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U.S. SHIPBUILDING INDUSTRIES AND THE
EFFECT OF FOREIGN SUBSIDIES

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 18, 1993

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, DC.
The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 2:02 p.m., in
room SD-215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John Breaux,
presiding.
Also present: Senators Mitchell and Grassle;y.
[The press release announcing the hearing follows:]

(Press Release No. H-46, November 12, 1993}

INTERNATIONAL TRADE SUBCOMMITTEE SCHEDULES HEARING ON SHIPBUILDING
ISSUES, PENDING LEGISLATION

WASHINGTON, DC—Senator Max Baucus (D-MT), Chairman of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee’s Subcommittee on International Trade, announced today that the
Subcommittee will hold a hearing on issues relating to the U.S. shipbuilding indus-
try, including pending legislation to address foreign shipbuilding subsidies.

The hearing will begin at 2:00 p.m. on Thursday, November 18, 1993, in Room
SD-215 of the Dirksen Senate Office Building.

“I have called this hearing to examine the condition of the U.S, ahipbuildin%l in-
dustry and its employees,” Baucus said. “In particular, the Subcommittee will hear
testimony on whether legislation is necessary to address the industry’s concerns
about foreign subsidies and other practices, in light of the fact that negotiations in
the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) have been un-
successful to date.” '

On May 19, 1993, Senator Breaux, along with 19 co-sponsors, introduced the
“Shipbuilding Trade Reform Act of 1993” (S. 990) to establish a new U.S. adminis-
trative proccdure to investigate and respond to foreign shipbuilding subsidies. Last
Tuesday (November 9), the Ways and Means Subcommittee on Trade marked up
and reported to the full Committee a revised version of shipbuilding legislation in-
troduced by its Chairman, Congressman Sam Gibbons.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN BREAUX, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM LOUISIANA

Senator BREAUX. The subcommittee will come to order.

This afternoon, the International Trade Subcommittee of the Fi-
nance Committee is meeting. Senator Max Baucus, our subcommit-
tee chairman, is on the floor with pending legislation, and has
asked that I go ahead and chair the subcommittee hearing this
afternoon, which we will do, and I thank him for his cooperation
in scheduling this hearing on this legislation. :

We have two of our colleagues in the Senate who will be also be
presenting testimony this afternoon, as well as other distinguished
witnesses.

1)
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We are here today to discuss the very important issue of foreign
shipbuilding subsidies and the effect that such subsidies have on
the U.S. shipbuilding market. '

I apﬁreciate, as I have indicated, Chairman Baucus in scheduling
these hearings, especially given the tight schedule restraints that
we have at the end of this session.

We are pleased that we have many distinguished witnesses ap-
gearing before the subcommittee. And again, our two colleagues,

enator Lott and Senator Mikulski presenting their testimony.

I would add that they have both been major players in develop-
ing legislation to address the problems of American shipyards, as
wﬁ"l as the problems of the American maritime industry as a
whole.

It sometimes seems like we have been working on these problems
for far too long, but we will continue our efforts.

We point out that since 1981, the United States has had virtually
no shipbuilding promotional policy.

It was in 1981 that our country decided to unilaterally stop as-
sisting shievconstruction. We did not ask for concessions from our
countries. We decided to stop assisting our own industry. :

We didn’t threaten to continue subsidizing if other countries con-
tinued their subsidy practices. We just unilaterally decided to stop
our shipbuilding program.

Because of this, we are now being forced to negotiate with other
sh{sbuilding countries from a position of weakness.

hile I would prefer that this problem be resolved through inter-
:ilational negotiations, those negotiations have been unsuccessful to
ate.

First, the Shipbuilding Council of America filed a Section 301 pe-
tition in 1989 to force the countries to stop subsidizing their ship-
building industry.

The USTR then requested that the petition be withdrawn so that
they could negotiate and end the foreign subsidies through the Or-
ganization for Economic and Cooperative Development, the OECD.

The OECD talks seemed hopetul. Then, the talks stalled. Then,
they seemed hopeful again. Then, they stalled again. And this now
has gone on for several years.

l.Meanwhile, the U.S. shipbuilding industry has continued to de-
cline.

In response to the lack of this action on foreiin shipbuilding sub-
sidies, I along with Senators Lott and Mikulski and others intro-
duced S. 990, the Shipbuilding Trade Reform Act of 1993.

The bill seeks to prevent countries from subsidizing shipbuilding
by penalizing vessel owners when they call at U.S. ports.

It does not, however, target every vessel built in a subsidized
shipyard. Rather, it penalizes the ships that are registered in a
country that subsidizes shipbuilding or that are owned by citizens
of a subsidizing country.

Among the sanctions that may be imposed are monetary pen-
alties, refusal of clearance into a U.S. port or limitations on the
nurqb:air of sailings into U.S. ports or the amount of cargo that is
carried.

Législationsimilar to S. 990, the so-called Gibbons bill, has been
making its way through the House of Representatives.
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. I know that many of you who are testifying here today have also
testified on the Gibbons bill as well.

It was my understandinﬁ in response to your testimony and your
suggestions that that bill has been substantially modified in many
of its objectives. And notably, most of the administration’s objec-
tives have been lifted.

I will be interested to hear the administration’s testimony on the
Senate bill today, since the administration has just released a ship-
building promotional proposal.

It is apparent that the House and the Senate are not too far
apart on this issue.

Those countries that continue to subsidize their shipbuilding in-
dustries should be watching the action in the U.S. Congress with
much interest.

There should be great cause for concern on their part that this
administration and this Congress will not stand idly by while the
American shipyards are made to suffer because of the unfair prac-
::iices of foreign governments that subsidize their shipbuilding in-

ustry.

It is my intent—I think also I share the intent of the gentle-
woman from Maryland, the gentleman from Mississippi.

It is our intent to push this legislation for final enactment early
on in the next session.

I look forward with my colleagues to a signing ceremony of this
legislation at the White House early next year.

With that, I would like to recognize our two colleagues, which I
have mentioned in my opening comments and the work that they
have contributed to this effort.

Senator Mikulski, Senator Lott said you had another pressing
apgointment. And I have agreed to let her go first. And since she
is here, I recognize her at this time.

STATEMENT OF HON. BARBARA A. MIKULSKI, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM MARYLAND

Senator MIKULSKI. Thank you so much, Senator Breaux. And
thank you Mr. Lott for allowing me this opportunity.

As you know, I am the original sponsor of the shipbuilding re-
form bill. And I wanted to be here to testify.

And it is so cogent today because here we are on the brink of
waiting for the decision on the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment to talk about opening markets and generating jobs.

And I feel that one of the most important things we need to be
focused on is generating jobs and also preserving our industrial
base. And that would be in the shipbuilding area.

If the American shipbuilding industry is going to survive, we
must eliminate unfair subsidies by foreign governments to ship-
building and repair operations within their borders, to promote free
and fair trade in international shipbuilding, support the shipbuild-
ing and shipper repair industries that are vital to the U.S. national
defense and economic security, and prevent the complete dis-
appearance of American commercial shipping.

This legislation will require the Secretary of Commerce to list all
countries that subsidize commercial ships.
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Those countries will be required to sign an international trade
agreement with the United States to stop its unfair trade practices
or we would impose sanctions.

In my own home town of Baltimore and other great American in-
dustrial maritime cities are cities of contrast.

They are cities of rebirth and revitalization. Yet, they are also
becoming cities of empty shipyards and abandoned steel mills.

Now, Baltimore has only one shipyard where it once employed
40,000 workers in the shipbuilding industry.

We used to make liberty ships in Baltimore. Now, they are mu-
seum pieces. We used to turn out a ship every two weeks. Of
course, those times are gone forever.

From the late 1960’s to 1981, Baltimore shipyards built more
than 50 ships. Many of them were tanker or container ships.

But since 1981, only two ships were built in Baltimore. And
these were for the U.S. Navy.

Mr. Chairman, I know that there are others who want to speak.
And I just to want to say that in the United States in 1981, we
ended unilaterally all shipbuilding subsidies.

Now, the U.S. merchant ships under construction has gone from
49 over the last decade to zero.

We can compete in this country. The American worker can out-
compete, out-work anybody in the world. However, we cannot com-
pete with foreign governments.

And I believe that Bethlehem Steel or Bath shipyards or the
great ones in your State or in the State of Mississippi are out there
to compete in this new world order.

But we cannot compete against other governments. And the
whole purpose of this legislation is to begin to level the playing for
the American shipyard industry.

I think it is important to jobs. I think it is important to national
security. And if we are going to have free trade in this hemisphere,
then we ought to be able to have fair competition. And that is why
we advocate this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that my statement be
included in full in the record.

Senator BREAUX. Without objection.

[T(‘il}e ]prepared statement of Senator Mikulski appears in the ap-
pendix.

Senator MIKULSKI. And I would like to thank you for your leader-
ship, along with Senator Lott’s in working for an aggressive mari-
time policy, whether it is for the American merchant marine flag-
ship fleet or whether it is for American shipyards.

Senator BREAUX. Well, I thank the gentlewoman for her state-
ment. I said before she has been anything but gentle on this issue.

She has been a real bull dog and a tiger in the promotion of the
American shipbuilding industry and the American maritime indus-
try.
We thank her for her contribution and for her sponsorship of this
legislation.

Let me recognize a distinguished member of the Finance Com-
mittee, our Majority Leader, and any comments he may have.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE J. MITCHELL, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM MAINE

Senator MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, first, thank you very much for
holding this hearing.

This is important to the Nation, to your State, to my State,
States of Senators Lott and Mikulski and others.

In May, Mr. Chairman, I joined with you and other Senators in
introducing the Shipbuilding Reform Act of 1993 because the legis-
lation is an important step toward discouraging foreign government
subsidies to their commercial shipbuilding and repair industries,
and l:‘or bringing fair competition to the international shipbuilding
market.

I am pleased that the committee is today hearing testimony on
the bill. And I am especially pleased that Duane Fitzgerald, presi-
dent of the Maine shipyard, Bath Iron Works, will testify today on
this important legislation.

Since the United States eliminated direct subsidization of com-
mercial ship construction in 1981, we have seen our commercial
shipbuilding industry disappear in the face of unfair foreign trad-
ing practices.

Most of the world’s shipbuilding nations, including Japan, South
Korea, Germany, France, Italy, and Spain have continued to sup-
port their domestic commercial shipyards with extensive subsidies.

Our shipyards consequently have not been able to compete in the
commercial shipbuilding market.

The U.S. shipbuilding industry has survived by building military
- vessels for the U.S. Government.

Employing over 150,000 workers, the industry has provided the
United States with one of the world’s most advanced naval fleets.

However, with the end of the Cold War and the downturn in the
demand for military ships, the domestic industry or much of it is
losing its principal customer.

If these unfair trade practices are not stopped so the U.S. ship-
yards can reenter commercial shipbuilding, this Nation risks losing
its capacity to build ships. And that is something that we simply
cannot permit to happen.

The shipbuilding industry is vital to the economic interests of my
State of Maine. Bath Iron Works is Maine’s largest private em-
ployer. And it is one of the leading shipyards in the Nation.

As Mr. Fitzgerald will testify, Bath Iron Works has successfully
delivered 230 naval service combatants and over 200 merchant ves-
sels in the course of its 109 history, including two world-class
Arleigh Burke Aegis destroyers.

The Bath shipyard has the technology and the expertise to suc-
ceed, but it cannot—and will not—if foreign shipyards are selling
below-cost vessels on the international market.

Now, I would prefer that these trade-distorting measures be
eliminated in a successful conclusion of the OECD shipbuilding ne-
gotiations.

A multilateral agreement would be more effective than unilateral
action in eliminating these unfair practices.

But the lack of progress in those multilateral negotiations re-
quires that Congress act promptly on this bill.
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The Shipbuilding Trade Reform Act is designed to provide our
trade negotiators with the leverage needed to conclude a fair multi-
lateral agreement.

But let’s be clear. For those who say don’t pass this bill, let the
negotiations reach a conclusion, the answer must be the negotia-
tions won't reach a conclusion unless we pass this bill.

Now, I urge all of my colleagues to support the enactment of this
important legislation. Encouraging free and fair trade in the inter-
national shiphuilding industry will help the survival of our domes-
tic shipyards, protect thousands of jobs, and allow U.S. ship-
builders to compete in the international marketplace.

Mr. Chairman, I want to conclude as I began by commending you
for your leadership in this area and by committing myself with
other Senators to work with you in achieving early action on this
important legislation.

enator BREAUX. I want to thank the Majority Leader for his
statement.

I think that that statement should be heard very clearly, not
only here in Washington, but it should be heard clearly in capitals
around the world and by other countries who are engaged in OECD
talks. I think it is a very clear statement on behalf of the Majority
Leader which will go a long way, I think, in helping to resolve this
problem,

We thank him for it.

I would welcome the Ranking Minority member on the Merchant
Marine Subcommittee, Senator Lott from Mississippi.

STATEMENT OF HON. TRENT LOTT, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
MISSISSIPPI

Senator LOTT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And I pleased to see the Majority Leader has been here and
made his fine statement. I appreciate him taking the time from his
busy schedule to do that.

And it is a pleasure to appear before you, since I am usually with
you, but you are certainly everywhere this issue comes up. You are
there doing the job. And I really appreciate that fact.

I would like to submit my statement for the record. And I will
just highlight from my statement.

Senator BREAUX. Without objection.
d.[’Iihe prepared statement of Senator Lott appears in the appen-

ix.

Senator LOTT. You have heard me say this before, Mr. Chairman,
}»1\1'1;21 remember when I was running for Congress the first time in
1972,

You had just come to the House of Representatives just about at
that time. And there was talk about the need to do something to
Relp merchant marines so that we would have a merchant marine

eet. .

And it was something that was discussed in that presidential
campaign. We were really going to take some actions. And here we
are over 20 years later. And we have done nothing since.

And there has been a slow steady decline in the number of ship-
yards and the number of related companies that provide supplies
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to those shipyards and the number of American shipbuilders’ jobs
over that 20-year period.

So I think it is long past time that we do something very serious
in this area. And I am encouraged by a couple of recent develop-
ments.

I am encouraged, first of all, that this hearing is being held be-
fore this International Trade Subcommittee.

It is always a pleasure to work with the Senator from Maryland,
Senator Mikulski. And she certainly has been an aggressive col-
league in this effort. I have enjoyed working with her.

I think we do have good legislation here. I think it has been seri-
ously considered, more so than before.

And I also am pleased with some of the interest being shown by
the new administration in this area.

So I think we have an opportunity now to really get some action.
I hope that you will move this legislation forward.

It is important to me personaﬁ’y because I do come from a ship-
building community. My father was a pipe fitter in a shipyard. 1
have been around ships and shipbuilding all my life.

So it really is something that I feel strongly about and actually
emotional about. It is important to my State, like Bath shipyard is
important to Maine, the biggest private employer.

The same is true with Ingalls shipyard, a Litton Industry sub-
sidiary in Pasquagulia, MS, by far the largest employer in my
State and for a number of years, the largest single employer of Ala-
bamians.

V‘clle now have about 14,000 to 15,000 people working in the ship-
yard.

We have done well with Navy work, but there is a limit, I guess,
to how long we can count on that when you look at what is happen-
in% with the Navy budget.

o it is important to me, to my State, but also most importantly,
I think it is important to America.

Our shipyards provide high-paying jobs for skilled workers. Still,
over 100,000 workers are employed in the shipbuilding industry
and thousands more employed in related industries.

Shipyards are important for our country’s national security. And
far too often, we have lost sight of that fact.

We are a maritime nation that relies on trade and the freedom
of the seas. The ability to build our own ships is essential to de-
fending our Nation’s interests. .

And we found out in the Persian Gulf War that it sometimes is
a problem just to fet the merchant ships to move equipment when
we have a national emergency.

And a major concern is the fact that our shipyards are in real
danger of dwindling to the point that even more will go out of exist-
ence.

Over the past 11 years, approximately 50 shipyards have closed
thei]x; doors, putting more than 44,000 production workers out of
work.

The main reason for this is the foreign shipbuilding subsidies.
Now, it has already been pointed out that in 1981, we mistakenly,
unilaterally ended our construction differential subsidy or the CDS

program.
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Instead of dismantling their subsidies, other countries increased
subsidies to their yards. Shipbuilding abroad expanded. Our indus-
try started a slow or continued slow decline.

Five years ago to their credit, the Shipbuilders Council of Amer-
ica acted to address foreign subsidies and end this decline.

They filed a Section 301 petition with the U.S. Trade Representa-
tive. The petition was withdrawn at the USTR’s request. And mul-
tilateral negotiations were initiated under the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development.

Those negotiations are still going on, but frankly, they haven’t
yielded very much.

And unless we have legislation action or a much more aggressive
attitude by this administration than we have had in the past, I do
not think they are going to yield that much.

Here are some examples of what foreigr Nations have done in
supplying subsidies to their shipyards. In the case of South Korea
$2.4 billion since 1988, Germany $2.3 billion; Japan $1.9 billion,
and Italy $940 million.

S. 990 is the best way to encourage other countries to stop these
subsidies and make it clear to them that we are serious, we are not
going to take it any longer. And as Senator Mikulski said, enough
18 enough. And it is time for us to act.

“This provides the incentive to end those subsidies by linking dis-
continuation to access to U.S. ports of vessels of a subsidizing Na-
tion.

The will get very concerned about that. And they should. And
that is our intent. '

We have a window of opportunity here over the next 10 years.
The world market will require $300 to $400 billion worth of new
vessel construction. Now, the question is, are we going to be in that
market or not?

Are we going to lose more shipyards or more workers in those
shipyards job opportunities? We have that choice right now. But if
we wait much longer, that choice will be gone.

Now, in the Armed Services Committee, I worked with Senator
Cohen of Maine and other House members to see if we couldn’t get
some J)umping going in this area.

And we did pass the National Shipbuilding Initiative for the De-
gartment of Defense Authorization Bill. It was not all we wanted,

ut it was a step in the right direction.

And if there is any area where we nced some conversion funds
to (li)e used, it seems to me like shipbuilding would be the best place
to do it.

So with that new shipbuilding initiative coupled with this bill,
we either are going to get foreign countries to start acting respon-
sibly, we are going to get our negotiators to ne%otiate more aggres-
siv'elgl, or, in my opinion, we should pass this legislation and do it
quickly.

So I am pleased that you are having the hearing. Let’s do what
you and I have been woriing on for almost 20 years.

We tried very hard to close it at the end of the session last year
and didn’t quite make it. But this time, we have the time and cer-
tainly the timing is right. So I look forward to working with you
to make that happen.
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Senator BREAUX. Well, let me thank you, Senator Lott, for your
erseverance and determination and involvement in this area. It
as been one that we, as you have said, have worked on together

for a very long period of time.

And I really share your thoughts and sense that I think that we
are on the brink of getting something accomplished, either legisla-
tively in this Congress, as we heard the Majority Leader, I think,
so strongly state just a minute ago about moving this legislation
early in the next session of the Congress, or through a successful
OECD negotiation.

I don’t think any of us are concerned about how it is accom-
plished, but just that it is in fact accomplished clearly and un-
equivocally.

hank you for being with us.

We are pleased to have our colleague, Senator Grassley, with us
Hho has been involved in many of these maritime issues on the

oor.

I ;{?int out to my good friend and colleague, this is an area where
the United States ended all of our subsidies to the shipbuilding in-
dustry back in 1981, unilaterally.

And the problem, of course, that we are facing I would suggest
is that the other countries around the world have unfairly contin-
ued to highly subsidize their industry. And that is what we are try-
in% to reach a settlement on. :

o we are pleased to have him as a member of this trade sub: e,

et

committee present his comments.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, A U.S.h'
SENATOR FROM I0WA

Senator GRASSLEY. Thank you.

And you probably would not be surprised if I disagreed to some
extent with the statement you just made. And I would present just
a little bit of information for consideration by the committee and
by our witnesses today to that point.

I am not going to {;e able to be here, but I will be right down
the hall at Judiciary, just in case somebody wants me to come back
to defend some points I might make, or in the answer to these
guestions, make some rebuttals that they want me to personally

ear.

I appreciate the opportunity to address this committee and our
hearing witnesses regarding foreign ship subsidies and shipbuild-

ing.

And I would like each of those testifying today to answer a single
question: what benefit is it to the American shipbuilding industry
to penalize and harm their customers for making logical and ra-
tional business decisions that every other business would make
that is, buying the lowest priced product available? In this case, it
happens to be vessels.

etaliating against foreign customers who purchase vessels can
only hurt us. The reason should be obvious to all. American ship-
building will never recover by selling only to U.S. flag carriers.

More important to this country, the passage of this legislation
would destroy hundreds of thousands of jobs put at risk by the in-
evitable trade war that would result.

L
’
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As we will hear today later, over 2 million jobs will be put at
risk. It is more than just a little ironic that while some continue
to rationalize maritime subsidies in the name of ensuring that the
United States enjoys robust international commerce, that it is the
maritime industry that pushes legislation that will actually destroy
our international trade and jobs that American workers depend
upon.

The only practical and acceptable way to resolve the unfair trade
subsidies of foreign governments is to enter into honest negotia-
tions with those governments.

I support multinational maritime negotiations. But while the
U.S. maritime industry complains about foreign policies and sub-
sidies, it is also the U.S. maritime industry that is against truly
comprehensive negotiations. It is the U.S. maritime industry which
reg.lnses to allow its protectionist policies to be put on the GATT
table.

If anyone read the Journal of Commerce today, they will have
seen the American maritime industry, through its clout with Con-
gress, is at the point of jeopardizing the entire GATT process.

Maritime has negotiated the shipbuilding problems through the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. And it
has gone nowhere.

Should that be a surprise when OECD and anyone willing to be
honest, understand that U.S. protectionist policies—such as the
Jones Act, cargo preference, Operation Differential Subsidy—are in
fact shipbuilding subsidies?

In fact, rightly or wrongly, many of our foreign trading partners
view Navy sea lift construction monies as unfair subsidies that go
only to American shipbuilders.

But thanks to the maritime industry, the U.S. negotiators are re-
strained from putting these protectionist policies on the OECD or
GATT tables.

So my second question and last question is to those testifying
today. Will you support putting the Jones Act, cargo preference,
capital construction funds, ODS, and the new shipbuilding sub-
sidies recently included in cur defense bills on the OECD and
GATT tables so that the United States can get serious about fight-
ing unfair foreign subsidies?

Now, if the answer is “no,” it is an admission that these policies
are, indeed, shipbuilding subsidies, which leads to the undeniable
conclusion that this disastrous foreign shipbuilding legislation
should not be given a second thought.

Mr. Chairman, I also want to submit for the record a copy of an
OMB report completed in 1982, entitled U.S. Maritime Programs
and Policies.

[The questions and information submitted by Senator Grassley
appear in the appendix.]

Senator GRASSLEY. This report describes how ineffective mari-
time subsidies have been, including the former construction dif-
ferential subsidy. This gives us critical perspective relative to to-
day’s hearing.

Now, I hope that the press will be interested in obtaining copies
of this from my office because I was told by OMB staff who pro-
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duced this report that the maritime industry exerted its muscle to
ensure that it would never be made public.

So today may be the first day that a full report is available. 1
have that right here. Aud I will leave that for the record.

This report describes a deteriorating maritime industry which—
despite the enormous amounts of subsidies provided by taxpayers—
continued to deteriorate.

The report exposed the myths of national security and economic
justifications for all maritime programs, including cargo preference
and shipbuilding subsidies.

And it also attacked the credibility of the maritime industry and
maritime administration studies and claims. And I think it is well
worth everybody’s consideration. :

I thank you.

Senator BREAUX. I thank the Senator for his contribution. I think
that he would agree that the goal of eliminating foreign subsidies
is a goal that we should share even if we disagree with subsidies.

And, of course, the point is that the United States unilaterally
eliminated shipbuilding subsidies, direct subsidies by government
to shipyards back in 1981. -

We did it unilaterally without getting any quid pro quo for that.
I thought that was a mistake when we did it. I think it has proven
to be a mistake because other countries have not followed through.

They continue to blatantly subsidize with direct financial assist-
ance their shipyards. And that is the problem that we are facing.

The goals of these hearings is to try and produce legislation
which would accomplish what international talks to this point have
not been able to accomplish, that is a removal of the foreign sub-
sidies, like the United States has several years ago, two decades
ago, when we unilaterally did away with our direct subsidies.

If we could just get foreign countries to do away with their direct
subsidies, our companies and our shipyards could be just as pro-
ductive and I think more productive. And that is really the goal of
this legislation.

We want to welcome as our first witness Hon. Don Phillips who
is the Assistant U.S. Trade Representative for the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative Office, USTR, which had a great success as an office
yesterday in the House, and seems to be in the Senate with the
NAFTA agreement.

Don, we welcome you. I have read your testimony. If you would
like to summarize it, we would get to the questions.

STATEMENT OF DONALD PHILLIPS, ASSISTANT U.S. TRADE
REPRESENTATIVE FOR INDUSTRY, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. PHILLIPS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee.

With your permission I will summarize the statement that has
previously been submitted to the committee.
a ['Iihe prepared statement of Mr. Phillips appears in the appen-
ix.

Mr. PHILLIPS. We are pleased to report today on international
shipbuilding issues and in particular legislation dealing with the
problems facing the U.S. shipbuilding industry.
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I will not address all those bills, but will give the administra-
tion’s view on S. 990 and its revised counterpart in the House, H.R.
1402.

In addition, I would like to give you an update on the status of
negotiations which are now being actively pursued under the
OECD, and to describe briefly the administration’s plan to help the
shipbuilding industry recover its international competitiveness.

As you have pointed out, Mr. Chairman, this important industry
has encountered serious challenges that have reduced demand for
its output and forced cutbacks in production and employment and
reduced profitability.

During this period, many shipbuilding industries press their gov-
ernments for assistance. In response, many countries stepped up
their aid to shipyards with massive levels of subsidies in virtually
every form.

However, as you have pointed out, in 1981, subsidies to the U.S.
shipbuilding industry were discontinued.

For a time, U.S. yards were sustained by large orders for naval
vessels. In recent years, however, in the face of naval cutbacks

Senator BREAUX. Let me interrupt you. I'm sorry. When did you
say the talks were discontinued?

Mr. PHILLIPS. Pardon? The talks?

Senator BREAUX. Yes. The last time.

Mr. PHILLIPS. The talks were discontinued in——

Senator BREAUX. April?

Mr. PHILLIPS. 1992. In April of 1992.

Senator BREAUX. All right. I thought you had said 1991.

Mr. PHILLIPS. No. I actually said the subsidies were discontinued
in 1981. I was referring to that. Thank you.

Recognizing that our industry cannot compete with foreign gov-
ernment resources made available to shipyards, the SCA did seek
relief under Section 301. \

And in response, and with their approval, we initiated negotia-
tion of a multilateral agreement,

The European community, Norway, Finland, Sweden, Japan, and
Korea, the major shipbuilding Nations of the ‘world all are partici-
pating in these negotiations.

And I would underscore that all interested parties appear to
share the view that the conclusion of such a multilateral agreement
is the best way to deal with the problems of the world’s shipbuild-
ing industry.

At first, a fair degree of progress was made in the negotiations.
However, they became drawn out as talks focused on the issues
that were most sensitive and complicated.

And in April 1992, we or we had serious doubts that other par-
ties were seriously mterested in concluding an agreement.

We told the parties that we were not prepared to schedule fur-
ther meetings until it was clear that all participants were commit-
ted to conclude an agreement and there was a reasonable prospect
for success.

In early 1993, a new chairman was appointed for OECD ship-
télgléi]i)ng issues, Staffan Sohlmann, the Swedish Ambassador to the
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He called an informal meeting of participants in June. And on
the basis of that meeting, the chairman set forth a framework for
resumption of negotiations.

That framework called for talks to be completed by year end and
set January 1, 1995 as a deadline for eliminating subsidy pro-
grams.

All parties agreed to resume negotiations on the basis of the
chairman’s framework. And subsequently, we have held negotiating
sessions in September and November.

There are several outstanding issues. And although we have
made progress in closing gaps, important differences still remain.

The chairman has scheduled a meeting in early December, spe-
cifically December 6 to 8, at which he will present revised com-
promise proposals on the outstanding issues. And he anticipates
that this package will close the gap and give shape to the final text
of the agreement.

At this point, our view would be that although important dif-
ferences still stand between us and agreement, the prospects of
b;'ix:iging the parties together into an agreement are reasonably
good.

Although supportive of an international agreement and negotia-
tions, Congress has repeatedly expressed concern about the slow
pace and uncertainty of a positive result.

And in the spring of this year, reflecting continuing concerns
about this issue and the then dormant state of negotiations, S. 990
was introduced as well as the newly revised bill by Congressman
Gibbons, H.R. 1402.

Both bills would provide for the investigation of countries that
subsidize their shipyards and would authorize the imposition of
sanctions on the fleets of such countries.

The administration shares the objective of this legislation, name-
ly elimination of shipbuilding subsidies and other distorted prac-
tices.

Although we believe that conclusion of an agreement is by far
the best solution to the problems facing the U.S. shipbuilding in-
dustry and would largely eliminate the reasons for which the legis-
lation was proposed, nevertheless, we are aware of the possibility
that an agreement might still elude us.

And consequently, as Ambassador Yerxa testified before the
House Ways and Means Trade subcommittee in July of this year,
we are prepared to work with Congress to develop remedies for the
trade policy problems faced by our shipbuilding industry and ways
that would support the long-term objective of eliminating subsidies.

We do have concerns about several aspects of S. 990, as we did
about H.R. 1402 when it was introduced earlier this year.

Now, we would like to work with you so as to ensure the legisla-
tion would not work at cross purposes with our common objective
and would be consistent with our overall trade policy and inter-
national obligations.

Some of the areas where we think significant changes are re-
quired include the following. We believe that an investigation
should be complaint driven, which would not preclude the possibil-
ity of self initiation of complaints.
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We believe that there should be an adverse effects test whereby
sanctions would apply only if it is determined that adverse effects
or injury are suffered by U.S. shipbuilders as a result of the prac-
tice.

We also believe the administration should have discretion so that
sanctions would not be required to be administered in ways that
are disproportionate to the subsidies involved or not in the national
interest.

We alse believe that the cargo diversion remedy poses adminis-
trative problems and might be challenged in the GATT.

The recently amended H.R. 1402 seems to address in a largely
satisfactory manner all but the last item, i.e. the cargo diversion
remedy, which remains a serious concern for the administration,
but one which we assume can be worked out.

We would look forward to working closely with you and your
Senate colleagues and their staffs on the above points, as weﬁ as
other detailed changes that might be beneficial.

Let me just add a word or two about the President’s plan of as-
sistance to the shipbuilding industry. Our concern is not only with
the unfair competitive advantage that foreign shipbuilders have
been enjoying, but to help the industry make the transition from
defense related to commercial production.

On October 1, President Clinton transmitted to the Congress the
administration’s proposed program of assistance to the industry,
significant parts of which have been incorporated into the Defense
Authorization Act.

The main components of the program are as follows. In the first
instance, the inclusion of an international agreement to eliminate
subsidies is seen as the key to ensuring U.S. shipbuilders access to
international markets.

Second, the bill would provide for the establishment of an aver-
age of $44 million a year in funding for MARITECH, a new joint
effort of the Department of Defense Advanced Research Project and
the U.S. shipbuilding industry.

The Title XI Loan Guarantee Program would be extended to pro-
vide financing for export sales, as well as domestic sales.

The fourth phase of the program involves reduction of regula-
tions, regulatory burdens. And the fifth phase, an expansion of the
Executive Branch activities to assist the marketing efforts of firms.

This five-point program is a transitional program, consistent
with Federaf)assistance to other industries seeking to convert from
defense to civilian markets.

It seeks to support, not undercut the negotiations that are cur-
rently underway in the OECD.

In this regard, we have made clear our intention to modify this
program as appropriate so that it would be consistent with the pro-
vision of a multilateral agreement, if and when such an agreement
enters into force.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would be glad to answer any ques-
tions that you or other members may have.

Senator BREAUX. Well, thank you very much, Don. I appreciate
your being with us.

And let me start off by getting some basics before the committee
so that I can understand it better.
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OECD is not just shipbuilding subsidy talks. There are other
things involved. Is that correct?

Mr. PHILLIPS. That is correct.

Senator BREAUX. Like for what?

Mr. PHILLIPS. Well, the OECD conducts a broad range of meet-
ings on basic economic issues that concern essentially the devel-
oped countries in the world.

Senator BREAUX. Is it under the auspices of the U.N. or is it a
separate organization?

Mr. PHILLIPS. It is a separate organization. It was formed after
the war. The shipbuilding negotiations are a bit of an anomaly be-
cause usually, they don’t negotiate these types of agreements.

But basically, we took advantage of the fact that there was al-
ready a working party on shipbuilding. And it already had as mem-
bers, the key shipbuilding countries.

Senator BREAUX. Would you list for the committee the countries
!;ha‘; are participating in the OECD talks with regard to shipbuild-
ing?

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes. The European commur.ty and Japan; the
United States, of course; Korea; and then the Nordic countries,
Sweden, Finland, and Norway.

Senator BREAUX. Go ahead.

Mr. PHILLIPS. I was just going to say these countries account for
approximately 75 or 80 percent of world shipbuilding.

Senator BREAUX. I take it from hearing that list that there are
some countries engaged in shipbuilding that allegedly are also en-
gaged in shipbuilding practices that are not part of OECD, China,
Taiwan I didn’t hear were members. Maybe some other ones come
to mind fairly quickly.

If the OECD was to successfully negotiate an agreement that
bound the members tomorrow, what effect would it have on non-
member countries, if any?

Mr. PHILLIPS. Well, it, of course, would not have any immediate
effect on non-members. We would make a strenuous effort to try
to get significant shipbuilding countries into the agreement.

We have focused thus far on trying to resolve differences between
the countries mentioned.

Senator BREAUX. Outline for my information and the committee’s
information the type of subsidies that are the subject of the talks,
I mean, in sort of generic terms.

I mean, what are we talking about? We still have some programs
that could arguably be assistance programs for the shipbuilding in-
dustry, some of which are not funded very well, like Title XI loan
guarantees.

The United States, as I pointed out, unilaterally gave up the di-
rect construction differential subsidies back in 1981.

What type of subsidies are we trying to eliminate in the OECD
talks? What are we talking about?

Mr. PHILLIPS. Well, virtually any type of support that would di-
rectly or indirectly involve a subsidy. Now, there have been a wide
array of subsidies or support for the shipbuilding industry.

In the first instance, several countries provide direct support.
The European community, for example, provides a percentage or
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allows member state countries to provide a certain percentage of
the contract as a subsidy.

Senator BREAUX. I mean, this is an actual financial contribution
towards the construction of that vessel?

Mr. PaILLIPS. Yes. It works essentially in that way.

Senator BREAUX. All right. What else?

Mr. PHILLIPS. They have also provided large subsidies in some
countries for restructuring. In other words, giving them funds to
modernize their plants, in some cases, also to rationalize in terms
of shutting down parts of plants.

Senator BREAUX. What about financing, is that——

Mr. PHILLIPS. Financing is also at issue. And there are home
credit schemes which in some cases are coupled with domestic
build requirements and we believe can provide an indirect support
to the shipbuilders. That is also one of the issues that is under dis-
cussion.

Senator BREAUX. Anything else that comes to mind?

Mr. PHILLIPS. Well, the list of practices that are covered is quite
extensive, and virtually covers any type of subsidy that might be
provided to the shipbuilding industry.

There is allowance for a certain amount of government support
or subsidies for research and development.

Senator BREAUX. What about programs it seems to me over the
years most countries have with regard to their domestic fleets, pro-
grams like a comparable Jones Act program that requires vessels
that do trade within a country be built in that country and ap-
proved by citizens of that country? Is that an alleged illegal subsidy
that’s on the table or not? »

Mr. PHILLIPS. Well, insofar as we are only dealing with ship-
building, we have only been concerned with domestic build require-
ments.

And generally, domestic build requirements are considered to be
a distortive practice and would be eliminated.

However, we have taken the view that we would not be prepared
to commit to the elimination of the Jones Act home build require-
ment.

Senator BREAUX. Is that pretty much a consensus of the other
countries in the——

Mr. PHILLIPS. No. They are still taking issue with that point, but
that has been a position we have taken since the outset of the ne-
gotiations.

Senator BREAUX. Do they not have a similar type requirement in
most of their countries?

Mr. PHILLIPS. There are home build requirements of various
sorts in some of these countries. They have indicated for the most
part that they would be prepared to eliminate those.

Senator BREAUX. Of the countries that are participating in the
talks, is the United States perhaps the only one that does not have
a dix:)ect construction differential subsidy type of program in exist-
ence?

Mr. PHILLIPS. At this point, there is not a direct differential type
subsidy in Japan or Korea. There is in the European community.
I think there are also some similar programs in some of the Nordic
countries.
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Senator BREAUX. Let me ask you, do we come to the talks with
clean hands in the sense that we can argue I think with a straight
face that meets the laugh test that we are a country that is seeking
the elimination of subsidies because we do not have those types of
subsidies?

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes. I think that is essentially true. We have, how-
ever, indicated a willingness to change our programs where they
would be in conflict with the OECD-—whatever rules we would
agree to in this multilateral process.

Senator BREAUX. In other words, we are talking about changing
some of—perhaps are offering to talk about changing some of our
Eractices that are still on the books if we get something in return,

ut not to do so unilaterally, like we did in 19817

Mr. PHILLIPS. We have indicated we are prepared to eliminate
distortive practices on the U.S. side with the exception of the Jones
Act home build requirement, as I mentioned earlier.

Senator BREAUX. All right. Let me get into the question of GATT
consistency with regard to what we may hope to accomplish in the
OECD talks.

Are there problems of potential conflict between what we may do
and an OECD talking and the existing GATT rules?

Mr. PHILLIPS. There may be some instances, for example, where
you were imposing sanctions under the OECD because we antici-
pate that we will have a binding dispute settlement. So it would
allow for some sanctions to be applied in that process.

So there could conceivably be a difficulty with GATT, but the
countries would essentially waive their GATT rights in accepting
this binding dispute settlement process.

Senator BREAUX. You have a preliminary text I take it?

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes. There has been a text which has been worked
out over the last few years.

Senator BREAUX. What happened in April of 1992 that led to the
decision? I'm not sure. Were you there at that time? .

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes.

Senator BREAUX. What led to the decision in April of 1992 to dis-
continue the talks? I take it that was an initiative on behalf of the
United States that felt that we were not getting anywhere.

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes. That is correct. Essentia:ly, we had set De-
cember as a time to conclude negotiations. We had then set April
because we had not been able to resolve everything. *

We felt that we had built up a certain amount of momentum to
conclude the negotiations, but as that particular session evolved,
we came to the conclusion that some of the other countries did not
really have a mandate or a serious interest in concluding negotia-
tions at that time.

Senator BREAUX. Comment on this. If I was representing another
country and heading their delegation at the talks, and I saw that
the United States, which is obviously one of the larger markets of
the world, no construction subsidy program for their shipyards, and
my country does, it would be in my interest to go to all the talks
and participate in all the talks and debate at all the talks and talk
at all the talks, but never to really be serious about giving up the
advantage that my country has because we in fact we would have
a subsidy program.
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Is that characierization unfair or is that a characterization that
has probably crossed your mind at some point?

Mr. PHILLIPS. Well, it has certainly crossed my mind. And as I
said, at the April meeting, we were concerned that some parties did
not appear to be motivated.

That being said, we think that many of them do have a positive
interest in reaching an agreement and are anxious to avoid the ex-
pense of subsidies.

Senator BREAUX. Why would they have an interest in giving up
an advantage that they have in regard to shipbuilding?

Mr. PuiLLips. Well, particular in Europe, this program has been
quite expensive. And they have been trying to reduce the level of
subsidization.

But the—

Senator BREAUX. In other words, a cost factor is the motivating
force for them trying to eliminate it.

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes.

Senator BREAUX. But that’s just posed against full employment
for their shipyard workers and the addition to the positive cash
flow that that type of generates for their government.

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes.

Senator BREAUX. What effect would the passage of U.S. legisla-
tion be that would take action against countries that subsidize
those shipyards, at least those ship owners that purchase ships in
that country?

What would be in your opinion an effect of an enactment in the
signing of that type of legislation on the negotiating countries in
the OECD?

Mr. PHILLIPS. Well, let me say first that these countries are well
aware of the legislation that has been discussed and proposed in
both Houses of Congress.

And I think that has been a concern to them and has——

Senator BREAUX. We can tell by the number of calls we get from
embassies about the status of this bill.

Mr. PHILLIPS. And, of course, we would hope to be able to con-
clude the negotiations very quickly, but I would imagine that legis-
lation—as we have had said in our testimony, we believe that if we
are unable to do that, it would be useful to have legislation along
these lines.

Senator BREAUX. It is my opinion that the U.S. shipbuilding in-
dustry has been very patient and very cooperative in this effom\:n
a sense that since 1981 when we unilaterally gave up subsidies,
that they have gone through the regular channels of filing a Sec-
tion 301 petition.

When the USTR requested that they drop that, they did so. They
refiled it when nothing happened. And then, they were requested,
I take it, to drop it again, which they did.

I asked a previous U.S. Trade Representative for our country, I

uoted to her that every time that they ask the industry to drop
their 301 petition and they said they would study it and they did
and nothing happened.

I asked if they filed it again, what would be the response. And
essentially, I got back that they would study it again. And if they
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filed another petition, it would be studied, but no action would be
taken on it.

It is my impression that the industry instead of being quick on
the draw to seek: legislative remedies have been fairly cooperative
with our government when they were asked to drop their petition,
when they were asked a second time to drop their petition. And
only now are they supporting a legislative to this problem.

What is your impression in that regard?

Mr. PHILLIPS. Well, I would agree that they have been coopera-
tive. And we work very closely with them in terms of developing
negotiating objectives and the conduct of negotiations. So I would
agree on that point.

My impression is that over the last year or so, they have felt that
specific legislation would be better than a reopening of the 301 pe-
tition.

Senator BREAUX. Let me ask a final question. And I don’t want
to characterize Senator Grassley, but some may say that this is
just an effort on behalf of an industry that caunot compete in the
international market place, to seek government bail out through
legislation which would penalize more efficient producers of a prod-
uct in the world.

What is your thought about that?

Mr. PHILLIPS. Well, certainly, the initiative we are involved in in
the OECD, which is basically at the behest of the shipbuilders, is
aimed at eliminating the distortive practices of other countries, not
in gaining some special advantage for our industry.

So I think what our industry is looking for is a chance to compete
fairly in world markets and to eliminate the distortions that have
affected them in the past.

Senator BREAUX. Is it your understanding that goal that you are
Fufsying and the talks is to put our industry on a level playing
ield?

Or do you think that the result would be to give our industry a
governmental advantage in the construction of ships on the world
market?

Mr. PHILLIPS. No. The intention would be to give them a chance
to compete fairly. And by eliminating the subsidization which has
been quite extensive by other countries, to now enable them to get
a foothold in the market and utilize their skills and talents.

Senator BREAUX. I take it that you have been willing to talk in
terms of changing some of our practices as quid pro quo for getting
some ;elief from some of these other practices by foreign govern-
ments?

Mr. PHILLIPS, That is correct. And I might add that that position
has been supported by the industry.

Senator BREAUX. All right. Have you been made familiar with an
ITC report with regard to the effect of the average foreign ship-
building subsidy?

I know there has been a great deal. I am going to ask the indus-
try about this as well.

The debate over liability and correctness of that study. Are you
familiar with it?

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes. I am familiar with the study.
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Senator BREAUX. Do you have any thoughts about it? And how
have you handled it when it has been brought up? ’

Mr. PHILLIPS. Well, we thought there were a lot of flaws in the
study. And our basic view is that if we eliminate foreign subsidies,
our industry will be able to compete.

There is no doubt that they will have to make some efforts to do
so. They have not been in the commercial market for awhile, but
we think that the ability is there.

Senator BREAUX. When do the talks resume? What are the dates?

1:1/11'. PHILLIPS. The next meeting is scheduled for December 6, 7,
and 8.

Senator BREAUX. There are GATT people that sort of watch out
for what you are doing at the OECD talks, interaction?

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes. We consult closely with others in USTR. And
molsit of us are involved in several other negotiations or activity as
well.

Senator BREAUX. Well, I thank you.

We may have some follow up questions, but we are %oing to fol-
low it very closely with the talks. It may be that it would be appro-
priate to meet further with you and to consider participation in -
OECD talks in the round in order to let our negotiating partners
know exactly what the intent of the Congress is. And I will talk
further with you about that.

Mr. PHiLLIPS. All right. Thank you.

Senator BREAUX. Thank you very much.

Let me welcome up the panel, consisting of the shipbuilding in-
dustry: Mr. John Stoker, president, Shipbuilders Council of Amer-
ica; Mr. Bill Higgins, executive vice president of McDermott, Inc.,
a good Louisiana company; and Mr. Duane Fitzgerald who is presi-
dent of a good Maine company, Bath Iron Works.

It is strictly a coincidence that Louisiana and Maine are on this
panel, but we are delighted to have you here.

And, John, do you want to go ahead and begin?

STATEMENT OF JOHN J. STOCKER, PRESIDENT,
SHIPBUILDERS COUNCIL OF AMERICA, ARLINGTON, VA -

Mr. STOCKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First of all, Mr. Chairman, let me say that I am very pleased to
be appearing this afternoon in front of you, and to applaud your
efforts in trying to move this legislation, and all the great help that
you have given our industry over the past few years, especially
over the past few weeks in regard to Title XI. I want to publicly
thank you for your efforts.

I also want to thank you for involving two of perhaps my most
distinguished members of the board of directors of the Shipbuilders
Council, Mr. Fitzgerald and Mr. Higgins.

It probably is a good thing that you will have an opportunity to
hear from real shipbuilders, as opposed to just simply the president
of their association.

Senator Breaux, what I would like to do is have my written
statement entered into the record.

-Senator BREAUX. Without objection.
d_[’Iihe prepared statement of Mr. Stocker appears in the appen-
ix.
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Mr. STOCKER. Let me just hit a couple of the highlights to clarify
some of the points that have been discussed here earlier this after-
noon. I will keep it brief.

First of all, let me begin by saying that the industry has never
doubted the efforts the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative.
They have done a very fine job in trying to move this issue forward
against alinost overwhelming odds.

They had no leverage in the negotiations. And frankly, it has
been on the basis of moral persuasion more than anything else that
they l}(ave been able to make the progress that they have been able
to make.

We are disappointed that the multilateral talks have not pro-
duced the result that they wanted and we wanted.

It is quite true, as Mr. Phillips stated, we have supported their
efforts right from the very beginning.

Even though we are pessimistic and continue to be pessimistic in
regard to the success of the talks, we continue to support their ef-
fects in achieving some resolution of these issues.

As you mentioned, Mr. Chairman, we have been at this process
for some time. I want to thank you for pointing out that we did ini-
tiate this activity back in 1989,

I think it is appropriate to say that we have really been quite
patient ever since 1981 when our unilateral termination of sub-
sidies in the United States should have triggered a response from
our trading partners, but did not.

And I am sure, Mr. Chairman, that you know that the prospects
for this industry are quite grim indeed if we do not gain access to
the international market.

My testimony points out from a current status of about 100,000
workers, we expect that the decline in defense spending would
mean that by 1998, we will lose about 72,000 jobs in our industry
and another 100,000 jobs in the supplier base as well.

You were correct in pointing out that programs to support U.S.
shipyards were terminated in 1981. I should make the point that
unfortunately the timing could not have been worse for such a ter-
mination because international shipbuilding was about to enter a
period of tremendous growth.

Governments in all the shipbuilding countries with the exception
of the United States began escalating aid programs.

We had a situation, Mr. Chairman, that by 1985, 1986, we saw
shipyards in Asia that were only covering about 50 cents of every
production dollar.

There have been attempts in the past to try to deal with these
issues at the multilateral basis.

These talks that Mr. Phillips is leading currently on our side
have really been going on since the early 1980’s.

Unfortunately, the OECD, working party 6 has been unable to
enforce commitments to try to discipline subsidy practices.

The thing that concerns us, Mr. Chairman, is we are beginning
to see escalation of activity again in the market place with direct
government supports.

This is largely due to the fact that there has been a global reces-
sion. This is now affecting shipbuilding in a small way.
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We are very concerned about reports that we hear. For example,
tl_léz Friendship Builders have appealed to the EC to continue sub-
sidies.

A recent study that we have done, for example, has shown that
over $9 billion in aid is being provided on an annual basis by the
principle shipbuilding countries.

This aid continues in full force despite the commitments that
their diplomats have made and trade negotiators have made in
Paris at the OECD.

So we can only conclude that our trading partners are interested
in hanging onto their programs despite the efforts of our Office of
the U.S. Trade Representative.

That is why we believe that a legislative solution is now the only
answer.

As you pointed out, Mr. Chairman, the goal of S. 990 is to pro-
vide an incentive to discontinue shipbuilding subsidies and ship
dumping practices.

Let me point out that S. 990 does not contain an extension of our
countervailing and antidumping laws to ships.

There has been quite a bit of theoretical and interesting debate
irlln_ the legal community regarding the extension of these laws to
ships.

We have concluded after discussing this issue with the Com-
merce Department, that there is sufficient amount of difficulty in
applying antidumping mechanisms to ships.

We have reluctantly agreed to drop this concept in recognition of
the Commerce Department’s problems with applying those provi-
sions.

I am sure, Mr. Chairman, you are well aware of the fact that the
companion bill in the House, H.R. 1402 no longer contains this pro-
vision.

We are not happy about that. But on the other hand, we would
prefer to see a bill moved through the process that gives us at least
a basis for taking some action.

As you have correctly pointed out, Mr. Chairman, this bill is an
attempt to sanction ships that are domiciled or registered or owned
by citizens of countries that subsidize their shipbuilding industries.

The penalty options are very similar to ones that you are famil-
iar with in the Foreign Shipping Practices Act. And so there is
some experience in the United States in dealing with these kinds
of sanctions. :

Mr. Chairman, let me reiterate, we would-prefer that this legisla-
tion was not necessary. We understand, agree, and believe that a
multilateral solution would have been preferable, but unfortu-
nately, that has not worked out the way that we had wanted it to.

So as a result, we urge you to report out S. 990 and to have the
Senate enact the legislation as quickly as possible.

As I have mentioned, we are an industry which is not subsidized.
It is on the brink of destruction. We cannot fight foreign govern-
ments.

Unless our government acts quickly, it will not only be American
shipyards and American workers who will be affected, but also
steel mills, marine equipment manufacturing plants, and more
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than 1,000 other companies that supply parts and components to
U.S. shipyards.

Again, I want to thank you for your personal commitment to this
issue, Mr. Chairman. I stand ready to answer any questions you
might have.

Thank you.

Senator BREAUX. Mr. Fitzgerald, we are delighted to have you
here. We worked with you on some of the issues in this session of
the Senate with regard to lease charter arrangements. And you
have been very effective.

STATEMENT OF DUANE D. FITZGERALD, PRESIDENT AND
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, BATH IRON WORKS CORP.,
BATH, ME

Mr. FITZGERALD. Thank Kou very much, Mr. Chairman. I appre-
ciate the opgortunity to be here today.

I have submitted a statement, and I will not read the statement,
but simply add a few additional comments if I may do so.

Senator BREAUX. Without objection.

" [’I]‘he prepared statement of Mr. Fitzgerald appears in the appen-
ix.

Mr. FITZGERALD. As Senator Mitchell noted, our company has
been building ships for 109 years. And we think that during that
time we have learned a thing or two about how to compete; 109
years of building over 400 ships would demonstrate that fact.

Those 400 ships have consisted almost equally of combatants and
commercial ships. We have built commercial ships of all types.

As a matter of fact, the last merchant ship built in a U.S. ship-
yard under Construction Differential Subsidies was built in our
shipyard. And we built 22 merchant ships in the late 1960’s and
1970’s. So it is not something that we know nothing about.

I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that three policy decisions came to-
gether in the late 1970’s and early 1980’s that has really produced
the plight that U.S. shipbuilders find themselves in today.

As you know, our country unilaterally terminated its subsidy
%rogram without requiring our trading partners to do the same.

ut that decision was coupled with the decision of our government
to proceed with the 600 sﬁip Navy. And as we all know, we never
quite got there.

But I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that that would not have been pos-
sible at all if the decision to terminate subsidies had not been cou-
pled with it because I doubt that U.S. shipbuilders would have put
all of their eggs in one basket. They never have. And some had cho-
sen never to build combatant ships and had devoted their capacity
exclusively to merchant ship construction.

The third ﬁolicy decision that contributed to the plight that we
are in, not that any of us necessarily opposed it at the time, but
the procurement programs of the Department of Defense became

ve‘xfy large.
he programs became winner-take-all type competitions. So as a
result, a handful of shipyards became very large. And the rest vir-
tually went out of business.

So I think we need to look at those things as having come to-
gether and then look carefully at the fact that now 10 or 12 or 14
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years have elapsed we have been concentrating on becoming world
class at combatant shipbuilding while our competitors around the
world have mastered the basics of building commercial ships.

There are a number of things we have to do. We have to change
many of our business practices. And we cannot expect you to do
that for us. We have to take that responsibility.

I will note, Mr. Chairman, that our company is doing that. As

you may have learned, we submitted a proposal to the Advanced

Research Projects agency.

We were one of 41 companies that received funding in the re-
cently announced first wave of funding. Our proposal is for a fo-
cused commercial shipbuilding development project.

We have put together what we think is an innovative alliance of
our shipyard, a Japanese shipyard, a northern European shipyard,
and two ship owners, one a 1J.S. flag operator, and one a foreign
flag operator.

So we think we are marching out innovatively to try to solve

some of the problems that only we can solve.

But there is the other part of the problem that we think our gov-
ernment must solve. And we think that this bill will do it.

I would like to try to respond to Senator Grassley’s questions if
I may, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BREAUX. Please.

Mr. FITZGERALD. As I understand his first question, he asked
what benefit does this bill accomplish if it punishes people for hav-
ing made a correct economic decision. ‘

I would make several comments in response. First of all, the cor-
rect—what appears to be the correct economic decision was made
possible only by the unfairness in the market place.

Secondly, I would suggest to him that another reason for passing
this bill is that this industry is important. It is important to our
National defense. And that case does not need to be made.

But it is important for a whole lot of other reasons. It is impor-
tant because Bath Iron Works is the largest employer in Maine.

Newport News Shipbuilding is the largest employer in Virginia.
And I do not have to tell you that Avondale is the largest employer
in Louisiana.

Senator BREAUX. Along with McDermott.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Ingalls is the largest employer in Mississippi.
And Electric Boat is the second largest employer in Connecticut.

We must have something like shipbuilding for these highly
skilled people to do. I suggest that our economy is not affording too
many such opportunities for them.

Second, I would note that this industry has traditionally pro-
vided entry level jobs for people, jobs where they could learn a
skill, have a hope of getting a high wage, and good benefits and im-
prove their standards of living.

That is what this industry has done in each of the States that
I just mentioned. )

Senator Lott mentioned that his father worked in shipbuilding as
a pipe fitter. My father worked in shipbuilding as a ship fitter.

The fact that I have been the beneficiary of an education is be-
cause of the skill that he acquired in the high-paying job that he
had in Bath Iron Works.
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So good pay and good benefits is another response to Senator
Grassley’s concerns.

And then, finally, why should we do this? We should do this to
correct a ve fund’:’amental and basic unfairness.

His second question was would he be willing to put the Jones Act
and ODS on the negotiation table if we want our trading partners
to surrender their subsidy practices?

A couple of comments with respect to that. First of all, no one
should worry about whether or not the Jones Act and ODS has
been subsidizing much. To my knowledge, no ships have been built
under ODS in the last 8 years. John, you know more than I.

And there have been only a handful of Jones Act ships, a mere
handful. So if these are unfair practices, they have not been dis-
torting the market place.

Now, on the other hand, he raises a third question in the final
analysis. And if our trading partners do change their practices and
eliminate those unfair subsidy practices and once we are given an
opportunity to get back into the world market place, then I suspect
w% 1might ave to consider putting some of those practices on the
table.

But it does not add anything to the fairness issue today.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BREAUX. I thank you for your testimony.

I want to tell you to take back to the people of Maine how strong
fighters for your company and your thousands of employees Sen-
ator Cohen and particularly the Majority Leader, Senator Mitchell,
have been.

Any time your industry is mentioned and your particular com-
pany is mentioned, he has been right there in the forefront of de-
fending whatever is good for citizens of Maine and your company
in particular.

Let me welcome Mr. Bill Higgins from McDermott Corp. in State
of the Louisiana.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM L. HIGGINS III, EXECUTIVE VICE
PRESIDENT AND GROUP EXECUTIVE, ENGINEERING AND IN-
DUSTRIAL GROUP, MCDERMOTT, INC., NEW ORLEANS, LA

Mr. HIGGINS. Thank you, Senator.

I am honored to have been asked here on behalf of McDermott
to make a presentation before this committee with respect to the
medium to small shipyards operating in the United States today.

This legislation we feel is very important for the continuation of
the industry. It is needed in order that we can penetrate effectively
the international shipbuilding industry.

And why do we feel that this is such a great requirement right
now? We see that the demand of the market at this point in time
will result in almost 10,000 commercial vessels needed to be built
between now and the turn of the century.

This legislation will allow the U.S. shipbuilding industry to enter
into this huge market whereby it will probably be a closed issue
without it.

The top six OECD shipbuilding nations today provide approxi-
mately $9 billion a year in annual subsidies to their shipyards. The
United States provides none.
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I don’t think any shipyard in the United States or anywhere else
for that matter, regardless of their efficiency or technology could
overcome subsidies which could produce 28 to 40 percent reduc-
tions in cost. )

In many cases, we find ourselves competing against government
entities as opposed to private enterprises of other countries. And
again, that means that we are basically competing against a tax
based financial structure as opposed to a private enterprise.

The OECD negotiations after 3 years have not as yet produced
any results that we can see. And the resumption in September, at
this point in time does not indicate that there has been any major
breakthroughs.

I would like to comment just a little bit about McDermott ship-
yard and say that we are a company that employs 500 to 700 work-
ers, hourly workers, and that we have seen basic changes in the
shipbuilding industry around the world that would lead us to be-
lieve that the U.S. shipbuilding industry even today is on the verge
of being competitive.

And I emphasize verge. I will take the opportunity in a moment
to give you some insights that we have.

We feel that the small to medium shipyards as they stand can
compete in most cases against yards of equal size on a competitive
basis for vessels of up to about 700 feet long, 40,000 dead weight
tons.

McDermott has a unique position in the world that I think that
we can present a comparison analysis of the situation regarding
the competitiveness of the U.S. heavy steel fabrication component
industry to shipbuilding.

As you know, we operate and own fabrication yards around the
world. We have fab yards in the offshore construction industry
where we build the platforms for the development of offshore hy-
drocarbon resources for the petroleum industry.

We have a yard in Morgan City, LA. We have a yard in Scotland.
We have in a yard in the Middle East, in the United Arab Emir-
ates, Dubai. We also have a yard in Indonesia.

Using the operating conditions and costs that we have internally,
we have made an analysis of the competitiveness between our var-
ious yards to each other, similarly we can develop comparisons that
allow us insight of how our yards compare around the world to
other competitors. —

Many of these competitors, I might add, are the same shipyards
that we are talking about that operate under with subsidies. That
is are known to receive shipbuilding subsidies.

And there is no reason for us to believe in the offshore construc-
ti(()ir} side, they are not receiving for the most part, these same sub-
sidies.

There are two versions of this. One deals with the European situ-
ation and the other with Asia. I would like to deal with each one
separately to give you an insight as to what we feel and see in each
area.

I am not sure how many people realize that today, right now,
most of the offshore platforms that are built for West Africa and
there is even a major project for Tunisia in the Mediterranean,
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being built in the U.S. gulf coast area. They are not being built in
Europe which is most closer.

If anything, there is a transportation disadvantage to building
these facilities in the Gulf of Mexico area as transportation costs
are higher from the United States to West Africa or to the Medi-
terranean than from Europe.

And we are able to compete with and beat regularly, the Euro-
pean fabricators who are, many of the same shipyards that we are
referring to in this committee.

We feel that at this point in time, as a smaller shipyard, we can
definitely compete on unique one- off vessels against the European
or the Scandinavian shipyards.

And even in the cases of multiple smaller, and smaller being
40,000 to 20,000 ton dead weight ton vessels, we think that we can
gengrally compete at this point in time with the European ship-
yards.

As far as we are concerned, we think that explodes the myth that
the American workers, the American shipyards cannot compete
with Europe because I think we can.

Going on to Asia, the story is a little different, but again some-
what similar. We find that our analysis indicates both internally
and externally again that a platform built in the gulf coast of the
United States is cost competitive to a similar platform built and
loaded out at the dock in South Korea, certainly in Japan.

Japan, at this point in time, is not even competitive for these
structures. We have not found a place in the world that we have
been able to identify that can regularly produce an offshore plat-
form cheaper than the U.S. Gulf Coast.

To support our analysis, we have had a little insight from one
of our major clients who went around the world, trying to identify
offshore fabrication costs on a geographical area.

This client gave us the results of his study. And his analysis in-
dicated that our analysis is correct.

The most competitive location in the world for building offshore
structures as of last year when this study-was made was the U.S.
gulf coast. South Korea was second. Indonesia was third. Japan
was substantially higher.

Why then do we hear that the Asians are so much more competi-

tive than the U.S. enterprises? And the reason for that is some-
thing that was just touched on by my colleague, just a moment ago,
we have historically been out of the commercial shipbuilding indus-
try over the last several years in the United States. We have al-
lowed the Asian yards, as well as the European yards, to tool spe-
cifically for multiple construction of vessels of similar construction
that are stenciled out of a cooker-cutter type mold with very little
customer input or selections.
" In other words, what I am saying, what has been done with ships
is the same thing that the Japanese have been very successful in
doing with cars, producing a car with very few options or versions,
the same vessel all the time.

And then, they have been able to obtain the experience of the
learning curve and therefore take full advantage of the ability to
build the same thing over and over again, very little differential,
and drive the man hour content down.
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We in the United States have not been afforded that luxury be-
cause we have been building, even on the Gulf Coast single one-
off vessels. We have not tooled for the major multiple programs.

And then, we have the big yards that have been in the defense
industry. They have focused on defense which became the only
market in town when the Asians had a decided advantage in labor
cost.

So as we see it right now, the Gulf Coast yards can compete on
unique one-off vessels. We can compete on multiple vessels with
standard design, provided we put forward some capital injection.

But we are not going to get this opportunity to get international
work without being able to obtain an experience factor and learn
exactly what we can do.

This, we may have to gain by building some domestic vessels ini-
tially, but we must get the ability to forecast and have the moxy
to forecast the improvements that have been seen in multiple ship
constructions by our foreign competitors.

In conclusion, our analysis indicates that U.S. workers are defi-
nitely very productive. We feel at this time that the small/medium
yards can compete, but they must get time and they must get their
room to develop their ability to compete on certain programs.

The elimination of these subsidies will provide a level playing
field where we can have a competition based upon true costs.

This will give us this room that we need in order to enter this
market on a very serious basis against the Asians on multiple con-
structed vessels.

We also feel that this legislation will, as I mentioned earlier, re-
duce the competitions to true head to head competition where wé
are not competing, a private enterprise against government entities
or government supported entities.

We would certainly enjoy the ability te compete directly with our
competitors around the world. And then, let the chips fall where
they fall.

That concludes my comments. And Senator Breaux,  would like
to again thank you very much for your interest in this matter. Our
company thinks it is very important.

And all of your colleagiies who support it, we congratulate you.
And any efforts we can assist on, we stand ready to do so.

Senator BREAUX. Well, thank you, panel and each of you for com-
ing to Washington and presenting the testimony and for Mr. Stock-
er for representing the industry.

I think the important line in any story on this hearing as far as
ipgustry is concerned is that the industry is not asking for sub-
sidies.

I have heard not one of three represented industries request to
Congress and say we are asking that you provide a subsidy pro-
gram to help out U.S. shipyards.

What you are asking for is just the opposite, as I understand it,
to eliminate or do what we can legislatively to eliminate those sub-
sidy programs of other countries, that you are not asking that we
instate a subsidy program here to offset their subsidies over there.
But you are rather asking that Congress do what we can to elimi-
nate subsidies, unfair subsidies to foreign shipyards that we have
to compete with.




29

Mr. Stocker, is that correct?

Mr. STOCKER. Yes. Mr. Chairman, that is true. Subsidies are dis-
tortive of the market place, as you know. Operators have had a dif-
ficult time making profits in their shipping operations.

This is due in large measure to the fact that there are simply too
many ships out there. And those ships were the result of over pro-
duction, partlcularly in the early 1970’s.

So recognize that subsidies in and of themselves are distortive of
the market, that the budget deficit here is serious enough that
even if we wanted subsidies reintroduced, it would be difficult for
us to ask for them, given this current budgetary environment.

Senator BREAUX. Mr. Fitzgerald, I noted that your testimony in-
dicated some of things that Bath is doing in order to be more pro-
ductive.

And I was intrigued by the comment about what I understood to
be what joint ventures or arrangements with some of the foreign
yards around the world?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes. That is part of the proposal that we have
recently received funding from ARPRA on.

We are aligned with Mitsuie Engineering and Shlpbulldmg and
Kvgerner Masa Marine in Finland and two ship owners, and ship
operators.

We hope out of that alliance and out of this project over the next
2 years to figure out the answer to why we are not currently com-
petitive because of issues that are separate from subsidies, Mr.
Chairman.

I would not want to mislead you to tell you that we think we
could go head to head today with the most efficient in the world.
I do not think that is the case. ‘

‘But I am absolutely certain that we can learn how to do it. And
we hope this alliance will produce that answer.

Senator BREAUX. Has your support for the elimination of foreign
subsidies put you in a bad state with your foreign partners who are
receiving them?

Mr. FITZGERALD. I don’t think so. They seem to be as anxious to
be a part of this alliance as we are to have them.

My suspicion is that they think they can learn something from
us.

Senator BREAUX. I am intrigued by the President’s proposal in
his five point program. I think it has some things that are pretty
significant in it.

The Maritech Program I think is something that would be a good
Federal Government to private sector joint venture sharing of tech-
nology and research. I think it would be a real positive thing.

Let me ask Mr. Higgins. Bill, you talked about being able to be
competitive. I thought you may be going in the direction that you
didn’t need the legislation because you were doing pretty good even
with the foreign subsidies. I take it that is not what you meant.

But could you elaborate on why is it that you feel we cannot com-
pete with the larger vessels, but can with the small and medium
size yards and ships that are being in that category? Are the larger
oxﬁzs being subsidized overseas and the smaller ones maybe not or
what?

76-7790-94 -2
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Mr. HiGGINS. No. Well, there are two things. First, I said that
we can compete today against, we feel very competitively, on the
one-off unique vessels.

I am not saying there is no hope we can compete against the
Japanese on vessels where they are building multiple vessels. They
are definitely cheaper than we are at this point in time, or the Ko-
reans or whoever.

We can be competitive where there is one vessel to be built. We
have seen that historically. And competitive has a lot of terminol-
ogy. It does not mean that you have to be necessarily lower, but
close enough to be a horse race.

So therefore if the subsidy issue can be resolved, then that would
bring a more level playing field even on those vessels or the mul-
tiple construction side.

I think it would give us an opportunity to enter the market and.
be able to pick up the learning curve and give us the incentive to
invest the capital that may be required.

Senator BREAUX. I think the bottom line, too, is that in addition,
if we eliminated the tubsidies by the foreign countries, not only
would you be able to be competitive, you would be able to do better
than they can.

You would be able to build a better product at a better price if
you did not have to also fight the subsidies as well.

Mr. HIGGINS. I certainly feel that way, particular facing the Eu-
ropeans.

Senator BREAUX. Let me ask you, Mr. Stocker, to comment on
the ITC study that was done awhile back that estimated that the
average foreign shipbuilding subsidy was about only 5.9 percent of
the construction costs.

I guess their point in those figures was that if we eliminated the
subsidies, it is still not much of an advantage.

And that is not the reason you are not doing international ship-
building because the subsidies in their estimation are very, very
low. And that is not the problem.

What is your comment on that?

Mr. STOCKER. Well, as I have commented to you before, Mr.
Chairman, and I was pleased to hear Mr. Phillips’ comments on
this same subject, we believe that study was extremely flawed.

Essentially, the data that we provided to them on cost structures
in the international market was essentially ignored by the Inter-
national Trade Commission, including examples of where we could
show competitive American pricing in the export market. And they
specifically excluded the data that we provided to them on that.

Senator BREAUX. What is your estimate of the value of the sub-
sidies? Do you have any——

Mr. STOCKER. It depends on the country. In some cases, and re-
cently a Norwegian economic institute reported that the value of
German subsidies equated to about 50 percent of the production
costs.

Senator BREAUX. What type of subsidies do the Germans have,
do you know?

Mr. STOCKER. They have direct State aids, both on the part of
the Federal Government of Germany, as well as the local and State
authorities as well.
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They have very attractive financing terms which are essentially
grol;(ered by public/State banks and organized by the public/State

anks.

Senator BREAUX. These are for private ships?

Mr. STOCKER. For private ships.

Senator BREAUX. These are not naval vessels?

Mr. STOCKER. That’s right. These are for private ships.

And as Mr. Phillips noted, your question to him regarding types
of subsidies, one of the most recent examples we have seen is mas-
sive restructuring assistance that is being provided to the yards in
East Germany.

Now, while their unification efforts are clearly understandable, I
will say that the net result of that restructuring assistance will be
three of the finest shipyards you will see anywhere in the world.
And that in and of itself is a subsidy.

It will be very difficult for any American shipyard to access pri-
vate capital markets and produce a green field site from the ground
up, a modern facility in the way the Germans are providing for the
eastern shipyards.

Senator BREAUX. Is the shipbuilding industry willing to talk
about a lessening of some of the support programs that we may
have if indeed the level playing field is achieved?

Mr. STOCKER. In our discussion with the administration and with
the House and Senate in regard to the extension of Title XI for ex-
port customers, Mr. Chairman, we made it very clear that any pro-
gram that was extant in the United States would be brought into
compliance with the trade agreement once one was achieved.

Our feeling is that we should not attempt do that prematurely
or do it before we get a signed trade agreement that all the parties
a}ll'e involved in. That would be disadvantaging ourselves even fur-
ther.

Senator BREAUX. Now, the penalties and the legislation that I
have introduced and I think also that is pending in the House with
regard to a U.S. ship owner that would build a vessel in a foreign
yard that is subsidized by that country unfairly, but flies with a
U.S. crew when they operate would not be subject to the penalties
of the legislation.

Can you comment on that?

Mr. STOCKER. Mr. Chairman, yes, that is true. Frankly, there is
an argument that can be made that for a number of years, U.S.
flag operators have not been able to gain access to subsidy pro-
grhamsx here in the United States because we simply have not had
them.

There are some who would argue that they have not had a very
effective support mechanism, as you know.

The legislation has been specifically designed in such a way that
they are not penalized for the fact that there was no program pro-
vided to them by the U.S. Government to help equalize their cap-
ital construction costs in the market place.

Senator BREAUX. So you have no problem with that?

Mr. STOCKER. I have no problem with that.

Senator BREAUX. Well, gentlemen, we thank you very much. I
think that you have provided some valuable testimony.

i
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You have also heard words of the Majority Leader and his com-
ments in the opening of this hearing, as well as our two Senators
who testified, which I think all of which are very, very encouraging
to the progress of this legislation.

And we thank you for your continued help and support. Thank
you very much.

Mr. STOCKER. Thank you.

Mr. HIGGINS. Thank you.

Mr. FitzGERALD. Thank you.

Senator BREAUX. We welcome up our final panel which consists
of Ernest Corrado who is president of the American Institute of
Merchant Shipping; Ms. Jean Godwin who is the vice president of
government relations for the American Association of Port Authori-
ties; and also, Mr. George Miller who is the executive director for
the Shippers for Competitive Ocean Transportation.

We welcome you.

Ernie, welcome back. It is good to see you. And we are pleased
to receive your testimony.

STATEMENT OF ERNEST J. CORRADO, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN
INSTITUTE OF MERCHANT SHIPPING, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. CoRrRADO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I have submitted my statement for the record.
d'[’Iihe prepared statement of Mr. Corrado appears in the appen-

ix.

Mr. CoRRADO. I would just like to make a few brief comments if
I may. Mr. Chairman, critics of the Congress like to say that the
system does not work. But those who work up here now and people
suclll( as I who have worked here know that by and large it does
work.

And I think that this foreign shipbuilding subsidy legislation is
a classic example of that. It started out 3 years ago with the origi-
nal Gibbons bill, H.R. 2056, which was very Draconian by almost
every standard. And almost everybody knew that.

It brought the opprobrium of the entire world upon it. And there
were many parties of interest against it.

In addition to being the president of the American Institute of
Merchant Shipping, I am also chairman of the coalition opposed to
the Gibbons bill, which has some 55 entities.

As this legislation progressed, Mr. Chairman, it improved,
thanks largely to you and your staff and the minority and to the
USTR and to the shipbuilders taking a more statesman like atti-
tude recently. S. 990 was a vast improvement over the original
H.R. 2056 and over the originally introduced H.R. 1402.

And now, Mr. Chairman, at the mark up several weeks ago, H.R.
1402 has been amended and, if I may say, is an improvement over
S. 990 in many ways.

I would like to just urge the subcommittee to consider adopting
some of the changes in the new substitute H.R. 1402 into S. 990
and I think would bring S. 990 into conformity with the new sub-
stitute, H.R. 1402. And then, you would have an instrument that
in all probability could go forward.
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First, we were Xl:ased that S. 990 did not have any CVD or AD
provisions in it. d we were very pleased that these provisions
were taken out in the new substitute H.R. 1402.

We commend the shipbuilders and Mr. Gibbons for a statesmen
like attitude in deleting them.

I would like to say, Mr, Chairman, that the lawyers in the coali-
tion did a sugler paper on CVD and AD that- was a very excellent
paper and I think pointed out our arguments very well.

t the end of the mark up on the new substitute H.R. 1402, one
of the Congressmen from Florida offered an amendment which
changed the effective date fror April 1, 1993 to the effective date
of the act.

At first blush, it might appear that this was simply a change in
date, but in effect what it did was to eliminate existing vessels
from the reaches of the legislation.

That is a monumental change, Mr. Chairman. And I would com-
mend this change to the subcommittee. There is no reason why ex-
isting vessels should be included. This change makes the legisla-
tion prospective, and I think it makes it much more fair.

