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RESOLUTION TO DISAPPROVE WAIVER OF COUNTER-
YAILING DUTIES ON FISH FROM CANADA

THURSDAY, JULY 13, 1978

U.S. Sena
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL E
oF THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m. in room 2221,
I')(ilr_'ksen Senate Office Building, Hon. William D. Hathaway pre-
siding.
Prgsent: Senators Hathaway and Hansen,
[The committee press release announcing this hearing, and the
resolution, Senate Resolution 483, follow:]

{Press Release, July 6, 1978)

FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE To HoLp HEARINGS ON RESO-
LUTION TO DISAPPROVE WAIVER OF COUNTERVAILING DUTIES ON FIsH FROM
CaNaDA (8. Res, 488)

The Honorable Abraham Ribicoff (D., Conn.), Chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on International Trade of the Committee on Finance, today announced that
the Subcommittee will hold public hearings on the resolution to disapprove the
waiver by the Secretary of the Treasury of countervailing duties on fish from
Canada. Chairman Ribicoff stated that the hearings are belng held at the request
of Senator Willilam D. Hathaway (D., Me.), The hearings will be held at 10
AM,, Thursday, July 18, 1978, in Room 2221 of the Dirksen Senate Office Bullding.

Under section 303 of the Tariff Act of 1930, if a foreign government pays a
bounty or grant upon the exportation of a product which is fmported into the
United States, then the Secretary of the Treasury must impose a countervailing
duty on the imported product equal to the amount of the subsidy. Under sec-
tion 803(d), the Secretary may waive imposition of a countervailing duty until
January 4, 1979, if certain conditions are satisfied. Section 303(e) permits
efther House of Congress to disapprove & waiver and requires the imposition of
countervailing duties upon adoption under the procedures in section 152 of the
Trade Act of 1974 of a simple resolution of disapproval by a majority vote,

On June 18, 1978, the Treasury found that the Canadian Government was
subsidizing the manufacture, production, or exportation on certain fish imported
into the United States (T. D, 78-181). On that day, Treasury waived imposition
of countervailing duties on those fish until January 4, 1979 (T. D. 78-182). Sen-
ate Resolution 488, which would disapprove the waiver, was introduced on
June 18, 1978,

Senator Hathaway stated that, “While the direct economic impact of waiver
may not be great, its symbolic impact for qur domestic fishermen is of great
importance. We tell our fishermen they cannot fish because we need to conserve
the specles; we then tell them we will not impose a duty on the Canadian fish
which come into our country even though that industry has been Government
subsidized for many years. Then we tell them as a matter of trade policy we
would prefer not to grant subsidies to our own domestic fishing industry. This is
the underlying irony of the situation. As a matter of policy we stand for free
trade, for an end to foreign and domestic governmental subsidies to industry.

1)
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In the long run, I would agree that this is the idcal. But in the short run we
have an industry In this country running up against a conflicting national
policy-—to ‘conserve’ and manage the resource from which that industry obtains
[ts lifeblood.”

“We must rationalize these policles. It is the fishermen who are the victims
of this conflict in natlonal policies. I hope that at this hearing we can open a
dialog on how to conserve, not only our national fishery resource, but also our
fishermen.”

Witnesses.—The Subcommittee will hear testimony from the following

witnesses:

Hon. Edward M. Kennedy, U.S. Senator from Massachusetts,

Hon. Robert Mundheim, General Counsel, U.S. Treasury Department.

A Panel Consisting of: Richard N. Sharood, Counsel for the National Fed-
eration of Fishermen; Jacob Dykstra, President, Point Judith Fisherman's
Cooperative, Inc.; Murry P, Berger, President, American Seafood Distributors
Association; Norman H. Olsen, Jr., Executive Director, Maine Fisherman’s
Cooperative Association, Inc.; and Dieter W. Schnauck, Comptroller, Stinson
Canning Co.

Written statements.—Persons who desire to submit their written testimony to
the Subcommittee for inclusion in the printed record of the hearings must submit
their statements to Michael Stern, Staff Director, Senate Committee on Finance,
Room 2227, Dirksen Senate Office Building, not later than Thursday, July 27,

1978.
[8. Res. 483 ; 86th Cong., 2d sess.)

RESOLUTION To disapprove the walver of the countervalling duty on certain items of
Government-subsidized fish imported from Canada

Resolved, That the Senate does not approve the determination of the Secre-
tary of the Treasury under section 303(d) of the Tariff Act of 1930, transmitted
to the Congress on June 13, 1978,

Senator HarrAwaY. The subcommittee will come to order.

The purpose of this hearing is to take testimony from fishermen, fish
processors, and other parties interested in the Treasury Department’s
decision on June 13 to waive countervailing duties on imported
Canadian fish. This comes at a time when the U.S. fisherman finds
himself caught between very stiff Canadian competition on one side
anﬁl new and difficult conservation and management policies on the
other.

Thus, the American fishermen see themselves as a_group who are
supposed to survive, unsubsidized, in a world where other nations pro-
vide official support to their fishermen, often at quite generous levels.

Our Government'’s role in the lives of fishermen has, until recently,
been one of neglect. Recently, the concern of the Government has fre-
qﬁlentlv been seen as more involved in the welfare of the fish than of
the fishermen.

The question before us this morning is whether or not the Treasur,
Department correctly and properly waived countervailing duties whic
our laws provide for foreign products which benefit from the subsidy
or bounty. We have a number of witnesses on each side of this issue
and without further ado, we shall proceed.

QOur first witness is my distinguished colleague, Senator Edward
Kennedy of Massachusetts. .

Senator Kennedy, I know that you have another commitment, and

you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, A U.S, SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS

Senator Kennepy. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I first of
all want to commend you for the leadership that you are providing for
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all fishermen in New England and the rest of this country by being
the strong {)omt man in the U.S. Senate in leading the fight for this
disapproval resolution.

I just want to express the appreciation of all the fishermen of the
State of Massachusetts as well as, I think, the people of my State and -
other New England areas for your leadership in this area, for com-
mencing this hearing, and for ventilating this subject matter. All of
us are very much in your debt for what you have done.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is appropriate to examine where we are in
terms of the fishing industry. As you quite correctly pointed out, with
the successful passage of the Fishery Conservation and Management
Act, it was the clear intention to try and insure the prosperity and
strength of the fishing industry in this country. We recognize that
some 25 percent of all fishery products that are available in the world
are attendant to the coastal areas of the United States and that we have
an important responsibility in serving and developing this resource for
the people of the United States, as well as the people of the world.

It was really in that spirit that we saw the passage of this act. This
was an act that was stimulated by the fishermen themselves who under-
stood this problem and that, I think, was a very important national
effort to bring about the restoration of the fish stocks and to revitalize
the U.S. fishing industry. And it served all the interests—at least, that
is what we hoped.

But what we have seen, Mr. Chairman, is that the factor of the coun-
tervailing duties is very basic to the issue and the question of the re-
vitalization of the fishing industry of the United States, Between 80
and 90 percent of the Canadian catch is exported, most of it to the
United States. The value of the Canadian groundésh is $200 million
and even though that represents only a percentage of the amount which
is actually imported, it has a substantial impact on our domestic mar-
ket, and results in depressed prices.

And so, it has this exponential effect in terms of the value of the
fish itself. And what we have seen is that the Canadian Government’s -
subsidy on fish exported range anywhere from 14 to 20 percent. These
high levels of subsidized imports are obstacles to the U.S. industry to
gain a large share of the domestic market.

In fact, we have seen the trade deficit on fish actually grow over
the period since the passage of the 200-mile limit.

- And so this is the dilemma that we are faced with, In examining the
materials that have been developed by both the fisherman and the
Treasury Department, we know that there are some 16 different types
of subsidies, both direct and indirect. The direct subsidies, as is well
understood i)y you, Mr. Chairman, is some 2 cents & pound to the fisher-
men, and 6 cents per pound to the processors. The Canadians have
agreed to phase out these subsidies by October,

But the indirect subsidies, which will not be phased out, account
for between 1 and 7 percent of the value. I know you are going to hear
excellent testimony from Jake Dykstra and Mr. Sharood later in the
hearing on the differences in determining the value of these subsidies,
which provide a very illuminating evaluation of how those indirect
subsidies work, I know that they have spent a good deal of time and
make a very persuasive case.

These indirect subsidies are provided for vessel construction, grants
through the provinces, through insurance programs, and through pos-
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sible price supports, Even though there has been action on the direct
subsidies—the Canadian action to phase out the direct subsidies are
useful and important—the fact remains that the indirect subsidies are
not being phased out, and they have long-lasting impact in terms of the
competitiveness of our domestic industry.
ou know, Mr. Chairman, there are two conditions in terms of

granting the waiver under the Trade Act, The first is that the waiver
can only be granted when the foreign government acts to eliminate or
reduce the effects of the subsidy.

. As we pointed out, and as you will hear during the course of the hear-
ings, the effect of that subsidy is longstanding and continuing, par-
ticularly the indirect one. And there has not been action ﬁy the
Canadian Government in reducing the indirect subsidy.

The second requirement is that the waiver can only be granted if
imposing the duty were to harm the MTN—the multilateral trade
negotiations—in Geneva. I had the opggrtunit to participate in the
MTN discussions in Geneva with members of the Finance Committee
8 weeks ago, and the issue of countervailing duties did arise. From
my own direct conversations with the American negotiators, I see no
reason to believe that Canada would reverse their position on the
subsidy code because of the fish duty.

I think the Canadians deserve great credit for working closely with
the United States in the development of a strong subsid cocf;. We
have a strong partnership with them in this area, and I hope it can
be realized in terms of this particular issue.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to relate to you and to the
members of the committee, through this testimony, the climate in
which we find our Massachusetts fishermen and all of our New Eng-
land fishermen. They were frustrated by the reservation and opposi-
tion of the State Department and the Defense Department with
regard to the 200-mile limit.

They felt that in the early days of the 200-mile limit that there
was not adequate enforcement being provided and this was working
to their very serious disadvantage. They have serious concerns about
the progress which has been matﬁf in the Canadian boundary negotia-
tions, and in many instances are frustrated by the shape of those
negotiations.

And then, they are faced with strict quotas on groundfish off New
England, which have resulted in a number of closures. They see truck-
loads of Canadian frozen fish dumped on their docks, thereby depress-
ing prices. And now the United States ignores the Canadian subsidies
as unfair competition.

‘When you add those factors together, it may very well be that this
could be the straw that breaks the camel’s back in regards to an in-
dustry which is absolutely essential and vital to the people, not only
in our part of the country, but in &ll parts of the Nation. That is the
reason why I believe it is essential that we support the resolution of
disapproval and why all of us are grateful for your leadership in this
matter.

Senator Hatraway. You have an extremely important point. Even
though Mr. Mundheim is right, that we are eliminating 90 percent,
still there are so many other factors involved, so many other depres-
sants on the New England fishermen, that even if he is correct and
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it is only 10 percent from being a total elimination of subsidy, it is
still enough to hurt the New England fishermen considerably.
I reallfy aiprecmte your testimony and your leadership and your
support for the resolution.
Senator Kenneoy. I know Jake Dykstra and Dick Sharood are
fom_g to present some very detailed testimony on that situation, which
_think will be of great value to this committee. I find it very persua-
sive, and I think that they are two of the more knowledgeable people
in this area,
I welcome your leadership and look forward to working very closely
with you.
Senator Harnaway, Thank you very much, Senator Kennedy.
Senator KenNeEpY. May my full statement be printed in the record?
Senator HaTHAwaY. Yes. Without objection, your full statement
will be printed in the record.
[The prepared statement of Senator Kennedy follows:)

STATEMENT OF SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to testify here this morning, and
I want to commend you and this Committee for your expeditious action on this
important matter.

