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STARCH PRODUCTS IN THE COMMUNITY AND THE STARCH PRODUCTION REFUND

PART I

The Community starch industry has benefitted from aid since 1962

when a system of production refunc= was'introduéed1). This system
replaced the special national aids available in most of the different
Member States before the establishment of the common organisation of
the market for cereals. ‘- '
The refunds were designed to allow the starch industry to maintain

competitive prices in the face of strong competition which still exists from

synphetic prcducts by enabling it to purchase its basic raw materials at prices __

lower than those which resulted from the application of an import levy
regime (in other words, below threshold prices and around world prices),
to ensure a fair standard of living to the starch potato grower, and at
the same time, to ensure a balance between the different starch sectors -
particularly between maize and potato starch.

Until 1967, the granting of refunds was optional but,'as from August of
that year, refunds were put on a more permanent basis by making them '
bb[igatory. They were made available on maize, wheat or broken rice
for the.manufacture of.starch, on maize used for the manufacture of
groats and meal intended for brewing and on wheat or maize intended for

the manufacture of 'quetlmehl' for human consumptionZ).

The rates of production refund available were established as being equal

‘to the difference between a fixed suppLy'price and the appropriate

threshold price for the cereal in question. The refund on potato starch
Qaé‘fixed at the same rate as that on maize starch (i.e. the rate for
maizé multiplied by 1.671). From 1967 to 1974 the Eupply price remained
absolutely stable (for maize ahd wheat at 68 ua/ton and for broken rice
at 83 ua/ton3d. Thus, with regular increases in threshold prices, the
refunds available increaséd by the same amount. Between 1967 and 1974
the rate of refund on maize, the most cbmmonty employed raw material,

almost doubled from 20,38 ua/ton to 39,45 ua/ton. Potato starch enjoyed

1) Council Regulation (EEC) N® 55, OJ N® 54, 2.7.1962, p. 1583
2) Council Regulation (EEC) N°© 120’6? 0J N 117, 19.6.1967, p. 2269.
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~over the same period. For the reasons set out inparagraph 27 the starch industry thus

benefitted from the considerable and unique advantage amongst processing industries___

in the Community of having fixed supply prices for its raw matertals

Latter were at very high levels. -,

For example, in 1972/73 the world market-price for maize started to move
above the fixed supply price of 68 ua/ton and by July 1973 was almost 30
ua/ton higher, but still below the Community threshold. Maize starch
producers therefore enjoyed the additional privilege of having access to
supplies at prices which were not onty-r;wer than the threshold but also
considerably lower than those on fhe world market. Even when world market
prices rose above the threshold as they did over a considerable period-

in 1973/74 and for most of 1974/75, the starch industry was able to supply

itself atprices well below these Levels although these were in excess of the Community
supply price.

"On accession, the starch industries in the new Member States became entitled

to the refund but generally at lower rates because the application of accession
compensatory amounts to the basic raw materials used (e.g. maize, wheat)

made them available at prices lower than those applying in the "Six".

In August 1974, against a background of rising prices on the world and
Community markets, supply prices were raised from 68 ua/ton for maize

-and wheat to 82 ua/ton and from 83 ua/ton to 102 ua/ton for broken rice3).

This automatically resulted in a fall in the production refund on maize

to 24,60 ua/ton, but nevertheless the supply price remained well below

the world price. At the same time, refunds were introduced for maize groats
used for the manufacture of glucosé by direct hydrolysis and were abolished
for 'quellmehl{". It had become clear‘;hat in certain Member States a large
part: of the 'quellmehl' produced was being used for animal feed purposes,
contrary to the intentions of the §9uncil and was competing unfairly with
non~-subsidised feed grains.

Following an all round increase in ins?itutional prices in October 1974,

the supply price for maize'and wheat was raised to 37;4§,ua/ton and for

broken rice to 109,07 ua/ton>’ so as to maintain the level of the production
refund at the new rate effective from August 1974 (e.g. 24,60 ua/ton for maize).

The high level of world prices persisted during the autumn of 1974 - din
October the world market price for maize was 20 ua/ton above the Community's

3) Council Regulation (EECY N® 1132/74, O0J N° L 128, 10.5.1974, p. 24
4) ‘Council Regulation (EEC) NO 1125:74, 04 N® L 128,'10.5.1974, p. .
S) Council Regulation {EEC) N°® 2516/74, 04 N° L 270, 5.10.197%, p. 1
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. threshold price and 45 ua/ton above the fixed suoply price._It wasconcluded
Jhat refunds at the rate then obta1n1ng, bearing in mind the consequent .-
heavy charge on FEOGA funds, were no longer economically justified. The
decision was taken to reduce refunds in line with the provisions of Council
Regulation 1132/74 which allowed fui modifications in refunds when world
prices show appreciable and persistent variations. The reduction of about
50% in the refund was achieved by raising the supply price (that for maize
and wheat was raised from 87,45 ua/ton t8 103,10 ua/ton) and took effect
from 1 April 19756)

). In February 1975, with the objective of reducing FEOGA expenditure still
further, the Commission had already proposed that as from the beginning of
the next crop year (1975/1976) aid should be further reduced and that
the system of supply prices should be abandoned and replaced by a flat
rate refund system. As a result, from 1 August 1975, the Council f1xed
a uniform refund of 10 ua/ton for maize 16,30 ua/ton for whéat and )
12,30 ua/ton for broken rice7). At the same time, refunds were totally

- suppressed for maize groats and broken rice intended for brewing. It was
.felt that it was not one of the purposes of FEOGA that its funds should .
be spent to subsidise raw materials used in products which ctould, at a

 +» later stage, become subject to taxation by Member States to the benefit

of their national exchequers. In addition, refunds for tereals and potato
_starch were onte again made optional: rather than obligatory since it no
longer seemed advisable to automatically grant a refund in all circumstances,a)

le However, the substantial reductions which had been made to the refund
coupled with increases in the threshold price, uh1lst justified in the
context of rising prices on the world market, had ra1sed the industry's
effective supply price for mavze, for example, from 68 ua/ton in 1973/74
,to an average of 121 ua/ton in 1975/76. ' This substantial increase in the
supply price over a period of two years took place agains® a general back-
ground of economic recession with consequent slackening fn'demand from .the
starch industry's major customers (e.g. the paper, textile and
confectionery industries) and against rapid escalation §m the price of fuels etc.

