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UISSR: Adjusting to the
US Grain Embargo
Key Judgments The impact of the US grain embargo on the USSR last yvear was substan-

tially icssened by Moscow’s ability to find alicrnative sources of grain.- Only
the United States actually cut back on grain exports: Argentina refused to

- cooperite. and the other exporters sold more grain to the Soviets than
projected when the embargo was announced. Consequently. the Soviets
were able 1o replace half of the 17 million tons of grain denicd them by the
United Statces in the Long-Term Agreement (LLTA) year ending 30 Septem-
ber 1950. ¢

The embargo reduced Sovict grain imports in the LTA year 1979/80 from
an cxpected 36 million to 28 million tons, which exacerbated an albready
tight feed situation. It reduced grain available for leed by roughly ¥
pereent—assuming no cquivalent drawdown in stocks-—or an amount sulfi-
cicnt to produce 630,000 tons of pork {carcass weight). caual 1o about 4
pereent of mcat production in 1979, Tusoften the impact of the sanctions,
however. the Soviets by drawing down stocks were able to hold the drops in
grain fed 10 livestock 1o 2 percent and in meat production w 3 percent. The
low stock level has left Moscow more dependent on grain imports in 1980/ 1
following another disastrous grain haevest in 1980, We estimuite that wo
maintain a status quo in 1981 livestock production would require the
importation of over 40 million tons of grain during the 1980/%1 LTA ycur.
Such a high level ol import is not fcasible.

Whether or not the US partial embirgo is continued. the Sovicts should be
able 1o obtain cnough grain in world markets- - including 8 milhion wns from
the United Swates- 1o import during the ycar ending 30 September 1981 -
cqual 1o their current handling capacity of 34 million tons 6 million tons
morc than in 1979/80. Support for the embargo among vur allies has croded
to the point where availability of non-US grain will be less of o problem lor
Moscow than port congestion. In addition. the Sovicts should have no
difficulty purchasing 2-3 miliion tons of suy beans und products. including
some US origin from West European firms. Should the embisrgo be lifted.
the Sovicts would tuke additional guantities of US cornand soybeuns, il
offered. and probably would defer or cancet delivery onsimilir quantitics
‘from othe, origins. Such 4 move would cnable Moscow to use farger ships to
carry grain. thereby reducing shipping costs and casing congestion at Soviet
POrts.




Per capita production of meat in calendar year 1981 will bc down for the
consccutive year. Meat producticn is forccast 10 be no larger, and possibly
smaller. than last ycar, when it dropped 3 percent below 1979. Prior o the
embargo we had projected no drop in 1980 mcat production. The dominant
problem for Soviet meat production in 1981 is a second successive bad
harvest of grain and other feeds. A continuation of the US partial embargo
on grain would have little effect. ~ °
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USSR: Adjusting to the
US Grain Embargo ™~

Introduction

In January 1980, fullowing the Sovictintervention in
Afghanistan, the United States ind itsmayjor al lies
adopted a package of cconomic denial measures
against the USSR The denial measure that shocked
the Saviet Union the most and since has been the most
controversial wus the partial embargo placed on grain
shipmcents by the United Stutes and cooperaling ¢x-
porters. Differences continug to existin the medin and
among cxporters about the effectiveness of the LS
sanctions denving the USSR 17 million tons of s
wheat and corn in the US-USSR Long-Term Agrec
ment (1.TA) vear ending September 1980

Tn an offort to clarify the grain ecmbarga’s impacr, this
paper Lraces vur preambargo extinuntcol Savict grain
import intentions through the US posembargo perind
and analyzes its effectiveness. [t covers the emba oS
impact on (13 1979780 grain imports for July / Junc
and Octobier/Scptember marketing years, (21 the hive
«ock sector. and (1) port congestion The probabic
offects un Sovict grain imports and meat prodaction ot
tifting the US vrain sanctions in carlv 1981 are abso
discussed

