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Abstract

International markets are an important destination and source of U.S. organic agri-food pro-
ducts. This paper offers new insights concerning the current status and trends of U.S. organic
imports and exports U.S. policies relevant to the international trade of U.S. organic agri-food
products are described, characterizing specific products and partners. In addition, the impact
of organic equivalency agreements (OEAs), which the U.S. has signed with Canada, the EU,
Japan, South Korea and Switzerland, are examined to determine the extent to which they
facilitate trade. Using highly disaggregated international trade data (HS-10) from the U.S.
International Trade Commission and Statistics Canada, this analysis finds that fresh agricul-
tural products dominate both U.S. exports and imports. Between 2017 and 2019, apples
grapes, strawberries and spinach were the predominant fresh exports, while tomato sauces,
vinegar and roasted coffee are the most exported processed food products. A significant
majority of these exports are destined for Canada and Mexico. The most imported organic
agri-food products include unroasted coffee, bananas, olive oil and soybeans. There is
much more diversity in the country of origin of these imports with Mexico, Peru, Brazil,
Spain and Argentina among the major organic food suppliers to the U.S. OEAs allow for
mutual recognition of national organic standards between countries. This analysis finds
that, while, in aggregate, OEAs were not found to impact U.S. organic imports or exports,
results evaluating individual agreements do suggest that they can be effective trade policy
instruments. In particular, the U.S.–Canada and the U.S.–Switzerland OEAs were found to
be effective in facilitating U.S. exports. Taken together these findings offer important insights
into current trade patterns, and U.S. international market and organic policy opportunities.

Introduction

The global market for organic agri-food products is large and expanding. As of 2018 the esti-
mated value of this market was €96.7 billion (US$110.8 billion), and many countries continue
to experience double-digit growth for organic agri-food products (Willer et al., 2020). Over
2.8 million producers serve this market,1 and worldwide, 71.5 million hectares of land are
under organic agricultural management practices (Willer et al., 2020).

The United States (U.S.) is the largest market for organic food and drinks. As of 2018, the
U.S. market for organic food was valued at US$47.9 billion, and organic products other than
food, such as pet food, fiber, flowers, dietary supplements and personal care products
accounted for an additional $4.6 billion in sales (OTA, 2019). As domestic organic producers
cannot satisfy this demand, organic agri-food products are increasingly imported for either
resale as a raw, fresh product or for use as an ingredient in manufactured food products.
Beyond aggregated estimates, however, relatively little is known about international markets
for organic products. This is of concern to U.S. stakeholders. Through trade and organic
equivalency agreements (OEAs), foreign organic firms are increasingly able to access the
U.S. market. The resulting increase in both the variety and amount of organic food and ingre-
dients, and continued growth in U.S. consumer demand for organic products, in turn, have
consequences on the quantity, price and other U.S. market conditions.

This paper offers new insights about the current state and key trends of U.S. organic
agri-food imports and exports. The objectives of this paper are threefold: (1) to describe
U.S. policies relevant to the international trade of U.S. organic agri-food products; (2) to char-
acterize the imports and exports of U.S. organic food products and (3) to assess the impact of
the most comprehensive of these policies, Organic Equivalency Agreements, on U.S. organic
agri-food imports and exports.

1As noted by Willer et al. (2020), some countries report only the number of companies, grower groups and projects which
generate organic products; each group may be comprised of a number of producers.
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This paper begins with a brief introduction of international
organic production and consumption, and provides an overview
of organic standards and policies which affect the international
trade of organic agri-food products. A review of the literature
that has evaluated the impact of these policies is then presented.
The remainder of the paper describes the data and methods
used in this analysis, analyzes results and discusses key study find-
ings and conclusions.

International organic production and consumption

There is a considerable geographic separation between the coun-
tries where most organic food is grown and produced and those
where it is consumed. The majority of the world’s organic agricul-
tural land is in Oceania, which had 36 million hectares of certified
land—accounting for 50% of global share—in 2018. Europe and
Latin American respectively have 22% (15.6 million organic hec-
tares) and 11% (8 million hectares), of global certified organic
land (Willer et al., 2020).2 In contrast, organic growers are con-
centrated in Asia (in particular, India), Africa (most notably
Uganda, Ethiopia and Tanzania) and Europe (mainly in Italy,
France and Spain) (Willer et al., 2020). Clouding our understand-
ing of the organic food supply is that many producers in develop-
ing countries are small-scale farmers.3 Retail sales and per capita
consumption of organic food and beverages, however, are concen-
trated in North America and Europe which together account for
87% of global sales. The U.S. alone accounts for 42% of global
demand, followed by Germany (11%) and France (Willer et al.,
2020).

National and regional organic standards

The international trade of certified organic products can be a
complicated process. There is no internationally agreed-upon
organic standard. Rather, individual countries establish their
own regulations concerning what production and processing
practices may be considered organic, the type and nature of
organic labeling on food products that is permitted, the process
of organic product or firm certification, and certification industry
oversight and auditing. As of 2018, 103 countries had some form
of official organic production standards (Willer et al., 2020).

In some cases, the differences between regulations and indus-
try oversight between countries can be substantive. Thus, a busi-
ness looking to import an organic ingredient or food for direct
sale to consumers cannot rely on the product meeting the organic
standards in the country where it was grown or manufactured.
Rather, it needs to ensure that the product is certified as satisfying
the organic requirements of the country where it will ultimately
be sold. The cost and challenges of obtaining certification services
for a foreign standard, and the identification, segregation and
traceability (identity preservation) of organic agri-food products
throughout the supply chain, further complicate the international
trade of these products.

In an effort to measure the extent of variance in organic
requirements, Seufert et al. (2017) employ a scoring approach
to assess how organic principles vary with organic regulations
between countries. These authors found that while organic prac-
tices and regulations do not differ substantially between countries,
there are important differences in allowed substances and prohib-
ited inputs. In the case of crop production, for example, specific
synthetic fertilizers or pesticides may be permitted. There is simi-
lar heterogeneity in the substances allowed and not allowed to be
used in processed food production.

This lack of equivalence of organic standards across countries
has long been recognized as a hindrance to market access and
substantially increases transaction costs (e.g., Lohr, 1998). In an
effort to reduce the complexity and cost of organic product
trade, some areas are regionalizing their organic standards.
Regional agreements are public or public–private partnerships
within a geographic region that include at least two neighboring
countries (Pekdemir, 2018). To date, such agreements have been
established in the European Union (EU), East African Organic
Products Standard (EAOPS), Central American Initiative, the
Pacific Organic Standard (POS), the African Organisation for
Standardisation (ARSO-ORAN) and Asia Regional Organic
Standard (AROS). In analyzing these agreements, Pekdemir
(2018) found that regionalization contributes to normative coher-
ence while allowing varying standards to accommodate differ-
ences local agricultural circumstances. Aside from the EU,
however, other regional standards were found to fall short due
to the lack of development and implementation of provisions
related to labeling and certification, and because regional stan-
dards are largely not adopted as enforceable national regulations.

These regional standards are generally developed by incorpor-
ating provisions from one or more basic standards of organic pro-
duction and processing. Most commonly, these regional standards
are based on normative references. Key among these normative
references are the Codex Alimentarius ‘Guidelines for the produc-
tion, processing, labelling, and marketing or organically produced
foods’ (CAC/GL 32), and the ‘Basic standards for organic produc-
tion and processing’ developed by the International Federation of
Organic Agriculture Movements (IFOAM). Importantly, however,
in these agreements, compliance with national and regional regu-
lations take precedence over the requirements of regional
standards.