& Touncil Feaulation CEED) NO 3113774, 04 NO L 332, 12.42.1974, p. 1
7) Councii Reculation CEECY NO 1955/75. 04 NO L 200, 31. 7.1975, p. 1
& Council Regulation (EEC) N 665775, 01 N° L 72, 20. 3.1975, p. 14

g r



120

13..

rapid escalation in the price of fuels etc. ThiS'combination of

circumstances led to a fall in producticn. For example, the amount

of maize handled in 1975 was 3,2 million tons compared with 3,7 million-

‘tons in 1974 - a drop of 14%. A number of firms, particdlarty in the

potato starch sector found themselves in financial difficulties. These
difficulties were, in some cases, nartly mitigated by the sales opportunities
presented for glucose by high sugar prices and furthermore, some substantial

new investments were made in the maize and wheat starch sectors.

In 1976/77, therefore, the production refunds were raised in the short

“ term from 10 to 14 ua/ton for maize, from 16,30 to 20 ua/ton for wheat

and from 12,30 to 17,20 ua/ton for broken rice9), but at the same time

the Council were also invited to consider the desirability of gradually
suppressing all production refunds over a period of two years commencing
with a 50% reduction as from 1 August 1977. This invitation to the Council
was along the samé lines as the Partiament's view that it was both possible
and desirable to provide for a progressive suppression of starch production
refunds. This view formed part of its Opinion on the Commission’s price
proposals for 1976/77 (12 February, 1976).

The Council did not reach a conclusion on-the question of gradual suppréssion
at its session of 19-20 July 1976 but in ‘considering afresh whether such
suppression would be in the Community®s best overall interests, the factors
set out in the Part II should be borne in mind. .o ¢~

Al .

9) Councit Regulation (EEC) N® 1862/76, 0J N° L 206, p. 3
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PART 1I

14. FEOGA Expenditure \

- @

Since 1970, expenditure in the*starch production refund sector has beert”

as follows :
Mio. U.a.
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In other words, since production refunds were introduced in the early
1960's over 1,000 mio. u.a. has been spent. By comparison, total expenditure
in the cereals and rice sectors over the last five years has been as follows:

FEOGA Guarantee Section. Annual Expenditure.

mio.u‘a.

e s O L A S s ki i St S S T i G D Al A P D i S W P S A G g ST Y St D P . A S S A et W G G ol Sy A ST G ot e A e e
==t =t i p it -t

Cereals . . . . . .
Sector ¢ 1030 = 400 : 621 = 692 = 759
" Rice : LR 1 4 30 29
Sector ::::::::::::==;=:=======================================

: PR .-
. + »

(3 more detailed breakdown of the above expendiiure is shown in Annex D).

> 1t should be noted that the increased Expenditure on production refunds in
© 1973 and 1974 was not entirely attributable to the rates of refund available

but also to accession of the three new Member States.
. [

15. It '$hbuld also be explained that if production refunds were to be totalty
suppressed, it is unlikely that there would be a fimal net saving to FEOGA
of the amounts now spent on this aid. Expenditute on export refunds for
starch products would be increased since the export refund at present

' available takes account of the production refund. S0, of course, would
Llevies oﬁ imported starch and starch 6roducts but becausg of the level
of protection against third country supplies, imports of these products
is relatively small. (On the other hand, imports of some of the.bx-products
of starch manufacture, e.g. maize-oil and majze gluten feed enter the
Community either free of Levy or at very low rates - see paragréph 19.
Furthermore, it is possible that starch manufacturers might try to build up
théir export markéts as competition on the internal market intensified.
Exports of starch and starch products currehtly run at abouf 200 000 tons
per annum.
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Nevertheless, suppression would undoubtedly result in an

“overall saving.

16. However, in considering the real overall net cost of the production

refund system to the Community's budget it is instructive to also také ~

.account of the income derived from levies on raw materials imported for
processing. Whilst the income from levies on wheat, broken riée or -
potatoes used for starch productiua is ﬁegligible, that derived from
imported maize is considerable. On average, out of the total annual
usage of around 3 mio. t. of maize for starch, 2 mio. t. are imported
from third countries. Thus; over theeslast five years, based on the
average levy for each marketing year, it is estimated that imports of‘
maize for starch production produced amounts in the region of those
shown below in the form of lLevy revenue.

Import Levy Receipts on Maize Imported for Starch Manufacture

Average Import - Estimated Levy -
Levy on Maize . Revenue on 2.3mio. t.
ua/t Maize
" mio. U.a.

1972173 30,86 7
1973/74 e 3,15 7
1974175 ' 12,82 g C 29
1975776 28,53 ' 65
1976177 47,15* 108

* Average import levy, August 4973 to Abril 1977 incluéive.

17. It is clear that in the period 1972/73 to 1974/75 with yearly average
prgdbction refunds on maize of 35,23 ua/t, 36,33 ua/t and 23,51 ual/t,

- the system represented a considerable net charge of the Community's
budget. In 1975/76, on the dther hand, with a reduction in the
production refund on maizg, for example, to 10 ua/t, the system started
to make a net contribution to Community funds even with,the costs of
production refunds on wheat, potatoes énd broken rice taken into
tonsideration. In practice, however, Levy income 4s not divisible and
it is not possible to divert levy receipts to individual sectors. -

18. Effect on Size of Industry and Numbers employed .

It will be seen from the table below that whilst processing in the maize
starch industry,i the largest proccssors in the starch sector, increased
during the period of stable supply prices from 196?’tu'19?4, production
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_ fetl significantly din the more difficult conditions obtéiﬁing in 1974/75
.- and 1975/76 (e.g. general economic recession, increased fuel prices,
. reduced production refunds).  Processing in the starch industry's other
sectors (wheat, rice and potato) followed a similar pattern. It is, of '
“'course, difficult to ascribe this general fall in output or its
«gconsequences to any specific factor. Nevertheless, the whole indusfff— o
directly employs a work force of between 25 and 30 000 though those employed
_in the potato starch sector are largely casual, -and the possible effect on ”;
these employees, on the capital invested and on the growers of starch potatoes

of any further fall in activity brought about by reductions in or suppressionofthe _
production refund cannot be overlooked in the overall interests of the Community.