I would recommend this change to the subcommittee, as well as
the other changes in the new substitute H.R. 1402, such as the
changes in investigations and determinations which are now com-
plaint driven, as well as initiated by an interested party, and we
also recommend an adverse test. ‘

I think this procedure is more fair and a better procedure. And
it in fact is modeled after Section 301 procedures in the Trade Act.
Many of us thought all along during the course of this legislative
ordeal that section 301 was the proper way to go, but the ship-
builders resisted it.

Those new procedures on investigation and determination come
largely from section 301 procedures. So we commend conforming S.
990 to the investigation and determination features of the new sub-
stitute H.R. 1402.

There is a provision in the new substitute bill that provides that
penalties cannot be imposed in certain circumstances, namely, one,
in extraordinary circumstances; and two, if there is an adverse ef-
fect on the national security of the United States.

I do not believe that this provision is in S. 990, but I think it
is a good and a helpful provision.

We would suggest that the monetary penalty of not less than
$500,000 and not more than $1 million be changed, be lowered. We
think that this high figure is impractical and too severe.

Actually, this whole provision came from section 19 and the FMC
administers this. My understanding is that they don’t levy fines in
excess of between $20,000 and $50,000.

And one has to understand what we are dealing with here. We
are dealing with companies that operate on a very small profit
margin, not just U.S. flag, but foreign flag. And to levy a fine of
between $500,000 to $1 million is just really out of the question.

The last thing I would suggest would be the provision at the end
of the new substitute H.R. 1402 in the definition of interested par-
ties in which Mr. Gibbons has included foreign interests.

I would recommend this provision to the subcommittee because
it takes some of the sting out of the retaliation argument.

B .
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One of the big arguments we have always had against this legis-
lation was retaliation. And retaliation is a very strong argument
and a very large negative with respect to the legislation.

But I think this amendment takes the sting out of that. And I
would commend this addition that to the subcommittee.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I would say that even though I am the
chairman of the coalition opposed to this legislation, as president
of the American Institute of Merchant Shipping, I represent U.S.

flag. ‘

%ince you folks have taken U.S. flag out of this almost all the
way, it makes it very difficult for me to be negative with respect
to the legislation or to oppose it.

Senator BREAUX. That is what we were trying to do. [Laughter.]

Mr. CORRADO. And you succeeding admirably.

There are still some elements within the coalition that are op-
Eosed and probably will be opposed because it still works some

arm to them.

But from the standpoint of the U.S. flag, I think you have made
it so the pain is diminished—it is almost painless now with respect
to our interests. -

At the same time, having been involved in the coalition with
these people, it is very difficult for me to walk away totally. So our
position is that we will not endorse S. 990 if it conforms to the new
substitute H.R. 1402, but neither will we oppose it.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I would be pleased to an-
swer any questions.

Senator BREAUX. Thank you, Mr. Corrado.

Ms. Godwin.

STATEMENT OF JEAN C. GODWIN, VICE PRESIDENT, GOVERN-
MENT RELATIONS, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF PORT AU-
THORITIES, ALEXANDRIA, VA

Ms. GopwiIN. Thank you, Senator Breaux.

U.S. Public Ports have a strong stake in the outcome of this
issue. We are in a very difficult position here because we obviously
benefit from a very strong shipbuilding and repair industry.

Is the problem real? Yes. Are the jobs being lost? Yes.

We agree that U.S. shipyards should not to have compete with
foreign governments. And we support the objective of the bill and
encourage efforts to level the playing field.

The difficulty here is the proposed solution as it now exists in S.
990, in our view and for U.S. ports and U.S. exports, probably
would cause more harm than good and may actually cost more
United States jobs than it saves.

The problem being, as it is drafted, the bill could potentially af-
fect up to two-thirds of the world fleet, all at the same time and
with severe sanctions, minimum sanctions that are not flexible,
and sanctions that are trade stopping sanctions.

Obviously, from a business perspective, someone faced with a
choice of calling a U.S. port or a Canadian port, facing a $500 thou-
sand per voyage penalty has an easy decision to make. They will
take their cargo to Canada.

We are worried about cargo diversion. We are worried about di-
version of cruise operations.
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I would specifically ask you to take a close look at testimony that
has been filed by two of my members.

The ports of Seattle and Tacoma are particularly vulnerable to
diversion because they are so close to the Canadian border.

It is a real issue. And it is happening now frankly because of
some of the taxes that have been imposed on cargo coming into
U.S. ports, such as the Harbor Maintenance Tax which can cost
hundreds of dollars, up to $1,000 per container. We are already
seeing cargo lost to Canada.

As Mexico has begun to improve its ports, I think we are going
to start to see more diversion in the Gulf area as well. It is already
happening.

The same thing on the cruise side. A lot of the cruise packages
include plane fare. You fly into a certain city. You’re taken to the
dock area. And you get on a cruise ship.

Well, you can fly into Nassau just as easily as you can fly into
Miami.

Again, a company facing a $500,000 per voyage penalty or some-
thing along that line has an easy decision to make. They will move
their operations.

I am not going to speak for the shippers. Obviously, George Mil-
ler is here from SCOT, but there is also on effect on U.S. exports.

If you're looking at, for example, bulk commodities like coal and
grain where pennies a ton or pennies a bushel can make the dif-
ference in whether the U.S. company gets the export sale, gets the
sale overseas, increasing their transportation costs with these
kinds of fines and penalties are limiting their transportation op-
tions by keeping vessels from coming into U.S. ports.

We are going to see a major effect on U.S. trade, U.S. exports.

We share the concerns that have been raised by USTR. In testi-
mony on the House side last July, we have suggested while we
don’t support the need for a legislative remedy, in order to mini-
mize the potential harm that the proposed remedies could cause,
we would suggest a complaint process and injury test and more
flexibility in the bill.

Just to give you an example, with no flexibility in the bill in the
listing process, every country is treated the same. Every country is
subject to minimum sanctions.

The worse offenders are treated just as badly—or just as well, 1
should say, as those who are making a good faith effort to nego-
tiate.

The bill is patterned after the Foreign Shipping Practices Act.
And the reason FSPA has worked is because it is flexible.

FMC focuses on one country at a time. They have flexibility to
decide what kind of penalty to propose. They tend to propose pen-
alties more along the lines of $10,000 to $50,000 per voyage, noth-
ing like the $500,000.

And they have room to negotiate. They can threaten the penalty.
They cla(m back off, give more time. That is what allows the process
to work.

The lack of flexibility in this bill makes it less likely to work.

As you correctly pointed out, the House Trade Subcommittee has
amended the bill to remove most of its objectionable provisions.
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And as Ernie stated, we encourage you to look closely at the
changes that were made. .

We do think, while we cannot support any bill that creates a uni-
lateral sector specific trade remedy or focuses on stopping vessels
from coming into U.S. ports to resolve our trade problems, at least
the changes made to the House bill minimize the potential harm
that the bill could cause. And we encourage you to look at those
changes.

In addition to the specific changes they made to the bill, we
would also suggest, as Ernie mentioned, making the level of sanc-
tions flexible, not setting a minimum floor of $500,000, but allow-
ing the flexibility for USTR to decide what level of penalty to im-
pose.

Just in closing, I would like to say, as U.S. Public Ports, we have
spent nearly $12 billion in public funds over the last 40 years to
develop transportation facilities.

We have spent even more if you start counting in the water side
access, money for dredging projects and so on. These are public in-
vestments that we need to protect.

We cannot be shooting ourselves in the foot and not understand
the potential impact of a bill like this which could cause U.S. ports
so much damage and so much harm and drive cargo away.

And I thank you for the opportunity to be here.

Senator BREAUX. Thank you, Ms. Godwin.

di [’Iihe prepared statement of Ms. Godwin appears in the appen-
ix.
Senator BREAUX. Mr. Miller.

STATEMENT OF H. GEORGE MILLER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
SHIPPERS FOR COMPETITIVE OCEAN TRANSPORTATION,
DAMASCUS, MD

Mr. MILLER. Thank you.

I sincerely appreciate this opportunity to comment for what I be-
lieve to be all shippers on their concerns on the impact of passage
and implementation of S. 990 on exports and jobs.

Shippers urge the committee not to approve a unilateral action
against the world fleet as would be required under S. 990.

It will result in the loss of billions of dollars of exports and hun-
dreds of thousands of jobs.

However, I want to make it very clear that we do support the ob-
jective of elimination of subsidies on shipbuilding so that U.S.
yards will be able to compete on a fair basis for contracts for con-
struction and repair of commercial vessels in the world market.

It is late in the afternoon. And as requested, I will highlight the
argur(lilent set forth in the written testimony submitted for the
record.

- [The prepared statement of Mr. Miller appears in the appendix.]

Mr. MILLER. Shippers object to attempting to force other coun-
tries to eliminate sugsidies by mandatory reduction in service and/
or fines against the world fleet upon which U.S. shippers depend
to move 96 percent of the volume of our international trade for the
following reasons.

First, you must note that the United States is the largest user
of international maritime transportation and depends on the world




37

fleet to move 83 percent of our liner trade and 99 percent of our
bulk trade. '

Second, S. 990 requires the Secretary of Commerce to impose se-
vere penalties in every vessel in the world fleet that is owned or
is ﬂagged in a country that subsidizes shipbuilding or repair.

As documented in the written testimony, this would require re-
taliatory action against over 75 percent of the world fleet.

Third, while the fines are imposed on ship owners of the so-called
black listed vessels, these severe fines will be passed immediately
on to the exporter and the importer.

lYou are penalizing U.S. commerce, not just the owner of the ves-
sel.

Fourth, imposing severe fines or restricting access to the world
fleet will result in major increascs in U.S. rates, while the rates for
the remainder of the world remain unchanged.

U.S. agriculture and industry will lose a major share of the world
market.

Fifth, the alternative penalty, to require the fleet currently used
and often contracted under long-term contracts to U.S. shippers, to
reduce sailings to U.S. ports by 50 percent will be equally disrup-
tive,

Sixth, the Secretary has no flexibility to consider the impact of
the subsidy on U.S. shipping or the adverse impact on U.S. com-
merce.

Seventh, much of the volume of U.S. trade and a very high per-
centage of the related jobs is moved in bulk vessels where the U.S.
vessels have been unable to compete and move only 1 percent of
the volume.

These charter markets are among the most competitive and free
markets in the world, and react to impending change immediately.

The threat of removal of a major part of the world fleet from the
largest trade area will immediately impact charter rates.

The petroleum industry will be severely hurt by the removal of
vessels that are under long-term charter to the oil company and by
the inevitable increase in the rates in the U.S. charter market.

U.S. energy costs will increase, affecting all industry, agriculture
and transportation. Since this results from unilateral action, only
U.S. interests will be adversely affected by this impact on energy.

Eighth, agriculture will be the most severely affected where
825,000 1jobs are dependent on exports, most to destinations served
by vessel.

Ninth, a very high percentage of U.S. liner exports move under
service contracts where the owners commit to supply a continuous
flow of containers at inland plants of the shipper, and to move
cargo to inland destinations throughout the world.

Up to 75 percent of the liner vessels under contract may be sub-
ject to fines and the contracts upon which the U.S. exporter has
committed deliveries will be terminated.

In many cases, shippers will not be able to replace the special-
ized services at any cost. Disruption of service in any major trade
route will hurt the industry.

Tenth, in the text, I note the specific concerns of the automobile,
the forest and paper products, the chemical, and the coal indus-
tries.
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Several of these industries are very important in the Louisiana
economy.

I will note for the record that there was an error on page 6 where
$1,215,000 was used. It should have been $115,000. It is correct on
the table on page 4, merely a clerical error.

And eleven, while shippers’ primary concern is with the certain
severe loss of export markets and jobs, we respectfully request that
the Senate also consider the conclusion of the International Trade
Commission study for the House Ways and Means, that you have
referred to.

This independent study raise serious questions on whether elimi-
nation of international subsidies would save jobs, particularly in
the short term.

I think some of our representatives indicated that the impact on
thela dshipyards may be long-term, not immediate. I think this is
valid.

In summary, unilateral action requiring severe and inflexible
penalties against the world fleet places at immediate risk over 2
million jobs and billions of dollars of U.S. exports.

Shippers urge the Senate not to enact a bill that will be severely
damaging to the U.S. economy.

Thank you very much.

Se}?ator BREAUX. Gentlemen and Ms. Godwin, thank you very
much.

Mr. Miller I thought you were going to do a David Letterman on
me and give me 10 reasons, but you gave me 11 reasons why you
didr]l’t like it. And you were just going to do 10 ten here. [Laugh-
ter.

Ernie, you have been around a long time and have attended all
these international conferences and talks where country delegates -
get together talk about possible solutions to world problems.

What do you think the effect would be on OECD talks if Con-
gress were to move the legislation that is before the House and the
Senate, anything at all?

Mr. CORRADO. Well, Mr. Chairman, as you say, over the years,
I have gone to a good many of these international conferences.

Our position from the beginning has been that a multilateral
agreement would be better. That is still our position.

I think that is the position of most parties. I think that is what
we all would like and would hope for. Frankly, I am very skeptical
that any agreement will be reached on December 6, 7 and 8, this
year or maybe even December 6, 7, and 8 a year from now, or ever.
We would hope so, but it is not too probable.

Even though I do not really agree with the principle of this legis-
lation and I think that it is wrong, in answer to your question, sir,
I would think that if the legislation were enacted, it would have
an effect on the negotiators, yes.

Senator BREAUX. I take it none of you have any problems if this
were resolved through an OECD agreement. None of you all sup-
por::i the subsidies that the other countries are giving to the ship-
yards,

Mr. MILLER. Very strongly.

Ms. GOpwIN. Yes, sir. That is correct.
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Senéator BREAUX. Well, maybe you might. 1 take issue for a
second——

Mr. CORRADO. Senator, that remains to be seen. We have said all
along that we would like to see a multilateral negotiation, and I
just said it a minute ago. The multilateral agreement solution to
the problem depends, however, upon what the multilateral agree-

- ment consists of when it comes back.

Senator BREAUX. Yes.

Mr. CORRADO. We have to see what is in it when it comes back.
If they put the Jones Act in it, for example, and take that away
from us, I would rather doubt that many of my members would
consider this a benefit.

So I would condition our acceptance of a negotiated agreement on
what the agreement looks like and what they come back with.

Senator BREAUX. Well, I take it the position that the U.S. nego-
tiator has been taking is one that would be consistent with AIMS’
position?

Mr. CorraDO. Up to this point, yes, sir.

Senator BREAUX. All right.

Mr. CORRADO. But let me say, and this applies to GATT, too,
when it comes to the very end of negotiations, both in GATT and
OECD and it looks like there may be an agreement, I do not per-
sonally have great faith or hope that the things that we cherish
and hold dear might not be put on the table and given away in the
expediency of getting an agreement. I worry about that.

Senator BREAUX. My position and I think the position of the Ma-
jority Leader and hopefully others who are sponsors of this legisla-
tion and members of the committee is that we would prefer solving
these problems through international negotiation.

I objected when we unilaterally did away with the construction
assistance program for the U.S. shipbuilding because we were not
getting anything for it.

And we literally shot ourselves in our foot at that time."And that
was the wrong thing to do in 1981.

I would prefer an international agreement. It may be that the
only way we will get a true international agreemeut is by letting
other countries know that the United States could not sit back and
allow other countries to subsidize their shipbuilding industries, put
ours out of business. And that legislation is an essentially way to
do that.

You made some suggestions to some of our amendments that you
think will be important. I think I agree with those suggestions.

We plan to incorporate seme of those amendments in the legisla-
tion which I think would make it an improved package from your
perspective.

I understand where you’re coming from. I appreciate your
thoughts and your recommendations.

We will have a period quite frankly between now and the time
Congress comes back to hopefully reach that agreement or to make
substantial progress in reaching that agreement which could affect
the legislation.

But it is certainly this Senator’s intent, as well as I think the in-
tent of the Majority Leader that we are very serious about the leg-
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islative fix, and that we cannot continue to allow what is happen-
ing internationally to go unanswered in this country.

o your testimony is welcomed and your participation as we
work towards coming up with this type of legislation is also going
to be welcomed. And I look forward to working with you.

I will conclude this hearing. We thank Senator Baucus for calling
tl}llis_ hearing. And we will stand in recess until further call of the
chair.

[Whereupon, at 4:02 p.m., the hearing was concluded.

by




APPENDIX

ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ERNEST J. CORRADO

I am Ernest J. Corrado, President of the American Institute of Merchant Shipping
(AIMS). Thank r1£gu for this opportunity to present testimony on S. 990, “The Ship-
building Trade Reform Act of 1993” introduced by Senator John Breaux on May 19,
1993. The American Institute of Merchant Shi%ping (AIMS) is a national trade asso-
ciation representing 23 U.S.-flag carriers which own or operate approximately elev-
en million deadweight tons of tankers, dry bulk carriers, containerships, and other
oceangoing vessels engaged in the domestic and international trades of the United
States. AIMS represents a majority of U.S.-flag tanker and liner tonnage.

The media and other critics of the Congress are always quick to point out that
the so-called “system” doesn’t work. Admittedly the “system” has imperfections, but
those who work in the Congress and those such as I who worked in the Congress
for many years know that the “system,” by and large, does work. The evaluation
of the foreign shipbuilding subsidy legislation now before us is a perfect example
of the hearings, synthesis, analysis and concluding factors of the process which have
finally resulted in the vastly improved new substitute H.R. 1402, so that it is dif-
ficult to find fault with the new substitute Gibbons bill. In my view, all accolades
should go to Senator Breaux, his staff and the USTR for leading the way over the
past several years to substantial improvements in what has been a very contentious
and unacceptable legislative initiative.

Obviously, U.S. ocean carriers, U.S.-flag tankers and the entire U.S. fleet are vi-
tally interested in this bill. S. 990 is similar in some respect to S. 3338 in the last
Congress and with some exceptions, which I will describe below, the bill is also simi-
lar to H.R. 1402, the bill introduced by Congressman Gibbons this year. H.R. 1402
was significantly revised at a Subcommittee markup on November 9, 1993. AIMS
will not endorse S. 990 at this time. AIMS will not cppose S. 990 at this time. AIMS
will describe some of the difficulties which still remain with respect to S. 990. AIMS
finds S. 990 a vast improvement over the introduced H.R. 1402 and AIMS finds S.
990 a bill we can work with to attempt to reach a consensus. I will discuss AIMS
views o S. 990 and the new substitute H.R. 1402 as to treatment of existing ves-
sels, the “injury test,” investigations and determinations, imposition of sanctions,
and potential retaliation.

BACKGROUND

For the record, AIMS stronggf opposed enactment of H.R. 2056, the bill on this
subject introduced in the 102nd Congress by Chairman Gibbons. The agproach in
this bill was a ni%htmare which would have brought international waterborne com-
merce to a complete halt. In this Congress we strongly o%posed H.R. 1402. (See
hearing record of July 1, 1993, before the Subcommittee on Trade, House Ways and
Means Committee.) At the same time, we suﬂmrt the on-going efforts to reach an
international agreement to discipline shigbui ing subsidies worldwide. The multi-
lateral approach embodied in the draft OECD Agreement is much preferable to a
U.S. unilateral effort. Chairman Gibbons has stated that indeed a muitilateral
agreement would be the best resolution. In the dpaﬂt:, to the extent OECD talks are
further delayed, we had suggested that it would be far better for U.S. shipbuilders
to proceed with their Section 301 unfair trade complaint against foreign shipbuild-
ing subsidies. .

iIMS and the Coalition of Interests Opposed to H.R. 1402 found Title I of the
original version of H.R. 1402 totally objectionable and certain provisiong of Title II
extremely troublesome. To a very large degree our objections have been answered
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in the new substitute H.R. 1402. Title I has been deleted and Title II has been re-
vised considerably. Thousands of ships call at U.S. ports to transport most of our
country’s exports and imports. The adverse economic effects of enactment of the
original version of H.R. 1402 would have been great. I encourage the Committee to
use as background for this issue the information presented in a study completed in
April 1985 by the International Trade Commission (ITC) on shipbuilding matters
and the June 1992 study also put together by ITC. .

I understand that S. 990 does not address new Countervailing Duty and Anti-
dumping Laws (CVD/AD). AIMS opposes any legislation which would contain CVD/
AD, as did Title I of the original version of H.R. 1402. Although S. 990 and the new
substitute H.R. 1402 do not contain any CVD/AD provisions, I am nevertheless at-
taching a memorandum explaining why enactment of any new CVD/AD laws would:

(1) improperly extend countervailing duty and antidumping (CVD/AD) laws to
U.S.-flag and U.S.-owned ships in international commerce adding to the demise
of the U.S.-flag fleet and to shipping in general in the United States;

(2) do nothing to relieve U.S.-flag operators from existing requirements to
build and repair their vessels in U.S. yards such as repeal the 50% ad valorem
duty on maintenance and repair; .

(g) disrupt trade at America’s ocean ports and induce worldwide retaliation;
an

(4) severely harm America’s exporters and importers.

The attached outline (Attachment 1) details AIMS’ past objections to any new
CVD/AD laws in the context of vessel ownership. Although S. 990 never contained,
and since the November 9, 1993 markup, H.R. 1402 no longer contains such lan-
guage, it is essential to note that AIMS would oppose S. 990, or any legislation, if
amended to include these controversial and deleterious provisions. Senator Breaux
and his staff and Congressman Gibbons and his staff and the USTR are to be con-
gratulated on leading the way for all the interested parties‘in-this significant im-
provement to this foreign shipbuilding subsidy legislation.

U.S. SHIPBUILDERS ARE IN A DIFFICULT TRANSITION

Government officials need to evaluate carefully the actual extent to which foreign
shipbuilding subsidies are the reason that commercial vessels are not being built
in the United States unless required by U.S. law or funded by the government.

In this regard, I urge this Subcommittee to understand that existing U.S. laws
now provide significant protections to domestic shipbuilders. These laws, at the
same time, impose cost disadvantages on U.S.-flag ship operators. Importantly,
these include the imposition of a 50% ad valorem duty on repairs of U.S.-flag vessels
in forei shipxards. They also include various U.S.-built requirements in the Mer-
chant Marine Act of 1936 (e.g. tax deferred funds in the Capital Construction Fund
program may be used only for U.S.-built ships; Operating Differential Subsidy gen-
erally may be paid only for emgloying U.S. seamen aboard U.S.-built ships). Foreign
built vessels are not fully eligible to compete for government-impelled cargoes until
they have been under U.S. registry for three years. (*See attachment 2, George
Washington University Law Review “The Fifty Percent Ad Valorem Duty on Foreign
Ship Repairs: Scope of Application and Proposals for Elimination.” 1990) All of this
is in addition to the Jones Act which legislative history indicates was enacted to aid
and protect U.S. shipyards.

Moreover, U.S. commercial shipbuilders continue to benefit from billions of dollars
of Navy shipbuildin% This includes expansion of the military’s sealift capabilities
to the extent of 2.9 billion dollars, as well as hundreds of millions te be spent for
refitting Ready Reserve Fleet ships and repairs to the large U.S. Navy fleet. Indeed,
just last week the Appropriations Committee added another $1.2 billion to the fast
sealift fund so there is now approximately $4 billion of government money for con-
struction of fast sealift vessels in U.S. yards at approximately $265 million per ves-
sel. If that is not a gigantic subsidy for U.S. yards F do not know what is!

If this was not enough, H.R. 2151, the Maritime Reform Act which recently
passed the House has in it a direct subsidy of $200 million for series construction
in U.S. yards and the Administration’s shipbuilding acka%e recently sent to the
Congress has approximately $200 million which would result in some $3 billion in
Title XI loan guarantees for construction in U.S. yards, even for foreign customers.
Al subsidies to U.S. yarda.

In addition, U.S. ship repair and maintenance facilities generate hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars in revenue each year for services performed on foreign-flag ships.
Oceangoing tankers and containerships and especialily cruise ships frequently decide
to repair in U.S. facilities due to timing of repair needs, business logistics, and
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emergencies. Thus, U.S. repair yards in fact serve the heavy traffic of foreign-flag
customers, despite significant cost disadvantages.

The commercial reality is that, absent a legal requirement to do so, U.S.-flag oper-
ators are not building vessels in U.S. yards for the simple reasons that it costs much
more and takes far longer than overseas. Actually, it has cost significantly more to
build a ship in a U.S. yard than in a foreign yard for several decades. Until 1982,
however, the U.S. Government subsidized the difference in U.S. shipbuilding costs
(up to 50% of the U.S. cost). Not surprisingly, since the Government eliminated
fundinf for the ship construction program (CDS) in 1982, U.S.-flag vessels for com-
mercial operation in the international trades have not been built in any significant
number in the U.S.

To a great extent, the higher costs and longer time frames in U.S. shipyards re-
sult from much lower productivity. For example, a 55,000 gross ton containership
built in the United States in 1983 involved 2.3 million man hours, A larger, 80,000
%ross ton containership built in 1988 in Europe involved only 900,000 man hours.

roductivity includes many factors, such as planning, engineering and design, ship-
yard plant and equipment, shipyard automation and economies of scale achieved
with series construction.

As a result of lagging domestic shipbuilding productivity, by 1987 it was esti-
mated to cost more than two times as much to build a vessel in a domestic yard
and to take over twice as lonﬁ to complete the job. Desgite exchange rate changes,
rising foreign wages, and a shortage of foreign shipyard berths, best estimates are
that 1t still cost usually more than two times as much to build a ship in the U.S.
and delivery still takes twice as long.

DISCIPLINING SHIPBUILDING SUBSIDIES,

The proposed multilateral agreement under OECD auspices offers the best chance
of discn&lining shipbuilding subsidies worldwide. The USTR testified before the
House Ways and Means Trade Subcommittee on July 1, 1993 in support of a multi-
lateral agreement. Aware that an agreement may not be concluded, USTR expressed
concern over several aspects of H.R. 1402. The Coalition Opposed to H.R. 1402 also
testified at the Trade Subcommittee hearing. At that time the Coalition Qpposed to
H.R. 1402 was asked to submit proposed amendments. The Coalition did so in a
timely manner. In large part H.R. 1402 has been revised to reflect recommendations
made at the July hearing. Now AIMS urges this Subcommittee to consider makinF
gl?%ngﬁso;o S. 990 to bring it into conformity with the new substitute Gibbons bill,

AN INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENT

If an International Agreement can eventually be agreed to, it offers considerable
advantages, First, the multilateral approach to the elimination of shipbuilding sub-
sidies worldwide affords each country participation in a uniform and structured re-

ime. One indication of the complexity in devising such a regime is the difficulty
in determining the definition of a subsidy. If each country were to determine indi-
vidually the definition of a subsidy and the limitations on its subsidy reform, the
likely result would be a chaotic and ineffective system. A series of conflicting unilat-
eral laws would be created, perhaps to the detriment of American owners and opera-
tors of vessels. For example, foreign governments might well perceive as “sub-
sidized” some U.S.-built vessels that have benefited from federal programs, perhaps
even from construction programs that are no longer in effect.

Finally, a multilateral agreement also offers the best chance of ensuring that or-
erators of U .S.-flag vessels are able to acquire and repair their vessels on the world
market at internationally competitive prices—just as their foreign competitors do.
AIMS supports the repeal of the 50% ad valorem duty on foreign ship repairs.

We understand that the negotiations have proven complicated and difficult. In
part, of course, this is because the USTR is pursuing a meaningful agreement as
sought by the Shipbuilders Council of America—an agreement that would restrict
subsidies for shipbuilding far more than for other industries. Despite the frustration
of awaiting a resolution of those talks, it is far better to bring the international ne-
gotiations to a successful conclusion than to precipitate the unnecessary confronta-
tion and confusion that would result from enactment of domestic, sector-specific,
unilateral legislation.

A MORE FLEXIBLE VERSION OF 8. 990

AIMS has several specific recommendations with respect to S. 990. We regard S.
990 as a measure that does not disproportionately disadvantage the U.S.-flag fleet.
We urge the Subcommittee to consider the points outlined below. We strongly urge
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that S. 990 now be brought into conformity with the new substitute H.R. 1402
which has been improved in significant major ways.

Existing Vessels .

The penalties for “existing affected” vessels contained in S. 990 should be deleted.
There 18 no reference to “existing affected” vessels in the new H.R. 1402. The impo-
sition of penalties for the subsidies for vessels built in the past is unfair. It creates
a penalty that reaches back in time. 3. 990 should be a prospective bill applying
only to “affected vessels” as defined in the new version of H.R. 1402. The Shaw
amendment to H.R. 1402 changed the effective date from “April 1, 1993” to “the
date of enactment.” The bill is now a prospective bill. We urge that S. 990 be im-
proved in this way.

Injury Test

In S. 990 the definition for the phrase “conditions unfavorable to the ability of
any U.S. shipbuilder to engage in the construction or repair of vessels for inter-
national commerce” is similar to the definition in H.R. 1402, as amended, for the
phrase “burden or restriction on U.S. commerce.” This definition is still troublesome.
As a so-called “injury test” it is vague and overly broad. It encompasses almost
every condition imaginable and is not sufficiently tailored to find a nexus between
unfair subsidies and harm caused to U.S. yards. The definition should resemble the
Section 301 approach which focuses on a “burden or restriction on U.S. Commerce”
rather than a condition unfavorable to one sector of U.S. Commerce.

AIMS favors the new version of H.R. 1402 in this respect and urges that S. 990
be amended to conform to the new H.R. 1402 in this respect.

Investigations and Determinations

Under the “Investigations” section (Sec. 4(c)) of S. 990 the Secretary of Commerce
shall initiate an investigation based on an interested party’s petition or because the
Secretary has reasonable cause to believe that the country provides subsidy. A simi-
lar process is contained in the new substitute H.R. 1402, except the process is much
more complicated under the new H.R. 1402. H.R. 1402 requires alternate procedures
and consultation between USTR and the Commerce Department. This appears to be
a somewhat complicated arrangement but it serves to strike a proper balance be-
tween the duties and responsibilities of both agencies regarding disciplining foreign
subsidies. In addition it is similar to the procedures established in the Section 301
ii{e\ll‘icei.4 322990 should establish the same alternate processes as contained in the new

Flexibility in the Imposition of Sanctions

Presumably the objective of the legislation is to discipline subsidies paid by for-
eign governments to their shipbuilders. S. 990 forces the U.S. to penalize offending
foreign governments or foreign shipyards as well as penalizing foreign carriers. S.
990 sanctions are applied solely within the discretion of the Department of Com-
merce. AIMS favors the more flexible approach to imposing sanctions which is pro-
vided in the new version of H.R. 1402,

It is the foreign governments with all the complexity of each government’s finance
ministry that are the entities properly responsible for their subsidy practices to
their respective shipyards. Researcﬁ, investigation and administration of sanctions
against shipowners and their governments is likely to be disruptive and costly. It
makes sense that USTR should have a role in this complex process.

Section 5 of S. 990 addresses “Penalties.” S. 990 requires the Secretary of Com-
merce to impose penalties. Under H.R. 1402, USTR would impose penalties. Pen-
alties potentially levied against new affected vessels under S. 990 are essentially the
same as under H.R. 1402. AIMS urges that S. 990 be amended to adopt the role
of USTR as contained in H.R. 1402.

Moreover, the monetary penalty of not less than $500,000 nor more than $1 mil-
lion is burdensome and impractical. Ordinarily, the penalties assessed by the Fed-
eral Maritime Commission, upon which S. 990's penalty section is modeled, vary be-
tween $20,000 and $50,000. We recommend that both S. 990 and H.R. 1402 be
amended to reflect these more reasonable penalty levels.

International Retaliation

Enactment of S. 990 may invite international retaliation. Foreign governments
may well act against perceived “subsidized” U.S.-built vessels that have benefited
from federal programs, perhaps even from construction programs that are no longer
in effect. Moreover, it is quite possible that foreign governments may take action
not only against U.S. shipyard subsidy programs, but U.S. indirect assistance pro-
grams as well.
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In S. 990 the definition for “interested party” seems to apply to U.S. interests
only. The definition for the same term in the new H.R. 1402, substitute, as amend-
ed, includes foreign interests which are the subject of an investigation under this
Act and the government of the foreign country under certain conditions. AIMS rec-
ommends that S. 990, be changed to adopt the definition of “interested Farty” in the
new H.R. 1402. A broadened definition of “interested party” which includes foreign
interests would create a venue by which foreign interests may resolve disputes with
USTR on this issue. Perhaps this would mitigate instances of foreign retaliation
against U.S. interests if this provision where to be included in S. 990.

CONCLUSION

Foreign shipbuilding subsidies should not be condoned. However, the correct ap-
proach in addressing such subsidies is through a legislative framework that penal-
1zes offending foreign governments and shipbuilders, not shipowners, ship operators,
ports and American exporters and importers. To the extent unilateral action is
deemed necessary, then it absolutely should be free of the CVD/AD penalties on
ships and owners especially U.S. vessels. A successful remedy should not reach ex-
isting vessels but should be prospective and instead should focus on the nations re-
fusing to halt the grant of subsidies to their shipyards. The “injury test” in S. 990
i8 inadequate. The role of the USTR under S. 890, particularly with regard to inves-
tigations, determinations and the imposition of sanctions, is also inadequate. On
these issues the process contained in the new H.R. 1402, as amended, should be
adopted. We appreciate the opportunity to appear here today to present our views.

ATTACHMENT 1—AIMS OpPPOSITION TOo CVD/AD: CVD/AD SHOULD ApPPLY ONLY TO
“MERCHANDISE IMPORTED FOR DOMESTIC CONSUMPTION”

Title I of H.R. 1402 would be a grave and harmful departure from current law.
It contains new countervailing duty (CVD) and antidumping (AD) provisions to pe-
nalize only U.S. ships and U.S. companies. If enacted, Tgtle I would help to shrink
the U.S.-flag merchant fleet and dissuade U.S. investors from new ship commit-
ments.

The definition of vessel is contained in this section: “(a) Definition—The term
“vessel” means any vessel of a kind ‘described in heading 8901, 8902.00.00, or 8906
(other than a warship) of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States of
not less than 100 gross tons, as measured under the International Convention on
Tonna%e Measurement of Ships, 1969, This means virtually every vessel contracted
by a “U.S. person” whether foreign-flag or U.S.-flag would be susceptible to CVD
and AD actions. Foreign-owned ships would not be affected, but U.S.-owned ships
in foreign commerce would be penalized.

Title I would establish for the first time under U.S. law that vessels are consid-
ered as imported merchandise, that certain countervailing and antidumping duty
laws will apply to vessels built or repaired in foreign yards, even though they do
not enter domestic commerce and remain instruments of international commerce.

The U.S. antidumping and countervailing duty laws authorize the imposition of
additional duties on imported merchandise, commodities, if you will, which are
found, after investigation, to have been dumped or subsidized and to have caused
injury to a domestic industry. Under longstanding precedent, ocean-going vessels
anci aircraft, in foreign commerce, as well as other means of transportation used to
cor vey goods in international trade are instruments of international commerce and
not “imported merchandise” subject to import procedures or payment of import du-
ties. Accordingly, such vessels, aircraft, and other instruments of international com-
merce are not subject to antidumping or countervailing duties that may be imposed
on imported merchandise (commodities). Foreign commerce vessels have not been
singled out for differential treatment; rather, the law applies equally to all instru-
ments of international commerce. The principle that vessels in international com-
merce are not imported products is recognized by U.S. courts, U.S. statutes, inter-
national agreements, and the laws of other countries.

The antidumping and countervailing duty laws apply only to “merchandise” that
is imported “for consumption” in the domestic market. Merchandise that is not en-
tered for consumption, and articles of international commerce that are not imported,
are not subject to the import relief laws.

This scope of application of the U.S. import relief laws conforms with the inter-
national afreement governing acceptable procedures for imposing antidumping and
countervailing duty measures. Article VI of the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT) defines “dumping” as the irocess by which “products of one country
are introduced into the commerce of another country at less than the normal value
of the products,” and recognizes countervailing duties as permissible counter-
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measures levied on subsidized products “imported into the territory” of another
country. |
U.S. shipbuilders already enjoy complete and absolute protection against imports
of any foreign-made vessel for use in the domestic commercial market by the strict
U.S.-build requirement of the Jones Act (46 U.S.C. Sec. 883). U.S. shipyards are
thus fully protected against incursion in the domestic market for commercial vessels
by foreign shiplyards receiving subsidies from their governments. Existing CVD/AD
provisions would apply but for the Jones Act prohibition against importation of for-
ei%:\-built ships into U.S. domestic commerce.

itle I's proposed application of CVD and AD to U.S. vessels in foreign commerce
is improper and Title I should be deleted from H.R. 1402, *See Memorandum on
Non-applicability of U.S. Antidumping and Countervailing Duty Laws to Vessels,
Aircraft and other Instruments of Trade Used or Operated in International Com-
merce.

SECTOR SPECIFIC DOMESTIC LEGISLATION SOUGHT BY THE SHIPBUILDERS FAILS TO CALL
FOR SHOWING OF INJURY DUE TO FOREIGN SUBSIDIES

Title I of H.R. 1402 would bring vessels in foreign commerce under CVD/AD stat-
utes. But domestic industries in countervailing duty investigations are generally re-
quired to prove that they have been injured by reason of foreign subsidies.

This “injury test” verifies the inference that subsidy practices are the “cause” of
the %roblem in the related domestic industry. If the correlation is absent, it is doubt-
ful that a countervailing duty should apply at all.

This is particularly troublesome because shipowners strongly believe that H.R.
1402 would improperly apply CVD/AD to U.S. ships engaged in international com-
merce, not domestic commerce. In short, H.R. 1402, without an injury test, is out
of step with current U.S. fair trade laws. (H.R. 1402 would extend the countervail-
ing duty and antidumping laws to cover vessels in foreign commerce—even though
such ships truly are instruments of international commerce and not imported

oods.) Some ariue that subsidies are per se bad and therefore should be limited.

hey point out that a successful Section 301 complaint does not require proving in-
jury. But these arguments neglect both the statutory requirement of a showing that
the foreign practices burden U.S. commerce and the much more flexible process that
permits tailored sanctions that do not harm other American industries.
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NOTE

THE FIFTY PERCENT AD VALOREM DUTY ON FOREIGN
_SHIP REPAIRS: SCOPE OF APPLICATION AND
PROPOSALS FOR ELIMINATION

1. INTRODUCTION

United States policy has consistently emphasized maintaining a
strong maritime industry.! Nevertheless, legislation aimed at
promoting the maritime industry generally has failed. Indeed,
maritime legislation designed to benefit the maritime industry
often results in minimal advantages to one segment of the indus-
try while severely disadvantaging another.? To complicate mat-
ters, shipyard and shipowning segments of the maritime industry
seldom pursue similar aims when advocating maritime policy.®
Since the late 1700s, Congress has favored shipyards, including
shipbuilding and repair, over shipownership and operation.*

The fifty percent ad valorem® duty on the cost of equipment
purchased for and repairs made to U.S.-documented vessels®
outside the United States is one example of legislation that pro-
motes shipyards at the expense of shipownership and operation.
Since 1866, Congress has passed various versions of this duty.?
Congress intends for the duty to encourage U.S. shipowners to

1. See Merchant Marine Act, § 1, 4] Siac. 988 (1920) (codified as amended at 46
U.S.C. app. § 861 (1988)); Merchant Marine Act, § 101, 49 Suar. 1985 (1936) (codified
as amended a1 46 U.S.C. app. § 1101 (1988)). Ser also H. Bass & M. Fannus, U.S. Mans-
TIME Poucy: History anp Prosrects (1981) (providing an overview of maritime pro-
motional programs); P. Zeis, AMERICAN SHIPPING Pouicy (1938) (summarizing maritime
promotional programs between 1789 and 1935).

2. H. Bess & M. Farnis, supra note 1, at 12. The U.S. maritime industry is com-
prised of both a shipowning and operating element and a shipbuilding element.

S.

4. See W. LEnack & J. McConners, THE Jones AcT: FOREIGN-BUILT VEssELs aND

“THe DomesTic SHIPPING INDUsTRY 17, 24 (Nov. 9-12, 1983) (on hle at the Society of
Naval Architects and Marine Engincers, New York, N.V.).

5. The term “ad valorew™ means according (o value; when used with respect to
duties, it means a fixed percentage of the certified value of goods. Weastan's Tuiap
Nzw INTERNATIONAL DicTIONARY 30 (1976).

6. 19 US.C. § 1466 (1988). For the Special Suatistical Reporting Number of the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States, see U.S. INT'L Taaos Comu’n, Han-
wonizED TAriFF ScHEDULE OF THE UNITep STaTEs 99-61 (1990).

7. See infra notes 39-106 and accompanying text.

415
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utilize domestic shipyards for maintenance and repair.® Yet, by
limiting the duty’s scope to “equipment’*® and *repairs,”'® Con-
gress lessened the duty’s impact on shipowners. Furthermore,
Congress has enacted a number of exceptions to the duty in
order to reduce the duty’s burden on shipowners.!!

Congressional attempts to balance shipyard and ship operator
interests in constructing the repair duty have resulted in a very
complex statute. The U.S. Customs Service administers the
repair duty through equally complex regulations.'? Moreover,
several international trade agreements’ negotiations have dis-
cussed the repair duty, agreeing upon limitations on the duty’s
scope.'S As a result, neither shipowner interests nor shipyard
interests favor the repair duty in its current form.!¢

This note traces the background of the repair duty statute from
its inception in 1866 to the present. The note also discusses Cus-
toms’ administration of the repair duty, including procedures for
compliance. The note then reviews and classifies the scope of the
duty’s application. Finally, the note proposes that the repair duty
be repealed and examines several alternatives for its elimination,
including domestic legislation and international trade
agreements.

II. HISTORY AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE REPAIR
Dury STATUTE

Periodically, Congress has revised the federal statute which
imposes the fifty percent ad valorem duty on the cost of foreign
equipment and repairs for U.S.-documented vessels.!* Gener-
ally, these revisions have limited the scope of foreign equipment

8. Set infra note 44 and accompanying text.

9. “Equipment” generally includes any portable item used for preparing a con-
structed vessel's hull and 6itings for service. Ses infra notes 163-178 and accompanying
text.

10. “Repairs” generally include work involving the restoration of a vessel or its
equipment to its onginal siate after decay, waste, partial destruction, or injury. Ses infre
notes 133-162 and accompanying text.

11.  Ser infra noies 62-74 and accompanying texi.

12. 19 CF.R. §4.14 (1988).

13. See infra notes 267-270 and accompanying text.

14. U.S. shipowner interests favor total or partial repeal of the repair duty, while
shipyard interests favor expanding the duty to cover all foreign work. Ses infra notes
245-249 and accompanying text.

15. Congress has revised or amended the repair statute, 19 U.S.C. § 1466 (1988),
seven limes since its inception in 1866. Ser infrs notes 61-105 and accompanying text.
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and repairs subject to the duty.'® Courts have interpreted the
congressional intent in amending the statute as an effort to assist
the domestic ship repair industry!? and, at the same time, (0 pro-
vide shipowners relief from the duty for various types of work.'?
Despite the provisions for relief from the repair duty, the duty
continues to be an extreme burden on U.S. commercial vessel
owners.!” The complex set of Customs Service regulations
promulgated for collecting the duty further increase the duty’s
burden.?®

A. Background of the Statute

Prior to 1900, Congress primarily used duties and taxes to pro-
mote U.S. shipbuilders and shipowners and protect them from
foreign competition.2* For example, the First Congress estab-

16. See infra notes 62-106 and accompanying texi. The primary exception to such
revisions is the 1922 amendment. Ser infra notes 50-39 and sccompanying text.

17. Se Mount Washingion Tanker Co. v. United Swates, 665 F.2d 340, 344
(C.C.P.A. 1981); United States v. Gissel, 353 F. Supp. 768, 772 (S.D. Tex. 1973), of 4,
439 F.2d 27 (5th Cir. 1974).

18. Ser infrs notes 60-106 and accompanying text.

19. Twice courts have upheld the constitutionality of the repair duty under due
process challenges. Oswego Barge Corp. v. United States, 664 F. Supp. 1546 (Ct. Int’l
Trade 1987); Erie Navigation Co. v. United States, 475 F. Supp. 160 (Cust. Ct. 1979).
Oswego Barg- Corp. involved the grounding of a fuel oil barge on the Saint Lawrence
Scaway during fog, resulting in severe damage to the barge. Oswege Barge Corp., 664 F.
Supp. at 1547. The barge unloaded in Oswego, New York, but allegedly required
repairs in a Canadian shipyard because no U.S. yard with drydock facilities could be
found within a safe distance. /d The owner claimed that because no U.S. shipyard
could make the repairs, the statute, as applied to the facts of the case, violated the due
process clause of the fifth amendment. /d. However, the Count of Interational Trade
held that the owner failed to establish the facts necessary 10 prove the statute’s unrea-
sonableness, since a domestic yard could have performed the work. /d at 1549-50.

In upholding the siatute, the court applied the same “rational relationship™ test that
the Customs Court had applied in Ene Navigaton Co., 475 F. Supp. at 160. The test
merely required that a “rational relationship”’ exist between the legislative purpose and
the method, i.e,, the statute, selected to achieve that purpose. Nebbia v. New York, 291
U.S. 502, 537 (1934). A court may assume facts that support the suatute’s constitutional-
ity. United States v. Carolene Prods. Co., 304 U.S. 144, 152 (1938). Finally, the plainufl
bears the burden of proving that the law is not rationally relaed 10 its purpose. Id at
153-54.

The Ene court had held that the repair duty statute was constitutional because the
imposition of a duty on foreign repairs is rationally related to Congress’ purpose in
protecting U.S. shipyards. Ene Nanganon Co., 475 F. Supp. a1 168-68. Therefore, the
constitutionality of the repair duty statute appears settled.

20. 19CF.R. §4.14 (1988).

21. See H. Biss & M. Fannis, suprs note 1, ac 12-19; P. Zuis, swve note ), a1 1-12.
An early exception to the use of duties and taxes arose in 1789, however, when Con-
gress adopied a law restricting U.S. vessel registration (o ships that U.S. citizens owned
and buik domestically. Act of Sept. 1, 1789, ch. 11, §§ 1, 22-23, | Suat. 53, 60-6).
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lished a tariff on imported goods, but provided a ten percent
reduction in duties on goods carried on U.S.-registered ships.22
In addition, Congress enacted a system of port tonnage taxes??
designed to discriminate in favor of U.S. shipping interests.2¢
The port tonnage tax system effectively reserved American
coastal trades for U.S.-registered vessels.2® Several months later,
the First Congress limited vessels eligible for U.S. registry to
those built in the United States, regardless of the vessel’s owner-
ship.26 Thus, the port tonnage taxes primarily benefitted domes-
tic shipyards by limiting coastal trades to U.S.-built vessels.??
Prior to the Civil War, these protections had little impact on
owners of U.S.-registered ships because U.S. shipbuilders were
cost competitive with their foreign counterparts.?®* Conse-
quently, the laws merely encouraged investment in domestically-
built ships. After the Civil War, however, the U.S. maritime
industry, including the shipyard and shipowning elements, began
a long and continuous decline.? Iron replaced wood as the con-
struction material for merchant ships and steam replaced sails as
the propulsion method.?® The United States adapted slowly to
steam propulsion since the U.S. iron industry was relatively
undeveloped.®® Further worsening this situation, Congress
imposed high tariffs on shipbuilding matenals, such as iron, in
order to encourage the development of domestic industries.’? As
a result, U.S. shipbuilding costs became considerably greater

22. Actof July 4, 1789, ch. 2, § 5, | Stat. 24, 27. The “registry” of a vessel gener-
ally refers to the particular country whose mariiime laws and regulations govern the
vessel. Brack's Law DicTionary 1155 (5th ed. 1979).

23.  Act of July 20, 1789, ch. 3, §§ 1-8, | Swa. 27, 28.

24. Under the system, U.S.-registered ships paid a port tax of six cents per ton;
U.S.-built vessels owned wholly or in part by foreign citizens paid thirty cents per ton;
and, all foreign-built vessels, regardless of ownership, paid fifty cents per ton. /d Fur-
thermore, U.S.-registered vessels paid the tax once a year, whereas foreign vessels were
liable upon each entry into a U.S. port. /d §§ 2-3; | Swat. at 27-28.

25. P. Zuis, supra nole 1, at 4.

26. Act of Sept. 1, 1789, ch. 11, §§ 1, 22-28, 1 Stat. 55, 60-61.

27. P. Zus, supra note |, at 8.

28. /d at 12. The United States became dowminant in the shipbuilding indusiry due
to the U.S. industry’s use of wood in ship construction. H. Bass & M. Farats, supra note
1, at 10-11. The United States, in contrast to many European countries, had an abun-
dance of fine shipbuilding timber. /d In fact, as carly as 1776, U.S. colonies supplicd
Great Britain with one-third of its oceangoing merchant marine. /d at 11. This domi-
nance lasted until the Civil War. P. Zus, supra note 1, at 12,

29. H. Bess & M. Farnis, supra note |, at 26-29.

30. P. Zgis, supra note 1, at 12,

Sl /d a4

82. See Act of June 30, 1864, ch. 171 § 3, 13 Stat. 202, 203; H. Bess & M. Fanuus,
supra note 1, at 27-28.
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than foreign_shipbuilding costs.33
United States shipowners could not conipete with foreign-built

vessels because of the higher cost of U.S.-built ships.3¢ Adding

to the decline of the U.S. fleet, Congress passed a law in 1866
preventing U.S.-registered vessels transferred to foreign registry
during the Civil War.from being re-registered in the United
States.®® Additionally, U.S. shipowners could not improve com-
petitiveness by purchasing lower cost, foreign-built vessels
because various shipping laws generally restricted U.S. com-
merce to domestically-built, U.S.-registered vessels.% Shipbuild-
ing and shipowning interests began to conflict as they competed
for beneficial legislation.’” Both groups agreed with Congress
that the maritime industry needed assistance; considerable disa-
greement existed, however, as to the method of support for the
industry.s®

B. The 1866 and 1922 Acts

Congress imposed a fifty percent ad valorem duty, in the Act of
July 18, 1866 (1866 Act),* on the costs of equipment purchased
for and of repairs made to certain U.S.-documented vessels in

38. H. Bess & M. Faxnis, suprs note 1, at 28.

3. I/d a .5-28.

35. Act of Feb. 10, 1866, ch. 8, 14 Stat. 3. Shipowners transferved one-third of the
entire U.S. fleet to foreign ports during the war. P. Zaus, supvs note 1, &t 15,

36. The Navigation Act of 1817 required all imported merchandise to be carried on
U.S. vessels or vessels of the nation from which the goods originated. Act of Mar. |,
1817, ch. 31, § 1, 8 Swat. 351. The Act provided an exception for countries without
similar laws. /d .

The Act also explicitly excluded foreign vessels from the U.S. coastal trade. Id § 4.
While tonnage taxes effectively accomplished the same result as this provision, ser supre
note 25 and accompanying text, the exclusion, known as “cabotage,” became an impor-
tant part of U.S. maritime policy. Se¢ H. Bass & M. Farnis, suprs note 1, at 17. For a
discussion of the history of U.S. cabotage laws, see Aspinwall, Coastwise Trads Policy in the
Unsted Statss: Does it Make Sense Today?, 18 J. Man. L. & Con. 243 (1987).

87. For a discussion of the conflicting interests of shipbuilders and shipowners dur-
ing this period. see H.R. Rer. No. 28, 415t Cong., 2d Sess. 1-30 (1870).

88. Id T. - simplest solution for shipowners was to allow-the purchase of foreign-
builc vessels for the U.S. registry. H. Bess & M. Fanaus, supra note 1, at 24. Accordingly,
U.S. shipowners advocated the “free ship policy,” whereby foreign-built ships could be
registered in the Unites States. /d As an alterative (0 the free ship policy, shipbuilders
advocated government subsidies (o shipbuilders and shipowners to compensate for the
higher cost of U.S.-built vessels. P. Zuis, supra note 1, at 16-17. Congressional repre-
sentatives from states with large shipbuilding activity advocated emphatically the ship-
yards' interests. /d at 17-18. Eventually, shipowners lost the free ship proposal. /d a
19-21.

39. Act of July 18, 1866, ch. 201, 14 Swat. 178,

h
E
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foreign countries.*® Unfortunately, no legislative history dis-
cusses the 1866 Act’s repair duty.*! The Treasury Department+?
drafted the Act and the Senate Commerce Committee made only
technical changes to the repair duty provision; the full Senate
approved the provision without debate.*3

The drafters of the Act designed the repair duty to encourage
owners of U.S.-registered ships to utilize materials made in the
United States and domestic shipyards for repairs.+¢ By 1866, the
price of U.S.-built vessels made competition with foreign
shipbuilders virtually impossible, leaving domestic shipyards with
few new orders and little work.#* The drafters’ choice of using
duties was consistent with Congress’ earlier efforts to promote
the maritime industry through port tonnage taxes.*¢ The draft-
ers limited the duty’s scope to foreign repairs on vessels
“enrolled and licensed . . . to engage in the foreign and coasting
trade on the northern, northeastern and northwestern frontiers
of the United States.”+? This provision limited the repair duty to
vessels that could most easily purchase and conduct repairs in the

40. The 1866 Act, in relevant part, provided: .

{t}hat the equipments . . . purchased for, or the ex es of repairs made in a
foreign coec?nlr'; upon a vgsuu-l enrolled and Iicm':::‘und« the laws of the
United States 10 engage in the foreign and coasting trade on the northern,
northeastern, and northwestern frontiers of the United States . . . shall on the
first arrival of such vessel in any of the United States, be liable 10 entry and
the payment of an ad valorem duty of fifty per centum on the cost thereof in
such foreign country; and if the owner or owners or master of such vessel shall
willfully and knowingly neglect or fail to report, make entry, and pay dutics as
herein required sugn vessel, with her . apparel, furniture, shall be
secized and forfeited: Frowded, that if the owner or owners or master of such
vessel shall fumish good and sufficient evidence that such vessel, while in the
regular course of her voyage, was compelled, by stress of weather or other cas-

ty, to put into said foreign port and purchase such equipments, or make
such repairs, 10 secure the safety of the vessel to enable her to reach her port of
destination, then it shall be competent for the Secretary of the Treasury to
remit or refund such duties, and such vessel shall not be liable 10 forfeiture.

Id. ch. 201, § 28, 14 Stat. at 183.

41. For the congressional debates on the 1866 Act, see ConG. GrLosx, 39th Cong.,
13t Sess. 2563-96, 3440-43 (1866).

42. Seeid a1 2563-64.

438. Id au 2569.

44. Mount Washington Tanker Co. v. United States, 665 F.2d 340, 344 (C.C.P.A.
1981); United States v. Gissel, 353 F. Supp. 768, 772 (S.D. Tex. 1973), af 'd, 439 F.2d 27
(5th Cir. 1974); Suwannee S.S. Co. v. United States, 435 F. Supp. 389, 394 (Cust. Ct.
1977). See HR. Rer. No. 719, 78th Cong., Ist Sess. 1-2 (1943). Ser also 38 Op. Au’y
Gen. 432, 434 (1923) (stating that the purpose of the repair duty is 1o protect domestic
manufaciurers of ship parts and ship workers).

¢5. Ses sypra notes 28-34 and accompanying text.

46. Ser supra notes 23-27 and accompanying text.

47. Act of July 18, 1866, ch. 201, § 23, 14 Stat. 178, 183. Vessels licensed to
engage in trades on the northern, northeastern, and northwestern frontiers weve pre-
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United States by excluding vessels engaged in foreign trade. The
drafters further limited the scope of the duty to the cost of
“equipment” purchased and “‘repairs’’ made.*® Finally, the draft-
ers allowed the Secretary of Treasury to refund or remit the duty
where a shipowner established by *“‘good and sufficient evidence”
.that “stress of weather or other casualty’ compelled the vessel to
purchase equipment or seek repairs in a foreign port.+®
Prior to the enactment of the Tanff Act of 1922 (1922 Act),*®
the repair duty remained essentially unchanged.! Shipowners
advocated a “free ship policy” whereby shipowners could acquire
less expensive, foreign-built vessels for the U.S. registry, while
congressional representatives of shipbuilding states rejected such
arguments.’? Nevertheless, while failing in that effort, U.S. ship-
owners were successful prior to World War I in implementing a
gradual liberalization of the protective tariffs on shipbuilding
materials.?®* However, at the behest of the steel industry,®* Con-

sumably limited to contiguous country trades in the British North American provinces.
Ser Act of Mar. 2, 1799, ch. 22, §§ 92, 105-06, ) Swat. 697-98.

48. Act of July 18, 1866, ch. 201, § 23, 14 Swat. 178, 183. For a discussion of the
interpretation of these terms, see infra notes 133-178 and accompanying text.

49. Act o july 18, 1866, ch. 201, § 29, 14 Swat. 178, 183. The “stress of weather or
other casualty” exception was only applicable when the casualty occurred during the
“regular course” of a voyage. /d Accordingly, a vessel trading domestically could not
underake repairs in Canada because of a casualty and still it within the exceplion. The
exception was needed for vessels trading with the British North American provinces
because public policy disfavored imposing a tax burden that would tend to make a ship-
ownier postpone measures necessary to ensure the safety of the ship. So 33 Op. A’y
Gen. 432, 435 (1923).

50. Tanff Act of 1922, Pub. L. No. 318, 42 Stat. 838.

51. When Congress consolidated the statues of the United States into the Revised
Statutes, ser Act of June 25, 1874, 18 Stat. 1, the repair duty was codified in §§ 3114 and
S115. Jd ch. 11, §§ 3114, 3115, I8 Siwat. 598. Section 3114 contined the language
imposing the duty and providing for its collection; § 3115 contained the remission lan-
guage for certain repairs. /d. Only minor editorial changes were made (o the text of the
statute. The codifiers placed the seciions in title 34, “Collection of Duiies Upon
Imports” and chapter 11, “Provisions Applying 10 Commerce with Contiguous Coun-
tries."” Id By approving the placement of the duty in title 34, Congress indicated tha
the Customs Service would administer the duty. Also, by placing the duty in the chapter
applying to commerce with contiguous countries, Congress affirmed that the duty would
not apply to vessels trading overseas. .

52. Ser supra note 38.

53. P. Zuis, supra note 1, at 123. The duties discriminating in favor of U.S.-buili
vessels were repealed in 1815. Ser supra notes 22-25 and accompanying text. In an effort
to revive the foreign trade fleet, Congress passed legisiation in 1913 providing for a five
percent reduction of import duties on merchandise shipped on domestically-built, U.S.-
registered vessels. Act of Oct. 3, 1913, ch. 16, § 11, 38 Swuac. 114, 196. The Supreme
Count later struck down the-duties as contradiclory (0 various reciprocal commercial
treaties between the Unite 1 States and foreign nauions. Five Percemt Discount Cases,
243 U.S. 87 (1917). :

PR~
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gress reversed this policy by exacting protective duty rates on
shipbuilding materials in the 1922 Act, thus increasing the cost of
building in domestic shipyards again.s®

While effectively increasing the cost of U.S. built ships in the
1922 Act, Congress provided shipyards with protection, at the
expense of shipowners, through a revision to the repair duty.?¢
First, Congress expanded the duty to apply to any vessel “docu-
mented under the law of the United States,”’?? rather than to ves-
sels trading solely in domestic trades and trades with the British
North American Provinces. Second, besides “equipment” and
“expenses of repairs,” Congress included within the duty’s scope
the cost of ‘“‘repair parts or materials to be used [in repairs).”s®
By expanding the scope of the repair duty, the 1922 Act proved
harmful to shipowners.*®

C. The 1930 and 1943 Acts

Immediately following World War I, the U.S. merchant marine
flourished as the wartime fleet provided a source of vessels avail-
able at low cost.¢ By the late 1920s, however, foreign shipyards
were again out-producing domestic yards, placing the U.S. com-
mercial fleet at a competitive disadvantage.®! Congress reacted
with legislation aimed at promoting both U.S. shipyards and the
operating fleet.®? Congressional amendments to the repair duty,

54. G. Jones, GOVERNMENT AID TO MERCHANT SHIPPING 455-36 (1928).

85. Tanff Act of 1922, Pub. L. No. 318, 42 Stat. 858. Ser P. Zu1s, swpra note 1, at
128 (discussing the status of the maritime industry in the 1920s). The 1922 Act adopted
cost parity as the governing principle for fixing rates on dutiable articles. Tariff Act of
1922, Pub. L. No. 318, § 315(a), 42 Stat. at 858. Accordingly, the President, upoa cer-
wain findings, could adjust tariffs to equalize U.S. and foreign costs. This procedure,
known as the “flexible wanff,” technically exists today with respect to articles that wrade
agreements do not cover. S. LAWRENCE, UNITRD STATES MERCHANT SHIPPING POLICY AND
Poummics 50 n.1 (1966). _

56. Tarniff Act of 1922, Pub. L. No. 318, § 466, 42 Stat. a 957-58.

57. W

58. Id The report accompanying the bill does not provide an explanation of the
repair duty provision. See S. Rep. No. 595, 67th Cong., 2d Sess. (1922). Presumably,
Congress determined that the competitiveness of U.S. vessels in foreign trade no longer

justified an exception. Furthermore, Congress wished (0 ensure that the cost of materi-
als used in making repairs was dutiable.
- 59. P. Zus, supra note 1, at 128,

60. H. Bess & M. Farnis, supra note 1, at 46.

61. Id at 46-47. See also S. Lwnucz supra note 55, at 33-42 (discussing post-
World War I maritime policy).

62. See Merchant Marine Act of 1928 ch. 675, 45 Suat. 689. The Merchant Manine
Act reaffirmed the U.S. policy of maintaining a sirong maritime industry, continued
existing mail subsidy payments to U.S. carriers under new contract provisions, and
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as in the Tanff Act of 1930 (1930 Act),® reflected the policy of
promoting the U.S. fleet and of protecting sea-going labor.¢
Revisions to the repair duty, in general, relieved U.S. shipown-
ers fron: several of the duty’s more burdensome effects. First,
Congress excluded from the duty any compensation paid to
members of a vessel’s regular crew in a foreign country in con-
nection with the performance of repairs or the installation of
equipment, even if the repairs or equipment were dutiable.%®
Second, Congress expanded the “stress of weather” exception®s
to include remission or refund for equipment and repairs neces-
sary to secure the *“seaworthiness” of the vessel.? Lastly, Con-
gress added a ‘“‘domestic materials” exception for the overseas
installation of equipment, repair parts, or materials that were
manufactured or produced in the United States by U.S. residents

increased the size of 2 construction loan fund. /d For a discussion of the Merchant
Marine Act of 1928, sce H. Bass & M. Fannis, ngva note 1, at 47-50.

63. Tanff Act of 1930, Pub. L. No. 361, § 466, 46 Swat. 500, 719 (codified as
amended at 19 US.C. § 1466 (1988)).

64. The 1930 Act included the protection of American labor as a primary purpose.
See Tanif Readjustment—1929, Hearings Before the House Comm. on Ways and Means, 70th
Cong., 2¢ Scss. (1929); H.R. Rare. No. 7, 71st Cong., Ist Sess. 251 (1929).

65. Tariff Act of 1930, Pub. L. No. 361, § 466, 46 Stat. & 719 (codified at 19 US.C.

§ 1466(a) (1988)). Congress enacted the crew compensation exceplion in response 1o a
prevnomAuomeyGeneulmhngumcmmembcrcompemwonmnamﬂund\e
duty’s scope. 33 Op. Auw'y Gen. 432 (1928). So H.R. Rxr. No. 7, 7lst Cong., 13t Sess.
344 (1929). Because the duty is equal to fifty percent of the total cost for all equipment
and repairs, s supra note 5 and accompanying text, subtracting labor from the total cost
could substantially reduce the amount of the duty.

66. See supra note 49 and accompanying text.

67. Tanff Act of 1930, Pub. L. No. 361, § 466, 46 Suat. a1 719 (codified as amended
19 US.C. § 1466(d)(1) (1968)). The House bill pmvidcd remission for any equipment
or repanr expense incurred: (1) to maintain the vessel in scaworthy condition; (2) to
repair damages suffered or to replace equipment damaged or worn owt during the voy-
age; or, (3) to maintain the vessel in a sanitary and proper condition for the carmiage of
cargo or passengers. H.R. 2667, 713t Cong., 1st Sess. (1929). The House proposed this
broader stress of weather exception because the existing remission language was 100
strict, resulting in an unnecessary burden on U.S. shipping. H.R. Rer. No. 7, supra note
64, at 344. The House did not contemplate, however, that general overhauling, recon-
ditioning, alterations, or improvements would be exempt from the duty under this sec-
“tion. Id at 345. On the other hand, the Senate belicved that the House language, in
effect, would have permitted almost any foreign work shon of overhauling and recondi-
tioning to be duty-free. S. Rer. No. 37, 71st Cong., 1st Sess. 72 (1929). The Senate
insisted that the House provision would be detimental 10 U.S. shipyards and that
existing law was “sufficiently generous” to U.S. shipping interests. /d Consequently,
Congress adopted the Senate version which added only the exception for the seaworthi-
ness of the vessel.

Seaworthiness is defined as “the sufficiency of a vessel in m(enah conatruction,
equipment, crew, and outfit for the trade or service in which it is employed.” R. D2
Keacrove, INvERNATIONAL Maarniue Dicionazy 699 (2d ed. 1961).
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or members of the regular crew.s®

The domestic materials and crew member exceptions reflected
two of Congress’ purposes in enacting the 1930 Act—to protect
U.S. labor and to encourage the use of domestic goods.®® Con-
gress recognized that certain shipowners often drydocked or laid
up vessels for winter in nearby foreign nations.” Accordingly,
Congress sought to encourage the use of readily available
domestic materials and U.S. labor in preparing these vessels for a
return to service.”!

During World War II, Congress suspended the application of
the repair duty statute for two years, retroactive to December 8,
1941, in the Act of December 17, 1943 (1943 Act).”? Congress
determined that suspension of the duty would relieve congestion
in domestic repair facilities caused by the war and expedite vessel
repair without an adverse effect on the U.S. shipyards’ business.”
More significantly, German U-boats had depleted the maritime
fleet in the early years of the war, and Congress wanted to maxi-
mize the use of remaining vessels by allowing shipowners to
repair in foreign yards without penalty.”

D. Recent Amendments

Following the 1943 Act, Congress continued to promote the
U.S. fleet and domestic shipyards by enacting beneficial legisla-
tion linking the two segments of the industry.”® Yet, because of

68. Tariff Act of 1930, Pub. L. No. 361, § 466, 46 Stat. at 719 (codified at 19 U.S.C.
§ 1466(d)(2) (1988)).

69. Ser supra note 64.

70. H.R. Rer. No. 7, supra note 64, at 345. Thelaynpawouldoccurnmnlyonme
Creat Lakes where the navigating scason generally lasis from March through mid-
December.

71. Id In most circumstances, foreign governments will restrict U.S. labor from
entering foreign nations to perform shipyard work. With this restriction, the exception
remains largely ineffective in compelling shipowners to utilize domestically-manufac-
tured parts following drydock or lay up periods unless crew members can perform the
work. Furthermore, shipowners could transport most domestic repair maienals and

equipment to foreign shipyards. However, contrary to the intent expressed in the swat-
ute, ser supra note 65, shipowners have no incentive to use domestic materials because
the higher cost of such materials will result in a greater duty when foreign labor is
employed.

72. Act of Dec. 17, 1943, ch. 345, 57 Stat. 601.

73. H.R.Rer. No. 719, 78th Cong., 13t Sess. | (1943). Because of the ongoing war,
domestic shipyards were operating at full capacity with work backlogs. /d

74. Id a 12

75. See Merchant Marine Act of 1936, ch. 858, 49 Stat. 1985 (codified as amended a1
46 US.C. app. §§ 1101-1127 (1988)); Merchant Marine Act of 1970, Pub. L. No. 91-
469, 84 Stat. 1018 (amending 46 U.S.C. app. §§ 1101-1127 (1988)); Cargo Preference
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this linkage, the laws failed to consistently ensure a strong mari-
time industry.”®

To promote the U.S. commercial fleet, Congress began enact-
ing another series of exceptions to lessen the repair duty's
impact, rather than repeal the duty. In 1971, Congress amended
the repair duty-to provide several additional exceptions.” First,
Congress added the dunnage and tank exception which author-
ized a remission or refund for equipment, material, or labor used
for cargo dunnage and shoring,?® for the erection of témporary
bulkheads to control bulk cargo, and for the necessary prepara-
tion of tanks to carry liquid cargo.”™ Second, the two-year excep-
tion was added which eliminated the duty for certain vessels
remaining continuously outside the United States for two years
or more.* However, Congress specifically maintained the duty
for items purchased during the first six months after departing
the United States, and for fish nets and netting.%!

In providing the two-year exception, Congress recognized that
where vessels remain outside the United States for extended
periods, the repair duty fails 10 encourage the use of U.S. ship-
yards.82 Because vessels remaining outside the United States for
more than two years generally cannot be maintained and
repaired in domestic yards, imposing the duty was particularly
onerous and provided no benefit to domestic shipyards or to U.S.

Act of 1954, ch. 936, 68 Swat. 832 (codified as amended a1 46 U.S.C. app. §§ 1241(b),
1241d-1241p (1988)).

76. Ses H. Brss & M. Farnis, supra note 1, at 210-17.

77. Aciof Jan. 5, 1971, Pub. L. No. 91-654, B4 Stat. 1944.

78. Dunnage constitutes pieces of wood or similar material that are placed against
the sides and bottom of the hold of a vessel that preserves the cargo from the effects of
leakage, sweating, contamination, or damage from nearby cargoes. Biack’s Law Dic-
TioNARY 451 (5th ed. 1979). Shoring is wood or similar material used (o brace cargo to
prevent it from shifting at sea. R. bz KeacHova, suprs note 67, a 700.

79. Act of Jan. 5, 1971, Pub. L. No. 91-654, § 1, 84 Swat. at 1944 (codified 21 19
U.S.C. § 1466(d)(3) (1988)). Prior to the 197} Act, courts considered the items con-
tained in this exceplion as outside the scope of * npain"bmhadmleddunmgeu
dutiable equipment. Ser mfra note 167 and accompanying text. Tank cleaning as a
mpanrmllpreaenuduwammutpmm Sos infra notes 145-154 and accompany-
ing text.

80. Act of Jan. 5, 1971, Pub. L. No. 91-654, § |, 84 Stat. at 1944 (codified a1 19
U.S.C. § 1466(c) (1988)).

'81.

82. S. Rer. No. 1474, 913t Cong., 2d Sess. 8, reprinied 1n 1970 U.S. Coox Cong. &
Apsin. Naws 5910, 5912. The original House Bill, H.R. 16745, only exempted shrimp
vessels from the duty. /d at 5910-11. However, the Senate felt that the exemption
should apply to all “special purpose vessels’’ remaining outside the United States for
extended periods. /d
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labor.83 Even so, Congress limited the exception solely to *“spe-
cial purpose vessels.”’# Furthermore, to ensure that vessels were
outfitted with all of the necessary equipment and that they per-
formed all anticipated repairs in domestic shipyards before
departing, Congress retained the duty for all entries incurred
after the first six months of departing the United States.®?

" In 1978, Congress revised the penalty provisions of the repair
duty statute as part of the Customs Procedural Reform and Sim-
plification Act (1978 Act).8¢ Prior to this revision, the statute
penalized willful and knowing neglect, failure to report, or failure
to pay duties with seizure and subsequent sale of the vessel.8?
However, Congress believed vessel forfeiture imposed too severe
a penalty relative to the revenue lost in many cases.®® Accord-
ingly, as an alternative to forfeiture, the 1978 Act provided a
monetary penalty up to the value of the vessel.8® Additionally,
Congress expanded the scope of liability to include the making of
purposeful false statements about ship repairs or equipment.®
Finally, in expanding liability, Congress included a pre-penalty
notice provision for alleged violations of the statute to permit
rapid resolution of disputes.®

The legislation implementing the Agreement on Trade in Civil
Aircraft®? included another exception to the repair duty for
repair parts, materials, and expenses of repairs, purchased or

83. /d au 5911.

84. Id Special purpose vessels generally do not carry cargo in commercial trades.
Special purpose vessels include fishing vessels, barges, oil drilling vessels, and oceano-
graphic vessels, among other vessels. /d

85. M

86. Customs Procedural Reform and Simplification Act of 1978, Pub. L. No. 95-
410, 92 Suat. 888 (codified as amended in scattered sections of 19 U.S.C.). The repair
duty penalty, notice and violation provisions are codified at 19 U.S.C. § 1466(a)-(c)
(1988). .

87. See Tariff Act of 1930, Pub. L. No. 361, § 466, 46 Swuat. 590, 719.

88. S. Rer. No. 778, 95th Cong., Zd Sess. 29, repriniad in 1978 U.S. Covx Cone. &
ADMIN. News 2211, 2240.

89. Customs Procedural Reform and Simplification Act of 1978, Pub. L. No. 95-
410, § 206(1), 92 Stat. at 888.

9. M

91. S. Rer. No. 778, supra note 88, reprinted in 1978 U.S. Cope Conc. & AbmiN.
News 2240. Congress considered the pre-penalty notice procedure appropriate because
an analogous procedure was provided in 19 U.S.C. § 1592 which governed penalties for
fraud, gross negligence, and negligence. /d The procedure requires Customs officers
to provide specific notification of alleged violations and to provide an opportunity for
the alleged violator to challenge the accusations both orally and in writing. 19 US.C.
§ 1466(b)-(c) (1988).

92. Agreement on Trade in Civil Aircraft, Jan. |, 1980, 31 US.T. 619, T.L.A.S. No.
9620, 1186 U.N.T.S. 170, reprinted in Housz Comm. ON WAYS AND MEANS AND SENATR

R h e e =2
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performed in a foreign country on U.S. civil aircrafi.®® Congress
continued the existing requirement, however, that the purchase
of repair parts and materials and the expenses of repairs incurred
abroad be documented upon return of the aircraft.®

The next revision occurred in 1980 when Congress provided a
temporary exemption from the repair duty for the cost of
purchase and repair of tuna purse seine nets.?® This exemption
applied between October 1, 1979 and December 31, 1981 10
tuna purse seine vessels weighing over 500 gross tons or to simi-
lar vessels required to carry a certificate of inclusion under the
general permit issued to the American Tunaboat Association.®®
The temporary exemption served several purposes. First, the
exemption allowed the U.S. tuna fleet continued access to nets
and netting repairs in Panama without duty payment.®? Second,
it provided a temporary suspension of duties allowed domestic
net manufacturers to develop suitable products.®® Finally, Con-
gress recognized that only foreign manufacturers provided

ComM. oN Finance, 96t Conc., st Stss., MurTiLaTzaAL Taape NzGoTiaTIONS 289-
302 (Comm. Print 1979) [hercinafier CiviL AIRCRAFT AGREEMINT].