National standards are frequently based on the Codex and/or
IFOAM reference documents. The International Federation of
Organic Agriculture Movements (IFOAM) is a private organiza-
tion representing over 779 affiliates in more than 110 countries
(Willer et al., 2020). Member governments and private standard
members agree to follow basic IFOAM principles in setting
their organic standard requirements. Thus while most organic
standards are now consistent in the prohibited and required
activities for crop production and animal husbandry, they can
still differ in specific details such as specific substances allowed
(or not) as a production input. The process and extent of over-
sight of organic certification services also varies across countries.

Policies governing the international trade of organic agri-food
products

As with many other countries, the U.S. is not party to any
regional organic standards. However, to help facilitate imports
and exports of organic products, the U.S. has developed a series
of policies to enable the recognition and use of the U.S. organic

2‘FiBL is an independent and non-profit organization and is considered to be one of
the world’s leading organic farming information and research centers. In conjunction
with the International Federation of Organic Agricultural Movements (IFOAM), FiBL
annually conducts a global survey and report “The World Organic Agriculture” (Willer
et al., 2020)’.

3As described by Willer et al. (2020), several factors limit the quality of internationally
compiled data concerning the number of organic producers and estimates of producer
numbers should be treated with caution.
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standards in selected international markets. These policies include
a series of Recognition Agreements, Export Agreements and
Equivalency Agreements which are summarized in Table 1.
Similar policies have also been adopted by many other countries
engaged in the trade of organic agri-food products.

Of these, OEAs are the most important in their ability to
facilitate international trade. These agreements allow U.S. organic
products to be labeled and sold as organic in the partner coun-
tries. In exchange, these partner countries have the same access
to the U.S. market. Since most countries have their own organic
standards, each agreement has to be separately negotiated and
varies by the products covered, allowances concerning specific
compounds used during production (i.e., antibiotics, sodium
nitrate), and administrative requirements.

By contrast, Export Agreements are not reciprocal. In the case of
the U.S.–Taiwan agreement, Taiwan agreed to accept U.S.-certified
products as organic without additional certification; Taiwanese pro-
ducts, however, could not be imported into the U.S. without being
certified to the U.S. organic standard. Recognition Agreements
allow foreign countries to oversee accreditation of agents who can
certify that farms and processing facilities meet or exceed the
USDA National Organic Program (NOP) regulations. Thus, while
produced and certified abroad, these products can be labeled and
sold as organic in the U.S. As such, recognition agreements
would typically only be granted to countries where the NOP has
confidence in the integrity of oversight of the domestic organic cer-
tification program.

Global efforts to negotiate new agreements continue. After
Taiwan passed its Organic Agriculture Promotion Act in 2019,
they enacted several new OEAs including U.S.–Taiwan agreement
that was implemented in May 2020. Finally, due to Brexit, a new
arrangement was established in January 2021 to recognize equiva-
lence between the UK and U.S. organic standards.

Literature review

The existing peer-reviewed literature has empirically examined the
trade of organic agri-food products. Lohr (1998) proposes that
lack of equivalence of organic standards across countries was
one of the main sources which impede international market
access of organic agri-food products. Seufert et al. (2017) employ
a scoring approach to assess how organic principles vary with
organic regulations in countries, and they find that substances
that are allowed (or not) as inputs play a vital role. Pekdemir

(2018) describes the development of regional organic standards
established in the EU, Africa, Central America, the Pacific and
Asia, and concludes that inter-regional equivalence and multilat-
eral agreements contribute to the reduction of regulatory com-
plexity in organic regulation systems.

Focusing on the U.S. market, Oberholtzer et al. (2013)
examined the factors influencing the decision of certified organic
handlers to import products. These authors found that, while
many imports were of products not produced in the U.S. (e.g.,
tropical fruit, coffee), other imports competed directly with U.S.
products. Firm size and social labels were found to affect handlers’
import decisions while supply volatility and product prices were
not. Focusing on U.S. imports of organic corn, wheat and soy-
beans, Kristiansen (2014) found that as domestic prices of these
crops increased relative to conventional substitutes, the volume
of their imports also increased.

Most relevant to the current study are several studies by
Jaenicke and Demko. In reports for the U.S.-based Organic
Trade Association (OTA), Jaenicke and Demko (2015a) and
Demko et al. (2017), have conducted detailed descriptive trade
and trade growth analysis of tracked organic agri-food products
imported and exported by the U.S. In a second report to the
OTA, Jaenicke and Demko (2015b) found that U.S. equivalence
agreements with the EU, Canada, Japan and Taiwan had a posi-
tive impact on the trade of organic products between 2011 and
2014.4 Overall, this report found these policies increased organic
exports 58% relative to a case where the policies were not in place.
However, the impacts of these policies were quite heterogeneous
and varied from no impact on exports attributed to the
U.S.–EU policy to a 455% increase in exports generated by the
U.S.–Canada policy. On average, U.S. imports of tracked organic
products were estimated to have increased by 110% due to these
agreements. An additional study by Demko and Jaenicke (2018)
used a synthetic control method approach to examine the impact
of the U.S.–EU OEA on U.S. exports. In considering 23 organic

Table 1. Summary of U.S. international organic food policies

Type of agreement Description Trading partner (year entered–ended)

Recognition agreement Allows a foreign government to accredit certifying agents that can
certify products in that country to the USDA organic standard.

New Zealand (2003–)
India (2006–2021)
Israel (2007–)

Export agreement Allows U.S. organic products to be sold as organic in the receiving country,
provided specific requirements are met (e.g., export certificate with shipment).

Taiwan (2009–2020)

Equivalency agreement Allows products produced and certified according to one country’s organic standard
to be sold and represented as organic in the other country.

Canada (2009–)
European Union (2012–)
Japan (2014–)
South Korea (2014–)
Switzerland (2015–)
Taiwan (2020–)
UK (2021–)

Notes: Adopted and updated from Boys and Hooker (2015).
Taiwan transitioned from an export agreement to an equivalency agreement in May 2020. Other agreements are currently in force.

4This analysis differs in focus from the current study in a number of ways. Among the
distinctions, Jaenicke and Demko (2015a, 2015b) evaluate the impact of equivalency
agreements on the trade of only organic products for which U.S. trade was tracked
between 2011 and 2014 (exports – 23 products; imports – 20 products in 2011, 40 pro-
ducts in 2013). As detailed in the methods discussion, the current analysis evaluates trade
of a much broader set of products which do include these tracked organic products but
also non-organic products which may substitute for organic products or which may be
organic but not tracked products.
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produce products, these authors found that this policy generated
an average 9.1% increase in U.S. exports of tracked organic pro-
ducts each quarter between Q3 2012 and Q4 2014, or an average
of $149,100 per quarter. This agreement was found to particularly
benefit U.S. exports of fresh produce, roasted coffee and tomato
sauce.

Tracking the international trade of organic agri-food
products

While there are internationally accepted nomenclatures and sys-
tems for reporting international trade data,5 these do not extend
to include organic products. In general, the value of trade of pro-
ducts is reported to the United Nations Conference on Trade and
Development (UNCTAD) and classified using a Harmonized
System (HS), which is a standard numerical classification of
traded products. The HS is administered by the World Customs
Organization (WCO) and is used by national customs authorities
in more than 200 countries to help gather data concerning inter-
national trade shipments, and to appropriately assess taxes and
duties on traded products. The HS assigns specific 2-, 4- or
6-digit codes to categories of products; the larger number of digits
used, the more specific the product category.6 Countries are per-
mitted to add additional digits to this classification scheme if they
wish to track the trade of even more specific product categories. In
the U.S. a 10-digit code is used to classify products for export. In
this classification system, the first six digits are the HS code and
the remaining four digits are determined and administered by the
U.S. Census Bureau’s Foreign Trade Division.7 The U.S.
International Trade Commission (USITC) administers the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS), which serves as the classifica-
tion system for imports. Here again, the HS system is used as the
basis for the initial 6-digits of the classification system, and add-
itional digits are added as needed to define product categories at
the 8- or 10-digit level. In the U.S. the 10-digit product code is
used to distinguish between a conventional and organic product
of the same type (e.g., organic and not organic shelled almonds).