Soviet Grain import Needs, 1979, Ru
in the full of 1979 Muscon expected v uac kirgre graon

imports and draw down of stocks tosoften the pact of

@ poor grain harvest on the hivestock sector. A disas:
trous 1 79-milhion-ton grann coop and paor toragre crops
implicd a very Leege deficit (in the 3060 mithoo ton
range) relitive 1o requirenents to mantsin herds and
flucks. and Tulfill livestack oroduction gozhs for 1980
Carnvaver stocks from the 1978 cropuere very roughly
estimitted to be about 20 milhon ton ’

By mid-September trade sources wercepariing rel-
atvely Lirge Sovict nurchases of non-lS grinn and
Sovict interest in being peroutied tubuy considerably
more than 8 million tons af US grampegnutted under
the upeoming | TA vear beginning 10ctober 1979
The coafirmation of Soviet intentionsta iunch o
messive grnin mport progan sasfaced atthe Orades
LUS-LSSR grain consultations when LS Depazcumant

of Agricutturc (LUSDA) officials offcred them 25 mii-
lion tons of wheat and corn in the year cnding 30

Scptember l‘)KO! ) j
cC a : ‘hie Sovicts would take all the US grain

offered (1nciuding some barley). plus about 10 million
tons of non-US grain. and 2.5 million tons of soybeiuns
and meal. The total expected purchasas of roughly 38
million toas during the vear ending 30 September 190
wis ncir the limit of our estimated Sovict annual port
capacity for handling bulk agricuhwural commuoditics.

Maximizing imports and drawing dowa stocks would
have softened. but not climinated the adverse impact of
the production shortfall on livestock guoals. Supplics ol
grain for feed still would have been below require-
acnts

-US Sanctions Imposed 4 January 1980

The unibateral suspension of US agriculturalexports o
the USSR on 4 fanuary 1950 was targeted at the
important aad highly vulacrable hivestack sector of the
Soviet cconomy, ftimmediately denicd the LSSR 7
mullion tons of grain, 1.2 mitlion tons of suybeans and
mical. wad amaller Guantitics of pauattry scheduled for
delivery in the L 'TA vear ending 30 September 198
I'he trade sanctions imposed several restactions on US -
CxXpOriers;

« The= remainder of the €& million wns of wheat and
carn allowed but not shipped as of 4 Jaauaey had o
icave US ports by § April 1980,

L xport licenses were required o ship gram o the
LSSR

< [t was ilegal gasell the Soviets US griom not ieensed

under the S-mitlion-toa it theough aothird

couniny.,

Processed agricultural products made in foreign
countrics fram LS raw produdts could not be sold o
the USSR . Tor exarmiple, sovmeul made from US
sovheans

Non-US grain could not be sold by US traders tathe
USSR, (Phas restriction was rescinded Last Tunc




To make the US embargo effcctive, US officials afier
imposing the cmbargo met with representatives ol
other major grain cxporier nations on 12 January (0
obtain their cooperation. Nonc of the exporters—Ar-
geatina ~Fand the EC-—agrced to
cut back grain salcs to the Sovicts but stated they
would not replace directly or indircctly the 17 million
tons of US whecat and corn denicd. In turn, the United
States agreed not to increase sales to other cxporters’
traditional markets. Because commodities other than
grain were not discussed, no agrecment was rcached on
sales of oilsceds. meal, and livestock products. Subsc-
quent discussions with the cxporter governments
concerning their actions to control grain cxports to the
USSR madoc it clear that Argentina was not going 1o
cooperate. Morcover, the other cxporters could not be
pinned down on specific cxport ccilings. but only on
~traditional or historic levels.” This turned out 1o mean
a level as large as or larger than in any other prcviohs
year

The exportcrs, including Argentina, agreed 10 partici-
palc in monitoring grain trade to the USSR. They have
met regularly with US officials to exchange informa-
tion on ncw sales, measures taken 10 control cxports to
the USSR, and actual shipping data. The EC has not
cooperated in providing transshipping data through
north Europcan ports. citing commercial sccrets us the
reason

