ProgTAms Was nor-a Subsidy on ths ground that “thas practice in question was &
tax law, aand eaz laws ars sot subsidies to the zarpayer Lf their fards aTe
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gecerally avallabdle. The judge’s comments on the broad rule of geceral
availabilicy o specificity do ot demstituce.a bindirg precsdent.  Fowever,
zhe f3cr that he wen: to great leagehs to ericicizs the IT&'s reasoes fof a
gpecificicy test and to éistipguish bis ruling frow the pressdent ger by

Caziisle fpdicatzs an unwillingness on the part of ar least ove judzge on the

coust to aczept the IT&'e fassrprecationm of this secilon of ghe ast. Als
TLIEWE fhu5 ¢Tearz some whcertalaty about the atrangth.af“ﬁhe<specificiry tast’

z U.5. gountervailipg duty law.
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Bacans Cases Izwvelvizmg Canada

Iz izs mecent decistons, the IT4. has <ootioded £o soenfesiall only
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those subslites that aze targered to specific esterprises, indusities, grouds

mmee——ogf centprarises 2y lodustoies, or regloms in a counory.  The gpeaiilcicy tesg

was applled to Cazada’s benefl: in rCwg recent cases. Ume gase Was Carzaiz

, : _ 20 . ,
Sofrwoed Produsts from Camada {Safrweod Produsztsl. The. other was Live

Fregh, Oniiled, azd Frozea Pork Products froz Carada (S9ine and

In Softeced Products, wumerauns fedazzl anmd provicelal prograps weTe

foumd ts confer subsidias becguse assistance was made availalle ozl? Tto
ecartaln induscriss or o ¢artaisg Teglons. These progldass wmre Q0T
poumtarvalisd, howaver, because the cet 3d wzlaren subsidias ware de minimis

~~ le$s than the .5 percane leval reguired iz She Law: The follewming fedexsal

programs warz detarained To esofer subsidies:
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