion of the necessary
internal procedures, to bring forward by one year to the
beginning of 1985 the application of the rtariff
reductions scheduled for 1986 according to multilateral
trade negotiations, provided that the Community’s main
trading partners did the samé; .

Whereas the aforesaid conditions are not satisfied, but

nevertheless, on the basis of a Commission proposal,
the Council decided to implement the aforementioned
Declaration for a certain number of products where the
" trade involves more particularly the developing
countries;

Whereas it is expedient, therefore, in order to ensure
uniform application of the Common Customs Tariff, to
specify in Regulation (EEC) No 950/68 (1), as last
amended by Regulation (EEC) No 1018/84 (2), the
conventional duties applicable from 1 January 1985;

Whereas certain special autonomous duties applicable

to the United States were iaid down in Regulation
(EEC) No 349/84 (%); wnereas those autonomous
duties are calculated by adding an additional duty to the
conventional. duties applicable; whereas it is therefore
necessary to take into -consideration the reductions
given above so as to determine the amount of special
autonomous duties to be applied from 1 January

1985,

Whereas Regularions on the common organization of
agricultural markets provide that the rariff
nomenclature resulting from their application shall be
included in the Common Customs Tariff and‘or amend
customs duries; whereas it is therefore appropriate to
include in this Regulation all the amendments resulting
from Regulations adopted under the common
agricultural policy;

Whereas Regulation (EEC) No 289/84 (*) laid down
new procedures for applying the ECU to legal acts
adopred in the customs sphere; whereas it is therefore
necessary to include these in the preliminary provisions
of the Annex to this Regulation; whereas, in order to
extend the tariff concession for products intended for
floating platforms to products intended for fixed
drilling or production platforms, these preliminary
provisions should be amended;

Whereas the continuance of the conditions of
production of films in the flat, presented in disk form,

(") OJ No L 172, 22.7. 1968, p. 1.
(2) O] No L 107, 19. 4. 1984, p. 1.
(?) O] No L 40, 11. 2. 1984, p. 1.
(*) Of No L 33, 4.2.1984, p. 2.
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justifies the retention for a further year of the layout
introduced in 1983 for subheading 37.01 A;

Whereas it is necessary that the trade in starches,
esterified or etherified, be suitably monitored by
distinguishing them in the tariff nomenclature within
heading No 39.06; :

Whereas, to simplify the tariff nomenclature for cotton
handkerchiefs falling under heading No 61.05, it is
desirable to bring them all under a single line;

Whereas, according to the Judgment handed down by
the Court of Justice of the European Communities,
floor coverings of non-woven fabrics fall within heading
No 59.03; whereas, to ensure continuity in the levying
of customs duries, a subdivision must be created within
that heading, subject to the duty applicable to products
of subheading 58.02 A Il b);

Whereas, for products of subheadings 69.07 A,
69.07 B I, 69.08 A, 69.08 B Il and 85.25 A, in
accordance with the 1979 Geneva Protocol, the mini-
mum rates of duty will have to be abolished by
1 January 1987; whereas at the present time these
minimum. rates no longer correspond rto economic
reality; whereas it is therefore desirable to eliminate
them forthwith;

Whereas certain textual amendments to the Common
Customs Tariff are required in order to improve the
wording;

Whereas it is appropriate, for the sake of clarity, to
bring the whole of the Common Customs Tariff up to
date; whereas, for these purposes, it is necessary to

collect in a single text not only those parts which are
amended with effect from 1 January 1985, but also
those which have already been amended and those
which remain unchanged;

Whereas, although temporary tariff amendments and
the preferential systems resulting from the various acts
adopted by the Community form an integral part of the
Common Customs Tariff, it seems appropriate not ‘to
include them in this Regulation;

Whereas this Regulation does not apply to products
covered by the Treaty establishing the European Coal
and Steel Community; whereas the nomenclature and
the conventional duties for those products should
be included, for information purposes, in the schedule
of customs duties in order to make it more
comprehensible,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1
The Annex headed ‘Common Customs Tariff to

Regulation (EEC) No 950/68 is hereby replaced by the
Annex to this Regulation.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 1 January
1985.

This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly applicable in all Member

States.

Done at Brussels, 27 November 1984.

For the Council
The President
P. BARRY

10.12. 84 -
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ANNEX -

COMMON CUSTOMS TARIFF
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Rate of duty
'::::l;:,g ‘ D;scriplion ‘ l Auto:zmous Conventiona]
or levy %
)
1 . . 2 3 4
08.04 Grapes, fresh or dried;
A. Fresh:
1. Table grapes: :
a} From 1 November-to 14 July:
1. Of the variety Emperor (Vitis vinifera c.v.) from 1 December to
31 January (@) . o oo i e e e 18 (b) 10
2, Other ........... e e e e 18 (b) -
b) From 15 July 1o 31 October ........ e e 22 (b) -
IL. Other: ) ) '
a) From 1 Novembertwo 14 July . .............ccouun. e 18 (b) -
b) From 15 July 10 31 October ..............covvurmonnn... 22 (b) —
B. Dried:
I. In immediate containers of a net capaciiy of 1Skgorless .......... 9 33
Il. Other ......... e e 9 31
08.05 , | Nuts other than those falling within heading No 08.01, fresh or dried, shelied or
not: - . - . . :
A. Almonds: :
L BiEter . . e Free Free
H. Other .........coiiiiiiii. et . 7 7
B, Walnurs ... e e e e 8 .8
C. Chestnuts ........ocvveenennn... e R 7 -
D. Pistachios .........¢covivrenniinnnnnn... e 2 -
E. Pecans ... . . e e 4 3
F. Arecaforbetel)andcola ..........iv i, 3 1,5
G, Other Lo i e e e e e e 4 —_
08.06 Apples, pears and quinces, fresh:
A. Apples: ’
, 1. Cider apples, in bulk, from 16 September to 15 December ......... 10 9.
’ subject subject
to a min. to a min.
of 0,50 ECU | of 0,45 ECV:
per 100 kg per 100 kg
net net
1. Other: .
a) From1 Augustto 31 December .. .......... ..., ' 14 14
subject subject
to a min. to a min.
of 2,40 ECU | of 2,40 ECL:
per 100 kg per 100 kg !
net {b) net :
b) From 1 Januaryto 31 March ... ... iiienennnan... 10 . 8.3 !
. subject subject
to a min. o amin,
of 2,30 ECU | of 2,23 ECU!
per 100 kg | “per 100 kg !
net {b) net

(a) Entry under this subheading is subject to conditions 10 be determined by the competent authorities.
(b) In certain conditions a countervailing tax is provided for in addition to the customn duty.



94

. 65

Official Journal of the European Communities

Rate of duty ‘ﬁ

bb) Other ... e e e

. R o ———
Heading Description Autonomous
number serp - Comentiong}
or levy “
(.

1 2 3 7
2005 { C. i.b) Other........... e 30 30
(contd) : + (L) + ads

II. With a sugar content exceeding 13 % but not exceeding 30 % by weight 30 . 30
. + (L) + ads
I Other ... i i it e e 30 30
20.06 . Fruit otherwise prepared or preserved, whether or not containing added sugar or
spirit: ! '
A. Nuts (including ground-nuts), roasted, in immediate packings of a ner
capacity: . ’
L Ofmorethan L kg ... oooviei oo 17 14.3
I Of L kg orless ... ..cvitiineiriernnoenenenneaneneneanns 22 16.3
B. Other: ' '
1. Containing added spirit:
a) Ginger:
1. Of an actual alcoholic strength by mass not exceeding 11.85% !
MAS .. i e e 32 23 !
2. Other \evvennnnnann.n. e 32 -
© b) Pineapples, in immediate packings of a net capn'cityé ' I
1. Of more than 1.kg: '
aa) With a sugar content exceeding 17.% by weight .. ... ... 32 :
+ (L) - i
bb) Other ...t 32 —
2. Of 1 kg or less: _ '
aa) With a sugar content exceeding 19% by weight .. ....... ’ 32L i
+ (L) — '
bb) Other ...... ... i 32 —
~ ¢} Grapes: ‘
1. With a sugar content exceeding 13% by weight ........... 32
_ + (L) —
2. Other oot i e i e 32 -
d) Peaches, pears and apricots, in immediate packings of a net i
capacity: : : !
1. Of more than 1 kg: ;
aa) With a sugar content exceeding 13% by weight: l
11. Of an actual alcoholic strength by mass not exceeding ;
11.85% mas ...t 32 30.5 i
. : . + (L) + 2ads
22. Other...... e e e 32 —
bb) Other: 3
11. Of an actual alcoholic strength by mass not exceeding : ‘
11.85% mas ... ... e 32 305 ;
22, Other. ..ot 32 -
2. Of 1 kg or less: %
aa) With a sugar content exceeding 15% by weight ........ 32 — i
+ (L) ' i
32 -
|
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 (information)
‘COMMISSION-

PREFERENTIAL TARIFF '!'REATMENT APPLIED BY THE
A COMMUNITY 01010} ‘
“ (Positiodasat 1 Jauuary 1984) K

(84/C 22/01)

Geueral introduction

."“The'Community has reached preferential Agreements with several countries. These
*-- Agreements contain various measures, in particular:tariff measures concerning the

" .reduction of duty rates when certain goods originating in the countries with whom

these Agreements have.been reached are imponed i'nto the’Community; .

e

‘ The following table glves the reduced duty rates for each-position of the Commou
_Customs _Tariff resulting from the measures comamed in. the different Agreements

R _-,,apphed by the Commumty

)
9]

“In’ order tor slmphfy the presentation of the table, the’ Comluon ‘Customs Tariff

positions 'shown in the first column give only the ‘alpha-numeric code. In those
cases where descriptions of goods or dates appear in tlus column, these are exclu-
snvely due to the measures in the Agreements.

The follov}mg list gnves the Agreements covered by this docuruent. together with
the Official Journal of the European Communme: where the basic Regulauons for
the Agreements may be found . .