CIA and USDA estimatcd that in the markcuing year
ending 30 September 1980. the Soviets could probably
replace 12-15 million of the denied 17 milhion 1ons of
grain if major cxporting countrics failed 10 support the
US embargo and 6-9 million tons if exporters coop:
crated with the United Stiates Considerably less griin
was availablc in the marketing ycar ending 30 June
1980 becausc of the shorter ime the Sovicts had to
arrange ncw chartering and shipping schedules o
movce large quantitics of Argentine corn and soybeans
available from the April harvest

Sanctivny Reduced Sovier Grain Im,”"“.. 1979780,
We estimarte that Sovict grain imporis in the [ October
197930 September 1980 veur wusled nearly 28 nul-

lion tons. as shown in tablc 1.' This amount (cll 8.4
million tons short of prcembargo expectations. imports
included 8.4 million tons of US grain and 19.2 milhon
tons from other origins. Without the suspension. we
had expccted the United States to cxport about 26
million tons and other supplices 10 million tons to the
USSR. Thus, the Sovicts have been able 10 make up
only ibout half of the 17 million tons of US grain
cmbargoecd—at the high end of the 6-9 million ton
rangc we estimated last January

Estirnated imports in the [ July 1979-30 June 1980
marketing year (MY 1980) werc larger at nearly 31
million tons but still 6 million tons below preembargo
projections. US exports at !'S million tons werce nearly
7 million toas larger, howcever, than during the
October/Scptember year (sce table 2). This reflccts
the large US grain shipments during July-September
1979, before the LTA vcar began on 1 October 1979
and the ycar in which the sanctions applicd

Circumvention of Embargo. We have no evidence that
largc amounts of US grain were diverted through third
countrics to the USSR. Bascd on incomplete informs-
tion we estimate. that S00.000 toas of US grain could
have gonc that routc—divided betweea Romania and
northern European transshipping operastions. Stmilar
quantities of US soybcans and meal were probably
transshipped through northera Furopcan r\orl\E_',

. 3 Toe indnwidual F( L".):;'ll-

o :

trics refused o provide shipping informanior 3
*lhe press both domestic and forcign has contnibuted o e
confunua cegarding the effectivencss of the embargo BeCausc oo
statistios differ between the markeung und the t TA veurs The
wsusl markeung vear (0 graia begins | July zad the sears under the
LT A begin 1 October 0 wus under the sgrevnientycar beginning

1 October 1979 that we denicd the Savicts 17 aulhion tons ol LN
w heat and cora. Suine pubhished reparts have iacorrectly vnesen 1o
use the July f3unc ycar statistics to show 1hat US cxpores greath
creeeded the & million tons spreed tounder the sanctions The
murketing year ending 3O Junc is normally used 10 anily sc as nfatil
ity of grain for Livestuck feeding
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Table 1

USSR: Grain Imports «

Million Mcteic Tons

Exparters L. TA Ycars, 1 October- 30 September

1976/17 1977774 1978/79 1979/x0 19807kt

Estimated Preembargo Farecist Actual Sules
- Forecast or Agrecments
. to Date

Total 8.79 21.38 20.02 R X 4.1 29.0
United States 6.1 14.% 15.3 289 X.0 RO
Canud2 7 P L e i L L >

C.» Z . X L R
Europcan Communey 0.2 0.6 AN [
Argentina 0.23 a2 1.6 1.0 oo mn
Eastern Curope 0.4 Q22 7 0. 1R 0
Thailand 002 ) 0.4 s
South Africa
Swedcea 0.2 [1X) a3
Turkcey n? ul
New Zealand
Brusil 0.06 016
Spuain - 1.0 1.0

« Excluding rice.

