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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 Sept~m~er 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. !I 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). £1 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 (OKB), and sent to all known 
firms in the United States that purchased or imported filberts in significant 
quantities,.or handled domestically grown filberts. 1/ 

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

ll The request from the U.S. Senate Committee on Finance is reproduced in 
app. A. 

£1 A copy of th~ 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 OKB 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 condit1ons 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 prima~ily 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, significantly 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. 

The principal allegations made by the U.S. industry are as follows: ·­

(1) The low-grade quality of imported filbert kernels have an adverse 
impact on the domestic industry by, accordfog to testimony, !! 
seriously limiting 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 fl'l'berts into the u. s. market focus on the · : · 
following: 

(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 ~rtif icially raises the price of 
'Turkish filberts to the U.S. market. 

(4) The domestic filbert industry is basically healthy;· growers' returns 
are improving and markets are expanding. 

!I Testimony before the Subcommittee ~m International Trade of the Committee 
on Finance, ·united. States Senate, on Sept. 14, 1984. 
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(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 Commission's investigation are as follows: 

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

o .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. filbert growers (with 50 or more trees) and 
nearly all are iocated in the Willame~te 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 aver~ge annual U.S. production of filberts during the 5-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 
1'978179). In 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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o Seasonal emplotment 'by U.S. growers has declined in recent years. 

The number'~f seasonal workers employed on filbert farms during all 
months declined irregularly fr~m 1,198in19.82 to 862 workers.in 1984. About 
three-fourths of the_ annual seasonal workers are empioyed during the peak 

·months of September to'Uovember when the crop is harvested and .changes in such 
employment relate largely to'conditio~s in the orchards at harvest time . 

. o . u~s. growers deliver almost all of their filberts to a Small number 
of processors and bargain with them for price.· 

Under Federal marketing order regulations for mar~eting filberts,' only 
regis·tered handlers (whether a processor or not) may ship filberts into 
interstate or~ international conunerce. Nearly all such .handlers process 
i'nshe·u filberts' into filbert' kernels. as well as market ins.hell filberts. 
The Filbert.Growers Bargaining Association negotiates 'with these firms at the 
time of harvest for a ·season price to growers of deli~ered 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 fr.om the farm, the 
growers deliver all the:fa•. 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 . 

. -: .... 

· .. :. 0 u·. s. growers' average per pound receipts for· filberts during recent 
years declined 46 percent and may be below industry average unit 
cost of production~ 

. During the crop. years 1979/80 to'· 1983/84, t~e average per pound payment 
rece,ived 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' pri.nCipal 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 tci 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 
exJ>ense' items· to operate a mature filbert orchard, labor rates for the 
operator, and other expenses. · The average production cost to gro~ and harvest 
filberts ranged from 41 cents per pound on a yield of 2,600 pounds per acre, 
to 79 cents pe-i- pound on~a yield of 1,400 pounds per acre. Although certain 
assumptions, such as operator 'labor rates, likely raised the estimated unit 
cost of production above the industry average experience, it i_s' also likely 
that the average _grower retu'rns of 33 cents per 'pound in. 1983/84 were below 
the cost of production. 
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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 kernels. 

'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 kei:nel sales (on an inshell weight basis). 
was 54 cents per pound. 
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The 1i. S. ·market for filberts consists of separate markets for 
inshell ·filberts and filbert 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. 

" ~ ; . . c.: ! 

o U.S. ·consumption of filberts has increased, led. by increased 
consumption of filbert kernels. 

During the period 1979/80 to 1983/84, the apparent U.S. consumption 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 consump"tion 
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 sup.plied 
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 
princ~pal buyers of inshell filberts) prefer the domestic product over the 
·foreign· product for· its· generall}" 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 filbert- kernels 'in relatively high include the preferences of major u.-.s .. 
industrial' users (bakeries and roaster/mixers of nut kernels are the principal 
users) f~r' certain-characteristics of the foreign product, ·such as flavor, . 
blanched kernels,·and.smaller sized kernels. Another factor favoring· foreign 
filbert kernels ts the abundant available ·foreign supply relative to U.S. 
consumption requirements, arid the'dependability created by such large supplies. 
The import 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 ~ i million '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· supplier 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 
Turkey and in the United States, -Turkish shellers get an average.of 25 percent 
more filbert kernels per ton of inshell filberts that are shelled than de;> 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 ~he 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 remainder. 
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 .. 

o U.S. exports have declined. 

Over the. 1979180 to 1983/84 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 kernels on an i~shell-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. Filbe~t industries of major foreign suppliers. 

o . Turkey is the largest world producer and·exporter of filberts. 

The filbert industry in Turkey is centuries old and has been expanding .in 
recent years. Turkish production, although fluctuating·widely·fl"'om year to 
year, acco~nts for 70 percent of the world total. In recent years, Turkish 
filbert production averaged 306 ,000 metric tons, bu.t has ranged annually from 
156,000 metric tons to 420,000 metric tons. Filbert exports from Turkey have 
increased over .recent year~; from 1979/8.0 to 1982/83,. exports .trended upward 
from 472 million pounds to 529 millio.n pounds ... Nearly all of the~e exports 
were filbert kernels to major markets in Europe.· Turkish exp0rts· to the. 
United States. have never exceeded 1.3 percent of the.average an~ual .Turkish 
expor.ts.. · · 

In Turkey,, Fiskobirlik, a Turkish Government cooperative of 33. affiliated 
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 
fro~ Turkey. 
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· o ItaiY.. is the wor'id • s second· largest producer and exporter of 
filberts.· 

I.talian filbert ,production h~s accounted for ,20 percent of world• s . 
filbert production. _In recent years·, Italian· filbert production has averaged 
93, 000 metric tons, but has ranged ;innually from 55, 000 metric _tons to · 
l~0,000 metric 'tons,. .EXP,orts of filberts from Italy have been increasing arid 
moved upward irregularly from 112 million pounds in 1979/80 to 180 million 
poµnds {rt 1983/84. More. tha~· .four-'fifths of. the filbert exports from Italy 
are filbert kernels, largely 'going to member countries of the EC. Ital.ian: 
filbert exports are eligible to apply for the export refunds on fruit and· 
vegetables adopted in the regulations of the Conunission of the European 
ColTIIl)Uni tie.s. 

3. <:;c;mditions of .competition in U.S. markets. 

o ·u.s. irilporls 'of fiibert kernels must.meet Federally-regulated grade 
standards for shipments to U.S. markets. Domestic and foreign 
competitors differ .in' their views on the mininrum tolerances in the. 
grade standards for filbert kernels 

: 1 

. . . U.S~ 'imports of "fiibert kernels nrust pa.ss Federal inspection for grade 
quality according to standards :adm_inistered by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture before they may enter the United States for ~onsumption. The· 
inspection requirements became effective in December i977 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 (providing that the .three defects, mold, rancidity, and insect 
injury', are not more than 1 percent).: Domestic handl~rs 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 
~ilbei:-t kernels affected by the· four defects. · tmporters ·of filbert kernels 

·believe that a 1 percent .toierance level is too restrictive. ·The. importe~s· · 
claim. that. open-air dryirig of t;he f~reig~ filberts, together with ambient..:.air 
storage temperatures.arid ·the long period of time between. exl>ortation and·u.s. 

-· ins.pee;tion, of the filbert ke~els .. would make the 1 percent t;olerance standard 
for the four defects difficult to meet, and would increase the number of U.S. 
rejected lots·. They further. claim that 'the higher riumber of ·1ot.s rejected 
~ould cause eX:porters to.halt.sales to the U.S. market because the increased 
risk\11·ould be too co'stly. Domes.tic 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 fu~ther claim that higher grade quality filbert 
kernels are a,vailable. fr.om foreign sources but that they are more expensive. ,·. 

; i. 

o· Inshell filbert prices in the domestic market declined over the 
period; and the foreign product was always lower priced. 

. . During .1980 to 1984 • the av~rage f. 0. b. price for domes tic ins he i 1 
filbert~ 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 lowe~ ~riced. 

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 filbert 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 Europe 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 Conunission'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 
conunercially 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 advantage 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. vehi~les ., .The ·cost of t['.ansportation for filbert kernels 
imported from._Turkey ranged from 4.5 percent. to 15 percent of delivered· value 
and averaged ~.2. percent for all s~ipm,ents .. For filberts imported from Italy, 
transportation costs .ranged from 7 percent ~o 18 percent and averaged 11.7 
pere;ent for aii shipme:nts. ·For domestic. filbert kernels shipped from Oregon 
or Washingto~. transportation costs to east coast locations ranged from 3.8 
percent tt:> 5.5 percent. Although. the freight rates, in terms of weights, are 
usually the same fo~ ,inshell-filberts and filbert kernels, the cost of 
transporting insheli filberts is higher relative to the de.livered value than 
it is for filbert kernels. 

4. Ma;} or foreign markets. for U.S. filberts. · 

o .The major world consumers 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 capita consuming countries 
for filberts in the world. 

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 kernels are.- used largely by industrial consumers. Also, 
the per capita consumption level is similar to that in the United States. The 
Canadian appar~nt con~umption of filberts remained steady over the period . 
1979-83. The. con.sumption 9f ,filbert kernels and of inshell filberts each 
averaged a~out 2 ,millio~ pounds annually on· a product-weight basis; on the 
basis of kernel weight, however, the greater part of the consumption was as 
filbert kernels. Canadian imports of fiiberts account for three-fourths of 
consumption. Aggregate i~ports 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 O".l 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 fr.om 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 fr.om 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-weigllt basis) in 1979 to 
0.8 .mill·ion.po\,lnds in 1983, and over the period accounted for 68 ·percent of 
EC's imports of inshell filberts. 

·' ·. 

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 has··a " · .,· 
transportation advantage in those markets, such as Canada, in Which it is 
significantly.,closer than the major competitive suppliers Turkey and· Italy.' 
.FUrther,- most U.S. exports of inshell filberts are of the large, ·jumbo-size' 
inshell filberts which· are not readily available from other world suppliers·. 
Exports to· West Germany, for example, consist predominently of jumbo-size 
inshell filberts. in spite of the abundance of filberts in the European market 
area. ·Even so, during recent years 1). S. exports of inshell filberts· have 
declined, forcing more domestic filbert kernels ·to be· sold on the U.S. market 
for-filbert. kernels -Cor to be exported in competition with Turkish filbert 
kernels on foreign markets). 



DESCRIPTION AND USES 

Filberts, or·hazelnuts, are round·or oblong edible nuts of a deciduous 
shrub or small tree grown conunercially 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 conunercially marketed from them. Most 
filberts grown 'in Europe and Turkey are small in size compared with 
conunercially ·grown filberts in the United States. Different physical 
qualities are also characteri.stics of the different conunercial varieties. In 
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 filbert .. !/ other varieties produced are Duchilly, Royal, and Ennis. 

Filberts are marketed both inshell, that is, the edible nut contained 
inside its hard, inedible shell, and shelled, the latter called .. filbert 
kernels... Nea'rly all inshell· filberts sold in the United States are for home 
consumption, either alone or in mixtures with other nuts. Most inshell 
filbert sales ~re duripg 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 ~dible. kernels from the broken shell pieces. In the United. 
States., this is usualiy 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 kernel~ 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 
~s paste in bakery or confectionery.products; and sold to household consumers. 

· 'Tile uses of fiiberts vary from country to country, or the portions of 
total consumption-used in any particular way vary from country to country. In 
the European Community, for example, filbert kernels are used primarily in 
chocolate confectionery and in pastries with chocolate, much of.it during the 
h~liday seasons. In Turkey~ filbert ke-rnels 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. 

!I Filbert varieties of the major producers are discussed in the respective 
country sections of this report .. 

1 



CUSTOMS TREATMENT 

U.S. Customs Treatment 

The current column l 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 fo,r inshell filberts: (not shelled filberts) provided for 
under item·l45~18, 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 Conununist-controlled countries, 
which are the same as the statutory rates established under -the Tariff Act of 
1930, are"5 cents per pound for not f;helled filberts and 10 cents per pound 
for she fled; blanched. or otherwise prepared or· preserved filberts. These 
rates of duty are shown in the fo_liowing tabulation: 11 · '!:/ 

TSUS 
item 
No. 

145.18 

145.46 

.. : 
Rate 

_! •• 

Articles· . . :col. l r~te 

Other e.dible nuts, shelled or. not shelled. 
blanche.d, o-r; oth~rw.ise prepa~~d or , ', · 
preserved: . 

Not shelled: · 

. 

Fi 1 berts--- -;--,...'7,...:_ _____ - .,."".',...--------_:.__ - -- : 

Shelled, blanched, or otherwise . 
. prepared or preserved: . 
~ilbert~~----~--7----7---------:~-~-----: 

of duty 

'. 
5'- per °lb. 

B'- per lb· 

of duty 

:c.ol. 2 rate 
.of duty 

: 

5'- per lb. 

•, 

10'-. pe.r. lb. 

A rate of duty concession from 10 cents per pound to 8 cents per.pound for. 
spelled or blanched filber~s (i.e., TSUS item 145.46) was granted in 1939 in· a 
trade agreement with Turkey. ll 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 

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

ZIA bill to- increase the. rates~of duty on c~rt~in filberts was introduced' 
in the 98th Cong. • 2d sess. ( app. D). . . 
ll 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 fonner name of the Conunission) 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 President 
for quantities entered for consumption in excess of the quota. 
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mixture (see TS~S 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 nut~ 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). l/ 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. it 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. i1 

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 shelied, blanched, or otherwise prepared or preserved 
filberts~ 

Filberts imported into the customs territory of the United States are 
subject to quality grade· requirements 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. !/ 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·cust6ms 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). ~/ 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 

l/ ·The GSP under title 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 beneficiary 
developing countries. 

£! According to title II of Public Law 98-6 7. There is no known conunercial 
production of filberts in the designated beneficiary Caribbean countries. 

']/ According to Public Law 98-5'73. Conunercial production of filberts in 
Israel. if an·y. is small.· 

!I 7 CFR 982 and 999. 
2_1 In the Canadian Customs Tariff, "n.o.p~" means "not otherW'ise provided 

. for." 
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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 t.o 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 va~orem for countries subject to the HFN and British. 
Prefererit~al rate columns Ct.ariff item 11400-1). and fr_ee 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 
va"iorem rate. 

European Conununity Customs treatment 

... F.ilberts are not separately provided for in the EEC's Comm.on Customs 
Ta'.['iff;. however," insheil and shelled fj.lberts are covered under the EC's rate 
provison'. No. ·oa.05 for "nuts, other than those t'alling 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 
app~Yi.· trade in fill;>erts by member countries with Italy, a major filbert 
~producer and a member country, are free of. duty. Spain and :·Turkey,. both 
fil)>ert producing countries., each have preferential trade agreements with the 
,EG. · · The trade agreement with Spain does not reduce the rate of duty on . 
fllb~rts. and the applicabl~ rate from Spain is 4 percent. The trade agreement 
,wit.h Tur.key. for. preferential rates provides for a .. tariff quota on filberts 

, Cc;:~fr he_ading No. ex 08.05G) wher~by_ imports from Turkey have a zero rate. of 
dutY,. !I In a.dd;tion to ·filberts under heading No. 08.05, roasted filberts 
are provided for under heading No. 20 .. 06A, the provision for "nuts. (including 
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 fo~ i~ports 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 Industry and Production 

The annual world production of filberts during 1981-84 ranged between 
312,000 tons £1.in1982 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 i3 to 71 percent and Italy's share rose from 
20 to 22 percent. Spain's share of the total decreased one percentage point 

!I O(ficial Jo~rnal of the European Corranunities, C22, vol. 27, 30 Jan. 1984, 
Preferential Tariff Treatment Applied by the Conununity, pp. C22/27 and C22/271 
(see app. E). 

£1. 'l'o.ns refers to metric tons throughout this report. 
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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 60S,OOO 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. !I Wide fluctuati~ns jn 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 
41 percent of the 4-year average annual world production of 1.5· mil~ion 
tons~/. 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 t~e leading producer of almonds, 
walnuts, and pecans, but ranked fourth of the four countries in the production 
of filberts. 

. ''·· ·The United States 

Structure 'of the U.S. industry 

Nearly all filberts produced commercially in the United States are grown 
in Oregon.·(fig. 1).,: Filberts ·in Oregon are produced in the Northwest District 
:of that· State, '}_/ 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. !I In 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: 
; . 

l/ World production of cashew· nuts during 1981-84 averaged 303,000 tons 
ker.nel 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. 

~I World supplies of. Brazil nuts are gathered almost entirely in Brazil from 
native trees in the jungle. · 

'}_/The Northwest.District consists of 13·Counties identified as a group for 
crop reporti~g purposes. by the Oregon Department of Agriculture. 

!I U.S. Census of Agriculture data, as published in the second annual Oregon 
Agricultural Statistics Bulletin, 1983-1984, Oregon Department of Agriculture. 
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Strawberries-·---------------------­
S~eet corn for processing---------­
Sriap beans for processing---------­
Raspberri~s and blackberries------­
Dry onions-------------------------
Filberts--------_:. _________________ _ 

Cherries---------------------------
Blueberries and cranberries--------
Potatoes--------------------------­
Apples-----.---------------·--------:-
G~een peas for processing----------
Pecar.s-:... _ _:. ____ ------------.,----".""---:----

Farm value 
(1,000 

dollars) 

24,850 
21,890 
20,302 
14,218 
10,911 

!I 9,421 
7,590 
6,345 
2,562 
1,342 
1,338 

246 

!I The 1981-82 average (e,xcluding the short 1983 crop) was. 11, 9l6 thousand 
dollars . 

. • ~· f . 

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 p~rcent of them are full-time filbert 

.operations wh~re ·the grower's livelihood depends on filberts. !I Anot~er 

. 20 percent of the filbert operations are on full-time farms where other crops 
are grow:r\', and fi.lberts 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, an.d 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). Nonbearing 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. £1 
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 0 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. In 1980, acres.planted to filberts were up 

!I Fieldwork by Commission staff in the investigation. 
£1 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 1985. 
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Figure 1.--Filberts: Principai producing areas in Oregon and Washington. 
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13 percent arid 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 State~. nearly all filberts fall t~ th~ ground from the 
trees on their own accord an_d are harvested from the. ground by mechanical 
sweepers and harvesters. The. predominant variety grown is the Barcelona and 
the Quter husk surrounding the hard shell.for most of the nuts remains in the 
orchard at harvest. 1/. Virtually all of the U.S. commercial production of 
filberts is mechanic;lly .a.ir dried in large bins with s~pplemental .tleat. One· 
reason.that outdoor air or sun drying. as is done in Turkey. is not practical 
in Oregon.is that harvest in Ore~on-occurs just prior to the wint~r rainy 
season. Some of the filbert crop is dr.ied on the farm but most of it is dried 
by filber'!:- handlers who prepare the crop for marketing .. Most filberts are 
delivered· to th~ handlers' facilities by the growers ·in their own vehicles. 
Generally, the handler's facj.lity is in the immediate ar~a of" the growers that 
deliver to him, however, some growers-may deliver their crop to more than one 
handler. ,·· · 

In Hay 1984, 'the Oregon State University Extension Service pJblished a 
reP,ort .that·= included inf.ormation on costs of productioli of filberts in 
Or~gon. ·The C:o~ts 'were estimated for filbert production.i~-1982 and included 
cuitura·1, narvest. and .overhead costs: The study showed that total costs of 

·,'production were estimated' at about *1.140 per acre, in~luding cash costs of 
· $344 and noncash costs (e.g .• operator's labor. interest o.n}·land and orchard. 
·. machinery.' depreciation)· of $793. An orchard with a 1:, 800.~pound yield per acre 
';receiving the average price for filberts in 1982 would ha~e· lost $530 per 
acre'. However •. the grower would have· received about $265 ·.per acre above cash 
c?sts, . according to . the study• which is reprodu_ced in. app~n~_~x .G. -· 

. . ' 

· Handlers.-""-In 1984, there were 10 filbert handlers ranging from 
relatively ~arge corporate enterprises to small independent.firms that grow 
the filberts they handle .. The four largest handlers have acc.oi,mted '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, grading. and 
shelling filberts are not used for any other products. The larger handlers 
are firms that are involved in 'other 'co111111odities: '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 
fi.lberts. or partially cooperative. '!,,_/ whereby growers receive their returns 

.!/ 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. 

'!,,_/ 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 facilitie~_to-grower members to form a cooperative in 1984. ·although 
part of its' supply is still purchased outright. 
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after the season closes, and other handlers purchase outright, taking title at 
the time of delivery .. A~l the maj9r handlers compete with each other for the 
growers' supplies of filberts. The two '1andlers associated with other nut 
indust;.ries in Califo.rni~ (almonds and walnuts) supplement their product lines 
wi.th Oregon filberts~ essentially the only source for U.S. grown filberts. 

Employment in growing operations.~-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) coll.ects data on the number of seasonal workers· employed in 
the Or.egon filbert growing industry. During 1982-84, the number of seasonal 
wo~ke.rs on filbert farms ranged from l, 198 in 1982 to 603 in 1983 and averaged 
888 workers.annually. Al;iout 78 pe~cent 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 input than .a small crop, especially at harvest time. 

Hourly wages are usually paid to seasonal workers who are employed in 
P.runing, spraying, ·an.d otJler jobs not directly related to harvesting. The DHR 
reports that in 1981 the average hourly wage rate for such workers was $3.65; 
i,n 19S2 and 1983 t;.he rate .. was $3 .. 50 per hour. ]/ Filbert harvest workers are 
often paid on a piece-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. 

Eim>lovment in processtng operations.--Domestic processors of filberts 
were requested by questionnaire to .provide information on employment in their 
.firms, · i.ncluding the· :number of production and related workers employed 
annually and seasonal~y. hours worked on filberts, and total wages paid to 
such workers.· Responses were re,c,eived from nea~ly the entire industry. ~/ 
,~ring ·1979-83., informatiQn ·from the ·firms responding shows that the annual 
·average number· of persons employed in the filbert processing industry was 140 

·.:persons, of which an annual average of 123 persons were reported as production 
and.related .workers. During 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:· filb.ert processit~g industry are October, November., and December. 

The annual number of hours worked by production and related workers on 
a.ll produ~ts 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. 
Dur.ing t,he 5-year peri~d. 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·. 

l/ Information in letter dated Dec. 14, 1984, to the Commission's staff from 
Hr. Bill Pence, Assistant Administrator for Research and Statistics, 
Empl~}'inent.Division~ Department of Human Resources, State of Oregon. 

~I The Commission received responses from nine firms which represented 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 plan.ts. 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 kernels. 

Federal marketing 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. l/ Amendments in 1977 to the U.S. 
statutes authorizing marketing orders added filberts to the list of 
conunodities eligible to establish requirements on imports comparable with 
those on domestic products under the marketing order. £1 Further amendments 
to the statutes in 1983 authorized marketing promotion, including paid 
advertising, for filbert,s under any Federal marketing order for 
filberts/hazelnuts. --

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. 11 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 inshe·ll 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. !I 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. 

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

£1 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. 

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

!I 1984 marketing policy for Oregon and Washington Filberts/Hazelnuts (M.O. 
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 specific 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 in.shell filberts,•• either for domestic or export 
sales. !I 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 maybe 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. ?,_/ The "inshell trade demand" means the "quantity of inshell 
fHberts acquired by the trade from all handlers during· a marketing year for 
distribution in the continental ·united States.•• 

There are six filbert industry organizations, all of which.are designed 
to provide a specific service for the industry. ll 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 
Conunissions 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 
Conunission 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. 

!I 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." 

21 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. 

11 Extracted from a paper written for filbert industry 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 ~tates Filbert Industry Quality Board, Inc., which was 
est~blished. in 1977. The AOHI, Inc., was organized in 1983. The primary 
purpose of the corporati'on, as expressed in its charter, is to conduct 
research, effect legislation and administer over various and sundry 
industry_ matters, including the qua~ity of filberts . 

.-

u. s. production 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 
Ag~iculture, in official statistics of the Crop Reporting Board, estimates the 
in-orchard production of filberts in September. These data are .used by the 
FilbertiHazelnut Marketing Board as an important element in determining 
percentage allocations for the crop. USDA data show that total U.S. filbert 
pr~du~tion 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 
a:i:id t.hel) r.egained 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 fort.he crop of 
19Q3, and then increased to $8.lmillion fort.he 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 is equivalent to orchard-run 
production l~ss 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 
dqring p~ocessing, or not sold to a handler (e.g., farm use or local sales). l/ 
Duri.~g ~rop 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.~ 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 finaI percentage allocations of the crop year adopted by the industry 
for t.he "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 product.ion was unusually low, did 
the "free" allocation exceed 50 percent when the F/HMB determined a rate of 

l/ The quantity of "disappearance" is determined by action of the F/HMB, 
based on handler reports and other· information. 
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6 7 · perc~nt. !I' .. 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 Sept'ember 15, 1983, at 42 percent on September 23, 1983, 
and· at 67 percent on Uov~mber 14, 1983. Also, in the 1981182 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/HHB 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 irregula~ly from 17.3 million pounds in 1979/80 to 25.4 million 
pounds in 1982/8~. or by 47 percent, and then dropped to 7.3 million pounds in 
1983/84. The 1:3 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 inshellmarket or the 
filbert :kernel markets fQr U; S ~ filberts relative to the domestic inshell 
market for· u. s.: filberts. 

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 

: ;filberts and filbert kernels. Huch of the capitai equipment of handlers to 
~process filberts is us.ed only. for filberts and then largely on a season81 
basis for 3 to 4 months of the year. : Such capital needs include investments 
in large buildings, was~ing and sizing equipment, large gas-heated drying 
·chambers, shelling and sorting machinery, truc~s of various kinds, and 

. .laboratories for grading·_and. inspecting. The Conunission 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 'Volume o·f 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 cen'ts·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 

l/ 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 fo.r. the handler to. sell 6 7 pounds on the ·domestic inshell 

•·fi-lbertmarket; 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. 



unit cost of processing filbert kernels, on the basis of product weight, 
ranged from 3 to 4 times larger th~n.the per unit cost of processing inshell 
filberts. l/ 

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: 

Crop 
year 

Quantity 
shipped 

:l,000 pounds in-

Domestic 

Inshell : 
filberts: 

Share 

markets 

Filbert 
kernals 

of total 

: Export markets "Total 

Ins hell Filbert: 
filberts: kernals: 

:shell weight basis: ------------------Percent----------:.. ______ _ 

1979(80----.,---: 26,921 32 34 28 6 100 
1980/81----:---,-: 23, 178 36 28 30 6 100 
19.81/82--.,--.,---:. 25,265 35 38 21 6 100 
1982183----:---: 29,, 248 32 44 16 8 .100 
1983/8.4-------: 24.749 36 41 20 3 100 
5-year average: 

1979/80 to 
1983/84-----: .. 25 ,872 34 38 22 6 100 

'• 

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 
r~latively 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. In 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. 

ll 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 filberts (inshell filberts and filbert kernels !I 
e;ombined) during 1979i80. to 1983/~4 declined 6'o percent on a kernel weight 
basis. from 6. 7 million·.pounds to 2. 7 million pounds, and 55 percent (by 
value) from $6.8 million.in i'979/80· to·$3.l 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, arid accounted for 40 percent of the 
exports (by -quantity) in: 1983/S4','.·· :.Over the 5 years covered in this report, 
filbert exports to Canada. which ranged from 1. O million to 1. 6 million pounds 
annually •. ·.have generally increased as a share of the total. as exports to the 
EC-countries· declined about 65 percent over the .. period. West Germany is the 
predominant market in the EC f~r the. combined exports of inshell and shelled 
filberts; such exports to West Germany declined irregularly from 2.2 million 
pounds in:l979/80 to 0.7 million pounds in 1983/84 and consisted predominately 
of inshell filberts .. Other export markets of note have included Mexico, 
Australia;· and yene~ela. 

! . 

,Inshell filber.t exports in most years accounted for about two-thirds (by 
value) of the total· exports. but for less than one-half of the total on a 
filbert kernel weight· basis (table 8). Filbert 'kernel exports in most years 
during the period accounted for about one-third of the total export~ (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 respQnsible for the 
decline in overall. el<ports in 1983/84. ' · · 

... 
Turkey 

Structure of the Turkish industry 

. Turkey, is the largest producer: of filberts wor:ldwide. supplying about 
70 percent of the world production'/:../ and accounting ~or about· four-fifths of 
tolal U.S. filbert imports (by value). 11 Filberts have been grown in Turkey 
for ceritur.ies. Host of the production takes place in the mountainous area 
along the eastern end of the north coast bord.erii:ig the Black Sea .... This area. 
extending about 15 to 20 miles inland and about 300.miles along th~ coast, 
incltides the Provinces of Artvin, Giresun, Ordu, .Rize, ·samsun,' and Trabzon 
(fig. 2). In 1~84, this coastal region accounted for an estimated 73. percent 
of total annual production, with production in Ordu and Giresun together 
making u~ nearly 50 percent of total production nationwide (table 10). 

!I Export data on filbert kernels do not include blanched or otherwise 
prepared .or preserved.· filberts. Such exports .are believed to be negligible or 
nil. ~ · · · ·~ · 

'l:..I Based on the 19 7 4-83 10-y.ear average. See ·Gill and Duffus, Edi,ble Nut· 
Market Report. No. 117. December 1984. ·p ... 5. 

'},/ Based on "the 1979/80 to 1983/84 5-year average of U.S. im~orts. 
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Significant production also takes place in the western Black Sea coastal 
~region 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 2o·to 90 de~rees Fahrenheit and annual average rainfall of 40 to 
60 inches. · · 

Filbert plants in Turkey historically were multistem bushes, 10 to 
15 f e'et ·tall, growing wild! ·wherever the mountainous and roclcy 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 lrrigation 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. !I In recent years, new plantings have 
resulted through the use of contour farming practices in le.ss mountainous 
areas as·wel:l"as the establishment of filbert orchards on neighboring land. 
According to inl!ustry sources, 11 such orchards have been planted over the 
past 20 years on fand 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 
·renewing' older ones -µntil 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), 'J..I. ·This law had not yet b~en implemented, by early 1985 . 

. , ' · Growers' in Turkey. --There are no official statistics on the current 
number of filbert growers in·Turkey; the actual number of growers is believed 
18rge;· with the average acreage per grower small. ~/ 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 . 

. !/'Findik Tarim Satis Koopefatifleri Birlige (Fiskobirlik). 
i.1 U.S. ·Department of Agriculture, Foreign Agricultural Service, Attache 

Report No. TU4029, 'Aug. ·14, 1984. 
'J..I Based on a conversion ·rate of 390 TL (Turkish liras) = $1.00. 
!/·Estimated at less than 0.5 acre per grower, based on ·the 400,000 hectares 

in filbert production reported by the Black Sea Region Hazelnut Exporters 
Union Capp. H)~ 
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Historically. growers have had three outlets for their filberts. !i They 
·can sell them to small-volume brok~rs. which buy filberts from a number of 
sources and then sell either to la.rge...,.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 
·d·ri·ed and husked. g~nerally 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 
gr~wing areas .of Turkey in 1984. ~_/ Because the inshell filbert keeps better 

.. in st~r.age •. 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 repor.tedly purchased by a government· cooperative called Fiskobirlik. 'J/ 
Fiskol>i:rHk. established.in 1938 j.n 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 i. 000 people. This organfzation 
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 cooperati've handled the 
larges.t ~hare of the produc.tion from the 1983/84 Tur\(ish filbert crop; In 
recent years. they have accounted for 50percent 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 
filberts., natural packaged filberts. sliced filberts.· filbert paste and flour. 
chocolate. bars•. and similar products', !!I , 
'· .. : : ·:In addition ~o Fiskobirlik's. processing plants in 1984. a few private· 
pro·cessing -plants also produced filbert products. SAGRA. in Ordu province, is 
the .targest of.the private facilities, with a processing capacity of 

, 88 million pounds. annually (or about· 10 percent of national production). 
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 ~ew, modern manufacturing equipment. The 
most important·products produced by this plant included roasted and blanche~ 
filberts; minced, sliced, and powdered filberts; filbert paste and puree; and 
filbert products·with.cocoa. Most of these products are beHeved to be sold 
on the domestic market, with only limited amounts exported. 

_, 

!I 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 .. 

·z1 Brief submitted in the Commission's investigation by the Association of 
Food Industries. Inc. 
ll Testimony of Glenn Hansberry, Associated Oregon Hazelnut Industries, 

Inc., before the U.S. Senate .. Committee on Finance, Subcommittee on 
International Trade, Sept. 14, 1984. 

!!I U.S. Department of Agriculture, Foreign Agricultural Serv~ce, Attache 
Repo~t No. TU4029, Aug. 14, 1984. 
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Production in Turke¥. 

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 production 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 forec~st 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 5-year average 
during 1974/75 to 1978179. 

During 1979/80 to 1983/84, domestic use in Turkey of filberts more than 
doubled from 7.9·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 
oil is used in the production.of margarine and paint. 

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 esti~ted 230 lira in 1984/85, as shown in the 
following tabulation, on the baSis of Foreign Agricultural Service data: 

Year 

1979/80----------------~-----: 
1980/81-~--------~-----------: 

1981/82--------~--------~---~: 

1.982/83----------------------: 
1983/84----------------------: 
1984/85 11-------------------: 

Support price in 
Turkish lira l/ 

Per kilogram 

TL37 .5 
110.0 
125.0 
149.0 
175.0 
230.0 

Exchange rate: Price in 
for Turkish : 

terms of lira per U S · 
dollar 2; ·· u.s~ dollars 

Per pound 

TL35.0 $0.49 
78.8 .64 

113.8 .50 
167.7 .40 
236.4 .34 
388.4 .27 

.. 
l/ Pricea·for unshelled round filberts based on a 50 percent shelling rate. 
ZI Turkish lira per U.S. dollar based on rates reported in foreign service 

reports of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 
11 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 19~9/80 to 1980/81, the highest 
.recorded annual increase, was the result of ~igh world prices and local events 
in Turkey.· Rising costs of production, along with low production levels in 
'certain years since l978/79, were also responsi~le for the increases in 

. support prices. · . . . . . .. . 
··.· . 

. Turkish exports 

E~orts of filberts from Turkey trended upward from 4.72 million pounds in 
1979/8.0 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 
9f sh~lled. kernels. In recent years, West Germany has accounted for about 
one-hal( the' total volume of exports, with the.U.S.S.R., France, the ·united 
Kingd~m·, and. Switzerland· the other major buyers. Since 1979/80,. U.S. imports 

' ·. ' . ) . 

of shelle~ filberts from Turkey have accounted for the bulk of U .. s. imports of 
. all .filberts, but have never exceeded 7 million pounds, or about· 1. 3· percent 
of ave~~ge annual Turkish ~xports. . 

;_. ' ... 

. ... 'A.ccording to Turkish sources, all Turkish filberts exported are inspected 
... accor:ding ·,to stipulations of "regulation for the control of. exportation of 

filberts" publ'ished by Turkish standards institute in 1961. In recent years, 
the bulk of the Turkish filbert kernels exported to all markets, including the 
Un~ted .states, wei:e cla~sed as "Natural," i.e. , mill-:-run quali t_y of all sizes 
(table 13). · 
·, .:. ...... 

. .- Turkl~h filbert exp.Orts are governed by. a mimimi.nn exi>ort price p'oli~y and 
an export tax. system, through which the Government attempts to prevent 
foreign-exchange losses, minimize competition among exporters, and stabilize 
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. In late 1980, an. 
export tax system was established to help stabilize domestic prices. According 
to TUrkish sources, exp.orters must deposit some of their earnings in a "Price 
support and_ Stabilization Fund". !I . 

,. 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. In 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 

!I Black Sea Region Hazelnut Exporters Union, "Hazelnut Market Report," 
December 1984, No. 1, p. 8; see app. H. 
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-· 
export ~ri~es, but this is unce~tain, since this price is quoted in terms of 
U.S. dolla~s .. In fact, each year during the past 6 years, the li~a was 
devalued drastically, from.31.08 lira to a doilar in 1979 to 348.37 lira to a 
dollllr in 19S4. 11 · 

Italy 

Structure of the Italian industry 

· Itaiy•s filberts ·grow.largely in hilly country, in areas where rainfall 
. is adequat~. 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 percent of the crop is grown. The district of 
Avellino in Campania, .Which is the most intensive filbert area, lies about 
2·s miles inland from the southwest sea coast; Naples (where the finest Italian 
inshell filberts are produced) and. Salerno are located on the coast. Other 
areas', like Piedmont to the north and Viterbo above Rome, also produce 
filberts; however, production in these areas is small, amounting to lO percent 
of total production:. .Filbert plantings 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 
-b'tishes · and yields are larger than those in Turkey because of better soil, 
climatic conditions~ and pruning and fertilizing practices. In Italy, filbert 
orchards are a popular investment of business and professional. people and as a 
~esuit there is a large amount of absentee ownership and many orchards are 
farmed .by tenants. A conunon'division is one-third of the crQp to the tenant 
and two-thirds to the owner. In 'a.ddition, many nonte-oant farmers who own 
their own land rent additional acreage. · 

In Sicily, th~ filbert industry differs from Campania in that it is 
iargely of ·a °'cas\aal" nature, principally on the moist, northern hillsides of 
Mt. Aetna facing ·t.be sea. Most holdings are small, though a few have 100 to 
200 acires· and are cultivated. Management consists principally of occasional 
p~ning .. 

Filbert ~arieti.es. iti.l:taly vary with the area and cons~st of "long" 
v~rieties 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. nor~h of Rome, a round variety called ••Romana" or "Gentile" is 
pro~u,ced. which is al.so reported to have a fine shelling quality. In Sicily, 
most filberts are either the "Raciante" variety or are "ordinary types," Which 
are the. unclassified "filberts of conunerce." 

!f Th.ese two rates are taken from the International Monetary Fund, 
International Financial Statistics, ttovember 1984. The 1984 rate is an 
average of the first three quarters' rates of 1984. Without devaluations, the 
expo~t price of filberts might 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 i.n the fresh or green state 
for local con1:1umption. ~arketing i's ·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 and exports 

Italy is the second most important producer and exporter of filberts. 
During 1981-83, Italian production of filberts rose from 176 million pounds 
Cinshell basis) to 265 million pounds and then dropped in 1984 to 121 million 
pounds (table 15). The sma.ller crop in 1984 largely reflects the normal 
dotimturn .in -the, produc1;.i~n cycle after an exceptionally large harvest in 
1983.-

Exports of filberts from' Italy. account for nearly all of _the EC exports 
of such Jl.uts. tn 1983,_ for _example, Italy's combined exports of inshell and 
shelled filberts accounted ~or 80 percent of EC's combined filbert exports. 
During 19:79-83. EC. filbert exports declined from ~2 million pounds. on a 
kernel-weight basis, in 1979 to ·16 million pounds in l980, and then increased 
ea.ch year t~ .. 4,1 million pounds, in 198_3 (_table 16) . Filbert kernels during 
this period accounted, for 84 percent of this amount, and inshell filberts (on 
a -kernel_:.we:ig~t basis). accounted for l6 percent. In years when c.rops are .. 
larger 'tbis.sitµation is reversed. Much depends on the comparative returns 
from tlie. two.forms of product in a. given: season, ¥hich in turn are dependent 
upon_ pr.ices. receiyed for' kernels and inshell f.i.lberts, and the shellout 
rati_o. The i~creased exports during 197_9:...93 are due in part to increased . 
plantings and 'improved care of the existing plantings. 

Italy's primary plarket for :.inshell filberts is West Germany. Most of 
.. W~st;. Germany's inshell filberts go. into direct household consumption, either 
separately or. in nut mixes; is percent of the exports to that market are 
concet)tr~ted in th~ 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 
go into .industrial use, particularly to confectionery and cho~olate 
manuf~cturers, 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 

.inlartd 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 locat~d in the hillside areas near 
Barcelona and north to Gerona. Th~s •. 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 productio?l is said to be of the .. Negreta .. variety, a medium-long 
filbert, and the remainder is largely of the .. Morell .. and .. Grif au•• 
varieties. Thus, most Spanish filberts are different from the round Turkish 
filbert. Generally, Spanish.filberts for eXi>ort are purchased by exporters 
from wholesalers (also referred to as agents or commission merchants), or 
through. the Reus (Tarragona) Exchange. 

