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THE GRAIN MARKETING SYSTEM AND WHEAT
QUALITY IN FRANCE

William W. Wilson and Lowell D. Hill*
I. Introduction**

Traditionally the European Economic Community (EC) nad been an importer
of wheat, particularly stronger wheats which were used for purposes of
blending. However, since the mid-1970s the EC has become an increasingly
competitive net exporter of wheat and in recent years is a major competitor.
The EC market share increased from 6 to 17 percent between the mid-1970s and
1987/88. In fact, in the last 10 years the EC is the principal exporting
region which has gained market share, each of the other exporting countries
generally losing. The US is the country which has lost the most market
share.

There are many factors which have influenced these developments. While
most recent attention focuses on the pricing policies of the EC and the value
of the export restitution, there are a number of other phenomena of
importance. These include productivity growth, generally improving end-use
quality, trade policies, and favorable political relations with important
growth regions/countries. In addition, the EC has been the largest exporter
of wheat flour relative to all other exporting countries. The quality of
wheat in the EC differs from that of the other traditional exporters. It is
generally considered a lower protein, soft wheat which produces weak flour.
However, the quality of wheat in the EC varies across the member countries.
This is especially true with the increased production of wheat in the United
Kingdom in recent years which has had noted problems associated with quality.
However, in the case of France, the principal exporting country for the EC,
the quality of wheat has been maintained in the past 10 years despite
substantial increases in productivity.

The purpose of this study is to analyze the institutions, policies and
trade practices in France that have an influence on the quality of wheat which
is exported. In the second section background information is provided on
wheat production and marketing in the EC and France. The relative importance
of France in the EC wheat market is discussed. Supply and demand data are

*Wilson and Hi11 are in the Department of Agricultural Economics at
North Dakota State University and University of Il1linois, respectively.

**portions of this report were originally prepared under contract for
the 0ffice of Technology Assessment, US Congress. The specific project was
entitled "Technology and Public Policy to Enhance Grain Quality and
International Trade." Similar reports were prepared on Australia, Argentina,
and Brazil, as well as numerous other reports. Some of the information for
this study was collected during a visit to France during September 1987.
Other participants on that trip included Dr. Mike Phillips from the Office
of Technology Assessment of US Congress, Mr. Robert Zortman, Field Office
Manager of the Federal Grain Inspection Service, USDA, and Dr. Wes Peterson,
Texas A&M University.
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presented as well as yield comparisons and general data or quality. Exports
and market shares to principal EC markets as well as selected data on flour
trade are presented. Section III provides a description of price policies in
the EC. Particular attention is given to the administration of the
intervention price, the principal mechanism which influences prices and
quality. Section IV describes the wheat marketing industry. Conditioning
practices are described as well as market channels. Section Y describes the
mechanism for variety development and release. The main topic of Section VI
is the control of quality in France. Grading, inspection, certification are
discussed. The final section provides the conclusions. A summary and
evaluation of wheat quality in France are presented in this section.
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II. Overview of Wheat Production and Marketing

Descriptive data are presented in this section on wheat production and
marketing in the EC and France. First, the relative importance of France in
EC wheat production is described. Subsequent sub-sections present selected
data on supply/demand, productivity, exports, and flour trade. The final
section presents historical data on wheat quality in France. Figures are
contained at the end of this section and statistical tables corresponding to
this section are in Appendix A.

A. France and the European Community

The European Community is a group of countries which joined together in
1957. Originally there were six member countries including Belgium, Federal
Republic of Germany, France, Italy, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands. Since
then, the UK, Ireland, and Demmark joined in 1973, Greece in 1981, and Spain
Portugal joined in 1986. Currently there are 12 countries in the ec.l

Production of wheat has increased in the EC from 36 million metric tons
(MMT) in the 1960s to a peak of 82 MMT in 1984. Since then production has
decreased to 70 MMT in 1986 (Table 2.1). France is by far the largest wheat
producing country in the EC with about 35-40 percent of the production in
recent years. The relative importance of France in EC wheat production has
been fairly constant through time. However, there have been significant
declines in the relative importance of wheat production in Italy, decreasing
from about 23 percent of EC production in the 1960s to 12 percent in recent
years. Also of importance is that wheat production in the UK increased from 9
percent of the EC production to nearly 20 percent in recent years. Most of
the increased production in the UK occurred after 1973, which is when the UK
joined the EC. The production shares in the other member countries are
relatively minor and generally stable (Figure 2.1). The area planted to wheat
in France is about 35-37 percent of total wheat area in the EC (Table 2.2),
but production in France is about 40-44 percent of that of the EC. This
indicates the general tendency that average yields in France exceed most of
the rest of the EC.

Production of wheat in France is located generally in the area around
Paris. Wheat production extends north of Paris and across to the southwest.
There is scattered production, although relatively minor, in the southern
parts of France. The relative importance of the regions of production in
France is shown in Table 2.3 for the 1986 and 1987 crops. The largest five
regions produced 55 percent of the production in recent years.

IMost data (at the time of this writing) are aggregated for the first
10 member countries. Thus the data are generally reported as EC10,
representing the EC excluding Spain and Portugal.
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B. Supply and Disappearance of Wheat

Data on the supply and disappearance of wheat in the EC are listed in
Table 2.4 and shown in Figure 2.2. The EC has always been both an importer
and exporter of wheat. Imports have been primarily for blending and improving
the strength of the indigenous wheat. Generally prior to 1971 imports
exceeded exports. However, since then exports have exceeded imports. Since
1977 exports have exceeded imports regularly and have increased at an
escalating rate.

Domestic disappearance of wheat in the EC is quite high relative to
total disappearance. In 1985/86, domestic disappearance was 77 percent of
total disappearance in the EC, which is far greater than the other wheat
exporting countries (Table 2.5). However, the percentage of domestic
utilization in the EC in recent years follows a general decline compared to
the earlier years. The primary domestic use of wheat in the EC is for human
consumption in the form of bread products (Table 2.6). However, compared to
other exporting countries, domestic use of wheat for feeding purposes is
relatively high in the EC. In the past 10 years the proportion of wheat used
for feed has increased from 25 to 32 percent, and that used for human
consumption has decreased from 69 to 60 percent. This indicates that feed use
of wheat has increased in relative importance.

An important feature of the EC marketing system is that relatively
Tittle is stored between marketing years. This has important implications for
quality control and maintenance. Generally a very small proportion of
production is stored into succeeding marketing years. This is a result of the
general Common Agricultural Policy, and is also likely related to the
relatively high cost of storage in France due to climatic conditions.
Typically only 15-20 percent of the wheat production is stored, but this has
increased in recent years (Table 2.7). For comparison all of the other wheat
exporting countries, with the exception of Argentina, store a substantially
larger proportion of production. There has been a significant increase in the
percentage stored in the US and a decrease in Canada since the early 1970s.

The area planted to wheat in the EC is relatively constant and
approximately equal to that in Canada (Tables 2.8, 2.9, and Figure 2.3).
There are no major trends in area planted in either the EC or France. For
comparisons, the area planted in the US is nearly double that of the EC in
recent years. However, there is much more variability in area planted in the
US, and substantial decreases since 1980 (Figure 2.3).

Productivi ty

The predominant type of wheat produced in France is a soft winter
wheat. In addition, small amounts of soft spring wheat and durum are produced
(similar comparisons are not available for the EC). Though durum production
has been relatively incidental, there have been substantial increases in
recent years., Yields for soft winter are greater than soft spring, which
exceed those of durum (Table 2.10).

Yield comparisons between major exporting countries are made in Tables
2.11 and 2.12 and Figure 2.4. Yields in France and the EC are substantially
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greater than the other exporting countries. In 1986, French wheat yields were
2.5, 2.4, 3.1, ana 3.7 times as great as Canada, the US, Argentina, and
Australia, respectively. However, yields in France have been decreasing since
their peak in 1984, and to a lesser extent in the US, Argentina and

Australia.

To evaluate productivity growth between countries, a semi-log model was
estimated over the time series 1962-1986.2 Results are shown in Table 2,13
along with the derived growth rate for each exporting country. This is
strictly interpreted as the constant relative, or proportional, change in
yields per year. Over the time series the fastest growth rate was that of
France with an average of 1.3 percent yield growth per year. This compares to
0.73 percent for the US and lesser values for the other exporters. Also of
interest is the RZ, which is the percent of variability in yields explained by
the trend. These values for Australia, Argentina, and Canada are relatively
low, indicating both very little growth and substantial variability in yields.
Actual yields and those predicted from the growth model are shown in Figure
2.5.

Exgorts

The US has always been the largest exporter of wheat, followed by
Canada, EC, and Australia, in approximate order or importance. Exports from
the US have been more variable than the other exporters, and decreased
between 1981/82 and 1986/87. The EC has traditionally been a relatively minor
exporter, but has had notable growth since the mid-1970s which has exceeded
that of the other exporters (Table 2.14, 2.15, and Figure 2.6). The market
share for the US reached a peak of 49 percent in 1973/74 but decreased to 29
percent in 1985/86 (Table 2.16 and Figure 2.7). The market share of the EC
has increased from 6 percent in the mid-1970s to 17 percent in the recent
years. Market shares of the other exporters have been relatively constant.
Another comparison is the proportion of production which is exported (Table
2.17). The EC exports a relatively small proportion of its production, 24
percent in recent years. That of the other exporters is substantially
greater, especially for Canada, Australia, and to a lesser extent, Argentina.
Thus, compared to other exporting countries, exports from the EC are of
relatively less importance.

Exports to the largest markets for the EC are shown in Tables 2.18-2.21
and Figures 2.8-2.10. The largest markets (in descending order) are the USSR,
Egypt, Algeria, Poland, Morocco, and Syria. Other markets are of lesser
importance, and are largely located in the Mid-East and Africa. Besides the
USSR, the principal markets for the EC are scattered throughout the Mid-East
and Africa, which have had above average growth rates in imports (Wilson,
Riepe, and Gallagher). Exports from the EC to the USSR were nil in the 1970s
but increased substantially after 1981/82. Following Canada, the EC is the
second most important wheat exporter to the USSR.

2The estimated model was logy = y + 3T where y = yield, and T = trend,
T=1,2, ...
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Market share data to these countries are shown in Table 2.19 and 2.21
and Figures 2.8-2.10. The EC market share of the USSR market has increased
from nil in the 1970s to 21 percent in recent years. The market share of the
US decreased from 63 percent to nearly 21 percent, nearly all of which was
HRW. Algeria is a country in which the EC has increased, and the US has
decreased, market shares. The EC market share went from virtually nil in the
early 1970s to over 50 percent in the 1980s. The US share in this market
declined continually. Poland is another country in which the EC has shown
growth which was offset by losses for the U.S.

Wheat Flour Exports

The EC is the largest exporter of wheat flour, with domineering
positions in each of the principal markets. Compared to the other exporting
countries, flour exports are of great importance to the EC. In the 1970s up
to 60-70 percent of wheat exports from the EC were in the form of flour {Table
2.22). The EC has had an important tradition of exporting flour vis-a-vis the
other countries. This has been facilitated by important commercial
relationships and by the flour export subsidy program of the EC. In recent
years the relative importance of flour exports from the EC has declined (i.e.,
relative to wheat) and comprises 22 percent of exports in recent years. Thus,
the increase in EC exports noted earlier has been disproportionately larger
for wheat than flour. Also, the percentage of exports in the form of flour is
less for France compared to the EC, suggesting that other EC countries must
export a larger proportion of flour compared to wheat. Flour is of less
importance, declining and nearly inconsequential for the US-and other wheat
exporting countries.

The principal wheat flour market is North Africa, which is just less
than one-half of the world market (Table 2.23 and 2.24). This is followed by
Sub-Sahara Africa. Both of these markets have had fairly rapid growth (Figure
2.11 and 2.12). Other markets are the Mid-East, USSR, and Latin America, each
of which are declining in volume. In general, market shares of the other
exporters to the regions are quite sporadic (Table 2.24 and Figure 2.13). The
EC has had 60-70 percent of the North African market, with the US ranging
from 11-54 percent in recent years. The US share of the Sub-Sahara market,
however, has been increasing since 1981, and that of the EC has been
decreasing.

C. Wheat Quality in France

Data have been collected by Institute Technique des Cereales et de
Fourrages (ITCF) on wheat quality, as well as for other crops. Data were
obtained for crop years 1976 to 1986 and are presented here briefly as a
general description and to identify trends. French wheat is categorized into
three, or sometimes four, principal types. The two most important are
Standard and Superior milling wheat. There are up to 20 production regions
delineated by the ITCF data. Crop quality data are collected by variety, each
of which were previously assigned to one of the above categories. For purpose
of this study the data were aggregated using a weighted average across
producing regions for each of the two categories. Weights which were used
were the percent of planted area to each region during 1987--similar area
figures were not available for earlier years.
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The resulting weighted average crop quality data are shown in Table
2.25 and Figures 2.14 and 2.15. Several points are of interest. Though the
protein level for Standard wheat exceeds that of Superior wheat, the other
direct measures of quality of protein (strength) are greater for Superior than
Standard wheat. This may confirm why the French sometimes are more reliant on
alveograph and Zeleny tests for trading and policy. Another important
observation is that in the past two years the alveograph measures were
substantially greater than the long-term average. Correlations hetween the
quality characteristics and trend are shown in Table 2.26. Several
correlations among the characteristics are of interest. There are positive
and significant relationships between protein, Zeleny, and alveograph. Of
particular interest is that in general there is no correlation with trend.
With one exception, all of these are not significantly different from zero.
This indicates that significant positive or negative trends are not apparent.
This suggests that the increases in yield discussed above have occurred
without sacrifices in crop quality. The one exception is that farinograph of
the Superior wheat has a significant negative trend. Regressions between each
quality factor and trend are shown in Table 2.27 and were used to plot the
trends shown in Figures 2.14 and 2.15.

Wheat samples from the 1987 crop were obtained for purposes of making
comparisons to US wheat standards and end-use performance. Seven samples
were obtained at various location in France and analyzed officially using US
methods and procedures. The results are shown in Table 2.28. Four of the
wheat samples graded US No. 1, one graded US No. 2, one graded US No. 3,
and one graded US No. 4. Average for each of the US factors and
comparable French factors are also shown.

The seven wheat samples were also analyzed for end-use performance for
soft wheat at the Soft Wheat Quality research lab at Wooster, Ohio. These
results are shown in Appendix B. None of the soft wheat would be acceptable
for US soft wheat flours based on a number of tests. Generally, the French
wheats are an intermediate quality, somewhere between US soft and hard red
winter wheats.
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III. Price and Income Policies in the EC
A. Overview

The common Agricultural Policy (CAP) which is the overriding policy
affecting agriculture in the EC was enacted in 1962. The purpose of the CAP
was to have coordinated agricultural policies across countries within the EC.
Specific goals of the CAP were to encourage increased production, stabilize
markets, ensure a fair standard of living to the farm sector, and to encourage
security of supply. To achieve these goals there were three overriding
principals to the CAP: 1) create a single community market; 2) an internal
preference for community products; and 3) common sharing of policy costs.3
Given these objectives of the CAP, a very complex system of mechanisms has
evolved to regulate the market. This section provides a brief overview of
these mechanisms, and the following subsections provide greater details
particularly on how the CAP influences quality. As discussed below in detail,
there are no official grade standards in the EC or individual countries, and
it is the criteria for the intervention price mechanism which have important
impacts on quality control. Further, there have been distinct efforts to
change these criteria through time to achieve policy objectives.

Agricultural markets in the EC are subjected to a complex system of
prices and regulations. The most important include target and threshold
prices, intervention prices, variable import levies and export subsidies. The
target and threshold price are somewhat generic and are not directly
influenced by quality. The target price reflects the price that EC producers
should receive for their grain. The threshold price is related to the target
price by marketing costs and represents the minimum price for importing wheat.
Given that world prices are generally less than the threshold price, a
variable import levy (VIL) is calculated generally as the difference between
these prices (e.g., threshold price minus world price). Complex adjustments
are made in the VIL deviations to acount for quality differentials of imported
wheat and external marketing and transportation costs.

Because EC domestic prices generally exceed world prices, and due to
the increased production, the CAP uses an export restitution or subsidy to
allow disposal of surpluses. In general, the export subsidies are the
difference between local and world prices. Actual export refunds can be
established by traders using fixed refunds for each zone ("droit commun") or
by tender. Increasingly in recent years the tender has become the dominant
mechanism. As a result the EC has had increased discretion about the value of
export refunds. In the past these refunds have been generic across the
quality of wheat being exported. However, in 1986/87 the EC allowed a 10
ECU/MT larger subsidy for milling wheat being exported from France versus the
feed wheat being exported from the UK. The purpose of this differential
restitution was due to the quality differences between France and the UK, the
former being superior. However, the differential has been eliminated in

3Most of the material in this section is taken from: Newman,
Fulton and Glaser; USDA, FAS, Foreign Agricultural Circular, FG-42-81; and
various issues of Toepfer International.
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1987/88 due to the deteriorated quality of the French crop, and likely due to
the political problems of administering differentials between countries.

B. Recent Developments in EC Prices

The single most important policy instrument affecting producer price
levels and quality in the EC is the intervention price (IP). This is the
level at which the EC is obligated to purchase wheat so long as it meets
certain quality and eligibility criteria. The IP in the EC is similar to the
US loan rate, both providing a price floor below which Tocal prices seldom
fall. An important difference, however, is that there is 100 percent
eligibility in the EC so long as quality requirements are met, whereas in the
US producers have to be program participants.

Intervention prices are stated in ECUs (European Currency Units), which
is a common price across all member countries. MCAs (Monetary Compensatory
Units) then apply to individual countries for currency translation. Thus,
prices in a local currency may change in the opposite direction of a change in
the IP if there has been a change in the MCA. Intervention prices and MCAs
are set annually by the European Commission for the first month of the
marketing year., Monthly increments are legislated for sales to intervention
in later months.

The EC also sets price differences in the IP for different qualities of
wheat. The recent history of EC policy prices is shown in Table 3.1. Target
and threshold prices increased through 1983/84, decreasing moderately
thereafter. Beginning in 1982/83, the European Commission was starting to be
concerned about the EC prices getting out of line with world prices. However,
program prices did not begin to decline until 1984/85. Intervention prices
generally changed in the same magnitude as the target price.

During the period 1976/77 to 1984/85 the EC implemented a differential
price policy in wheat called the "Silo Concept." Prior to that period of
time, IPs for wheat exceeded that of feed grains, and there was a growing
relative surplus of bread wheat and continual shortage of feed wheat. The
silo concept was designed to reduce the incentives for producing bread wheat
and stimulate use of wheat for feed. To that end, the intervention price for
feed wheat was lowered to be equal to that of feed grains, and a higher
reference price was introduced for various qualities of bread wheat. However,
only limited quantities of bread wheat were eligible for the higher
intervention price and these had to be intervened within the first three
months of the market year. In 1984/85 the spread between these wheat types
was also reduced. Despite the higher reference price for bread wheat, the
intervention mechanism was never used, which would imply that market prices
for these wheat types exceeded the relevant reference price. The goals of the
silo concept were met by the early 1980s and the plan was abandoned and
replaced by an undifferentiated intervention price for wheat in 1985/86. In
the most recent years a spread was introduced for bread wheat (9 ECU/MT) and
quality wheat (13 ECU/MT).

Generally local market prices exceed the intervention price. Figure
3.1 shows the intervention price and market price at principal EC locations.
In most periods the intervention price was less than market prices, thereby
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making the intervention mechanism largely inoperable. However, in recent
years local market prices were increasingly intersecting the IP, thereby
making the intervention mechanism more attractive.