The design of this product classification system has important
implications to evaluating international trade. As codes used to
distinguish between conventional and organic products are set
by individual countries, rather than through the internationally
adopted HS classification, there is considerable variability in the
extent to which countries track the trade of organic products.
Collecting, compiling, cleaning and reporting trade data requires
time and effort—and thus comes at a cost. Countries where the
organic agri-food sector is not economically or politically import-
ant may decide not to go through the effort to separately track the
trade of any organic products. Other countries may opt to track
only products for which there is a strong rationale to do so,
such as concerns of imports competing with domestic production
or a wish to track international buying patterns of economically
significant organic products.

In the case of the U.S., organizations can submit a request for
new codes to be added. As described by Demko et al. (2017), for
an application for a new code to be considered, the value of trade
for the requested product must be a minimum of $1 million
annually, traded by a minimum of three importers and exporters,
and trade data must be consistently publishable on a monthly
basis. In response to pressure from industry groups, the USITC
began tracking organic imports and exports separately from
their conventional versions in 2011. Initially, the trade of 23
exported and 20 imported organic products were separately mea-
sured (Baldwin, 2012). In the intervening years, additional pro-
ducts were added; since 2019, the trade of 44 exported and 56
imported organic products are now tracked. A majority of these
are raw or intermediate products, rather than processed organic
products. Lists of these imported and exported products are pre-
sented in Appendix Tables A1 and A2, respectively.

It is important to understand that the estimates of the values of
organic imports and exports are only available for these tracked
organic products. To be certain, the U.S. is trading much more
than these official statistics indicate. Organic agri-food products
that are not on these lists are, in fact, being traded but are not
being recorded as such at the border. Instead, their value is com-
bined with that of conventionally produced products. Thus, given
the current approach to data collection, it is not possible to pre-
cisely know the value or full range of organic products being
traded. This clearly has important implications for efforts to
evaluate the impact of OEAs; using only measures of the tracked
agri-food product trade will likely underestimate the true trade
facilitation impacts of these agreements.

Research methodology

Data sources

As discussed in the previous section, product-disaggregated trade
data provide the most complete picture of trade patterns and is a
key input into our analysis. The majority of U.S. data for imports
and exports of agriculture and food products (HS Chapters 02-24)
was obtained at the HS-10 level from USITC DataWeb (USITC,
2015). Moreover, since the U.S. began separately tracking imports
and exports of some organic products in 2011, data from 2011 to
2019 is examined in most of this analysis.

The exception to use of these data concerns the study of organic
trade between the U.S. and Canada. As the U.S.–Canada OEA was
implemented in 2009, in order to assess the impact of this agree-
ment it is necessary to have organic trade data prior to this period.
As the U.S. did not start tracking the trade of organic products until
2011, we instead relied on trade statistics from Canada who, in
2007, began tracking organic imports of 41 products.8 As
Canada’s imports from the U.S. should be equal to U.S. exports
to Canada, Canadian data can be used to substitute for (to mirror)
U.S. export data to Canada.9 Thus, as a novel feature of this ana-
lysis, HS-10 data describing Canada’s imports from the U.S.

5See Bacchetta et al. (2012) for a useful introduction to trade classification systems.
6By way of example, Chapter 8 products include all ‘Edible fruit and nuts; peel of

citrus fruit or melons’. At the 2-digit level of classification, products coded 08 are all
products in this chapter. At the 4-digit level, this product category is broken into sub-
categories such as ‘Coconuts, Brazil nuts and cashew nuts’ (0801) and ‘Other nuts’
(0802; which include almonds, hazelnuts, etc.), ‘Bananas and plantains’ (0803), etc.
The 6-digit level defines more specific product categories. In this example, HS codes
080211 and 080212 refer to in-shell and shelled almonds, respectively.

7Export codes are reported in the U.S. Census Bureau’s Schedule B and referred to as
Schedule B numbers: https://www.census.gov/foreign-trade/schedules/b/index.html.

8A list of these products is available upon request.
9Using mirror statistics is a common practice when there is missing concerning the flow

of trade in one direction (e.g., where one might have information about country A’s imports
from country B, but not have data concerning country B’s exports to country A). Indeed,
this is explicitly done collecting shipment information between the U.S. and Canada. Rather
than collect their own export information, The United States substitutes Canadian import
statistics for U.S. exports to Canada; similarly, Canada uses U.S. import statistics as their
record of Canadian exports to the U.S. This data collection and reporting is done in accord-
ance with a 1987 Memorandum of Understanding signed by the Census Bureau, U.S.
Customs and Border Protection, Canadian Customs and Statistics Canada.
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(reflecting U.S. exports to Canada) were obtained from Statistics
Canada for 2007–2019. This data is used in evaluating the impact
of the U.S.–Canada OEA on U.S. exports.

Importantly however, Canada did not start tracking exports of
its own organic products until 2017. Thus, as neither the U.S. nor
Canada collected any data concerning U.S. organic imports from
Canada (or Canada organic exports to the U.S.) prior to their
OEA being implemented in 2009, it was not possible to evaluate
the impact of this agreement on U.S. organic imports from
Canada or Canadian organic exports to the U.S.

Product coverage and aggregation

To explicitly capture the impact of OEAs on organic trade, pro-
ducts (i) are defined at the highly disaggregated HS-10 level.
Again, the products considered as organic are only those that
are being formally tracked and have been assigned a unique HS
code. This careful approach does, however, introduce several ana-
lytical challenges. The number of organic products being tracked
is dwarfed by the total number of traded products at this level of
disaggregation. Thus, if the full-set of traded non-organic pro-
ducts were included in the dataset, even if OEAs did facilitate
trade among the small number of tracked organic products, the
impact of this would likely not be statistically significant.
Furthermore, in assessing the impact of an OEA on trade, it
would not be fair to judge its performance based on the agree-
ment not affecting trade for categories of products which are
not tracked. For example, as the U.S. does not uniquely identify
the imports or exports of any organic fish or crustaceans, it
would not be accurate to claim that an OEA was not effective if
it did not affect trade of these products.

A novel and careful approach is needed to conduct a fair assess-
ment of the trade impacts of OEAs. Rather than to include all
traded agri-food products (Chapters 02-24), this analysis instead
includes only products in the HS-6 product categories, which
include at least one tracked HS-10 organic product. These categor-
ies of products then reflect those for which there is at least some
potential for a trading partner to trade organic or similar non-
organic products. Importantly as well, in constructing the database,
a dynamic coding approach was used to account for changes in the
list of organic products identified and tracked by the USITC. As
such, the HS-6 product categories, and thus the specific HS-10 pro-
ducts within them included in this analysis, vary over time to reflect
changes list of tracked organic products.