—»'EEC-Spa’in Agreemem (OJ No L 182, 16. 8. 1970), -

— EEC-Austria Agreement (OJ No L 300, 31. 12. 1972),

— EEC-Switzerland Agreement (OJ No L 300, 31. 12. 1972),
— EEC-Sweden Agreement (OJ No L 300, 31. 12. 1972),

— EEC-Norway Agreement (OJ No L 171, 27. 6. 1973),

— EEC- Portugal Agreement (OJ No L 301, 31. 12 1972),
—_ EEC Iceland Agreement (OJ No L 301, 31,12, 1972),

— EEC-Finland Agreement (OJ No L 328, 28. 11. 1973),

— EEC-Egypt Agreement (OJ No L 266, 27. 9. 1978),

— EEC-Jordan Agreement (OJ No L 268, 27.9. 1978),

Excluding Greece during the transitional period.

Exciuding the generalized system of preferences.
Nothing in this publication overrides any legal requirements.
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— EEC-Syria Agreement (OJ No L 269, 27.9. 1978),

~— EEC-Lebanon Agreement(OJ No L 267, 27. 9. 1978),
— EEC-Algeria Agreement (OJ No L 263, 27. 9. 1978),
— EEC-Morocco Agreement (OJ No L 264, 27. 9. 1978),
— EEC-Tunisia Agreement (OJ No L 265, 27. 9. 1978),

— EEC-Turkey Agreement (OJ No 217, 29. 12. 1964),
— EEC-Israel Agreement (OJ No L 136, 23. 5. 1975),

— EEC-Cyprus Agreement (OJ No L 133, 21. 5. 1973),

— EEC-Malta Ayreement (OJ No L 61, 14. 3. 1971),

— EEC-Yugosilavia Agr;ement (OJ No L 41, 14, 2, 1983),
' — Second Lomé Convention (EEC-ACP) (OJ No L 347, 22. 12. 1980).

5. In order io compiete the details concerning preferential rates, the duty rates result-:

ing from the autonomous regime appiied by the Community as regards the Faroe
~ Islands are also included in the following table.

I Abbreviations (1)

ad F/M
‘ad S/Z
2ad S/2
= agl . .

. adt;

ads -
standard rate of 2 % for ads .
(A :

' rcduced (L)

Austria
bottle

~ Common Customs Tanﬁ‘
" Switzerland :

Cyprus
Denmark

~ Algeria-

European currency unit

- Egypt

Spain

Finland

Faroe Islands

United Kingdom
hectolitre - .
per hectolizre and per
% volume of alcohol
Israel

Ireland

Iceland

II. Rates of duty

- JO

kg/br
kg/net

kg tot/alc

-~ Lomeé
- MA

max |
min
mob.
mobr

MT

NO

‘p/st

SE
SY
TN
TR
YU

Jordan :
kilogram gross weight
kilogram net weight
‘per kilogram of total
alcohol

Lebanon

" ACPand OCT

‘Moroceo . - :
with a maximum -
with a minimum
variable component .
reduced variable compo-
nent -

Malta

Norway

Portuga!

piece

Sweden

. Syria

Tunisia:
Turkey
Yugoslavia

Columns without any ﬁgures correspongd to the 1ates of the'CCT.

II1. Ratls of duty applicabie to the Faroe Islands

The rates of duty shown in the list are apphed by the whole Community. excludmg
Denmark, which apphcs a zero rate.

(") The abbreviation used for the countuy names corresponds to Norm ISO 3166.



) CCT heading No CcCT ES FO AT CH SE NO PT s Fl EG sy L8 vz MA TN ™ 18 CcYy MT Lome¢ YU
08.05 E 3 [ I ‘0,5
08.05 F L5 0
08:05 G:
- Pignolia nuts 4 2 1]
- Hazelouts 4 4
0
- Other 4 0 ¢ . '
08.06 A I 9 { 36
min : min
0,45 0,1
ECU ECU
100 100
kg/net kg/net
08.06 A 1§ a) 4. 56
min - ' - mtn
24 0,9
ECU -] ECU’ .
100 100~
kg/net ' kg/net
08.06 A Kl b) 8.8 15
min min
2,08 08
ECU ECU
100 100
o kg/net kg/net
08.06 A 1l ) 6 24
min min
14 0,3
ECU ECU
100 100
) kg/net kg/net
08.06 B1 9 36
min min
0,45 0,1
ECU ECU
100 100
kg/nct kg/net
)8.06 B 11 a) 10 4
C min min
15 0.6
ECU ECU
100 100
kg/net kg/net

(") See Annex Il

'1°0¢

~ ssnunwwo) wesdomy IY; JO [EWNO[ [BIOLIO

LZ/TTDON

69 .



70

No C 22/57

Official Journal of the European Communities

50.1.84

(L2

2/8
pu
T

ey

Rl

D

8’6
9T

u
L

1
H

1
11

st
11

Ni.

YN

nt

AS

of

na

‘14

ON

s

ot

1Be s

e
1314
+'91
'
0f
0t

DA

mpg -

sparn® pue nny
wopesed Tsiunwfac yngadriy -

Citem g (3189002
[CURALNE: KON

{rrZ (P 1AL
warlrrasnn

1P o ng

e e 1 a0z

1iee (e aonng

t*1a9007

1r1an

fagz(ainsong

(rrz(a1A 9N

(aq g (¢80

(rep(ayaonng
Z(rraonny
1(r1aonn

v omng
fvoarng
[ELITRY

samd Ry -

(o) 11t )50 07




71

No C 22/269

30. 1. 84 Official Journal of the European Communities
. . ccT :
heading Descriprion
No 1

ex 50.09 Handwoven fabrics of silk, of noil or other waste silk

ex 55.07 Handwoven cotton gauze

ex 55 09 ‘ Other haindwoven fabrics of ‘cot;ou o

ex 58 04 Handwoven pile fabrics and chenille fabrics (other than terry products of cot-
ton falling within heading No 55.08-and' fabrics falling within heading No
58.05) of cotton, woven on hand looms

Lo

3. Other tariff quotas:

CCT.

o — -
"ex01.02AIIb) Heifers and cows (other than for slaughter) of
' the following mountain breeds: grey, brown,
yellow, spotted Simmentai and Pinzgau ('} 4%
ex01.02A n;b) Bulls, cows and heifers (other than for slaugh-
ter) of the following breeds: spotted Simmental,
. Schwyz and Fribourg (') | 4%

- ex020FA Il *High quality’ meat 20%; TR:8%
- 02.01 A1 b) Frozen meat . 20%; TR:8%
ex 02.01 AII'b) Buffaio meat 20%

4bb) 33 E .
-03.01 ATl Ecls - 0

_ex03.01Bla)2 Fresh, chilled or frozen hemng from 16.06 to 0

e : 14.02

.ex03.01BIN2 Redfish (Sebastes spp). frozen, whole (') -3.7% "
ex03.01B1h)2 Cod (Gadus morhua), frozen. whole (') 3.7%
€x 03.01 BIv) Silver Lake (Meriuuus bllmeam) 8%:TR:0
- 03.01 BIIb)1 F'llets of cod, frozen 8%:TR:3.2%

ex03.01BlIb) I Fillets of cod (Gadus morhua), frozen 0] 4%
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rages Drre k=
€x08.05G Hazelnuts TR:0
ex 16.04 CII ‘ng-ﬂ‘aps prepared or preserved in vine-
gar, in immediate packings of a net capacity of -
lOkgormm IO%;TRM
| 1664D" ‘Sardines MA:0, 10%; TN: 0
ex20.06 BIe)2bb) ] Clw-ﬂahed chemes. mnmmed in aleohol, of |
e g dimeter not exceeding 189 mm, stoned, |
intended for the manufacture -of . dmeolue
products (') : 10%; TR: 4%
ex 20.06 BIl c) Aprieot pulp MA: 11,9 %; TN:
| aa) : 119%: TR: 4,7%
CIL 119%
ex2205C1la) Wine of fresh grapes:
Co — Jumilla, Priorato, Rioja and Valdepeﬂn ES: 10,1 ECU/h}
— Verdeand Dio - PT: 10,1 ECU/hi
— Wine of designated origin DZ:0; MA:0: TN: 0;
- YU:10.1 ECU/hl
— Other _ ) _CY:3,6 ECU/MI
“T20SCIa) | ‘Wine of fresh grapes: S
T - Jumuu.rnmm.mo,amvuaepeau ES: 11,8 ECU/hI
< Do ¢ " ¢ ' "PT: 11,8 ECU/hI
— Wine of dwgnawd ong:n DZ:0: MA:0;: TN:
0:YU: 11,8 ECU/
.o ey
— Other::
— Liqueur wie ~ | cY:sECU/M
— Other . ) CY:4_.;§CU/M
Other: .
— Liqueur wine C - CY:SECU/
ex ZZ.OS_C 11b) Wine of fresh grapes:
2 ~— Liqueur wine ‘CY:3.9ECU/hl’
Other:
‘= "Liqueur wine CY:3.9 ECU/N
ex2205ClIla)! Shery . . . - . ‘ ES: 6,5 ECU/hI
’ Pon. Madeira and Setubal muscatel PT: 6,5 ECU/hi
€x22.05Cllla)2 Wine of fresh grapes: . , .
' ‘ = Jumilla, Pricrato, mo,a and Valdepeas ES: 14,4 ECU/hI
' — Malaga . “ES: 10,3 ECU/hI
. - Other

-— anueur wine

CY:6.1 ECU/MI -
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Table 1.-World production of filberts and certain competitive tree nuts, by

principal producing countries, 1981-84

__ (In thousands of metric tons, inshell-weight basis)

PR t
Year and . File Other tree nuts 2/

country - : berts 1/: Al- : Pec- : Walnuts Brazil : Total

: ; monds 3/: ans 4/ : : nuts

©1981: : : : : : :
United States————: 13 307 : 154 . 204 : 0 : 678
Turkey : 350 -: 5 : 5/ 10 : 0 : 360
Spain- : 18 : 214 5/ : 5/ : 0 : 232
Italy : 80 : 91 : 5/ : 18 : 0 : 189
Other countries 6/ 14 : 89 : 30 : 7/ 24 : 40 : 197
Total 475 701 : 184 : 256 : 40 : 1,656