Given the downward pressure on market prices relative to the IP in
recent years, the European Commission has adopted a number of measures to
reduce the use of the intervention mechanism. Two of these have been direct
reduction in the realized intervention price. As of July 1986 the EC
introduced a co-responsibility levy of 5.38 ECU/MT, or 3 percent. This is a
tax on production to be collected at the point of first sale. The European
Commission originally proposed a tax of 5.7 percent, but accepted 3 percent in
the negotiation process. The purpose of the tax was to "make producers feel
the realities of the market." Realized intervention prices were reduced
another 6 percent beginning with the 1987/88 marketing year. Effectively the
intervention agency of each country could pay only 94 percent of the nominal
intervention price, and only during certain periods. These adjustments are
ex-post and therefore not reflected in the prices shown in Table 3.1.
However, the point is that the effect is to reduce the floor under which
producer prices are supported.

In addition to the above there have been three indirect actions
introduced through time which esseéntially reduce the attractiveness of
intervention. First, the period in which grain could be eligible for
intervention has been reduced. Second, in recent years payment is deferred.
In 1987/88 for example, payment would be deferred for 110 days implying a :
foregone cost of interest of 3-4 percent. Third, the minimum quality
standards to be eligible for intervention have been periodically tightened.
These changes are discussed below in detail.

C. Administration of the Intervention Price Mechanism

Each member country in the EC has an intervention authority which is
responsible for administering EC policies. That in France is Office National
Interprofessional Des Cereales (ONIC). In the case of France, only licensed
elevators (0S) are eligible for selling grains to ONIC--i.e., producers cannot
use the programs directly as in the US. If an 0S elevator decides its best
marketing option is the intervention mechanism, it contacts ONIC with quality
specifications and location. ONIC can take possession or ask the 0S elevator
to store it for them under a negotiated rate. ONIC pays the 0S after the
deferred time period discussed above, including monthly increments in
accordance with the month of sale. Quality is determined at the expense of
the seller. If either party rejects the first analysis of quality, a second
may be used, the results of which are binding. Costs of the second analysis
would be at the expense of the losing party.

In general one of the responses of the European Commission in recent
years has been to tighten the quality standards to be eligible for
intervention. The effect of this is to reduce the attractiveness of the
intervention mechanism, resulting in lower market prices. The quality
requirements to be eligible for intervention are shown in Table 3.2 for
various time periods. The requirements were consistent during the period
1982/83-1985/86. Since then there have been a number of changes.
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In the EC system there are three types of wheat for purposes of
intervention--feed, bread, and quality. In some cases the factor limits are ®
the same for each type. The principal differences between bread and feed
wheat are the end-use characteristics represented by germination, falling
number, protein, sedimentation and a dough test. To be eligible for the
higher intervention price of bread wheat, minimum levels of these
characteristics are required. If these characteristics are sufficiently high
the wheat would be eligible for the intervention price for quality wheat. ®

A number of important changes occurred in recent years. Falling number
requirements were increased, and protein decreased, for bread wheat in
1986/87. Test weight was increased for feed wheat from 68 to 72 Kg/hl in
1986/87, even though the EC recommended higher levels. Another end-use test,
germination, was introduced for bread and quality wheat in 1986/87. There has ®
been much controversy about changes in moisture requirements. In 1986/87
moisture was decreased from 16 percent to 14 percent for bread wheat and feed
wheat. However, actual implementation was at the discretion of the individual
countries, and allowances were made up to 15 percent if subjected to adverse
weather. In 1987/88 the individual countries were allowed ta fix higher
ceiling levels for moisture. Some chose 15.5 percent, and others, including ®
France, chose 15 percent.

The intervention prices described in Table 3.2 are subjected to
legislated premiums and discounts for certain quality factors. Implicit in
the prices is a premium of 3.59 ECU/MT for quality wheat over bread wheat and
9 ECU/MT for bread wheat over feed wheat. Other adjustments exist for Py
moisture, test weight, and individual factors. Premiums for low moisture
begin at 13.4 percent and is 0.17 ECU/MT per decimal point. Discounts for
test weight begin at 76 Kg/hl, even though the absolute minimum is 72 Kg/hl.
Following are the test weight discounts:

76 - 75 - .84 ECU/MT g
75 - 74 -1.69
74 - 73 -2.53
73 - 72 -3.37
Discounts for protein level for bread wheat begin at 11.5 percent with an
absolute minimum of 9.5. These discounts are: o
11.5 - 11 -1.69 ECU/MT
11 -10.5 =3.37
10.5 - 10 -5.06
10 - 9.5 -6.75
9.5 -8.43 L
[ ]
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Note that the discount for protein less than 9.5 percent results in the feed
wheat prices. Discounts also apply to the other factors beginning at levels
less than the maximum:

Discounts Discount Rate
Begin at: ECU/MT Per 1/10
Percent Maximum
Broken grains 3% .084 5
Sprouted grains 2.5% .084 6
Impurities 1% .169 o3
Grain admixture 5% .084 12

Consequently, the intervention price mechanism includes price differentials
for indigenous quality differences and for extraneous differences.
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TABLE 3.1. EC GRAIN PRICES, 1981/82 - 1987/88

@
Reference Pricesl
Target Threshold Intervention Price FMedium Minimum
Year Price Price QuaTity Bread Feed Quality Quality
e FCO/MT———=mm—mmmmmmmmm-mmm-m--o--mmm- °
1981/82 231 226 - - 165 193 185
1982/83 251 246 - - 179 209 199
1983/84 261 256 -- -- 185 215 204 Py
1984/85 259 254 - - 183 213 196
1985/86 255 252 179 179 179
1986/87 256 251 183 179 170 ®
1987/882 256 251 183 179 170

Iapplied between 1976/77 and 1984/85 as part of the silo scheme. Minimal

quality requirements had to be met, and default was to the "Feed Wheat"

intervention price. ¢
2Intervention prices do not reflect 6 percent adjustment for intervention

during 1987/88.
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IV. Wheat Marketing Industry

The grain marketing system in France is dominated by farmer-owned
cooperatives for origination and multi-national traders for exports to third
countries. Transactions between parties are largely determined by private
negotiations with some terms standardized. Most of the conditioning of grain
which does occur does so at the point of origination. The purpose of this
section is to describe the marketing system for wheat in France. Subsequent
sections provide detailed information on market channels, the organization of
the industry, storage, marketing technologies and conditioning practices, the
organization of the industry. In the final section a detailed description of
pricing and commercial practices is provided.

A. Marketing Channels

About 70 percent of all grain which enters the marketing system is
originated by farmer-owned cooperatives, the balance by private and
multi-national traders. Grain shipped for domestic use is largely by truck,
and to a lesser extent barge and rail. Most flour mills are located close to
the point of production and are relatively dispersed, thereby requiring
transport over relatively short distances.

There are 16 ports in France which export grain (Sosland, June 1986),
but the Port of Rouen dominates with 47-53 percent of total grain exports.
Table 4.1 shows the distribution of exports by the largest ports. The largest
four ports in 1985/86 handled 76 percent of the grain exports from France.

The Port of Rouen handled about 7 percent of the market in
international trade and is the world's largest port for flour. Rouen handled
63 percent of the wheat exports from France. In 1985/86 the distribution of
exports across grains from Rouen were:

Wheat 6.4 MMT

Barley 1.4

Corn and Others 3
B.26

Thus, about three-fourths of the grain handled by Rouen is wheat. Grain
arrives at Rouen by truck, barge, and rail as the distributions are shown in
Table 4.2.

Truck is the dominant mode, likely due to the relatively short distance
to the port., However, rail transport has been increasing. Unit trains are
commonly used with 20 cars holding 60 tons per car (a total of about 44,000
bushels per train). Shippers can use either their own cars or those of a pool
owned by private companies. Barges are active in northern France but have
difficulty competing with railroads because the latter are indirectly
subsidized by the government. :
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At the Port of Rouen there are eight export elevators with six
operators, three coops and three private, and total storage capacity of about
1.0 MMT, There are also extensive bagging facilities (766,000 MT were
exported in bags in 1984/85) with a new mechanized export terminal for
handling bagged cargoes (Sosland, June 1986). Recently, automatic sampling
equipment was installed in the export terminals, subsidized by ONIC which
operates a wheat certification center. At the port of Rouen there are six
private surveying companies and two private laboratories which are responsible
for sampling, grading, and certification.

B. Organization of Firms in Wheat Marketing

There are three key sectors in the French wheat marketing industry.
One is the farmer-owned cooperatives largely involved in origination and, to a
1imi ted extent, exporting. The second is the private grain traders; some are
French and others are multi-national. These firms specialize largely in CIF
sales. The third is the domestic milling industry. General characteristics
of each are discussed in this section.

Cooperatives

Much of the present marketing system is based on the developments which
occured in the world wheat economy of the 1930s. At that time ONIC operated
as a national market board and all grain had to be sold to 0S storage
facilities. These are licensed elevators whose function in part is to collect
taxes and administer quotas. The concept of the 0S elevator still exists
today, even though ONIC no longer operates as a national wheat board. Any
firm could be licensed as an 0S elevator so long as certain conditions are
met,

A large proportion of the grain is delivered to the local 0S elevator
at the time of harvest due to generally limited on-farm storage. Mechanisms
are set up through ONIC and the 0S elevators for financing of harvest sales.
Farmer-owned cooperatives are the dominant first handler of grain in France,
with about 70 percent of the origination (Table 4.3). They are similar in
structure to those of the U.S. Functions performed by these elevators include
origination, conditioning, storage, financing, and input sales.

There are two national unions of cooperatives. One of these is UNCAC,
which was originally created to promote production and export of French
grains. It represents about 60-65 percent of the local cooperatives. In the
last five years UNCAC has been active in exports, in part through its {recent)
affiliation with Toepfer. About 70 percent of their export sales are made
intra-EC, the balance being to third countries. As a matter of policy they
are not active in domestic transactions (e.g., to processors) which would be
competitive with their members. The other national cooperative, UGCAF, is not
active in exports and is primarily involved in inputs.

The Tocal elevators (visited by the authors) largely operated
multi-plant satellite type systems. Many collection points exist for
origination, storage, conditioning and to some extent, transhipment to larger
houses. Two examples include the Sarthe and CAVAC. Sarthe has 15,000 members
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and sales are distributed with 30 percent from crops, 30 percent from
livestock, and 40 percent from inputs. They operate 60 collection points with
shipments either by truck or rail depending on the logistical economics.

Total storage capacity is 320,000 MT. Sarthe is affiliated with UNCAC.

CAVAC, located in west central France, has 100 silos, but only six or seven
large ones. Total storage capacity is 165,000 MT and 60 percent of the grain
handled is exported through their own export elevator.

Exporters

Most of the grain exported from France is by the multi-national
exporters, though there are several private French exporters (e.g., Levy,
Souffle). Also, as indicated above, cooperatives are involved in exports to a
1imi ted extent, particularly to other EC countries. Some of the exporters
operate their own facilities, while others simply buy FOB and make CIF sales.
Only a few of the private exporters are involved in origination (Table 4.3)
largely because of the dominance of the cooperatives as first handlers.
Cargill is recently expanding in country origination. The private exporters
are dominant in sales to non-EC destinations. An important risk, perhaps the
single most important, in exporting is that of fixing restitutions with the EC
for third country sales. Thus, the risk of restitutions and documentation
apparently provide significant barriers to small scale exporting from France.

Milling Industry

The flour milling industry in France is very diverse and fragmented
(much of the material in this section is from World Grain, September 1987).
Most of the firms are family owned, and about 20 percent of the capacity is
owned by cooperatives. There are a total of 1,215 mills which produced 5
million MT of flour in 1985. The largest milling company is Grand Moulin de
Paris, which has 15-20 percent of the market share and produces 900,000 MT of
flour from 14 mills. It is the dominant exporter and is also involved in the
gluten industry. There are a total of 17 mills which produce in excess of
50,000 MT/year, and more than 600 produce less than 1,000 MT/year. The mills
are dispersed geographically and are largely located at the point of wheat
production.

An important reason for the current structure and operating practices
of the industry is a quota system. In 1935 there were 9,000 mills, flour
consumption was declining and there was a surplus of wheat. In order to
control supply a quota mechanism was implemented with maximum allocations of
wheat per mill. Thus, even though many firms exited the industry the
remaining could not readily expand output. The quota system still exists
today, but its administration has been liberalized. Part of the reason for
the tremendous competitiveness of flour exports from France is that if the
flour is exported, then the purchase of wheat is exempted from quotas. Thus,
firms with excess capacity, and likely relatively low marginal milling costs,
could utilize that capacity for export.
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An important feature of the milling and baking industry in France is
that of gluten. Extracting gluten from wheat is an industry which began in
the mid-1970s. Gluten is used as an additive to low protein wheat to produce ¢
leavened breads. This technological development has been an important growth
industry in France and the EC, and has provided much flexibility for the
millers in meeting contract specifications.

C. Storage Capacity and Elevator Equipment ®

Storage capacity in France is concentrated at the country elevator
level. Table 4.4 shows elevator storage by Tocation and type at two time
periods. In January 1985 total storage capacity was 53 MMT, and for
comparison total grain production in France in the past six years has ranged
from 46-59 MMT. Nearly one-half of the capacity is at the country elevator ®
level, followed by on-farm and terminal silos. Most of the storage capacity
at the country elevator level is controlled by cooperatives. In 1985 the
average turnover rate (average of the best marketed production over the past
five years divided by total storage capacity) of the country elevator sector

was 1.56.
®
There is a drastic disparity in the average size of elevator. Forty
percent of the country elevators have less than 1,000 MT storage capacity and
can hold about 5 percent of the marketed production. Most of the country
elevators serve as collection points and ship to more central elevators for
conditioning and reshipment.
®

Selected characteristics of the elevator sector in France are shown in
Table 4.5. In 1986 64 percent of the elevators were cooperative and the
average capacity was 3,833 MT. Most of the country elevators are served
exclusively by truck with about 20 percent also served by rail. The average
size terminal elevator is 20,195 MT. Nearly one-third of the country elevators
are equipped with dryers, but only 17 percent of the terminals have dryers. »
However, the latter have greater capacity. Most of the elevators have
ventilation equipment. The average cleaning capacity at the country elevator
level is 35 MT/hour, but that at the terminal elevator is substantially

greater,
D. Conditioning4 ®
In general, grain is conditioned (dry, clean, treat for insects) at the
first receiving grain elevator. Since grain is conditioned when stored, it is
not subject to deterioration in storage. Country elevators and receiving
points are equipped with modern technology. Cleaners, barley sizers, dump »
pits, loading legs, belts, and augers were similar to those found in elevators
throughout the United States. Based on the small sample there did appear to be
more use of the Redler Chain Conveyor in place of the belt conveyors more
common in the U.S. From the outside a typical storage facility appeared to be
a long, flat building, but the inside consisted of numerous vertical bins.
L

40bservations in this section are based on a tour by the authors of
selected facilities throughout north and west France.
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These bins were often filled by a long converyor, either belt or chain, running
the length of the long building under the roof with the individual bins filled
by a diversion off the chain conveyor. Sampling equipment differed markedly
among individual elevators, one using a very primitive type of pan or bucket at
the endgate with one or more samples being used to represent the truck load.
Others had hydraulic operated vacuum probes. There appeared to be no
requirement on the part of government agencies as to the method of sampling.
This was left to the discretion of the individual operators.

Drying

Wheat is harvested at moisture levels above those normally experienced
in the United States. Until 1987, wheat has had a base moisture of 16 percent
in intervention standards. This base then carried into the market channel. A
reduction of intervention moisture level has required that wheat be dried to
15 or 14.5 percent. A1l the firms that were interviewed insisted that 16
percent moisture could be safely stored. With the change in intervention
base, their pricing and discounts were also changed. Regardless of
intervention moisture, most wheat is apparently harvested below 15 percent
moisture in normal seasons. In some regions and in some years, weather
prevents drying in the field and some wheat is dried at the elevator. Since
essentially all wheat is stored off the farm following harvest, drying takes
place at the first handler or shortly after delivery into the market channel.
Based on interviews, drying of wheat is relatively infrequent.

For comparison, corn is harvested at much higher moisture levels than in
the United States. Shrink tables, for example, go up to 50 percent moisture
content. Moisture levels reported by producers and elevators indicated that 30
percent is not unusual for corn harvested as shelled corn. This means high
temperature dryers are essential. In some regions shelled corn is stored on
the farm. High temperature dryers at the elevator were similar to those used
in the U.S. Because of concern for breakage, elevator managers were using
two-stage drying or aeration for removing the final moisture points of
moisture. Much of the corn in the Loire Valley has been harvested in the ear
and stored in long, very narrow cribs. Under these circumstances, drying takes
place through natural aeration. However, grain handlers in the region reported
problems with mold and alfatoxin from corn stored in this manner. The heavier
grain production region father south in France is apparently harvesting with
combines and the ear cribs are not in general use outside of this one region.

Cleaning

Throughout the market channel the question of impurities and broken
kernels seemed to be of minor concern, especially for wheat. We were
repeatedly told that farmers deliver clean grain (below 0.5 percent
impurities) and that cleaning is seldom necessary to meet the export or
intervention limits. Cleaners were present at every mill and every country
elevator. Millers, however, have more stringent requirements. Some country
elevators cleaned every load as it was delivered from the farm and recleaned
again as the grain was being loaded out of storage for delivery to the
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millers. However, at least one miller indicated that country elevators did
not properly clean their grain and that it was necessary for them to reclean
at the mi1l. Cleaners in operation at mills removed significant quantities of
stones, straw, and other impurities. It was not clear if the same type of
cleaners and scalpers were being used at both locations or if the mill
cleaning was a more refined form of removing all of the non-millable materials
to a level below that delivered from the country elevators. Cleaners were
present at every mill and every country elevator. There was little evidence
that cleaners at export elevators were used except for extraordinary and very
unusual situations. Producers were paid net of the screenings, which is
reflected in the final payments. Primary incentives for cleaning at the
country elevator level include: 1) contracts include a maximum 2 percent
impurities: 2) to reduce storage problems; 3) resale of screenings; and 4)
millers generally expected clean wheat even though the contract limits may be
100se.

In the case of corn, cleaning was more frequent because of the broken
kernels, especially after the grain had been dried. However, country
elevators again emphasized that farmers delivered clean corn into the market
channel. Export elevators gave contradictory statements in terms of industry
practices. Some insisted that cleaning and blending was necessary to meet the
standards for export or milling with respect to broken kernels. Others
insisted that broken kernels presented no problem. This may differ with where
the drying takes place and the cleaning prior to their receiving the grain for
export shipments.

Blending

Variety is extremely important to the French wheat industry, especially
at the farm, country elevator, and flour miller levels. When it comes off the
farm, wheat is placed in bins by groups of varieties according to milling
yield and baking characteristics, good, average, feed wheat, etc. Although
some blending of different qualities does occur on wheat moving to export
channels in France, there does not seem to be the desire or necessity to blend
wide margins of different qualities.

E. Pricing and Commercial Trading

Central to any marketing system is implementation of institutions and
policies in commercial transactions. The purpose of this section is to
describe the trading practices and commercial relations between market
participants. In the first section below, an overview of the commercial
aspects of grain trading is provided. This includes discussion of standards,
inspection, contracts, and premiums and discounts. The second subsection
provides details and examples of pricing and contracts at each point in the
marketing system.

Overview

There are several aspects of the grain marketing system in France which
significantly impact the commercial operation of the grain trading system.
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First, there are no "official" standards with factor limits and grades in
France. There are EC standards as described in Section III, but these are for
intervention purposes only. In the past only a very small proportion of the
wheat went into intervention and consequently these standards were of little
direct impact. However, they do have an indirect impact because the EC
standards for intervention prescribe the characteristics which are measured,
some of which reflect end-use value. These have been adopted in part or in
whole in commercial transactions. Second, variety plays a key role in some
transactions. It is not uncommon for variety to be specified in contracts and
in some cases certain varieties are excluded. A third important component is
that there is not an "official" inspection agency (such as FGIS in the US).
Private surverying companies compete in the provision of this service. Where
appropriate the contract appoints the surveying company. In general, quality
is specified as per private contracts and negotiations with terms varying
across transactions. Quality limits and delegation of surveying/ inspection
companies are negotiable terms of a commercial transaction. In cases where
surveying/inspection agencies are not required (e.g., flour mills), then it is
the long-term commercial relationship between participants which assures the
integrity of the system.