This approach, of evaluating the impact on the trade of products
which are not directly the focus of a policy but which may be
affected by it, is a common practice. (E.g., see Grant and Boys,
2012; Jagdambe and Kannan, 2020.) While one would expect a pol-
icy focused on organic products to increase trade of organic pro-
ducts with agreement signatories (the intensive margin of trade),
it potentially also can have positive or negative spill-over impacts
on the trade of other products or trade with other nations (the
extensive margin of trade). A significant benefit of many inter-
national trade agreements is that they facilitate coordination of
administrative procedures between signatory countries and, in
doing so, increase the efficiency and reduce the risk of moving
goods between two counties (Grant and Boys, 2012). By way of
example, better defined and more transparent border procedures
decrease the possibility that a company will ship products which
have a possibility of being rejected by a given destination country.
This may be the case for the OEAs—businesses may be more likely
to engage in international markets with more assurance that their

products will be recognized as organic, and will be able to com-
mand a price premium over conventional products, in destination
markets. This would be reflected both as an improvement in trade
for tracked organic products, as well as the even larger number of
organic products which are not tracked and, as such, are instead
included among not-organic products.

Methods

Regression analyses are used to assess the impacts of OEAs on
U.S. trade of organic products (objective 3). The aggregate effects
of OEAs on import and export flows are first assessed, followed by
separate analyses of each U.S. OEA. To fully capture the effect of
an OEA, it is necessary to include trade flows prior to the imple-
mentation of the agreement; as such, analyses generally cover the
period 2011–2019. As the U.S.–Canada OEA was implemented in
2009, the previously described U.S. export trade data are used to
evaluate this agreement over the period 2007–2019. However, as
U.S. organic import data were not available until 2011 (after
this agreement was signed), it was not possible to evaluate the
impact of this OEA on U.S. imports from Canada. The
U.S.–Taiwan OEA is also not included in this analysis as it has
been only very recently signed (May 2020) and trade data for
this period are not yet available.

The model used to assess the impact on trade of OEAs in aggre-
gate is presented in Equation (1), while that presented in Equation
(2) is used to evaluate trade impacts of each individual OEAs:

Xkjt = b1OEAjt + b2Organick + b3OEAjt ∗ Organick

+ Yeart + dj + wK + 1kt (1)

Xkt = b1OEAt + b2Organick + b3OEAjt ∗ Organick + Yeart

+ wK + 1kt (2)

where Xkjt denotes the logarithm of the U.S. annual exports (or
imports) of product k from country j in year t. OEAt is a dummy
variable indicating a given OEA is in effect in year t, and Organick
is a dummy variable indicating if product k is an organic product.
Yeart indicates the year given trade flow occurred and is included
to capture time varying trends in the trade of these products.
Country fixed effects are denoted by δj and εkt is the error term.

Ideally, separate fixed effects for each sector k would also be
included (see Baldwin and Taglioni, 2007; Bacchetta et al.,
2012). However, as this analysis makes use data which are highly
disaggregated by products (HS-10), this approach would generate
a very large number of results and would make interpretation dif-
ficult. Following the approach used by Shepherd and Wilson
(2013), we instead adopt a compromise strategy in which we
implement product fixed effects for each six-digit HS product cat-
egory, k. Product fixed effects are denoted by wK.

As the dependent variable is log-transformed, a linear change
in an independent variable is associated with a multiplicative
change in the dependent variable. More specifically, in this
specification, a one-unit change in the value of an independent
variable is associated with a 100× (eb̂ − 1) percentage change
in the dependent value.10

10By way of example in interpreting the coefficient values then, as the variables of
primary interest are coded as binary variables, considering the difference between trade
of a not-organic and an organic product would be interpreted as 100× (êb2 − 1).
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Results and discussion

A descriptive overview of U.S. trade of organic agri-food
products

Figure 1 presents the value of U.S. organic agri-food products
which are imported and exported, and the share of total U.S.
trade reflected by these products. In considering these trends,
however, it is important to note that these values reflect only
the products that can be uniquely identified through codes
assigned by the USITC. As the number of products tracked has
changed over time, some of the increase organic imports and
exports reported in Figure 1 are likely to be due to an expansion
of the number of tracked products rather than necessarily an
increase in the value traded.

Based on the data that are available, US$0.76 billion was
exported into the U.S. in 2019, reflecting an increase of 72.7%
since 2011. Organic agri-food exports, which comprised of
0.32% of total U.S. total agri-food exports in 2011, increased to
0.54% by 2019. These values are quite small relative to the
value of organic imports. U.S. organic agri-food imports hit a
record of US$2.27 billion in 2019, a threefold increase since
2011. The share of organic imports relative to the overall value
of imported products has also seen a significant increase from
0.59 to 1.46% during this period.

In Figure 1, vertical lines identify dates where new OEAs were
implemented. From this graphical evidence it appears that several
U.S. OEAs have contributed to this general trend of increasing
imports and exports. For example, in the year following the estab-
lishment of the U.S.–EU OEA in 2012, U.S. organic exports and
imports increased by 6.8 and 176%, respectively. In the year after
the U.S.–Japan OEA and U.S.–South Korea OEA was enacted
(2014), the U.S. saw a 25.2% increase in organic imports while

exports fell slightly (1.6% decrease). In considering only this
short-term response on aggregate trade, it appears that the OEA
signed with EU improved both U.S. organic food exports and
imports, while agreements with Japan, South Korea and
Switzerland encouraged more U.S. organic imports than organic
exports. The composition of products traded with these countries,
however, matters in interpreting these outcomes. If products typ-
ically traded with a country (e.g., Switzerland) are not among
those that can be tracked, then the impact of these OEAs could
be understated.

U.S. partners in the trade of organic agri-food products
The countries which are top destinations and sources of tracked
organic agri-food exports and imports are presented in panels
A and B of Figure 2, respectively. As there is annual variability
in these trade flows, these figures depict the mean value of
trade over the most recent 3 years (2017–2019) of available
data. Among the tracked products, a large share is shipped to
buyers in Canada (55.3%) and Mexico (24.0%). Due to the relative
perishability of many of the tracked products, the geographic
proximity of these markets, and policies which facilitate trade
between these partners (NAFTA and, in the case of Canada, an
OEA), this outcome is not surprising. Other significant destina-
tions for U.S. exports include Japan (annual average of $39.6 mil-
lion), South Korea ($28.4 million), Taiwan ($24.11 million) and
the UK ($9.91 million); importantly, each of these markets had
either on OEA or an export agreement in place during the period
under consideration. The remaining top destination markets for
U.S. organic exports, are the UAE, Hong Kong, Philippines and
Guatemala, do not have any form of an organic trade agreement
in place.

Fig. 1. Value and share of trade of U.S. organic agri-food
products, 2011–2019.
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The primary suppliers of U.S. organic imports are presented in
panel B of Figure 2. Mexico is the largest source of the tracked
imports ($335.7 million; 22.2% of imports). The remaining
imports are sourced primarily from South America (Peru,
Brazil, Argentina, Colombia, Ecuador), Europe (Spain, Italy)
and Canada. Each of these partners account for similar (7–12%)
of U.S. organic imports. Among these, only the U.S.–EU and
U.S.–Canada OEAs govern organic trade with these partners. It
is important to note though, that these results may be partially
an artifact of the specific products that the U.S. is tracking at its
borders. A recent survey of U.S. organic food manufacturers,
reported that Canada, Mexico and China were the most likely
sources of organic ingredients (OTA, 2019).

U.S. imported and exported organic products
The top agri-food products which are exported by, and imported
into, the U.S. are presented in Figure 3. Panels A and B present
the top five raw and processed exported products. Apples,
grapes, strawberries, spinach and other berries (blueberries,
blackberries, etc.) are the most exported raw products, while
top exported processed products include tomato sauces, vinegar
and roasted coffee. It is important to emphasize that these are
top tracked organic products; it is likely that there are other
organic products that have noteworthy export values but cannot
be separately identified from their conventionally produced
equivalents.