1982: : : : o :
United States : 17 262 : 99 : 211 : 0 : 589
Turkey : 156 : 5 : .5 13 0 : 169
Spain-—- HE 14 177 ¢ 8 5/ : o 191
Italy - : 115 : 51 : 5/ 15 . 0 : 181
Other countrigs————: 6/ 10 : 84 : 30 : 7/ 55 : 28 : 207
TJota]lm—m————: = 312 : 574 : 129 : - 294 28 : 1,337

1983: : : : : ) : :
United States : 7 : 183 : 122 163 : 0: 475
Turkey— : 420 : S : 5 10 : 0 : 430
Spain- : 31 : 100 : : 5/ ~: 5/ : 0 : 131
Italy : 120 : 86 : 5/ 15 : 0 : 221
Other countries 6/ 10 : 94 30 : 7/ 36 : 35 : 205
Total - 588 : 463 : 152 224 : 35 : 1,462

1984: 8/ : : : : : :
United States : 12 436 : 104 : 187 : 0 : 739
- Turkey : 300: 5 : 5 5 : 0 : 305
Spain - : 13 : 123 ¢ 8/ 5/ : 0 : 136
Italy : 55 : 34 : 5 15 : 0 : 104
Other countries _6/ 10 : 91 : 30 : 7/ 34 : 32 : 197
Total 390 : 684 : 134 241 32 : 1,481

1981-84 annual : s :

average of total : : : : :

production——m———: 441 605 : 150 : 254 : 34 @ 1,484

1/ Filbert data from the Foreign Agricultural Service.
2/ Tree .nuts used with filberts in inshell nut mixtures.
3/ Reported kernel weight production of almonds has been converted to

inshell weight at a 60 percent shellout ratio for U.S. production, and a 35

percent shellout ratio for all other countries.

4/ U.S. pecan production is from the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
Foreign production in "other countries” is estimated and 1nc1udes Mexico,
Australia, and Israel. -

5/ No commercial production reported

6/ Filbert production in Greece and France, as reported in the official
statistics of the European Economic Community.

7/ Walnut production in France and India. Data on production in other
.countries are not available; China is a significant producer of walnuts.

8/ Preliminary. .

- Source: Gill and Duffus Edible Nut Market Report No. 117, December 1984,
London, England, except as noted.
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Table 2.—Filberts: Number of. growers,'acres in filberts, and bear1ng and non-
bearing trees in’ Oregon” by spec1f1ed counties, and Washington State, 1980 1/

Filbert trees

ey

rilberf P

g State and county, - f_growers 2/ ‘ Acres . Bear— : Non—
W : : ) N : .~ -.,. Total
S . © ing  bearing 3/’
R T T Number- i 1,000 treeg—————
Oregon: - S ’ : : : P
Washing ton— vwo - 247 @ 5,311 : . 468 : 90 : ° 558
Yamhill T A 194 : 4,159.: 427 : - 89 : 516
Mar ion—-—- R e Lo 192 @ 3,463 1. 297 118 : 415
Clackamas:— e o 146 @ 3,313 1 263 121 : 384
© Lane—— e .. 132 : 2,810°: 240 : - 41 : 281
T PO 1Kt L 23 0 1,427 50 142 :- 86 : 228
 Linpe—d i 34 617 : 50 : 20 : 70
Other counties——g——=—=: " -~ <72 : . 480 : 50 : 8 : 58
Washington State——wmmmmmmiat- - = 41 377 ;32 : 5 : 37
Two-state total«fémm~;—;,zv<; 1,081 : 21,957 1,969 : 5§78 : - 2,547
1/ The most recent data avallable - gg"”” - S

2/ Growers with 50 or more trees :

-'3/ Trees planted dur1nq the 6—years 1975—80 and therefore essent1ally )
nonbearing in 1980. Of this_ total, about 300,000 trees were less “than 6 years
“old in 1984 .and essentlally nonbear1ng No data are available on filbert
tree plantings in-1981 to 1984 o Noet

Source: Complled from statistics of the Fllbert Tree Survey, released
May 11, 1981, Oregon Crop & L1vestock Reportlng Service and the U S
Department of Agriculture. . . = : B

S

A " :
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Table 3.—Filberts:  U.S. production, by specific States, and utilization by
‘ kinds, crops of 1979-84 '

: Production f Utilization
Item . — : .
T : - Wash— : -Sold : Sold :
: Orego§ ington Total : inshell : shelled : Total
i: ) . Quantity (1,000 pounds, inshell weight basis)
Crop of— : : : : N :
1979 — ~: 25,400 : 600 : 26,000 : 15,060 : 10,940 : 26,000
1980w : 30,200 : - 600 : 30,800 : 17,598 : 13,202 : 30,800
. 1981 ~:. 28,800 : - .600 : 29,400 : 16,800 : 12,600 : 29,400
i 1982 - - : 36,800 : 800 : 37,600 : 19,940 : 17,660 : 37,600
" 1983 o ;- 16,000 : 400 : 16,400 : 12,100 : 4,300 : 16,400
1984— 126,000 : - 500 : 26,500 : 1/ 1/ f 1/
: Value (1,000 dollars)

- 1979+ . . 12,078 : 291 : 12,369 : 2/ : 2/ : 2/
1980— - 17,380 : 354 : 17,734 : 2/ 2/ 2/
1981 — ;11,319 231 : 11,550 : 2/ ' 2/ 2/
1982 12,512 271 : 12,783 : 2/ g/' : 2/
1983 :- 4,432 : 144 :-4,876 : 2/ : 2/ i .2/
,1984u T : 7,995 : 154 : 8,149 : 2/. : 2/ il 2/

o B Average unit value (cents.per pound)
1979- : ;. 47.6.:  48.5: 47.6 : 2/ : 2/ : 2/
1980— et 87,6 59.1 : . 57.6 + = 2/ 2/ 2/
1981 : 39.3 38.5 :  39.3 : 2/ 2/ 2/
1982 ‘ : 34.0 : 33.9 : 38.0: -2/ : 2/ = 2/
1983 : 27.7 : 36.0 : 27.9 : 27 2/ 2
1984 : 30.8 : 30.8 :  30.8 : 2/ 2/ 2/

1/ Not available.
/ Data not ‘reported.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the Crop Reporting Board, U.S,
Department of Agriculture.
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Table 4.—Filberts: U.s.‘orchard—run'broduction; diéappearance; merchantable
production, final percentage allocations, anhd disposition to free and
restricted markets, crop years 1979/80 to 1984/85

i
Ce

Orchard- : : Merchant- : Final percentage

Crop year ' run : Dz;izzei;— . able ; allocations 2/
,f product1on E. . :product1onvi Free f,Restricted
: ——1,000 pounds, inshell weight— : Percent:
1979/80——: 26,000 : . 862 : ' 25,138 : 35 : 65
1980/81-~ 30,800 : 2_,654 H 28,146 .29 7T
1981/82~————: 29,400 : 4,012 : 25,388 : 31 : - 69
1982/83 —-—-——: 37,600 : 1,976 : 35,624 29 : ) 71
1983/84————: - 16,400 : 1,970 : 14,430 : 67 : 33
1984/85————: 26,500 : 3/ 65,578 : 3/ 20,922 : 40 : 60
f 4 o Diéposition'ﬁl
: Inshell filberts.free : Restricted filberts- L i
: to sell on the domes— : withheld from the do- : . Total
tic 1nshe11 market " _:mestic inshell market 5/: -
y ] ;ﬁJ: . ,OOO gounds,'inshell weight
1979/80———— A 7,472 : ST 17,324 24,796
1980/81-—--f: o 7,854 - 19,264 : 27,118
1981/82—f—————: o 7,895 . oo 17,575 -: T 25,470
1982/83 ey ’ 10,364 : . . . 25,440.: . 35,804
1983/84——: . 8,931 : ’ o 7,281 : . 16,212 °

1984/85————: 8/ : -7 S 74

1/ Disappearance represents product not -harvested, culled during processing,
or not sold to a handler (e.g., farm use or local.sales); this quantxty is
.determined in order to arrive at merchantable production.

2/ Percentage allocations are formally determined under the marketing-order
for filberts and represent limits within which handlers must operate for ‘the
. crop.year. The percentages may be revised during the season.. Handlers are
obliged to meet the restricted percentage in order to sell the “froe"
percentage into the domestic inshell market.

3/ Above average disappearance was caused by rains dur1ng harvest.

4/ Final; dispositons for the crop year from the Board's annual reports,
Table B, entitled, w1thhold1ng Obligation, Restricted Accounting, and
Disposition.

5/ Quantities "withheld" are the sum of the filberts actually exported
inshell plus the equivalent inshell weight of shelled kernels. This quantity
cannot be less than the “restricted obligation," as established by the
percentage allocation. The ratios of actually "withheld” filberts to the
“restricted obligation" quantity, and the dates that final percentage
allocations were established, were as follows:

Crop vear Date Ratio

. (percent)
1979/ 80~ e Sept. 17, 1979 124.8
1980/81~—~————— " Sept. 12, 1980 100.2
1981/82-— e Feb. 2, 1982 100.0
1982/83——-x-—r Nov. 12, 1982 100.3
1983/ 84— e Nov. . 14, 1983 165.6

6/ Not available.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing
Board. :
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Table 5.~Filberts: .Average unit costs for procurement and processing
domestic filberts, crop years 1979/80 to 1983/84

(In cents per pound, product weight)

iverage unit costs Average unit costs of domestic
Cro :for procurement of : handlers for processing — 2/
rop - :
' rorchard-run inshell: : .
year . Inshell Filbert
:filberts by domes- filberts = kernals
tic handlers 1/ : .
1979/80 — 50,2 : 8.3 : 32.8
1980/81 : 61.0 : 8.9 : 30.6
1981/82 e . 45.0 ¢ 13.2 : 39.7
-1982/83 — 36.1 11.4 31.4
18.4 55.4

1983/84 : 32.9

1/ Total industry procurement reported by questionnaire respondents divided
by the total cost of procurement; during 1979/80 to 1983/84, an average of 3
percent of total procurement was received from other handlers.