R T e e L L L L L N L R R N L L L N R N N D L L R L L N R R R R S R R R R St v e om v o o o e o o o o o o e vt e o o e s

: 1.45 :1.78 1 1.57 : 1.70 : 1.88 : 2.53 : 3.26 : 3.89 : 3.54: 3,03 ¢
: (100) @ €123) : (108) : (117) : (130) : (174) = (225) = (268) : (244) : (209) :

Potato starch production figures are given separately in Annex E.
19. Consumer Effect

There is no doubt that suppression of production refunds would not help
Member States governments to restrain inflationary pressures over a wide
. range of products. But, in the case of some products the financial impact
. on the final price to the consumer of the finished product,. if the,refund o
were to be totally abolished, would be small because of the relativelyiminor
« ' proportion of the final cost which the refund represents.iﬁ_

20. + Imported Raw Materials used - ! T
- It is estimated that about 70% of total FEOGA expenditure on production

refunds is on maize for starch {about 344 mio. t. a year)... The Community
is Qefi;ig in“dajze, and annually imports about 15 mio.-t. Maize processed

into starch represents 14% of this total. Almost half'of the total refbnd
o o Lt of ‘
expenditure is on imported maize and must represent_ some advantage to the U.S.

maize farmer. The balance of ‘expenditure is on Community grown wheat,
, Maize and potatoes and on Qroken rice.. B S

o o — 7

21. Competition from Third Country Imports

Whilst it is the case that the industry is adequately protected from starch
and glucose imports from third countries by import levies made up of'a
variable element and a fixed element, the lLast mentioned ¢f which-applies
whatever the state of the world market, the same s not frue of a range

af crareh hnesd tmdustrial neaducte (for examnle: ex: LFT W D6 5 .
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- glucon1c acids and gluconates). Such products are not subject to the
.levy arrangements of the cereals regime but to relatively Low ad valorem-
‘custom duties. Since many of these industrial products are derived from »f ’

starch made from maize, a raw material, which is frequently availabye__

-

.to third country processors at prices 50 ua/t or more below those obtaining

in the Community, they could present a threat to Community products.
On the other hand, in most of these products the cost of the raw material
usually represents'a relatively small proportion of total production costs.

However, the industry also finds itself Largely unproteéted against imports
from third countries of starch industry by-products whichfepresent about 30% of .

total rawmaterial (e.g. maize gluten feed, oil cake, maizeoil), where the cost of

the rawmaterial is of greater significance. As'was explained in the previous para-

. graph, maize isnormally available to third country starch producers at much lower

prices thanthose paid by Community manufacturers. It is thus hardly surprising that
imports of maize gluten feed, for example, (CCT heading No 23.03 A I11), one of the

industry's most important by-products‘, and which under GATT, enters free
of both duty and levy, had risen from 734 000 tons in 1972 to 1.32 mio. tons

" in 1976. Annual Community production is about 600 000 tons but falling due

to declining starch manufacture. Imports of oil cake (CCT heading N° 23.04 B,
another by-product, also enter free of duty and levy and imports of maize '
o1l CCCT heading N° 15.07 D II) are subject only to a duty of 10%, With

no productmn refund or with a much reduced one, Commumty starch producers
could f'md it increasingly d1ff1cult to resist compet1t1on on these two

fronts.

furthermore, if no changes were made to the present levy regime there could

" also be an increasing possibility wof starch and/or starch derivatives (e.gglucose)

being imported from ACP/PTOM countries;;uith relatively. modest import levies,
as.industrialisation in these countries develops. Whilst imports of starch
from third countries, other than ACP/PTOM, are subjgct to substantial fixed
elements (maize starch: 17.00 ya/t{ glucose: 80.00 ua/t or 55.00 ua/t), imports
from ACP/PTOM countries bear no fixed element whatsoever, but only a variable
element. It is likely that starch mitlers in these countries will be able to
pay local producers of maize prices mich -lower than woul'd be acceptable in
Europe or even in the U.S.K.f 1t is not without significance §n this regard
that reports have been received of an American ‘maize starch plant being set

up in the Cameroons. - ' ' ' ‘

-
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It should also be noted in the context of competition from developing

éountries that manioc root which is a rich source of starch and which

can easily be substituted for potatoes in the potato starch process is

subject only to very low import levies (this may not exceed a maximum -
vbf 6% ad valorem fixed in GATT). Community <imports of manioc‘root

have doubled in 3 years and in 1976 reached 3 mio. tons. The use of manioc

for starch could thus possibly become more attractive in a situation

without refunds. Moves in this direction have already taken place

but these can largely be attributed to two dry growing seasons for

potatoes and the resultant subply diffiewlties for potato starch .

manufacturers, but nevertheless, manioc could be an alternative starch

source.

Production of High Fructose Glucose Syrup (Isoglucose) --

One of the reasons for the appearance of Isoglucose on the Community sweéteneb
market has been the econémic difficulties recently experienced by the starch:
‘industry. These difficulties described elsewhere (economic recession,

several and substantial cuts in the production refund and increased
competition from synthetics) have led the starch industry to intensffy

. 1ts research programmes and to explore alternative outlets for its surplus

. production capacity.

¢
.

~C6mmunity production of .this starch based sweetener at'bresent runs at about

70°000 t™(per annum) from a total production capgcity'of'about 150 000 tons.

The Council decided at its July 1976 session to abolish production refunds

. on products used for isoglucose as from 1 August 1977 and further restrictive
. measures were agreed by the Councig at its April 1977 session. If
production refunds were to be reduced and/or suppressed on starch generally,
th1s would of ‘course, have the effect of restrwctang the- conpet1t1ve ‘

poss1b1l1t1es of isoglucose further.

Competition from Synthetic Products

One of the prime reasons for 1ntroduc1ng production refunds and wh1ch rema1ns
s Unchanged was to eniable natural starch:products to compete with synthetic

products by making the bas1c raw materials available at_ 35meth1ng Llike
world prices. Sl

-
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_It‘is estimated that about 50% of the whole industry's dutput finds its
outlets 1n the techn1cak and industrial sectors (e.g. adhesives, resins
etc.)., In the potato starch sector particularly and for wheat starch,
this percentage is much higher. And it is in this particular area of
application that the starch industry, as a whole, faces = stronger

competitioh; Wwhilst it is the case, as was mentioned in paragraph 4,
that the starch industry is the only Commuq)ty cereal processing industry -
to have enJoyed ‘the benefit of a stable supply price, jt 4s, at the same
t1me, the only one which has to compete directly with an industry outside
the agr1cultural sector and thus not sibject to the effects of market

e

‘arrangements.,

The prﬁces which the starch industry pays for its raw materials d1rectly or
‘1nd1rectly result from the application of threshold prices, import levies etc..
‘whereas the petro-chem1cal industry is not subject to these restraints and '
.1s free to buy its raw materials at world market prices.