Panels C and D of Figure 3 present the top organic products
imported into the U.S. between 2017 and 2019. Among raw pro-
ducts, coffee (not roasted), bananas, soybeans, Hass avocados and
blueberries are the top imports. Olive oil, cane or beet sugars,
sparking wine, roasted coffee and red wine account for the major-
ity of processed agri-food imports. Among these, the case of cof-
fee is particularly interesting. The U.S. imports a large amount of
organic unroasted decaffeinated Arabica coffee (average of $280.6

million annually). This coffee is roasted and then a portion of it
re-exported ($19.91 million annually), making it one of most
important U.S. organic exports.

Organic food trade—opportunities for U.S. producers
Trends in U.S. organic imports suggest areas of opportunity for
U.S. producers who wish to expand their organic production.
Due to increasing international and domestic consumption of
organic products, demand for organic leafy greens, carrots, toma-
toes and blueberries (among other products) is expected to con-
tinue. Alternatively, U.S. farmers could opt for a strategy of
import substitution. Recognizing the availability of organic inputs
and production challenges vary from place to place, some organic
farmers could consider producing items that are important cur-
rent imports. Although not all are among the top five organic
imports, given U.S. production potential, wine, bell peppers and
ginger could be considered among targeted products.

It is important to note, however, that, for perishable pro-
ducts, timing does matter. Marketing windows for produce are
relatively short but offer an additional market opportunity to
those who can provide a product outside of its standard avail-
ability. Additional market opportunities can also be identified
through ingredient shortages. Bottlenecks have been identified
in the supply of functionally equivalent organic ingredients
(Van Camp et al., 2010).

Furthermore, in the OTA’s 2018 annual survey of organic
manufactures, 52% indicated that they foresee having some
product shortages but did not expect these to be worse than in
previous years. An additional 11% did expect worsening ingredi-
ent shortages to the extent that they could hinder product devel-
opment (OTA, 2019). Several specific foods, including coffee,
berries, flax, wheat, soy, sugar, herbs and vanilla were identified
as items needing to be more reliably or abundantly available
(OTA, 2019).

Fig. 2. Top U.S. trading partners of organic agri-food products, 2017–2019.
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The impact of OEAs on the trade of U.S. organic agri-food
products

Table 2 reports the impact of OEAs on U.S. exports and imports
of agri-food products. The aggregate effect of OEAs on U.S.
imports and exports from the OEA partner countries of
Canada, the EU, Japan, South Korea and Switzerland, are
reported in columns 1a and 1b, respectively. These aggregate
results, however, are likely to mask some important differences
in the effectiveness of the individual agreements. In particular,
as the bundle of organic goods tracked by the U.S. differs in
their importance relative to the bundle of goods traded with
each county, these results are likely to vary across agreements.
As such, subsequent columns independently evaluate the trade
impacts of the U.S.–Canada (column 2), U.S.–EU (column 3),
U.S.–Japan (column 4), U.S.–South Korea (column 5) and
U.S.–Switzerland (column 6) agreements. Where possible, the
effect of OEAs on exports and imports are seperately evaluated.

In considering the aggregated impact of U.S. OEAs (OEA; col-
umn 1a, 1b), there is no evidence that, when considered together,
these agreements had any impact on exports or imports of the
agri-food products examined in this analysis. This result could
be anticipated. The examined trade flows include both organic
and non-organic products. Given the relatively small percent of
traded organic products considered in the export and import
flows (28.5 and 15.9%, respectively), a strong organic trade impact
would have required for this result to be significant. In addition,
these results imply that considered together, OEAs do not have a
significant spill-over impact on the trade of the non-organic bun-
dle of products (which includes some organic but not tracked)
products.

The Organic results reveal that there is a positive and signifi-
cant difference between trade of the average tracked organic prod-
uct compared with that of the average non-organic product.
Indeed, the mean value of exports for tracked organic products
is 95% ((exp(0.668)− 1)*100) higher than the same value for

non-organic products (the comparison group). In the case of
imports, this difference is even more significant—results indicate
that there is a 248% higher mean value of trade of organic com-
pared to non-organic products. While these results are impressive,
they need to be considered within the context of the trade data
limitations. First, these higher trade values of organic products
are relative to the bundle of all other highly disaggregated
(HS-10) products included in this sample—which includes both
non-organic food products and any organic products which are
not tracked. Given this, a large difference in the trade of organic
and non-organic products is not unexpected; the tracked organic
products are important or there would not have been an incentive
to track them in the first place. Second, the per-unit value of
organic agri-food products is frequently higher than for conven-
tional versions of the same items. This too many contribute to
some of the reported difference in the value of trade between
these bundles of goods.

Of particular relevance to this analysis are the results of the
interaction term between the OEA and Organic variables. This
term evaluates whether the OEAs had a positive impact on the
exports (or imports) of tracked organic products. Overall, it was
found that, when considered together, these agreements did not
significantly affect the trade of tracked organic products. In add-
ition, the time trend, captured by Year, was not statistically signifi-
cant for either U.S. import or export flows indicating there is no
trend across between 2007 and 2019 in the value of the considered
traded products (organic and non-organic).

U.S.–Canada OEA
The U.S.–Canada OEA deserves specific consideration. Canada is
the most significant trading partner of the U.S.—both in general
and, as is depicted in Figure 2, for the tracked organic products.
These countries already of have a deeply integrated boarder pol-
icies and a long history of successful trading agreements dating
back to the Canada–U.S. Free Trade Agreement, which came

Fig. 3. Top organic food products imported and exported by the U.S., 2017–2019.
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Table 2. Impact of organic equivalency agreements on U.S. imports and exports of agri-food products

OEA

Alla
U.S.–Canadab

U.S.–EU U.S.–Japan U.S.–South Korea U.S.–Switzerland

(1a) (1b) (2) (3a) (3b) (4a) (4b) (5a) (5b) (6a) (6b)

Year signed Varies Varies 2009 2012 2014 2014 2015

Trade flow U.S. EX U.S. IM U.S. EX U.S. EX U.S. IM U.S. EX U.S. IM U.S. EX U.S. IM U.S. EX U.S. IM

OEAjt 0.261 0.099 0.490** 1.347 0.227 −0.500 −0.016 0.006 0.148 0.007 −0.588

(0.238) (0.429) (0.201) (0.891) (1.085) (0.857) (0.769) (0.841) (0.749) (0.830) (0.923)

Organick 0.668** 1.246* −0.583* 3.405** 3.849* 2.277** 0.353 0.150 −3.333** 0.435 0.035

(0.339) (0.748) (0.305) (1.449) (1.969) (0.922) (1.214) (0.887) (1.462) (0.945) (1.081)

OEAjt*Organick −0.100 0.664 −0.661** −1.373 −0.404 0.929 −0.429 1.043 0.602 2.064* −0.777

(0.028) (0.065) (0.326) (1.513) (2.021) (1.076) (1.414) (1.037) (1.636) (1.111) (1.323)

Yeart 0.007 0.048 0.031* −0.146 −0.052 0.156 0.124 0.052 0.221* −0.323** 0.194

(0.028) (0.065) (0.018) (0.092) (0.093) (0.147) (0.136) (0.143) (0.133) (0.155) (0.181)

Country-pair FE Yes Yes NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR

Product FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

n 5892 2960 2761 930 1242 899 606 850 588 452 524

% of organic products 28.5 15.9 30.1 30.3 22.3 27.6 11.2 27.9 7.8 11.3 15.3

R2 0.468 0.215 0.216 0.223 0.192 0.244 0.289 0.245 0.268 0.238 0.188

Notes: EX and IM refer to analysis of U.S. Exports and Imports with the OEA partner, respectively.
Standard errors are in parentheses. * (**, ***) denotes significance at the 10 (5, 1)% level.
Product FE reflect fixed effects for HS-6 categories. Country FE reflects fixed effects for each trading pair (i.e., U.S.–Canada).
NR indicates that that FE is ‘Not relevant’ given the model specification.
The period covered by analysis of the U.S.–Canada OEA is 2007–2019; for all other agreements 2011–2019.
aThis analysis considers trade between the U.S. and each of the considered OEA partners—Canada, EU, Japan, South Korea and Switzerland.
bAs data concerning U.S. organic imports from Canada is not available prior to implementation of this agreement, this flow is not analyzed.
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into force in 1989. The U.S.–Canada OEA was the first of this type
of agreement entered by the U.S. and was implemented in 2009.