Grain trading is facilitated in part through the use of the "Paris
Contract.”" A copy of the Paris Contract and others referred to in this
section are in Appendix C. This is a contract which prescribes
standardization to grain trades and provides integrity through arbitration.
This contract provides standardized terms regarding delivery, quality, etc.
The Paris Contract therefore is used extensively for hedging purposes, with
trades being as far as 9 months forward. In addition, the Paris Contract is
used for the purposes of procurement in some cases, such as by exporters.:
However, for others such as flour millers, greater specificity is needed and
the Paris Contract is not used for procurement, though it may be used for
hedging. The Paris Contract has specific quality requirements. Typically
those specified are: specific weight 76 kg/hl, 15 percent moisture, 4 percent
broken, 2 percent impurities, and 2 percent sprout. For comparison these are
greater than those required for EC intervention (Table 3.2).

In addition there are several addendums, one each for feed and milling
wheat, in which provisions exist for slight deviations in quality. Specific
premiums and discounts are established in this contract for deviations in
quality and for the exclusion of varieties. The deviations from specified
quality standards are the limits beyond which the merchandise can be rejected.

Premiums and discounts play an important role in valuation of
particular lots of grain as well as in the allocation across end-users.
Premiums and discounts for deviation in quality exist throughout the marketing
system in France and are established by market pressures. There are, however,
two mechanisms which influence actual premiums and discounts. One is the
premiums and discounts and associated factor Timits which exist in the
intervention price mechanism described in Section III. These are fixed for
each market year by the European Commission and apply only to grain entering
intervention.

The Paris Contract also establishes premiums and discounts and
associated limits. Copies of commercial contracts, including the Paris
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Contract, are included in Appendix C. Table 4.6 shows the discounts and

allowable limits for both feed and milling wheat. For each factor, tolerances

from the contract specification and a maximum deviation are given., At that ®
level the buyer has the right to reject and/or the contract is settled by

arbitrage. In several cases the discount rate increases for higher levels of

deviation (e.g., moisture, impurities). In the milling wheat contract

varieties can either be specified or excluded, and different tolerances apply.

Evaluation is based on 50 grain samples. For example, in a specified variety

contract of 80 percent of one or more varieties, then 40 grains out of 50 o
would have to conform and following would be the discounts:

38-39 grains out of 50 no discount

37 grains out of 50 1/2 percent

36 grains out of 50 1 percent

35 grains out of 50 1-1/2 percent o

Samples with less than 34 grains of the specified varieties could be refused
or settled by arbitrage.

A1l of these discounts are expressed as a percentage of price. A
recent example is that despite the abnormally large supply of sprouted wheat )
in the 1987 crops, the trade decided not to increase the discount but rather
allowed it to be reflected in flat prices. An interprofessional committee
meets periodically to review these discounts, but in general they have not
changed appreciably in percentage terms. These discounts apply to all grain
which is delivered subject to the terms of the Paris Contract. Consequently,
at least in principal, the discount rate does not vary across regions in )
response to locational supply and demand conditions, but the actual amount
discounted varies depending on the quality characteristics of a particular
1ot.

An important feature of the French marketing system is that variety is
often a contract term. Variety is used as a proxy for end-use quality. In ®
practice varieties are specified as either an individual variety, a category
of varieties or excluded varieties. Given that varieties are in general not
usually distinguishable, various mechanisms described below are used to assure
the integrity of variety specification. Premiums and discounts also exist in
commercial transactions for specific varieties. ~ :

[
Trading Practices
Producer/Elevator Transactions

Prices are generally calculated from some central market place, P

some times the intervention level, sometimes from the export market (e.g.,
Rouen). From these prices adjustments are made in deriving producer prices.
Following is an example of derivation of producer prices in Sarthe, located in
northwestern France:

o




Cost Price
------ FIMT-====~
Delivered Rouen 1245
Transport -60
Loaded Sarthe 1185
Taxes Frenchl -46
EC co-responsibility -40
Coop handling -100
Price to producer 999F/MT

lincludes 4-5 taxes collected at point of first sale.

For comparison the relevant intervention price at Rouen is 1180 F/MT and 1110
F/MT for milling and feed wheat, respectively. There is no use of futures
markets at the country elevator level. Sales are either made back to back
{facilitated in part by the Paris contract) or are covered by the intervention
price with the increments for storage over time.

There are three basic alternatives for producer pricing. The dominant
form of pricing is referred to as "Account Pricing” which essentially is a
pooling mechanism by individual cooperatives. About two-thirds of the wheat
is purchased by first handlers using this alternative. Under this
alterantive, producers receive about 90 percent of the expected total price at
the time of sale. In the example above the account price was 950 F/MT, the
balance to be paid at a later time after which adjustments are made for
quality deviations, etc. Note that the dominance of this alternative is due
to the predominance of cooperatives in originating grain and that the
cooperative by definition is selling for the account of the producer. The
second alternative is for total payment at the point of delivery. About 30
percent of the transactions use this mechanism. The third alterntive is for
delayed pricing. Only about 3 percent of the transactions use this
alternative. In one case storage charges were not used because of the monthly
increments in the intervention price. In another case farmers were free to
sell under a quoted delayed price, and storage was provided by the elevator
with charges to the producer, giving him the option of selling out of elevator
storage at the time of his choice.

Several procedures/mechanisms are used at the country elevator level to
verify the variety. First, in most cases the cooperative has sold seed to the
producer and thereby knows its variety. Sales of certified seed ranged from
40-50 percent in one region to 80 percent in another. Second, producers must
declare the variety at the time of first sale on the "Acce" certificate.

These certificates were originally implemented for tax purposes (they can be
obtained at Tabac shops) but also provide this important additional purpose.
Penalties exist for incorrectly stating the variety on this statement. Third,
cooperatives have the capability of evaluating questionnable lots by a fairly
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rudimentary acid procedure, or by requesting an electrophoresis from a
laboratory. However, normally these are not required. By knowing the
varieties at the time of receipt, country elevators are capable of binning by
varieties, or categories of varieties, and selling on the basis of varieties
(or categories). In general the mechanisms described above are adequate for
assuring variety at the point of first sale. However, one cooperative
(Sarthe) indicated they have periodic problems with ascertaining and
segregating by variety.

As described above, actual premiums and discounts for deviations in
quality depend on market pressures. However, the premiums and discounts of
the intervention programs and the Paris Contract override determinants of
premiums and discounts at specific markets. Some indicated that actual
premiums and discounts exceed those of the Paris Contract (Levy), which would
suggest they are implicitly used as a competitive tool. Others indicated
elevators typically adopt those of the Paris Contract, since that is the basis
on which sales are made.

An example of a discount schedule is shown in Table 4.7. Discounts
were not taken for other factors such as impurities. The discounts for
germinated wheat in general did not begin until 10 percent. However, they
indicated these would not apply this year. Instead, they planned to use the
Hagberg test and make adjustments in the final payment.

In the case of moisture a base is established in the industry,
generally on the basis of EC intervention standards. Moisture levels above
that base are adjusted first by a set of shrink tables and second, by charges
for drying. In the case of corn, for lTower moisture levels (below 25 percent)
the shrink table follows actual water loss based on the mathematical formula.
However, at higher moisture levels, the shrink factor increases to
the advantage of the buyer.® The base moisture for wheat was 15.5 percent;
higher moisture was adjusted by weight shrink; any wheat containing over 16.5
percent received additional discounts (presumably a drying charge).

No premiums or discounts were attached to protein content but were
implicitly reflected in the variety. Premiums and discounts for varieties
were applied to categories of varieties. Examples which were quoted varied
substantially but generally were:

SFor example, drying 100 bushels of 35 percent moisture corn to 15.0
percent results in 76.47 bushels calculated by the formula. The table
provided by the elevator and apparently used throughout the industry shows
remaining bushels are at 75.25 for that moisture content. The drying charge
on that published form is even more erratic. For example, the first point of
moisture removed is charged at the rate of .58 francs per quintal. At 30
percent moisture the charge is .62 francs per quintal per point of moisture
removed. At 35 percent this drops down to .57 francs per quintal per point,
and at 40 percent moisture the rate calculates to be .53 francs per qunital
per point of moisture removed. This is not a uniformly graduated scale but
one that first increases and then decreases with higher moistures.
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Premium for Top Milling 5-10
e.g. Festival 5-15
10 - 20 F/100 kg
Discount for feed 2-5
3 -5 F/100 kg

These are from a base price of 95 F/100 kg. For perspective, normally these
have been premiums of 1-3 for milling. Thus, due to the apparent abnormally
poor quality of the 1987 crop, the premium for top quality milling wheat has
increased.

Flour Millers

Procurement of wheat by domestic wheat millers is premised largely by
careful coordination and specification with sellers and/or through competitive
pressures for performance on quality criteria. Flour millers typically have a
long list of quality criteria which are important including: moisture,
ash, protein, falling number, gluten, extraction, alveograph, farinograph,
Zeleny, extensograph, and baking test. However, these are not all used in
quality specifications for individual purchases--it would be impractical to do
so. However, these tests are conducted at some stage in the procurement
process.

Factors specified for individual shipments typically include those of
the Paris Contract. In addition, limits may be specified for gluten strength
(alveograph and/or Zeleny) and falling numbers (Hagberg). Many of these
end-use characteristics are also represented in (or captured in) the variety
specification. As an association, the millers categorize varieties according
to milling characteristics. Purchasers then specify the particular variety,
or use a category of varieties, or exclude particular varieties. Variety
verification is done at the mill using electrophoresis since individual
varieties are not visually distinguishable.

Actual procurement of wheat generally can take one of two forms. One
is simply careful contract specification, with the right to refuse for
deviations. Implemention is somewhat subjective but emphasis is placed on
commercial and competitive relationships between buyer and seller. The
consequences to a seller of incorrectly shipping wheat out of contract (e.g.,
by variety) are simply exclusion from subsequent purchases. The other
procurement procedure which apparently is used more extensively, especially by
smaller mills, involves visits to individual country elevators. By doing so
mills can take samples from individual bins, seal the bins, and evaluate
quality at their own laboratory. Purchases will then be made based on the
quality evaluations. In the extreme case purchases could be made of the
individual sealed bins. Note that this is the ultimate in purchases based on
samples.

Export Specification

Merchants procuring wheat for exporting nearly always use the Paris
Contract. One trader indicated that 80 percent of the wheat exported to third
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countries is procured using this contract. Depending on the circumstances of
the re-sale, variety may or may not be excluded in the purchase. Exporters
also work closely with the private surveying/inspection companies in
procurement. These companies provide a multitude of useful services
including: overall crop quality evaluation at particular locations;
coordination of quality evaluation and control at the point of origination
with that of export specification; and supervision and quality evaluation at
the point of export. As an example, in order to assure that quality of an
export contract is met, an exporter may specify the same surveying/inspection
company for origination and destination.

Specifications vary across all importing countries. First a
distinction must be made between exports to other EC countries and those to
third countries. In both cases the sale and function of the private
surveying/inspection companies is similar. Sales to some EC countries use the
German-Dutch contract (DNV No. 7) (see Appendix C). This allows for FAQ, or
other quality specifications, and uses destination grades. Exports to all
other EC countries use origin grades and quantity. It is not uncommon for
exports to EC countries to exclude varieties.

Quality specification, as well as designation of the surveying/
inspection company, in sales to third countries are all part of the contract.
Buyers typically use Paris Contract terms regarding physical factors such as
test weight, broken, sprouted, etc. However, in addition, due to the
heterogeneity of buyers, further specifications vary across importers. In the
case of the USSR, for example, specifications include 11.5 percent protein and
23 zeleny. .In the case of Algeria, the T1ist of specifications include,
hagberg, protein, zeleny, alveograph (W), machineability, sprout, test weight,
impurities, and ergot (see (Appendix C). The point is that no official
standards exist for export. Each transaction has the possibility of including
a multitude of physical and intrinsic end-use specifications. These are
facilitated in part through coordination between buyer and seller, and through
the use of surveyors/inspectors.

No formal mechanism exists for handling foreign buyer complains
regarding quality. These are purely contractual and subject to competitive
pressures., However, one trader indicates that if a big problem developed ONIC
would investigate.
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TABLE 4.1. GRAIN EXPORTS FROM FRENCH PORTS
®
Port 1983/84 1984/85 1985/86 1986/87 1987/88
gy s L7} | gy sty
) Rouen 5.49 8.90 8.26 7.5 7.0
LaPallice .77 1.52 1.64 -- -
Bayonne 1.26 .75 1.05 -- -
® Dunkerque .34 .54 .84 - --
LeHavre 1.11 1.25 .60 -- --
Others
PY Total 11.55° 16.06 15.42 -- -
SOURCE: Data from the Port Authority of Rouen.
®
®
®
@
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TABLE 4,2, INBOUND GRAIN SHIPMENTS TO ROUEN

Year Truck Barge Rail

------------------------ rercent-----------c-c-ccmoooo—-
1983/84 53 24 23
1984/85 42 25 33
1985/86 44 26 30
SOURCE: Data from the Port Authority of Rouen.
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TABLE 4.3. DISTRIBUTION OF GRAIN IN FRANCE
Percent MMT
Production 100 46
® Domestic Use 39 16
Feed 8.7
Flour 4.6
Semolina .5
Mauserie .1
Malt .3
®
Commercialization (originated) 40
Cooperative 70
Private merchants 27
Multi-national 3
) Exports (total) 61 24
Intra-EC 49
Third countries 51
- Exported as Processed Products
Flour -67
® Malt .23
1a11 grains.
SOURCE: Economies and Finances Agricoles, Ferrier 1986.
®
®
®
®
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TABLE 4.4, STORAGE CAPACITY FOR ALL GRAINS IN FRANCE (1985 AND 1986)

®
Capacity Percent
R ) e
January 1985 August 1986 January 1985 °
On-Farm 17.5 NA 33
Silos and cells 10.2 NA 19
Threshing floors 5.2 NA 10
Corn cribs 2.1 NA 4
Country elevator 25.8 29.4 o
Cooperatives 18.5 21.5 49
Private merchants 6.0 6.5 35
Other 1.3 1.4 11
2
Terminal silos 5.6 6.9 11
Marketing centre 2.1 2.7 4 ®
Sea ports 1.4 1.6 3
River ports 2.1 2.6 4
ONIC (rented) 2.2 2.9 4
Processors 1.94 1.99 4 ¢
Wheat milling 1.14 1.14 2
Feed .80 .85 2
Total 53.0 -- - --
. ®
SOURCE: Data from the Port Authority of Rouen.
@
®
o
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TABLE 4.6. PRICE ADJUSTMENTS IN THE PARIS CONTRACT FOR FEED AND MILLING
WHEATIL °
Maximum Deviations
Factor Discount RateZ,3 Unit Before Arbitrage
----percent----- °
Test weight
Feed 1 1 kg/m 3 kg
Milling 1 1 kg/hl 2 kg
Moisture 1 first 1%
1-1/2 second % 2% ®
Broken 1/4 per point 3% ’
Sprouted 1/2 per point 3%
Impurities 1 per point 1-2%
2 per point 2-4% 4% ¢
Hagberg4 1/1000 per second 15 seconds
Protein? 0 0.0-0.29%
1.2 .30
1.6 .40 L
2.0 .50 50%
Ze]eny4 0 1
0 2
1.2 3
1.6 4 L J
2.0 5 6%
Variety4,5
Specified6 0 0-2 grains of 50
1/22 3 grains of 50
1% 4 grains of 50 ®
1-1/2% 5 grains of 50 5
Ex1cuded 0 0-2 grains of 50
1/2% 3 grains of 50 3
lunless indicated otherwise price adjustments are the same for milling and ®
feed wheat.
2Ad justments are made to pre-tax prices.
3Prorated per 1/10 percent.
4Apply to milling wheat only.
Based on samples of 50 grains and using electrophoresis. P
bvarieties in contracts are either specified, or excluded.
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TABLE 4.7. DISCOUNTS FOR COOPERATIVE DE LA SARTHE, AUGUST 4, 1987

®
Net Wheat Price 95 F/100 Kg
Factor Allowable Price Adjustment
* Broken 22 F/100 kg - .63 per point
Germinated 10% 10.1-15 - 1.0
15.1-20 - 2.0
> 20 - 3.0
® Test Weight 76 Kg/hl 75 - 75.9 - .63
74 - 74.9 - 1.26
73 - 74.9 - 1.89
72 - 72.9 - 2.52
71 - 71.9 -~ 3.52
70 - 70.9 - 4.52
® 69 - 69.9 - 5.52
’ L]
65 - 65.9 =~ 9.52
> 65 - 9.99
®
®
@
®
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V. Variety Development and Release

The background information in Section II demonstrated that productivity
growth in France has exceeded that of all other exporting countries and there
have not been sacrifices in quality. In fact, there have been improvements in
quality along several dimensions. Also the previous section indicated that
the French marketing system places tremendous emphasis on the variety, or
categories of varieties, as indicative of end-use quality. France has a rigid
system for the development and release of varieties. This operates through a
catalogue of official varieties. Being specified in this catalogue is a '
prerequisite to production and marketing of seeds. Certain criteria have to
be met for a variety to be considered, including both agronomic and end-use
quality. This section explains the institutions regulations, and industry in
France which administer the development and release of seeds.

Two government agencies under the authority of the French Minister of
Agriculture control the release of new varieties and the production and
distribution of seed for wheat, corn, soybeans and others. GNIS controls the
production and distribution of certified seed, regulating many of the same-
factors used in seed laws in the United States--purity, germination, accurate
labeling, etc. The regulations are promulgated and enforced by various
departments in GNIS. Their authority extends to the contracts between seed
companies and growers,

Control of new varieties is achieved through the Comite Technique
Permananet de l1a Selection des Plantes Cultivees (CTPS). This committee is
composed of representatives of plant breeders (in fact every breeder is
automatically invited to designate a rerepresentative), producers, millers,
and other users. There are 55-60 members on this committee, which sets the
criteria, establishes the tests, evaluates the results and recommends to the
Minister of Agriculture those varieties to be registered in the official
catalog. Without this approval it is unlawful to multiply and sell the
variety in France.

A third agency indirectly involved is the Technical Institute for
Cereals and Forages (ITFC). ITCF was created in 1959 as an association
between the Farmers Union and the Cereal Producers and Cooperatives and is
financed by a tax of 3.7 F/MT on cereals. It has responsibility for research
and extension and is working primarily for the benefit of producers and their
cooperatives. Most of the responsibility for testing and quality evaluation
resides with ITCF, but other research agencies and laboratories--private and
public--also provide test facilities.

A catalogue of varieties (Catalogue Official Des Especes et varieties)
which lists all the varieties of a particular crop which are licensed is
published annually. Selected pages of the catalogue for wheat are shown in
Appendix D. These are varieties which have been recommended to the Ministry
of Agriculture by CTPS for release. A variety can only be produced and
marketed legally after it is registered and listed in this catalogue.

A11 varieties are subject to automatic removal from the registry 10
years after registration. A variety may be removed at any time if problems
arise. The catalogue is a licensing mechanism, but it is also the market
mechanism, subject to the catalogue restriction, which determines what is
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produced. In 1986, for example, the top three varieties (Festival, Fidel, and
Camp Remy) were seeded on 45 percent of the area planted.