2/ Domestic handlers' annual per unit processing costs, as reported,
weighted by the annual procurement volume of each handler. The question asked
was the average cost per pound (product weight) to handle or process and offer
for sale inshell filberts and shelled filbert kernels. Firms were asked to
include the costs of receiving (except procurement costs), cleaning, drying,
sizing, .shelling, grading, inspecting, packing, storage, and loading, but not
to include salesmen's commissions or administrative expenses. i

Source: Compiled from answers, submitted in response to questionnaires of
the U.S. International Trade Commission in the investigation.

Note.—There were 8 questionnaire respondents that supplied usable
information on procurement and processing costs who are estimated to have
accounted for more than 90 percent of the total volume of filberts handled by
the industry during the period.



Table 6.—Filberts:

79. ¢

Shipments of domestic product to domestic and export

~markets, by. types, 1979/80 to 1983/84
c A Dohesticumarkets,;.'- Export markets 1/ Grand
rop e - = total or
year Inshell ., Filbert : -Tétél Inshell: Filbert Total

: filberts: kernéls 2/ ‘o filberts: kernels 2/ : average

i . Quantlty (1 000 pounds inshell-weight basis)
1979/80-—: 8,592 : 3/.9,250 : 17,842 : 7,446 : 3/ 1,633 : 9,079 : 26,921
1980/81—-: 8,346 : 6,555 : 14,901 . 6,944 : 1,333 8,277 : 23,178
1981/82—: 8,756 . 9,668 ' _}8,424.: 5,228 . 1,613 : . 6,841 25,265
1982/83—: 9,186 12,888_, 22,074 : 4,782 2,393 .: 7,175 29,248
1983/84—: A8;982 : 10,200 :° 19,182 : 4,792 775 5,567 : 24,749

o ' value (1,000 dollars)
1979/80—: 6,358 : 6,475 : 12,833 .: 5,212 : 1,339 6,551 : 19,384
1980/81—-: 7,094 5,572 12,666 : 5,902 . 1,093 - 6,995 : 19,661
1281/82~—: 7{005 A 5,801 :. 12,806:: 3,607 : 968 4,575 17,381
1982/83—w1 " 6,430 o, :0 06,315 0 12, 745.:} 3,012 : 1,149 4,161 16,906
1983/84-—: 6,018 '5,508_: 11 526 : 2,923 426 : 3,349 14,875
' L Un1t value g/ {(per pound)

1979/80—: $o 74 $0. 70 : 8/ $o 70 : $0.82 : &/ $0.72
1980/81—: .85 : .85, . .5/ .85 .82 : 5/ .85
1981/82—: .80 : .60:4 5/ .69 : .60 : 5/ .69
1982/83—: = .70 : 49 5/ .63 .48 : 5/ .58
C .67 5/ .61 .55 .60

1983/84~—: .54 @

5/

1/ Exports to markets outside the cont1nental Un1ted States.

2/ Filbert kernel shlpments were converted to an inshell-weight bas1s by

multiplying kernel weights by 2.5.
3/ Allocation between. domestic and export-markets is estimated.

4/ The average unit values for filbert kernels were converted to an average unit
value for an equivalent quantity of inshell filberts by dividing the average unit

values of the filbert. kernels by 2.5.
these calculations are as follows:

‘Crop year Domestic market Export:market
. 1979/80 . . .. . $1.74 $2.04
' 1980/81 2.13 2.06
1981/82 1.50 1.49
1982/83 Vo 1.23 1.21
.35 1.37

7 1983/84 1
5/ Not meaningful. :

Source: 'Shipment gquantities,

. The unit: values for filbert kernels used in

cdmpiled from Annual Reports of the Filbert/Hazelnut

Marketing Board, except as noted;

values (calculated) for domestic markets are based

on the average unit values

‘Commission's questionnaire,

unit values of exports, as

questionnaire.

of purchases by domestic firms, as reported in the
and values for export markets are based on the average
reported by domestic handlers in the Commission's
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Table 7.—Filberts: 1/ U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by principal

markets, crop years 1979/80 to 1983/84

Crop year beginning Oct.'lé—

Market . - ; : - ;
: " 1979/80 & 1980/81 | 1981/82 @ 1982/83 @ 1983/84
" Quantity (1,000 pounds, kernel weight basis) 2/ .
- Canada-——— : 953 : 1,445 : 1,559 : 1,248 : 1,052

European Community: 3/ ol ' . : : :
West Germany : : 2,246 : 1,247 518 . - 339 : 778
Other : : 109 : 115 : 92 . 149 : 138
Total, CC : 2,356 : 1,362 : 610 : 488 916
Mexico : 264 . 166 : 275 4 149
Australia : 604 654 : 455 559 : 113
Venezuela : 165 : 194 166 193 114
Trinidad and Tobago - - 52 : 29 75 : 29 : 83
Sweden ‘ : 0 : 34 0 : 0 : 17
All other - - 2,269 : 826 : 210 : 898 : 299
Total, all countries—— : 6,663 : 4,710 : 3,350 : 3,419 2,743

Value (1,000 dollars)

Canada : ¢ 926 1,261 1,385 : 1,349 : ©1,200

European Community: 3/ : L ' : :
West Germany- : 3,285 : 2,421 : 817 : 432 : 967
Other —— : - 163 : 187 : 144 237 80
Total, EC - 3,448 2,608 : 961 669 . 1,047
Mexico : 292 247 300 : 4 . 193
_Australia . : 731 : 1,296 : 698 : 710 : 191
Venezuela : 197 212 : 214 286 : 170
Trinidad and Tobago-———mmw— : 123 -: 56 : 41 42 . 78
Sweden : - 96 : - - 72
All other——-— : 1,106 : 711 282 923 : 271
Total, all countries————: 6,823 : 6,487 : 3,881 3,983 : 3,222

1/ Combined exports of inshell filberts and shelled filbert kernels (data do
not include blanched or otherwise prepared or preserved filberts).
2/ Inshell filbert weights were converted to a kernel weight basis by

multiplying inshell weights by 0.40.

3/ The 10 member countries of the European Community are Belgium, Denmark,
France, Greece, Italy, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, West Germany, and

the United Kingdom.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Departmenf of

Commerce.

Note.—Unit values for the combined quantities of inshell and shelled

filberts are not meaningful.



Table 8.—Filberts, inshell:
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principal markets, crop years 1979/80 to 1983/84

U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by

Market

Crop year beginning Oct. 1—

1979/80

‘"1980/81 °

1981/82 '

1982/83 °

1983/84

Canada -
European Community: 1/
West Germany :
Other

Total, EC——mmm——mim——:

Venezuela:
Sweden
Australia
Mexico
Brazil-
All other

-Total, all countries

Canada-—
European Community: 1/
West Germany
Other
Total, EC
Venezuela-
Sweden-
_ Australia
Mexico
Brazil. -
All other -
Total, all countries

Canada
European Community: 1/
West Germany
Other
Average, EC—
Venezuela
Sweden
Australia-
Mexico
Brazil—
All other

Average, all countries—:

Quantity (1,000 pounds, inshell weight)

952 :

.65 .73 .65 : -

2,507 : 1,511 : 1,332 ; 1,371

‘4,453 : 3,117 : 811 : 492 : 1,502

186 : 288 : 155 : 325 : 339’

4,639 : 3,405 : 966 : 817 : - 1,841

" 105 162 : - 207 248 127

0 0 : o: . 0: 43

764 : 412 410 : 109 : 61

445 . 152 : 283 0 : 71

10 : . 138 : 16 : 28 : 45

2/ 260 : 2/ 282 : 93 : 105 : 43

7,175 : 7,058 : - 3,486 : 2,639 : 3,602
Value (1,000 dollars)

554 : 1,005 : 1,088 : 839 : 952

¢ 2,941 ¢ 2,420 : 599 338 : 848"

136 : 187 : 117 210 : 74

3,077 : 2,607 716 : __ 548 : - 922

82 : 104 : 137 : 176 102

- - - - 72

372 . 313 311 51 : 61

138 128 220 : - 58

8 : 119 : 12 : 16 : 25

2/ 187 : 2/ 282 : 76 : 73 .: 32

4,418 4,558 : 2,560 : 1,703. : 2,224
Unit value (per pound)

$0.58 : $0.40 : $0.72 : $0.63 : $0.69

.66 : .78 ¢ .74 .69 : .56

.73 ¢ .65 : .75 : .65 .22

.66 77 74 ¢ .67 ¢ .50

.78 .64 : .66 - .71 : - .80

- - - . - 1.68

.49 .76 : .76 : A7 1.00

,31 ¢ .84 : .78 - .82

.76 .86 : .75 ¢ .59 : .56

72 1.00 : . .82 : .70 .74

.62 : .62

1/ The 10 member countries of the European Community are Belgium, Denmark,
France, Greece, Italy, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, West Germany, and

the United Kingdom.

2/ Chile accounted for more than one-half.