At present OEAs appear to offer an important benefit to the
value of U.S. exports to Canada. This OEA is found to have contrib-
uted to a 63% ((exp(0.490)− 1)*100) increase in the exports to
Canada of the agri-food products (both organic and non-organic)
considered in this analysis. In addition to this increase, the time
trend captured by Year, indicates that there has been a significant
increase in the value of trade over timeframe considered in this ana-
lysis (2007–2019). Perhaps unexpected though, are the results
related to the exports of organic products (Organic), or the impact
of this OEA to facilitate organic exports (OEA*Organic); in both
cases these results are negative. The Organic finding indicates the
change in value of tracked organic products has been less than
that of the non-organic (including organic but not tracked) products
over the examined period. Similarly, the interaction term finding
indicates that the OEA did not affect (increase) the value of organic
product trade more the change in the value of trade of non-organic
products (the reference group) considered in this analysis.

While on the surface, this result is not encouraging, this find-
ing does not necessarily indicate that there has been faltering
trade of organic products between Canada and the U.S., or that
the OEA has not been successful. OEAs have the potential to
impact trade of all organic products—both for the those which
are tracked, and those not tracked and included in the non-
organic product bundle. Thus, should OEAs positively affect the
trade of not-tracked more than tracked organic products, this
can lead to a negative coefficient seen in this interaction term.
This outcome is more likely in considering the export flows exam-
ined here for which far fewer products are tracked.

It is also worth noting that the period of this analysis includes
the economic recovery from the Great Recession. While exports of
tracked organic products did increase from US$0.20 to 0.28 bil-
lion (a 40% increase) in the decade following implementation of
this OEA (2009–2019), exports of related non-organic agri-food
products increased from US$2.96 to 3.88 billion (a 31.1%
increase) during this same period. Thus while organic exports cer-
tainly experienced an economically significant increase following
implementation of this agreement, this result was not statistically
significant compared to the concurrent increase in exports of
related products. This outcome is important and is generally con-
sistent with findings of a recent survey conducted by the Organic
Trade Association which found that close to 30% of surveyed U.S.
organic agri-food businesses indicated that their exports to
Canada increased since the implementation of this agreement
(OTA, 2019).11

Other U.S. OEAs
In many ways, results examining U.S. OEA agreements with the
EU, Japan, South Korea and Switzerland are generally consistent
with one another. These OEAs have not, themselves, impacted
trade of the agri-food products. There is also little evidence of
changes in the trade of these agri-food products across time.
The exception to this is in the case of U.S. imports from South
Korea, and exports to Switzerland, which experienced significant
increases and decreases, respectively during the examined period.

These results differ, however, in outcomes related specifically
to trade of the tracked organic products. In the case of both

imports and exports from the EU, and U.S. imports to Japan,
trades of the tracked organic exports are much larger, on average,
than those of non-organic products. As the value of tracked pro-
ducts are typically economically significant, and as both the EU
and Japan are among the largest U.S. organic agri-food trading
partners, it is reasonable that average trade of tracked organic pro-
ducts would be significantly larger than that of non-organic pro-
ducts (the reference group). With the exception of imports from
South Korea, there was not a significant difference between aver-
age value of trade of organic and non-organic products for other
trade flows with Japan, Switzerland, exports to South Korea.

In the case of U.S. organic imports from South Korea, how-
ever, these results are negative and statistically significant, imply-
ing a lower value of imported organic products compared to
non-organic (or organic but not tracked) products. This result
is likely due to the specific bundle of organic goods the U.S.
has opted to track; the products which South Korea is competitive
in exporting to the U.S. are not likely to significantly overlap with
the products the U.S. is tracking. As such, while South Korea may
have notable exports to the U.S. these may not be reflected in the
organic data—leading non-organic exports to be significantly lar-
ger than organic. Furthermore, the U.S. and South Korea signed a
free trade agreement (KORUS FTA) in 2012. The benefits of this
agreement on South Korea’s exports to the U.S. may also contrib-
ute to this Organic result, and may be the reason for the positive
time trend of U.S. imports from South Korea.

In evaluating the OEA agreements with the EU, Japan and
South Korea results of the OEA*Organic interaction term indicate
that, in general, these agreements do not facilitate a significant
change in the trade of tracked organic agri-food products. In
the case of the U.S.–Switzerland OEA, however, this agreement
did generate a positive and significant increase in U.S. organic
exports (column 6a). Indeed, this result indicates that this agree-
ment has facilitated an average of a 688% higher value of organic
compared to not-organic (or organic but not tracked) agri-food
exports. This result is very large but must be considered in con-
text. This result is not highly significant; it is significant at the
P = 0.1 level. Furthermore, as there is not a substantial trade of
the considered agri-food products between the U.S. and
Switzerland, even a small increase in organic relative to non-
organic product trade can generate substantial percent changes.

Conclusions

U.S. domestic demand for organic food is expected to continue
growing at rates faster than the overall food market. As the sea-
sonality of fresh produce and bottlenecks in ingredient availability
limit domestic variety and product availability, international sup-
pliers of organic agri-food products are likely to play an increasing
role in satisfying domestic demand. At the same time, the often-
significant margins that exist between prices for organic products
and their conventional equivalents (Jaenicke and Carlson, 2015)
are not likely to decrease in the near future. Domestic production
of organic agri-foods is also likely to continue to increase, and in
instances where the U.S. has a comparative advantage, inter-
national markets are expected to continue to be important desti-
nations for these products.

The international market for organic products is evolving.
Additional countries, each with their own organic standards, are
entering the global market. The potential negative impact of frag-
mented food standards on international trade is well documented
(e.g., Wilson and Otsuki, 2001; Chen and Mattoo, 2008). The

11Results of this survey also indicate that respondents reported increased exports to the
EU (∼25% of respondents), Japan (∼11%) and South Korea (∼22%) since implementa-
tion of these OEA agreements.
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potential success of ongoing efforts of the Codex Alimentarius
Commission to encourage rapprochement of organic standards
would be an important evolution of these standards that would
greatly facilitate transactions between agribusinesses in different
geographic markets. In addition, consistency in organic standards
may bolster returns to exporting organic farmers and agribusi-
nesses in countries that do not currently have trade agreements
with nations where these products are in greatest demand. In
the meantime, there is potential for countries to facilitate use
and, indeed, trade of organic products through the formation of
additional bilateral equivalency or other agreements. To this
end, the U.S. has entered into seven OEAs, and several additional
export and recognition agreements over the past two decades.