The parties negotiated the Agreement on Trade in Civil Aircrafi during the Tokyo
Round of Multilateral Trade Negotations (MTN). For a review of the MTN, see |
Dirzcror-Gengaar or GATT, Tuz Toxvo ROUND of MuLTiATERAL TaaDE NEGOTIA-
TIoNS (1979); 2 Dirgcron-GaneaaL oF GATT, THe Toxvo ROUND OF MULTILATERAL
Trapz Nzco-1aTiONs (1980). The MTN negotiations were conducted under the aus-
pices of the General Agreement on Tarifls and Trade (GATT). General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade, opened for signaturs Oct. 30, 1947, 61 Stat. AS, T.I.A.S. No. 1700, 55
U.N.T.S. 187 [hercinafier GATT).

93. Trade Agreements Act of 1979, Pub. L. No. 96-39, § 601(a), 93 Stat. 144, 268,
as amended by Act of Oct. 17, 1980, Pub. L. No. 96-467, § 14, 94 Suat. 2220, 2225 (codi-
fied as amended a1 19 U.S.C. § 1466(f) (1988)). -

94. Id § 601(a). For a discussion of the legislation implementing the Civil Aircraft
Agreement, see S. Rep. No. 249, 96th Cong., Ist Sess. 185-88, nprinied in 1979 U S.
Cobe CoNG. & ADMIN. News 381, 571-74. Prior to implementation of the Civil Aircralt
Agreement, Congress applicd the repair duty siatute to civil aircrafi. S C.S.D. 79-51,
13 Cust. B. & Dec. 1076 (1978).

95. Act of Dec. 28, 1980, Pub. L. No. 96-609, § 115(a), 94 Stat. 3555, 3558 (codi-
fied at 19 U.S.C. § 1466(g) (1988)). In the two-year exemption provision, Congress spe-
cifically retained all fish nets and netting within the duty’s scope. S Act of Jan. 5, 1971,
Pub. L. No. 91-654, § |, 84 Swat. 1944. .

96. Act of Dec. 28, 1980, Pub. L. No. 96-609, § 115(a), 94 Stat. 3558 (codified at 19
U.S.C. § 1466(g) (1988)). The Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, Pub. L. No. 92-
522, § 104, 86 Stat. 1027, 1034, requires the permit.

97. Se S. Rer. No. 999, 96th Cong., 2d Sess. 18-19 (1980). Prior to 1979, all equip-
ment purchased and repairs performed in Panama were not subjeci to the duty because
the Panama Canal Zone was noi considered a “foreign country” within the meaning of
the repair duty statute. /d. a1 19. However, duty-free status in the Canal Zone ended
with adoption of the Panama Canal Zone Treaty, Sept. 7, 1977, United States-Panama,
33 US.T. 1, T.L.AS. No. 10,029.

98. Ser S. Rar. No. 999, supra note 97, at 19.
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required nets and that fuel costs to return from Panama to the
United States solely to obtain or repair nets was prohibitively
expensive.®

The repair duty statute was last changed in 1984 when Con-
gress extended the two-year exemption to include all vessels,
regardless of service.!® Congress, however, retained the duty
for vessels departing the United States solely for the purpose of
obtaining equipment or repairs abroad.'o!

The changes to the two-year exception served two functions.
First, the 1984 Act recognized that U.S. vessels competing
directly with foreign-flag vessels in trade between foreign coun-
tries operated at a competitive disadvantage due to the lower
wages, shipyard maintenance, and repair costs of foreign opera-
tors.'92 Because U.S. vessels in foreign-to-foreign trades were
not cligible for operating subsidies,'*® Congress intended that
the exemption from the repair duty would enhance the competi-
tive posture of U.S. vessels in these trades.!** Second, Congress
acknowledged that many small vessels supply logistical support
to offshore oil exploration and production operations which
often requires extended periods outside the United States.!0®
The two-year exemption enhanced the ability of U.S. supply ves-
sels to compete in this trade.!0®

E. Customs Entry Procedures

The Customs Service is authorized by statute to administer the
repair duty.'°? Title 19 of the Code of Federal Regulations con-

99. Id

100. Se¢ Trade and Tanff Act of 1984, Pub. L. No. 98-573 § 208, 98 Stat. 2948, 2976
(codified at 19 U.S.C. § 1466(c) (1988)). The previous statute only offered the exemp-
tion (0 special purpose vessels. See supra note 84 and accompanying text.

101. Trade and Tariff Act of 1984, Pub. L. No. 98-573, § 208, 98 Stat. at 2976.

102. H.R.Rxr. No. 1015, 98th Cong., 2d Sess. 65, reprinied 1n 1984 U.S. Cont ConG.
& ApMIN. News 4960, 5024.

103. Se¢ Merchant Marine Act of 1936, § 601, 49 Swat. 1985, 2001 (codified as
amended at 46 U.S.C. app. § 1171 (1988)). Operating subsidies are direct payments to
certain U.S. commercial vessels engaged in foreign commerce. These subsidies are
designed to equal approximately the difference between a U.S. vessel’s costs for the
crew and operations and the corresponding foreign competitors’ costs. /d.

104. H.R. Rer. No. 1015, supra note 102, at 65, reprinied in 1984 U.S. Copt Cone. &
ADMIN. Nzws at 5024,

105. 1

106.

107. 19 U.S.C. §§ 3, 1481-1528 (1988). The First Congress established the U.S.
Customs Service, an agency within the Deparument of Treasury. Act of July 31, 1789,
ch. 5, | Swus. 20 (repealed 1890). In addition 1o administering and enforcing various

76-7790~-94 -3
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tains Customs regulations governing the duty’s collection.!%® In
general, these regulations set forth items and vessels subject to
the duty, declaration and entry requirements, bases for duty
remission, procedures for remission of duties, and penalties for
avoiding the duties.!%?

Upon first arrival of a U.S. vessel into the United States, the
owner or master must declare all equipment and repairs acquired
outside the United States!*® as part of the original manifest.!!!
Estimated duties must be deposited, or a bond equal to the esti-
mated duties must be filed, before departure of the vessel.''*
Items listed on an entry may be non-dutiable if they are outside
the scope of “‘equipment”’ or “‘repairs.” '3 Additionally, dutiable
items may be subject to remission under one of the exceptions in
the repair duty statuie.!¢

taniff laws, the Customs Service administers and enforces various U.S. navugumhm
id §§ 1581-1654.

108. Equipment and Repair Duty Regulations, 19 C.F.R. § 4.14 (1989).

109. /d § 4.14(a)-(g).

110. For the purpose of the equipment and repair duty, American Samoa, Guam,
Guanianamo Bay Naval Station, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands are not consid-
ered outside the United Siates. /d § 4.14(a)(1). In addition, prior to 1979, equipment
and repairs obtained in the Panama Canal Zone were cxempt. Se suprs note 97.

111. 19 C.FR. § 4.14(b)(1) (1989). The regulations require the declaration regard-
less of the dut-.ble status of such ilems. /d; C.S.D. 90-75, 24 Cust. B. & Dec. No. 30, a
22 (1990). The entry must be filed with local Custcms officials within five days after
ammival. 19 CFR. §4.14(b)(2) (1989). Additionally, the owner of the vessel must
inform Customs officials of the cost of each of the iems listed within 60 days of the
vessel's arrival. However, extensions may be granted. /d § 4.14(b)(2)(ii). Furthermore,
if the owner f2ils to fumnish the required evidence in a timely manner or if the informa-
tion is of doubtful authenticity, the appropriate regional commissioners may use all
available means (0 obtain the information and may refer the matter to the Office of
Investigations. /d § 4.14(b)(2)(ii)(A). Local Customs officials forward all entries to one
of three regional repair liquidation units in New York, New Orleans, or San Francisco.
Id § 4.14(b)(2), (c)(1). Congress, however, recently approved a Cusioms Plan to con-
solidate the liquidation function in one location. H.R. Rer. No. 267, 10ist Cong., Int
Sess. (1989).

112. 19 C.F.R. § 4.14(b)(1). The usual practice involves hiring a local port or berth
agcmloﬁleblmkc(bmdspmﬂdmgfordnmumpuonofdndmmonmcveud
This practice "cilitates and expedites departure. However, the government may hold
the bond sureues liable for the amount of duty in issue if the owner fails (o pay, and the
agent’s only recourse is against the owner or master of the vessel. Sor United States v.
Gissel, 353 F. Supp. 768 (S.D. Tex. 1879) (bholding a local berthing agent who filed
blanket bonds on behalf of a shipowner liable for the duty afier the ship owner filed for
bankruptcy); Caldwell Shipping Co. v. United States, B3 Cust. Ct. 311 (1964) (noting
that where an agent voluntarily-pays duties, his action is the action of the principal if
within the scope of the agent's authority).

113. For definitions of these terms, see infra notes 133-178 and accompanying texs.

114. Sw, eg. 19 US.C. § 1466(d) (1988) (providing remission for necessary repairs,
including the siress of weather exception).
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To obtain a remission or refund, an application for relief must
be filed with the appropriate Customs officer at the port where
the vessel entered the country.!'* The application should state
that the entry either falls outside dutiable equipment or repairs,
or that the entry is subject to remission.!'¢ Even though the

- application for relief need not be in any particular form,!'? the
applicant must specify the basis upon which the remission of
duties is sought.t'® Applications for relief must also include vari-
ous pieces of evidence supporting the applicant’s claim for
remission.!1®

il5. 19 CF.R. § 4.14(d)(1)(ii) (1989). The application may also be filed with the
appropriate vessel repair liquidation unit. /d The application must be filed within a 60-
day time period. /d § 4.14(b)(2)(ii)(B); C.S.D. 80-196, 14 Cust. B. & Dec. 1063 (1980)
(holding an application for remission untimely where the owner failed 1o file before
liquidation and did not file 2 protest within 90 days after liquidation).

116. 19 C.F.R. § 4.14(d)(1)(i) (1989). Within 60 days after receiving an application,
the repair liquidation unit must approve or deny the request, or forward it to the Camni-
ers Rulings Branch at Customs Headquarters in Washington, D.C,, for advice. Id
§ 4.14(d)(1)(v). Regional Commissioners must provide written notice of final decisions
to applicants. /d In addition, the regulations require suspension of liquidation of repair
entries until 30 days afier applicanis receive written nrotice. /d § 4.14(d)(1)(vi).

117. id. § 4.14(d)(1)G).

118. Chas. Kurz & Co. v. United States, 698 F. Supp. 268, 272 (Ct. Int’l Trade 1988)
(holding that vessel owner’s petition failed (0 seek remission under the proper exemp-

tion, thereby not satisfying the requirements of a request for remission). The owner "

files the application in the same manner as the original entry. 19 C.F.R. § 4.14(d)(1)(i})
(1989); ser supra notes 110-11) and accompanying text. However, the owner must sign
the application and certify that all foreign equipment and repairs that took place within
one year immediately preceding the application have been declared. 19 CFR.
§ 4.14(d)(1)(ii) (1989). Lack of proper certification makes an application invalid or
incomplete. /d Unless the owner takes steps within the 60-day time period to certify

the application, the entry is subject to liquidation at the expiration of the 60-day penod .

C.S.D. 89-32, 23 Cust. B. & Dec. No. 82, a1 8, 4 (1989).

119. 19 CF.R. § 4.14(d)(1)(ins) (1989). Among the most important documents sup-
porting claims for remission are copies of itemized bills, receipts, and invoices that seg-
regate the cost of non-dutiable entries from all other items listed on the entry. See
Routh, Cutting Uncle’s Cut of Foregn Repairs, MariNE Loc, Nov. 1987, at 69 (noting that
huge duty savings are possible when foreign yard work is planned with the duty and
provisions for refund or remission in mind, and then Customs entries are prepared care-
fully to minimize the duty).

Accordingly, itemized invoices should be requested before performing any foreign
work to facilitate obtaining refunds and remissions. Se¢ Routh, supra, at 71. Other
pieces of evidence include copies of the ship’s logs, classification society reports stating
the cause and type of damages or the type of corrective work performed, certificates of
scaworthiness, and affidavits, certification, or written reports by the master or responsi-
ble_officer with knowledge of the circumstances warranting remission. 19 C.F.R.
§ 4.14(d)())(i)(A)-(F) (1989). However, evidence showing that repairs made to ship-
board barges and similar crewless vessels were necessary 1o ensure safety and seaworthi-
ness, afier departing the United Siates in seaworthy condition, is sufficient. /d
§ 4.14(d)(1)ii)(G).
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Upon denial of a proper application for relief, an applicant may
file a petition for review with the Commissioner of Customs.!#
The petition must be filed with the appropriate repair liquidation
unit within thirty days after notice of a final decision.'®* The
Regional Commissioner then forwards the petition to the Carri-
ers Rulings Branch in Washington, D.C., with any recommenda-
tions for a decision.!'?? Filing a petition automatically suspends
liquidation of the entry until further notification of the Customs’
decision.'?s Following liquidation of an entry, a protest may be
filed with district directors;'*¢ if the protest is denied in whole or
in part, judicial review may be obtained by filing a civil action in
the U.S. Court of International Trade (CIT).128

IIl. Score oF THE DuTY AND REMISSIONS

Courts have interpreted the congressional intent expressed in
the repair duty statute as being to “equalize . . . the relative costs
of repairs performed by foreign versus domestic labor, in order
to encourage U.S. shipowners to employ U.S. labor whenever
possible.”'?¢ While the duty favors shipyard interests, the lan-
guage of the statute and the history of subsequent amendments
indicate an attempt to balance both shipyard and shipowner
interests by reducing the duty’s impact on shipowners.'*” In
other wo: ds, Congress never intended to totally insulate domes-
tic yards from foreign competition in the maintenance and repair
markets for U.S. commercial vessels. As a result, interpretation

120. 19 C.F.R. § 4.14(d)(2)(1)-(u) (1989).

121, Id § 4.14(d)(2)(id).

122, Id § 4.14(d)(2)(iii); se¢ supra note 116.

128. 19 C.F.R. § 4.14(d)(2)(i)), (iv) (1989). Liquidation refers 1o the act or process of
final payment, satisfaction, or collection. Brack's Law Dicrionary 839 (5th ed. 1879).

124. 19 CF.R. § 4.14(f) (1989). Procedures for fling protests are set forth in 19
C.F.R. § 174. The owner of a vessel must file a protest within 90 days of the notice of
liquidation or of the date of decision. /d § 174(c). For an example of procedural events
tolling the 90-day period of limitations for filing proteats, see Farvel Lines v. United
States, 657 F.2d 1214, 1217-18 (C.C.P.A. 1981) (1olling 90-day period from date that
petition for cancellation was filed), modifed, 677 F.2d 1017 (1982). But ¢/ Transmarine
Navigation Corp. v. United States, 7 Ct. Int’l Trade 42 (1984) (holding that a demand
for payment made more than two years aiter the last date that the merits of a dispute
were considered is insufficient 10 revive the dispute).

125. 19C.F.R. § 174.31 (1989). Procedures for bringing actions before the Court of
International Trade are set forth in 28 U.S.C. §§ 2631-2638 (1989).

126. Mount Washington Tanker Co. v. United States, 665 F.2d 340, 344 (C.C.PA.
1981).

127. For example, Congress limited the scope of the duty 10 equipment and repairs,
19 U.S.C. § 1466(a) (1988), and provided for refunds and remissions in centain circum-
stances. Id § 1466(d)(e).
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of the statute involves several issues, including: (1) whether the
particular work constitutes an “‘equipment’’ or ‘‘repair’” within
the scope of the duty;'?® (2) whether a dutiable entry falls within
a statutory category for remission;'?® and, (3) whether the partic-
ular vessel or trade is excepted from the duty.!%

A. Definition of Equipment and Repair

The language of the repair duty statute as set forth in section
1466(a) limits dutiable items to: (1) equipment purchased;
(2) repair parts or materials used for repairs; and (3) expenses
of repairs.13t All other entries are outside the duty’s scope; if
Customs collects duties, Customs officials must refund those
duties. Accordingly, the first step in determining the applicabil-
ity of the duty is 1o examine whether the overseas purchases or
work falls within the definition of ‘‘equipment” or “‘repairs.”
However, in considering whether particular entries must be
refunded as outside the scope of the repair duty statute, the CIT
gives broad deference to Customs’ decisions.'st

128. Soc infra notes 133-178 and accompanying text.

129. Ser infra notes 179-208 and accompanying text.

130. S infra notes 209-232 and accompanying text.

131. 19 US.C. | 1466(a) (1988).

132. Ser Gerhant, Judiral Review of Cusioms Service Actioms, 9 L. &k Pou. InT'L Bus. 1101,
1135-89 (1977). See generally W. Furazir, Tue HisTory or AmaricaN Custoums Jumis-
PRUDENCE (1941) (discussing Customs’ interpretation of various tanff laws); E. P.s-
sipes, U.S. Customs, Tanirrs anp TraDz (1977) (describing steps needed 1o protest
Cusioms’ decisions in U.S. courts).

The Court of International Trade (CIT) must review Cusioms’ decisions in accord-
ance with the Administrative Procedure Act (APA), 5 U.S.C. § 706 (1988). Se 28 US.C.
§ 2640(d) (1988). In addition to the APA, the CIT must follow the Supreme Court’s
two-part test for judicial review of an agency’s construction of a statute. Chevron,
U.S.A. v. NRDC, 467 U.S. 837, 842-43 (1984). The first prong of the test asks whether
Congress has expreasly stated its intent on the precise question at issue; if i has, that
intent governs. /d The second prong examines whether the statute is silent or ambigu-
ous as to the specific issue; if it is, the reviewing court only determines whether the
agency based its decision on a permissible construction of the statute. /d However,
under the second prong of the Supreme Court’s test, a court will not substitute its dis-
cretion for that of the agency unless the agency bases its decision on a misconstruction
of the relevant statute. Motor Vehicle Mirs. Ass'n v. State Farm Mwt. Awto. Ins. Co., 463

_ US. 29, 43 (19883).

The agency further must provide the reviewing court with an explanation of the
agency’s actions. Bowman Transp. v. Arkansas-Best Freight Sys., 419 U.S. 281, 285
(1974); Camp v. Piuts, 411 U.S. 138, 139-40 (1973). Moreover, where the agency suffi-
ciently explains its reasoning, the court only needs to consider those reasons provided.
Sos Bowman Transp., 419 U.S. a1 285-87. Thus, courts often defer 1o Customs’ interpreta-
tions of the repair duty statute. For examples of this deference, s Barge Corp.,
664 F. Supp. at 1548; Meunt Washington Tanker Co., 505 F. Supp. at 212; Suwanne $.5. Co.,
435 F. Supp. at 392-98.
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1. Definition of Repair

The term “repair” is generally defined as rcstonng or mending
an item that is torn or broken. 3% Ship repair involves the resto-
ration of a v-ssel or its equipment to its original state after decay,
waste, partial destruction, or injury.! Applying this definition,
:lany expenses associated with repairs are excluded from the

uty. 4

The first category of excluded repair expenses relates to the
costs of the facility performing the work.!%® This exclusion is
derived from the judicially created “docking rule” established in
United States v. Geo. Hall Coal Company.'%® The docking rule
excludes from the repair duty the expense of docking a vessel to
effect repairs.'®” Today, the docking rule extends to additional
expenses associated with modern drydocking, including shore-
side electrical power, supplies, and local heating.1%®

Similarly, the repa‘r duty does not apply to the examination of
a vessel's apparatus and machinery, so long as the inspection
does not result in repairs.'® However, when an inspection or
survey results in repairs, the inspection is a dutiable “‘expense of
repair.”'* As a result, annual and periodic inspections and
surveys required by the U.S. Coast Guard and ship classification

133. Weastan’s Naw Cowrzciate Dicrionany 972 (1st ed. 1981)

134. Ser, eg, United States v. Admiral Oviental Lines, 18 C.C.P.A. 141, 147 (1930)
(holding that installation of a sicel swimming wtank is not a repair); American Viking
Corp. v. United States, 150 F. Supp. 746, 754 (Cust. Cu. 1956) (holding that work which
did not involve restoration of the bailers or the turbine to operable condition afier dete-
rioration or destruction was not a repair); Waterman $.S. Corp. v. United Siates, 26
Cust. Ci. 114, 122 (195]) (holding that the annealing of loading gear (0 asceriain the
presemcondnuonofdngearunotadmaﬂcm),{ E.E. Kelly & Co. v. United
States, 17 C.C.P.A. 30 (1929).

135. American Viking Corp., 150 F. Supp. s 752.

136. United States v. Geo. Hall Coal Co., 134 F. 1003 (C.C.N.D.N.Y. 19085).

187. States S.S. Co. v. United States, 73 Treas. Dec. 718 (1938).

138. American Viking Corp., 150 F. Supp. at 752 (exempting from the duty the cost of
heating, elecurical light, and power afier a failure of the vessel's generators); Stalss S.S.
Co., 73 Treas. Dec. at 720-21 (excluding expenses for drydocking a vessel while under-
going repairs). Additional entries that may be excluded if properiy iemized on invoices
include drydock block arrangement, scaffolding sea water supply, air supply, hose con-
nection and disconnection, waichperson services, crane services for drydock operations,
phone calls, and drydock cleaning. Ser Cust. Rul. Lir. 104,398 (Mar. 23, 1980).

199. American Viking Corp., 150 F. Supp. at 754 (exempting from the duty the cost of
boiler inspections and all expenses associated with the inspections).

140. /d Congress added the cost of * mem"tomedmynmpe
in the 1922 Ac. Ser swprs note 38 and accompanying text. Congress
intended to distinguish these items from the expense of labor. Sndm%hqw
150 F. Supp. at 754. Thus, where the duty applics (0 the cont of repair parts, labor costs
are automatically dutiable. S id 8wt of 19 U.S.C. § 1466(n) (1988) (excluding labor
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societies are not usually subject to the duty.'+!

Whether the repair duty applies to ship painting, cleaning, and
general maintenance largely depends on the facts of each case.
Because painting is essential to the preservation of a ship’s struc-
ture'*? and paint must be restored when destroyed or decayed
from weather or other causes, painting falls within the definition
of dutiable repairs.!4s Furthermore, chipping, scaling, and clean-
ing in preparation of painting are within the definition of
repairs. !¢

In contrast, mere cleaning is not a dutiable repair unless per-
formed for the purpose of restoring the vessel after damage,
deterioration; or decay.'*® For example, dutiable repairs do not
include the scraping and cleaning of rose boxes!*s to ready the
ship for its next cargo.!4? Nevertheless, if a coating is applied to
cargo tanks to enable the vessel to carry a cargo it could not pre-
viously carry or to protect the tanks from deterioration, the duty
applies. 148 -

Recently, Customs ruled that the repair duty applies to recom-
mended tank cleaning to prepare for an inspection and for subse-

costs supplied by members of the vessel's regular crew); 19 U.S.C. § 1466(d)(2) (1988)
(excluding domestic labor costs where equipment is manufaciured in the United States).

141. C.S.D. 80-195, 14 Cust. B. k Dec. 1061 (1980).

t42. The painting of a ship’s hull often takes place after rust begins to form.

143. H.C. Gibbs v. United States, 41 C.C.P.A. 57, 60 (1953); American Mail Line v.
United States, 24 C.C.P.A. 70, 70-71 (1936); EE. Kelly & Co. v. United States, 17
C.C.P.A. 30, 32-33 (1929). An exception (o this rule would occur if the painting was
strictly omamental. See H.C. Gibbs, 41 C.C.P.A. at 60.

144. States S.S. Co. v. United States, 73 Treas. Dec. 718 (1938). Compensation paid
to foreign labor for painting is included within “expenses of repairs.” Traders S.S. Co.
v. United States, 37 Cust. C1. 224 (1956).

145. Northemn S.S. Co. v. United States, 54 Cusnt. Ct. 92, 98-99 (1965); C.S.D. 80-

148, 14 Cust. B. & Dec. 968 (1980).

146. Rose boxes are iron boxes perforated with holes and fitted at the ends of certain
types of pipes in order 1o preveni them from becoming obstructed with solid mauer. R.
or KercHove, supra note 67, at 659. If cleaning is performed in conjunction with or in
preparation of dutiable repairs, the cost «f the cleaning is dutiable. C.S.D. 81-188, 15
Cust. B. & Dec. 1108 (1981).

147. Northern $.5. Co., 54 Cust. Cu. at 98-99. The Northern §.5. Co. court based the
*“cleaning rule” on several prior rulings that tank cleaning to prepare for new cargo is
not a dutiable repair. Ser, ¢.g.. American Mail Line v. United States, 34 Cusn. Ci. 197,
200 (1955) (stating that the cleaning and sweeping of holds in preparation for non-bulk
cargo is not dutiable); American Hawaiian $.S. Co. v. United States, 71 Treas. Dec.
1174, 1176 (1937) (holding the cleaning of deep tanks nondutiable).

148. C.S.D. 79-509, 14 Cust. B. & Dec. No. | at 88 (1979). Application of coatings
may be viewed as similar to painting. Yet, if coatings are applied after alterations are
made 10 the hull and fittings of the vessel, the cost remains non-dutiable, as these costs
fit within the definition of ““vessel” rather than “equipment.” /d Se mfra notes 158-162

and accompanying text.
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quent carriage of water ballast.#® The case involved several
ballast wing tanks coated with cargo oil that required cleaning to
restore the tanks to original condition suitable for water bal-
last.'0 Other tanks were apparently repaired,'®! while the tanks
in question were merely cleaned for inspection and for ballast
suitability.’3?2 Even though inspections not resulting in repairs
are generally nondutiable,!*® Customs relied on the fact that,
although not mandatory, the cleaning restored the vessel to its
former condition. !¢
Several additional categories of ship repairs are outside the
definition. For éxample, dutiable repairs do not include travel
expenses for repairworkers,!® and crating and shipping charges
for repair materials.!%s -Also, dutiable repairs do not include
charges paid to foreign governments for customs duties.?5?
Finally, dutiable repairs do not include work performed pursu-
ant to a warranty or guarantee clause in the construction contract
" of a vessel built abroad.'®® Such work is considered part of the
original vessel rather than a repair on the vessel, provided that
the work is performed within a reasonable time after delivery.'s?
However, the costs of repairs made under a service contract
remain dutiable even when the cost of the contract is prepaid
with a foreign shipyard or manufacturer.'%® Additionally, when a
vessel is delivered with a complement of spare parts, all replace-

149. Customs Lir. Rul. 110,177 (May 9, 1968).

150. Id

150, M

152, d

153. Ser supra note 139 and accompznying text.

154. Customs Ltr. Rul. 110,177 (May 9, 1989). This ruling seems to ignore two con-
siderations. First, thccleanmgwano«petformedmcoqgumwnwuhduuabknpau
work; rather, the cleaning merely {acilitated an inspection. /d Second, the definition of
dutiable repairs requires restoration after decay, waste, destruction, oF injury. Ser e
note 134 and accompanying text. Restoration necessary 10 retumn a vessel (o its suitable
function alone is insufficient.

155. Mount Washingion Tanker Co. v. United States, 505 F. Supp. 209, 216 (Cu.
Int’l Trade 1980); International Navigation Co. v. United States, 148 F. Supp. 448, 455-
56 (Cust. Ct. 1957).

156. American Viking Corp. v. United States, 150 F. Supp. 746, 752 (Cust. C1. 1956).

187. International Navigation Co., 148 F. Supp. at 455-56.

158, Sea-Land Serv., Inc. v. United States, 683 F. Supp. 1404 (Ct. Int’l Trade 1988).
Prior Customs’ dcamnscomuktrdn.pemﬂdmtoluhweofamveudleqmpmu
that a warranty covers as a “casualty” subject (o duty remission if the equipment fails
during the vessel’s first-round voyage. C.S.D. 80-148, 14 Cust. B. & Dec. 951 (1980).
However, Customs now applies the duty to items that a foreign shipyard warranty cov-
ers, in accordance with the purpose of the statute. /d

159. Sea-Land Serv., Inc., 683 F. Supp. at 1407-09.

160. T.D. 78-31, 12 Cust. B. & Dec. 56 (1978).
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ments ¢f the onginal spare parts that the owner purchases or
installs overseas are dutiable.'s* Nevertheless, the original com-
plement of duty-free spare parts include only those placed
aboard the vessel on delivery.t62

2. Definition of Equipment

Vessel “equipment” must initially be distinguished from the
vessel itself.1¢® For a particular item to be included within the
definition of “‘vessel,” it must be both permanent and essential to
the vessel’s successful operation.!'®* In contrast, items falling
within the definition of vessel “equipment” generally include any
portable item used for preparing a vessel whose hull is already
finished for service.!%®

Consequently, a “‘permanency” rule has evolved whereby duti-
able equipment does not include the installation of an article
likely to remain on board if the vessel is laid up for a long period
of time.'% Conversely, items that may easily be removed from
the vessel, such as furnishings, items necessary for passengers
and crew members or for the vessel’s proper navigation or safety,
and items that are used in connection with a particular voyage,
are deemed vessel equipment.'®? Additionally, labor charges

161. C.S.D. 89-38, 23 Cust. B. & Dec. No. 16 (1989).

162. C.S.D. 90-45, 24 Cust. B. & Dec. No. 18, at 13 (1990) (holding that an anchor
not carried aboard a vessel but airlifted from a foreign builder to a foreign port cannot
be classified as a duty-free spare part).

163. Historically, vessels themseives have not been subject to any duties under the
warniff Jaws. S« The Conqueror, 166 U.S. 110, 115-18 (1897); U.S. Int'L TraDE CoMM'N,
supra note 6, General Headnotes and Rules of Interpretation, sched. 6, pt. 6, subpt. D.

164. 27 Op. Auw'y Gen. 228 (1909).

165. Oute v. United States, 7 C.C.P.A. 166, 167-69 (1916) (holding that trawl nets
were part of a vessel's equipment).

166. Ser United States v. Admiral Oriental Line, 18 C.C.P.A. 137, 139 (1930) (hold-
ing the installaion of a steel swimming tank as nondutiable equipment); C.S.D.84-5, 18
Cust. B. & Dec. 840 (1984) (finding that work performed on the vessel to permanently
increase its height is non-dutiable); C.S.D. 83-35, 17 Cust. B. & Dec. 785 (1989) (stating
that machinery installed to enable a vessel 10 engage in crab processing was a nonduti-
able addition to the hull and fittings); C.S.D. 83-18, 17 Cust. B. & Dec. 752 (1983) (not-
ing that stack covers used to protect the boilers and engine room of a ship during long
periods in port and lay-ups are non-dutiable additions to the hull and fittings); C.S.D.
81-206, 15 Cust. B. k Dec. 1137 (1981) (holding the alteration or modification of a
vessel's coding sysiem (o convert from salt lo fresh water operation is nondutiable);
C.S.D. 79-278, 18 Cust. B. & Dec. 1397 (1979) (deciding that the installation of gantry
cranes and the modification of the vessel for is installation is non-dutiable as hull and
Autings).

167. H.C. Gibbs v. United States, 4) C.C.P.A. 57, 6] (1953). Ser also Southwestern
Shipbuilding Co. v. United States, 13 C.C.P.A. 74 (1925) (providing an extensive list of
items considered to be dutiable equipment); States Marine Corp. v. United States, 42

i T
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involved in installing “‘equipment”’ are dutiable.'®® Even though
an installation may be excluded from the definition of equipment
under the “permanency” rule, it may, nevertheless, be dutiable
as part of a repair.!® For instance, the duty does not apply to the
cost of removal of a vessel's structures or equipment unless
removed in conjunction with the vessel’s repair.!7 Additionally,
because the cost of a foreign-built vessel is not dutiable,'”! such
vessel’s original equipment falls outside the definition of equip-
ment.!” In some cases, an item may have the attributes of both
“vessel equipment” and *“additions to the hull and fittings.”'?®
In such a case, the decision of whether to apply the duty will
depend largely on the detail and accuracy of drawings and
invoice descriptions of the work performed.!'” Accordingly,
courts will normally defer to Customs’ decisions.'?s

Finally, the duty on equipment conflicts with another section of
the 1930 Tariff Act which provides that vessels “may retain on
board without payment of duty . . . the legitimate equipment of
such vessels.”'7® Congress intended to treat this section as sepa-

Cust. Ct. 15 (1958) (deciding that empty grain bags carrying wheat cargo 1o promuie the
swability of the vessel were equipment); R.P. Child v. United States, 18 Cust. Ci. 11
(1947) (stating that shifiing boards and feeder boxes necessary for the transportation of
grain were equipment); Pacific & Adl. $.S. Co. v. United States, 2 Cust. Ct. 761 (1939)
(finding dv' age mats as equipment); Admiral Oriental Line v. United States, 56 Treas.
Dec. 234 (holding temporary additional passenger accommodations as equipment).
Since the 1971 Act, the dunnage and tank preparation exception allows remission for
“equipment” used in connection with a particular voyage to secure, control, or protect
cargo, and o prepare tanks to carry liquid cargo. 19 US.C. § 1466(d)(3) (1988); s
supra note 79 and accompanying text. This exception is not applicable if the equipment
added results in a permanent repair or alteration. /d § 1466(d)(5).

168. Sw R.P. Child, 18 Cust. Ct. at 1); American Mail Line v. United Surves, 34 Cust.
Ct. 197, of 'd on rehearing, 35 Cust. Cu. 142 (1955). However, the cost of placing dunnage
mats in the proper location is not considered an “instaliation” expense since i does not
involve attaching something to the vessel. /d

160. Ser C.S.D.81-75, 15 Cust. B. & Dec. 889, 890 (1981) (holding dutiable the weld-
ing of plaies 10 the deck of a vesvel to strengthen the deck’s partitions).

170. See Northern $.S. Co. v. United States, 54 Cust. Ct. 92, 99-100 (1 365} (holding
tha: the cost of removing cement ballast from a vessel’s lower holds is not dutiable).

171, Ser supra 1ext accompanying note 158.

172. Ser Sea-Land Serv., Inc. v. United States, 683 F. Supp. 1404, 1406-07 (Ct. Il
Trade 1988).

178. R. Stuam, CusToMs Law & ADMiNisTRATION § 56.2 (3d ed. 1987) (citing crab
processing machinery as an example).

17¢. i

175. Ser supra note 132 and accompanying text.

176. Tarff Act of 1930, Pub. L. No. 361, § 446, 46 Swu. 590, 719 (codified a3
amended a1 19 U.S.C. § 1446 (1988)).
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rate from the repair duty.!”” Thus, the repair duty only applies to
vessel equipment. Any other duties imposed on vessel equip-
ment are exempt.!’®

B. Provisions for Remission and Exemptions
1. Remission of Duties

Section 1466(d) of the repair duty siatute provides for
remission of duties for certain “necessary repairs.”'? These
repairs include the stress of weather exception,!® the domestic
materials exception,'®! and the dunnage and tank preparation
exception. 82

To qualify for remission due to “stress of weather or other cas-
ualty,” the equipment or repairs must be necessary to secure the

. safety and seaworthiness!83 of the vessel in reaching her port of
destination.!8¢ Additionally, Customs usually allows remissions

177. See H.C. Gibbs v. United States, 41 C.C.P.A. 57, 61 (1958); R.P. Child v. United
States, 18 Cust. Cu. 11 (1947).

178. 19 US.C. § 1446 (1988).

179. 19 US.C. § 1466(d) (1988). An initial issue is whether these pre-
clude judicial review of final Customs’ decisions under § 701 of the APA, as they merely
authorize the refund of duties, rather than mandate the return of the duties. 5 US.C.
§ 701 (1988). Scction 701 provides in relevant part, that “[t}his chapter applies, accord-
ing to the provisions thereof, except to the extent that (1) statutes preclude judicial
review; or (2) agency action is commitied t0 agency discretion by law.” Iid

Several early cases held that Customs’ decisions on remission for the suress of weather
exception were final and that courts did not have jurisdiction to review such decisions.
See United Suates v. Cottman Co., 190 F.2d 805 (4th Cir. 1951); Waterman $.S. Co. v.
United States, 30 C.C.P.A. 119 (1942); Internaticnal Navigation Co. v. United States,
148 F. Supp. 448 (Cust. C1. 1957). However, the Customs Court later overturned these
rulings and held that judicial review extends (0 all decisions that the Secretary of Treas-
ury or his delegates make under the repair statute. Suwannee $.S. Co. v. United States,
354 F. Supp. 1361 (Cust. Ci. 1973). The court stated that judicial review is not pre-
cluded unless a persuasive reason exists 10 believe that Congress intended for there 1o
be no judicial review, or that Congress failed to provide a law to apply. /d a 1363-64
(citing Citizens 10 Preserve Overton Park v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402, 410 (1971)). With
respect to the repair duty, the court noted that Congress did not specifically preclude
Jjudicial review, or fail to provide a standard to apply. /d at 1365-67. Consequently,
Customs’ decisions concerning remissions or refunds of the repair duty are judicially
reviewable in all circumstiances. See suprs text accompanying note 132 (summarizing the
CIT standard of review).

180. 19 U.S.C § 1466(d)(1) (1988); ser supra note 49 and a«:ompanying text.

181. 19 U.S.C. § 1466(d)(2) (1988); see supra note 68 and accompanying text.

182. 19 US.C. § 1466(d)(3) (1988); ssr supra notes 78-79 and accompanying text.

183. A scaworthy vessel is properly staffed, constructed, prepared, equipped, and
provided for the voyage uuended Buack's Law Dicrionany 1212 (5th ed. 1979). Sw
also supra note 67.

184. Ser Oswego Barge Cotp v. United States, 664 F. Supp. 1546, 1549 (Ct. Int'l
Trade 1987) (upholding the duty's application despite a grounding in fog since the
required repairs were not necezsary to enable the vessel 1o reach its port of destination).
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only for minimal repairs that are necessary for the safety of the
vessel. 183

Courts have reached conflicting decisions on the remission of
duties on the basis of “other casualty.” Several early decisions
held that the “the phrase ‘or other casualty’ is supplemental to
and qualifies the phrase ‘stress of weather,’ **1% thereby broaden-

ing the erm to include casualties similar to stress of weather.'97

Along these lines, the Customs Court held that a “casualty”
could only result from “the violence of the turbulent forces of
nature.” '8 For example, the Customs Court denied remission
when the contamination of boilers with salt water after heavy seas
forced the ballasting of empty fresh water tanks with sea water.'®
The court held that the contamination did not result from the
“violence of the turbulent forces of nature,”'® but rather the
damage was attributable to the negligence of the chief engineer
in failing to flush the fresh water tanks after the voyage.'®!

Vessel casualties under the “turbulent forces of nature” test
have included: (1) fires, provided there is no evidence of cause
by normal wear and tear;'92 (2) collisions and bottom fouling;'9*
and, (3) stranding or grounding.’®* Notably, the foreseeability
of the event is irrelevant in determining whether a casualty has
occurred.'®® Furthermore, the other conditions of the exception
must b~ satisfied.!96

In spite of these conditions, the Customs Service has disre-
garded the force of nature test in several recent cases. In one
case, Customs held that casualties include single acts of officer or
crewmember negligence which cause damage to vessels, pro-
vided no evidence of owner direction or inducement exists.'®? In

19 U.S.C § 1466(d)(1) (1988). Customs regulations define the “port of destination” as
a location within the United States. 19 C.F.R. § 4.14(c)(3)(i) (1990).

185. 19 C.F.R. § 4.14(c)(3)(i) (1990).

186. Dollar S.S. Lines, Inc. v. United States, 5 Cust. Cs. 283, 28-29 (1940).

- 187. ld

188. Id at 29; accond International Navigation Co. v. United States, 148 F. Supp. 448
(Cust. Cu. 1957).

189. Suwannee S.S. Co. v. United States, 435 F. Supp. 389, 390 (Cumt. Ct. 1977).

190. /d at 395-96.

191. i

192. C.S.D. 79-823, I8 Cust. B. & Dec. 1412 (1979).

193. C.5.D. 79-426, 18 Cust. B. & Dec. 1641 (1979).

194. C.S.D. 89-61, 28 Cust. B. k Dec. No. 19, 2t 14 (1989).

195. C.S.D. 79-426, 18 Cust. B. & Dec. 1641 (1979).

196. Ser supra notes 183-185 and accompanying text.

197. C.S.D. 82-42, 16 Cust. B. & Dec. 746 (1962). Contrs Suwanee S.S. Co. v. United

. States, 435 F. Supp. 389 (Cust. Ci. 1977). The negligence in this case resulted from 2
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another case, Customs ruled that casualties include damages
caused by latent defects in the manufacture of parts.!9e

Recently, a dispute developed regarding the definition of “port
of destination” when a vessel casualty occurred en route to a
European port,'® forcing the ship to undergo repairs in a
nearby foreign port before continuing on to the European
port.2%® Customs refused to remit the repair duties because Cus-
toms considered the first port the “port of destination,” so that
the voyage to the repairing port nullified the remission.?!

Two requirements must be met to qualify for remission for
domestic materials.2°? First, the equipment or parts must be
manufactured or produced in the United States.?03 Second, U.S.
labor or members of the ship’s regular crew must be used to
install the equipment.?** These requirements have led to the
imposition of the repair duty in several unexpected situations.
For instance, where foreign labor inswalls U.S.-manufactured
goods overseas, the duty applies to both the goods and the
labor.29% Also, the duty applies to equipment purchased abroad,
transported on a U.S.-registered vessel, and installed on the ves-
sel after its arrival in the United States.2%¢ Moreover, if the ship-
owner installs foreign manufactured goods on a vessel of the
importing carrier, Customs may charge both an import duty and
a repair duty.?9? Nevertheless, under the domestic materials

transfer of ballast when the ship operator dismantled the bilge suction valve, leading (o
a flooding of the engine room bilge, which caused the damages. /d at 746-47.

198. C.S.D. 82-120, 16 Cust. B. & Dec. 912 (1982).

199. Customs Lir. Rul. 109625GV (Aug. 15, 1988).

200. /d

201. Id This decision ignoved the fact that the vessel's condition precluded a voyage
to the United States for repairs, and that Customs’ own regulations define the port of
destination as a location in the United States. 19 C.F.R. § 4.14 (c)(3)(i) (1989); accerd 33
Op. Aw'y Gen. 432, 435-37 (1929).

202. 19 U.S.C. § 1466(d)(2) (1988).

208. i

204. M.

205. C.S.D. 89-61, 23 Cust. B. & Dec. No. 19, at 12 (1989).

206. United States v. Standard Oil Co., 27 C.C.P.A. 334 (1940) (upholding the duty
for parts of a diesel engine purchased in Germany). The duty is not assessed, however,
if an unrelated carrier imports the foreign goods. C.S.D. 8961, 28 Cust. B. & Dec. No.
19, at 14.

207. C.S.D.89-61, 28 Cust. B. & Dec. No. 19, at 12. Besides equipment, the full cost
of the inswallation is dutiable, with the exception of the labor costs attributable (0 work
that the vessel’s crew performed. /d. Furthermore, foreign-made repair parts or materni-
als remain dutiable even though the owner previously imported the parts, paid the duty,
and then exported the parts for installation or placement aboard a vessel. /d Bwi see
infra notes 253-257 and accompanying text.
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exception, if the shipowner uses the ship’s crew to install spare
parts and other domestic materials when qverseas, the duty can
be avoided.?o®

2. Exemptions for Certain Vessels and Trades

Section 1466(a) provides that the repair duty only applies to
vessels documented under the laws of the United States which
engage in “foreign or coasting trade.”*® Because of this limita-
tion, several early courts held that noncargo vessels used for pur-
~ poses other than foreign or coasting trades were exempt from

the duty.2! Following the addition of the two-year exception in
“the 1971 Act,**! the Federal Circuit and the CIT interpreted the
new two-year exception, which applied to “special purpose ves-
sels’’ remaining outside the United States two years or more, as
climinating the general judicial exception for noncargo ves-
sels.2!? In particular, the Federal Circuit and the CIT ruled that
the addition of the two-year exception made the repair duty
applicable to special purpose vessels,*'® as well as cargo vessels,
unless these vessels met the statutory conditions of the two-year
exception.2i¢
Notably, the Federal Cnrcuu and the CIT followed different
lines of reasoning in reaching the decisions. The Federal Circuit

208. Sar 19 U.S.C. § 1466(d)(2) (1988).

209. Id § 1466(a); s supra note 42 and accomyanying text. muuum'ovcmm
mmmmmmdm»vewu«usc §5 12100-12122
(1988).

210. Se United States v. American Whaling Co., 38 C.C.P.A. 164, 165 (1951);
United Siates v. Western Operating Corp., 3% C.C.P.A. 71, 73 (1947). The Customs
Count later extended this exception to include vessels involved in
research. Corpus Co. v. United States, 350 F. Supp. 1397, 1401-02 (Cust. Ci. 1972).
The court noted that the Occanographic Research Vessel Act, Pub. L. No. 89-99, 79
Stat. 424 (1965) (codified at scattered sections.of 46 U.S.C. (1988)), intended to treat
such vessels as not engaged in trade or commerce. S H.R. Rer. No. 599, 89th Cong.,
18 Soss., reprinted in 1965 U.S. Cone ConG. & ApuiN. Naws 2383-84.

211. 19 US.C. § 1466(¢c) (1988); sor supra note 80 and accompanying text.

212.  Se South Corp. v. United States, 690 F.2d 1368, 1373. (Fed. Cir. 1982) (hold-
ing that repairs 10 oceanographic reseasch vessels are dutiable); Elizabeth River Termi-
nals v. United States, 509 F. Supp. 517 (Ct. Int'l Trade 1981) (holding that a barge
purchased for use as a crane platform was a vessel within the meaning of the repair duty
statute).

218. Speaalpwponveuebuevmbuudpnmuyfotptwmm
transportin eTs or property. Ser supra note 84.

214. Seuth Corp., 690 F.2d at 1373; Ehzabeth River Terminsis, 509 F. Supp at 524. To
qualify for the two-year exception, the vessel essentially must remain outside the United
States for at least two years and not undertake repairs during the first six months after
departure from the United States. 19 U.S.C. § 1466(¢); sov ssprs notes 80-81 and accom-

panying text.
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disagreed with the earlier decisions holding that section 1466(a)
did not apply to noncargo vessels, rather than simply basing its
decision on the addition of the two-year exception.2's The court
noted that while the statutory language of section 1466(a) applies
to vessels documented to engage in trade, no requirement in the
statute mandates that the vessel actually be engaging in trade or
that the owner document the vessel for the purpose of engaging
in trade.2'¢ The owners’ intended use of the vessel, according to
the court, is relevant only with respect to nondocumented ves-
sels.2'” Moreover, the court believed that the enactment of the
two-year exception for special purpose vessels reflected Con-
gress’ understanding that section 1466(a) applied to noncargo
vessels, as well as to cargo vessels.?!®

Meanwhile, the CIT conceded that noncargo vessels fall
outside the scope of section 1466(a), but concluded that the sec-
tion 1466(c) definition of special purpos= vessels reintroduced
such vessels under the two-year rule.2'®* The extension of the
two-year exemption for special purpose vessels in the 1984
Act?®° to all vessels within the scope of the repair duty under sec-
tion 1466(a)??' makes the distinction between the reasoning of
the two courts important. The CIT reasoning indicates that non-
cargo vessels would again be exempt from the duty because the
1984 Act removed the reference to special purpose vessels in the
two-year exception and the exception now only refers to vessels
initially included within the scope of section 1466(a).222 How-
ever, the Federal Circuit’s reasoning suggests that the statute’s
initial scope would continue to apply the duty to all non-cargo
vessels. 223

The repair duty applies solely to vessels that the owner has

215. South Corp., 690 F.2d at 1371-73.

216. Id a 1371,

217. id

218. Id at 1373; see S. Rep. No. 1474, supra note 82.

219. Elizabeth River Terminals v. United States, 509 F. Supp. 517, 522 (Ct. Int)
Trade 1981).

220. Trade and Tanff Act of 1984, Pub. L. No. 98-578, § 208, 98 Stat. 2048, 2976; see
supra notes 100-101 and accompanying text.

221. The scope includes *‘a vessel documented under the laws of the United States 10
engage in the foreign or coasting trade, or a vessel icitended to be employed in such
trade.” 19 U.S.C. § 1466(a) (1988).

222. See Elizabeth River Terminals, 509 F. Supp. at 522-24.

228. Ser South Corp., 690 F.2d at 1371-73. While the courts have never clarified the
scope of section 1466(a) since the 1984 Act, the reasoning of the Federal Circuit appears
correct given the statute’s purpose of encouraging the use of domestic shipyards. S

supra note 126 and accompanying text.
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documented under the laws of the United States prior to its arri-
val at a US. port, and only to dutiable equipment and work
obtained during the period relating back to the date of U.S. reg-
istry.?** In other words, Customs uses the documentation of the
vessel during the period when repairs occurred as the criterion
for the duty’s applicability.?®® Furthermore, the intended use of
the vessel may be decisive. To illustrate, Customs ruled that the
repair daty does not apply to a U.S. vessel documented to engage
in foreign trade which obtains repairs in a foreign port, and sub-
sequently relinquishes its U.S. documentation and enters the
United States under a foreign flag.??¢ Customs noted that own-
ers only incur repair duty liability if, upon arrival in a domesuc
port, the vessel in question was U.S.-documented.?*” In contrast,
where an owner temporarily removes a vessel from U.S. docu-
mentation prior to or during work in a foreign shipyard, and then
the owner redocuments the vessel under the U.S. flag with the
intent of engaging in foreign or coastwise trade, the repair duty
applies. 228

The Court of Customs and Patent Appeals interpreted the
meaning of “foreign country” within the context of the repair
duty statute?® in Mount Washington Tanker Co. v. Uniled States.*>®
The court held that dutiable repairs performed by a special for-
eign repair crew in international waters are performed in a for-
eign country for purposes of the repair duty statute?s!
Essentially, the court concluded that the legislative purpose of
the duty—to protect U.S. shipyards and labor—would be frus-
trated if such work was not dutiable.?**

IV. ProrosaLs 70 ELIMINATE THE RePAIR DuTy

Overall, the repair duty is a small part of Customs’ duty collec-
tions.?®8 Nevertheless, the duty imposes a substantial burden on
U.S. shipowners. In fiscal year 1988, Customs collecied $14.6

224. C.S.D. 79-265, 13 Cust. B. & Dec. 1365, 1366 (1979).

225. C.S.D. 83-71, 17 Cust. B. &k Dec. 881, 883 (1983).

226. T.D. 75-146(1), 9 Cust. B. & Dec. 307, 308 (1975).

227. id

228. C.S.D. 90-22, 24 Cust. B. & Dec. No. 12, a1 3 (1990).

229. 19 US.C. § 1466(a) (1988).

230. Mount Washington Tanker Co. v. United States, 665 F.2d 340 (C.C.P.A. 1981).

231, /d at 344-45.

232. Id at 345.

238, In fiscal year 1988, vessel repair duties amounted to approximately 0.01 percent
of the number of import entries and 0.09 percent of the dollar value of import entries.
Ses Genznar Accounting Orrice, Pus. No. RCED-89-152, Custous SkavicE: ADMINiS-
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million in repair duties from U.S. carriers.?** Furthermore, the
amount of repair duty collections has increased significantly over
the past twenty years, even when adjusted for inflation, despite
the exemptions Congress enacted to lessen the duty’s impact.2%
The increase in duties collected may be attributed to several
factors. First, shipowners utilize foreign shipyards because the
cost differential between U.S. and foreign shipyards in some
cases exceeds the fifty percent cost of the repair duty. Second, in
the late 1970s, the U.S. Maritime Administration eliminated U.S.
government subsidies that paid for the difference in costs
between work performed in domestic shipyards and in foreign
_shipyards.2s8 Third, U.S. carriers built thirty-six diesel engine
vessels in foreign shipyards in the 1980s after amendments to the
maritime subsidy statutes.?3” Owners of diesel vessels often pre-.
fer to do necessary work overseas because foreign shipyards are
more familiar with diesel engine repairs.2%® Fourth, during the
1980s, domestic yards enjoyed an abundance of Navy work in
new construction and repair contracts?*® and were often unavail-
able to perform commercial repair work. Finally, if a ship is
located abroad when work becomes necessary, the owner will
most likely repair the vessel overseas, even if the work does not
qualify for an exemption, as transportation and repositioning
expenses often outweigh the cost of the duty.
Congress has expressed a policy of maintaining a strong fieet

TRATION OF TARIFF ON FORSIGN REPAIRS TO UNTTED STATES FLAG VEsseLs 2 (1969) [here-
inafter GAO RzrorT).

234. See U.S. CusToms Szavice, Customs U.S.A. (1989). The economic effect of the
duty is compounded because equipment purchased in a foreign country thit subse-
quently lands in the United States is subject to regular import merchandise duty, as well
as the duty under section 1466, thereby creating the effect of 2 double duty. Sw C.S.D.
82-77, 16 Cust. B. & Dec. 817 (1982).

285. S GAO REPORT, suprs note 233, at 3, 8-9. The congressional exemptions gen-
erally limit liquidation of duties to approximately 50 percent of entries received. /d at
12, .

296. Sse Merchant Marine Act of 1936, ch. 858 § 603(b), 49 Swat. 1985, 2002 (codi-
fied in 46 U.S.C. app. § 1173 (1988)); GAO Rerorr, supra note 233, at 10.

237. See Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, § 1610, 95 Saat. 857 (codified
at 46 U.S.C. app. § 1185 (1988)). This law amended the Merchant Marine Act of 1936
by adding a new section 615 which allowed existing U.S. carriers, for a one-year period,
10 acquire foreign-built vessels that would be deemed U.S.-built for the purpose of oper-
ating subsidy eligibility. /d

238. GAO Rerort, sgpra note 233, at 10.

239. In 1987 the U.S. Navy spent over §$1.5 billion in domestic repair yards, com-
pared with $261 million from all commercial work, both US. and foreign flag.
SHiravILDERS COUNCIL OF AMERICA, Suip Rzraix Raroxt 14 (1987) (hercinafier SCA
RzrorT).
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of U.S.-documented vessels to support the economic and military
security of the United States on several occasions.2* Notwith-
standing this stated objective, the size of the U.S. commercial
fleet has declined alarmingly over the past two decades.2¢!
United States ships carry about four percent of U.S. foreign
oceanborne commerce; by the year 2000, they may carry less
than one percent.®? Defense planners fear that these numbers
may be insufficient to support a strategic sealift during a war or
national emergency.?*® Meanwhile, Congress continues to bur-
den shipowners with one of the highest duty rates listed in the
Harmonized Tanff Schedules of the United States.*+¢

As exemplified by the repair duty, Congress generally has pro-
moted the U.S. maritime industry by linking shipowning and
operating support programs to domestic shipyard require-
ments.2* Although few dispute the need for a viable national
shipyard industry,2¢¢ the decline of the U.S. fleet indicates that
the congressional policy has failed. To reverse the decline of the
commercial shipping fleet, all links between shipowners and ship-
yards, beginning with the repair duty, should be eliminated.

The repair duty ctatute has evolved into a balance of interests

240. Ser supra note | and accompanying text.

241. The number of active U.S.-flag merchant ships declined from 843 in 1970 10
369 at the oxZinning of 1987. U.S. Manrmmz Apwin., Vassal Inventoay Rerost 3
(1988).

242.  Ser COMMIISION ON MERCHANT MaRIng AND Daransz: Finst Raroxt | (1987).

243. Id a 3. Recent events relating to Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm
illustrate the defense problems presented by the inadequate U.S. commercial fleet. To
support the massive sealift required to move military equipment to the Persian Gulf, the
United States had to use more than 40 ships from the Ready Reserve Force (RRF) and
35 ships from foreign-flag operators. R. O'Rounxz, SsaLrT AND Or:3aaTION Dassar
SwminLp 15-24 (Cong. Res. Serv., Sepi. 17, 1990). Many RRF vessels could not be placed
into service according to schedule and other RRF ships sulfered major machinery system
failures. /d at 19-22. As a result, the full deployment was delayed for more than a
month. /d at 2-3. .

244. See U.S. INT'L Taanz Coma:'N, suprs note 6.

245. Additional laws providing this linkage include the operating-differential subsidy
program, 46 U.S.C. app. § 1171 (1988) (conditioning the receipt of operating subsidies
on utlizing U.S.-built ships); the capital construction fund program, 46 U.S.C. app.
$ 1177 (1988) (allowing tax deferred funds to be used only in domestic shipyards); the
federal ship mortgage insurance program, 46 U.S.C. app. §§ 1271-1280 /providing gov-
emment loan guaraniees for domestically-built vessels); the cargo preference program,
46 US.C. app. § 1241a (reserving a portion of government financed exports to 1'.S.-
built vessels or veasels registered in the United States for a three-year period); and the
coastwise Lrade reservation, 46 U.S.C. app. § 888 (1988) (reserving domestic trades to
U.S.-built vessels). -

246. Ser CoMMiss:ON ON MERCHANT MARINE AND DErENsE, sprs note 242. The Com-
mission's report 2dinns that existing programs have failed to sustain domestic shipyards
at levels necessary (0 ensure national security. /d
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that no longer serve the duty’s intended purpose. Several factors
indicate that domestic shipyards would not be impacted
adversely if the repair duty were diminished. First, Congress
never intended for the repair duty to provide complete insulation
from foreign competition.24? Also, factors apart from the repair
duty dictate the location of vessel work.2¢® Finally, recent invest-
ments have significantly increased the repair capability, capacity,
productivity, and competitiveness of domestic shipvards.2«®

Repeal of the repair duty would-enable U.S.-flag carriers to
compete more effectively against foreign carriers. Thereufter, if
shipyards require assistance, that support should come from
direct government assistance programs, rather than programs
that simultaneously burden shipowners and operators.2>® Sev-
eral means exist for climinating the duty, including unilateral
domestic legislation, bilateral trade agreements, and multilateral
trade agreements.

A. Domestic Legislation

Congress is not likely to eliminate the repair duty in the fore-
secable future, even though the duty burdens shipowners. Con-
gress has not been willing to eliminate the linkage between
shipyard and shipowner interests since shipyards are larger
employers and represent a much larger constituency than ship-
owners.?8! Shipyards will oppose any congressional attempt. to
eliminate the duty unless equal or greater protection is offered in
exchange. In the end, shipyard opposition to eliminating the
duty will prevail.

Rather than repeal the duty, Congress is more likely to con-
tinue enacting exemptions. During the 101st Congress,252 legis-
lators considered several proposals relating to the duty and again
enacted -legislation limiting the duty. The legislation enacted

247. Ser, e g., supra notes 44-47 and accompanying text (reviewing legislative intent
for the early imposition of the duty).

248. Ser supra notes 236-239 and accompanying text.

249. S« gemevally U.S. Dar't of TRANSPORTATION MARITIME ADMIN., 1988 RzPoRT ON
Suavey oF U.S. SHIPSUILDING AND Shtr Reratr Faciusmizs (1988) (describing the current
economic status of domestic repair facilities).

250. Alternatives for government programs include tax benefits, government-backed
grants, low interest government loans, and utilization of domestic shipyards for all gov-
ernment owned ships.

251, S supra note 4 and accompanying text. Shipowners encountered this problem
when advocating the “free ship” policy in the late 1800s. Sev supre notes 38 & 52 and
accompanying text.

252. The 101st Congress runs from 1989 through 1991, -
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temporarily eliminates the duty for Lighter Aboard Ship (LASH)
barges?*? and for certain import=d foreign-made repair parts.?%
The LASH barge exception lessens the economic disadvantage
that the duty places on LASH operators against container ship
operators who do not pay a duty on container repairs.?*s The
exception for imported repair parts allows an owner to pay the
appropriate import duty rather than pay both an import duty and
an equipment duty.?*® These exemptions expire on December
31, 1992, however, as Congress limited the relief to a two-year
period_!b'l

A bill implementing the recommendations of the Commission
on Merchant Marine and Defense contained another congres-
sional proposal.23 The bill would have provided U.S. shipown-
ers with a credit that could be applied against the repair duty for
work performed in domestic yards over a five-year pericd.*®
Howevcr, items subject to the duty would have been broadened
to include most foreign work e

Finally, several members of Congress introduced a bill to limit
application of the duty solely to equipment and work *purchased
or performed in a foreign country tha- provides any subsidy,
direct or indirect, (0 its ship construction or repair industry.’'?!
The bill would have expanded the scope of the duty to include
nearly all .onemergency foreign work.2%2 While this legislation
recognized the potential benefits from eliminating the repair
duty, its contingency on the absence of ship construction sub-
sidies seems inappropriate given the narrow scope of the
provision.

These bills continue the trend begun in 1930 of providing lim-
ited exceptions to the more burdensome situations that the
repair duty creates. Congress is not likely to change this wrend

258. LASH barges are crewless barges, “lighters,” that are loaded onto a LASH ship
by onboard crane for the ocean voyage. The Customs Service considers lighters as doc-
umented vessels subject to the duty. 19 C.F.R. § 4.14(a)(2)(iv) (1969).

254. Customs and Trade Act of 1980, Pub. L. No. 101-382, § 484E (10 be codified &t
19 US.C. § 1466 (1988)).

255. 1835 Conc. Rac. S16054-55 (daily ed. Nov. 17, 1989) (statement of Senator
Breaux).

256. d

257. Customs and Trade Act of 1990, Pub. L. No. 101-382, § 484E.

258. H.R. 2463, 1015t Cong., Ist Sess. § 801 (1989).

259. Id § 802(1).

260. /.

261. H.R. 5361, 101st Cong.. 2d Sess. § 4(a)(}) (1990); S. 2921, 10In Cong., d
Sess. § 4(a)()) (1990).

267. M § 4(a)(2NE).

o
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until it recognizes that U.S. fleet operations and shipyard pré-
grams must be supported separately.

B. Bilateral Trade Agreements

Bilateral trade agreements provide a means for eliminating the
repair duty with respect to specific countries. Section 1102(c) of
the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988 authorizes
the President to negotiate and enter into bilateral trade agree-
ments, before June 1, 1993, that provide for the elimination of
any duty imposed by the United States.?¢* More importantly,
U.S. domestic legislation implements bilateral trade agreements
through “fast track” procedures.?®* These procedures set forth a
strict time table for the consideration of implementing legisla-
tion.?%> These procedures do not allow for amendment; rather,
Congress must accept or reject the entire trade agreement.?66
Therefore, if a bilateral trade agreement provides for the elimi-
nation of the repair duty, shipyards could not lobby for the spe-
cific removal of this provision.

The Administration has adopted this approach to eliminating

.the repair duty in two bilateral trade agreements. First, the

United States-Isrzel Free Trade Agreement?®? contains a provi-
sion removing the duty.f®® Second, the U.S.-Canada Free Trade
Agreement?® phases the duty out over a ten-year period.?7°

The United States can benefit from including a discussion of -
the repair duty in the context of bilateral trade agreements.
Countries with competitive shipyards may open protected mar-
kets or eliminate protective tariffs in exchange for abolishing the
repair duty. Furthermore, domestic shipyards may benefit from
eliminating the duty in trade agreements. For example, Canada
maintained heavy duties on foreign ship repairs that generally
precluded Canadian vessels from repairing in U.S. yards.?”!

263. Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988, Pub. L. No. 100-418,
§ 1102(c), 102 Suar. 1127 (codified at 19 US.C. § 2002(c) (1988)).

264. Sersd § 1108.

265. Id § 1103(b), ().

266. /d § 1103()).

267. United States-Israel Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act of 1985, Pub.
L. No. 99-47, § 4(a), 99 Scac. 82.

268. Ser ud; Proclamation No. 5924, 53 Fed. Reg. 51,725 (1988).

269. United States-Canada Free Trade Agreement Act of 1968, Pub. L. No. 100-449,
§02 Seas. 1851.

270. See ud.; Proclamation No. 5923, 53 Fed. Reg. 50,639 (1988).

271. Cenadian Shp Uses U.S. Yard for its Repains, J. Commerce, Oct. 4, 1989, ai 3B, col.
2.
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Since these duties were reduced in the trade agreement, the first
Canadian bulk vessel in years entered a U.S. repair yard for hull
work in 1989.272 In sum, negotiating the elimination of the
repair duty in bilateral trade agreements would serve tiie overall
interests of the United States.

C. Multilateral Trade Agreements

Multilateral trade agreements provide the most preferable
means of eliminating the repair duty. Two international regimes
currently in place have a framework for negotiating the repair
duty: the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT)*"®
and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment (OECD).2’¢ Negotiating through these forums allows two
primary advantages. First, many more countries are bound by
multilateral agreements than by bilateral agreements; thus, the
duty could be eliminated for work in most countries. Second,
these forums facilitate international negotiation of all govern-
ment aid, both direct and indirect, to shipyards.

Section 1102 of the 1988 Trade Act grants the President nego-
tiating authority in multilateral trade agreements.??® This section
allows the President to enter into trade agreements upon deter-
mining that “existing duties or other import restrictions of . . .
the United States are unduly burdening and restricting foreign
trade [in) the United States.”?’ Section 1102 also grants the
President authority to modify any existing duty subject to a trade
agreement.?”” However, the President may reduce by proclama-
tion existing U.S. duties in excess of five percent ad valorem by
only fifty percent.?”® Accordingly, if a trade agreement called for
the elimination of the fifty percent repair duty, the president
could only reduce the duty to twenty-five percent. Duties in
excess of five percent ad valorem may be climinated by Congress,
however, through legislation implementing the trade agreement
with a specific.provision repealing the duty.*™ Finally, the 1988

272. U

278. GATT, supra note 92, an. VIIL

274. Convention on the Organiration for Economic Cooperation and Development,
opened for sgnature Dec. 14, 1960, arts. 6-12, 12 US.T. 1728, T.LAS. No. 4691, 888
U.N.TS. 179

275. Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988, Pub. L. No. 100-418,

T § 1102, 102 S, 1127,

276. i § 1102(a)(]).

277. 14 § 1102(a)(})(B)Gi).
278. id § 1102(a)(2)(A).
279. /4 § 1102(a)(8).
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Trade Act provides legislation implementing multilateral trade
agreements with the same “fast track” procedures in Congress
that are used with bilateral agreements.280

The U.S. shipyard industry has complained that direct and
indirect subsidies provided by foreign nations to their shipyards
have effectively prevented U.S. shipyards from competing in
world markets.?8! In June 1989, the Shipbuilders Council of
America (SCA) filed an unfair trade petition pursuant to section -
30i of the Trade Act of 1974262 against the governments of
Japan, Norway, South Korea, and West Germany.2¢® The SCA
alleged that numerous subsidies were provided to shipyards in
the four countries.?® However, the SCA agreed to suspend
action on the petition after the U.S. Trade Representative
announced the iritiation of accelerated multilateral negotiations
on shipyard subsidies through the OECD and GATT .28

The Revised General Arrangement for the Progressive
Removal of Obstacles to Normal Competitive Conditions in the
Shipbuilding Industry (RGA) contains the framework for elimi-
nating the repair duty in the OECD.?%¢ The OECD Council
established an ad hoc working group on shipbuilding in 1966 and
developed the RGA in the 1970s.2¢7 The RGA includes a state-
ment of intent to remove the parties’ direct and indirect subsidies
to the shipbuilding industries.2®® In 1983, the OECD Council

280. Serid § 1103; supra notes 264-266 and accompanying text.

281. For a summary of various aids that foreign countries provide to their shipbuild-
ing and repair industries, see SHIPBUILDERS COUNCIL OF AMIRICA, SHIPBULLDING AID IN
THE WORLD'S LEADING SHiP-PRODUCING NaTions (1988).

282. Trade Act of 1974, Pub. L. No. 93-618, § 301, 88 Stat. 2364 (codified as
amended at 19 U.S.C. § 2411 (1988)). The current version of § 501 provides that for-
cign shipyard direct and indirect subsidies may unfairly burden and restrict U.S. com-
merce, and these subsidies therefore arguably fall within practices actionable under
section 30). 19 US.C. § 2411(d)(2) (1988). For a discussion of this provision, see S.
Rer. No. 249, 96th Cong., Ist Sess. 237, rprinted in 1979 U.S. Cooe Conc. & ADMIN.
Nzws 381, 632; H.R. 317, 96th Cong., Ist Sess. 175 (1979).

283. Shipbuilders Council of America, Petition for Relief Under Section 301 of the
Trade Act of 1974, as amended (June 8, 1989) (available at the office of the U.S. Trade
Representative, Washington, D.C.).

284. Id a 52-126.

285. US. Trode Rep Will Move to Ekminale Foregn Shipbuilding Subsidws, Swipvamp
Wezny, July 24, 1989, at .

286. Ser Resolution of the Council Concerning a Revision of the General Arrange-
ment for the Progressive Removal of Gbstacies to Normal Competitive Conditions in
the Shipyard Industry C (82) 194 (final 1988) (available at the U.S. Depaniment of State,
Bureau of European Affaire).

287.

288. Id app. 8-4.
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adopted a resolution inviting the Working Party to continue
efforts to facilitate the gradual reduction of subsidies to ship-
building industries and to continue to review the implementation
of the RGA.28® The RGA has generally been ineffective, how-
ever, primarily because it lacks any dispute resolution mechanism
or proccdure and because it allows governments to withdraw
from the agreement upon notice.?%°

In February 1990, the European Community (EC), Japan,
Korea, and the United States each proposed new draft agree-
ments entitled ‘*Measures Inconsistent with Normal Competitive
Conditions in the Commercial Shipbuilding and Repair Indus-
try.”# The drafts set forth various measures of prohibited
assistance that governments provide or have provided to the
commercial shipbuilding and repair industry.®® Among the
measures of prohibited assistance are customs tariffs and other
import barriers.?®® However, only the EC draft includes customs
tariffs on ship repairs and repair parts;*¢ the other drafts, with
the exception of the Korean draft which does not address Cus-
toms tariffs, limit the restrictions to tariffs on foreign-built
ships.®®® Because the United States historically has not imposed
duties on the cost of foreign-built vessels, ™ its provision on cus-
toms tariffs makes little sense. Therefore, the EC taniff provision
must be adopted to eliminate the repair duty in the OECD.%7

Besides the potential for eliminating the repair duty, the
OECD drafts would preclude most of the linkages between ship-

289. I/d at 2.

290. Serod at 3-5.

201. Mrasures INCONSISTENT Wrti Noasar Courznimive CoNDITIONS IN Tuz Com-
MERCIAL SHIPBUILDING AND REraik INDusTRy, CoMPARATIVE Dmarrs or Tuz Unrmed
STATES, EC, JAPAN, AND KoOREA (Feb. 1990) [hereinafter OECD Daarr).

292. Ild annex i, a1 28.

208. /d annex I, para. C, at 32 (U.S., EC, and Japanese drafts).

294. Id. (EC draft).

205. /d (U.S. and Japanese drafts).

206. S« supra note 168.

207. .ae US. draft provides an enforceable dispute resolution mechanism which
includes, afier certain preliminary consultations, final and binding arbitration. OECD
" DmAST, paras. 6-8, at 9-13 (U.S. Draft). If the arbitration tribunal finds that measures of
assistance are inconsistent with the agreement, the arbitrators could impose sanctions.
Id at 18-19.

Shipowners could protect themselves against such sanciions by inserting an indemnity
clause in all shipyard building and repairs contracts. In effect, an indemnity clause
would place the penaliy for violating the agreement direcily upon the shipyard receiving
the illegal assistance. However, the dispute procedure should contain a limiations
clause 30 that shipowners become aware of potential sanctions within a reasonsble
pericd.
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owners and shipyards in the OECD nations.?%8 Although .U.S.
maritime policy based on these linkages has failed, Congress
seems unwilling to change unilaterally.?®® Ratification of an
OECD agreement would force congressional action. The U.S.
maritime industry would benefit greatly if the drafters finalize
and implement the draft agreements, including the EC provision
on ship repairs.

The Civil Aircraft Agreement offers a GATT model for elimi-

" nating the repair duty.3® Several industrialized GATT partici-

pants agreed during the Tokyo Round to eliminate all customs
duties and similar charges of any kind on civil aircraft, aircraft
parts, and repairs to civil aircraft.3®! The Agreement also elimi-
nates: (1) technical barriers to trade; (2) government-directed
procurement, mandatory subcontracts, and inducements;
(8) trade restrictions; and, (4) government support, export cred-
its, and civil aircraft marketing.392 Additinnally, -the agreement
provides for enforcement and dispute settlement through the
GATT procedures.3®

The drafters designed the Civil Aircraft Agreement to mitigate
the effect of government support for industries in the trade of
aircraft and parts.3** The agreement’s policies include the devel-
opment of the aeronautical industry, the advancement of fair and
equal competitive opportunities for all producers, and the elimi-
nation of adverse trade cifects resulting from governmental sup-
port of civil aircraft development, production, and marketing.%0%

Applying this framework to shipbuilding and ship repair dur-
ing the current Uruguay Round of GATT, non-competitive con-
ditions in the industry, including the ship repair duty, could be

298. The OECD Draft provisions that would eliminate the other linkages between
ship operating and shipbuilding programs include 2 prohibition of direct official operat-
ing support forcommetv:ulshapbmldmgandrepau OECD DaasT, para. B; a ban on
preferential tax policies and practices, OECD Daarr, para. D; a disallowance of official
regulations and practices that limit free competition, free market access, or discriminate
in favor of the domestic industry, OECD Daarr, para. E; and a prohibition on grants or
loans on terms inconsistent with normal commercial tenins, OECD Drarr, para. G.
However, the U.S. draft makes an explicit exception for lhejooet Act, 46 US.C. app.
§ 883. OECD Daary, para. E, at 18-19 (U.S. Draft).

299. Ser supra notes 233-246 and accompanying text.

300. Civil Aircrafi Agreement, sypvs note 92.

30i. /d para. ll

302. id paras. 111-V].

303. /d para. Vill.

304. S. Rer. No. 249, 96th Cong., 13t Sess. 189, repninisd in 1979 U.S. Cong Cone. &k
AbMmin. News 571, 575.

305. /d a 571.
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eliminated. Vessels, vessel parts and components, and vessel
repairs could be substituted for the aircraft terms in a proposed
agreement on “Trade in Commercial Vessels.” The result would
be similar to the objectives that the participants are secking in
the OECD negotiations, but would have wider application given
the greater number of nations participating in the Uruguay
Round.%08

V. CONCLUSION

The vessel repair duty has burdened U.S. shipowners and U.S.
trade for over 120 years. The time has arrived to climinate the
duty, along with all other provisions of U.S. law linking U.S. ship-
owners to domestic shipyards. Unless the United States elimi-
nates the duty, along with other linkages, the United States wiil
never have a strong fleet of commercial U.S.-documented ves-
sels. The United States should pursue an end to the repair duty
and other linkages through bilateral, OECD, and GATT trade
negotiations. In the meantime, U.S. shipowners can minimize
the duty’s impact by considering the scope of the repair duty
when planning foreign shipyard work and by ensuring that Cus-
toms pruperly remits duties for work outside the scope of the
repair duty.