After a decade and a half of waching foreign fleets declmate one of the world's
richest fishing grounds, Congress finally enacted the Fishery Conservation and
Management Act in April of 1076. For all those years, the United States remalned
an importer of fish while our own fishing grounds attracted nearly 1,000 foreign
ships each month. In New England, our own fishing industry limped along—under-
sized and under-financed—as fish imports from foreign countries grew year after
year.

As you well know, Mr. Chairman, this legislation establishing a 200-Mile Zone
was designed to both conserve fish stocks seriously depleted by intensive foreign
fishing and to revitalize our domestic {ndustry. The issue before this Committee
today—Canadian subsidies of fish products exported to the United States—di-
rectly relates to our efforts to rebulld the American fishing industry.

The reason is very simple, At present, between 80-90 percent of the Canadian
catch is exported, most of which goes to the United States. Canadlan groundfish
exports alone are worth some $200 million. These exports are subsidized by the
Canadians at anywhere from 14 to 20 percent, depending on whose estimates
you believe. Clearly, high levels of heavily subsidized Imports of fish to this coun-
try has been a major obstacle to our own Industry’s effort to gain a greater share
of the domestic market. ;

A look at our balance of trade reveals that our deficit in fish products has
actually increased since passage of the 200-Mile Zone rather than declined. In
1975, prior to passage of the Act, the deflcit was $1.3 billion. It rose to $2.1 billion
in 1977, and unless we both promote exports and gain a greater share of our own
market, this deficit will continue to grow. Permitting.the Canadian-subsidized
fishing industry to unfairly compete with our own domestic industry only exacer-
bates this serious problem.

A close examination of the methods used by Canada to subsidize its fishing
industry 1s necessary to understand why I am so strongly opposed to the waiver
of countervailing duties. Some sixteen different types of both direct and indirect
subsidies are provided including direct payments to fishermen and processors, and
grants for 30% of the cost of vessel construction. I would like at this point to
include for the record a detailed list of these subsidies, I might add that there is
no disagreement that the subsidies exist. The Canadians openly admit it, and the
Treasury Department findings have confirmed {t. .

At issue is whether the Treasury Department was correct in waiving counter-
vailing duties designed to offset these subsidies. As you know, the Trade Act of
1974 clearly mandated that such dutles must be imposed if it is determined that
foreign government subsidies exist. Treasury may grant a waiver only if the
foreign government takes steps to substantially reduce or eliminate the adverse
effects of the subsidy, and if imposition of the countervailing duty would disrupt
the ongoing Muitilateral Trade Negotiations (MTN).
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The Canadian Government has agreed to phase out its Groundfish Temporary
Assistance Program which provides a 2¢ per pound payment to fishermen and a 6¢
per pound payment to processors. These payments are expected to be completely
pbased out by October 1, 1978, At first glance, this offer appears generous, but a
closer look reveals something quite different. First, the Canadians are only
phasing out direct subsidies, not the numerous indirect subsidies ranging from
the large vessel construction grants to insurance programs to possible price sup-
ports. The Treasury Department claims that these indirect subsidies account
for only nne percent of the value of the Canadian catch, however, I know that
this hearing will bring out significant differences in the computation of the
impact of indirect Canadian subsidies. Jake Dykstra and Dick Schroud of the
Natlonal Federation of Fshermen will testify later in this regard.

The Canadian offer also appears less generous when one recalls that our statu-
tory authority to grant waivers is due to expire in January of 1979, It is clear
to me that Canada has only bought more time with their latest offer.

I am further convinced that the imposition of countervailing duties on these
products will not have any significant adverse effect on the Multllateral Trade
Negotiations. In fact, our refusal to impose dutles is inconsistent with the strong
U.S. position in favor of a strict international code which discourages government
subsidies. I recently returned from Geneva where I had an opportunity to review
the progress of the trade negotiations. The subsidles code is central to these
trade talks, and, indeed, the Canadian Government has been one of our strongest
allies on this issue.

I have not received, however, any hard information that would lead me to
believe that by imposing duties on fish products we would encourage the Ca-
nadians to be less supportive of a strong subsidy code. To the contrary, refusal to
grant a waiver is only consistent with the position of both governments against
the use of subsidies. I amn convinced, therefore, that the conditions for granting a
waiver outlined in the Trade Act have not been met, and that the Senate should-
move quickly to disapprove the action of the Administration.

An equally important reason for imposing dutles is reflected in the mood of
the fishermen of New England. Over the years, they have become increasingly
frustrated by the lack of support they receive from their own government. The
Defense and State Departments vigorously opposed their attempts to secure the
200-Mile Zone. They are dublous, to say the least, about the current boundary
negotiations with Canada. They see a government insensitive to their needs when
strict quotas are placed on groundfish off New England. They see truck loads of
frozen fish from Canada dumped on their docks thereby depressing prices. Now
they see a government ready to ignore a subsidized Canadlan fishing industry and
unfair competition,

They have had enough of this type of insensitive government. And they have
a right to be fighting mad about it. We simply cannot write off our New England
fishing industry for some nebulous negotiating advantage in Geneva.

Mr. Chairman, Senate action to disapprove the decision to walve countervailing
duties in this case would be a signal to our fishermen that their government is
ready to provide support. It would be a signal to the international community
that we are serious in our attempts to promote a free and fair system of world
trade. It would be consistent with both the provisions of the Trade Act and with
our negotiating position in Geneva.

For all of these reasons, I strongly support the passage of this resolution.

Senator Hatraway. Is Congressman Studds here ¢

Our next witness is the Honorable Robert Mundheim, General Coun-
sel, U.S. Department of the Treasury.

Mr. Mundheim, glad to see you.

Mr. Mux~bpsem, Thank you, sir. _

I would like, if I may, to just introduce Richard Self, the Director
of Tariffs at the Treasury.
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STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT MUNDHEIM, GENERAL COUNSEL, U.S.
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, ACCOMPANIED BY RICHARD
SELF, DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF TARIFF AFFAIRS, U8, DE-
PARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Mr. Mu~NpuEmM, Mr. Chairman, I very much appreciate the oppor-
tunity to appear before your committee. today to explain Treasury’s
countervailing duty determination on imported Canadian groundfish
and on our decision to waive countervailing duties.

The decision to exercise the temporary waiver authority provided
in the act is alwaly;s extremely difficult. On the one hand, we must, and
are, mindful of the potential harm to a U.S. industry which has been
forced to compete against subsidized imports.

On the other hand, Congress has also indicated the great desirability
of seeking internationally agreed-upon rules and procedures govern-
ing the use of subsidies. Thus, we must weigh the effect of imposing
countervailing duties in a specific case against the prospect of arriving
at such arrangements.

In this case, the discussions we had with a number of Members of
Congress, their staffs, and industry representatives, made us acutely
aware of some of the severe economic problems faced by the U.S. fish-
ing industry. That industry has apparently had substantial capital
shortages, is restricted in its production by quotas within U.S, fishing
boundaries for the next few years in order that depleted stocks can be
restored, and has had to compete against subsidized Canadian fish,

Although, on the one hand, the U.S. fishing industry receives
virtually no assistance from our Government, the Canadian Federal
and Provincial Governments had made substantial subsidies which,
in our calculations, amount to roughly 17 percent on an ad valorem
basis to their fishing industry. ﬁ

Wae certainly agree that it is not fair for our fishermen and our fish
processors to compete in those circumstances, and indeed, we take the
view that no U.S. industry should be forced to compete against subsi-
dized imports.

And it is precisely removing that form of unfair competition that
is a primary objective of our eftorts in Geneva. )

As you know, and as this mornin%:s newspapers indicate, serious
negotiations are underway to establish an international code of con-
duct governing the use of subsidies, And while I am not aware that an
agreement has yet been concluded, and some problems still remain
to be resolved, I do think that substantial progress has been made as &
consequence of the give-and-take in those sessions.

Our decision to waive was motivated by a desire to see the success-
ful completion of those negotiations and by a judgment that counter- -
vailing in the circumstances of this case would have seriously
f]};opardized those negotiations because of Canada’s important role in

em,
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table atmosphere for negotiations with an insistence that subsidies
substantially eliminated within a very short period of time,

If I may, Mr. Chairman, I would just like to review the case, set out
the subsidies we have found, and then indicate—this case began with
a petition filed by the Fisherman’s Marketing Association in Seattle,

ash,, covering a wide variety of groundfish imports from Canada.

The imports covered by the Seattle petition amounted to roughly
$172 million worth in 1977,

Now, we found the following categories of subsidies: First, pay-
ments to processors and fishermen under the groundfish temporary as-
sistance program would be, for the processors 6 cents a pound, and
for the fishermen, a maximum of 2 cents per pound.

Now, the combination of those payments could result in a subsidy
of roughly 16 percent ad valorem. Now, you get to that by figuring
roughly that it takes 3 pounds of fish to create a pound of fillet; thus,
you have to multiply that 2 cents to the fisherman by 8 and you come
to a subsidy of roughly 12 cents per pound, and then you take that as
the numerator of a fraction in which 75 cents a pound is the average
cost of the fish as it enters the United States. That comes out to roughly
16 percent ad valorem. .

he second ty];le of subsidy is vessel construction, which includes
payments from the Federal Government of up to 35 percent of the
approved capital costs of vessels of a certain length and versatility.

Those subsidies are, of course—and because the life of those vessels
is not of a 1-year duration, we have to spread those subsidies, and
what we do is we take the average appropriation over the last 12 years
and divide it by the total catch in tge most recent year available.

Senator HaATHAwAY. Mr. Mundheim, excuse me for interrupting lzxou,
but Congressman Studds must testify now because he has to get back
to the floor of the House. Thank you very much. We appreciate it.

It is a pleasure to have Congressman Studds of Massachusetts who
has been a leader with respect to this matter, as well as other fishing
matters.

Representative Stupps. I appreciate your kindness, Senator, and I
apologize to Mr. Mundheim and Mr. Self. Given the nature of the
- business in the House this mornin% and the need of the Department

of the Treasury to go to somewhat lengthy pains to justify their posi-
tion, it might be wiser to attempt to proceed. ) ) .

If I am a bit breathless, it is not only the speed with which I tried
to get over here, but the Senator will be amused to know that our
first vote in the House this morning was on the impeachment of
Ambassador Young. The motion was losing when I left.

STATEMENT OF HON. GERRY E. STUDDS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CORGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS

Representative Stupps. Mr. Chairman, I assume that Senator Ken-
nedy, who, I gather, began the hearing, shared with you the appro-
priate substance, and the approlﬂrmte- emotion with which that
substance ought to be expressed on t is subject, and I know the Senator
from Maine 1s as well aware as anyone of the nature of the problem
that we face.

But I hasten to add that we couple that desire to maintain a hos;ﬁ;
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Obviously, I am here to urge this committee and the Senate to act
E‘romptly and favorably on Senate Resolution 483 to disapprove the
reasury’s almost annual decision to waive the countervaifing duties
?}111 (l)anadlan fish, once they have found that they are in order under

e law,

I would ask unanimous consent that my statement appear in the
record in full, and I will attempt to summarize it as briefly as I can.