Spanish production 

Filbert producti.on in Spain declined irregularly from 68 million pounds 
in 1979/80 to a low levei 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 production cycle after exceptionally large . 
harvests. The produ.ction for the 1984/85 crop year is for,ecast at· 
28. 6 million pounds. Trade sources estimate the filbert a·creage in Spain at 
92,168 acres, of which 88,462 acres are bearing trees. In the latter part of 
the 1970's there was ~ 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 ~hose of competing 
~roducing 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 USO~ to be about 13 million pounds in 1984/85. .In general, 
Spanish exports account for about two-thirds of Spanish filbert pr9duction. 
The u.s.s.R. is the principal export market, accounting fo-r 52 percent of 
total exports in 1983/84. France and Czechoslovakia were ~lso significant 
markets, accounting for 19 percent and 10 percent of total exports, 
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 Ministry of· 
Agriculture, respectively. · 
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. :~ : THE UNITED STATES MARKET 

Domestic Market ·Profile 

Filberts are a commercially important tree nut crop utilized both in the 
inshell and kernel form. '.In recent years an· average of one-third of the 
domestic output was sold inshell to domes.tic markets, ·one quarter was sold 
inshell · to'·export markets~· and ·the balance wa~ shelied into kernels. in a 
comparisort of·consumption of tree nuts in the United States, the quantity ·of 
filberts consumed is generally behind tha't of wainuts. 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 consumption during 1979/80 to 1983/84 and imported insheil filberts 
supplied 5 perc~nt of the inshell filberts 'constimed. The b~ik'of t~e.inshell 
filberts. are used in irtshell nut mixtures. with most of the filbert kerne.ls 
sold to insti'tutional users and nut roasters for: mixed nut packs .... In . 
addition; 'recent filbert industry interest has focused on the dev~lopment of 
other related filbert products including sliced or chopp'eci nuts, "snack·mits, 
arid filbert ·butter. · · 

Apparent ~·onsumption of filberts ih recent years, co~pared wi\~_ 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 consumption was· o.o·~ pound. · 

Foreign competition in the domestic market occurs primarily from filbert 
kernels imported from TUrkey, with additional supplies from Italy. Ital1 
supplies virtually all of the inshell' filbert imports. 

·;: ~ ; . u.s. Consumption 

·: In the United St,ates, inshell filberts and. filbert kerne'ls ·are 'sold to 
enti~ely different markets and are used by con8umers in a significantly· . 
different.manner one from the other. Inshell filberts'are sold predominantly 
to in.shell nut· mixers--wholesale firms ·that frequently specialize in nuts and 
related unprO'cessed products and· purchase inshell"nuts of.different kinds to 
produce inshell nut mixtu.res; Filbert kernels, on the other hand, are sold 
predominantly to industrial ·consumers who use them as ingre~ients.t.n ba~ery_or 
confectionery products. Also, significant amounts.of filbert kernels ar~ sold 
to nut roasters and salters--firms that generally carry a full' line of shelled 
nuts !I 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" t.o 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 kernels 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 

!I 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 ~1.8 million pounds, thus, the 
increase from 1979/80 to 1983/84 was 39 percent. Over the ·5-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 consununed in 1979/80, consumption declined to 8.4 million pounds in 
1980/81,.increased to ~.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. Tlie 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 productic;m from the previous year of 56 percent; however, the 
small· decline in consumption was due largely to the allocation system of the 
dQmestic .marketing order' and the long-term pref ererice of domestic handlers to 
sell products into the domestic inshell market. Longstanding business 
relationships with purchasers inay 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 average price received for shipments into this 
market during 1983/84· was changed little from the season average price 
received for shipments in the previous 1982/8l crop year. Industry sources 
contend that· when the price for inshell filb~rts in the United States reaches 
a high level (and depending on.foreign supplies), imports of inshell filberts 
will increase. 

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 ·to 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. · 

A'.comparison 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 9f 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 smalle~; Blanched filbert kernels ln 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 

During 1979/80 to 1983/84, Italy supplied virtually all of the U.S. 
imports of inshell filberts (table 21). In 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, !I amounted to 
568,000 pounds, ~s. in addition to Italy, Spain ~nd 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 l~ 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 decliqed 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 

!I Reported imports from Canada in 1983/84 of 166,000 pounds, value~ 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 filbe·rts. 

During 1979/80 to 1983/84, the ratio of filbert kernel i~ports to the 
apparent U.S. consumption of filbert kernels for all uses fluctuated from 
~2 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. !/ '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 fi.lbert kernels 
under section 8(e) in fufillment of Federal marketing order requirements are 
established under rule making procedures. !I 

Inshell filberts.--The U.S. and Oregon standards for inshell filberts 
list the requirements to ~eet 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, 11 

!/Grade standards for filberts applicable in the United.States are 
reproduced in app. I. 

!I Current .. grade requirements for domestic and imported filberts .. were 
published in the Federal Register Mar. 24, 1982 (47 .F.R. 12609), which is 
reproduced in app. I. · 

'l/ There is only one grade for inshell filberts, called -.. Oregon No. 1 .. or 
.. U.S. No. 1 ... 
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p~ovided 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 b.eing examined, !I which are then thoroughly mixed and 
spread across a lOO-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 stand~rds, 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 mininrum grades fqr do~estic filbert kernels. :The Oregon 
grade standards for filbert kernels became. accepted, by a~endments to .. the 
.regulations, .as the minimum grade standards for domestic s~elled filbert_s. ~./ 
Iri 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 5-percent tolerance 
for serious defects, including not more than a 1-percent tolerance for kernels 
which have mold, rancidity, or insect injury. These same requirements were 
applied to imported filbert kernels in December 1977, pursuant t~. Public Law 
95-113 amending the portions of the Agriculture Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937.,.governing imported commodities under marketing orders.· In l,980, the 
s'tate of ·Oregon revised its. standards to include decay in the 1-percent 
tolerance along with mald, rancidity, and insect injury, and defined· decay to 

, mean t~at any portion of the ~ernel is decomposed. ·'J/ The Agricultural 
,:~.Marketing Service (AMS) of the U.S. Department of 4riculture stated that 
·· ·. dec·ay is a deterioration or decline of the plant tissues involving 
.. _ .d~composition which is induced by fungi, bacteria, and similar .organisms, and 

""which i~ o.f a complete and progressive nature; thus,, from th.e standpoint of 
wh~leso~eness of any commodity for human consumption, decay is ·as. serious -a 
defect as mold, rancidity, and insect injury. !I There was now·Cin 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 co;unted by Federal inspectors 
~nder t~e l-percent tolerance level for import~d filbert ~ernel~ but was being 
measured under this level for Oregon filbert kernels. Thus, rulema~ing 
procedures by the AMS were begun, and on March 24, 1982, Final Rules were 
.p~blished in.the Federal Register, concerning the grade requirement~.for 
domestic and imported filberts, setting forth "grade requirements for shelled 
filberts .... ~/. The grading tolerances for defects are as follows: 5 percent 

!I A "lot'·' is any quantity offered for inspection, provided the character of 
the filberts in the lot is uniform through.out. 

~I 7 CFR 982.101 
11 There are three grades in the current Oregon grade standards for filbert 

kernels revised ·in 1980; these are Oregon Fancy, Oregon No. ·1 9 and Oregon No. 
1 Whole and Broken. 

!I 47 F.R. 12610. 
~I 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 
gr~de, including no.t 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 insheil 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, 
rancidity, and insect injury) and 2 percent for four defects (mold, rancidity, 
insect injury, and d~cay), the percentage of lots from Turkey and Italy 
combined failing to pass these ~tandards 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 crit~ria; 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 
I-percent tole'rance level for four defects ranged from 38 percent to 
80 percent. !I 

According to European sources, there is no difference between the filbert 
kernel standar~s in Europe (including West Germany) and Turkey. ZI 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 diffi."cult t~ maintain, In. prt;lctice 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 ... ZI The European standards for hazel nuts (i.e., filberts) as 
excerpted from the European Standards for Dry Fruit (Nuts) Reconunended by the 
Working Party on Standardization of Perishible Produce of the.Economic 
Conunission for Europe ar~ shown in appendix K. 

11 Insp~ction.results by (unnamed) importer, October 1983-September 1984, as 
reported by the Agricultural Marketing Service, see app. J. 

zi 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 ~be 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. !I 

Prices vary according to the type of filbert Cinshell 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 alw~ys 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 
~eturned questionnair~s. 

Export prices for inshell filberts.--U.S. exports of inshell filberts 
accounted for about two-thirds (by value) of the total U.S. filbert export.s 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 minimu.m 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). In 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 85 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 

!I 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 price level is the 
most important as far as this study is concerned. 
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essentially unchanged. !I 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 
domesti"c 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 insliell 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 
f ilb'erts 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. ~/ 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 1 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. 

!I 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. 
~I 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. Conunission requested domestic pur~hasers 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 i:mi>ort 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 r.anged 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_ percent lo_wer. 

Domestic prices for filbert kemels.--During the sample p~riod, 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 ~nd 
broken kernels, which includes small kernels and kernels.chipped or broken in 
the shelling operations. ·. 

Domestic sources .--From the fourth quarter of .i97.9~ 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 avai"lable in~ 
·October-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 ~be 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 
21-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 f~lberts 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 i981 
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 r.anged 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,_ includ~ng_~ach.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 price of such kernels from Turkey or Italy. 

Foreign sources .-~u-. S. imports of shelled filberts are mainly 
supplied by TUrkey. According 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 domestic shelled filberts are blanched. During the sample 
period, changes in the delivered prices for Turkish kernels to the United 
States mirrored those of the world prices of filberts. 

. .~ring the period October 1979-December 1984, the delivered price of 
imported large kernels fr~mTurkey reached a peak of $2.34 per pound in 
January-March 1980 and then declined to $2.11 per pound in October-December 
198~ when the 1980/81 crop became available (table 30). The price continued 
.i.t_s do.wriward trend. in 1981 and 1982. and remained at a relatively low level 
through 1984 •. · In. general·, changes in the delivered prices of other Turkish 
kernels mirror~d those of Tu~kish iarge-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 
inc'reased. The price of large Turkish kernels was higher than that of medium 
kem'els for '67 per.~ent ()f the observations where comparisons could be made, 
and the. price: or' Turkish blanched kernels was·higher·than both medium-size and 
large-size kernels in 8'8 percent of the comparable quarters. 

1" • • • • 

The delivered price of italian blanched kernels was always lower than 
·that· of Turkis~ blanched ket7flels. Also, the price of Italian medium kernels 
was always higher than· that of Turkish medium kernels in the nine quarters in 
which the United States imported kernels from both countries. The price of 
large ket"nels imported from Italy was generally, but not always, higher than 
the price of l~rge kernels imported from Turkey. 

Transportation costs 

Since commercial production of filberts in the United States is in the 
States of Oregon and. Washington, in the very northwestern sector of the 
country,' distances to majo~ users may be substantial, particularly 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 tra~sportation costs are an element in the competitiveness of 
U.S.-produced filberts with imported filberts. 

The Commission asked (through questionnaires) domesti~ handlers the cost 
·of shipping filberts (as a !'>hare of price) from their plants to their markets 
in the United States. ·~esponses from handlers show that about two-thirds of 
domestic sales of filberts.were shipped by truck, and the rest were shipped by 

.· ... , 



34 

train. l/ In addition, the Commission asked purchasers to indicate the share 
of the delivered price that was accounted for by transportation cos.ts 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 t.he 
cost of t:ransporting 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 
f ore~gn f.ilbert 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 the.ir purchases are in Less than truckload lots. i_1 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. 

l/ 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. 
~I 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, aft~r 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 Conunerce Conunission classified filberts 
both inshell and· shelled as an exempt conunodity. 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. 

·Host U.S. filber,t exports go through west coast ports. Two major U.S. 
exporters i~dicateti_that they use .the Port of Portland as much as possible. 
Seattle.- and San Francisco are two other ports used for exportation. Very few 
domestic filberts were exported through·east coast ports. 

Other factors of competition 

. In. the Conunission'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 sup.pliers, 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 tabulation are the eighteen listed factors and the 
respondents' 'ratings: 
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Item Turkey United States Italy Same 

Production volume------------ 17 4 1 3 
Seasonality---~----7---~----- 10 5 1 7 
Availability· in the mar.~et--- 14 8 2 2 
Dependability in the market-- 12 8 2 3 
Packaging-------------------- 4 14 1 5 
Quality !/------------------- 10 12 5 4 
Overall appea~ance----------- 5 14 3 5 
Size.or shape of nut--------- 6 12 2 6 
Flavor of nut----------~---~- 16 5 4 2 
Oil content---~--~---~------~ 10 4 3 7 
Supply.controls-------------- 2 5 1 5 
Production purchase arrange-
ments----------~----------- ·2 5 1 7 

Loan assistance-------------- 2 3 1 8 
Market entry price--------..:.-- 10 4 2 5 
Transportation costs--------- 5 12 2 2 
Financing-------------------- 1 5 7 
Historic supplier relation-

ships-..:.'-------------------- 9 9 1 3 
Currency exchange rates------". __ 7 __ 4 9 __ 2 

Total count------------~- 142 133 41 83 

11 Not defined in the questionnaire. 

In another section of the Commission's questionnaire sent to importers 
and purchasers, respondents were· asked to descr.ibe 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 list·ed 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 19.79/80 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· ·y~ars f.or inventories. World filbert inventories for 
1979/80-1984/85 are shown.in the following tabulation assembled from other 
tables. in this report: !( 

Crop year 
• United : 

Turkey. Italy Spain States : Total 
___ _. ______ Million pounds, inshell weight------_.-

1979/80----------------------: 
1980/81----------------------: 
1981182-------------·--_. ______ : 
1982/83----.:.. ____ ._. ____________ : 

1983/84-----------~~---------: 
1 ~84 /85---~--~----.-:. ___ _._~----: ...... 

22 
110 

88 
220 

99 
297 

9 
9 

11 
3 
1 .. 
1 

4 
3 
3 

11 
5 

11 

4 
3 
4 
2 
4 
2 

39 
125 
106 
236 
109 
311 

Turkey ·g~iler~il~ account~d fo.r ~re than 90 percent of the world inventories. 
·u.s. ann~Eii beginning inventories fluctuated narrowly between 2 million and 
4 ~ilHqn··· pounds. indicating stocks withheld from market to meet demands 
dtiring the early part of the new crop year. 

PRINCIPAL FOREIGN MARKETS FOR U.S .. FILBERTS 

Tb~ principal foreign markets for U.S. filberts are Canada and the EC. 
As indicate~ earlier, th~ greater part of U.S .. ~xports are inshell filberts 
rather' tlian··rilbert: .kernels.· During 1979-83, the United States was the major 
foreign suppiier of inshell filberts to the Canadian market, accounting for 85 
pe~cent: of the totai imported by Canada. The principal U.S. competitors were 
Italy and Turkey: In· the EC, the United States accounted for 68 percent of 
tha~· iri,~rlcet' s .inshell f.ilbert imports; Turkey supplied most of the remainder 
o( EC's· inshell imports. The United States is a secondary supplier of filbert 
kernels t~ the Canadian market and a residual supplier to the EC. During· the 
5-y~at'period, the United 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 Conununity 

The EC·market consists of the 10 member countries of the European 
Conlinunity. In the EC, _West Germany is by far the principal market for 
filberts .. In recent years, the per capita consumption of filberts in that 
country is reported to.be 2.i5 pounds. 2/ . ·.· . -

.. !I Tables 12 .• ·15, and F for Turkey, Italy, and Spain, respectively; U.S. 
beginnin.g . inventories are from the Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing Board. 

i1 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. Italy 
also accounts for about one-fifth of the world production of filberts. In 
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 
impo~ted into Europe were sold to major chocolate manufacturers. l/ 

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 t'1e EC. During 1979-83, the ratio of imports 
(ex¢ltiding trade between member countries) to ~onsumption 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 
annuai 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·l983, 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). In 1983, 88 
percent of the EC expprts 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 category) and criteria for 

!I Submission by J. H. Rayner (Mincing Lane) LTD., London, England, to the 
U.S. International Trade Commission, dated Jan. 14, 1985 (app. L). 



39 

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. H). 

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 f ilber.ts has double~ in recent years). 

·French produced Ennis f~lberts 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 
o_ther nuts) into West Germany from the United States or any other third 
country. !I Importers generally specify type, quality, and size requirements 
in their individual dmtracts under voluntary. mutually a·greed 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 ~amples 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/importer 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 insheU but is 
not sufficient to meet national demands. In fact, the a.~erage 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 i~ the 
United States. That is, insheU filberts are used in inshell·nut mixtures or 

!I Foreign Agricultural Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, telegram 
dated Feb. 5, 1985. 
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for cracking out-of-hand."· Filbert kernels ar·e used largely by industrial 
consumers! such" as bakers and in roasted nut mixtures. 

On'a'kernel:_weight l;)asis~ th~ 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 kernels 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· L 7 mill'ion ·to 2. 3 million pounds annually and aver.aged 

'· ·2~·1 million pounds (table 35). Imported inshell filberts accounted for 71 to 
"86._percent of consumption· during-~ the 5-year period. Per· capita consumption of 
'"fi~berts.in Canada' is below that of"European countries but somewhat above that 
in. the' Unit:ed states·; ·In· 1983. '·Canadians consumed about' o .1 pound of filberts 

.. · (kernels and· insheii equivalent) per person. ' . 

Canadian ifut>orts 
··. :. 

:·· 
1 ·DUring,.1979-83·~ aggl.·egat:e· imports of' filbert kernels a_nd inshell filberts 

'(in k.ernel:....weight equivaient> tang~d from about 2;4 million to 2.8 million 
po:Jnd~ "annually and- averaged 2; 5 million: pounds.· valued at $4 .·3 million 

·:·(can>'. · Abou't three-fourths -of Canada's imports of filberts were as filbert 
-tceri\els: ·. ·outing the 5-year period,' imports of filbert kernels averaged 1. 9 
miliior1 p9unds··annually and those of iris.hell filberts averaged 648,000 pounds 
(k~rnel::...weight equival.erit). Turkey supplied .56 percent of the Canadian. 
i:mp'orts "Of filbert kernels and the United. States accounted for. 32 percent 

''during 1979-83;·nearly all of the re~inder ·c12 percent) came from the EC and 
Switzerl~nd:'.·The United States ·was the· dominant ··foreign supplier of inshell 

. · f ilb~rts' to: th~ Canadian markfit. During 19 79-83, the U.S. share of that 
· . market was BS "p~rcent; the remainder came from Italy (12 percent), Turkey 

(2 perce~t), arid severaf E~ropean sources Ct percent). . . . '. ' . . ~ . 

Factors of competition in Canada 

Canada's production of filberts is small in relation to its consumption 
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 
inshell filbert market in Canada and one~third of the. filbert kernel market. 
In_ the· insheil market~ U .·s. filb~rts ·face competition primarily from Canadian 

·filberts, which accounted fe>r l3 percent of the.total, and Italian nuts, which 
supplied 9 percent. Although the united· States dominates the Canadian inshell 

. market/ it ·is a strong. secondary s\:lpplier ·_{behind Turkey) in the filbert 
kernel market-. During· 1979-839· 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 ·filbert' ~arket·, and the' bulk· of the nuts in Eastern Canada come from 
Turkey' arid" Europ.e ... And as in -the ·united States, filberts in Canada face 

· competition from other nuts, which are grown in the United States and 
··elsewhere, for the Canadian consumer's dollar. 
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APPENDIX ~ 

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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. COWll&OMNIMCI 

WAI: ~.D.C. 2011~4AU~16 A 9: 5 7 
.August 10, 1984 

', =·~E r.c 

Honorable Paula Stern 
Chairman 
u. S. International Tr.ade Commission 
701 E Street, N.W. 
Washington, o.c. 20436 

Dear Madam Chairman: 

."r ~· . · . '' ·-'• 
'w;J,'l,,. ··.· :'~"i:R c ·w1e ···~·•u'""'- • 

.. .. . , ... 

·:·:·. -·····-------" . . .. . .. 
The Senate Committee on Finance requests that e nited 

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. 

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 distributioi 

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

· ,~~,~~~~a~~~n~l trade agreements bearing on trade in filberts 
-/\~··.!.=.::'-·~::.... :: · .. .=-:; :~::t==:a 

.• , I I . 
;;. ; ; ~ : : ,· !'.' l 

' ft. ·-· .•. ; ~ :~·.:i 06£62£ 
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Honorable ~aula Stern 
Paqe 2 
August 10, 1984 

Factors of competition between U.S. and major foreign 
suppliers in the U.S. market, including a discussion 
of the levels and trends in consumption, production, 
inventories, imports, and exports. 

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

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

A comparison 9~ transportation costs for domestic· and 
imported filqerts to major u.s. market areis. .. ~ 

A comparison of the marketing practices of u.s. and 
foreign suppl~ers. 

The final report should be transmitted to the Committee on 
Finance not later than eiqh; months after receipt of this request. 

BO:tkk 
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. ' APPENDIX B 

FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICES FOR: NOTICE ·'OF INSTITUTION OF INVESTIGATION NO . 
. •. 332...,..193· (4.9 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 WRITf'EN STATEMENTS ( 49 F. R. 47580) 
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the Federal Register. Any person 
desiring to 1ubmit a document (or 
portion thereof) to the Commission in 
confidence must request confidential 
treatment Such requests should be 
directed to the Secretary to the 
Commission and must include a full 
statement or the reasons why 
confidential treatment should be 
granted. The Commission will eithl?r 
accept the submission In confidence or 
return it. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTAC'r. 
Ruby J. Dionne, Office or the Secretary, 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 
telephone 202-523-0176. 

Issued: September 7, 1984 •. 

By order of the Commiseion. 
· Kenneth R. MallODo . 
Secretary. 
!FR Doc:. M.a4117 Flied .,.11_: e:e •ml 
B1lllnV c:-. ~ 

[332-162] 

Cancellation of Hearing on Foreign 
Industrial Targeting · · 

AGENCY: United States lntemational 
Trade Commission. 

ACTION: Cancellation. or hearlng. 

Background· 

·The Commission instituted the pre1ent . 
investigation on its own motion under 
section 332(b) or the Tariff Act or 1930 
(19 U.S.C. 1332(b)) on April 19, 1983, at 

. the request of the Subcommittee on · 
Trade of the House Committee on Ways 
and Means. The original notice or 
investigatibn, published in the Federal 
Register of May 11, 1983 (48 FR 21210), · · 
announced that the investigation would 
he 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 (USJTC Publications 1437 in 
October 1983 and 1517 in April 1984). 
The third phase of the study was 
initiated on June 1. 1984, and a notice 
was published in the Federal Regi1ter or 
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 
a.m. on September 11°. 1984. Because 
there were only three witnesses 
requesting ·an opportunity to testify, the 
Commission has canceled the hearing. 

Written Subminion1 

ln lieu of or in addition to appearance 
at the public hearing, interested persons 
were invited to 1ubmit written 

·statements concerning the investigation 
no later than October 10, 1984. Because 
of the cancellation of the hearing. 
written submiSBione conceming the 
investigation will be received until 
October 31, 1984. 

ls11ued: September 7, 1984. 

By order of the CommiHion. 
Kenneth R. Maaon. 
Secretary. 
fFR Doc:. M..zc120 Pli.d ._11_: 11:45 am) 

111LUNO·COD£ ~ 

(Investigation No. 337-TA-183] 

Certain lndomethacln; Hearing 

Notice is hereby given that a 
preheanng conference in this matter will 
be held at 9:00 a.m. on September 17, 
1984, In Hearing Room Fat the Interstate 
Commerce Commission Building, 12th A 
Constitution Avenue, NW .. Washington. 
D.C.. and the hearing will commence 
immediately thereafter. 

The Secretary shall publish this notice 
in the Federal Register. 

111ued: September 8. 1984. 

Janet D. Sun:. 
Administrative Law Judge. 
!FR Dec. M..zc1111Flied._11-:1:41 am) 

911.UNO COD! 702MIMI 

[332-192] 

Conditions of Competition Between 
the U.S. and Major Foreign Fiibert 
lndustrtea 

AGENCY: United States lntemational 
Trade Commission. 
ACTION! Iristitution of an investigation 
under section 332(g) of the Tariff Act or 
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1322(g)) for the purpose 
of assessing the competitive position of 
filberts in the U.S. and major foreign 
markets. 

UFECTIVE DATE: September 4, 1984. . 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Alvin Z. Macomber. principal 
analyst (telephone 202-724-1765) or Mr. 
David L. Ingersoll. Chief, Agriculture. 
Fisheries, and Forest Products Division 
(telephone 202-7~). U.S. 
lntemational Trade Commission. 
Washington. D.C. 20436. 

Background and Sccipe of Investigation 
At the niq.uest of the Unitea States· 

Senate Committee on Finance, the 
Commission bas instituted investigation 
No. 332-192 under section.332(g) of the 

Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1332(8)) for 
the purpose of 11athering and pre1enting 
information on the competitive and 
economic factora affecting the U.S. 
filbert nut industry In U.S. and major 
foreign marketa and the competitive 
position of the major foreign suppliers in 
these markets. ln some markets, filberts 
are also referred to as hazelnuta. · 
Specifically, the CommiHion hu been 
asked to:. ' 

(A) Profile the U.S. filbert induetry, 
(B) Compare U.S. and foreign tariff 

and non tariff barriers, such as grading 
standards and sanitary regulations, 

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

(D) Discuss factora of competition 
between U.S. and major foreign 
euppliers 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 or 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 euppliera. 

The Committee specified that the 
product1 to be investigated ihould 
include in-shell filberts, and shelled. 
blanced. or otherwise prepared or 
preserved rilberts. The CommiBBion ·. · 
expects fo complete its study by April 
16.1985. 

Written Submieliom 

Interested persons are invited to 
submit written statementa concerning 
the investigation. Commercial or 
financial information which ·a wbmitter 
desires the Commission to treat u 
confidential muet be submitted on 
separate sheets of paper, each clearly 
marked "Confidential BusineH 
Information" at the top. All eubmissions 
requesting confidential treatment must · 
conform with the requirements of D 2ou 
of the Commission's Rules of Practice 
and Procedure (19. CFR 201.e): All · 
written submissions, except for 
confidential buslne811 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 CommiBBion at the earliest 
practicable date. but not later than. 
December 31, 1984. All submissions 
should be addreSBed to the Secretary at 
the Commiesion'e office in.Washington,· 
D.C. 

l111ued: September 7,-1984. 
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a mRnner that would rt!\'f?AI the. 
incli\•iclual operation" of a firm .. 

Additional Information or Comment 

· Corie11 of the proro~d form nnd 
!IUJ'lprirtinJ! documents may he oht11inc·d 
from Ch11rles'F.1'.'·in. the USITC AJ?ency 
clcanmcc officer (Tel. No. 202'""523-

, 44fi.1). Cnmment!I 11huul the pmpo1mli; 
should be directed to the Office of. 
lnformntion and Rr.1rnlntory· AfTnirii of 
OMil. Attention: Frnnr.inr. l'icoult. De11k 
Officer for U.S. lnlemalionul TrHdr. 
Commi!lsion. If you Anlir.ipnte ' 
commr.ntin~ on .a form but find llJHt time 
to Jlr!!JlAre co111ments will prr.v1~ni you 
from submitlin,: them promptly l'Oll 

!lhould ndvise OMD of vour inh!nt 111: 
soon as possihle. Copies of uny 
comments should be provided lo 
Charles Ervin {United States 
lntemation11I Trade Commiii!lion. 701 F. 
Street NW •. Washin!?ton. D.C. :?04~111. 

1~11u~tl: Octoi1cr 4. 19114. · 

DJ' ~rtler of th~ Commii:i:ion. 
KP.nnetb R. Mason. 
St;c:mtcrr}'; 

,..II flue. -- t"~ed Ill-lo.Al:,.,.~ •"'I 
81LLIHG CODE 71120-412.U 

ll!"vestigation No. 731-iA"'.1•9; Flnall. 

Barium Chloride F°n>m the Peopte"s 
" Republic of China · 

• • .- • I 

A.GENCV: U.S. lntemationul Trudr. 
C(tmmission. 

ACTioN: Th~ Commission herehy Rive11 · 
notice that ii will take final action in the 
ubove·referenced investigation on or 

- before October 11 •. 19M. 

si.niPLEMENTARY INFORMATION; In 
conformance with section 735{l>)(2l(Dl of 

· the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. .. 
1U.3d[b)(2){B)). the Commission must . 
ccmclude its invesli!!lation n_!? later than 
45 da,•s after a final affirmative 
determination by the Department of 
Commerce~ As Commerce hud 
sdieduled its final determim1libn for 
Aui:usl'20.1984 {49 FR ::.."3Ci5. May :?9. 
1984), the·Commission had schP.duled its 
fin11l action in this investigation for no 
liltcr than October 4. 19B4. However. 
Commerce did.not take final action \Inti\ 
August 27·. 1984. Accordingly. the 
Commission's statutory deadline for the 
inve11tigation is.October :-i "'!.984. and 
thP. Commission will t,,k~ final action bv 
that date. · 

FOR FUFITifER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Jack Simmons. Office of the General 
Counsel. telepnonc.202-523--049:'1. 

Authority: 19 U.S.C.1673d(hl(::HDI. 
1~~ucd: October 4.19114: 

n:v i1nler or tiff! Cnmmi .. ~i"". 
l\f'.!nnelh R. M11son, 

WR th..:.114-~t·.e.i u:i-i""'!C:u~-·t 

.••LUNG CODC 702ill-m_.. 

Conditions of ComJ>etltion"Between 
the U.S. and Major Fmelgn Filbert 
Industries; Correction .. , 

AGENCY: Uniled.Stntr.s fnlem11!ion11l 
1'r11clr. Commission. 

·eomction 

In Federal Reg111ter.Doc. 84-24124. 
pnlrli~hcd in Federal Regislcr on PRJ!e 
3!'i!l75 in issue of Wednesd11y. Scptcmhcr 
l!:. 1!11\4. the investigation number 
11ppe11red incmreclly. It should h11ve 
bcr.n 33:-rna instead of 332-19:f. This 
numher appeared in the heading and in 
the lest line of lhe second column on 

, pHge 35(175 .. 

· ll~· order of the 'c~mmiKsicrn. 
· l~~ucd: October ?: 1'1114. 

· Kr.nnr.th it. MallOn. · 
!>ecrelnrJ·. · · ,. · · 

Wll lloc...-"led 111-1"""4; 1:<~ .. ,I 

8IUJNO COO£ 7a20-0,.-

flnvesttgaflon No •. 337-TA-205] 

. certain Dlalyzm Using Telesc0ping 
Connectors for F,luld l,.ineS; . 
lnvest!gatlon · 

AGaiev: U.S. lntematiolfal Trade 
Commission. 

FOR P'URTHEA IMR>RMATION CONTACT: 
Str.phr.n L Sulzer. Esq .. Urir11ir Import 
ln\'l!!!tis:-.ttions Di,•i11inn. U.S. 
lntnmHlion11l Tmde Commi!lsion, 
tr.lr.phonP. 202-5Z~19. 

Authoritr: The authority for institution or 
thi~ invr.sti~11tion is cnnl11inr.d in 11ecti1tn 3:17 
of the T11rifT Act of 19:10 and in ~ :?10.12 of the 
Cnmmi~11ion'11 Rules of l'l'llr.1ice and 
t•roc:ednre 11!1 CFR %10.1:?). 

Scope or lnve11tigation 

· •laving considr.rcd the com.plaint. the 
U.S. lntP.mational Trade Commi!1sion. on 
Septcmher %5.19114, ordered thnt-

(1) Puniuont to subsr.clion {b} of 
section 337.of the Tariff Act of 1930, an 
·invesliRotion be instituted to determine 
whr.ther there is a violation of 
suh11ection (et) of section 337 in the 
unlawful importation into thellnitcd 
States of certain dialyzers usiriR 
telescoping connectors for fluid lines, or 
in their sale. by reason of allefled 
infringement of claims 1. 2. and 3 of U.S. 
Reexamined·Patent Bl 4,198.080. the 
effect or tendency of which is to destroy 
or substantially injure an industry. 
efficir.ntly and economir;ally.npemtcd, 

.. in the United States. . 
. (2) For. the purpose of the inve~t:g11tio11 · 

_' 110 instituted. the folJ09.•ing a~ hereby · 
named as parties upon which this notice 
'of investigation shall be served: 

(a) The complainant is-.Baxter 
TravenoH.alioratories. Inc., One Baxter 
Parkway. ·Deerfield. Illinois 60015. 

· (h) The respondent is the following 
AC"l'.10N: Institution ofinvestiga.lio11 
pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 1337. 

•: · company. rillegcd to be in violation 'Of 

SUMMARY: Notice ls hereby given that a 
:complaint.was filed with the U.S. 
International Trade Commission.on 
Aui:usl 29, 1984. under section 337 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C .. 1337). on 
behalf of.Daxter Travenol Laboratories, 
lnc.. One Bhte·r Parkway. Deerfield. 
Illinois·60015. An· amended complaint 
was filed on September 14. 1984. The 
compl11in1 as amended alleges unfair 
methods of competition and ·unfair actb 
in the importation into the United States 

·of certain dialyzers using·telescoping 
connectors for fluid lines. or in their· 
sale. by reason of alleged infriJ1l?emenl 
of claims l, 2 and 3 of U.S:Reexamined 
Patent B1 4.198.080. The complaint 
further alleges that the effect or 
tendency-0f the i:nfair methods of 
competition and unfair acts is to destroy 
.or substantially injure an industry. 

· efflciently and economically operated 
in the United States. · 

·section 33i. ·and is the party upon which 
the complaint is to be served: Terumo, 
44-1. 2-Chnme, Hotagaya. Shibuya-Ku. 
Tokyo. Japan. , 
· (c) Stephen I... Sulzer. Esq., Unfair 
Import lm«istigations Division. US 
International ~rade Commission.·101 E 
Street NW;. Room 124. Washington. D.C. 

'2o436. shall' be the Commission 
investigation attorney. e party to thi11 
investigation: and 

[3) For the invest~ation so instituted. 
}Anet D. Saxon. Acting Chief . 
Administrative Law Judge. U.S. . 
International Trade Commission., shall 
desi~nate the presiding officer. 

Responses must be ~ubmjtted by the 
· named respondent in accordance with 

§ 21B.21 of the Commission's Ruk!s of 
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 210.%1).' 
Pursuant'to U .201.16( d) and 210.2l(a) of · 
the rules. such resoonses will be 

The complainant requests the 
Commission· lo institute an investi1111tion · 
and. after a fu,11 in\'estig11\lon,.to issue a 
pP.rmanent·exclusion order; 

consider:ed hr the.Commission if 
received not later then 20 days after the 
date of service of the complaint. 
Extensions of time for submitting a 
response .will not be granted unless good 
·cau11e therefore is shown. 
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lht: O'R, thal the Coaslal Munugemenl ·· 
Section/Louisiana Department of 
N<1lural Resources is reviewing the 
OOCD for consistency with the 
l.ouisiiinii Coast1t.l Resources Program. 

·Revised rules governing prnctices.und 
· procedures under which the Minerals 

tvlunagement Service mukcs information 
contt1ined in DOCDs 1tvuih1ble to 
affected states, executives of affected 
locur governments. and other interested 

'pt1rties became effective December 13. 
1!1'1! (44 FR 53685). Those practices and 
·procedures are.set ou.t in revised 
·ii 250..34 of Title 30 of the CFR. 

·.· ... U~1ted: September 28. 1984. 

lohn L. Rankin. 
J!l'sinrrul Ma11oger. Culf uf-1\.111.~ii:c•DCS 

.. ll11gio11. · 
It'll Duco.-:llllW l'u..d 10-1~: 11:4~ UOll 

,, BIWHG CODE .:S1IMIR-ll . 

. . National Park Service 

:O'etaware Water Gap National 
Recreation Area; Cancellation of the 

'·· Draft General Management Plan and 
. the Draft Environmental.Impact 

·: :Statement. and the Preparation ot a 
· ;;.iRevised Draft General Management 
·· · Pta.n(Ei:avironmental Assessment . .. : 

ACTION: Notice .. 
1.:'i.". • • . 

sy~ARY: This notice announces the 
, . cancellation of the draft Cenerw 
''. . ~~~11.itgement Plan (GMP) alld the drJft 
. · El1vironmef\lw Impact Statement (EIS} 
' .· whi"ch,was released in 1980 for the . . 
; .. -'m~·nagement of the land at Delaware 
· Water G1tp Nttlioniil Recreation Area. 

Tl!is notice also announces lo the puulic 
.that a revised combined druft Gener.il 

. . ')"1anagement Pl1tn/Environmcntal 
· Assessment will be prepared to evA.lu1tte 

ttllenwtives for developing the National 
. Recreation Area. · · 
SUl"PLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Du.ring 
.the evaluation of the original drnfl 
"General Management Plan and the draft 
Em'ironmental Impact Statement. the 

; N1ttion1tl Park Service m<1de a 
determination that the prQposed 
development of the land at the 
Recreation Area is not a major Federal 

·action requiring ~e preparation of an. 
environmental hRpact statemenL 
.Therefore, based on the above 
determination. the National Park Service 
is cancelling the original draft GMP am! 
EIS and replacing it wilh a revised · 
GMP/EA. In addilion. the National Purk 
Service will also seek further input to 
the.scoping process for the GMP/F.A. 
The revised CMP/EA wUI be availublt: 
fur public review for no less than no 
dn~·s. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Albert A..Hiiwkins. Superintendent. 
Deluware Water Gap National 
Recreation Area. Bushkill. Pennsylvania 
183:!4, Telephone (717) 588-Qti37. 

Uarcd: Sep1e~1ber 26. 1964. 

~;m1tt11 W. Coleman, Jr.,. 
R11giu11'!/ Director. Miii-Ailuntii; Region. 
WK Uc.c. -::imo Filed 10-1~: 11:4$ 11m) 

BIWllG CODE. 010-70-ll 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
COMMISSION 

Agency Form Submitted for OMS 
Review· 

AGENCY: United Stales lntemationaJ 
Trude Commission. 
ACTION: In accordance with the 
provisions of the P11perwork Reduction 
Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35), the 
Commission has submitted a proposal 
for the collection- of information to the 
Office of Management and Budget for 
review. 

Purpose of lnf~rmatiOn Collection 

The proposed information collection is 
·for use by the Commission in connection 
with,investigation No. 332 ... 193, · 
Conditions of et>mpetitiOn Between the 
U.S. and Major Foreign Filbert · 
Industries. instituted.under the authority 
of section 332(g) of the T11riff Act of 1930 
(19 u.s.c. 1332(g)). . 

· . S~ of Proposals 

(1) Nuinber of forms submitted: two. 
· (2) Title of forms: 
(a) Filberts-Processors' or Handlers' 

Questionnaire. . 
(b) Filberts-Importers' and 

Purchusers' Questionnaire . 
(3)Type of request: new. . . 
[4) Frequency of use: nonrecurring. 
(5) Description of respondents: Firma 

in the States of Oregon and Washington 
. will receive the Processors' of Handlers' 
Queslionnitire while the Importers' and 
Purchasers' Questionnaire will be sent 
to firms throughqut the United Sl11les. 
Lut loe<Atlld primarily in the New Yurk 
Ci!y metropolitan area .. 

(6) Estimated n~bcr of responden1t1: 
40. . . 

(7) Estiniated total number ~r hours lo 
complete the forms: 841l. · · · 

.(8) lnformatitin obtained from the form 
that qualifies as confidential business 

. information will be so treated by the · 
Commission 11nd not disclosed in a 
manner that would reveal the individual 
operations of~ finn. 

. Additionai lnfonnatioo or Comment 
Copies of the proposed form und 

supporting c!ocuments m11y be ob1aiiwd 

from Alvin Z. Macomber. USITC (lei. no. 
::02-n4-1765). Commenls about the 
proposiils should be directed to lh!! 
Office of Information and Regulutory 
Affairs of 01\lB, Attention: Francint! 
Picoult. Desk Officer for U.S. 
International Trade Commission. If you · 
anticipate commenting on a form but . 
find that time to prepare comments will 
pre\·cnt yo9 from submitting them 
promptly you should advise OMB of 
your intent as soon 11s possible.- Copies 
of any comments should be provided lo 
Charles Eriin. Uniled Slates 
International Trade Commission. 701 E 
Street NW .. Washington. D.C. 2043&. 

lHued: Octooor 5. 19114. 
lly urder of I.he Commission. 