Lawrence M. Hadley

306. If trade negotiations take place on an “"Agreement of Trade in Commercial Ves-
sels” during the Uruguay Round as proposed in this note, negotiators may wish t0
include a more enforc able dispute resolution mechanism, rather than the existing
CATT procedure.

. .. ‘. X
: Coen e AL
T neNE s e R, )
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U.8. ANTIDUMPING AND COUNTERVAILING DOUTY LAWS
DO NOT APPLY 70O VESSELS, AIRCRAFT, AND OZHER'

INSTRUMENTS OF IWTERRATIONAL COMMERCE

. AD and CVD Laws Apply Only to "Imported Merchandise"

The antidumping (AD) and countervailing duty (CVD) laws
protect the U.S. domestic market. They authorize the imposition
of additional duties only on “"imported merchandise® found to have
been dumped or subsidized and to have caused injury to a domestic
industry. AD and CVD duties are not imposed on articles which
say be physically present in the U.S. but have not been imported
for consumption.

hd Instruments of International Trade Are Mot Imported
Nerchandise

U.S. and international laws and practice have long
recognized the special role played by ocean~going vessels,
aireraft, shipping containers and other means of transportation
used to convey goods in international trade. These indispensable
vehicles for trade are considered “instruments of international
commerce” and not "imported merchandise” subject to import

rocedures or payment of import duties. Therefore, they never
ve been subject to the duties applicable to imporied

merchandise.

d Alrcraft and Vessels Operated in International
! Commerce Are Treated Alike

Vessels have not been singled out for differential
treatment; rather, aircreft are specifically subject to the same
procedures as vessels used in international commerce.

i The U.8. Shipbuilding Industry Already Enjoys Absolute
Protection in the Domestic Market

The U.8. shipbuilding industry differs from the U.S.
aircraft industry in that it already enjoys, through the U.S.-
build requirement of the Jones Act, absolute protection in the
U.8. domestic market against imports of foreign-built vessels.

4 The AD and CVD Laws Should Not Bs Extended to Means of
International Transportstion

Other trade laws, such as Section 301, address unfair
foreign practices in foreign markets. A change in the lawv to
treat instruments of international commerce as “"imported
merchandise” would substitute a legal fiction for the realities

. of international commerce, would be inconsistent with

longstanding U.S. and international practice, and would violate
our international obligations unc.r GATT,



March 1, 1993

MEMORANDUM

Re: Non-Applicability of U.S. Antidumping and
Countervailing Duty Laws to Vessels, Aircraft, and
Other Instruments of Trade Used or Operated in
International Commerce

1. Summary and Overview

The antidumping and countervailing duty laws authorize the
imposition of additional duties on imported icrchnndlnc which is
found, after investigation, to have been dumped or subsidized and
to have caused injury to a domestic industry. Under long-
standing precedent, ocein-qolng vessels, aircraft, and other
means of transportation used to convey goods in international
trade sre considered to be instruments of international commerce
and not "imported merchandise” subject to import procedures or
payment of import duties. Accordingly, such vessels, aircraft,
and other instruments of international commerce are not subject
to antidumping or countervailing duties that may be imposed on
imported merchandise. Vessels have not been singled out for
differential treatment; rather, the law applies equally to all

instruments of international coemmerce.

I1. The Antidumping and Countervailing Duty Laws Provide
Protection to the U.§. Domestic Market from Unfairly

Traded Imports
The U.S. antidumping and countervailing duty laws (codified

in § 303 and Title VII of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, 19
U.8.C. §5 1303, 1671 et seq.) provide a means for U.S. industries

selling in the U.S. domestic market to obtain relief against
unfairly traded imports. These import relief lavs are intended
only to redress the impact of imports on the U.S. market; other
trade lavs, such as Section 301 of the Trade Act of 1974, as
amended, 19 U.8.C. § 2411 ot seqg. (1983 & Supp. I 1990), are
addressed to unfair foreign trading practices that nffect U.S.
sales {n foreign markets.
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A. The Import Relief Laws Apply Only to Merchandise
jmported for Domestic Consumption -

The antidumping and countervailing duty laws apply only to
“merchandise” that is imported "for consumption® in che domestic
market. BSpecifically, liability for the additional duties
attaches at the same time as liability for normal import
duties: when the merchandise is entered, or withdrawn from a
bonded Customs warehouse, "for eonsunptxon“.l/ See, e.9., 19
U.8.C. § 1671b(4)(1) (1988) (preliminary countervailing duty
determination applies to "all entries of merchandise subject to
the determination which are entered, or withdrawn from warehouse,
for consumption on or after the date of publication of the notice
of the determination”); 19 U.S.C. § 1673b(d)(1) (1968) (parallel
application for preliminary antidumping duty determination).

Nerchandise that is not entered for consumption, and articles of

international commerce that are not imported, are not subject to
the import relief laws.

This scope of application of the U.5. import relief laws
conforms with the international agreement governing acceptable
procedures for imposing antidumping &nd countervailing duty
messures. Article VI of the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade defines "dumping® as the proccsl_by which “"products of one
country are introduced into the commerce of another country at
less than the normal value of the products,” and recognizes
countervailing duties as permissible countermeasures levied on
subsidized products "imported into the territory” of another
country. GATT Art. VI, para. 1, 3 (emphasis added).

y/ The foramal process of importation of merchandise requires
that the 'llfortcr of record” (the person on whose behalf
the importation is made) "enter” the merchandise by filing

. the requisite documentation with the U.S8. Customs
Service. 19 U.8.C. § 1484 (1988). The importer of record
must also deposit estimated duties (both normal import
duties and any AD or CVD deposits) and y the du:f:s
ultimately assessed vhen the entry is t!=n11y
“liquidated.® 19 U.8.C. § 1505 (1908).
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B. -Mere Physical Presence in the U.S. Does Not Require an
Entry for Consumption

Merchandise may be physically transported into U.S.
territory but not imported "for consumption” in the U.S,
market. rhus.‘nerchandlse may be imported under bond for storage
in a Customs-bonded warehouse, without being entered "for
consumption.® 19 U.S.C. § 1557(a) (1988). ‘Undet this provision,
a company may ship merchandise from other countries to a bonded
wvarehouse kn Miami as a central distribution point for sales to
markets in the Caribbean and Latin America. Similarly,
merchandise may be imported under bond for transportation through
the U.S. and exportation to a foreign country. 19 U.S.C. § 1553
(1988 & Supp. I 1990). Por example, -crchnndiie shipped from
Europe for the Canadian market may be transported in bond through

the port of New York and carried by truck or rail to Canada.

Neither the merchandise stored in a bonded warzhouse nor the
merchandise transported in bond is scld in the U.S. domestic
market. Therefcre, in neither case would the merchandise be
subject to any U.S. import duties, including antidumping or
countervailing duties, even théugh the merchandise was physically
within U.S. territory before being transported abroad.

C. Vessels and Aircraft May Be Imported Merchandise When
Used in the Domestic Market

Vessels and aircraft may be treated as imported merchandise
whey brought into the U.S. £or use in the domestic market. As
imported merchandise, such vessels and aircraft would be subject
to entry as merchandise and payment of normal import dutiec (if
any), and would also be subject to any antidumping or counter~-
vailing duty order applying additional duties on imports of that
class of merchandise.

In the case of ocean~going vessels, however, the
applicability of the import relief laws is purely theoretical:
the strict U.8.~build requirement of the Jones Act (46 U.S.C.
app. § 883) already provides gbsclute protection against imports
of any foreign-made vessels for use in the domestic commercial

R
%
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market. U.S. shipyards are thus fully protected against
ificursion in the domestic market for commercial vessels by
foreign shipyatds using unfair trading practices. MNanufacturers
of sajlboats and other pleasure craft, on the other hand, do not
enjoy such a closed market. Those types of vessels, when
imported, could be subject to an antidumping or countervailing

duty order, if appropriate.

Ia the case of aircraft, there have been two instances in
wvhich countervailing duty petitions have been filed against
imports of commuter airplanes for use by U.S. domestic
lirllnol.‘ In both instances, however, the preliminary, 45-day
investigations showed no reasonable indication that the domestic
commuter aircraft industry was being injured by the imports, and
the investigations were terminated.2/ . '

I1I. Vessels in International Service Are Instruments of
Commerce, Not Products Imported into a Country

The principle that vessels in international commerce are not
imported products is recognized by U.S. courts, U.S. statutes,

and international agreements. .

A. U.S. Courts Have Consistently Held That Vessels Are
Instruments of Commerce and Are Not Imported Articles

Almost a century ago, the Supreme Court ruled delinitively

that a foreign-built vessel capable of use &3 a means of
waterborne transportation is not a dutiable imported product.
Zhe Congueror, 166 U.S. 110 (1897).

The Court found that since the beginning of the Republic
vessels vere "treated as sui generis, and subject to an entirely
‘dlttercnt set of laws and regulations from those applied to
imported articles.” 1d. at 118. Thus Congress had never
specifically imposed duties on vessels, although it had regularly

~ e

2/ ertain ter Airplanes from Prance and ., lav. Noz.

*TA~ P teliginary)., Jul 1982);
%crg**n Commuter Aitgﬁnngg gsgg séaggl. lnv. ¥o. 701~-TA-188
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imposed tonnage taxzes on vessels. “Vesssls certainly have not
been treated as dutiable articles, but rather as the vehicles of
such articles . . . [and have not been] charged with duties when
entering our ports, though every article upon them, that is not
part of the vessel or of its equipment or provisions, is subject
to duty, unless expr;nnly exempted by law."” 4. at 115.3/

The Conqueror's ruling and reasoning continue to be applied
today. Thus, in Sea-lLand Service, Inc. v. United States, 683 F.
Supp. 1404, 1406-7 (CIT 1988), thi court held that a vessel's
original equipment, as well as thc vessel itself, was not a
dutiable article: “The Supreme Court in The Conqueror, left no
doubt that vhile a vessel may bear items that enter the strear of
commerce, the vessel itself is not an article of commerce. The
principle, therefore, is clear that, although the vessel is a
vehicle of dutiable articles, the vessel itself is not a dutiable

article.” 1d.4/

fp

k¥4 The Court also noted that it would make no sense to apply
duties to vessels purchased by Americans when no such
duties were paid by foreigners. It was not ownership that
was important, but rather whether or not a vessel was
imported. The Court found that vessels are "not {mported
or taken into the country in the ordinary sense in which
that term is used with reference to other articles . . .
.. L‘. .t 115'

(74 In United States v. Seaqull Marine, 627 P.24 1083, 1085
(C.E.P.ATID80), the court followed the reasoning of The
gonqueror to hold that inflatable rubber life rafts were
not vessels entitled to duty-free treatment, but were
dutiadble as pneumatic craft. "The subject liferafts are
undocumented {as vessele), incapable of use as commercial
transportation, and do not serve as vehicles for
importation of other merchandise.” ld. The Supreme Court
had employed similar logic in The Conqueror when it
distinguished cances, small boats, launches, etc.
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B. Current U.S. Customs Statutes Explicitly Exclude
XC::CiI From Customs Duties Applicable to Imported
articles

The Headnote to Chapter 89 of the current Harmonized Tariff

Schedule of the United States clearly states: “Vessels if in use
in international trade or commerce . . . shall be ;dmittod
without formal customs consumption entry or the payment of
duty." HTSUS (1993), Chapter 89, Additional U.S. Note 1.3/
Vessels in international trade are also treated specially
under the distinct laws and regulations governing the entry of
vessels arriving from a foreign po.t or place. These provisions
specify the entry process for vessels (including the deposit of
the vessel's register and submission of the cargo manifest) but
do not impose duties (as distinguished from tonnage taxes) on the
vessels themselves. 19 U.S.C. §§ 1401, 1434, 1435 (1988); 46
U.5.C. app. § 121 (1988 & Supp. I 1990); 19 C.F.R. Part 4 (1992).

- C. Tha GATT Treats Vessels in International Comnarce as
Traffic in Commerce &nd Not Subject to Duties

Avticle V of the General Agreement on Taritfs and Trade
(GAT1') requires freedom of transit through the territory of each
contracting GATT party. Art. V(2). Among other tﬁing-. this
mesns that "traffic in transit” from the territory of other
contracting parties is exempt from customs duties. Art. v(2),

V(3). Vessels are considersd “traffic in transit® Lf the

8/ A similar provision in General Headnote Sie) to the former
Tariff Schedules of the United States treated vessels as
*intangibles” and not as articles subject to the tarift
schedules. Wu_v_uum 627 r.2d
1083, 1084 (C.C.P.A. .

76-7790-94 ~ 4
e
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vessel's passage across a party‘'s territory "is only a portion of
& complete journey beginning and terminating beyond the frontier
of the contracting party.® Art. V(1). Thus, vessels travelling
in international commerce are exempt from customs duties under
the GarT.8/

IV. Instruments of International Commerce are Generally
Excluded from Entry and Duty Requirements Applied to
imported Merchandise

U.8. and international practice have long recogniszed the
distinction between merchandise that is imported for use or
consumption in the domestic market and the means of
transportation used to carry the merchandise. Accordingly,
aircraft, vehirler, and containers used in transporting goods or
passengers on international routes -~ like vessels -- are
conaidered "instruments of international commerce® excluded from
the entry process for "merchandise".

A. pircraft

Aircraft operated on international routes are considered -
instruments of international commerce and thus are exempt from
the entry and duty requirements applied to imported
merchandise. Prom the earliest days of international airline
traffic, Congress recognized the substantially similar position

8/ Although the European Commission has considered “"a trade
defensive mechanism for shipbuilding,” the Comaission
gecognised the complexity of the problem and the
possibility that such a measure would toltibly not conform
with international commitments. Question No. 60 by Mr.
Anastassopoulos (B=-233/88), debates of the Turopean
Parliament Mo. 2-366/209 (June 15, 1988).



95

of vessels and aircraft operated in international commerce and
specifically authorised the Secretary of the Treasury to apply to
aircraft the same entry and duty lavs and regulations that apply
to vessels.l/ As discussed above, vessels used in international
commerce are governed by distinct rules for entry and are not
subject to entry as merchandise and payment of import duties upon
srrival in the United States. Accordingly, the Secretary of the
Treasury, through Part 122 of the Customs regulations (qovotninq_
Afir Commerce), has provided for distinct entry procedures for
aircraft, like vessels, that a:e operated in international
commerce. In particular, a commercial aircraft of foreign origin
that is registered in the United States and operated in
international commerce can be admitted to the United States and
travel from alrport to airport in the United States without
formal entry or the payment of duty. 19 C.F.R. § 122.52(¢)(1)
(1992). 1f, however, the aircraft is withdrawn from use in
international commerce, it must be entered as imported
merchandise. 19 C.P.R. § 122.52(c)(2) (1992).

5. Vehicles
Vehicles and other instruments of international traffic,

2/ Section 7(c) of the Air Commerce Act of 1926, formerly

= codified at 49 U.8.C. § 177(c), authorized the Secretary of
the Treasury to apply to civil aircraft the laws and
regulations tcga:dfng the entry and clearance Of vessels.
Seciion 7(c) was reenacted without substantive change as
§ 1109(c) of the Pederal Aviation Act of 1958, 49 U.S.C.
§ 1509(c) (1988). Section 644(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930
further extended the authority of the Secretary of Treasury
under § 7(c) to apply "in like manner” any of the
provisions of the Tariff Act of 1930. 19 U.8.C. § 1644(a)

(1988).
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such as containers, are admitted to the United States without
formal entry or payment of duty. 19 U.8.C. § 1322(a) (1988).8/
For instance, U.S.-based trucks, buses, and taxicabs used in
international commerce are admitted, upon their return to the
United States, without formal entry or the payment of duty. 19
C.F.R. § 123.16(a) (1992). Similarly, foreign-based trucks,
buses, and taxi~-cabs are admitted without formal entry or payment
of duty if the vehicle is used in international commerce for the
transportation of merchandise or passengers. 19 C.F.R. § 123.14(a
(1992).

C. gontainers

Containers snd certain other shipping mechanisms (including
1ift vans, cargo vans, shipping tanks, skids, pallets, caul
boards and cores for textile fabrics) are also excluded from the
usual entry and duty requirements applicable to imported
merchandise. Containers used in shipping merchandise either to
or from the United States are considered "instruments of
international traffic” and therefore are not subject to formal
entry or payment of duty. 19 C.F.R. § 10.4la(a)(1) (1992).

V. gonclusion

Longstanding U.S. and international practice recognisze the
special role played by the vehicles that transport goods in
{nternational commerce. All such vehicles, including trucks,
buses, and taxicabs as well as vessels and airplanes, are
considered instruments of international commerce when operated in
international trade and are exempted from the entry and duty
tequirenents imposed on articles of commerce imported for
domestic consumption. Consequently, the antidumping and
countervailing duty laws applicable to imported merchandise do
not encompass vehicles operated in international trade.

| 14 Section 322(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, 19
U.8.C. § 1322(a) (1988), provides:

Vehicles and other instruments of international
traffic, of any class specified by the Secretary of .
the Treasury, shall be excepted from the application
of the customs lavs to such extent and subject to such
terms and conditions as may be prescribed in
tegulations or instructions of the Secretary of the

Treasury.

P
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Industry Advocate for 25 Years °

March 9, 1994

The Honorable Charles E, Grassley
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Grassley:

When I testified before the Trade Subcommittee on November 18, 1993, on "US.
Shipbuilding Industries--Effect of Foreign Subsidies,” you asked two questions which
are set out below together with my answers.

Question wl:

What benefit is it to the American shipbuilding industry to penalize and harm their
customers for making logical and rational business decisions that every other business
would make -- that is, buying the lowest priced product available? In this case, it
happens to be vessels, '

Answer:

It makes no sense whatsocver for the U.S. shipbuilding industry to penalize its
potential customers for making a rational and sound business decision to buy its
vessels at the best price and delivery date wherever it can be procured in the world.

I am President of the American Institute of Merchant Shipping (AIMS) which is a
national trade association representing 23 U.S.-flag carriers which own or operate
approximately eleven million deadweight tons of tankers, dry bulk carriers,
containerships, and other oceangoing vessels engaged in the domestic and international
trades of the United States. AIMS represents a majority of U.S.-flag tanker and liner
tonnage.

1 am also Chairman of the Coalition Opposed to Foreign Shipyard Subsidy Legislation.
The Coalition and I have been fighting the odious Gibbons bill (H.R. 1402) for three
years now. We have been, are, and will be, totally opposed to the basic concept of this
legislation since its inception three years ago.

The Breaux and Gibbons bills are punitive in nature and generally directed against

. the vessel owner. Our members construct and repair (30%) their vessels in foreign

yards because they can get them for half the price at least and much quicker than if
constructed in inefficient US. yards. For example, one of my members considered
building a 30,000 DWT product carrier in a US. yard. They were quoted a price of
approximately $60,000,000. This same vessel can be constructed in a foreign yard for
approximately $20,000,000. Also, the delivery time in a U.S. yard is normally about
one-quarter longer than in a foreign yard. Recently a U.S.-flag liner operator
constructed a small containership in a US. yard. They were quoted a price of
$125,000,000. When the ship was finally completed the cost had escalated to
$167,000,000. This same containership could be constructed in a foreign ysrd for
approximately $80,000,000. In addition, delivery was some four months over schedule.
This is why we construct and repair (30%) our vessels in foreign yards when legally

able to do so.

The US. shipbuilders have lived off artificial military construction for the past
twelve years and now that this construction has dried up because of budget constraints
they want to move into commercial construction which they are not now constituted to
do. Somehow they convinced Sam Gibbons that if the Congress enacts the foolish and
punitive Gibbons bill, U.S. yards will be competitive. PURE BUNK! If either H.R.
1402 or S. 990 were enacted tomorrow, U.S. building yards would still be non-
competitive. That is because over the last twelve years they have not initiated the

AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF MERCHANT SHIPPING
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required nccessaries to make themselves competitive. They are not competitive
because they have archaic and stringent work rules, they have not modernized their
yards like their foreign yard competitors, and basically they are low productivity
operations. They hide behind the fiction that subsidies to foreign yards are the cause
of their non-competitiveness. NONSENSE! First, the alleged foreign yard subsidies
are greatly overstated by the U.S. shipbuilders. Secondly, their operations are not
constituted to compete for commercial building in the global market and they do not
seem to want to do anything to improve their yards to make themselves competitive.
They prefer refuge under such fictions and crutches as H.R. 1402, S. 990, and
commercial cargo preference.

As you know, they managed to get the House to pass their shipbuilding subsidy
legisiation, H.R. 2056, in the last Congress. However, thankfully, the Scnate Finance
Committee refused to move it, where it languished for some eight months until the
102nd Congress expired.

Although the agricultural interests belong to our Coalition and attend the meetings,
they have not been very active over the past two years. If the bill passes the House
again this year, as expected, and should it move out of the Senate Finance Committee,
the agricultural interests will be crucial in attempting to defeat this damaging
legislation in the Senate.

Question #2;

Will you support putting the Jones Act, cargo preference, capital construction funds,
Operating Differential Subsidies, and the new shipbuilding subsidies recently included
in our defense bills on the OECD and GATT negotiating tables so that the United
States can get serious about fighting unfair foreign subsidies?

Answer:

The politics of my organization would not permit me to support including the Jones
Act, cargo preference, capital construction funds (CCF) and operating differential
subsidies (ODS) in the OECD negotiations in Paris or in GATT negotiations. The real
goal of the foreign negotiators is to break the Jones Act. If this were to happen, the
U.S.-flag domestic liner and tanker fleets would be destroyed. U.S.-flag vessels simply
could not compete with foreign-flag vessels if they were allowed into the Jones Act
protected trades. This would be an efficient method of eliminating the US.-flag fleet,
if anyone wanted to do that.

I would, however, support including the new U.S. shipbuilding subsidies in the OECD
negotiations.

While the U.S. shipbuilding industry rails against alleged foreign yard subsidics, it has
got some $3 billion from the Congress in the last several years for prepositioned and
fast sealift vessel conversion and procurement. In addition, the U.S, shipbuilding
industry just wrung from Congress millions of dollars in & direct shipbuilding subsidy
program known as Series Transition Payments (STP). In addition, the shipbuilders also
got some $50 million for Title X1 Mortgage Loan Guarantee Insurance (including
coverage for foreign interests constructing in US, yards) and some $40 million for
MARITECH (a maritime technology program). [In addition, for years the US.
shipbuilders have had the benefit of a 50% ad valorem duty imposed on any repairs
by a US. operator done in a foreign yard. This is just another subsidy for US.
builders.

Is it any wonder that the non-U.S. negotiators at the OECD negotiations are reluctant
to give up whatever yard subsidies they have. For the life of me, I have not been able
to understand how the proponents of H.R. 1402 and S. 990 could expect agreement at
OECD in light of the heavy subsidies for U.S. yards set out above.

Sincerely,

f: f 4
éw

Ernest J. Coj 0

President .

E—————————————
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DUANE D. FITZGERALD

Mr. Chairman and members of the Trade Subcommittee, I am grateful for the op-
portunity to testify here today on S. 990, representing the 8700 men and women
of Bath Iron Works Corporation, Maine's largest employer.

For the last 109 years, our company and its peo Fe gave contributed to America’s
defense and economic security. We have produced over 450 ships, including more
than 230 naval surface combatants and more than 160  commercial ships. Between
1968 and 1984, BIW built 22 merchant ships—the last of which, FALCON CHAM-
PION, was the last US merchant ship built under the Construction Differential Sub-
sidy (CDS) program before its termination in 1981.

IW today is exclusively engaged in the construction and support of the Navy's
ARLEIGH BURKE-class AEG%S ided missile destroyer program. Our current
backlog of AEGIS destroyers is sc%::eduled for delivery through 1998. We are cur-
rently preparing bids for a three-destroyer FY 1994 competitive procurement. Three
additional destroyers per year are anticipated through the FY 1995-1999 Five Year
Defense plan. Earlier DoD plans, however, contemplated annual procurements of
five or more destroyers. The Navy has acknowledged that its two AEGIS ship-
builders, BIW in Maine and Ingalls Shipbuilding in Mississippi, need to gain other
shipbuilding work to supplement destroyer production in order to survive. A three-
destroyer annual procurement rate is insufficient to maintain production efficienc
and program stability, in the absence of other work, at the nation’s two experienced,
specialized surface combatant building yards.

This year, the number of US Navy ships on order from American yards is at its
lowest level in seventeen years. That reai)ity is going to become increasingly severe
in the years ahead. Making the transition from our current exclusive dependence
on naval shipbuilding to a mix of naval and commercial shipbuilding is imperative
if the US shipbuilding industry is to survive. But this is not our challenge alone.

In order to resPond to future defense requirements, it is essential that our nation
maintain the ability to produce and field the world’s most sophisticated naval forces.
Making this transition will not be easy. It will not be accomplished overnight. It will
involve some costs. The inherent differences between building commercial ships and
the world’s most technologically advanced surface combatant, the ARLEIGH
BURKE-class AEGIS destroyer, are large indeed. We believe, however, that if yards
like BIW succeed in suplplementin their core naval business through diversification
into commercial shipbuilding, the Navy, the taxpayer, and the national economy will
benefit in measurable ways.

Several important and encouraging developments this year give us a sense of hope
that we can and will be successful in making this critical transition. There appears
to be a genuine recognition of the need for more effective partnership between fed-
eral policy-makers and our industry. There also appears to be a genuine recognition
that important long-term national interests are at stake. This recognition is visible
this year in both Executive Branch and Congressional activity, including today’s
ve{)y timely hearing.

n September 29th, President Clinton announced a major multi-agency program
to strengthen America’s shipyards and improve their ability to compete and win in
commercial world markets. The first component of the White House program is a
renewed effort to seek the elimination of foreign shipbuilding subsidies throu%h the
OECD, and to work with Congress on other actions if those negotiations fail to
Broduce timely and satisfactory remedies. The conference agreement on the FY’ 94

efense Authorization a;x}rzoved key elements of the White House program for com-
mercial shipbuilding: an ARPA-led maritime technology development initiative; and,
a joint DoD-DoT loan guarantee program to leverage private investment in commer-
cial ship construction and the modernization of US shipyards for optimal commer-
cial operations.

The House also recently passed H.R. 2161, the Maritime Security and Competi-
tiveness Act, which would, by establishing a temporary series transition payment
program, help US shipbuilders to capture their initial commercial ship construction
contll('acts after more than a decade of being effectively shut out of the commercial
market.

I mentioned at the outset of my prepared remarks BIW’s long legacy of naval com-
batant and commercial shipbuilding achievement. We are not resting on our laurels
or taking any future success for %anted.

I was%xonored to represent BIW and our employees at the White House on Octo-
ber 21st when President Clinton announced the initial group of 41 research ﬁrojects
selected from over 2800 evroposals to receive matching funds under the Technolo,
Reinvestment Project. BIW’s TRP proposal for a commercial shipbuilding focused de-
velopment project was submitted in partnership with two US ship companies and
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two successful foreign shipbuilding companies—one in Finland, the other in Japan.
Additionally, the BIW focused development project on commercial shipbuilding will
be overseen by an advisory council including the President of our production em-
pl(gees' national labor union, George Kourpias of the IAM.

ach and every BIW worker has an important role to play in contributing to the
success of this transition and towards ensuring the future of our company. The com-
mercial shipbuilding focused development project will include international commer-
cial shipbuilding technology transfer, comprehensive market analysis, development
of several efficient commercial ship designs, detailed ship engineering and construc-
tion plans, optimized commercial facility modernization plans, and human resources
development plans.

How would enactment of S. 990 help make this transition possible? First, let me
address the fact that our industry, the Congress, and the Administration, would pre-
fer that this legislation was not necessary. International trade issues are best re-
solved through negotiation on bilateral or preferably multilateral terms. Unfortu-
nately, our OECD trading partners have yet to tangibly demonstrate that they are
committed to eliminating their trade-distorting government shipbuilding subsidy
practices,

When he introduced S. 990 on May 19th of this year, Senator Breaux expressed
the hope that “this legislation would set the stage for resumption and successful
conclusion of multilateral trade negotiations concerning the elimination of shipbuild-
ing subsidies worldwide.”

mmense competitive and market share benefits have accrued to foreign ship-
builders since the US terminated its last commercial construction subsidy program
in 1981. An immense competitive disadvantage has accrued to the US shipbuilding
industry in the commercial market for ships over the last twelve years, and more
recently, since 1989 when our government formally initiated negotiations to gain an
international agreement to eliminate government shipbuilding subsidy practices.

S. 990 and its counterpart House legislation, 1i.R. 1402, would provide our govern-
ment effective mechanisms for identifying those governments which continue to sub-
sidize their ship'yards, and for imposing fair but substantial sanctions when other
governments fail to commit to eliminating those trade-distorting government sub-
sidy practices. If a listed country does not eliminate its shipbuilding subsidies with-
in 180 days, or sign a trade agreement with the US to do so, then one or more spe-
cific sanctions would be imposed against merchant ships owned or otherwise con-
trolled by citizens of the shipyard-subsidizing countr;g.

S. 990 preserves the ability of the United States Trade Representative to conduct
multilateral negotiations. It is drafted to allow fair and open administration of its
provisions. It establishes reasonable timeframes for action and allows for appro-
priate discretion by the Secretary of Commerce and the United States Trade Rep-
resentative in carrying out their duties under the legislation. As currentlﬁ drafted,
S. 990 also attempts to respond to any concerns that imposition of even the scaled-
back sanctions of this bill might result in unintended, unfavorable consequences for
certain US ports.

Enactment of S. 990 alone will not ensure construction of substantial numbers of
commercial ships in American shipyards. Other actions are necessary as well, par-
ticularly at the outset of the transition period. However, as Senator Mitchell pointed
out in his remarks on the introduction of S. 990 last May, “no US shipyard can com-
pete in a market disrupted by Eovernment intervention. The ability of US shipyards
to convert to commercial shipbuilding depends upon a free and fair international
market for commercial ships.”

It is time for comprehensive national action to prevent the loss of this vital indus-
try and the defense capability that it represents. It is, I suggest, in the national
long-term economic and security interests that such actions be taken now, not later.
Our industry has a defining challenge before it. Much of the responsibility for mak-
ing the transition a successful one rests on our own performance and degree of com-
mitment. Our success will in large measure depend on how effectively we learn to
tag‘ into the world-class capabilities of our workers.

avorable Senate action on S. 990 is essential. Thank you for affording me the
honor to appear before you today.
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Response for record from Duane D. Fitsgerald to questions
submitted by Senator Q.sesley st tha Novembar 18, 1993 hearing on

Shiphuilding Industry

Note - Mr Pitsgerald d4id provide an oral answer to Senator
Grassley's second question at the hearing November 18, 1993. It
was unfortunate that Senator Grassley was unable to remain at the
hearing, due to snother commitment, to hesr the shipyard
witnesses respond to his questions.

Question #1, What benefit is it to the American shipbuilding
industry to penalize and harm their customers for making logical
and rational business decisions that every other business must
make = that is, buying the lowest priced product svailsble? In
this case, it happens to be vessels.

Apauag: The premise of the question is fundsmentally
nmisdireoted., It appears to interpret our industry's lu{port for
8.990 out of context and in a vacuum., Americsn shipbuilders have
neither sought to penalisze nor harm “our customers*” as Senator
Grassley's question chooses to suggest. The defense-criticel US
shipbuilding 1nduutr{ and its workers have bsen harmed by the
commercial shipbuillding subsidy practices of other governments.
We have besen penslized by our government's inability to convince
other governments to end their praoctices which have substantially
distorted competition in the international market for commercial
ships for years. The UBS terminated its only direct commercial
shipbuilding subsidy program thirteen years ago.

We have supported since 1989 efforts by US trade negotiatoxs to
reach an enforceable, multilateral agreement to discipline
gOVanmont subsidy practices in commercial thipbuilding. It s
mportant to reflect on the fsot that the US shipbuilding
industry - alone smong US industries - enjoys no trade law remedy
under US countervailing duty law.

Legislation has never been our preferred option for aschieving the
desired result, However, afte: five years of unproductive
@iscussions and the accelerating loss of US uhigylrd and supplier
jobs, the point has been resched where more talk only serves to
provide other governments a cynical facade for further delay.

With the dramaticslly reduced Nsvy ahlpbuilding budget, the
svailebility of the defense-critical US shipbu lding industrial
base to meet future netional security requirements is in grave
jeopardy. oOur leaders, including Senator Grassley, must
seriously weigh the consequences of this reality and decide the
proper course for federal policy. Assisting the induastry's
efforts to re-enter the commercial market would help to preserve
elements of this important national capability.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JEAN C. GODWIN

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, my name is Jean Godwin. I am
the Vice President of Government Relations for the erican Association of Port
Authorities (AAPA). Founded in 1912, AAPA represents virtually every U.S. public
port agency, as well as the major port agencies in Canada, Central and South Amer-
ica and the Caribbean. My testimony today reflects only the views of the United
States delegation of AAPA.

'’A members are public entities mandated by law to serve public purposes—
primarily the facilitation of waterborne commerce and the consequent generation of
ocal and regional economic growth. As public agencies, AAPA members share the
public’s interest in serving our country’s economic, international trade, and national
security objectives. Public ports serve as a vital conduit linking the United States
to the world marketplace, a critical intersection in the intermodal chain. Ports serve
broad hinterlands, connecting farmers, manufacturers and suppliers often thou-
sands of miles inland to international markets thousands of miles from our shores.

International and domestic waterborne trade creates tremendous positive eco-
nomic impacts at the local, regional and national levels. From the perspective of the
Bort industry, in 1991, the most recent year for which data is available, the U.S.

OT estimates that commercial port activities generated 1.6 million jobs, contrib-
uted $70 billion to the gross domestic rroduct, provided personal income of $562 bil-
lion, generated federal taxes of $14 billion, state and local taxes of $6.3 billion, and
$11 billion in Customs receipts. The importance of ports to local, state and regional
economies cannot be overstated. Exports today are increasingly necessary to the
health of America’s economy, representing one out of six U.S. manufacturing jobs.
Additionally, we recognize the significant economic impact created by the shipbuild-
in%and repair industry at ports throughout the United States.

ublic ports are keenly interested in the issue of foreiin shipbuilding subsidies.
In fact, many AAPA members own shipyard facilities which are leased to ship build-
ing and repair companies. We support efforts to create a level playing field in inter-
national commerce, but also strongly encourage shipyards to enhance their competi-
tiveness through greater efficiencies. However, S. 990, the Shipbuilding Trade Re-
form Act of 1993, if enacted as currently drafted, would have a devastating impact
on U.S, trade and commerce at our nation's ports. The legislation would result in
the imposition of severe, trade-stopping sanctions against up to two-thirds of the
world fleet at the same time.

The ongoing Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)
multilateral negotiations to eliminate shipbuilding subsidies is the best means of
dealing with the problem of foreign shipbuilding subsidies. A legislative “fix” would
attempt to benefit a single U.S. industry to the certain detriment of other U.S. in-
dustries. It would compound our efforts to open markets by creating a unilateral,
sector-specific trade remedy that would increase the cost of using U.S. ports and dis-
rugt international trade.

pecifically, S. 990 would require the Secretary of Commerce to list all countries
that subsidize their shipyards and impose severe sanctions against vessels flagged
or the controlling interest in which is held by citizens of those countries. The pen-
alties can include limiting 50 percent or more of the vessel’s sailing and/or a mini-
mum $500,000 per voyage fee. It also, appropriately, delays the imposition of sanc-
tions for 180 days in order to allow time for countries to enter into trade agreements
with the U.S. to eliminate shipbuilding subsidies.

Unfortunately, however, the 180 day deadline is not flexible, minimum penalties
are required and not flexible, a country cannot avoid the sanctions except by signing
an agreement to immediately eliminate its subsidies, and there is no injury test—
a U.S. shipyard does not have to Krove that it could com‘pete in the commercial mar-
ket but for the foreign subsidy. The bill ties the hands of U.S. negotiators and would
not make many U.S. shipyards competitive because their problems extend well be-
yond the existence of foreign subsidies.

The U.S. public port industry is 5ravely concerned that this legislation would re-
sult in diversion of U.S. origin or destination cargoes, as well as cruise operations,
through non-U.8S. ports. All U.S. coastal ranges have been adversely affected by ad-
ditional taxes on trade, however, they are a particular concern for U.S. seaports bor-
dering Canada. U.S, ports in the North Atlantic, Pacific Northwest, and on the
Great Lakes face stiff competition from Canadian ports. Any further increase in the
cost of using U.S. ports will result in diversion of cargo through Canadian ports.
Cargo originating or destined for points in the U.S. can just as easily move through
Canadian ports and over land into or out of this country. The countries that could
be listed control nearly 68 percent of the tonnage in the world fleet and nearly 69
percent of the container capacity.
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The diversion problem is an extremely serious one for U.S. ports. Although we ap-
preciate the effort to address our concerns about cargo diversion to non-U.S. ports,
unfortunately we do not believe the provision currently in the bill is easily enforced.
S. 990 would require Customs to stop cargo at the border if it came into a Canadian
or Mexican port on a vessel that would be subject to sanctions if it had come into
a U.S. port. However, it is our understanding that the documentation accompanying
cawo at the border may not include such information.

e strongly support the inclusion of language in the legislation to prevent coun-
tries from circumventing the sanctions in the law simply by shipping U.S.-bound
cargo through Canadian or Mexican ports. We would be happy to work with the
committee to improve on the existing provision in the bill.

Another concern for our member ports with cruise ship operations is the effect the
bill will have on the cruise passenger industry. Many cruise ports are situated close
to foreign J)orts which also offer cruise passenger services. If the cruise vessel would
be affected by sanctions, the vesscl owner could drop the U.S. port of call and em-
bark passengers at the nearby foreign J)ort. For example, cruise passengers that
might otherwise use a Florida port would have to fly to a Caribbean port for embar-
kation. Cruise ports have made significant investments in the physical landside fa-
cilities which support cruise calls. As well, passenger cruise business provides sig-
nificant economic impacts to the local and regional economies, including 450,166 di-
rect and indirect jobs, $6.3 billion in federal, state, and local taxes, and $14.5 billion
in wages to U.S. empioyees according to a recent Price Waterhouse study.

There are changes that could be made to S. 990 that would improve the bill and
minimize its negative impacts on U.S. trade and ports. Rather than an automatic
listing process, countries should be listed only after an investigation and showing
of injury to U.S. commerce. Existing vessels should not be subject to sanctions, only
vessels for which construction contracts were entered into after the date of enact-
ment. These types of changes have already been approved by the House Trade Sub-
committee to the House version of this bill, H.R. 1402.

In addition, the sanctions that can be imposed on affected vessels should be made
more flexible (for example, limit sailings and assess a per voyage fee of up to one
million dollars).

The United States is asking other governments to stop subsidizing an industry
which our own country has traditionally (and still does) subsidize, without any
agreement to eliminate our own subsidies and at a time when the Congress is con-
sidering increasing our government subsidies to U.S. shipyards.

. Although the construction differential subsidy (which provides payments to car-
riers to offset the higher cost of using U.S. ahip{ards) has not been funded since
1981, other subsidies assisting U.S. shipyards still exist. Under Title XI of the Mer-
chant Marine Act of 1936, the U.S. government can guarantee the principal and in-
terest on commercial financing for construction of vessels in U.S. shipyards. Under
the Capital Construction Fund Program, U.S. flag carriers can defer taxes on earn-
ing deposited into fund accounts for future use in constructing U.S. flag vessels. In
addition, U.S. flag operators must pay a 650 percent ad valorem penalty for vessel
repair and maintenance work done in foreign shipyards.

n addition to these subsidy programs (which would result in the imposition of

enalties under S. 990 if they existed in another country), U.S. shipyards benefit
rom a number of other U.S. programs and policies. U.S, cabotage laws (the “Jones
Act”) and cargo preference laws restrict the U.S. coastwise trade and certain per-
centages of Government impelled cargo to U.S. flag carriers. U.S. fast sealift vessels
are constructed exclusively in U.S. shipyards, resulting in billions of dollars of busi-
ness for U.S. shipyards.

The public port industry has spent nearllf' $12 billion dollars in the last 40 years
to develop transportation facilities. The U.S. Department of Transportation esti-
mates that they will spend an additional $6.5 billion before the year 2000. In 1991,
1.4 billion tons of foreign and domestic waterborne cargo moved through our na-
tion’s ports in 1991, including 938 million short tons of import/export cargo worth
$461.8 billion. This represents a 25 percent increase compared to 1985 and almost
double the volume of 25 years ago. .

U.S. ports have made the necessary investment to handle the projected increases
in trade in the coming years. It is our hope that the issue of shipbuilding subsidies
can be addressed without cripplinﬁ the competitiveness of U.S. ports, shutting down
U.S. vessel owners or increasing the cost of goods to the American consumer.

It remains to be seen to what degree S. 990 would help U.S. shipyards. In an ef-
fort not to jeopardize U.S. trade position, the shipyards, maritime industrial sector,
and indeed our country needs long-term solutions not short term reactions or signals
of dubious efficacy. To that end we encourage the Administration to double its ef-
forts to restart the multilateral negotiations, and ports pledge to cooperate to de-
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velop a meaningful and internationally acceptable multilateral compromise. Mean-
while, there needs to be greater communication between ports and shipyards at
local and national levels as we strive together to promote our common goaf of creat-

ey tho %U'SB ? port indust 8. 990, as drafted, and contin

n summary, the U.S. public port industry opposes 8. 9980, as drafted, and contin-
ues to hope that the problem of forei shipblfildir“zg subsidies will be resolved in
the context of multilateral trade negotiations. We will be hapgy to work with the
Subcommittee in an effort to develop amendments to the bill that will minimize its
harmful impact on U.8. trade and U.8. ports. Thank you.

Responses to Questions from Senator Grassley

(1) What berz:ﬂt is it to the American shipbuilding industry to penalize and harm their
customers for inaking logical and rational business decisions that every other business would
make - that is, buying the lowest priced product available? In this case, it happens to be
vessels, :

AAPA does not support the creation of a new, sector-specific trade remedy
penalizing ship owners in order to deal with the problem of shipbuilding subsidies. The
result would, in effect, harm U.S. shipyards’ current and potential customers,

(2) Would you support putting the Jones Act, cargo preference, capital construction funds,
Operating Differential Subsidies, and the new shipbuilding subsidies recently included in our
defense bills on the OECD and GATT negotiating tables so that the United States can get
serious about fighting unfair foreign subsidies?

hands" on the issu¢ of shipbuilding subsidies, and that we may have to give up some of our
own programs. One not listed above is the 50 percent ad valorem tax that U.S. flag

/
The Unitez’ States must recognize that we do not come to the table with "clean
operators pay wheh they have their vessels repaired in a foreign shipyard.

Very truly yours,

D o
an God
(ce Pr nt of Government Relations
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CHARLES E. GRASSLEY

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to address this hearing regarding for-
eign ship subsidies, and shipbuilding. I will need to leave shortly, so I will incor-
porate my questions in my opening statement.

I would like each of those testifying today to answer this central question:

What benefit is it to the American shipbuilding industry to penalize and
harm their customers for making logical and rational business decisions
that every other business would make, that is, buying the lowest price prod-
ucts available—in this case, vessels?

Retaliating against foreign customers who purchase vessels, can only hurt you,
The reason should be obvious to all: American shipbuilders will NEVER recover by
selling ONLY to U.S.-flag carriers,

More important to this country, passage of this legislation will destroy hundreds
of thousands of jobs put at risk by the inevitable trade war that will result. As we
will hear later today, over 2 million jobs will be put at risk.

It is more than just a little ironic that while some continue to rationalize mari-
time subsidies in the name of aseuring the United States enjoys robust international
commerce, that it is the maritime industry that pushes legislation that will actually
destroy our international trade and the jobs American workers depend upon.

The only acceptable way to resolve the unfair trade subsidies of foreign govern-
ments, is to enter into honest negotiation with these governments.

I sup{port multinational maritime negotiations, but while U.S. maritime complains
about foreign policies and subsidies, it is the U.S. maritime that ingists against
trul comgrehensive negotiations,

The U.S. maritime industry which refuses to allow its protectionist policies to be
Rut on the GATT table. If anyone read the Journal of Commerce today, they will

ave seen that America’s maritime industry, and its clout with Congress, is at the
point of jeopardizing the entire GATT process.

Maritime has negotiated the shipbuilding roblem through the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECpD), but it has gone nowhere.

Should that be a surprise? When OECD, and anyone willing to be honest, deter-
mined that U.S. protectionist policies such as the Jones Act, cargo preference, and
Operating Differential Subsidies, are, in fact, shipbuilding subsidies? In fact, rightly
or wrongly, many of our foreign trading partners view Navy sealift construction
monies as unfair subsidies that go only to American shipbuilders.

But thanks to the maritime industry, the U.S. negotiators are restrained from
putting these protectionist policies on the OECD or GATT tables.

S}(l), my second question, which I would like all those testifying today to answer
is this:

Will you support putting the Jones Act, cargo preference, capital con-
struction funds, ODS, and the new shipbuilding subsidies recently included
in our defense bills on the OECD and GATT tables so that the United
States can get serious about fighting unfair foreign subsidies?

If the answer is “no,” it is an admission that these policies are, indeed, shipbuild-

ing subsidies.
ich leads to the undeniable conclusion that this disastrous foreign shipbuilding
legislation should not be given a second thought.

Mr. Chairman, I am also submitting for the record a copy of an OMB report com-
pleted in 1982 entitled “U. S. Maritime Programs and Policy.”

This report describes how ineffective maritime subsidies have been, including the
former Construction Differential Subsidy. This gives us critical perspective relative
to today's hearing.

The press may be interested in obtaining copies of this from my office because I
was told by the OMB staff who produced this report that the maritime industry ex-
erted its muscle to assure that it was never made public,

So today, may be the first day that the full report is made available.

This report describes a deteriorating maritime industry, which, despite the enor-
mous amounts of subsidies provided by taxpayers, continues to deteriorate.

The report exposed the myth of the national security and economic justifications
for all maritime programs, including cargo preference and shipbuilding subsidies.

And it also attacked the credibility of maritime industry and maritime adminis-
tration studies and claims.

}{t is 1:vell worth your reading, and I will be happy to make it available to anyone
who asks.
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Executive Summary

The purpose of this paper is to review current direct and indirec:
assistance to the maritime industry and the basic economic and
national security rationales traditionallv used to justify sucn
assistance.

Since 1936, the Federal Government has spent over $9 billion in
direct subsidies for U.S.-flag ship operations and ship
construction in U.S, vards to help these industries compete with
the1r foreign counterparts, Fifty-seven percent (§5.2 billion»
was spent curino the 1970-1980 period under the policies
estanlished within the Merchant Marine Act of 1970. 1In addition.
the Federal Government has provided indirect assistance to the
maritime industry in the forms of loan guarantees, tax defermenzc
ani preference for carrvina covernment impelled cargo at a tota:
cost of approximately $400-500 million a vear.

Such assistance is provided to fulfill a number of public policw
obiectives established in the Merchant Marine Act of 1236, as
amended in 1970. This studv examines whether or not the puslic
policy obiectives set out in the 1970 Act are being met. Further,
since many of the puhlic policv objectives are premised on the
notion that a U.S.-flag merchant marine industry is required to
entance the national economy and to provide sealift for national
security purposes, an in-depth review of the economic and national
security rationales traditionally used to justify Federal
assistance to the merchant marine industry is also included. The
maior conclusions are presented below:

Mejor Conclusions

~ The objectives estahlished in the Mercﬁant Marine Act of

1970 of maintaininag or increasinc the market share for

U.S.~-flso liner, non~-liner and tanker operations have not
Faer achieved. e U.5.-flaq share of the non-liner vesse.
'arkats continued to decrease throuah the 1970's. While the
. S. share of liner shipping as a perc:ntage of total liner
tons increased over the 70's, the (.S. share of the total
value of liner carqo decreased from 28 to 27 percent. Also,
durina this period the U.S. share of the world liner
container fleet tonnage dropped from 45 to 20 percent.

- The objective of stimulating efgiciencg_in the U.S. merchant
marine industries has not been achieved. U.S. crew sizes
aboard subsidized vessels continue to exceed the crews used
by major foreign maritime industries on comparable vessels.

-i-
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In addition, 2ven after establisnina a waje index syster .o
the 1970 Act to bring down crew costs relative to other ".S.
workers, U.S. crew wage costs continue to be the highess :n
the world, often twice as high as the foreian competition.
U.S. shipbuildina costs continue to be among the hiaghest :n
the world, with a cost differential between U.S. and forergn
costs exceeding 50 percent for manv commercial vessels.

Economic justifications for Federal assistance to the
merchant marine industries are weak. Balance of paymen:s,
erployment and public revenue benefits derived from the
subsidy programs are all negligible when viewed in the
context of the national economy and contributions to the
national economy of non-subsidized industries. While <he
industry and MARAD have attempted to quantify economic
benefits, fundamental flaws of past analyses have not been
addressed. Recent analyses fail to distinguish the
proportion of the direct and indirect economic benefits that
are attributable to the subsidies. 1In addition, they Zo no:
take into account the opportunity costs or potential
benefits foregone as a result of resources being utilizej :n
the shippina and shipbuilding industries. When all facstors
are considered, little evidence is available on econoric
grounds which would justify the provision of public suroor:
to the shipping and shipbuilding industries.

National security arguments provide little justification for
provision of public assistance to the merchant marine
industries.” Navv ship construction, private ship overhaul
and repair work are sufficient to maintain the shipbuildina
and repair mobilization base determined to be reqguired in
case of a national emerygency. For the U.S. shipping
industry it is somewhat more difficult to translate the
National Security findings of this report into specific
recommendations regarding public assistance. Most of the
major arguments advanced in suppcrt of assisting the U.S.
merchant marine for national security reasons are seriously
‘flawed. °n a short term war, (less than 30 day:) the
U.S.~flag nerchant marine fleet as currently cc "fiaured is
not likely to have an impact on the outcome because vessels
do not have the speed nor are they the type of vessels
likely to be required. In a longer term conflict, the
presence of a U.S.-flag fleet does provide a maragin of
safety not exactly duplicated in non-U.S. sources of
sealift. However, there is no basis for believina that
non-U.S. flag sealift resources would not be available for
U.S. use in times of war or peace. Much of the world's free
world tonnage is controlled by U.S. allies. The
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seriousness of the risks the merchant marine may assist
nation to avoid are impossible to measure with accuracy.
While there is little evidence that these risks are very
great, ultimately, a willingness to assume any national
security risk is a question of political judgment.

There is a need for chancge in the current structure cf
Feoeral assistance to the C.S, maritime industry., It .is
recomnenadation of this study that the Department of
Transportation review and redefine national coals and
objectives for the U.S, maritime industry. If a direc:
subsidy proaram is advisable, aporoaches to improve the
efficacy of the current prooram must be examined.

-jii~
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Section by Section Summarv

Par: I - Direct and Indirect Assistance to the Maritime Industry

U.S. public pglicy on maritime matters was established in the
Merchan: Marine Act of 1936. The Act reconfirmed the Government's
policy of prohibitina foreian vessels in the U.S. domestic trade
(cabozage), reserved a substantial portion of aovernment impelled
cargo for U.S. hottoms (carao preference) and established two
direct aid programs - ooeratina and construction differential
subsidies. 1In spite of these government proorams, the percentaae
of U.S. formian commerce carried by the U.S.-flac fleet decreased
from 1947 to 1969 as shown below:

PERCENTAGE OF U.S. OCEANBORNE FOREIGN COMMERCE
CARRIED IN U.S.-FLAG SHIPS
1947 1951 1956 1961 1966 1969

Ry Wejant 57.6 39.8 20.7 9.7 6.7 4.8
By Dollar Value n.a. n.a. 33.8 25.6 22.5 19.4

n.a, = not available

This decline was attribtuted to three factors:
1) Higher operatino and construction costs of U.S. ships,
2) Peder?l assistance programs were focused on the liner
tradel/ while the qrowth m;rkets for shipping was in
the non-liner bulk trades2/, and
3) The U.S.-flag vessels were shifted by many U.S. owners o0

"flaas of convenience" na‘ions - Panama, Liberia, and
Honduras.

1/ Liners serve as common carriers sailino alona fixed routes
on reaular schedules and acceptina carcoes from many different
shippers for delivery at ports alona their routes.

2/ Bulk carriers are not common carriers, the terms of their

service to carry bulk material (iron ore, coal, qrain, etc.) are
fixed by contract hetween operator and shipoer.

viv-
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In response to the decline, and the inability of the U.S. mar::z:re
industry to compete in the international market, in 1970 Congress
adopted amendments to the 1936 Act. The objectives of the 197C
amendments were to develop a U.S.-flag fleet to carry a
subhstantial portion of U.S. foreian commerce and to improve
productivity and efficiency of the U.,S. ship operating and U.S
shipbuildina industiies. For the ship buildina industryv the ¢
established for achievina these obiectives included:

.
1~
c&.35

1) Domestic cmnstruction of 300 ships of standard desian by
1980, and

2) Reduction of construction differential subsidies from the
authorized level of 50 percent in 1970 to 35 percent by :2976.

For the Operatina Differential Subsidy Program, a number of
changes were made to control the costs and increase efficiency.
hs a result of this law, crew sizes for ODS ships are now
determined prior to construction of a ship. 1In addition, a waage
index system is used to keep seamen wages in line with the

waze razes in the U.S. transportation industry. Finally,
non-liner and tanker operations which have been growino faster
than the liner trades are now eligible for ODS.

Overall, the U.S. maritime industry entered into the 1970's with a
number of direct and indirect aids:

1) Direct aid

Operating Differential Subsidy (ODS) - This proaram was
desianed to offset the disparity between the lower cost of
operating foreiqn-flag vessels as compared to the higher cost
of the U.S.~flac vessels by making payments directly to ship
operators. Eligible cost elements of the proaram and their
proportion of total subsidy include:

waages - 87 percent.

maintenance and repairs - S percent.

hull and machinery insurance - 1 pevr en%.
protection and indemnity insurance - b percent.
subsistence -~ 1 percent.

Construction Differential Program (CDS) - This program was to
enable U.S. shipyards to construct vessels on paritv with
foreion competitors. CDS paid the difference in costs up to a

maximum of S50 percent.

aye
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2} Indirect Aids:

Carco preference ~ reauirements that ©0-1C0 percent of
government impelled carao be carried in U.S.-flag bottoms. -

Tax deferral - the covernment aareed t5 defer receipt of taxes
on income earned from vessel operations under the condi:ion
that funds must be used for reinvestnment in U.S. ship '
construction.

Construction loan and mortcace guarantees - provided
shipowners with a mecthod of financing 0.5.-flag vessels at
more attractive rates and on more reasonable terms than would
be orovided in the private credit market without government
guarantee.

Cabotace laws - reserved all carqo in the domestic trades o
U.S.-flaa vessels.

Effectiveness of CNS and CDS in maintainina or increasina the U.S.

market share

While it was hoped that makinag ODS and CDS available for non-
liner and tanker shippina would stimulate a larger U.S.-flaa fleet
that could successfully compete with foreign vessels, this
ohiective has not been achieved. The percentage of tanker cargo
tonnage carried aboard U.S.-flag ships declined from 1970 through
1979, 4.4 to 3.7 percent. Similarly, the percent2ae of non-liner
bulk cargo carried aboard U.S.-flag vessels declined from 2.2 to
1.2% percent. Durina this time perjod '.S. owners continued to
register their vessels under "Flaas of Convenience" -~ Panama,
Honduras, and Liberia, By 1979, most U.S. flag tankers operated
in the protected domestic trades and the U.S.-flag dry bulk fleet
consisted of only 20 vessels. Only 3 tankers and 7 bulkers were
built using CDS.

In liner operations, the number of U.S.-flag containe - ships
increased over 50 percent and doubled in capacity. However, the
U.S. share of world container fleet tonnage dropped from 45 to 20

percent.

Effectiveness of direct subsidy proorams in stimulatineo
efficiency

While for ODS the establishment of crew sizes prior to
construction has been successful in decreasino the manning levels
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of suhsidized ships, technoloaical advances in ship desian and
carago handling also contributed to the decrease. Moreover, in
1979, U.S. crew sizes continued %o exceed those of foreian
competitors as shown below:

Shir_Tvpe country Crew Size
Containercships: Japan 25
Germanv 34
United Kingdow 34
France 23
United States 37 - 45
' Rol)l on/Roll cff Norway 18
’ dry bulk cargo United Kinadom 36
vessels (RO/RO) United States 40
Liahter~aboard sric Germany 26
(LASH) Norway 30
United States 32 - 38
Breakbulk: Japan 34
Germany 22
United States 34 - 36

American crew wage costs also continued to be the hiahest in the
world. For example, the monthly crew costs of 1,S.-flaa ships
exceeded Japanese crews by 75 percent and Taiwanese crews aboard
Panamanian ships by more than 700 percent.

For CDS, only approximately R0 ships were contracted for through
1979, far short of the 300 qoal of the 1970 Act. Increased
productivity never materialized and delivery times of U.S. yaris
sometimes exceeded foreion yards by 2-3 yeare. By the mid 1970's,
the CDS rate staved in the 48-50 percent ranae as opposed to the
15 percent goal which had been estahlished for 1976. By the end
of the decade, the U.S. Maritime Administration concluded "1".S
shipyards, on the average, are usinag a lower level of techno'~
than foreign shipyards in six of eight categories studied.”

Importance of Indirect Aids

Cargo preference and cabotaoce:

Laws reserving all cargo in the domestic trades (cahotage) and a
percentage of carao in the foreign trades (cargo preference) for
U.S.-flag vessels serve as a primary tource of employment for the
domestically-built fleet. For example,in 1969 it is estimated

, =vii-
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that while preference carao consisted of only 1-2 percent of tsta.
U.S. waterborne foreian commerce, it accounted for 56.8 percent cf.
total tonnaae on U.S.-flac ships and R3.1 percent of total *onnaae
exported on U.S.-flag ships, as shown below:

U.S. Exports/isports Carge Preference Yonnsge

"X oY ° TUS, TTY.
Jotal Tomnage U.S.-Fleg TYot. Tonnege U.S.-Flag Tot. Flag Exports Flesg lspo-ts

1965... 4279 4.0 §.4 .8 (A1) 16.9
197%... 3.1 42 1.0-2.0

It may’be concluded that unless major improvements in ship
operating costs occur, some mechanism for assuring domestic ané
foreian cargo for U,S.-flaa ships will continue to be reguires.

Capizal Construction Fund (CCF):

The 1970 Act extended tax deferral privileges to non-subsidized
operators. Since 1971 over $2 billion has been deposited in CCF
accounts and S1.6 billion has been withdrawn for vessel
modernization and new construction. This closely approximates the
$1.9 billion in aovernment funds expended for the CDS proaram in
gh: same period, attesting to the importance of the fund for the
industry.

Title XI Loan Guarantees:

The loan cuarantee proaram is available for subsidized and
unsubsidized construction of vessels to be used in foreian or
domestic trades. The 1970 act increased the fund's availability
from S1 billion to $3 billion. It has been raised several times
since and in 1981, a ceiling of $12 billion was established with
$9.75 billion reserved for commercial vessels. The fund currently
ha: over $200 million in assets and an annual inccome of $42
mil.ion. Loan guarantees have heen used to construct vessels for
the protected domestic trades, inland waterways, and offshore \
drilling rigs. Of the total $7.2 billion aquarantees in force at
the end of 1980, $4.2 billion covered tankers, drill rigs, tugs,
barges and drill service. The remainder was used to construct

ocean-aving vessels.

It may be concluded that the Title XI and CCF programs are doing
what they were designed to do, but whether it is the government's
advantage to continue them depends on government taxina and credit
policies as well as other priorities.

-vifi-
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Fart_II1 - Economic and national securitv rationales for public
assistance
\

Economic Rationale

The econoric ‘arauments used most freouently to justify public
assistance to the maritime industries are based on benefits
provided by these industries to the nation's balance of paymen:s,
employment and public revenue. As demonstrated in the 1975
Brookinas Inetitution study Bread Upon the Waters, the arguments
do not stand up to solid analysis, as discussed below.

Assertion: Balance of payments - A strona U.S, maritime industry
helps the balance of payments because revenue generated in
maritime activities both directly earn and, through import
substizution, conserve foreign exchange.

Study Findinas:

Neither economic theory nor recent studies demonstrate that
assistance to the maritime industries is iustified on balance of
oavments arounds. Estinastes of balance of payments benefits are
often exaasgerated, attrinutina all maritime export earninas to the
subsidy pronram. Such estimates often do not take into
consideration that less than 5% of domestic shiop construction is
sunported by CDS and less than half of U.S. ocean borne carao is
carried ahoard subsidized U.S.-flao vessels. In addition, such
arauments ianore the possible allocation distortions for the U.S.
econorv when subsidies postpone comparative advantage
adiustments.,

Assertions: Employment - Assistance to the maritime industry
creates jobs both directly and indirectly through the
multiplier effect.

Public revenues - The maritime industry expands the
oublic revenue base, therefore, subsidy programs are

not costly because resulting revenues offset 2
portion of the sums given to the industry.

Study Findings:

The aross direct and indirect employment impact of the subsidv
programs affects less than one-tenth of 1 percent of the total
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J.S5. employed labor force. Employment impact estimates, moreover,
make no allowance for the reduction in employment and tax revenues
that may occur elsewhere in the economy. For example, a welder on
a. ship could otherwise be employed working on the framework of a
buildina. In short, there is no evidence the subsidy programs
have any posgsitive net employment or tax revenue effect on the
nation as a whole. In addition, suhsidy proarams may have *he
impact of reducing the maonitude of the nation's employment, if
alternative patterns of employment that woul?d exist in the absence
of the subsidy program are more efficient.

National Security Rationale

National security arguments are generally used as the principal
justification for public assistance to the maritime industrv.

. Both shipping and ship building proved to be valuable assets for

the U.S. during World Wars I and II, Korea, and Vietnam. National
security was an explicitly stated objective of government
assistance to the maritime industry in the 1936 and 1970 Act.
During the 70's however, there was a shift in the direction of the
subsidy programs toward the objective of providing assistance o
facilitate self sufficiency of the industry, on a commercial
basis. Given this shift in qoals and the rapidly chanaing
perceptions of sealift requirements in the event of a conflict or
war, the basic national securitv justifications were examined %o
ascertain their current validity. The basic assertions and
sumrary of f£indinns are present below.

Assertion: Military transport security - A strong U.S.-flag
merchant marine is recuired to move large amounts of
military supplies in time of war.

Study Findinas:

In a short term conflict or in the first 30 days of a lonoer
conflict, the U.S. merchant marine is not likely to have much
impact on the outcome. The primary constraints limiting use of
the fleet would be t}» speed of the vessels and the inability of
many commercial vessels to carry out~gizc military equipment. As
a result of the limited utility of the commercial fleet for aquick
supply, the Department of Defense is currently acquiring sealift
assets to supplement U.S. commercial ships.

Since in a long term conflict there are numerous uncertainties, it
is not possible to estimate exact needs for military shipments
with complete accuracy. The U.S. merchant marine, while an
important source of sealift in a long war, should be viewed as
only one of a number of available resources. Government owned

X
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reserve ships and other sources of sealift such as the effeczive
U.S.-controlled fleet and the fleets of other nations should he
viewed as important providers of sealift in time of war.
Agreements and t-adition araue stronqly that the controlled
fleet--U.S. citi n-owned vessels recistered under the flaos of
Panama, Liberia, ind Honduras--would be available when needed.
Similarly, the nations which own and operate most free worl3
shipping are our allies. This fact strongly strengthens the
likelihood that this source of sealift will also be available 1n

times of war.,

The utility of the U.S. merchant marine fleet should not be over
emptasized, since even in a long war a portion of the fleet is not
well suited for military purposes. As noted above, public
assistance has not been focused primarily on increasing the
usefulness of the merchant marine for military ourposes. Rather,
the thrust has been on commercial viabilitv. Those factors which
improve the utility of certain types of ships for commercial
purooses often limit their suitabilitv for transporting military
suoplies.

hssertion: Economic transport security =~ A strong U.S. merchant

. marine is required to ensure U.S. access to strateaic
minerals in times of peace and in times of war to
reduce the risk of an interruption in service that
could serinusly damage the U.S. economy.

Study Findinas:

There is no evidence that relying on foreign shipping poses a
sianificant risk to the U.S. in times of peace or war. As noted
above, the countries with the largest maritime fleets are U.S.
allies. No single country except Liheria controls more than 10%
of the total free world tonnage and 238 of the total tonnage of
Liberian-flaq ships is U.S. owned. In addition, the internatioqal
merchant shipping industry has historically responded to economic
incentives and there is little s.pport for the belief that
political interests would over.hadow these incentives in the

future.

Assertion: Shipbuilding security - A stronoc national commercial
shiphuildina proaram is required to maintain
industrial capacity in the event that it may be
necessary to repair and construct Navy ships and
commercial sealift ships in an emergency.

axi-
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Study Findings:

A MARAD/Navy study has estimated the number of shipyards and level
of employment required for mobjlibization purposes in time of war.
As a result of a recent decline in private commercial ship
construction, the U.S. Maritime Administration proijects that
national shipvard utilization will decline below the desired
until 1983.

leve.

However, the proiected Navy buildup, overhaul and repair work, ang
alternative non-ship construction are anticipated to cause an
erplovment recovervy in the vards by mid=-1923 which will lead by
the latter part of the eighties to the level estimated to be
required for mobilization purposes. Subsidy proarams currently
account for only 4% of the production employment in yards required
for mobilization. BRased nn MARAD data, elimination of commercial
subsidies is estimated to result in approximatelv one gquarter
delay in the recovery,

Part 1I1_- New Directions

In linht of the findinas of this study, two broad future policy
options for direct assistance to the industry are reviewed. They
include terminating direct assistance or revising national goals
and ohjectives and restructuring the direct assistance programs
accordingly. The study recommends that the Department of
Transportation review and redefine national aoals and objectives
of the U.S. maritime industry and if a direct subsidy program
continues to be reauired, thorouahly examine alternatives to
enhance the efficacy of the program.

~xii-
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PART - | Direct and Indirect Government Assistance
to the Maritime [nagustry

I. INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Government assists the maritime industry in order to provide
competitive parity for the U.S. fleet in the international market. while
the Government's maritime policies encompass both domestic and foreigr
commerce, this report focuses on the U.S.-flag participation in the
U.S.-foreign commerce.

Discussed are the direct and indirect forms of U.S. Government assistance
to the maritime industry, their legislative bases and objectives. The
purpose 1s to assess whether or not objectives set out in the Merchant
Marine Act of 1970 are being met., The development of the U.S.-flag fleet
between 1936 and 1970 and changes occurring in the worldwide and domestic
shipping environment of the 1970's are addressed as these changes have
implications for continued Government assistance to this industry.

information was obtained from reports of the Maritime Administration, the
General Accounting Office, Congressional comnittees, maritime membershin
organizations as well as books and articles published on the subject.

11. BACKGROUND

A. The Legislative Base

The Merchant Marine Act of 1936 continues to be viewed as the
definitive modern day statement of basic U.S. rublic policy on
maritime matters. It declares that:

it s necessary for the national defense and
development of {ts foreign and domestic commerce
that the United States shall have a merchant marine
(a) sufficient to carry its domestic water-borne
commerce and a substantial portion of the
water-borne export and import foreign commerce at
all times, (b) capable of serving as a naval and
military auxiliary in time of war or nation."
emergency, (C) owned and operated under the United
States flag by citizens of the United States insofar
as may be practicable, and (d) composed of the best
equipped, safest, and most suitable types of
vessels, constructed in the Unfted States and manned
with a trained and efficient citizen personnel. It
is hereby declared to be the policy of the United
States to foster the development and encourage the
maintenance of such a merchant marine.

-1-
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The major provisions of the 1936 act reconfirmed a Governmenrt policy
of prohibiting foreign-flag or foreign-built vessels from operating
in the U.S. domestic trades (cabotage), restated Congress' intent
that a substantfal portion of government-impelled cargo be shipped on
U.S. bottoms (cargo preference) and established two forms of direct
financial assistance to the maritime industry: operating
differential subsidies and construction differential subsidies.

Develooment of the Fleet

It is difficult to assess the effect of the policies involved in the
1936 Act on the development of the U.S. merchant marine from 1936 to
the late 1960's as the more important influences were the buildup and
dissosal of wartime fleets, technology changes, and geopolitical
evencs.

in 1930 the U.S. fleet was second only to the United Kingdom in
carryi- caoacity and number of oceangoing vessels, Ouring World War
i1, the U.S. merchant fleet suffered great losses. However, a major
shipbuilding effort between 1941 and 1945 resulted in the expansion of
the U'.S. fleet to the point that hy 1946, the U.S. fleet had
quadrupled in size and contained one-half of the world's tonnage.

The unusual shipping demands associated with World War !l resulted in
excess peacetime capacity which the U.S. resolved by selling to
foreign nationals and private U,S. citizens close to 2,000
government-owned Vessels. B8y 1948, the number of ships in the U.S.
fleet had decreased to 18 percent of the total world fleet and the
U.S. ship capacity had decreased to 36 percent of the world tonnace.

From 1948 to 1970, purchase of vessels constructed for use during war,
rather than new construction (with or without subsidy) was the method
by which the U.S. privately-owned merchant fleet was expanded.

Despite the periodic boosts grovided the industry by events of the
1950s and 1960s--the Korrzn war. the closing of the Suez Canal, the
vietnam War, an increasi a domestic demand for petroleum, and 2
strengthening of the cargu preference laws-- the percentage of U.S.
foreign oceanborne commerce (imports and exports) carried by the U.S.
fleet decreased.

PERCENTAGE OF U.S. OCEANBORNE FOREIGN COMMERCE
CARRIED IN U.S. FLAG SHIPS

1047 1951 1956 1961 1966 1969
By Weight §7.6 39.8 20.7 9.7 6.7 4.8
By Dollar Value N/A N/A 33.8 25.6 22.5 19.4

N/A = not available

-2-
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Secause the liner segment of the U.S. fleet led in the adoption of
containerization (use of standare size cargo boxes suitable for
intermodal transport), it continued to capture a respectable
percentage of U.S. oceanborne commerce in the 1960's, from a high of
28.2 percent in 1964 to a low of 21.3 percent in 1969. The nonliner
and tanker segments did not fare as well, despite the postwar economic
growth requiring vast amounts -f raw materials suitable for transport
in bulk carrying vessels. During this same period, nonliner (liquicd
and dry bulk carriers) vessels went from a high of 7.7 percent of U.S.
bulk cargo carried in U.S. bottoms in 1960 to 2.1 percent in 1969, A
similar decline was evident in the U.S. tanker fleet which carried 6.2
gergent ?f U.S. tonnage in 1960, but only 3.6 percent in 1969. (See
able 1.

Many factors contributed to the U.S.-flaq loss of market share in the
60's:

® operating and construction costs of American ships continued to be
higher than those of other major maritime nations, whereas the
productivity of American ships remained about the same.

® the 0DS and CDS programs focused on liner trade while the growth
markets were in bulk trades.

® U.S.-owned ships shifted to registration under "flags-of-
convenience" nations-Panama, Liberia, and Honduras.

U.S. Fleet Status - 1970

In 1970, U.S. oceanborne foreign trade (import and export of
commercial cargo) totalled 473.2 million tons. The U.S.-flag share
(that portion carried on ships documented and built in the U.S.,
manned by U.S.-citizen crews and owned by U.S. citizens) was 25.2
million tons or 5.3 percent, as compared to almost 10 percent in

1961, and an impressive 40 percent in 1951. By general type of cargo,
it is segmented as follows:

U.S. OCEANBORNE FOREIGN TRA..Z/COMMERCIAL CARGO CARRIED - 1970
‘ Tonnage (Millions)

Liner Total Tons 50.4 Non-Liner Total Tons 240.7
Liner U.S.-Flag Tons 11.8 Non-Liner U.S.-Flag Tons 5.4
Liner U.S. Percent 23.5 Non-Liner U.S. Percent 2.2
Tanker Total Tons 182.1 Total Tons 473.2
Tanker U.S.-Flag Tons 8.0 U.S.-Flag Tons 25.2
Tanker U.S. Percent 4.4 U.S. Percent of Total 5.3

-3~




;h: composition and capacity of the u.S. merchint {leet in 1970 is snown
elow:

--=(December 31, 1969)--- .
~ Total
Number of capacity
Type of service . __vessels (DWT)

Non-subsidized U.S. vessels in

Foreign trade

General cargo 254 2,914,400
Bulk cargo 27 567,200
Tanker cargo a2 1,276,600

Total g.‘i 4‘758,200

Jonmestic trade

General carao 62 681,100
Bulk cargo 11 206,100
Tanker cargo 220 5,048,400
Total 293 5,935,600
Total active foreiqn and domestic 616 10,693,800

Temporarily inactive or lafd-up status

General cargo/bulk 64 720,700
Tankers 12 222,300
Total inactive or laid-up vessels 16 951,000
Total non-subsidized U.S. vessels 592 11,644,800

Subsidized U.S. vessels in

Foreign trade

General cargo 256 3,182,400
Bulk cargo — .-
Tanker cargo === P
Total subsidized U.S. vessels 256 3.182,400

Total U.S.-flag fleet 948 14,827,200

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Maritime Administration

by
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D. Redevelopment of U.S. Policies ~ the 1970 Act

The inability of the U.S. maritime industry to keep pace with the
competition in the international market place led to concern for
“revitalizing the merchant marine.” The Congress responded in 1970
with new legislation consisting of a series of amendments to the
Merchant Marine Act of 1936. The Herchant Marine Act of 1970 was
basically an update of the 1936 Act; the major philosophical chanaes
are found in the inclusion of domestic and nonliner (bulk and tanker:
trades in the scope of maritime policy and the incorporation of
objectives to encourage efficiency in shipbuilding and ship
operating.

Objectives of the Act were to:

1) develop a balanced U.S. merchant marine capable of carrying a
substantial portion of U.S. foreign commerce and providing suppor:
in times of emergency, and

2) improve the productivity and competitiveness of the U.S. ship
operating and ship building industries.

There was an unsuccessful attempt during consideration of the 1970 Act
to separate the elements of building and operating, but the Act
continued the link between shipbuilding and ship operating. That is,
for an operator to be able to receive the operating differential
subsidy (0DS is 1imited to the foreign commerce), carry preferred
carqo or operate in the domestic trades, vessels had to be constructed
in the U.S.