CTPS is essentially the commi ttee responsible for determining whether a
variety is approved. In general both agronomic and quality factors are
considered. However, before a variety is accepted for testing by CTPS it must
meet three general criteria: (1) distinguishable--the variety or line must
differ from other known varieties on at least one important morphological or
physiological characteristic. In the case of wheat protein, chemistry is
evaluated through electrophoresis to establish a unique pattern that is used
as a "fingerprint" for that variety, even in commercial sales where variety is
specified; (2) homogeneity--a variety or line is considered homogeneous if the
tested plants reproduce the same genetic characteristics as other plants
selected from the same variety or line. In the case of wheat, 200 seeds are
planted and no more than two plants may be differentiated by physiological or
morphological characteristics. A bulk seed test is also required in which
fewer than three plants in 1,000 may be differentiable; (3) stability--a line
is considered stable if successive generations conform to the original
essential characteristics.

CTPS has developed a grading system for candidates for registry that
allows for a trade-off between yield, agronomic characteristics and end-use
quality. Basically each new variety must be proven superior to existing
varieties on either quality or productivity to obtain approval. This is
achieved by selecting a "witness" variety in each region to serve as the
standard against which the new variety is measured. This "witness" variety is
generally the most popular variety planted by farmers. In the case of wheat,
a tableau exists with yield vs. quality in a two-way matrix (see Appendix D)
with a quantitative scale. Any new variety must equal the yield of the
witness and be equal to the average yield of all new varieties under test.

The tableau differentiates between bread quality wheat and feed quality wheat.
Additional points may be garnered for insect and disease resistance. As an
example, the quality parameter is "W" from the alveograph (a measure of
strength)® and comparisons are made to "Capitole," which is a variety released
in 1964 and reinstated in 1984. If a variety being tested has a W equal to 90
percent of Capitole, then the yield would have to be between 97 and 106
percent of that of Capitole, depending on other agronomic characteristics.
These are fairly formal and rigid mechanisms and all breeders are aware of the
tableau.

In the case of feed wheat and corn, the primary criteria is yield.

Other agronomic considerations include rate of maturity, resistance to
lodging, tolerance to cold at planting time, and susceptibility to insects and
disease. As with wheat there is a numerical scale of points. Each variety is
given a score between 0 and 5 for resistance to diseases and insects with zero
being very susceptible. Although end-use quality is less important in
registering corn than in registering wheat and the tests are less extensive,
quality corn generates a maximum of 10 points on the registration score card.

6The zeleny test was used previously and abandoned. However, the EC
has since incorporated Z into the intervention mechanisms thereby making the
Z score more important.
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The points for quality are assigned by CTPS on the basis of type (white corn
gets an automatic 5 points; waxy and opaque 10), protein and oil. The minimum
0il content for garnering points is 10 percent, 4 to 8 points above
traditional commercial varieties.

Breeders also have responsibilities in evaluating the acceptability of
new varieties. They must submit a dossier covering morphology and
physiological characteristics, based on trials at three locations. At the
same time, the breeder furnishes seed to CTPS for distribution to independent
testing locations in regions designated by the breeder. Yield and quality
tests as well as the tests for distinction, homogeneity, and stability are
conducted by the breeder as advance information and simultaneous information.
Testing for entry into the register is conducted by ITCF and INRA in test
plots distributed over the appropriate growing region for the variety.
Varieties may be approved for one or more regions. Quality tests include all
traditional tests of chemical properties plus actual baking tests conducted by
ITCF. These tests provide a check on, as well as additional information to,
the tests conducted by the breeder and reported in the dossier required in the
original application for registration. CTPS evaluates a submitted variety for
two years. Typically CTPS accepts 200 varieties the first year and narrows it
down to 35 for the second year of evaluation. Generally, up to 10 new
varieties are released each year.

Time required for testing, approval, and distribution of new varieties
has been shortened by many breeders, who gamble on approval and multiply the
seeds while the tests are underway. GNIS estimated seven years between
identification of a new line and commercial distribution of the variety. A
commercial breeder estimated a minimum of four to five years but with an
additional four years of research preceeding the identification of the new
1ine.

The Paris International Convention was adopted in 1961 to provide plant
variety protection. Under this authority breeders are assured protection for
varieties for up to 25 years. New varieties are generated by public and
private researchers. There are currently about 120 private and cooperative
companies producing new varieties of wheat, and nearly 70 percent of the new
varieties of all seeds have originated in the private sector. Industry
comments place this ratio above 95 percent for new wheat varieties. INRA has
been the major public institution generating new varieties of wheat and maize.
A private breeder stated INRA had produced only one successful variety of
wheat in the last 10 years. They have been more successful in the development
of maize varieties.

Plant breeders, farmers, millers, and government were nearly unanimous
in their approval of the protection offered by the French system of variety
control and in the success of the system in fostering yields and higher
quality of wheat. The only criticism related to the lack of statistical tests
in making comparisons and occasional lack of objectivity in making allowances
for effects of unusual weather.
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VI. Quality Control in France

The purpose of this section is to describe the details of grading,
sampling, and inspection in France. Following a brief overview the first
sub-section describes handling practices, and subsequent sub-sections describe
sampling, grading, inspection, and weighting authority. The final section
provides a brief description of quality control in flour exports.

A. Overview

There are four important features of the French marketing system which
have an overriding impact on the organization (or implementation) of the
system for grading and inspection, some of which were discussed in Section IV,
First, there are no official standards which establish standardized numerical
grades. There are EC standards which were described in Section III, but these
are only used for intervention purposes. Private contracts for trading
purposes have evolved -and in a sense serve the purpose of providing standards
for trading.7 Second, the private contracts specify important factor limits
and premiums and discounts for deviations (however, the penalties are
swstantial). In addition variety, or. sometimes excluded varieties, are
contract terms. There is a great deal of emphasis in the French marketing
system on variety which has been incorporated into trading, thereby making
variety identification critical. Third, there is not an official agency with
the responsibility of sampling and inspection. Private surveying companies
play this role. Fourth, throughout the marketing system there is great
emphasis on commercial relationships and competitive pressures which assures
the integrity of the system.

Private contracts specify each quality factor individually. These
contracts may vary to some extent within the domestic milling industry, but
are somewhat standardized for procurement and sometimes sales by exporters.
The typical wheat export contract provides for the factor specifications
lTisted below.

Test Weight 76 kilograms per hectoliter (59 1bs. per bushel)
Moisture 14.5 - 15 percent
Broken Kernels 4.0 percent

Sprouted Kernels 2.0 percent

Impurities 2.0 perent not more than 0.5 percent may be
miscellaneous impurities

In addition most contracts may require chemical tests to determine milling or
baking qualities. These may include electrophosis for variety verification,
zeleny (Z) and the Hagberg falling number.

TONIC tried to implement official standards with numerical grades
during the early 1980s but were abandoned due to non-use.
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B. Grain Handling Practices

Grain handling practices at various points in the marketing system are
described in Tables 6.1-6.3. Wheat is segregated typically by variety or
categories of varieties. Cleaning is done at country elevators. Insects are
seldom a problem. Grain is checked for insects throughout the marketing
system; when insects are found the grain is immediately fumigated. Some
elevators treat with a contact insecticide as the grain is placed into bins.
Empty bins are treated before placing grain into them.

C. Sampling and Grading

Sampling and inspection practices at each point in the marketing system
are described below. In addition, certification and the extent and use of
government agencies in the inspection system are discussed. Throughout the
system a number of factors are measured depending on the terms of the
contract. The procedures and measurement of these factors are described in
Table 6.4.

Samples are obtained by various methods, from hand dipping to
mechanical diverter samples depending on location and who is obtaining the
sample. Portion sizes for analysis are reduced to a workable size by
different methods. Sample dividers such as the Boerner are seldom used. More
often than not the samples are hand mixed and hand dipped from a container.
The final portion analyzed is hand adjusted to obtain the exact portion size
desired.

Producer deliveries of grain are sampled and inspected when it arrives
at the first receiving elevator. Every load is inspected by elevator
personnel. Samples are obtained in a variety of ways from a mechanical trier
to a quart container which is used to obtain the grain as it flows from the
truck to the dump pit. Each inbound truck or trailer is tested for test
weight and moisture. Broken, impurities, and sprouted kernels are also
examined, but this varied some depending on the elevator and the overall
quality of the crop. Some elevators run a falling numbers test rather than
pick for sprouted kernels. Producers must also declare the variety of wheat.
Each load delivered must be accompanied by a document that declares the owner,
weight, taxes, variety of wheat, and other identification and quality
information.

Wheat is binned at the country elevator by varieties representing
milling yield and baking characteristics. Some elevators will turn and sample
the grain from each bin in order to run various end use tests that were too
technical and too time consuming to conduct at the time of harvest. This
practice is sometimes done in conjunction with the French millers who are
searching for good quality milling wheat. Other elevators maintain composite
samples of all the grain placed into each bin. The composite sample may be
used for analysis. Either way the elevator operator has an good idea as to
the physical and chemical qualities of the wheat in each bin.

Generally grain moving to mills is not sampled or inspected because the
mills request specific wheat varieties that have undergone chemical tests and
that meet the desired baking requirements. Grain moving to export channels is
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either sampled and inspected at the shipping point or at the receiving
elevator by a surveying company, depending on the terms of the contracts.
Grain shipped between elevators must meet the quality specified in the export
contract. Grain not meeting specified export contract may be rejected by the
surveying company or receiving elevator.

The first step in the physical exporting process is to examine the
vessel for condition. The vessel holds must be clean, dry, and free of live
insect infestation. If a single insect is found the vessel is declared unfit
to load grain. During loading, the grain is sampled continuously by private
surveying company employees. Three export elevators that were visited had
mechanical samplers. Two of the mechanical samplers were diverter type and
the other was a point type sampler. Mechanical samplers were located in the
elevator after final elevation, similar to the US. The sample is analyzed
each hour between 500 and 2500 MT sublots. In addition to the mechanical
sampler a surveyor is also stationed near the end of the loading point. A
sample is obtained from the running stream by use of a quart size cup with a
handle. This sample is taken immediately prior to the grain going into the
vessel. It is checked for test weight, moisture, and odor, and visually
examined for impurities, sprout and other factors which may affect the grain
quality. This process alerts the surveyor if grain does not meet the quality
specified in the contract 100 perent of the time and the grain flow to the
vessel is immediately stopped. A zero insect tolerance is a matter of
practice. If a single insect is found, the grain is treated in the ship's
holds. The elevator selects the fumigant and the surveying company monitors
fumigation. Samples at the mechanical sampler site are reduced to an
appropriate size by use of a type of cargo divider. Portion sizes for
analysis in the lab were reduced to a workable size by hand mixing and hand
dipping. The final portion worked is hand adjusted to the exact portion size
desired. Hand adjusting reduces the accuracy of analysis. The inspection
process is relatively simple and is performed in a lab at the export elevator.
The quality factors listed under "quality factors for wheat" in this report
are analyzed for each sublot. The analytical results of each sublot are
recorded on a loading log. These logs vary in design from elevator to
elevator. (For an example, see Appendix E). A detailed explanation of the
sampling and inspection system is provided in Table 6.5.

There is no government agency which exercised authority over quality or
quantity of grain as it moves through market channels. The only government
agency which may influence quantity or quality is the "Service des Instruments
de Service" (weights and measures). They test all inspection and weighing
equipment annually for accuracy. This includes grain industry and surveying
company equipment and instruments.

Private surveying companies such as SGS, Thionville, etc., provide the
closest thing to uniform inspection. They inspect all grain moving in export
channels and at the request of the interested parties, provide inspection at
interior locations in France. SGS handles by far the largest percentage of
inspection, but other surveyors may be used depending on the terms of the
contract. These private companies generally follow the procedures established
by EEC Regulation No. 273175 dated 29 October 1975: (See Appendix No. F).
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Inspection procedures vary considerably throughout the marketing
system, which can be expected when there is no supervising body to insure P
uniformity. Surveyors have tremendous control of overall export shipments to
include weighing, sampling, and inspecting the grain and running chemical
analysis required in the contract. They have authority to stop loading when
grain does not meet the quality specified by the contract. Controls to stop
loading are located next to the sampling station in order to immediately stop
operation if "off contract" grain is running. Exporters deliver as close to °
the contract quality limits as the surveying company permits. SGS issues and
certificates, depending on terms of contract, and may accept responsibility
for quality and quantity at destination (see Appendix G for an example percent
on SGS Certificate).

D. Export Flour

Wheat variety is extremely important to the wheat millers in their
effort to process good baking quality flour. Millers often go directly to the
country elevator and test wheat. Electrophoresis is commonly used for testing
varieties., Mills request a specific wheat quality in their contract. If the
wheat does not meet the desired specifications when it arrives at the mill it ®
is rejected back to the shipper. The normal contract specifies the following
quality factors: test weight 76 kilograms per hectoliter, 4.0 percent broken
kernels, 2.0 percent sprouted. There are very few problems with biological
defects such as mold, sick wheat, etc. in French wheat, but sprouted kernels
are a problem. The French millers use the NIR to test moisture, protein,
starch, ash, etc. o

Export flour in France moves much faster from mill to vessel than it
does in the US. Flour is seldom placed in storage in France. It moves direct
from the mill to the vessel and is almost always aboard the vessel within two
weeks after mi]h’ng.8 The French seldom if ever have insect problems. The
mill is fumigated one to three times per year for insect infestation. In ®
France, sacked flour is transported from the mi1l to the port in open top box
cars covered with tarpaulins. It is placed in slings and when it arrives at
the port the contents of the entire car is slung from the rail car to the
vessel,

81n the US, flour is usually placed in storage at the port waiting
for a vessel, often for up to 30 days or more.
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TABLE 6.1 GRAIN HANDLING PRACTICES AT COUNTRY ELEVATORS

Activity

Receival/Binning Wheat is cleaned and placed in bins by
® variety according to milling and baking
characterstics.

Drying Wheat is seldom dried even though it is

® often harvested at 16.0% mo. Corn is
harvested at 25-35% mo. Corn is either

dried or stored in cribs on the farm.

Cleaning Effective weed control results in a lTow
leve of misc. impurities (FM &
Dockage). Most elevators clean grain
before placing in bins for storage.
® A11 country elevators have cleaners.

® Insect Treatment A11 bins are treated before storing
grain. Many elevators treat with a
contact insecticide as grain is placed
into bins.

P Storage
Generally stored in silo type bins but
not for the purpose of blending at time
of loading. Grain is often turned and
sampled for end-use quality tests.

Disposal of Screenings Generally sold to feed manufacturers.
It never added back to grain once
removed,
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TABLE 6.2 GRAIN HANDLING PRACTICES FOR INTER-ELEVATOR MOVEMENTS (INCLUDING
INBOUND TO EXPORT)

Activity

Receival/Binning Most grain has already been cleaned,
but they do bin by end use quality (]
factors.

Drying Most corn is dried as it comes off the
farm, therefore there is little need to
be concerned with drying on inter o
elevator shipments.

Cleaning Since most grain is cleaned when it
comes off the farm there is little ®
concern with cleaning. Some cleaning
is done at time of shipment depending
on the specifi-cations of the contract.
There is a desire to ship clean grain
so as to please the customer.

Screenings Disposal Generally sold to feed manufacturers.

Blending Some blending on wheat moving to export
channel is done. There does not seem
to be the desire or necessity to blend
wide margins of different quality.
Seldom are more than 2 bins blended ®
together. No blending done on grain
delivered to French millers.
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TABLE 6.3. GRAIN HANDLING PRACTICES AT EXPORT

®
Activity
Receival/Binning Received & placed in bins according to
® end use qualities. Grain not meeting
export contract specification is
rejected by the export elev.

® Drying Very few export elevators have driers;
grain is conditioned prior to arriving
at export elevator,

Py Cleaning Most export elevators do not have
cleaners. Grain is expected to be
clean when it arrives at export
elevator or it is rejected..

Screening Since most elevators do not have

® cleaners grain is expected to be clean
when it arrives at export elevator or
it is rejected.

Insect Infestation If one live insect is found loading is
® stopped and a decision is made as to
whether the vessel will require
fumigation.
®
®
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TABLE 6.4. FRENCH GRADING PROCEDURES

Factor Measure Procedure

1. Test weight Kg/h1 Kilograms per hectoliter determined (in
most cases) by use of Dickey John [ )
Grain Analyser (GACII)

2. Moisture 1/10% Determined (in most cases) by use of the
Dickey John Grain Analyzer (GACII)

3. Extraneous Matter 1/10% Sieve 100 grams (in some cases 2 L ]
separate 50 gram portions) over a 1 mm
sieve, A1l material passing through is
extraneous matter. This becomes a
component of the factor impurities.
(see impurities below)

4, Broken Kernels 1/10% From the above sieved sample portion
remove all broken kernels. This
includes all kernels of which the
endosperm is partially uncovered and
from which the germ has been removed.

5. Sprouted Kernels 1/10% From the above sieved sample remove all
sprouted kernels (the line on sprout is
similar to U.S.)

6. Misc. Impurities 1/10% Includes material that passes through
the Tum sieve plus weed seeds, husks, Y
chaff, straw, sand stones, etc. (FM and
dockage combined in US standards) and
damaged kernels such as mold, heat
damaged, smutty, etc.

7. Grain Impurities 1/10% Includes shriveled kernels, of the above P
100 gram sample that passes through a
2mm (5/64) X 20 mm sieve, plus kernels
that ‘are frost damaged, green damaged,
insect damaged, sick damaged, other
grains and all material included from
miscellaneous impurities above. ‘ S
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TABLE 6.5. EXPORT SAMPLING AND INSPECTION SYSTEMS

Activity

Responsibility As required by the contract a surveying
® company is hired to inspect export
grain. ONIC may be request ed by some
state traders, but percentage of ONIC
inspections is very low

Vessel Examination If a single Tive insect in jurious to
stored grain is found vessel is
® declared unfit to load

Export quality Any quality of grain may be exported
that is agreed to by the contract.
Most wheat contracts require 75 KHL,
14.5-15% mo. 4.0% broken, 2.0% '

L sprouted, 2.0% impurities with not more
than 0.5% misc. impurities. Grain flow
to the vessel is stopped whenever grain
does not meet quality specified in
contract .

® Sampling Mechanical sample for sublot analysis.
Also samples taken from belt
immediately prior to lToading to insure
it meets quality 100 percent of the
time

® Insect Exam Random examination continuously during
Toading by surveyors attending belt.
If a single insect is found, the entire
ship hold must be fumigated

Samples Analyzed Sublot samples of between 500 to 2500
® tons are analyzed. (Generally each
hour) results are recorded on log

Final Grade Basis Weighted average of all sublots
analyzed and final grade determined
from these results

Quality Control Sublot samples are analyzed by
surveying company. Also surveying
company has employee stationed on
loading belt to immediately stop
loading if grain does not meet quality

® specified in contract. No tolerance
allowed
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VII. Summary, Conclusion, and Comparisons

The EC has always been both an importer and exporter of wheat,
importing primarily for blending and improving the strength of the indigenous
wheat, However, in the past 10 years, exports have increased and imports have
declined. The EC has become the principal exporting region which has gained
market share. In recent years the EC has become particularly competitive in
traditional US markets, most notable being the USSR, Algeria, and Egypt.
France is by far the largest wheat producing country in the EC with about
35-40 percent of the production in recent years. The purpose of this study
was to analyze the policies, institutions, and trading practices that have an
influence on quality of grain which is exported. In the first sub-section
below, a summary and discussion of principal findings is presented, and in the
following sub-section, comparisons are made to the US on particular areas of
interest.

A. Summary of Principal Findings

This report provides a detailed description of the French grain
marketing system, and the impacts of policies, institutions, and trading
‘practices on grain quality. Following is a brief discussion of principal
findings related to quality:

1. Wheat Market Fundamentals
a) Domestic utiTization of wheat comprises about 75
percent of total use, which is very large compared
to other exporters. The principal use of wheat
domestically is for bread products, but there has
been an increase in the proportion used for feed
in recent years.

b) Only a relatively small proportion of the wheat
production is stored between crop years (compared
to the US and other exporters), thereby
minimizing problems associated with inter-year
s torage.