Comparing descriptive trends in U.S. organic product trade
and trading partners offer some important insights into current
and potential market opportunities. Apples, grapes and straw-
berries dominate U.S. exports, while unroasted coffee, bananas
and olive oil are the most imported organic products. In the
years during which the U.S. has measured organic product
flows across its borders (since 2011), the values of both imports
and exports of tracked products have consistently increased.
A majority of these exports are destined for Canada and
Mexico, while Mexico, Peru and Brazil are the primary suppliers
of organic products to the U.S. To be clear, however, these traded
product, partner and overall trends do not capture the full array of
organic agri-food products being traded, but only those which are
explicitly tracked by the U.S. Census Bureau’s Foreign Trade
Division, the USITC, or, in the case of U.S. exports to Canada,
Statistics Canada.

A key question of this analysis is whether or not U.S. OEAs
have, in any way, affected the country’s imports and exports of
agri-food products. At this point, the evidence concerning this
is mixed and is not strong. At present OEAs appear to offer an
important benefit to the value of U.S. exports to Canada.
However, as results concerning the impact on organic compared
to non-organic product trade are negative, and the time trend
positive, it appears that this agreement offers benefits of the
exports of not-tracked organic products and/or non-organic pro-
ducts more than tracked organic agri-foods. In contrast, in the
case of the U.S.–Switzerland OEA, the agreement appears to
have had a positive and significant impact on U.S. exports.
Furthermore, this analysis finds no evidence that OEAs signifi-
cantly increased (or in any way affected) the value of imports of
the tracked organic products.

While this evidence is not strong, these results will be largely
welcomed by the U.S. organic agri-business community. These
findings indicate that the aggregate effect of each national agree-
ment is at worst neutral and, at best, may either have a direct posi-
tive impact on U.S. organic exports or spillover benefits to other
exported products. While firms who import organic ingredients
may wish for a more effective policy tool, growers and
agri-businesses that compete with organic imports will also be
reassured by these findings.

These results, however, likely do not offer a complete assess-
ment of the value of these agreements.

In the case of exports, assuming that in the short run there is a
relatively inelastic supply of organic products, there is the potential
that implementing an OEA with one nation might decrease the
incentive and availability of organic products to be exported to
other partners who have not entered such an agreement.
Furthermore, equivalency agreements are primarily designed to
enable products to be marketed as organic in the partner country

without having to undergo an additional certification step. This
reduces exporters’ costs and, from the perspective of the U.S.,
helps expand the reach of the USDA’s National Organic
Program. In considering OEAs as a policy tool which may
indirectly facilitate trade, evidence from the U.S.–Canada OEA
indicates that this policy instrument offers promise. It is also
worth re-emphasizing that the bundle of tracked organic foods is
only a small subset of the variety of organic foods which are
being traded; the relative trade of organic products almost certainly
be higher if a more complete set of organic products was tracked.
Given this, it is likely there may actually be a positive contribution
of OEAs to organic product trade which is not possible to identify
given the current data limitations. For both of these cases, a more
comprehensive record across the array of organic products which
the U.S. trades with its OEA partners is needed to holistically assess
the trade facilitation potential of these agreements.
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Appendix

Table A1. U.S. import organic 10-digit HS codes, descriptions and existing periods

HS number Periods
Raw/

processed Description

0409.00.0005 2012–2019 Raw Natural honey, certified organic

0703.20.0005 2013–2019 Raw Certified organic garlic, fresh whole bulbs

0709.60.4015 2011–2019 Raw Peppers, sweet bell-type (capsicum annum), greenhouse, certified organic, fresh or chilled

0709.60.4065 2011–2019 Raw Peppers, sweet bell-type (capsicum annum), certified organic, fresh or chilled, other than greenhouse

0709.93.2010 2018–2019 Raw Squash, certified organic, fresh or chilled

0713.10.4005 2016–2019 Raw Yellow peas, except seed, dried, shelled, whether or not Skinned or split certified organic

0713.40.2015 2016–2019 Raw Green lentils, including French green (dark speckled), except seed, dried, shelled, certified organic

0802.12.0005 2013–2019 Raw Certified organic almonds, fresh or dried, shelled

0803.90.0025 2013–2019 Raw Certified organic bananas

0804.40.0020 2011–2019 Raw Hass avocados and avocados determined by The Secretary of Agriculture to be Hass-like, certified
organic, fresh or dried

0804.50.4045 2013–2019 Raw Certified organic mangoes, fresh, if entered during the period from September 1, in any year, to the
following May 31, inclusive

0804.50.6045 2013–2019 Raw Certified organic mangoes fresh, if entered during the period from June 1 to August 31, of the following
year, inclusive

0805.50.2010 2018–2019 Raw Lemons (Citrus limon, Citrus limonum), certified organic, fresh or dried

0808.10.0045 2011–2019 Raw Apples, certified organic, valued over 22 cents per kg, fresh

0808.20.2015 2011 Raw Pears and quinces, certified organic, entered during the period from April 1 to June 30, inclusive, in any
year, fresh

0808.20.4015 2011 Raw Pears and quinces, certified organic, entered during the period from July 1 of any year to March 31 of
the following year, fresh

0808.30.2015 2012–2019 Raw Pears, certified organic, entered during the period from April 1 to June 30, inclusive, in any year, fresh

0808.30.4015 2012–2019 Raw Pears, certified organic, entered during the period from July 1 of any year to March 31 of the following
year, fresh

0808.40.2015 2012–2019 Raw Quinces, certified organic, entered during the period from April 1 to June 30, inclusive, in any year,
fresh

0808.40.4015 2012–2019 Raw Quinces, certified organic, entered during the period from July 1 of any year to March 31 of the
following year, fresh

0810.40.0026 2011–2019 Raw Blueberries, certified organic, cultivated (including highbush), fresh

0811.90.2030 2018–2019 Raw Blueberries, certified organic, cultivated (including highbush), frozen, uncooked or cooked by steaming
or boiling in water

0901.11.0015 2011–2019 Raw Coffee, certified organic, Arabica, not decaffeinated, not roasted

0901.11.0045 2011–2019 Raw Coffee, certified organic, not Arabica, not decaffeinated, not roasted
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Table A1. (Continued.)

HS number Periods
Raw/

processed Description

0901.12.0015 2011–2019 Raw Coffee, certified organic, decaffeinated, not roasted

0901.21.0035 2011–2019 Processed Coffee, certified organic, in retail containers weighing 2 kg or less, roasted, not decaffeinated

0901.21.0055 2011–2019 Processed Coffee, certified organic, roasted, not in retail containers weighing 2 kg or less, not decaffeinated

0901.22.0035 2011–2019 Processed Coffee, certified organic, in retail containers weighing 2 kg or less, decaffeinated, roasted

0902.10.1015 2011–2019 Processed Green tea (not fermented), certified organic, flavored, in immediate packing of a content not exceeding
3 kg

0902.10.9015 2011–2019 Processed Green tea (not fermented), certified organic, in immediate packing of a content not exceeding 3 kg, not
flavored

0902.20.9015 2011–2019 Processed Green tea (not fermented), certified organic, not flavored, not in immediate packings of a content not
exceeding 3 kg

0902.30.0015 2011–2019 Processed Black tea (fermented) and partly fermented tea, certified organic, in tea bags, in immediate packings of
a content not exceeding 3 kg

0910.11.0010 2013–2019 Raw Certified organic ginger, not ground

1001.10.0025 2011 Raw Durum wheat, certified organic, except seed

1001.19.0025 2012–2019 Raw Durum wheat, certified organic, except seed

1003.90.4020 2016–2019 Raw Barley, certified organic

1004.90.0010 2017–2019 Raw Oats, certified organic, except seed

1005.90.2015 2013–2019 Raw Certified organic yellow dent corn (maize), except seed

1006.30.9015 2011–2019 Processed Rice, certified organic, semi-milled or wholly milled, whether or not polished or glazed, other than
parboiled

