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1.
Most countries use a threshold value under which transactions are no longer registered for the international merchandise trade statistics. Moreover, UNSD recommends at its workshops that one valid method of reducing time, cost and efforts in processing trade statistics is estimating transactions with low value trade (with sampling methods) instead of recording each one of them. In line with this practice it was decided for the Comtrade server system that trade under US$501 would no longer be identified by partner country or area. The trade would still be present but the partner would be changed to “Areas not elsewhere specified”. Especially at higher levels of the commodity classification this change leads to a significant reduction of the number of records in the database (around 5% or 30 million records), which benefits the performance of the system. In response to questions of members of the Task Force on its meeting in Rome last year a brief overview is given here of the impact of this decision on the trade statistics.
Table 1a
Imports for year 2000 ranked by frequency
(Value in million US$)
	Reporting country or area
	Low Value Trade
	Total Trade Value
	Percentage
	Frequency

	Canada
	3.4
	240,090.7
	0.00
	23,306

	South Africa
	2.8
	26,606.7
	0.01
	19,203

	Czech Republic
	2.7
	32,242.6
	0.01
	17,218

	Russian Federation
	2.6
	45,452.8
	0.01
	15,529

	Slovenia
	2.3
	10,114.7
	0.02
	14,800

	Bulgaria
	2.1
	6,504.7
	0.03
	13,367

	Slovakia
	2.1
	12,774.1
	0.02
	13,336

	Costa Rica
	1.7
	6,028.9
	0.03
	13,076

	Saudi Arabia
	2.3
	30,237.4
	0.01
	11,924

	Ukraine
	2.0
	13,956.0
	0.01
	11,567


2.
Tables 1a and 1b show the countries or areas which report the highest frequency of records with trade below the threshold of US$501. Besides the frequency (or incidence) also the total amount of low value trade, as well as its percentage of total trade are shown. Canada (for imports) and Switzerland (for exports) show the highest incidence of low value trade, but in value terms it represents less than 1 hundredth of a percent of total trade. 

Table 1b

Exports for year 2000 ranked by frequency
(Value in million US$)

	Reporting country or area
	Low Value Trade
	Total Trade Value
	Percentage
	Frequency

	Switzerland
	3.5
	81,533.9
	0.00
	22,367

	Czech Republic
	3.0
	29,052.9
	0.01
	20,079

	Turkey
	3.0
	27,485.4
	0.01
	17,030

	Austria
	3.4
	58,602.8
	0.01
	16,480

	Germany
	7.5
	549,637.2
	0.00
	16,057

	South Africa
	2.4
	26,075.3
	0.01
	15,922

	Thailand
	2.5
	68,786.7
	0.00
	15,251

	Bulgaria
	1.7
	4,821.8
	0.04
	14,390

	Sweden
	3.1
	77,262.4
	0.00
	13,871

	Russian Federation
	2.1
	103,008.2
	0.00
	13,737


Table 2a

Imports for year 2000 ranked by percentage
(Value in million US$)

	Reporting country or area
	Low Value Trade
	Total Trade Value
	Percentage
	Frequency

	Montserrat
	0.2
	21.6
	0.99
	1,276

	St. Vincent and the Grenadines
	0.8
	161.6
	0.49
	4,684

	Dominica
	0.7
	148.2
	0.48
	4,399

	Grenada
	0.8
	238.8
	0.34
	5,190

	St. Kitts and Nevis
	0.6
	195.7
	0.32
	3,847

	Maldives
	1.1
	388.6
	0.27
	7,136

	Comoros
	0.2
	71.9
	0.27
	1,248

	Burundi
	0.4
	150.2
	0.25
	2,259

	St. Lucia
	0.8
	355.1
	0.24
	4,934

	Gambia
	0.4
	189.4
	0.19
	1,683

	New Caledonia
	1.4
	1,017.4
	0.14
	7,700


3.
Tables 2a and 2b show also reporting countries or areas but this time ranked according to the percentage of low value trade in relation to total trade. For imports and exports it is Montserrat which leads the group. The percentage is 0.99% for imports and 1.91% for exports. This means that even in the worst case the influence of changing partners to “Areas not elsewhere specified” – in cases of low value trade - has very little impact on the distribution of partners at the total trade level.