5’ N
<As a result of changes in Community market arrangements, the maize starch
ﬁ1ndustry for example, has seen its supply prices almost double in tuo years
“(see Annex ¢, Table I) and the whole industry, in an effort to retain its
findustrial outlets, has not passed on these substantdal increases.. On the
‘Other hand, the large increases in crude oil prices in recent years have.
ctearly raised the input costs for the synthetics industry and, as a result,\:
1ts compet1t1ve potential has been restricted. Thus, the condutzons which
obtained in the early and m1d~1960's with oil prices at a fraction of their
present [evél, and which was one of the main reasons for the 1ntroduct1on of -
the production refund system, do not apply to the same extent. - Nevertheless, f
~the prices pa1d by the synthetics jndustry remain thdse of the world market J
~ and the poss1b1t1ty of being able to follow a flexib&e selting price’ pOtTCY "

*hasﬁenabted it 'to take advantage of the Starch 1ndustry poswtion. Furthermore,ﬂ

'in consuderwng whether and, if so, to what extent, cereal and potato starchesf'
should be assisted to resist the competition of the'petro~chem1cal 1ndustry, '
+the problem of declining oil resources and the neéed fqt_fuel conservation

'should also be kept in mind. N '

, \ ‘ ‘ ) . |
.- As far as competition for outlets in the human and animaf food sector is

- concerned, the same situation duez not apply since post, 4f not all, competing

" products aré, to more or Less the same extent, equally affected by market -

. regimes for the raw materials in'questioh.
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‘29. Maize Starch/Potato Starch Balance and returns to Potato Growers

L

-

. Another important sought after effect of the present starch produétion refund

- . System is the preservation of the balance between maize and potatb starch and -
| vthe guarantee of a reasonable standard of living for the starch potato grower.

This balance is at present maintained by fixing a minimum price (derived from
the maize threshold price) which the potato starch producer must pay to the
potato grower in order to qualify for the production refund. Without such
a constraint, the potato starch industry would be free to negotiate its own
price level, unlike the maize starch 1ndustry, which would still be subject
to the consequences of threshold prices, etc. A free market situation®for
starch potatoes could also arise if the refund became so small in relation

to forego it and negotiate a price below the minimum. However, the absence
of a production refund - or a sufficiently attractive one =~ need not ,

o necessarily mean that a minimum price or its equivalent would no Longer be
e observed. Equally effective methods of enforcing observation of"the'minimum
c could be introduced without great difficulty. In any event, in a situation

without refunds, the maize supply price to the starch industry would clearly
htf . » rise and the processor would attempt to recoup this increase from the market

T by rafsing selling prices of the finished product, subject to price regulations

»;andhmafget conditions. An increase in the selling price_pfhmaize starch.prof
~dﬁcts uouLd enable the potato starch producer to raise “his se(Ling prices of
', « competing products in sympathy so that the income of the potato starch industry -
and as a result that of the potato grcwers - could also be increased.

30.- However, this would be easier to achieve in outlets where potatc starch or
- derivatives were in competition with maize or other cereal starches (i.e. in
the human food sector) than in situations where the main competition came
} - from petro-chemical/synthetics. It is estimated that about 80% of the
. ' potaé;'starch industry’s output goes to the techn1cal sector, so that it
’ is particularly vulnerable in this respect. The poss1bﬁlit1es of extending
its activities in the human fcod sector have, of course, to some extent,

been restricted by the recent measures taken on isoglucose.
[ )

31.f In considering the question of'maintaining a bhalance betwé%n potato starch
and maize starch and with chemical synthetics, sight should not be lost of
the other unfavourable factors sffecting the potato sector. unlike the maize
starch {(and wheat and rice starch)imdustry, which has the advantage of
flexibility and is free to purchase its raw material at any time throughout
the year, the potato starch industry which processes for only 2 months of the
year, normally entebs intc contracts with growers before processing has started
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~ 'for the whole of its seasons supply. This restricted processing season means

32.

33.

that its fixed costs are concentrated over a much shorter period than is the

- case for cereal starches. The processing plants are frequently owned by far=-

mers co-operatives and their general capital situation is less favourable

than elsewhere. Moreover, because it is entirely dependent on Cohmuqity-

rsources for its raw material it is more seriously affected by harvest fluctu-

ations. This was particularly noticeable in the autumn of 1976 when, follow-
ing the poor potato crop, brought about by exceptionally dry weather, the
industry found itself unable to obtain sufficient supplies and was thus forced
to operate well below capacity. The industry is also burdened with the heavy
costs of anit-pollution safeguards and is alsc more vulnerable to market )
fluctuations than the wheat or maize sfg;ch industries where in spite of com-
petition at world market prices the range of valuable by-products helps to
play a stabilizing role. Finally, it should be recognized that the industry
performs a useful buffer function on the Community’s potato market, absorbing
surplus supplies when potatoes are plentiful and restricting processing and

thus boosting supplies of potatoes for consumption in times of shortage.

When considering the income of the starch potato grower, it should also be.borne
in mind that since the early 1960's when the refund system was introduced, the
area sown to potatoes as a whole within the Community has gradually declined.

" By 1974, for example, the total area sown was only S0% of that in 1961/65.

Whilst increased yield has gone some way to counteract this trend, potatoc pro-
duction has also fallen.by about 25% over the same period. This fall in produc-
tion has put the potato growef in a stronger position as a seller. Current con-
ditions have also meant that a move into potatoes for humam consumption has
become a more attractive alternative. But in a situation where consumption

.potatoes became highly attractive, there could be a danger that the acreage sown

-

to starch potatoes could declineé to the.extent that the industry was more or
Less permanently unable to find the necessary quantities of potatoes on the

Community market.
i

Suppression of Production Refun@s for Majze Groats and Broken Rice for Brewing

As was explained earlier'(in paragraph %), refunds on maize groats and broken
rice intepded for brewing were aboLishéd from the start gf the 1??5/76 market -
ing year. However, as maize starch can be substituted for maize groats in the
brewing process with only minor technical modification and as refunds continued
to be paid on maize starch - regardless of its end use = a number of brewers
who had previously used groats could find it advantageous to move over to starch
in spite of inferior handling characteristics and the technical %odifications
necessary in the brewery. Notwithstanding Commission proposals to the Council,
these aids have th heen reintroduced. The European Parljiament has al§o‘twiCE
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@ " decivned to accept proposals for the1r rewntraduct1on. _ At the same time, 1t

';“: . has not proved Possible to introduce an effective control system_ which
was not prohibitively costly to prevent Starch used in brewing fP0m
benefvttvng from the refund. . . Lo e

?

L 2

Some distortion, therefore, could continue ta aPPlY between the ‘products in
question. . . i )

34. Relative Competivity of Glucose and ! Liquid Sugar.

In most areas glucose syrup, a starch derived product, and liquid sugar derived
from beet or cane are not in direct compgtition one with the other. As tradi-
tional glucose is a less powerful sweetener than liquid sugar, the two Broducts
tend to complement one another rather than compete. However, in a s1tuation ;
without refunds it is possible that in some of its applications glucose sy rup
could lose ground to liquid sugar. This will not be the case in all applications
since glucose syrup possesses a number of technical advantages in confectionery,
jams etc. HNevertheless, in situations where such technical advantage is only
slight, purchasing decisions by users may tend to be more heavily influenced
by price factors. It may well be that mixtures of the two products and of

- isoglucose will be increasingly used. ‘

35. -Competitive Costs of Raw Materials used

As is explained more fully in the descriptive Annex, the wajze starch

indbstry ?s by far the largest one in receipt of ‘the production aid.