Sex(llator Hatuaway. Yes; your entire statement will appear in the
record.

Representative Stubps. May I also say thdt, institutional pride
aside, although I have introduced a similar measure in the House and
am urging action in the House Ways and Means Committee, even a
Member of the House is prepared to concede the possibility that, on
occasion, the Senate might act more promptly. I would urge this
committee and this body to proceed as fast as possible, regardless of
our success or speed in the House. :

Let me just say that the multiplicity of ways in which the Canadian
Government has subsidized its fishing industry is a source of great
wonder. The Senator knows it has been going on since the early part
of this decade. The Canadian Government has been building up its
fishing industry with the express purpose of capturing export mar-
kets, particularly those in the United States. I notice that Senator
Kennedy shared with you some statistics about that. Canada makes no
bones about its goal. Its stated goal is to make Canada the No. 1 fish-
exporting country in the world, and their strategies to this end are,
in the words of their own Minister of Fisheries and the Environment,
“too many to number.”

These strategies include governmentally encouraged industry co-
operation in market research and promotion; Government grants for
port development and modernization; Government grants to connect
water supply lines to processing plants; Federal fishing vessel insur-
ance at below-market rates; a Federal n~ice support apgaratus ; grants
of up to 50 percent of the cost of new ice-making machinery for fish-
ing vessels and processing plants; and direct per pound payments to
fishermen and processors handling groundfish, such as cod, haddock,
and flounder.

As the Senator knows, the mouths of American fishermen would
water at that list of varieties of Government support, and their anger,
I think, would rise enormously. )

I am sure the Treasury Department will tell you, if they have not
done so already, that many of the items on that list are not technically
countervailable under the law. That may be technically correct, but
T think the magnitude of the subsidies should be borne in mind as this
committee makes its determination. . .

The Canadians have been eminently successful in their own stated

olicy of capturing export markets, most particularly in the United
lS)tabes. As T think the committee knows, on April 14 of last year the
Department made a determination, under an earlier petition filed by
the same petitioner, that the Canadian groundfish temporary assist-
ance program did, indeed, constitute a subsidy under the law; that it
was, indeed, subject to countervailing duties; and the Department, of

- course, waived the collection of those duties.
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Only a few weeks after that 1977 determination by the Department,
the same petitioner field a new petition—the one wf;ich is tlgn)e subject
of these hearings—covering many more tariff items. Although the De-
partment had just taken an entire year—the entire year allowed under
the statute—to determine that the assistance program constituted a
subsidg', the Department proceeded characteristically to take yet an-
other full year to make precisely this same determination.

And, in what strikes me as a particular piece of irony, the Depart-
ment, as I recall, in fact took 2 or 3 days beyond the year because the
statutory year terminated on a weekend. They took advantage of the
extra 48 hours or so, which short of rubbed it in at the last moment to
our fishermen,

By delaying its decision for yet another year, the Department al-
lowed approximately another $200 million of improperly subsidized
fish exports to come into the United States from Canada. Now that the
Canadians’ program has succeeded in capturing substantial portions of
the U.S. market for Canadian fish, the Treasury Department has, once
a ailn, come in and waived the countervailing duties called for under
the law,

If this Congress allows this waiver to stand, the net effect will be
to sanction the Canadian Government’s successful accomplishment of
the goals of its programs which include, as you know, the use of arti-
ficially low Frices to capture U.S. markets from our domestic fishermen.

I would like to share with the Committee a decision made by the
Department of Labor about a month afgo with respect to crewmembers
on eight fishing vessels in the town of Provincetown on Cape Cod in
Massachusetts, in my district. Lest there be any doubt about the ability
of even other agencies of the Government to sece what the Canadians
are up to, the Department of Labor has certified the crewmembers on
eight fishing vessels in my district as eligible to apg)lly; for worker ad-
‘justment assistance under the Trade Act because of the impact of fish
1mported from Canada.

Knd, if I may quote two sentences from the Department of Labor
finding: .

‘The wholesalers indicated that decreasing purchases from Provincetown were,
in large measure, due to the increased purchases of fresh and frozen Canadian
fish by their customers, fish markets, supermarkets and restaurants. The Depart-
ment’s investigation revealed that many fish distributors and wholesalers used the
imports of Canadian ground and flat fish as leverage in bidding down the ex-
;gst;eslhprlces paid to domestic fishermen for the same species of ground and

Mr. Chairman, I think that it is abundantly clear—and the Treasury
Department itself has to concede this to be true—that the Government
of Canada has used improper governmental subsidies to enable their
fishing industry to capture a substantial proportion of the U.S, market.

And, may I say finally a couple of things, Mr. Chairman? I am sure
that you will hear from the Treasury Department that we have to be
particularly grateful for the fact that the Government of Canada has
agreed gradually to phase out their direct payment program through-
out the course of this year. That is true, but I think thcre are a couple
of things which need to be borne in mind.

Most of the multifaceted subsidy program of the Canadian Govern-
ment is not technically countervailable under the law. Yet, it exists.
It is a substantial subsidy.
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Furthermore, even if Canada were to phaseout all of this subsidy
the fact is that American fishermen, for years and years to come, will
be competing against Canadian vessels and Canadian processing facili-
ties which have been subsidized in the past, and this is an extremely un-
fair disadvantage under which our fishermen have been operating for
a long time, '

This committee, I suspect, at least as much as any in the Senate, is
concerned with the balance-of-payments situation of the United States.
I believe Senator Kennedy pointed out that last year our deficit in
trade in fish })roducts alone was in excess of $2 billion. A substantial
%ercegtage of that comes from the unfairly subsidized exports from

anada.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I know that you, of all people, do not need
to be remainded about how the United States fishermen feel about their
government. In fact, I doubt that in the setting of the Committee, one
could accurately articulate precisely how United States fishermen feel
about their government.

Our fishermen in Massachusetts, as I am sure yours in Maine, were
somewhat bemused by the farmer’s strike and the presence of thou-
sands of farmers in Washington earlier this year because the farmers,
among other things, as you recall, were arguing that their price sup-
ports were inadequate.

That really struck us. Fishermen, of course, do not know anything
about price supports.

As you well know, our fishermen not only do not have price sup-

orts, but under the 200-mile limit law—the Fishery Conservation and
anagement Act of 1976—in several instances they have been ordered
by their own government, for reasons of conservation and depletion of
stocks, not to fish at all. There have been total closures and, at the
moment, as you well know, quotas have been reduced to a level where
m% fishermen feel that there is an economic closure on some species.
hile they see their government—quite rightly, perhaps, in terms
of the need to conserve the species and ultimately the industry—order-
ing them to cut down and, in some cases, to suspend their fishing, they
do not see their Government, on the other hand, recognizing some kind
of a compensatory obligation to their fishermen.

For many years I have tried to convince people in the House that
fishermen were farmers—they happen to be farmers of the sea rather
than farmers of land, but they are essentially producers of food—and
I sometimes tremble to think what would happen if the jurisdiction
over fisheries matters were under the Department of Agriculture and
the Agriculture Committees of the respective Houses. I suspect our
fishermen years ago would have been paid to sit on the dock and not go
fishing in some of the earlier programs that we have had. But the kind
of legitimate concern that this government has expressed for its tradi-
tional, conventional farmers of the land, as you well know, has never
been expressed to our own fishermen, .

At this point, given a world where people are starving, given the
extraordinary depletion of ﬁrotein resources—most _particularly, as
you well know, in the Northwest Atlantic—given the sacrifices our
own fishermen are being asked to endure, perhaps for a matter of
years to the determination of this Congress to conserve those species,
to say that the foreigners cannot fish, one can imagine the response
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and the reaction of an American fisherman who is being ordered by
his own government on grounds of conservation to suspend ﬁshinﬁ
and who, while he sits on the dock, sees trucks bringing in subsidize
Canadian fish,

This is an absolutely intolerable situation. It seems to me that the
very least we can do at this point, as a symbolic gesture that there is
awareness and concern in this Congress for the fishermen of this
country, is to say to the Treasury Department, this time you cannot
do it. This time we are going to overturn that waiver. This time we
are goi g to recognize our own fishermen, and what they have been
subjected to for the better part of a decade is going to be terminated.

e are not about to accept the usual, conventional arguments of
convenient diplomacy from the Department of State which we heard
for years in operation to the 200-mile limit, that we cannot afford to
somehow offend our friends. Canada clearly is one of the friends of
this Nation, and it seems to me that the basic relationship between the
Un(iited States and Canada will survive whatever determination is
made,

I think, for once, it is time for us to make determinations in ac-
cordance with our own statutes, in accordance, as I say, with the
recognition of the importance of our own fishermen, and I urge the
committee to report tﬁe resolution as quickly as possible.

Senator Hatnaway. Congressman, thank you very much. I think
that what the fishermen might say about the Government might be
about what Vance said about Young. I think it would have to appear
that way in the record.

I really appreciate the testimony that you have given, the leadership
that you have given with respect to protection of fishermen’s rights
and I am going to follow your advice and urge—well. I should not
say this at the outset of the hearing, until I hear Mr. Mundheim and
what defense he has of the waiver.

But, at the present time, I would be inclined to follow your advice
and urge the committee to report the resolution out.

However, I reserve judgment until I hear Mr. Mundheim and all
of the rest of the witnesses.

Senator Hansen?

Senator HanseN. Mr. Chairman, I must admit that I know very
little about the fishing industry. The coastline in Wyoming is not
very extensive.

But T am concerned about this. It seems to me that, for a number
of years, we have been leading the world in working towards a reduc-
tion in tariffs and nontariff barriers. T am completely convinced that
the time has come for the United States to show that in spite of our
willingness and our eagerness to show friendship and understanding
and increase trade among nations generally, we have to be concerned
about jobs in this country.

Wyoming has some interests in trade by virtue of the fact that we
produce cattle and meat in Wyoming, I know that when we examine
the relationship between this country and the European community,
we see that those nations have not demonstrated the same kind of
total commitment that has characterized out policies for a long time.,

I am disturbed over the fact that we presently have an imbalance of
payments. T am concerned about the unemployment that seems to be
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directly as a result of a myopic view of what we do as compared with
what out countries do. I just want to say to you that I am
sympathetic.

Representative Stupps. May I say, Senator, that I deeply appreciate
{fur interest, It is a very good omen to see a bipartisan coalition of

aine and Wyoming on a question like this. I am beginning to wonder
about Wyoming’s coastline. Having shared the conference committee
meetings on the Quter Continental Shelf with the Senator from
Wyoming, I have been carefully studying my maps to find his part
of the Outer Continental Shelf.

As you know, we have conferees from the Senate from Idaho and
Arkansas and Wyoming and other “coastal” States. It has been an
absolutely fascinatini; experience.

I appreciate deeply the effort the Senator has made to learn of
areas other than his own, and I hope someday—well, perhaps the Sena-
tor would prefer that I stay out of questions involving ranching and
mining.

Sen%tor Haxsen. It is a nice way to go broke, if you want to get in
it. We have a lot of mortgaged ranches in Wyoming that you might
like—

Representative Stupps. May I just point out one thing in response
to what you said, sir?