The Act also established a goal of constructing 300 ships by 1980 and
in an attempt to improve efficiency, established a goal of reducing
the construction differential subsidy payment from the authorized
level of 50 percent to 35 percent by 1976.

The 1970 Act changed promotion policies to make CDS and 0DS available
to nonliners as well as liners. Such a change was cr-sistent with the
recognition of the increasing importance of the bu!' anc¢ tanker
foreign trades to the U.S. economy and the desire t. nromote the
domestic trade. It also increased the amount of funds available under
Title XI to guarantee the repayment of principle and interest on
vessels constructed in U.S. yards. The Capital Construction Fund
(CCF), previously available to ODS recipients only, was created and
opened to U.S.-flag vessel owners/operators in all trades. Usina a
CCF, owners and operators can defer taxes on income from vessel
operations, the gain from the sale of vessels, and on income earned on
the investment of depcsits in the CCF in return for agreeing to use
funds withdrawn for new construction in the U.S.
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Other changes were made in an attempt <5 control costs and increase
efficiencies of 0DS recipients. For example, the size of the crew
which would be subsidized was required to be established prior to
construction. This lessened the disagreements between the Government
(the Maritime Administration) and contracting owners/operators and
assisted operators in union negotiations.

Secondly, a wage indexing system was created. Prior to the 1970 Act,
the Government subsidy paid the difference between U.S. seamen's wages
and foreign seamen’'s wages without regard to the reasonableness of
U.S. labor costs or the reasonableness of the size of U.S. crews.
Under the new system, the Department of Labor developed 3 wage index.
concentrating on the transportation industry. If seamen's wages were
Jess than 90 percent of the index, the operator kept the difference.
1f they exceeded 110 percent of the index, the operator paid the
difference.

11. PROMOTIONAL PROGRAMS

Before assessing the degree to which the objectives of the 1970 Act
nave been fulfilled, it is worthwhile to examine the benefits it
provided to the maritime industry in greater detail.

A. Indirect aids:

* Cargo preference laws benefit subsidized and unsubsidized
Toreign trade operators by requiring that 50-100 percent of
government-impelled cargo be carried on U.S. bottoms. Although
some portion of the liner trade relies heavily on preferred
cargo, the unsubsidized non-1iner and tanker trades are most
dependent on these laws for cargo.

* Tax deferral privileges, through the use of Capital
Tonstruction Funds, are available to owners and operators in
all trades, foreign and domestic, subsidized and unsubsidized.

° The construction loan and mortgage guarantee program is
avaiTabTe to any U.5. citizen sﬁip owner or operator.  .ns
constructed with a Title XI guarantee must remain docum ~te:
under the laws of the U.S.

* The cabotage laws reserve all cargo carriage in the domestic
trades—-coastal, intercoastal, and noncontinguous, inland
waterways, and Great Lakes-- to U.S.-flag vessels. (Further
discussion of cabotage will be limited to contrasts between
U.S.-flag participation in the domestic and U.S. foreign
trade.)

-b-
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8. Direct aids::

® The operating differential subsidy (ODS) fs intended to enaple
UST-¥Tag operators (of vessels ouilt ang documented in the U.S.
and manned by U.S. citizens) to provide competitive service in
essential foreign trades. Originally established under Title
V1 of the Merchant Marine Act o% 1936, it is based on the
principle of parity. 0DS is paid to offset the disparity
between the lower cost of operating foreign-flag vessels as
compared to the higher cost of U.S.~flag vessels.

0DS 1s paid uncer a contract entered into by the operator and
the Government which cannot exceed 20 years in length. The
industry maintains that a long-term contract is necessary to
provide a degree of stabflity to an operator in an industry
which has been characterized as "feast or famine.” In 1980,
there were 7 1iner operators and 15 bulk operators holding
long-term ODS contracts. These operators and the numbers and
types of vessels operated with subsidy are shown in Table 2.
Each contract sets forth the obligations of the operator as to
the minimum and maximum number of sailings required on
designated essential trade routes.

A recent GAO report contains the following description of the
cost elements covered by the 0DS program:

Wages--This subsidy covers the difference in wage costs
paid by U.S. operators and wage costs to operate the same
vessel under a foreign flag. The wage subsidy accounts for
approximately 87 percent of total 0DS.

Maintenance and repairs--This subsidy covers the
difference between the costs of obtaining maintenance and
repairs in the U.S. and the costs of obtafning them in a
foreign country. This subsidy has averaged about 5 percent of

Hull and machinery insurance--This subsidy covers tne
difference in net prem;um costs of insuring subsidized vessels
and the composite premium costs of foreign competitive vessels.
This subsidy amonts to less than 1 percent of 0DS.

Protection and indemnity insurance--This subsidy covers
the dTTTerence in the fafi r"')an'a Feasonable net premium costs
incurred by U.S. operators and their foreign flag competitors.
This subsidy amounts to about 6 percent of 0DS.

7=
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Subsistence--This subsidy covers the increased costs
incurrec by v.5. passenger vessel operators over costs incurred
to operate the vessel in a foreign-flag service. While there
are no Yonger any U.S.-flag passenger/cargo vessels in foreian
service, there are four combination passenger/cargo vessels
eligidble for subsistence subsidy. This subsidy amounts to less
than 1 percent of 0DS.

The Soviet Grain program accounted for about S percent of tota!
00S outlays betwen 1973 and 1980. The Soviet grain subsidy
program covers stores, supplies, and expendable equipment;
fuel; other miscellaneous vessel expenses; vessel depreciation;
and certain interest expense. (

Construction differential subsidy (CDS) {s provided to build
vessels to De used in the foreign commerce of the United
States. CDS represents the difference in costs between
building a ship in a foreign shipyard and in a U.S. shipyard.
The purpose of the CDS program is to enable U.S. shipyards to
construct vessels in the U.S. on a parity with foreign
competitors.

Applicants for CDS must be U.S. citizens. Vessels built with
the aid of CDS must be manned by U.S. citizen crews, and must
remain documented under the laws of the U.S. for not less than
25 years (except with respect to tankers and other 1iquid bulk
carriers, which must remain U.S.-documented for not less than
20 years). The current statutory ceiling on CDS rates is 50
percent of the cost of construction or reconstruction of a
vessel, excluding the cost of national defense features.

Prior to the enactment of the Merchant Marine Act of 1970,
contracting for construction was based on the competitive bid
process. The 1970 Act-permitted a shipyard and a purchaser to .
negotiate the price of a ship in the hopes that the yards could
develo? and market a standardized design and achieve economies
of scale.

No construction subsidies are paid for vessels ‘oper::ing
exclusively in the domestic trade. However, the Act provides
for a temporary transfer of a CDS vessel to the domestic trade
for up to six months a year. If permission is granted by the
Maritime Administration for the domestic operation of the
vessel, the owner {s required to repay 3 proportional amount of

the CDS.

8-
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1V, ASSESSMENT OF 0DS AND COS IN MEETING OBJECTIVES OF THE 1970 ACT

Effectiveness in Maintaining or Increasing Market Share

1. Non-1iner and Tanker Operations:

The 1970 act opened 0DS and CDS to non-liner and tanker
shipping in the U.S. foreign commerce. 1t was hoped that U.S.
building of bulkers would be stimulated and that a larger
U.S.-flag bulk carrying fleet would be able to successfully
compete with foreign bulkers for the cargo that comprises mos¢
of the tonnage in the U.S. foreign trades. These objectives
have not been achieved.

From 1970 to 1979, total cargo tonnage in the U.S.-foreign
commerce grew from 473.2 million to 823.1 million. Liner
tonnage increased somewhat overall from 50.4 million to §7
millfon but the major growth was in the non-liner and tanker
tonnage, with the most dramatic increases occurring in tanker
tonnage. As shown in Table 3, tanker cargo tonnage in the U.S.
foreign commerce more than doubled, from 182,1 million to 423.4
million, but the percentage carried on U.S.-flag ships declined
from 4.4 to 3.7. Similarly, the nonliner share which was only
2.2 percent in 1970 declined even further to about 1.25 percent
by the end of the decade.

By 1979, the number of U.S.-flag tankers approached 300, but
approximately 14 percent were inactive and fully two thirds of
the fleet operated in the protected domestic trades. The dry
bulk fleet consisted of less than 20 vessels with approximately
75 percent of those 25-30 years of age.

Despite the 1970 Act, no major subsidy program was developed
for the construction or operatfon of bulkers. Between 1975 and
1980, only three tankers and seven other non-1{ner type vessels
were contracted for using CDS, even though the carryover in
unooligated CDS funds averaged $200 million a year during that
period. As a percentage of the total subsidized (0DS) fleet,
tankers and dry bulkers increased from 5 percent in 1975 to 13
percen. in 1979; however, the actusl number of subsidized
non-1iners and dry bulkers increased only from 9 to 21 over
those years.

Not only has the U.S.-flag share of the non-liner vessels’
market continued to decrease, but the shift of U.S.-owned,
foreign-flag non-1{iners to the U.S.-flag which had been
anticipated when the 1970 Act was passed has not been effected.
More than 12 times the U.S.-flag dry bulk tonnage and more than
7 times the tanker tonnage s owned by U.S. citizens operating
under foreign flags.

e
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2. Liner Operations:

The decade of the 70's saw major technological change worldwide
that affected the U.S. liner fleet. Containerization--use of
standard size boxes suitable for intermodal transport--came into
its own and spurred the replacement of older and smailer general
cargo ships with new, larger and more efficient container vessels.
The capital investment in these vessels more than tripled between
1970 and 1979. At the same time, crew sizes decreased (despite -
the increase in capacity) due to design improvements and more
efficient cargo handling by dockside equipment.

While u.S.-flag container ships increased from 64 in 1970 to S7 in
1978 and doubled in capacity, the worldwide fleet more than
tripled (from 167 to 531). Concomitantly, the U.S. share of world
container fleet tonnage dropped from 45 percent to 20 percent.

While the U.S.-flag Yiner fleet has been able to maintain its
share of U.S. foreign commerce, developing nations and the USSR
have taken steps to assure their penetration of the liner traages.
e.g., bilateral cargo-sharing agreements and pooling agreements.

Effectiveness in Stimulating Efficiency

0DS Costs:

Other changes in the 1370 Act were made to control costs and increase
efficiencies of operators. Establishing crew size prior to
construction has, in conjunction with technological advances,
contributed to a decrease in the size of U.S.-flag ship crews over
the last ten years; however, U.S. crew sizes sti1] exceed those used
by other major maritime nations on comparable vessels and, as a
result, have contributed to higher 0DS costs. The following listing
of crew size used on certain ship types by selected maritime nations
was recently cited by Congressman Paul McCloskey in support of his
amendment to restrict subsidized manning levels to no more than 25
percent above the minimum manning level established for the vessel by
the U.S. Coast Guard:

Ship Tvpe Country Crew Size
Containerships: Japan 25
Germany 34
United Kingdom 34
‘ France 23
United States 37-45
RO/RN: . Norway 18
United Kingdom 36
United States 40
«-10-
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LASH: Germany 26
Norway 30
United States 32-38

Sreakbulk: Japan 3
Germany 22
United States 34.36

In recent literature, the differences are projected as even greater:
Liberian freighter, 15.-17.
Greek bulk (250,000), 16.
Japanese tanker, 18-20.
Swedish RO/RO, 16-20.

With regard to wages, a recent unpublfshed GAO report of the relative
increase in subsidized seamen wages before and after 1970 concludec
that the wage indexing system created by the 1970 Act has been
effective in keeping subsidized U.S. seamen wage increases in line
with those of other U.S. workers. However, the annual increase has
still a::raged 9.4 percent and American crew costs are the highest in
the world. '

Another factor driving up the 0DS costs has been the change in
foreign competition. Low wage operators from countries with lower
standards of 1iving are carrying more of the trade and increasing the
differential. Other factors are the use of mixed crews on
forefgn-flag ships (some Jow wage cost non-nationals with
traditionally high wage cost nationals) and the servicing of U.S. :
trade hy relatively low-cost state-controlled carriers, e.g. Soviets,
Polish, Yugoslavs.

. Monthly Crew Costs
Country !gsier end Engineer AbTe Seamen

United States $17,387 $8,212 . $3,301
Japan 9,705 4,820 3,643
West Germany 7,401 4,174 2,200
Sweden 8,695 4,813 2,605
Denmark 5,945 2,899 2,428
Korea 2,800 905 644
Taiwan Chinese

(Panana Flag) 2,505 1,295 770
Hong Kong Chinese

(Liberia Flag) 2,708 1,293 721
Ghana 3 2,062 1,610 442

New, technologically advanced vessels and establishment of a maximun
subsidizable crew size more in line with worldwide manning standards
appear to offer the best hope for containing 00S costs under the current
system.

-11-
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CDS Costs:

As earlier stated, the Act included a goal of constructing 300
ships by 1980 and reducing the construction differential subsidy
to 35 percent by 1976. Since 1970, S2 billion has been spent on
new construction of merchant vessels with CDS. Approximately 80
ships were contracted for through 1979. Increased productivity
leading to a lower CDS rate never materialized. The CDS rate
stayed in the 48-50 percent range and in fact, many builders ang
potential buyers maintain that the 50 percent rate does not fully
cover the difference between U.S. and foreian building. Cost
escalation clauses included in U.S. yard contracts, delivery times
of two years longer than “oreign yards, and vessel costs 2 or 3
times more than foreign yards, all combine to make U.S. building
unattractive even with a subsidy. Moreover, a 1978 MarAd study
concluded that “U.S. shipyards, on the average, are using a lower
level of technology than foreign shipyards fh six of the eight
major categories studied." :

IMPORTANCE OF INDIRECT AIDS:

.

Carao Preference - Cargo preference laws have heen enacted at various

times since the early 1900's. Although they afe not a part of the

1970 act, their importance to the U.S. merchant fleet requires that
any discussion of maritime aids include cargo preference. It has lon)

been recognized as the primary Government assf{stance to the U.S.

shipping industry. Protected cargoes have befome “base cargoes" for

manhy liner carriers on certain trade routes well as an important
source of employment for U.S.-flag tankers and bulk carriers.
A)though preference cargoes are a small part of total U.S. oceanborne
foreign commerce (imports and exports), they are a major part of
outbound cargo carried in U.S.-flag ships.

Consistent historical data 11lustrating the total impact cargo

preference laws have on U.S.-flag shipping are not available. Basec
on review of the data available, preference cargo accounted for 5.4
percent of total U.S. waterborne foreign commer<e tonnage in 1969. n

1970, it probably accounted for only 1-2 perce. . due to the increase
in total tornage. While preference cargo consis.ed of only a small

proportion of total U.S. waterborne foreign commerce, it accounted for -
56.8 percent of total tonnage on U.S.-flag ships and 83.1 percent og
total tonnage exgof!bd on U.S.-flag ships. :

U.S. Exports/l cr;; : Cargo Preference Tonnage
L o ] -S. 5.
Tots) Tonnage U.S.-Flag Tot. Tonnsge U.S.-Flag Tot, Fleg Exports Flag Imoorts
1969... Q1.m 4.8 S.4 56.8 0.1 16.9
1979... Q3.1 4.2 1.0-2.0 N/A N/A N/A
«l2-
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Data reflecting cargo preference as a proportion of total tonnage
carried on U.S. flag ships are not availadble for 1979. However, it is
not 1ikely that this pattern would have been drastically altered in
the last decade. Individual U.S.-flag carriers on designated trade
routes and unsubsidized non-liners and tankers in the world bulk trade
{especially petroleum and crude ofl carriers) are heavily dependent cn
this indirect subsidy.

Up to 50 percent of gross freight revenues of subsidized operators may
be derived from the carriage of preferred cargo. For the sudbsidized
lines that serve trade routes on which preferred cargo is
concentrated, preferred cargo represents a substantial portion of
their revenue and tonnage. 0DS s reduced in proportion to any excess
over the 50 percent permitted.

Unsubsidized U,S.-flag tankers and non-liners are heavily dependent on
preferred cargo because¢ they cannot compete with foreign carriers for
commercial cargo due to high operating costs.

Is is usually recognized that cargo preference may involve additional
costs. Over 50 percent of U.S. foreign trade is related to crude o)
and petroleum products. While only 3.3 percent of imported crude is
deltvered in U.S.-flag ships, the preference provided U.S.-flag ships
in the establishment of a strategic petroleum reserve (SPR) is
:;;;mated to involve additional costs of about $500 million through

That there is a cost to the U.S. Government of cargo preference laws
is not questioned. The total costs are not known due to incomplete
accounting and only partfal reporting by the affected agencies.
Additional annual average costs of about $54 million

attributable to cargo preference laws were associated with the P.L.
480 Food for Peace Program between 1955 and 1971. The additional

cost in 1980 was calculated to be $80 millfon, a 48 percent increase.
If one applie- the same percentage increase to the annual average
costs 2s esti ratea by Gerald Jantscher for the four major, not
including the PR, cargo preference programs--Military Seai‘ft
Command; P.L. 480, title 1, Food for Peace sales program; P.L. 480,
title 11, Food for Peace donations; and Foreign aid cargoes (AID loans
and grants), the additional costs to the Federal Government of cargo
preference is $400-500 mil1fon a year. This compares to the projected
0DS costs in 1982 of $417 million. Together, these subsidies, not
including the SPR, cost the U.S. Government about a billion dollars 2
year,

«]l3-




8.

133

Capital Construction Fund (CCF)

Under the 1970 act, Congress extended to unsubsidized operators in
the U.S. foreign, non-contiguous domestic or Grest Lakes trade the
privilege, which had been 1imited to subsidized operators, of
deferring taxes on income from shipping, In a CCF Agreement between
an operator and the Maritime Administration, the Government agrees S
defer the receipt of taxes on income earned from vessel operations
and the shipowner agrees to use withdrawals from the fund and
earnings from investment of the funds for capital reinvestment in
J.S. ship construction.

The amount of revenues lost to the Treasury due to the CCF were
estimated by the Department of the Treasury to be $10 milifon in
1969, $70 million in 1975, and $75 million in 1979. Before the 1270
Act, 13 subsidized companies held CCFs; in 1980, 79 unsubsidized ang
13 s:bsidized companies held CCFs.

Ouring 1980, $332 mil1ion was deposited in these accounts. Since
1971. tie funa holders have deposited $2 billion in CCF accounts anc
witiidrawn $1.6 billfon for vessel modernization and new
construction. This closely approximates the $1.9 billfon in
Government funds expended for the CDS program in the same period.

Periodic attempts to extend the CCF provisions to all domestic
shipping trade have been defeated on the hasis that since these
operators are protected from foreign competition by the cabotage
laws, preferential tax treatment is not necessary.

Loan Guarantees:

Created under Title XI of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, as
amended, the Federal Ship Financing Fund provides for the Government
guerantee of obligations issued to construct American-flag vessels,
owned and operated by U.S. citizens. The primary goal of the program
is to provide shipowners vith a method of financing American-flag
vessels at more attractiv. rates and on more reasonable terms that
would be provided in the private credit market without the Government
guarantee.

Under the Title XI program, the Secretary is authorized to guarantee
obligations which do not exceed 87.5 percent of the actual cost of
the eligible vessel. A)Y vessels built with CDS receive a guarantee
not ¢xceeding 75 percent of the cost after CDS.

Although there is no explicit “Buy American" requirement stipulated
under the Title X1 program, it is the present policy of the Maritime
Administration to exclude from actual cost items of foreign
manufacture.

14~
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Title XI bonds are issued by the shipowner with the aid of investment
bankers. The form of the bonds is similar to that of corporate boncs
except the bondholders have the additional protection of the
Government guarantee. Title XI obligations, which can vary in form
from 180-day rollover notes and serial bonds to long-term (up to 25
years) bonds, are sold at interest rates which, while varying with
the length of maturity, are lower than the top-rated utility company
(AAA)} long-term issues and approximately 25-35 basis points above
long-term Treasury rates. The interests of the Government are
secured by first preferred mortgages on all Title XI vessels, Upon
default, this mortgage gives the Maritime Administration the rignt <3
foreclose on the vessel and dispose of the assets to recover its
losses.

The total in guarantees that can be outstanding for commercial vesse!
construction was increased by Congressional action in 1981 from $9.0
billion to $9.5 bill{on. There were approximately $7.8 billion in
Title XI financing commitments at the end of 1981,

The net assets in the Federa) Ship Financing Fund as of the end of
1971, totalled approximately $200 mill{on and annual income

ap. "oximated $42 milljon. The Maritime Administration has foreclosed
on 33 vessels with a foreclosure cost of $172 millfon. Of this
amount, $56 million was recovered through the disposition of assets
for a net loss of $116 million.

As the following table demonstrates, Government assfstance in the
financing of new vessel construction is common among major maritime
nations. i

Domestic Credit Terms Offered by
Major Maritime Nations

Term Amount Interest
Country Years ' % — Comment
Belgium 15 90 80% at 1% 2 year moratorium +
105 2t 10% operating subsidy
Denmark’ 14 80 8 4 year moratorium
Germany 12 90 Mirket 12 1/2% price
rate-2% subsidy to owner
Italy 15 70 - Small ships 80%
Netherlands 15% investment
premium + 5,5%
‘ over 5 years
Norway 12 80 Commercial 3 year woratorium
Spain 12 80 6 2 year moratorium
Sweden 12 70 7 30% balance covered
vy interest free
loan for 5 years
Japan 10 65-90 2%-4% 3 year moratorium
United Kingdom 7 70 7-5 No moratorium

Source: Fairplay Internaiional Shipping Weekly
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Only recently has the appropriateness of U.S. Government assistance ‘-
this regard been questioned. When compared with other loan guarantee
programs of the Federal Government, the performance of the Title X!
program rates high; however, viewed in combination with all other
Government-sponsored credit activity and the role that plays in the
private credit markets, it s difficult to justify this particular
effort. Further, it is clear that in recent years, the type of
construction guaranteed has been primarily for tankers, offshore drill
rigs, and inland tugs and barges. Cf the total $7.2 billjon
guarantees in force at the end of 1980, $4.2 billfon covered tankers,
drill rigs, tugs, barges, and dril) service. It is less clear how the
guarantee of construction of vessels to be used in the domestic trace
can re justified as offsetting to credit terms provided by foreian
shipping competitors.

Cabotage:

Cabotage laws have been in force in America since 1817. The most
recent legislation, Section 27 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1920 (“"The
Jones Act") stipulates that all domestic waterborne trade (coastal,
intercoastal, noncontiguous, inland waterways, and Great Lakes) must
be carried in vessels built and registered in the United States, anc
owned and crewed by U.S, citizens,

Vessels for the domestic trades account for 68 percent of the current
merchant ship orderbook of U.S. shiphuilders by number of vessels and
75 percent by tonnaae.

With the exception of the shipments of Alaskan North Slope crude oil
to the "lower 43" initiated in 1977, domestic waterborne cargo volumes
have increased only slightly over the past ten years., However, the
volume of this trade in total still exceeds the tonnage carried by
U.S.-flag ships in our foreign waterborne trade.

The number of active vessels in the domestic ocean trades {(coastwise,
intercoastal, and noncontiguous) decreased from 293 vessels or 5.9
million OWTs in 1969 to 257 ships in 1980, However, the deadweight
tonnage (DWT) capacity nearly doubled from 5.9 millior DWTs to 11.3
millfon DWTs. Almost 90 percent of the tonnage capacity is in tankers
and as noted above, the growth was primarily in the tanker segment of
the fleet servicing the protected Alaska North Slope (ANS) oil trade.
In 1980,U.S.-flag tankers (the only ones permitted) carried almost S
times tonnage in this trade as did U.S.-flag tankers in the foreign

trades.

-]16~
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The availanility of ANS oil affected the U.S. maritime industry in
several ways. Because there was not enough U.S.-built tonnage in the
existing domestic traae, operators of tankers built with COS for the
foreign trades sought, and were granted, permission from the Maritime
Administration to enter the ANS 0il trade. Despite the domestic
tanker shortage and the proportionate repayment of CDS required to
enter the trade, domestic unsuhsidized vessel operators protested ana
appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court. (The Government's position was
upheid.) The fear of unsubsidized domestic operators was that they
would be harmed competitively if tankers were built with COS but
permitted to be used in the ANS oil trade.

Recent proposals tc 1ift the ban on export of ANS oil have been met
with opposition from U.S.-flag tanker operators and builders. It is
assumed that the doubling of U.S.-flag tanker tonnage between 1976 and
1980 was laraely atiributable to ANS oil availability and laws
restricting its carriage to U.S.-built vessels. Similarly, of the 2C
ship construction contracts in effect on August 1, 1981, for delivery
in 1982-1984, 13 are tankers. As only two of these are being built
with CCS, it is assumec that most of these vessels are intended to be
used in the domestic trades. That the trade might be opened to
foreign-flag vessels and the existing tonnage and additional tonnage
under contract become excess is of understandable concern to domestic
operators and builders.

On the other hand, 1ifting the export ban and opening that trade to
foreign-flag operators would reduce oil transportation costs and
would positively affect the U.S. balance of payments with such
nations as Japan. Lifting of the ban would also benefit U.S. owners
of foreign-flag tankers who own seven times the tonnage under
U.S.-flag.

SUMMARY QUTLINE

The purpose of the Merchant Marine Act of 1970 was to revitalize the U.S.
merchant marine.

A.

Objectives:

cos
1) the construction of 300 ships of standard design by 1980.

2) “the reduction of the construction differential subsidies to 35
percent by 1976.

3) 1inclusion of non-liner and tanker construction.
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the control of costs and- increase in efficiencies by:
a) establishing subsidized crew size prior to construction.
b) creating a wage indexing syste~.

inclusion 9( non-1iner and tanker operations.

C. Cargo Preference and cabotage, as Government policies, were
reaffirmed.

J. Capital Construction Funds were authorized to encourage reinvestment
of earnings in domestic shipbuilding.

. The

amount of funds authorized *o quarantee the construction loan and

mortgage obligations of commercial ships built domestically was
increased.

Findinas:
m——————

A. Constructing Differential Subsidy (CDS)

1)

2)

3)

ggsgew ships of all types were contracted for between 1970 and

U.S. shipyard prices continued to exceed those of foreign
shipyards and by late 1975 it was apparent that the objective of
a 35 percent CDS differential was unrealfstic. In fact, the 50
percent authorized did not always achieve cost parity, especially
when the opportunity costs of construction time in U.5. yards of
2-3 years more than in foreign yards was included.

Due to overtonnaging between 1971 and 1975 leading to a depressed
market worldwide, the demand for subsidized construction of
tankers and non-liners virtually disappeared.

B. Operating Differentfal Subsidy (0DS)

1a) The estab)ishment of subsidizable crew sizes prior to
construction has been successful in decreasing the manning
levels on subsidized ships; however, technological advances
fn ship design and cargo handling contributed to the
decrease. U.S. crew sizes still exceed those of foreign

competitors.
b) The wage indexing system created has been .effective in

keeping subsidized U.S. seamen wage increases in 1ine with
those of other U.S. workers. However, their annual increase

-19-
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has sti11 averaged 9.4 vercent. Also driving up 0DS costs ‘s
a trend noted among foreign competitors who are low wage
operators from countries with lower standards of 1iving to
carry more of the world trade and thereby increase the
differential,

2) The inclusion of nonliner and tanker operations in the subsidy
program did not generate a demand for ODS, despite the fact that
over 90 percent of U.S. foreign trade tonnage is in the bulk
commodities. Only 21 of the 159 ships whose operations were
subsidized in 1979 or 1980 were tankers (19) or dry bulk carriers
(2). Demand for world trade tanker tonnage is not expected to
increase and the small U.S. dry bulk fleet is not competitive,
especially in a depressed world market.

The "base" cargo for unsubsidized U.S.-flag operations continued
to be preferred cargo. Overwhelmingly, U.S. citizen ownership
and operations in these trades continued under foreign flags.

Carao Preference and Cabotage - Laws reserving all cargo in the
domestic trages (cabotaae) and a percentage of cargo in the foreiagn

- trades (cargo preference) for U.S. flag vessels serve as.a primary
source of employment for the domestically-built fleet. Unless major
improvements in shipbuilding costs or ship operating costs occur,
some mechanism for assuring cargo for U.S.-flag ships will be
required. Under current promotional programs, no drastic
improvements are predicted.

Capita)l Construction Funds - The availability of these funds has
encouraged reinvestment in domestic ship construction--almost equal
to the CDS provided. Whether it is to the Government's advantage to
defer the receipt of tax revenue in order to assure capital
investment in the domestic shipbuilding industry is a question of
taxing policy and the relative priority placed on various Government
activities.

The Title XI loan guarantee program is available for subsidized ano
Unsupsidized construction of vessels to be used in foreign or
domestic :rades. The 1970 act increased the fund availability from
§1 billicn to $3 billion. It has been raised several times since and
in 1981, 8 cefling of S12 billion was establiished with 9,750 billion
reserved for commercial vessels.

Increasingly, the Fund has been used to guarantee construction of
vessels to be used in the protacted domestic trades, for inland
waterways, and for offshore drilling. The justification for
increasing the ceiling each time has included the disparity between
U.S. rates and terms and those of other maritime nations. Since
vessels in the domestic trades do not compete with foreign-built

+ vessels, this rationale seems fallacious.

-20-
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> Conclusions:

The direct subsidy programs have not revitalized the U.S. merchant ;
marine: R

1) oBerat!ng and construction subsidies have not substantially imorovec
the competitive position of either the U.S. shipbuilding or ship
operating elements of the maritime industry.

2) cargo preference and cabotage laws, or some form of cargo
reservation, are necessary, in the present environment, to
maintenance of the existing U.S.-flag domestic and foreign trade
fleets. :

3) tax subsidies and loan quarantees appear to serve the purposes

intended, but should be assessed in the context of Government taxina
and credit policies overall. .
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TABLE 3

U.S OCEANBORNE FOREIGN TRADE/COMMERCIAL CARGQ CAHR}ED
Tonnage (Millions)

Caienas: ves' . 1970 1971 1972 1973 1874 1875 976 1977 1978 197%
Tota' Tons 4732 4574 S5136 6316 8289 6156 6988 7753 7T56 823
U S -Fiag Tons 282 244 238 399 409 N4 338 M6 R B
US Percent of Tolal 83 53 a8 63 [ 1) $1 48 LE) 4 42
" Liner Towa' Tons S04 442 446 S13  S14 643 498 478 %65 57C
Liner U S -Flag Tons 118 101 98 132 153 136 154 144 160 157
Line: US Percent 25 29 9 288 208 W07 W09 302 283 27
Non-Liner Tota! Tong 2407 2207 2426 2819 2827 2753 2896 2090 3088 34:”
Non-Liner U S -Flag Tons 54 40 38 4.5 5.0 38 49 $7 45 36
Non-Lingr U 5 Percent 22 21 1.6 16 18 14 1.7 2.0 15 ‘0
Tan«er Totat Tons 1821 1925 2264 2084 2048 2960 3594 4386 4103 4234
Tanxer U S -Fiag Tons 8.0 98 102 222 205 140 136 146 116 157
Tanker US Percont 44 49 45 74 70 47 30 33 20 37
Vaiue ($ Bitons)
Tots! Vatue 497 504 005 840 1242 1275 1484 1712 1958 2421
U.S -Flag vaive 103 29 na 199 220 224 264 280 - 07 237
U.S Percent of Total 207 1968 184 109 177 178 178 164 187 147
Lne' Tots! Vaiue 3B5 R4 N4 W6 B4 &0 S8 82Y MW 1716
Liner U S -Flag Value [ R4 0.2 103 144 %4 200 239 252 286 2 i
Liner US Percent 288 284 217 2201 06 312 N6 W07 286 276
Non-Liner Tota! Vaive 122 92 174 282 347 W6 W2 427 S25 K0
Non-Liner U S -Flag Valve 4 4 K, R f ) 1.0 1.1 12 1.0 13
Non-Liner US Percom 33 3.1 AL 25 23 28 28 20 18 17
Tenker Tola! Vaiue 40 LX) S. 7 92 260 269 M4 482 434 825
Tanner U.S -Fisg Vave 2 3 8 1.8 14 14 16 11 21
Tonker U.S Percont | X ] [ ¥ 02 [ A [ X ) $1 42 35 27 34
L X o Dotoras 0w U § /Corntns versitnse sarge

Source: Maritime Administution, Annual Repart, 1980
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Temmage of U.8. Foraigs Watartorae Trade, 1060 0 1060
s millions of temss '

Calendar Year 1889 1080 1983 1982 1988 1904 1988 198¢ 17 3es® FUT L
Tonl mae . “38%.0 STLS 3M2.4 IS6.S BI1LE 322.8 FTLI3 INW.3 NG 46 a27.9
0.8. «Oag uas 1.3 L0 8.3 2.6 .5 0.3 217 6.2 s 28.0 20.%
U.8 paroum of W) 3 2 8T .0 [ %] [ % ] .8 [ 3] (% ] 6.0 (W]
Linar -

Tesal wcms “.3 80.7 4.0 4“%.3 a8.9 30.3 4.2 40.9 41.9 .1 41.2

8. -flag xms . e 2.6 2.7 ms 4.2 2 e 16.6 1. 10.¢

"0.8. parosm of el 8.3 386 2.5 362 277 8352 RS B0 R22  34) 2.3
Nealisar

Tom! was 6.0 100.0 206.7 1285.2 136.2 262.4 37L6 180.5 190.¢ BOW. 5 208.8

U.8. ~flag wae [ 8 ] [ Y] 1.8 .3 [ 8] [ ¥ ] .2 (%) 8.4 (X} [N ]

0.5, porvam of el 1.1 7.7 .3 [N} .0 .2 (Y} &6 [N ] 33 .3
Tenker

Towl toms U0 18,2 216.7 133.3 1365 3211 1505 536 140.3 183.) 1.2
0.8, -Oag wme (R} 6.3 & [ %) [N ] (Y} .2 1.9 (9] 1.5 6.3
0.8 percem of el 4“8 .. &1 [N [ X] (%) [ X} 5.2 %0 4“6 3.8

21565 data revised May 8. 1970.

‘hm‘n.mwl-_‘m

Yote: lacindes governmens d cargo; exciades Departmest of Defense oargo and United Smiss /Casads trans-
lakss cmrgo,

Spwree- UK., mdc—-u wmmm_ummm
D.C.: Degarumsm of Commares, MARAD, 1071), p. 28.

—
-
Videe of U.8. Parsigs Waterbarne Trade, 1980 8o 1989
@8 billions of dollars)
Caleadar Yoar 1960 1981 1962  1s63 1964 306 10es 1967  1see® s
Toml 6.7 547 359 S N0 s e NS Q2 .
u.:.-::nn &8 63 &5 69 T &9 Sz T 08 .::
O.L pan.3 of tata) 2.3 3.6 851 M1 .Y 33 M5 SLE BT
Toml valee 36 183 1B.s 185 N3 23 NSE NS M :;:
U.5. ~flag valee TS | &8 62 %o &2 W e ot
0.8, parsemt of toed ) S0 8.3 80.7 38 W9 LS N2 NN ) .
Total valee 88 &7 43 &2 B¢ 08 02 ne 18 x::
U.8. «Bag veine &8 064 O6¢ &8 05 04 0s O o.: .
0.8, parears of weal &8 M8 03 88 &5 &1 4 4T &
Toml valve . [ X} 8.1 2.9 2.8 2.8 %8 3.6 3.2 a.: ::
U8 ~flag vale &) &2 63 o2 02 O3 03 02 2. e
0.8, pereem of tasad MS %6 L3 % T3 &8 8 62

93980 éata rovised Moy 8, 3979,
" Pprelimisary dam, scitent o femure rovisien.

Hots: —u-p-—-up-uim enslades Dapartment of Delanse cargo and Unitad Sntes/Canads trans-

lakw casyge.
Sawres: ©. hl— Commeres. wmmwﬁm
I:.c.uoq-— Commmeres, MARAD, 197)), o 88.
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Table 2 (Continued)

8. Bulk Trades:
- " oos Aom:""‘ Numoer of Annug: S8 1ngs
Overator eng Eftecuve Terrunation Ships m
Comract No Date ODate /30 80 Service o Davs

Agron Marnine Shpping Co 10-10-74 10-09-94 2 Woriawide Bulx Trane 338
MA'MSB- 166 .

Amerncan Shipping Inc 4.14.76 4.13-96 1 Worlowiage Buin Tiace 05
MAMSB.272

Aquarus Marnne Co 10-18-75 10-14.85 1 Worldwige Buk Trage 33s
MA'MSB-309

Anes Marng Shipping Co 8-09-73 8-08-93 2 Worlowge Buk Trage 33
MA'MSB-129 ,

Atlas marne Co 12-30-76 12-29-96 1 Woridwige Bulx Trage RE
MA/MSB.274 .

Chesinut Shipping Co 12-01-78 11.30-96 2 Worlowiae Buln Trage kxH)
MA/MSB-299

Equity Carners, Inc Not yet 20 years from 3 Worlowae Bulk Trace 338
MAMSB 439 eofiective’ offective cate :

Margate Smpping Co 12-28-713 12-27-93 3 Woriowige Bulx Trace k1)
MA/MSB- 134 .

Moore McComachk Bulk Transpon. .
inc 12-10-75 12-09-95 3 Worlaw:ae Buls Trage 25
MAMSB. 295

Paciic Shpping Inc 7-24-76 7-23-96 ) Worldwaoe Bulk Trace 335
MAMSB-273

Suwannee Rivet Finance. Inc Not yet 20 yoars trom L} Woriowide Buix Traoe RS H)
MA/MSE 440 oftactive ' etlective Oate

Suwannge Rivet Phosphate
Finance. inc Not yet 20 years from ] Worigwioe Bum Trace 335
MAMSB 442 oMectve* oflectve caie

Suwanaee Rver Spa
Finance inc Not yet 20 years from * Woriowsge Bul Trac 235
MAMSE-441 oftecive* ofiecive aate

worm Ol Trangpon Co 2-20-78 2-19-96 1 Worlawide Buk Traoe 35
MAMSB-271

Zapats Prooucts Tankers. inc 403-76 4-02-96 L Woridwnoe Buk Trace 335
MAMSS-167 -

Total Bulk Trades : .7

ot eI ASYS GNER GPPUed ® doveeny o nwc-nmu—-

" Source: Meritine Aﬁlinistrnion. “Annual Reporty 1580
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TABLE 4

EMPLOVMENT OF U S -FLAG OCEANGOING FLEET—SEPTEMBER 30, 1960°

Vesest Typo
. Comomaton
Yo Pass -Cargo Froghiers Tonsers
No  Dssowegni No O o No D o No Deaoweigh
$15:us a~c Area of Empiovment Tons (000) Tons (000) Tons (000) Yons (000;
Grana Tots! %3 2387 [ ] o8 s 7428 N0 18,107
Active Vessels: @1 100 " ] m s \2“ 14,000
Forep~ T'a0e ) 200 5.029 4 ” 180 617 e 1.375
Nes'd, Foregn? k] kH4] 1 9 [ 82 6 = 260
Gred .anes-Seswa, Foreg- 2 29 0 0 2 2 [} 0
Ove'seas Foregn 185 4679 3 28 "7 3.836 10 1.118
Foreg~ 1o Foreg~ 27 1.590 0 [} 1" 172 16 1418
Domes:ic Trace 257 11,259 1 [ ] ‘48 705 n 10.546
Coas:wise 114 3z2n 0 ] 1" 200 103 J.078
intercoas:a’ [ 3795 [] 0 1 26 Q J.769
Noncontiguous 7% 4.186 1 [ ] R 47 L1 3.699
Otng' US Agency ° rsrauons &7 1.221 5 » 3 s21 R 661
MSC T crer 4 1.039 0 [} 27 k. 21 640
Baten:. Chaner & Other
Custooy 19 182 5 » 12 122 H 21
inective Vessels 312 4880 ) ) ns 2410 L 2107
Temporanty Inaclive 21 807 0 [} [} 113 15 694
LewoUp (Prvaiety Owneg) ] ] 1217 2 13 [} 120 [ ] 1.084
L3:0-UD (MarAa-Owneo
' Penging Dsposmon) 1 151 1 10 ] 13 1 2
Nauona: Defense Reserve Fleet® 258 2.623 82 M0 - 190 2,084 20 01
Eecvons vosses . ] R N9 ey 06 000 LMY RS 00708 By HO U § Army 000 Ny 070 LHEL WWPBS SVER 85 e conie ot
e

TI0c00e8 10 0rp-Ouh YOS
000 00997 000 Atwdtt Co: 008 Mevcs Comnp Amencs Wes ME0e 570 Ncrie Cosk o Sowth Amere s
SONRe: 110" ve89es < e KB S0

. & to & ey :.:rﬂm .
Source: Maritime A'd‘n?n?szntian. "Rnual Repores™980.
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Part II Economic and Kational Securitv Rationales for Putlic
Assistance to the Maritime Industry. -

Economic Rationale

I. Introduction

Over the years three orimarv arguments have been used to justify
pPublic assistance to the maritime industry on economic grounds:

1. Balance of Pavments - A strong U.S. maritime industry helps
the balance of payments because revenue generated in maritime
activities both directly earn and, throuoh import
substitution, conserve foreign exchange.

Z. Emplovment - Assistance to the maritime industry creates jobs
both 3xrectly and indirectly throuah the multiplier effect.

3. Public Revenues - The maritime industries expand the public
revenue base, therefore, subsidy programs are almost costless
because resultino revenues offset a portion of the sums given
to the industries.

These arguments received careful review in a 1975 Brookinas
Institution study "Bread upon the Waters.” The study concluded
that the economic justifications, as usually formulated, were not
credible because of the weak theoretical and methodological
assumptions upon which they are based and the scanty facts
usvally presented to support them. Since the Brookings study,
the Maritime Administration has published two studies which
attempt to: 1) quantify the economic benefits of public
assistance to the maritime industries and, 2) address the
theoretical and methodological shortcomings of past analyses.

Both studies utilize complex input-output analyses designed to
estimate the direct and indirect economic impac:s of the subsidy
proarams. The studies found that operatinag and construction
differential subsidy proarams not only increased the output and
employment levels in the ship operating and building industries,
but also contributed to a rise in output and employment levels in
other industries as well. The most recent MARAD study (January
1981) estimated that between 1970-1978 the ODS proaram generated
$23.3 billion in output and 570,000 person years of employment
throughout the nation (when both the direct and indirect effects
are considered). For CL3, the studyv estimated total impact at
$5.7 billion in output and 211,000 person years of employment.
The findings of the study are summarized helow in Table 1.
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Table 1
Impact of ODS and CDS on National Output (Revenues)
1971-197R
(billions of-dollars)
OQutput -ODS Qutput-CDS Total
Direcs S11.6 $3.4 s15.¢C
Diréct and Indirec: $23.2 $5.7 $28.9

Impact of ODS and CDS on Employnent
1971-197R (Man Years)

Employment-0ObS Emplovment-CLS Total
Sirect 96,000 136,000 332,000
Zirecz and Indirect ‘570,000 211,000 781,000

fource: Economic Impact of Maritime Industries on the U.S.
Economy 1971-78; Maritime Administration, January 1981.

The 1978 MARAD study focused on the single year tax generating
impact of the subsidy programs. It estimated the increase in
taxes to the U.S. Treasury and state and local aovernments from
direct and indirect sources as a result of both the ODS and CDS
proograms. The findings are shown below in Table 2:

Table 2
Imoact of ODS and CDS on Public Revenues 1970
(Millions of dollars)

oDsS CcDs
Federal 126.1 34. ¢
State and Local 61.0 15.”
Total 187.1 0.2

To evaluate the validity of the economic arguments and the
studies used to support these arguments, it is necessary to
examine both the theoretical underpinnings and the methodoloaies
utilized to obtain estimates of program benefits. In addition,
it is useful to place the "bhenefits” in perspective by examinina
them in the context of the national economy.
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11 Balance of Payrents !

~ .
Survorters of public assistance arque that the entire output of
the industry represents either foreign exchanae earninas or
foreion exchanae savings. Ae a result of the industry's extreme
- efficiency as an earner and conserver of foreion exchanae, it is
alleaged that it contributes greatly to a positive U.S. balance
of pavrents, and supports the exchanae rate of the U.S, dollar.

As shown in the following table, the halance of payments
benefits said to be attributable to the maritime industry are
relatively small. For the time period 1971-1978, the estimated
balance of payments impact of ODS and CDS was 2.5 percent of the
total volume of exported goods and services and approximately
7.4 percent of the service acc.unt.

Balance of Payments 1971-1978 (billions of dollars)

Estimatzed Direct and Indirect Benefits

of ODS and CDS S 28.9
Total LU.S. Exports - Goods and Services $1,135.8
Services Account $ 388.7

This estimate of benefits, moreover, is exaggerated. It assumes
that all export earninas resulting from vessels built with CDS
or operated with ODS are totally attributable to the subsidy
proaran. That is, if the subsidy did not exist, there would
have been a complete loss of these benefits. It has not been
demonstrated, however, that all U.S. ship construction and
operations would disappear in the absence of a program. In
addition, the studies and economic arqurments assume that in the
absence of such activities the resources now utilized in these
two industries would fail to be utilized elsewhere in the
econo™y. Such an assumption is not supportable. It is like! -

that,aiven the high skill levels involved, at least a porti n» <&

these resources would be employed. While it is not possible :=0
estimate exactly the balance of payments impact of such
alternative use, the assumption that the impact is zero is .
unfounded. The maritime industry does earn and conserve foreian
exchange, but, such claims can be made by many other U.S.
industries and is not in itself a justification for Federal
assistance.

Moreover, the theoretical foundation for assuming an alleged
balance of payments benefit has been guestioned. In a system of
floating exchange rates the value of the dollar is determined by
supply and demand. Because the Federal Government currently
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does not attempt to defend a particular rate for the dollar, the
valge of the balance payments benefit provided by the industry is
uncleac.

The Council of Economic Advisors has recently araued that the
provision of export subsidies is often inappropriate and may
result in a waste of taxpayers money. They stress that the
emphasis on export expansion ignores the importance of imports in
makina possible welfare increasing expansions of trade.

In addition, claims of balance of payments "benefits" ignore the
point that import substitution provided by the maritime industry
is not beneficial if foreign producers are more efficient. What
arises is a classic case of trade diversion to a higher cost
domestic producer which results in allocative distortions for :he
economy in the long run. When assistance comes throuah
aovernment subsidies, the U.S. as a whole pays for it not only
dicrectly buot also indirectly by postponing comparative advantaae
adjustments and consequent expansion of trade.

In short, nei“her economic theory nor the MARAD studies present
.sufficient evicdence to demonstrate that on balance of payments
arounds, assistance to the maritime industries is justified.

III Fmployment

While the balance of payments arqument has usually been the
principal economic arqument justifying assistance, some
supporters of assistance also emphasize the favnrable employment
impact of the programs. To appreciate the relevance of this
arqument, -the employment impact of the ODS and CDS proarams for
the 1971~78 period may be compared to the total employed U.S.
civilian labor force durina the same time period:

E ployment 1971~-78
(Tho?san%s of man years)

Estimated Direct and Indirect Employment
Benefits of ODS-CDS 781

Total U.S. employment base 688, 000
As shown, the direct and indirect employment impact of the
subsidy programs affected about one tenth of 1 percent of the

total employed U.S. labor force. Moreover, as discussed above
in the context of the balance of payments, those who claim that
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putlic assistance to the maritime indus:trv has a subs:antial
xwoa:: on e plovment of U.S. workers fail to distinouish between
the orosg and ne: employmen:t impac: of the programs. By
concentrazing on the =ross emplovmen:t impact of subsidy to the
induszr:eg, such arouments Take no allowance for a possitle
reduction in em*loyren: that occurs elsewhere as a result of =
subeid: drawing resources frov other, possitly more productive
industries. For exam:zle, a welder workino on a ship could
otherwise be emploved workinz on the framework of a buildina.
Similarly, skilleld seafarinc workers such as engineers could have
teen emczloved in other, poseibly more efficient U.S. industries.
Few of the job skills reJuired in shxppxng and shipbuilding are
in13ae t> the maritime induetry.

e

Tre 1981 MARAD study disrissed this issue because of the
difficulcy of establishind asgsumptions as to the "besg:"
alternat:ve uses of resources aprlied to shipping and

1“:;11€xnc activities. The study states that "one miaht worder
about the consejuences of withdrawing the subsidies and foreaoins
the posx ive econoric impacts aenerated by it.” This argumen:
can be turned around by succestina that the subsidy programs ma:
rave reduced the maonitude of the nation's ermployment, if
alternative patterns of projuction were, in fact, more
efficient,

IV. Public Revenues

Supdorters of public assistance to the maritime industry aroue
that assistance to these industries creates and generates tax
revenues which partially offset the costs of the subsidy
nroorams. The 1978 MARAD study estimated that :the total tax .
revenues accruina to the U.S. Treasury and State and local
governments fror all sources as 3 result of operations of
subsgidized carriers and suhsidized shipbuilders was as much as
$227.3 rmillion in 1970. MARAD asserted thes. this meanrt .nat as
mucn as 54 percent Of the $234.6 million £ z2at in 197 by the
Federal Government for ODS was recovered thutough 7ede ‘al taxes.

Argurents discussed earlier of the need to separate out the ne:
impact of the proorams on employment and output al«o apply here.
I1f{ ne: employmen: and output impacts are small, t> 1 any .
associated public revenue increase is also slioht In addition,
such public revenue arguments are conceptually flawed because the
aovernment is not a profi® making enterprise. Therefore, proarac
expenditures should not be rrviewed primarilvy in terms of’
financial return to the aovernment, hut rather on the basis of
whether the expenditure of government resourcet is achievina
public objectives in the most efficient and effective manrner.
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In sumrary, the basic economic arcurents advances as
Just:ficaz:on for public sudbsidies to the maritime industries are
weak. While the industry and MAPAD have attempzed to quantify
ezonoric benefits, a review of the two mos: recent analyses
indicates that the fundarenza! flaws of pas: analyses have nc:
teen addressed., The recen: analyses f2il to distinguish the
proporeion of the direct and indirect econoric benefits that are
atiritstarle to the subsidies. In addition, they do not take
intc accodnt the opportunity costs or potential benefits forescne
as a res:lt of resources heina utzilized in the shippinc and

-

enizroilding industries. When all factors are considered, lit<le
evilence ir available on economic grounds tha: would justify tre
grovizion of putlic suppor: to the shivpinc and shipbuildina
infugiries,
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National Securitv Rationale

. Introductior

Hista-ically, national security arguments have been used as the
principal justification for providing public assistance to
marntain a U.S. flag merchant marine and a strong U.S.
sn1osuilding indust~y. Botn industries proved to be valuable
national Jefense assets for the U.S. during World Wars I and i,
Korea ang Vietnar,

Jyring the last decade;—as reflected in the Merchant Marine Act of
.97C, there has been a shift in emphasis in our subsidy programs
awzy from a concentration on national security and toward a policy
of assistance to the industries that is designed to facilitate a
movement towa~¢ self sufficiency on a commercial basis. In
Tarrying out this polic h rt jch

a_",e_ﬂf_JJMi‘-mM{_g“. but which are designed to be
comercially viable. In short, while the strongest arguments for
r¢deral o~t for the maritime industry were couched in national
security terms T UNE YWFUST OF the program has been increasindly
towa~2 making the industry self sufficient and commercially
viatle,

This paper reviews the majo~ national security justifications for
puclic assistance to the U.S. shipping and shipbuilding
industries. Information contzined in this section was derived
fro~ a review of pudblic and classified testimony before the House
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, public and classified DOD
mobilization studies, plans and procedures of the Military Sealift
Command, Maritime Administration shipbuilding mobilization base
stucies, Congression2' Research Service mobilization studies, and
discussions and in*erviews with a number of current and former

. officials within qe Maritime Administration and the Department of
Defense.

11. Basic Justifications

There are three basic national security arguments offered as
justifications for public assistance to U.S, maritime industries:

1) Military transport security: A strony U.S. flag marchant

marine is required to move large numbers of military supplies
in time of war;
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I} Zconomic transpor:t security: A strong U.S. merchant marine is
reusired to ensu~e U.S. access tc strategic minerals and to
reguce the risk o¢ interruption in service that could
se10usiy damags ..S. commerce and economy in times of peace
anc war;

. Snipbuilding security: A& stronc national commercial
shiphyi'ding program is requirez td maintain industrial
capazity in the event that it mav he necessary to redair and
construct Navy ships and commercsal sealif: ships in an
emergency.

o‘ a strong .S, Merchan: Marine and U.S shipduilding

tngus.*y for national security neecs cite a number of fatts and
285.-2tions %0 suppo~t their argumenzs. For example, they_assume
tnat “orevgn flag carriers ang foreign shipbuilding indystries are
v iaste The ieve that depenoence upon foreign sources for
shipz-ng anc ship construction during either peace time or war
constitytes an unnecessary national security risk to the United
Stites. They bolster their argument with statistics showing the
*ncreasing role playez by the mercnant marine of the Soviet Union
anc argue that the U.S. merchant marine is presently incapable of
mee:ing projected wa~time demands. They also argue that
sudbsidization of a U.S. flag fleet is reauired to maintain the
necestary seafaring manpower base tnat would be required to man
hat‘onai Defense Reserve fleet ships, privately owned militarily
usaf. ships, and the new fast sealift ships (SL-7s) being
acasired by the Navy,

<ODnOnem3 to public support for these industries for national
seCu-

y needs often state that it _is a waste of national
resources to use subsidi intain u.!._._ﬁﬁg_;_m;_g!d 3
smjaui!ii 2 cally self sufficient

‘or_tne pyrpose of heing ahle > meet 3 potential type of conflict
or eﬂergency_rt_un_mu_m_!@_gw. Besides, they argue, even if
wa?—or polivical disruptions snort of war occur, U.5. commerce has
never been and is not likely to be interrupted by any adverse
grouo action taken by foreign flag vessels. They believe that it
1s not likely in the foreseeable future that owners of foreign
flag vessels will subordinate their economic interests to
political interests and attempt to boycott the world‘s strongest

trading nation. They strengthen their argument b; noting that a
portion of the world's shi not ng U.S. Ylags is U.5. |
s) an the
[ .
S

[y

in
controlled in that 23% ship
deadwe ght tohnage of UHE _TTeets of Libervs ang pansmy,

pectively, # .
Moreo—er, the cﬁor merchant fleets of the world are under flags
of U.S. allfes and their services would presumably not be
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withheld. Finally, it is argued that the U.S. merchant marine is
designed with a view towards its commercial viability, rather than
for its effectiveness in support of national security objectives.
The validity of the forgoing arguments is examined below in the
context of a discussion of spucific natfonal security demands.

{11. Military Transport Security

There is no question that sealift capability is vital to military
success overseas, as demonstrated in experiences during World War
I and II, Korea, and Vietnam. If future sealift capability falls
significantly short of what is required,. the nation's security
would be .in jeopardy, Future requirements for sealift capability
to transport supplies and equipment depends upon the nature and
duration of a potential conflict or war and the likelihood that a
particular scenario will transpire. Because the requirements for
sealift capability vary according to the type and length of war
envisioned, the following section examines:

- Demands for sealift based on probable war scenarios developed
by the Dgpgrgggnt of Defense,

- resources available to meet these demands and,

- the specific role likely to be played by the U.S. merchant
marine.

Current 00D planning basically envisions two types of wars - NATO
and non NATO - either of which may be short or long in duration.
For analytical purposes we have focused seperately on requirements
for short term conflicts (or in some circumstances the initial
stage of a long term conflict) and long term conflicts.

Short Term Conflicts

The most recent study of sealift requirements in time of short
tegn emergency is entftled "Congressionally Mandated Mobility
Stquy" (classified - April 1981). It reviews sealift requirements
and®\Sstrategic mobi11ty* under four scenarios considered to be
indic3{ive of the likely trouble spots in the world in the 1980°s.
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Each scenario is developed assimina the oontinoency will las: €0
dave fram the day deplovment commences ard focuses on requiremante
- for gsealif: durina the first 30 davs.*

{Details of the shors rin war scenarins are classified
informazion!., F

Surrra—e

Ag _currently confiaured, both the suhsidized and ron-suhsidized
porzions o oS han: _mar olav tical roie
TinE o TIT dave 1 g * arios

OUs LHSTRWIT T ncipal reason for this is because to be

affective, supplies must be availahle very quickly after a
conflict beains. 1In spite of subsidization, U.S. fla merchant
vessels neither have the speed nor are the proper types of vesseis
exvected to be available in larce enough numbers to make a
sianificant Aifference in resupply capabiljities within the firs:
30 daves of a conflict. -

lanning is currentlv oriented ard acquisition of vessels

for marisime Prepositionird Of B ;lies ard the use of fast §,-7
Nary supplv ships for immediate deployment canabilities, mﬁo
ite depenience on privately owned mercEan: Shineg -,

atsers made in this sty 88 assumotions
on plannim . 1f DOD assumptions are valid, it seems
clear that the oresent confiquration O;WU’S. . merchan®t marine
shEDl= Lim B YreUsEYUINess Within the YYPEY 30U OAVE Of short

the oresent subsidy proarams are not likely to

te%mﬁ icts, &
ch&fae this sitbation. This stronaly suxes”s alternative ways of

providing sealift capacitv should be identified and evaluated.

Lona_Texm Conflict

In liahs of the limited short term impact of the I'.S. merchan:
marine, the maiocr aruument used to justify assist nce to the C.S.
flan fleec has been based n the fleet's uwmefulnes: and
availability in long term conflicts, and the belief that other

sources of sealift would not be reliable in time of war. A numbder

of factors complicate attempts to exanine the validity of this
justification. First, ;i Es not %giblg to cbtain accurate
assnsaments of Se t & d in a lom temm conflict.

*The study assumes, after initial deployment, that air/sealift
resources are adequate for resupply of forces. This assumption
will be examined in the saction dealim with long temm conflicts.
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Discussions and testimony of military and civilian personnel are
very general leaving the overall impression tha: the more ships we
have, the better off we are. Part of the protler in obtaining
rigorous estimates of need has been that to military planners
charges with sealift responsibilities, the capgbilities provided
by the U.S. merchant marine were viewed as a(free)good and,
therefore, . there has been 1ittle incentive for DOD to attemp: a
quantification of cost/benefit tradeoffs.

Juite apart from this lack of incentive to make tradeoffs,
however, there are difficult demand estimation problems caused by
such unce~tainties as the length and scope of a "long" conflict,
its intgnsity, the degree to which sealanes could be kept open,
and the rate of shipping attrition caused by enemy action. It is,
therefore, almost impossible to measure the risks that a U.S,

flaz ¢leet is intended to forestall. Similarly, there are serious
problevs in measyring the supply of ships that would be available
to meet ‘military demands. Ships differ significantly in their
usefylness for military purposes. Some factors which 1imi% their
use c2 mpdified if time is available for conversion. Other
factors \re less amenable to retrofit, but limit usefulness only

in aiven situations. Begcayse a long term milftary conflict may
last from sever h rs _and take place under a variely

of congdl it {s difficult to gudgeéughﬁ_mm the
u.s. f1 r .

In the face of such uncertainties, this analysis has sought to
exarine the validity of the national security justification for
pudlic support for a U.S. merchant marine through review of the
following questions:

{1) What are the types of resources {including those provided by
the U.S. merchant marine) that are available to meet
long-term U.S. sealift demands? and,

{¢; wWhat are the strengths and weaknesses of each class of
resources? Are the types of ships militarily useful and are
they reliable?

For the purpose of this analysis a "long” term conflict is assumed
to be any conflict or war lasting past 30 days.

Current Sealift Assets

The procedures for acquiring sealift resources to support military
operations in peacetime and in an emerency are outlined in a June
1981 memorandum of agreement betwéen the Department of Defense and
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the Department of Commerce. That memorandum cutlines steps to be
implemented to acquire needed resources. In keeping with that
memorandum, available sealift assets are discussed below in the
order they would normally be utilized in the event of an
emergency. The discussion is followed by a review of the
strengths and weaknesses of each source of sealift.

The U.S. has five primary sources of sealift:

1) The Military Sealift Command Controlled Fleet (MSC) - As a
Navy fleet, the MSC's primary mission is to support the
sealift requirements of all the armed services in the event of
war or non-mobilization contingency, in a timely manner. The
current MSC _controlled fleet consists of 134 ships, divided
into 2 fleets-the nucleus 11eet and the controlied
commercial fleet. For peacetime shipping of military carco,
MSC charters commercial ships giving priority to U.S.-flag
ships. However, if U.S.-flag ships of the desired
configuration are not available, MSC has indicated a
willingness to spot charter foreign flag ships. In the case
of an emergency, MSC assigns its nucleus and controlled cargo
and tanker ships against cargo movement requirements: If this
is_not sufficient, MSC notifies Nav; staff_of the need to
activate the Ready R Force (R ships - a portion of

e Nat{ T Defense Reserve E]E'gr._,mDRFT.B

the Nationa

2) The National Defense Reserve Fleet (NDRF) - The NDRF is
comprised of preserved merchant and ex-U.S. Navy ships
maintained by MARAD. Included are 254 ships which would be
available in an emergency. Brea time in the event of
mobilization is estimated to be% for the first ship,
with the last ship becoming ava e by the 60th day. An
element of the NDRF--the Ready Reserve Force (RR%C&NSLS_Q%
27 dry rargo ships which can be 2ctivated within(5 _to 10 days
of notification, if manpower is available.

3) U.S. Flag Merchant Fleet - There are currently 578 ships in
the privately owned U.S. ocean going merchant fleet. The
composition of the fleet is shown below.
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Table 1

U. S. Privately Owned
Oceangoing Merchant

Marine Fleet
As of July 1, 1981

Combination Passenger/Carao 7
Freighters 110
Bulk Carriers 17
Tankers _ 269
intermodal 151
Tug/Barge ha |
LNG ) 13

Total 578

Of the total private fleet, as of July 1981, 158 {27 percent)
received operating differential subsidy.

4) sffective U.S. Controlled. Fleet (EUSC)-

5) Free world shipping -- The fleet of free world ships that are
not_owned or that are not controlled by the U.S. totals over
20,000 v%]? and over 600,000,000 tons. Key maritime
nations ude Greece, the United Kingdom, Norway, Italy, and
Japan. This may be compared to the merchant fleet of the
Soviet Unfon which totals 2,500 ships and 19,000,000 tons.

Strengths and Wezknesses o.f Available Sealift Assets

The strengths and weaknesses of various sealift may be judged in
terms of availability and reliability as well as in terms of
suitabilfty for military purposes. No precise answers are
available in makiag judgments of this type, but the principal
findings are presented belowy

«39-




(3)

169

Yilitary Sealift Comman: controllez fleet (MSCi. The MSC
flee: is considereo to pe the first line of shipping assets
thal woulc be usec in the event 2¢ a non mocilization
contingency o~ all-out war. This sou-ce is totally
contrslled by the govern=ert ang its resources are almost
immediate'y available. It's principle weaxness is thar it
can only carry a small share of the military cargo likely t:
he needel. Within the fleet it owns or cont-ols, less than
ihree dezen ships are estimated tc b2 ideally suited for
sea”ift of military supclies. The remaining ships are useful
€or such milita~y purposes as transportazior of fuel c-
Jnae-sea survelliance.

“ne Kational Defense Reserve Fleet {NDRT) - The availazility
o¢ the NDR is limited only by the time required for Srea
out. Question n rais however, regardina ‘%¢
reliability. The fleet < primarily mage up of 0ld Woris war
.i_victory ships. As of October 198:, 130 snips remainec in
the fleet ranging in age from 30-49 years. e fleet has
deen critized by some as technically and operationally
obsolete. Others state that despite their age, the NORT
ships are in relatively good condition, having been operatec
only during call up periods in the early 50's and late 60's.
MARAD generally replaces older vessels as newer vessels are
turned over to the NDRF. In 1980, 32 ships were addea to the
NDPF and 33 older ships were withdrawn.

The Ready Reserve-Fleet RRF), which is a subset of sthe NORF,
consists of the best ships which could be made avaNable

in meraency.) Activation tests are
periodically carried out in the RRF without advance warning
to test their availability, GAD has recently stated that the
vessels in the RRF have met readiness tests. 1n a RATO wa-,
the RR> would provide the i1nitial respon pability, and
the balance of the NDRF would play an important role in the
movement of resupply and as a ¢-urce of Teplacements for
ships lost to enemy action during the initial phases of
deploymert. On balance, it appears that the fleet should
continue to be viewed as an important part of sealift
resources.

U.S. Flag Merchant Flee: - The greatest strength of the U.S.
flag merchant marine in time of emergency is its
availability., The availability of the fleet is governed by
the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 which permits requisitioning,
purchase, or charter of any vessel owned by U.S. citizens or
under construction within the U.S. whenever the President
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declares 2 national emergency or proclaims that needs of
national security make it advisadle.

This availability is further assured tn-ougn the Sealift
Reaciness Progra~. As a prereau‘site of receiving 005 and
C9S suxsidies, F.L. 96-459 requires that the participating
U.S. flag merchant ships must be offered to the Sealift
Reaziness Prograr {SR7) and be made availahle upon reguest by o
the Military Sea'ift Command. In addition, any company that
contracts with the Military Sealift Command to transport
military supplies must offer 5 percent of its U.S. flag
flee: to> the Sealift Readiness Prog~am. From botk sources,
there are presently 169 dry cargo ships offered by 10
companies and 36 taker ships offered by 14 companies in the
SPF. Ships in the SRP are considerea to be third in the
norma® sequence of sealift resource utilization in the event
of an emergency.

while the fleet is avaiTable and reliable, only F gg;;%gn of
it considered ideally suited for the transport of military
caras. Thirty-37x percent of the current U.S. Privately .
owned oceangoing merchant fleet is considered by DOD to be
directly militarily useful for dry cargo sealift. More
merchant marine ships are not considered directly useful for
military purposes because, according to DOD, to be ideally
suitadle for military purposes ships must be fast, aple to
handle outsized (large) m11i§§r§ Eﬁuiﬁﬁ?ﬁ!ﬁ'ﬁﬁ? have a__
shallow enough draft to improved port

faciTities.
————————

During the last 10 years, the design of commercial ships has
been increasingly toward containerization and specialization,
focusing on increased fuel efficiency rather than speed.
Thesc changes which are designed to improv: efficiency and
.ommercial viability have limited the 25 ity of the
commercial fleet to meet military needs. The extent to which
commercial features 1imit the usefulness of the U.S. fleet
depends on the )ength, location and type of war to be fought.

The point to be made is that only a portion of the f an
M teéd on_withoyt substanty a‘ Fetrofit o carry military
Cargc.

Effective U.S. Controlled Fleet (EUSC) - The lack of ,
suitability for transport of military goods is also a

disadvantage of a portion of the EUSC. Only about 15 dry

caroo and 52 tankers idered by DO

s Tect military use. The reason for the
relatively small number of ships which would be ideally
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suiles for cirect military purposes is as notes ear1‘er a
resyit af tne inconststencv between the tvp f h

bu1~ 2¢ the e‘fe::'ve v.s. contro ea ‘1ee° are tanke's. of
the g-v carg> ships, many are of a highly sophisticated
desiar requi-ing complex cargo handling and suppart
facitities, the availacility of whizh would depends upan the
locazion o‘ the conflice,

While syitability for military purposes presents some
oro-‘nv the majo- issue regarding the IUSC ships is their
avaitadility . While DID considers tner %o be a reliable_

source, MAPLT con:inues to claim that there s a substantia’
risk “n_depenging upon them far fransnarcation O rv

supc!‘es,
oL, o5,

The idea that the EUSC Fleet could be counted upon as a
viadble asset to augment U.S. sealift capatility has been
acceoted by the Department of Defense since the early‘1960 S.
This idea s basea on four reasons: first, contracts in
effect between MARAD and affected shipowners include callup
procejures; second, the laws of Honduras, Panama and Liberie
contain no restrictions on U.S. use and these countries are
likeiy to remain neutral in time of war; third, there is the
precegent of World War I] during which Honduran anJ
Panamanian registered vessels were fully assimulated in the
U.S. war effort; and finally, EUSC flee! shipowners have
obtained war risk insurance indicating their intent to serve
when called.

Although these reasons continue to be valid, there continues
to be considerable coniroversy regarding the availabilitv of
these ships. Critics of this system say that even thauyn DO°7
counts on EU'-C fleet for support, the risi continues ic be
great. For >vample, they believe that foreign crews may be
reluctant to expose themselves to risk, hence real manpower
shortaaes could develop in the event of emercency. Or, they
assert that the flag of convenience countrie, may take action
that is counter to U.S. policy, as occurred in 1973 when the
President of Liberia reaffirmed his country's support of the
Arab position by issuing an executive order forbidding all
vessels of Liberian registry from delivering supplies to the
Middle East for the du-ation of the conflict (Yom Kippur
War). Such critics tend to overlook the fact -that the U.S.

did not try to requisition or Charter ships during that war.
TREFEYUTE, the OFUer—uTd not interfe-e with the availability

of such ships to the U.S. In sddition,
crew personnel of EUSC ships comegfrom NATO countries, and it
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is not likely tnat there would Se ‘arge defec:ions if the
ships revert 2 U.S. conirol. Perhaps the mos: telling point
is that as recently as August 1931, the Secretarv of Defense
st2ted “we have no basis ts believe tha: =most of the ships
w3, 2 nat be availadle wher neegec." !

Free world shiopwne - It is not possible to obtain an
esti=~ate of the numbe- of free world ships suitable for
mtiitary purpases. The major issue with regard to this
£leet, however, relates to its availability and reliability.
Is it likely tnat these ships, which are neither owned or
controlied by L.S. citizens, will be made available for U.S.
military purposes in time c¢ war?

is discussed earlier, mych of the free world shipping .is
gns=2'led and 2 ngri 3 to be-oyr_zllies in
a military conflict. in the event of a NA'Z war, contingency
procedures have been established to make non-U.S. NATD
snipoing avaiiatle to the U.S. for the reinforcement of
Europe. Nearlv 650 drv carao ships a~e earmarked to satisfy
a_patens i3l requirement tha: has been estimateq to be 400
bottoms.

There is some concern, however, that NATO ships cannot be
counted on in the event of a non-NATO emergency becsuse the
country of registry is likely to retain the vessels to
prevent their own national interests from becoming
threatened during the conflict. Simflarly, concern has been
raised regarding the possible unwillingness of foreign crews
to participte in support of U.S. military action.

With regard to the risk of free world nations preventing

their ships from being used in support of U.S. milfitary
forces, it does not appear likely that such actions would
occur in the face of a major confrontatione In a smaller
conflict, the eliminati. of the ships of any single country
or small group of countries would not significantly impact on
the supply of available sealift resources. concerted

agtion by gll.mn*or free wo ippers woul
s availability, b {
OAE a1ri+c i Ju qiﬂir

. ult e
world shipping to U.S. military requirements in time of
war has been the tendency on the part of the U.S. in the past
to maximize the use of the U.S. active fleet in such
situations (e.g., Viet Nam), The result of this desire to

keep business for U.5. ships has been that ships registered ﬁw Fh(-

in free world nations have not been requested to provide
sealift for military purposes.
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with regarc¢ to the reliapility of foreigr crews, contacts
witn the Navy and Center for Nava! Ana'ycic have failed to
oroguce any analysis which would valigaze the seriousness of
this proble~. There is little eviden:

history whize

, but it is not possicle to prove this

oaint in anv systematic way,

Symrmavy
EL A0

% nymzer ¢ points are worthy of note:

%)

(3)

(4)

it is not possible to estimate era:z: neeas ‘o military
shipmerts with complete accuracy as a resuit of the
numerous uncertainties regarding the nature anc exten:
of a conflict.

Tne-U.S. Merchant Marine, while an important source of
sealift, should be viewed as only one of a numder of
available resources. Government owned reserve ships and
other sources of sealift such as the EUSC fleet and the
fleets of other nations shoud be viewed as important
providers of sealift in time of war. Agreements and
tradition arque strongly that the EUSC fleet would be
available when needed. Similarly, the ownership and
crewing of free world shipping provide assurances that
this source of sealift will remain available in times of
war,

Moreover, the utility of the U.S. merchant fleet shouid

not %2 over emphasized, since : large portion of the
fle:: is not ideally suited ¢ - military purposes.

Public assistance has not been primarily focused on
Increasing the usefulness o e for
miTYCAFy Purposes. The thrust has been on commercial
viabiTity and those factors which improve the utility of
certain types of snips for commercial purposes, n
mi gngi it ."”'i"“iiim 1itary

S

There are no simple conclusions that can be drawn from the

analysis.

Most of the major arguments advanced in support of

assisting the U.S, merchant marine for national security reasons
are seriously flawed. Nevertheless, the presence of .this fleet
does provide some margin of safety in terms of availability and
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retiabélity that 4s not exactly cuplicated in non U.S. sources of
sea’i‘:., The se-iousness of the rigks the merchant marine may
ass1s2 the natio~ to aveic are impossitle to measure with
accurazy. There is little eviderce that these risks are very
greas, Sut ultimately & willingness to assume any nationa!l
secur1ty rigk is a question of political judament.

v, Econamic Transport Securitvy

Qurts acart ‘rom milita~y neeads, public assistance has beer
just “ie: on the basis that a U.S.-flag merchant marine is
requ--22 €or the Nation's economic security to ensure access tc

=ate~*2's and supplies essential to the U.S. economy in both

seaztimz and war. It is claimea that relying on foreign flas
sreos to nandle U.S. commerce and supplies constitutes & larae
nascona’ security risk because these shippers may prove to be
anre*iadle,

Many 24 the points raisec earlier with regard to the use of

fore g~ flag shipping for supolies during a long term conflict .
apo'y here. To develop a fuller perspective, a review of the
compzsition of the major fleets of the world and the propo-tion of
U.S. ocean bdorne commercial cargo carried in both tonnage ana
value by U.S. flag ships is useful.

As showr in Table 2, 9 of the 10 top major merchant fleets in the
world belong to free world countries, 8 are U.S. allies. The
first and sixth ranked fleets, belonging to Liberia and Panama
a-e, as ¢iscussed above, composed of a large number of U.5.-owned
ships. In the foreseeahle future it {is not likely that there are
any circumstances under which our allies would restrict the ships
under their registery from U.S. trade. In tae ever: of a war, it
wouicd be in the interests of all allied nations tc ensure the
supply of raw materials a~“ bulk commodities to maiatain the U.S.
as well as their own domestic economies.

