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U.S. Trade Remedy Investigations
on Canadian Goods

Wheat

In 2003, countervailing and anti-dumping duties
totalling 14.15% were implemented with respect

to U.S. imports of hard red spring wheat from
Canada. Taking issue with the countervailing of
certain government programs, the Government

of Canada and other Canadian parties challenged
the U.S. Department of Commerce’s countervail
determination under NAFTA. As well, the Canadian
Wheat Board launched a NAFTA challenge of the
International Trade Commission’s injury decision
with respect to hard red spring wheat. In both cases,
Canadian parties have submitted written briefs to
the panels and have presented Canadian arguments

at panel hearings. The report of the NAFTA panel
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