The duties which we seek in attempting to overturn the waiver are
not, as Kou know, the imposition of some kind of an arbitrary tariff
wall, T % are, quite literally, what is meant by the word “counter-
vailing.” They are calculated precisely only to offset the amount and
the value of the subsidy granted by the Government of Canada, so
th?r are an equalizing, not an attempt to get ahead.

enator Hansen. Mr, Chairman, thank you very much. I have to
run to a markup, but I did want to come by to let you know that
despite the fact that we do not have a very long shoreline, I share
your concern in trying to do whatever we can to expand job oppor-
tunities in this country and to rectify or address the balance-of-
pa%l:ents problem. )

presentative Stupops, I thank the Senator. I know that he has a

busy schedule, and I know he will be relieved to knowthat the House
of Representatives has il’ISt spared him the additional burden of hav-
ing to try Ambassador ounE.

enator Hatnaway. Thank you very much, Gerry. Good to see you,
and thanks for your excellent statement, all of which will be put into
the record.

[The prepared statement of Mr, Studds follows:]

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE GERRY E. STUDDS OF MASSBACHUSETTS

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you
today to support passage of Senate Resolution 483, which would disapprove the
Treasury Department’s decision to waive collection of countervalling duty on
government-subsidized Canadian fish imported into the United States. I have
filed a simllar resolution (H. Res. 1260) in the House of Representatives, and am -
seeking action on it there. However, since the law permits either body to dis-
approve a decislon to walve collection of countervailing duty, I strongiy urge
your Committee and the full Senate to proceed with passage of S. Res. 483.

At least since the early 1970s, the Canadian government has been building up
the Canadlan fishing industry to enable it to capture export markets. Their
stated goal is to make Canada the #1 fish exporting country in the world and

34-708 O=78=2
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their strategles to this end are, to use the words of Canada’s Minister of Fisheries
and the Environment, “too many to number.” These strategies include govern-
mentally-encouraged industry cooperation In market research and promotion,
government grants for port development and modernization, government grants
to connect water supply lines to processing plants, federal fishing vessel fnsurance
at below-market rates, a federal price support apparatus, grants of up to 50%
of the cost of new icemaking machinery for fishing vessels and processing plants,
and direct per-pound payments to fishermen and processors handling groundfish
such as cod, haddock, and flounder.

While many o the thing, the Canadian government does to assist its fishing
industry in capturing export markets in the United States are not—at least in
the opinion of the Treasury Department—countervailable, I have mentifoned
them to try to give you an understanding of the magnitude of the Canadian
government’s efforts to capture fish markets in the United States. Those efforts
bave been successful, and a key part of them has been the direct payments to
fisherman and processors under the Groundfish Temporary Assistance Program
which has existed in several variations since 1974.

On April 18, 1977 the Treasury Department made a final decision, in response
to an Industry petition flled a year earlier, that the Canadian government’s
Groundfish Temporary Assistance Program and vessel construction grants were
export subsidies, and then waived collection of the countervailing duty. The 1977
decision affected only 3 tariff items covering imports valued at about $2 million
per year.

A few weeks after the 1977 decision was issued by the Treasury Department,
the same petitioner filed a new petition covering many more tariff items. Although
the Treasury Department had just made one determination that the Groundfish
Temporary Assistance Program was an export subsidy, the Department took the
full year permitted by statute to make the same decision with respect to the
additional tariff items. The Canadian government paid its fishermen and proces-
sors the full subsidy (amounting to at least 13% ad valorem) during most of the
year for which the Treasury Department delayed its decision on the ne
petition. :

By delaying its decision on the new petition for a year, the Treasury has
allowed the Canadian government to improperly subsidize approximately $200
million of fish exports to the United States. During this year, the Canadian fish
exports to U.S. markets continued to underprice U.S.-caught fish, and to displace
them from the marketplace. Now that the Canadians’ temporary subsidy program
has succeeded in capturing new U.S. markets for Canadian fish, the Treasury
Department is asking approval once again for its waiver on the collection of
countervalling duty. The net effect of the Treasury Department’'s delay and
granting of waivers has been and will be (if the wavier is allowed to stand) to
allow the Canadian government to accomplish completely the goals of its Ground-
fish Temporary Assistance Program, which included the use of artificially low
prices to capture U.S. markets from our domestic fishermen,

The Canadian government’s direct subsidies to groundfish fishermen and
processors have always been viewed as temporary, as the name of the program
implies. The Groundfish Temporary Assistance Program was begun after our law
was passed permitting the Treasury Department to waive collection of counter-
vailing duties, and it is reasonable to assume that the Canadians planned to
phase it out before our law permitting walvers expires next January 4. In my
opinion the Canadian government has very skillfully used a section of our trade
laws by using export subsidies to enable low-priced Canadian fish to capture U.S.
markets, Once those markets have been captured by the use of artificially low
prices, U.S. fishermen will have to combat the newly-established lines of supply
ag they attempt to regain their position in the marketplace. Under these circum-
stance, I find it impossible to agree to any further walvers of countervailing duty
on Canadian fish.

Mr. Chairman, one of the witnesses scheduled to testify later in this hearing
may attempt to explain the increasing dominance of Canadian fish in U.S. markets
in terms of supply, rather than price. In this regard, I would like to bring to your
attention that the Department of Labor has completed an investigation of this
situation, and has certified the workers on at least 8 fishing vessels in my district
as eligible to apply for Worker Adjustment Assistance because of the impact of
fish imported from Canada. I would like to quote one paragraph from these deter-
xtnglatlons by the Labor Department because of its relevance to your deliberations

oday.
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“The wholesalers also indicated that decreasing purchases from Provincetown
were In large measure due to the increased purchases of fresh and frozen Cana-
dian fish by their customers—fishmarkets, supermarkets, and restaurants. The
Department’s investigation revealed that many fish distributors and wholesalers
use the imports of Canadian ground and flatfish as leverage in bidding down the
exvessel price paid to domestic fishermen for the same species of ground and
flatfish.”

Mr. Chairman, the Canadian Government has engaged in a large-scale effort to
enlarge its share of wholesale and retail flsh markets in the United States. In the
process it has used improper governmental subsidies to enable Canadian fish to
undercut U.S, fish prices. I believe this situation should be ended at once, and
urge your committee to report Senate Resolution 483 for favorable action by the
full Senate.

Senator HatHaway. Now, Mr. Mundheim, we will resume where we
left off. I think you were talking about the vessel subsidy.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT MURDHEIM—Resumed

Mr. Munpueim. I was just describing, Mr. Chairman, how we
calculated that subsidy and said that if we take the average appropria-
tion over the last 12 years and divide it by the total catch in the most
recent year available, then that calculation indicates a subsidy of ap-
proximately 0.85 percent ad valorem,

Then there is a third, broad category of—

Senator HatrHaway. The vessel subsidy is what, approximately, 50
percent? The cost of the vessel ?

Mr. MuxpHEIM. It is 85 percent.

Senator HATHAWAY. It is 35 percent.

Mr. MunpuEM. Not every—-

Senator HaTHAWAY. Andy then you take that percentage of what the
cost of the vessel would be, the total cost? Is that what you are doing?

Mr. MunpHemM. That would be the 35 percent, but the question is—
you cannot determine the—

Senator HataAwAY. No; 35 percent is what the Canadian Govern-
ment p;f's. If the vessel costs $100, they pay $35.

Mr. MunpHEIM. They pay $35.

Senator HaTHAWAY, \Iﬂ)’hat percentage of all of his costs is the cost
of the vessel, amortized over whatever life it would be given?

Mr. Mu~xpuemm. There are, then, various other kinds of subsidies for
gomg this, which go to diminish the costs that the fishermen would

ave.

If you take just what goes to a particular vessel, on a particular
vessel, if it costs $100, there might be up to $35 of grant from the
Canadian Government.

Now, the problem is that not every vessel benefits from that grant,
and we cannot identify the fish imported through a particular vessel.
So what we have to do is take the value of that grant and spread it
over the entire catch, and that is why we get down to this 0.85 percent
ad valoreum subsidy. That is how we quantify it if we were to
countervail it.

Now, the third type—

Senator HarHaway. Wait a minute. I am not sure I understand your
conclusion. It is 85 percent of what?

Mr. MunpHEIM. It is 0.85 percent. In other words, on the fish coming
in,})tshgt is what it would amount to. That is how we would quantify the
subsidy.
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Senator Hatuaway. If we wanted to offset that, we would have an
0.85 percent tariff ¢

Mr. Mu~npueim, That is right.

Now, the third broad category are certain Federal Department of
Regional Economic Assistance grants to fishing communities, in New-
foundland for water supply and wharf facilities, and various loan pro-
grams by several of the Maritime Provinces for vessel construction

which, together, result in approximately 0.4 of a percent ad valorem.

" Now, as Senator Kennedy and Congressman Studds have indicated,
those last two categories of subsidy which are capital intensive, infra-
structure, have a greater impact than the amount of the ad valorem
duties that we calculated, and their point, and I think we would accept
this, the advantage created by working with more up-to-date boat
and wharf facilities. And they contrast that kind of help to the Cana-
dian industry with the U.S. industry’s difficulty in raising capital.

Nevertheless, the countervailing duty law limits the Secretary to
assessing an additional duty equa% to tge net amount of the bounties,
or grant paid.

One other point I ought to make about the subsidy, and that is that
none of these programs are specifically limited to export activity, but
because a preponderance of the Canadian fish production is export-
ing, we do conclude that the effect of the subsidies is to bestow a
bounty under the countervailing duties law.

So the first part is that there clearly are subsidies. We have found
those to exist, and I think I now have to explain to you why we have
decided to waive what are clearly subsidies.

Senator HarHaway. What did you determine to be the total amount
of the subsidy ¢

Mr. MunpuemM. We would say that they amount to roughly 17
percent ad valorem,

Now, there are, as this committee well knows, three conditions that
must be satisfied under the statute to waive.

First, ade&uate steps have got to be taken to eliminate or reduce the
subsidy paid. That condition, I believe, has been met, and I want to
explain precisely how the Canadian Government has dismantled its
subsidy program.

First, there are the outstanding claims of processors of fish. Those
have not been honored, as I understand it, since April 1977. The
authorization for paying those claims was formerly terminated as of
April 1, 1978.

"Thus, the effective bounty paid to processors has been reduced by
4G percent since April 1977. .

econd, the outstanding claims of fishermen with large vessels,
so-called offshore, have been disallowed as of April 1, 1978, That dis-
allowance with the disallowance for the processors means that the
total subsidy has been reduced by 71 percent as of April 1, 1978.

The claims of the fishermen with smaller vessels, onshore fishermen,
will be disallowed as of October 1, 1978. That disallowance reduces
the subsidy by 94 percent. ) )

Now, I should emphasize that the dismantling of the GTAP pro-
ram covers categories of fish beyond those mentioned in the petition.
hus, the dismantling also applies to fish categories included in the

National Federation of Fishermen and the Point Judith Fisherman’s
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Cooperative, Those are gone, or are committed to be gone, insofar as
the onshore fishermen are concerned, as of October 1.

They are also gone, I might say, with respect to fish that are not
exported. But I think that aspect of the congressionally mandated
criteria has been met, and very substantially met.

The second criteria requires a reasonable prospect that a successful
trade agreement will be negotiated with foreign countries providing
for the reduction or elimination of barriers to or other distortions to,
international trade.

I have already alluded to the ongoing negotiations in Geneva, and
we believe that the second criteria is also met.

Now, the third criteria requires a determination that countervail-
ing would seriously jeopardize the satisfactory completion of
negotiations.

Canada plays a very active role in the trade negotiations and we
concluded that the Canadian reaction to a countervail would be very
adverse particularly after they had agreed to eliminate 94 percent of
the subsidy by October 1. As you know, waivers have, in the past, been
granted where the subsidies found have been reduced to a lesser degree,
or over a longer period of time.