¢) Wheat flour comprises about 22 percent of the
wheat exports in recent years, and the EC is the
largest exporter of wheat flour in the world.

2. Productivity Growth and Wheat Quality

a) The wheat produced in France is largely a winter
planted soft wheat., The quality is generally a
lower protein, medium strength wheat and the
end-use performance is likely somewhere between
US soft and hard winter

b) Yield growth in the EC and France has exceeded
that of other exporters. The average growth rate
has been 1.3 percent per year compared to .73

percent per year for the US and lesser values
for other exporting countries.




c)

a)

b)

c)

d)
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There generally have not been significant trends in
wheat quality in the past 10 years. However, the
quality of the 1985 and 1986 wheat crops exceeded
the long-term average. This indicates that the
yield growth has occured without sacrifices in

crop quality.

Policy

The principal overriding policy in the EC is the
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) which includes
the Intervention Price (IP) as the key policy
instrument affecting producer prices and quality
differentials.

There are no official grain standards in the EC or
in individual countries, and it is the criteria
for intervention which largely is adopted as
minimum standards in the marketing system.

The intervention price includes premiums and
discounts for quality factors and differences in
end-use performance criteria--differences between
feed, bread, and quality wheat.

There have been several actions in recent years to
reduce the effectiveness of the IP. One has been
to tighten the quality requirements to be eligible
for the nonfeed intervention prices. In addition
the IP for feed wheat was equated to that of other
feed grains. Despite these efforts, it does not
appear that the quality has improved.

Variety Development and Release

a)

b)

The release of varieties is subject to approval by
the government., Formally, a committee exists
which makes recommendations to the French Minister
of Agriculture, who in turn licenses a variety.

Criteria for release include both agronomic and
quality, and includes a trade-off between a
measure of end-use performance (the alveograph
score in the case of wheat) and yield.

Wheat Marketing Industry

a)

An important characteristic of the French
marketing system is that there is very limited
on-farm storage. A very large proportion of grain
is delivered to the marketing system at harvest.




b)
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The country elevator sector is largely locally
owned cooperatives, and exporters are dominated by
private multinationals, though one national coop
has an important share for intra-EC sales. Sales
to domestic mills are normally direct from the
country elevator.

Conditioning of Grain

a)

b)

c)

d)

As a general rule, conditioning of grain (drying,
cleaning, and treatment for insects) is done at
the point of first sale.

Drying of wheat is relatively infrequent, but is
routine for corn.

Wheat was generally clean at the farm level due to
good weed control and proper combine adjustment.
However, all of the elevators were equipped with
cleaners and it was a common practice to clean as
the grain was received, as well as when loading
out. Incentives to do so include contract
requirements, resale of screenings, and as a
preventative measure to reduce storage problems.

Wheat was segregated by categories of varieties,
and the only blending which did occur was within
categories. Variety is used as a proxy for
end-use performance. Blending to factor limits
was in general not a practice due in part to
1imited quality varieties.

Grading and Inspection

a)

b)

There are no official standards in France or
numerical grades. The only official quality
criteria is the requirements for the intervention
mechanism.

Private contracts predominate for trading and
specifications vary across end-users. Typical
factor limits for an export contract include:
test weight 76 kg/h1; moisture 1.45-15%; broken
kernels 4%; sprouted kernels 2%, and impurities
2%. In addition, in most domestic transactions,
and some export, several end-use performance
criteria (e.g., alveograph, zeleny, etc.) are
contract terms.
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c) Variety also plays a very important role in some
transactions and for segregation. Variety is
used because the end-use performance of each ®
variety is known, and direct measures of end-use
performance are not easily measured. In practice,
transactions specify a particular variety,
cateogies of varieties, or excluded varieties.

d) No official agency has the responsibility for ®
inspection. These functions are performed
competitively by private firms, the designation of
which may be a term of an export contract. A
number of functions are performed by these firms,
but of particular importance is that they have the
potential to the wheat quality inbound and ®
outbound.

8. Contracts and Trading

a) The dominant instrument used for trading is the
"paris Contract." This is a standardized contract Y
used for hedging and trading, and includes
provisions for arbitration. Embedded in the
contract are premiums and discounts for deviations
from specified factor limits, including varieties.
These are expressed as a percent of the underlying
price and are generally adopted throughout the )
system.

b) As a general rule this Paris Contract is not used
by domestic millers for procurement, though they
may use it for hedging. Instead they use highly
specific contract terms for quality, including . *
variety (or categories of varieties) and other
end-use performance measures. In the extreme case
it would not be uncommon for a miller to take
samples from bins at particular country elevators,
and after extensive quality evaluation, purchase
specific bins from specific elevators. It is ®
not uncommon for export contracts to include
measures of end-use performance,

B. Comparisons to the u.sS.

Selected comparisons are made below between the marketing system in ®
France and the US. Presentation is organized by policies, institutions, and
trading practices:

L 4
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1. Policies

a'

Price

France. The key policy affecting prices is the
1ntervention price, which includes premiums and discounts
for factors, and premiums for wheat with superior end-use
performance. The price for the lowest quality wheat is
equated to that of feed grains. Efforts have been made to
tighten quality requirements in recent years.

US. The principal price policy is the loan rate, which has
premium and discounts. However, these are largely for
grade factors, rather than necessarily end-use performance,
with the exception of protein. Generally these premiums
and discounts have not been responsive to market conditions
(Wilson, Gallagher, and Anderson).

Farm Storage

France. Farm policy through the CAP has not encouraged
deveTopment of extensive on-farm storage. Similarly, as a
result of CAP there is relatively limited inter-year

s torage.

US. The US farm policy in the past decade has in general
encouraged extensive on-farm storage, as well as inter-year
storage. '

2. Institutions and Regulations

d.

b)

Variety Development and Release

France. Mechanisms exist which regulate the release of
varieties, generally based on both agronomic and quality
criteria.

US. There are no regulations, state or federal, which
affect release of new varieties. Release of varieties is
influenced to some extent by land grant colleges. However,
it is largely the market which determines the adoption of
varieties.

Grade Standards

France. No official standards exist.

US. Official standards are those of the Federal Grain
Tnspection Service (FGIS).
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c) Inspection Agency

France. There is not an official agency in charge of o
inspection. Private firms perform this function.

US. Al11 grain which is exported is inspected and graded
by FGIS.

3. Trading and Commercial Practices o
a) Contracts

France. Contract terms with respect to quality are

determined by negotiations, largely reflecting buyers'

needs. These quite often include direct or indirect ®
measures of end-use performance.

US. In domestic transactions grade factors are contract
terms. Class, protein level (in the case of hard wheats)
and Tocation are used as proxy for end-use performance.

o
b) Premiums and Discounts
France. The market determines the level of premiums and
discounts but are generally those of the "Paris Contract."
US. the mar‘ket determines the level of premiums and ®

discounts.
¢) Conditioning (cleaning, drying, blending)

France. Market pressures and contract terms provide

incentives to condition grains. Most conditioning is done ®
at the country elevator at the time of receipt. Most wheat

is cleaned prior to shipment to the millers and exporters.

US. Market pressures and contract terms dictate the

extent of conditioning. However, with exception of the

upper midwest Hard Red Spring and Durum, wheat is not Py
routinely cleaned.
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Table 2.1. Share of Wheat Production in the EC12 Countries, 1960-1986.
Country 1960-63 1970-73 1980-83 1984 1985 1986
[
Federal Republic of
Germany 4.4 14.6 13.7 12.4 13.8 13.8
France 32.3 35.7 39.0 40.0 40.5 36.4
Italy 22.7 19.6 14.3 12.1 11.9 12.9
Neterlands 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.2
) Belgium/Luxemburg 2.3 2.1 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.8
U.K. 9.0 10.2 15.5 18.1 16.8 19.7
Eire 1.1 0.6 0.5 0.7 0.9 0.7
Denmark 1.4 1.3 1.7 3.0 2.8 3.2
Greece 4.1 3.9 4.3 2.8 2.5 3.4
Spain 11.4 9.4 7.3 7.3 7.4 6.3
® Portugal 1.5 1.4 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.5
Total
Wheat Production (MMT) 36.5 48.0 62.1 82.5 71.5 70.3

Source: Toepfer International, 1986/87
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Table 2.2. Area and Prodution of Wheat for France as a

Percent of EC10, 1962 - 1985. ®
Year Area Production
-------- Percent -------
1962 38.1 40.5
1963 35.0 36.0 ®
1964 7.4 41.0
1965 38.1 41.6
1966 36.0 36.9
1967 36.3 39.7
1968 36.0 40.8
1969 36.2 40.5 °®
1970 34.2 37.1
1971 35.8 38.6
1972 32.9 41.7
1973 33.8 41.3
1974 34.1 40.3
1975 34.1 37.5
1976 35.3 38.9 o
1977 37.4 43.2
1978 34.7 43.7
1979 34.0 40.0
1980 36.3 43.0
1981 37.4 41.9
1982 37.2 42.3 ¢
1983 36.6 41.7
1984 37.6 43.4
1985 37.1 44.0
1986 36.6
1987
®
Source: World Wheat Statistics, various years, London.
[
o
[
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TABLE 2.3  FRENCH REGIONS OF WHEAT PRODUCTION, 1986 AND 1987

®
Percent of. French
Region Production Wheat Production Rank
1986 1987/ 1986 1987
® (MMT)
Bordeaux 3.6 .43 1 1 15
Clermont-Ferrand 5.3 .73 2 2 14
Dijon 1.72 2.37 7 8 5
® J
Lille 1.81 1.91 7 7 6
Amiens 3.34 3.45 13 12 2
Lyen .55 .92 2 3 13
®
Marseille .81 .10 3 - -
Chalomo=-Sur-Marne 2.65 2.72 10 9 3
° Nancy 1.15 1.22 5 4 11
Rennes 1.06 1.21 : 4 4 12
Nantes 1.42 1.60 6 5 9
Orelans 4.06 5.04 16 17 1
®
Paris 1.61 1.86 6 6 7/8
Poitiers 1.51 1.62 6 6 7/8
Rouen 2.41 2.65 9 9 4
®
Toubuse 1,18 1.35 5 5 10
Montpellier .05 .05 -- -
TOTAL 25.50 29.30
®
SOURCE: ONIC, Marche Des Cereales, July 1987.
9
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Table 2.4. EC Wheat Supplies and Dissappearance for Crop Years
1961/62 - 1985/86 (MMT)*

Supply Disappearance
................................................................ ®
Begin- , End-of-
ning Pro- Year
Year Stocks duction Imports Total Domestic Exports TotalCarryover
1961/62 6.5 23.1 6.6 36.2 26.7 3.2 29.9 6.3
1962/63 6.5 29.5 3.7 39.7 26.4 4.0 30.4 8.2 )
1963/64 8.2 24.6 4.1 36.9 26.9 3.8 30.7 6.1
1964/65 6.1 29.3 3.5 39.0 27.7 5.7 33.4 5.6
1965/66 5.6 30.5 4.2 40.3 27.7 5.8 33.6 6.8
1966/67 6.8 26.5 4.3 37.6 27.6 4.5 32.1 5.4
1967/68 5.4 31.3 3.6 40.4 28.0 4.8 32.8 7.6
1968/69 7.7 36.8 8.5 52.9 38.1 5.8 43.9 9.0 ¢
1969/70 9.0 35.7 8.4 53.2 40.4 7.3 47.7 5.5
1970/71 5.5 34.8 10.0 50.3 40.6 3.6 44.2 6.0
1971/72 6.0 40.1 6.8 52.9 40.1 5.3 45.4 7.4
1972/73 7.4 41.4 6.8 55.6 43.9 6.8 50.7 4.9
1973/74 4.9 41.3 5.5 51.7 40.4 5.4 45.8 5.9
1974/75 7.4 44.9 5.8 58.2 39.9 7.9 47.8 10.4 ®
1975/76 10.4 37.7 7.1 55.2 37.5 9.5 47.0 8.3
1976/77 8.3 38.8 3.9 51.0 37.7 4.8 42.6 8.4
1977/78 8.4 38.1 5.5 52.0 39.2 5.6 44.8 7.2
1978/79 7.2 47.3 5.1 59.6 40.7 9.0 49.7 9.9
1979/80 9.9 46.3 4.8 61.0 41.8 10.9 52.7 8.2
1980/81 8.2 52.0 4.5 64.8 42.3 14.3 56.6 8.2 ®
1981/82 9.2 54.2 5.0 68.5 45.4 15.8 61.2 7.3
1982/83 7.3 59.8 3.6 70.7 44,7 15.2 59.9 10.8
1983/84 10.8 59.1 3.1 73.0 48.1 16.4 64.4 8.6
1984/85 8.6 76.4 2.6 87.6 52.8 18.9 71.7 15.9
1985/86 15.9 65.9 2.6 84.4 53.9 15.9 69.8 14.6
*Six original member states to 1967/68, nine member states to 1980/81, ®
thereafter ten member states.
Source: World Wheat Statistics, various years, London.
o
e
¢
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Table 2.5. Domestic Disappearance as a Percent of Total

Disappearance

Year EC10 Us Canada Australia Argentina

®
1961/62 89.4 45.8 28.4 29.8 56.3
1962/63 86.9 47.5 29.4 24.3 65.9
1963/64 87.6 40.7 20.9 23.4 51.8
1964/65 83.0 47.0 26.9 26.8 36.8
1965/66 82.6 45.7 21.2 34.7 40.1

] 1966/67 86.1 47.5 23.7 22.2 59.1
1967/68 85.3 45.4 31.7 32.1 65.5
1968/69 86.7 57.5 35.0 25.2 65.0
1969/70 84.7 56.0 32.6 22.7 64.6
1970/71 91.9 51.0 28.2 22.7 81.5
1971/72 88.4 57.5 25.9 26.5 75.2

® 1972/73 86.6 39.9 23.3 45.3 63.9
1973/74 88.3 39.5 28.7 29.9 72.1
1974/75 83.6 39.5 29.8 26.2 72.7
1975/76 79.8 38.1 28.0 25.0 64.5
1976/77 88.7 44 .1 26.4 20.8 40.7
1977/78 87.5 43.3 23.8 24.5 73.4

°® 1978/79 81.9 41.2 28.7 17.8 48.1
1979/80 79.3 36.3 25.7 20.3 45.7
1980/81 74.8 34.1 24.2 26.5 55.7
1981/82 74.2 32.4 22.0 18.1 56.3
1982/83 74.7 37.6 19.3 36.6 33.8
1983/84 74.6 43.7 20.3 15.4 38.4
1984/85 73.6 44,7 23.5 15.0 34.6

® 1985/86 77.3 54.4 24.4 16.0 50.0
Source: World Wheat Statistics, various years, London.

9

®

o

®
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TABLE 2.6. SOURCES OF EC DOMESTIC DEMAND, 1975/77-85 (MMT)

]
Year Total Domestic Use Animal Feed Human Comsumption
1976/771 39.9 9.8 (25)2 27.6 (69)
1977/78 40.3 10.9  (27) 26.8 (67) ®
1978/79 42.7 11.9 (28) 27.8 (65)
1979/80 43.6 12.3 (28) 28.0 (64)
1980/81 44.1 13.1 (30) 27.7 (63) )
1981/82 44.5 13.6 (31) 27.5 (62)
1982/83 44.7 14.9 (33) 26.2 (58)
1983/84 42.1 13.7 (33) 25.4 (60) ®
1984/85 43.6 14.3 (33) 26.1 (60)
1985/86 43.7 14.2 (32) 26.1 (60)
®
" 1gc-10.
2percent shown in parentheses.
SOURCE: Eurostat.
®
®
o
o
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Table 2.7. End-of-Year Carryover as a Percent of Production

Year EC10 Us Canada Australia Argentina

) 1961/62 27.5 107.3 138.0 7.4 4.2
1962/63 27.7 109.5 86.2 7.5 8.8
1963/64 25.0 78.6 63.5 6.2 24.8
1964/65 19.1 63.7 85.4 6.6 29.7
1965/66 22.2 40.7 64.7 6.4 2.9
1966/67 20.5 32.5 69.1 17.3 10.0

® 1967/68 24.3 35.7 113.4 18.6 20.1
1968/69 24.6 52.5 131.1 49.0 9.3
1969/70 15.3 61.3 150.3 68.4 15.6
1970/71 17.3 54.1 221.4 43.1 29.5
1971/72 18.6 53.3 110.2 16.9 11.6
1972/73 11.8 28.3 68.5 7.3 3.8

' 1973/74 14.3 14.5 62.4 15.7 22.8
1974/75 23.2 18.2 60.4 14.6 19.7
1975/76 21.9 31.3 46.7 22.2 12.1
1976/77 21.7 51.9 56.5 18.1 20.2
1977/78 18.9 57.6 61.0 8.3 23.0
1978/79 20.8 52.0 70.5 25.7 19.9
1979/80 17.7 42.3 62.3 26.4 12.6

¢ 1980/81 15.8 41.5 44 .4 18.8 11.6
1981/82 13.5 41.6 39.2 30.2 6.0
1982/83 18.1 54.8 37.3 25.9 4.6
1983/84 14.5 57.8 34.7 34.3 8.5
1984/85 20.8 54.9 35.2 47.0 3.4

® 1985/86 22.2 77.1 31.6 44.0 4.3
Source: World Wheat Statistics, various years, London.

®

®

e
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Table 2.8. Area Planted by Major Exportors (in Million Hectares)

Year EC10 France Canada US Argentina Australia

1962 12.0 4.6 10.9 17.6 3.4 6.7 ®

1963 11.0 3.8 11.2 18.3 5.7 6.7

1964 11.7 4.4 12.0 20.1 6.1 7.3

1965 11.9 4.5 11.5 20.1 4.6 7.1

1966 11.1 4.0 12.0 20.2 5.2 8.4

1967 10.8 3.9 12.2 23.7 5.8 9.1

1968 11.4 4.1 11.9 22.4 5.8 10.8 ®

1969 11.1 4.0 10.1 19.1 5.2 9.5

1970 10.9 3.7 5.1 17.6 3.7 6.5

1971 11.1 4.0 7.9 19.3 4.3 7.1

1972 12.0 3.9 8.6 19.1 5.0 7.6

1973 11.7 4.0 9.4 21.9 3.9 8.9

1974 12.2 4.1 8.9 26.5 4.2 8.3 '

1975 11.4 3.9 9.5 28.1 5.3 8.6

1976 12.1 4.3 11.3 28.7 6.4 9.0

1977 11.0 4.1 10.1 27.0 3.9 10.0

1978 12.0 4.2 10.6 22.9 4.7 10.2

1979 12.0 4.1 10.5 25.3 4.8 11.2

1980 12.6 4.6 11.1 . 28.8 5.0 11.3

1981 12.7 4.7 12.4 32.6 5.9 11.9 9

1982 13.0 4.8 12.6 31.5 7.3 11.5

1983 13.2 4.8 13.7 24.8 7.1 12.9

1984 13.6 5.1 13.2 27.1 5.9 2.0

1985 13.0 4.8 13.7 26.2 5.3 11.7

1986 12.7 4.7 14.2 24.6 5.1 11.3

1987 . . 13.5 22.4 5.0 10.0 ®

Source: World Wheat Statistics, various years, London.

Data for 1986 and 1987 from FAS and Toepfer.

®
o
®
®
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Table 2.9. Area Planted by EC and US Total and Selected
Classes (in Million Hectares)

............ US S

® Year EC10 Total HRW SRW
1978 12.0 22.9 14.8 2.5

1979 12.0 25.3 15.5 3.4

1980 12.6 28.8 16.5 4.7

1981 12.7 32.6 17.6 6.8

® 1982 13.0 31.5 17.5 7.0
1983 13.2 24.8 16.7 6.3

1984 13.6 27.1 17.6 5.9

1985 13.0 26.2 17.2 4.3

1986 12.7 24.6 15.9 4.1

® Source: World Wheat Statistics, various years, London.