Ku111111th· R. Mason, 
Secretary. 

)FR lM:. -- tiled 10-111-M: a:~ Hml 
BIWHG COO£.~ . 

Agency Form Submitted for OMS 
Review 

AGENCY: United States Intemation11l 
Trade Commission. 
ACTION:' In accordance with the. 
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction 
,Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C. Chpter 35), the 
Commission h11.S submitted a proposal 

. for the collection of infonna ii on 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 :132(g) of the 
Turi ff J\ct of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1332(g)) .. 

Summary of Proposals 

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

of Origin on U.S. Imports and Exports-­
Questionnaire for U.S. Importers: The 
Jmpuct of Rules of Origin on U.S. 
lmpurts and Exports-Questiunnuire for 
U.S. Exports. 

(3) Type of request: new. 
(~) frequency of use: Nonrecurring. 
(5) Desi:riplion of respondents: 

Importers and Exponers of Products. 
involving the Application of Rules or 
Origin< 

(61 Estimated number of respondents: 
200. . . . .. 

(7) Estimated total number of hours lo 
complete the forms: 800. 

(8) Information obtained from the form 
that qualifies as confidential business 
inform~lion will be so treated by the 
Cummi:;i;iun 1tnd will not be disclolied in 
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investigation be instituted to detennine 
whether there is a violation of · 
subsection (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 orr, 
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 I 210.24(e} of the 
Commission'• Rules, the motion for 
tempora,Y relief under subsections (e) 
and (f) of aection 337 of the Tariff Act of 
1930, which was filed on October 26, 
1964, shall be forwarded to the presiding 
officer for an initial determination 
pursuant to I 210.53(b) of the Rules. 

(3) For the purpose of the investigation 
so instituted. the following are hereby 
named as parties upon which this notice 
of investigation shall be serve~: · 

(a) The complainant is-Skyway 
Luggage Company, 10 Wall Street, 
Seattle. Washington 98121. . 
· · (b) The respondents are· the following 

. companies, alleged to be in. violation of 
section 337, and are the parties up~n 

·which the complaint is to be served: 
Baltimore Luggage Company, 19111 

Annapolis Road, Baltimore, Maryland 
21230 . 

Nan Zong Leather Products Co .. l.td ... 6th 
Floor, Tai Feng Building, 71 Nan!dng 
East Road, Section 2, Taipei, Taiwan 

Mee! San Enterprise Company, First 
Floor, Po Tsou Building, 99 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 20430, shall be the 
Commission investigation attomeys, 
party to this investigation; and · 

(4) For the investigation so instituted. 
Janet D. Saxon, Chief Administrative 
Law )u·dge, U.S. lntemalional Trade . 
Commissi~n. shall designate the · 

. presiding officer. Pursuant to section 
210:.24(e) of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure, the presiding 
officer shall determine as expeditiously 
as possible whether or not temporary 
relief proceedings should be "instituted. 

Responses must be submitted by the 
named respondents in accordance with 
§ 210.Zl of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 210.21). 
Pursuant to § 20l.16(d) and 210.21(a) of 

"Pendins P.dmi11ion 10 the b11r 

the Rules. such ·responses will be 
considered by the Commission if 
receivea not later than 20 days after the 
dale of service of the complaint. 
Responses to the motion for iemporary 
relief 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 servicc...of the motion. 
Extensions of lime for submitting 
responses to the complaint and/or the 
motion for temporary relief 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 a waiver of the 
Hght to appear and contest the · 
allegations of the complaint and this 
notice, and to authorize the presiding 
officer and the Commission. without 
further notice to respondent, to find the 
(acts to be as alleged in the complaint 
and this notice and to enter both an 

. initial determination and a final . 
determination containing such findings. 

The complaint. except for any 
confidential infonnalion contained . 
theniin. is availl!ble 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 
Commisaion. 701 E Street NW .. Room 
156, Washington, DC 20436, telephone 
202-523-0471. . 

' 
By order or the CommiHion. 
lasued November 28. 1984. 

Kenneth R.. Mason, 
Secretary. 
fFR Ooc.84-31777Flied1M-M: e.·o am] 
BIWNG CODE 7020-02..il 

[332-193] 

Conditions of Competition Between 
the U.S. and Major Foreign Fiibert 
Industries; Extension of Comment 
Period 

AGENCY: U.S. lntemalional Trade 
Commission. 

ACTION:· Extension of til!U! for submitting 
written statemerfts. · 

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that. 
the date for submitting written 
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, "1984 (49 FR 35875). 

By order or the Commission. 

Issued: November 28. 19&1. 
Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretory. 
1111 Doc. 14-317"74 Flied 12..+-M: 1:4& oml 

llWNO CODE 7020-02-11 

(lnvesllgatlon No. 731-TA-147 (Flnal)) 

Cut-to-Length Carbon Steel Plate From 
West Germany . 

AGENCY: United States International 
Trade Commission. 
ACTION: Termination of investigation. 

SUMMARY: On November 20, 1964, the 
Commission received a letter from 
petitioner in the subject investigation 
which stated "By this letter, petitioner 
Gilmore Steel Corporation hereby 
withdraws its petition in this 
inve~tigalion pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 
1673c(a} and 19 CFR 353.4l(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 o! Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 
207.40(a)) the subject investigation is 
tenninated. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: November 29, 1964. 
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: Thia investigation 111 being 
terminated under authorily or the Terifi Act 
of 1930, title Vil. Thia notice ia published 
pursuant to section 207 .40 or the . 
Commission'• rule (19 CFR 207AO). 

By order of the Commi111ion. 
bsued: November 29, 1984. 

Kenneth R.. Mason, 
Secretary. 
IFR Doc. M-31772Fll..S1-: e.-.~ •ml. 
ilwNO CODE T020o0:Mil 

(Investigation No. 337-TA-210] 

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

AGENCY: U.S. International Trade 
Commission. 
ACTION: lnstitution of investigation 
pursua_nt to 19 U.S.C.1337. 

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that a 
complaint was filed with the U.S. 
International Trade Commission on · 
October 26, 1984, under section 337 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1337). on 
behalf of Catepillar Tractor Co .. 100 N.E. 
Adams Streel. Peoria, Illinois 61629. The 
complaint alleges unfair methods of 
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APPENDIX ·. C 

EXPLANATION OF THE U.S. RATES OF.DUTY APPLICABLE TO EDIBLE NUTS, INCLUDING 
FILBERTS, AND SELECTED PORTIONS OF THE TARif'F SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATCG 
ANNOTATED 
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Explanation of the rates of duty applicable to edible nuts, including filberts 

The rates of duty in column l are most- favored-nation _(KFN) rates, and 
-are applicable to imported products from all countries except those Communist 
countries and areas enumerated in general headnote 3(f) of the TSUSA. !I 
However, such rates do not apply to products of developing countries which are 
granted preferential tariff treatment under the Generalized System of 
Preferences (GSP) or under the "LDDC" column. . 

··.·. 

The rates of duty in the "LDOC" column are preferential rates (reflecting 
the full U.S. MTN concession rate for a particular 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 TSUSA which 
are not granted duty-free treatment under the GSP. If no rate of duty is 
provided in the "LDDC".column fora particular item, the column 1 rate applies. 

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

The GSP is a program of nonreciprocal tariff preferences granted by the 
United States to developing countries to aid 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 exte~ded by the Trade and Tariff Act of 1984, applies to merchandise 
imported on or after Januar~ l, 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 
des'ignation "A" means that all beneficiary developing countries are eligible 
fer the GSP, and "A*" indicates that. c,ertain developing countries, specified 
in general headnote 3(c) of the TSUSA,' are not eligible. 

11 The only Communist countries currently eligible for ~N·treatment are the 
People's. Republic of China, Hungary, Romania, and Yugoslavia. 
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. ~ARIFF SCHEDULES OF '.J'HE UNITED STATES ANNOTATED (1911;) 

SCHEDULE 1. - ANIMAL AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTS 
Part 9.- Edible Nuts an4 Fruits 

. ' 

,, .. .. .. 
ArtiClH 

PART 9. ·- .EOil;ILE tfots AND FRUITS 

Part 9 headnote; 

l· this part coven only edible producu. 

Subpart ~· - Edible Nuts 

Subpart A headnote•: 

l· No elloV.nce ahall·be 11ade for dirt or .other 
S:J>uritl•• in nut• of ~~ ~nd, &hall~ or not 
ehelled. 

2. the ~roviei~ne ~or prepared ~~ preeerved nut• 
include nut pa•t•• a..d nut'butter• but do not :lllclud• 
candied, crynallt.e.s', or· a1ece" nuu (aH eubpart D 
of tbi9 part) • 

" 
O.••tnute, includina 91!'1'1:1"'!; crude, or prepared or 
preHrvad: .. 

lhlitl 
of 

Quantity 

Crude, or peeled, drt•~. or baked ••••••• ~......... . Lb•••••• 
Othervs.u prepared .or ~~••erv~~ •• ~ ••••• ~ • • • • • • • • • • Lb •••••• 

Coconut•···•••••••••••••••!f!.••••·•·•-'~~-~·••••••••••••••• No., •••• 
Coconut aeat (crcept copra), freeb, deeiccated, or 
otber>n.M prepared· ~ P.r••erved's · 

Freeb or fronn, uh!!~!!r. or not ehredded, 
anted, or eim~lar~y Prepared, and ubether 
or not 8'1eatened !Pii:b not over ·10 parcent 
by ,..iaht of eugar, ~ut'not otbarviM prepared 
or pr ... rw•d·····~··~··~···••••••••••••••••••••••• Lb •••••• 

Shredded and. 'd~•icca~ed, or es.i.ilarly prapared • • • • 
OtherviM prepar~ ~~- p~uerved.-•• •••••• •••••• •••• 

!Iota: For explanation of the symbol "A" or "A*" 1D 
tba col1111111 entitled "CSP", •ee genaral headnote 3(C)• 

ltb •••••• 
IJ.,b •••••• 

Fr•• 

rr .. 

1 LDDC 

Page 1-53 

1 - 9 - A 
145.01 - 145.09 

2 

Fr•• 
25C per lb • 

0.5c aach 

2.2c per lb. 

J • .5c par 111. 
20S ad val. 



Page i-5.:. 

1 - 9 - A 
14 5. 1 :' • - . 1 L. s. CJ(• 

c S.tat. 
S lc,e:zt:~. Scf-
P fix• 

A 
A 
A 
A 

A 
A 
A 

A 

A 

A 

.! 

145.12• 00 
145.14. 00 
l'i5.lb' 00 
145.16 00 
145.20 00 

145.21 

145.22 00 
l-'5.2~ 00 
145.26 00 
145.28 00 
l'i5.30 

10 
20 

145.40 00 
145.41 00 
145 .42 00 
145 .44 00 

145.50 
145. 52 
145.53 

145.54 
145.55 

145.58 

!' ·i .. ,. 

145.65 

J.:.5.70 

.• ! •. ~ 

145.9p 

40 

50 
80 
00 
co 
90 

00 
00 

10 
20 

00 

10 
20 

00 
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TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATES ANNOTATED (19ts5) 

, .. SCHEDULr·: 1. "; '.ANniAL ·Atm' VECETABLt ·P.Rdoucrs .~' 
Part 9. - Edible Nuts and Fruits 

. ·:··i 

:: ~ 

Units 
o! 

Rates o! Duty 
Articles 

·O'r· 

"'Other edible nut•. shelled or not ah,elled. blanched. 
othet"-·ise ·prepared .... or preeerved·:····-· ···.. . .... · ""'- ... 

ISot 1hellecl: ' 

i :;~:~~I~~~;::: : : ;: : : : : : : : : :!: : : : : : : : : : :·:-~: : :•:: :·~ ~ 
Cashews .................... · ••••••••••••••.••.•• 

: Filberts .................. ', ••••••••••••.••..•. 
; Peanuts 1/ ...... ,. ............................. . 

I! products'.o! Cuba y ............ .';:. ::; '. 

: Pecans ....•••..••.••••.••••• ; •••.•••••••••••.• 
.· Pignolia •• . · •.••• :., ••• •••• '. .................. . 
• Pisteche ...... ... : ......... ~ ................ ~ .. 
Walnut& .•••••.•• l ... ......................... . 

:OtiieT .••••.••••. _'- •••..••..•..••••••.••.•••• • .•. 
>iacadamia nuts ....... ! .......•........ ::. 
Other •••••• i· ........ i. ·· .. •• ·· ·· •• •• •• •• 

Shelled, blanched, or:otherwiae'prepared or 

QuanC:1ty. l 

. Lb· •• : ... '.S.5c per n. 
Lb...... Free 
Lb ...... 
l.b ••.••• 
l.b ...... 

l.b •••••• 
l.b •••••• 
l.b •••• :: 
Lb •••••• 

') u:: ~·· ... 
l.b. 

Free 
5c per lb. 1 , 

4.25c per lb". 

·3.4c pe; ib'. <• 

5c per lb. 
0.7c .per lb. 
o·~'45C" per lb. 
5c per lb. 
.l .. 3~ 11er. lb. 

pre se""ed: i . .. -.~ . - ... 
~Almonds: 

1 

Snelled •••• ; ............................. t 
Other ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• · ••• · 

'BTazil nuts ...... : .........•........... : ...... . 
~Cashews ......... . L ••••.•.. _; •.•.••.•..•.•..•.•. 
Filbert& .......... · •••• , ••••••••••••••••••••••• · .. 
·,Peanut& l/ .... •. ·,· ........ ·:· .... : ......... ~·· ., .. 
• Peanut butte?' ..................... , ....... . 

Other: 
liot she1led ••••• .i ..••••.•.••.••.•.•• 

'Pecano •••• ~~~:: ::: : : : : : : : : :1::::::::::::::: :::: 
Pignolia ••••••••• · •• , ••••••• ' ••••••••••••••••••. 
Pistache ••••••••• : •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Walnuts: . . 
, Pickled, immature walnuts· ••••••••• .'.;· •••• 

~her °!:~~i;. ~~·~;~. • ': •: .... ~:'.· .. :·: .":. ·:· .. ' "," •: ·~. 
S~e ll ed or bl anchec •••••• ' • •••••••••••••• 

:~::;~~~: ~~~:::: ;: : : : ·: ~::::::::::::: 
Other: ;. 

Litchi (lychee) OT longan, in 
airtigh;_ containe~s ... ........ ··.!·.~·: 

Other .......................... ; •••• 

, Lb.· •••.•. l6.5c'per,Jb .• ·. 
, l.b._ ••• · •• : ;l6.5c.per lb .. · 

Lb •••••• 
Lb •••••• 
Lb.;, •.• : ... 

µ. 

l.b. 
Lb. 
Lb •••••• 

u.; .. "· 
l.b •••••• 

Free 
Free 
8c . pe.r, J b ... ,;. · " 

· 3c,; ~r ... lb:;' .:1 
.,r•:. 

lOc per lb. 
·1c"per lb. 21 
le per .lb. -

• l. \f i.b:.: ... 5c 'peT lb. 
.Lb, •••• , .15c per.lb. 

Lb. 
Lb. 

··1 l ·.:. .. :. 

5c per lb. 

_;.,.· ..... 
• ~ ;J ! . 

l.b.. •• •• l4:t.'.ad val:'.· .. · > 
·.· .. ::" ; t""., • ~, • 

.'2a:.ad val ..... ,. 
Macadal!lia nut•· ............ , ••••. ~ ... , Lb. ···=-

.ot,her •• ~··'""·:····.···,·······, •••. l.b .•• . .· 
Mixture• of tvo or more k,ind.• of edible quts .•.• ;. , •••••• • •• 

•• ..,ri 

(e) • Suspended. See ~ene~al headnofe 3(b). 

ll lmport! o~ beanutg (except peanu:~hutter) a~e 
subject tc additional imoort .restrictions. See ite: 
95!.00 in n&rt 3, Apoenrlix tO the !a~if~ Scheriule1. 

21 Dutv te::i:i.ooTarilv reducee. ~ee item Q4i.07 in 
pa-;t 2, Aooendix to the Tari~f. Schedule&. 

Jiote: 'F'o~ exttlanation of the evmbol ";.." O!" ">.•" in 
the colu::n entitled "CS~", aee 2e~eral hearinote .3(e). 

Lb .•• , •.•• ·The ,higbest-.. 
· .;.i··· · H~.e: appli- · · 

cable to 
any of the 
componer.t nuts 

•'.L 

... 

.•.i·· 

. i .~ 
.. ·.,,; 

; 
.,. 

. ~' . 
I ~ . 

~ .... · 
','! 

.. 
. . ~ 

LDDC 

i· i 
;: 

:11 

l 

····'f 
· .. · 

2 

; --···-· .· 

5.!>c per h . 
l.5c per ib. 
2c· P•r lb. 
5c per lb~ 
~.2!>c :per lb. 

5c per lb: 
2. 5c per lb. 
2.5c per ~b. 
5c per lb, 
2.5c ~er lb. 

lb.5c per ·lb . 
18. 5c per ,lb. 
4. 5c "!'r l)>. 
2c Rl:P lb 
111~ eer lb', 
7c per'. lb.; 

lOc pet lb. 
!>c per '.lb., 
!>c per.lb. 

15c per lb: 
15c 1pef lb'. ., 
!>c per '.lb. 
•. ·' i.1 

35:. ·All· ,val. 

~ 1 
· 35% ad ,val; 

·: I 

The higheai' 
rate'. appli­
cable ·'to ' 
anv of1 the 
co~porlenc n1 
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·:·· APPb\IOIX D 

. ,. . ; ' ' ' I ; f.... .· 
COPY. 'Of:"·: S:. 2429., ·· 98th CONGRESS·; '2d·.'SESSION, A "BILL· 10 :AME-ND T-HE TARIFF 

SCHEDULES or THE UNITED STATES TO IrJCREASE. THE DUTY ON CERTAIN SHELLED 
17ILBERTS ' ' · ··· .. '·. !. '· • ' 



98TH CONGRESS 
2D SESSION 

56 

S.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 Oegislative 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 Finance 

A BILL 

n 

. 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 U11:ited 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: 



1 

. 57 

2 

Filbena: 
~ rail IO mMl deay, mold. 
~sy. or imect damage 
~ appiiCable IO damelli­
eally produced filbena, which &he 
SeCmar,. o( Agriauhme deter· 
millet 10 be equivaJem &o IWUI• 
~~y lmown .. Onpn 
No. ~ Gnd•·-- . Lb. 

Otben ..• -··--·--- . Lb. 

88t per lb. 
Ult per lb. 

88• per lb. 
18• per lb. 

2 (b) The amendments made by this Act shall apply with 
. . 

3 respect_ to articles entered, or,withdrawn from warehouse, for 

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

5 Act. 

0 

S 2429 IS 
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APPENDIX E 

RATES OF DUTY APPLICABLE TO FILBERTS ANO SELECTED PORTIONS OF THE EC's COMMON 
CUSTOMS TARffF AND PREFERENTIAL TARIIT 



Official Jourllal 
ISS~ O.l78-697R 

L 320 

of the European Communities 
Volume 27 

10 December 1984 

English edition Legislation 

Contents Acts u1husr p11blicatiu11 is obli~atory 

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

Price:£ 15.60 I£ Irl 19,20 

Acts whose titles are printed in light type are those relating to day-to-day management of agricultural matters, ~nd are 
generally valid for a limited period. 

The titles of all other Acrs· are printed in bold type and preceded by an asterisk. 
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10. 12. 84 Official Journal of the European Communities 

I 

(Acts whose publication is obligatory) 

COUN<;:IL REGULATION (EEC) No 3400/84 

of 27 November 1984 

amending Regula.tion (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 Articles 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 admitted to a rota! 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 Declar::rion 
at Williamsburg of December 1983, it was ai:reed, . 
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 tariff 
reductions scheduled for 1986 according to multilateral 
trade negotiations, provided that the Community's main 
trading partners did the same; 

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 
tradl· involves more particularly the developing 
coumries; 

Whereas it is expedient, therefore, in order to ensure 
uniform application of the Common Customs Tariff, to 
specify in Regulation (EEC) No 950168 (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 bid dow.n in Regulation 
(EEC) No 349/84 (3 ); 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 dete~mine the amount of special 
autonomous duties to be applied from 1 January 
1985; 

Whereas Regulations on the common orf!anization of 
agricultural markets provide that the tariff 
nomenclature resulting from their application shall be 
included in the Common Customs Tariff and.' or amend 
customs duties; 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 
adopted in the customs sphere; whereas it is therefore 
necessarv to include these in the preliminary provisions 
of the r:nnex to rhis Regulation; whereas, in order to 
extend the tariff ;;oncession for products intended for · 
floating platforms to products intended for fixed 
drilling or production platforms, tnese . 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) OJ No L 107, 19. 4. 1984, p. 1. 
(l) OJ No L 40, 11. 2. 1984, p. 1. 
(•) OJ 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 rhe 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 rhe 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 rhe levying 
of customs duties, a subdivision must be created within 
that heading, subject to the duty applicable to products 
of subheading 58.02 A II b); 

Whereas, for products of subheadings 69.07 A, 
69.07 B 11, 69.08 A, 69.08 B II 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 .it the present time these 
minimum. rates no longer correspond to 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 improv,e 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 nor only those parts which are 
amended with effect from 1 January 1985, but also 
those which have already been amended and chose 
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 m irs entirety and directly applicable in all Member 
Scares. 

Done ar Brussels, 27 November 1984. 

For the Council 

The President 

P. BARRY 
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ANNEX 

. ,. 

COMMON CUSTOMS TARIFF 
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Heading 
number· 

08.04 

08.05 

08.06 

64 
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~cription 

2 

Grapes, fresh or dried: 

A. Fresh: 

I. Table grapes: 
a) From J November-to J4 July: 

I. Qf the variety Emperor (Vitis vinifera c.v.) from J December to 
3 J January (a) ...................... · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

2. Other ............. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 
b) From 15 July to 3J October ............................ . 

II. Other: 

a) From J November to J4 July ............................ . 
b) From J5 July to 3J October ............................ . 

B. Dried: 

I. Jn immediate containers of a net capaci~y of 15 kg or less ......... . 
II. Other .............................................. . 

Nuts other than those falling within heading No 08.01, fresh or dried, shelled or 
not: .. 

A. Almonds: 

I. Bitter ............................................... . 
II. Other .............................................. · 

B. Walnuts ............................................•.... · · 

C. Chestnuts ................................................ 
D. Pistachios 

E. Pecans ...................................... _. ........... . 

F. Arcea (or betel) and cola ................................... . 

G. Other ................................................. . 

Apples, pears and quinces, fresh: 

A. Apples: 

., I. Cider apples, in bulk, from 16 September to 15 December 

II. Other: 
a) From 1 August to 31 December ........................ · .. 

b) From 1 January to 31 March ........................... . 

(:i) Enuy under rhi~ subheading is ~uhjra to condirions 10 br dnumincd by rhr compnnn o1u1hori1in. 

(b) In ccn;Jin conditions o1 counruvailin1t 13\" i) rrovidrd (nr in ;iddirion m the custmm Jut)·. 
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Rate of duty 

Autonomou~ ., 
lu 

or levy 
(L) 

3 

IR (b) 
18 (b) 
22 (b) 

18 (b) 
22 (b) 

9 
9 

Free 
7 

8 

7 

2 

4 

3 

4 

10 
subject 

to a min. 
of 0,50 ECU 
per 100 kg 

net 

14 
subject 

to a min. 
of 2,40 ECU 
per JOO kg 

net (b) 

JO 
subject 

to a min. 
of 2,30 ECU 
per JOO kg 

net (b) 

Conventional 
% 

4 

JO 

-
-

-
-

3,3 
3,1 

Free 
7 

.8 

-
-
3 

1,5 

-

9. 
subject 

to a min. 
of 0,45 ECL: : 

per JOO kµ : 
net 

J4 
subject 

to a min. 
of 2,40 ECt; 
per JOO kg 

net 

8.3 
subject 

to :1 min. 
of 2,23 ECU 

per 100 kg 
net 
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Hrading 
numbrr 

20.05 
(c0111"d) 

20.06 -

Drscriprion 

2 

C. i. b) Other ........ ·-· ..... -.............................. . 

II. With a sug;1r ·content exceeding 13 ~Yo but not exceeding 30 % hy weight 

Ill. Other 

Fruit otherwise pn;pared or preserved, whether or nor containing added sugar or 
spirit: ' 

A. Nurs (including ground-ours), ro;med. in immediate p;tckings of :t net 
capacity: 

I. Of more than 1 kg ..................................... . 

JI. Of l kg or less ........................................ . 

B. Other: 

I. Containing added spirit: 

a) Ginger: 

1. Of :m actual alcoholic strength by mass not exceeding 11.85 % 
mas ............. ; ............... ; .....•.. · .... . 

2. O~h~r .................. _ ................••....... 

b) Pineapples, in immediate packings of a net capaCity: 

l. Of more than 1. kg: 

aa) With a sugar content exceeding 17.%· by ~·eight 

bbi Other ..................................... . 

2. Of 1 kg or less: 

aa) With a sugar conrenr exceeding 19 % by weight 

bb) Other ..................................... . 

·; c) Gr&1.pes: 

l. With a sugar content ex~ding 13 % by weighr 

2. Other .........•........•....................... 

d) Peaches, pears and ;;pricots, in immedi:ae packings of. a net 
capacity: 

l. Of more than l kg: 

aa) With a sugar content exceeding 13 % by weight: 

11. Of an actual alcoholic strengrh by mass not exceeding 
11,85% mas ............................ . 

22. Other .................................. . 
bb) Other: 

11. Of an actual alcoholic strength br mass not exceeding 
11,85 % nias -....................... · ..... . 

22. Ocher .................................. . 

2. Of l kg or less: 

aa) With a sugar content exceeding IS u;., by weighc 

bb) Ocher ..................................... . 

Autcmt>m•,U\ 
'" '" 

or le\') 
(L) 

.l 

30 
+ (L) 

30 
+ (L) 

30 

17 

22 

32 
32 

32 
+ (L) 

32 

.l2 
+ (l) 

32 

32 
+ (L) 

32 

32 
+ (L) 

32 

32 

32 

32 
+ (L) 

32 

-

Con\ en1ion~1 1 
% 

4 

]O 
+ aJ, 

]0 
+ aJ, 

Jo 

14.3 

16.3 

is 

30.5 
+ 2 ad> 

30.5 
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.. I· 
~ .. · . . . . : . . . . 

( Infomiation) 

'COMMISSION· 

PREFERENTIAL TARIFF TREATMENT APPLIED BY THE 
COMMUNITY (1)(2) (') · 

(Position as at 1 January 1984) 

(84/C~Ol) 

Geaeraliatroductioa 

:~ 1. ''The•Commllnity has reached preferential Agreements with several countries. Th~e 
. · ~ · · Agreement$· contain various measures. in particular: t8rifT measures· concerning the 

· ·reduction of duty rates.when certain goods originating in the countries with whom 
these. Agreements have .. ~een reached are imported into the·Community. . 

2. · nie'.following table gives the n:duc~d duty.~es f~r each·position of the Common 
. . Customs. Tii.riff resulting 'from the measures contaiii~d in. the different _Agreements 
. :.applied by the Commpnity • 

... 3,"·In order to· simplify the presentation of the table. the· Common Customs Tariff 
positions·· shown in the first column, give only the alpha-numeric code. In those 
cases when: descriptions of goods or dates appear in this column. the5e are exclu-
sivelr due to the measur~ in the Agreements. · 

, . 
~· 

. . 
4. The followi~g list gives .the Agreements coven:d".by th~ document. together with 

the· Offici!ll :Joumal of the European Communities when: the basic Regulations for 
the Agr~e~ents may be found: 

- ··EEC-Spain Agreement (OJ No L 182. 16. 8. 1970), · 
- EEC-Austria Agreement (OJ No L 300, 31. 12. 197i), 
- EEC-Switzerland Agreement (OJ No L 300. 31. 12. 1912), 
- EEC-Sweden Agreement (OJ No L 300, 31. 12. 1972), 
- EEC-Norway Agreement (OJ No L 171, 27. 6. 1~73)~ 
- EEC-f'onugal Agreement (OJ No L 301, 31. 12. 1972), 
- EEC~lc~land Agreement (OJ No L 301, 31. 12. 1972), 
- EEC-Finland Agreement (OJ No L 328. 28. 11. 1973), 
- EEC-Egypt Agreement (0,.No L.266, ~7. ~· 197.8), 
- EEC-Jordan Agreement (OJ No L 268, 27. 9. 1978). 

( 1) Excluding Greece during the transitional period. 
( 2) Excluding the generalized system of preferences. 
(') Nothing in this publication overrides any legal requirements. 

NoCWl 
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- EEC·Syria Agreement (OJ No L 269, 27. 9. 1978), 
- EEC-Lebanon Agreemel\t"(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 13~, 21. 5. 1973), 
- EEC-Malta Agreement (OJ No L 61, 14. 3. 1971), 
- EEC-Yugoslavia Agreement (OJ No L 41, 14. 2. 1983), 

· - Second Lome Convention (EEC·ACP) (OJ No L 347. 22. 12. I 980). 

5 • . In order to complete the details con~ing preferential rates, the duty rates result·· 
ing from the autonomous regime applied by the Community as regards the Faroe 
Islands are also included in the following table. 

I •. Abbreviations (I) 
. •: 

adF/M adf JO .. Jordan 
·ad.S/Z ads kg/br kilogram gioss weigh~ 
2 ad S/Z standard rate of 2 % for ads . kg/net kilogram net weight 

... agi.: (L) .. kg tot/ale ·per kilogram of total 
agrr reduced (L)- . alcohol 
AT Ausaia LB Lebanon 
b1r bottle . ·Lome .· ACPandOCT 
CCT Common Customs Tamr ·MA Morocco.· 

···crt Switteriand max with a maximum 
·cy Cyprus min with a minimum 
DK Denmark mob. variable component . 
DZ .. Algeria· mobr reduced variable compo-
ECU European currency unit nent 

.EO: Egypt . MT Malta 
ES Spain NO Norway 
FI Finland PT Portugal 
FO Faroe Islands ·p/st piece 
GB United Kingdom SE Sweden 

' hi hectolitre · SY . Syria 
%hi per hectolitre and per TN Tunisia: 

o/o volume of alcohol TR Turkey 
IL Israel· YU Yugoslavia 
IRL Ireland. 
IS Iceland 

II. Rates of duty 

Columns without any fi~s correspond to the r;ites of the··ccr. 

III. Rates of duty app!icable to t.'le Faroe Islands 

The rates of duty shown in the list are applied by the whole Community· excluding 
Denmark., which applies a zero rate. 

( 1) The abbreviation used for the country names corresponds to Norm ISO 3166. 

30. I. 84 



"' CCT hcadina No CCT ES FO AT CH SE NO PT IS Fl EO JO SY LB l>Z MA TN TR IL CY ~ff loin~ YU !=> 

---- --- :-
' ' ~ 

08.0S E 3 l,S ·1,s 0 

08.0S F l,S ... 0 0 

08:US G: 

- Pi11nolia nuls • 2 0 

- llazelnuls • '. • (') 
., 

- Other 4 0 

08.06 A I 9 I 3,6 
min min 
O,~S· 0,1 
ECU ECU 
100 100 

kg/net kg/net 

.o 
·SI 
!l. e. 
..... 

08.06 A II a) 14· .. S,6 
min· ·min 
1,4 0,9 

ECU - ECU 
100 100 .. 

0 

3 
!!. 
0 -. 0\ 

kg/net kg/net er l.O 

08.06 A II b) Ii.a 3,S 
min min 
1,08 0,8 
ECU ECU 
100 100 

kg/net kg/net 

n· 
trl a 
l 

08.06 A II c) 6 .. 2,4 
min min 

n 
0 a 

1,4 0,S 
ECU ECU 
100 100 

kg/net kg/net 

a r: e. c:. 
ll. 

~8.06 BI 9 3,6 
min min ' 0,4S 0,1 
ECU ECU 
100 100 

ks/net kg/net 

JS.06 B II a) 10 • min min 
l,S 0,6 

ECU ECU 
100 100 

kg/net lg/net ~ 
n 

~ 
( 1) Sec Anrica II. !::i 
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ex 50.09 

ex 55.07 

ex 55.09 

ex 58.04 

... __ :. 
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,, 

Handwoven fabrics of silk. of noil or other w_aste silk 
.·' 

Handwoven· conon gauze 

Other handwoven fabrics of·conon 

Handwoven pile fabrics and chenille fabri,cs (other than .terry pro4uc:cs of cot· 
ton falling within heading No 55.08· and fabrics falling within beading No 
58.05) of coaon, woven on band looms 

3. OtherWifTquow: 

CC'T. -.... No 

ex 01.02 A II b) 

· ex 02.0i· A II 

, · 02.01 A: II .b) 

ex 02.01 A II b) 
4 bb)33 

· 03.01 All' 

• e_x 03.01 BI a) 2 
" . ' 

. u03.0I B 11) 2 

ex 03.01 B I h) 2 

ex 03.01 B I v) 

· 03.01. ~II b) I 

ex 03.01 B.11 b) I 

Heifers and cows (other than for sla~gbter) of 
the following mountain breeds: grey, brOwn, 
yellow, s1>9aed Simmental and Pi~u (1~ 

Bulls, cows and heifers (other than for slaugh· 
ter) of the following breeds: spotted Simmental. 
Schwyz and Fribourg (1) 

'High quality' meat 

Frozen meat .. ~ ' '.· . 

Buffalo meat ....... 

20%; TR:B" 

20 "; TR: 8 ,. 

Eels 0 

Fresh. chilled or froZCJ! herring. from 16.06 to O 
14.02 ',;' . . . 

Redlish (Sebasies spp), frozen, whole(')- · j. 7 ~ '· 

' ;· 

Cod (Gadus morhua), frozen, whole (1) 3.,,. 
Silver Laite (Mertutius' bilineans) 8o/o;TR:o 

Fillets of cod. frozen 8o/o;TR:3.2% 

Fillets of cod (Gadus mor~~a)._ frozen(') 
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CCT 
hadiq 

.!'lo •. 

eit08.0S 0 
. j·'' 

Hazelnuts 
.. ,•I I 

ex 16.04 C II · ·. 'Herring-flaps , prepared or preserved in vine­
gar, in immediaie pac:tinp_of a net capacity of 

~ 20.~ B, I e>,2 bb) 

u 20.06 B II c) 
. I aa) 

eit 22.0S C la) 

.. ···. 
·. ,.22.0S C II a) 

. , 

ex 22.0S C II b) 

ex 22.0S C Ill a) l 

ex 22.0S ~ Ill a) 2 

; .: 

lOkgormore · · 

~. ;: • ' ··j 

"Sardin~ 

Oear-Oeshed cherries, marinated in alcohol. of 
·-a. diameter nOi exceeding 18.9 mm. ltoned. 
inteaded for the manufaclllle ·of . cbocolaie 
products (1) · 

Apricot pulp 

Wine of f'tah papa: 

- Jumilla, Priorato, Rioja and Valdepe6u 

- Verde and Dio 

..,.;, Wine of designated origin 

- Other 

· Wme offresh gap.: . 
:.... J~ Prioiuo. Rioja and v8idcpd.. 
-~ DiO 

. - .. t. 

- Wme of designated origin 

- Other:• .. 
- Uqueur wine ·· 

- Other 
Other: 

- Uqueur wine 

Wine of fresh papa: 

- Uqueur wine 

Other: 

·- ··uqueur Wine 

Sherry 

Pon, Madeira and Setubal muscatcJ 

Wine of fresh grapes:. 

- Jumilla, Priorato, Rioja and Valdepeiias 

- Malaga 

- Other: 
·- Uqu~ wine 

TR.:O 

llMeol ...... , 

10%;TR.:4 

MA:0, 10%;TN:O 

IO.%;TR.:4% 

MA: 11,9 %; TN: 
11.9 %; TR.: 4,7"' 

·IL: 11,9% 

ES: 10,I ECO/hi 

· PT: 10,I ECU/hl 

DZ: O; MA: O; TN: O: 
YU: 10.1 ECU/hl 

. ,r>., 
CY:3,6ECU/hl 

ES: 11,8 ECU/hl 

· PT:·11,a ECU/hl 

DZ:O; MA:O;TN: 
O: YU: II, 8 ECU/ 
bl (2) . 

CY:SECU/hl 

CY: 4,2 ECU/bl 

CY:SECU/hl 

ES: 6.S ECU/hl 

PT: 6.S ECU/hl 

ES: 14,4 ECU/hl 

·ES: 10.3 ECU/hl 

CY:6,1 ECU/hl · 
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Table l.-4olorld production of filberts and certain competitive tree nuts, 
principal producing countries, 1981-84 

{In thousands of metric tons, inshell-wei9ht basis) 

Year and Fil-
Other tree nuts 

country berts 1.1: Al- Pee-
monds 3£: ans 41 Walnuts 

. 1981: 
United States 13 307 154 204 
Turkey 350.: y ~I 10 
Spai 18 214 21 21 
Italy 80 91 ~I 18 
Other countries~: 61 14 89 30 71 24 

Total 475 701 184 256 
1982: 

United States 17 262 99 211 
Turkey 156 al . a1 13 
Spain 14 177 }I }I 
Italy 115 51 a1 15 
Other countries~~: 61 10 84 30 71 55 

Total 312 574 129 294 
1983: 

United States : 7 183 122 163 
Turkey 420 }/ •· ~I 10 
Spai 31 100 21· 21 
Italy 120 86 ~I 15 
Other countries~: 61 10 94 30 71 36 

Total : 588 463 152 224 
1984: ,!I 

United States 12 •' 436 104 187 . ' 
. Turkey 300 al 21 5 

Spain 13 123 ~I }I 
Italy 55 34 21 15 
Other countries--: 61 10 91 30 71 34 

Total 390 684 134 241 
1981-84 annual : 

average of total 
productio 441 605 150 254 

11 Filbert data from the Foreign Agricultural Service. 
~I Tree.nuts used with filberts in inshell nut mixtures. 

1/ 
Brazil 
nuts 

0 
0 
0 
0 

40 
40 

0 
0 
0 
0 

28 
28 

0 
0 
0 
0 

35 
35 

0 
0 
0 
0 

32 
32 

34 

by 

Total 

678 
360 
232 
189 
197 

1,656 

589 
169 
191 
181 
207 

1,337 

475 
430 
131 
221 
205 

1,462 

739 
305 
136 
104 
197 

1 481 

1,484 

~I 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. 
~/ U.S. pecan production is from the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

Foreign production in "other countries" is.estimated and includes Mexico, 
Australia, and Is.rael. 

al No commercial production reported. 
§I Filbert production in Greece and France, as reported in the official 

statistics of the European Economic Community. 
11 Walnut production in France and India. Data on production in other 

.countries are not available; China is a significant producer of walnuts. 
]I Preliminary. 

Source: Gill and Duffus Edible Nut Market Report No. 117, December 1984, 
London, England, except as noted. 
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Table 2. -ri lberts: Number of. _growers; acres i11 fi lb'erts, and bearing and non­
bea~ing trees in' bre.gon.., ~Y. s'pec.,ified countie.s, and Washington State, 1980 !/ 

·, 

Filbert trees 
. Filbert · 

~· . l' 

2. ·1 ~:' Acres ... ~. · Bea·r- Non-.growers _ .. . 
· ' · ·· · ing : bearing-~/ 

State a.nd county_,, 
Total 

, '. : 

· : _:._-·Number.:........:......:. .. :-:- ·1, 000 trees 
Orego.n: . · · 

Washi_ngton;--.. -~ .. , . , .;,.,, . 
Yamhi'l 1-. _· .. ·_· ----.. -· _....:., ___ · - :, .: · · 
M. ar i' o·n:.· _::_ .... ~ .... ---.·.·· , .. ·" · -· · . !\.·.• ... ,.·_ ·; 

247 5,3n· · 468· 
194 4, 159 ·' 427 
192 3, 463 : .:: 297 

ciackamas"-·, ~---..: 
,Ii ~ -: • •. 

Lane--·-·. ·----,.----:· <··· ·. _;-·· 
-Polk 

·. · Linn--·--·.,__; .. ----'--·-'--..,..._.._ 

J.4.6 3 I 3'13 : · ',:. 263 
132 2; 810' : 240 
,~3 1,427. :· .. i42 
34 617 50 

~·- . 