We have consulted, at some length, with Ambassador Strauss and
his staff and they indicated their serious concern to us that a failure
to waive, under the circumstances of this case, would affect, detrimen-
tally, the progress they felt was being achieved in arriving at a sub-
sidy program,

f course, before we made the determination to waive, we did con-
sult with Members of Congress, their staffs, representatives of U.S.
industries, the Department of étate, the Department of Commerce
and, as I have indicated, the special trade representative,

There is always the contention that a waiver such as this one gives
more weight to the interests of foreign policy than to the needs of the
domestic industry. I think that this a case where that argument is wide
of the mark.

The Canadian actions to dismantle GTAP directly and substantially
eliminate an important element of unfair competition to our fishing
industry. We insisted to the Canadians that unless all payments under
:}'IAAP cease by October 1, we would countervail and we were prepared
o do so,

However, with the almost complete elimination of the subsidy—94

ercent by October 1—it seemed appropriate to use the waiver guthor-
ity as a lever for moving forward the effort to resolve the problems of
subsidies on a broader, international basis.

Thus, I think the use of the waiver in this case illustrates precisely
how Congress intended the authority to be used. It allowed, on the
one hand, for preservation of the cooperative spirit during the most
critical phase of the trade negotiations and, at the same time, it brought
about the substantial termination of one of the largest subsidy pro-
grams that Treasury has dealt with,

Senator HatHaway. Well, thank you, Mr. Mundheim. I think there
may be some dispute as to the way you compute the actual subsidy, and
that will be brought out in testimony later on, But assuming that you
are right and it 1s only 17 percent ad valorem and that you are going
to wipe out 94 percent by October 1, that means there is only going to
be a 1 percent—6 percent of 17 percent would be about 1.02.
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Mr. MunpnEem, That is correct.

Senator HatHawaY. Well, why do you not %o all the way? It seems
that your argument cuts both ways. If it is that negligible, it is that
negligible either way.

rtainly, You cannot say that a 1-percent tariff is going to jeop-
ardize our relationship with Canada as far as the trade negotiations
are concerned. And even though you can make the argument that that
is a substantial reduction—if you are right, if you cut it off to a 94
percent—it seems to me that it is ridiculous not to go all the way.

Mr. MunpHEIM. The problem is that the Canadian Government—
some of these are not at the federal level, but at the provincial level—
also has its problems in completely phasing out a program. I think the
important point here is that they went as far as they did, and therefore,
what we have is a 94-percent elimination.

Senator Haraaway. Well, they do not have to phase it out. We will
just propose a 1-percent tariff. They are not going to complain about
a 1 percent tariff, are they?

r. MunoremM, I appreciate that point, but I think part of our
mandate under the countervailing duty law is to try to get the Govern-
ment to reduce, or to eliminate, the subsidies by their own action. It
was considered by Congress that that was important, That was one of
the things that we were told to do during the period of our counter-
vailing duty negotiations.

I think we have done that in this case, and I think we have come out
pretty well.

Senator HatrHAwAY. Well, the problem is—1I do not know if you are
really answering my question. What harm is there going to be having
1 percent on it {

earing in mind that what you say may be correct, that the para-
mount concern, under the countervailing duty provisions, is to get the
other countries to do it voluntarily, still, with only a 1-percent tariff to
be added on to make it come out to zero, eliminate it altogether, it
seenis to me that the other country is not going to complain all that
much.

Mr. Mu~npuem. It is our feeling that they would complain and that
that would substantially diminish the favorable atmosphere in Geneva
for arriving at a subsidy code, and if we get a subsidy code, we are
going to have a much broader and better basis for dealing with what
is a real problem. I could not agree with you more, Mr. Chairman, but
we would be able to deal with it on an international basis and across
industry.

‘We think that is just very good for U.S. industry. .

Senator HatHAwAY. Why could we not just propose it until we get
that code, which may not come about in the next 10 years? They have
been working on that for quite a while, have they not, to determine
just what is a subsidy and what is not a subsidy, and coming to some
common agreement. ) .

I know we have a lot of problems with respect to our own tax code
that they contest, and say, look, a 10 percent investment credit is a sub-
sidy—and it is a subsidy, I suppose—and if we wait until they get all
of the loopholes or subsidies 1n our tax code before coming to some
agreement, that will take quite a while.
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Mr. MunpuaEM. Well, you will remember, sir, that the waiver is
only ﬁood until January 4. If we have not arrived at an international
agreed on code and present it to this Congress and accept it, by Janu-
ary 4, our waiver is already stopped. On January 4, we will counter-
vail against these grants. It is obligated. We will do it.

So we are not talking about a waiver forever. We are talking about
a temporary waiver,

Senator HatHaway. From now until January 4.

Mr. MunpHEIM. From now until January 4. And it was with a small
amount of the duty and it was to preserve the kind of atmosphere that
we hope would be—

Senator Hatnaway. It seems to me it is psychological and real. I
mean, it is only a 6-month period, and the 1 percent, if you are going
to come down on either side, you ought to come down in faver of the
American fisherman, because the American fisherman is actually being
pressed, as you know.

The Department of Commerce is telling them, look, you cannot fish
for groundfish for a certain length of time; you have overfished them,
and there is a big debate on that.

They are trying to try to get into a lobster quota, and that is going
to be a real problem. As you know, they have had a real tough time.

And T would think that if it is only for a 6-month period that you
could say, well, look, there is not that much sense in hurting the
American fisherman just for the 6-month period and I don’t think
there is that much benefit to be gained from it.

But there is without really getting into the merits of whether or not
your decision is correct with respect to the first of that three-part
j\tatubory condition on the waiver section 303(d) (2) (A) of the Trade

ct.

Mr. Mu~npaEM, My response to you, sir, is that these 6 months are
critical. These are the 6 months in which we hope to arrive at a code, if
we are going to do it. And we relied very heavily on the advice given to
us by the administration’s representative responsible for negotiating
that code, who said, if you countervail in the face of what you have
gotten the Canadians to agree to do in terms of voluntary elimination,
you will poison the atmosphere. Do not do it.

Senator HatHaway, Who is telling you that{

Mr. MunpHEIM. Our Ambassador, Mr. Strauss, told us.

That is the kind of consultation and advice that we are supposed to
get, and weigh, and, as I said, it is a difficult decision.

Senator HaTHAwAY. Well, perhaps we should have further hearings
and call Ambassador Strauss in, as well as the Canadian Ambassador
who has sent me 3 memo on this.

[The memo referred to follows:]
CANADIAN EMBASSY,
Washington, D.C., June 21, 1978.
Hon. WiLriaM D. HATHAWAY,
U.8. Senate,
Russell Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear Biir: I am writing with reference to our conversation on the decision
by the Secretary of the Treasury to waive the imposition of countervailing duties
on Canadian groundfish imports, and Senate Resolution 483 which would over-
ride this decision.

As you are probably aware, the Canadian fishing industry has, over the past
four years, gone through its woist crisis during the course of which unusually
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high costs (stemming in part from the energy crisis of 1978), scarce fish and poor
markets produced heavy losses and forced producers towards bankruptcy.

Faced with tris social and economic crisis, the Canad'an Government deemed
it necessary to authorize emergency aid to the groundfish and other sectors of
the fishing industry so as to prevent the collapse of communities and w!despread
dislocation in a primary industry of an already disadvantaged region of the
country, where unemployment rates currently exceed eleven per cent.

The main financial mechan!sms used by the Government to address this crisis
was the Groundfish Temporary Assistance Program (GTAP) under which pay-
ments were made to fishermen and fish processors based on the amount of fish
caught or processed. As the name of this program suggests, it was the intention
of the Government from its initlation that this form of financial support be only
a temporary measure sufficlent to allow communities and the fishing industry to
deal with a particular cris!s situation.

As you noted in remarks made when you introduced the Resolution, the
Canadian Government has stated its intention to phase out payments to proces-
sors and fishermen under the GTAP. Payments under this program have already
been eliminated entirely for processors and substantially for fishermen. Remain-
ing payments to fishermen will he terminated on October 1 of this year.

In your remarks, you also noted the existence of “indirect Canadian subsidies”.
I would point out that, to the extent you refer to financial assistance provided to
communities in Newfoundland by the Federal Department of Regional Economiec
Expansion (DREE), the facilities in question, which involved the construction
of wharves, marine centres and fresh water distribution systems, were essen-
tially in the nature of infrastructure. In most instances, these facilitles are
available on a user-pay basis to all members of the communities in which they
are located and their use is consequently not limited to the flshing industry.
As you will appreciate, asslstance of this type is normally provided by most
governments (including the U.S. through the Economic Development Administra-
tion) for the development of community infrastructure, particularly in more
disadvantaged regions of the country.

The substantinl modifications made by Canpada to its fisheries programs and
our active participation in the Multilateral Trade Negotiations In Geneva would
appear to meet the criteria set out under the Trade Act of 1974 providing the
Secretary of the Treasury with authority to exercise a walver of countervailing
duties. In light of the importance of the fishing industry to the Canadian economy
in general and more specifically its role as a leading employer in one of the more
disadvantaged regions of our country, the Canadian Government welcomed the
decision by the Secretary of the Treasury to exercise this authority. We would,
of course, regret a Congressional decision to override his action.

Yours sincerely,
Peter M. Towr, Ambassador.

Senator Hatrraway. How do you reconcile the requirements of (A)
of these three conditions that you are supposed to have to meet in
order to grant the waiver? It says, “Adequate steps have been taken
to reduce, or substantially eliminated during such period, the adverse
effect of a bounty or grant.”

Now, that, necessarily, takes into consideration the plight of the
fishermen, right? And so even though you might be right with respect
to your figures, 1 percent could have a substantial effect, and I think
from all of the testimony that you have heard Senator kennedy did
and Congressman Studds, without my reviewing it all, that you would
recognize that American fishermen, and particularly New Englund
fishermen with which I am more familiar, are having a tough time
making a go of it. And even though it’s only a 1-percent subsidy, it
still hurts, Would you not agree with that?

Mr. Munouzm. We certainly can understand that argument, and
we weighed that argument. But still the statute says substantially
eliminated, and 94 percent, it seems to me to be a substantial
elimination.
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Senator Hatnaway. Yes; but taking into consideration all of the
problems that the fishermen have, it seems to me that in this case you
can argue that while 94 or 99 percent might be great in most other
case, here it should be the full 100 percent because there are some items
that cannot even be reached under the countervailing duty provisions
of existing law,

Is that not correct ¢

Mr. Muxpuem. Of course that is correct. Part of the problem is
that wherever one has a troubled industry, the problem is not a single
cause problem. The countervailing duties problem is—even if we
countervail, I suspect that that would not solve the problem of the
fishing industries. Those problems are much more complex and re-
quire a much more diverse approach for their solution.

We have had, however, to weight the problem within the particular
confines and framework of countervailing law.

Senator HarHAwAY. So what you are saying, in effect, is that it is
a judgment that you have to make.

Mr. MunpuEIM. Yes, sir.

Senator HaATHAWAY. You do recognize that the fisherman is having
a tough time making a go of it—

Mr. Mu~npnEem. Absolutely.

Senator HatHaway [continuing]. And that that should be
considered.