* Inciuding an assumcd but undacumented S00.000 1oas received
through diversion.,

- Including 900,000 wns of barkey

J Including wheat flour and 300.000 tons mvsed feed. a1 dcast 68
percent of which s grain,

« Catenhted frvm cabondar vear datidics.

Reports fronmy Western Europe cluiming large amounts
of US grain were transshipped through Fastern Cu-
ropc are exaggerated and unsubstanuated. Larger
Last European imports were needed 10 support live-
stock production goals because of a shortfall in their
1979 harvesis. We estimatce that fess than a million
tons out of Eastern Europe’s totad import of 17 milhion
tons-—3 mitlion more than 1978/79 —were used to
replace exports of domestic grain and transshipments
to the USSR

About 78 percent of the estimated 8.6 miudlon oo, of
graan replacement came from Argentina. v aandi, andd
Australis (sce tiable 1), Shipments 10 the USSR in

1y 1y mwere g record for all of the major cxporters
sxcept Canada The other 25 percent wes importcd

from a aumbcer of cxporters. including Sweden, Thu-
lurd. Castern Europe. and France

Embargo Impoused Logistic Constraints. The US sanc-
tions added 1o logistical constraints on the quantity of
imported grain and oilsceds the USSR could hundle in
1979 /80. We estimate the throughput capacity of the
ports was reduced by scveral million tons. Thus, cven il
morce non-US grain had been avaitable, 1 s doubtiul
the Sovicts could have imported much more than the
extimated 3O million 1ans (including soybeans) they
were able to purchase duaing the LTA vear 1979/%x0




Million Mctric Tons

Table 2

U'SSR: Grain Imports
I July-30 Junc

Exporters 1978/79 1979/80 1950781 1980/K!
Preliminary  Forecast  Sales and
Agreement ®
Total* 15.1 30.7 _ M08 290
Argenting P4 s.1 8.0 70
L nited Statcs i <3 8.0 *0
Canada 2.6 R Z
rC 0.2 (¢} R 1.3+
Lustern Europe 0.2 1.5 1.5 0x
Spain Q0 0 1.0 10
Sweden o 0.2 Q.S 0.4
Thailand [¢] 0.1 0.4 : 0.6
Turkey 0 4] 0.2 0.1
South Africa 0 0.1 [ ]

«Factuding 0.5 millioa tons of ricc.

* Asof 28 Janavary 1981,

.« Beeause of rounding, componcals mav not 2dd 1o totals shown
s iacluding wheat lour.

Prior to the emburgo. CIA extimated the annual Sovict
grain-hundling capacity of its major ports at 36 million
i, Adding 2-4 million tons for imports to minor
ports and by ruil gives a ot of 38-40 million tons.”
Suspending shipments of over 18 million tons of LS
grain, soybeans, and meal. which would have moved in
large bulk vceun carricrs. forced the Sovicts o buy
from a larger number of supplicrs who were unablc to
sustain the same scalc of grain movements. The shift
away from US deepwalter porls substantially increased
the number of smaller ships arriving in Soviet ports.
For cxamplc. beciause of draft imits roughly twicc as
many ships are nceded 10 move the same quantity of
grain out of Argerune ports. Congestion cxisted at
inost ports during 19¥0. with berth throughput rates
down xnd turnaround tmes up. The increased usc of
teansshipment Tucilities in Westein Furopc. which rc-

ST hia extimiie was abo supported in October 1979 by trade suuries
bascd on theie know ledge of kauw n putchascs and delivery ~whedules
for graie and vilsceds work=d out with the Sovicts fur 1979 /80 5S¢
appendin foe disenssion of Sovict portand trsaspaad capabitines for
haadlong g1

v

quired the use of large numbers of coasters, ulso added
to congestion in Baltic ports.