Other counties-~-"- · 72 4BO : 50 
Washington State---......... __ .___ : ·_-_._-·._ .. ___ 4;...::1:.......:. __ ..;;.3..:.7..:..7--=-: _---..:3=-:2::......;:..__ ___ .;::_..;.._ ___ ..:::...:... 

Two-state total--:-..:...-·--·-; 1, QOl 21, 957 .. ): 1, 969 . ~ -~. :. 
,,1·· • 

. :!I the niost recent'.d'ata·av.~,ilable.. .,. 5 ... 

. ;2/ Grower.s with 50·-or more trees.· · . 
-.ll Trees planfed dJ.ring thE(6-'years 1,975-80, and therefore ·essentially .. 

nonbearing ·in 1980. Of this,. ~otal,· apout 300,000. trees were less .. than· 6 -years 
_old .in.1984·~ and·essentially.nonbea'ring. No d·ata are available on filbert 
tree plant,ings in- 198,1 to 1984.; .· • · 

Source: Compiled from stati~tics of the Filbert Tree Survey, released 
May 11, 19b\, Oregon'Crop & (i~e~tock;Reporting~Service and the U.S~ 
Department of AgricuJ t;ure. ' · •: , . 

... ... 

,1,· 
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Table 3. -Filberts: U.S. production, by speci fie States,. and u'ti 1 i"zation by 
kinds, crops of 1979-84. 

Production Utilization 
Item Wash- ·Sold Sold Oregon Total Total 

: in~ton inshell shelled 
, •;. J 

··~ . 
Quantity (1,000 pounds, inshell weight basis) 

Crop of-: .. 
1979 : 25,400 600 26,000 15,060 10,940 26,000 
19 so-........... ...,. 30,200 600 30,800 17,598 13,202 30,800 
1901- _ ....... - ... ~:. 28,800 600 29,400 16,000 12,600 29,400 
1982-·--·· ---·: 36,000 000 .. 37, 600· 19,940 17,660 : 37,600 
1983 ··---- .. 16,000 400 16,400 12,100 4,300 16,400 
1904-:· .......... 261000 500 26,500 1/ 11·· 1/ 

Value ( 1, 000 dollars) 

1979. .. 
r9 80-········· .. -·----
1981-·-·-----· 
19 8 2--············ --: 
1983-·-:-:-;------·-: . 

' ~ . ' 

1984-·· .. ' 

1979 ----: 
1980-·····""'""-· 
1901----·-·----: 
1982-.......... - ... 
1983 
1984-...... 

!/ Not available. 
'!:_/Data not"reported. 

12,078 291 
17,300 354 
11,319 231 
12,512 271 
.4,432 . 144 
7,995 154 

Average 

47.6 : 48.5 
.57 .6 ·: 59.1 
39.3 3"8. 5 
34.0 33.9 
27.7 36.0 
30.8 30.8 

: 
12,369 '!:./ '!:./ '!:./ 
17 I 734 2/ .. '/:_/ ?:_/ 
11·~ 550 . . ·11 '!:./ '!:./ 
12,783 ?:../ 2/ ?:_/ - . .. ·. 4, 576 ''!:.l '!:./ : '!:.l . .. 

8,149 2/ 2/ 2/ 

unit value (cents.·per pound) 

47.6 1/ '!:.I '!:./ 
57·.6 ?:_/ ?:_/ ?:_/ 
39.3 '!:.l '!:./ '!:./ 
34.0 ?:_/ ?:_/ ?/ 
27.9 '!:./ '!:./ '!:./ 
30.8 ?:_/ ?:_/ ?:_/ 

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· production, disappearance, merchantable 
production, final percentage allocations, and disposition to free and 
restricted markets, crop.years 19,79/80 t9 1984/85 

Crop year 

'• ... ,. 
Final percrentage 

Orchard- Merchant-
run 

Disappear- able allocations·?/ 
ance l/ production : : production Free : . Restricted 

1979/80-----
1980/81-----
1981/82---
1982/83---
1983/84---
1984/85----: 

;~' . 

--1,000 pounds, inshell weight- Percent 

26,000 862 : 25,138 35 
30, 800 ., 2,654 28,146 29 
29,400 4,012 25,388 31 
37,600 1,976 35,624 29 
16,400 1,970 14,430 67 
26,500 3/ 5·, 578 3/ 20,922 40 

Disposition y 
In shell filberts . free Restricted filberts · 
to sell on the domes- withheld from the do- . Total 
tic inshell market · : mes tic inshell market 5/: 

1 1 000 pounds, inshell weight 

65 
71 
69 
71 
33 
60 

1979/80-----
19S0/81---
1981/82---
1982/83---
1983/8----
1984/85---

7,472. 17,324 24,796 
7,854 19,264 27, 118 
7,895 .. 17,575·: 25,470 

10,364 25,440. 35,804 
9;931 7,281 16,212 

§I '· §I §/ 
: ,. 

1/ Disappearance represents product .not·harvested, culled dur'ing'processing, 
or-not sold to a ·handler (e:g., farm use or local.~ales); this quantity is 

.determined in order to arriv.e at merchantable production. 
21 Percentage allocations are formally determined under the .marketing-order 

fo;:. filberts and represent· limi'ts wi thiri which hand i'ers must operate f.or 'the 
. crop year. . The percentages may be re vi s'e'd during t.he season. Hand le rs are 

obliged to meet the restricted percentage in order to sell the "fr<!e" 
percentage into the domestic inshell market. 

11 Above average disappearance was caused by rains durin9 harvest. 
ii Final;dispositons for the crop year from the Board's annual reports, 

Table B, entitled, Withholding Obligation, Restricted Accounting, ~nd 
Disposition. 

§.I 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 
"re.stricted obligation" quantity, and the dates that final percentage 
allocations were established, were.as follows: 

Crop year Date Ratio 
ceercerit> 

1979/80 Sept. 17, 1979 124.8 
1980/81 . Sept. 12, 1980 100.2 
1981/82--· Feb. 2, 1982 100.0 
1982/83 Nov. 12, 1982 100.3 
1983/84-· Nov.· 14, 1983 165.6 

~I Not available. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing 
B<.>ard. 
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Table 5.-rilberts: .Average unit costs for procurement and processing 
domestic filberts, crop years 1979/80 to 1983/84 

(In cents per pound, product weight) 
:~verage unit costs : Average unit costs of domestic 

Crop 
year 

:f~r procurement of =--~~h~a~n;d~l;e~r~s-:..f~o~r....c.p~ro~ce:::...:::.s~s~i~ng.._==-2~/,__~ 
:orchard-run inshell: 
:filberts by domes-

1979/80 ·-----: 
1980/81-······------: 
19 s 118 2-----···--··"'·'-- : 

· 1982/83-·····----.-: 
19 8 3 /8 4-·-·-----·--: 

tic handlers 1/ 

50.2 
61.0 
45.0 
36.1 
32.9 

Inshell 
filberts 

8.3 
8.9 

J3.2 
11. 4 
18.4 

Filbert 
kernels 

32.8 
30.6 
39.7 
31. 4 
55.4 

11 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. 
~/Domestic handlers' annual per unit processing costs, as reported, 

weighted by .the annual pr6cu~ement volume of each handler. The question asked 
was the average co·st 'per pound (product weight) to handle or process and offer 
for sale inihell filberts and shelled filbert kernels. Firms were a~keq 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 commis~ions or administrative expenses. 

Source: Compiled from answers.submitted in response to ~uestionnaires 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 hanqled by 
the industry during the period. 
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Tai:> le .6. ·--Fi.lberts: . Shipments of domestic product to domestic and export 
·markets, by. types, 197..9/80 to 198·3/84 

·------------·----
.. Domestic: .. market.s . Export markets 11 Grand 

total or 
Crop 
year In shell ·:, Filbert trishel 1: ri lbert 

: fil be "rt s : ·---'k"'--e~r.~.n-'-e'"""·1....;.s-"'2"'-/_. __ T_o_ta_l _: -'-: f'-1""'· 'l;;..;.·b'""e"""r-'t~s_:_;..;k_;;;e"-r~n-.e-.1"-s _2;;;;;/'--'-: _T_o_t_a_l_...;.__a_v_e_r_ag_e 

. Quantity (1,000 pounds, .inshell-weight basis) 
_. .- . '. . • •I 

1_~79/~0-: 0,592 11 9,250 . ' 17,342 .. 7,446 11 1,633 9,079 
1980/Bl-··: 8,346 6,555 14,901 6,944 1,333 B,277 
1981/82-: ,3, 756 9,668 ~8,424 !;),228 l, 613 6,341 
19~2/83-- .. : ,9,186 12,888 22,074. : 4,782 2,393 .. 7, 175 
1983/84 .. -: . a~ 982 101200 191182 : '4 I 792 775 51567 ., 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

.. 
197.9/80-: .. 6, 358 6,475 12,833 ; 5,212 '. 1,339 6,551 
1980/81-.. : 7,094 5,572 12,666 : 5,902 1,093 6,995 
19,81/02-: 7,005 5,801 . ·; 12, 806:: .3' 607 968 4,575 
19.82/B3--··: 6,430 ', 6,315 12, 745. : 3 ,012 1,149 4,161 
198J/84---·: 6,018 51508 : 11, ?26 ; 2,923 426 31349 

- Unit value y (per pound) 

'. : 
1979/80--: $0.74 $0.70 : 5/ $0.70 $0.82 5/ 
1980/81-·····: .85 . 85 ,: . ~/ . 85 .82 §:1 
198"1/82 ·-: .BO . 60, ;. .~/ :' .69 .60 _§/ 
1982/83-.. ; .70 .49 5/ .63 .48 '5/ 
1933/84-: .67 .54 _§I .. .61 .55 ~/ 

ii Exports to marketi. outside the continental United States . 
. ~/ r-ilbert kernel shipments were converted to an inshell-weight basis by 

multiplying kernel weights by 2.5. 

·26,921 
23,170 

•. 25,265 
29,248 
241749 

19,384 
·' 19, 661 

17,381 
16,906 
141875 

$0. 72 
.85 
.69 
.58 
.60 

: 

3/ Allocation between. domestic and export.·,markets is estimated. 
41. The average unit v~lues for f i lbe.rt kernels were converted to an average unit 

value for an equivalent' quantity of inshell filberts by dividing ~he average unit 
valu~s of the. filbert.kernels I:>~ t.5 .. The unit v~lu~s for filbert kernels used in 
thes~ cal~ulations are as follpws: 

Crop year 
. ~' . •, 

1979/30 
1980/81 
1981/82 
1982/33 
1983/84 

~/Not meaningful. 

.~ .. 

, . 

Domestic market 

$L74 
2.13 
1.50 
1.23 
1. 35 

Export:market 

$2.04 
2.06 
1. 49 
1. 21 
1. 37 

Source: Shipment quantities, compiled from Annual Reports of the Filbert/Hazelnut 
Marketing Board, except as noted; values (calculated) for domestic markets are based 
on the average unit values of purchases by domestic firms, a·s reported· in the 

·commission's questionnaire, and values for export markets are based on the average 
unit values of exports, as reported by domestic handlers in the Commission's 
questionnaire. 
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Table 7.~Filberts: !/ U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by principal 
markets, crop years 1979/80 to 1993/94 

Crop year beginning Oct. 1~ 
Market ···:· . . . 

1979/90 : 1930/91 : 19Bl/82 : 1982/83 1983/84 

Quantity (l,000 pounds, kernel weight basis) ~/. 

1,052 

Canada----··-·--···---····----.... ----··-: . 1, 200 
European Community: ~/ · 

West Germany~····-------···· .. ---: 967 
Other-·· .. ····'--·---------: 80 __ ...;;..;;...;;..-=---_;;.,:;..:-..;_ __ ;:..;_.;._:..__-==.:.__.:. ___ -=:. 

Tota 1, EC.-----·-.. ···-·-··-;- =--=-'--'--;...;;._-'---""-'-=.;;;._..;'------=--"-=--=---...;;..;;..:;;._.;.._ _ _,1~,...:::0-'4.:..7 
Mex iCo-·······-··--·--··-------: 193 
Australia .. ·---~--·-----·-----: 191 
Venezuela--· .. ····· ----: 170 
Trinidad and Tobago-·-·-·--·-·-: 78 
Sweden--·-····· .. ·· --··---: 72 
A 11 other------------·· .. ·-: ---=-.1-::..:.:;..:....:..... __ .:...:..=-=----==--=----=-=:.=---=----...:::2:..;.7..:1 

Total, ~Ii countries--··----: 3, 222 

!/ Combined exports of inshell filberts and shelled filbert kernels (data do 
not include blanched or otherwise prepared or preserved filberts). 

~/ Inshell filbert weights were converted to a kernel weight basis by 
multiplying inshell weights by 0.40. 

11 The 10 member countries of th~ 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. Department of 
Commerce. 

Note.-·-Unit values for the combined quantities of inshell and shelled 
filberts are not meaningful. 
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Table 8.--:"'.Filberts, inshell: 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 

Quantity {l,000 pounds, inshell weight) 

Canada ·--· __ ... _ .. __ : 952 2,507 1, 511 1;332 1,371 
European Community: !/ 

West Germany 4,453 3, 117 811 492 1,502 
Othe 186 288 155 325 339 

Total, EC--·~----·-··--: 4,639 3,405 966 817 1,1!41 
Venezuela 105 162 207 248 127 
Sweden· ··-·-----: 0 ·: 0 0 0 43 
Australia 764 412 410 109 61 
Mexico----· 445 152 283 0 71 
Brazil. 10 138 16 28 45 
All other --: 21 260 21 282 93 105 43 

· Total, ,.al 1 countries--: 7,175 7,058 3,486 2·, 639 3,602 

Value ( l, 000 dollars) 

Canada- 554 1,005 1,088 839 952 
European Community: !/ 

West Germany ' 2, 941 2,420 599 338 848' 
Other 136 187 117 210 74 

Total; EC- ·---: 3,077 2,607 716 548 922 
Venezuela 82 104 137 176 102 
Sweden· 72 
Australia 372 313 : 311 Sl 61 
Mexico 138 128 ·: 220 58 
Brazil 8 119 12 16 25 
All other-·-- -·--: 2/ 187 21 282 : 76 73 .. 32 

Total, all countries--: 4,418 4,558 : 2,560 1, 703. 2,224 

Unit value (per pound) 

Canada $0.58 $0.40 $0.72 $0.63 $0.69 
European Community: 1/ 

West Germany .66 . 78 .74 .69 .56 
Other .73 .65 .75 .65 .22 

Average, EC ·--: .66 .77 .74 .67 .so 
Venezuela .78 .64 .66 .. 71 .80 
Sweden ,,, __ : .. 1.68 
Australia .49 . 76 .76 .47 : 1.00 
Mexico .31 .84 .78 . • . 82 . 
Brazil .76 .86 .75 .59 .56 
All other .. ·--: .72 1.00 .82 .70 .74 

Average, all countries-: .,62 .65 .73 .65 .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. · . 

11 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. eKports of domestic merchandise, by principal markets, 
crop years 1979/eo·to 1983/84 

Crop year beginning Oct. 1~ 
Market 

1979/80 ; 1980/81 ; 1981/82 : 1982/83 1983/84 

Quantity (1,000 pounds, kernel weight) 

Canada ----- 572 442 955 715 504 
MeKic 86 105 162 4 121 
Australia 298 489 291 515 89 
Eur9pean Community: !/ 

West Germany----·----: 465 0 • 194 142 177 
Othe 35 0 30 19 2 

Total, EC-----·-·-·-: 500 0 224 161 179 
Trinidad an~ Tobag 52 29 75 29 83 
Venezuela-. ---·--·--··--·--: 123 129 83 94 63 
Malaysia 15 1 0 26 32 

. Brazil----·-------·-: 0 13 32 36 39 
All othe :21 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--·--·--·--.--·-: 371 256 297 510 248 
MeKic 154 119 80 4 135 
Australia . .359 983 388 659 129 
European Community: !/ 

West Germany--· ------: 345 218 95 119 
Other 27 27 26 7 

Total, EC ·---: 372 245 121 . 126 
Trinidad and Tobag 123 56 40 42 78 
Venezuela 115 108 77 liO . 68 
Malaysia : 20 l 36 53 
Brazil 2 45 29 25. 
All other· 21 892 .. 3/ 404 149 4/ 770 5/ 136 

Total, all countries---:' 2,406 1,929 1,321 2,281 998 

· Unit value (per pound) 

Canad& $0.65 $0.58 $0.31 $0. 71 $0.49 
MeKic l. 79 1.14 .50 .88 1.12 
Australia. l. 20 2.01 l. 33 l. 28 l. 46 
European Community: !/ 

West Germany-----··---: .74 : 1.12 .67 .67 
Other l. 32 .91 l. 38 2.66 

Average, EC----··--: .74 1.09 .75 ··' 70 
Trinidad and Tobag 2.38 l. 90 . 53· l. 45 .94 
Venezuela .94 .84 .93 l. 16 1.07 
Malaysia l. 35 1.67 l. 35 l. 64 
Brazil .15 l. 43 .82 .64 
All othe. 21 .42 3/ .59 1.11 4/ .98 5/ . 71 

Average, aU countries-: .63 1.02 .68 .97 .77 

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

so-:-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. 
~/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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Table ,JO. "'."';'"F..ilberts: .. Production·: iii'·T~r.key, by: ··r~gions
1

: ~nd prov inc es, 1982-84 
' . ; '; ... <····. :. . . ._; ''.-"' . 

(In metric tons, inshell weight) 
1·· .• ~: 

Province·".. ·· · 

Eastern Black-Sea coastal region: 
.Ordu----·--· '" .... --: · 

· G fre sun--------,--.:·-:-·~------·-.. --.. ·---
· f rabzon __ _.... _ ___,,_, _____ .... ____ ,_·~;; : 

•. :1 ~-
.. Samsun--.. ·-·-·--,--.·-. _____ ,._ 

Rize-·-· 
Artvin----­

Total--· .. 

------.,-- .. 

Western Black Sea cqa.stai·r~gion.: · 
Sakarya 
Oolu- -----: 
Zongu ldak-·-------· .. -·----.. ---·-: 
Kocae li __ ,_...;. ___ , ____ , _____ .· -· -" --- : ' 

. i98i 

53,000 
'"45, 100 

'•. 30,200 
.'' 12,654 

2,450 
: . 2,690 
146,094 . 

30,950 . 
27,BOO 

8, 300. 
l, 350 

;('. ·· .. 

1903 1984 !/ 

90,00Q 74,000 
79,600 63,600 

•57 I 500 32·, 600 
38,159 29,175 
3,500 '~,500 
3, 315 2,518 

~72,0~1 . 205, 393 

55,000 3~,380 
49,200 31, 100 
6,801 . 8, 802 
l, 705 .1J05 

Kastamqnu-·---·~ .. --· ,-..,...-· 
Total-·--·------

7B5 910 ·· · ~: ·(:· i5cf·:. ____ __;;..;;...;;__;__; ____ _,_..;;...::.._,_ _______ ~= 
69,150 ; 115, 571 : 75,097 

Grand to ta i ............. _ .. ___ .. _________ .... ________ _ 215,244 307,645 281, 290 

!/ Preliminary estimates. 

Source: Compiled by the Commission staff on the basis of data from the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, roreign 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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Table 11. ·-Fi lb~rt trees: ]/ Number of bearing and. ncmbearing trees' in 
Turkey, by types, 1979-·84 

Year 

1979-----,-: . 
. 198b-··········-·---
i 98.1-·-··00

-···----: 

i 902-•·••••••••••oo••---: 
_iQ83 !/ 
1~84 ~/----

(In thousands of trees) 

Bearing 
··.·. 

245,000 
247 ,000. 
240,000 
248,500 
249,000 
249,500 

Non-bearing 

23,000 
23,000 
23,200 
23, 300 
23,400": 
23,500 

!/ In Turkey, most filbert 11 trees 11 are multi stem ·bushes';· 
21. Pre 1 iminary . 

. ~/.Forecast. 
, ' ' 

Total 
J. 

2'68,000 
270,000 
2"71, 200 

. ; 271', 800 
272~400 

'.273,000 

• Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, foreign Agricultural Service, 
A:~tache Reports Nos. TU3024 (Aug. 11, 1983) and TU4029 (Aug. 14, 1904); 
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Table 12.-Filberts: Turkish beginning stock·s, production, total supply, ex­
ports, domestic use; and ending stocks, crop years 1979/80 to 1984/85 

(In thousands of pounds, inshell-wei9ht basis 1/2 
Beginning . •. Produc- Total Cr.op year 

stocks t1on supply 
Exports 

1979/80--: 22,046 639,340 661,386 472,450 
1980/81-·-: 110,231 529., 109 : 639,340 472,230 
1981/82--: 88,185 771,617 859,802 550,494 
1982/83-------· : 220,462 485,016 705,478 453,490 
1983/84 2/-: 99,208 925,940 : 1,625, 1.48 529,109 
1984/85 ·~/-: 297,624· 661,000 959,000 551,000 

1/ Converted from met.ri,c tons at 2,204.62 pounds per ton. 
J;/ Preliminary. 
'!/ Forecast, as of February 1985 {data rounded). 

Domestic 
use 

78,705 
78,925 
88,846 

152,780 
198,415 
287,000 

Ending 
stocks 

110,231 
88,185 

220,462 
99,208 

297;624 
121,000 

Source: Data compiled by the· Foreign Agricultural Gervice, U.S. Department 
.of Agriculture, except weight conversions. 
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Table 13 .-··· .. f-"ilbert kernels: Turkish exports by size classifications, to all 
mark~ts and to the United'States~ 1982~94 

Destination 
and class .!/ .· 

Quantity 
._·;,,_.,...-_ __.....; ___ ~----'-'---~·-·-· 

-1982 1983 1984 1982 
.. i 

Share of total 

: 1,000 pounds, kernel weight --·---.. -Percent-..... ,-.....,...-
, . .. . 

To all markets .. :·. · 
s'tandard . extra·----; . 2 ,·53 7 
standard I-·.-·-·--:.· .. 23 ;492 
Standard II-·_;,_.~----.... ·-·-:--:.~. 24 ~ 7 44 

, ... ·.standard · irr...;... .. -=--·-.. ·--···: ·,. 1; 386 

. l, 821 
·25,403 

:-.20,025 
842 

365 
37,492 
26,873 

403 
Natural 2/----·--.. ·--: 176.,869 194,763. :192,010 

1. 1 
9.8. 

10.3 
.6 

73.7 

0.7 .. 0.1 
10. 1 . 14: 2 
8.3 . :l0.2 

.3 .2 
77. 3 :·: 72.8 

·Other filberts-·: ..... ·-·-·~-·-: 1_0 ..... ·,, ..... 8_3_·5 ____ 8.._,3_· 4_0 ___ 6..._,_50_6_. __ '------------4.5 3.3 2.5 
Total---·--·-.. -·--.. -·--: 239, 963 251, 994 : 263, 650 

To the United States: : 
Standard extra·-----·-: 0 0 0 
Standard ,;!-·.,.-.. --:-·--.. : - 205: 815 i',283 
standa'rd rr .......................... -·--: 0 108 500 
Standard I Ir-............. -·-··" : 0 0 0 
Natural ~/--·--·--: 2,550 2,217 2,587 
Other filberts-......... --; 174 110 240 ·-

Total---.. ·-·-----: 2,929 3,251 4,610 

100.0 

7 .·o 

87.1 
5.9 

100.0 

1/ Size-class terms are those used in Turkey and range from the 
kernel-size class (Standard Extra) of 15 mm and above in diameter 

100.0 100.0 

25.1 27.8 
3'. 3 10.9 

68.2 56.1 
3.4 5.2 

100.0 100.0 

largest 
to the 

smallest kernel-size class (Sta~dard III) of 9-11 mm in diameter. No export 
data are reported under Standard'IV, kernels smaller than 9 mm in diameter. 
~/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, 1905. 
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Table 14'. -ri lberts: Repr:esentative Turkish export prices, 
by quarters, 1979-84 1/ 

Period 1979 1980 
··: 1~01 : 1982 : 1983 1904 

--·-·-----Price per pound-.. - ...... --·---

· January-March--· $1.02 $2.02 : $1. 68 $0.~4 $1.04 
April-June 1. 30 1. 96 : 1. 46 .08 1.04 
Ju ly...:September-· 1.45 1. 88 .. 1.17 .86 .91 
October-December ·--... ~ .. ---:- : - 1. 71 1. 78 .. 93 .. . 9-2 .87 

. . . '• . : : 
Annual average -.1. 3 7 '. .1. 91 l.·31 .90 ;97 

: .. 
; , 1/ ~.rices for Tul'.'ki~h· Levant; filberts, f.o.b. ·Turkish ports, traded in 

dollar currency. 
l - - • . . ' • 

Source: . Gi 11 &'. Duffus Edible Nut Market Report, No. 117, December 1904, 
p. 11. 

$0.96 
.93 
.96 

1.11 

.99 
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Table 15 .-Filberts:· Italian beg.inning stocks,· pr-oduction;. imports, total 
supply, exports, domestic ·consumption, anct ending stocks, crop years 
1979/80 to 1984/85 , 

! ~ I ' : : ' 

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

Crop year 
··Begin-·: Produc- Total Domestic E d · 

ning : :Imports : Exports consump-: ·n ing 
stocks: ti on ·· · ·· supply · tiori ' ··:·; ~--~,ocks 

1979/BQ-.............. -: 8,818 
1900/81..'.---_;_: Q,818 
1981/82-.--: 11,023 
1902/83-:---: 3,307 
198~/84 'f./-: 882 
1904/051/-: 1,104 

176,370 
220,462 
176,370 
253~532 

264,555 
121,000 

24,471 
6, 363 

13,605 
4,041 
4,980 

44',000 

209;660 
. 235, 643 
200,998 
260,880 
270, 417 
166;000 

112,·215 ·. 89;6·26' : . '81~818 
· 131,096 ·: ·i ,.!nJ2'•f"·! ·a,023 
104,387 : 93,304 : 3,307 
169~533 : : .90,4'64 ·:; ~·','' 882 
180,013 :. 89r300 : -1,104 

' 0i,ooo ·,a4;ood :".: 1,000 

11 Converted from metric tons at 2,204.62 pounds per ton. 
?./ Preliminar-y. '-·· 
11 Forecast, as of December 1984 (data rounded). 

Source: Data compiled by the roreign Agricultural Service~ U.S. Department 
of Agriculture,"except weight conversion•. 
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Table 16.-Filberts: Exports from Italy and other EC countries 
to selected· markets, '.by types,' 1979-83 · · 

(In thousands of eounds, kernel-weight basis2 ,, 

.Market 1979 1980 1981 1982 
. 

All filberts. 

Intra EC 1/--.. ----·---·-: 55,250 39,500 50,436 54,446 
switzerla;;d : 5,446 4,195 7,166 8,336 
European nonmarket economy 

3;998 countries f./ 4,804 846 2,767 
Austri&-·--.. ·--·-: 229 659 2,082 l,804 
Yugoslavia 9,830 4;499 .. ~-;·752 4;018 •' 

Israel .... 512 229 421 545 
. United States 196 232 2, 102 

Ali other ··-.. --.: 11, 149 ·5,229 8,829 7,342 
Total 87,417 55,156 76,685 82,591 

Inshell filberts 1/ 

Intra EC 1.1--·-----· : 9,565 6,969 8,226 9,074 
Switzerland 161 ·'. 140 108 127 : 
European nonmarket economy 

countries i°J 352 204 1,212 
Austrl.a--··_:...:__. -·---· ·-·---'-: - 120 
Yugoslavia -
Israel--
United States 761 
All other ··---· .. --: 5i277 2,841 3, 711 2,707 

Total 15,355 10, 154 13, 377 12,669 

shelled filberts 

Intra EC 11 .. 45,685 .. 32,531 '42, 210· : 45,372 
Switzerland 5,285 4,055 7,058 8,209 
European nonmarket econumy 

countries f./ 4,452 642 1,555 3,998 
Austri&---·--··-·-·---.... -: 229 659 1,962 1,804 
Yugoslavia 9,830 4,498 4,752 4,018 
Israel---·-----·-.. -·-.. --: 512 229 421 545 
United Stat~s 196 232 l, 341 
All other-.. - .. -----------: 5 1 872 2,388 s, 118 4,635 

Total 72,062 45,002 63, 308 69,922 

1983 

. 68,077 
14,324 

10,126 
3,672 
1,969 
1,688 
1,411 
7,898 

109,213 

8,562 
80 

1,663 
7 

122 
247 

2, [3J! 
13,419 

59,515 
14,244 

8,463 
3,665 
1,969 
1,566 
1,213 
5,J60 

95,794 

1.1 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. 

f./.Nonmark~t 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. 

11 Inshell weights converted to shelled kernel weights at the rate of 
SO-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 inc.lude 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: Spanish beginning stocks, production, imports, total 
supply, exports, domestic consumption, and ending stocks, crop years 
1979/80 to 1984/05 

pn thousands of ~ounds, inshell-wei9ht basis in 
: Begin- ;: 

Produc- : Total Year : ning ti on : Imports supply Exports 
:stocks 

1979/00,·--·-: 4,189 68,123 'l:.I 72,312 46,297 
1980/81-.. ---: 3,086 35,274 '?:_/ 38,360 24,251 
1981/82---: 3,086 39,683 'l:_/. 42, 770 14,330 
1982/83-···---: 10, 803 30, 865 '?:../ 41, 667 20,944 
1983/8'4 ·~/-: 5, 291 68,343 . 'l:.I 73,634 43 I 211 

· 1984/85 1/--: 10 I 582 28,600 '?:_/ 39,200 13,200 

1/ Converted from metric tons at 2,204.62 pounds per ton. 
2/ No imports reported. 
·~/ Preliminary. 
ii Forecast, as of February 1985 (data rounded). 

Domestic Ending cons ump- stocks ti on 

14,551 3,066 
11,023 3,086 
17,637 10,803 
15,432 5,291 
19,842 10,582 
19,000 7,000 

Source: Data compiled by the Foreign Agricultural Service, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, except weight conversions. 
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Table 18 ...... -Filberts, inshell: U.S. shipments to domestic markets, expor:·ts, 
imports for consumption, and apparent consumption, crop year~ 1979/BO to 
1903/84 

Crop year 
beginning 
Oct. 1 

: Shipments 
.to. do­
mestic· 

: ·markets 1/ 

Exports I.mports 
Apparent 
consump-
ti on '!;./ 

: Ratio (per­
cent) of 

imports to 
consumpt ~.2.!J 

Quantity (l,000 pounds, inshell weight) 

1979/80--··-··-: 8,592 7,175 11 1 11 8,593 11 
19 80 I B 1--···--·· ........ : ___ : 8,346 7,058 y 11 ~/ 8, 357 y 0.1 
1981/82 .. ······--·-·-· .. ··-: 8,756 3,486 781 9,537 8.2 

. 1982/83--·· .. ·······-··----: 9, 1B6 2;639 864 10,050 8.6 
1983/84·· .. ·······---: • 8!982 3 L 602 . : 5/ 568 9!550 5.9 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

: 
1979/80······-·--·-·--·-: 6,358 4, 418. §./ 11 . . 11 
1980/B 1-··········•·········· .. ·· .. ··: 7,094 4,558 '7 .. Z/ Z/ 
1981/82···········--···--: 7,005 2, 560. 520 11 : 11 
1982/8 3--··· .. ············---·--: 6,430 1,703 450 Z/ Z/ 
1983/84···-··-.. ·--: 6 018 2 224 . ' 5/ 251 71 71 

Unit value (per pound) 

: 
I 

1979/80··--···-···---· .. ·-: $0.74 $0.62 $0. 36 .U 11 
1980/81-····· .. ······ .. ············-·: .85 .65 .63 Z/ Z/ 
1981/82-····· .. ······-····-·-·-: .80 . 73 .67 ZI 11 
1982/83-·······-······--···---: .70 .65 .52 ?./ ?_I 
1983/84----··--···-: .67 .62 : ~I .44 ZI 11 .. 

.!/ Recorded shipments of new crop and old crop nierchantable in shell filberts 
acquired by the U.S. trade during the F/HMB's crop year. Val.ues are based on 
the average unit values of purchases by domest.ic. fir.-ms, as reported in· the 
Commission's questionnaire. 

2/ Shipments to domestic markets plus imports .. 
·~/ On the basis of imports in 'questionnaire responses of 110,00Q pounds, 

apparent consumption would be 8,702,000 pounds, and the ratio of imports to 
consumption would be 1.3 percent. 

ii On the basis of imports in questionnaire responses of 220,000 pounds, 
apparent consumption would be 8,566;000 pounds, and the ratio of imports to 
consumption would be 2.6 pe~cent. · 

~/ Excludes reported·· imports from Canada; which were articles other than 
filberts. 

§./ Less than $500. 
11 Not meaningful. 

Source: Shipments, compiled from official statistics of the 
Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing Board (F /HMB); exports and imports, compiled from 
official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce, exc~pt as noted. 
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Table 19.-···Filbert kernels: U.S. shipments to domestic markets, exports, 
imports for consumption, and apparent consumption, crop years 1979/80 to 
1983/84 

.Crop year 
beginning 
Oct. 1 

Ghipments· 
· to do­

mestic 
markets 1/ 

: ··. 
Exports '?,_/ Imports 

Apparent 
cons ump­
. tion 1f 

Ratio (per­
cent) of 

imports to 
consumption 

Quantity (1,000 pounds, kernel weight) 

1979/80-·-· ........ -: 1/ 3, 700 3,793 4,669 8,369 
1980/81-......... _-,-: 2,622 1,887 3, 806. : 6, 42.8 
1.981/82 .. --·-.-: 3, 067 1,956 5,148 .: 9,015 
1982/83----.. ·-·-: 5, 155 2, 363.: 5,695 ': 10, 850 

.. 198 3 /8 4 ............. __ : ___ 4_;...:.1-.0...;;.8..;;_0__._ _____ ,,___ ___ _;..... __ _.._ _______ ..;;...r...~· 1,302 •. 8,515 : 12,59~ 

1979/80----: . 
1900/01--· .. -----: 
19 0,1Io2 ... ___ .. __ ·: 
19 0 2/0 3-............... - ... -: 
19031a4 ...... ------: 

$1. 74 
2.13 
1. 50 .: 
1. 23 
1. 35 : 

Value ( l, 000 dollars) 

2,406 7,999 
1,929 6,837 
l, 321 : 6,023 
2,201 6,078 

998 0 730 

Unit value (per pound) 

$0.63 .$1.71 
1.02 1. BO .. 

.68 1-.17 

.97 1.07 

. 77 1.03 

§/ 
§/' 
§/ 
§/ 
5/ 

§/ 
§/ 
§/ 
§/ 
§/ 

: 

§/ 
§/ 
§/ 

. §/ 
§/ 

.!l Ghipments during the F/HMB's crop year. Values are based on the average 
unit values of purchases by domestic firms, as reported in the Commission's 
q~~~tionnaire. . 

56 
59 
57 
52 
68 

2/ U.S. Department of Commerce official statistics of exports of domestic 
me;:chandise; records of the F/HMB indicate exports of filbert kernels of about 
one-third of these quantities. 
ll Ghipments to domestic markets plus imports. . ' 
y Estim~ted. Total shipments were 4, 353 ,000 poun.ds and those to domestic 

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

Source: Shipments, compiled from official statistics of the 
Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing Boar~ (F /HMB); exports and imports compiled from 
official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 
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Table 20.--rilberts: !/ u:s. imports for consumption, by principal sources, 
crop years 1979/80 to 1983/04 

Sou re~ 
Crop year beginning Oct.· 1-· .. ; ___________ ...;__ _________ _ 

. . . 
1979/80 : 1980/81 : 1981/82 : 1982/83 1983/84 

'.Quantity (1,000 pounds, kernel-weight basis) '?-_/ 

Turkey·---·------· .. -·---: 4,340 
European Community: ~./ 

Italy---: .... --_-.. --.. ·-.. ·--: 95 
Other--·-----·----.. -·----: 176 

Total, [C .. -·--- 271 
Brazi 1--......... ·------- 0 
Canada- ------· .. --·-- 0 
Spain--·-.... -... ·----···------ 11 
Switzer land--·----·-····---····--·-----: 4 
Mexico--.... ______ . - .. --·----·-: 0 
All other---.. -·_· -·-·--·-·----·· .. --.. --·-: 43 

Total, all countries--.. ··-.. --: 41669 

3, 173 4,084 4,185 

175 l, 293 i,799 
128 07 112 
303 1,380 l, 911 

0 0 0 
5 3 : 0 
0 33 2 
3 6 23 

329 32 0 
0 .o 6 -

31812 5!533 6,127 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

6,971 

1,476 
300 

l, 776 
22 
34 
25 

4 
0 

......... ...Q 
8 1 BB_~ 

7,048 

1, 1)59 
311 

----=-:..:::.......:_ __ ==--.;:........--=..J..:....=...:..-=--..=..L..::...:..=--~--=-1 t. . .9..ZQ 
26 
25 
23 
11 

9,003 

!/ Combined imports of inshell filberts and filbert kernels, including 
blanched. or otherwise prepared or preserved filbert kernels. 

l/ Inshell filberts were converte,cl to a kernel-weight· bash by multiplying 
ipshe.11 weights by 0. 50. 
·~/.The 10 member countries of th~ European Community are Belgium, Denmark, 

rrance, Greece, Italy, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, West Germany,. and 
the United Kingdom. 

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

Note.--Unit values for the combined quantities of inshell and shelled 
filberts are not meaningful. Because of rounding, figures may not add to the 
totals shown. 
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Table 21.-Filberts, inshell: U.S. imports for consumption, by principal 
sources, crop years 1979180 to 1983184 

Crop year beginning Oct. 1--
Source . . . 

1979180 : 1980181 : 1981182 : 1982183 1933184 . . . 
quantity (l,000 pounds, inshell weight) 

European Community: 11 
I ta 1 y-.......... ·-----·-·--=--·-----: 0 0 781 864 
Other 21----.. ·--·-···---·-·-·--.................. _: 0 0 0 0 

Tota I, EC--·----.. ·---------·:---· 0 0 781 864 -------------------Can ad a -.. -- ... --.. - - ·------·-............ __ 0 10 0 0 
Spain-............. -·-·--·--·--·-·-·-·----·-.... ·-: 0 0 0 0 
A 11 other·-·---.. ------.. --............ --·-·-: ___ _;;;,_-'-----"'--'----_...;;.,--1 1 0 ~./ 

Total; al 1 countries-................ : 
--"""'---'--""'----'-'-

41 1 41 11 ·- 781 864 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

European Community: !I 
I ta 1 y-................... :----.. ---.... ·:·-.. ·-·-----: 520 449 
Other ,fl .. - ..................... -............. -................................. -·-: -----=-----,__;,------'---

Total, Ee-........ ___ ,, ___ .. ,_._,,_ ......... _ .. _,: . 520 449 
Canada .. --.... -.... ----·-----........... - ... --... -..... -.--....... __ : 6 
Spain-· .. ·--· .... -·--·-·--------.. -·--.. .,.: 

494 
28 

522 
166 
46 

. __ _Q 
734 

218 
13 

231 
22 
20 

A 11 other·----....................... -·-·-----............... -: __ 5""'1'----'---·--':;..._;'------'----.;;;._ . ..;._ __ 1 1 
Total, al 1 countries-............... _: : · 51 273 7 520 450 

Unit value (per pound) 

European Community: 11 
I ta 1 y-.............. -.......... - ... -·-------................. - .... : $0.67 $0.52 $0.44 

.49 Other .fl ...... -............. ---.... -·-.. --........................ --: ______________________ _ 
Average, Ee-.... -......... --......... -.-.... - ....... :-----------· .52 .44 

Canada-·-·--.. ·-.. --... - .................. _ ............. -·--·----.. --: $0.64 .13 
Spain-·-·--............. ____ ...... ___ .. _._,, __ . ___ ,, __ ... _ ... : .43 
All other----............ - ... - .. -· .. --................ -·-: $0.36 .50 --'--"--"--'--'----_;;_;;_ _______ _;_ ____ _ 2.29 

Average, all countries-·-·-.. : . 36 . 63 .67 . 52 .37 

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

.fl All from France. 
~I Less than 500 pounds. 
ii questionnaire responses indicated imports of inshell filberts in crop 

year 1979180 of about 110,000 pounds an~ in crop year 1980181 of about 
220,000 pounds. 
~I Less than $500. 