U.S.-flag ships currently carry only 4.2 pecent of total tonnage
of U.S. ocean borne commercial tonnage and 14.7 percent of the
total dollar value as shown in Tables 3a &nd 3b. It was not
possible to determine the proportions carried aboard subsidized
ships, but even the overall data indicate that only 3 small
portion of the Nation's commerce is carried aboard U.S. flag
ships. Therefore, such ships provide only a small cushion to
support the U.S. economy if foreign suppliers withdraw from the
U.S. market. Moreover, there is no reason to believe that such a
withdrawal will occur. During the 1970's there were a number of
abnormal worldwide events which caused disruptions in shipping
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patte~r: and worldwide shortaget in shipping, but U.S. commerce
was neve- seriously interruptea. DOuring such times, the Uniteo
States oossessed the capatility to bic away the shipping it neegec
fror ot-er users, It is reasonable to assume that in the future,
the i~te-rnational shipping community will continue to respond te
econo—": ncentives and the LU.S. will be able te obtain sufficient
commerc- 2 shipping when neeoe:, -

In sy==2-y, the argume~t that the U.S. must maintain a U.S. flag
flee: “:- economic security td reduce the U.S. dependence on
forerz- snipoers, does not stand up to scrutiny. While the risks
are 1=coss1tle to measure precisely, there is little reasor to
beiieve 2vents will occur which would jeopardize U.S. access to
snIpz- -z services reguired to maintain the flow of raw materials
anc st-2:22°C goods needed for the comestic economy.
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MAJOR MERCHANT' FLEETS OF TI¥ WORLD - JANUARY 1, 19RO

i

TARLF 2

Rank B

No. of Rank by Deadwe ight neadwlq!’:t
Country Shipsl/ No. of Ships2/ Tons _ Tannage
Liberia - 2,380 k] 158,702,000 1
Greece 2,876 1 63,542,000 ?
Japan 1,751 5 61,192,000 3
Uiited »ingdom 1,110 6 41,937,000 q
Norway 632 9 39,494,000 5
Panama 2,347 4 35,257,000 6
U.S.S.R, 2,512 2 21,590,000 7
JUnited Ctates (Privately Owned) 569 11 20,540,000 8
fFrance 359 17 19,884,000 9
Ity 624 10 18,489,000 10
Spain 506 12 12,656,000 11
Ger~any (Federal Republic) 502 13 12,485,000 12
Stingapore 667 7 12,341,000 13
China (People’s Republic of) 645 8 9,372,000 14
Indta 363 16 9,100,000 15
Al1 Others3/ 6,955 114,321,000
TOTAT FL L]

urce: arit ime

650,907,000

nistration Annual Report,




TABLE 3a

u. S. OCEANBORNE FOREIGN TRADE/COMMERCIAL CARN CARRIED
Tonnage (Millions)

Calendar Year 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 )
Total Tons . 473.2 457 4 513.6 631.6 628.9 615.6 698.8 775.3 775.6 823.1 ' ‘-:‘;
U.S.-Flag Tons 25.2 244 23.8 39.9 40.9 31.4 338 34.8 32.1 35.0 Ce
U.S. Percent of Total 5.3 5.3 46 6.3 6.5 5.1 48 45 41 4.2
-Liner Total Tons 50.4 44.2 446 51.3 514 443 498 478 565 S57.0-
Liner i.S.-Flag Tons 11.8 0.1 9.8 13.2 15.3 13.6 154 144 16,0 15.7
Liner U.S. Percent 235 22,9 219 258 29.8 30.7 3.9 30.2 283 2.5
,
3 Non-Liner Total Tons 240.7 220.7 242.6 281.9 282.7 275.3 289.6 289.0 308.8 342.7 S
Non-Liner U.S.-Flag Tons sS4 48 38 45 50 38 49 57 45 3.6
' Non-Liner U.S. Percent 2.2 21 1.6 1.6 18 14 17 20 15 L0
Tanker Total Tons 182.1 192.5 226.4 298.4 294.8 296.0 359.4 438.6 410.3 423.4
Tanker U.S.-Flag Tons 8.0 9.5 1.2 2.2 2.5 140 13.6 1.6 11.6 15.7
Tanker U.S. Percent 44 49 45 74 70 47 38 33 2.8 3.7

' Source: Maritime Administration Annual Report, 1980




TABLE 3b
- U.S. OCEANBORNE FOREIGN TRADE/COMMERCIAL CARGD CARRIED
Value ($ Billions) ' )
Calendar Year 1970 19 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Total Value 49.7 60.5 ©84.0 124.2 127.5. 148.4 171.2 195.8 242.1

8
»

U.S.-Flag Value 10.3 9.9 11.1 159 22.0 22.4 26.4 28.0 30.7 135.7

' U.S. Percent of Total 20.7 19.6 18.4 18,9 17.7 17,5 17.8 164 15,7 M.7
Liner Total Value ' 33.5 324 374 436 634 640 758 B82.3 99.9 117.6

Liner U.S.-Flag Value 9.7 9.2 11,1 159 22,0 2.4 2.4 28.0 2.7 3.7

| , Liner U.S. Percent 2.8 28.4 27.7 29.1 30.6 31.2 31.6 30.7 28.6 27.6
& Non-Liner Total Value 12,2 13.2 17.4 252 A7 ¥%.6 8.2 4.7 5.5 8.0

' Non-Liner U.S.-Flag Value A A .4 J .8 10 L1 12 lo0 11

- Non-Liner U.S. Percent 3.3 131 24 25 23 28 28 28 1.8 1.7
» Tenker Total Value 4.0 49 5.7 9.2 26.0 26.9 344 46.2 4014 825
Tanker U.S.-Flag Value .2 3 4 4 18 14 14 16 1.1 21

Tanker U.S. Percent 5.6 9.5 6.2 9.1 6.9 5.1 4.2 3.5 2.7 3.4

Source: Maritime Administration Annual Report, 1980




V. Shipbuildine

NAtional security arouments reqardin: the arantine of public
agsistance to maintain the 11,5, cormercsial ehiohuildina industry
reacire careful review, Suppor-ers of the i1ndustry frequently cite
as a -uszification for public assistance a need to maintain a U.S.
sniph:ildimn mohilization capacizy to convert, overhaul, repair and -
conssruct naval an? commerrial vessels in time of a national
emergenc:. They argue tha: withos: such agsistance, the major
orivate U.S. shiovards would he unable to compete with lower cost
foreion vamis. As a resuls, at leag: same UN.S, shiovards would
close, skilled shipyard lahor would find other sources of employment
an? the active shiovam mibilization hase would fall short of tha:
rey:ired for national security mmeds.

Twoonents to puhlic assistance counter by citima facte that ounlic
assistance currentlv rerresents enly a small portion of the
shinnuildinn activity in the shiovards considered to he in the .S,
active shimhuildino hase. Further, thev argue, the recentlv
announced Naw shiphuildimo prooras amd the increasei deman? for
mn=shin construction a~tivitv are likelv to sustain the canacisv
regcired in the event of a maior national emeruency.

This section examines these aroumonrts in areater Adetail.

- It reviews the requiremente for a 11.S. shiphuildim and revair
mohilization hase as defined in the rost recent study - a 197¢
Maritime Aiministration/Navy interaaency review;

- It reviews the available resources to fulfill these
requirements with a particular emphasis on the U.S. shipyards
considerad to be the adtive shiphuildimn base;

- It illustrates the historical and current roles of private .
merchant shi~ construction, Navv ship construction ani public
assistance .n maintainina the base;

- It rfliscusses the proiected chanaes in the demanmi for shipvard
camacity resultino from proiected oomerzial ship construction,
the propnsed Nave shinhuildim pronram, aml increased Jdemami
fer non-ship constructicn and remair and overhaul work: and

- It discusses the imnlications of the nroisctel chanoes for the
shipyards included in the active shiphuildina base and the
overall shiphuildim industrv.

A major oonclusion of this section is that shinvard oroduction
amployment in the 24-27 maior shipvards definel as the active
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shipbuilding base s presently somewnat below the level which has
beer estimated by MARAD and Navy to be required to maintain the
mobitization base. Employment in these yards will decline from
present levels through mid-1983 as a result of decreased demand for
commercial shipbuilding. However, employmen: will begin to rise
again to the level estimated to be required as the bulk of the Navy
shipbuilding contracts are awarde: in mid-1983.

Subsidy programs currently account for only 4 percent of the
proguction employment in these yaras. Based on MARAC projections it
is estimated that elimination of funding for subsidized vessels
tncluded in the commercial shipbuilding projections will result in a
one qua- '~ delay in the beginning of recovery for the major yards.
For the nadustry as a whole, including both the-shipyards in the
active shipbuilding base as well as additional yards that would be
relied upon in the event of war, it is projected that commercial ang
Navy repair and overhaul work, and other non ship work such as
off-shore oil rig construction will maintain a private sector
indust~y work force which will adequately meet requirements for
mobilization purposes throughout the period of the 80's.

Regyirements for a Shipbuilding Mobilization Base

The most recent study of U.S. shipbuilding mobilization base
requirements -“National Security and National Defense Objectives -
Shipbuilding Base,” (classified - 1978) was conducted by a
MARAD/Navy finteragency task force. The study outlines U.S.
shipbuilding mobilization requirements assuming short and long term
war situations with the former defined as a 90-day intensive
NATO/Warsaw pact conflict and the latter as the same 90-day
intensive war followed by 33 months of low level hostilities. In
the study, shipbuilding capacity -equirements were derived based on
a number of assumptions regarc.ng such factors as:

(1) The way mobilization needs would be perceived by the U.S.
Government at the onset of a major war,

(2) ength and extent of hostiiities,

(3) commercial and Navy shipbuilding programs in place at the
initial stages of a major war,

(4) attrition levels, and
(5) division of the repair and building work load between U.S.
and European shipyards.

! -5 -
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The specific resource requirements in the study were derived by a
MARAS computerized model that took into account the compatability of
facilities available in 1978 with the characte-istics of ships to be
built, activated, converted, or repaired, and the time required for
suck activities. Because of the staff and time constraints on this
study effort, OMB did not attempt to validate the assumptions used
in the Navy/MARAD study. Rather, the study's basic estimates of
requirements, as modified slightly by more recent analysis efforts
unde~taken by MARAD, were accepted as given.

Based on the computer model, the 1978 joint MARAD/Navy study
concluded that for a short war the current capacity of U.S.
shipyards available for mobilization purposes would be adequate to
mee: mobilization demands and labor availability would also be
adequate. With regard to a long war, the study found that the
current U.S. shipbuilding capacity would be sufficient for the
fnitial phases of the war, but over the longer term, augmentation
would be required to assure a capacity to build all of the ships
needed. The study noted that as the war progresses, the
availability of shipyard facilities rather than steel or labor
availability would represent the primary constraints on meeting
shipyard mobilization requirements. The study estimated, however,
that the additional capacity needed for a long war could be provided
by the expansion of existing shipyards or the use of Great Lakes
yards which were determined to be inappropriate for the work
required in the event of a short term conflict. The study
recommended that to assure that the shipyard mobilization base
continued to be adequate, measures should be taken to insure against
degradation of existing shipyard capacity.

In terms of specific numbers, the study fdentified twenty-four
shipyards as the major commercial yards which would be relied upon
for mobilization purposes. These yards accounted for almost an
peacetime construction of Naval and merchanr* oceangoing ships. The
study estimated that the 24 yards had abov 82,000 production
wo~kers and recommended that this level be ~aintained for _
mobilization purposes. In addition, the study indicated that the
entire shipyard mobilization base should be viewed as including an
additional 30 or so shipyards which, while not actively involved in
major commercial construction work, would be required in time of
war. The study estimated that including these {ards raised the
required premobilization work force to between 17,000 and 152,000.

In May 1981, MARAD conducted an update of shipyard mobfilization
requirements. MARAD estimated 3 required shipbuilding mobilization
base of 54 yards supported by 136,000 workers. 0Of this, 24 yards
and 82,000 workers were ruquired to be engaged in shipbuilding for
oceangoing vessels. In short, this most recent estimate agrees with
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"the 1978 study which 1s used in this report as a basis for making

comparisons regarding shipyard mobilization adequacy in the future.

A few points should be made regarding the basic findings of the
Navy/MARAD study and the present study's reliance on these findings.
The estimated level of 82,000 production workers determined in the
study to be the minimum required in the yards providing construction
of ocean going vessels exactly equals the number of those workers
that were employed in the yards when the study was done. Moreover,
the 1978 production employment lavel was the highest level of
production workers since World War I1. The level represented almost
3 doubling of the number of production workers in the same 24 yards
at the beginning of the decade - 44,000 in 1970. In short, the
‘study determined that the highest level of employment achieved in
shipyards in the past 30 years was exactly the level needed to be
maintained for national security purposes.

While there is no substantive reason to doubt the validity of the
Navy/MARAD approach, and the results of the 1978 study are utilized
throughout this section, it must be noted that no means of
independent varification of the data could be obtained. As noted
above, it was not possible to validate the assumptions and
methodology of the 1978 study. MARAD analysis done since that time
has used the same assumptions and therefore cannot be used as a
means of validating the 1978 study.

Current Capacity and Available Shipbuilding Resources

As indicated above, the U.S. shipbuilding base is comprised of two
groups. The major group currently consists of 24-27 commercial
shipyards which fulfill the Nation's need for oceangoing vessels.
These yards, as shown in table 4, are generally referred to as the
“active shipbuilding base® because each has the capacity to
construct and repair major oceangoing ships. As of July 1981, total
employment 0. production workers in the active shipbu iding base
stood at 74,10, somewhat below the 82,000 estimated .o be required
as an adequate premobilization base. Ten of the yards are
considered principal producers by the Navy. -The remaining yards
fnclude those that are presently doing commercial shipbuilding,
concentrating on ship repair, and producing smaller ships, patrol,
and service craft.

Historically, these yards have depended upon a combination of
subsidized and nonsubsiJdized private, Navy, Coast Guard constuction
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Company

Alsbems Drydock & Shipbutlding Co.

Americon Shipbuilding Co.

*Avondale Shipysrds Inc.

*Bath Iron Works Corporation

8ay Shipbuilding, iInc.

Bethlehem Steel Corporation

#*Bethliehem Steel Corporation

Equitable Shipyards, Inc.

*General Dynamics/Electric Boat

General Dynamics/Quincy

Halter Marine, Inc.

*Ingatl; Shipbuilding Division

Levingston Sﬂptm"ﬂnz Co.

*Lockheed Shipbuilding
Construction Company

Marinette Marine Corp.

Maryland Shipbuilding & Drydock Corp.

*Natfonal Steel and Shipbuilding

Company
*Newport News Shipbutlding &

Ory Dock Company
lorfolk Shlpbullding & Orydock Corp.
Peterson Suflders, Inc.
Tacoms loutbuildin: Co., Inc.
Tempa Ship Repair & Ory Dock Co.
Todd Shipyards Corporation
Todd Shipyards Corporation
*Todd Shipyards Corporation
*Todd Shipyards Corporation

TABLE 4
ACTIVE SHIPBUILDING BASE
PRIVATE VARRS

Locatfon

Mobfle, Alabama
Lorain, Ohio

New Orleans, Loutsiana
Bath, Maine

Strugeon Bay, Wisconsin

San Francisco, California °

Sparrows Point, Maryland
New Orleans, Louislma
Groton, Connecticut
Quincy, Massachusetts
New Orleans, Louisiana
Pascagoula, Mississippt
Orange, Texas

Seattle, Washington
Marinette, Wisconsin
Baltimore, Maryland

Sen Diego, California

Newport News, Virginia
Norfolk, Virigina
Sturgeon Bay, Wisconsin
Tacoma, Washington
Tampa, Florida
Galveston, Texas
Houston, Texas

Los Angeles, California '

Seattle, California

Total Production
Workers h

—{July 1o81)

1,581

5,900
5,644
1,241
197
1,872
800

20,347
2,858
2,110
9,462
1,578

620
1,036
5,372

17,947
2,51

897
1,781

406

823

454
3,50

3,30
oL T4

*The asterisk denotes those yards where most Navy construction fs now focused. )
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and repair as shown in Table 5. Since 1978, the proportion of ship
construction generated by MARAD subsidy has decreased 63 percent
while the overall production employment in the active shipbuilding
base has decreased by less than 6 percent. As of 1981, MARAD
subsidies supported-only 4 percent of the production employment in
these yards.

Table §

Average Monthly Employment in the
U.S. Active Shipbuilding Base As of May 1981

Ship Construction, Conversion, and Repair (Percent of Total)

. Total Other
Year {Actual) MARAD* Navy Fed Private
1969 90,417 ¢ - 22% 60x - 18%
1970 43,961 - 7% 68% - 25%
1971 44\ 144 - - 18% 61% - 21%
1972 49546 - ., 28% 52% - 20%
1973 54,550 o 1% 58% - 21%
1974 60,953 . 15x 56% - 29%
1975 62[393 - 19x 55% - 26%
1976 67,606 T~ 2% 52% - 26%
1977 78,884 © T l2% 65% - 23%
1978 a,s82 ° . 1% . 68% - 21%
1979 80,370 ©10% 78% e 12%
1980 74,964 : 9 76 .- 15%
1981 76,580 - . ax 67% .- 29%

* Private commercidl ships which received construction differential
subsidy.

In addition to the active shipbuilding base, the industry overall
consists of an additional approximately 580 shipbuilding and ship
repair companies. Of these 93 percent (445) have less than 100
employees and correspondingl{ have limited facilities. The
remaining yards, are primarily engaged in duilding a blend of
smaller boats, barges, or rigs, and other equipment, particularly
for the inland and coastal waterways. About 40 of these shipyards
are considered to be part of the mobilizatior base which would be of
use during a conflict. In addition, to these private yards must be
added efght naval shipyards. Four of these yards have not built
ships since the 60°s. They retain the physical capability to
construct naval ships, bwt a perfod of planning, facility
{improvements, and training would be required to return these
shipyards to production. :
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As of May 1981, 180,000 workers were employed in the entire
industry. Approximately 87% of the workers (157,000) work in yards
considered part of the mobilization base. Therefore, it appears
that the current level of employment {s within the range deemed to
b: requi;ed in the Navy/MARAD study. Recent employment levels are
shown below.

Table 6
Historical Employment in Privately Owned Shipyards

Yea~ Shipbuilding and Repair
1977 174,100
197¢ 172,000
1979 171,600
1980 170,400
1981 (Jan.) 173,000

1981 (May) 180,200 .

Projected Shipyard Activity

This section reviews the types and volume of future activity
projected for the shipbuilding industry. As discussed in greater
detail below, a number of uncertainties affect these estimates and
they should be viewed primarily as orders of magnitude. The impact
of these estimates on the activity and employment levels of U.S.
shipyards is reviewed in the next section.

Comme rcial Shipbuilding

As of July 1981, the Maritime Administration anticipated the
_following merchant ship construction contract awards in the FY
1982-1986 period.

Table 7
Fiscal Years
19c2 1983 l9e4 1985 1986 Total
Total 8 15 13 19 ¢ 9 )

These estimates, which include 2 to 7 CDS ships per year, are only
tentative because of uncertainties in world shipping conditions,
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availability of government subsidy, and possible changes in
government reguiation. MARAD has informed OMB staff that this
estimate is currently under review.

Navy Shipbuilding Program

At the beginning of 1981, 89 havy ships and submarines and 4 Coast
Guard ships were under contrict, with an additional 33 Navy ships
authorized by Congress not vet under contract. At this writing the
FY 82 Navy budget as amended includes 15 new construction projects,
12 conversions including two reactivations, and the acquisition and
conversion of three existing ships. The stated Administration goal
is that the strength of the overall naval fleet will be raised to
600 ships and 15 battle grouns. This will reguire a program that
will build and modernize a mix of approximately 30 ships per year,
approximately 20 new and )0 conversions. The FY 82 ships have not
been contracted so it is not possible to determine the impact of the
program on specific ysrds. However, 1t is estimated that the buik
of the program will probably awarded in FY 1983 and liter, and the
effect on shipyards will only begin to be felt in mid-1983.

Non-ship Constrrction

During the next couple of years the demand for nonship construction
and repair and overhaul work is anticipated to enhance commercial
shipyard workload. Rising ofl prices hsve spurred a recovery

in demand for offshore rigs constructed in shipyards, especially for
new jack up rigs. By the end of 1980, 76 riggs were on order with
10 builders in the U.S. Four of the builders: General Dynamics,
Groton; Bethlehem Steel, Sparrows Point; Ingalls, Pascagoula; and
Levingston Shipbuilding, Orange; are included in the U.S. active
shipbuilding basr.

Impact on the Shipbuilding Industry

Figure 1 11lustrates the impact cf the projected work load on the
active shipbuilding base as of July 1, 1981. As shown, because of
the lag in the inftiation of new Navy construction, employment in
the active shipbuilding base is anticipated to drop from the level
of 82,000 estimated to be required for mobilization to a level of
approximately 67,000. This low level of employment is anticipated
to continue for only & short time. As the Navy program picks up,
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the yards which depend on Navy ship orders will remain active

for several years. While it is too early to judge the impact of
this program on particular yards, it does appear that overall, the
Navy -program in concert with private sector maritime activities will
assure an adequate level of employment in the active shipbuilding
base well into the 1980's.

In the pe-iod before 1983 the decline in estimated demand may result
in layoffs. The extent of this is not clear because of difficulties
in estimating the demand for such projects as construction of
specialized vessels for domestic trade, construction of barges;
ready reserve fleet deactivations/ activations, construction of
offshore drilling rigs and work on Navy auxillary crafts and Navy
subcontracts. Even if layoffs occur, however, MARAD staff have
indicated that it is not likely that the shipyards in the active
shipbuiliding base will go out of business or that the physical piant
in the active shipbuilding base will disappear, particularly in
light of the Administration’'s commitment to an increased Naval
force.

MARAD's foregoing estimates are not greatly affected by the
availability of pubiic assistance. OMB has been informed by MARAD
staff that if the subsidizec vessels were eliminated from the
commercial shiptuilding projection, the reduction might possibly
delay recovery of the active shipbuilding base to the required
mobilization level for one-quarter,

Figure 2 reflects the anticipated employment for the private
shipbuilding industry as a whole. It has not been possible to
obtain projections of employment levels for just those yards in the
mobilization base. However, in 1978, employment in such yards
equalled 87 percent of total industry employment. The industry as 2
whole is estimated to maintain an emplovment level of over 150,000
workers through 1989. Assuming that tt: proportion of employment in
yards in the mobilizatfon base to 211 yurds { s remained constant
since 1978, the projections indicate that the level of employment in
the mobilization base identified in the MARAD/Navy study will be
sustained throughout the decade.

In summary, while there are substantial uncertainties involved in
making estimates of this type, it appears that an adequate shipyard
mobilization base will be maintained throughout the BO's and that
the adequacy of the base will be affected only marginally by the
presence or absence of public assistance.
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Part III -~ Conclusions and New Directions

)
Sumnarizina, the purpose of this study has been to review the
current direct and indirect Federal assistance proarams to the
maritime industry and the basic economic and national security
rationales traditicnally used to justify such assistance. The
major conclusions of the study include:

- The national goal established in the Merchant Marine Act of
1970 to increase the market share for U.S.-flag liner,
non-liner, and tanker operations has not been achieved with
the current programs. The share of U.S. foreign carco carried
aboard U.S.-flag ships decreased from 1970 to 1979, falling
from 5.3 to 4,2 percent of total tons and from 20.7 to 14.7
percent of total value.

- The direct assistance programs have not stimulated the
increased level of efficiency in the U.S. maritime industry
envisioned in the 1970 Act. Costs to construct vessels in the
U.S. and to operate under a U.S. flag continue to exceed the
comparable costs of foreign competitors.

- The economic rationales of balance of payments, employment and
public revenue benefits to the nation used to justify Federal
assistance to the industry are weak. Overall, economic
benefits derived from the subsidy proarams are negliagible when
viewed in the_context of the entire national economy and
contributions of non-subsidized industries.

- National security arguments provide little justification for
assistance to the industry. While the presence of the
U.S.-flaqg fleet does provide a margin of safety not exactly
duplicated by foreian-flag fleets, there is no basis for
believing that non-U.S.-flag ships would not be available in
an emeraency. Navy ship construction, overhaul and repair are
sufficient to maintain, without a direct subsidy program, the
shipbuilding and ship-repair mobilizati-n base required in
case of a national emergency.

In light of these findings, it is clear that a continued reliance
on the policies and approaches set down in the 1970 Act will
brina few positive results for the U.S. maritime industry or the
nation as a whole in the 1980's. The failure of the programs to
obtain program goals and objectives and the weakness of the
economic and national security rationale suggest that the current
policy of providing direct assistance to the industry may be
outmoded.
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To provide a basis for considering needed chanaes, this section
discusses two alternatives for future U.S. maritime policy
reaardina direct Federal assistance. Both assume the
continuation of indirect assistance and implementation of the
AMdrinistration's recent maritime reaulatory policy initiatives.
The alternatives are:

Yy 1. 7ermindtion of direct Federal arsistance to the maritime
’ industrv., :

2. Redefinitiorn of national maritime goals and obiectives, and a
continuation and restructuring of direct assistance
proarams.

Termination of direct Federal assistance to the maritime industry

- would be consistent with the findinas and conclusions of this
stuéy, and free market principles., Elimination of direct
assiszance programs would reduce distortions in the market
allocation of productive resources. . This aoproach, together with
the -ecent Administration requlatory propcsals which allow -
shi.p1no conferences areater freedom to set rates within certairn
auidelines without fear of prosecution under Antitrust laws,
could create an economic environment conducive to a more
competitive U.S.~flag fleet.

This avoroach is also a loaical extension of the recent
Administration policy and budget decisions to limit the
availability of construction differential subsidies and to

fund no new commitments for operating subsidies. The CDS
decision recoanizes the relatively minor role construction
suhsidies play in U.S. shipyards and is consistent with a belief
that it mzkes little sense for the Federal qovernment to continue
to provide direct assistance that does not contribute to
improving the long term viability of the U.S.-shiphuidina
industry. Similarly the operatino differential subsidy prooram
appears to provide little more than temporary help in coverina u.
the real causes of fina-cial distress afflictina the U.S.
shippina industry.

There are factors which limit the AMministration's ability to

. terminate the direct assistance proorams. ODS is paid under
leqally bindina contracts entered into by the shippina operators
and the Government for up to 20 years. A recent GAQ staff leasl
analysis of the ODS contracts concluded that the contracts create
vested riahts and are property, and Congress may'only terminate
ODS contracts if it makes {ust compersation to the contract
holders. GAO noted, however, that there is an exception to the
requirement for compensation in that Congress could terminate the
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contracts under the power of the Commerce Clause - power to .
regulate commerce with foreign nations - if it could demonstrate
that *he U.S.- flaa fleet would be in a better competitive
position without the contracts or another form of aid or that :=he
proaram is not fulfilling its national defense objectives.

An alternative approach to termination of the direct assistance
progrars would be to redefine national goals and objectives for
the U.S.~-flag fleet and restructure the direct assistance
programs accordingly.

The firs: step would be to redefine national aoals and objectives
in liaht of current national priorities and needs. Commercial
and national security qoals and objectives should be made clear
and distinct to facilitate an efficient use of any type of
Federal assist-ace. In the past, because the obiectives were not
distinouished, subsidy funding decisions to achieve a
commercially viable fleet often conflicted with the develooment
of U,S.-flag merchant vessels considered to be ideally suited for
national defense sealift purposes. On the other hand, military
approvals and constraints have added costs to commercial
overations, affectino the competitiveness and economic viability
of subesidized vessels. Future maritime policy goals and
objectives should reflect the differences in military anAd
commercial needs and expectations.

National security arauments may lead to a continuation of a
direc: subsidy program. As noted earlier in Part II of this
reoort, the U.S.~-flaa fleet provides a margin of safety not
exactly dAuplicated by the availability or presence of foreian
flag ships. As discussed in the analysis, there is little reason
to believe that foreign flag ships would not be available when
needed, but there is some risk. The seriousness of the risks
that the merchant fleet may assist the nation to avoid are
impossible to measure with accuracy, and a willingness to assume
any national security risk is a gquesiion of political judgment.
1f we are risk averse, then some furm of direct subsidy may be
recuired to maintain a U.S.-flag :leet for sealift purposes.

There are several means available for enhancina the efficiency of
the ODS program to fulfill national security objectives. (It is
assumed that for reasons noted in the section on shipbuildineo
that continustion of CDS will not be considered). FPor example,
one method could include defining a larae role for the Department
of Defense in subsidy decisions, possibly includina DOD cost
shar-ng and foint responsihility with the Depariment of

Trar sportation and the Maritime Administration for choosing the

types of vessels to receive operatine differential subsidies. A

«53-



188

laraer role for DOD would also balance the commercial interests
of DOT and MARAD.

If, on the other hand, it is decided that the main objective of
assistance should be to improve the commercial viability of the
U.S. merchant marine, a number of proqram chanaes should be made
in the ODS program to enhance the efficacy of the program and to
provide incentives for improvina the competitiveness of the
fleet. The types of program changes presented in the past
include:

o Some form of competitive biddina or lump subsidies - this may
bring the subsidy level down and improve efficiency by
providina incentives to subhsidized carriers to use the least
cost combination of inputs to provide a given level of
service. ’

o Output~-based subsidies - Each opera.or's subsidy would be
calcula- .d on the basis of the amount or value of the cargo
carried, providing incentive to implement labor saving
techniques.

o0 Competitive rate of return - Revenues generated and full costs
incurred by an operator including return on capital invested
would be used as the basis of a subsidy to guarantee a minimum
rate of return. :

These approaches require further study to determine the deqree to
which they would e:nhance the commercial competitiveness and lonc
term development of the U.S.~flagq fleet. It is our
recommendation that the Department of Transportation review and
redefine national yoals and obiectives of the U.S. maritime
industry and if a ¢irect subsidy program continues to be
required, thoroughly examine these and other approaches to
enhancing the efficacy of the program.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF WILLIAM L. HIGGINS 111

Mr. Chairman, distinguished Members of the Committee, McDermott is very
leased to provi«fe the following testimony in support of S. 990—The Shipbuilding
‘rade Reform Act of 1993. We want to recognize and express our sincere apprecia-

tion for the extraordinary leadership of Senator Breaux and, of course, Senator

Mitchell, in tirelessly pursuing the interests of the United States shipbuilding in-

dustry and, in particular, for sponsoring this important legislation. In addition, we

deeply appreciate the strong testimony and support presented by Senators Mikulski
and Lott today—two of our industry’s stalwart champions.

For the record, McDermott is a worldwide marine and energy services company
headquartered in New Orleans. Founded in 1923, the company had gross revenues
of $3.17 billion in fiscal year 1993 of which approximately 52 percent was derived
from marine construction services, including shipbuilding. McDermott maintains op-
erations in more than 30 countries and employs approximately 28,500 people. About
one third of those employees are involved in the marine construction and shipbuild-
ing activities of the compang. McDermott operates a medium-sized shipyard in Mor-
gan City, Louisiana, which builds ships up to approximately 700 feet in length.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, McDermott has taken a very active interest in the
development of this legislation, and there is a very simple reason for this—WE
JUST WANT THE OPPORTUNITY TO COMPETE. We are convinced that this leg-
islation is the key to that opportunity.

As an industry, U.S. shipbuilders were once heavily supported by the United
States government—in part through the Construction Differential Subsidy (CDS)
program. In 1981, however, we were summarily cut-off from the CDS program with
no apparent thought or plan as to how this once vast industry might move for-
ward—how it might make a successful transition from a largely government-depend-
ent industry to one which would be able to stand on its own two feet in a free mar-
ket environment. At the time, what may have concealed the profound fallacy of the
1981 decision was a temporary surge in Navy activity in response to cold-war de-
mands. But that shot in the arm from the Navy only provided a short-term reprieve
from the inevitable crisis our industry now faces.

The crisis is that, during the 12-year void in shipbuilding trade policy that fol- _

lowed the 1981 decision, we were left to the mercy of a literal feeding frenzy by for-
eign governments to carve up the world’s commercial shipbuilding market amongst
themselves until today, there is virtually no free market environment left in which
the U.S. industry can participate. Each of these foreign governments has purchased
a share of the world market with subsidy programs of truly staggering proportions.
We are advised that the top six shipbuilding nations provide $9 billion in shipyard
subsidies annually, offsetting from 28-40 percent of their yard’s costs of production
Eer ship. Such subsidies are nothing more than expensive social programs designed

y foreign governments to prop-up and defend their heavy industrial bases and the
employment it supports. They have used their subsidies to buy American jobs, and
the impact on our industry has veen devastating.

What really irks many of us is that these same countries—particularly the basi-
cally non-militarized nations of Germany and Japan—could afford those expensive
subsidy programs because the United States was spending its money—not on pro-
tecting its share of the shipbuilding market—but, instead, on footing the bill for Ja-
pan’s and Germany’s protection during the Cold War. Today, as those and other
countries continue to storm forward with their complete domination of the world
shipbuilding market, Americans are instead consumed with how to pay for the enor-
mous deficits we incurred in protecting the free world. This is a bitter irony for
those 120,000 American victims of foreign shipbuilding subsidies who lost their jobs
since 1981.

Nevertheless, McDermott Inc. has a very positive vision for its shipbuilding future

which we believe is shared by the many in the U.S. shipbuilding industry. Our vi- -

sion is to achieve international market competitiveness in the construction of com-
mercial cargo, passenger and special purpose vessels. Our optimism stems in large
art from our belief that this Congress is sincerely committed to filling the ship-
uilding policy void of the past—and S. 990 represents a centerpiece of this commit-
ment,

The potential before us is enormous—the world shipbuilding market is projected
to surge by nearly 10,000 ships—a 40 percent growth—in the next decade. At
McDermott, virtually all that stands in our way is access to that o{pportunipy. -

Today, the U.S. shipbuilding industry does not have one significant shipbuilding
market in which to compete, and this has created a strong disincentive for private
capital investment in competitive U.S. shipbuilding facilities, technology and inno-
vation. McDermott is a company with a strong entrepreneurial perspective—we do
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not advocate what we feel would be a doomed U.S. policy of attempting to fight for-
eign subsidies with U.S. government subsidies. Nor are we anxious to return to a
heavy, long-term dependence on government construction subsidies which can actu-
ally stifle U.S. technological development and competitiveness. Short term defense
conversion assistance may be appropriate, and is another key element of a success-
ful U.S. shipbuilding policy, but only for s0 long as it takes to complete such conver-
sion.

Instead, what we do advocate is the simple business axiom that—with access to -

a market comes the opportunity for profit; with the opportunity for profit comes cap-
ital investment; with capital investment comes technological competitiveness; and,
from all of this, will come prosperity. We need your help, Mr. Chairman, and the
commitment of this Administration, to put this cl’;ain of events into motion by help-
ing us gain access to the international shipbuilding market. To reiterate: the conclu-
sion of a multilateral agreement for a free and fair world shipbuilding market will
create a natural business incentive for private capital investment to flow into Amer-
ican shipbuilding facilities, technology and innovation which will, in turn, lead to
the competitive construction of commercial vessels. Furthermore, U.S. investment
will attract international joint venture partners willing to share technology with
U.S. yards in order to capitalize on the upcoming surge in shipbuilding demand.
U.S. technological competitiveness will be achieved, in part, through access to a free
and fair shipbuilding market. .

Mr. Chairman, there are those here today who may oppose the bill, suggesting
that even if foreign shipbuilding subsidies are eliminated, the U.S. shipbuilding in-
dustry will still never be competitive. Well, Mr. Chairman, I sit before you this
afternoon as a real-world example of a U.S. shipyard that does compete—despite
outrageously unfair foreign competition—at least in certain specialized areas of con-
struction. Due to our ownership in offshore fabrication yards around the world,
McDermott is uniquely positioned in the international construction arena, and is
often evaluated with the U.S. Gulf Coast, European and Asian construction mar-
kets. I can assure you that we successfully compete against, and win, major con-
struction coniracts in these areas and have the ability to evaluate costs on major
projects. Qur analysis clearly confirms the dockside competitiveness of a commercial
vessel built in the Gulf Coast with Europe and Asia. Absent subsidies, the primary
barriers to entry are: decades of tooling modernization, marketing exposure and
multiple vessel contract philosophy.

As you know, McDermott recently competed in the shipbuilding market to win the
contract to build a sulphur carrier to be operated by the Louisiana company “Inter-
national Shipholding Company” (ISC) to carry cargo for Freeport-MacMoRan. To our
knowledge, that ship, which is being constructed at our Morgan City gard, is today
the only ?rivate sector ocean going ship being built in a U.S. shipyard. We did this
against all odds in the subsidized world of shipbuilding that exists today—Can you
imagine what we could do tomorrow if only we had a fair shot?

If our competition in the world market today was merely that of other private
companies, we would bz out there right now. But, we are not competing with other
Erivate companies, we are competing against the policies of foreign governments
acked by the fiscal assets of entire nations. Those assets help defray the production
costs of our foreign competitors by 28 or more ! Mr. Chairman, we are indeed a com-
g:titive company—but no amount of technology, productivity or efficiency could ever

expected to overcome that size of a competitive advantage enjoyed by our foreign
competition. -

At this point it should be self-evident that current trade law is completely inad-
equate to germit the successful conclusion of a negotiated agreement which would
provide U.S. shipbuilders with reasonable access to the international market. Three
years of intensive negotiations by the Office of United States Trade Representative
(USTR) failed to result in such an agreement. These same negotiations were re-
sumed in September and we are advised that, once again, meaningful progress has
been stymied by the key foreign shipbuilding nations. At McDermott, we believe
strong yet responsible trade legislation effectively designed to enable the USTR to
conclude a multilateral shipbuilding trade agreement is the key element of a suc-
cessful U.S. policy with respect to shipbuilding. Apparently, President Clinton be-
lieves this too—based on his recently announced commitment to work closely with
Congress toward the enactment of this legislation.

e believe your bill would provide the necessary impetus for the successful con-
clusion of muitilateral or bilateral trade agreements. In direct support of future ef-
forts by the USTR to achieve an agreement, your bill would create new authority
and very specific administrative procedures for the Secretary of Commerce to inves-
tigate foreign shipbuilding subsidy practices, to identify which foreign governments
are providing shipbuilding subsidies, to monitor and enforce trade agreements for
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the elimination of shipbuilding subsidies, and to appropriately sanction those na-
t;ionst which refuse, after a reasonable opportunity, to enter into such trade agree-
ments.

We believe the mechanisms and penalty provisions set forth in your bill would
provide a credible threat to bring other nations to the table and into an agreement.
At the same time, they provide the necessary degree of flexibility and discretion for
our negotiators. The penalty provisions of your bill are clearly not designed to be
merely punitive or broadly disruptive to trade, as some might suggest, but are in-
stead desiined to target specifically those foreign governments whose subsidy poli-
cies must be changed. Sanctions would be applied only against those vessels which
are the direct constituents of those governments which, after being given a reason-
able opportunity, fail to reach a negotiated agreement for the elimination of their
trade-distorting subsidy practices. Such vessels would include those which are reg-
istered under the flag of the offending nation and those cperated by citizens or cor-

orate entities of such nation. It should be clear that the primary objective of this
egislation is nothing less than the conclusion of a negotiated free and fair trade
agrefment to provide U.S. shipbuilders with fair access to the world shipbuilding
market.

Mr. Chairman, we are in full support of your bill and stand ready to be of what-
ever assistance we can in achieving its enactment. We would like to bring to your
attention that, consistent with the President’s commitment to work closely with
Congress toward the enactment of shipbuilding trade legislation, McDermott and
the shipbuilding industry have been fortunate to have had the recent opportunity
to work in close cooperation with representatives of the USTR and the Commerce
Department in suggesting revisions to the House counterpart to your legislation—
H.R. 1402, sponsored by Congressman Gibbons. We believe that the revisions which
were reported out from the House Subcommittee on Trade last week will be effective
in securing definitive support from the Administration and in relieving some of the
concerns expressed by other sectors of the maritime community. To that extent, we
simply want to bring those revisions to your attention in the context of your further
consideration of this legislation.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to stress the need for Congress to follow
through with their consideration of shipbuilding trade legislation all the way to en-
actment. While there is no doubt that. the mere consideration of such legislation by
Congress with the support of the Administration provides strong motivation for for-
eign countries to begin talking about resolving the shipyard subsidy problem, we be-
lieve that it will not be until the President signs such legislation into law that the
U.S. will have provided a credible enough threat to actually secure an agreement
with these nations. To this point, we urge you to continue to press on with this leg-
islation until it is signed into law.

Mr. Chairman, the outstanding American men and women who build ships are
at the very heart of our industrial and military base, yet they have been left vir-
tually defenseless by a lack of strong U.S. policy to combat unfair trading practices
in the shipbuilding industry worldwide. We thank you for your commitment to rise
in the defense of these Americans and in the defense of an industry so central to
our economic and national security. At McDermott, we feel privileged to have
worked closely with you and your fine staff in this important endeavor and you can
be assured of our continued support for your efforts to see this legislation through
to enactment. Thank you for your consideration and this opportunity to present our
views.
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Responses of Mr. Willism Higgina, MoDermott 12c., to questions askad by Seaator Grassiey

1. what benefit is it to!the American shipbuilding industry to
penalize and harm their customers for making logical and rational
business decision that every other business would make - that is,
buying the lowest priced product available? In this case, it
happens to be vessels. :

(1) leis our understanding that the puiposo of S. 990, The Shipbuilding Trade Reform Act” is to
wmmwwmgm&mwwmmmtcm
dlimination of shipbuilding subsidics. ‘It is our understanding that foreign ship operating
mmiammmnhmmrahﬂ&mmwmm«m

In our opinioa, it would be of great banedit to the American shipbuilding industry % have access
wnwwwmum&mwwwqm
Our campany firrsly belioves it will be able to effectively compete in the intemasional commercial
- shipbuilding market if given s level playing ficld, and that the only means availshle to socure such
4 level playing field is through negotisted agroements with such foreign goveraments . Since sach
negotistions through the OECD have for over 4 years failed to produce sa agreement, wo belicve
that S. 990, and its companion logislstion in the Houso of Rogrescatatives, is nocessary to pat
sufficient pressure on foreign govarnments to conclude as sgrecment which will provide U.S.
shipbwilding companies with fair access to & level playing field in the internationai shipbuilding
market .

2. Will you support putting the Jones Act, cargo preferance,
captital construction funds, Operating Differential Subsidies, and
the new shipbuilding subsidies recently included in our defense
bills on the OECD and GATT negotiating tables so that -the United
States can get serious about fighting unfair foreignm subsidies?

(2) Ttis our understanding that decisinns regarding what specific isswos will or should be “put on
the table™ for negotisting a shipbuilding agreement are the prerogative of the Office of the U.S.
Trade Represantative. We havo and continue to actively support sil reasonsble efforts of the
USTR to canclude aa OECD shipbuilding agreement which contaias the necossary claments to
provide U.S. shipbuilding companies with fair access to a lovel playing field in the intamational
shipbuildmg market. .

S ————— i t———
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR TRENT LOTT

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased that the International Trade Subcommittee is hold-
ing this hearing and I want to thank you for allowing me to testify on S. 990, the
Shipbuilding Trade Reform Act of 1993, and the important issue of the United
States shipbuilding industry.

This is important to me personally. I grew up on the Gulf Coast of Mississippi
in Pascagoula. My Father was a pipefitter at the shipyard there and I know how
much the shipbuilding industry added to my hometown while I was growing up.

Furthermore, this issue is important to my State. Mississippi is home to numer-
ous shipyards: Ingalls Shipbuilding, Inc. in Pascagoula; Halter Marine, Inc. in Moss
Point; Trinity Marine Group in Gulfport; and other facilities too numerous to name
here. My fellow cosponsors of S. 990—Senator Breaux and Senator Mikulski—can
testify how much shipyards add to the economic base of their states, as well.

Most of all, Mr. Chairman, I truly believe that this legislation is important for
America. Let me tell you why:

First, shipyards provide high paying jobs for skilled workers that actually produce
something of value. Shipyards add to the economic base of this Nation—over
100,000 workers are currently employed in the shipbuilding industry. Thousands
more are employed in related industries.

Second, shipyards are important for this country’s national security. With the end
of the cold war the United States Navy is no longer as large as it was just a few
years ago, but America is still a maritime nation that relies on trade and the free-
dom of the seas. The Navy is vital to our national security and the capability to
build our own ships is essential to our Navy.

Mr. Chairman, this Nation is in real danger of losing this essential shipbuilding
base. In the past eleven years, over fifty shipyards have closed their doors putting
more than 44,000 production workers out of jobs. The main reasons for these clo-
sg:ir_es is the very problem S. 990 is designed to address—foreign shipbuilding sub-
sidies. -

In 1981 the United States unilaterally ended the Construction Differential Sub-
sidy or CDS program. We expected that the rest of the world would follow our exam-
ple and dismantle subsidies to their shipbuilding industries. We were wrong. In-
stead of dismantling their subsidies, other countries increased subsidies to their
shipyards to assure increased shares of the world shipbuilding market. Other coun-
tries knew how important shipbuilding could be to their economies. Shipbuilding in-
dustri%s abroad expanded; ours started a long, slow decline that has yet to be
stopped.

Almost five years ago the Shipbuilders Council of America acted to address the
issue of foreign subsidies and end this decline of the U.S. shipbuilding base. The
SCA filed a Section 301 petition with the United States Trade Representative. That
petition was withdrawn at the USTR’s request and negotiations were initiated with
other shipbuilding nations under the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development. Those negotiations are still going on. Our shipyards are being nego-
tiated to death while our negotiating partners continue to subsidize their shipbuild-
in% industries. Here are some examples:

Since 1988, the average annual shipyard subsidies to competitors of U.S. ship-
yards have included:

2.4 billion in South Korea;
2.3 billion in Germany;

21.9 billion in Japan; and
940 million in Italy.

Mr. Chairman, subsidies are not. the answer. I believe U.S. shipyards can compete
if given a level playing field. I believe S. 990 is the best way to encourage other
countries to stop subsidizing their yards.

S. 990 provides an incentive for other countries tc end their subsidy practices by
linking discontinuation of those subsidies to access to U.S. ports for vessels owned
by nationals of the subsidizing countries.

Mr. Chairman, we have a great window of opportunity here. Over the next ten
years, the world market will require between $300 and $400 billion worth of new
vessel construction. We have a choice. Our shipyards can build a fair share of those
vessels if we pass legislation this Congress. Thousands of jobs and millions of dol-
lars can be agded to the American economy. Or we can do what we have done in
the past—weé can do nothing. We can continue to allow other nations’ shipyards to
have an unfair advantage over our shipyards and watch the jobs go elsewhere. 1
think the choice is clear.
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I am encoura%d by rucent developments. The Administration has shown a strong
interest in the U.S. shipbuilding industrial base and pr?osed a new shisglbuildir(xig
plan. With my colleagues, 1 worked in conference to include the National Shipbuild-
ing Initiative (NSI) in the final version of the Department of Defense Authorization
bill. The NSI contained a number of provisions (such as a Federal Ship Financing
Program for export sales of vessels) that should encourage shipbuilding here in the
United States.

I understand that the House Ways and Means Subcommittee on Trade recently
reported out an amended version of H.R. 1402, the Shipbuilding Trade Reform Act
of 1993, that addressed a number of the Administration’s concerns and brought the
House bill closer to S. 990. urge this Committee to seriously consider the House
bill and S. 990 and work to enact this legislation this Congress. We need this legis-
lation if other countries are ever going to end their shipyard subsidies and United
States shipyards are going to prosper.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR BARBARA MIKULSKI

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity to speak at your hearing on the
Shipbuilding Trade Reform Act of 1993. I am proud to be an original sponsor of this
shipbuilding reform bill.

If America’s shipbuilding industry is %oin to survive we must eliminate unfair
gubgidies by foreign governments to shipbuilding and repair operations within their

orders.

This bill will: (1) Promote free and fair trade in international shipbuilding, (2)
Support the shipbuilding and ship repair industries that are vital to the United
States national defense and economic security, and (3) Prevent the complete dis-
ap’ggarance of American commercial shipbuilding.

is legislation would require the Secretary of Commerce to list all countries that
subsidize commercial ships. Those countries would be required to sign an Inter-
national Trade Agreement with the U.S. to stop their unfair trade practices—or the
U.S. would impose sanctions.

My hometown of Baltimore, and other great American industrial and maritime
centers, are cities of contrasts. They're cities of rebirth and revitalization. Yet, they
are also becoming cities of empty shipyards and abandoned steel mills.

In Baltimore, we had twc tnrivinﬁ shipyards in 1981. Over ten thousand people
made good family waﬁes building ships. Now, only a dozen years later, Baltimore
has lost one of those shipyards, and only 1,250 geople are actively employed.

From the late sixties to 1981, Baltimore’s shipyards built more than fifty ships.
Many of them were tanker or container ships for commercial customers. Since 1981,
on‘l% two ships were built in Baltimore, and those were for the Navy.

ith the end of the cold war and the emphasis to decrease the deficit, shipyards
will not be able to exist on Navy work alone

The story is the same across the country. In 1981 the U.S. unilaterally ended all
shipbuilding subsidies, Now, almost all commercial shipbuilding has moved over-
seas. In 1981, the U.S. had 49 merchant ships under construction. In 1988-89 we
had zero. In the 1980’s unfair foreign subsidies cost America over 120,000 shipyard
jobs, and half our shipyards.

Enough is enough.

Worldwide demand for commercial shist is expected to triple in the 1990’s. Amer-
ican workers want to build those ships. It’s time we make certain that no more jobs
are lost, and no more shipyards and steel mills closed down because we’re not ready
to ﬁﬁht against unfair trade subsidies. -

I know the administration has pledged to work on an international agreement to
end subsidies and unfair trade practices. Because of that pledge they have reopened
nefotiations at the O.E.C.D. (Organization for Economic Cooperation).

want these negotiations to succeed. But years of previous negotiations have not
ended foreign government subsidies. If we are tgoing to save U.S. shipbuilding capa-
bility we can’t wait any longer. We must end foreign government shipbuilding sub-
sidies now. There are 2,235 days until the year 2000. We must prepare Maryland
and the U.S. for the future. We must ensure a U.S. shipbuilding and repair industry
is with us in the 21st century. We must stop foreign subsidies that steal American
business. We must give American businesses a level playing field. This bill does not
subsidize American workers. They don’t need subsidies. Our workers and our com-
panies can compete anywhere in the world. But they can’t compete against foreign
governments. Our government should be ready to make surz they don’t have to.

I am proud to be an original sponsor of this critical legis!ation.

767790 ~94 -7
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF H. GEORGE MILLER

U.S. shippers are universally opposed to passage of S-990.
Unilateral action by the United States against the world flaet
that moves 96% of U.S. international maritime trade would
seriously disrupt the flow of U.S. exports, increase U.S.
transportation costs and result in the loss of hundreds of
thousands of jobs in the U.S. export industries.

SCOT, Shippers for Competitive Ocean Transportation, is an
organization of major U.S. international maritime shippers and
associations representing major U.S. industries. The companies
represented by SCOT account for over 60% of U.S., liner exports
and for substantial volumes of bulk movements, both imports and
exports, and for liner imports. We have worked closely with
major industries like coal, petroleum and agricultural interests
who are not SCOT members and these groups also support the
shipper position presented in this testimony.

Shippers do support the intent of this bill, to eliminate the
subsidies of shipbuilding and ship repair so that U.S. shipyards
can compete fairly in the world commercial shipbuilding market.
However; we believe that the solutions proposed in S-990 would be
disastrous to the U.S. economy and may offer little, if any,
protection for jobs in the U.S. shipbuilding industry.

We urge the Subicommittee on Trad2 to consider carefully the
concerns of U.S. industry on the adverse impact of this proposed
bill on U.S. trade and on our balance of international payments.

Maritime Administration statistics confirm that in 1992 the
United States relied on the world fleet to move 96% of its
international maritime trade volume. U.S. flag vessels moved
about 17% of our total liner volume and only 1% of the bulk
volume. Table I indicates that approximately 78% of the capacity
of the world fleet would be blacklisted under S-990, unless each
country agreed to immediately eliminate its shipyard subsidies.
The results of this action would be disastrous to the U.S.
economy .

$=-990 would require the assessment of 2 fine of a minimum of
$500,000 on all vessels owned or flagged in countries who are
determined to subsidize shipbuilding. Since economic operation
of liner vessels requires that they deliver and pick up cargo in
each country, the fine for liner vessels would be $1,000,000 for
each round voyage to U.S. ports. Liner operators would have to
pass on these tremendous fines to U.S. shippers. Realistically,
S-990 will assess these mandatory fines of U.S. importers and
exporters not on the owners of blacklisted vessels. Since only

the United States would be assessing these draconian fines the
rates on U.S. exports would become substantially higher, while
rates from all other competitive world producers would remain
unchanged. Substantial loss of market would occur.

As an alternative, the Secretary of Commerce would be required to
force the owner of the vessel to reduce calls at U.S. ports in
half. The owner could not meet any long term contract commit-
ments which he had made to move U.S. cargoes and there would be a
ghortage of capacity to move U.S. maritime shipments. These
actions would be particularly damaging to the charter markets for
bulk vessels. A very significant volume of U.S. liner imports
move under service contracts that assure U.S. exporters they will
have a steady supply of containers and transport capacity at
fixed rrates to meet commitments to customers around the world.
The mandatory action against the blacklisted vessels under S-990
would force the carriers to terminate these critical service
contracts. Importers rely on these service commitments of
carriers to assure timely delivery of seasonal merchandise.
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Disruption of the timely flow of goods, particularly seasocnal
products, would be severely damaging to U.S. retailers and to
U.S. consumers.

Bulk products traditionally move under both short and long term
charters with vessels of the world fleet. Many U.S. industries
are dependent on charter of a fleet of specialized vessels that
carry chemicals, lumber and paper products, coal and grain. oOur
scudies indicate that 75% to 90% of these specialized fleets are
owned or flagged in countries likely to be blacklisted under S~
990. Without the economic availability of these world bulk
fleets, billions of dollars of U.S. exports would be lost.

The United States is dependent on imports to supply between 45
and 50% of its petroleum requirements. The assessments of fines
against the world tanker fleet that moves these cargoes and the
disruption of long term charter arrangements required under S-
990 would be particularly damaging to the oil industry. The cost
of fines would be addsd to the freight cost to move U.S. oil.

The restriction of zccess to the U.S. trades of a substantial
part of the world tanker fleet, by fine or by the 50% reduction
of voyages for a blacklisted vessel, would significantly increase
the cost of oil for all U.S. industry, agriculture, transporta-
tion and consumers. It would have a significant inflationary
impact on the economy. Since only the U.S. would be applying
these fines and restrictions, our energy cost would increase
while the cost for the rest of the world remained unchanged.

Unilateral action against the world fleet without which the
United States economy cannot function is not an economically
feasible way to deal with world shipbuilding subsidies. We
should not try to resoclve a problem for a special interest group
in a manner that severely damages the total U.S. economy.

5-990 allows the Secretary of Commerce no flexibility to exercise
judgement on what level of penalty is justified by the spacific
subsidies or to take into account the damage his action may do to
the U.S. economy.

Table I indicates the countries that would be subject to
blacklisting under S-990, using a 1993 report by the Maritime
Administration (MARAD) that summarized world shipyard subsidy
practices. That report omitted the former communist countries,
the PRC and the countries who were part of the Soviet Union.
These countries would certainly be subject to blacklist under ths
definition of subsidy in $-990. The countries recognized as
subsidizing shipbuilding and repair in the MARAD study are listed
in Part A of Table I and the communist countries and other
countries known to subsidize shipbuilding are listed in Part B.
The number of ships owned by each of these countries, based on
ownership data from UNCTAD, is listed as well as the deadweight
capacity of these vessels. This shows that 78% of the capacity
of the world fleet would be subject to blacklisting under S-990.

One can speculate whether a specific country would actually be
subject to blacklisting, or that some of the countries may elect
to enter into unilateral agreements with the United States to
eliminate their subsidies. Some probably would enter into an
agreement to eliminate subsidy to avoid blacklisting. The point
we wish to emphasize is that a very significant disruption of
U.S. maritime trade would occur with removal of even 25% of the
fleet. If a substantial percentage of the world fleet were
prevented from serving U.S. trades, or if a substantial part of
the tanker fleet or specialized bulk flests were affected, tha
damage to U.S. commerce would be extremely serious. In the liner
trades the severe disruption of any major trade route would be
damaging.
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It is also very important to recognize that it will be difficult
for any country to eliminate subsidies unless they are assured
other major shipbuilding and ship repairing countries will follow
suit. Although difficult to accomplish, multilateral action is
critical to the countries who wish to eliminate shipyard
subsidies and to shippers. with multilateral action one can
assume that fraight rates will increase as ships will cost more.
As long as these increases apply to all world shippers, the

to U.S. shippers should not materially change and
loss of markets will be minimal. It is unilateral action that
will seriously damage U.S. shippers.

It is also important for Congress to recognize that the U.S. has
not entered the OECD negotiations with clean hands. From the
beginning, the U.S. has refused to place cargo preference and the
absolute restriction of foreign construction of Jones Act vessels
on the bargaining table. U.S. flag operators, who build U.Ss.
vessels abroad, are restricted from carrying reserved cargoes for
several years. While the U.S. is pressing for a multilateral
agreement to eliminate subsidies, Congress is considering the
enactment of new subsidies for the U.S. yards. Without question
many current U.S. practices would be considered subsidies under
the definition of subsidy in the OECD shipbuildiag drafts and in
$-990.

This demand that other countries do as we say, not as we are
willing to do ourselves, will increase the probability that many
countries will elect to retaliate against U.S. carriers and U.S.
commerce rather than be blackmailed into elimination of shipyard
subsidies.

The shipbuilders have engaged in a campaign to lead Congress and
the public to believe that a very considerable number of jobs
have, and in the future, will be lost

. Many of these clainms
are included in the findings section of S-990. As outlined
below, an independent study raised serious questions as to the
accuracy of these estimates of job loss. It is important that
Congress recognize that enactment and implementation of $-990
will place at risk over two million U.S. jobs dependent on U.S.
exports.

The following industries have analyzed the impact of S-990 on
their exports and export jobs and have determined enactment and
implementation of S-990 would place a significant portion of the
following export sales and export jobs at risk:

ESTIMATED
EXPORTS DIRECT

EXPORT RELATED
JOBS
AUTOMOBILE INDUSTRY 47 940,000 (1)
CHEMICAL INDUSTRY 44 159,000 (2)
COAL INDUSTRY 4 20,000 (2)
FOREST AND PAPER INDUSTRY 17 115,000 (2)
AGRICULTURE 3 825,000 (1)
TOTAL 145 2,059,000

(1) General estimate of 20,000 jobs per §1 billion exports for higher valued
automobiles and 25,000 jobs per S$1 billion exports for lower valued
agricultural products.

' (2) "Based on specific data developed by each industry on direct jobs in
manufacturing or mining.

The above table projects the number of jobs directly related to
production of the products exported. Each of the five industries
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move significant volumes of their exports under charter on
specialized fleets of vessels. All except coal also move
substantial volumes of exports on liner vessels.

The above table does not account for the additional $303 billion
of exports in 1992 and the jobs related to marine movement of
those cargoes.

The Department of Commerce has analyzed the number of total jobs
involved in each billion dollars of exports and published data
for the period 1980 to 1987 and updated the estimates for 1990.

For all sectors of the economy the number of jobs per billion
dollars of exports declined from 26,900 in 1980 to 23,600 in 1985
to 19,100 in 1990. If we continue the downward trend to 1992 we
would estimate 18,000 jobs per billion dollars of exports. oOf
the $448 billion of exports in 1992, 38.5% or $172 billion moved
by vessel. If we assume 18,000 jobs per billion dollars of
marine exports, there would be 3,105,000 jobs at risk if S$-990 is

passed.

Obviously, not all of the above jobs would be a risk as 20 to 30%
of the world fleet may not be subject to blacklisting. Some
countries may enter into agreements to discontinue subsidies.
However, it is apparent that the impact of this bill will be
extremely damaging to key industries and to the U.S. economy.

Enactment of S-990 and unilateral action against the world fleet
that moves over 96% of our international maritime trade, would
materially reduce U.S. exports and would result in the loss of
hundreds of thousands of jobs in U.S. basic industries, in
transportation and in U.S. ports. It will increase our already
unacceptable unfavorable trade bhalance.

As noted, the U.S. chemical industry accounted for $44 billion of
exports in 1992. While the greatest value of maritime exports
moved by liner vessel, a very substantial amount moved on highly
specialized chemical parcel tankers. The typical chemical cargo
ranges from 100 to 1500 tons, is sensitive to contamination and
may require specialized piping and pumps, stainless steel tanks
and refrigeration or heating in transit. It is estimated that
over 75% of the specialized world chemical parcel fleet would be
subject to blacklisting under S-990. Without the economic
availability of that fleet U.S. chemical producers could not
participate in the world markets.

In 1992, the forest and paper industry accounted for $17 billion
of exports. Many higher value products move on liner vessels in
containers. A large volume of lumber, pulp and other products of
the industry move on specialized large open hatch bulk vessels,
the majority of which would be blacklisted under $-990. The
industry estimates that S-990 would place at risk 1,215,000 jobs

related to exports.

In 1992, U.S. coal exports amounted to $4.2 billion. This
product moves exclusively on vessels of the world bulk fleet.
Freight is a significant part of the delivered cost. Much coal
is purchased f.o.b. the U.S. port with the buyer arranging for
freight. cCountries like Brazil and Japan are major purchasers of
coal and use their own flag or owned vessels for movement of U.S.
coal. Both of these major countries subsidize shipbuilding and
would be blacklisted. They would not pay fines to move U.S. coal
when they can secure the coal from other countries. Enactment of
§-99C would place at risk 20,000 jobs in the coal mines as well
as 140,000 related jobs of truckers, railroad employees, and
barge and terminal operators who move the coal to port.
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Mokt vitally affected would be the agriculture industry. Exports
of agricultural products amounted to 33 billion in 1992. Many
higher value products move on liner vessels, but large volumes of
grain move on chartered bulk vessels. Freight is a significant
part of the delivered cost. Enactment of S-990 would place at
risk 825,000 jobs in agriculture as well as the jobs related to
the storage, transportation and handling of the product at inland
and waterfront terminals.

Exports of automobiles and parts amounted to $46.6 billion in
1992. Exports of passenger cars and trucks by the three major
U.S. based automobile companies from U.S. and Canadian plants
increasad over 46% from 1990 to 1992. The U.S. automobile
industry is dependent on the world fleet of auto carriers for
movement of fully assembled automobiles and trucks and on liner
vessels for movement of so called "knocked down" units.
Enactment of S-990 could restrict automobile export as well as
export of parts just as U.S. based companies are expanding their
markets. )

when the original shipbuilding bill was introduced in the House
the Ways and Means Committee requestad the International Trade
commission (ITC) to evaluate the impact of the proposed bill on
the U.S. economy and on the shipyards. The ITC study noted that
there had not been a commercial ship built for export in a United
States yard since 1960. One of the findings upon which 8-990 is
premised is that:

¥ (5) foraeign shipbnilding subsidies have caused, and threaten to
cause, material damage to the United States shipbuilding
industry, as evidenced by:

(A) the closure of 40 major shipyards and the loss of over
120,000 jobs in shipyards and their supplier base since 1981."

The inference is that there is a direct relationship between the
foreign subsidies and the closure of U.S. yards and loss of jobs.
Clearly if no ships have been built for the international market
since 1960, there were no shipyard jobs in U.S. yards dependent
on building commercial vessels for export in 1980. All U.S.
shipyard jobs in 1980 were based on military building, on the
construction of ships for the fully protected Jones Act trade, or
for construction of U.S. flag vessels for U.S. carriers. All of
the latter group received CDS subsidies from U.S. taxpayers. It
follows that all jobs lost since 1981 resulted from the cutback
in military spending, the elimination of U.S. subsidies for U.S.
flag vessels, or the reduction in construction of Jones Act
vesseals.

International subsidies had nothing to do with the claimed loss
of 120,000 jobs in U.S. yards and their supplier base.

The Shipbuilding Council of America (SCA) could argue that in the
1980's the U.S. yards could have replaced cutbacks in protected
building for U.S. companies and military with vessels for export
if foreign governments had not subsidized shipbuilding. Here
again the ITC study provides solid data. It notes that the cost
of construction of commercial vessels in U.S. yards in the 1980's
averaged approximately double the cost of building similar
vessels at world market prices. These are not rough estimates,
but the detailed calculation of comparative cost by the Maritime
Administration (MARAD) to determine the amount of money U.S.
taxpayers would pay U.S. carriers to make the cost of U.S.
vessels comparable to the cost of vessels built by carriers with
whom they had to compete on the various trade lanes. While these
CDS sul.isidies were routinely referred to as subsidies of 50%,
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MARAD determined the percent of subaidy by dividing high the cost
of U.S. construction into the world market cgost. 1If we reverse
this equation the subsidy was 100% of the world market price.

At this time, the typical subsidy did not exceed 25%v.although
some vessels were bid in distress times and higher subsidies
paid. It was the clear conclusion of the ITC that the U.S. was
not competitive in the world market and, more important, that
elinination of subsidies currently averaging 10 to 15% would not
permit U.S. yards to compete. The ITC projected the world market
price of the last commercial U.S. flag vessael delivered in 1992
and concluded it also cost more than 100% more in tha U.S. yard,
and that it took over twice the time to construct, as comparable
vessels in foreign yards.

This data would also raise serious questions about the accuracy
of the finding:

% (B) the potential loss of another 180,000 jobs if foreign
subsidies are not eliminated."

First, all of the present 180,000 jobs are not at risk as
Congress has budgeted and stepped up the schedule of military
construction of warships and of fast vessels for rapid deployment
of cargo in an emergency. Equally important.;, the ITC study
concluded that elimination of a 10 to 15% subsidy by major world
shipbuilding nations would be unlikely to have any impact on U.S.
jobs until the U.S. yards improved productivity and became much
more cost competitive.

The SCA ignores this independent study and merely repeats the
litany of jobs lost and states, with no substantiation, that U.s.
yards are or will ba competitive, at least on sume categories of

specialized vessels.

What shippers want to emphasize is that enactment of S-990 is
likely to have a very serious impact on jobs in the U.S. export
industries. We urge the Senate to carefully consider the
conclusions of the independent study by the ITC and to weigh the
real potential loss of jobs in export industries with the claimed
loss in shipyards by SCA.

In summary, SCOT speaks for the overwhelming majority of U.S.
shippers in requesting that the Senate not enact S$-990.
Unilateral action will seriously limit U.S. exports, will cost
real jobs in export industries and will add to the $1.1 trillion
unfavorable balance of merchandise trade that we have incurred

since 1981.
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TABLE 1

/
ESTIMATE OF PERCENT OF THE WORLD FLEET OWMED BY COUNTRIES THAT WOULD BE
BLACKLISTED UNDER 3-990 OR HR-1402

A. COUNTRIES IDENTIFIRD AS SUBSIDIZING SHIPYARDS IN MARAD
“"REPORT O FPORBIGN SHIPBUILDING SUBSIDIES" JULY 1993

. NO. OF VRSSKLS MILLION RANK DWT
COUNTRY OMNED BX COUNTRY RMI _OMNER 1083 ONWNED
AUSTRALIA 96 2.9 3
BELGIUN 174 5.9 21
BRAZIL 287 9.8 18
DENMARK 630 12.7 11
FINLAND 172 3.6 30
FRANCE 263 6.2 20
GERMANY 1,143 18.5 10
GREECE 2,579 94.4 1
INDIA 438 10.8 14
ITALY 644 11.6 12
JAPAN 2,907 82.8 2
NRTHERLANDS 601 5.2 26
NORWAY 1,476 $6.8 4
PHILIPPINES 271 3.3 n
POLAND 283 3.7 28
ROMANIA : 330 5.6 22
8. KOREA 627 17.8 9
SPAIN 426 5.3 24
TAIWAN 376 11.8 13
TURKEY 380 7.6 18
UNITED KINGDOM 928 23.4 8
SUBTOTAL 14,995 396.4
B. COMMUNIST AND FORMER COMMUNIST COUNTRIXS AND OTHER COUNTRIES LIKELY TO BE
BLACKLISTED
NO. VESSELS MILLION DWT RANK DWT
COUNTRY —SNNEO_ —O0ED - QUNED
FORMER USSR 4,245 29.8 6
CHINA (PRC) 1,541 25.9 7
HONG XONG 672 32.1 5
SINGAPORE 47 7.0 19
YUGOSLAVIA 256 5.2
SUBTOTAL 7,131 100.0
TOTAL A & B 22,126 496.4
PERCENT OF WORLD FLEET 80s 788

Egetnotest

1. Thees estimates are besed on gynership of vessels llntd in an UNCTAD Report "Revien of Meritime
Transport 1991.%

2, Under these bills, vessels owned by subeidizing countries or flegged by those cantries could be
bleckiisted. Some acdfitionsl vessels mey be added because of fleg

3. The UNCTAD data lfsted ounership information for the top 33 shipouning countries. Omfitted from Table !
ore 10 countries tisted by MARAD for whom compersble ownership data wes not available. These are:
Bangladesh, Molts, Mexico, Moronco, Nigeria, Peru, Portugel, South Africa, Thailend end Uruguey. These
mtrluludoﬂmdv-nuﬂ“_jn_ﬂmﬂ_-ﬂ!ﬂmh“!!ﬂﬂlmm, sbout 0.9%
of the world OWT.
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REPONSES OF MR. MILLER T0 QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR GRASSLEY

1. What benefit is it to the American shipbuilding industry to penalize and harm their
customers for making logical and rational business decisions that every other business would
:nak:; that is, buying the lowest priced product available? In this case, it happens to be
vesse

Shippers believe that S-990 targets the wrong people, i.e., the
owners of vessels that received subsidies, not the shipyards who
receive subsidies or the governments who provide the subsidies.
To compete in the total world market, owners must purchase their
vessels at the lowest cost available. No owner can expect to
survive if he unilaterally decides he will not take advantage of
the best available price.

Shippers are extremely concerned\at any attempt of the U.S. to
take unilateral action to remedy world shipbuilding subsidies.
All fines assessed against blacklisted vessels calling at U.S.
ports will immediately be passed on to U.S. shippers and will
increase U.S. rates relative to the rates paid by all competitive
producers serving the world markets. 1In reality, S-990 fines
U.S. shippers and U.S. consumers. The alternate savere penalty
(or added penalty under S8-990) would force owners to reduce
voyages of blacklisted vessels that have served the U.S. by 50%.
Since up to 75% of the world fleet capacity could be blacklisted
under S~990, there is no way the U.S. could handle its
interrational maritime trade if vessels are blacklisted. The
U.S. is the largest user of the world bulk fleet. U.S. flag
vessaels carry only 1% of our international bulk trade and that is
all reserved cargo moved at more than double the world market

rates.

Implementation of $5-990 will place at risk over $100 billion of
U.S. marine exports and over 2,000,000 jobs in U.S. industry and
agriculture dependent on those exports. Damage to the U.S.
economy will be far more severe than damage to subsidized
shipyards or governments who subsidize shipbuilding. Unilateral
action is not an acceptable method of dealing with this issue.

2 Will you support pusting the Jones Acs, cargo preference, capital construction funds,
Operating Differential Subsidies, and the new shipbuilding subsidies recendy included in our
defense bills on the OECD and GATT negotiating tables so that the United States can get
serious abous fighting unfair foreign subsidies?

Whila SCOT members have not taken a position on repeal of the
Jonas Act, many of our members are placed at a severe
disadvantage as a result of implementation of the Jones Act and
members have no objsction to placing it or the other forms of
subsidy listed above on the bargaining table.

SCOT members feel strongly that the current U.S. negotiating
position in the OECD shipbuilding talks is unrealistic and
invites retaliation, not cooperation to remove shipbuilding
subsidies. Throughout the over 4 years of negotiation, the U.sS.
had insisted on the right to continue a number of the subsidies
defined in the draft OECD Agreement, while insisting that all
other countries eliminate those same subsidies. The Jones Act
build American requirement, restriction on carriage of cargo
preference cargoes on foreign built vessels, present and proposed
research aid and capital construction funds are all defined as
subsidies under the draft agreement and their retention only by
the U.S. are examples of the U.S. refusal to live by the rules we
would impose on other countries. It is also important to
recognize that the U.S. yards have not built any commercial
vessels for the world market (other than a minor amount of oil
drilling rigs and supporting equipment) for over 30 years. We
insist on setting the rules for a market in which we are not
active and then insist on the unilateral right to ignore some of
those rules.

We must be willing to put all U.S. subsidias on the table if we
are to negotiate in good faith and expect other countries to
cooperate. We cannot blame other countries for failure to reach
agreement as long as we naintain our present unfair position.
SCOT supports placing all of the listed U.S. subsidies on the
table.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR BOB PACKWOOD

Mr. Chairman, I have serious concerns about unfair
foreign subsidies. Subsidized industries abroad can
injure our own industries and deprive us of jobs. 1In
shipbuilding and ship repair especially, subsidized
foreign shipyards should not be permitted to undermine
and destroy U.S. shipbuilding and ship repair
capability.

The U.S. has been engaged for three years in
international negotiations aimed at reversing the
growing trend toward shipyaxd subsidies by our trading
partners. Unfortunately, although they are continuing,
these negotiations have been unsuccessful to date.

While I believe that a negotiated solution is
probably our best long-term course, a legislative
solution which forces countries to eliminate subsidies
may be the only available option. I am examining the
various proposals that have been introduced, in
particular the bills that were recently introduced in
the House and Senate. I do however, have concerns that
any legislation we consider be consistent with our GATT
obligations. I am not convinced that any of the
legislation which has been introduced meets this
criteria.

I would include in the Finance Committee Record, .
two letters written by the Port of Portland, raising . . ...-- .
concerns about how the shipbuilding legislation wil
" impact the Port of Portland. The Port of Portland has
raised legitimate points which need to be addressed
before this legislation is further considered.

Thank you.

Port of Portland

Box 3529. Parvana. Cregon 97208
$03/231-5000

april 22, 1993

Honorabls Robert Packwood
United States Senate
259 Russell Building
Washington, DC 20510-3702

Daar Bob: )

After reviewing the latest version of H.R. 1402, the anti-shipbuilding
subsidy legislaction known as the Gi{bbons Bill, I am writing to express
the Port of Portland’s opposition to the measure. Shipbuilding L
iriterests have discussed a Senate version of the bill, but nothing has
been introduced yect. '
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Sponsors of the bill intend to stop foreign goveriments from unfairly
subsidizing their shipyards. This {s a laudable goal. Unfortunately,
the impact on Portland and our shippers would be anything but
positive. )

If implemented as drafted, the penalties in the hLill would hsve a
sexrjious {mpact on international trade through Portland and the
Columbia River. Most vessels carrying cargo for Port custumers are
the very forxeign flag vessels targeted by this legislation. Vessel
owners and operatorg, not the governments of offending countries,
would pay the fines of becween $500,000 to $1 million per veoyage.
No flexibility {s provided {n levying these fines.