Wheat Situation and Outlook Report, ERS, WS-278, May 1987
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TABLE 2.10 YIELDS AND PRODUCTION OF WHEAT BY TYPE IN FRANCE, 1978 - 87

®
Yield (T/Ha) Production (MMT)
Winter Spring Durum Spring
Soft Soft Soft Soft
Year Wheat Wheat Durum Wheat Wheat Durum
L
1978 5.10 3.68 3.25 20.4 .25 .31
1979 4.85 4.37 3.42 17.9 1.26 .34
1980 5.23 4.08 3.69 22.9 .32 .43 ¢
1981 4.85 4,08 3.33 22.0 .28 .41
1982 5.30 4.27 3.22 24.6 .33 .37
1983 5.20 3.88 3.54 24.2 .21 .40
®
1984 6.53 5.06 4,42 32.2 - .22 .58
1985 6.08 5.14 4.43 27.7 .32 .73
1986 5.56 3.98 3.87 25.3 .17 1.022
¢
1987 6.23 -- 4.65 28.6 - 1.42
SOURCE: Eurostat.
L 4
o
L
®




- 85 -

Yield by Major Exporters (MT/ha)
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Table 2.12. Yield by EC and US Total and Classes (MT/ha)

............ US =--eemmmem——-
Year EC10 Total HRW SRW
1978 4.2 2.1 2.0 2.3
1979 4.1 2.3 2.3 2.7
1980 4.4 2.3 2.2 2.8
1981 4.3 2.3 2.0 3.0
1982 4.6 2.4 2.3 2.5
1983 4.5 2.6 2.7 2.6
1984 5.6 2.6 2.5 2.8
1985 5.0 2.5 2.4 2.7
1986 5.5 2.3 2.2 2.5

Source: World
Wheat

Wheat Statistics, various years, London.
Situation and Outlook Report, ERS, WS-278, May 1987
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TABLE 2.13 GROWTH RATES IN YIELDS FOR MAJOR EXPORTERS

o
Growth Rate
Y B R2 %/Year
° EC-10 1.42 0.0114* .90 1.14
(120.33) (13.84)
France 1.45 0.0133 .86 1.32
( 88.46) (11.60)
°® Canada 1.18* 0.0043 .28 0.42
( 56.24) ( 2.90)
us 1.22*% 0.0075* .81 0.75
(109.28) ( 9.54)
Argentina 1.11* 0.0055* .23 0.55
o ( 37.05) ( 2.60)
Australia 1.07* 0.0019 .02 0.19
( 25.97) ( 0.65)
World 1.07* 0.01146* .95 1.14
® (131.56) (20.15)
NOTE: Figures in ( ) are t-ratios and * indicates significantly different
from zero at the 10 percent level.
®
@
@
o
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Table 2.14. Total Wheat Exports by Major Exportors (MMT)

Year EC* US Canada Australia Argentina Total

1963/64 3.8 23.1 15.1 7.8 2.8 55.8 ®

1964/65 5.4 19.6 11.9 6.5 4.4 50.5

1965/66 5.5 23.4 14.8 5.7 7.9 62.0

1966/67 4.2 20.0 14.8 7.0 3.1 55.8

1967/68 4.4 20.2 8.9 7.0 1.4 51.2

1968/69 5.0 14.7 8.7 5.4 2.8 45.7

1969/70 7.2 16.5 9.0 7.3 2.1 50.7 ®

1970/71 3.1 19.8 11.6 9.5 1.7 54.3

1971/72 4.7 16.9 13.7 8.7 1.3 52.5

1972/73 6.5 32.0 15.6 5.6 3.5 68.3

1973/74 5.5 31.1 11.7 5.5 1.1 63.1

1974/75 7.1 28.3 11.2 8.0 2.2 63.4

1975/76 7.7 31.5 12.1 8.1 3.1 66.5 Py

1976/77 3.9 26.4 12.9 8.4 ) 5.6 61.8

1977/78 4.5 31.5 15.9 11.1 2.7 72.4

1978/79 7.4 32.4 13.5 7.2 3.3 71.7

1979/80 10.3 36.6 15.0 15.4 4.7 86.0

1980/81 12.7 42.1 17.0 11.1 3.9 94.0

1981/82 14.0 49.3 17.8 11.4 4.3 100.7

1982/83 14.1 39.3 21.1 8.5 7.5 96.1 o

1983/84 14.9 38.3 21.2 11.6 9.6 100.3

1984/85 17.2 38.2 19.1 15.1 8.0 104.1

1985/86 15.0 25.1 17.6 16.1 6.3 - 87.0

1986/87 15.0 27.3 20.8 14.9 4.3 90.1

1987 /88%* 16.0 33.3 21.0 13.0 5.0 95.8 °

*Six original member states to 1967/68, nine member states to 1980/81,

ten member states to December 1985, thereafter 12 members.

**Preliminary

Source: World Wheat Statistics, various years, London; o

1986/87 From FAS(FG-9-87)

[
@
o
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Table 2.15. Total Wheat Exports by EC, Total US and Classes (MT)

............ US -evwemcemeemen-
Year EC=* Total HRW SRW
[
1963/64 3.8 23.1 13.6 2.2
1964/65 5.4 19.6 16.2 1.2
1965/66 5.5 23.4 10.2 1.8
1966/67 4.2 20.0 10.3 1.9
1967/68 4.4 20.2 10.2 3.2
) 1968/69 5.0 14.7 7.4 1.4
1969/70 7.2 16.5 9.2 0.8
1970/71 3.1 19.8 12.3 0.7
1971/72 4.7 16.9 9.2 1.2
1972/73 6.5 32.0 19.1 1.8
1973/74 5.5 31.1 19.9 0.7
® 1974/75 7.1 28.3 14.1 3.9
1975/76 7.7 31.5 15.8 4.5
1976/77 3.9 26.4 11.4 4.9
1977/78 4.5 31.5 14.6 5.4
1978/79 7.4 32.4 16.6 2.6
1979/80 10.3 36.6 19.7 4.2
1980/81 12.7 42.1 19.1 8.1
o 1981/82 14.0 49.3 20.5 12.5
1982/83 14.1 39.3 18.5 8.8
1983/84 14.9 38.3 19.2 6.0
1984/85 17.2 38.2 19.5 6.9
1985/86 15.0 25.1 T 11.2 4.2
1986/87 15.0 27.3 11.8 3.1
® 1987/88 16.0 33.3 17.0 A
*Six original member states to 1967/68, nine member states to 1980/81,
ten member states to December 1985, thereafter 12 members.
Source: World Wheat Statistics, various vears, London,
[ IWC and Grain Market News and Wheat Situtationm.
L
®
®
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Table 2.16. Market Shares of Total Wheat Exports by Major Exportors

Year EC* US Canada Australia Argentina

1963/64 6.8 41.4 27.1 14.0 5.0 Py

1964/65 10.7 38.8 23.06 12.9 8.7

1965/66 8.9 37.7 23.9 9.2 12.7

1966/67 7.5 35.8 26.5 12.5 5.6

1967/68 8.6 39.5 17.4 13.7 2.7

1968/69 10.9 32.2 19.0 11.8 6.1

1969/70 14.2 32.5 17.8 14.4 4.1 °

1970/71 5.7 36.5 21.4 17.5 3.1

1971/72 9.0 32.2 26.1 16.6 2.5

1972/73 9.5 46.9 22.8 8.2 5.1

1973/74 8.7 49.3 18.5 8.7 1.7

1974/75 11.2 44,6 17.7 12.6 3.5

1975/76 11.6 47 .4 18.2 12.2 4.7

1976/77 6.3 42.7 20.9 13.6 9.1 o

1977/78 6.2 43.5 22.0 15.3 3.7

1978/79 10.3 45.2 18.8 10.0 4.6

1979/80 12.0 42.6 17.4 17.9 5.5

1980/81 13.5 44.8 18.1 11.8 4.1

1981/82 13.9 49.0 17.7 11.3 4.3

1982/83 14.7 40.9 22.0 8.8 7.8 ®

1983/84 14.9 38.2 21.1 11.6 9.6

1984/85 16.5 36.7 18.3 14.5 7.7

1985/86 17.2 28.9 20.2 18.5 7.2

1986/87 16.6 30.3 23.1 16.5 4.8

1987/88%%* 16.7 34.8 21.9 13.6 5.2
[

*Six original member states to 1967/68, nine member states to 1980/81,

ten member states to December 1985, thereafter 12 members.

**Preliminary

Source: World Wheat Statistics, various vears, London. )

1986/87 From FAS(FG-9-87)

o
L]
[
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Table 2.17. Exports as Percent of Production for Major Exportors

Year EC10 CS Canada Australia Argentina

°® 1961/62 13.7 58.4 126.3 72.0 47.7
1962/63 13.5 58.8 58.6 74.5 32.6
1963/64 15.4 74.7 82.2 77.3 39.0
1964/65 19.4 56.5 66.6 2.4 56.9
1965/66 19.1 65.9 90.1 67.3 91.1
1966/67 16.9 57.0 62.3 67.1 35.2
1967/68 15.3 50.5 56.7 75.0 30.7

® 1968/69 15.8 35.0 47.1 45.2 43.1
1969/70 20.5 42.0 51.6 77.7 32.6
1970/71 10.3 54.6 131.3 114.7 17.2
1971/72 13.2 39.1 95.1 90.2 28.5
1972/73 16.4 76.6 108.1 62.8 39.2
1973/74 13.0 67.4 70.6 61.9 22.8

® 1974/75 17.5 57.9 81.0 75.3 28.7
1975/76 25.2 55.3 72.2 68.7 36.1
1976/77 12.4 44,4 57.0 82.7 53.0
1977/78 14.7 54.9 80.8 86.4 31.6
1978/79 19.0 67.2 61.9 64.6 49.3
1979/80 23.6 64.4 92.4 81.5 58.3

@ 1980/81 27.4 63.6 84.3 88.6 45.0
1981/82 29.1 63.6 74.4 67.4 45.8
1982/83 25.4 54.6 79.9 82.5 65.3
1983/84 27.7 59.0 82.1 64.3 59.7
1984/85 24.7 54.9 82.7 80.2 68.4
1985/86 24.1 37.5 75.3 90.6 50.6

. Source: World Wheat Statistics, various years, London.

@

o

®

L
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Table 2.18. Exports of Wheat to Major EC Destinations (000 MT)

Country = ALGERIA

Year EC US Australia Canada Argentina Total
1969/70 16 243 . 42 40 354 ®
1970/71 6 318 . 333 . 665
1971/72 . 471 . 318 29 877
1972/73 16 408 . 212 . 655
1973/74 91 1,046 . 390 65 1.600
1974/75 363 717 . 613 103 1,924
1975/76 531 849 . 83 61 1,593 o
1976/77 81 356 . 423 211 1.258
1977/78 174 721 . 543 20 1,705
1978/79 134 487 . 346 . 1.006
1979/80 564 679 . 499 . 1,986
1980/81 329 504 . 750 . 1,824
1981/82 725 816 . 587 101 2,294 ®
1982/83 678 610 . 483 . 2,008
1983/84 1,058 419 . 820 . 2,365
1984/85 1,129 539 . 472 . 2,164

Country = BANGLADESH
...................................................................... ®
Year EC US Australia Canada Argentina Total
1969/70
1970/71 . . . . .
1971/72 3 362 14 86 . 1,115
1972/73 157 745 53 224 555 1,734
1973/74 245 730 277 341 73 1.716 )
1974/75 632 790 299 332 18 2,121
1975/76 232 533 83 152 1,000
1976/77 230 376 109 90 805
1977/78 241 491 147 297 1.183
1978/79 197 552 52 365 1,221
1979/80 145 1,178 448 396 2,172 e
1980/81 191 210 109 136 659
1981/82 301 . 560 123 179 1,165
1982/83 368 718 49 428 1,564
1983/84 206 443 510 451 . 1,632
1984/85 239 1,576 262 56 7 2,189

Country = EGYPT ®
Year EC Us Australia Canada Argentina Total
1969/70 1,717 14 . 57 . 2,401
1970/71 857 16 1,275 441 . 3,013
1971/72 599 5 1,801 64 . 2,698
1972/73 1,643 283 729 30 3,048 @
1973/74 1,230 798 736 . . 3,189
1974/75 1,601 750 848 . 15 3,394
1975/76 1,482 1,225 1,025 . . 3.759
1976/77 686 2,059 1,034 211 64 4,109
1977/78 754 1,902 1,246 540 4,637
1978/79 1,513 1,967 1,253 154 5.541 ®
1979/80 1,619 1,808 1,689 37 5,150
1980/81 2,362 2,531 1,846 12 6.755
1981/82 1,050 3,020 1,587 352 0,012
1982/83 1,063 3,120 1,819 22 24 6,188
1983/84 2,182 2,767 1,704 396 7,331




1984/85 1,628 2,453 2,208 461 ) 6,819

® Year EC Us Australia Canada Argentina Total
1969/70 . . 55 28 . 85
1970/71 . 8 436 322 . 828
1971/72 7 . 192 44 . 298
1972/73 . . . . . .
1973/74 . 459 116 1 . 576
°® 1974/75 1 . 255 183 . 439
1975/76 . 107 340 133 . 580
1976/77 . 58 529 200 92 969
1977/78 17 532 537 245 . 1,681
1978/79 . 488 481 3 . 1,467
1979/80 30 472 1,187 488 . 2,300
1980/81 40 138 575 467 94 1,366
o 1981/82 181 49 816 230 277 1,577
1982/83 205 925 403 310 50 1,900
1983/84 296 1,171 859 632 . 2,960
1984/85 189 868 1,216 367 . 2,836
° Country = LIBYAN ARAB
Year EC Us Australia Canada Argentina Total
1969/70 183 . . . . 215
1970/71 183 . 19 . 21 244
1971/72 187 &4 16 . 20 260
1972/73 288 5 . . . 309
® 1973/74 224 15 . . 24 285
1974/75 265 . . . 128 417
1975/76 329 . . . 109 438
1976/77 210 . . 14 135 409
1977/78 152 39 . . 39 330
1978/79 151 . . . . 452
) 1979/80 286 . . 14 424
1980/81 311 11 . 65 485
1981/82 271 . . 258 529
1982/83 298 . . 154 . 552
1983/84 389 32 . 112 51 585
1984/85 305 17 . 103 465
o c -
ountry = MOROCCO
Year EC us Australia Canada Argentina Total
1969/70 . 258 . 23 . 282
1970/71 . 599 . 20 . 620
1971/72 50 521 . 29 . 600
® 1972/73 52 335 . 21 . 538
1973/74 285 599 . 1 . 888
1974/75 373 456 . 17 90 987
1975/76 874 439 . 73 . 1,380
1976/77 105 370 . 24 385 924
1977/78 3 939 . 317 31 1,774
® 1978/79 897 224 . 20 39 1.422
1979/80 1,015 476 . 215 1.705
1980/81 1.363 695 . 12 2,070
1981/82 1,167 1,109 . 15 2.312
1982/83 312 1,067 1,388
1983/84 430 1,889 2,330
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1984/85 910 1,798 8 . . 2,718

Country = POLAND

Year EC Us Australia Canada Argentina Total ®
1969/70 60 10 . 71 . 1,195
1970/71 . 1 . 82 . 1,972
1971/72 378 . . 49 . 1,553
1972/73 48 610 . 79 . 880
1973/74 34 509 . 109 . 1,758
1974/75 . 52 . 74 . 1,287 ®
1975/76 138 717 . 350 . 1,892
1976/77 167 526 . 805 629 2,885
1977/78 . 775 . 702 . 2,470
1978/79 528 596 . 555 . 2,332
1979/80 1,143 870 102 1,518 . 3,827
1980/81 1,563 235 . 1,165 . 3,877 ®
1981/82 1,659 136 . 1,511 . 3,817
1982/83 1,683 89 . 775 . 2,899
1983/84 898 97 . 75 206 2,025
_1984/85 999 106 . 49 57 2,057
Country = SWITZERLAND o
Year - EC Us Australia Canada Argentina Total
1969,/70 206 193 3 119 . 534
1970/71 73 191 31 106 . 404
1971/72 225 133 1 61 . 435
1972/73 229 151 1 76 . 457
1973/74 68 112 . 164 . 353 ®
1974/75 160 66 . 94 . 390
1975/76 117 79 . 60 . 260
1976/77 68 137 10 103 31 355
1977/78 5 184 . 130 10 371
1978/79 128 68 . 48 . 307
1979/80 118 99 . 102 2 324 L
1980/81 210 88 . 47 . 345
1981/82 163 99 . 58 . 336
1982/83 . 80 120 . 151 . 360
1983/84 248 96 . 151 . 534
1984/85 88 99 . 50 . 250
o
Country = SYRIAN ARAB
Year EC Us Australia Canada Argentina  Total
1969/70 40 . . 79 . 145
1970/71 96 90 . 314 52 570
1971/72 ) 153 232 . 217 632 ®
1972/73 141 . . 70 222
1973/74 128 . 12 70 210
1974/75 123 91 334
1975/76 131 67 . . 198
1976/77 292 26 . 24 342
1977/78 175 . . 352 363
1978/79 335 9 . . 367 4
1979/80 455 48 . 20 529
1980/81 276 28 . . . 389
1981/82 167 . . . . 591
1982/83 379 51 . 211 . 647
1983/84 263 2 25 157 79 569
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1984/85 621 127 . 501 1,339
Country = TUNISIA

® Year EC Us Australia Canada Argentina  Total
1969/70 136 252 . 48 . 458
1970/71 91 204 . 57 . 392
1871/72 59 197 . 52 . 308
1972/73 112 72 . 39 . 233
1973/74 149 138 . 16 . 303

® 1974/75 82 177 . 11 24 320
1975/76 256 85 . . . 359
1976/77 77 136 . 47 231 516
1977/78 27 301 . 41 29 633
1978/79 205 170 . 73 21 627
1979/80 208 538 . 49 . 805
1980/81 279 22 . 23 . 584

® 1981/82 417 239 . 10 . 671
1982/83 297 235 . . 7 645
1983/84 320 628 . . 24 973
1984/85 238 574 . 14 . 846

Country = USSR

@ e cecemeeeaee
Year EC Us Australia Canada Argentina  Total
1969/70 1,105 1,105
1970/71 . . 315 315
1971/72 18 502 2,821 3.409
1972/73 704 9,468 908 4,168 . 15,899
1973/74 1 2,725 17 1,596 29 4,389
1974/75 978 656 313 680 2,828
1975/76 3,966 1,328 3,151 1,155 16,153
1976/77 2,869 368 1,183 139 4,539
1977/78 3,274 255 1,688 1,123 6,340
1978/79 5 2,967 136 1,892 . 5.024
1979/80 685 3,920 2,741 1,806 2,021 11,086
1980/81 717 3,000 2,465 4,464 2,975 14,911
1981/82 1,727 6,876 2,348 4,779 3,104 19,645
1982/83 3,396 3,036 1,004 6,953 4,218 20,140
1983/84 4,274 4,357 1,535 5,762 - 3,605 20,560
1984/85 6,078 6,123 2,040 7,633 4,057 28,136
Source: World Wheat Statistics, various years, London.
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Table 2.19. Market Share of Wheat to Major EC Destinations