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

Note .-·-·Imports from Canada in 1983184 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 : 1980/81 : 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: !/ 

Italy--·-·---------: 95 175 903 1,367 1, 7.29 
Other l:l 176 ., 127 87 112 286 

Total, EC·-·-----.. - - -: 271 302 990 1,479 l.t .. ?15 
Brazil 0 0 0 0 22 
Switzerland------:-·--: 4 3 '• 6 23 5 
Spai 11 0 ... 33 2 2 
Canada-----·---·------: 0 0 3 0 1 
Mexic 0 329 32 0 0 
All other ·--: 43 0 0 6 0 

Total, all countries--'-: 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: !/ 

318 1,228 1,491 Italy----·------ 176 1, 341 
211 120 138 Other ~/----~---- ----"2~6-7--'----==;..:...----=-='-'---=-~....:....---2~9:;...:..7 
529 1,348 1,630 Total, EC•---..-- ____ 4~4~3___,_ __ .:=~:__--=J...::....:.=-....:_ __ :.....;=.=~---'l~,638 

Brazil----------- 26 
8 14 30 SWi tzerland---------:. 11 11 

35 3 Spain----------- 18 3 
4 Canada------ 3 

Mexico----------­ 344 32 
4 All other--·-·------ - -· : __ --.:7...::6'-"-----------'----'--'-----

6,837 6,023 6,078 Total, all countries---: __ 7~,~9~9~9c.....:. _ _;:.,1...::.:~-=--;::..L.;:::.::.::::_:_....:..J..:..:....::.......:....-....:.8L,7~3::..=.0 

Turkey·-----­
European Community: !/ · 

$1.72 

Unit value (per pound) 
" 

$1 .. 88 $1.12 $1. 05 $1.03 

1. 82 1. 36 1.09 Italy 1.85 1.09 
1.67 1. 38 1.23 Other~/·--------- ___ l:...:..:.5~2,__, __ ::..:..:..,___,__....:...:..:.::.....:"---.:..:..=-=--=---~l~.0~4 
1. 75 1. 36 1.10 Average, EC ... _ .. _ : __ .;:;.l.:... 6~3'-''----~~....:....--"'.:.="'-'--~.:..;:;.-'---l.· OB 

Brazil 1.21 
2.91 .. 2.25 1.29 Switzerland---·--·---: 2.61 2.45 

1.04 1. 71 Spai 1.63 1.73 
1.52 Canad& .~-----: 2. 06 

Mexico------------­ 1.05 1.01 
.75 Al 1 other·-------.. ---: __ =-1 _. 7'-4'--'-----'-----'-----"-.:...;:.-'----

Average, all countries-: 1. 71 ' 1.80 1.17 1.07 

!/ 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. 
ll Primarily from Belgium-Luxembourg, Fra~ce, and West Germany. 

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

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

1.03 



Table 23.~Fllbert kernel!: U.S. ln9pectlon9 of foreign merchandl!e for grade quality: total number of lot! ln!pected, 
number and share of lot! that failed to pass, or pa99ed, 9Uch ln9pectlon9, crop years 1979/80 to 1983/84 

1979/80 . : 
1980/81 : 

1981/82 
: 

1982/83 1983/84 
Item 

: . : : : 

Total : Failed : Pas9ed : Total: Failed : Passed.: Total : Failed : Pa99ed : Total : Failed · Pa99ed Total · rat led · PanP.d 

Number of lot! 
; 

: : : : : : : : : 
TotRl lot! lnspoct.ed-.. ----·: 189 : - . -: 180 : -: -: ,239: - : - : 222 : -: -: 318 •·. 

Lot! falling or pa99lng : : : : : : ~ : 
lnspcictlon:. : : : : : : :· 

For 3 defects not over 
1 perc.ont In the 
samplci !/ : 189 : 8 : 181 : 180 : 14 : 166 : 239 .: 24 : 215 : . 222 : 9 : 213 : 318 : 4 : ·314 

For 4 defcict9 not over 
2 percent In the 
!Ample !,/ : 181 : 2 : 179 : 166 : 6 : . 160 : . 215 : 11 : 204 : 213 : 11 : 202 : 314 : 15 : 299 

Of which, the pa99lng : : : : : : : : : : .. 
lot! hav Ing 4 
defect! not over i· 

2 percent: 
Would have pa99ed 

lnspoctlon for 4 
dorect9 not ouer 1.5 
Pl!rcont : 181 : -: 159 : 166 : - : 144 : . 215 : - : 182 : 213 : -: 157 : 314 : -: 238 

Would have pa99ed 
lnspoctlon for 4 : .. 
defects not ouer : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : \0 

1 percent------: 181 : 92 : 166 : 103 : 215 : i10 : 213: 87 : 314 : 
O'\ -: -: -: -: - : 16§ 

Percent of total lot! 
... : : : : 

Total lot! lnspect.C!d : 100 : - : -: 100 : - : - : 100 : - : -: 100 : -: - : 100 
Lots fallln<J or pa99lng 

Inspection: .. 
For 3 defect! not over : : : : : : : : : : : : : 

I pcircent In the : : : : : : : : : : : : : 
9amplci !/ : 100 : 4 : 96 :. 100 : . 8 : 92 : 100 : 10 : 90 : 100 : 4 : 96 : 100 : 1 : 99 

For 4 defoct9 not over 
2 percent In thci 
samplo -~/ .. : 96 :· I : . 95 : 92 : 3 " " 

.89 : 90 : 5 : 85 : 96 : 5 : 91 : 99 : 5 : 94 
Of which, thC! PR991ng : 

lots haulr19 4· dofoch: : : j : : : : : : : : ': '. 
not oucir 2 por.cC!nt: : ' : : 

Would.hRUC! pa99C!d ' : : : :: : : : : : i: '•' 

lnspoctlon for 4 : : : : : : : : : : ·: : : 
dcifcicts not ouer~ 1. 5} .. 

: : : : ; . : : : : ' : : : : 
percl!nt 96 : -: 8~ : 92 : - .: 80 :· 90 ': -: 76 : ' 96 : -·: -- 7,1 : 99 : 75 

~ "!ould hRUC! PR99C!d : : : : : : : ,. : i: :· : : : ,. 
lnspoctlon for 4 : : I : : : : :: : : ~ : : : : : ! 
dofcicts not oucir : : : : : : : : : .. ' =· : : : .• 
1 pcircent. : 96 : -: 49 : 92 : -: 57 : 90 ·: .. c· - : ,46 ': 96 : .-"': 3.9 : 99 : - . s~ 

!/ To pas! rcdoral lnspectl~n for g·~ada, an/ lo.t of ~tiiert -i·cirneh nn:9t, a9 tt:e flr'st:~r.~t~rla: haue no~ ouer 'I :~erccint ~f t~e ~ ~C!,:lou~fects: mol'Ci:°" - • 
rancidity, and lnsect·c!amagci. 

~I To pass rr.dr.ral inspection for grade, any lot of filbert kernels must, as the second criteria, haue not over 2 percent of the 4 serious defects: mold, 
ranc ldl ty, lmoct damage, and docay. 

Source: Special compilation of Federal record! by the Agricultural Marketing Service (see app. J). 
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Table 24~__.;Filb.erts': Minimum export prices of U.S. inshen filberts, 
. . . . .. .- by destinations and by sizes, 1979-84 

Destiniiltion and· price '?.._/ 

Puerto Rico : Western : All other Year and· size !I" 
: Canada markets 

--.. -·--Cents per pound----.. -.... ---:-

1979: 
Medi um-... ...., ... -.. · ·-.. ------·-----·--: 
Large· ---.... -._;;--·--' 
Jumbo-......... - .. --·----.. ----·-·---.. --·---

1930: 
Medi unr--·-·---·--·--·-
Large------·--·--·-----

, Jumbo-.......... - ..... ______ .. ,_ .. ---·----
1981: 

Medi um--.. ·-·-·-----~----­
Large---.. -----·---· 
Jumbo-.......... --·--··----.. 

1902: 
Medi unr-.... ·------.. -· .. 
·.Large-----.. ---·-·-·-.... - ........... -----·--·--- -: 
Jumbo--.. --............ -.:.-----·---.. ------

1983: 
Medi um--.......... --.--·-------------·- . ___ .......__ 
Large·-·-·-----. .....;._ .. ___ , .. _ .............. -.-----.... -...... _._ 
Jumbo-....................... ---·-·--.... -·-.. ·--·-.. ···-·-·-----·--: 

1984:. . . 
Medi unr-·-.. ·--·--' .. ---... - ........ -... - .... - ... --... - .. -.: - : · 
Large--·---.. - .... ----·------...... -·-----· .. ·--.. ---: 
Jumbo-.................. ·--·-------·---: 

63 65 
67 69 
70 74 

82 82 
84 84 
96 86 

72 72 
74 74 
78 78 

60 60 
64 64 
70 70 

: 
60 60 
64 64 
70 70 

60 60 
64 64 
70 70 

1/ The sizes are based on diameter measurement in the followirig metric 
designations: , 

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

~/ Minimum export prices are announced each year in September by the 
Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing Board. The prices are f .o.b. plant in Oregon or 
Washington, or f.a.s. dock at west coast ports. 

Source: The Filbert/Hazelnut Marketing Board. 

61 
65 
70 

82 
04 
86 

68 
70 
74 

56 
60 
66 

56 
60 
66 

56 
60 
66 
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Table 25.-'--.. Pilberts, inshell: F.o.b: export prices·, by quarters 
and by sizes·, October..'..December 1980 to October-December 1904 

Price 

Large Jumbo 
. ' ... - .... - .. _·-··--Cents per pound-· .... - ............ _ .. __ _ 

1990: 
1981: 

October-December-·:..-····-·-···-····--.. ·-: 84 86 

January-March·-·-.. _ .. __ _ 
Apri 1-June-"·-·---·· .. ·----·--··----··: 
Ju 1 y-Se ptembe r---····--··--.. - .. -·-.. -·-·--··-··---.. - : 
October-December-............... -·-----···---··-······--·-: 

1982: 
January-·March--·········· .. -·-··--·--···-·-· .. --····-·-·-... -.... - .... : 
Apri 1-June--· .. -··-·--···--···-·-... ...:. .. --... - .... -···-···-.. ··---: 
July-September-······· .................. -............... - .. ·-----·-····-····-·: 

.october-December ............. - ......... - ... ·.-· .. ·-·-· .. -·--.......... -... ··--: 
1983: 

January-March.:.._ .. __ ,_ ... ...;.. ... _ .. ___ .. , ................ - ....... - .............. _ : 
Apr i 1-June-............. --.. - ... ·······-·-...... ---···--··· .. --.. ···········-·· : 
July-September---··-.. ··--.. --.. ..:.. .. _ .... _ .... ___ . _____ ......... :. 
October-December-··· .............. - ... ·-·---... - .. -··-........ : 

19.84: 
January--March-·-.................. - .. -·-·····------........ --... - ..... : 
·Apri 1-June-.. ·----·----.... - ... -..... _·. - ... -......... ·--·--: 
Ju 1 y-Se pt ember.-................... - ... --·-·····-·· .. ·-··-:---.... - ..... _ : - · 
.Oc to be r-De c ember------.... - ... --.. ···-·-:···--~ . .:... ... _____ : 

84 
84 
80 
71 

70 
70 
71 
61 

60 
60 
62 
61 

60 
60 
62 
60 

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

86 
86 
78 

·74 

74 
74. 
.73 
65 

63 
66 
65 
65 

66 
66 
66 
66 
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Table 26.-filberts, inshell: F.'o.b. price~ to.domestic markets, by quarters 
and by sizes,· October-December 1980 to October-December 1904 

Price 
Period 

Large Jumbo 
., 

---···-.. ·----Cents per pound------·---

1980: · OC:tober-December-.-·········-· 
1981: 

January-March-····-··--
Apri 1-June~-----------· 
July-September 
October-December 

1902: 
January~arch----
Apri 1-Ju~e ·· 
July-September----···· ---: 
October-December--'·-----·-·-: 

1903: 
January-March---:---. --
Apri 1-June---··--·---'--· --~.,.;. .. _• -.··-: 
July-September-······ .. -··--· -· 
October-December-·--·------· 

1904: 
January~arch-------·~-----­

Apri 1--June ·---, ----·: 
July-September-·-----··-····--·-·.:..:..··---: 
October-December-.. -··· 

86 

BO 
80 
eq 
79 

62 
7~. 
72 
72 : 

62 
61 
63 
64 

64 
65 
63 
65 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trad~ Commission. 

92 

92 
96 

83 

02 

00 
71 

78 
72 
72 
72 

69 
70 
70 
71 
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Table 27. --Filberts, ins hell, large: Delivered prices, by sources 
···of supply;and·by quarters, April-June 1982 to April-June 1904 

Period . 

·, 

Source of ·supply 

Ital .·: Oregon or 
y : Washington 

·. -Cents per pound-

1982: 
. Apri 1-June----·---·---·-·---·---­

July-September·-.. -----.. --. -· 
-- · Oc to be r-Decembe r-····-.. :..._. _________ ..;,_ ___ _ 

1983: 
January-·March------....... _ · 

.. Apri 1-June---·--·:_ ___ ·_. -·----· - .. ·------
July-September-............. -.... ·---·---------
Oc tober-Oecember-·-... --... :... .... 

1984: 
' January-March .... ---·----.. --·----
, Apri 1-June---:: ........ . 

•.· .. 
68 

68 

,. 

60 
54 

58 
54 

to ' ·.source: Compiled from data submitted in response 
questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 

86 
79 
77 

" ' .. 6-1 
60 
63 
.67 

'' 

'< 

. ... 
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Table 28.-rilbert kernels: · F .. o.b. prices to domestic markets, by quarters 
and by sizes,· or class, October-December 1979 to October-December 1984 

Period 

1979: October-December-·············--:. 
1980: 

January-M~rch-:-.. --.. ·-··-------·-. --: 
Apri 1-June-.. ·-·--·------.. -'----: 
Ju 1 y-Septembe r--··········-···--·· 
October-December·-··--·-·-·----'----: 

1981: 
January~arch-·-·-----. -:--: 
Apri 1-June---.--· -····--······-·--: 
July-September···---··----·---·-.. ·---: 
9ctober-December--- ........... ______ : 

1982: 
January-March--··· .. --·· .. ······---·-----: 
Apri 1-June·-···-.. ···-··-.. ·-··-·----·-·--: 
July-September-········· ... ····-·· .. ·------·-:, 
-October-December·-···---·~-··· 

1983: 
January~arc h·-... - ....... ·---···-.. -· .. ·---· .. ·--·--: 
Apr i 1-·June-c ....... ---·-·:·· .. ·-·--·--.. 
.July-September .. ···----·--.. --.. --..:...·---: 
October-December-.................. ---··----: 

1984: 
January-March-..................... ... _ .. ___ 
Apri 1-June·-.. ·--.. -·-··-····--····-·-···----: 
.July-September--·············: .. ······--·--·-···--: 
October-December··--···-·--.. ··--.. ----····--: 

Medium 
size 

$1.87 

1.97 
. 2. 29 
1. 77 
2.24 

2.22 
2.23 
1.99 
1. 55 

1. 59 
1. 56 
1.56 
1. 49 

1. 25 
1. 37 
1. 32 
1. 23 

1.28 
1. 32 
1.60 
1. 49 

!/ All filberts are Oregon No. 1 grade. 

: 

.. 

: 

Large 
size 

Price !/ · 
Extra­
large 
size 

Whole 
and broken 

class 
Per pound----·····------

$1.72 

1.87 
2.04 
2.31 
2. 35 

2.t3 
2 .19 
1. 86 
1.57 

1. 60 
1. 60 
1. 56 
1. 36 

1.22 
1.22 
1. 20 
1.24 

1.46 
1. 36 
1.44 
1. 40 

$1. 82 

1. 91 · 
1. 94 
2.27 
2.26 

2.27 
2.07 
2.01 
1.48 

1.64 
1. 68 
1.54 
1. 45 

1.20 
1.35 
1. 23 
1.29 

1.44 
1.54 
1. 54 
1. 41 

$1.62 

2 .11 
1.91 
1.85 
1.99 

2 .18 
2.15 
1.96 
1.95 

1.45 
1.29 
1.44 
1.17 

1.19 
0.94 
0.97 
1.09 

1. 38 
1.04 
1.04 
1. 37 

Source: Complied from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 
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Table 29 .-·-Filbert kernels: De live.red prices of domestic product, by sizes 
or class, and by quarters, October-December. 1979 to October-Oecember 1984 

. Period 

1979: October-December-·-·--··---·-.. -····--·-----: 
1980: 

January-March-:-··--··--· .. -·--~-······-·····---·-··--------·---·-:--··--- : 
Apri 1-June-·-········--.. ------:---···------=--. -------: 
July-September-····~----··-----··----··-·------··--·--: 
October-December-··-··········--·---·-·------··-.. -·.: 

1981: 
January-March--····--·-·-···-·-·---··---···--·-·-··········--···~·--·-··--··-···- : 
Apr i 1-Ju ne----·-·-···---·····-·---.. ··--·-·--:--·····-···· .. ·····--···-·---....... -- : 
Ju 1 y-Se ptembe r-.................... -----------·--·!·---·--.. -----.. ·--·--· : 
Oc to be r-De c ember--·-···--····;··-··:-··-.-.. ···-.. ··----··-·-··-·-·:---:--·-····-·-'-- : 

1982: 
January-March···-:--:----······-··-········· .. ·--···'·---···----·-····-··-··--···--- : 
Apr i 1-·June-··················· .. ·····-------·-···-·'-------···-··-···-·:·----.. ·- : 
Ju 1 y-S e pt ember·-····-···-·.-·--.. -···---····-·-·--·-----···--·-··-·····--··-·-·---- : 
Oc to be r-·De c ember--............. ___ ... _____ ··---··-···-······ .. -·---···--···· : 

1903: 
January-March-···· .. ·--···-···-·---·--·----.. ---·--··-·-.. .,......·-·-·--·- : 
A pr i 1-J u n e·--··-··--.. ··-.. ·-····---·-·-··-· .. ······-··· .. -··-···· .. ·········--.. -'---·····-·····-- : 
Ju ly~September-·············-----···-··-:-······-·--·-·----·--. ----·: 
,Oc to be r-Oe c ember·---········-··---···---······-·······---······-····-·--·---------- : 

1984: 
. January-March·-··--.. --·-·-··-·············-.. ·---.. ··--·-------··--··-: 
Apr i 1-·June--···········-:····-··--··---·------··--·---·----·-·-·: 
Ju 1 y-Se ptembe r--··--·-·-·:·---·----·--··-·-·--·-··-·-·· .. ·-··-- : 

. Oc to be r-De cembe r-.. ··············--···-····--·-···-·····--.. ·-·-··-'-·· .. ·-···-····-.. - : 

11 All filberts are Oregon No. 1 grade. 

Medium 
size 

Price .!/ 

Large 
size 

Whole 
and broken 

class 
-·-·-·-·------Per pound-···--················--·-

$1.87 : 

1. 98· : 
1.87 
1.98 

2.00 

1. 68 
1. 68 
1. 54 

$1. 79 

2.05 
1.94 
1.98 
2.18 

2.06 
2.43 
1.90 
1. 66 

1.44 
1. 32 
1. 42 
1. 42 

1.23 
1. 19 
1.22 
1. 30 

1. 34 
1. 32 
1. 32 
1.27 

$1. 35 

: 2.00 
2.·00 
i: 98 
2.04 

:2. 29 
2.24 
2·.17 
1.87 

1. 51 
1.29 
1. 20 
1.17 

1.36 
0. 97 

.. 0.98 
1.42 

.. 0.94 

1. 80 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
u:s. International Trade Commission. 
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Table 30 .. --Filbert"kernels: D~livered prices of imported products, by sources 
and by sizes or classes, ·and by quarters, October-December 1979 to 
October-December 1984 

'. Turkey Italy 

Period :Blanched: 
Unblanched 

Blanched 
Unblanched 

class : Medium: Large class Medium Large 
size : size size size 

--·---.----·-·-Price per pound-,· 

1979: October-
December-- $1. 72 $1. 81 .. 

1980: 
January-March 1. 92 2.34 
Apri 1-June.------. : 2. 34 2.33 $2.48 
July-September-.. ··-·--: $2.fl 2.14 2.31 : 
October-December--: 2. 18 2.09 2 .11 

1981: : .. "• 

Janu·ary-March· 1.97 '1. 74 -
Apri 1...:June---·-·- '•, 2.03 1.88 : 
July-September-.. 1. 63 '' 1. 80 1. 63 
October-December--·--....... : 1. 55 1.26 1. 45 .: $1.55 1. 50 

1982: 
January-March---.. ·-·-·----: 1.44 1. 25 1.32 1. 53 
Apri I-June--.. ·---: 1. 37 1. 23 1.10 1. 50 1. 33 
July-September-...... --: 1. 36 1.22 $1.12 1. 30 
October-December~~: 1. 38 '' 1. 12 1. 19 1. 24 1.51 

1983: 
January-March--·--: 1. 32 1. 13 1. 26 1. 30 1.21 
Apri 1-June--......... -----·-: 1. 38 1. 14 1. 64 1. 42 
July-September--.. -: 1.24 1.16 1.09 1. 33 
October-December-............ : 1. 30 1.10 1. 20 1.14 1. 36 1.16 

1984: 
January-March--.......... _ .. ____ : 1.35 1. 16 1.19 1.14 1. 18 1.22 
April-June 1.27 1. 16 1.14 1.19 1. 22 
July-September--··· ...... - .. --: 1. 35 1.16 1. 20 1. 18 1.22 
October-December-----: 1. 55 1. 22 1. 22 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of U.S. 
International Trade Commission. 
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!iil-bh 31.-Truck rates between· Portland, .Oregon, 
and 10 s~l~cted cities, January.1985 · ,, . ' . 

Full Rate .. 
Destination from Portland truckload 

weight Low High 

!/ 

Average 

·11000 eounds Per hundred-weight 

Seattle----.... . . . 46 $0.60 $0.60 $0.60 
Los Ang~ les·-·-. ·---··--· ---·--"-:· .. -:··:---.---: 46 2.00 2. 35 2. 18 
Denver-· .. =·-.. ·-- --.. ·--· .. ---··· 46 2.85 3.25 3.05 
Chicago-···-----------·---· - .. - .. _ .. ____ . - : 46 3.75 4.25 A.00 
Mo bi le-......... ·-~--·------ 46 5.25 6.00 ... 5.63 
Houston---.. ··------.,-----·------·--.-: 46 4.75 5.25 .5.00 
Qo s ton-............. _·-:---··--··---- :46 5 .. ,75 6.50 6 .13 
~~w york------·-·---.. ------·----: 46 5.50 6.00 5.75 
Ba 1 t imore-.. ·--.. ··-----·- 46 .. 5.25 6.25 " 5.75 
Atlanta------.. --·---- 46 5.00 5.50 5.25 

!/ During the inshell filbert rqarketing season (October-December) the 
transportation rate is usually high. Other factors affecting the rate· include 
supply of and demand for the trucking service when purchases of the s~rv1ce 
are under negotiation. The rates ·are constructed. in »accordance wi_th those . 
charged during late 1984. They.were used in January 1985. 

' 

·Source: Continental Truck Brokers,,Inc~, Portland, Oregon. 



·105 

Table 32. --Railroad rates between Portland, Oregon, 
, and 10 selected cities, January 19B5 

Destination from Portland Minimum carload weight Rate !/ 
1,000 pounds :Per hundred-weight 

Seattle ·----: 
Los Angeles----··---------: 
Denver_,... ..... _··----'--...:.··-· .. ------·--: 
Chicago-----, .. ---··--·-·-··--: 
Mobile · ,-------·-···--.. -· -: 

---.,,......-----: Houston----­
Boston--· .. ···,----
New York---
Dal ti more------·-------: 
Atlanta · .. -·--·-: 

40 
75 
BO 
BO 
BO 
80 
50 
80 
50 
80 

!/ These transportation rates apply only to filbert kernels. 

Source: . Burlington Northern Railroad -Co., Inc. 

$1.45 
3.14 
3.27 
4.69 
4.43 
4.69 
7.19 
6.51 
7 .19 
4.75 
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Table 33.-Filberts: EC' production, exports, imports, and 
apparent consumption, 1979-83 !/ 

(In thousands of pounds, .kernel-weight basis) 
.. Apparent Ratio (per-

cent) of 
Year Prod1.1ction Exports ~/ Imports ~/:. consumi:r- imports to 

tion Y consumption 

1979- 98,106 32,167 174,287 240,226 
1980-···-----: 121,916 15,656 167,285 "273,545 
190 l------: 100,421 26,249 156,315 230,487 
1982------: 138,340 28 I 145 168,868 279,063 
1983c·-----: 143,301 41,136 154,902 257,067 

j/ The 10 member countries of the European Community (EC) are Belgium, 
Denmark, rrance, Greece, Italy, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands1 West 
Germany I and the United Kingdom. 

73 
61 
68 
61 
60 

~/ Data do not include exports or imports from one member country to another 
member country of the European Community and, thus, figures do not agree with 
totals shown for tables 16 and 34. 

~/ Includes both filbert kernels and inshell filberts converted to a kernel­
weight basis; approximately 90 percent of the apparent consumption was filbert 
kernels. 

Source: Production in Italy as reported by the U.S. Foreign Agricultural 
Service plus production in Greece. and rrance as reported in official 
stati sties of the European Community, and imports and exports compiled by the 
Commission staff on the basis of official statistics of the European Community 
found in tables 16 and 34. 
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Table 34. ···-Fi l·berts: Imports into the Europe.an Community, from 
selected sources, ·by ·type~, 1979-83 . 

(In .thousands of pounds, ker:nel·-weight basis) 

Source 1979 1980 : •1981 1982 1983 ... 

All filberts 

Turkey-----------···-----: 166,406 151,529 150,495 164,346 148,576 

Intra EC 1/-----· .. : ·47,428 41,489 51!254 56,740 70,312 
Spain--·--·-··· '4 ,066 .. : 12,296 4,086 2,392 3,920 

United States--o-::·":· ···-... -: 1,705 1,828 969 534 938 
All other··-·········--·----. ··-·----···-----·---·--: 2, 110 1,632 7.65 1!596 -· 1 • ... 168 

.r · Total---·-·--------··---·--: 2211715 208!774 207!569 225 ! 608 2251214 
<,. 

Inshell filberts ?-._/ 

Turkey··-----. __ .. : .............. : ... .;.. ____ ........... -·-·····--: .. 3 9 6 3 56 

Intra £C 1/---·-····-----··----··--·-----·-·-·------.: .. 6 , 4 q" : 1 • 6 , 4 7 4 
Spa i n--·-····-:.···------·:-----·---·-----·-·-·:..'.....::-·:::-·- : 0 .. 7 6 
United States-·-··---·········--···---·-----·-··---·: 1, 705 1, 596 
A 11' other-·-·--·~---'· ·----············· ·········-··-····- : 90 13 9 __ __;::.=___;_ ___ ....:..:;:;_..;_ ___ =='--'----...::;..:::..._:_ __ _ 

. To ta 1-····-· .. ······---·--·····-··-···-------·-·- : __ 8;;....,1r....;6;...;0;...;;B--._--"-8 .._1 6"""4.;....l"------"'-~~-'---..;;....r..=~;.,_--':..::...£~..;;;.. 

~helled filberts 
•. ... . 

Turkey-··········----·--·--···-----··-·--·-·-·····-··--···-····---: 16<i,01Q l?l, 1n 150,066 164,041 148,200 
Intra EC 1/--.-·---------·-··-.-:·------·-;:-··:: · 41, 011 35, 01!;> 4.3, 637 48, 450 60, 878 
Spain----·-·······--····-------····---····------··-····--·--··-----·-··-: 4, 066 12, 220 4, 006 2, 392 3, 920 
United States--·-···--··--········--------·-·-··--·: 0 232 176 0 128 
A 11 other···--·--·--····--·-·----···-·········-·-----··- : --=2 ,_1 0;;;..;2;:;..;0;;..._;; _ _..;;.1..._1 """'4"""9 3 ___ ;...._ _ __.;;.5..;;..3-.8 __;_ _ _.;;l;...r.,....;;5...:;.0....;.4_..;... _ __;;;.1.1.. 44 i · · 

Total-··----................... ---·--·--·-·--···················: 213, 107 200, 133 198, 503 216, 387 214, 568 

l/ Imports into EC member countries from other EC memb_er countries. The 10 
member countries are: Belgium, Denmark, France, Greece (not a member.prior. 
to 19.81), Italy, Ireland',· Luxembourg, .the Netherlands, West Germany, and the. 
United Kingdbm. . 

?-._/ Inshell weights converted to shelled kernel weights at the rate of 
40 percent shellout for supplies from the United States and· 5o' percent 
shellout for supplies from all· ~ther sources. 

,. .-~ 

Source: Compiled by the Commission staff on the basis of 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 
then those shown for EC consumption· (tabl'e 33). ·. To determine imports from 
nonmember countries into the EC, subtract intra EC quantities from the above 
totals. 
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Table 35. -Filberts: Canadian production,· imports, and apparent consumption, 
by types, 1979-83 

Inshell filberts 
: Filbert kel'"nels 

:Ratio (per-: Ratio (per-
Year Pro- Apparent : cent) of cent) of 

due- Imports cons ump- :imports to : Imports ~/ imports to 
:tiori !/ tion 'fl : apparent apparent 

:consumetion: consumeti,on 

Quan.ti ty (1,000 pounds) y 

1979-: 600 1,691 2,291 74 2,123 
1980--: 550 1,337 1,887 71 1,859 
1981-: 330 1,970 2,300 86 1, 656 
1982-·: 522 1,804 " 2,326 78 1, 754 
1983-·--: 415 ,. 1!300 1£715 76 2,099 

Value (1,000 Canadian dollars) 

1979--: 324 1, 110 §/ §l 2,686 
1980-·-: 434 1,474 ': §.I ~I 4,067 
1981-: 263 1,740 §I §/ 3,345 
1982-·-: 383 1,431 §.I ?./ 2, 114 
1983-: 314' 1,036 5/ . 51 2 585 

Unit value (per pound) 

1979-: $0.54 $0.66 §/ §/ $1. 27 .§/ 
1980-: .79 1.10 §/ 51 2. 1'9 §/ 
1981-: .80 .88 §I §1 2·.02 §I 
1982-: .73 .79 §/ §/ 1. 21 ~I 
1983·-: .76 .80 §I §/ 1. 23 §./ 

.!/ Production in British Columbia, which accounts for al'l of ·the Canadian 
filbert production. Data include "fresh farm sales" as well as "fresh 
wholesale" quantities. 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

'?:_I Production plus imports; exports, if any, are believed to be negligible. 
3/ Production, and thus exports, are believed to be nii. 
ii Quantity ·of inshell filberts in inshell weight and quantity of filbert 

kernels in ~ernel weight . 
. §.I Not meaningful. 

Source: Production, compiled from official statistics of the Ministry of 
Agriculture and .Food, Province of British Columbia, Canada,· and imports, 
compiled from official statistics of Statistics Can~da. 
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Table 36.--Filberts: Canadian imports, by principal sources and by types, 
caiendar years 1979-83--.. ···Continued 

Year and type United 
States : Turkey Italy 

All "Total 
other 11 

: Average unit value (Canadian dollars per pound) 

Inshell filberts: 
19 79-. ----·----···----· .. ···--·----: $0.69 $0.57 
19 80-----·-·----------·-···---: . 1.05 $2.04 
1981 .. --·---... -........... -·--·-··-··--: . . 85 2.13 .83 $2.29 
19 8 2--·---··--- .. ·----·-: .81 .67 .87 
19 8 3----·-...... _______ ....... _. ____ .. ·--··-.. ·-: . 77 1. 36 . 53 

Filbert kernels: ii 
1979-- ··--·-.:.--.. -·-·-·· ............ ___ : 1. 27 1.26 1.26 1. 30 
1980---·····--·-------·---·--: 2.06 2.21 1.12 2.37 
19 8 l --·00

--:··-····---·--·-·--· .. ·-·--··-··-··-·

00

·----: 1. 79 2.09 2.10 2.53 
19 8 2----.. ··········-----····-··············· .. ··-·----: 1. 20 1. 18 .73 1.53 
19 8 3-------·--................. -.. ·-·---·--: 1. 14 1. 26 1. 56 

11 Nearly all from West Germany, the United Kingdom, and Switzerland. 
ll Less than 500 pounds. 

$0.66 
1.10 

.88 
.79 
. ao 

1. 27· 
2 .19 
2.02 
1. 21 
1. 23 

"J./ Inshell filbert weights were converted by the Commission staff to kernel­
weight equivalents by multiplying inshell weights by 0.40. 

ii The Canadian description is "shelled or roasted." 
§/ Less than $500. 

Source: Compiled from officiai statistics of Statistics Canada, annual 
reports of .Imports by Commodi tj.es ~ except as noted. 

Note:-.unit values for the combined quantities of inshell and shelled or 
roasted filberts are not meaningful. Because of rounding, figures may.not add 
to the totals shown. 
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APPENDIX G . · 

COSTS OF PRODUCING FILBERTS.IN QREGON:AND WASHINGTON, EXTENSION CIRCULAR 1173, 
OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY, ·MAY 1904 
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Filbert and Walnut 
Production, Returns, and Costs 
in ~regon and Washington 

Summary and 
conclusions 

Filbens and walnuts are the only two nut 
crops that are produced commercially in 
the Pacific Northwest. The entire U.S. 
filbert crop is grown in a small area of 
Oregon and Washington-about 980io of it 
in the Willamette Valley of Oregon. Pacific 
Northwest walnuts are grown exclusively in 
Oregon. 

The focus of this study was on trends of 
the Pacific Northwest tr~ nut industry for 
the period 1950-1982. We assembled and 
analyzed historical data on acreage, 
production, value, and costs; 

Filbens. Oregon's acreage decreased 
slightly through the early l 960's. Later 
surveys indicated an uptrend in acreage 
planted. Washingto11's acreage steadily 
declined. 

Survey data on trees planted per acre 
showed a sharp increase for Oregon in the 
latter part of the period. Washington's 
plantings per acre increased and then 
appeared to decline somewhat. Oregon's 
total production accelerated upward while 
Washington's declined. 

Filben prices generally increased over the 
period. As a result, Oregon's value of 
production greatly increased. Because of 
declining production, Washington's total 
value only slightly increased. 

Total costs of filben production were 
estimated to be just under $1,140 an acre. 
At average 1982 prices, an orchard yielding 
0.9 ton an acre would have Jost $530 an 
acre. However, $265 an acre would have 
been returned above estimated cash costs. 

Walnuts. Oregon's production has 
trended downward. About 6,000 tons were 
produced on average in the 1950's. That 
dropped to l, 140 tons on average in the 
early 1980's. 

.ln contrast, prices have trended upward. 
Value of production decline<! in the early 
pan of the period as production declines 
more than offset price increases. 

But starting in the late l 970's, value of 
production began to increase as price · 
increases in those years more than offset 
continuing production declines. 

Unlike filbens, cost-of-production infor­
mation was not available for walnuts. 

Introduction 
Oregon and Washington form the only 

commercial filben production area in the 
U.S. ln 1982, over 981170 of the crop was 
grown in Oregon. Walnuts are the only 
other commerciaijy 1!1'0wn nut crop in the 
region. All of the region's walnut crop is in 
Oregon, and production has been declining. 
Oregon winters are too severe for most 
walnut varieties. · · · 

Oregon's filbert and walnut production 
is all found in the Willamette Valley. 
Washington's filbert production is located 
entirely in Clark County, just north of the 
Willamette Valley. 

Filben operations typically range from 5 
to 200 acres. A 50- to 80-acre orchard is 
considered an economical size. Irrigation is 
rare. 

A typical walnut enterprise is only 1 O to 
25 acres and either a part-time operation or 
part of a filbert enterprise. 

Purpose of the study 
For a number of years, Pacific North· 

west public policymakers have tried to deal 
with a wide range of rural community 
development concerns-maintaining ada­
quate agricultural productivity, improving 
environmental quality, and understanding 
the role of agricultural production in the 
economy of Oregon, Washington, and 
Idaho. 

The study reponed here is part of a 
broad project to promote this understand 
The filben and walnut crop information 
assembled in this repon, together with the 
information other researchers have gath 
ered on important crop and livestock 
sectors, should provide a valuable agricul 
tural data base to help policymakers 
establish sound recommendations on imper 
tant Pacific Northwest rural development 
questions. 

The specific focus of this research was 
for the period 1950-1982, to determine the 
trends of the Pacific Northwest tree nut 
industry, a segment of honicultural prod uc 
tion that continues to be imponant to nut 
growers, proces~ors, and consumers. 

· Study objectives 
Specific objectives for this study were 

1. develop historical data on filbert and 
walnut acreage and production; 

2. assemble data on filbert and walnut 
value of production; and 

3. identify representative costs of product 
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Table I-Pacific Northwest.filbert acreage" Table 2-Pacific Northwest filbert tree 
number~ 

Table 3-Pac{fic Northwest filbert number 
of trees per acre" 

Oregon Washington Total 
Year (acres) (acres) (acres) 

1955 19.169 1,434 20,603 
1958 18.223 1,109 19,332 
1963 17,734 813 18,547 
1976 16.936 501 19,437 
1980 21.580 377 21.957 

•For periodic survey years. 
Source: U. S. Depanment of Agriculture, 

Agricu/1ural S1atis1ics, selected issues; and the 
OSU Economic Information Office. 

Table 4-Pacific Northwest filbert produc-
lion (inshell basis), 1950-82 

Oregon Washington Total 
production production production 

Year (tons) (tons) (tons) 

1950 6.000 570 6,570 
1951 6,100 640 6,740 
1952 ll,000 790 11,790 
1953 4,300 600" 4,900 
1954 8,000 620 8,600 
1955 7,400 310 7,710 

- 1956 2,900 140 3,040 
1957 11,900 610 12,510 
1958 7,100 440 7,540 
1959 9,500 600 10,100 
1960 8,400 550 8,950 
1961 11,100 600 11,760 
1962 7,300 489 7,780 
1963 6,600 360 6,960 
1964 . 7,800 290 8.090 
1965 7,300 440 7,740 
1966 11,700 520 12,220 
1967 7,000 540 7,540 
1968 7,000 600 7,600 
1969 7,100 300 7,400 
1970 8,750 510 9,260 
1971 11.000 370 11,370 
1972 9,600 550 10,150 
1973 11,700 550 12,250 
1974 6,400 300 6,700 
1975 11,800 320 12,120 
1976 6,950 220 7,170 
1977 11,400 350 11,750 
1978 13,700. 350 14,050 
1979 12,700 300 13,000 
1980 15,100 ,300 15,400 
1981 . 14,400 300 14,700 
1982 18,200 300 18,500 

Source: U.S. Depa:"UDent of Agriculture, 
Agricul1ural Statislic:., selected issues; and the 
OSU Economic Information Office. 

Oregon Washington Total 
Year (trees) (trees) (trees) 

1955 1,527.321 125.680 1,653.001 
1958 1.471,277 99,589 1,570.866 
1963 1,418,507 73,102 1,491,609 
1976 2,028,975_. 52,707 2,081,682 
1980 2,510,040 36,574 2,546.614 

•For periodic survey years. 
. Source: U.S. Depanment of Agriculture, 

Agricul1ural S1atistics, selected issues; and the 
OSU Economic Information Office. 

Oregon Wa~11ington Total 
trees trees trees 

Year per acre per acre per acre 

1955 79 86 80 
1958 81 90 81 
1963 80 90 80 
1976 107 105 107 
1980 116 97 116 

8 For period survey years. 
Source: U. S. Depanment of Agriculture, 

Agricul1ural Sta1istics, selected issues; and the 
OSU Economic Information Office. 