Impace of Sanctions on Soviet Livestock Sector. The
conscquences of reducing grain imports from 36 mil-
lion to lcss than 28 miliion 10ns because of the cmbargo
have fallen most heavily on the lfivestock sector. Be-
cuuse pori capacity limited imports, cven without the
cmbargo the poor 1979 grain and forage crops would
have forced the Sovicts 1o make adjustments. Meat
production in 1980 probably would have shown no
increasc. and a downward adjustment in growth of
livestock inventorics also would have been needed 1o
match the reduced feed basc. HHowever. the cmbargo
worsencd the situation by further limiting grain im-

POrS.

The .4 million tons of grain denied the Sovicts by the
cmbargo would have rcsulted in roughly an 8-percent
reduction in grain available far feed. assuming 1 wias
not reptaced from stocks. Expressed in anothcr way.
this wirs enough to produce roughly 450.000 tons of
pork {curcass weight). cquivalent to 4 pereent of mcat
autput in 1979. Becausc of-a large stock drawdown.
howcver. the total grain available for fecding only
droppcd an cstimated 2 percent in 1979/80. The short
feedgrain supplics actually impinged on the livestock
sector in three ways—-a lower meatand milk output.
lower animal weights, and stower growth in herd num-
ber

Mecat production in 1980 camce 10 15.1 milhion tons- 3
poreent less than fast ycar and 4 pereent below the
sharply reduced plan of 15.7 million tons. Livestock
inventorics at yearcnd 1980 were roughly cqual to
those of a ycar carlicr because of v determined ciam-
paign to sustain herds in the socialized scctor. Poultry
is probably the only category thist shovred much in-
crease in aumbers and product outgut over last ycar
Given official dinta for cgg production, the poultry
sccror undoubtedly reccived priority in the distribution
of concentrated feed supplics because of its relatively
high cfficicncy in converting feed into products
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Outlook for 1980 /81 Saviet Grain Imports

Following a second successive poor grain narvest, the
USSR will try to import as much grain as possible
during 1980/81 1o hold down losses in the livestock
sector. A 1980 grain harvest of 1X9 million tons will
leave the Soviets far short of requirements. We also
believe Soviet depeadence on imports is much greater
than a year ago beeause of smaller grain stocks and o
poor potato crop. The estimated targe stock drawdown
in 1979/80 probably has reduced aperating stocks to a
dungerously fow level by Soviet standards.* Additional
drawdowns this ycar may be tempered by Moscow's
likely cuncerns over the uncertain outlook For the 1981
winter grain crop and Western threats of new grain
cmbargo action over Poland.

We expeet Moscow 1o import about 34 miltion tons of
grainin the current L1:4 year ending September 19871,
more than 6 million tons above 1979750, even if the
US partial embargo continues. Imports will be limited
more by port and internal transport constraints than by
Muoscow s abilits te buy gruainin world markets. espe-
ciadly il Argentina has @ good coarse grain harvest this
spring. Although grain supplies are tigat, the willing-
ness ol the Soviets w pay premium prices should at-
tract all the non-US grain they cun handie. Moscow
also should hive no difficulty purchasing some 2-3
million tons of soy beans and meal. So far we estimate
the Soviets have purchased or agreed 10 purchase some
29 million tns of grain and 2 million 1ons of sovbeans.
~ay meal, and manioc.

The continued etTectiveness of the partial £S embargo
on grain exports is heing rapidly eroded by increased
sales from other exporting countries and by the Soviet
ability o circumvent some of the fogistical constraints
present during the last LTA year. Only svesfiade:
the EC of the major exporters are umpu:nm), with the
United Stttes 1o held exports it last vair's fevel, but
both planned o review thix palics alter 20 January. US
diplomatic representations that the embargo was

Woe estinmate a deficit of roughls 90 miillion foees exists i €1)
lvestovk hierds aee oot ceduced, £2) no additions grain siocks e
ode, 0 lvestimh production > maintaincd 0 corrent lesels, and
) no decrease occurs i mmteed uses ofigrain, ()