Several results are likely at the Port of Portland. Most harmful,
many shipping lines would simply pass these charges along to their
customers. For our low margin commodities, such as grdin and pulp,
the resulting price increase would mean Northwest products could not
remain competitive in the world market for long.

Passage of the Gibbons Bill also would hamper Port efforts to attract
new carriers to serve this market. The spectex of such large
penalties seriously harm our aggressive efforts to attract new lines
to the Columbia River. A wmore limited, but still troubling result,
would be the Jiversion of some cargoes, particularly containers, to
Canadian ports.

In each of these instances. the nat effect is to reduce exports from
che Pacific Morthwest, raise costs for U.$S. producers, and threaten

trade-related jobs.

Anocher troubling factor in the bill is its unilateral approach.
While some U.S. shipyards also are subsidized in one form or another,
the bill is silent about U.S. practices. In other words, we press
other nacions to act while the U.S. does nothing. Such an approach
Invites other nations to retaliate againsc the U.S. in return.

This is a particular worry to the Port of Portland because our own
ship repair yard may fall within the guidelines of "subsidized" yard
under the Gibbons Bill, simply because it is a government-owned
facilicy. Reciprocal penalties established by other nations could
make it unactractive for domestic and foreign owners to have their .
vessels repaired at U,S. yards receiving subsidies, as defined by the .
Gibbons Bill. Such foreign reprisal could be directed at the Portland
Ship Repair Yard. '

As you may be aware, this proposal has divided much of the maritime
indusctry. Supporters are correct that U.S. shipyards are at an unfair
disadvantage as a result of our unilateral decision in the early 1980s
to curtail federal shipbuilding subsidies. Others are rightly
concerned about the detrimental impact on trade and skeptical that thea
weasure vill cause foreign governments to change their policies.
Scrong oppunents include the AFL-CIO Maritime Committee; American
Association of Port Authorities; the American Institute of Merchaut
Shipping: Natiecnal Grain and Feed Association; Pacific Northwest
Vaterways Association; and a number of individual ports.

While I agree¢ that we must find a way to prevent these foceign
subsidies from harming U.S. shipyards, I believe the best¢ approach is
through tough intarnational negotiations, at a minimum, or amendments
to the bill to targer the offending governments rather than the
shipowners and operacors. Otherwige, the Gibbons Bill, if enacted,
would have crippling impacts in the Pacific Northwest.

T T el el gL b o $opmre o RS e e e pred ey e MU S s e mm e e e
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I hope this viewpoinc is helpful to you. If you have any questions,
or need further information on the perspective from the Port of
Porctland, [ hope you will call on me at once.

Yours very truly,
7 Mike Thorne

/ﬁ“{( Executive Direcccor

November 17, 1993

Honorable Robert Packwood
United States Senate

259 Russell Building
Washington, DC 20510-3702

Dear Seonator Packwood:

Saveral months ago, the Port of Portland wrote to you regarding legisiation aimed at
eliminating foreign shipbuilding subsidies, also known as the "Gibbons Bill." This year,
a similar bill, S 990, was Introduced in the Senate by Senator Breaux. That bill, we
understand, will be the subject of a hearing before the Senate Finance Committee this

week. :

The Port of Portland is opposed to S, 990 as drafted. Wa agree that the U.S. must find
some way to pravent foreign shipbuilding subsidies from harmming U.S. yards, but we
believe the best way is through tough international negotiations, not unilateral
legistative action that would disrupt trade in this and other regions.

in our previous letter, we advisad you of our strong opposition to both the House and
Cenate versions of foreign shipbuilding subsidy legisiation. We stated that those blils
could subsiantially injure the ocean carriers who serva the Oregon economy through
the Port of Portland, the Oregoen exporters who depend upon efficient cost-effective
vessris, and as a result, the Portitself. Those bills would establish a harsh and rigid
mechanism of fines for virtually all ships built or repaired in many forelgn shipyards,
without opportunity tor appeal or consideration of other U.8. economic and policy
interests. A copy of that letter is attached for your reference.

The recent House action incorporated many of the revisions proposed by a coalition of
organizations including the U.S. Trade Representative, U.S. flag vessel operators, the
Amencan Association of Port Authorities, and importers and exporters. These changes
significantly improve the bill by namoving its retroactive impact, its arbitrary application
of penalties and its troublesome detinition of “subsidized" shipyards.

For these reasons, we believe that the House biil is improved, aithough the Port
remains opposed. ‘

We understand that Senator Breaux intends to incorporate many, if not all, the changes
made to H.R. 1402 into his legisiation. Nonetheless, S. 980 would continue to trouble
us as it would limit opportunities for construction of vessels serving the Pacific
Northwest exporters who utliize the Port of Portland.

We wanted you to be aware thal this legislation still poses problems for the Port and its
customars, even in view of tha substantial improvements made since our last letter to

you.

Sincggely, .
2 ) A"'. David Lohman
Ud"' } % fina. Directar, Policy and Planning

)

——— ———————
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DONALD PHILLIPS
)

Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee. I am
Donald Phillips, Assistant U.S. Trade Representative for
Industry. I am pleased to report to you on international
shipbuilding issues and more specifically on legislation to deal
with the problems facing the U.S. shipbuilding gndustry due to
declining demand, defense downsizing, and especially foreign
subsidization of shipyards. I will not address all of the
proposed bills affecting this industry, but will present the
Administration’s views on S. 990, and its revised counterpart in
the House, H.R. 1402.

In addition, I would like to give you an update on the status of
tha negotiations which are now being actively pursued under the
auspices of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Davelopment (OECD) to eliminate shipbuilding subsidies. Finally,
I would like to describe briefly the Administration’s plan to
help the shipbuilding industry recover its international
competitiveness as sat forth in the proposed National Dafense
Authorization Act.

Foreign Subsidies

This important industry has encountered serious challenges that
have reduced demand for its output and have forced cutbacks in

production and employment and reduced profitability. Worldwide
demand for ocean going vessels declined sharply from 1974, when
the number of ships on order peaked at 2824, to a low of 817 in
1987. This decline forced shipbuilding facilities around the

world to be shut down, and competition became extremely intense.

puring this period, many shipbuilding industries pressed their
governments for assistance. In response, many countries stepped
up their aid to shipyards with massive levels of subsidies in
virtually every form. In 1981, however, subsidies to the U.S.
shipbuilding industry were discontinued. For a time, U.S. yards
were sustained by large orders for naval vessels as prices for
commercial ships came under pressure from reduced demand and
foreign subsidy practices. In recent years, moreover, in the
faca of military cutbacks and more formidable long-term demand
prospects for ships, the industry has recognized the need to re-
establish a competitive presence in world commercial

shipbuilding.

Recognizing that it cannot compete with foreign government
resources made available to foreign shipyards, the Shipbuilders
Council of America (SCA) sought relief under Section 301 from
foreign subsidy practices. Accordingly, in 1989, the SCA filed a
formal petition for an investigation of such practices by Japan,
Korea, Germany and Norway. In response, the U.S. Trade
Representative, with SCA approval, initiated in 1989 negotiation
of a multilateral agreement to eliminate all subsidies to
shipbuilders. The European Community (EC), Norway, Finland,
Sweden, Japan and Korea, the major shipbuilding nations of the
world, are all participating in these negotiations. I would
underscore that all interested parties appear to share the view
that the conclusion of such a multilateral agreement is the best
way to deal with the problems of the world shipbuilding industry.
In our view, it would create an economically rational environment
in which U.S. shipbuilders can compete fairly.
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OECD shipbuilding Negotiations

At first, a fair degree of progress was made in the negotiations.
Within a year a preliminary drazft containing basic principles of
agreement was prepared and generally approved. In addition, an
Annex I was hammered out that defined a comprehensive list of
trade distortive measures that would be forbidden under the
agreement.

Negotiatione became drawn out, however, as talks focused on the
few issues that are the most sensitive and complicated--most
notably the need to fashion an injurious pricing or anti-dumping
discipline. Because ships are unique, in that they carry traded
goods to ports for entry into commerce of countries but do not
actually enter the commerce of such countries themselves as
goods, ships are not regarded as imported goods. Therefora, they
are not subject to the traditional countervailing and anti-
dumping duty remedies. To develop a remedy for dumping required
a long series of technical talks in order to define dumping,
ownership and specific sanctions that could be applied if
injurious pricing of ships occurred.

However, after several missed deadlines, we found ourselves at a
point where we had serious doubts about the interest of other
parties in concluding an agreement and, consequently, the pros-
pects for successful conclusion. As a result, at the April 1992
meeting, facing a continued lack of convergence on resolving
certain issues, we told the parties that we were not prepared to
schedule further meetings until it was clear that all
participants were committed to conclude an agreement, and there
were reasonable prospects for success. We maintained bilateral
contact with other participants, however, and made clear that we
would be prepared to resume negotiations if it appeared that
t?ere was a serious prospect of bringing them gquickly to conclu-
sion.

Resumption of OECD N-gbtiaeions

Since the legislative thrust of both S. 990 and H.R. 1402 is to
provide an incentive for countries to cease subsidizing ship-~
builders and commit themselves to an agreement to eliminate
subsidies and other distortive practices, I would like to give
you an update on the results of our efforts this year to restart
the negotiations for an agreement to eliminate shipbuilding 7
subsidies. £

Although formal negotiations were suspended in 1992, we continued
bilateral consultations with various parties. We found among the
countries a strong preference for a multilateral agreement. 1In
early 1993, a new Chairman was appointed for OECD shipbuilding
issues, Staffan Sohlmann, the Swedish Ambassador to the OECD.

He called an informal meeting of participants in the negotiations
in June, and then undertook to contact all parties to ascertain
their views on the draft agreement. Based on their comments and
the discussion in the June 1993 meeting, the Chairman set forth a
framework for resumption of the negotiations, which called for
talks to be completed by yearend and set January 1, 1995 as a
deadline for eliminating subsidy programs. He included
substantive proposals on several key issues, such as changes in
the injurious pricing mechanism.

All parties agreed to resume negotiations on the basis of the
Chairman’s framework. Subsequently, negotiating sessions were
held in the OECD in September and November. There are several
outstanding issues, and although we have made recent progress in
closing the gaps, important differences still remain. Injurious
pricing is the thorniest, but our intensive negotiations have
narrowed the gap somewhat. Two other key issues relate to -
subsidy practices dealing with export credits and indirect
support for shipbuilders through home credit schemes. The export

r~
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credits issue centers on whether cr not such measures will be
subject to the binding dispute settlement procedures of the
agreement. With regard to home credit schemes, there are
differences as to whether, and under what circumstances, such
programs provide indirect support to shipbuilders. The Chairman
has scheduled a meeting in early December at which he will
present raevisad compromise proposals on these issues, which he
anticipates will close the gaps and give shape to the final text
of an agreement.

In sum, important differences still stand between us and an
agreement, but significant progress has been made in narrowing
them, which, in turn, has generated a momentum that could lead to
an early conclusion of an agreement. Therefore, we would assess
the prospects for bringing the parties together into an agreement
as reasonably good.

Legislative Support for Negotiations

Although strongly supportive of an international agreement and
the negotiations to that end, Congress has been concerned about
the slow pace and uncertainty of a positive result. Several
pleces of legislation, therefore, were introduced in previous
years that would have imposed sanctions on subsidized ships
entering U.S. waters, unless their countries entered into an
agieement to eliminate subsidies to their shipbuilding indus-~
tries.

In the spring of this year, reflecting continuing concerns about
this issue and the dormant state of negotiations, S. 990 was
introduced, which was much like the newly revised bill introduced
by Congressman Gibbons (H.R. 1402) this year. Both bills would
provide for investigation of countries that subsidize their
shipyards and impose sanctions on the fleets of such countries.

Administration views

We share the objective of this legislation, namely elimination of
shipbuilding subsidies and other distortive practices, although
we believe that conclusion of an agreement is by far the best
solution to the problems facing the U.S. shipbuilding industry
and would largely eliminate the reasons for which the legislation

was proposed.

Nonetheless, we are aware of the possibility that an agreement
might still elude us, and consequently, as Ambassador Yerxa
testified before the House Ways and Means Trade Subcommittee in
July of this year, we are prepared to work with Congress to
develop remedies for the trade policy problems faced by our
shipbuilding industry in ways that would support the long-term
objective of eliminating subsidies. We do have concerns about
several aspects of S. 990, as we did about H.R. 1402 as it was
introduced earlier this year. We would like to work with you so
as to ensure that the legislation will not work at cross purposes
with our common objective and would be consistent with our
overall trade policy and our international obligations.

Some of the areas where we think significant changes are required
include the following:

- Investigations should be complaint-driven, i.e., they should
be initiated by those who can demonstrate the existence of
foreign subsidies or other distortive practices and are
affected by them.

- Inclusion of an adverse effects test, whereby a sanction
would be applied only where it is determined that injury to
U.S. shipbuilders results from the practices being
investigated.
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- Administrative discretion, so that investigations and sanc-
tions would not be required to be administered in ways that
are disproportionate to the subsidies involved or not in the
national interest.

- The cargo diversion remedy would pose administrative prob-
lems and might be challenged in the GATT.

The recently amended H.R. 1402 seems to address in a largely
satisfactory manner all but the last item which remains a serious
concern for the Administration but one which we assume can be
worked out.

I should point out that although S. 990 does not have this
provision, the earlier version of H.R. 1402 introduced this year
did have a provision subjecting ships to Anti-dumping/Counter-
vailing Duty (AD/CVD) remedies. Because extending these laws to
ships would pose significant administrative, technical and legal
difficulties, Commerce believes they would be unworkable and in
large part redundant, given the comprehensive remedy in the bill.
This provision has been dropped from the amended version of H.R.
1402,

We would look forward to working closely with you and your Senate
colleagues and their staffs on the above points as well as other
detailed changes that might be beneficial.

Plan of Assistance to shipbuilders

I would like to add that our concern for the industry is not only
to remove the unfair competitive advantage that foreign ship-
builders have been enjoying, but to help the industry make the
transition from defense-related to commercial production. To
that end, the Administration conducted an intensive study of the
industry’s needs. On October 1, President Clinton transmitted to
Congress the Administration’s proposed program of assistance to
the industry, significant parts of which are incorporated in the
Defense Authorization Act. The program have five major
components.

First, the negotiating effort described above, which should lead
to an international agreement to eliminate subsidies, is the key
to ensuring U.S. shipbuilders access to international markets
that are free of governmental distortions and unfair practices.
Without this assurance, the other steps aimed at helping the
industry regain its competitiveness and capture a share of world
markets for commercial vessels are likely to fall short of the
mark this industry has set for itself.

Second, it would provide for the establishment of, and an average
of $44 million a year in funding for, MARITECH, a new joint
effort of the Department of Defense’s Advanced Research Projects
Agency and the U.S. shipbuilding industry, including builders,
owners, suppliers and technologists. The research effort is to
focus on manufacturing and information technologies used in ship
design and production.

Third, the Title XI loan guarantee program will be extended to
provide financing for export sales as well as for domestic
buyers. The provision of $150 million over the next four years
should support guarantees of up to $3 billion in loans.

The fourth phase of the program involves the reduction of regqula-
tory burdens that needlessly hamper productivity and increase the
cost of doing business. The fifth phase involves the expansion
of the activities of Executive Branch Agencies in ways that will
assist yards in their marketing efforts and facilitate coopera-
tive arrangements between U.S. and foreign yards.
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Finally, this five-point program is a transitional rogram
consistent with federal assistance to other 1ndultr§osgscoﬁ1ng to
convert from defense to civilian markets. In addition, it seeks
to support, not undercut, the negotiations that are currently
underway in the OECD. In this regard, we have made clear our
intention to modity this program, as appropriate, so that it
would be consistent with the provision of a multilateral
agreement~-if and when such an agreement enters into force.

Thank you Mr. Chairman. I would be happy to answer any quest
that you or other members of the comnitgzo may have. ¥ questions

EXPORT_F INANCE

A Position Paper by the
Industry Sector Advisory Committee on
Small.and Minority Business
for Trade Policy Matters

introduction

This position paper is a follow-up to the Sector Profile originaily
prepared by the Industry Sector Advisory Committee on Small and
Minority Business for Trade Policy Matters (ISAC 14) sponsored by

the Secretary of Commerce and the U. S. Trade Representative. It
addresses the vitai area of export finance as it affects small and
minority businesses (SMBs). The purpose of this paper will be to

attempt to take some of the mystery out of a subject that s
complex. subtie. and incompletely understood by the general public.

We will not deal with the urgency of the international trade
situation except to observe that:

1. The trade deficit is soaring out of control.

2. SMBs may be the last ditch trade deficit remedy. The

evidence is now overwhelming that big business and
government are approaching the end of their traditional
remedies., and labor is most likely to proceed toward

destructive protectionism.

This paper is an offer of a new perception of SMBs which will be
lconoclastic in terms of “what everybody knows.“ but may be closer
to some basic understandings from which new action guidelines may he
drawn,

General Limitations

ISAC 14 is a private sector advisory group with a relatively small
handful of consistently active members who meet periodically at
thetr own time and expense to review international trade affairs.
Internally, there 1s industrious. serious commitment., and a high
level of common agreement on 1ssues. There are some important
fimits to the potential impact of ISAC 14, however.

With literally hundreds, perhaps thousands, of government personnel
active in the policy on operational areas of international trade, it
is impossible for ISAC 14 to monitor everything simultaneousiy. At
meetings. important time is dedicated to presentations by relevant
government personnel regarding updates and new issues as they

emerge. to which ISAC members feed back what they hope will be
valuable insights from the firing line. Over the course of ISAC 14
history, some important patterns of thought in government perception
of SMBs have taken shape. and it will be the purpose of this paper
to reinforce some and challenge many others. It will not be
possible to offer a comprehensive. critique of all of the past,
present, and potential future export finance issues. Rather, by
limited examples chosen from these issues we would hope to make some
new thought available.
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what Makes ISAC 14 Businesses Different?

An important element in the Sector Profile of ISAC 14, cited above.
was 1ts offer of the organic morpholagy of SMBs. rather than
statistical description. This matter is so critical to "finding the
handle” on small business that it s important to make some of these
points again for the purpose of small business as this paper would
deal with 1t.

We will not deal with businesses which are “smaill” or '‘minority” by
sales, asset size. employment, percentage of racial constitution Dby
ownership or work force. or any of the other traditional statistical

approaches. Instead. 1t is imperative that we look at small
businesses as primary -cells of capitalism. especially i1n considering
their financing. It 1s mperative because the subject at hand,

exporting. IS an mportant business risk/opportunity to which
capitalistic response is being solicited and measured. What special
characteristics do SMBs have i1n thetr primitive capirtaiism that will
make them different creatures with which to deal than the big
businesses which have been America’s primary exporters of the past?

Nothing 1s more important to export finance than the capital
structure and the basic business question of a capitalist socriety:
“Who takes the risk, and who gets the return?” Instantaneousiy. the
difterence between small and big business s strikingly evident.

The capital bases of small businesses tend fo be individual, family,
or a very limited group of nrivate investors. They have drawn their
equity capita! from personal. family. or intimately known financial
resources. Their business borrowings are nvariably made against
owner /manager personal guarantees. Investors also tend to be direct
participating members of management.

Big business. by contrast, tends to be run on a publicly held
capital base unencumbered by the personally guaranteed debt of its
owners. Policy passes through a board of directors which may likely
have more orf less indirect management participation, or even
-ownership, in the company. Operational day-to-day management is
conducted by hired professionals. )

Obviously. there are shades of gray in these |nterprqtations of
small and big business. but it 1s the mass tencdencies which have to
be dealt with, and these jead to two profoundiy different

charactertsticCs:

1. targe businesses are managed to yield after-tax per-share
earnings directed at producing dividend streams and/or
capital gains attractive to public investors.

2. Small businesses are managed primarily to control risk
within acceptable levels. then within these levels provide
salarites, bonuses. perks. and future personal security to
the. 1nvestors/managers who own/operate them.

The financing of big and small business, including possible
successful Federatl erport financing, must accommodate these
differences. The key factor for the SMB looking at any new
opportunity. including exporting. Is: "Who takes the downside risk,

and what are the failure consequences?” This Is the acid test, and
't is the most consistentiy misunderstood characteristic of small
business by all of the “Bigs” (government,k business. and labor). It
's the pervasive source of failure of decades of policy in the SMB
international trade area.

Why Are Businesses Small?

A close corollary to this misperception of small business is the
structure of misperception as to why any business 15 smatl. It has
become popular 1n big business to minimize the importance of small
business 1n export trade for obvious self-serving purposes in
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competttion for the limited resources of government. Two classic
examples In circulation at the moment are the “"Grace Report” and the
Boeing position paper. “The Invisible Exporters.” which imply that
the SMB component of export business opportunity can be derived from
subcontract subservience to large exporters such as Boeing, a sort
of “feeding the horses to nourish the birds.” Realistically, small
business has 3 vital independent stature in exporting which will not
be possible to exploit until some of these popular myths have been
dispensed with.

Some small businesses are small only as a matter of timing over
which nobody has any control. Every big business started as a small
one, and some of the most important, exciting big businesses of
America’'s future will come from products and enterprises which are
now a3t the very beginning of their growth curve. It becomes
important., then, that we have programs in position that can offer
.instant assistance to all small business in exporting, and stop
trying to identify future winners with fad expressions like
“high tech” for export support programs. Technical and investment
analysts are simultaneously trying ro identify these future growth
companies with skill. experience. and sophistication tar beyond that
available to any crystal ball owned by any agency of government.
The marketplace will verv rapidly identify the big winners., at home
and abroad: and withour export support for SMBs in sgeneral. the
markets abroad will be sacrificed perhaps before they can ever be
reached, among the litrle companies which might he destined to be
big

Other companies are small simply because they are highly
spectalized, and the totai market demand for their offerings simply
won't command - the existence of a big company as a supplier. They
will never be big within the scope of their existing business. but
they may be old, srable, well-managed. and offering top quality
products at world competitive prices. With appropriate export
support, perhaps thousands of <these companies could build an
international marketplace for American tndustry which would

stabilize our export strength for decades :0 come. as opposed to
trying to pick out the next [BM, or gambling on nature and politics
for a bumper crop of agricultural exports.

Most important, this kind of SMB diversitvy would be essentially
invuinerable to_ the contemporary common _complaint of foreign
supplier "targeting” in U.S. and world markets.

Other small businesses may be small by the nature of their products
or services which will not bear the cost of transportation.
Conceivably these might open foreign branches and grow nto big
businesses and important overseas earners by small business
replication. (The annual sales volume or market area of a
McDonald's hamburger stand is a small business by any definition,
whether in Philadelphia or Dusseldorf.)

Small businesses are not small because their owners are necessarily
unenterprising. It is worth noting that this presumed cause of

smal!l business reserve in exporting is almost invariably offered by
those who are not operating a small business of their own in these
rimes.

Mos t important in the area of exporting, .however, is the
unrelenting. all-pervasive, staggering misconception that management
of small businesses is too obtuse. Small business owners"supposgdlx
need “information.” {f they would accept government education
they would become happy and profitable exporters. Thus. after
literally decades of how-to-do-it books, pleadings Dby all of the
agencies of government, seminars. and every conceivable form of
communication that can be sent their way, small puslness operators
are still unmoved to entar exporting in the way wh«ch reflegts their
potential. and the nation’s need. The easy rationale is They are
too dumb.” but would it be possible to test the opposite conclusion,
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“They might be too smart”? |t is poss'ble that small business
operators. with their dedication and sensitivity to risk
limtations. have sensed in all of the government's messages 1o

export a far more important subliminal message which persuades them
they should not.

The Misquidance of Government Policy znd Programs

No matter what the superficiat content of the “education” on
exporting afforded small business i1n the past., there have been two
clear, unmistakable Federal government messages for small business:

—

1. With trivial exception, government policy and programs are

calculated to isolate government from participating 1n the
business risk of smalt firms in exporting.

2. The trend of very recent years has been to dramatically
escalate the diversion of export business risk away from
government to small business. in spite of the escalation of
the trade deficit.

There have been fringe cosmetic actions such as export trading
company legislation and proposed reiaxation of the foreign corrupt
practices Jlaw, but at the caprtalist ground level of business
risk-taking the government has relentlessly opened up the maximum
possible distance between itself and small business. This has not
been lost on the small business community, either consciously or
unconsciously., as SMBs consider exporting as a business risk.
Although condemned for a lack of astuteness or sensitivity to the
government’'s message that SMBs should be exporting for their own
benefit 1f not for the government's. the average astute. smail
bustness operator cannot miss the fact that the government s
fleeing full tirlt from 1ts own good idea. In the face of this
example. what SMB operator can persuade himse!f to risk a lifetime's
investment, savings. income source. and future retirement base?

The examples of government isolation from small business export
tnvestment risk appear in a broad variety of forms beyand the scope
of this paper., but some examples would be the following:

1. In spite of statistics on numbers of transactions involving
small business (which are heavily loaded by inciusion of the
Foreign Credit Insurance Association (FCIA) program), the
Export-import Bank does virtually ali of its foreign buyer

financing to the benefit of big business.

2. The Small Business Administration (SBA) a few years ago
heavily publicized the availability of one hundred miliion
‘dollars n financing for the export activities of small
companies. What was not publicized was that this did not
increase funding, but merely allowed loan officers to open
existing SBA programs to exporting purposes.
Characteristically, these loans inciude security agreements
structured to financially crush any business and personally
destroy its owners unable to repay as scheduled. (The new
revolving export credit line at SBA aiso has comparable
security arrangements.) ' )

3. Commerce has relentlessly withdrawn its financing
participation n foreign trade fairs which are programmed
principally to the benefit of new and/or small exporters.
In those in which they now participate. it s arguably
cheaper for participants to buy the services from
independent sources than to pay Commerce “user fees." .

4. Within the last two to three years, Commerce has introduced
astronomical (in some cases multi-hundred percent) increases
in fees for export mailing lists, agent-distributor service
searches, credit reports. new product publicity, and the
other small business support offerings across the spectrum.
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S. The Domestic International Sales Corporation (DISC) has been
the windfall tax blessing to big exporters. but since it
assumes no downside -isk (promising only to take away less
of what might be earned by a small business that takes the
primary risk), only the most unreconciled apologists for
DISC can continue to argue its merits. The forthcoming
Foreign Sales Corporation (FSC) appears to be more .of the
same, made slightiy more complicated. ISAC 14 1s studying
the Aeggs:?tion and will recommend amendments for inclusion
in the brill.

6. Congress has congratulated itself on the new export trading
company legislation. using the choice of a name to equate it
to “America‘'s answer to the Japanese model.” Actually. it
merely eliminates a few uniquely American antitrust and
banking legal technicalities. but emergence of the export
risk bencfits to small business have been far more proposed
in theory than realized in practice. The silence in the
banking and export community grows more ominous, as the
awaited wave of new exporting companies to be formed under
this legistation has not yet appeared in functional form.
Will it ever? !

While .it s laudatory to proclaim that the government does not
belong 1n the business risk arena. and that more Yankee Trader
spirit 1s needed by SMBs, it is common knowledge that the government
protects the business risk of dairy and tobacco farmers, jet plane
manufacturers sefling abroad., businesses operating in flood zones.
and a whole myriad of manifestations of the personal and business
lives of all Americans. This tends onily to exaggerate the
government's past and increasing prasent reluctance to support SMBs
at the risk level in exporting.

What, then. needs to be done?

The Basis of Federal Responsibility

Actually, one of the most important immediate needs may be one of
the most subtle, as well as (fortuitously) earliest to be answered.
It s the need for the government to pull 1tself together. The
tnternational trade reorganization proposal, whatever else its
merits or drawbacks, may afford the government the chance to speak
with a single voice to the export needs of the SMB community. as
well as invite some approachabie entity toward which SMBs may reach.

The traditional complaint of SMBs s that btg government s
impenetrable. In International trade. "t s virtually
unidentifirabte. So many agencies and branches of the government
proclaim their dedication to the service of small business exporting
that bewilderment 135 universal. Everyone is “coordinating” everyone
else, and the buck stops nowhere.

Incidentally, the character of this problem for small business is
not limited to the Federal government. At the regional, state.
county, municipal. and port authority levels, there are government,
quasi-government, and independent agencies of various capability and
responsibitity all desperately claiming to coordinate the efforts of
each other 1n the essentially nonexistent programs to create a small
business exporting front.

It is the feerling of ISAC 14, however, that by its nature
international trade is the responsibility of the Federal government
as derived from the Constitution. Government is directly
responsible for the preservation of the value of the national
currency, and there are too many practical as well as legal
limitations for lower levels of government to cross American borders
and conduct conmercial or legal diplomacy. The buck cannot be
passed down.
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What Are the Financial Needs?

At the export finance level, the SMB exporter needs two basic forms

of low-risk support: pre-export and receivabies. For the moment.
we will leave “low-risk™ undefined and address 1t in more detail
later.

in the pre-export scene., there is a need to identify markets., both
by geography and product/service demand, adapt products to the
markets, participate 1n demand stimulation activities, establish
channels of distribution, build exportable inventorties, and provide
for and/or train export management. This is the high risk phase of
the process where some form of venture capital seed money Is needed.
rather than hard loan financing.

Beyond the point of actually developing orders for goods to be
shipped in export, there is a need for financing which will permit
small American exporters to competitively finance these orders at
. minimal risk to themselves and turn over their own capital as safely
and quickly as possible.

It would be impossible to develop within the context of this paper a
comprehensive program or series of programs that would answer to all

of these needs. but a few examples might be in order: Front-end
venture capital, or operational aid for foreign advertising, foreign
business development travel. overseas trade fair participation,
agent and distributor research, credit information on prospective
foreign buyers. product modification to foreign standards,
" preparation for foreign language advertising and other

communications. and training programs for management in exporting.
There shou!d aiso be inventory finance for the buildup of exportabie
inventory--raw materials, work in process, and finished goods--with
security limited to the goods themselves and not the general assets
or' the personal resources of the small business.

For fureign sales receivables, there is a need for competitive
financing to foreign buyers of SMBs comparable to that offered by
the Export-import Bank to big business customers. As a corollary,
but not replacement, export credit insurance should be avaiilable,
without onerous recourse provisions and deductibles, to provide irue
minimmal-risk export financing for small American exporters to their
customers.

As cited above. it would be impossible to completeiy outline the
details of what the above program should be. but as an example of
what 1s possible, the attached exhibit describes one British program
aimed at the small business market there. Note that government risk
exposure is subject to repayment on royalties, rather than secured
debt. and that the entire thrust of the program is to create
exporters rather than minimize government exposure.

It is vital to emphasize that programs are feasible -- and would
undoubted!y be welcomed by SMB new exporters -- that provide
government direct participation i1n the pay-back _of success.

Actualtly, the indirect benefits of successful integration of SMB
exporting ~ would be far more important n the reduction of
unemployment and the trade deficit. However, to those who would

turn a blind eye to these benefits and regard any Federa! funding of
SMB exports as charity, this need not necessarily be the case.
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The Administrative question of who gets what among SMBs soliciting
government participation in their own export plans is beyon the
scope of this paper. but would not appear insurmountable. Research
and innovation programs are already being administered to support
this kind of endeavor in SMBs, and while they may not be perfect,
they do appear functional. And while the British model in the
attached exhibit may not be ideal for our purposes. it suggests an
important realization.

A psychological threshold has been crossed in the British
government, as well as several others in the world. which has not
yet been reached in America:

It is 'n the interest of the national government to join as true
risk partners with the small and minority business entities of
the private sector to protect the national business position in
international trade. The scope of venture financing is perhaps
most important at pre-export levels, but mus t cover
participation through the buyer-payment phase.

The Nature of Government SMB Export Finance Proqrams

Although the needs are summarized above without detail of programs,
in addition to minimal risk any program would require some other
important features:

1. They must be available to smail business at minimal risk and
at reasonable cost. if they are not to be outright grants to
the indirect ultimate beneftt of the nation. An absolutely

vital part of the cost that will make or break any program
will be, 1n modern slang. the "hassle” required to afford
small businesses a chance to participate. Blizzards of
forms faliing from blankets of bureaucrats will spell
certain death to anything other than the most certain (hance
of getting gratuitous charity. Inventory loans must bear

reasonable interest rates, or receivables financing must be
available at competitive rates--competitive in international
trade. not only U. S. money markets.

2. As a corollary of (1) there must be painstaking organization
of delivery systems of programs to-small business. There is
the '~ . 1iate risk of escalation of bureaucracy because
small Lusinesses tend to run in large numbers, they lack
massive staffs to conduct government relations, and their
business affairs tend to require government speed and

decisiveness--often with less comprehensive business
decision-making 1nformation than might be available from a
business giant. A new brand of bureaucrat with a new

sensitivity to small business may have to be created in the
personnel offices of a new Washington agency to handle this

type of thing. In summary, no matter how imaginative the
policy or well-conceived and comprehensive the program. a
flawed delivery system will negate any other effort.

3. As new programs of the recommended type come into being,
there will need to be new techniques for monitoring results,
post-auditing the efforts of government and small business
involved., and regenerating directive action as well as
positive reinforcement. We can no longer afford “more of
the same” in the disaster area of financing SMB éxport
efforts. It 1s time for those of any political persuasion
to ask: “If not us, who, and if not now, when?"” .
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' Conclusion

SMBs are emerging as the last resort in combating the trade deficit,
which is skyrocketing.)//lt would be valuable to determine within
classical economics which would be more devastating to the American
economy if we reach the end of 1984 and have to choose between a
one-hundred-billion~dollar foreign trade deficit and ]
two-hundred-bittiron-dollar Federal budget deficit. New  and
different Federal export fi.nancial effort i1n one form or another is
..~going to be at the heart of any initiative to integrate small and
minority businesses 1nto the American exporting communtty. and this
will only work with minimai-risk type financing. The only source of
this kind of financing 1s goitng to be the Federal government, which
in the past has been aloof and s now withdrawing. Export-import
Bank/FCIA Programs, weak and without delivery systems, and SBA
prohibitively secured lending, constitute tokenism at best.

Although American small private enterprise people have long been the
traditional mainspring of free enterprise coupled with government
conservatism, they cannot., unaided and alone. compete effectively in
world markets against foreign competitors backed by their foreign
governments.

Voiceiess and faceless, small and minority businesses bear the
stigna of blame for percetved inadequacy in the theater of
international trade. I f day to day we are haunted by deterioration
of our trade balance position, nothing seems to change including the
theme that small and minority business is the nation's weakness. |I§
1t possible that the weakness of the nation 1s the probiem of its
small and minority businesses?

Respectfully submitted, as
prepared. amended i1n Committee,
and passed November 17, 1983

2 (i

I L Mo

Erwin von Allmen
Chairman

Attachment
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FROM: Donald M. Phillips
Assistant United States Trade Representative
for Industry

RE: Response to Questions on Shipbuilding from
Senator Grassley

B. As stated during this statement, he has two questions that
he wants cach of those testifying (except for Members of
congress) to answer. To reiterate:

Q 1. What benefit is it to the American shipbuilding industry
to penalize and harm their customers for making logical and
rational business decision that every other business would make -
that is buying the lowest priced product available? In this
case, it happens to be vessels.

A. 1. We, too, believe that business should be able to make
rational economic decisions in purchasing their products.
However, where world markets are distorted and U.S. producers
disadvantaged by subsidies and other unfair practices, corrective
action is needed. We are seeking in the Multilateral
Shipbuilding Negotiations to establish a rational economic
framework for the world shipbuilding industry -- with subsidies
basically eliminated and adequate protection against injurious
pricing practices.

Q 2. Will you support putting the Jones Act, Cargo preference,

capital construction funds, Operating Differential Subsidies, and
the new shipbuilding subsidies recently included in our defense
bills on the OECD and GATT negotiating tables so that the United
States can get serious about fighting unfair foreign subsidies?

If those testifying did not answer these two questions during
their testimony, please forward them to be answered in writing.

A. 2. With the exception of the Jones Act home build
requirement, where we are seeking a permanent derogation, we have
offered to modify US programs, as appropriate, to bring them in
compliance with the agreed multilateral disciplines on
shipbuilding subsidies. Thus, the U.S. has put its programs on
table in the interest of dealing effectively with foreign shipped

subsidies.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN J. STOCKER

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, my name is John J. Stocker. I am
President of the Shipbuilders Council of America, the national trade association rep-
resenting American shipyards, marine equipment suppliers, and naval architects. A
membership list is attached to my written testimony.

I appreciate this opportunity to express our industry’s strong support of The Ship-
building Trade Reform Act of 1993, S. 990. The enactment of this important bill is
a critical ingredient to the survival of the American shipbuilding industry and
180,000 American shipyard and shipyard supplier jobs.

First of all, Mr, Chairman, I want to convey our industry’s appreciation of the ef-
forts, represented by this hearing, to bring an end to the foreign shipbuilding and
repair subsidies that are threatening to destroy America’s shipyards and leave our
country without a domestic shipbuilding capability.

It has now been four years since the Shipbuilders Council of America filed a Sec-
tion 301 petition with the United States Trade Representative, and over 18 months
since the first round of the international trade negotiations responding to that peti-
tion collapsed. We understand the negotiations have resumed. But, we remain pessi-
mistic regarding a short-term resolution of this issue and we do not believe negotia-
tions can succeed without the impetus of the passage of S. 990. During this period,
the situation for American yards has steadily worsened. With the significant
downsizing of the naval fleet during the remainder of the 1990s, the U.S. shipbuild-
ing industry is facing massive layoffs and yard closures. From its current status of
100,000 workers, we expect that the defense draw-down will cost the industry
72,000 jobs by 1998. This will mean that there will be only one or two American
yards left that can build large ocean-going ships, unless the industry gains access
to global commercial ship construction contracts in the next couple of years. But this

.can only happen in a market that is undistorted by subsidies, and international

shipbuilding is a market that is heavily distorted by Government subsidy practices.

American shipyards are an integral part of our country’s critical manufacturing
industrial base. ghip construction represents one of the most difficult and complex
manufacturing processes in the world. Because it requires many kinds and levels
of expertise, it provides work for every socio-economic segment in our society, in-
cluding entry-level jobs for relatively unskilled urban workers, jobs for skilled indus-
trial workers, and high-technology jobs for degreed engineers.

Furthermore, shi Euilding provides a market stimulus for other basic industries.
This is because a ship is a small floating city, requiring both large and small sizes
of engines, generators, motors, pumps, valves, winches, and electrical control equip-
ment, in addition to electrical cable, electronic navigation equipment, radios, and,
of course, very large quantities of steel plate. This is why, for every job in an Amer-
ican shipyard, another three jobs are created elsewhere in the economy. A modest
shipbuilding program of 30-50 ships a year would produce approximately 50,000
American jobs in shipyards and shipyard supplier industries.

In other words, America’s shipyards are good for the long-term economic well-
being of the country, as well as essential for ensuring that the United States has
the necessary domestic shipbuilding skills and facilities available to meet our coun-
try’s defense requirements as they arise in the future.

The U.S. shipbuilding industry has ione without subsidies since 1981, when the
U.S. government unilaterally ended the Construction Differential Subsidy (CDS)
Erogram for U.S.-flag ships built in U.S, yards. Unfortunatelf' the timing could not

ave been worse. In 1981, international commercial shipbui tiing entered its worst
market depression in history and governments in all shipbuilding countries, with
the exception of the United States, were escalating aid programs for their yards.

By propping up their shipbuilding industries in the 1980s through subsidies and
other means, foreign governments not only drove unsubsidized U.S. yards out of the
commercial shipbuilding market, they encouraged the dumping of ships on an un-
precedented scale. At the lowest point, Asian and European shipyards were barely
covering half their production costs. .

The working group on shipbuilding in the Organization for Economic Cooperation
and Development, known as the OECD, recognized the anti competitive, market-dis-
torting effects of shipbuilding subsidies over ten years ago. In early 1983, 14 OECD
nations signed a document in which they agreed not to introduce any new shipbuild-
ing subsidies and to gradually eliminate the ones they already had. However, be-
caus:él the agreement did not include an enforcement mechanism, it was largely ig-
nored.

A new draft agreement resulting from the subsequent OECD negotiations begun
in 1989 contained a more stringent enforcement mechanism. It also contained an
antidumping provision. This agreement was never signed. In April 1992, the Euro-
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pean Community, Japan, and South Korea scuttled the talks. The United States
Government had underestimated the resistance of the European Community to giv-
ing up their shipbuilding subsidies and the insistence of the Japanese and South
Koreans to retain ship dumping rights. Moreover, the U.S. Government had under-
estimated its own lack of muscle in the negotiations, because it had given away its
only bargaining chip through the unilateral termination of its commercial shipbuild-
ing subsidy program in 1981.

Shipbuilding interests represent powerful political entities in the top shipbuilding
subsidizing nations. Currently, foreign shipguilders are intensifying political pres-
sure on their governments to continue to receive subsidies. The Shipbuilders Council
of America has just released a report which states that the top six subsidizing na-
tions in the OECD are budgeting over $9 billion on average each year to help out
their shipyards. Of the total amount, South Korea accounts for $2.4 billion, Ger-
many for $2.3 billion, Japan for $1.9 billion, Italy for $940 million, Spain for $897
million, and France for $643 million.

These shipbuilding aid budget figures include, where known, loans and subsidized
interest for ships built in the yards of the subsidizing countries; cash grants to ship-
yards paid as a percentage of the ship construction contract price; cash for shipyard
operations, modernization, and rationalization; and ship and shipbuilding-related re-
search and development. What the figures do not include are the subsidy values of
government guarantees and tax benefits, or the full amounts of ship construction
and shipyard loans and research and development aid. In other words, the true
gglllpe of shipbuilding aid in the six OECD countries is significantly higher than $9

illion.

What we must conclude is that our trading partners will hold on tightly to their
shipbuilding and repair subsidies unless they have a strong enough incentive to dis-
continue them. The goal of S. 990 is to provide that incentive by tying the dis-
continuation of shipbuilding subsidies and ship dumping practices to U.S. market
access for the ships owned by their citizens.

I should note that S. 990 does not contain the extension of U.S. domestic trade
laws to cover ships. In particular, U.S. anti-dumping and countervailing duty laws
do not cover shi?e. A glrincipal benefit of anti-dumping and countervailing duty laws
is that they apply to those situations where product pricing is affected by direct and
indirect government subsidy practices. However, the Commerce Department has
consistently opposed the extension of these laws to ships because it does not conform
to their lexicon of import definition. As a result, the Shipbuilders Council of America
has reluctantly agreed to drop its support for this concept in recognition of the Com-
merce Department’s lack of interest in protecting U.S. shipyards from predatory for-
eign government behavior. The House of Representative’s comparison Eill to S. 990,
H.R. 1402, no longer contains this provision as well.

It is interesting to note that while some American shipowners oppose anti-dump-
ing and countervailing duty applications for American shipbuilders, the services
they provide are protected under unfair foreign competition industry-specific laws
under the Foreign Shipping Practices Act of 1988. This act, which is based on the
Merchant Marine Act of 1920 and is administered by the Federal Maritime Commis-
sion, permits the imposition of fines and closure of U.S. ports to vessels of carriers
benefiting from practices that adversely affect the operations of domestic carriers in
U.S. oceanborne trade.

Mr. Chairman, I tell you today that we strongly suppori S. 990. I have attached
to my written testimony a list of over 200 companies across the country who have
joined 21 labor unions in endorsing this bill. Furthermore, we are confident that the
current Administration is much more amenable to the legislation than the last Ad-
ministration. .

S. 990 gets at the specific shipbuilding and repair subsidy practices of foreign gov-
ernments. Here, too, the bill parallels the draft OECD agreement by generally
adopl:ir’i‘%1 the OECD’s subsidy definitions and by including an enforcement mecha-
nism. The enforcement mechanism in S. 990 is tailored along the lines of the U.S.
Foreisn Shipping Practices Act. . .

S. 990 penalties would be applied against ships domiciled or registered in, or
owned by citizens of, countries that refuse to terminate their shi buildin%and re-
pair subsidies. The penalty options are those which are contained in the U.S. For-
eign Shipping Practices Act, such as placing a financial penalty of not more than
$1 million per vessel per voyage, limiting the number of U.S. port calls for affected
vessels, or closing off U.S. ports to such vessels.

As I stated before, these provisions have been part of U.S. law to combat unfair
foreign shipping gracticea for Keam. They have been extremely effective, and they
have not cost U.S. ports any business. Foreign shippers targeted by the FMC for
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unfair trading practices.have stopped the practices rather than divert cargo from
U.S. ports to Canadian or Mexican ports.

There is no reason to believe that applying these same provisions to stop ship-
building subsidies will result in port diversion, simply because it would not make
economic sense to switch to Canadian or Mexican ports merely to avoid the U.S.
anti-subsidy legislation. If it is more cost-effective to use U.S. ports now, enactment
of The Shipbuilding Trade Reform Act will not change that.

Determining the most cost-effective port involves not only the type and capacity
of port facilities to handle the cargo—all ports are not alike—but the land transpor-
tation links from the port to the customer. Remember, only 20 percent of a carrier’s
cost is involved in seaborne transportation; 80 percent of the cost comes from what
happens to the goods on land.

evertheless, to prevent any (;)ossibility of cargo diversion from U.S. ports, and
to specifically address the stated concerns of some ports last year, S. 990 provides
that the Department of Commerce direct the U.S. Customs Service to deny U.S.
entry of cargo that has been transported from Canadian or Mexican ports on ships
affected by the legislation. Some concerns have been raised as to wﬁether such a
%roviaion would be in violation of Article V of the GATT (General Agreement on
ariffs and Trade), which requires goods in transit to move freely through the terri-
tory of a party. However, Article V makes an exception in “cases of failure to comply
with applicable customs laws and regulations.” Tge authority of the Customs Serv-
ice to deny entry of cargo into the United States was established under the Foreign
Shi%)ir}ﬁ actices Act, and no complaint has ever been filed, or even raised, with
the GATT.

Mr. Chairman, of course we would all prefer that this legislation was not nec-
essary. We believe our international trading problems are best resolved through the
negotiation of international trade agreements. However, there comes a time when
it 18 contrary to our economic interests to wait any longer for negotiated settlements
to materialize. Clearly, that point has been reached in the matter of foreign ship-
building and ship repair subsidies.

Our unsubsidized industry is on the brink of destruction. Our yards cannot fight
foreign governments. Furthermore, unless our government acts quickly, it will not
only be American shipyards and American shipyard workers who will be affected,
but also the country’s steel mills, marine equipment manufacturing plants, and the
more than 1,000 other U.S. shipyard supplier industries. By 1998, we will have an-
other 180,000 Americans in the unemployment lines unless something is done now
to enable American shipyards to re-enter the commercial market—a market undis-
torted by subsidies.

Now i8 the time for the United States Government to send a message to the world
that the United States will no longer tolerate unfair trading practices in the ship-
building sector that undercut our industry’s ability to compete. S. 990 provides the
impetus for giving our trading partners a strong incentive to agree to end their ship-
building and ship repair subsidies once and for all.

Attachment.
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The American Ship Building Company

Tampa Shipyards, Inc.
6001 South West Shore Blvd.
Tampa, FL 33616

Atlantic Marine, Inc.
8500 Heckscher Drive
Jacksonville, FL 32226

Avondale Industries, Inc.
Post Office Box 50280
New Orleans, LA 70150

Bath Iron Works 'Corporation
700 Washington Street
Bath. ME 04530

Bay Shipbuilding Company
605 North Third Avenue
Sturgeon Bay, WI 54235

Bender Shipbuilding &
Repair Company, Inc.
Post Office Box 42
265 S. Water Street
Mobile. AL 36601

Bethlehem Steel Corporation
Bethlehem, PA 18016

Port Arthur, TX

Sparrows Point, MD

Bollinger Machine Shop &
Shipyard, Inc.

Post Office Box 250

. Lockport, LA 70374

Cascade General, Inc.
Post Office Box 4367
Portland, OR 97208

REGULAR MEMBERS

Continental Maritime of San Diego, Inc.

1995 Bay Front Street

San Diego, CA 92113-2122

Edison Chouest Offshore\-

North American Shipbuildir.g, Inc.

East 118th Street
Galliano, LA 70354

General Dynamics Corporation
3190 Fairview Park Drive
Falls Church, VA 22042

Electric Boat Division, Grotoa, CT

and Quonset Point, RI

General Ship Corporation
400 Border Street
East Boston, MA 02128

Halter Marine, Inc.
13085 Industrial Seaway Road
Gulfport, MS 39505

Ingalls Shipbuilding, Inc.
Post Office Box 149
Pascagoula, MS 39567

Intermarine U.S.A.
Post Office Box 3045
Savannah, GA 31402

The Jonathan Corporation
Post Office Box 1839
Norfolk, VA 23501

Marine Hydraulics International, Inc.

543 East Indian River Road
Norfolk, VA 23523

Marinette Marine Corporation
Ely Street
Marinette, WI 54143
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McDermott Cororation
Post Office Box 60035
1010 Common Street
New Orleans, LA 70160

Metro Machine Corporation
Box 1860 .
Norfolk, VA 23501

National Steel & Shipbuilding Company
Harbor Drive at 28th Street

Post Office Box 85278

San Diego, CA 92138

Newport News Shipbuilding
4101 Washington Avenue
Newport News, VA 23607

Norfolk Shipbuilding &
Drydock Corporation
Post Office Box 2100
Norfolk, VA 23501

Peterson Builders, Inc.
101 Pennsylvania Street
Post Office Box 47
Sturgeon Bay, WI 54235

Southwest Marine, Inc.

Foot of Sampson Street

Post Office Box 13308

San Diego, CA 92113

San Francisco & San Pedro, CA

Textron Marine Systems
6800 Plaza Drive
N-w Orleans, LA 70127

Todd Shipyards Corporation
1102 SW Massachusetts
Seattle, WA 98134

ALLIED INDUSTRIES MEMBERS

Bird-Johnson Company
110 Norfolk Street
Walpole, MA 02081

Centrico, Inc.
100 Fairway Court
Northvale, NJ 07647

Dresser Pump Division
Dresscr Industries, Inc.
401 Worthington Avenue
Harrison, NJ 07029

Fairbanks Morse Engine Division
1730 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

General Electric Company
1331 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004

Hopeman Brothers, Inc.
Post Office Box 820
Wayneshoro, VA 22980

IMO Industries, Inc.
3450 Princeton Pike

Post Office Box 6550
Lawrenceville, NJ 08648

Jamestown Metal Marine Sales, Inc.
4710 Northwest Secord Avenue
Boca Raton, FL 33431

Jered Brown Brothers, Inc.
1608 Newcastle Street - Post Office Box -
Brunswick, GA 31521

Lake Shore, Inc.
Post Office Box 809
Iron Mountain, MI 49801

Reliance Electric Company
24800 Tungsten Road
Cleveland, OH 44117

Sperry Marine, Inc.
Aerospace & Marine Group
Route 29 North
Charlottesville, VA 22907
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Teleflex Incorporated Westinghouse Electric Corporation
771 First Avenue Hendy Avenue

King of Prussia, PA 19405 Sunnyvale, CA 94088

Unisys Government Systems Group York International Corporation
8201 Greensboro Drive 631 South Richland Avenue

Suite 1000 York, PA 17405

McLean, VA 22102

AFFILIATE MEMBERS

Bastianelli, Brown & Touhey PacOrd, Inc.

2828 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 2700 Hoover Avenue
Washington, DC 20007 National City, CA 92050
Contralytics Corporation Peterson Consulting L.P.
Two Eaton Street - Suite 704 101 Federal Street
Hampton, VA 23669 25th Floor

Boston, MA 02110
Fort & Schlefer
1401 New York Avenue, NW Poten & Partners, Inc.

Washington. DC 20005 711 Third Avenue
New York, NY 10017

NAVAL ARCHITECT MEMBERS

Designers & Planners, Inc. John J. McMullen Associates, Inc.
2120 Washington Boulevard One World Trade Center
Arlington, VA 22204 New York, NY 10048

JJH Inc. Rosenblatt & Son, Inc.

5400 Shawnee Road - Suite 300 350 Broadway

Alexandria. VA 22312 New York, NY 10013

ASSOCIATION MEMBERS

New York and New Jersey South Tidewater Association
Dry Dock Association of Ship Repairers, Inc.

c/o New York Shipyard Post Office Box 2341

One Beard Street Norfolk, VA 23501-2341

Brooklyn, NY 11231
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SUPPORTERS OF THE SHIPBUILDING TRADE REFORM ACT OF 1993
ORGANIZATIONS

American Iron & Steel Institute
A ion of Nosthern Chesapeake Docking Pilots
Industnal Union Dept., AFL/CIO
International Association of Plumbers and Pipefitters
Int’l. Assoc. of Heat & Frost Insulators & Asbestos Workers
1 I A i of Machinists and A pace Workers
Int'l. Assoc. of Bridge, Structural & Omamental Iron Workers
Int’). Brotherhood of Boilermakers, Iron Ship Builders,

Blacksmiths, Forgers, and Helpers

1 B d of Carp

Intemational Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
International  Brotherhood of Painters  and
! B d of T

Allied Trades

American Ship Building - Tampa Shipyards, Inc. (Tampa, Fla.)
Atlantic Manne. Inc. (Jacksonville, Fla.}

Avondsic Industnes, Inc. (New Orleans, La.)

Bath Iron Works Corp. (Bath, Maine)

Bender Shipbuilding & Repair Company. Inc. (Mobile, Ala.)
Bethlehem Steel Corp. (Bethlehem, Pa. - BETHSHIP yards at
Sparrows Point, Md and Port Arthur, Tex )

Bollinger Machinc Shop & Shipyard, Inc. fLockport, La.)
Cascade General. Inc (Portland. Ore )

Edison Chouest Offshore - N American Shipbuilding, Inc.
(Galhano, La )

General Dynamics (St Louts, Mo - Electne Boat yards at
Groton, Conn , and Quonsei Point, R.1)

General Ship Corp (East Bosion, Mass }

Halter Mannc, Inc. (Gulfport, Muss.)

Intermannc U.S A (Savannah. Ga }

Litton - Ingalls Shipbuilding. Inc. (Pascagoula, Miss )

The Jonathan Corp (Norfolk, Ya.)

Manne Hydraulics Int’), Inc. (Nozfolk, Va.)

Mannctic Marine Corp (Marineue, Wisc )

McDermott Corp (New Orleans, La.)

Metro Machine Corp (Norfolk, Va )

Nauonal Stecl & Shipbuilding Co  (San Diego, Calif )
Newpornt News Shipbuilding (Newport News, Va )

Norfolk Shipbuilding & Drydock Corp. Norfolk, Va }

Pc Builders, Inc. (Sturg Bay, Wisc )

Robent £ Derecktor of Rhode Island, Inc. (Middletown, R 1)
Service Engineenng Co. (San Francisco, Calif')

Southwest Manne. Inc. (San Diego, Calif )

Abacus

A&E Industries, Inc. (Mational Cin, Calif.)

A.G G Enterpnses, Inc. (Portland, Ore.)

A&J Manufactunng Co.

Allicd Systcms Co Ameron Marine Coatings Division (Brea. South
Gate, Calif . Miami, Fla., Belle Chasse and New Orleans, La.)
Ameron - Manne Coaungs Div (La ) h
Anderson & Rizzo La )

Ansoma Copper & Brass, Inc. (Waterbury, Conn )
Aqua-Chem. Inc. (Milwaukee, Wisc )

Atlantic Ordnance & Gyro, Inc.

Balimore Hydraulics, Inc.

Bayou Steel Corp (Laplace, La.)

Beanngs, Inc. (Cleveland, Ohio)

Belmont Mctals, Inc. (Brookhn, N.Y.}

B.F. Goodrich Co. (4kron, Ohio)

BMT laternational, Inc. (Columbia, Md.)
Bourdon Forge Co., Inc. (Middletown, Conn.)
BMP La)

Brand-Rex Co. (Chicago. lil.)

Brix Manume Co (Poriland, Ore )

International Chemical Workers Union

Int'l. Federation of Professional and Technical Engineers
I | Union of Opersting Engi
Laborers International Union of North America
Marine Machinery Association

Metal Trades Department (AFL-CIO)

Molders and Allied Workers Union

©Oul, Chemical, and Atomic Workers Union
Pattern Makers League of North America

Sh | Workers | Union
United Auto Workers

United Mine Workers

United Steetworkers of America

Sperry Marine (Charlonteswille, Va.)

Textron Marine Systems (New Orleans, La.)

Todd Shipyards Corp. (Seartle, Wash.)

ABB Combustion Engineenng Systems (Windsor, Conn )
The Bingham Group {Arlingion, Va.)

Bird-Johnson Co. (Walpole, Mass ) .
Centnco, Inc. (Northvale, NJ.)

Colton & Co. (Washington, D.C.)

Coniralytics Corp. (Hampton, Va )

Designers and Planners (Arlingion, Va.)

Dresser Pump Div., Dresser Industries (Harrison, N.J.)
Faitbanks Morse Engine Div., Colt Industries (Beloit, Wisc.)
Genenl Electric Co. (Cincinnati, Ohio)

Hopeman Brothers, Inc. (Waynesboro, Va.)

IMO Industnes. Inc. (Lawrenceville, NJ )

Jamestown Metal Manne Sales. Inc. (Boca Raton, Fla )
Jered Brown Brothers, Inc. (Troy, Mich.)

JIH, Inc. (Cherry Hill, N.J.)

John J. McMullen Assoc., Inc. N.Y., N.Y.)

Lake Shore, Inc. (Iron Mounsain, Mich.)

New York & New Jersey Drydock Assoc. (Brookhn, NY.)
PacOrd (National Cirv, Calif )

Peterson Consulting L P. (V.Y., N.Y.)

Reliance Electne Co. (Cleveiand, Ohio)

M. Rosenblau & Son (N.Y., NY.)

S. Tidewater Assoc. of Ship Repairers (Norfolk, Va.)
Westinghouse Electric Corp. (Swanyvale, Colif.)

York International Corp. (York, Pa.)

Burroughs & Watson

BWC Technologics. Inc.

California Marine Cleaning (San Diego, Calif.)
Capitol Finishes, Inc.

Capral Welding & Fabrication (Howna, La.)
Carlson & Beauloye (San Diego, Calif)
C.E. Thurston & Sons

Central Radwo Co., Inc.

Chestnut Ridge Foam, Inc.

Chicago Bridge & lron (Chicago, 1L}
Cincinnau Gear Co. (Cincinnati, Ohio)
CIsco

Clark-Cooper Corp. (Cinnaminson, N.J.)
Coasta. Timbers La.)

Consolidated Employment Sysiems (La )
CON-TECH Power Systems (La.)

Cook Brothers (San Clemente, Calif.)
Cospolich Referigerator Co. (La.)
Counaulds Coasungs, Inc.. Intemnational (La.)
CP Industries (McKeespori, Pa.)

Crane Defense Sysiems (Conroe, Texas)

[Cont'd.]




Crest Sieel Corp. (Los Angeles, Calif )
Cummins Mid-South, Inc. (La.)

Davis Industrial Products Co. (Portiand, Ore.)
Davis interiors, Lid.

Design Associstes, Inc. La.}

Di Retrieval Systems (Oak
Dynalec Corp.

El Cajon Valley Welders Supply (Chula Vista, Escondido, El
Cajon, and San Diego, Calif.)

Electrocstalytic (Union, N.J.)

NIy

Envirovac, Inc. Rockford, Ill.) ~
Fire R L Yy (Albuquerg .N.H.)\
Flagship Group Lid.

Flexonics, Inc. (Bartlen, Iil.)

Flowseal (Long Beach, Calif.)

Fraser Shipyard (Superior, Wisc.)

Fraser's Boiler Service, Inc. (Oakland, San Diego, and Terminal
Island, Calif ; Portland, Ore., Norfolk, Va.; Seanle, Wash.)
Green Manne & Industrial Equip. Co. (La.)

Guyon General Piping, Inc.

Gimpel Corp. (Langhorne, Pa.)

Gowen Inc.

Gulf States Steel

Hale Fire Pump Co. (Conshohocken, Pa.)

Harmon Contract W S.A |, Inc. (Rcho California, Calif)

Haynes Corp (Jackson, Miss.}

H.E. Green & Assoc.

Herben S. Hiller Corp (La )

H 1 Tullis (Long Beach, Calif )

Henschel (Newbun port, Mass.)

Hyde Products, Inc. (Corona del Mar, Calif; Cleveland, Ohio)
Indkon Corp (Cambridge, Mass )

In-Mar Sales. Inc. (Portland, Ore )

Internavonal Pumt Co.. Inc. (N 1 Citv, Calif ; Jack: e
and M, Fla ; New Orleans, La.; Union, N.J.; Houston, Tex.,
Chesapeake, Grafion, Va , Seatile, Wash )

International Transducer Corp. (Santa Barbara, Calif )

ITW Philadelphia Resins Corp. (Monigomerywille, Pa.)

J.N. &N.. Inc

Jon M Liss Assocites, Inc. (San Maseo, Calif.)

Iiggs Floor Inc. (Portland, Ore )

Kanak Lid

Kastalon Inc. (Chicago, Il )

Key Houston (Jacksonwile, Fla.)

King Enginccnng Corp (Ann Arbor, Mich )

Kingsbuty, Inc. (Philadelphia. Pa )

K-S-E Corp.

Landry Enterpnses (Howna, La.)

Larmann & Assocates (La )

LAS Enterpnises (La.)

Leevac Shipyards La )

L F Gaubent & Co.. Inc. (New Orleans. La.)

Liberty Equipment and Supply (Seattle, Wa.)

Lsfe Cycle Engineenng. Inc. )

Lips Propeliers (Oakland. Calif : Chesapeake, Va.)

Lukens. Inc (Coatsville, Pa., with subsidiaries in over 20 staies)
Mackay Communications, Inc. (Berkeley & Long Beach, Calif ;
Harahan, La..; Jacksonville, Miam: & Tampa, Fla.; Raleigh, N.C.;
Beawmont & Housion, Tex.; Renton & Vancouver, Wash.)

Main Industnes, Inc.

Marathon Construction Corp. (San Diego, Calif.)

Marine Closures, Inc. (Spring Valley, Calif.)

Marine Enginecnng, Inc. La.) -
Marine Equipment Scevice (National City, Calif.)

Marine Systems

Manne Travelfl, Inc. (Stargeon Bay, Wisc.)

Maritime Services Corp. (Hood River, Ore.)

- ‘ s
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Marlo Coil, Nuclear Cooling, Inc. (High Ridge, Mo.)
Martin, Otiaway and Chandler, Inc.

Maryland Diving Services, Inc. .
Minerals R & Recovery (He

Texas)

Mustang Power Systems (Texas) ,
Nashville Bridge Co. (Nashville, Tenn.)
National Ordnance Co. (San Diego, Calif.)
NBS Supply (Los Angeles, Calif.)
New England Trawler Equip. Co. (Chelsea, Mass.)
Newpark Shipbuilding & Repair (Texas)
NMP Corp. (Tulsa, Okiahoma)
Oarline Marine Sales (La.}
Omnibus Technical Services
Omnnthruster, Inc. (Sania Fe Springs, Calif.; Georgeiown, Conn.)
Pacific Marine Shoet Metal Corp. (San Diego, Calif,)
Psco Pumps, Inc. (City of Commerce and Oakland, Calif.;
Portland, Ore.; Seantle, Wash.)
Paige Floor Coverings (San Diego, Calif.)
Puinters and Allied Trades
Paramount Supply Co. (Poriland, Ore.)
Parmatic Filter Corp.
PDS, Inc. (National Ciry, Calif.)
Paul Munroe Engineering, lnc. (Orange, Calif) *
Power Rents (Tigard, Ore.)
Production Supply (E! Toro, Calif.; Chesapeake, Va.; Kent, Wa.)
Pro Line Paints (Long Beach and San Diego, Calif.)
Propulsion Controls Engineering (San Diego, Calif.)
P & T Insulation Co. (Mass )
Pump Systems. Inc. (La.)
Q.E.D. Systems. Inc.
RIX Industries (Qakland, Calif.)
Robertson Marine Systems, Inc. (La.)
Safety West (Cy of Industry, Calif.)
San Francisco (Calif.) Board of Supervisors
Scaffold Masters (San Jose, Calif.)
Seacoast Electric Co. Rye, N.Y.)
Sea Spike Marine Supply Co. (Farmingdale, N.Y.)
Sea Tech (Texas)
Sea Trac (La.)
Scrvices & Marine, Inc. (Humble, Texas)
Son-Zee. Incl (San Diego, Calif.)
Sperry Marine (Nat. Ciry & San Francuco, Calif., Union, N.J.;
Cleveland, Ohio; Harvey, La.; Va Beach, Va.; Seaitle, Wash }
Surdyne, Inc.
Steam Supply (Seanle. Wa.)
Tate Andale, Inc. (Baltimore, Md.)
Teak Decking Systems (Sarasoia, Fla.)
Teledyne Critenden (Gardena, Calif.)
Testing Services and Inspection, Inc. (San Disgo, Calif)
Thomas A. Short Co. (Emeryville, Calif)
Timothy Graul Marine Design (Wisc.)
Tueflex Corp. (Springfield, Mass.)
Todco Division Door Corp.
Trus Joist Corp. (Boise, idaho)
Unaflex Rubber Corp. (FY. Lauderdale, Fla.)
Unirule Industnes, Inc.
VL Logustics, Inc. (Miss.)
Utility Stee! Fabrication, Inc. (La.
gton Alumi Co. (Bal , Md.)
Waukesha Bearings (Waskesha, Wisc.)
W.H. Linder & Associates (La.)
Weksler Instrumemts Corp. (Freeport, N.Y.)
Wilden Pump & Engineering (Colton, Calif.)
Young Engineering Co., Inc.
York Power Sysiems (Texas)
Zoduc of North America, Inc. (Md.)

Wash
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REPONSES OF MR. STOCKER TO QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR GRASSLEY

Question I: What benefit Is it 1o the American shipbullding industry to penalize and
harm their customers for making logical and rational business decisions that every other
business must make~thas is, buying the lowest-priced producs available? In this case,
it happens to be vessels.

The intent of the Shipbuilding Trade Reform Act (S. 990 in the Senate) is to provide a
strong incentive for foreign governments to withdraw from the commercial ship construction
marketplace, It is, frankly, a measure of last resort, becanse there are no other remedies
available to pry open the market, which is dominated and distorted by the government policies
and practices of other shipbuilding nations, Unless this is changed, the U,S. shipbuilding
industry will not survive the decade. \

Y

In June of 1989, the Shipbuilders Council of America (SCA) filed a Section 301 petition
requesting J.S. Government action against foreign shipbuilding subsidies. The evideace of
massive subsidization of foreign yards was so overwhelming that the Bush Administration
decided to pursue an international solution. Given the immediacy of the plight of U.S.
shipyards, taking the complaint to the GATT was seen as a waste of time. However, an
agreement within the OECD would take only about nine months, then U.S. Trade Representative
Carla Hills promised. Well, nine mohiths came and went, as have six more deadlines over nearly
five years, Unilateral legislation a| to be the only way to force our trading partners in the

- OECD to agree to give up their shipyard subsidies. :

We believe that is fundamentally unfair and inherently wrong when our domestic
industries arc forced to compete not just against foreign companies, but against foreign
governments in international markets. In applying this rationale, we try to take an evenhanded
approach; for example, we supported the case of American oilseed producers versus French
oilseed producers who are so heavily subsidized by the French government, In the interest of
fair competition, governments may institute tariffs or restrict consumer access to heavily
subsidized imports, whether the imports ave agricultural commodities or manufactured products.
The intent is not to “punish* or "harm" the consumers of these products. Moreover, as many
American consumers have sadly discovered, foreign subsidies may result in cheap prices in the
ghort run, but in the long run they can destroy American businesses and American jobs and
weaken the American economy. .

Question 2: Will you support puting the Jones Act, cargo preference, capital
construction funds, Operating Differential Subsidies, and the new shipbullding subsidles
recerely included in our defense bills on the OECD and GAYT negotiating tables so that
the United States can ger serious about fighting unfair foreign subsidies?

Ship operations (“services®) is a separate and distinct issue from ship construction
("manufacturing”). This i8 true in the GATT and in the OECD. The OECD negotiations,
which are being conducted within Working Party Number Six on Shipbuilding, are concerned
with government policies and practices that aid ship construction, not ship operations. In short,
if the question implies a desire to end subsidy programs for the U.S. flag fleet (such as cargo
preference and operational differential subsidy (ODS)), then it is targeting the wrong parties.
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At the very beginning of the OECD negotiations, the U.S. delegation provided a detailed
list of all the specific U.S. regulations relating to commercial ship construction which would be
deleted or changed. This was done with the full cooperation and support of the SCA.
Moreover, the United States is the gnly party involved in the negotiations to have provided such
alist. The following items were put on the table by the U.S, delegation: (The Office of the
U.S. Trade Representative has all the appropriate citations in U.S. law.)

. Construction Differential Subsidy (CDS) [Effectively ended in 1981, but still on the
books]

U.S.-build requirements for U.S.-flag vessels eligible for operating differential subsidy
The 50-percent ad valorem duty on foreign repairs of U.S.-flag ships

The requirement for non-emergency repairs of ODS vessels to be made in U.S. yards
Three-year waiting period for U.S. reflagged, foreign-built vessels to become cligible to
carry preference cargos

As for the U.S. build and reconstruction requirements in the Capital Construction Fund
(CCPF), the U.S. delegation felt it was unconscionable to give U.S. flag operators access to tax
shelters for ordering from foreign shipyards at the expense of American shipyards and shipyard
workers. Ultimately, the issue became moot as the other parties in the OECD weakened the
domestic program provisions in the draft agreement. A similar situation was eacountered with
the Jones Act. Because the U.S. delegation believed it to be grossly unfair to eliminate just the
Jones Act domestic-build requirements, the choice was between eliminating the Jones Act
altogether or to Icave it intact. Both the Bush and Clinton Administrations opted for the latter.

® o o 0

It should be noted that during the nearly five years of OECD negotiations, the Asians and
Buropeans have carved out exemptions for some of their commercial shipbuilding subsidy
progrems, either through "grandfathering” or by removing them from the agreement altogether.
Their success in doing so has prompted them to try to save even more of their shipyard aid
programs from an OECD agreement, such as the substantial financing programs for export ships
built in the yards of the nations of the European Union.

Furthermore, it was only recently disclosed that an agreement could not go into effect
until the separate legislatures of all of the member nations ratify it. No one knows how long
this will take, especially when considering the political opposition to the agreement in France,
Spain, Italy, and Germany. Moreover, since only the United States has disclosed its specific
shipbuilding-related laws, no one knows what policies, practices, and regulations would have
to be repealed through the legislative processes of the other OECD countries. Hence, there will
be no checks and balances.

What we do know for certain is that if an OECD agreement should be signed, foreign
shipbuilding subsidy practices will continue—and U.S. yards will continue to be denied access
o the commercial market—until the ratification process is complete. In the meantime, what are
American shipbuilders to do? To ensure the survival of our country’s domestic shipbuilding
base in the interim, Congress and the Administration have proposed some modest, short-term
programs to help our industry get into the commercial market. These programs would be
terminated, or brought into compliance with the final OECD agreement, once the agreement is
fully ratified--assuming that the final document is not full of loopholes to accommodate only the
shipbuilding subsidies of our trading partners.

76-7790~94 -9
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COMMUNICATIONS

STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FOREST & PAPER ASSOCIATION

These comments are submitted on behalf of the American Forest & Paper Associa-
tion (“AF&PA”), the national organization of the pulp, paper and forest products in-
dustry. In 1992, exports of these products constituted $17 billion, and are consist-
ently one of the primary positive contributors to the U.S. trade balance. AF&PA
members conduct operations in all states of the Union and are substantial users of
ocean common carriers in international transportation. Our industry employs ap-
proximately 1.4 million Americans throughout the United States, and ranks among
the top 10 manufacturing employers in 46 states, with an annual labor cost of about
$46 billion. Therefore, AF&PA and its member companies, as major shippers, have
a substantjal interest in this legislation. .

Our comments address S. 990 as presently drafted, as well as the recent amend-
ments to H.R. 1402, which some are advocating as appropriate for S. 990. Our com-
ments are organized as follows:

o AF&PA OPPOSES 8. 990

¢ INJURY TO THE U.S. FOREST PRODUCTS INDUSTRY
¢ NO SOLUTION TO FOREIGN SUBSIDIES

'« AMENDMENTS TO THE HOUSE VERSION |

¢ SUBSIDIES FOR U.S. SHIPYARDS

¢ CONCLUSION

AF&PA OPPOSES S. 990

AF&PA is strongly oppoosed to S. 990 because . would impose severe sanctions
on the very vessels which carry our forest products to foreign markets. We support
the testimony presented by H. George Miller, Executive Director, Shippers for Com-
petitive Ocean Transportation (SCOT), presented before your Subcommittee on No-
vember 18. ‘

The goal of S. 990 is to reduce subsidies to foreign shipyards, a goal that is sup-
ported by AF&PA. However, unilaterally imposing draconian penalties on vessels
owned or registered in foreign nations that subsidize their shipyards, would be ex-
tremely injurious to U.S. exporters, and ineffective in obtaining the desired goal.

AF&PA opposes S. 990 because it would:

¢ Significantly reduce the ability of U.S. exports to compete by dramatically in-
creasing costs of getting our forest products to world markets.

¢ Force many vessel operators to abandon U.S. port calls, reducing and possibly
eliminating vessel space for U.S. exporters.

¢ Cause cargo to be diverted (at great cost to U.S. exporters) from nearby U.S.
ports to Canadian and Mexican ports.

-« Create a tremendous cost disparity between delivery costs for U.S. forest prod-
ucts and foreign forest products.

e Threaten many more jobs in U.S. forest products, agriculture, coal, oil, and
shipping industries than it could possibly save in the shipbuilding/repair indus-
try.

¢ Invite foreign retaliation. The State Department has already warned that the
bill would violate U.S. international commitments and invite retaliation by
other countries.

o Disrupt timely flow of goods, which would be severely damaging to U.S. retail-
ers and consumers.

(227)
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INJURY TO THE U.S. FOREST PRODUCTS INDUSTRY

Forest products constitute one of the most important export commodities in U.S.
international trade, even in the face of increasing worldwide competition. Foreign
producers on virtually all continents produce paper, pulp, liner board, panel prod-
ucts, and softwood and hardwood lumber. The foreign consumers of U.S. forest prod-
ucts constantly balance the quality and price of our products against those of for-
eign-based suppliers. Often t?xe decision as to sourcing is based primarily on price.
In this environment, any significant increase in the delivered price of U.S. forest
products will result in a shift of sourcing away from U.S. suppliers. The impact of
such cost increases, in terms of lost sales, lost revenue and lost U.S. employment,
will be substantial.