Table 5-Pacific Northwest filbert production sold shelled (inshell basis), 1952-82 

Pacific 
Oregon• Washington• Northwest 

% of %of %of 
Year tons total tons total tons total 

1950 b 

1951 b 

1952 b 

1953 b 

1954 1,610 19 
1955 1,356 18 
1956 207 7 
1957 3,888 31 
1958 1,613 21 
1959 3,545 35 
1960 2,895 32 
1961 5,498 47 
1962 2,918 32 

'1963 1,759 25 
1964 1,747 22 
1965 931 12 
1966 1,948 16 
1967 513 7 
1968 479 • 6 
1969 860 12 30 10 890 12 
1970 1,760 20 - 73 14 1,833 20 
1971 4,530 41 122 33 4,652 41 
1972 2,420 25 170 31 2,590 26 
1973 3,400 29 123 22 3,523 29 
1974 1,500 23 48 16 1,548 23 
1975 4,140 35 76 24 4,216 35 
1976 1,020 15 35 16 1,055 15 
1977 2,030 18 65 19 2,095 18 
1978 4,300 31 . 100 29 4,400 31 
1979 5,400 43 70 23 5,470 42 
1980 6,500 43 101 34 6,601 . 43 
1981 6,200 43 100 33 6,300 43 
1982 8,600 17 230 77 8,830 48 

•oata by state first published in 1969. 
t.rhe 1950-53 average was 1,463 tons. 

Source: U.S. Dcpanment of Agriculture, Agricultural Statistics, selected issues; and the OSU 
Economic Information Office. 
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Method 
We collected all available data from the 

1950-82 period on filbert and walnut 
acreage, tree numoers. production, use, 
prices, value of production, and costs of 
production; and we summarized them for 
the Pacific Northwest. 

We compiled most of the data from 
published reports of the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture and the Oregon State 
University Economic Information Office. 
Consultations with horticultural specialists 
and economists provided additional infor­
mation. 

We updated our estimated costs for 
Oregon filbert production to 1982 values by 
indexing. We included cultural, harvest, 
and overhead costs. Be cautious when you 
use this budget-it is based on a cost study 
for a specific area. No cost-of-production 
data were available for the Oregon walnut 
industr}i. 

Filberts 
. During the period 1950-1982, five 

acreage surveys of the Pacific Northwest 
filbert industry were completed (table 1). 
Oregon's acreage dropped slightly through 
at leastthe late 1950's and early 1960's. ln 
1955, there were almost 19,200 acres in 
Oregon. By 1963, that number had been 
reduced just over 711/o, to about 17, 700 
acres. 

The next survey showed an increase in 
acreage, and by 1980 there were almost 
21,600 acres planted to filberts in Oregon. 

Washington's acreage showed a steady 
decline from 1,434 acres in the 1955 survey 
to 377 acres in the 1980 survey. 

Data on tree numbers were also collected 
as a part of the filbert industry surveys 
(tables 2 and 3). The number of trees 
planted per acre in both states was mostly 
unchanged in the first three surveys, ending 
in 1963. 

The spacing in Washington for those 
years was about 10 trees more per acre than 
in Oregon. By 1976, high-density plantings 
had increased the average for the two states 
to 107 trees an acre. The trend toward 
higher density plantings continued in 
Oregon. 

By 1980, there were an average of 116 
trees an acre in that state. Washington's 
average density declined somewhat in the 
1980 survey, to less than 100 trees an acre. 

Production trends for the two states have 
been opposite each other (table 4). While 
quite variable from year to year, Oregon 
showed a trend toward accelerating growth 
in production. 

ln the 1950's, Oregon's production 
averaged about 7 ,400 tons a year. That 
increased to 8, 100 tons on average in the 
1960's, and 10,400 tons in the 1970's. 
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Table 6-Pac{fic Northwest filbert prices 
(mshe// basis), 1950-82 

Pacific 
Oregon·. Washington Northwest 

price price price 
Year {$/ton) ($/ton) ($/ton) 

1950 350 354 350 
1951 350 357 351 
1952 296 330 298 
1953 344 345 344 
1954 . 320 322 320 
1955 420 422 420 
1956 510 513 510 
1957 300 303 300 
1958 380 380 380 
1959 376 378 376 
1960 420 422 420 
1961 380 382 380 
1962 440 442 440 
1963 470 470 470 
1964 440 442 440 
1965 450 452 4SO 
1966 390 417 391 
1967 492 497 492 
1968 518 S20 518 
1969 S50 SSS 550 
1970 S70 S71 S70 
1971 414 416 414 
1972 508 509 508 
1973 510 635 573 
1974 S60 S65 560 
1975 610 595 610 
1976 640 635 640 
1977 687 674 687 
1978 805 835 806 
1979·. 951 970 951 
1980 1,151 1,181 1,152 
1981 786 770 786 
1982 675 670 675 

Source: U.S. Depanment of Agriculture, 
Agricultural Statistics, selected issues; and the 
OSU Economic Information Office. 

Increased acreage, much denser plantings, 
and improved cultural practices helped to 
push the production average in the early 
1980's to 15,900 tons a year. 

In contrast, Washington's filben produc­
tion showed an accelerating downtrend. In 
the 1950's, Washington produced S30 tons 
a year on average. By the 1960's that figure 
had slipped to 474 tons, and it was just 390 
tons a year on average in the 1970's. 
Production in the early 1980's was esti­
mated at only 300 tons a year. 

The portion of the crop sold shelled was 
highly variable (table 5). Market conditions 
were the major factors a:ffecting this 
amnunt. 

Markets for shelled filberts were improv­
ing during the late 1970's and early 1980's. 
That was reflected in generally greater 
percentages of the crop being sold in that 
form during the latter pan of the period. 

Prices to filbert growers generally 
increased (table 6). Until the late 1970's, 
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Table 7-Pacific Northwest value of fllben 
production, 1950-82 

Pacific 
Oregon Washington Northwest 
value of value of value of 

production production production 
Year ( x $1,000) ( x $~ .000) ( x Sl.000) 

1950 1,872 156 2.028 
1951 2,048 214 2,262 
1952 3,191 261 3.452 
1953 1,445 207 1,652 
1954 2,512 200 2.712 
1955 3,108 131 3,239 
1956 1,479 72 1,551 
1957 3,510 185 3,695 
1958 2,698 167 2,865 
1959 3,572 227 3,799 
1960 3,528 232 3,760 
1961 4,218 2S2 4,470 
1962 3,212 212 3,424 
1963 3,102 i69 3,271 
1964 .J,432 128 3,560 
1965 3,285 199 3,484 
1966 4.~63 217 4,780 
1967 3,444 268 3,712 
1968 3,626 312 .3.928 
1969 3,905 167 4,072 
1970 4,988 291 5,279 
1971 4,554 154 4,708 
1972 4,877 280 . 5,157 
1973 6,669 349 7,018 
1974 3,584 170 3;754 
197S 7,198 19() 7,388 
1976 4,448 140 4,588 
1977 7,832 236 8,068 
1978 11,029 292 . 11,321 
1979 12,078 291 12,369 
1980 17 ,380 354 17,i~,4 

1981 11,318 231 11,549 
1982 12,285 201 12,486 

Source: U.S. Depanment of Agriculture, 
Agricultural Statistics, selected issues; and the 
OSU Economic Information Office. 

Oregon prices were typically higher by a 
few dollars a ton. That situation reversed, 
starting in 1975, when Oregon's price' 
showed a tendency to be higher in some 
years. 

Prices for the two states averaged $36.5 a 
ton in the 1950's. There was a general 
upward trend from that point despite some 
variability. The average price in the 1 %0' s 
was $455 a ton, and in the 1970's it was 
about S630 a ton. 

A record yearly average price was set in 
1980, when growers received just over 
$1,150 a ton. Prices following that season 
declined in response to a worldwide 
oversupply situation. The overall average 
price for the early 1980's still showed a 
continuation of the uptrend, at about $870 
per ton.· 

Because production and prices both 
increased, Oregon's value of production 
trended upward, in spite of considerable 
variability (table 7). The Oregon filben 
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Table 8~F.ioert p_rod&1ciion costs I"' ocre! "ortlvrn N'!Jlamellr V.11/wy~ 198? 

Cost 'factor 

Cultural operar.ions 

Prune' 
Brush removal 

· Fmilizer (2@N/tree) 
'Limed 
J;ierbicide spray 
Chemical suckering (4) 
Aphio control 
Leaf roller control 
.Solubor spraY' 
Filbert wann spray C2 x) 
Flailing (6 x) 
Orchard. floor maint.'. 

. . l . •· 

Harvest costs' 
Sweeping (1.25 x ) 

•.: 

. Picking & handling· , 
Hauling (SIO/ton dry.wt) 

: Drying (S50/ton dry wt) 

Other charges 
Pickur 
Interest on land & 
orchard ($4000@ l3'1o).. 

Taies'on land11 .· · .'. · 

OJ>crating capital.: , •. 
. interest (140/v)' . 
Filbert Commission 

. · ($10/ton) .' . 
~eral overhead1 

, 

Total cash c:osu 
Total noncash cosu 
Total cosu 

Cost per lb @1;400 lb yield 
C-ost per lb @ 1 ;800 lb yield 
Cost per lb @ 2;220 lb yield 
Cost per lb @ 2;600 I~ yield 

Hours 

4.00 
. .50 
.20 
• 07 
.2.5 

1.00 
.40 
.40 
.20 
.80 

1.50 
;.oo 

:\· 

•• 60 
-~.00 

.}.50· 

:•.:.·;· 

· l.a11or 
.. , Value (Sj :· Machinery cs>• 

46.80, 1'7.60 
.S.8.S 10.35 
2.3.5 l.10 

.80 . 1.00 
2.90 2.60 

11.70 9.80 
4.70" 7.10 
4.70 7.10 
2.3.S 3 • .5.5 
9.3.S 14.20 

.17 • .5.S 21.9.S 
. 23.40. 19.00 

11.0.S 35.40 
'18.60 34.90 

"'17.5$ 17.20 

, 

17.9S 9i.28 
161.70 111.5'7 

179.65 ~.8.S 

78 • .SC 
63.2 
53 • .S 
46.7 

Other 

hem Value CS> 

fer.. 
litne . 

chem; 
chem. 
chem. 
chem. 
chem. 
chem. 

S4.90 
8.00 
'7.7!-
2.60 
.S.1.S 
5.1.5 
1.00 

1.5 • .50 

12.3.S 
61.6.S 

520.00 
16 • .SO 

13.90 

9.00 
21.7.S 

23.5.20 
.520.00 
7.S.S.20 

Total 

64.40 
16.20 
.56.35 
9.80 

13.2.S 
24.10. 
16.95 
16.9.S 
6.90 

39.0.S· 
39.SO 
42.40 

46.4.S 
53.SO 
12.3.S 
61.6.5 

34.7.S 

520.00 
16.SO 

13.90 

9.00 
21.75 

344.43 
793.27 

1.13i.70 

•B.Ueo on an 8G-ac:rc, mauR, bcariq ordwd; 1.800-lb normal or~ ; 
dry·wciJht yidd; I 08 uee$ per acre; opcraior'sJabor@ SJ l. 70pcr hour: and· 

•Optional bued on leaf analysis._ Assuines one application every other 
year. . 

birCd labor @ S6.90 per hour. . . · 1Rodent CIODU'ol. leveliq. etc. 
'See uble 8a for machinery ad equipment i:oat auumJltions. · · · 'All of the swecpina labor and one-~ of the pickina and bandling labor is 

bind. "Based on pruning every fifth uec in a S-yur rowion prunini. 
0 Based on maintenance apPlication of 1,000 lb per acre every third year. ~on farm use value. · 

crop amounted to an aver&Je $2.S million a 
year in the 1950's. By.the 197011 that bad . 
increased to $6. 7 million. 

'Recore!. prices and nc,ar·record produc:· 
tion m 1980 caused Ore,on. s rJlbert crop 
v8.lue io set a record of almost $17.4 
million. Later producti~n increases par· 
tially offset price declines. Thus. Oretion's 
average value of production in the early 
1980's was $13. '7 million. 

Rising prices in Washingto~ offset that. 
swc•s decline in produaion. Consequently, 
Washington's value of production n· 
mained on a slight increase over the period. 
In the 19SO's it averaged just over SIS!.i.000. 

;lncludcs. u~&iu. accoumina' fees, shop, liability imuranct, cic. 

·,_. 

During the early ·1980's it averqcd just 
over $262,000. 

&tinwes of production cosu in the 
nonhan Willamette Valley were available 
(tables 8 and Ba). They were divided into 
cultural operations. harvest cosu, and 
other cbarJes. · · · · 

Major cultural operation cosu Included 
.pruning at $64 an &ere, fenilizer ~t S58 an 
acre, orchard floor maintenance at $42 an 

· acre; and flailing at $40 an acre. We· . 
estimated total cosu for c:ultural operation$ 
to beabout S348 an acre, including $117 for 
chemical sprays. 

Harvest cosu for sweeping. piclcing, 
~dling; hauling, anci drying amounted to .­
Sl 74 a ton. (We assumed that hauling and 
~would be done on a c:ustom basis.) 

· Interest on land and orbcard investment 
wa5 the major other charge categOT)', S520 
an acre. 

Total cosu for production were esti­
mated to be just under S l, l ,,.O an acre, 

· including $344 an acre of cash cosu. At the 
aver&1c 1982 J,rice of filberts, an orchard 
with 2. l .800-pound yield per acre would 
lose SS30 an acre. However, about SUiS an 
acre would have been returned above cash . 
cons. 
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Table Sa-Machinery and equipment cost assumptions for the "Machinery" column estimates in table 8 

Machin~ 

Wheel 'tractor 
Pickup 

. Front-end loader 
· Brush rake 

Fen. spreader 
Sprayer (PTO) 
Sprayer (PTO) 

; Flail 
Sweeper 
Picker 
Leveler 
·bther orchard 

·size · 

60hp -
Vi ton 

JOO gal 
300 gal 

9 ft - '· 

Initial 
.. investment ($), 

19,890" 
8,250 ,. 
5,3SS., 
. 525 
l,125 :·'_ 
l ,OS<i .. 

10,500. 
4,425 . • .. 

_.. . \ .::.· .•• , .... .t'''i" \ ............ '. ,. . • 

. . . .. ; . .;.-. - ·-: ~· -:: ... Operating· 
Salvage Expected costs• 
value($) ~· , : ·life (Yr) ·($/hour) 

7,6so· ·· . ·7 .oo 
4,500 5 : 5.85 
Z,29S )_·.· 20 ··:·,. .75 

0 - 10 1.10 
225 ·:, 20 .90 ., 
lSO 15 1.25 

3,7SO 15 2.65 
2.2so 7 1.9S 
4,S90 10 2.70 
3,825 10 .6S 

300 
.. 

15 1.10 .. 

. .. 'Operating Total 
, .. com~- costs 
· ($/hour) ($/hciu1 
.. 2.SO 7.20 

5.45 11.30 
9.05 9.80 

2.50 3.60 
·4.50 5.40 
1.~ 2.45 
7.75 .. 10.40 

;·; ... 5.jo 7.25 
1.2 .. 05 . 14.75 
16.SO '17.15 
1.05 : . ·, -~ ·; 2.15 

0 10 
,~· .. 

.• 2.95 f.45. 4.40 ···~ ~eq~u=i~p=m=e=n~tc~~~~~~~~~~~_..:.......:_~ ........ ~.,..-~~~.;..;...:.-~~...-~.:._.,........,........,........,........,........,.......~.,.......~~ ........................ .,.......~ 
0 lncludes repairs, maintenance, fuel, and lubrication. •includes such items as pruning tools, chain saw, ladders, and miscellan1 

equipment. · · blncludes depreciation, interest on the average investment, taXes, and 
insurance. » · ·· • ... 

I·. 

···'·Source: 1982 update from an OSU Economic Information Office en 
·prise data sheet on filben production costs in the:nonhern Willamette 
Valley, originally prepared February 19,79, ·· 

·walnuts· 
· Oregon is the only state in the l?acific 
Northwest that has walnut production. In 

·th~ early 19SO's,_Oregon accounted for 
almost lOV/o of the U. S. walnut crop. 
However, in 19S5, a severe freeze virtually 

·-.destroyed Oregon's walnut crop, and the 

Table. 9~0regon English walnut (inshell basis) production, percent of production sold 
shelled, price, and value of production, 1950-82 

· industry never really rebounded. 
. . ·ln 1981, the last year that data were 
'° collected on Oregon's walnut industry, just 
. over 1,000 tons of production were . 
reported (table 9). By ~mparison, Califor­
nia-reported 225,000 tons, 99.<)0io of the . . ·:u.s. crop that year'. ~ . . . . 

. Oregon's production trended downward 
for most of the period. Average production 
in the 19SO's was just over 6,000 tons a year 
with a high of 8,400 tons in 1954. 

Data on production sold shelled were 
available for 1965-.77. The percentage_w.as 

. q·uiie vanable, but it was usually at· least 
one-third-and frequently exceeded one-
half-of the production. .. 

Only about l,3SO tons in total were.being""· 
produced on average in the 1970's. That 
dropped to about 1, 100 tons in th_e early 
1980's. · " · · ·· · · · 

Production 
Year (tons) 

19SO 6,300 
1951 9,100 
19S2 S.200 
1953 4,400 
195.4 .' .: 8,400· .. 
19SS · · 5,400 ·· . · .: 
19S6· · · · 2,soo··· 
1957 .· S.300. 

' 19S8 . 6,500 . 
1959 4,200 : 
1960 2,SOO . 
1961 6,300 
1962 2,900 
1963 .,... .. . 3;800 . 
1964 '. . . 4,100 . . .... 
1965 1,300 .• 
'1%6'. 4,000 

.. ; 1.967 . . 2,400 

' 1968 . : 3,600. 
'_ .1969 . . . 2,SOO 

1970 3,800 
Walnut prices trended upward over the 1971 1,400 

period, in spite of considerable variability 1972 800 
at times. Prices averaged a·oout $375 a ton 1973 1,000 
in the 19SO's and S4SO in tne 1960's. By the 1974 l,SOO 
1970's, the,average wa.Sin the area of$610 -197S · '·. · · l,300 · 
a ton and reached $1,170 by the early 1976 700 ... 

. 1980's.. 1977. ·· , 500. 
Thevalueofproductiondeclinedthrough- , .... 1978 ~. 1,270 

out most of the period on average, as, J 979 . · l·,245 .. 

·"lo production 
sold shelled 

a 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
.. .. 

' .•'35 
SB 

.-45., 
. ;; 61 

44 
SS 
S6 
51 
61 
73 
so. 
41 
31 
• 

.. production decliries more than ·offset price 1980 . . l,27S· · • 
advances. Walnuts were an average S2;2 1981 1,005 ., . • 

. :,, 

Price 
(S/ton) 

320,, .. 
340 
360 '. 
370 
260 
470 
390 
400 
380 
4SP 
570 

·~ 

'410 
. -.420. 

'450 .. 
·430. 
426·, 

. 400 

sob 
540 
364 
360 
290 
S38 
550 
380 
390 
605 

. 710 "i 

l,115 
r,r60 
l·,120 
1,.200· 
. b 

' Value 
· (X Sl,000 

2:016 
.3,094 
2:9s2 
1,628 
2,'106 
2,397 
1,092 
2,i20 
2,470 
1,890 

·l,425 
2,583 
1,218 
1,710 

. 1.~763 
S46 

. 1,600 
. 1,200 
. 1,944 

910 
1,368 

406 
430 
S50 
570 
507 
424 
355 

1,416 
1,444 
1,428 
1,226 

b million crop in the 1950's. By.the 1970's, . 1982 .. . ·· .b • 

they were a S750,000 industry'. · · · .- -.C-o_ll_e_ct_io_n_o_f-.th-.e-da-. ~ia-s_cn_· es.,.......b_c~-an-. -in_l_96_S_a_· n-d-cn-dcd-.-in.,.......19_7_7-. __ .,........,........,........,....... ___ _ 

Strong price i.ncreases in.the late 19,70's bCollection of the data was disContinuecfin 1982. · · .. 
and early 1980' s off set production. declines Source: U. s .. DePa.nment of Agricultilre, Agricu/1ural S1aiistics; ·seleaed' iSsues; and the OSU 
during that time .. Thus, the average value of · ·Economic-Information Office. , • 
production w~ in the SL3 million range in . r: · · 
the early 1980's.. · ·. 

s 
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The Oregon State University .Extension Service provides education andjnformation based on timely 
research to help Oregonians solve problems and develop skills related to youth, family. community, 
farm, forest, energy, and marine resources . 

.Extension's agriculture program provides education, training, and technical assistance to people with 
agriculturally related needs and interests. Major program emphases include food and fiber produc­
tion, farm business management, marketing and processing of agricultural products, and resource use 
and conservation. 

This publication was prepared by Larry Bun, Extension economist, and Elizabeth Woodley, educa­
tional project aide, Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, Oregon State University. 

Extension Service, Oregon State University, Corvallis, 0. E. Smith, director. This publication was 
prOduced and distributed in iurtherance of the Acts of Congress of May 8 and June 30, 1914. 
Extension work is a cooperative progiam of Oregon State University, the U.S. Depanment of 

· Agriculture, and Oregon counties. 

Oregon State University Extension Service offers educational programs, activities, and materials 
without regard to race, color, national origin, or sex as required by Title VI of the Civil Rights· Act of 
1964 and Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972. Oregon State University Extension Service 
is an Equal Opponunity Employer. 
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The Block ·~ea Region Hazelnut Exporters' Union was established in 1951 as a semi - officio/ 
· organization of the Under secretariat of the Treasury and Foreign Trade .of the Prime Ministry. 
The Union hos 360 members, 60 96 of whom are directly involved in hazelnut exportation. The 
Union carries out stud/es on market and pTice conditions of hazelnuts and other related 
agricultural products, in order to provide its members with up - to - dote information. The other 
functions of the Union ore: to study '!ny problems which might hinder its members in carrying 
out their.activities and propose solutions to these problems: to collect S!otisticol data on · 
h.i.zu/nuts, qnd, when so authorized by the State, to approve officio/ documentation of hazelnut 
exportation. 

The Economic Research Institute. was established in 1984 under the auspices of the Exporters' 
Union. The main purpose of the Institute is to foster research and publications on trade and 
marketing conditions in both the foreign an.d the domestic markets.· 

2 
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. MARKET REPORT. 

Production: 

Jn Turkey, annual hazelnut crop estimates arc made by a governmental committee composed of 
technicians: under the ausrices··of t'hc·Tcchnical Agricuftur:il Directorates .of the hazelnut -

. - arow'in"-provinces. Since. 1964; the annual estimates - with one exception - were realized within 
,; ma.xi~u·m Of S % devl.a~-ion. Th·c· o~c extcption wa~ ih f 983, -"'.heh the Technical Agricultural · 

·'. Oirectorates' estimate WaS 388,000 ton·s; \viiereaS the actuai harvest was 460,000 tons. 
The official. 1984 erop estim'ate ·is· 280;000 to~s. This 'is· slightly higher than Gil~ ~nd Duffus' 
estimate of 260,000 tons, but is more likely to be correct. · 

--Marketing: .. .-

. · · ~n 19~4. the_:~o~ impon~1,1t deci~ion take~ by the g~wernm~nt w~ to export every crop within. 
'-th~ year ofharvest and thus not c~r,ry.o~er anynock.to,the following year. From now on, 

. : ~vhenever the su.ppiy is gieat~r than t~e demand, the excess w.m be. used in. the oil and fats 
inJ~stry.· This will p~~vent the ~~cumulation of stocks :md a corresponding decrease in prices. 

It will also ensure that Turkey, which supplies most of the international market deniand ... ~ill cl. 
be a?le to provide bette_r qua,lity and tastier hazulnuts. It has been decided tha~. the 140'to&"Jf"' 
haze.lnut$, _held in.~qck from l9.83 and preceding years,-. will be utilized by the· oil and fats 

:.industry in 1984.. . 

Suppon price: '·.· 

Jn 1984:, the0gove~mc;nt establ.i-~hed.a 'st~_p' p.ric_e .policy. Ac,cording to this_'step' price system. 
· FISKOBIRi..IK's< ) price per kilo is a5 follows: 

September 
October 
November 
December 
January 

240TUkg. 
24S TUkg 
260TUkg-
268TUkg 
275 TUkg 

·Jn September, 1984, it was decided that producers would be paid in cash on delivery of up to 
1,SOO kilos of hazelnuts to FISKOBIRLIK. It appears, however, that there have been some 
difficulties with cash payments, as they have usually been one or tw.o months late. Obviously, 
this also has an adverse effect on prices. Instead of delivering their crops to FISKOBIRLIK, 
the producers prefer merchants or private exponers, even if th~ir prices arc lower, because they 
can guarantee cash on delivery. Even so, in the second half of October, 1984, .prices in the private 
sector went as hi?:h as 290 TUkg, parallel with the increase in the foreign market. 

(•) Union of Hazelnut <.:oopcratitc., a 11emi. official organization 

4 
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Price: 

The above - mentioned decision to eliminate a hazulnut stock has already shown a positive 
effect on prices, with shelled hazelnuts reaching S 2.SO per kilo on the Hamburg market . 

. ·.·. 

However, th~e have been some fea~ ~hat .this deciSi~n migh~ l;>e:r~~rse_d. These fears arose 
because a 400 kilo sample of haielnut:S' was scnqo Japan. Th~ ~mple, it .should be noted, was 

• •• • I ' I . 

·taken from the ~tock put aside f~r the. oil arid. f~u industry. Tb~ m~tter: .~as bro:u~ht to the 
:inention of officials of FISKOBIRLIK, who have stated :that the.decision definitely will 
not be 'reversed, and· that tht; first p'~ of ih~.existj~g- stock h.as ~rea~y been delivered to the oil 

·and fats industry.· ·. :·: · . , ·. · · ·-. · _ .":, ''. .. ,> ~ . ·. . .: '·. _. - · 

On the other hand, it has been disclosed that, due to previous agreen;i_cnts wi~. domestic firms, 
2,000 tons of mashed hazelnuts (fure) will be. ailottcd to local industries which use hazelnuts in 

.. their produc~. For· this .purpose·, 16,000 tons of hazClnuts have been shelled. Officials stated that 
the 8,000 tons of shelled hazelnutswhich accumulated in processing the mashed hazelnuts will 

.. _ be eith.er.coi:isumed by the domestic market.or exported t:o·Russla, from which'it is highly 
unlikely that they will be r~ - exported... · ' · · 

·:Another neg~tive iacr;or ~n the pr:ice is that-some n~ companies have begun to c~port hazelnuts 
at below ". market prices, This, is nappening because, according to'Turkey's: new export 
encouragement system, great advantages are gained by companies with exports worth SO· million 
dollars or more. In order ·to reach the SO m~llion dollar level and thus gain these advantages, some 
export companies whose usual dealings arc in industrial productS are becoming involved in the . 
exportation of hazelnuts. These companies arc willing to export hazelnuts-below the market· 
price in order to obtain the higher net gains resultingfro'm e~ports worth, 50 .mill.ion dollars. 
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Between 1950 and 1965, average hazelnut production worlwide was 150,000 tons (unshelleJ). 
This figure rose to 2SO,OOO tons in the period 1966 -1.970, and to 4.50,000 tons in 1971 - 1983. 
This rapid increase was mainly due to the i~crease i~ Turkey's pr~duction. 
In the table below, the area under cultivation, production, and productivity In Turkey are shown 
for the 1976- ~983 period. As can be seen from the table, productivity fluctuated from year to 
year while the area under cultivation increased steadily. 

TABLE 1 

Area Hektar .Hazelnut Production According .to Regions 

Production Ton 
Productivity : % Akcakoca Ordu Giresun 'J)abzon 

Region Region Region Region Total 

1976 Area 90.500 136.500 99.000 46.500 372.500 
Production 50.000 91.500 70.000 46.000 257.500 
Productivity 55.2~ 67.03 77.78 98.92 69.13 

1977 
... 

Area 91.500 138.000 99.SOO 47.500 376.SOO 
Production 89.000 lOS.000 65.000 48.000 307.000 
Productivity 97.27 76.09. 65.33 101.05 81.54 

1978 Area 92.000 140.000 100.000 48.000 380.000 
Production 74.190 116.700 75.200 43.910 310.000 
Productivity 80.64 83.36 75.20 91.48 81.S8. 

1979 Area , 94.500 141.000'. 100.000 48.500 384.000 
Production 69.000 112.000 65.000 40.000 285.000 
Productjyity 73.02 '79.43 65.00 84.41 74.22 

1980 Area 95.000 141.500 100.000 48.500 385.000 
Production 77.500 95.500 42.000 35.000 250.000 

" Productivity 81.42 67.49 42.000 72.16 64.94 

1981 Area 97.000 144.000 100.000 47.000 390.000 
Production 102.500 155.000 85.000 60.000 402.500 
Productivity 105.67 107.63 85.00 127.66 103.20 

1982 Area 98.500 148.500 100.000 48.000 395.000 
Production 69.000 72.000 41.500 . 31.500 214.000 
Productivity 70.05 48.48 41.50 - 65.63 54.18 

Avarage Area 94.J.43 141.357 99.786 47.714 383.286 
Production 75.884 106.814 63.386 43.344 289.429 
Productivity 80.61 75.56 63.52 90.84 75.51 

1983 Arca 100.00.0 150.000 100.000 50.000 400.000 
Production 89.613 139.813 68.968 42.637. 341.032 
Producti vity 89.61 93.20 68.97 85.27 85.25 

Hourrrr l1h1111hlrlllo. 
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. Turkey .. s hazelnut exports constitute about 80 % of the world's total. As may be seen from 
Table 3, hazelnuts account for 17 .5 % of the revenues derived from the exportation of all 
Turkish crops and 4 % of the revenues from total Turkish exports. 

TABLE 2 

The Share of Hazelnut Exports in 1983 o:ooo dollars) 

(1) (2) (3) 

Total Export of Hazelnut 
Exports Crops Exports (3 )/(2) (3 )/(1) 

5.727,8 1.484,0 245.9 % 17,5 %4,3 

Source: State Planning Organization. 

Hazelnuts are mainly e~po~ted from September 1 through December the months immediately 
following the harvest, Table 4 shows the yearly e~p<!rtation of shelled hazelnuts according to 
exporters. 

1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984("') 

TABLE 3 

Turkey's Shelled Hazelnut Export (Ton) 
According to Exporters .· 

(1st September - 31st Dece~ber) 

Black Sea Istanbul 
Fiskobirlik Exporters Exporters 

8.554 32.540 4.350 
3.712 35.215 1.650 

12.049 20.115 11.000 
394 44.819 14.194 

6.363 25.295 14.000 

Source: Black Sea Region Hazelnut Exporters Union 

(*) a~.of November 15 

Turkey 
Total 

45.444 
40.577 
43.164 - ·~------

59.407 
45.658 . 

7 
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LEGAL DEVELOPMENTS 

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS AND STABILIZATION FUNl)S 

Jn Turkey, the most significant aspect of the government's export expansion policy is the 
financial enGouragement given to exporters. The most important ite_m of this encouragement 
policy is the tax're!:>ate for exports. Under this scheme, the State grants exporters some stated 
poitio_n of .the export value as a tax rebat~. On the other hand, the exact opposite of the tax 

· r".bate scheme is applied to exporters of Turkey's main agricultural products, including 
haielnuts. Exporters of these products must pay to the State some portion of their export 
earnings in the from of premiums to the stabilization fund. 

The table below shows the contributfons to the stabilization funds made by exporters of the 
earnings in the form of premiums to the Stabilization fund. 

NEW.LEGAL ARRANGEMENTS.FOR HAzELNUT EXPORTATION HAVE REDUCED 
SMUGGLING ·coNSIDERABL y . 

' 
There are no restrictions on ·hazelnut exporters from Turkey. Exporters must merely state the 
terms of sale by completing the 'Free Export Decleration' form, and then apply to. the exit 
customs office. 
As mentioned earlier, the premiums to the stabilization.fund which must be paid by hazelnut 
exporters are very high, with the result that some exporters managed t~ export hazelnuts without 
paying the premiums. Thos who managed to avoid paying the premiums could offer lower 
prices to the buyers than the premium - paying e"porters. This siruation not only upset the 
l!W'ket mechanism but also reduced Turkey's foreign exchange earnings. 
This development was noted by the Exporters' Union as well as government officials, who decided 

towards the end of August, 1984, that payments to the stabilization fond could be made in the 
form of a letter of credit. Exporters are now obliged to give letters of credit to the Exporters' 

· . Union equal to the amount of their premiums. This new system has put an end to smuggling 
and established stabilitiy in both the domestic and export markets. 

TABLE4 

Average World Stabilization 
Product Price in USS/Kg (I) Premiums in US S /Kg (2) (2)/(1) % 

Cotton 1.55 0.40 25.8 
Hazelnuts 2.SO 1.00 43.7 
Raisins 0.85 0.09 10.S 
Figs 0.88 0.30 34.0 

As· can be seen from the above table, if one dollar is equal to TL 400, for each kilo exported, 
the exporter of cotton pays a premium of forty cents ( 160 TL), the exporter of hazelnuts pays 
one 'dollar (400 TL), of raisins_ nine cenrs (40 TL), and of figs thirty cents (120 TL). In short, 
hazelnut exporters pay b"oth the greatest share of their earnings and the greatest percentage as 
premiums to the stabilization fund. 

8 
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COUNTRY REPORT 

THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COMMUNITY (EEC) AND HAZELNUTS 

Although the EEC countri~s co11stitute one bf the most important markets for Turkey's hazelnut 
exports, they also produce one quarter of the world's hazelnut supply. Italy, for example, intends 
to double its hazelnut production to 200,000 tons in the next 10 to 15. years. In order to reach 
this production goal, Italy has instituted· a project to expand the area under hazelnut cultivation 
by making use of less fertile land. Greece, as well, is expanding the area under hazelnut 
cultivation. Moreover, Greece has been designated the 'observing authority' to monitor Turkey's 
hazelnut exports within the EEC. With.this authority, Greece may stop the exportation of 
Turkish hazelnuts into Greece either partially or totally. · 

As the table below shows, the ten EEC countries imported 97 ,3 lQ tons of hazelnuts in· 1983. 

\Vest Germany heads the list with 59,855 tons, 42.5 % of the total imported. In th~ same year, 
Turkey exported 67 ,211 tons to the EEC countries, 69 % of the .EEC's.total imports. 

TABLES 

EEC Imports of Shelled Hazelnuts (Ton) in 1983 . 
., 

COUNTRY Total Imports (1) Impons From Turkey (2) (2)/(1) % 

West Germany 59.855 45.396 75.8 
Belgium -. Luxembourg 5.431 2.246 41.3 
France 15.997· 7.746 48.4 
Holland 5.493 4.077 74.2 
Italy 951 746 78.4 
Denmark 1.709 1.249 73.0 
England 7.702 - 5.721 74.2 
Ireland 157 30 19.1 
Greece 15 - .. -
TOTAL 97.310 67.211 69.0 

Source: Eurostat, Nrmexe 1983, Imports 

The EEC-decided (see document EEC 3 590/82) that in 1983 customs duties would be eliminated 
on hazelnuts imported from Turkey, up to a maximum of 25,000 tons. Turkey's exports to the 
EEC, however, are about three times as great as the duty - free quota. The present EEC tax rates 
for Turkish hazelnuts beyond the quota is 4 %. For roasted hazelnuts, this rate increases by 
.1 %. From the Turkish exporters' point of view, however, the premiums paid per kilo to the 
stabilization fund for roasted hazelnuts is 68 cents, in comparison to one dollar for shelled 
hazelnuts. · · 

9 
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I 
Black Sea Region Hazelnut Exponers· Union. 

lnstitilte of Economic Research 
Address: Arif Bey Cad., No.: 18, Giresun -TURKEY 

Tel: (0511) 1338 
Telex: 82199 Fin~ Tr. 
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APPENDIX.I 

GRADE STANDARDS FOR FILBERTS APPLICABLE IN TH_E. UNITCD STATES: 

' (1) OREGON GRADE STANDARDS FOR f'ILBCRTS (HAZELNUT~) IN SHELL 

(2) OREGON GRADE STANDARDS, FOR FILBERT (HAZELNUT) KERNELS; 

(3) UNITED STATES STANDARDS FOR GRADES OF FILBERTS IN THE !>HELL; 

(4) GRADE REQUIREMENTS _FOR DOMESTIC AND IMPORTED FILBERTS, FINAL RULES, 
IN FEDERAL REGISfER bF MARCH 24, 1982 (47.F.R. i2609) 
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. OREGON.GRADE STANDARDS 

FILBERTS (HAZELNUTS) IN SHELL 

(Effective August 25, 1975) 

. OREGON NO. 1 GRADE. "Oregon No. 111 consists 
of filberts in the shell which meet the following 
requirements: 

( 1 ) S i m i 1 a r type ; an d , 
(2) Dry.· 
(3) Shells: 
(a) Well formed; and, 
(b) Clean and·bright. 
(c) Free from: 
·( i) Blanks; and, 

(ii) -Broken o~ split shells. 
· (d) Free from damage caused by: 

. (i") . St~ins; and, 
(ii) Adhering husk; or~ 

(iii) Oth~r means. 
( 4) Kerne 1 s: 
(a) Reasonably well developed; and, 
(b) Not badly misshapen. 
(c) Free from: 
(i) Rancidity; 

(ii) Decay; 
( i i i ) ·Mo l d ; and , 

( i v) I n sect i n j u ry • 
(d) Free from damage caused by: 
( i ) Sh r i ve l i n g ; and , 

( i i ) . D i s co l or at i on ; or , 
(iii) Other means. 

(5) Size:· The size shall be specified in 
connection with ~he grade in accordance with one of 
the size classifications in Table I. 
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Size Classifications 

Round type varieties: 

TABLE 
Maximum size 

Will pass 
through a round 
opening of the 
fo 11 owing size 

Giant ........•... ·... No maximum .•• 
Jumbo-Giant ... ~..... No maximum ... 
(a~ least 25% Giant size and balance 

Jumbo............... No maximum ... 
Large............... 22.2 m.m. 
Medium.............. 19.4 m.m. 
Small............... 17.9 m.m. 

Long type varieties: 
Giant................ No maximum ••. 

. Jumbo-Giant.......... No maximum ••• 
{at least 25% Giant size and balance 

Jumbo ..•••.•••..•.• ~ •• · No maximum ...... 
Large~ •...• ~ .•.... ~. .19.0 m.m. 
Mediul'!l .....•.. '...... 17.9 m.m. 
Sma.11 .•.•..••..••. '· . . · 1 3. 9 m. m. 

Minimum size 
Wi 11 not pass 
th rough a round 
opening of the 
f o 11 owing s i.ze 

·23.0 m.m. 
22.2 m.m. 

Jumbo size) 
22.2 m.m. 
19.4 m.m. 
17.9 m.m. 
No minimum. 

22.2 m.m. 
18. 6 · m. m • 

Jumbo size) 
18.6 m.m. 
17.5 m .• m 
13.5 m.m. 
No minimum. 

(6) Tolerances: . In order to al low for variations 
incident to .proper grading and handling, the fol lowing 
tolerances, by count, are permitted as specified: 

(a) For mixed types. 20 percent for filberts which 
are of a different type. 

(b) For defects. 10 percent for f i 1 be rts which are 
., below the requirements of this grade: ·Provided, That 

not more than one-half of this amount or 5 percent 
shall consist of blanks, and not more than 5 percent 

· sha.11 consist of filberts with rancid, decayed, moldy 
or insect injured kernels, including not more .than 
2 percent for insect injury. 

(c) For off-~ize. 15 percent for filberts which 
fail to meet the requirements for the size specified, 
but not more··than two-thirds of this amount-, or 10 
percent shall consist of undersize filberts. 

-2-
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APPLIC~ilON OF STANDARDS 

(1) The grade of a lot of filberts shall be deter­
mined on the basis of a compo~ite sample drawn from 
containers in various locations in the lot. However, 
any container or group of containers in which the 
filberts are obviously of a q~ality, type or size 
materially diff~rent from that in the majority of 
containers shall be considered a separate lot, and 
shall be sampled separately. 

(2) In grading the sample, each filbert shal 1 be 
examined for defects of the shell before being cracked 
for kernel examination. A filbert shall be classed 
as only one defective nut even though. it may be 
defective ~xternally and internally. 

DEFINITIONS 

(1) · "Si.mil.ar ·type" means that the filberts in each 
c.ontainer are of the same general type and appearance. 
For example, nuts of the round type shall not be mixed 
with those of the long type in the same. container. 