Country = ALGERIA

Year EC US Australia Canada Argentina ®
1969/70 4.5 68.6 11.9 11.3
1970/71 0.9 47.8 50.1 .
1971/72 . 53.7 36.3 3.3
1972/73 2.4 2.3 32.4 .
1973/74 5.7 65.4 24.4 4.1
1974/75 18.9 37.3 31.9 5.4 ®
1975/76 33.3 53.3 5.2 3.8
1976/77 6.4 28.3 33.6 16.8
1977/78 10.2 42.3 31.8& .2
1978/79 13.3 48.4 34.4
1979/80 28.4 34.2 25.1
1980/81 18.0 27.6 41.1
1981/82 31.6 35.6 25.6 4.4 ®
1982/83 33.8 30.4 24.1
1983/84 44.7 17.7 34.7
1984/85 52.2 24.9 21.8
Country = BANGLADESH °
Year EC Us Australia Canada Argentina
1969/70
1970/71 . . . .
1971/72 0.3 32.5 1.3 7.7 .
1972/73 9.1 43.0 3.1 12.9 32.0
1973/74 14.3 42.5 16.1 19.9 4.3 @
1974/75 29.8 37.2 14.1 15.7 0.8
1975/76 23.2 53.3 8.3 15.2
1976/77 28.6 46.7 13.5 11.2
1977/78 20.4 41.5 12.4 25.1
1978/79 16.1 45.2 4.3 29.9
1979/80 6.7 54.2 20.6 18.2 ®
1980/81 29.0 31.9 16.5 20.6
1981/82 25.8 48.1 10.6 15.4
1982/83 23.5 45.9 3.1 27.4
1983/84 12.6 27.1 31.3 27.6 .
1984/85 10.9 72.0 12.0 .6 0.3
Country = EGYPT g
Year EC Us Australia Canada Argentina
1969/70 71.5 0.6 . 2.4
1970/71 28.4 0.5 42.3 14.6
1971/72 22.2 0.2 66.8 2.4
1972/73 53.9 9.3 23.9 1.0 ®
1973/74 38.96 25.0 23.1 .
1974/75 47.2 22.1 25.0 0.4
1975/76 ©39.4 32.6 27.3 . .
1976/77 16.7 50.1 25.2 5.1 1.6
1977/78 16.3 41.0 26.9 11.6
1978/79 27.3 35.5 22.6 2.8 ®
1979/80 31.4 35.1 32.8 0.7
1980/81 35.0 37.5 27.3 0.2
1981/82 7.5 50.2 26.4 5.9
1982/83 17.2 50.4 29.4 0.4 0.4
1983/84 29.8 37.7 23.2 8.1 0.7




1984/85 23.9 36.0 32.4 6.8

® Year EC US Australia Canada Argentina
1969/70 . . 64 .7 32.9
1970/71 : 1.0 52.7 38.9
1971/72 2.3 64 .4 14.8
1972/73 . . . .
1973/74 ) 79.7 20.1 0.2
® 1974/75 0.2 . 58.1 41.7
1975/76 . 18.4 58.6 22.9 )
1976/77 . 6.0 54.6 20.6 9.5
1977/78 1.0 31.6 31.9 14.6
1978/79 . 33.3 32.8 0.2
1979/80 1.3 20.5 51.6 21.2 .
1980/81 2.9 10.1 42.1 34.2 6.9
® 1981/82 11.5 3.1 51.7  14.6 17.6
1982/83 10.8 48.7 21.2 16.3 2.6
1983/84 10.0 39.6 29.0 21.4
1984/85 6.7 30.6 42.9 12.9
° Country = LIBYAN ARAB
Year EC Us Australia Canada Argentina
1969/70 85.1 . . .
1970/71 75.0 . 7.8 ) 8.6
1971/72 "71.9 1.5 6.2 7.7
1972/73 93.2 1.6 )
® 1973/74 78.6 5.3 8.4
1974/75 63.5 30.7
1975/76 75.1 . 24.9
1976/77 51.3 . . 3.4 33.0
1977/78 46.1 11.8 . ) 11.8
1978/79 33.4 .
°® 1979/80 67.5 . 3.3
1980/81 64.1 2.3 13.4
1981/82 51.2 48.8
1982/83 65.9 . 34.1 .
1983/84 66.5 5.5 . 19.1 8.7
1984/85 65.6 3.7 . 22.2
® Country = MO
y = MOROCCO
Year EC Us Australia Canada Argentina
1969/70 . 91.5 8.2
1970/71 . 96.6 3.2
1971/72 8.3 86.8 4.8
® 1972/73 9.7 62.3 3.9
1973/74 32.1 67.5 0.1 .
1974/75 37.8 46.2 1.7 9.1
1975/76 63.1 31.7 5.3 )
1976/77 11.4 40.0 2.6 41.7
1977/78 0.2 52.9 17.9 1.7
® 1978/79 63.1 15.8 1.4 2.7
1979/80 59.5 27.9 12.6
1980/81 65.7 33.5 0.6
1981/82 50.5 48.0 0.6
1982/83 22.5 76.9
1983/64 18.5 81.1
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1984/85 33.5 66.2 0.3

‘Country = POLAND

Year EC US Australia Canada Argentina ®
1969/70 5.0 0.8 . 5.9
1970/71 . 0.1 4.2
1971/72 24.3 . 3.2
1972/73 5.5 69.3 9.0
1973/74 1.9 29.0 6.2
1974/75 . 4.0 5.7 )
1975/76 7.3 37.9 18.5 .
1976/77 5.8 18.2 27.9 21.8
1977/78 . 31.4 28.4
1978/79 22.6 25.6 23.8
1979/80 29.9 22.7 2.7 39.7
1980/81 40.3 6.1 30.0 ®
1981/82 43.5 3.6 39.6
1982/83 58.1 3.1 26.7 .
1983/84 44.3 4.8 3.7 10.2
1984/85 48.6 5.2 2.4 2.8

Country = SWITZERLAND ®
Year EC Us Australia Canada Argentina
1969/70 38.6 36.1 0.6 22.3
1970/71 18-.1 47.3 7.7 26.2
1971/72 51.7 30.6 0.2 14.0
1972/73 50.1 33.0 0.2 16.6
1973/74 19.3 31.7 46.5 ¢
1974/75 41.0 16.9 24.1
1975/76 45.0 30.4 . 23.1 .
1976/77 19.2 38.6 2.8 29.0 8.7
1977/78 1.3 49.6 35.0 2.7
1978/79 41.7 22.1 15.6
1979/80 36.4 30.6 31.5 0.6 ®
1980/81 60.9 25.5 13.6
1981/82 48.5 29.5 17.3
1982/83 22.2 33.3 41.9
1983/84 - 46.4 18.0 28.3
1984/85 35.2 39.6 20.0

@

Country = SYRIAN ARAB
Year EC Us Australia Canada Argentina
1969/70 27.6 . 54.5 .
1970/71 16.8 15.8 55.1 9.1
1871/72 24.2 36.7 34.3 ®
1972/73 63.5 . 31.5
1973/74 61.0 . 5.7 33.3
1974/75 36.8 27.2
1975/76 66.2 33.8 .
1976/77 85.4 7.6 7.0
1977/78 31.1 . 62.5
1978/79 91.3 2.5 ®
1979/80 86.0 9.1 3.8
1980/81 71.0 7.2 A
1981/82 28.3 .
1982/83 58.6 7.9 . 2.6
1983/84 46.2 0.4 4.4 27.6 13.9
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1984/85 46.4 9.5 . 37.4

Country = TUNISIA

- - - e = = = . = e e e Ee-m-..—— -

9 Year EC Us Australia Canada Argentina
1969/70 29.7 55.0 10.5
1970/71 23.2 52.0 14.5
1971/72 19.2 64.0 16.9
1972/73 48.1 30.9 16.7
1973/74 49.2 45.5 5.3 .
® 1974/75 25.6 55.3 3.4 7.5
1975/76 71.3 23.7 . .
1976/77 14.9 26.4 9.1 44.8
1977/78 4.3 47.6 6.5 4.6
1978/79 32.7 27.1 11.6 3.3
1979/80 25.8 66.8 6.1
® 1980/81 47.8 37.8 5.9
1981/82 62.1 35.6 1.5 .
1982/83 46.0 36.4 1.1
1983/84 32.9 64.5 . 2.5
1984/85 28.1 67.8 1.7
& ST T
Year EC Us Australia Canada Argentina
1969/70 . . . 100.0
1970/71 . ) . 100.0
1971/72 0.5 . 14.7 82.8
1972/73 4.4 59.6 5.7 26.2 .
® 1973/74 0.0 62.1 0.4 36.4 0.7
1974/75 . 34.6 23.2 11.1 24.0
1975/76 . 39.1 13.1 31.0 11.4
1976/77 . 62.9 §.1 25.9 3.0
1977/78 . 51.6 4.0 26.6 17.7
1978/79 0.1 59.1 2.7 37.7 .
9 1979/80 5.9 33.5 23.5 15.5 17.3
1980/81 4.8 20.1 16.5 29.9 20.0
1981/82 8.8 35.0 12.0 24.3 15.8
1982/83 16.9 15.1 5.0 34.5 20.9
1983/84 20.8 21.2 7.5 28.0 17.5
1984/85 21.6 21.7 7.2 27.1 14.4
|

Source: World Wheat Statistics, Various Years, London.
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Table 2.20. Exports of Wheat to Major EC Destinations with
Comparison to US HRW and SRW (000 MT)

Country = ALGERIA

------------------------------------------------------------------- .
.............. US g
Year EC Total HRW SRW
1969/70 16 243 42
1970/71 6 318 132
1971/72 ) 471 171 .
1972/73 16 408 92 . ®
1973/74 91 1,046 454 .
1974/75 363 717 157 16
1975/76 531 849 .
1976/77 81 356 13 .
1977/78 174 721 78 124
1978/79 134 487 . 28 Py
1979/80 564 679 96 94
1980/81 329 504 157 IAA
1981/82 725 816 55 71
1982/83 678 610
1983/84 1,058 419 . )
1984/85 1,129 539 . 27 ®
Country = EGYPT
.............. US ~wecccmcccac-a
Year EC Total HRW SRW
1969/70 1,717 14 ) .
1970/71 857 16 . . @
1971/72 599 5 .
1972/73 1,643 283 283
1973/74 1,230 798 683 )
1974/75 1,601 750 134 570
1975/76 1,482 1,225 . 1,022
1976/77 686 2,059 26 1,522 ®
1977/78 754 1,902 133 1,336
1978/79 1,513 1,967 846 560
1979/80 1,619 1,808 375 664
1980/81 2,362 2,531 39 335
1981/82 1.050 3,020 5
1982/83 1,063 3,120 . 409 @
1983/84 2,182 2,767 . 557
1984/85 1,628 2,453 450
Country = MOROCCO
-------------- US ===-mececenca- ®
Year EC Total HRW SRW
1969/70 . 258 190 .
1970/71 . 599 538 18
1971/72 50 521 257 209
1972/73 52 ' 335 226 35
1973/74 285 599 435 4
1974/75 373 456 96 298 ®
1975/76 874 439 185 83
1976/77 105 370 339 42
1977/78 3 939 242 607
1978/79 897 224 85 121
1979/80 1,015 476 60 309
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1980/81 1.363 695 . 140
1981/82 1,167 1,109 9 1,084
1982/83 312 1,067 . 982
1983/84 430 1,889 . 1,509
® 1984/85 910 1,798 8 1,619

Country = POLAND

.............. US ceccomccenene-
Year EC Total HRW SRW
® 1969/70 60 10 135 95
1970/71 . 1 711 274
1971/72 378 . 253 10
1972/73 48 610 155
1973/74 34 509 48 3
1974/75 . 52 95 4
1975/76 138 717 54 5
¢ 1976/77 167 526 . .
1977/78 . 775 167 7
1978/79 528 596 139
1979/80 1,143 870 88
1980/81 1,563 235 23
1981/82 1,659 136
& 1982/83 1,683 89
1983/84 898 97
1984/85 999 106
Country = SYRIAN ARAB
L
Year EC
1969/70 40
1970/71 96
1971/72 153
1972/73 141
® 1973/74 128
1974/75 123
1975/76 131
1976/77 292
1977/78 175
1978/79 333
PY 1979/80 455
1980/81 276
1981/82 167
1962/83 © 379
1983/84 263
1984/85 621
@
Year 'EC
1969/70
1970/71 )
| 1971,72 18
1972/73 704
1973/74 1
1974/75
1975/76
1976/77




1977/78
1978/79
1979/80
1980/81
1981/82
1982/83
1983/84
1984/85

Source:
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. 3,274 3,387

5 2,967 2,559

085 3,920 4,094
717 3,000 2,881
1,727 ©.876 6,285
3,396 3,036 3,295
4,274 4,357 4,048
6,078 0,123 6,298

World Wheat Statistics, various years, London,
IWC and Grain Market News and Wheat Situtation.
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Table 2.21. Market Share of Wheat to Major EC Destinations with
Comparison to US HRW and SRW (000 MT)

Country = ALGERIA

@ e
______________ L‘S _—mEEE. - ——-—---
Year EC Total HRW SRW
1969/70 4.5 68.6 11.8
1970/71 0.9 47.8 19.8
1971/72 . 53.7 19.5
9 1972/73 2.4 62.3 14.0
1973/74 5.7 65.4 28.4 )
1974/75 18.9 37.3 8.2 0.9
1975/76 33.3 53.3 )
1976/77 6.4 28.3 1.0 .
1977/78 10.2 42.3 4.6 7.3
9 1978/79 13.3 48 .4 ) 2.8
1979/80 28 .4 34.2 4.8 4.7
1980/81 18.0 27.6 8.6 2.4
1981/82 31.6 35.6 2.4 3.1
1982/83 33.8 30.4
1983/84 447 17.7 i
® 1984/85 52.2 24.9 1.3
Country = EGYPT
-------------- US e G e o - -.----
Year EC Total HRW SRW
1969/70 71.5 0.6
° 1970/71 28.4 0.5
1971/72 22.2 0.2 )
1972/73 53.9 9.3 9.3
1973/74 38.6 25.0 21.4 .
1974/75 47.2 22.1 4.0 16.8
1975/76 39.4 32.6 . 27.2
o 1976/77 16.7 50.1 0.6 37.0
1977/78 16.3 41.0 2.9 28.8
1978/79 27.3 35.5 15.3 10.1
1979/80 31.4 35.1 7.3 12.9
1980/81 35.0 37.5 0.6 5.0
1981/82 17.5 50.2 0.1 i
9 1982/83 17.2 50.4 6.6
1983/84 29.8 37.7 7.6
1984/85 23.9 36.0 6.6
Country = MOROCCO
®  mmmemmsme-ce-e- US =--cecccccnca-
Year EC Total HRW SRW
1969/70 ) 91.5 67 .4 )
1970/71 . 96.6 86.7 2.8
1971/72 8.3 86.8 42.8 34.9
1972/73 9.7 62.3 42.0 6.5
» 1973/74 32.1 67.5 51.2 0.4
197475 37.8 46.2 9.7 30.2
1975/76 63.1 31.7 13.3 6.3
1976/77 11.4 40.0 36.6 4.5
1977/78 0.2 52.9 15.6 34.2
1978/79 63.1 15.8 6.0 .8.5
1979/80 59.5 27.9 3.3 18.1
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¢
1980/81 65.7 33.5 . 6.8
1981/82 50.5 48.0 0.4 45.9
1982/83 22.5 76.9 70.8
1983/84 18.5 81.1 . 64 .7
1984/85 33.5 66.2 0.3 59.6
®
Country = POLAND
.............. US ==cccecmccmaaa
Year EC Total HRW SRW
1969/70 5.0 0.8 11.3 7.9
1970/71 . 0.1 36.0 13.9 )
1971/72 24.3 ) 16.3 0.6
1972/73 5.5 69.3 17.7 .
1973/74 1.9 29.0 2.8 0.2
1974/75 4.0 7.4 0.3
1975/76 7.3 37.9 2.9 0.3
1976/77 5.8 18.2 . ) ¢
1977/78 . 31.4 6.8 0.3
1978/79 22.6 25.6 6.0
1979/80 29.9 22.7 2.3
1980/81 40.3 6.1 0.6
1981/82 43.5 3.6
1982/83 58.1 3.1 e
1983/84 44,3 4.8
1984/85 48.6 5.2
Country =.SYRIAN ARAB
-------------- US =m=memmcceeca- Py
Year EC Total HRW SRW
1969/70 27.6
1970/71 16.8 15.8 15.8
1971/72 24.2 36.7 6.7
1972/73 63.5
1973/74 61.0 . )
1974/75 36.8 27.2 2.5 28.5 ®
1975/76 66.2 33.8 38.3
1976/77 85.4 . 7.6 7.7
1977/78 31.1 )
1978/79 91.3 2.5
1979/80 86.0 9.1 4.8 4.4
1980/81 71.0 7.2 @
1981/82 28.3 ) )
1982/83 58.6 7.9 7.9
1983/84 46.2 0.4 )
1984/85 46 .4 9.5 7.6
Country = USSR F Y
.............. Us ccscemmcemr e~
Year EC Total HRW SRW
1969/70
1970/71 )
1971/72 0.5 ) ) <
1972/73 A 59.6 53.1 .
1973/74 0.0 62.1 62.0 1.5
1974775 . 34.6 34,7
1975/76 ) 39.1 38.0
1976/77 ) 62.9 57.9




1977/78
1978/79
1979/80
1980/81
1981/82
1982/83
1983/84
1984/85

Source:
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. 6 53.4
0.1 59.1 50.9
5.9 33.5 35.0
4.8 20.1 19.3
8.8 35.0 32.0

16.9 15.1 16.4
20.8 21.2 19.7
21.6 21.7 22.4

World Wheat Statistics, Various Years, London,
IWC and Grain Market News and Wheat Situtation.

£~




- 106 - ®

Table 2.22 Flour Exports as a Percent of Total Wheat and
Flour Exports

Year EC* France Canada US
®

1963/64 37.1 18.1 9.9 11.1

1964/65 27.7 14.3 7.6 11.1

1965/66 26.0 15.2 6.7 8.6

1966/67 47.5 22.9 6.1 9.3

1967/68 30.8 14.7 7.1 6.9

1968/69 33.0 12.4 7.4 11.2 L

1969/70 24.3 13.6 8.6 10.7

1970/71 64.7 31.7 5.9 7.1

1971/72 52.2 17.9 5.0 7.3

1972/73 41.7 15.1 4.1 3.7

1973/74 47.0 14.9 4.2 3.1

1974/75 34.5 18.5 4.7 2.8 @

1975/76 37.6 15.7 4.7 2.5

1976/77 61.3 18.6 6.0 6.2

1977/78 69.1 20.9 4.8 4.9

1978/79 44,7 32.8 5.1 4.5

1979/80 40.2 27.2 4.6 4.1

1980/81 34.1 16.6 3.7 4.1 %

1981/82 31.3 15.1 3.0 2.7

1982/83 21.8 9.3 1.9 4.6

1983/84 26.1 13.4 3.4 5.7

1984/85 22.4 10.5 2.2 3.2

*Six original member states to 1967/68, nine member states to 1980/81, ¢
thereafter ten member states.
Source: World Wheat Statistics, various years, London.