So if you are talking about a prosperous industry, maybe you reduce
it only 50 percent. It might be enough to cover subsection (A), is that
not correct? But if it does vary with the industries that you are talkinﬁ
about—or if it is a hard-pressed industry, with respect to the fis
industry, such as the shoe industry, the textile industry—you con-
sider it differently than you would If it were the oil industry or some
other more prosperous industry in the country.

Mr. Munpueim. Well, I would certainly have to agree that the fact
that this industry is hard pressed was something that concerned us.
We certainly heard a lot about it and we took it into account and in
that sense felt that the fact there was such a substantial elimination
of the subsidy ﬂ%)rogram by the Canadians made a little easier what is
still a very difficult decision.

Senator Hatnaway. So the 94 percent, I am getting at, that is a
relative figure. It depends on the industry we are talking about.

_ Mr. Mundheim, I am going to ask you if you will stay around for a
little while, if you do not mind, because we have some testimony that
I think is going to contradict what you have said and I would like you
to have an opportunity to answer it. You may stay there and have the
other witness come up beside you.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Mundheim follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. RoBERT H. MUNDHEIM, GENEBAL COUNSEL OF
THE TREASURY DEPARTMENT

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of this subcommittee; I appreciate
the opportunity to appear before your committee today to discuss Treasury’s
countervailing duty determination on fmported Canadian groundfish and our
decision to walve countervailing duties.

The decision to exercise the temporary waiver authority provided in the Trade
Act of 1974 is always difficult. On the one hand, we must be mindful of the poten-
tial harm to a U.S. industry which has been forced to compete against subsi-
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dized imports, On the other hand, Congress has also indicated the great
desirability of seeking internationaily-agreed rules and procedures governing the
use of subsidies. Thus, we must weigh the effect of imposing countervailing duties
in a specific case against the prospect of arriving at such arangements. In this
case, our discussions with a number of Members of Congress, their staffs, and
industry representatives made us acutely aware of some of the severe economic
problems faced by the U.S. fishing industry. This industry has apparently had
substantfal capital shortages, is restricted in its production by quotas within
U.S. fishing boundaries for the next few years in order that depleted stocks can
be restored, and has had to compete against subsidized Canadian fish.

Although the U.S. fishing industry receives virtually no special governmental
assistance, the Canadian Federal and Provincial Governments paid substantial
subsidies of 17 percent ad valorem to their fishing industry. Forcing U.S. fisher-
men and fish processors to compete under those circumstances is not fair., Nor
should any U.S. industry be forced to compete with subsidized imports.

Removing this form of unfair competition is a primary objective of our efforts
in Geneva. Serious negotiations are underway to establish an international code
of conduct governing the use of subsidies. While no agreement has yet been con-
cluded and many problems remain to be solved, progress has been made in the
many meetings as a consequence of the give-and-take from all parties concerned.
Our decision to waive was motivated by a desire to see the successful completion
of these negotiations and by a judgment that countervailing in the circumstances
of this case would have seriously jeopardized these negotiations because of
Canada’s important role in them. We coupled the desire to maintain a hospitable
atmosphere for the negotiations with an insistence that the subsidies be sub-
stantfally eliminated within a very short period of time.

This case began with a petition filed by the Fisheman's Marketing Association
of Seattle, Washington, requesting that countervailing duties be imposed on a
wide variety of groundfish imports from Canada. 1977 groundfish imports from
thgtldc;ountry were $172 million. Our investigation revealed the following
subsidies ; .

(1) Payments to processors and fishermen under the Groundfish Temporary
Assistance Program (GTAP) under which the processors received a 6-cent per
pound payment and fishermen received a maximum payment of 2-cent per pound.
The combination of these payments could result in a subsidy of up to roughly
168 percent ad valorem.

(2) Vesel construction assistance providing payments from the Federal Gov-
ernment of up to 35 percent of the approved capital cost of vessels of certain
length and versatility. Since the benefits from the subsidy are realized over the
approximate accounting life of the vessel, the subsidy is calculated by taking the
average appropriation over the last 12 years and dividing it by the total catch in
the most recent year available. This assistance results in a subsidy of approx-
imately .85 percent ad valorem.

(3) Grants by the Federal Department of Regional Economic Assistance to
fishing communities in Newfoundland for water supply and wharf facilities and
various loan programs by several of the Maritime Provinces for vessel construc-
tion which together result in a subsidy of approximately .1 percent ad valorem.

Representatives of the U.S. fishing industry have stressed that the capital-
intensive, infrastructural incentives have a greater impact than the amount of
the ad valorem duties we calculated. They point to the pervasive advantage
created by working with more up-to-date boats and whart facilitles. They
contrast this result with the U.S. industry's difficulty in raising the capital
necessary to establish facllities to match those of the Canad!ans. Although we
appreciate this argument, the Countervailing Duty Law limits the Secretary to
assessing an additional duty equal to the net amount of any bounty or grant paid.

While none of these programs was specifically limited to export activity,
the fact that a preponderance of Canada’s fish production is exported, caused us
to conclude that the effect of these subsidies was to bestow a bounty under the
Countervatling Duty Law.

As this Committee knows, three conditions must be satisfied before Treasury
may waive the imposit'on of countervailing duties:

(1) Adequate steps must have been taken to eliminate or reduce substantially
the adverse effect of the subsidy paid. This condition for waiver has been met. The
Canadlan Government bas agreed to dismantle its subsidy program on the follow-
ing schedule:

Outstanding claims of processors of fish have not been honored since April
1977. Authorization was formally terminated on April 1, 1978. Thus, the effective
bounty has been reduced by 46 percent since April 1977.
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Outstanding claims of fishermen with large vessels (offshore fishermen) under
the GTAP has been disallowed as of April 1, 1978. This disallowance {n addition
to that for the processors reduces the subsidy by 71 percent. .

Claims of fishermen with smaller vessels (onshore fishermen) will be dis-
allowed as of October 1, 1978. This disallowance reduces the subsidy by 94
percent. I should emphasize that the dismantling of the GTAP program covers
categories of fish beyond those mentioned in the petition. Thus, the dismantling
also applies to the fish categories included in the Nationel Federation of Fisher-
men and Point Judith Fishermen’s Cooperative petition.

(2) The second criterion requires a reasonable prospect that successful trade
agreements will be negotiated with foreign countries providing for the reduction
or elimination of barriers to or other distortions of international trade. I have
already alluded to the ongoing negotiations in Geneva and we believe that the
second criterion is also met.

The third criterion requires the determination that a countervailing duty
would serlously jeopardize the satisfactory completion of the trade negotiations.
The fishing industry is an important Canadian economic sector and serves as
the principal economic activity in several of its Maritime Provinces. Canada
plays a very active role in the trade negotiations and we concluded that Canadian
reaction to a countervail would be very adverse, particularly after they had
agreed to eliminate 94 percent of the subsidy by October 1. Waivers had in the
past been granted where the subsidies found had been reduced to a lesser degree
or over a longer period of time. Ambassador Strauss indicated his concern to us
t}z;lt fallgre to waive could affect detrimentally the progress in achieving a sub-
sidies code.

Before reaching its determination to waive, the Treasury consulted with a
number of Members of Congress and thelr staffs, representatives of the U.S.
fishing industry, the Departments of State and Commerce, and the Special Rep-
resentative or Trade Negotiations.

After these consultations, Treasury published its final countervailing duty
determination and a waiver of countervailing duties on dutiable fish on June 186,
1978. For items which are free of duty, the Law requires that the Internatlional
Trade Commission make an injury finding before countervailing duties can be
assessed. We have stated our intention to waive on the duty-free items if injury
is found since the actions by the Canadians to substantially reduce the subsidies
affect both dutiable and duty-free fish in the same way.

There is always the contention that a walver such as this one gives more
weight to the interests of foreign policy than to the needs of domestic industry.
In this case in particular that argument is wide of the mark. The Canadian
actlons to dismantle the GTAP directly and substantially eliminates an element
of unfalr competition to our fishing industry. We insisted to the Canadians that
unless all payments under GTAP ceased by October 1, we would countervail—
and we were prepared to do so. However, with the almost complete elimination
of the subsidy, it seemed appropriate to use the waiver authority as a lever for
moving forward the effort to resolve the problem of subsidies on a broader,
international basis.

Thus, the use of the walver in this case illustrates how Congress intended the
authority to be used. It allowed for discretion to preserve the cooperative spirit
during the most critical phase of the trade negotlations. At the same time it
brought about the virtual termination of one of the largest subsidy programs
Treasury encountered in its administration of the Countervailing Duty Law.

Senator Haruaway. Mr. Dykstra and Mr. Sharood ¢

Mr. Sharood is counsel for the National Federation of Fishermen,
and Mr. Dykstra is the president of the Point Judith Fisherman’s
Cooperative.

Good morning.

STATEMENT OF JACOB DYKSTRA, PRESIDENT, POINT JUDITH
FISHERMAN'S COOPERATIVE, INC.
Mr. Dyrstra. Good morning, sir.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for allowing us the opportunity to
speak here this morning. I have a prepared statement which is rather
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lengthy. I do not propose to read that statement—I hope it would be
}nade a_:.tpart of the record—but I would like to emphasize a few things
rom it,

Senator Hatnaway. Well, Mr, L ykstra, and also Mr. Sharood, we
will put your entire statement into the record and we do appreciate
your summarizing and hitting the high points, particularly answering
any of the statements that have been made by Mr. Mundheim.

Mr. Dyxsrra. First of all, sir, we urge passage of Senatc
Resolution 483. We think it necessary and we tLink that the facts
bear out that it should be passed.

As far as presenting a series of specific examples of how the Cana-
dian subsidization is affecting the fishing industry, I think that Mr.
Olsen is going to give numerous examples and, if it meets with your
approval, I would allow him to emIphasize that part.

First, then, sir, I would say that I would emphasize that we are not
asking, nor have we ever asked, in the New England fishing industry
that Canadian fish be boycotted, banned, or otherwise excluded from
the United States. I think that perhaps there will be testimony here
today—and it has been emphasized by some of the people who take
an opposite view—that we need Canadian fish. And I just say that
we agree that we need Canadian fish, The problem that we have is
that what we, in New England, need is an equal opportunity to get
our product on the shelf in the market and we do not think that we
have that equal opportunity.

I would Iike to speak a little bit about the vessel subsidy, because
everytime we come up against this the Canadians say that that is a
shipyard subsidy and it really did not help us out, and we could have
gone, and we can now, we can build those ships overseas just as
cheaply and really it helps the shipyards. It does not help the fisher-
men at all,

Well, it is true that the vessel subsidy is 35 percent, but there are,
and have been, over a period of years, other methods of assisting the
Canadian fishermen in building a vessel. Now there are Federal loan
programs and Provincial loan programs that also help him out. There
are all kinds of rapid depreciation provisions and when we had a
small loan program, which we do not anymore in the United States,
we had to have & very substantial downpayment and we had to prove,
beyond doubt, that that downpayment was assets of the individual
who was attempting to get the loan. _

This has not been true in Canada. If you couid scrape up about 15
or 20 percent of the total cost of a vessel, you were off and running.
So it is inconceivable to me that anyone would say that, well, this
did not assist the Canadians to build vessels and overwhelm the
United States because it absolutely did, and it flabbergasted me that
anyone would say that, look, it is only this 35 percent subsidy and that
really is a shipyard subsidy. .

