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and the ITC will find Znjury from the imports. TYet, since Caradian fish

production is limited by strict harvest quotas, it would seex that Canadian

subsidies to fisherzen aTe mot causing injury to U.S. producers. In the

absence cf sudsidies, Cazada likely would harvest and export the same amount
of £ish, but fewer fishermen prodably would be employed iz the fLacdustry.

Cansda could seek examption from the recectly emacted cumulation

As a result of the Trade amd Tasiff

provision in countervailing duty actioms.

Act of 1984, the ITC is required to cumulate effect from imports from all

countTies iz determizing injusy to a U.S. domestic industiTy in 2

countervaliicg ducty ecase. Canada could suggest that omly Canadlian imports be

considered in izjury decerminations affecting the fmportation of subsidized

Canadian praducts.

With regard to antiduzping duties, Canada shculd seek the elimization

e

the "sale below cost” provision coutalaed im Sectien 321 of the Trade Act

of 1974, This is a protectiocist provision that does not desi with duzping at

Cavada could seek to lialt che impac:t of U.S. twade laws by

negetiating tighter scamdaris of imjury for all T.5. trade rezedies. In

particular, a tighter standard of injury for the inftial determization by the

ITC would greatly reduce the potential for harasszeat of Canadlan exporters.

Canada couléd seek to reverse the inclusion of Caradlan exports ia

U.S. t-ade actiors directed af third countries.

Conclusion’

When activated, the complex U.S. coctingeant preCection system ca:z

prasent a substantial pomtariff bartrier to Casadianm trade. As such, It places

Since the Trade

considerable corstraints ou Canadian dosestic policymaking.