Maize is thus the raw material mosttx used. Its preponderance can be largely
‘attributed to three main factors. First, its relative -cheapness, generally
speaking, compared with wheat, second = and this is linked to the first factor -
its starch y1eLd 1 ton of maize normaLLy Jroduces about 620 kg of starch,

% whereas, the same quantity of wheat will produce only 450 kg of starch and third,
the wider range and value of its by—groducts. .

36. In compapring the costs of the two cereals used in Community starch production,
it has to be kept in mind that whilst the maize starch 1ndustry1mportstuo~th1rds
Of its supplies and is thus largely subject to the di%ect effects of the
threshold price, the wheat starch industry supplies itself entirely on the
internal market at prices which are generaily below the %hﬁéﬂhotd, It zt is
assumed thag fop the present marketing year 1974/1977 wheat prices on the
internal marsket will be on average about 10 ua/t below the &hreshetd price,

the comparitive tupply prices of the twe nroducts may be estimated as follows :
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Estimated Average Supply Price for Maize and Wheat 1976/77

) . Maize ‘ Wheat
“Average Threshold/Market Price 143 ua/t . 147*ua/t
Production Refund . - 14 uva/t - 20 ualt .
"Estimated Average Supply Price 129 ua/t _127 ua/t

-

" * Average Threshold Price reducec vy 10 ua/t.

Thus,even during a period of relatively high prices on the Community's

" internal wheat market, there-is littté difference between the average .

wheat supply price and that for maize;‘LThis equality of supply prices was
the position when production refunds were introduced in the 1960°'s.

Any difference there is gives, if anything, a slight advantage to wheat.

It could be argued that the wheat starch industry needs something bettef
than average wheat in order to obtain wheat gluten and so pays something
over average prices. This may well be so but at the same time the reduction

~ of 10 ua/t made in the threshold price to arrive at an estimated internal

market price is probably understated. There is, of course, as there always
has been, a difference between the costs of the quantities of each product
required for 1 ton of starch, since as was explained earlier, more wheat
than maize is required to produce 1 ton of starch. The value of wheat g(uten as
a product of the wheat starch production equation cannot be ignored.
Whether-the advantage of one product vis a vis the other would change in

a situation without refunds will depend to a Lérge extent on decisions taken
in the future on the istitutional prices for both products and whether such
decisions alter the relativities between those products. )

1t will also depend on the extent'to w@ich the wheat starch manufacturers
are able to use lower protein wheat forsstarch production. In any event,
an&'éhanges made would need to be such.that the indigenous product was not
disadvantaged. There could possibly be a case for ‘encouraging the use of
wheat for starch since, in normal mark:: conditions, production refunds
could represent a cheaper method of disposing of Community wheat than

export refunds. Further,’tha productﬁon of gluten as pgrt of the wheat
starch manufacturing process- enables Community millers to use Less North
American strong wheat in their bread making grist. However, bearing in mind
the workforce and capital employed care would élso have to be taken.so as
not unduly disadvantage the estabiished production of starch from maize.
Whilst it is the case that the Community is deficient in maize; and as a
result the starch industry normally needs to import 2 to 2 1/2 million tons

each year, a drop in maize imperts for starch manufabtube’ would not necessarily
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v,.f' result in a net gain to the Community's overail batance sheet.
In drawing up such an overall balance, account would need to be taken of
_the by~products of starch production (eg. maize oil, maize gluten,oil
cake) all of which would need to be imported,largely free of lev».1n one form

e °r another .if there were a decline in the amount of maize processed 1nto starch.

38. Effects on Common Agriculture Policy

Finally, it is necessary to consider the question of production refunds in
the context of the Common Agriculture Policy as a whole and not merely from
the narrower perspectives of the stargn_sector.
One of thé first impressions to emerge from such an overall uiew is the
industry's much stronger affinity with the manufacturing and processing
industries than with the agricultural sector in general. The technical.
sophistication of the starch industry, and particularly that of maize
starch manufacture, which is more stongly developed than of other cereal
processors such as flour millers and maltsters and even of sugar refining,
" . is a strong factor in this respect. '

.{ _?Uthermore, unlike the industries mentioned above, the starch industry

~iwith the exception of potato starch, is not the sole or major outlet for

 the Community's growers -of the raw materials concerned. Ffor exampLe, out
. o of a total Community wheat crop of around 35 mio. t. only 160 000 t

-

( - 0,5 % is processed into starch).
A larger proportionof the indigenou:s maize crop is used:bug only about 7%, of about
I mio. tons. Nevertheless, the starch 'indqstry_ represents a fairly valuable outlet
for maize growers in South West France. ' However, as the Community is .
deticient in maize, and normally imports about 50 ¥ of its requirements,
any maize not taken up for starch would readily fina an out let elsewhere.
It is thus probably the case that if starch production were to decline, in
the event of there being rno or substantially reduced refunds, the effect on

’ Community agriculture - apért possibly from potato growers - would be barely
discernible. The same would not be the éase if Communit? maltsters, for
example, were to take up iess barley. in the case of starch patato growers,
as is explained in paragraph 29, .the asbsence of a refund meed not necessarily
run countef tc the growers® interests since the latter could.,
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benefit from the potato starch price moving up in sympathy with maize

. starch but probably only in non technical arcas.

- It is also the case that growers could, in most areas of production, move

into potatoes for human consumption or into other crops. However; if this

move became too pronounced there would be a danger of the complete diééﬁpea— -
€

rance of starch potatoes. It would he in the starch manufacturers interest
to ensure as far as possible that this did not occur. Although once again
their ability to do this would be Liaited by the presence of synthetic
substitutes., It would thus appear to be the case that whilst the starch
production refund system's contribut ion towards the aims of Article 39
of the Treaty is somewhat limited i® the maize, wheat (and indeed _

- broken rice) sectors it makes a significant contribution in the potato sector.

Apart from potato starch, it would thus seem to be thecase that such problems
as may occur through a reduction or suppression in the production refund are
perhaps more by way of being industrial and/or social rather than agriculturatl.
Nevertheless, this would not make the problems any less serious and does not
absolve the Community from seeking solutions.
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PART _III - |
CONCLUSIONS . -

It is apparent that developments over recent years have created a situation f
where some of the main reasons for the introduction of production refunds

-t

-no longer apply to the same extent. It is also the case that pa}mént of the

refunds - substantially on a imported raw material = constitutes a heavy
charge on FEOGA funds and that Parliament has taken the view that such
payment should be discontinued where market conditions permit. Furthérmore,
it is doubtful whether suppression of the refund would have a significant
inflationary effect on retail food‘prices in Member States and finally the
production refund system does not, exE;bt perhaps in the case of potato
starch, make a very significant contribution to outlets. for "
community production. There would thus seem to.be a numbefr ' i
of factors leading to the conclusion that the long term preservation of ;
the system in its present form is no longer economically-justified.