*The USSR holds an unlnow o guintity of SMratepic stocks ol grnn
o supply their milney forces wad cvibizn consumers in time of wir.
This as inaddition to opecating and bulfer ks accamulbaied ar
deasn din i vears of goad ; Lid harvest, sespectinely.

ret

important as a continaing sign of dixapproval to the
Russians have been undercut by the xigning of the US-
China gruin agreement. Bath € b ustr
regard that agreement as a viclation of the US pledge
not to increase grain siles w theie traditional markets
during the embargo.

misda g

In the marketing vear endine 30 June 1951 (MY
19K 1). the 12-month period normaliy used o analy ze
feed avaitability . Soviet grain imports will be mited
about 31 million tons plus 2-3 million tons of ailsceds
and bulk feeds or roughly the same as MY 1980, T his
reduced level of grain import compared to the 34
miilion tons projected for the LTA vear ending
30 September 1981 reflects the continued adverse im-
ract of January's parual embargo on both availubilit
of grain from non-US sources and congestios at Soviel
p‘irls in the July-December 1980 period.” Nonctheless,
¢ expect Moscow to contrict for delivery in MY | 9K
fnr more than the 31 million tons of grain they wan
handle logestically o ensure adequarte supnll:..\ should
unfurescen shipping delays by selected exporters de-
velop. The USSR has already purchased 29 million
tons af grain plus 2 mitlion of sovbenns sond bulk feeda
for d(.lnu_\ by 30 Junc 19¥1

Lifting the Embargo

Should the United States lift the partial embargo on
grain this month. the Soviets could help case port
congestion by rescheduling larger bottoms 1o move it
wnd stretch out or reduce deliveries of Argentine grinn.
IFor the same reason, if no longer cmbarpoed LS

S0y bean meal would be imported directly rther than
transshipped or processed through West Furopeian
supphiers. These measures would bave litde impact on

During this peciead we estinine ehat aiota b ot ondy 1 anlhon wons af
Erat, s beans, o el were undeaded @ Sovicr pers on -
ported by ranl from Furopse Without the emb, irgoweeypected che
USSR o import upwards aof X0 mitlion tons in this feeid. Fhus
another 17 million tons wili have to be iparsed in e fiest bt of
FORT auachieve our total estimane of 2333 anthion wos For VY
Joxy
We beheve the Sonvict ports will be iaed necssed oo handle mre than
P2 anvillion tons ol pean and ailseeds during danuarsJune 19510 Vhis
rertssd ancludes the useally severe swinter months of e - Mearch
|h:. vy reduce the number ot sctive Balue pone, ~l-m~
fing operations, and divcupis calteanspant or the (st time,

Sencts hive Chartered o o shaps sty e cutters 1 an
anparent cllon s mavionzcamports this wanters theough Baluy Poarts

Elpr-mg ache

Nrgcnting

Cham there must be oo haches i
m the ports gl tso magon Woestern suppisers,




total imports in the first hall of 1981, but by thc third.
quarter of the ycar thcy might case the port problcm
cnough 1o raise grain import potential by some 2
million tons. The railroad systcm hauling grain away
from thc ports. however, would have to be assigned a
higher priority to move the additional grain to intcrior
locations. Problcms of railcar shortages 2t Odessa, the
largest Sovict port. indicate that such a priority has yet
10 be assigned to hauling grain.

Moscow would be morc interested in additional quanti-
lics of US corn rather than whecat. We would cxpect
Moscow to purchasc immediately for ncarby dclivery
several million tons of corn, if made available, and cut
back or delay shipments of Argentine wheat ard pos-
sibly sorghum. Shifting 1o US grain could subsian-
ually reducc NMoscow's costs by lowering shipping
charges and targely climinating curreat high pre-
miums being paid for non-US grain <