 J
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Table 2.23. Wheat Flour Exports by Destination and Total (000 MMT)

North Sub Sahara Middle Latin

Year Country Africa Africa East  America USSR Total
L
1973/74 EC10 684.2  362.1 400.3 . 132.5 0.0 2600.4
Us 90.9 40.2 187.9 153.8 0.0 934.1
CANADA 1.4 52.0 10.5 51.8 301.0 471.0
WORLD 776.5 476.2 613.0 363.4 301.0 4195.8
°® 1974/75 EC10 1121.6  279.2 479.0 75.3 0.0 2465.2
Us 84.5 57.1 289.1 112.6 0.0 906.8
CANADA 0.4 444 14.6 45.4 385.5 541.7
WORLD 1206.5  408.9 734.0 257.3 385.5 4171.6
1975/76 EC10 1422.7  315.7 590.7 105.3 0.0 2926.2
P Us 304.5 31.9 298.6 111.8 0.0 938.2
CANADA 8.8 10.4 21.8 29.4 429.0 926.7
WORLD 1736.0  381.1 911.3 269.7 429.0  5034.0
1976/77 EC10 915.2 377.0 684.6 102.8 0.0 2474.9
Us 613.7 35.1 285.6 102.1 0.0 1773.4
CANADA 53.0 12.8 9.2 30.4 0.0 324.0
L WORLD 1581.9  455.3 979.7 258.8 95.0  4825.0
1977/78 EC10 961.3  649.7 678.8 93.4 0.0 3127.5
Us 4747 81.2 305.3 126.6 0.0 1646.6
CANADA 59.0 26.3 7.6 503.3 0.0 8§02.8
WORLD 1495.0 789.¢6 980.5 746.6 0.0 35679.5
o
1978/79 EC10 1112.6  681.8 800.0 174.2 0.0 3352.4
Us 579.7 77.3 195.4 118.5 0.0 - 1491.7
CANADA 65.3 10.2 28.5 560.4 0.0 837.4
WORLD 1757.6  797.6 1026.8 879.4 0.0 5806.0
® 1979/80 EC10 1000.6  678.7 1361.7 107 .4 123.3 4173.7
US 601.3 111.8 287.4 93.8 0.0 1511.8
CANADA 51.1 5.5 17.4 548.3 0.0 694.06
WORLD 1653.1 816.0 1638.4 763.5 123.3  6447.6
1980/81 EC10 1895.0 760.4 617.1 115.1 702.7  4377.8
® us 734.8 255.1 218.0 99.0 0.0 1718.0
CANADA 29.5 15.2 15.4 187.5 243.6 552.8
WORLD 2659.4 1089.6 823.2 413.1 946.2 6756.6
1981/82 EC10 1388.6 1086.2 734.3 128.2 738.1  4433.96
Us 682.9 154.0 91.8 99.1 6.0 1367.3
® CANADA 40.7 50.0 19.5 371.0 30.2 550.6
WORLD 2112.1 1332.0 664.2 610.6 768.3  6297.7
1982/83 EC10 1013.1  666.7 705.3 142.3 282.6  3064.1
Us 1190.6 151.1 111.7 89.0 0.0 1819.0
CANADA 1.2 41.5 12.9 107.9 77 293.1
° WORLD 2204.8  888.4 624.7 350.7 359.6  5058.1
1983/84 EC10 1396.9  786.0 650.2 127.1 260.2  340Z.0
Us 1457.0  159.1 166.2 139.5 0.0 2130.¢
CANADA 0.0 31.7 5.7 323.2 27. 515.2
WORLD 2853.9  997.0 559.2 399.9 287.6  5879.5
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1984/85 EC10 1777.0 864.1 523.2 110.1 7.1 3330.8
Us 244.2 514.6 72.7 97.7 0.0 1133.6
CANADA 21.7 97.3 10.9 190.0 21.5 420.8
WORLD 2042.9 1509.0 0ll.5 410.8 28.6 4965.7
o
1985/86 EC10 1677.5 846.8 431.0 206.6 0.0 3273.8
Us 651.7 460.0 65.8 93.6 0.0 1501.0
CANADA 11.8 9.0 27.4 110.9 0.0 322.0
WORLD 2341.0 1389.2 524.4 420.6 0.0 5146.4
Source: Grains, World Grain Situation and Outlook, FAS, December, 1986 o
®
®
®
o
o
L]
L
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Table 2.24. Market Share of World Wheat Flour Exports By Destination

Region = Latin America
YEAR EC Us CANADA
1973/74 36.5 2.3 14.3
1974/75 29.3 43.8 17.6
1975/76 39.0 41.5 10.9
1976/77 39.7 39.5 11.7
1977/78 12.5 17.0 67.4
1978/79 19.8 13.5 63.7
1979/80 14.1 12.3 71.8
1980/81 27.9 24.0 45.4
1981/82 - 21.0 16.2 60.8
1982/83 40.6 25.4 30.8
1983/84 21.2 23.3 53.9
1984/85 26.8 23.8 46.3
1985/86 49.1 22.3 26.4
Region = Middle East
YEAR EC Us CANADA
1973/74 65.3 30.7 1.7
1974/75 65.3 39.4 2.0
1975/76 64.8 32.8 2.4
1976/77 69.9 29.2 0.9
1977/78 69.2 31.1 0.8
1978/79 77.9 19.0 2.8
1979/80 83.1 17.5 1.1
1980/81 75.0 26.5 1.9
1961/82 86.8 10.9 2.3
1982/83 85.0 13.5 1.6
1983/84 79.1 20.2 0.7
1984/85 85.6 11.9 1.8
1985/86 82.2 12.5 5.2

1981/82 through 1983/84 was adjusted so Market Share did not exceed 100%

Region = North Africa
YEAR EC Us CANADA
1973/74 88.1 11.7 0.2
1974/75 93.0 7.0 0.0
1975/76 82.0 17.5 0.5
1976/77 537.9 38.8 3.4
1977/78 64.3 31.8 3.9
1978/79 63.3 33.0 3.7
1979/80 60.5 30.4 3.1
1980/81 71.3 27.6 1.1
1981/82 65.7 32.3 1.9
1982/83 45.9 54.0 0.1
1983/84 48.9 51.1 0.0
1984/853 87.0 12.0 1.1
1985/86 71.7 27.8 0.5

Region = Sub Saraha Africa
YEAR EC Us CANADA
1973/74 76.0 8.4 10.9
1974/75 68.3 14.0 10.9
1975/76 82.8 8.4 2.7




]
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1976/77 82.8 7.7 2.8

1977/78 82.3 10.3 3.3

1978/79 85.5 9.7 2.0

1979/80 83.2 13.7 0.7

1980/81 69.8 23.4 1.4 ®

1981/82 §0.3 11.4 3.7

1982/83 75.0 17.0 4.7

1983/84 76.8 1o.0 3.2

1984/85 57.3 34.1 0.4

1985/86 61.0 33.1 5.0

Region = USSR ®

YEAR EC Us CANADA

1973/74 0.0 0.0 100.0

1974/75 0.0 0.0 100.0

1975/76 0.0 0.0 100.0

1976/77 0.0 0.0 0.0 o

1977/78

1978/79 . . .

1979/80 100.0 0.0 0.0

1980/81 74.3 0.0 25.7

1981/82 96.1 0.0 3.9

1982/83 78.6 0.0 21.4 ®

1983/84 90.5 0.0 9.5

1984/85 24.8 0.0 75.2

1985/86

Region = Wworld

................................................................. o

YEAR EC Us CANADA

1973/74 . 62.0 22.3 11.2

1974/75 59.1 21.7 13.06

1975/76 58.1 18.6 18.4

1976/77 51.3 36.8 6.7

1977/78 55.1 29.0 14.1 o

1978/79 37.7 25.7 14.4

1979/80 64.7 23.4 10.8

1980/81 64.8 25.4 §.2

1981/82 70.4 21.7 8.7

1982/83 60.6 36.0 5.8

1983/84 57.9 36.6 8.8 °

1984/85 67.1 22.8 8.5

1985/86 63.6 29.2 6.3

Source: Grains, World Grain Situation and Outlook, FAS, December, 1986
e
®
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TABLE 2.25 WEIGHTED AVERAGE WHEAT CROP QUALITY IN FRANCE

®
Farinograph
Protein Zaleny Hegberg Ash Alveograph Absorption
® = mmmmmmmmmmmmsmssemeoeoeee- Superior Wheat--------c-cccmccccca
1976 13.2 34 331 1.68 198 63
1977 12.1 34 233 1.81 154 61
1978 10.9 29 262 1.73 123 63
1979 11.5 31 284 1.76 151 60
® 1980 11.1 33 266 1.70 155 61
1981 11.9 34 250 1.80 176 61
1982 12.0 33 277 1.69 162 62
1983 11.0 28 364 1.75 148 62
1984 11.9 31 284 1.67 155 65
1985 11.7 33 273 1.71 201 54
° 1986 13.4 40 231 1.69 217 55
Average 11.9 32.7 278 1.73 167 61
------------------------- Standard Wheat--==--=-=----cecccccuca--
1976 13.6 27.4 345 1.69 165
° 1977 12.8 27.7 243 1.87 131
1978 11.3 23.3 271 1.77 104
1979 12.0 21.5 297 1.78 124
1980 11.4 23.4 271 -- -
1981 12,1 22.4 257 -- 128
1982 12.1 19.6 302 -- 124
® 1983 11.4 16.1 354 - 117
1984 11.8 19.4 286 -- 114
1985 11.8 20.6 320 1.66 155
1986 13.5 28.5 303 1.66 190
Average 12.2 ~  22.7 295 1.75 135
®
Uts.
Compar'isons2
HRW3 11.9 50 388 62
Py SRW4 10.4 13 317 57.1

SOURCE: ITCF Annual Reports, 1976-86.

1Weigh'ced by area planted across regions.
° 2y,S. wheat, 1986 Crop Report Quality.

3 s s s

As in moisture basis.

41986 only.
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TABLE 2.26 CORRELATION BETWEEN WHEAT CROP QUALITY CHARACTERISTICS AND TREND

Protein Zeleny Hagbherg Ash  Alveograph Farinograph Trend

Protein 1.0 .83* -.19 -.33 .80* -.28 .11
Zeleny - 1.0 -.58 -,13 .80%* -.58* .22
Hagberg - - 1.0 -.20 -.14 .36 - -.08
Ash - - -- 1.0 -.34 .07 -.37
Alveograph - -- -- -- 1.0 -.67*% .41
Farinograph -- -- -- -- -- 1.0 -.57*
Trend - -- - -- -- -- --
-------------------------- Standard Wheat=-=---=---cceccmccacccccaeaa
Protein 1.0 JAT* .13 -.24 .81% -- -.13
Zeleny -- 1.0 -.32 .08 .63* -- -.38
Hagberg -- -- 1.0 -.82* .31 -- .25
Ash - -- -- 1.0 -.73* -- .68
Alveograph -- -- - - 1.0 - .27
Trend - - - -- -— -- 1.0

*Indicates significant figures at the 10 percent level.
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TABLE 2.27 TRENDS* IN WEIGHT AVERAGE CROP QUALITY, 1976-1986

®
’ Superior Wheat
Quality Factor Int. Trend Coeff.l " R2 F2
® Protein 11.7 (21.3)* 0.03 (.33) .01 .10
Zeleny 31.4 (14.9) 0.21 (.68) .05 .45
Hagberg 283.5 (10.5)* - .96 (.24) .01 .06
Ash 1.76 (58.7)* - ,005 (1.18) .13 1.4
Alveograph 146.4 (8.4)* 3.49 (1.37) .17 1.88
Farin Abs. 64.1 (34.0)* - .58 (2.08)* .32 4,3*
¢
Standard Wheat
Protein 12,3 (23.0)* - .03 (.41) .02 17
Zeleny 25.4 (10.4)* - .45 (1.2) .14 1.5.
Alveograph 122.5 (6.7)* 2.08 (.80) .07 .63
o Ash 1.81 (40.6)* - .01 (1.89) .47 3.57
Alveograph 279.8 (12.1)* 2.61 (.77) .06 .59
*Estimated from X = a + B trend where trend = 1, 2. . .11
® lyalue in ( ) is t-ratio and * indicates significantly different from 0
at the 10 percent level.
2F-test for overall significance, and * indicates significance at the
10 percent level.
0
®
®
[
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APPENDIX B

FRENCH WHEAT QUALITY EVALUATION
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’,‘,.-;'.i"i;.\ United States Agricultural North Central Region

S/ Department of Research Soft Wheat Quality Laboratory

X7 Agriculture Service Ohio Agricmultural Research &
) Development Center

The Ohio State University
Wooster, Ohio

[
November 19, 1987

°® Dr. Michael J. Phillips, Senior Associate
0.T.A.
Food and Renewable Resources Division
Congress of the United States
Washington, D.C. 20510

Py Dear Michael:

Enclosed for your review are the results of the milling and baking quality
evaluation of the seven French wheats from Mr. Roger Zartman.

As I indicated to you in conversation in Fargo, French wheats are historically
® neither extremely hard or extremely soft, as areU.S. hard and soft wheats,
respectively, That historical assessment appears to be valid even on these
samples. Note that we are initially comparing the 7 French wheats to our
"standard"for this year, Caldwell, a reasonably soft and good milling U.S.
eastern soft red winter wheat cultivar. In addition we are using Caldwell
as our'"benchmark' which is the standard which we use to compare between
® nurseries iresepective of where they are grown. In addition we included a
hard red winter wheat cultivar, Bounty 203, for comparative purposes.

Note that the baking quality scores for the 7 French wheats vary from 6.9
to 55, all far below the 100 points for the standard Caldwell. That infor-
mation indicates that the French wheats range from totally unacceptable to
totally unacceptable to about the 3rd power! (I'm really not intending to

® be facetious: the French wheats are simply very coarse or hard compared to
the extraordinary eastern U.S. soft wheats. Note also that lab numbers 810
and 811 have the lowest soft wheat baking scores, even much lower that the
Bounty 203 (the U.S. hard red winter cultivar). The other 5 French wheats
have soft wheat quality baking scores which fall between the hard- and soft-
standards, ranging from 48.6 to 55 points. Probably the French wheats are

® indeed intermediate quality somewhere between our good hard and good soft
standards. However, using soft wheattests it is not possible to say with
100% assurance anything about how good the French wheats.would be for hard
wheat flour quality. We can only say with near absolute confidence that
none of thw French wheats are even near acceptable as what we look for in
our soft wheat flours,
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I would be pleased to discuss some of the more specific implications of
these tests and to discuss their limitations at any time. Please give me
a call if I can be of help in any way.

Certainly we are happy to have the opportunity to be. of assistance; in fact
we welcome the opportunity to continue to be knowledgable about the changing
(or non changing) quality of international wheats. As you collect others
do not hesitate to call on us for further evaluations.

With best regards,

Patrick L. Finney, ReZearch leader,
in charge
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®
EVALUATION SUMMARY
SUMMARY IS FOR ENTRIES 809 TO 816
-
NOTATION
AVERAGED BEGINS
DATA LSD ' 0
WILLING QUALITY 89.1 _— —_ -
® BAKING QUALITY 3.2 —_— —_— —
COMBINED QUALITY 39.2 —_ _— =
NICRO TEST WEIGHT 78.0 1.18 7.4 .2
SOFTNESS EQUIVALENT 46.5 3.3 8.1 548
FLOUR YIELD 73.5 0.8 7.8 72.0
FLOUR ASH .370 .040 390 430
® FLOUR PROTEIN 9.7 0.64 8.5 3.2
MICRO A.W.R.C. 60.8 1.45 5.4  55.8
COOKIE DIAMETER 16.8 0.24 18.0  17.7
TP GRAIN s, . 2.40 a6 2.2
[
ALLIS EQUIVALENTS
@ BREAK FLOUR YIELD 23.2 2.00 3.8 31.8
EXTRACTION 75.6 0.89 e 7L
E.S.I. 1.7 0.98 12,5  13.47
®
COMBINED SCORES
A= 0 ENTRIES
® B= 0 ENTRIES
C= 0 ENTRIES
D= 0 ENTRIES
E= 0 ENTRIES
F= B8 ENTRIES
8 TOTAL ENTRIES
®







APPENDIX C

COMMERCIAL CONTRACTS
PARIS CONTRACTS
INTRA EC DNV NO, 7
ALGERIA TENDER
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SYNDICAT DE PARIS DU COMMERCE ET DES INDUSTRIES DE3 GRAINS
PRODUITS DU SOL & DERIVES
61, Bourse de Commerce - 75040 PARIS CEDEX Q%

ADDENDUM TECHNIQUE N° II
POUR LA VENTE DES SEIGLES Ry e
ET DES BLES TENDRES DE MEUNERIE

S i ke
ARSI SIS EIITRR=T

PREAMBULE

Sauf conventions contraires pour les formules de Paris 13, 15,
18, 19, 20, 21, 22 et 23, ainsi que pour les RUFRA ; sur convention
expresse pour les formules de Paris 12, 14, 16 la formule n° 1 du SYNACOMEX
ou pour tout autre contrat-type de ré&férence, les dispositions suivantes
font partie intégrante des conditions de vente des seigles et des blés
tendres de meunerie.

I - NORMES CONTRACTUELLES

"Les normes techniques contractuelles de conditionnement physique
et/ou de qualité technologique sont spécifiées par les parties sur
convention privée. .

1) Masses 3 1'hectolitre ou "Poids spécif‘que - P.S5."

I1 sera déterminé & 1a trémie conique ; toutefois, dans le

cas ol la constatation du poids spécifique ne pourrait &tre
faite dans les conditions susvisées, des é&chantillons d'au
moins un kilogramme seront prélevés contradictoirement et

remis 4 la Chambre Arbitrale pour détermination du poids spéci-
fique au Getreideprober 1938, 1 litre.

Lorsque le poids spécifique est garanti entre deux limites,
aucune réfaction ne sera alloude s'il est constatéd entre ces
deux 1imites. S'i]1 est constaté en-dessous de la limite
inférieure, le calcul de la réfaction sera &tabli par rapport
4 la moyenne des deux 1imites.

La moins-value pour infériorité de poids spécifique sera
supportée par le vendeur sur la quantité 1ivrée en tenant
compte proportionnellement des fractions, & raison de 1 % du
prix facturé hors taxes par Kg/Hl manquant, & calculer 3 par-
tir, ‘et ce jusqu'ad 2 Kgs de manquant. Au-deld, la marchandise
est refusable,

Toutefois, si le manquant ne dépasse pas 500 grammes, la
réfaction est ramenée 3 1/2 % du prix, toujours au prorata.

2) Teneur en eau ou “"humidité"

La teneur en eau est déterminée au moyen d'un humidimdtre
approuvé et poingonné par la S,I.M. pour la commercialisation.
En cas de contestation, la teneur en eau est mesurée au

o oo
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Laboratoire par 1la méthode de référenc? pratique selon Ta
norme frangaise homologuée N F V 03. 707, dans son édition
la plus récente.

- Si 1'humidité de la marchandise dépasse la base convenue
par contrat, la réfaction s'établira & raison de
- 1 % du prix du contrat pour le premier point (1 %)
excédentaire et au prorata par dixiéme.

Si le contrat prévoit une humidité basée sur deux limites, la
réfaction en cas de dé&passement de la limite supérieure sera
calculée & partir de 12 moyenne de ces deux limites.

Si le dépassement de 1'humidité est supérieur & un pour cent, ¢
1a marchandise est refusable.

3) Grains cassés/brisés (3,,<eme

Dans le cas ol le pourcentage des grains cassés/brisé&s dépasse

celui garanti par le contrat, i1 sera alloué une réfaction de

1/4 % par point excédentaire jusqu'a 3 % fractionné proportion- L
nellement. Au-deld de cette limite de 3 %, la ré&faction sera

fixée par arbitrage.

4) Grains germés <. . —

Dans le cas ol le pourcentage des grains germés dépasse celui

garanti par le contrat, i1 sera alloué une ré&faction de 1/2 % L
par point excédentaire jusqu'd 3 %, fraction au prorata. Au-

deld de cette limite deé %, la marchandise est refusable.

S) Impuretés
Les impuretés sont constituées par :

a) Les impuretés grains comprenant : .
- les grains d'autres céréales et de plantes cultivées
- les grams attaqués par les déprédateurs
- les petits grains au-dessous de la grille de 2 mm pour =o_
- le blé ouode 1 mm 8 pour 1e seigle
- les grains colorés
b) Les impuretés diverses comprenant : *
- les graines &trangédres sauvages
- les grains chauffés et/ou moisis dans 1'amande,
les grains cariés, les grains fusariés roses
au-dessus de la grille de 2 mm
- les débris au-dessous de la grille de 1 mm et
toutes les matidres inertes ou nuisibles, notamment ®
1'ergot.
Les définitions des impuretés sont celle