So we have, on page 15 of my testimony, we have gone into what
we think should be—how the subsidy on vessels should be treated in
countervailing duty and we would hope that Treasury could be con-
vinced that this subsidy is an ongoing thing which is going to be
affecting the Canadian fishermen for years to come, as long as his
vessel is being amortized.
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Now, the next thingi is that, you know, it has been said that while
the direct subsidies will be eliminated, and we want to emphasize that
we do not think that it was the intent of Congress that countervail-
ing duties be waived on a promise, and we have not been too happy
with the waly some of those promises have been carried out in the
past, as well.

So we just cannot agree that if the Canadians promise to do this
and that, that that is fine and the duties should be waived.

But beyond that, we have some real problems with the indirect
subsidies and the way they are being treated. It has been said that
while they are hard to identify and they do not have much effect,
and so on, but what we look at, and what I think you have to look
at, is when a package of fish arrives on the shelf in the market in the
United States, how much 'heli) did the Canadian get in getting that
there, and everything that helped him get that there is gone so that
his product will be there, ang more competitive, than the product
produced by the U.S. fisherman,

So I think that it is necessary to look at all of the subsidy and
attempt to identify all of it, and this has been done.

Dr. Norton, who is sitting in the audience, has done an exhaustive
study on this along with Mr. Joel Duram. Dr, Wilson from the Uni-
versity of Maine has done a great deal of work on this and Mr. Sha-
rood has done a great deal of work—and others have, too—and their
conclusions are not at all the same as those of Treasury as to what
indirect subsidies are.

So I would use an example. They say well, you know, we are going
to get rid of the direct subsidies—at least we have a g)romise—so we
really find it very difficult to identify the indirect subsidies as being
those which assist imports and so on.

Well, I would say if a citizen appeared before this committee con-
tinually and some other citizens came and complained and said, look,
you know, an agency of the Government is helping here with his
planefare, That is the way he gets there. You say, all right, we will
instruct that agency of the Government to stop assisting him with
his planefare, and they do, but he keeps appearing.

And they say, well, how can they keep a};‘pearin%? And they say,
you know, the Government is also helping him to buy his car, they
are also helping him to buy his house and they are also helping to get
insurance and they are helping him to buy food and the necessities of
life, so he really does not have very big expenses so he can still pay
his planefare and get down here.

You say well, it is very difficult for us to identify that and so we
just cannot do anything about it.

This does not make a great deal of sense to me and I think, as I say,
that these things have been identified very carefully and very
thoroughly and that they can be taken into account.

So T would think that we would deeply appreciate it if this commit-
tee would urge the Treasury to take another look at this with the
experts who have been gone into it in great depth, because it seems
strange to me that everyone else who goes into it comes to a completely
different. conclusion from what Treasury does.

And, finally. T would like to point out that as with the vessel sub-
sidies, all the rest of these subsidies, if they were completely elimi-
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nated, direct and indirect today, they have so strengthened the
Canadian industry over the years that the Canadian industry is very
strong and it is really a going concern and that this would constitute
very tough competition for the U.S, fishermen for years to come, even
if every subsidy were knocked off today.

So, again, we would urge passage of this resolution and we would
urge, if the committee found it agreeable to, that this committee ask
Treasury to take another look at this thing.

Thank you, sir.

Senator HarHaway. What conclusion do you come to? I mean, the
Treasury said that the subsidy amounted to 17 percent ad valorem,
and that they have taken action to reduce that by 94 percent.

Mr. DyrstRa, Mr. Sharood has been doing the details on that, and
I would ask him to answer. .

[The prepared statement of Mr. Dykstra follows. Oral testimony
continues on p. 64.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JACOB J. DYKSTRA, PRESIDENT, PoINT JUDITH FISHER-
MEN'S8 COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, INC., POINT JupIirH, R.I

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity to ap-
pear here today to testify In support of S, Res. 483, a resolution to disapprove
Treasury Decision 78-182, which walved the imposition of countervailing dutfes
on certain fish imports from Canada. I am appearing here today on behalf of
the Point Judith Fishermen's Cooperative and on behalf of the Natlonal Federa-
tlon of Fishermen. I am accompanied by Richard N. Sharood, counsel for the
National Federation of Fishermen.

The Point Judith Coop represents 60 fishing vessels, engaged primarily in
groundfish harvesting. Approximately 450 flshermen are employed on these ves-
sels, Including the Coop members, The collective investment in members’ vessels
exceeds four million dollars. The Coop provides supplies for the member vessels
and markets the catch. It employs 60 people and has extensive facilities, includ-
ing fish unloading, storage and processing facilitles, I have been the president
of the Coop for the past 25 years.

I am also appearing here today as President of the Eastern Region of the
National Federation of Fishermen. The NFF is the only national fishermen's
organization, and I have attached to my statement a list of the member organi-
zations represented by the NFF. The members of the NFF are engaged in all
major fisherles of the Atlantic and Pacific Coasts, which compete against Cana-
dian {mports in the U.S. market.

On April 18, 1977, the Treasury Department {ssued TD 77-107. This decision
found that the Canadian government was paying subsidies within the meaning
of the countervailing duty statute with respect to three categories of fish im-
ports, These were fresh whole flounders, frozen whole flounders, and fresh cod
filllets. At that time, the Treasury Department found that the principal form
of subsidy being paid by the Canadian government consisted of the “Groundfish
Temporary Assistance Program” whereby fishermen are pald two cents per pound
for groundfish landed in Canada and processors are paid varying rates, now six
cents per pound for frozen groundfish fillets exported to the United States. In a
companion decision TD77-108, Treasury waived the imposition of countervailing
duties on these three categories of fish imports on the basis that the Canadian
government had terminated these payments to fishermen and processors. Treas-
ury ruled that the direct poundage payments constituted 97 percent of the total
subsidy program and that all other forms of assistance, including subsidies for
the construction of fishing vessels, constituted only three percent of the sub-
sldy package available to the Canadian fishing industry.

In June 1977, a follow-up petition was filed with Treasury on behalf of the
Fishermen’s Marketing Association of Seattle, Washington, sceking the imposi-
tion of countervailing duties on a much broader range of fish imports from
Canada. That petition resulted in the issuance of Treasury Decision 78-181,
the subject of Senate Resolution 483 and this hearing. Treasury Decislon 78-181
reached substantially the same conclusions found in the earlier decision with
the minor exception that the direct poundage payments were founad to constitute
92 percent of the total subsidy package rather than 97 percent. As in the case of



27

the 1977 decision, this latest ruling was followed immediately by a waiver of
countervailing duties, TD 78-182.

On December 28, 1977, the National Federation of Fishermen and the Point
Judith’s Fishermen Cooperative filed a further countervailing duty petition
encompassing all of the fish imports listed on the June petition from the Fisher-
men’s Marketing Assoclation and picking up an additional 14 categories of im-
ports not previously covered, including for the first time, lobsters and scallops. On
July 10, 1978, a notlice of preliminary determination with respect to this petition
was published in the Federal Register. A final determination must be made not
later than December 30, 1978. A copy of the National Federation of Fishermen
petition together with the preliminary determination that appeared in the July
10 Federal Register is attached to my statement, and we ask that they be made
part of the hearing record.

The various petitions that I have just described reflect a growing concern on
the part of the American fishing industry over the impact of subsidized Canadian
fish products upon the ability of American fishermen to compete in their own
traditional markets. The Canadian subsidy program began in the early 1860s
with a determined effort on the part of the Canadian government to expand the
scallop fishery of Nova Scotia. In 1962, Canada exported 11.83 million pounds of
scallops to the United States, or 81 percent of the Canadian landings. That same
year, over 19 million pounds were landed in New Bedford by American fishermen,
By 1975, Canada was exporting 15 million pounds to the United States, while
the total domestic landings had dropped to less than 10 million pounds. In 1976,
the United States fishermen enjoyed an exceptionally good year, landing over 19
million pounds, still substantially below the 1961 record of 25 million pounds.
Again, however, in 1976, imports from Canada exceeded 20 million pounds. At
the present time, over 90 percent of the Canadian scallop production is exported
to the United States. The Canadian Fishing Vessel Assistance Program under
the Fisheries Development Act has fostered the construction of approximately
60 large offshore scallop boats. The subsidy consists of a 30 percent grant of the
cost of building a new vessel. There is absolutely no doubt that this fleet would
not exist but for the subsidy program. The Canadian government describes this
subsidy as a shipyard subsidy. The fact remains, however, that this program
places a vessel in the hands of a Canadian fishermen at 70 percent of cost,
regardless of the method of payment. The program which began in the Canadian
scallop fleet quickly spread to all other segments of the Canadian fishing industry.
The limitations on the vessel construction subsidies are minimal.

Following adoption of the vessel construction subsidy program, the Canadian
government adopted a serles of direct suports for fishermen and fish processors
in the groundfish industry. Under the initial “Bridging Program” and the
“Groundfish Temporary Assistance Program”, fishermen have been paid two
cents per pound. Although this subsidy has not been paid directly on exports
and is nominally limited to fish landed for consumption in Canada, for all practi-
cal purposes, the payment is made for all fish whether consumed in Canada or
exported. Procesors in Canada have been pald supports ranging from two and a
halt cents to eight cents on frozen groundfish fillets and blocks for export as
well as domestic consumption and on fresh fillets for domestic consumption only.
According to the Canadian government, total poundage payments to fishermen
and procesors through July 31, 1976 amounted to almost 40 million dollars. Dur-
ing the period 1973-1976 only, over 15 million dollars was paid or obligated under
the Fisheries Development Act for construction, modification or conversion of
fishing vessels. We do not have acurate cost estimates for these programs during
the last two years. We helieve it is fair to state, however, that equivalent sums
have been spent during the past two years both in the area of vessels construction
subsidies and direct poundage payments.

The decline of the U.S. scallop fleet has its counterpart in the groundfish in-
dustry. In the case of fresh groundfish, importers are able to truck the subsidized
Canadian fish into the major American distribution points, for example, Boston,
and thereby depress the price of fish that might otherwise be paid to American
fishermen landing or delivering their product to Boston. The Department of Labor
in a series of recent rulings granting adjustment assistance to fishermen in the
Cape Cod area found that fish imports from Canada are belng used to depress the
price of American harvested fish in the commercial markets. Massive quantltlgs
of groundfish can be brought in to the New England area on almost a moment’s
notice by truck from the Maritime Provinces of Canada.
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Similarly, in Oregon and Washington, groundfish from British Columbia can
ve trucked over the border to displace American harvested fish. We have talked
with a number of fishermen from the West Coast who have had the experience
of tying their boat up at a local processing plant, ready to offload their harvest,
only to be told that the piant cannot accommodate because they are full of fish,
trucked in from British Columbia,

For many years the Point Judith Coop operated a freezer facility which en-
abled the Coop to store a substantial quantity of groundfish fillets for release to
the market at the best possible price. In 1971, the Coop was compelled to give up
the freezer plant since it could not compete with frozen groundfish from Canada.
As a result of this, the Coop and virtually the entire domestic groundfish industry
is compelled to sell to the fresh fish market only. We have no capability to build
up an inventory and to market our product in the most orderly manner possible.
We are totally at the whim of the fresh fish market where price fluctuations occur
daily and can be extremely volatile, Under these circumstances, an American
fisherman has no alternative but to sell his catch for whatever it will bring the
day he enters port. The alternative is to throw the fish overboard. If Canadian
groundfish was entering the United States at a realistic price based upon the
actual cost of production, Point Judith and other fishing organizations could
reenter the frozen groundfish market. Qur competitive position would be sub-
stantially enhanced@ and needless to say, we would no longer be at the mercy of
the daily price quotations in the fresh fish markets.