On the other hand, due partly to the existence of the system and the expecta-
tion that production refunds would continue to be avawlable, substant1al
capital has been invested in an industry which now directly eMploys a

‘workforce of about 30 000 and about 20 000 potato farmers 'rs Look. to the potato s starch

1ndustry for anoutlet for their crop. Furthermore, the starch mdustry is the main R
processing industry subJect to commen market arrangements and which, at ‘
the same time, has to compete with an industry outside the agriculturat

sector and thus free to buy its raw materials at world prices.

On the other hand, it also competes in the human and animal food sectérs

with other agricultural process1ng 1ndustr1es most of which are in their turn,
also subject to the effects of. common market arrangements. Thus, whilst .
the suppression of the refund would probably not prevent the industry from
mathtaining its position in the human and animal food sectors - indeed there
is no evidence to show that the substantial cuts in' the refund already

made have caused any excessive 'difficulties in_this respect (except in the case
of increased imports of products subject either tc low or nil levies). The
same would not be the case as regards non~food (ie. technical) autlets.

1f the fndustry were to loose these mar&ets, which it has in a number of

tases retained until now against strong competition from petro~chemical
syrthetice only by absorbing the.recent increases in supply prices, 'empiloyment
(in the starch industry and in agriculture) and investment woulg be put at
serfous risk and a situaticn might arise where only the large companies
frequent ly 0?gani§ed on an international bhasis were able to survive.
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furthermore, even if it were feasible to increase selling prices in this
sector it would probably discourage the establishment or the expansion of
user industries in the Community since they would find it increasingly
difficult to compete with similar industries based in third countries:
It is also probable that. with declining out lets and support, the ihdﬁstny
would be obliged to drastically cut hack its research progE;mmes so that
opportunities for technical innovation and progress would be lost to
countries outside the Community. Thus, whilst there would not seem to
be an economic case for totally maintaining the system in its present
form, there are strong arguments for enabling the technical products of
the starch industry to compete with those of the petro=chemical induﬁtry.'
To do so could contribute towards the conservation of world oil supplies
and tend to benefit the indigenous rather than the imported raw material
- It uouldi@gfe significant savings for FEOGA. (about‘30 mio. u.a. at current
rates).

To pay a refund or to give support in some other way, on a selective basis
could ¢learly cause some administrative problems at the outset but these
need not perhaps be as complicated as might appear since it is understood

that a similar distinction is already made in certain member states for
~ TVA purposes and of course, on a minor scale, a distinction is already

made between starch in@ended for isoglucose production and other starches.
1t is‘;roposed therefore to maintain production refunds~for starch used
for non food applications and to suppress aid on starch used in the human
and animal food sectors.

) : .
Howéven, %tlghould be borne iﬁ mind tﬁgt as direct:nésult of Community
legistation, and not through any changes in market conditions, the starch:
industry has seen the prices of igs basic raw materials increase since
1974 by almost 90 % in the case of maize and by just over 100 X in the
case of wheat. These increases have come about through both higher threshold
prices and, at the same time, lower production refunds. It is
impossible for any industry to pass on and/or absorb igkreases'of this
magnitude in its input costs over such a short space of time. (In addition
in some Member States national price control legislation has made it
extremely difficult for industr& to pass on these supplementary charges
to the consumer). Conseguently, *otal and sudden suppression of these aids
in the food sector would be as difficult to justify(as long term preservation)
and there is Little doubt that some damage- could be ¢aused, to the firms
concerned. 3 |
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‘Furthermore, investment and other financial and management decisions have to

be taken a considerable period in advance. It would also be difficult to -
introduce a selective svscem as. proposed together with the necessary adm1n1~
Srative controls by the ;tart of the next crop year on 1 August 1977.

In’these circumstances, therefors, whilst it is p}oposed that a refund should
be maintained for industrial starch at a level to be decided in due course,

it is proposed that aid should be phased out gradually over a period of three
years starting as from August 1978 along _the following lines for non industrial

applications:

1977/78: Status quo

1978/79: 75% of rate for 1977/78
1979/80: 50% of rate for 1977/78
1980/81: 25% of rate for 1977/78
1981/82: 0%

However, the Commission will keep under close surveillance the situation in.the
%ndustry concerned and by 31 December 1979 will submit a report to the Council
on the consequences of this phasing out and any problemslﬁhich may arise; in
;he Light of that report the Commission will, if necessary, submit further

'proposats. ’
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' ANNEX A

" 1. In the context of this report the Community starch industey is ta@en to
«~» mean manufacturers in the nine Member States of the following : S
.- ' Maize Starch '

. Wheat Starch

Rice Starch -

Potato Starch
Together, these industries produce about 3 mio. tons of starch a year
which represents about 20 % of total “°f£9 starch production.

2. Production refunds are only available for the manufacture of the above
mentioned starches but starch can, of course, be obtained from a much wider
range of products. It is a polysaccharide present in most plants but parti-
cularly in cereals and tubers. It is also present, for example, in peas
and beans and is present even in wood. However, the major source both in
the Community and over the workd generally, is maize. In addition to the .
Community Maize is also the major source in the USA, Japan and Canada, for
example. Wheat takes first place in Australia and New Zealand and manwoc
root in Thailand. )

*3. The vital determining factors in the choice of raw materfal are first, its

.-évaﬁlabil+ty and price and second, and equally important, the value of

thg by-products- obtainable.

¥

4. Maize holds a considerable advantagq in this latter respect with a wide
range of valuable by-products including maize oil, maize gluten and maize
gluten feed *). 'Hhea; starch production, ‘on the other hand, gives rise to
only'éné by=-product of importance - wheat gluten = but frequently this _.
particular by=-product iq of greater market value than'the starch itself.
The by=-products resulting from the manufacture of rice and potato starch
have a relatively low valuea

4'. * * ’ )

5« The processes by which starch is obtained'in the differenf sectors vary
considerably, but all have the same objective ~ to separate the starch
from the other constituents present in the raw material. The differences
in processing tend to arise, first, from the variations in the prqgportion

of starch contained in each raw material and, second, from the ease with

%) On average, 1 toA of maize should produce about &, . «, .
bt o 621 kg starch, 27 kg maize oil, 200 kg maize ‘gluten feed, 40 kg

oil cake, 50 ko maize gluten, 22 kg other products and 40 kg
production loss/moisture.
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~to about 15 to 20 plants in six of the Member States,
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Majize Starch

The Maize 3tarch Industry is very concentrated, production being limited

In terms of-volume

and value of goods produced (starch and starch based products) if constitutes

. by far the most important section of the Community starch iﬁdustry as a

7.

'8¢

whole. . .