(2) 11 Dry11 means that the shell is free ·from sur­
face moisture, a·nd that the shells and kernels combined 
do not contain more· than 10 percent .moisture. 

(3) "Well formed'' means. that the filbert shel 1 is 
not materially misshapen. 

~4~ ·"Clean and bright" means that the individual 
filbert and the lot as a whole are practically free 
from adhering dirt and other foreign material, and 
that the shells have characteristic color. 

(5) "Blank" means a filbert containing no kernel 
or a kernel filling less than one-fourth the capacity 
of.the shell. 

(6) "Split shel 1" means a shell having any crack 
which is. open and consp i.cuous for. a dJ stance of more 
than 6ne-fourth the circumference of the shell, 
measured in the direction of the crack. 

( 7) "Damage" means any s pee if i c defect desc r.i bed 
in this section; or an equally objectionable varia­
tion of any one of these defects, any other defect, 
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or any combination of defects which materially de­
tracts from .the appearance, or. the edible or marketing 
quality of the filberts. The following specific 
defects 1 shalJ be considered as damage: 

(a) Stains which ~re dark and materially affect 
the appearance of the individual shell. 

(b) Adhering husk when covering more than 5 per­
ce.nt of the surface of the shel 1 in the a.ggregate. 
· (c) Shriveling when th~ kernel is materially 

shruken, wrinkled, le~thery or tough. 
(d) Discoloration when the appearance of the ker­

nel is ·materially affected by black color. 
(8) "Reasonably well developed" means that the 

kernel fills one-half or more of the capacity of the 
shell. 
· (9) 11 B~dly misshapen" means that the kernel. is so 
malformed that the appearance is materi~lly affected. 

(10) · .uRancidity means that the kernel· is notice­
ably rancid to the taste. An oily appearance of 
the· flesh does not necessarily indicate'· a rancid 
cond it i·on. 

(.11) · i 1Moldy11 means that there is a ·visible growth 
of mold either on the outside or the inside of the 
kerne 1. 

-(12) ·"Insect injury" means that the insect frass 
or web is present inside the nut or the kernel shows 

·definite ·evidence of insect feeding. 

METRIC CONVERSION TABLE 

Millimeters 
(m. m.) 

24.6 ........ 
23.4 ........ 

Inches: 

62/64 
59/64 

23. 0 . . . . . • . . . 58/64 
22.2 ........ 56/64 
19.4 ........ 49/64 
19.0 ........ 48/64 

Millimeters 
(m. m.) 

18. 6 . ....... 
17.9 . ....... 
17.5 ...... • ... 
16."7 . .... • ... 
13. 9 . ....... 
13.5 . ...... ~ 

-4-

Inches: 

47/64 
45/64 
44/64 
42/64 
35/64 
34/64 
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. OREGON ~RAD~ .STANDA~DS 

FlLBERT (HAZELNUT) KERNELS 
(Effective August 1, 19BO) 

603-51 -305 APPLICATION OF STANDARDS. The grade 
of a lot of filbert kernels shall ;be .,determined on 
the basis of a composite sample drawn from' .. containers 
in _various locations in the lot .. ~owever, any con-

. ta i ner .. or grQup of containers in,_ which, the f i .1 berts 
are obviouJly of a quality, type, .or,size materially 

. different from that ,in the majprity of containers 
shall be considered a separate lot, and shall be 
sampled separately~ 

51-310 OFFICIAL GRADES. (1) OREGON.FANCY, 
which consists of whole filbert kernels meeting the 

.following-requirements: . . 
(a) Similar type, well dried and clean; : 

· (b)· Free,fro~ foreign materi.1, mold; rancidity~ 
decay and insect inju~y; ' . .. 

(c) Free from damage caused by chafing·· .or 
~craping, shriveling, deformlty, lnternal-flesh 
discoloration or other means; · .·' 

{d) Free-from serious damage caused·byserious 
shriveling, broken kernels or other means; and 

(e) The size meets, and is declared as, those 
specified ·in connection with -the grade, in accordance 
'with one of the size classifications in Table I or 
Table I I of OAR 6-03-51-311. · 

(2) OREGON NO. 1, which consists of whole filbert 
kernels meeting the following requirements: 

(a) Well .dried and clean; 
(b) Free from foreign material, mold, ran­

cidity, decay and· insec~ injury; 
(c) Free ·from damage caused by chaf irig or 

scraping, shriveling,~internal flesh discoloration 
· or_ other means; · ~~ . 

(d) Free from serious damage caused by serious 
shriveling, broken kernels or other means; and · 



·i 

137 

(e) The size meets, and is declared as, those 
specifie~ in connection with the grade, in accordance 

.. with one of.the size classifications in Table I or 
Table I I of OAR 603-51-311, or is declared in terms of 

·minimum diameter or minimum and maximum diameters. 
(3) OREGON NO. 1 WHOLE AND BROKEN, which consists 

. of who 1 e f i 1 be rt kernels or portions of f i 1 bert ker­
ne 1 s meeting the following requirements: 

(a) Wel 1 dried and clean; 
(b) Free from foreign material, mold, rancidity, 

decay or insect injury; 
(c) Free from serious damage caused by serious 

·shriveling, or other means; and 
(d) Does not have to meet any size requirement. 

51-311 . SIZE CLASSIFICATION$. The following 
size classlfications are established for filberts 
(hazelnuts) in Oregon: 

Size classifica­
tions for kernels 
packed in eon-
t~ i ners holding 
more than 1 
k i 1 ogram 

Giant 
Jumbo 
Extra Large 
Large 
Medium 
Sma 11 
Whole & Broken 

TABLE 
· Max i mum S i ze 

Will pass 
. through ~ round 

opening of the 
following size 

No maximum 
17 m.m. 
16 m.m. 
15 m.m. 
14 m.m. 
13 ·m.m. 
No maximum 

-2-

Minimum Size 
Wi 11 not pass 
through a round 
opening of the 
following size 

16 m. m. 
15 m. m. 
14 m.m. 
13 m.m. 
12 m.m. 
1 , m.m .. 
No minimum 



Size Classifica­
tions for kernels 
packed in con-
ta in:ers holding 
1 kilogram·or 
less 

Extra Larg~ 
Large 
Medium 
Sma 11 
Whole & Broken 
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TABLE 11 

Maximum size 
Wi 11 pas·s 

through a round 
opening of the 
fol lowing size 

No maximum 
15 m.m. 
14 m.m. 
13 m.m. 
No maximum 

Minimum Size 
WI 11 not pass 
th rough a round 
opening of the 
following size 

14 m.m. 
13 m.m. 
12 m.m. 
1 1 m.m. 
No minimum 

51.-315 TOLERANCES. In order to allow for vari­
ations incident to proper grading.and handling in 
each of the foregoing grades, the .following toler­
ances, by weight, are permitted as specif Jed: 

(1), For Foreign Material: 0.02 o.f one percent, 
fer foreign material. 

(2) For Mixed Types: In the Oregon fancy grade, 
10 percen.t for kernels which a're of a different 
type. 

(3) For Defects: In the Oregon Fancy ~nd Oregon 
No. 1 grades; 10 percent for kernels which are below 
the requirements of these grades, provided that not 
more than one-half of this amount or 5 percent shall 
be allowed for serious damage caused by serious 
shriveling and broken kernels, including not more 
~han one percent for moldy, rancidity, decay or 
insect injury. 

(4) For Defects: In Oregon No. 1 Whole and 
Broken grade, 5 percent for kernels or portions of 
kernels which are below the requirements of this 
grade, including not more than one percent for 
moldy, rancidity, decay or insect injury. 

(5) For Offsize: .15 percent for kernels which 
fail to meet the requirements for the size classi­
fications specified, but not more than two-thirds 

-3-
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of this amount or 10 percent shall consist of 
undersize kernels. 

~1-320 DEFINITIONS. As used in OAR 603-51-305 
to 603-51-325: , 

(1) "Similar type" means that the kernels are of 
the same general type and appearance (i.e., kernels 
of the rcund type shall not be mixed with those of· 
the 1 ong type). Co 1 or of the kerne 1 s' sha 11 not be 
considered since there is often a marked difference 
in skin· color of kernels of similar type •. 

(2) "Well dried" means that the .kernels are 
firm and crisp, not containing more than 6 percent 
moisture. 

(3) "Clean" means practically free from plainly 
visible adhering dirt or other foreign material. 

(4) "Foreign material'' means any substance 
other than the filbert kernel, or portions of ker­
nels. Loose skins, pellicles, or corky tissue 
which have become separated from the kernel shall 
not be considered as foreign material, provided that 
this material does not exceed .02 of one percent by 
weight. , , 

{5) "Damage" means any specific defect de­
scribed in this section, or an equally objectionable 
variatlpn of any one of these defects, or any other 
defect or any combination of defects, which mate­
rially. detracts from the .. appearance of the .edible 
or marketing quality of the individual portion of 
the kernel or of the lot as a whole. The following 
defects shall be considered as damage: 

(a) "Chafing or scraping" means that more than 
one-eighth of the surface ls affected. 

(b) "Shriveling" means the kernel is materially 
shrunken, wri~kled, and tough. 

(c) "Oeformi ty" means that .the kerne 1 is de­
formed to the extent that the appearance is mate­
r ia 11 y. affected. 

(d) "Internal' flesh discoloration" means any 
black discoloration within the kernel. The 
natural brown stain which occurs within the internal 

-~-
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cavity of.some types of kernels shall ndt be con-
sidered damage. · . 

·· · '(6) "Serious damage" means any _specific defects 
described in this section or an equally objection-
·~ble variation of any of these defects, or any other 
defect, or any ·combination of defects, which seri­
ously ·detracts from the appe·a·rance or the edible 
marketi~g q~ality of the· i~divtd~al portion of ker­
ne-1 or of the lot· as a whole.· The fol lowing defects 
shal 1 be corisider'ed as serious d.am9ge. 

(a) "Serious shrivel ing 11 mearis that the kernel 
Js seri6usly shruriken, wrinkled, and tough. 

(b) "Broken kernels" means portions of kernels 
· of which an estimated one-quarter or mo.re of the 
qrfginal en~ire kernel has been broken.~ff. 
: ': (c) ' 1Moldy" means ·that there is a visible 

·growth of mold either on the outside or inside of 
·the· kerne 1. 

· (d)· ''Rancidity" means that the kernel is notice­
: ably ran:cid to the taste •. An oily appearance of the 
•'flesh does not necess·arily'iridicate a rancid con­
.dition. 

'(e) '"Decay'' means tliat any portion of the kernel 
is· decomposed. 

(f) "Insect injury" means that tee insect, frass, 
."or web is present, or the kernel or portion of ker­
·nel shows definite evidence of insect fe~ding. 

·51-325 LABELING REQUIREMENTS. (1) The princi-
pal dispijy panel bf eac~ filbert (hazelnut) con­
"ta i ner .sha 11 state: 

(a) the name of the comniod i ty, un 1 ess it can be 
~asily identified through the wrapper or package;. 

(b) the name .and business addres·s of the grower,. 
packer, ~hipper, distributor, or dealer,.including 
the zip code; 

(c) the grade and size of nuts in accordance 
wi:th·the standards set forth in OAR 603-51-305 to 
603-51-320; 

(d) the net weight; and 
(e) the country of origin. 

-5-
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(2) The crop year shall also be indicated or. 
each filbert (hazelnut) container holding more than 
one kilogram.·· 

-6-
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uNITEO STATES STANDARDS FOR GRADES OF 

FILBERTS IN THE SHELL 

SOURCE: 35 FR 11453, July 17, 1970, unless 
otherwise noted. Redesignated at 42 FR 
32514, June 27, 1977.· 

Effective September ·1, 1970 

Sec. GRADE 

2851.1995 U.S. No. 1. 

APPi.ICATION or STAl'lDARDS 

2851.1996 Application of standards.· 

0EP'INITIONS 

2851.1997 Similar type. 
2851.1998 Ory. 
2851.1999 Well formed. 
2851.2000 ciean and bright. 
2851.2001 Blank. 
2851.2002 Split shell. 
2851.2003 Damage .. 
2851.2004 Reasonably well developed. 
2851.2005 Badly misshapen. 
2851.2006 Rancidity. 
2851-2007 Moldy. 
2851.2oos Insect inJUTY •. 

METBIC CONVERSKlN TABLE 

2851.2009 Metric conversion table. 

AUTHORITY: The provisions or this subpart 
issued under secs. 203, 205, 60 Stat. 1087, as 
amended, 1090 as amended; 7 u.s.c. 1622. 
1624. 

GRADE 

§ 2851.1995 U.S. No. 1. 

"U.S. No. l" consis~ of filberts .. in 

< 4 > Free from damage caused by: 
<D Stains; and, . 
cm Adhering htisk; or, 
Ciii> Other means. 
< rl >·Kernels: 
< 1 > Reasonably well developed; and. 
< 2 > Not badly misshapen. 
< 3 > Free from: 
m Rancidity; 
'ii> Decay; 
<iii> Mold; and, 
<iv> Insect injury. 

< 4> Free from damage caused by: 
(i) Shriveling; and, 
cm Discolora,tion; or, 
<iii> Other means. 
< e > Size: The size shall be specified in 

connection with the grade in te~ of 
minimum diameter, minimum and 
.maximum diam,eters, or in accnrdanee 
with one of the size classifications 1n 
Table I. 

TABLE l 

the shell which meet the following re- · ----------------
quirements: Max!mum me Minimum me 

<a> Similar type; and, 
Cb) Dry. 
<c> Shells: 
Cl> Well formed; and, 
<2> C1ean and bright. 
< 3) Free from: 
m Blanks; and, 
<ii> Broken or split shells. 

1 Complian-:e with the provisions or these 
standard.a shall not ezcuae failure to comply 
wlttl the prov1slona of the l'ederal Pood, Drug 
a.nd Cosmetic Act, or w1t.h applicable saw 
lawa and r91'Ulattom. 

Size 
Classifica­

tions 

WW pass 
through a round 
opening of the 
folloWing size 

Round type va.rieeies: 

WW not pus 
thn>~h a round 
opening of the 
followtni 111.e 

Jumbo •.•••. No maximum-•••••. ""-•inch. 
·Large __ ..... •o/•• inch ............ --. 4 'MI• inch. 
Medium .... •o,e. inch.·-·-··--··-· ·~·inch. 
Small........ •¥ •• inch ..•..•• _____ No minimum. 

Long type varieties: 
Jumbo ...... No maximum·--· •74. inch. 
Large····-- ""•• inch--- "%1• inch. 
Medium .. :. •¥ •• inch·-·-;·-·· •%1• inch. 
Small........ 1 '1-e• inch •••••.• ·---· No minimum. 
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<f) Tolerances: In order to allow for 
variations incident to proper grading 
and hand.ling, the following toler­
ances, by count, are permitted as spec­
ified: 

n> For mixed types. 20 percent for 
filberts which are of a different type; 

<2> For defects. 10 percent for fil. 
berts which are below the require­
ments of this grade: Provided, That 
not more than one-half of this amount 
or 5 percent shall consist of blanks, 
and not more than 5 percent shall con­
sist of ·filberts with rancid, decayed, 
moldy or insect injured kernels, in-

.. eluding not more than 3 percent for 
insect injury. . . . 

{3> ·For off-size. 15 percent for fll· 
berts which fail to . meet the require­
ments for the size specified, but not 
more than two-thirds of this amount, 
or 10 percent shall consist <;>f undersize 
filberts. 

•" . APPUCATION OF STANDARDS 

§ 28&1.1996 Application of standards .. 
ca> The grade of 'a lot of filberts 

shall be determined on the basis of a 
composite sample drawn from contain­
ers in various locations in the lot. 
However, any container or group of 
canta.iiiers in which the filberts are ob­
viousiy of a quality, type or size mate­
rially different from that in the ma­
jority of containers shall be considered 
a separate lot, and shall be sampled 
separately. 

Cb> In grading the sample, each fil. 
. bert shall be examined for defects of 

·· the shell before being cracked for 
kernel examination. A filbert shall be 
clas.sed as only one defective nut even 
though it may be defective .externally 
and internally. 

DEFINITIONS 

§ 2S51.I997 . Similar type. 

"Similar type" means that the fil· 
berts in each container are of the 

· same general type and appearance. 
For example, nuts of the round type 
shall not be mixed with those of the 
long type in the same container. 

§ 2851.1998 Dry. 

"Dry" means that the shell is free 
from surface moisture, and that the 
shells and kernels combined do not 
contain more than 10 percent mo~­
ture. 

§ 2851.1999 Well formed. 

"Well formed" means that the fll. 
bert shell is not materially misshapen. 

§ 2851.2000 Clean and bright. 

"Clean and bright" means that the 
individual filbert and the lot as .a 
whole are practically free from &elher­
ing dirt and other· foreign material, 
and that the shells have characteristic 
color. 

§ 2851.200~ · Blank. 

"Blank" ·means a filbert containing 
no kernel or a kernel filling less than 
one-fourth the capacity of the shell. 

§ 285.1.2002. Split shell. 

"Split shell" means a shell having 
any crack which is open and conspicu­
ous for a distance of more than one­
fourth the circwlrlerence of the shell, 
measured in the direction of the crack. 

§ 2851.2003 Damage. 

"Damage" means any specific defect 
described in this section: or an equally 
objectionable variation of any one of 
these defects, any other defect, or any 
combination of defects which materi­
ally detracts from the appearance, or 
the edible or marketing quality of the 
filberts. The following specific defects 
shall be considered as damage: · 

ca> Stains which 8.re dark and mate· 
riallY affect the appearance of the in· 
dividual shell. 

Cb) Adhering husk when covering 
more than 5 percent of the surface of 
the shell in the aggregate. 

cc> Shriveling when the kernel is ma­
terially shrunken, wrinkled, leathery 
or tough. 

Cd> Discoloration when the appear­
ance of the_kernel is materially affect­
ed by black ·color. 
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§ 2851.2004 Reasonably well developed. 

"Reasonably well developed" means 
that the kernel fills one-half or more 
of the capacity of the shell. 

§ 2851.2005 Badly mi111hapen. 

"Badly misshapen" means that the· 
kernel Is so malformed that the ap­
pearance Is materially affected. 

§ %851.2006 Rancidity. 

"Rancidity" means that the kernel Is 
noticeably rancid to the tate. An oUy 
appearance of the fiesh does not nee­

. essarlly. indicate a rancid condition. 

§ 2851.2007 Moldy. 

"Moldy" means· that there Is a visi­
ble irOwth of mold either on the out­
side or the inside o.f the kernel 

§ ZSSl.2008 lmeet inJurY. 
"Insect injury" means that · ~ ·. 

MErluc CONVERSIOM TABLE. 

§ 2851.2009 Metric convenion table. 

Inches: Cmm> . ... ·-·--······-············--············-···----·-· ..... _ ............................... -.-· .. ··--·--·-· 
·~· ··-··-····-·--··-··~·······--··---· .. ..... ___ ... _ .......... _ .. _,... __ ....... ,_,_,, 

•'llo ........................ _ ...................................... . 
··~--....................................... _ ......... . 
·'llo·-·-----·-·-·---·--.. 
.,_. -------.... --·-·------· 
·~-----·-·-----·­•'llo • .:.-----·-··-----·-·-
·~· ___ .... _ .. _,_ .. , ______ _ 

Dated: July 14, 1970. 

G. R. GRANCE, 
Deputy Administrator, 

Marketing Servic~. 

2t.8 
23.t 
22.2 ... 
18.t 
18.0 
18.8 
l'l.11 
l'l.5 
18.'1 
13.11 
13.5 

insect, f~ or web Is present inside (P.a. noc. '10-8218: Piled. JalJ 18, 19'70: 
the nut or the kernel shows definite · 8:u a.m.1 
evidence of insect feeding. 



146 

Federal Register / Ve!. 47, ·No. Si / Wednesday. March 24, 1982 / Rules and Regulations 1260! 

[b) Financial disclosure reports 
required under this section shall be 
submitted to the Designated Agency 
Ethics Official at USDA (the Director of 
Personnel} or his or her designee. 
Reports are due as follows: 

(1) Within 30 days of assuming a 
position or office described in ' 
paragraphs (a} of this section-unless 
the employee has already-med a.current 
Standard Form 278 either for a similarly 
covered position which he or she has 
left within 30 dayri of assuming the 
duties of the new one, or has filed as a 
nominee for the position assumed; 

(2) Within 30 days of termination of 
employment from a position or office 
described in paragraph (a) of this 
section. unless the employee .enters a 
similarly covered position within 30 
days. of such ter_;ni.nation: and 

(3) On or before May 15 of each · 
calendar year during the incumbency of · 
an employee in a covered position. 
when he or she has served more than 60 
days in such position during the 
previous calendar year. . . 

(c) Instructions covering the types of 
information to be provided on a 
Standard Form 278 are included with the 
form. The basic categories of 
information required are: income from 
and interests in property: purchases, 
sales and exchanges: gifts and 
raimbursements; liabilities; positions 
held: and relations with other 
iamployers. · · 

(d) Financial disclosure reports 
submitted under the provisions of this 
section shall be reviewed by the 
Director of Personnel as the Designated 
Agency Ethics Official, or by those 
individuals delegated authority for that 
purpose as Deputy Ethics Officials 
(subject to the restrictions of 5 CFR 
738.204). 

(e) The official responsible for 
reviewing the disclosure statement shall 
either approve it. or make an initial 
determination that a conflict or 
appearance thereof exists. or may 
determine that additional information is 
needed to resoive potential problems. 
The reportjng individual shall be 
afforded the opportunity for written or 
oral response to any initial 
determinations other than approval. and 
ahould a final dt!termination of a conflict 
be made, shall"be afforded the 
opportunity for a personal consultation 
where practicable. If after these steps 
have been taken the reviewing· official 
determines that a conflict or appearance 
of a conflict continues to exist, the 
reporting individual shall be notified in 
writing of what steps must be taken to 
resolve the problems. Failure to take 
any required,remedial actions will result 
in appropriate disciplinary action 

against the indi\'idual involved in 
accordance with the provisions of 5 CFR 
734.604(b )(6). 

(f) Financial disclosure reports filed 
under the Ethics in Government Act of 
1978 shall be made available for public 
inspection within 15 days of their receipt 
within the parameters established in 5 
CFR 734.603. 

(g) The Ethies in Government Act of 
19_7S provides that the Office of 
Government Ethics. Office of Personnel 
Management. shall be responsible for 
developing rules and regulations 
affecting financial disclosure procedures 
under the Act. These regulations are 
found m 5 CFR Part 134. Employees with 
questions concerning this section may 
consult the complete regulations in 5 · 
CFR Part 734.. ask their servicing 
personnel office, or address their 
inquiries directly to the Designated 
Agency Ethics Official, Director of 
Personnel, Room 1&-W, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, Washington. D.C. 20250. 
(5 U.S.C. 301: Title n al Pub. L. BS-S.Zl. e2 Stat. 
1836, as amended, 5 U.S.C. app.; E.0.11222,of . 
May 8. 1965, 30 FR 6469, 3 CFR. 1965 Supp.; 5 
CFR 734.~03) . · 

Dated: March 18, 1982. 
John R. Bleck, 
Secretary of Agriculture. 
(FR. Dec. az..7£119 Fibd ~ ~ aml 

· Agricu!turat Wlai'ftiatlng S~rvlce- · 

'1 C::FA Pam 98:? 1:1nd 999 

Albiarts Grown In Oregon and . 
Washington and FUbert Imports; Grade 
Requiriamiants ior Domestic mnd 
Imported filb~~~ 

AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service. . 
USDA. 
ACTION: Final rules. 

SUMMARY: These rules amend the grade 
requirements under Marketing Order 
No. 982 for domestic shelled filberts, and 
the grade requirements for imported 
shelled filberts under § 999.400. These 
amendments are to assure ·the quality of· 
shelled filberts consumed in the United 
States. 
El'FECTIVE DATE: ]'Aay 24, 1982.. 
FOR FUR'i"HER INFORMATION eomACT: 
J. S. Miller, Chief, Specialty Crops 
Branch. Fruit and yegetable Division, 
AMS, USDA. Washington, D.C. 20250 
(202) 447-5697. 
SUPPLEMENTARY ll';!FORl!:!IATION: These 
final rules have been reviewed under 
USDA guidelines implementing 
Executive Order 12291 and Secretary's 
Memorandum 1512-1 end has been 
classified "designated non-major" rules. 

William T. Manley. Deputy 
Administrator. Agricultural ~1arketing 
Service, has determined that this action 
will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of smaU 
entities because it would result in only 
minimal costs being incurred by the 
regulated nine handlers and 
approximately 20 importers. 

· Notice was published in the April S. 
1981, issue of the Federal Register (46 FF 
Z1017) to change the grade requirements 
for .domestic shelled filberts by 
amending § 982.101 of Subpart-Grade 
arid Size Regulation (7 CFR 982.101; 45 
FR 73634). This subpart is issued under 
the marketing agreement and Order No. 
982. both as amended (7 CFR Pert 982; 41 
FR 26037), regulating the handling of _ 
filberts grown in Oregon and · 
Washington. The marketing ageement 

· . and order are refened to collectively in 
this document as the "arder". The order 

· is effective under the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as 
amended (7 U.S.C. 601~74), hereinafter 
referred to as the "act". The order is 
locally administered by the Filbert/ 
Hazelnut Marketing Board (hereinafter 
referred to as the "Board"). 

That notice also contained a proposal 
to change the grade requirements for 
imported shelled filberts by amending 
§ 999.400(b )(2) and (Exhibit A) of 
§ 999.400. That section is authorized by 
section Se (7 U.S.C. 608e-1) of the act. 

The notice contained proposals 
· submitted by the Board and an 
association representing filbert . 
importers (hereinafter referred to as the 
"association"), and the Depa11JDent. In 
response to a request by the association, 
the comment period was extended from 
May 15 to July 15, 1981, by notice 
published in the May a. 1981, issue of the 
Federal Register (46 FR 25626). 

The April 8 notice contained a 
detailed chronology of the events in this 
rulcmaking action. beginning with the 
amendment of section 8e September 29, 
1977, to include filberts in that section, 
and culminating with that notice. The 
chronology also concluded an 
explanation of the various authorities in 
the order and the act for the issuance or 

. grade.regulations on domestic and 
imported shelled filberts. 0 

Comments were received from the'c 
Board. filbert importers, the ·association, 
the Office of Management and Budget, 
members of Congress, the Embassy of 
Turkey, Commercial users of filberts, 
producers and handlers of docestic 
filberts, organizations representing 
them. consumers and consumer groups. 

Section 982.101 was issued pursuant 
to § 982.45(a) and establishes the _ 
minimum grade standards for domestic 
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shelled filberts as Oregon No. 1 whole 
and broken under the Ore11on Grade 
Standards for 'filbert/Hazelnut Kernels. 
The standa.rds curTentJv effective 
pursuant to § 98:.101 ~ere issued by the 
State of Ore11on in 1976 as an 
amendme:lt of previous standards. and 
ha\·e been applied continuously under 
that section to domestic shelled filberts 
since October 4. i976. These · 
requirements allow a five percent 
toierance for serious defects including 
not more than a one percent tolerance 
for kernels which have mold. rancidity 
or insect injury. These same · 
requirements were applied to imported 
shelled filberts December 29 .. 1971. 
Effective August l. 1980. the State o( 
Oregon revised its standards to µsclude 
decay in the one percent tolerance along·_ 
with mold. rancidity and insei;t inj~. 
and defined Ciecay to mean that apy 
portion of the kernel is decompo11ed, 

A number of commentators,noted that 
earlier Oregon standards for shelled 
filber~s included specific referen~e to 
decay, and the August 1980 action . 
merely restored the term which was , 
inadverte~tl~ omitted·in an amendment 
prior to 1976. Under earlier standards. 
Oregon No. l Grade consisted o! filbert 
kernels which. among other 
requir.ements, were free from "bitter 
flavor and decay". Oregon Broken 
Grade :was defined to consist o( filbert 
kernels which met the req\liremcnts o( 
Oregon No. l Grade. except that they 
couid be broken or mechanically 
damaged. and there were no variety or 
si:e re:;uiremenis. 

One commentator contended that 
decay is evidence of serious damage. · 
and the strictest tolerance level should 
apply, and must be associated with 
mold. rancidity, and insect injury. The 
commentator cited a study by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture involving 
another tree nut and showing that high 
moisture levels can attract toxic fungi. 

Tne Board and several other · 
commentators favored a iolerance o( 
one P!!rcent for the four'defects because. 
any higher tolerance ~ould ultimately 
affect sales and be detrimenial to both. 
the industry and the American 
consllI:ler. Unlike numerous other , . 
commentators who expressed the need 
for high quality shelled filberts for the 
U.S. market without recommending a 
specific tolerance lev"'L the ~ns1rd and 
others said the tolerance sno .. :a l>e one 
percent. wnich could be achieved by the 
ciorriestic industrV. · 

Comments in opposition to the 
Board's recommendation for that 
tolerance for do:nestic·shelied filberts 
under the marketing order grade 
standard came from the association and 
others who supponed one of the two 

·'proposals submitted by the association 
and·published in the April a notice. Th.e 
'assoCiation prevfously had proposed 
.that the tolerance for decay be 
established as follows: (l)(a] For shelled 
filberts which are mechanicallv dried 
and held·in refrigeratecfstorage, one 
percent for mold. rancidity, decay and 
insect injury. and [b] for shelled filberts 
which are solar dried and/or held in 
non-refrigerated storage. three percent 
for mold. rancidity, decay and insect 
injury; or in the alternative, (2] a one 
percent tolerance for mold. rancidity 
and insect injury arid two percent for 
decay .. 

In its conuneriL the association 
indicated that it "favored" the second of 
its two proposals. Because the 
association and other commentators 
failed to support the establishment of 
the association's first alternative: it will· 
not be considered further in this 

· documenL · 
The association and other 

commentators opposing the Board's 
proposal argue that-its primary objective 
is to·exclude foreign competitio~ They 
stated that the Board's proposal can be 
met by the domestic filbert industry 
without difficulty, but that it would 
permit entry of only about half of the 
current level of the importe~ foreign 
shelled filberts (primarily from Tlirkey). 
The significanc!! of proposed domestic 
standards to importers and users of 
i:nported shelled filberts is thaL' once 

. ·established these. or comparable · 
standards also should apply to imported 

.shelled filbem pursuant to section Se of 
the act. 

These commentators· also contend 
that the Board's proposal would result in 
a shortage of shelled filberts in U.S. 
markets because the.U.S. industry can 
supply only half of the current U.S. 
needs for shelled filberts .. This would 
promote higher prices. benefiting U.S. 
g:rowers and shippers and penalizing 
U.S. consumers. The association· 
contencis:that the Board's . 
recommendation would remove the 
freedom of U.S. consumers to select 
shelled filberts of the type, flavor. origin. 
quality, and corresponding price level 
they may desire. . 

. The association and others state that 
the association"s proposal would 
••strengthen and tighten" quality 
standards. Also. since the association's 
proposed stantjards are stricter than . 
those currentlv in effect. U.S. consumers 
should not be ·displeased with the 
quality of i.'Ilported filberts meeting 
those standards.and stop buy~g them. 
On the other bandit was also contended 
that.the quality o.f imported.filberts 
CU.'Tently is high enc:>u~h to satisfy the 
needs of U.S. UJ!ers of importeq shelled 

filberts. some of whom prefer imported 
filberts for their special characteristics. 
In addition. some of the commentators 
indicated that they were satisfied with 
the quality level of imported shelled 
filberts. and that there should be no 
·change in the grade standards for them. 
The association contends that this lacit 
of any problem should be given 
paramount consideration in determining · 
whether or not the standards for 
imported shelled filberts should be 
.:hanged .. 

Finally. the association contends that 
the Board's proposal is Winecessary· · 
.because the decay level ofdomestic 
filberts is so low that 'it would not result 
in the elimination of anv domestic 
shelled filberts from the markets. Thus. 
it questions whether the Board'• 
recommendation would result in ,reater 
U.S. consumption of shelled filberts. 

Decay is a deterioration or decline. of 
the plant tissues involving 
decomposition which is induce~ by . 
fungi. bacteria. and similar organisms. 
and which is of a complete and 
progressive nature: Thus, from the 
stanapoint of wholesomeness of any 
commodity for human con.iumption. · 
decay is as serious a defect as mold. 
rancidity, and insect injury. 

Among other nuts for which U.S. 
Standards exist--e.g •• almonds. peanuts. 
pecans. and walnut&-Cecay is included 
with mold. rancidity, and insect injury 
[other high!~· obje::tionable defects). 
1'hese standards include decay in the 

. definitions of "very serious ciamase" or 
·"serious damage". 

The need to improve the quality of 
shelled filberts in order to expand 
consumption has long been recognized 
by the domestic industry. In 1959, the 

. order was amended to provide authority 
for establishment of minimum grades for 
domestic shelled filbens. The 
recommended decision issued on thi1 
amendment stated. in part. as follows: 
"It was testified that the grade as now 
written was'so liberal that it would not 

. be efiecti\'e in eliminating low-grade· 
shelled filberts from the market if It 
were used as a reouired minimum 
standard in its pre.sent form and that the 

. expense of inspecting all shelled filberts 
against such grade would be 
disproportionate to the verv small 
benefits that would be realized. Despite 
L·~ lack of a satisfactorv standard at 
this time. the industry r~cognizes the 
g:rowi.Ttg importance of the shelled filbert 
m·arket and favors authority to put a 
minimum quality requirement into 
operation at such time as the details of 

. the req.uirement can be agreed upon and 
established. • • • Estabiishment of an 
appropriate minimum standard of 
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quali'ty for.shelied.filberts ~ould tend to 
promote or~erly marketing oi s~elled 
filberts since it would require that only 
acceptable quality filberts would be 
perinifted to be handled and consumers 
anci users coul~ ciepend on the quality of 

. each 11hipmenl.". (24 FR 4169). The 
standard referred to in that decision was 

·:the standard cited earlier in this 
_ i;icicumerit,as. "earlier Oregon standards 

for snelled filberts". 
While the standard proposed by the 

Board is consistent with the findings of 
- the 19S9 recommendeci'decision, 

insufficient evidence was pre·sented to 
justify. sp_ecifically pr precisely, a one 
percent ·tolerance for the four defects for 
domesti'c shelled filberts. or that such 
one percent tplera~ce was in fact. 
necessa,ry t~ a_chieye t}ie domestic . 
iridusrry's stated objective of expanding 
consumption. Nor did it justify need for 
an abrupt adjustment of this magnitude: 

··the proposed level would require an 
·.immediate· reduction of as much as 80 
percent in' the tolerance for decay, 
without documented support for such 

.. · 'ilrgericy. However. there is a need to 
.~·establish a tighter standard than· 

a:rrentJy in effect. Imposition of a two 
percent tolerance for the four defects 
appears to· be a reasonable new 
tolerance level so Jong as it includes the 

". '" current one percent tolerance for mold. 
· rancidity and insect damage~ This 
.. achieves the domestic industrY's 

· ·._objective of providing overall improved 
; quality to the consumer by'tightening 
the tolerance for ciecay;· ili:>eit not as 

· -, abruptly es proposed by the Board. 
Also·. this stanaard wowd not result in 

·· · · ·SlJy disruption in trade and would 
. pres'ent'minimal. if any, difficulties to 
the importation of shelled filbens. At the 
same tJine. it retains the current quality 
level fOr the re'mainins _three defects 
(mold. rancidity. and insect damage) 
whic!: ha's been in effect for domestic 
shelled filberu since October 1976. and 
ior imported shelled filberts siilce 
December 1977. ·Also. this one percent 
tolerance for the three defects was 
contained in both the Board's and the 
association's proposals. The 

. association's proposal is not realistic in 
that it seeks to seoarate decav from 
molci. rancidity. and insect iniury, and it 
has failec to justify that decay is any 
less serious a defect than the other three 
rieiects. eitner for domestic or impo?'ted 

. . · shelled filberts. · · 
Under section Se of the act. the same 

o~ comparable standards must apply to 
., imported fifoem as are applicable to 

ciomesti:: fi!be~ts regulateci l.!llder the 
·order. Cor:unentE were c!ieted that 
stated that Turkish sheiiec filoens differ 
sufiiciently from Oregon shelled filberts 

· to warrant a comparable standard 
because Turkish filberts (1) have a 
distinct taste and fla,·or. (Z) ar_e higher in 
oil and moisture, (3) are smaller and · 

. ha.ve darker pellicles. and (4) are not 
inspected until seven .. weeks to four 
months·after shelling . 

Under the act. the citeria for . 
establish~ a standard for imports 
which is different thaii the domestic 
standard for reasons of comparability 
are limited to variations in .. 

. requlation'for,µnp·orted shelled filberts, · 
shall be as hereinafter set fortii. 

Therefore. ~ § 982.101 and 999.400. for 
domestic and imported filberts. 
respectively._ are aple?lded as folfows: 

.PART 9S2:.;...FILBERTS GROWN IN 
OREGON ANO. WASHING!ON 

1: Section saz:10i·of Subpart~rade 
and Size Regulation· (7 CFR 98:.101) is 
revised to r'eao as follows: · 

characteristics between the domestic § 982. 101 Graoe requirements fOI" ahefled-
and the imponed commodity. T~e fact .. ftlberts. 

that imported shelled filberts ·are not ·(a) Pursuant to § 982.45(a), no handler 
inspected until seven weeks to fo_ur · shall handle any shelled filberts unless 
months after shelling .would not warrant such filberts meet the grade 
a comparable standai-d. With respect to requirements for shelled filberta as 
other stated differences. no conclusive contained in·Exhibit·A of.this section.. 
information was submitted'that any of ·. (b) Pursuant to u 982.SO(a') and 
these attributes would cause variations 982.51(-b). a handler may declare and 
in characteristics betWeen domestic and withhold shelled filberts in lieu of 
imported shelled filberta. Thus. there is ' meri:ha:nabie filberts in satisfaction o! 
no basis warranting the e.stablishment of , the hancler's restricted obligation. 

· a different standard for impon~d shelled Shelled filberts so declared and 
filb~rts because of comp~rability. withheld shall. iii lieu .of the standards 

The information and data available in. . prescribed in § 98Z.SO(a)(3), meet the 
this rulemaking proceeding justify and . grade reqUirements contained in .Exhibit 
support the tolerances hereinafter set .. A of this section. . · · 
forth. It is recognized that the shelled , .. 
filbert industry, as are most agricultural .~bit '1 
commodity industries. is subject to ·Grad! Requirements for Shelled Filberts 

. continual change. Accordingly, the Filbert kernels or portions of fiJbert kemels 
tolerances hereinafter set forth.will be ahall meet the following requirements: 
effective May 24. 198Z. and continue in (1) Well dried and clean; 
effect until July 31. 1983. During this (2) Free fromforeign material z:iold. 
period. interested parties may review rancidity, ciecay or insect injury: and 
and evaluate the effects of this (3) Free from serious. damage caused by 
regulation on quality improvement. seri'?us shriveling'. or other mean£. 
trade; and consumption. and such Tolerances 
material will be reviewed to determine Jn order to allow for variations hicident to 
whether further reduction of the· j:rroper grading and handling the following 
tolerance-levels is justified: · • .. toierances. by ·weight, are permitted'as 

One commentator stated that the speci!ied: 
USDA should stay the rulemaking .. : (1) For Foreign Material: O.Q2 oi-one 
proceedings to complete the necessary percent. for.fol'!!i(!Il material. 
economic cost benefit analysis required (2) For Deiec~: Five percent for kemeis or 

pOrtions or kernels' which ~ below the 
by Executive Orcier 1!:291; The · . _requ,irements of thfe (U'Bde. including not 
Department is not required to complete more than the following: :r:wo percent fo: 
such analysis uncier this Execiltive · inolC.:ranciditl'. decay or insect injl!l1-: 
Order. · Provicied. Tnafnot more than one pen::ent 

As a conforming change. eball be for mold. rancid.Hy. or insect injury; 
§ 999.400(b)(2) .should be revised by The two pereent 1oieranoe shall be in efiect 
deletins the second sentence: Tnat untif)uly 31. 1983. 
sentence cites the reouirements ior D(!.finitions - ·. " ' 
Oregon No. l whole and broicen ~ade Ill ".Well dried" i:neane I.list the kernels are 
for shelled filberts. but is no'longer fum .and cnsp. not containing more than fl 
needed since ·this action deletes such perien: moisture. · .. 
references in § 962.101. · (Zi "'Cle~r." means pr11cu::ally free from 

After consideration of all relevant p;ainly visible adhenng din or other fore1(!Il 
matter presente~; inciuding that in the matenal. 
notice. the recommendations of the (3}" "Forei~ material" means any 
Boarci. anc the petition of the. · eubstarice other than the filbeM kernels. or 
association. the coi:::unents received. and · portions or kemeia, ILooae· eitins. pellicies or 

corky tiasue .which have become eepsrsted 
other availabie informatior.. it is found from the kernels shall not be considered es 
that to amenci the ~acie and size foreiit=i material. provided that thie material 
reg-ulation ior shelled filberts groWn in doee no'1 exceed .02 of one percent by 
Oregon and C)as:iington. and the weight.) 
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(4) '"Serious dama11e" ineans any specific 
defect described in this section, or any 
equally objectionable variation of any one of . 
these defecta. or any .other defects, or any 
combination of defects, which aeriously 
detracts from the appearance or the edible or 
inarket.ing quality of the individual portion of 
the kernel or of the lot aa a whole. The 
following defects shall be considered as 
serious damage. 