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

Commerce.
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Table 9.—Filberts, shelled, but not- blanched or otherwise prepared or
preserved: U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by principal markets,
crop years 1979/80 to 1983/84

Crop year beginning Oct. 1—

Market . - - —
. 1979/80 | 1980/81 @ 1981/82 ' 1982/83 ' 1983/84
Vo © . Quantity (1,000 pounds, kernel weight)

Canada H 572 : 442 : 955 715 504
Mexico : 86 : 105 : 162 : 4 : 121
Australia - : 298 489 291 515 89

European Community: 1/ : : : : :
West Germany e 1 465 0 : ‘194 142 177
_ Other : 35 : 0 : 30 : 19 2
Total, EC————— 500 : 0 : 224 161 : 179
Trinidad and Tobago——m—Mm—: 52 : 29 75 : 29 : 83
Venezuela- : 123 : 129 : 83 : . 94 : 63
© Malaysia—— - — 15 : 1: 0 : 26 32
. Brazil : - : 0 : 13 32 36 : 39
All other— - 12/ 2,147 : 3/ 679 . “134 : 4/ 783 : 5/ 192
Total, all countries~-——: 3,793 : 1,887 : 1,956 : 2,363 : 1,302

’ Value (1,000 dollars)

Canada e — 371 : 256 : 297 510 : 248
_ Mexico — — : 154 : 119 : 80 : 4 135
- Australia—— - : - 359 983 : 388 : 659 : 129

European Community: 1/ : : : : :
West Germany e 345 ;. - 218 : 95 119
Other : 27 : - 27 . 26 : 7
Total, EC———— —: 372 : - 245 : 121 : 126
" Trinidad and Tobago—————: 123 : 56 : 40 42 78
_ Venezuela , : 115 : 108 : 77 : 110 : . 68
Malaysia—- — : 20 : 1 - 36 : 53
Brazil— : - -2 a5 : 29 : 25
All other= - 2/ 892 : 3/ 404 : 149 : 4/ 770 : 5/ 136
Total, all countries— —: 2,406 : 1,929 : 1,321 : 2,281 : 998

: " Unit value (per pound)

Canada—— - :  $0.65 : $0.58 : $0.31 : $0.71 : $0.49
Mexico : 1.79 : 1.14 .50 : .88 : 1.12
Australia : 1.20 : 2.01 : 1.33 : 1.28 : 1.46

European Community: 1/ . : : : :
West Germany——e o a————; .74 - 1.12 ; .67 : .67
Other . 1.32 : - .91 ¢ 1.38 : 2.66
Average, EC e e .74 - 1.09 : .75 .70
Trinidad and Tobago—m———: 2.38 : "1.90 : .53 1.45 .94
Venezuela : .94 .84 .93 1.16 : 1.07
Malaysia-— : 1.35 : 1.67 : - 1.35 : 1.64
Brazil : - .15 ¢ 1.43 .82 : .64
All other 12/ .42 : 3/ .59 : 1.11 : 4/ .98 : 5/ .71
Average, all countries—: .63 : 1.02 : .68 : .97 .77

1/ The 10 member countries of the European Community are Belgium, Denmark,
France, Greece, Italy, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, West Germany, and
the United Kingdom.

2/ Includes 1,980,000 pounds, valued at $717,000, with a unit value of
$0.36 to Japan.

3/ Includes 556,000 pounds, valued at $169,000, with a unit value of
$0.30 to Japan.

4/ Includes 602,000 pounds, valued at $569,000, with a unit value of
$0.99 to ‘the U.S.S.R. '

5/ Includes 133,000 pounds, valued at $44,000, with a unit value of $0.33 to
the French West Indies. ’

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Commerce.
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‘Tablehlo.erEilbertsc..Prodq¢tiohéiﬁfTarkey{_pyg?égiohs:éna-broVincés, 1982-84

(In metric tons, inshell weight)

Province = “7 v ' 1987 1983 © 1984 1/
Eastern Black Sea coastal region: oo : : -
~ Ordu & - ;- - 53,000 : 90,000 : 74,000
. Giresun - T 7'45,100 79,600 : 63,600
' Trabzon — * - 7"30,200 : ‘57,500 : 32,600
Samsun S — 712,654 38,159 29,175
Rize i S - 2,450 : 3,500 : -, 3,500
Artvin b ' 2,690 : 3,315 : ' 2,518
Total S ——— o ? 146,094 .- - 272,074 : . 205,393
Western Black Sea coastal-region: - Cog T e I .
Sakarya - 30,950 :. 55,000 : . - 33,380
Bolu - : : 27,800 : 49,280 : 31,100
Zonguldak : 8,300 : . 86,801 : ... 8,802
Kocae i i e 7 1,380 2707 7 1,708 i . 1,705
K& s ERMONU-rowrmmmrmmirmtidei i by = %7 750 3 785 910
Total - A : 69,150 115,571 : 75,897
Grand total : 215,244 387,645 : 281,290

1/ Preliminary estimates,

Source: Compiled by the Commission staff on the basis of data from the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Foreign Agricultural Service, Attache Reports Nos.
TU3024 (Aug. 11, 1983) and TU4029 (Aug. 14, 1984).

Note.~-The data shown are from the Filbert Exporters Union in Giresun. The
U.S. Agricultural Attache in Turkey believes such estimates are low and thus
the totals do not match production totals shown elsewhere in this report.
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Tablg 11.—Filbert trees: 1/ Number of bearing and. nonbearlng trees’ in
' Turkey, by types, 1979-84

(In thousands of tfeés)

Year ) Bearing L Non—-bearing o7 " Total
1979 — 245,000 : 23,000 : 268,000
1980 : . 247,000 : : 23,000 : Tt 270,000
1981 — . . 248,000 : 23,200 : ' 271,200
1982 : 248,500 : 23,300 : Y 271,800
1983 2/ ; = 249,000 : © 7 23,400°: ° T 272,400

'1984 3/———~——«—«: _ S 249,500 @ - 23,500 : ' ' .273,000

1/ In Turkey, most fllbert "trees" are multistem bushes

.2/ Preliminary.

3/ Forecast.
Airoource U.S. Department of Agr1cu1ture, Foreign Agricultural Service,
'ﬂttache Reports Nos. TU3024 (Aug. 11, 1983) and TUA029 (Aug. 14, 1984)‘
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Table 12.—Filberts: Turkish beginning stocks, production, total supply, ex—
ports, domestic use, and ending stocks, crop years 1979/80 to 1984/85

(In thousands of pounds, inshell-weight basis 1/) .

Crop year : Beginning :* Produc- : Total Exports : Domestic : Ending

: stocks tion supply T : use stocks
1979/80 " 22,046 : 639,340 : 661,386 : 472,450 : 78,705 : 110,231
1980/8 11— 110,231 : 529,109 :- 639,340 : 472,230 : 78,925 . 88,185
1981/82 88,185 : 771,617 : 859,802 : 550,494 : 88,846 : 220,462
1982/83 - 220,462 : 485,016 : 705,478 : 453,490 : 152,780 : 99,208
1983/84 2/—: 99,208 : 925,940 :1,025,148 : - 529,109 : 198,415 : 297,624
9%9,000 : 551,000 : 121,000

1984/85 3/—: 297,624 -

661,000 :

287,000 :

1/ Converted from metric tons at 2,204.62 pounds per ton.

'2/ Preliminary.

3/ Forecast, as of February 1985 (data rounded).

Source: Data compiled by fhe’Foreigh Agriculthral Service, U.S. Department
.of Agriculture, except weight conversions.



Table 13.—Filbert kernels: Turkish exports by size classifications, to all
markets and to the United 'States, 1982-84
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i

Destination ' ,‘Quantity N Share of total
and class 17 . : 44, 11983 1984 1982 1983 ' 1984
:1,000 pounds, kernel weight : ————Percent—
"To all markets.:. N s e : : i -
" Standard .extra-— 2,537 . 1,821 365 : 1.1 : 0.7 :. . 0.1
. Standard I——————:. 23,492 : -25,403 : 37,492 : 9.8 : 10.1 : 14,2
. ‘Standard»xI“?”M“WWf—£:.24;744 :°+.20,825 : 26,873 ;. 10.3 : 8.3 :,.10.2
L standard T 0 1,386 842 403 .6 3 .2
~ Natural 2/-—————: 176,869 : 194,763. :192,010 : 73.7 : 77.3: 72.8
- Other filbert§————: .10,835 : 8,340 : 6,506 : . 4.5 : 3.3 2.5
Total : 239,863 : 251,994 :263,650 : 100.0 : 100.0 :  100.0
To the United States: CorL o : ‘ : Co
Standard extra———— — 0 : 0 : 0 : - L=, -
Standard I-——we—emeei .o 205 0 - . B1B ¢ 1,283 7.0 : 25.1 . 27.8
Standard LT — 0 : 108. : 500 : -~ 3.3 :  10.9
Standard ILI—mm—— o 0 : 0 : 0 : - - -
Natural 2/ : 2,550 : 2,217 : 2,587 : 87.1 : 68.2 : 56.1
Other filberts—-— - 174 110 : 240 5.9 3.4 : 5.2
Total : 2,929 3,251 4,610 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0
1/ Size-class terms are those used in Turkey and range from the largest
kernel-size class (Standard Extra) of 15 mm and above in diameter to the
smallest kernel-size class (Standard III) of 9-11 mm in diameter. No export

data are reported under Standard IV, kernels smaller than 9 mm in diameter.
2/ The class "Natural” means "mill run quality containing all sizes."

Source: American Embassy in Turkey via Foreign Agricultural Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture, telegram dated Feb. 1,

1985.
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Table 14’——r11berts Representative Turkish export pr1ces, -
by quarters, 1979--84 1/ o

. Period D 1979 1980 a 1981 © 1982 | 1983 | 1984

. Price per pound
" January-March — ':V$1.02.: $2.024:A$1.68 : $0.94 : $1.04 : $0.96
April-June : 1.30 ¢ 1.96 : 1.46 : .88 : 1.04 : .93
-, July-September ——: 1.45 : 1.88 .: 1.17 : .86 .91 ¢ .96
‘October-December— -~ 1.71 : 1.78 + ~.93 ::. ' .92 : .87 : ~1.11
Annual average . : - ‘f .1.37 : .1.91 : 1.31 : .90 .97 . .99

. 1/ Prices for Turkxsh Levant f11berts, f o.b. Turk1sh ports, traded in -
dollar currency.

Source:‘ Gill & Dﬁffus Edible Nut Market Report, No. 117, December 1984,
p. i1. . . . .