Congress must carefully consider the impact of S. 990 not only on the industry
it intends to assist directly (U.S. shipbuilders), but also on the wide spectrum of
U.S. export industries which will be impacted indirectly, yet severely. In fact, the
employment represented by companies which comprise the membership of the
American Forest & Paper Association is far greater than that of the U.S. shipbuild-
ing industry. And our industry is only one industry which would be injured by S.
990—there are a number of other industries with U.S. employment comparable to
the forest products industry, which would also be injured. Thus, the danger of S.
990 is that in its effort to rei)resent the relatively few Americans who work in ship-
yargs, the employment of millions of Americans in other industries would be threat-
ened.

It is vital to our member companies, who export price-sensitive cargoes in an in-
creasingly competitive global market place, that costs of delivery be kept to reason-
able levels. Experience has clearly shown that when ocean transportation costs in-
crease substantially, U.S. forest products exports (and the employment we provide
in the U.S.) can decrease dramatically.

It is essential that our ocean transportation costs be similar to that paid by forest
product exporters abroad. S. 990 would immediately create a tremendous ocean
transportation freight disparity between ourselves and our foreign competitors. The
bill requires penalties of not less than $500,000 and not more than $1 million per
voyage for vessels that carry forest products. Meanwhile, those same vessels could
carry Canadian or other countries’ forest products without such penalties.

If vessel operators serving the U.S. forest products industry (and other U.S. indus-
tries) cannot purchase and operate vessels at a competitive worldwide price, or if
they must pay significant penalties in the U.S. for doing so, they will have no alter-
native but to pass those penalties on to U.S. shippers or to forego calling at U.S.
gorts. Yet the forest Eroducts industry of the United States is already locked in a

attle for global marketshare even while dealing with diminishing harvests. This
has resulted in price margins which simply will not allow for the absorption of mil-
lion dollar fines. -

Nor will vur foreign purchasers be willing to absorb such assessments. Instead,
they will simply look to our foreign competitors to supply them with the forest pred-
ucts they need.

NO SOLUTION TO FOREIGN SUBSIDIES

S. 990 is not a solution to the problem of foreign shipbuilding/repair subsidies be-
cause it penalizes the wrong parties. Under the legislation, fines ranging from
$600,000 to $1 million per voyage would be levied on the ships which carry our
cargo, not upon the governments of offending countries. Foreign governments and
foreign yards are the parties involved in shipbuilding subsidies, not the U.S, ship-
pers who must have an efficient means of getting our exports to foreign markets.

The International Trade Commission has concluded that even if the foreign ship-
building subsidies targeted by S. 990 were eliminated, the disparity in shipbuilding
coets between the U.S. yards and foreign yards would continue to render U.S. yards
uncompetitive. This is evidenced by the fact that U.S. yards have not built a ship
in open competition with foreign yards for 33 years.

CHANGES TO THE HOUSE VERSION

As I am sure the Subcommittee is aware, the House Ways & Means Trade Sub-
committee amended the House version of this bill, H.R. 1402, to include the follow-
ing changes:

¢ Effective date would be date of enactment—only vessels for which a contract for

construction was signed after the date of enactment of the legislation would be
subject to the imposition of penalties.
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¢ Investigations would be complaint driven, requiring a finding of injury by the
U.S. Trade Representative.
¢ Definition of subsidy will be that used by Commerce Department.

These amendments, if included in S. 990, would only slightly mitigate the negla)a-
tive impact of the bill on U.S. ex orters, importers, retailers, consumers, etc., by
slowing down the process by which investigations would be undertaken and pen-
alties imposed. S. 990 would still severely hamper the timely flow of goods upon
which the commerce of this country is dependent.

Even if S. 990 is amended to include the changes listed above, AF&PA will oppose
8. 990 because of the unquestionable damage it will do to our industry, and every
other industry dependent upon ocean transportati.n to send or receive finished
products and components.

SUBSIDIES FOR U.S. SHIPYARDS

Regardless of the numerous valid arguments against S. 990, it would be hypo-
critical for the Congress to pursue passage of S. 990 while at the same time consid-
ering passage of a bill to subsidize construction of U.S. flag vessels.

AF&PA does not oppose such subsidies for U.S. flag vessels, in fact we take no
position at all on this issue. However, pursuing legislation to subsidize our own
shipbuilding industry concurrently with legislation that would penalize foreign na-
tions for subsidizing their own shipyards, is clearly contradictory. It creates a double
standard which is not likely to be well received by the rest of world, and is likely
to invite strong retaliation, thereby adding to the injury S. 990 would heap on our
industry and others.

CONCLUSION

AF&PA recognizes that the intent of S. 990 is to stop foreign governments from
unfairly subsidizing their shipyards. This is a laudable goal. Unfortunately, the im-
pact on our industry and most other U.S. industries would be anything but positive.

Although AF&PA supports the intent of this legislation, we believe that S. 990
does not appropriately redress this problem. Through draconian penalties on ships
calling on U.S. ports, S. 990 would result in the devastation of the U.S. export com-
munity which already struggles to remain competitive in the world marketplace,
whi_let simultaneously failing to help the U.S. shipbuilding industry it is designed to
assist.



AMERICAN MARITIME CONGRESS

Franklin Square, 1300 Eys Sireet, NW, Suite 250 Wast, Washingion, DC 20005-3314

December 6, 1993

The Honorable Max S. Baucus

Subcommittee on International Trade
Committee, of Finance

205 Dirksen’ office Building

Washington, D.C. 20510-6200

Dear Chairman Baucus:

The American Maritime Congress appreciates the opportunity
to present its views for inclusion in the hearing record of S.
990, the Shipbuilding Trade Reform Act of 1993.

The American Maritime Congress (AMC) is a research and
educational group of U.S.-flag shipping companies operating in
the domestic and international waterborne commerce of the United
States. AMC’s comments express the common views of its members,
and are not intended in any way to detract from or otherwise
attenuate views expressed individually by any of its members.

We would like to begin by commending Senator Breaux for his
leadership in attempting to craft legislation to deal with
international shipbuilding subsidies which distort the
shipbuilding market to the detriment of U.S. shipyards. 1In this
connection, we note that Senator Breaux was the author of the
Foreign Shipping Practices Act (FSPA), which became Title X of
the Oomnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988. The FSPA
addressed the problem of discrimination by foreign governments
and/or foreign-flag ocean liners against U.S.-flag liners.

Before addressing S. 990, we would like to make two general
observations, as background for our more specific comments:

e Ideally, the best solution to ending foreign
shipyard subsidies is by an international agreement.
Only after it becomes abundantly clear that such a
solution is impossible should unilateral action be
taken; and,

e Should Congress decide that legislation along the
lines of S. 990 and H.R. 1402, as recently reported,
should be enacted, AMC urges that it be drafted as
narrowly. and as flexibly as possible to minimize the
real danger of retaliatory legislation by fogeign
governments. The United States does not write from a
clean slate in this matter. Several of our own laws
and pending legislative proposals can be perceived as
direct or indirect subsidies to U.S. shipyards.




231

Turning to S. 990, AMC believes it does not overreach nearly
as much as the original version of H.R. 1402; on the other hand,
AMC feels that H.R. 1402, as reported by the House Trade
Subcommittee, addresses the problem in a less burdensome manner,
is more flexible, and therefore would be easier to administer and
less likely to invite retaliation. Considered against the
general observations made earlier, however, AMC will neither
support nor oppose the new version of H.R. 1402, at this time.

Should legislation be deemed necessary, AMC will comment
briefly on S. 990 in the context of H.R. 1402, as reported. The
current version of H.R. 1402, contains several changes which AMC
believes would lessen the risk of adverse impact on U.S.
waterborne trade. AMC recommends that they be incorporated in
S. 990: ’

e Existing vessels should not be subject to sanctions,
only vessels for which construction contracts are
entered into after date of enactment;

e The "injury test" in S. 990, should be broadened
along the lines of the amended version of H.R. 1402, so
that it focuses on a "burden or restriction on U.S.
Commerce" rather than on a condition unfavorable to one
sector of U.S. commerce, i.e., shipbuilding;

e The "Investigations" process in the reported version
of H.R. 1402, involves the United States Trade
Representative and the Department of Commerce, whereas
S. 990 would only involve the latter. AMC submits that
the former strikes a proper balance between the duties

‘ and responsibilities of both agencies regarding
disciplining of foreign subsidies, and is therefore
preferable;

e The reported version of H.R. 1402, provides greater
flexibility for the imposition of penalties, and is
therefore more likely to achieve its objective --
discipline subsidies paid by foreign governments to
their shipbuilders. .

e The reported version of H.R. 1402 creates a venue
for foreign interests to resolve disputes with the
USTR. This may lessen the danger of retaliatory
legislation.

The American Maritime Congress wishes to thank the
Subcommittee for the opportunity to present its views.

Respectfully submitted,

«@j;d,_g%ﬂw
loria Cataneo Rudfran

Executive Director




232

s'mmunm OF THE COUNCIL OF EUROPEAN & JAPANESE NATIONAL SHIFOWNERS'
ASSOCIATIONS (CENSA)

ANTRODUCTION

The Council of European & Japanese National Shipowners'
Associations (CENSA) is pleased to submit comments on S. 990 in
connection with the hearing before this Committee. CENSA is
comprised of the National Shipowners' Associations of Belgium,
Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Japan, the
Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, and the United Kingdom plus
individual liner operators/container consortia from most of those
Countries. These countries and their shipowners represent a
large majority of the trading partners of the United States.

I.
CENSA'S OPPOSITION TO 8. 990

Our Members have asked us to express to your Committee their
opposition to this proposed legislation under which the United
States would impose unilateral penalties on vessels flagged in or
owned by citizens of countries which subsidize their shipyards
for construction and repair. In CENSA's view, enactment of this
legislation would cause serious and immediate harm to the economy
of the United States, its trading partners and CENSA's members.

II.

CENSA's principal objective has always been and

continues to be the promotion of an unfettered market with a
minimum of governmental regulation and intervention and with
resulting benefits for the carriers and the seaborne transport of
goods. CENSA has supported policy objectives throughout the
world which seek removal of the artificial distortions caused by
‘'government intervention in the form of subsidies for shipbuilding
and repairs. In CENSA's view, so long as these government
. subsidies exist, which by their nature encourage excess shipyard
capacity and over~-ordering, overtonnaging will continue to exist.
The problem of phasing out market distortions caused by shipyard
subsidies raises difficult issues among nations, and such issues
cannot be successfully addressed unilaterally. Only a
multilateral approach will permit a resolution which does not
disrupt international trade and commerce.

IXI.
A_MULTINATIONAL AGREEMENT IS THE BEST SOLUTION

As the Committee is aware, multinational negotiations to
arrive at an international solution of shipbuilding issues have
been underway for the past several years under the sponsorship of
the OECD and talks are now in progress. Like all multinational
negotiations, the issues are complex and a resolution takes time.
The United States has been a participant in these talks and has
taken a strong lead. A general framework of an OECD drarft
agreement has been developed dealing with various substantive
matters and which is intended to preclude unacceptable measures
and practices, such as export schemes, direct and indirect
support to shipyards, and set forth measures to resolve disputes
as to injurious pricing, among many other items. CENSA is
unequivocally in favor of a balanced and effective OECD
multilateral agreement which will phase-out all market
distortions in the form of subsidies to shipyards and phase in a
complaint driven injurious pricing code. 1In CENSA's view, a
positive resolution of the negotiations in this manner best
sarves the interests of maintaining international trade and
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commerce among the nations without the disruption and adverse
consequences which unilateral actions could impose. We note that’
S. 990 agrees that a multilateral agreement among shipbuilding
nations is the best means of providing for fair international
competition (Section 2(7))].V

Iv.

S. 990 IS THE WRONG SOLUTIQN TO
BRING ARBOUT THE ELIMINATION OF SUBSIDIES

S. 990, entitled the Shipbuilding Trade Reform Act of 1993,
sets forth a unilateral legislative scheme which would impose
extreme penalties on vessels of countries and their citizens
which subsidize construction and repair of vessels. All the
countries which have been involved in the OECD multinational
negotiations would be statutorily listed as countries whose
shipowners would be blocked from U .S. trade unless each country
signed an agreement with the United States eliminating any
subsidization of shipyards, as defired broadly in the
legislation. All other countries would be subject to
investigation and placed on the same list, if the Secretary of
Commerce reasonably concluded that they engaged in subsidization.
The term "subsidy" would be broadly defined, covering essentially
any actions which could be deemed to have any impact on U.S.
shipbuilders.

CENSA submits that enactment of this legislation and the
sanctions contained therein are arbitrary in their application,
endanger the possibility of reaching an international agreement,
and would be contrary to international law and U.S. obligations.
Enactment would be a grievous misstep on the part of the U.S. By
this unilateral act the United States would disrupt the worldwide
multilateral trading system, bring a virtual stop to U.S. import

'Censa has noted the recent amendments to the Gibbons Bill, H.R.
1402. This Bill, however, still requires unilateral action to be
taken administratively. Furthermore, amongst other regrettable

provisions:

- it is now similar to S. 990 in that it still discriminates
in favor of U.S. shipowners by not retaining any sanctions
against their purchase of ships built with subsidies @n
foreign countries, although vessels flagged or owned in
those countries could be subject to U.S. sanctions:;

- petitions for the initiation of an investigation as to
whether a foreign country is a subsidizing country do not
require any proof of harm to the petitioner;

- adverse effects on U.S. commerce are defined in such broad
generalizations as in practice to encompass any subsidy in a
foreign country regardless of whether it had a perceptible
effect on U.S. interests:

- it continues to apply sanctions to vessels connected with
subsidizing countries rather than to their shipyards,
therefore vessels flagged and beneficially owned in non-
subsidizing countries face no sanctions, even if their
construction or repair was subsidized.

- the status of vessels (contracted after enactment) .
beneficially owned or flagged in all foreign shipbuilding
countries would be permanently uncertain, as at any time an
investigation might be initiated which culminated in the
application of sanctions to these vessels.
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and export trade, deprive its whole economy of jobs and future
growth, and trigger a spiral of retaliation by the trading
partners of the United States. S. 990 would be an act of
isolation by the United States with consequences not seen since
the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act of 1930, which many consider plunged
the United States and the world into a worldwide depression.

Moreover, CENSA must observe that the language of the Bill
seems particularly designed in its restrictive language to
preclude any solutions. Countries can escape its strictures only
by entering into a trade agreement with the United States
providing for the "immediate elimination of subsidies for the
construction and repair of vessels (including the elimination of
continuing benefits from prior subsidy programs)." This language
seems designed to make any agreement or solution impossible.
Agreements, whether bilateral or multilateral, involve
reciprocity.

A. S, 990 does not level the plaving field.

] The avowed purpose of S. 990 is to eliminate subsidies
for shipbuilding and repairs in foreign shipyards, but
it does nothing with respect to U.S. subsidies, and the

" absence of any restraint on continuing U.S. subsidies,
even if the Bill were successful, shows that unilateral
action is not the appropriate solution. The United
States can hardly demand that other countries totally
relinquish their subsidies, including the continuing
benefits of past subsidies, while retaining its own
shipyard support subsidies, including such ptovisions
as the Capital Construction Fund, Title II,
transitional assistance such as that given under ARPA,
domestic build requirements of the Jones Act and the
benefits received by United States shipowners and
shipyards of the past construction differential subsidy
program. This would tip the playing field in the
opposite direction, and not achieve the free and
unfettered market which can best serve international
trade and shipowners.

o S. 990 clearly further unfairly discriminates in favor
of U.S. shipowners in comparison with their foreign
competitors since it permits a U.S. shipowner to buy a
vessel built with foreign subsidy and then operate it
as long as it is placed either under the U.S. flag or
the flag of a nation not on the list.

B. S, 999 is arxbitrary in its application.

L) The proposed legislation would punish the wrong
entities. Although the intent of the legislation would
be to address subsidies which are given to shipyards,
the burden of this statute would fall not upon the
shipyard but on a shipowner of the country which gives
the subsidy or on vessels registered in that country.
It is the shipowner which loses.. The bill thus
penalizes the wrong party and in no way redresses the
benefits which the shipyard has received.

. The bill exempts shipowners from third flag countries
who can enjoy the benefits of the subsidized shipyarad
construction price. As a consequenca, any owner not a
citizen of the country which has a subsidized shipyard

- is free to enjoy the subsidized price and to use the
subsidized vessel in U.S. trade under his own or the
flag of another country. Thus, a citizen of Singapore
(or of any other center of maritime activity where
yards are not subsidized) could build a ship in a
subsidizing country at the reduced price and sail it
without penalty in U.S. trade.
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o In further contradiction, S. 990 also punishes
shipowners of countries which subsidize shipyards even
if their vessels were built in another country. -
Indeed, a shipowner of a country which subsidized its
shipyards would be subject to the penalties even if it
built all its vessels in U.S. yards. These arbitrary
and capricious results demonstrate that unilateral
actions by individual countries neither protect
domestic yards from competition nor produce solutions
to offset shipbuilding benefits.

C. S, 990 endangers an international solution.

[} The provision in S. 990 that each of the countries
which have been negotiating as part of the OECD Council
Working Group is statutorily placed on the list of
countries whose shipowners will be penalized is not
conducive to furthering multinational negotiations. To
this must be added the bill's restrictive language on
the scope of any agreement, which we have already
noted. We recognize that international solutions are
difficult, but it is fundamental that multilateral
agreements provide the only lasting solution.

D. S, 990 is contrary vo U.S, and International Law and U,S.
Treaty Obligations.

° Essentially the proposed Bill would impose penalties on
vessels of shipowners, by either barring the vessel
from U.S. ports, reducing its sailings or cargo, or
imposing dollar penalties, all because the country of
the vessel owner grants a subsidy to its shipyards, a
subsidy which the vessel and its owner may or may not
have enjoyed. Such action not only is arbitrary, it is
a departure from international practice that
"instruments of commerce" are to be treated neutrally

L] S. 990 likewise offends the time-honored doctrine of
freedom of seas, followed by the world community
including the United States, which has recognized open
entry to ports, without fines or vessel restrictions,
except in time of war or emergency.

L] The United States has further with its trading partners
entered into Treaties of Friendship, Commerce and
Navigation which require that national treatment be
afforded the vessels of the other nation. The
penalties in S. 990 would deny that national treatment.

® Finally, the Bill's provisions are contrary to the
provisions for free passage of vessels granted under
Article V of GATT.

E. §, 990 would disrupt and halt U.S. import and export trade,
lose jobs and undermine future U.S. economic growth.

. The sanctions and the threat of sanctions in S. 990
applicable within 180 days would severely damage U.S.
trade by creating a shortage of tonnage for U.S.
exports and imports.?

2 CENSA sees no difference in practical terms in the impact
between those penalties imposed on an "existing affected vessel”
or a "new affected vessel".
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Currently over 96% of U.S., total ocean-water-borne
commerce is carried in foreign flag vessels. With
respact to liner trade, only approximately 18% of the
liner trade is carried by U.S. flag vessels.

S. 990 makes each of the member countries which
participate in the OECD Council Working Group subject
to the penalties within 180 days of enactment. These
"black listed" countries have according to the OECD
publication "Maritime Transport 1992," flag shares at
mid 1992 as follaqws: —

OECD countries (excluding USA): 28.5%
Korea: 1.7%
Total "black list countries" 30.2%

Adding beneficial ownership, as shown in the
forthcoming UNCTAD report "Review of Maritime Transport
1992," the "black listed" countries would account for
more than 50% of world tonnage.

The ability of the U.S. to export (and import) is
critical *o the growth of the U.S. economy. As the
recent U.S. Department of Commerce study shows,
Merchandise exports contributed almest all job growth
in the U.S. in the manufacturing industry from 1986 to
1990. In 1990, merchandise exports contributed 88% of
the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth, and from 1986
to 1990 U.S. merchandise exports accounted for 41% of
the rise in U.S. GDP (in 1982 dollars).¥ -

U.S. merchandise exports supported 25% of the growth in
U.S. civilian jobs between 1986 and 1990, and in 1990
alone, merchandise exports accounted for 17% of the job
growth. :

19,100 U.S. jobs were supported by each $1 billion of
U.S. merchandise exports in 1990, and the loss of jobs
in the U.S economy as a result of the disruption of
trade would cause severe damage. It would be equally
disruptive and damaging to the economies of the trading
partners of the United States and disrupt the mutual
trade relationships.

3

, U.S. Department of

U.S. Jobs supported by Merchandise Exports
Ccommerce, Economics and Statistics Administration, Office of the

Chief Economist, April 1992, OMA Research Series 1-92.




237

[} In addition to manufacturing jobs, jobs would be lost
with respect to workers in ports, mines,” farms, forests
and chemicals by the reduction of exports of coal,
grain, forest products and chemicals by the lack of
;ogyage. These exports amounted to over 62 billion

ollars.

L The interruption in the availability of vessels and
resultant decline in trade would clearly result in U.S.
consumers paying a higher prices for imports and reduce
the standard of living of the whole U.S. economy.

F. §. 990 would trigger rwtaliation against U.S. vessels.

L] It is a fact of international commerce that unilateral
attempts by oue country to adjust in its favor mutual
trade with znother country invariably invites
retaliation by its trading partner. The United States

' and that European Community and the United States and
Japan have each bkeen repeatedly involved in such
actions and counteractions. If S. 990 is enacted,
other nations will adopt protective measures for their
citizens, including provisions similar to those of S.
990. Existing fleets of U.S. shipowners would be at
risk and existing U.S. flag vessels built with past
financial assistance such as construction differential
subsidy, Title 11 or CCF could become subject to
retaliatory and preclusive penalties. Alternatively,
other countries might retaliate by imposing
restrictions on other industries or commodities. Once
unilateral action is taken by one country, the
political and economic pressures to respond in kind or
by offsetting measures becomes difficult to resist.
All such actions hurt trade and impact domestic
economies. They do not help the goal of reduction of
trade barriers between countries and they emphasize the
desirability of a multilateral solution.

CONCLUSION

CENSA has a commitment to the development of international
free markets, in which artificial distortions caused by
governmental intervention to subsidize, protect or reserve
sectors for specific commercial interests are eliminated. In
CENSA's view the most effective way forward is through concerted
multilateral action, not least with regard to the elimination of
subsidies to shipyards. This committee should, therefore, for
the reasons set forth herein, not adopt S. 990.

CENSA appreciates this opperturity to present its views on
these important issues.
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STATEMENT OF THE FEDERATION OF AMERICAN CONTROLLED SHIPPING (FACS)

Our organization's membership comprises American companies which
own, vperate, manage, charter, finance or otherwise utilize open
registry vessels. Indeed, one of the primary objects and
purposes of FACS, as stated in its Articles of Association, is:

"To encourage free and open maritime trade throughout the
world, to oppose artificial and unreasonable restraints on
such trade and to facilitate international maritime trade by
stressing that flexible, efficient and dependable shipping
arrangements are essential to shippers, cargo owners and
receivers."”

Thus, unlike organizations concerned solely with the interests of
ship operators, we have a broader mandate and must view a
legislative proposal such as S. 990 not only from the standpoint
of 'its potentzal impact on American shipowning companies but also
its likely impact on cargo owners as well.

In this regard, we are particuiarly wary of unilateral efforts
which would interfere with the iree movement of maritime trade in
.the international arena, because unilateralism invariably creates
barriers to such trade and serves to encourage countervailing
measures which in turn give rise to additional barriers. Viewed
from this vantage point S. 990 is particularly ill-advised and
represents a wrong and indeed counterproductive approach to the
problem of achieving international competitiveness for the U.S.
shipbuilding industry. 1In addition, while S. 990 would not
directly impact on U.S. vessel operators (for which we commend its
sponsors), it would most certainly be burdensome to American cargo
owning interests and thus would be harmful to U.S. trade. These
points are discussed in the following paragraphs.

I. Unilateral Measures Against Shipbuilding Subsidies Would Be
Unrealistic and Counterproductive

As Americans we have empathy and concern for our fellow
countrymen engaged in shipbuilding, and genuinely would like to
see them become competitive in the international marketplace. We
also believe that if the right steps are taken, that goal can be
achieved. But we do not believe that continuing on the course of
unilaterally seeking to pressure foreign governments to conclude a
multilateral agreement which would eliminate subsidies across-the-
board over the next few years is realistic, given the present

circumstances.

First, the reality in many countries is that there are strong
political, economic and social reasons for governments to offer
assistance to enable their yards to continue to operate. The
former East German yards are a compelling example of this reality.
If the German government had not undertaken to commit some £4
billion over a five year period to revitalize the former East
German yards, the impact in terms of unemployment, political
unrest and human suffering could have been disastrous. Similar
but less dramatic pressures exist in various other countries
around the globe, such as in Southern Europe. Consequeatly, it is
unlikely that shipyard subsidies could be ended within a matter of
a few years by multilateral agreement brought about as the result
of unilateral actions or threats of action by the United States.

Second, the U.S. yards presently are in much the same non-
competitive position as the former East German yards were prior to
the decision made last year by the German government. Candidly,
there is (no reason to believe that American shipyards could
survive Jithout government assistance in an unsubsidized world
marketplace any more than the former East German yards could have
survived. That reality is well understood by almost every ship
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-foreign shipyards to a subsidy-free world.
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operator familiar with comparative shipbuilding costs throughout
the world, and is confirmed by the entirely valid and nonpartisan
June 1992 report of the International Trade Commission.

Third, to become internationally competitive in the future the
U.S. shipyards must undergo extensive restructuring of their
facilities and their ways of doing business. Restructuring can
only be achieved by substantial new capital investments and by
undertaking research and development leading to the adoption of
new technology, creative vessel designs, modern management
systems, and programs to increase productivity and to promote
commercial sales through sophisticated vessel finance and export
promotion. It seems improbable that such investments and programs
could bé initiated and funded without government assistance in the
form of grants and gquarantees which in turn would facilitate

private investment,

Fourth, at both the federal and state levels efforts are underway
to provide such assistance to U.S. shipyards, assistance which in
most instances, if granted by a foreign nation to its
shipbuilding industry, would constitute clearcut examples of the
very types of "subsidies" defined in, and prohibited by, S. 990:

* For instance, H.R. 2151, which was passed by a vote of 347
to 65 in the House (reportedly with Administration
acquiescence) earlier this month would establish a new
subsidy program providing up to 50% of contract costs for

the series construction of two or more vessels.

* The State of Louisiana is presently planning, according to
press reports, to pledge up to $160 million in state funds as
guarantees to help Avondale Shipyards win a $300 million
shipbuilding contract.

* The Administration last month announced its support for a
"new federal research and development program as well as a
Title XI mortgage insurance program to finance some $3
billion in new ship construction by American yards.

* The President just recently signed into iaw the Defense
Appropriations Bill (H.R. 3116) providing in FY 1994 for
shipbuilding loan financing quarantees sufficient to
underwrite a half billion dollars of new ship construction,
along with $47 million in research funds.

Viewed in the context of these various economic and political
recalities, the basic premise of S. 990 -- that shipyard subsidies
must be eliminated over the near term -- is subject to very
serious question. It would seem that the United States is now at
a policy crossroads, at which it must decide whether to condemn
or condone government assistance to shipyards, be they foreign or
domestic. We surely cannot have it both ways, demanding in

S. 990, with the threat of unilateral action, that foreign
governments cease assisting their yards, while at the same time
preparing to provide new forms of government assistance to our

domestic shipyards.

In the light of these realities, we respectfully submit that
S. 990 is the wrong approach. A more realistic and an
internationally acceptable solution would be to recognize that at
the present time subsidies for shipyards, whether in this country
or elsewhere, are a fact of life, and that such subsidies can only
be phased out gradually over a period of five or more years,
thereby providing ample time for adjustment by both domestic and
We believe that such a
compromise approach could be achieved multilaterally without
concurrently moving ahead with the threat of enacting a unilateral
measure such as S. 990. Indeed, continuing to trumpet a
unilateral approach could "poison the water™ in the multilateral
negotiations, particularly when the United States, at the same
time, is providing new forms of assistance for domestic shipyards.
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could trigger retaliatory actions by other nations, to the
detriment of U.S. maritime and trading interests.

II. Unilateral Measures Against Shipbuilding Subsidies Would
Penalize American Cargo Owners

It is most improbable that S. 990 would directly impact on
American companies operating open registry vessels flying the
flags of Liberia, Panama, Bahamas and The Marshall Islands, since
none of the flag states is a shipbuilding nation. On the other
hand, S. 990 would create serious problems for American
enterprises which are dependent on the unrestricted, efficient and
low cost oceanborne movement of goods and commodities in U.S.
foreign commerce. In addition, American ship operating companies
could be indirectly impaired if foreign governments were aggrieved
by the imposition of seemingyly unfair penalties under S. 990 and
responded by taking retaliatory action against American controlled
and/or registered vessels. -

The potential breadth and scope of the intended application of S.
990, as well as its harsh penalty provisions, are quite
extraordinary compared to practices and controlling principles of
comity which prevail today in international shipping. To
appreciate how far-reaching 'S. 990 appears to be, it must be kept
in mind, first of all, that it would impact on countries with
shipbuilding or ship repair facilities., The addition of repair
yards qreatly—Eroadens its reach, because there are repair
facilities in many countries which do not have shipbuilding

facilities.

Moreover, in view of the virtually all~inclusive definition of
proscribed "subsidy® in S. 990, it is reasonable to conclude that
almost every country with a shipbuilding or ship repair facility
would run afoul of its prohibition -- just as the United States
surely would if S. 990 applied to this country .as well.

Furthermore, S. 990 would apply not only to vessels flying thre
flags of the many shipbuilding and ship repair nations, but also
to vessels registered under the laws of countries without ship
construction or repair facilities, where the beneficial ownership
of the vessels was held by citizens or nationais of the offending
countries. For example, if Denmark were listed as an cffending
country (which would seem to be likely given the current
government support to Danish yards) then not only would Danish
flag vessels be subject to penalties, but also Danish controlled
vessels flying the flags of Great Britain, Norway, Singapore,
Liberia, Panama, Bahamas, etc. would also be penaiized if they
traded to U.S. ports —- even if the flag states themselves did not

qualify as offending countries.

The scope of S. 990 must also be read in light of the fact that
almost half of the tonnage in the world fleet is beneficially
owned by non-nationals of the flag states. The following is a
sampling (percentages are rounded off) of the OECD statistics
showing the widespread absence of the beneficial ownership/flag

linkage: .

Percentage of Percentage of

Tonnage Under Tonnage Under

Nationality Non-National Nacionality Non-National
of Owner Flags of Owner Flags
Greek 56% German 58%
Japanese 60% Danish 39%
American 70% Taiwanese 14%
Norwegian 33% Swedish 63%
Hong Kong Chinese 88% French 52%
Chinese 23% Belgian 97%
British ' 75% Dutch 33%

Korean 36% Swiss 86%
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To appreciate further the broad sweep of S. 990, it must also be_
kept in mind that the provision would for all intents and purposes
apply to both new and existing vessels (regardless of where they
were built or repaired). Taking the hypothetical example cited
earlier, this means that a Danish controlled vessel flying, say,
the British flag which was built 15 years earlier in a third
country would be subject to penalties even if the vessel had been
_built or repaired without benefit of any shipyard subsidy and even
if the present owner had nothing to do with ordering the vessel or
arranging for its repairs.

If the wide scope of application of S. 990 is considered along
with the severe and virtually automatic application of such
penalties, the conclusion must be that it could seriously impair
the U.S. export and import trades, to the immediate detriment of
American shippers, cargo owners and ports, and ultimately impact
on consumers and the national economy.

To appreciate the complexity of the problems that would be created
and would impede normal maritime operations and thus U.S. trade,
consider the example of an American steel company which arranges
for the transportation of its iron ore imports under term
charters. It could suddenly find that vessels it had chartered
some years or months earlier were subject to penalties under S.
990 if the ships entered U.S. waters. The American steel company
would then be faced with demands for indemnification if it
directed its chartered vessels to continue serving its import
needs.

Another example would be the American grain company seeking to
arrange spot charters to transport American exports of wheat,
‘corn or other agricultural products. The available bulk carriers
would fall into essentially two categories -- some "safe" vessels
and probably a larger number of "targeted”™ vessels subject to S.
990 penalties. Under these artificial market conditions the
freight rates would presumably be driven upwards as a kind of
two~tiered market structure came into being. The "targeted"
vessels would demand higher than normal rates to cover the cost of
penalties, and the "safe" vessels would seek charter rates that
were below the "targeted" vessels' rate levels but above the
levels that would otherwise have prevailed under normal
conditions.

Presumably this situation would create an upward creep in charter
rates as the two tiers in the market continually adjusted to the
shifting levels. The clear losers in the above example would be
American agricultural exporters and American farmers because the
landed costs of the U.S. exports in foreign markets would rise
disproportionately above the landed costs of foreign exports.

The ripple effect of the uncertainties created by application of
S. 990 could dampen and impair future orders and financing of
vessels for the U.S./foreign trades, which in turn would also
distort the supply/demand equation and thereby create an upward
pressure on rate levels. At the same time, the replacement of
older and less environmentally desirable vessels could be-impeded.

Clearly S. 990 would conflict with free and open maritime trade
by imposing artificial restraints on such trade, and for that
reason we submit that it would be very harmful to American
interests generally.

CONCLUSION

We respectfully urge that your Subcommittee not lend its support
to S. 990.
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STATEMENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL OF CRUISE LINES

The International Council of Cruise Lines (ICCL) is a non-profit trade organiza-
tion. Our members are both American and foreign-owned companies engaged in the
overnight, oceangeing cruise industry. Qur membership accounts for approximately
90% of the worldwide passenger cruise industry capacity. We operate more than sev-
enty-five vessels which this year alone will carry more than four million passengers.

As members of the international cruise industry, we carry on a long tradition of
freedom of the seas and freedom of trade. Our members sail on all of the oceans
and seas of the world and are substantial contributors to the economies of all the
nations with which we come in contact. As members of a truly international indus-
try and with a significant interest in the growth and expansion of the United States
economy, we are highly desirous of working constructively with the United States
Congress on matters of concern to the United States. In our view, the issue of ship-
building subsidies is not only economically and politically complex, but it is inter-
national in scope. Any action that restricts the freedom of the seas and the freedom
of international trade is obviously not in our commercial interests. In our view, the
shipbuilding subsidy situation cannot be effectively addressed by reliance on sanc-
tions of the type contemplated by S. 990. Therefore, with all respect, we cannot sup-
port this approach in our earnest desire to work with the Congress in developing
a solution to this problem.

The proper place to address issues of international trade is through multilateral

overnment-to-government negotiations. International bodies, such as the General
igreement on Trades and Tariffs (GATT) and the Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD), exist to address the very situations such as
that which S. 990 seeks to address. Unilateral attempts by any government to ad-
dress international trade disputes will weaken the multilateral mechanisms in place
and erode, rather than strengthen, international trade. Such a result would impede
the growth of the cruise industry and accordingly could have a negative impact on
the rapidly growing contribution our industry makes to the U.S. economy.

We are proud of the contribution our industry is currently making to the United
States domestic economy and look forward to increasing this contribution in the fu-
ture. We create employment for hundreds of thousands of Americans and we are re-
sponsible for billions of dollars each year in wages and taxes, as well as payments
to suppliers, travel agents, and U.S. airlines.

Price Waterhouse, in a recently completed major study, confirmed that the cruise
industry will add 134,712 full-time jobs to the U.S. economy in the next four years,
on top of the 450,166 U.S. jobs it already provides. Price Waterhouse confirmed that
in 1992, our industry generated $14.5 billion in U.S. wages and $6.3 billion in do-
mestic tax revenues. Price Waterhouse projects an additional $4.3 billion in wages
and $1|.lQ billion in taxes by 1996, based on estimated capacity growth of 6.8 percent
annually.

This multi-billion dollar impact of wages and taxes is a conservative estimate by
Price Waterhouse because it only counts the “value added” component and none of
the raw materials—such as fuel and agriculture products—that the industry uses.
Among Price Waterhouse’s specific findings for 1992;

e The cruise industry created 63,168 core sector jobs and 71,612 supplier sector
jobs, for a total direct impact of 134,780 jobs. Expenditure-induced (ripple effect)
jobs number 315,388, for a total economic impact of 450,166 jobs.

¢ The industry created more than $2.2 billion in core sector wages and $2.3 bil-
lion in supplier sector wages, for a total direct impact of $4.6 billion in wages.
Expenditure-induced wages were an additional $9.9 billion, for a total impact
of more than $14.5 billion. .

o Cruising generated $519.6 million in state and local taxes and $1.6 billion in
federal taxes, for a direct impact of $2.1 billion in taxes. Expenditure-induced
taxes were $944.6 million for state and local governments, $3.3 billion for fed-
eral cogezirs. The total tax impact: $6.3 billion in federal, state, and local taxes
generated.

Price Waterhouse reported that of the total impact of $20.8 billion in the U.S,,
seven continental U.S. ;;ort cities—Miami, Los Angeles, New York, Port Canaveral,
Fort Lauderdale, Seattle, and Tampa—share $2.7 biflion ($1.9 billion in wages,
$819.6 million in total taxes and fees). The other $18.1 billion economic impact was
spread throughout the economy in every industrial sector. Among the industries
enumerated: transportation and utilities; services; manufacturing; agriculture; min-
ing and construction; finance, insurance, and real estate; and government.

e cruise industry is a partner in America’s economic growth and has been for
more than two decades. Our expansion will help continue the growth with more

)
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jobs, more wages, and more tax revenues in the years to come. We want to work

and-in-hand with Congress to assure that this economic impact continues to bene-
fit the U.S. A projected growth estimate of 6.8 percent compounded annually is con-
servative because it does not include the most recent expansion J)rojecta. From 1980
through 1991, the industry has grown 9.8 percent annually, and there is no reason
to expect a slowdown now, barring Iolitical or economic obstacles.

If, despite the concerns expressed by ourselves and others, it is decided to proceed
with the type of legislation contemplated by the current draft of S. 990, we would
respectfully submit that amendments should be adopted to make the bill more tar-
geted on the perceived problem and not as punitive to the shiﬁowner. Foreign gov-
ernments are responsible for shipbuilding subsidies. Foreign shipyards are the pri-
mary beneficiaries of shipbuildinﬁ subsidies. Subsidies represent a complex domestic
situation within a country which spills over into the international trade relations
between governments. The shipowner as a purchaser in an international market
should not be the target.

Specifically, we have the following comments about certain sections of the bill:

1. In Section 2, subsection 7 of S. 990, it is provided that, “. . . a strong,
effective multilateral agreement among shipbuilding nations to eliminate trade-
distorting practices in the ship construction industry is the best means of pro-
vi(}_ing for fair international competition . . .” We unequivocally endorse that
policy.

2. We disa%ree, however, with the broad, open-ended definition of subsidies.
The bill should provide precise terminology in defining a subsidy. Definitions
are needed that are readily identifiable to the shipowner to ensure that any fu-
ture ship orders do not inadvertently run afoul of the statute. Under the pro-
posed language, it is quite conceivable that a cruise line might enter into a con-
tract for a new vessel only to later learn that the yards failure to follow what
are deemed after the fact to be “commercially responsible investment practices”
has decimated the investment.

3. The approach used in the concept of listing including the investigation, pre-
liminary determination, emergenci' isting, final determination, notification, and
reconsideration process is basically fair and seems to provide adequate due
f»rqcess. Most importantly, the safeguards for judicial review built into the legis-
ation appear to protect the rights of the fpartiexs from hasty bureaucratic action.

4. It should not be the public policy of the United States to penalize owners
of vessels who have acted in good faith. Those owners who purchased vessels,
or entered into agreements to contract for vessels, while in full compliance with
the laws at that time, should not later be penalized. S. 990 should be designed
to change future behavior regarding shipbuilding subsidies. It is not, therefore,
appropriate to penalize past, lawful behavior as a method to change future ac-
tion. S. 990 should be amended so that all existing affected vessels and new af-
fected vessels, as defined in the bill, and all vessels under construction agree-
ments at the time of enactment of the bill, regardiess of when construction is
completed, should be exempt from the bill. As it is the forei%n governments that
provide the allegedly anti-competitive subsidies, it is the foreign governments
that should be penalized, not the lawful purchasers of the ship.

6. It is neither equitable nor realistic to ask & private cruise line owner to
investigate the many defined-—and some- undefined—subsidies a shipyard, bid-
ding for the owner’s business, might receive. It is unfair to ask the owner to
act as the agent and enforcer of the United States government. The cruise line
cannot be expected to be aware of the value, if any, of a particular shipyard
bidding for construction or repair of their vessel. We should expect the cruise
line owner, when seeking to purchase a multi-million dollar vessel, to act like
any responsible business person—to seek the most cost-effective, responsible
bid. The responsibility for enforcing free and fair trade agreements, for the eval-
uation of duties, tariffs and subsidies, is with and between the aﬂ'ected govern-
ments. S. 990 seems to imply that this is a government-to-government problem,
but then in the end punishes the shipowner. The problem lies with the govern-
ment—not the shipowner. The solution lies with the government—not the ship-
owner. The level playing field can only be created by the government—not the
shipowner. The United States is the dominant economic power in the world.
This Congress and our trade representatives have the ability to “speak softly
and carry a big-stick.” Governments have influence; governments have rem-
edies; 5overnments have offsetting areas of economic impact.

6. ICCL would encourage the addition of language to require that there be
some demonstrated injury on the part of any person appearing as an interested
party in the proceedings.

y"""z o
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7. Finally, it would be advisable to address inadequacies in Section 301 Rem-
edies rather than adopt another statutory scheme. It is provided in Section
301(dX2) of the 1975 Trade Act, as amended:

“An act, policy, or practice of a foreign country that burdens or restricts
United States Commerce may include the provision, directly or indirectly,
by that foreign country of subsidies for the construction of vessels used in
the commercial transportation by water of goods between foreign countries
and the United States.”

Accordingly, there is a statutory framework to address the U.S. shipbuilding in-
dustry unfair trade complaint. If for any sound reason that framework is not work-
ing properly, we submit that allegation should be addressed rather than the S. 990
approach of additional investigations, sanctions, appeals, and the cost and bureauc-
racy associated therewith. Consistent with our view that this is a timely inter-
national issue, we urge that a careful analysis and, if necessary, amendments be
made to Section 301 procedures. If, for example, it is contended that the Section 301
approach takes too long to reach a formal decision that problem could and should
be addressed; or, if the burden of establishing injury to a domestic U.S. industry
is too onerous—that could be examined. Any approach short of Section 301 modifica-
tions will clearly invite serious international retaliation.

CONCLUSION

The approach adopted in H.R. 1402 as reported out by the House Ways and
Means Trade Subcommittee incorporating amendments requested by the Adminis-
tration and exempting all existing vessels and construction contracts up to date of
enactment represents a legislative approach this Committee should consider. In our
view, it provides a workable legislative approach. We reiterate, however, that trade
matters among sovereign nations can best be resolved through international co-
operation and agreement. Multilateral efforts have already resulted in a reduction
of shipbuilding subsidies from a maximum of 30% to a maximum of 8% today. Our
interest is to work with the Congress and the international commurity in reaching
an agreement that will stimulate international trade and encourage, foster, and ex-
pgnsd the economic contribution the international cruise industry makes to the Unit-
ed States.

Thank you for this opportunity to make known our views and to reiterate our will-
inFness to work with you and the international community to reach an international
solution in the best interests of all parties.

STATEMENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL PAPER

International Pager strongly opposes the enactment of the Senate Bill—990 bill
currently pending before congress. Such unilateral action against the worlds ship-
ping fleet to resolve foreign building subsidiaries would have debilitating effects on
International Paper’s exports.

The proposed law would require the Secretary of Commerce to assess fines of
$500,000 each voyage and/or reduce its U. S. Port of Calls by 50%.

Neither of these actions would be acceptable because the-vessel owner would be
faced with two alternatives, pass the cost onto the shipper or abandon the service!
The later is most likely because the shipper could not absorb such an increase in
its’ freight costs. '

The magnitude of such actions boggles the imagination, which is best illustrated
by what it does to International Paper with the following facts:

¢ Annual exports of Forest Products exceed two million metric tons
e U. S. Flag participation is less than 3%.

As we all know, ocean freight rates are driven by “supply and demand.” If you
remove a major portion of the worlds’ fleet from our shores, rates will rise as we
have never seen before.

It is a well known fact that U. S. shipyards have not been competitive for many
years and to think such, legislation would revitalize this industry is beyond com-
prehension.

International Paper competes on a global basis, not only with other U. S. manu-
facturers, but with many foreign manufactures. Ocean freight cost represents a high
percentage of the delivered cost of goods to a foreign land, and to enact such laws
would in all probability serve the best interest of our foreign competitors.
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Our current administration is fervently pursuing open and free trade around the
world. Senate Bill—990 would be the most damaging legislation to trade that has
been introduced in a very long time.

It is essential that this bill not be enacted into law!

STATEMENT OF THE PORTS OF TACOMA, SEATTLE, ET AL.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, my name is Don Fleming, and
I am the Director of the Marine Division for the Port of Seattle. I testify today on
behalf of the Ports of Tacoma and Seattle and other northern coast ports that would
be uniquely affected by S. 990. We rely on the American Association of Port Authori-
ties (“AAPA") to conveK our general views on S. 990. Today we will confine our testi-
_mony to its effect on the diversion of cargo, an issue that has enormous implications
for ports in the North Atlantic, North Pacific and Great Lakes.

'0 summarize, to the extent that this legislation makes it more difficult and more
expensive to do business at a port in the United States, foreign shippers will divert
cargo to Canadian ports near the U.S. border. Those shippers will then simply
transship the goods into the United States by truck or railcar. This would be a most

unfortunate result since a key purpose of this legislation is to help protect American °

jobs in_the shipbuilding industry. It makes no sense whatsoever to save U.S. jobs
in one industry—shipbullding—and then export them in another—port services.

Several key ports, particularly those located on the northern coasts of the United
States, have already experienced the effects of diversion. Some Canadian ports spe-
cifically advertise that shippers can avoid American taxes and fees by diverting
cargo. This is a result of the cumulative effect of various taxes and policies which
discourage vessels from calling in the United States. These include the harbor main-
tenance tax and the vessel tonnage tax. Together these can add well over $1,000
to the cost of a container shipped into the United States.

The shipbuilding bill you are considering today could add to the problems we are
facing with container diversion. A vessel which could not enter the United States
would be re-routed to Canada, where its cargo would be loaded on trains and trucks
ar}ii shipped to United States interior points. This would defeat the purpose of the

ill.

We applaud your foresight in including an anti-diversion provision in S. 990. 'm
sure you will agree that it is an absurd result if shippers that would be penalized
upon entering American ports are allowed to circumvent the law by diverting cargo
through Canadian ports and into the U.S. In fact, that is the worst of all worlds—
shippers can avoid the law with minimum expense and U.S. shoreside jobs are ex-

orted to Canadian ports. Your provision hopefully will lessen any diversion prob-
em caused by S. 990.

You may ask why we even raise this issue since both the House bill, H.R. 1402,
as amended, and S.990 contain anti-diversion provisions. We are concerned that the
United States Trade Representative’s Office has argued that it is economically infea-
sible to divert goods through Canada. While we have great respect for USTR’s views
on world trade, it is simply wrong on this issue. Every day, because of costs like
the harbor maintenance tax, shippers are moving cargo into Canada and transport-
ing it to the United States. S. 990, without a diversion provision, would only make
matters worse.

Recently 10 Members of the House of Representatives wrote Deputy Trade Rep-
resentative Rufus Yerxa in support of a diversion provision. The letter told the story
of a Pacific Northwest shipping company forced to choose between continuing its
historic practice of transporting goods through the Port of Seattle or transhipping
through the Canadian Port of Vancouver, British Columbia. A key issue in this busi-
ness decision was the harbor maintenance tax in the United States, which costs this
company between $300-$1,250 per shipping container. The letter from the 10 Mem-
bers of Congress summarizes this company’s business decision this way:

Because the company imports about 13,000 containers annually, the sav-
in%s achieved by diverting these containers to Vancouver could exceed $10
million annually. As a result, this company has begun diverting cargo from
the Port of Seattle to the Port of Vancouver. [H.R. 1402/S. 990], without a
diversion provision, will just add one more reason for a shipper to divert
cargo to Canadian ports.

The Members have requested a meeting with Ambassador Yerxa to discuss the ex-
tent of this diversion at northern tier ports. . .

A typical containership landing in a North Pacific or North Atlantic port ht
pay $80,000 in harbor maintenance fees and vessel tonnage taxes. The same ship

SRt -
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visiting a Canadian port could pay less than $3,000 in harbor fees. Little wonder
that one study in the late 1980’s showed that the transshipment of U.S. goods
through Canadian ?orts increased 60% in two years.

The USTR has also raised a concern about the administrative feasibility of stop-

ing cargo at the U.S. border to ensure compliance with S. 990’s diversion provision.

e believe that your provision is administrable. When cargo is diverted to Canada,
most of it moves into the United States by railcar. When the container crosses the
U.S. border on a railcar, the engineer hands the Customs agent an “in transit” form
(“IT”). This form contains the name of the country of origin, the carrier company,
and the vessel on which the container entered Canada. That is all the information
that a Customs agent would need to identify diverted cargo. If Customs is instructed
to prevent diversion, we believe it is within their competence to do so. —

'or your information, Mr. Chairman, we have drafted alternative anti-diversion
that we would be pleased to share with the Committee at the proper time. This re-
glacement language was drafted to address specific concerns raised by USTR in

uly. In that alternative, the shipping container is defined as a part of the vessel
itself. Thus, when an affected container enters the U.S. at any point—either through
a US. X:rt or by crossing the U.S. border on a railcar—it triggers the penalty provi-
sions. you many know, there is considerable precedent in maritime law for treat-
ing containers as a part of a vessel. Much like the diversion provision you included
in S. 990, our alternative would help prevent shippers from circumventing the law
with impunity. )

This diversion problem will get worse before it gets better. Passing S. 990 or H.R.
1402 without a diversion provision would ireatly exacerbate this problem. Today our
primary concern is diversion to Canada, but it is only a matter of time before our
southern ports see similar diversion, particularly to Mexico. The more impediments
to trade that we apply at our ports, the more international shippers will look at
other countries’ gateways to move their products.

Again, Mr. Chairman, we congratulate you on your enlightened approach to the
cargo diversion issue. We are available to work with you and your staff on this mat-
ter if we can be helpful. Again, thank you for your efforts to keep American ports
strong and competitive.

STATEMENT OF STAR SHIPPING A/S1

Star Shipping A/S of Bergen, Norway is an international ocean carrier of forestry
§roducts, containers and of dry bulk commodities. Star has regularly served United

tates and Canadian trades since the early 1960s. It operates a worldwide fleet of
between 70 and 75 dry cargo vessels under both long and short term charter to Star.
This fleet includes 40 specially designed forest Froduct vessels each of about 42,000
tons deadweight. At aer' given time Star’s worldwide fleet utilizes between 30 and
35 conventional dry bulk cargo vessels. Star has a dedicated fleet of 40 long-term
chartered vessels which is supplemented to meet peak demand and other special
needs by short term charters of vessels obtained on the world charter market.

1. U.S. FOREIGN COMMERCE IS HEAVILY DEPENDENT UPON THE SERVICE PROVIDED BY
FOREIGN FLAG VESSELS, PARTICULARLY THOSE TRANSPORTING DRY BULK CARGO

A large portion of United States and Canadian export commerce is dependent
upon Star’s service and upon the service provided by dry bulk cargo fleets which
are similar to Star's. None of these competing bulk vessel fleets, so far as Star is
aware, include U.S. vessels or carriers, except for bulk grain preference cargoes
given U.S. subsidies in the form of cargo reservation for U.S. vessels. For many bulk
commodities U.S. exporters are totally dependent on low cost foreign flag vessels,
most of which would be directly affected by S. 990. U.S. exporters have no alter-
native means available to them for moving their goods in export commerce. Indeed,
Star has received many serious expressions of concern from U.S. exporters who ship
on its vessels and from U.S. ports served by Star about the adverse consequences .
which passage of this legislation would have on them.

Star alone last year handled nearly 6,000,000 metric tons of exports moving from
U.S. and Canadian ports. Most of this cargo consisted of forest products.

1This material is prepared, edited, issued or circulated by Robins, Kaplan, Miller & Ciresi,
1801 K Street, N.W., Suite 1200, Washington, DC 20006, which has filed a Registration State-
ment with the Department of Justice, WaahiNngum. DC under the Foreign Agents Registration
Act as an agent on behalf of Star Shipping , Fortunen 1, P.O. Box 1088, 5001 Bergen Nor-
way. This material is filed with the Department of Justice where the required Registration does
not indicate the approval of the contents of the material by the United States Government.
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. Bulk and other specialized products moving in shipload lots (grains, and other ag-
ncult_ural products, ores, petroleum, coal, fertilizers, metals, forest products, autos,
certain chemicals, etc.) constitute a very large portion of U.S. foreign commerce. The
movement of this commerce is, in turn, very heavily dependent upon chartered ves-
sels and on the costs of chartered vessels which are obtained on the world market.
Most vessels emploey=d in moving these products are obtained by bulk or specialized
carriers Tike Star, or by U.S. exporters and importers themselves, by chartering ves-

~ sels through brokers on the world vessel charter market.

- Such future uncertainty translates into substantia

chartered-in vesaels barred

The movement of most of these commodities is very price and transport-cost sen-
sitive. No country, including the United States, can be successful in its foreign com-
merce in bulk commodities (or as to products utilizing these commodities) if that
countrK’s ocean transport costs are consistently above world market costs experi-
enced by foreign competitors. Star and similar carriers and the world vessel charter
market itsel‘f;freaent y operate to assure that U.S. exporters and importers of these
basic commodities have transport costs that are competitive with those of other
countries. This bill will change that, and it will assure that U.S. exporters and im-
porters have costs well above world market levels.

II. S. 990 WILL HAVE A SERIOUS ADVERSE EFFECT ON U.S. FOREIGN COMMERCE

This bill, either as presently worded or if it is amended in accord with the current
House version of it, guarantees:

. (1) that transport costs for bulk and other shipload-lot commodities will be great.lg
increased for U.S. trades in large ﬁart because chartered vessels employable in U.S.
trades will come only at a cost well above world market levels which other countries
will enjoy; and ,

(2) that, as a result, U.S. foreign commerce in these basic commodities that de-
pend on charter market vessels will be impaired—severely so in some cases—and
will be placed at a significant cost disadvantage in world markets.

Star’s own bulk and specialized vessel operations in U.S. trades illustrate why
these warnings should be heeded and why ignoring them will cause U.S. exporters
and importers to pay a very heavy price.

A. S. 990 Will Dramatically Increase The Cost of Transporting U.S. Exports

Star’s fleet consists of about 40 percent of chartered-in vessels obtained on the
world market through brokers. About 60 percent of the fleet consists of vessels com-
mitted for longer terms to Star by participants of various nationalities, on a profit-
sharing basis, but which in turn may have been chartered in from other persons,
whose nationality or citizenship is not necessarily known to Star. The company’s
ability to operate at a profit and its ability to enable U.S. exporter and importer
customers to enjoy rates as good or better than their foreign competitors depends
on Star’s acumen in achieving overall fleet vessel costs that are less than (or that
at least do not exceed) world market charter costs. This bill seriously impairs, and
ultimately will destroy, Star’s ability to provide vessels at or below world market
rates in U.S. trades.

This bill provides (a) for imposition of huge penaities upon vessels, (b) for the bar-
ring of vessels for which Star may have incurred long-term obligations from U.S.
trades, and (c) for limiting their participation in U.S. trades, all based on whether
a “controlling interest” in the vessel is held by citizens or nationals of a country sub-

uently determined to provide shipyard subsidies. That is 8o even though the ves-
sel itself and its owners may have received no subsidies. Indeed the most onerous

- part of the pro%osed legislation is the misdirection of penalties. While the bill has

as its target subsidized foreign shipbuilders, it imposes severe penalties not on the
oﬂ‘endinﬁ shipbuilders, but rather on independent carriers. And the penalties are so
severe they could put many independent ocean carriers out of business, with no ef-
fect on the shipbuilders or the countries that subsidize them, but with a major ad-
verse effect on U.S. exporters.

The specific adverse consequences of the bill are clear and direct.

First, companies like Star and its participating vessel owners, who are of varying
nationalities, have no way to know, when acquiring vessels for the long term, what
countries will later be listed by the U.S. Trade Representative. That makes any ves-
sel retroactively subject to penalty or to an inabilit[y to tt;:se the vessel in U.S. trades.

costs.
Second, charterers on the world charter market work through brokers and have

" no present way to assure who has controlling interests in vessels so chartered. Yet

as operators of these chartered-in vessels in U.S. trades companies like Star will
find themselves fighting le'gal battles, lu\vit’)ﬂl penalties assessed or having their
rom U.S. trades. Those costs can be huge.
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Third, to the extent that it is possible to establish the nationality of controlling
interests in vessels on -the world charter market, the bill would divide the world
charter fleet into “whie hat” vessels that are at least claimed to be controlled by
interests not associated with countries likely to be listed by the Trade Representa-
tive at some future time, and all other vessef;. That will greatly increase the charter
cost of the “white hat” vessels, safely employable in U.S. trades, and those costs in
turn will greatly inflate U.S. export and import costs above world market levels.

Fourth, Star's (and other similar carriers’) ability to operate with cost efficiency
depends on maximum flexibility to use the vessel that is best positioned to carrK
particular cargoes. If large portions of Star’s or the world charter fleet are at ris
of penalties, this efficiency is lost and large costs are imposed.

is is, in short, a bill whose remedies consist of severe Penalties whose high
price will be paid by U.S. exporters and importers. Moreover, “Grandfathering” ves-
sels constructed prior to the enactment date as would the recently amended Gibbons
bill (H.R. 1402) only delays for a few years the costly adverse effects of the bill or,
alternatively, assures that, as time goes on, only the oldest, least efficient vessels
are the ones to be assigned to U.S. trades.

Indeed, the resultant extended and expanded use of overaged vessels presents an
added threat to U.S. environmental interests as well. It would be ironic to pass leg-
islation such as this which encourages the concentrated use in U.S. trades of older,
less safe vessels—including tankers along with dry cargo vessels—when the U.S.
Congress has moved so decisively in the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 to encourage and
provide for the elimination of such vessels from U.S. trades as quickly as possible.

B. The Increased Transportation Costs Created by S. 990 Will Be Borne by U.S. Ex-
porters

It is important, as well, to understand that those who believe this legislation will
have little effect on U.S. trades are being wholly unrealistic. They are undoubtedly
thinking of container carriers, whose vessels normally are dedicated to regular serv-
ice over many years to particular trades—such as between the U.S. and Europe.
Make no 1aistake, containership owners will be penalized by this bill which will be
reflected in significantly higher freight rates. Container carriers, however, move
only a very small portion of the total cargo on which U.S. trades depend. Most U.S.
commerce depends on bulk carriers, including tankers as well as dry bulk carriers,
whose vessels move all over the world. This bill is a great misfortune for those in-
dustries and for U.S. consumers.

It would be a very serious mistake to assume that Star and similar carriers now
serving U.S. ports could simply spread the extra costs created by S. 990 to shippers
from other countries. Shipping rates are highly competitive. Carriers in trades not
burdened with the inefficiencies and costs imposed by S. 990 (for example, carriers
serving only Canadian ports) would have far lower costs and would charge cor-
responding lower rates to foreign exporters. Therefore, Star could noc impose the
large incremental costs of S. 990 on customers in other trades. Moreover, Star could
not and would not itself absorb these extra costs. If, however, Star tried to pass
these large extra U.S. trade costs created by S. 990 to U.S. shinpers, it would more
than double their shipping cost and would render them uncompetitive in world mar-
kets. (For example: a typical voyage from the U.S. West Coast to the Far East today
would carry 10,000 metric tons of U.S. cargo with the balance loaded in Canada.
A penalty of $500,000 would thus increase the freight cost by $50 from approxi-
mately $45 to $95 per metric ton. For smaller shippers not exporting such big vol-
umes, the effect could be much worse.) Since their cargo would then not be shipped
in world trades, the real effect of measures like S. 990 is to eliminate both signifi-
cant portions of U.S. export trade and to drive the carriers handling such cargoes
out ot U.S. trades.

An exporting nation like the United States should not be giving serious consider-
ation to a measure like S. 990. The bill has much too high a probability of being
seriously injurious to, if not destructive of, the United States’ position in world ex-
port markets. That is particularly so given the fact that relatively low value, price
ezusitive basic “traded” commodities such as forest products make up such a large
part of U.S. exports. Even having such proposals seriously aired is a disincentive
to investment in shipping and export businesses potentially affected. :

S. 990 thus reflects dangerous Erinkmanship in which the interests of U.S. export-
ers would be sacrificed. It is safe to say that the nations at which S. 990 is directed
cannot or will not abandon or commit to abandon subsidy measures for a variety
of domestic reasons in any kind of time frame that would avoid the Fenalty con-
sequences. Even if there were only a possibility that these countries will not or real-
istically cannot withdraw their subsidies, setting S. 990’s penalty machinery in mo-
tion would involve unreasonable risks for U.S. export commerce.
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S. 990 does not even serve as the most effective form of leverage to achieve reduc-
tions in the targeted subsidies. Moreover, S. 990 would injure U.S. interests more
qpick(}y and drastically than the interests of the many countries at which it is
aimed.

C. The Adverse Economic Consequences to U.S. Exporters of S. 990 Could Not. Be
Avoided Given the Limited Options Open to Carriers Affected by It
S. 990, if enforced as contemplated, gives Star and similar ocean carriers serving
the United States the following options:

—(1) dispose of vessels in the fleet that are controlled by citizens or nationals of
listed countries and forego chartering such vessels in the future so as to main-
tain a single versatile fleet that can operate worldwide without restrictions;

—(2) create a segregated sub-set of the fleet consisting of vessels not associated
with listed countries and dedicate this sub-set of vessels to serving the U.S.
market; or

—(3) cease serving the United States market.

Each of these options ﬁroduces large adverse effects on U.S. exporters whose ship-
pin%I rates must reflect the underlying costs.

The first option above (disposing of vessels from listed countries that are in Star’s
worldwide fleet and acquiring all vessels from non-listed countries) is one that Star
could not and would not adopt. It would be financially ruinous, during the expected
life of Star’s vessels, to dispose of them whenever a country is listed under S. 990
and then to turn around and acquire new or different vessels controlled by nationals
of countries not then on the list. A carrier cannot simply acquire and dispose of ves-
sels as if they were Hertz rental cars whenever a governmental listing changes. Car-
riers can only survive, operate economically and provide service at competitive rates
if they are shrewd in making long-term decisions in acquiring, building and dispos-
ing of vessels at the right point in market cycles and, similarly, if they pay no more
for vessels than their international competitors pay.

The second option above—creating a special fleet of vessels controlled by nationals
of non-listed countries and dedicated to U.S. trades—would be extremely costly. Not
only would vessel and fleet costs be substantially increased but also the segregation
of a fleet operating worldwide into two segments defeats the basic efficiencies in ves-
sel use on which Star’s whole operation depends. The resulting shipping costs of this
option for U.S. exporters would likely be so high, compared to costs of shipping from
third country sources, that there would be insufficient U.S. exports of most major
moving export commodities to fill the ships in any event.

The third option—withdrawal from U.S. trades or curtailment of Star’s operations -

in U.S, trades—is not one that Star would welcome after decades of service to the
U.S. However, it is likely to be the oYtion that S. 990 would thrust upcn Star and
upon similar carriers. One example alone demonstrates why this would be so. Star
now handles forest products from the west coast of Canada and from the United
States often by using the same vessels calling in both Canada and the U.S. How-
ever, Star simply could not compete in the Canadian export market using only ves-
gels that were not controlled by nationals of countries that are likely to be on any
S. 990 list. Star’s competitors serving only Canada would be free of this very costly
requirement, would have far lower costs and lower rates from Canada than pre-
vailed from the U.S. Since Star’s U.S. exporters would not be able to compete with
Canadian exporters by absorbing all these extra costs, and since Canadian exporters
will not pay them, the prudent thing for Star would be to curtail or to eliminate
its service to the U.S. and concentrate instead on the Canadian market.

III. CONCLUSION

Star’s position is not one of support for subsidies of shipbuilders, ship operators

- or ship repairers. Such subsidies distort the marketplace. Star itself is adversely af-

fected by U.S. subsidies. Star vessels carry bulk grain. Cargo preference measures

imposed by the U.S. on grain exports are clearly subsidies for U.S. carriers of such

commodities. They vastly increase the cost of shipping the grain, and they exclude
Star and other carriers from the competitive market.

S. 990, however, is a remedy for subsidies that would be far more disruptive to
the market than the subsidy problem which it addresses. S. 990 will not work. It
is far too blunt an instrument, and it risks far too much damage to U.S. and world
trade to be a prudent or effective way of achieving a reduction in foreign subsidies.
In this regard, it must be strongly emphasized that S. 990 will greatly increase un-
emé)lo ent amongst competitive and prosperous U.S. industries and not help the
U.S. Shipbuilding and Shiprepair industry at all. It is naive to think that non-U.S.

i “. f
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owners would flock to U.S. yards considering the prices being offered by these yards

ay.

The United States has, since World War I, provided enormous subsidies to a U.S.
flag merchant marine and to U.S. shipyards in the form of direct operating and con-
struction subsidies, cargo set asides, government guaranteed construction loans,
“build American” re%uitements, tax breaks, etc. Some forms of these subsidies con-
tinue to exist. The United States may now be engaged in a commendable process
of phasing out its own bad past habits. However, that does not make it appropriate
or effective to adopt extreme measures like S. 990 aimed at friendly countries and
allies of the U.S. simply because their policies and domestic politicaf considerations
are not changing at exactly the same time and pace as changes in U.S. policy or
changes forced by U.S. budgetary constraints. If, as in the case of S. 990, these ex-
treme measures will injure the U.S. itself far faster and more drastically than it
injures anyone else the measures. clearly make no sense from a national interest
standpoint.

Finally, as noted above it is most important to understand that the very same
problems described herein with respect to S. 990 hold true for the recently amended
version of H.R. 1402 (the “Gibbons bill”) approved by the International Trade Sub-
committee of the House Ways and Means gommittee. The essential difference be-
tween that bill and S. 990—the elimination of retroactive applicability of H.R.
1402's provisions to existing vessels—merely defers for a year or two the adverse
consequences of S. 990. As soon as new vessels are built (in a year or two's time-
frame) dry bulk carriers such as Star and their U.S. shippers would be facing the
ver‘y; same problems which ther would face from the time of enactment of S. 990
with its present retroactive applicability.

B
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SUPPORTERS OF MISCELLANEOUS TARIFF LEGISLATION

818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 202/872-8181
12th Floor Fax 202/872-8696

Washington, D.C. 20006
November 22, 1993

Mr. Wayne Hosier
United States Senate
Commitiee on Finance
Dirksen 205

Washington, D.C. 20510

Subject: Request for Comments on Uruguay Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations

Dear Mr. Hosier:

We, the companies and associations listed on the attachment, are submitting this
statement in response to your request for comments on the Uruguay Round of
multilateral trade negotiations as they affect specific U.S. interests.

We strongly support a Uruguay Round Market Access agreement that would
include: (a) the immediate elimination of duties on products that recently have been
the subject of noncontroversial duty suspensions and of noncontroversial duty
suspension legislation introduced in Congress; and (b) the jmmediate reduction of
duties on products that were the subject of duty reduction legislation considered in
conjunction with duty suspensions.

There is widespread support in Congress for the benefits of duty suspensions and
reductions. Their inclusion in the Uruguay Round agreement would contribute directly - _
to United States negotiators efforts to reduce foreign trade barriers. Attached is a copy
of a letter addressinig our concerns that was submitted to U.S. Trade Representative
Michael Kantor on August 12,

The elimination, or where appropriate, the reduction of duties on products for
which there is no substantial U.S. production would enhance the competitiveness of
many different U.S. industry sectors. As stated in the attachment, overall benefits to
the Uhited States economy of the elimination, or where appropriate, the reduction of
these duties would include the retention or creation of U.S. jobs, maintenance or
expansion of U.S. production and/or services; and the control or reduction of costs to
U.S. companies and consumers.

Signatories to this Statement are Listed on the Attachment.
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SUPPORTERS OF MISCELLANEOUS TARIFF LEGISLATION

818 Connecticut Averue, N.W. 202/872-6181
12th Floor Fax 202/872-8696

Washington, D.C. 20006
August 11, 1993

The Honorable Michael Kantor
United States Trade Representative
600 17th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20506

‘ Dear Mr. Ambassador:

We, the undersigned companies and associations, are writing to request that in
the closmg months of the Uruguay Round negotiations the United States place a high
prority on the negotiation of a Market Access agreement that would include the

immediate elimination of duties on products that recently have been the subject of

noncontroversial duty suspensions or of noncontroversial duty suspension legislation
introduced in Congress. Also in this context, we request that the U.S. place a high

priority on the immediate reduction of duties on products that have benefited or would
- benefit from noncontroversial duty reduction legislation -- the type of legislation that

has historically been enacted in a package with duty suspensions.

. The immediate elimination or, where applicable, reduction of duties on these
products, for which there is no substantial U.S. production, would enhance the
competitiveness of a broad spectrum of U.S. industrial and agricultural sectors.

Overall benefits to the United States economy of the elimination or, where
applicable, reduction of these duties would include: -

-- The retention or creation of jobs in the United States;

-- The maintenance or expansion of production, R & D, warehouse, and services
facilities in the United States;

-- The control or reduction of costs for United States companies and consumers.

In addition, as a result of the increases in employment and corporate earnings
from expanded production, these duty suspensions and reductions make a direct positive
contribution to federal revenues through increased taxes on individuals and

corporatlons

We are very encouraged by the efforts already made by the Office of the U.S.
Trade Representative and the Department of Commerce to develop a package of the
recently expired and proposed duty suspensions/reductions for their possible inclusion
in U.S. offers of tariff concessions.
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We thank you in advance for considering that the immediate elimination or,
where applicable, reduction of the duties on these products be a high priority for U.S.
negotiators in the Market Access package of Uruguay Round negotiations.

Sincerely,

The 3M Company

Adams-Mellin, Division of Sara Lee Corp.
Agglomerate Stone Tile Importers Association
Albany International/Mt. Vernon

American Cyanamid Company

American Cycle Systems, Inc.

American Association of Exporters and Importers
American Electronics Association

American Stone Distributors, Fabricators & Installers Committee
American Tartaric Chemicals, Inc.

Apple Computer Inc.

Arctco, Inc.

Ares-Serono

Ashton-Drake Galleries, Ltd.

Asten Forming Fabrics, Inc.

Atlanta Wire Works, Inc.

BASF Corporation

Baxter Healthcare Corp.

Belmont Hosiery Mills, Inc.

Bicycle Manufacturers Association of America, Inc.
Biocraft Laboratories, Inc.

Bossong Hosiery, Inc.

Bristol-Myers Squibb Company

Buster Brown Apparel, Inc.

Canned and Cooked Meat Importers Association
Cannondale Corporation

Carolina Cook Industries, Inc.

Century Juvenile Products

Charleston Hosiery, Inc.

Cheminova, Inc.

Ciba

Club Car, Inc.

Compaq Computer Corporation

Computer and Business Equipment Manufacturers Association
ConvaTec

Crompton & Knowles Corporation

Cytec Industries

Dayco Products, Inc.

D. Klein & Sons

Department 56

* not an original signatory




E. I. Dupont De Nemours & Company
Elastic Therapy, [nc.

Engelhard Corporation

Essex Manufacturing Co.

Ethyl Corporation

Excel International Group

The Exylin Company

E-Z-Go Textron

Fashion Accessories Shippers Association, Inc.
Flimercon Inc.

Foothills Hosiery, Inc.

Formtec/Tamfelt

Fourdrinier Wire Council

Fox River Mills, Inc.

Futai (USA) Inc.

The Gates Rubber Company

General Electric Corporaiion

Gerry Baby Products

Global Technology Systems, Inc., Badger Cork Division
Groz-Beckert

Hampshire Hosiery, Inc.

Harris Corporation

Harris & Covington Hosiery Mills
Hartford Bearing Company
Hasbro Inc.

Hercules Incorporated .
Hollander, Div. of Stapo Industries
Hope Hosiery Mills

Huffy Corporation

Hunt-Wilde Corporation

ICI Americas Inc.

Intel Corporation

International Mass Retail Association
J & B Hosiery, Inc.

Kabi Pharmacia Inc.

Kayser-Roth Corp

Kimberly-Clark Corporation
Kingstate Midwest Corp.

Leath, McCarthy & Maynard, Inc.
Lemco Mills, Inc.

Len-Wayne Knitting Mills, Inc.
Lindsay Wire Weaving Company
Lonza Inc.

Marion Merrell Dow, Inc.

Mattel, Inc.

Mayo Knitting Mill, Inc.

Merck & Co., Inc. '

Metal Forge-Thun, Inc.
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Mid-South Wire Co.
Miles Inc. ;
Murray Ohio Manufacturing Company
National Association of Hosiery Manufacturers
National Bulk Vendors Association
National Filtration Corporation
NIPA Laboratories-
Nishika Corporation
NOR-AM Chemical Company
Ohio Rod Products
* Omni-Glow
R OMNI USA, Inc.
Paul Levitt Mills, Inc.
PBI/Gordon .
* PepsiCo, Inc. -
Persons-Majestic Manufacturing Co.
¢ * Playhouse Import and Export Inc.
Polaris Industries L.P.
Polaroid Corporation
Polygon Industries Corporation
Procter & Gamble, Inc.
* Red Wing Co., Inc.
Roadmaster Corporation
Rhone-Poulenc, Inc.
Rohm & Haas Company
Romme Hosiery, Inc.
Royce Hosiery Mills, Inc.
Rubber Manufacturers Association
Russ Berrie & Co., Inc.
Sanofi Bio Ingvedients, Inc.
Sate-Lite Manufacturing Company
Schering Inc.
Shimano American Corporation
Sturmy-Archer Limited
Sun Metal Products, Inc.
Sundstrand
Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufacturers Association
Tennessee Machine and Hosiery Co.
The Kendrick Co.
The Smucker Company
Totes, Inc.
Toy Manufacturers of America, Inc.
Trek Bicycle Corporation
T. W. Garner Food Company
Unaform Incorporated
Union Frondenberg USA, Co. -
Uniroyal Chemical Co., Inc.
United States Hosiery Corp.
* USR Optonix
Walton Knitting Mills, Inc.

Wangner Systems Corporation
Welch’s

Xerox Corporation
* not_an original signatory

76-779 (260) '