Table 2b

Exports for year 2000 ranked by percentage
(Value in million US$)
	Reporting country or area
	Low Value Trade
	Total Trade Value
	Percentage
	Frequency

	Montserrat
	0.02
	1.12
	1.91
	125

	Gambia
	0.03
	16.24
	0.21
	198

	Andorra
	0.08
	45.17
	0.18
	425

	St. Vincent and the Grenadines
	0.05
	43.39
	0.12
	304

	Lebanon
	0.74
	714.34
	0.10
	3,505

	St. Kitts and Nevis
	0.03
	29.19
	0.10
	215

	St. Lucia
	0.04
	39.36
	0.09
	345

	Comoros
	0.01
	6.86
	0.09
	38

	Barbados
	0.16
	190.15
	0.08
	1,083

	Dominica
	0.04
	50.94
	0.08
	236


4.
There are a number of countries which report its trade in such a way that trade below US$ 501 is not present at all. These countries are: Hungary, Israel, Japan, Poland, Romania, Serbia and Montenegro and USA (for exports). 
5.
Of particular interest to some data users is the impact of the low value trade viewed from the partner side. For this point of view tables are shown where low value trade is aggregated for each trading partner over all available reporting countries or areas for the year 2000. Tables 3a and 3b give the ranking of partner trade by frequency. Imports, here, means imports (of the aggregated reporting areas) received from the partner country. And Exports means exports sent to the partner country. The highest frequencies here turn out to belong to the large economies, where low value trade amounts to just a fraction of total trade (which – for comparison reasons - was also derived as an aggregate from the available reporting areas).

Table 3a

Imports 2000 received from partner by percentage

 (Value in million US$)

	Partner Name
	Low Value Trade
	Total Trade Value
	Percentage
	Frequency

	USA
	6.2
	785,013.9
	0.00
	33,389

	Germany
	5.5
	506,739.4
	0.00
	30,889

	UK
	5.5
	269,152.5
	0.00
	29,612

	France
	5.0
	282,536.7
	0.00
	27,023

	Italy
	4.6
	215,273.5
	0.00
	24,079

	Netherlands
	4.1
	189,584.6
	0.00
	22,329

	Switzerland
	3.8
	91,748.9
	0.00
	21,572

	Japan
	3.8
	466,349.4
	0.00
	21,452

	China
	3.9
	385,952.9
	0.00
	21,002

	Belgium
	3.7
	139,831.5
	0.00
	20,528


Table 3b

Exports 2000 sent to partner by percentage

 (Value in million US$)

	Partner Name
	Low Value Trade
	Total Trade Value
	Percentage
	Frequency

	Germany
	1.9
	435,265.6
	0.00
	11,779

	USA
	1.9
	1,056,580.3
	0.00
	11,577

	France
	1.7
	295,924.2
	0.00
	9,970

	UK
	1.6
	311,739.6
	0.00
	9,061

	Italy
	1.5
	204,011.8
	0.00
	8,698

	Netherlands
	1.3
	211,964.5
	0.00
	7,559

	Spain
	1.3
	144,116.3
	0.00
	7,236

	Russian Federation
	1.2
	41,318.2
	0.00
	6,969

	Sweden
	1.2
	67,522.5
	0.00
	6,677

	South Africa
	1.1
	22,944.1
	0.00
	6,645

	Canada
	1.0
	204,034.7
	0.00
	6,364


6.
Tables 4a and 4b give the partners ranked by percentage of low value trade to total trade. These tables show mostly small island economies as having the largest percentages, but again these percentages are at most not even 1% of total trade. At the import side Anguilla tops with 0.53% and at the export side it is Niue with 0.57%. 

Table 4a

Imports 2000 received from partner by percentage

(Value in million US$)

	Partner Name
	Low Value Trade
	Total Trade Value
	Percentage
	Frequency

	Anguilla
	0.023
	4.38
	0.53
	158

	Tuvalu
	0.005
	1.01
	0.50
	25

	Montserrat
	0.012
	3.10
	0.39
	80

	Sao Tome and Principe
	0.085
	21.68
	0.39
	492

	St. Helena
	0.033
	10.22
	0.33
	226

	Tokelau
	0.031
	9.58
	0.32
	223

	Niue
	0.013
	4.23
	0.31
	79

	Turks and Caicos
	0.022
	10.23
	0.22
	140

	Wallis and Futuna
	0.003
	1.40
	0.20
	19

	Western Sahara
	0.002
	0.93
	0.17
	9


Table 4b

Exports 2000 sent to partner by percentage

(Value in million US$)