Table 15.—Filberts:-

Italian beginning stocks, production;

_imports,

supply, exports, domestic 'consumption, and ending stocks, crop years
1979/80.to 1984/85 : .

(In thousands of pounds,

total

1nshe11—we1ght ba31s 1/)

Begln : : : Domestic .
Crop vear : ''ning Produc Imports : Total : Exports consump— Ending
tion supply ¢ ... ,stocks
: stocks: : 3 : tlon’
1979/80~—: 8,818 : 176,370 : 24,471 : 209,660 : 112,215 : - 88,626 :. 8,818
1980/81-~-—: 8,818 : 220,462 : 6,363 :-235,643 ~131,896 ¢ -92,72471 11,023
1981/82———:11,023 : 176,370 : 13,605 : 200,998 : 104,387 : 93,304 : 3,307
1982/83~—: 3,307 : 253:,532 : 4,041 : 260,880 : 169,533 : 90,464 i " 882
1983/84 2/-—: 882 : 264,555 : 4,980 : 270,417 : 180,013 89,300 : -1,104
1984/85 3/-—: 1,104 : 44'OOO~: 166,000 : ' 81,000 :

121,000 :

84,000 : .

1,000

1/ Converted from metrlc tons at 2, 204 62 pounds per ton

2/ Preliminary.

3/ Forecast, as of December 1984 (data rounded)

Source: Data comp1led by the Foreign Agricultural Service, U.S. Department

of ﬁgr1cu1ture, except weight conversions.
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Table 16.—Filberts: Exports from Italy and other EC countries
: to selected markets, .by types, 1979-83 :

\

(In thousands of poundQ, kerﬁél—weight bagis)
‘Market ‘1979 © 1980 © 1981 ' 1982 ' 1983

All filberts

Intra EC 1/ : 55,250 : 39,500 : 50,436 : 54,446 : 68,077

switzerland ;' 5,446 : 4,195 : 7,166 : 8,336 : 14,324
European nonmarket economy : I e S
countries 2/ : . : 4,804 846 : 2,767 3,998 : 10,126
Austria ' ! 229 : 659 : 2,082 : 1,804 : 3,672
Yugoslavia: - i 9,830 ;4,498 :. 4,752 : 4,018 1,969
Israel - - EE 512 : 229 : 421 545 : - 1,688
-United States— . : 196 : - . 232 : 2,102 : 1,411
All other e 411,149 : 5,229 . 8,829 : 7,342 7,898

Total . 87,417 : 55,156 : 76,685 : 82,591 : 109,213
‘ Inshell filberts 3/

Intra EC 1/ ~: 9,565 : 6,969 : 8,226 : 9,074 : 8,562

Switzerland :, 161 :. 140 : . 108 : 127 . 80
European nonmarket economy : : : o
countries 2/ - : 352 : © 204 : 1,212 : BT 1,663
" Austria-————- : = < - 120 : - 7
Yugos lavia : - s = = - -
Israel - : - - - : - 122
United States : ] - - - 761 : 247
All other : 5;277 : 2,841 - 3,711 : 2,707 : 2,738
Total - :_ 15,355 : 10,154 : 13,377 : 12,669 : 13,419
' ) Shelled filberts '
Intra EC 1/ - .: 45,685 : 32,531 : 42,210': 45,372 : 59,515
Switzerland : 5,285 : 4,055 : 7,058 : 8,209 : 14,244
European nonmarket econumy : : : :
countries 2/ i 4,452 : 642 : 1,555 : 3,998 : 8,463
Austria : 229 659 : 1,962 : 1,804 : 3,665
Yugoslavia : 9,830 : 4,498 : 4,752 ; 4,018 : 1,969
Israel : 512 : 229 : 421 545 1,566
United States : 196 : - 232 : 1,341 : 1,213
All other : 5,872 . 2,388 5,118 : 4,635 : 5,160

Total - : 72,062 : 45,002 : 63,308 : 69,922 : 95,794

1/ Exports from EC member countries to other EC member countries. The 10
member countries are Belgium, Denmark, France, Greece (not a member prior to
1981), Italy, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, West Germany, and the
United Kingdom.

2/ Nonmarket economy countries (NME's) in Europe are Albania, Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Hungary, Poland, Romania, and the U.S.S.R.
Exports to non—European NME's were negligible or nil.

3/ Inshell weights converted to shelled kernel weights at the rate of
50-percent shellout to all markets.

Source: Compiled by Commission staff based on official statistics of the
European Community, Eurostat Analytical Tables of Foreign Trade, NIMEXE.

Note.—The totals in this table include intra EC trade and, -thus, are larger
than those shown for EC consumption (table 33). To determine exports to
nonmember countries, subtract intra EC quantities from the above totals.
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Table 17.~Filberts:
supply, exports,
'1979/80 to 1984/85

Spanish beginning stocks, production,
domestic consumption,

imports,
and ending stocks, crop years

1nshell—we1ght basis 1/)

total

(In thousands of pounds,

:Begin— . : : : : Domestic .
Year ¢ ning Pr?duc—: Imports : Total : Exports consump— Ending
tion supply \ stocks

:stocks : : tion

1979/80-———: 4,189 : 68,123 : 2/ 72,312 : 46,297 14,551 3,086
1980/81——: 3,086 : 3%,274 : 2/ 38,360 : 24,251 11,023 : 3,086
1981/82-——: 3,086 : 39,683 :. 2/ 42,770 : 14,330 : 17,637 : 10,803
1982/83-———:10,803 : 30,865 : 2/ 41,667 20,944 15,432 : 5,291
1983/84 3/—: 5,291 : 68,343 : 2/ 73,634 43,211 : 19,842 : 10,582
.1984/85% Q/~w:10,582 39,200 : 13,200 : 7,000

28,600 : 2/

19,000 :

1/ Converted from metrlc tons at 2, 204 62 pounds per ton.

2/ No imports reported
3/ Preliminary.

4/ Forecast, as of February 1985 (data rounded).

Source:

Data compiled by the Foreign Agricultural Service, U.S

of Agriculture, except weight conversions.

. Department
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Table 18.-—Filberts, inshell: U.S. shiphents to domestic markets, exports,
imports for consumption, and apparent consumption, crop years 1979/80 to

1903/84

: Ratio (per-

Crob year f Sh;gmggfs f ' f f Apparent cent) of
beginning . - " Exports ' Imports ' consump— .
mestic - : : . imports to
Oct. 1 : tion 2/ .
:*markets 1/ ! ; : : = : _consumption
Quantity (1,000 pounds, inshell weight)
1979/80————m—: 8,592 : 7,175 : 3/1: 3/ 8,593 : 3/ -
1980/ 8 1 —ermimee ; 8,346 : 7,058 : 4/ 11 : 4/ 8,357 4/ 0.1
+-1981/82-- . 8,756 3,486 781 : 9,537 . 8.2
. 1982/ 83— —1 . 9 186 0 2,639 : - 864 10,050 : 8.6
1983/84rmee—: 8, 982 R 3,602 - 5/ 568 : 9,550 : 5.9
: Value (1,000 dollars)
1979/ 80-mmmmen —: 6,358 : 4,418 : 6/ SR 74 L 7/ .
1980/ 81— 7,094 " 4,558 7 7/ : 7/
1981/82-- - 7,005 : 2,560 : 520 :. 7/ o 2/
1982/83- s - 6,430 1,703 & 450 : 7/ : 7/
1983/84rm o | 6,018 . 2,224 - 5/ 251 : 7/ : 7/
' ' ' Unit value (per pound)
LY L YA — . $0.74 : . $0.62 : $0.36 7/ L7/
1980/81~ - .85 .65 .63 7/ : 7/
1981/82-mmet - .80 73 .67 : 7/ o 7/
1982/ 83— - ' .70 .65 : .52 7/ : 7/
1983/84~—me .67 -.62: _ 5/ .44 : . 1/° . -1/

1/ Recorded shipments of new crop and old crop merchantable inshell filberts
acquired by the U.5. trade during the F/HMB's crop year. Values are based on
the average unit values of purchases by domestlc firms, as reported in-the
Commission's questionnaire. '

2/ Shipments to domestic markets plus imports..

3/ On the basis of imports in questionnaire responses of 110,000 pounds,
apparent consumption would be 8,702, 000 pounds, and the ratio of imports to
consumption would be 1.3 percent.

4/ On the basis of imports in questionnaire responses of 220 000 pounds,
apparent consumption would be 8,566, OOO pounds, and the ratio of imports to
consumption would be 2.6 percent.

5/ Excludes reported imports from Canada whlch were art1c1es other than
filberts.

6/ Less than $500.

7/ Not meaningful.

Source: Shipments, compiledAfrom official statistics of the
. Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing Board (F/HMB); exports and imports, compiled from
official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce, except as noted.



Table 19.—Filbert kernels:

imports for consumptlon,
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shipments to domestic markets, exports,
and apparent consumption, crop years 1979/80 to

1983 /84 .

77 1.03

1983/84
Shi . Rati -
Crop year oﬁ1pments ‘ Apparent - atio (per
beginning to do- ‘"Exports 2/ Imports consump— _cent) of
mestic : X = o imports to
Oct. 1 : tion 3/ .
: markets 1/ : _ : = . _consumption
' Quantity (1,000 pounds, kernel weight)
1979/ 80-imeme sy 4/ 3,700 : 3,793 4,669 8,369 : 56
1980/ 8 1o : 2,622 1,887 : 3,806 : 6,428 59
L981/82«w—fo-: 3,867 : 1,956 : 5,148 . 9,015 : 57
1982/83—reern 5,155 : 2,363 5,695 10,850 : 52
1983/84- e 4,080 1,302 . 8,515 . 12,595 : 68
Value (1,000 dollars)
1979/ 80-—mmeme s 6,438 : 2,406 : 7,999 : 5/ 5/
1980/81—www~m~:ﬂ 5,585 1,929 : 6,837 : 5/ 5/
1981/ 82 mcmmn § 5,801 1,321 6,023 5/ 5/
1982/8 3o ] 6,341 : 2,281 6,078 : 5/ -5/
1983/84 i 5,508 : 998 . 8,730 : 5/ 5/
' Unit value (per pound)
1979/80-— $1.74 : $0.63 :  .$1.71 : 5/ 5/
1980/ 8 1—rrmmsmns § 2.13 1.02 1.80 .. 5/ -5/
1981/82-—meme — 1.50 .68 : o117 5/ 5/
1982/8 33— 1.23 .97 1.07 5/ 5/
1.35 : 5/ 5/

1/ Shipments

un1t values of
quest10nna1re

during the F/HMB's crop year.