1008.50.0010 2017–2019 Raw Quinoa (Chenopodium quinoa), certified organic

1101.00.0050 2019 Processed Wheat or meslin flour, certified organic, nesoi

1201.00.0045 2011 Raw Soybeans, certified organic, whether or not broken, except seeds of a kind used for sowing or used as
oil stock

1201.90.0010 2012–2019 Raw Soybeans, certified organic, whether or not broken, except seeds of a kind used for sowing or used as
oil stock

1204.00.0025 2013–2019 Raw Certified organic flaxseed (linseed) for use as oil stock, whether or not broken

1208.10.0010 2017–2019 Processed Flours and meals of soybeans, certified organic

1509.10.2015 2013 Processed Certified organic olive oil and its fractions, virgin, not chemically modified, weighing with the
immediate container under 18 kg

1509.10.2030 2013–2019 Processed Certified organic olive oil and its fractions, labeled as extra virgin, not chemically modified, weighing
with the immediate container under 18 kg

1509.10.2040 2013–2019 Processed Certified organic olive oil and its fractions, virgin, not chemically modified, weighing with the
immediate container under 18 kg

1509.10.4015 2013 Processed Certified organic olive oil and its fractions, virgin, not chemically modified, weighing with the
immediate container 18 kg or over

1509.10.4030 2013–2019 Processed Certified organic olive oil and its fractions, labeled as extra virgin, not chemically modified, weighing
with the immediate container 18 kg or over

1509.10.4040 2013–2019 Processed Certified organic olive oil and its fractions, virgin, not chemically modified, weighing with the
immediate container 18 kg or over

1701.99.1015 2016–2019 Processed Specialty cane or beet sugars and chemically pure sucrose, refined, not containing added flavoring or
coloring matter, add us note 5, certified organic

2009.79.0015 2018–2019 Processed Apple juice, certified organic, frozen, concentrated, unfermented

2204.10.0065 2013–2019 Processed Certified organic sparkling wine of fresh grapes valued over $1.59/liter

2204.21.5035 2013–2019 Processed Cert organic red wine of fresh grapes of alcoholic strength by volume not over 14% vol, in containers
holding 2 liters or less, value over $1.05/liter nesoi

2204.21.5050 2013–2019 Processed Cert organic white wine, except icewine, of alcoholic strength by vol not over 14% vol, in containers
holding 2 liters or less, valued over $1.05/liter, nesoi

Note: Nesoi means ‘Not elsewhere specified or included’.
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Table A2. U.S. export organic 10-digit HS codes, descriptions and existing periods

HTS number Periods
Raw/

processed Description

0401.20.1000 2016–2019 Raw Milk and cream, not concentrated nor sweetened, of a fat content, by weight, exceeding 1% but not
exceeding 6%, certified organic

0701.90.0070 2011–2019 Raw Potatoes, certified organic, fresh or chilled, except seed, not in immediate containers of not over 1200
kg net weight

0702.00.0015 2011–2019 Raw Cherry tomatoes, certified organic, fresh or chilled

0702.00.0025 2011–2019 Raw Roma (plum type) tomatoes, certified organic, fresh or chilled

0702.00.0035 2011–2019 Raw Tomatoes, certified organic, fresh or chilled, excluding cherry or roma (plum type)

0703.10.0010 2011–2019 Raw Onion sets, certified organic, fresh or chilled

0704.10.0010 2011–2019 Raw Cauliflower and headed broccoli (brassica oleracea var. botrytis), certified organic, fresh or chilled

0704.90.2010 2012–2019 Raw Cabbage, certified organic, fresh or chilled

0704.90.4025 2011–2019 Raw Broccoli, including sprouting broccoli (Brassica oleracea Var. Italica), certified organic, fresh or chilled,
excluding headed broccoli

0705.11.0010 2011–2019 Raw Head lettuce (cabbage lettuce), certified organic, fresh or chilled

0705.19.0010 2011–2014 Raw Lettuce (Lactuca sativa), certified organic, fresh or chilled, excluding head lettuce

0705.19.0020 2015–2019 Raw Packaged fresh salad cut mixes, of a weight not exceeding 1 kg (Lactuca sativa), certified organic, fresh
or chilled, excluding head lettuce

0705.19.0030 2015–2019 Raw Packaged fresh salad cut mixes, of a weight exceeding 1 kg (Lactuca sativa), certified organic, fresh or
chilled, excluding head lettuce

0705.19.0040 2015–2019 Raw Lettuce (Lactuca sativa), certified organic, fresh or chilled, excluding head lettuce, nesoi

0706.10.3010 2011–2014 Raw Carrots, certified organic, fresh or chilled

0706.10.3020 2015–2019 Raw Carrots, certified organic, of a length not exceeding 11 cm, fresh or chilled

0706.10.3030 2015–2019 Raw Carrots, certified organic, fresh or chilled, nesoi

0706.90.3100 2015–2019 Raw Beets (salad beetroot), certified organic, fresh or chilled

0707.00.0010 2012–2019 Raw Cucumbers and gherkins, certified organic, fresh or chilled

0708.10.1000 2015–2019 Raw Peas (Pisum sativum), certified organic, fresh or chilled

0709.20.2000 2015–2019 Raw Asparagus, certified organic, fresh or chilled

0709.40.0010 2011–2019 Raw Celery, certified organic, fresh or chilled, excluding celeriac

0709.60.0010 2011–2019 Raw Fruits of the genus capsicum (peppers) or of the genus Pimenta (e.g., Allspice), certified organic, fresh
or chilled

0709.70.0010 2011–2019 Raw Spinach, New Zealand spinach and orache spinach (garden spinach), certified organic, fresh or chilled

0805.10.0045 2011–2019 Raw Oranges, certified organic, fresh or dried, excluding temple oranges

0805.40.0010 2012–2019 Raw Grapefruit including pomelos, certified organic, fresh or dried

0805.50.2010 2011–2019 Raw Lemons (Citrus limon, Citrus limonum), certified organic, fresh or dried

0805.50.5010 2015–2019 Raw Limes (Citrus aurantifolia, Citrus latifolia), certified organic, fresh or dried

0806.10.0010 2011–2019 Raw Grapes, certified organic, fresh

0807.11.1000 2015–2019 Raw Watermelons, certified organic, fresh

0808.10.0010 2011–2019 Raw Apples, certified organic, fresh

0808.20.0010 2011 Raw Pears and quinces, certified organic, fresh

0808.30.0010 2012–2019 Raw Pears, certified organic, fresh

0809.20.0010 2011 Raw Cherries, certified organic, fresh

0809.29.0010 2012–2019 Raw Cherries, other than sour cherries, certified organic, fresh

0809.30.1000 2015–2019 Raw Peaches, including nectarines, certified organic, fresh

0810.10.0010 2011–2019 Raw Strawberries, certified organic, fresh

0810.20.2000 2015–2019 Raw Raspberries, blackberries, mulberries and loganberries, certified organic, fresh
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Table A2. (Continued.)

HTS number Periods
Raw/

processed Description

0810.40.0026 2011–2019 Raw Blueberries, certified organic, cultivated (including highbush), fresh

0901.21.0010 2011–2019 Processed Coffee, roasted, not decaffeinated, certified organic

2005.10.0010 2017–2019 Processed Vegetables, certified organic, homogenized (see subheading note 1), not frozen

2007.10.0010 2017–2019 Processed Fruit preparations, certified organic, homogenized (see subheading note 2)

2103.20.4010 2011–2019 Processed Tomato sauces, certified organic, excluding tomato ketchup

2209.00.0010 2018–2019 Processed Vinegar and substitutes for vinegar, obtained from acetic acid, certified organic
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