	Partner Name
	Low Value Trade
	Total Trade Value
	Percentage
	Frequency

	Niue
	0.055
	9.68
	0.57
	377

	Wallis and Futuna
	0.097
	22.01
	0.44
	503

	Sao Tome and Principe
	0.149
	36.04
	0.41
	906

	Norfolk Island
	0.078
	19.94
	0.39
	351

	Cook Island
	0.132
	40.72
	0.32
	693

	Christmas Island
	0.044
	16.36
	0.27
	145

	Cocos Island
	0.045
	18.76
	0.24
	159

	Tonga
	0.138
	58.37
	0.24
	718

	Tuvalu
	0.017
	7.02
	0.24
	74

	Vanuatu
	0.189
	101.04
	0.19
	900


7.
To study the impact of partner suppression for low value trade in more detail partner data were extracted by SITC, Rev.2 commodity for Anguilla and Niue. Table 5 shows for Anguilla its top 10 commodities ranked by value
, as imported by all available reporting countries or areas. For each of these commodities the number of reporters is shown, which is in fact the number of records involved in arriving at these aggregated records. The column “Number below 501” shows the number of records involved in the aggregation, of which the value was less than US$ 501. Finally, the column “Low Value Trade” shows the exact amount of low value trade involved in the aggregate. Table 5 shows that only on one occasion a low value trade record was involved in the top 10 commodities and that the percentage which is represented by this record is negligible.
Table 5

Imports 2000 received from Anguilla by commodity value
(Values in thousands of US$)
	SITC Code
	Commodity description
	Commodity Value
	Number of Reporters
	Number below 501
	Low Trade Value

	9310
	Commodity not classified according to kind
	823.9
	3
	0
	0

	11249
	Other alcoholic beverages, nes
	651.4
	1
	0
	0

	58311
	Polyethylene -- in primary forms
	409.4
	1
	0
	0

	66132
	Building and monumental stone, worked, and articles thereof
	211.1
	1
	0
	0

	7599
	Parts of machines of headings 7512 and 752
	166.6
	3
	1
	0.123

	7931
	Warships
	163.8
	1
	0
	0

	7525
	Peripheral units, including control and adapting units
	145.8
	1
	0
	0

	6612
	Cement
	135.5
	2
	0
	0

	01112
	Bovine meat fresh, chilled or frozen, boneless
	128.6
	1
	0
	0

	5155
	Other organo-inorganic compounds
	120.2
	1
	0
	0


8.
Similarly, Table 6 (see below) shows for Niue its top 10 commodities ranked by value
, as exported to Niue by all available reporting countries and areas. Table 6 shows that 7 out of the total 28 records which composed the 10 major commodities of Niue were low value trade records. However, the impact in terms of value of these 7 records is completely negligible compared to the value of each of the commodities.
9.
Tables 5 and 6 show that the influence of partner suppression in low value trade is minimal even for the partner distribution of important commodities of small island economies. Apparently, low value trade records do not cluster but are more or less randomly distributed.
Table 6

Exports 2000 sent to Niue by commodity value

(Values in thousands of US$)

	SITC Code
	Commodity description
	Commodity Value
	Number of Reporters
	Number below 501
	Low Trade Value

	51111
	Ethylene
	4050.0
	1
	0
	0.000

	5514
	Mixtures of odoriferous substances, used in perfumery or food
	1092.0
	2
	1
	0.028

	69541
	Interchangeable tools for hand, machine, power-operated hand tools
	639.2
	3
	1
	0.060

	7731
	Insulated electric wire, cable or bars
	616.0
	3
	1
	0.090

	09809
	Food preparations, nes
	113.5
	2
	0
	0.000

	87483
	Other electronic measuring, controlling apparatus
	108.6
	2
	0
	0.000

	0114
	Poultry, dead and edible offal, fresh, chilled or frozen
	99.1
	1
	0
	0.000

	7525
	Peripheral units, including control and adapting units
	98.8
	3
	0
	0.000

	8429
	Men's and boys',  other outer garments
	92.2
	3
	1
	0.214

	9310
	Commodity not classified according to kind
	92.0
	8
	3
	1.156

	
	Total of top commodities
	7001.4
	28
	7
	1.548


10.
The general conclusion from this exercise is that no impact of any significance in terms of value can be attributed to the partner suppression in records with an annual value of less than US$ 501. 
� Since Anguilla is the partner country, imports of the reporters are in fact exports of Anguilla.


� Since Niue is the partner country, exports of the reporters are in fact imports of Niue.