Values are based on the average

purchases by domestic firms, as reported in the Commission's

2/ U.S. Department of Commerce official statistics of exports of domest1c
merchandise; records of the F/HMB indicate exports of filbert kernels of about

one-—-third of these quantities.

3/ Shipments to domestic markets plus 1mports

4/ Estimated.

Total shipments were 4,353,000 pounds and those to domest1c_

markets were not separately reported prior to 1980.
5/ Not meaningful.

Source:

' Shipments, compiled from official statistics of the
Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing Board (F/HMB);
official statistics of the U.S

exports and imports comp1led from
. Department of Commerce.
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Table 20.—Filberts: 1/ U:S. imports for consumption, by principal sources,
: crop years 1979/80 to 1983/84

" Crop year beginning Oct. 1—

Source

1980/81 1982/83 1983/84

1979/80

1981/82 '

fQuantify (1;000 pounds, kernel-weight basis) 2/

Turkey—- 4,340 ; 3,173 4,084 4,185 : 6,971
European Community: 3/ o 2 : :
Italy 95 : 175 : 1,293 : 1,799 : 1,476
Other 176 : 128 : 87 : 112 300
Total, £C 271 ¢ 303 1,380 : 1,911 : 1,776
Brazil 0 : 0 : 0 : 0 : 22
Canada 0 : 5 : 3 0 : 84
Spain 11 : 0 : 33 2 25
Switzerland 4 3 : 6 : 23 : 4
Mexico 0 : 329 32 : 0 : 0]
All other 43 0 : .0 . 6 : 0
Total, all countries———: 4,669 3,812 : 5,538 : 6,127 : 8,882
Value (1,000 dollars)
.Turkey : 7,451 5,956 4,592 ; 4,411 7,048
European Community: 3/ T . . : '
Ttaly 176 : 319 1,747 - 1,941 : 1,559
Other 267 - 212 . 120 138 : 311
Total, EC 443 . 530 : 1,867 : 2,079 : 1,870
Brazil - - - - 26
Canada - 6 4 - 25
Spain 18 : - 35 3 23
. Switzerland 11 : 8 : 14 30 : 11
~ Mexico -~ 344 32 . - -
All other- : 76 : - - 5 : =
Total, all countrieg—— e 7,999 6,844 6,543 6,528 9,003

1/ Combined imports of inshell filberts and filbert kernels, including
blanched. or otherwise prepared or preserved filbert kernels.
2/ Inshell filberts were converted to a kernel-weight basis by mu1t1p1y1ng

1nshe11 weights by 0.50.

3/ .The 10 member countries of the European Communlty are Belgium, Denmark,
France, Greece, Italy, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, West Germany, and

the United Kingdom.

Source:
Commerce.

Compiled. from official statistics of the U.S. Department of

Note.—Unit values for the combined quantities of inshell and shelled

filberts are not meaningful.
totals shown.

Because of rounding, figures may not add to the
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Table 21.—Filberts, inshell: U.S. imports for consumption, by principal
sources, crop years 1979/80 to 1983/84

Crop year beginning Oct., 1—

Source - - - -
1979/80 & 1980/81 1981/82 ' 1982/83 ' 1983/84

Quantity (1,000 pounds, inshell weight)

Curopean Community: 1/

781 864 494

Italy 0 0 :
Other 2/ 0 : 0 : 0 : 0 : 28
‘ Total, EC 0 : 0 . 781 864 522
Canada 0 : 10 . 0. o : 166
Spain 0. 0 : 0 : 0 46
All other : 1 : 1 0 : 3/ : 0
Total, all countries-—wwmw: 4/ 1 ¢ 4/ 11 781 864 734

Value (1,000 dollars)

Curopean Community: 1/

- Italy : . : - - 520 : 449 218
Other 2/ : - - - - 1 13
Total, EC : : - = 520 449 231
Canada : - 6 : - - 22
Spain o - - -1 - 20
All other : 5/ 1 : - 3 1 : -
Total, all countries——: .5/ 7 . 520 450 - 273

Unit value (per pound)

‘Curopean Community: 1/ : : : : : -
Italy : - - $0.67 : $0.52 : $0.44

Other 2/ : - - - - .49
Average, EC : - - .67 .52 ¢ .44
Canada : - $0.64 : - - .13
Spain : - - - - .43
All other : $0.36 : .50 : - 2.29 : -

Average, all countries—- .36 .63 .67 .52 - .37

1/ The 10 member countries of the Curopean Community are Belgium, Denmark,
France, Greece, Italy, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, West Germany, and
the United Kingdom.

2/ All from france.

3/ Less than 500 pounds.

4/ Questionnaire responses indicated imports of inshell filberts in crop
year 1979/80 of about 110,000 pounds and in crop year 1980/81 of about
220,000 pounds.

5/ Less than $500.

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

Note.—Imports from Canada in 1983/84 were articles other than filberts.
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Table 22.—Filberts, shelled, blanched, or otherwise prepared or preserved:
U.S. imports for consumption, by principal sources, crop years 1979/80 to

1983/84
Crop year beginning Oct. 1—
Source . - ; ~
1979/80 ' 1980/61 ' 1981/82 ' 1982/83 ' 1983/84
Quantity (1,000 pounds, kernel weight)
Turkey 4,340 : 3,173 4,084 . 4,185 6,971
European Community: 1/ : : : :
Italy 95 : 175 : 903 1,367 : 1,229
Other 2/ 176 -: 127 . 87 : 112 286
Total, EC—m————m = 271 : 302 990 . 1,479 : 1,515
Brazil : - 0 : 0 : 0 : 0 : 22
Switzerland 4 3. 6 : 23 : 5
Spain 11 : 0. 33 : 2 2
Canada 0 : 0 : 3 0: 1
Mexico 0 : 329 32 . 0: 0
All other — 43 : 0 : 0 : 6 : 0
Total, all countries ft 4,669 : 3,806 : 5,148 : 5,695 8,515
Value (1,000 dollars)
Turkey 7,451 . 5,956 : 4,592 . 4,411 7,048
European Community: 1/ : : : : :
Italy - H 176 : 318 : 1,228 : 1,491 : 1,341
Other 2/ : 267 : 211 : 120 : 138 : 297
Total, EC 443 : 529 : 1,348 : 1,630 : 1,638
Brazil - - - -~ 26
Switzerland 11 : 8 : 14 - 30 : 11
Spain 18 : - 35 : 3:
Canada - - 4 - 3
Mexico : - 344 ' 32 : - -
All other - o e § 76 : - - 4 -
" Total, all countries 7,999 : 6,837 : 6,023 : 6,078 : 8,730
Unit value (per pound)
Turkey $1.72 : $1.88 : $1.12 : $1.05 : $1.03
European Community: 1/ - : : :
Italy 1.85 1.82 : 1.36 : © 1,09 : 1.09
Other 2/ - 1.52 1.67 : 1.38 : 1.23 : 1.04
Average, EC e 1.63 : 1.75 : - 1.36 : 1.10 : 1,08
Brazil - - - - 1.21
Switzerland 2.61 : 2.91 : 2,25 1.29 : 2.45
Spain 1.63 : - 1.04 : 1.71 ¢ 1.73
Canada L - - 1.52 : - 2.06
Mexico - 1.05 : 1.01 : - -
All other : 1.74 : - - .75 -
Average, all countries—: 1.71 : 17 1.07 : 1.03

-1.80 : 1.

1/ The 10 member countries of the European Community (EC) are Belgium,
" Denmark, France, Greece, Italy, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, West
Germany, and the United Kingdom.
2/ Primarily from Belgium—-Luxembourg, France, and West Germany.

Source:
Commerce.

Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. erartment‘of

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



Table 23.—F{lbert kernels:

u.s.

number and share of lots that falled to pass, or passed, such inspecticns, crop years 1979/80 to 1983/84

inspactions of foreign merchandise for grade quality: total number of lots inspected,

rancidity, insect damage, and decay.

Source:

kernels must as the second criteria, have not over 2 percent of the 4 serious defects:

Special compilation of Federal records by the Agricultural Marketing Service (see app. J).