T Eksportkhleb® officials have
alrcady discussed with US truders the possibility of
importing US soybcan mealin 1981. And the president
of Eksportkhleb, Victor Pcrshin, 1old

they prefcrred to buy

US 16 Argentine grain

tmpact of Continued Embargo
an Livestock Sector, 1981
Following a sccond SUCCESSIVE POOT £rai Crop-=cs:
imated st 189 million wons the Sovict fcedgrnin
problcm will be worse this markcting year The usc of
grain stocks will be limited by the large drawdown last
yeir necessitated 100 large cxtent by the embargo.
Given the tevel of projecied grain imporis for 1950/81.
ax wutlined above.and no stock drawdown, we cstimate
that grain available for fced use could be down roughly
S 1o 10 percent from a year ago If the Sovicts allow

\

© The Sovict apsncy respontible lor purchasing forcign grivn

livestock herds to decline, we believe 1981 meat
production would cqual roughly the 1980 levelof 15.1
miltion tons. Alternativcly, should the Sovicts attempt
10 maintain herds on the assumption of a retura to
normal grain crops in 1981. meat production could
drop to 14.5 miliion tons, or 4 percent. If the United
States rescinded the partial embargoon grain, another
100.000 tons of mcat might be produced in 1981 from
the nct increase in imported grain

Mecat shortazes will be scrious during 1981 with or
without an embargo. Moscow can be cxpected to be
active in international markets for large meat imports
to help fitl the gap. We estimate that Sovicl meat
imports rcached at least 700.000 tons in calendar ycar
1980—a rccord-- -and could aoproach | million tons
this year.




Appcndix

Traasport Constraints on Soviet Grain
Imports

In dddition to external grain market conditions. the
amount of grain that can b2 imported annually by the
USSR is constrained by three key transportation
factors: -

« The capacity of Sovict ports to offload grain.

The limited ability of the internal Sovict transporta-
tion nctwork—primarily the railroads—to haul the
grain from the ports to storagce itreas.

Sovict grain storage capacity

Soviet Port Capacity

We cstimatc that Sovicl ports have the capacity to
handic as much as 36 million tons " of grain imports
annually under normal conditions. The four main
Sovict poris—QOdessa, Leningrad. {lichevsk, and
Novorossiysk—havc a combined annual capacity to
import grain in cxcessof 18 million tons. Imports above
this ratc were observed for short periods during 1973,
1975. and recently when grain imports reached historic
peaks. We also know of 14 other Sovict ports that have
been used to unload grain and these are factored into
our total estimaltce (scctable A-1)

The task of handling large quantitics of grain un to
port capacity is difficult. The Soviets have u barcly
adcquate inventory of excess railroad cars to move
grain imports inlsnd and have had difficulty in devel-
oping efficicnt trunsportation schedules from the port
tointernal storage arcas. Morcover, the entire Sovict
rail svstem suffers from poor manapement.

The USSR s mujor grain ports arc currently working
the sume number of ships as during the pcak periods of
past lifts. but arcoperating at reduced efficiency. The
maximum rumber of berths currently used for grain is
ncar historic highs, but the average load delivered is

*‘To estimate grain handling capacity at Sovict ports, the following

factors were considered:

« Total numb<er of besths used for grain imports at 18 ports.

« Average grain unloading ratc.

- Ship turnaround timec and average dediveries.

« Port working hours {(assumes two cight hour shifts and u 240-day
work vear).

Table A-1

USSR: Unloading Capacity at Grain Ports

Maximum Avcrage Total
Number Daily Daily
of Berths Unloading Grain
Uscd for Ratc per Unloading
Grain Berth Capacity
{Mctric Tons)  (Tons}
Tomt T T ese
Black Ses 36 - 79.500
 Odessa B3 2,500 20.000
Novo:ossivys!tv 7 - 2500 l7.509
Nichevsk 7 2,500 17.500
Nikulu):cx- 3 1,750 5.250
Tuapsc 3 1,750 5.250
Kherson 3 1,750 5.250
Poti 2 1.750 3.500
Zhdanov 2 1.750 3.500
Bawumi 1 1,750 1.750
Baltic Sca 31 60.250
Leningrad 2,500 20.000
Kaliningrad 6 1.750 10.500
f(luipcd: S 1,750 8.750
Riga 4 1.750 2.000
Ventspils 3 1,750 $.2%0
Baltiysk 3 1,750 5,250
_ Tallinn 2 s 3.500
P:lciEc Qcran 3 o V I}D—‘;;’ o
\.ﬁkhod!(a 3 l.?SO $.250
k) 1.750 5.250