The manufacturing process involved in extracting maize starch is relatively
lengthy and involves several stages starting with a_soaking or steeping of the
grain for about 40 hours in water aé;aulated with sulphur dioxide in order

to soften the grain. By-products are separated at subsequent stages in the
process until a starch slurry is obtained which is either dried to produce

dry starch or transferred direct to the appropriate plant for the production

of glucose or modified starch.

'Whilst it is the processing of maize into starch which creates the entitlement
to the refund, in many cases production processes go beyond this stage.

‘The maize starch industry produces a wide range of products and by-products

" ¥ncluding glucose, isoglucose, dextrose, glues, dressings and glazings for

paper and textiles, gluten and maize oil. The indust_ryfs out lets thus cover

a wide range of users : paper industry, pharmaceutféals, brewing, foundries,
plastics, textiles, prepared foods (jams and presefﬁeh, soups, baby foods
etc), confectionery, soft drinks, biscuits and animal feedingstuffs, It

-

1s estimated taht the maize starch industry's total output is divided :

60 X food purposes

40 X non foqd 4 ,
In this estimation the term food does not include phérmaceuticals or énﬁmal
fetd. In addition, a number of firms in the industryjalso make a range of
starch based finished grocery products. Q

Wheat Starch . .

Compareq with the Communi%y's maize starch industry, tﬁe wheat starch
sector is relatively small, producing 6nly about 100 000 tons of starch
a year from about 200 000 tons of wheat. There are wﬁeat starch plants
in all the Member States except .Denmark and Luxemboufg._ :
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10. The process by which starch is obtained from wheat differs considerably
" ‘from that for starch from maize. As it is the endosperm which is the most
1mportant part of the wheat grain in the context of starch extraction,
* and since flour milling separates the endosperm from the outer husk,aha-germ -
“'wheat starch manufacturers tend to prefer to use wheat flour rather than
the grain. However, since flour is a processed product with the brans etc.
already separated, the only by-prosuct normally obtained from wheat starch
manufacture (processed from flour) is wheat gluten? Wheat gluten can be
produced in vital or devitalised form. The former is prepared from wheat
flour of breadmaking quality by a drying process and is commonly added to = °
tow protein flour to improve its baking characteristics. It is also u;ed_y_”
in breakfast cereals, pasta and petfoods and can often be,sotd at prices -
in excess of those obtainable for the starch itself. Its use in texturised
.vegetable protein is increasing strongly. . ,
The actual process for obtaining starch normally starts with the flour
being mixed with water to form a dough. After resting, separation of the
‘starch is effected by washing in an extractor. At the same stage the gluten
is also separated. Both the starch and the gluten aretthen dried separately.
1. Wﬁeat starch and its derivatives are used like maize starch in‘a ﬁide range
‘ Qf Outlets'- both food and industrial but primarily the latter. il '
1? Potato Starch ' . ht' ".
The Communwty potato starch 1ndustry is even more concentrated than that
- of maize starch but with an apprec1ably smaller total output = about 0.5 to
~0.9 mio tons of starch from about 3 to 5 mio tons of Comhunity grown potatoes
compared with a maize starch output of about 2 mio. tons., It is produced in
onlx'!4 Member States : the Netherlands (about 65 %X of Community production)
" France, Germany and Denmark. Plants are frequently fun.on a cooperatjve basis.

¢

13. Aids were available to potato scarch manufacturers and/or to starch potato
' ,growers before the introduction of the :CAP. One of the prime reasons for
this wasvthe need to ensure a reasonable.standard of Liviﬁg for potato growers
" in certain areas. This was particutarly the case in the Netherlands uhere the
sotl in large areas of North East Holland is such that there is only 2 reduced

possibility of growing crops other than starch potatoes.-.There are about 20 000
starch potato growers in the Community. : S ¢ '
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_ 14, The production refund is paid to the starch meaufacturer, and unlike
T.,’ - the other starches the refund is paid on the starch and not on the raw
T ) "material, only if a minimum price has been paid to the grower, - ,
The total return per hectare to the grower, uh1ch includes the. production’
refund, can, in regions where alternative crops are feasible, affééf'}hg -
relatiye acreages sown to potatoes (for starch énd human consumption),
sugar beet of cereals.
_ . . .
15. The brocess by which starch is obtained from potatoes is relatively
-simple when compared with that for maize or even wheat starch. After
washing, the potatoes are Eeduced to« slurry by a disintegrator. tpe
slurry is mixed with water and subequently passed through screens and
separators after which the starch is dried. The by=product of the process
has a relatively low value and is used mainly as cattle feed protein or
as fertiliser. The process itself calls for very large quantities of water
and thus presents serious problems regarding effluent.

16. Potato starch finds its outlets almost entirely in the.industriaL field.

17. Rice Starch L

“  This is by far the smallest of the sectors producing only about 7 000 -
‘tons of starch from something over 10 000 tons of broken rice in only
four of the Member States (Belgium, Italy, Germany. and the Netherlands).
It is used exlcusively in the human food sector (largely 9n baby food).

L
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AXNEX B

..a",.7 Starch Proguction Refunds 1975/1976 ~ Quantities on which refund was_paid

-

ITAL

Byt UK IRL NDL FR

EL | X

Maize

¥Yheat

Potato Starch
Broken Rice

2775
15.2

2.1

564.5( 69.3] - | 330.2] 772.8
44.9] 12.3] 1.5| 44.0| 15.1
89.2| = - | 472.6 | 102.0

2.0 = - |.2al -

319.3 -

2543 -
- | 25.2

4.1 -
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~ Potato Starchs
~ Broken Rices

Rates of Refund: 1975/1976 .

10 ua/t

16.30 uva/t

16.10 ua/t (Naize Refund x 1.61)
12.30 ua/t.
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L : ANNEX €
RV Development of Supply Prices, Starch Production Refunds, Threshold -
S Prices and World Market Prices for MAIZE (1967/68 - 1976/77) :
R o , | . ua /%t -
B - - Supply Price .World Price Threshold Price Refund . -,
' 1967/63 July 67 68,00 59,98 188,38 - 20,38
' -1968/69 August 63 68,00t - 48,56 . 92,690 - 24,69
1969/70 August 69 . 63,00 58,98 93,69 " . 25,69
1970/71 Avgust T0° . 68,00 . 69,15 . 93,6977 T 25,69 »
1971/72 August 71 = 68,00 . 59,64 . o 94,55 26,55 .
1942/13 Mugust 72 68,00 ©5511 99,55 = 31,55
: -+ Jenuary 73 . 68,00 80,22 102,95 ;o ;. 34,95
Jwne 737 68,00 95,93 106,35 7 38,35
1973/74 hugust 73 68,00 101,84 © 100,65 - - 32,65
- Jamary 74 68,00 118,82 "104,05 36,05
~June 74 68,00 - . 106,25 107,45 .. - 39,45
11974/15 August 74 " 82,00 125,71 106,60 24,60
o -..,’ '(.)Otobelt 4 .- _ 87,45 132,91 112,05 24:60 .
. January 75 87,45 108,06 : 115,35, - 27,90
April 75 103,10 93,39 118,65 15,55 .
Juhe 75 -+ 103,10 92,55 120,85 | 17,75
1975/76 August 75 - 113,40% .0 115,21 : 123,40, 10,00
"Jinuary 76 *  120,40% 95,67 130,40 10,00
June 76 127,40% 107,14 137,40 - . 10,00
1976/17 Auguct 76 121,10 % " 101,68 ° ° 135,10 .. . 14,00
January 77 128,20 % 89,49, . 142,20 14,00
June 77 135,30" 81,48 . 49,30 14
. ‘ ’
‘ . ' P, .
X = derived supely pre -
. ‘ f RS el
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8 ‘¢ TABLE I . . -