. 1979780 ° . 1980/81 . 1981/82 . 1982/83 . 1983/84
Item . s N : . N ~ . . : s s ; . . -
. Total ' Failed ' Passed | Total  Falled ' Passed | Total | Failed | Passed @ Total | Failed | Passed | Total | Failed . Passed
. Number of lots
Total lots {nspected-— T 189 ¢ - - : 180 : - - 239 : - - 222 : - -1 318 : - -
Lots failing or passing H . : H H H s : H ' H s H : - :
inspection: : : : : : : v : S : : : : : :
For 3 defects not over : : ' H : : H : H H : : H .
1 percent in the : : H H : [ B s [ [ : HE : H
sample 1/ : 189 ¢ 8 : 181 : 160 : 14 : 166 : 239 : 24 215 - 222 : 9 213 @ 318 : 4 ‘314
For A defects not over : : : : : : : : I : : t : :
2 percent in the : : : : : : : : : : : : H : :
sample 2/ H 181 : 2 179 : 166 : 6 : 160 ¢ 215 : 11 204 : 213 11 202 : 314 15 : 299
Of which, the passing : H : : H H : : H : . : H : H
lots having 4 H : H : : ' : : : : : H : H :
defects not over : . : : : : : : : E : : : :
2 percent: : : : : : : : : : : : : : :

Would have passed - H H : H H : : H : H H : H B
inspection for & H H H H H H H H H H H : H :
defects not over 1.5 : : ' : H H HERS H : H H H H H
percant : 101 : - 159 : 166 : - 144 ;. 215 : - 182 ¢ 213 - 157 : 314 - 238

Would have passed H H H : : : T - H H H : : e : :
inspection for 4 . H H H : .8 H s, : : H : : H H
defects not over : H H ¢ H O : : : . : H : : :

1 percont— —_— 181 - 92 : 166 : -3 103 : 215 : = 3 110 : 213 -3 87 : 314 = 166
. Percent of total lots
Total lots inspacted H 100 : -3 -~ : 100 : -t -: - 100 : - - 100 : -t - 100 : - -
Lots failing or passing H : H : : H : : H H : co : H :
inspection: : : : : : B . : o : : : : : :

For 3 defects not over : : : : ¢ : : H H H : H : :

1 percent in the : : : ' : : H H : H .o H H H

sample 1/ : 100 : 4 96 : 100 : -9 92 : 100 : 10 : 90 : 100 : 4 96 : 100 : 1 99
For 4 defacts not over @ : H : : : H t H H : H H : : :

2 percent in the : H B H : : : " : H H H H T

sample 2/———u—: 96 | ] " 95 ¢ 92 : 3 .89 : 90 : 5 : 85 : 96 5 ¢ 91 : 99 : 5 94

Of which, the passing : : T : : : e : o : : : : s
lots having 4 defects: : oy H H R : H H H ' Ve H H
not over 2 percent: : : : : : S : : : : : :

Would .have passed ° : : H v : 't E : : : E it : : o
inspection for 4 : : B : : E C : : : : I : : : .
defects not over-1.5.: : H : : : AN : : : : 1 : e :
percent - ~: 96 : - 84 : 92 : - 80 ¢ 90 - 76 : 96 : - T 71 99 : - 78

~ Would have passed : : : :' : : T i : i : B : i ot
- inspection for 4 : N : : : : I .t : : : : : i -
defects not over ! : LI H ] ' H R T H . ' or : e : o .
1 percent- : 96 : - ' A9 92 =t 57 : - 90‘; T e 46 ;. 96 : - L 39 99 : -t o+ 52
1/ To pass lederal lnspectlon for grade, any lot of filbert kernels must as the first crlteria, have not over l percent of the 3 serious defects: mold,
‘rancidity, and insect damage. - .
2/ To pass Federal inspection for grade, any lot of f!lbert mold,

96
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Table“24l—4Fi15ekts: "Minimum export prices of U.S. inshell filberts,
’ " " by destinations and by sizes, 1979-84

-Deétination and price 2/

Year and’ size 17° ‘p to Ri : Western : All other
: uerto wico Canada markets
P e CONE S PRI POLINIG e s t

1979 :

" Med ium 63 65 61

- Large-—- 67 : 69 : 65
Jumbo 70 : 74 70

1980: :

Med ium 82 : 82 : 82
Large 84 84 ‘84

-+ Jumbo 86 : 86 : 86

1981 ’

Medium- 72 72 : 68
Large 74 74 70
Jumbo 78 : 78 74

1982 . .

" Medium 60 : 60 : 56
‘Large 64 : 64 60
Jumbo 70 70 66

1983 e .

Medium 60 : -60 56
Large 64 : 64 .60
Jumbo 70 : 70 66

1984:. . : :

Medium 60 : 60 : 56
Large 64 : 64 : 60
Jumbo 70 : 70 . 66

1/ The sizes are based on diameter measurement in the following metric

designations:

Medium 17.9 mm to 19.4 mm
19.4 mm to 22.2 mm
22.2 mm and larger

Large
Jumbo

2/ Minimum export prices are announced each year in.September by the

Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing Board.

Washington, or f.a.s. dock at west coast ports.

Source: The Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing Board.

The prices are f.o.b. plant in Oregon or
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.. Table 25.-Filberts, inshell: 'F:o.b: expdrt prices, by quarters:
and by sizes, October-Décember 1980 to October-December 1984

- : Price
" Period —
Large ) Jumbo
. ST [ —— —Cents per pound___ ....................... -

1980; October-December-- — 84 : 86
1981: - : : o .
- January-March : : _ 84 86

April-June—- : ’ 84 - 86
© July-September ST ' 80 : 78

October-December : 71 74
1982: D . : .
- January-March : ' 70 .74

April-June : : 70 : 74.

July—-September : : 71 73

-October—-December s ' 61 : .. 65
1983: - : B )

January-March: : : : ' 60 : 63

April—-June : : 60 : - 66

July-September . S 62 : o 65

Qctober-December : ) 61 : ' .. 65
1984: o v ' :

January-March : 60 : 1

‘April-June i : 60 : . . 66

July—September S v 62 : 66

October-December - s 60 : 66 .

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission. ' '
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Table 26.~—Fi1befts,'ihshé11: F.o.b. pfi@es'to,dohestjé markets, by quarters
- and by sizes, October-December 1980 to October—December_IQBA

~_ Price
" Period
Jumbo
A P e CANE S pOr  POUNd— e

1980: ° October-December- 86 : 92
1981: ) : _

January—March 80 : . 92

April-June 80 : . 96
- July-September 80 : -

October-December- 79 : ) ‘ 83
1982: : ' ‘

January-March o 62 : 82

April-June 75, : : -

July-September 72 80

October-December 72 71
1983: - r '

January-March 62 : _ 78

April-June 61 : ' v S 72

July-September 63 : 72

October-December 64 72
1984 :

January-March 64 : 69

April—-June 65 70

July-September 63 : 70

October-December

65 : ' 71

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the

U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Table 27.-—Filberts, inshell, large: Delivered prices, by sources
" of supply’‘and by quarters, April-June 1982 to April-June 1984

Source of Supply

Period .. —
Ital

yo

: Oregon or
: Washington

1982:
- April-June
July-September
-~ October-December
1983:
_January-tMarch
© - April-June
July-September
" October-December
1984
' January-March
~April-June

68

68

60 :
54 :

58
54

: —Cents per pound—

79

77

L 61
60
63
67

* " Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to

questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission.

A)
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. Table 28.——Filbert kernels: F.o.b. prices to domestic markets, by quarters

and by sizes, or class, October-December 1979 to October-December 1984

) Price 1/
Period % Medium ¢ Large Cxtra- f Whole
size : size large :  and broken
: : size class
Per pound '

1979: October-Decembe r— —_. $1.87 : $1.72 : $1.82 : $1.62
1980: : - T : :

January-March— 1.97 : 1.87 : 1.91: 2.11

April-June .2.29 2.04 : 1.94 : 1.91

July-September 1.77 2.31 : 2.27 : 1.85

October-December 2.24 2.35 : - 2.26 : 1.99
1981: : : :

January-March 2.22 : 2.23 2.27 ~2.18

April-June 2.23 : 2.19 2.07 2.15

July—September 1.99 : 1.86 : 2.01 : 1.96

October-December 1.55 : 1.57 1.48 1.9%
1982: - : : :

January-March 1.59 1.60 : 1.64 ;. " 1.45

April-June 1.56 : 1.60 : 1.68 : 1.29

July—-September 1.56 1.56 : 1.54 ; 1.44

-October-December 1.49 :  1.36: 1.45 1.17
1983: : : : S

January-March 1.25 : 1.22 1.20 : 1.19

April-June 1.37 ¢ .. 1.22 : 1.35 : 0.94

July-September 1.32 : 1.20 : 1.23 0.97

October-December 1.23 1.24 1.29 1.09
1984: : "

January-March 1.28 1.46 : 1.44 ; 1.38

April-June 1.32 : 1.36 : 1.54 : 1.04

July-September 1.60 : 1.44 1.54 1.04

October-December 1.49 : 1.40 : 1.41 : 1.37

1/ All filberts are Oregon No. 1 grade.

Source: Complied from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission. ' '



Table 29.—Filbert kernels:
_or class, and by quarters,
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Delibefed prices of domestic product, by sizes
October-December 1979 to October-December 1984

Price 1/
Period : . Whole
: Med%um Lafge and broken
size size
: : : class
D e Per pound
1979: October-December $1.87 : . $1.79 : . $1.85
1980: : : oL
January-March-- : : 1.98 : 2.05 : 2.00
April—-June e : 1.87 : 1.94 . 2.00
July-September : 1.98 : 1.98 T 1.98
October-December - 2.18 2.04
1981: : '
January-March - 2.06 = :2.29
April-June 2.00 2.43 2.24
July-September : - 1.90 : 2217
October-December - 1.66 1.87
1982: . : .
January-March--- 1.68 1.44 1.51
April-June 1.68 1.32 1.29
July-September 1.54 1.42 1.20
October-December - 1.42 : 1.17.
1983:
. January-March - 1.23 1.36
. April-June - 1.19 : 0.97
July-September - 1.22 .. 0.98
. October-December - 1.30 : 1.42
1984: :
. January-March - 1.34 ¢ " 0.94
April—-June - 1.32 : ' -
July-September - 1.32 . -
.October-December - 1

.27 : 1.80

1/ All filberts are Oregon No. 1 grade.

Source:

Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the

U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Table 30.M—Filberf”kernelé; Delivered prices of imported products, by sources
and by sizes or classes, and by quarters, October-December 1979 to
October—-December 1984 i

.ITurkey f Ttaly
Period .Blanched: Unblanched . Blanched : Unblanched
class : Medium: Large : class i Medium : Large
‘ size : size : : size : size

Price per pound

1979: October- .

- December——————————— - : $1.72 : $1.81 : - - -
1980: ’ B : : : ) : :
January-March———: =1 1.92 : 2.34 : = - -
April-June e | - 2.34 : 2.33: - - $2.48
July-September———-: $2.71 : 2.14 : 2.31 : - - . -
October-December——: 2.18 : 2.09 : 2.11 : - - -
1981: S S : ¥ I
January-March——