Viadivustok

down whilc turnaround timic is up (sce table A-2).
Therc are several factors contributing 1o this inclTi-
cicnt performince:

= Thc US embargo. which has forced Moscow 1o in-
crease gratn imports from Argentina. Such imports
must move on smaller ships duc to druaft restrictions
at Argentine grain ports compared 1o Gulf ports.
This has increisced the number of ships that now
must be handled at Soviet poris to deliver a given
quantity of grain and has led, in some cuses. o longer
turnaround timcs.




Tabhle A-2

Soviet Grain Ports: Average Load
and Turnaround Time

foad Turnaraund Turnaround
t Thousand Time Time
Moeitric Tons) (Number of tn Days,
Diss} During Peak
fmpeons)
1973 24.7 N 227
1978 A0 19.7 389
1979 RIS 18.7
1940 (January- X1 MK
November)

Continued problems in the USSR with railcar avail-
ability. especially those designed e carry grain,

» Iacreased transshipment of grain on Sovict aceount
tn Antwerp. Hamburg. and Rotterdam for delivery
by small coastal vessels 1o river and s ports in the
Soviet Baltic arca. which hasincreased congestion
there.

Ongoing Sovict lubor and management problems in
courdinating the grain import program

Internal Transportation Constraints

The Sovict trinsportation system moves i large volume
of grain annually in conjunction with the domestic
harvest und the distribution of imported grain. The
overwhelming share s transported by rail  the pri-
nuiry modc of transportation in the Soviet Union: some
93 pereent ol uly geuin tonnage wis shipped by rail in
1975 whilc only 6 pereent was transported on the

rivers,

“Until the carly-to-mid-1970s. when ncurly all cco-
nomic activity was concentrated west of the Ulrals,
railronds were able to handlc the increased demand for
freight ind passcnger services along with the growth of
the Soviet cconomy. [n recent years, however. the
continued growth of the cconomy. the geogriphical
shift in demand for longer hau! freight services as
Soviet dependence on Siberian resources hax in-
creased. und the rehitive neglect of the raitroads in the

iy

allocation of investment résources ha\'gsC\'crET)’
strained the capacity and flexibility of the rail system.
Shacks to the rail system, such assurges in demand for
rail transport scrvices in conncction with larger grain
imports and transit traffic to Iran have resulted in
disruptions, delays. and temporary embargoes

While the Sovict rail system scrving the grain ports has
sufficicnt capacity to handle morc than the 36 million
tons of grain that the ports can handle. the actual
operation of the rail system is stretched so tightly that
any additional strain would lead to further deteriora-
tion in performance. The current strains in the system
arc reflected in several ways:

» Railcar turnaround time is increasing rapidiy. lead-
ing to incfficient flect utilization.

= Labor productivity on the railroads is declining.

» Train spceds are slowing.

= The annual rate of increase in traffic hauled is stag-
nating.

Only by enhanced cail productivity (decreased turn-
around time, increased average loads, shorter average
length of haul), improved managemen: (particularly
more efficient schedulingand allocation of railcars and
locomotives). and by not moving low-priority items or
assigning these to other traasport modes can the rail
system relax some of its tautness and be able to acceps
the movement of additional grain.

Moscow must make a decision v cconomic prioritics
for this o occur. If the internal grain supply situation
becomes eritical enough, we feel that the Sovicts will
divert nonessential trade and allocate the required
transport asscts to do so. The drawback to such an
undcertaking, however, would be disruptions 1a the
domestic cconomy:.