- » Development of Supply Prices, Starch Production Refunds, Threshold ‘
4 R " Prices and World Market Prices for WHEAT (1967/68 - 1976/17) .
‘_: . . Supply Price ' Viorld Price Threshold Pr:'.cé Production Refund
¥ 1967/68 auly 67 68,00 59,87 104,38 L 36,38
" 1968/69 August 68 68,00 57,01 104,38 - 36,38

5 1969/10 hugust 69 63,00 52,u3° 104,38 - 0 736,38

3 1970/71 August 70 66400 - 53,66 104,38 36,38

¢ 1971/72 August T 63,00 . 55125 107,25, 3925

1 1972/13 August 72 68,00 51,25 - 11,60 43,60

" January 73 68,00 90,48 116,95 ' ‘ 48,95
po— " June 73 68,00 93,32 122,30 54,30

7 1973/14 August 73 68,00 129,43 112,80 44,80

. January T4 - 68,00 193,85 118,15 .. 50,15
o June T4 66,00 129,11 . - 123,50 : 55450

,  1974/15 mugust 74 82,00 146,21 119,00 . 37,00

4  October 74 87445 165,56 127,30 39,85

i Jemiary 15 81445 120,27 | 130,60 43,15

: ‘April 75 103,10 100,85 133,90 . 30,80
L. Jwe TS 103,10 85,59 13630 0 3300
i 1975/16 August 15 120,15 X 118,73 136,45 116,30 .
i Jemuery 76, 127,05% 1 107,48 143045 ., 16y

" ~ June 76 © 134,15% 111,34 250,450 . 7 16430

1976/11 August 6 129,30% - 99450 149,01 - 20,00

o  Jambary 77 136,40% 712,03 156,40 - © 20400 .

: Jwe Tl U3%0% - 66,24 o 163,500 .. 20000
: - . } l" | ‘ . ' | -- L 0
". . Vi ~'

X - derived Supply price o e

] ! . . D ‘f .

"l' N

] . , i , . " ohay -
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. TABLE _III

-~

1967/68 September 67

1968/69 Septomber 68
1969/70 September 69
1970/71 September 70

" 1971/72 September 71

1972/13 September 72
January 73
. June 73
1973/74 September 73
' January T4
June 74
1974/75 Septenbor T4
. October T4
. i.Januaryv75
April. 75
~ June 75

1975/16 September 75 .

Japugry 76
June 76

1976/1] September 76 -

Junuary 17
June T7

Development of Supply.Prices,

Supply Price

Viorld Prioce

[N

tarch Production Refunds, Threshold
Prices and World Market Prices for BROKEN RICE (1967/68 - 1976/77)

Threshold Price

Lo ua[t

Production Refund

" 83,00

83,00
83,00
83,00
83,00
83,00
83,00
- 83,00
83,00
83,00
83,00
102,00

109,07

109,07
127,40
127,40
148,15 %

.148,15%

148,15%

165,20 %

© 165,20

4

165,20 %

89,96
80,38
74,60
91,07
122,84
- 208,44
239,82
224,12
251,03
254,79
225,31
176,05
163,62
168,22
140,17
124,34
118,28
120,01
121,25 ,

X, = derived supply eeics

oo

-

LI

113,30

125,00 -
125,00 -

125,00
125,00

‘- 129,50 ‘.

129,50
129,50

130,85 - *°

130,85
130,85

138,60

145,67, -
145167'
145,67,
145,67
160445 .. -
160,45 .
160445 - s
182,40
182,40 v.;
162,40

N Y R L

-

30,30
42,00
42,00
42,00
42,00
46,50
45,50
46,50 .
47,85
47,85
. 47,85
" 36,60
36,60
" 36,60
18,27
18,27
12,30
12,30
) 12,30
17,20
17,20
17,20
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- - ANNEX D | Tl : o e - Vo
o B Lo _ P 4 g
SR - ) : ’ S e e . . ‘ P
S ‘ ST _FEOGA, Guarantee Seotion ' . '
. S R

‘Expenditure in the Cereals and Rice Sectors
- b : 7 . ) ’ ’ . " mioe u.l

1973 1974 . 1915 - 1976 1977

Gereals _Export Refunds 529,0 16,1 u3,6 |3 430,0 .
Intervention of which S10.7 323,6 21742 __ 1224,0 o ]293,3 B
"= @enaturing premium 131.3¢ 17,3 0,41 .. 0 0
- production refund . , 181,91 ) 189,8 o 89,4 46,6 62,4 ot
- aid for durum, wheat A 124,0f . 83,3 - 130,8 | - NS 138,0 )

. TOTAL . h.ouo,6 399, 620,9 609,49 763,3 SR E

Rice Export Refunds oo 10,5\ : 0,5 3,6 }-16.6 ‘ 20,0
' “Intervention , 0,9 -. 0,7 : 0,6 0,3 1,0

.

TOTAL 11,4 1,2 4,2 : 26,9 21,0
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ANFEX B

-9 -

Potato Starch Production in the Ccumunity 1967-1976

: 1967
oo 1968
1969

1970

1971
1972
- 1973
1974
1975
1976

509 -

594
576
T20
783
800

- 176°

929
698

507

(100)
(117)
(113)

(142)

(154)
(157)
(153)
- (183)
(137)
(100)

. Q= '000 tons

It will be seen that after increasing strongly in the early 70's,in 1976

- Community production fell back to the level obtaining inm 1967. This covers
wide variations in different Member States. In the Netherlands, for oxmple‘,

~production rose from about 350.000 tons in 1967 to about 640,000 tons in
1972 and has since fallen to about 360.000 ‘tons. In Franoe, on the other

. hand, production in 1976 was only about 60% of the 1967 Pigure.

e .

-

oy “iR '{*.f? L

A o T