(I) "Serious ahrlveling" means when the 
kernel la aeriously shrunken, wtjnkled and 
lOU[lh. 

(ii) "Mold" me11JU1 that there ii a visible 
growth of mold either on the outside or In.side 
of the keruel. 

(iii) "Rancidity" means that the kernel i1 
noticeably rancid to the taste. An oily 
appearance of the flesh does.not 11eceaaari!y 
indicate a rancid condition. 

(iv) "Decay" means that any ponion of the 
. kernel ia decomposed. 

(v) "lnaect injury" means that the i111ect. 
fraH or web is presenL or the kernel or 
portion of kemel show definite evidence of 
insP.ct feedir.e. 

Lrt 999 - Sp.ecia.lty t:rops - -: 
~anch - Imoort ReP"Ula'tions 1 

.. _ ..... -- . --.,--- -- ___ __; 
' I 999.400 [Amended) 

2. Section 999.400(b)(2) is amended by 
removing the second sentence. 

3. Exhibit A of § 999.400 is revised to -
read as follows: 

Exhibit A 

Grode Requirements for She!Jed Filberts 
Filbert kemels or portions of filbert kernels 

ahall meet the following require!Denta: 
(1) Well dried and clean: 

. (%) Free from foreign material. mold. 
rancidity, decay or Insect injury; and 

(3) Free from serious dam88e caused by 
aerious shriveling. or other me8118. 

Tolerance• 
In order to allow for variations incident to 

proper grading and handling the following 
tolerances. by wei[!hL are permitted as 
specified: 

(1) For Foreign Material: 0.02 of one 
percent. for foreign material. 

(2) For Defects: Five percent for kernels or · 
. portions of kernels which are below the 

requirements of thia grade. Including not 
more than the following: Two percent for 
mold. rancidity. decay or insect injury: 
Provided. That not more than one percent 
shall be for mold. rancidity, or insect injury. 
The two percent toierance shall be in effect 
until July 31. 1983. 

Definitions 

(1) "Well dried" means that the kernels are 
firm and crisp, not containing more-than 6 
percent moisture. . 

(2) ''Clean" means practically free from 
plainly visible adhering dirt or other foreign 
material. 

(3) "Forei~ material" means any 
aubstance other thar: the filbert kernels. or 
poniona of kernels. (Loose skins. peUicles or 
corkv tinue which have become separated 
from. the kernels shall not be considered Bl 

foreign material. provided th1tt this material 

does not exceed .02 of one percent by 
wei!!hL) 

(4) "Serious damage·· means any specific 
defect described in this section. or any 
equally objectionable variation of any one of 
these defects. or any other defects. or any 
combination of defects, which seriously 
detracts from the appearance or the edible or 
marketing quality of the individual portion of 
the kernel or of the lot Bl a whole. The 
following defecu ahall be considered aa 
aerioua damage. 

(IJ "Serious shriveling" means when the 
kernel ia seriously ahrunken. wrinkled and 
tough. 

(ii) "Mold" meana that there 11 a visible 
growth of mold either on the outside or inside 
of the kemel. · · 

(iii) "Rancidity" means that the kernel la 
noticeably rancid to the taste. All oily 
appearance of the flesh does not 11eceuarily . 
indicate a rancid condition. 

[iv) "Decay" means that any portion of the 
kemel is decomposed. 

(v) "Insect injury" meana that the Insect. 
frass or web is present. or the kemel or 
portion of kernel show definite evidence of 
insect feeding. 
(Secs. 1-19. 48 Stat. 31. as ~mended; 'I U.S.C. 
601-674) 

Dated: March 18. 1982 to become effective 
May 24. 1982. · 
Charles R. Brader, 
Director. Fruit and Vegetable Division. 

. March 18. 19si 
(FR lloc. IZ-7917 P"iled W3-8Z: ~am) 

BIWNG COOE :M1-- : 

Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service 

9 CFR Part 94 

(Docket No. 82-o31] 

Change In Disease Status of Denmark 
Because of Foot"and·Mouth Disease 

AGENCY: Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service. USDA. 
ACTION: Interim rule. 

SUMMARY: This document removes 
Denmark from the list of countries 
declared to be free of rinderpest and 
foot-and-mouth disease. This action 
which prohibits the importation of 
cattle. sheep. or other ruminants. or 
swine or fresh. chilled. or frozen meats 
of such animals into the United States 
from Denmark is necessary because the 
existence oi foot-and-mouth disease has· 
been confirmed in that country. This 
action is necessary as an emergency 
measure in order to protect the livestock 
of the United States from the threat of 
introduction or dissemination of foot­
and-mouth disease into the United 
States. 

DATES: Effective date: March 18: 1982. 
Comments on or before: May 24. 1982. 

ADDRESS: Written comments should be 
submitted to the Deputy Administrator, 
Veterinary Services. APHIS. Room 870, 
Federal Building, 6505 Belcrest Road. 
Hya~tsville. MD 20782.. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Dr. D. E. Herrick. USDA. APHIS. VS, 
Room 821. 6505 Belcrest Road. 
Hyattsville. MD 20782. 301436-8530. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Executive Order 12291. and Emergency 
· Acti9n 

Thia final action is issued in 
conformance with Executive Order 
U291 and has been determined to be 
"not major." 

The Department has determined that 
this rule will have an annual effect on 
the country of less than SlOO million, 
will not cause a major increase in costs 
or prices for consumers. indi\;dual 
industries. Federal. State. or focal 
government agencies. or geographic 
regions. and will not have any 
significant adverse effects on 
competition. emplo>"ment. investment, 
productiVity, or innovation. or on the 
ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign-

. based enterprises in domestic or export 
markets. 

For this rulemaking action..the Office 
of Management and Budget has waived 
their review process required by 
Executive Order l.Z291. 

Further, pursuant to the 
administrative procedure provisions In 5 
U.S.C. 553. it is found upon good cause 
that notice and other public procedure 
with respect to this interim rule are 
impracticable and contrary to the public 
interest and good cause is found for 
making this interim rule effective less. 
than 30 days after publication of this 
document in the Federal Register. 

The emergency. discussed above, 
makes compliance with section 603 and 
timely compliance with section 604 of 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act · 
impracticable. Since this action may 
have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. a 
final regulatory flexibility analysis 
addressing the issues required by 
section 604 of Pub. I.. 354, the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act. will be prepared. 

On March 18, 1982. the Department 
was notified that foot-and-mouth 
disease was confirmed on the Isle of Fyn 
(pan of Denmark). Foot-and-mouth 
disease. Type 0. was confirmed on a 
farm which contained 66 cattle and no 
swine. 

Foot-and-mouth disease is a 
dangerous and destructive 
communicable disease of ruminants and 





151 

APPENDIX J 

IMPORTED FILBERT INSPECTI9N TABLES 



Note.--This table, and the following two tables in this appendix, are data from special 
compilations of Federal records supplied by the Agricultural Marketing Service to the 
investigation. 

Imported Filbert Inspections 
October 1979-September 1983 

. 1979-80 : 1980-ih : 1981.::!!2 : 1982-83 Item and Unit Turkey I Italy I Total : Turke! : Italy : Total : Turkey : Italy : Total : Turke! : ·na1I : Total 

Total Lota Inspected 189 0 189 172 6 180 215 23 239 177 45 222 

Failing Lots (3 defects. over 1%) 1J. 8 0 8 13 0 14 24 0 24 6 3 9 

Passing Lo.ts (3 defects not over 1%) /1 
Number 181 0 181 159 6 166 191 23 215 171 42 213 
Percent of Total 96 0 96 ··92 100 92 89 100 90 97- 93 96 

Pas11ing 1.ots With 
Not Over U: 4 defects /2 

Number 92 0 92 98 5 103 103 6 110 82 5 87 
Percent of Total 49 0 49 57 83 57 48 26 46 46 11 39 
Percent of Passing 51 0 5~ 62 83 62 54 26 51 48 12 41 

Not Over 1.5% 4 defects 
Number 159 0 159 137 6 144 166 15 182 142 15 157 
Percent of Total 84 0 84 80 100 80 77 65 76 80 33 71 
Percent of Passing 88 0 88 86 100 87 87 65 85 83 36 !4 

Not Over 2% 4 defects 
Number 179 0 179 153 6 160 185 18 204 169 33 202 
Percent of Total 95 0 95 89 100 89 86 78 85 95 73 91 
Percent of Passing 99 0 99 96 100 96 97 78 95 99 79 95 

/1 Hold, rancfdity and in11ect damage. 
/2 Hold_, rancidity, insect damage and decay. 

AHS:FVD:Specinl"ty Crops Branch 12/18/84 

1--' 
V1 
N 



Item and Unit 

Total 'Lots Inspected 

Failing Lots (3 defects over 1%) J1. 
Passing Lots (3 defects not over 1%) /1 

Numher ~ 
Percent of Total 

Passing Lots With 
Not Over 1% 4 defects l.J:... 

Number 
.rercent of Total 
Percent of Passing 

Not Over 1.5% 4 defects 
Number 
Percent of Total 
Percent of Passing 

Not Over 2% 4 defects 
Number 
Percent of Total 
Percent of Passing 

/1 Mold, rancidity and insect damage. 

Imported Filbert Inspections 
October 1983-September 1984 

. 
Total 

318 

4 

314 
99 

166 
52 
53 

238 
75 
76 

299 
94 
95 

; 

. 

/2 Mold, rancidity, insect damage and decay. 

AMS:Fvn:specialty Crops Branch 11/30/84 

Turkey ; . Italy 

• 

283 34 

3 1 

280 33 
99 97 

162 4 
57 12 
58 12 

228 10 
81- 29 
81 30 

274 24 
97 71 
98 73 



Imported She]Jt,d F11herts: Inspection Results 
By Importer Octoher 1983-September 1984 
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APPENDIX I< 

EUROPEAN STANDARDS FOR DRY FRUIT (NUTS) RECOMMENDED BY THC WORKING PARTY ON 
STANDARDIZATION OF PERISHABLE PRODUCE OF THE ECONOMIC COMMISSION FOR EUROPE~ 
SELECTED PAGES FOR HAZELNUTS ... . 



AGRl/WP.1/35 
156 

.ECONOMIC COMMISSION FOR EUROPE 

UN-ECE STANDARDS 

For 

DRY FRUIT 

{Nuts) 

European Standards for· Dry Fruit 

Recommended by the Working Party on Standardization of Perishable Produce 

of the Economic Commission for Europe 

U·NITED NATIONS 



UN IE:CE S ta.nd.ari 

DF-01 

DF-02 

DF-03 

_DF-04 

:OF-05. 

Unshelled Walnuts 
··. ·. 

Walnut !ernels 

Unshelled H4zelnuts 

Decorticated .Hazelnuts 

Unshelled S""et· Aimond.s 

157 

Contents · 

Annex Dete::minat~o~ of the moisture contents of d:ry- fr.ti.ts 
by a labora-;or:r method and by' a ra~id method 

List of publication~ 

i 
GE.83-42336 

1 

6 

10 

14 

19 

22. 

24 
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£rote b:r the secretariat 

1. In October 1949 the Committee on Agricul~i.ll'al Problems of the Economic 
C<;:mmission for Europe established the Working Party on Standardization of 
Perishable Foodstuffs. 11 The Working Party was en trusted with the. task of· 
"deten:ii.ning CCl!lI!lon standards for perishable foodstuffs" and "studying- steps 
to be taken on the international level in order to secure the generai adoption 
of standards and control systems". 

2. The standards elaborated by the Working Party have been drawn up within 
the framework of the Geneva P=otocol on the Standardization of Fruits and 
Vegetables, adopted by the Worki."lg Party in 1958, and amended in 1964. The 
staJ;J.dards apply to produce moving in international tra4e.between and to 
European countries and a.re intended for application at the poiiit of despatch 
by the control authorities of the exporting countrie~. , ... 

3. . The standard for Unshelled Walnuts contained .in this document is a revision 
of the former standard AGRI/WP .l/EDR· •. STAN/34, first published. in ··1970 • This 
revision and the standard for Walnut Kernel's wre adopted-by 'tl:ie Working Party 
at its thirty-ninth session in October 1983. The other stand.a.rd.~ contained 
herein were published in 1969 and 1970 and are now reprinted. · 

4. The secretariat has been instructed to transmit the revised standards to 
member countries of the Economic Commission for Europe for official acceptance. 
In consideri.~g their acceptance of these standards Governments should note the 
reservations expressed by member countries. Governments should also be aware 
oi the existing legislation in certain countries which prevents the full 
acceptance of the standard at this stage. 

11 At its twenty-fifth session in 1974·, the Committee extended the 
responsibility of the Working Party to cover non-edible horticultural produce 
and agreed to change the name of the Working Part'J to ''Working Party on 
Standardization of Perishable Produce" in order to reflect the greater scope of 
its activities. 

ii 
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UN/ECE STANDARD DF-03 

_concer~ing the marketing and commercial quality control of 

UNSHE~iED HAZEL NUTS 

moving in trade between and to European countries · 

I. DEFINITION OF PRODUCE 

Tilis standard applies to unshelled hazel nuts which are the fruit of Corylus 
avellana Land Cor=ylus maxima Mill and their hybrids without involucre or.husk 
and which are intended for direct consumption. 

lI. QUALITY REQUIREMENTS 

A. General 

nie purpose of the ~tandard is to define the quality requirements at the 
~ispatching stage after preparation and packaging • 

. B. . Minimum reguirements '];/ 

(i) External characteristics of the fruit 

'!be shells must be: 

- intact 

- sound 

- clean and, in particular, free from visible foreign matter 

(ii) Internal characteristics of the fruit 

. Hazel nuts must not be empty. 

'!be kernels must be: 

- sound and, in particular, free from mould, rot; visible damage by 
insects or pests and free from living or dead insects or any other 
living or dead animal pests 

- normally developed 

- free from any rancidity or foreign smell or taste 

free from blemishes rendering them unfit for consumption £1 

1/ Reservation of the Federal Republic of Germany, which is of the opinion 
that the standard should be applicable at all stages of marketing. 

2/ This requirement does not apply to internal or external blemishes 
consisting of an alteration of the odour or taste or the hazel nuts, always 
provided that the hazel nuts remain .fit for consumption. 

10 
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(iii) .Unshel1ed hazel nuts.must be harvested when fully ripe. They must be 
dry and must not contain more than 12 per cent of moisture. The 
moisture content ""jj of the kernel alone must not be more than 
7 per cent. 

C. Classification 

Unshelled hazel nuts are classified into three classes: · "Extra", Class I 
... arid- Class II - defined below: 

(i) "Extra" Class 

The unshelled hazel nuts in this class must be of superior quality and 
carefully prepared, in the light of the requirements. concerning"· sizing, 
tolerances and uniformity. . . 

(ii) Class I 

The unshelled hazel nuts in this class must be of good quality·and well 
prepared in the light of the requirements concerning sizing tolerances 
and uniformity. 

(iii ) Class II 

This class comprises unshelled hazel nuts of marketable quality which 
do not qualify for inclusi~n in the higher classes but satisfy the. 
minimum requirements specified above. 

III. SIZING - · 

Sizing is compulsory for produce j,n classes "Extra" and "I" but optional for 
produce in Class "II". The sizing of unshelled hazel nuts is based on the 
maximum diameter of the equatorial section; which is ·determined by·means of a 
screen with circular perforation. The following classification is laid down: 

~ Reference Diameter of fruit 
l . 

"Very fal'.'ge" V.L. 18 mm and over 

"Large" L. 16nim and over 

"Medium" M. 13-16 mm 

"Small". s. Under 13 mm 

"Unselected" u • 

. Only "very large" and "large" hazel nuts may be included in -the "Extra" 
class and only "very large", "large" and "medium" hazel nuts in class ."I". 

IV. TOLERANCES 

In each package the fol:!,owing .tolerances. in respect of quality and size are 
allowed for produce not satisfying the -requirements of its class. 

2./ The moisture content is determined by the method given in the Annex to 
this document. 
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A. Quality tolerances 

The tolerances, by ~umber of fruits, are as foilows: 

External defects 
.·. ·. 

Internal·defects 

Foreign matter (by weight) 

"EXTRA" 
% 

.l 

4 
.0.25 

"I" ,, 
2 

8 4/ 

0.25 

"II" ,, 
3 

10 ~/ 

0.25 ii 
There may be a maximum of 12 per cent of hazel nuts belonging to different 

varieties, commercial types, or shapes, from the same local production area. 

~ithin the tolerances of 4, 8 and 10 per cent for internal defects in the 
"Extra" class and in classes "I" and "II", maximum tolerances of only 3, 5 and 
6 per cent respectively are allowed for empty nuts and a maximum tolerance of 
0.2 per cent for living or dead insects. 

B. Size tolerance 

For all classes; a total tolerance of 5 per cent for rounded nuts and 
10 per cent for pointed and oblong nuts, by ~umber, is permitted ·per package for 
produce conforming to the size immediately above and/or below that identified. 

V. PRESENTATION 

A. Uniformity 

The contents of each package must be uniform and contain only hazel nuts of 
the same quality, origin, commercial type or variety. 

. . 

"Camouflage" is prohibited, i.e. the visible part of the package must be 
representative of the entire contents of the package. 

B. Packaging 

Hazel nuts m1,JSt be packed in such a way as to protect the produce properly. 

The materials, and particularly the paper used inside the package must be 
new, clean and of a quality such as to avoid causing any external or internal 
damage to the products. When printed matter is used, the printing must not come 
into contact with the produce. 

Packages must be free of all foreign matter. 

VI. HARKING 

Each package must bear the following particulars, in letters grouped on the 
same side, legibly and indelibly marked, and visible from the outside. 

!/ In calculating these percentages, a slight deformation of the kernel is 
not considered to be a defect • 

.2/ ~eservations of Italy and Spain who wish to raise the tolerance to 
12 per cent. 

12 
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A. Identification 

Packer ) 
and/or ) 
Dispatcher) 

Name and address or officially issued or accepted 
code mark 6/ 

Shipping mark (wh~re applicable). The shipping mark must correspond with 
the shipping mark shown on the Bill of Lading. 

B. Nature of produce 

Unshelled hazel nuts, .when the produce is not visible from outside. 

C. ·.Origin of produce 

Country of origin:,. and ·optionally district where grown, or national, · 
regional or local place name. 

D. Commercial specifications 

- . class 

commercial type 'or. va'riety 

- size, either - by the minimum and maximum diameters, or 

by the minimum diameter followed by the words "and 
over", or 

. by type as indicated in Chapter III 

- weight (gross or net) II 

If the gross weight is indicated, the tare must not in any circumstances 
exceed 2.5 per cent for sacks of 50 kg and above, 3 per cent for sacks of 
25 kg to 50 kg, and 3.5 per cent for sacks of lesser weight. 

E. · · Official control mark· (optional) 

· This standard was first issued in 1970 as 
AGRI(W~ .l/EUR.STAN.35 . 

Reprinted 1983 

§_! The national legislation of Federal Republic of Germany requires the 
~ompulsory declaration ·or the name and address. 

11 At the request of the importer. 

, ;: 
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UN/ECE STANDARD OF-04 

concerning the marketing and commercial quality control of 

DECORTICATED HAZEL NUTS 

moving in trade between and to European countries 

I. DEFINITION OF PRODUCE 

This standard ·appiies only to whole decorticated hazel nuts from varieties of 
Corvlus avellana L. and Corylus maxima Mill. and their hybrids from which the 
protective ligneous epicarp has been removed. 1/ 

II. QUALITY REQUIREMENTS 

A. General 

The purpose of the standard is to define the quality requirements for 
decorticated hazel nuts at the despatching stage.after preparation and packag­
ing. 2 I 

B. Minimum requirements 

Decorticated hazel nuts must be in all classes: 

dry, not containing·more than 6 per cent of moisture;)_/ 

clean, and in particular, free from visible foreign matter; 

free of blemishes rendering them unfit for consumption; ii 

sound, and in particular, free from mould, rot, visible damage by insects 
and free from living or de$,d insects or any other living or dead animal 
pests; 

~ free of any rancidity or foreign smell or taste; 

whole; .the absence of part of the outer skin or a scratch less than 2 mm. 
in diameter and 1 mm. in depth shall not be regarded as a defect. 
Kernels which are not whole and in which more than one third. of the fruit 
is missing· are known· as "pieces". ·Pieces should not pass through a 5 mm. 
round meshed sieve. 

ll Special standards will be established for the marketing of non-regulated 
qualities such as shrivelled, broken, spoiled, injured and mechanically damaged 
kernels, as well as twins and processed kernels. . . ~ . . : 

21 Reservation of the Federal Republic of Germany which is of the opinion 
that the standard should be applicable at all stages of marketing. 

2.1 . The moisture content is .determined by the method give~ in the Annex to 
this document. 

ii This requirement does not apply to internal or external blemishes con­
sisting of an alteration of the odour or taste of the hazel nuts, a:lways provided 
that the hazel nuts remain fit for consumption. 

14 
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c. Classification 

Decorticated hazel nuts are .. classified into the follQwing thre.e classes on 
the basis of quali.ty :· 

(i) "Extra" Class 

Hazel nuts in this class must be: 

. of superior quality; 

screened or sized; 

of normal shape and appearance for the commercial type or the 
variety. 

A maximum of 1 per cent by weight of twins is allowed. 

(ii) Class I '" 

Hazel nuts in this class must be: 

of good quality; 

screened or sized. 

Slight d·ef ects in shape are allowed. 

A maximum of 5 per cent by weight of twins is allowed. 

(iii) Class II 

This class comprises hazel nuts which do not qualify for inclusion in 
the higher classes but satisfy the minimum requirements specified 
above. 

· Screening or sizing are optional. 

A maximum of 8 per cent by weight of twins is allowed. 

III. SIZING 

·The size· of decorticated hazel nuts is determined by the maximum diameter 
of the mid section, the sizing being done by means of round-holed screens. 

The minimum size is 9 mm. for hazel nuts in the Extra Class and Clas~ I, 
with the exception of hazel nuts o( the·piccolo type or hazel nuts having a 
similar designation for which a diamete.r of from 6 mm. to 9 mm. is allowed. 

Decorticated hazel nuts are either sized or screened. 

15 
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(i) Sized hazel nuts 

for sized hazel riuts, the difference in diameter between ·the minimum 
and maxim.um size must not exceed 2 ll'llll· All sizes are allowed, subject 
to observance of the minimum size fixed above fof the Extra Class and 
Class I. 

(ii) · Screened hazel. nuts 

By .screened hazel nuts is meant hazel nuts ·whose ma:>:imum diameter is 
over or under a stated figure, subject to observance of the ~inimum 
size fixed above for the Extra Class and Class I. 

IV. TOLERANCES 

For each package, certain quality, presentation anc size tolerances are 
allowed for hazel nuts not satisfying the requirements of their· class. The 
tolerances,' by weight, are as follows: 

(i) Oualitv and D!"esentation tolerances 

Not fully developed, shrivelled, 
stained and yellowish kernels 

Rancid, rotten, mouldy, having a 
bad smell or .taste, d~aged by 
insects or attacked by 
rodents 6/ 7/ ---
Mechanically dete~iorated and 
pieces ~/ 

Unshelled hazel nuts, shell or 
skin fragments, dust 

Extraneous matter ·•. 

"Erira" I 

8 

l 3 

3 7 10 

0.2 0.2 0.2 

c.o; o.o; o.o; 

There may be a maximum of 10 per cent of kernels belonging to different 
y~rieties, commercial types, or shapes from the same local production 
e=ea. 

· 5/ ~eservation made by the federal Republic of Ge!"many which requests a 
lower-tolerance of 2 per cent. 

61 Fo~ hazel nuts of an old crop, these tolerances are increased to l.5 per 
cent, -2. 5 pe!" cent and 4 pe!" cent respectively in the Extra Class, Class 1 and 
Class I!, provided tha.t the marking indicates 'the c:--op year or 11 0:::.c crop 11 • 

11 The national legislation of the Fede:--al Republic of Germany and 
Switze!"land do not perI:i.it tole.ranees for produce affected. by mould o.r rot, nor the 
presence of insects, dead O!" alive (1983). 

8/ The percentage of pieces may not exceed 1 per cent, 2 pe.r cent and 4 per 
cent respectively in the Extra Class, Class ! and Class !!. 

i I' _o 
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(ii) Size tolerances 

For all classes, 5 per cent by weight 
different from the sizes laid down. 
0.2 mm. above or below the sizes laid 
a defect. 

V. PRESENTATION 

A.· , Uniformity 

of hazel nuts may be of a size 
The presence of hazel nuts 
down shall not be regarded as 

The contents of each package must be uniform and contain only hazel nuts of 
the same quality, origin, commercial type or variety. 

"Camouflage" is prohibited, i.e. the visible part of the package must be 
representative of the entire contents of the package. 

B. Packaging 

Hazel nuts must be packed in such a way as to protect the produce properly. 

The materials, and pa~ticularly the paper used inside the package must be 
new, clean and of a quality such as to avoid causing any external or internal 
damage to the products. When printed matter is used, the printing must not 
come into contact with the produce. 

Packages must be free of.all foreign matter. 

VI. MARKING 

Each· package must bear. the following particulars, in letters grouped on 
the same side, legibly and indelibly marked, and visible from the outside. 

A. Identification 

Packer 
and/or 
Dispatcher· 

Name and address or officially issued or 
accepted code mark '}_/ 

B. Nature of produce 

Decorticated hazel nuts. 

C. Origin of produce 

Country of origin and, optionally, district where produced or national, 
regional or local place name. 

91 Reservation of the Federal Republic of Germany as their. present 
legislation requires the compulsory declaration of the name and address. 

17 
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D. Commercial specifications 

Class. 

Commercial type or variety. 

Size: by the minimum and maximum diameters for sized hazel nuts and, 
by th~ minimum diameter preceded by the word "above", or by 
the maximum diameter preceded by the word "below" for screened 
hazel nuts. 

Weight (net or gross). If the gross weight is indicated, the tare must 
not exceed 2.5 per cent for sacks of 50 kg. and above, and 3.5 per cent 
for sacks of lesser weight. If the nuts are presented in double sacks 
other than paper or polythene, the net weight must be indicated. 

Crop year, at the request of the importer. 10/ 

E. Official control mark (optional). 

~his standard1 was first issued in 1970 as 
AGRI/WP.l/EUR.STAN.36 

Reprinted 1983 

10/ Reservations made by Italy and Spain who wish this specification to 
be deleted. 

18 





' 169 

APPENDIX L 

LETTER FROM J. H. RAYNER (MINCING LANE) LTD., LONDON, ENGLAND 
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Al.L COOl5 
TELEX LONDON --1-2-3 

J. H. RAYNER ·(MINCING LANE) LTD. 

DllllCTOlll: 
E. S. MAllGUUIS ICHAlllMM MoHUCJINGJ 
H I'. WILTSHllll. ,.A.t.t.A. UOllfT Wli&AGllllGJ 
D.J. AUSll 
T. H. fOWAllDS 
F V. NOLAN IU.S.A.I 
8. II. LAW. M.lc.llcon.J. C.l.1.M. 
Ci. E. l'EllCIVAl . 

14t~.January 1985 

Mr. Alvin Z.Macomber 
Principal Analyst 

50 MARK LANE 
LONDON, EC3R 7RJ 

Agriculture, Fisheries & Forest 
Products Division. 

International Trade Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20436 

RE: Filberts Investigation (No. 332-192) 

Dear Mr. Macomber: 

o·: 
c· .. 
~-

c.n. 

DlllfCTDllS: 
R. T IUllCiESS. F C.4. 
D. Ci. CH4MllllS 
F Ci. OAVllS 
I. ELLIOn 
M. C. MAJCWELL 
w MOSS 

r.:. 
,, ~ fi1 

In response to 
trade in hazelnuts, 
information. 

your request for information concernin~internat~al 
we J.H.Rayner (Mincing Lane)Ltd provid~~be ~ll~ing 

c-:.: C,.:J 0 

J.H.Rayner,baaed in London, England, is the major impor~~r~ hazelnuts 
into Europe. During the past marketing year, Rayner imported approximately 
30,000 tonnes of shelled hazelnuts into Europe. The majority of these nuts 
were grown in Turkey. 

J.H. Rayner's customers for hazelnuts in Europe are principally 
confectioners (chocolate bar manufacturers), bakers, and nut roasters/mixers. 
Approximately ·SOS of all hazelnuts imported into Europe by Rayner are sold 
to the major chocolate manufacturers including world renowned companies 
such as Cadbury, Rowntree, and Mare in the United Kingdom; Van houten in 
West Germany; Lindt, Souchard, Cailler, and Nestle in Switzerland, and Ferrero 
·in Italy. These companies demand the Turkish hazelnut for the following 
reas~ns. First, it consistent, regular round shape facilitates use in chocolate 
bare. Second, the Turkish nut is easily blanched and therefore well suited 
for confectionary products. Third, the Turkish nut has by far the best 
taste, flavour, and aroma. The Italian nut is generally not acceptable 
fo.r the confectionary trade because the Long Naples are not suited to machanical 
processes due to shape. and the Roman is not easily blanched. The Oregon 
nut, while large and attractive , does n~t possess the desirable taste, 
flavour, and aroma characteristics for confe.ctionery and bakery products. 
Moreover~ the Oregon crop is variable and not nearly. large enough to meet 
demand. 
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Page Two. 

Turkey is the undisputed world leader in hazelnut production; accounting for 
between 70i - Soi of the world comsumption. Our firm has had a long, 
beneficial relationship with the Turkish industry and we find the Turkish 
product of the highest quality. 

Neither the United Kingdom, nor the European Community nations have 
import inspections; such inspections are informally conducted by importers 
such as J.H.Rayner. The quality of the imported product determines the price. 
There are no official government standards in the U.K. or the E.E.C. 
nations which permit or bar entry of imported hazelnuts. 1 

Respectfully submitted, 

~ 
Hyde. Niel 

Manager,Nut Department. 
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APPENDIX M 

SELECTED PAGES FROM THE OFFICIAL JOURNAL OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES SHOWING 
REGULATION (CEC) NO. 2518/69 OF THE COUNCIL O~TEO OECEMBCR 9, 1969, AND COM­
MISSION REGULATION (EEC) NO. 3483/84 DATED DECEMBER 12, 1984, REGARDING 
REFUNDS ON CXPORTS. or fRUIT AND VEGCTABLES 
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Official Journal of the European Communities 545 

18.12.69 Official Journal of the European Communities No L 318/17 

REGULATION (EEC) No 2518169 OF THE COUNCIL 

of 9 December 1969 

laying down general rules for the gr_anting of refunds on exports of fruit and vegetables 
and criteria for fixing their amounts 

THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES, 

Having regard _to the T~caty establishing the 
European Economic Community; 

Having regard to Council Regulation No 
159/66/EEC1 of 25 October 19,66 laying down 
additional provisions on the common organisation of 
the market in fruit and vegetables, as last amended 
by Council Regulation (EEC) No 2515/691 of 9 
December 1969, and in particular Article 11 (a) 
thereof; 

Having regard to the proposal from the Commission; 

Whereas refunds on expons of products subject 'to 
the common organis:ition of the market in fruit and 
vegetables must be fixed in accordance with certain 
criteria providing for the difference bccwccn the 
prices of these products in the Community and on 
the world market to be covered; whereas, to that 
end, account should be taken of the situation 
regarding the supply of fruit and vegetables and the 
prices of these products in the Community and of the 
situation regarding the: prices ruling in international 
trade; 

Whereas local handling. charges should be taken into 
account in view of the different prices at which fruit 
and vegetables arc offered and in order to cover the 
difference between the prices ruling in world trade 
and those ruling in the Community; 

Whereas the observ:irion of price trends requires that 
prices shall be fixed in accordance with general 
principles; whereas, to that end and having regard to 
ruling prices on world markets, consideration should 
be given to quotations recorded on the markets of 
third countries, ruling prices in the importing 
countries concerned, producer prices recorded in 

1 OJ No 192, 27.10.1966, p. 3286/66. 
2 OJ No L 318, 18.12.1969, p. 10. 

third countries and Community_ free-at-frontier 
prices; whereas price5 within the Community should 
be fixed in consideration of those ruling prices which 
are shown to be the most favourable from the point 
of view of export; 

Whereas there should be prov1S1on for possible 
variation of amounts of refunds according to product 
destination and · in consideration of particular 
conditions for imports ruling in certain countries of 
destination; 

Whereas, to avoid unfair competition, traders should 
be subject to: the same administrative rules 
throughout the Community; 

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION: 

Article 1 

This Regulation lays down rules for fixing and 
granting export refunds for the· products referred to 
in Article 7 of Regulation No 23.3 

Article 2 

The refunds shall be fixed in the light of: 

(a) the current situation and foreseeable development, 
with regard to: 

- prices of fruit and vegetables on the 
Community market and quantities available; · 

- prices on world markets; 

(~) minimum marketing and transport costs from 
Community markets to ports and other points of 
export from the Community and . handling 
charges up to arrival at countries of destination; 

(c) economic aspects of the intended exports .. 

a OJ No 30, 20.4.1962, p. 965/62. 
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546 Official Journal of the European Communities 

Article 3 Article 5 

1. Prices on the. Community market shall be fixed 
in the light of the ruling prices .most ~av.ourable for 
exports: 

2. World market prices shall be determined in the 
light of; 

(a) quotations recorded on third country mark~ts; 

(b) the most favourable prices paid in third countries 
for imports from other third cowitries; . 

(c) producer prices recorded in exporting thiid 
countries; 

(d) free-at~fronrier offer prices . within the 
Comm uni~. 

Article 4 

The refund paid in the Co~~~ni~ m~~~be varied for· 
a specific producr according to its destination, when 
the situation in world trade or the special 
requirements of given markets make this ~ecessary .. . . . . . 

·. t. 'The refund shall be paid on proof that the 
produets: 

-·have been exported from the Community, arid 

- arc of Community origin. 

2. Where the provisions of Anicle 4 are applied, 
the refund shall be paid as. provided in paragraph 1 
and on proof that · the product has reached the· 
destination for which. the refund was fixed. 

" 

. Nevertheless, derogation may be made from this rule 
in accordance .with · the procedure referred to in 
paragraph. 3, subjecr ·to· conditions being laid down 
which offer equivalent guarantees.· 

3. Further prov1S1ons · may: be adopted in 
accordance with the procedure laid down in Article 
13 of Re~lation No 23; · 

Article 6 

This Regulation shall enter into force on 1 March 
,1970. 

This Regulation shall be binding in its ~ntirety and directly applicable in all Member 
States. · 

Done at Brussels, 9 December 1969. 

For the Council 

The President 

P. LARDINOIS 
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EEC) No 3483/84 

of 12 December 1984 

alteri11g the export' refunds on .fruit and vegetables 

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN 
COMMUN ml!$. 
Having regard to the Treaty establishing the Euro~n 
.Economic Community, · · 

Having regard to Council Regulation (EEC) N_o 
1035/72 of 18 May 1972 on the common organization 
of ~e market · in fruit and vegetables ('~ is last 
am~nded by Regulation (EEC) No 1332/84 (2). and_ in 
particular Article 30 (S) the~f, · 

Whereas the export refunds. on fruit and vegetables 
were fixed by Regulation (EEC) No 2974/84 (1); 

Whereas it follows from applying the rules, criteria 
and other provisions contained in Regulation (EEC) 
No 2974/84 to the information 41 present available .to 
the Commission, that the export refunds at present in 

force should be altered as shown in the Annex to this 
Regulation, 

. . 
HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION: 

Articlt 1 . 

The export refunds on fruit and vegetables fixed in the 
Annex: to Regulation {EEC) No 2974/84 arc hereby 
altered as shown in the Annex hereto. 

"Article 2 

This Regulation shall enter into force on January 
1985. 

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

. Done at Brussels, 12 December 1984. 

(') OJ No L 118, 20. S. 1972. p. I. 
(') OJ No L 130, 16. S. 1984, p. I. 
(').OJ No L 281, 25. 10. 1984. p. 18. 

For tht Commission 

Poul DALSAGER­

Mtmbtr of tbt ~ommission 
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ANNEX 
·2 2 ~AGE ...... OF..,, 

i..NCL No ·····-­
co the Commission Regulation of 12 December 1984 altering the cxpon refuncla on· fniC ·A ... ~3.l.,. .... __ 

and vegetables 

CCT 
heading 

No 

ex 07.01 M 

ex 08.02 A I 

ex 08.02 B 

ex 08.02 C 

ex 08.04 A I 

ex 08.05 A II 

ex 08.05 B 
.; 

ex 08.05 G 

ex Oii.OS G 

ex 08.06 A II 

Dncrip1ion 

Tomarocs \Extra' Class, Class 1 and Class II) 

Sweet fresh oranges : 

For cxpon of varieties Biondo comune and Sanguigno comunc 
\Extra' Class, Class I and Class 11) to: 

- Countries or States with a planned economy in central or 

(F.Cl/1100 ltt. •ttt) 

Refund 

cutcrn Europe and Yugoslavia 8,00 

- Oth,r destinations 5.32 
For export of other varieties \Exrra' Class, Class I and Class II) 
to: 

- Countries or Stares with a planned economy in central or 
eastern Europe and Yugoslavia . 

- Other destinations 

Fresh mandarins \Extra Class, Class I and Class II) 

fresh lemons \Extra' Class, Class I and Class II) 

for ex~n ro: 

- Countries or Stares with a planned economy in central or 
eastern Europe and Yugoslavia 

- Other destinations 

Table grapes : 

- Fresh, open ground \Extra' Class and Class I) 

- Fresh, hothouse \Extra' Class and Class I) 

Shelled almonds, other than biller almonds • 

Unshelled walnuts 

Unshelled hazelnuts 

Shelled hazelnuts 

Apples \Extra Class, Class I and Class II) other than cider 
apples: 

For export ro : 

- Botswana, Lesotho. Swa~iland. Zambia, Malawi, Mozamhique, 
Tanzania, Kenya, Rwanda. Burundi, Uganda, Somalia, 
Madagascar. Comoros. Mauruius, Sudan. Ethiopia, Jibuti, the 
counrries of the Arabian peninsula('). Iran, Iraq and Jordan 

·/- Countries and lerrirories of Africa other than those 
mentioned above and. Sourh Africa, Syria, countries wirh a 
planned economy in central and easrern Europe. Yugoslavia, 
Bolivia. Brazil, Venezuela. Peru, Panama, Ecuador, Colombia, 
Iceland. Norway •. Sweden, Austria, the Faroe Islands and 
Finland . 

14,50 
9,67 

12.00. 

8,00 

JO.SO 

19.34 

9,67 

14,00 

7,50 

14 .. ~I 

12.00 

4,00 

(') For the purpose of this Regulation the 'coumric-~ of the Arabian peninsula' are considered to be 
the following. including rhe rerrirories arrached rhereto: Saudi Arabia, Bahrain. Qatar, Kuwait, the 
Suhanare of Oman. Unired Arah Em1ra1es (Abu Dhabi, Dubai, Sharjah. Ajman. Umm al Qawain, 
Fujairah. Ras Al Khaimah). Yemen Arab Republic (North Yemen) and the People's Democratic 
Republic of Yemen (Sou1ti Y.,men). 