Imposing a reasonable market price on imports of fish from Canada will not,
and I want to emphasize, will not close off the American market to Canadian fish.
It is unfortunately true that the American fishing industry, for a variety of
reasons, largely beyond the.control of the fishermen, cannot supply the tremen-
dous demand for fish which exists today in the United States. It is, however, a
growing market. All we ask is that American fishermen have the opportunity to
share in this growth, If imports from whatever source are allowed to enter at
governmentally subsidized prices, American fishermen will never be able to
participate meaningfully in the growth of this market.

We take strong exception to the Treasury Department’s waiver of counter-
vailing duties as announced on June 13. In the first place, it was based upon a
promise by the Canadian government to phase out direct supports over a period
of time, ostensibly ending in October. We find nothing In the Trade Act of 1974
or its legislative history that fndicates Congress intended the Treasury Depart-
ment to grant waivers based upon prospective steps to eliminate subsidies. The
Federal Register notice which appeared on June 16, 1978 announcing this walver
states in part that adequate steps have been taken to reduce substantially or
eliminate “during such period” the adverse effect of the Canadian subsidies.
The notice points out that Section 303(d) of the 1830 Tariff Act as amended
authorizes the Secretary of the Treasury to waive countervailing duties during
a four-year period, beginning with the date of enactment of the Trade Act of 1974.
The phrase “during such period’” in the notice refers to that four-year period. If
this were a correct interpretation of the Trade Act of 1974, then Treasury could
have granted a waliver with respect to a given commodity the day after enact-
ment of that Act, based on a promise to eliminate the subsidy almost four years
hence. Clearly this is not swhat Congress intended. We believe that Congress
intended that the waiver be based upon actual reduction or elimination of the
subsidy prior to or contemporaneous with the granting of the waiver.

In this regard, the Finance Committee report on H.R. 10710, the 1974’ Trade
Act legislation, stated in discussing the walver authority, “It should be em-
phasized that, under the Committee amendment, either the bounty or grant or
its adverse effect must be eliminated (or substantially reduced) before the Sec-
retary would have authority to walve the imposition of a countervailing duty
order during trade negotiations.”

In this same vein, the House report on H.R. 10710 stated, “‘If the bounty or
grant, or any portion thereof, remains in effect, the Secretary of the Treasury
Is required to issue a final rountervailing duty over order * ¢ *.”

We do not believe that there has been such a substantial reduction in the
Canadian fishing industry subsidy to warrant the walver that has been granted.
This Is particularly true in light of the fact that the Canadian government knew
its subsidy program was subject to a countervailing duty in April 1977, at the
time of the first Treasury decision. The June 1977 petition put the Canadian
government on notice that within one vear the majority of fish imports from
Canada would be subject to countervatling duties. Yet the Canadian government
continued its program unabated up to the deadline for the issuance of the second
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final determination on June 18, 1978. Under these circumstances we are appalled
that the Treasury Department would issue a further waliver.

Three conditions must be met in order for the Secretary to waive the imposi-
tion of countervailing duties. In addition to a substantial reduction or elimina-
tion of the foreign subsidies, the Secretary of the Treasury must also find that
there is a reasonable prospect that successful trade agreements will be entered
into with foreign countries providing for the reduction or elimination of non-
tariff barriers and that the imposition of countervailing duties would be likely
to serlously jeopardize the satisfactory completion of such negotiations.

We are not privy to the consultations which took place between the Depart-
ments of State and Commerce and the Office of the Special Representative for
Trade Negotiations which led to the decision to waive countervailing duties in
this case. However, based upon the published statements of the Special Repre-
sentative during the past several weeks, we find it extremely difficult to believe
that the imposition of countervailing duties on Canadian fish could in any signifi-
cant way have further jeopardized the apparently already tenuous state of the
negotiations now going on in Geneva. Informally we have been advised by repre-
sentatives of the Administration that Canada is considered our ally and partner
in the Geneva negotiations and that it was felt that a failure to waive counter-
valling dutles would jeopardize the Canadian support for our position. While
these statements may well be true, it does not appear that the Canadian support
of the Unlited States Is bearing much fruit. It seems to us that the fishing industry
of the United States is being asked to bear a very large burden in return for
Canada’s support in Geneva,

In commenting upon these various grounds for walver, the Finance Committee
report on H.R. 10710 stated, “Under the Committee bill, all three conditions must
be met before the Secretary could walive the application of the countervalling
duty. Under the Committee amendment, this temporary discretion in the applica-
tion of the countervailing duty law could not be abused during the negotiations,
since all three conditions would have to be met before such discretion could be
exercised. The Committee believes this provision would be used sparingly since
foreign countries should be encouraged to eliminate the bounty or grant during
the gix month period following a positive preliminary determination and before
the twelve month period or a final determination.”

It is our position that the waiver authority has indeed been abused. In this
instance the three conditions have not been met. The findings by the Secretary
of the Treasury with respect to elimination of the subsidies allow footdragging
in the extreme on the part of Canada, and in so far as the multilateral trade
negotiations are concerned, the impact of the imposition of countervalling duties
is highly questionable.

Beyond the question of whether a waiver should have been granted in this
case, we are serlously concerned over the manner which the Treasury Depart-
ment has computed the extent of the Canadian subsidies. As indicated previously,
Treasury first ruled that direct subsidies in the form of poundage payments to
fishermen and processors constituted 97 percent of the total subsidy package. On
June 18, 1978, Treasury ruled that direct subsidies constituted 92 percent of the
total subsidy package. In terms of duties, the direct subsidies were translated into
nine percent ad valorem, consisting of five percent for the grants to processors
and four percent for the grants to fishermen. It is the position of the National
Federation of Fishermen that indirect subsidies to the Canadian fishing industry
at least equal the direct support payments in terms of their impact upon the
competitive position of the Canadian fishery products entering the United States
market, and not the three to eight percent found by Treasury. At least fifteen
different categories of indirect supports are available to the Canadian fishing
industry funded by the federal Government or by the provinces. The principal
form of support in this area is the vessel construction and conversion subsidy
equal to 30 percent of cost. Treasury has minimized the impact of these con-
struction and conversion subsidies by prorating them over the useful life of the
fishing vessel in equal annual increments.

Thus if a fishing vessel has a depreciable life of 15 years, Treasury takes one-
fifteenth of the construction and conversion subsidies as a countervailable
amount in any given year. This totally ignores the fact that but for the subsidy,
the fishing vessel would not exist. The treatment of subsidized capital assets by
Treasury is highly questionable. It renders the countervailing duty statute mean-
ingless unless the foreign government is paylng direct bounties on exported
commodities such as the poundage payments to fishermen and processors. The
amortization of a subsidized capital asset over the useful life of the asset in the

34705 O =78 = 3
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manner Treasury has adopted means that massive subsidies for plant and equip-
ment directly related to the export business can only be translated into counter-
vailing dutles that amount to a fraction of a percent ad valorem. We do not think
this is what Congress intended when it strengthened the countervailing duty
statute in 1974.

The relative importance of indirect subsidies to the Canadian fishing industry
cannot be underestimated. In additlion to the 30 percent grants for vessel con-
struction, the Canadian Government also provides low cost fishing vessel insur-
ance, one of the most expensive ftems in the operation of a fishing vessel in the
United States; 50 percent grants for the installation of ice making and improved
offloading facilities; incentives for exploratory fishing operations; direct pur-
chase of fish to sustain price levels if necessary; deficiency payments in cases
where substantial declines occur in market prices; grants for the construction,
expanslon or upgrading of processing and storage facilities; cost sharing in fishery
development projects with the provincial governments; forgiveable loans for
technically innovative investments, loan guarantees of up to 50-thousand dollars
for equipment and gear, rebate on the federal excise tax on diesel tuel for fishing
vessels, and supplemental fncome for self-employed fishermen under the unem-
ployment insurance program. In addition, varifous provinces provide loans, grants
and various other forms of subsidy. We do not believe that the Treasury Depart-
ment has made a thorough analysis of the indirect supports available to the
Canadian fishing industry. They have simply been written off as de minimus.

These supports are so inconsequential that they enabled the Canadian fishing
fndustry to supplant the American fishing industry in the Georges Bank Scallop
Fishery, which I have previously cited. The Canadian Government has never paid
direct supports to fishermen or processors in the scallop industry and yet with
only the 30 percent construction grants for the vessels and the various other
forms of indirect support, the Canadian fishing industry was able to become the
dominant supplier of scallops to the American market in a period of about 10
years. To a lesser but very significant degree, these same indirect supports have
made it possible for the Canadian fishing industry to become the dominant
supplier of groundfish in the American market. The significance of indirect sub-
sidies takes on even greater meaning when one considers the fact that on January
4, 1979, the waliver authority will terminate. After that date, Treasury will be
compelled to impose a countervailing duty with respect to the indirect subsidies
that it has already found to be bounties or grants within the meaning of the
countervailing duty statute. Under the theory now espoused by the Treasury
Department, however, that countervailing duty will amount to less than one
percent ad valorem.

We respectfully urge the Committee to instruet the Treasury Department to
conduct a thorough review of the indirect subsidies to the Canadian fishing in-
dustry, with a view toward imposing meaningful countervailing duties. We be-
lieve, for example, that in the case of a subsidized capital asset, such as the 30
percent grants for fishing vessel construction or conversion, the full amount of
that subsidy should be taken into account in the year in which those grants are
made. The countervailing duty should then be reduced year by year to reflect the
depreciation of the asset. In the case of & fishing vessel with a depreciable life of
15 years, the countervailing duty would then be reduced one-fifteenth the second
year, two-fifteenths the third year, and so on. In no other manner can the impact
of a subsidized capital asset be effectively countered. The method now employed
by Treasury spreads the countervailable subsidy over the useful life of the asset
in equal increments as though, in the case of a fishing boat, only one-fifteenth of
the subsidy were given in any year. This flies in the face of reality and grossly
distorts the effect of these subsidies.

In conclusion, Mr, Chairman, we urge the Committee to report favorably
Senate Resolution 488. disapproving the waiver of conntervailing duties on fish
imports from Canada. We hope that this Resolution will be acted upon favorably
by the Senate. Further we urge the Committee in its report on Senate Resolu-
tion 483 to make it abundantly clear to the Treasury Department that it does not
agree with Treasury's estimate of the impact of indirect subsidies, particularly
with respect to grants for the purchase of capital assets below cost. We hope
that the Committee will direct the Treasury Department to adopt a method of
computing this form of subsidy that will be meaningful and will give effect to
the countervailing duty statute,

We greatly appreciate the attention which you and your colleagues have given
to this matter,
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THoMAS D. WIiLCOX, P. C.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

THOMAS D. WILCOX 919 EICHTEENTH STREET. N. W. - WASHINGTON. D. C. 20008
RICMARD N. SHARCSD 208 296-2810.2811

December 28, 1977

Duty Assessment Division
U.S. Customs Service
Treasury Department
Washington, D. C. 20229

Re: Peticion for Imposition of
Countervaliling Duties on Fish
Imports from Canada

Gentlexen:

Pursuant to Sec. 303, Tariff Act of 193Q, as amended,
19 U.s.C. 1303, the National Federation of Fishermen and
the Point Judith Fishermen's Cooperative Ass‘m Inc.,
Narragansett, Rhode Island, which represent U.S. citizens
engaged in the harvesting of fish from the territorial
sea and fishery conservation zone of the United States
hereby petition for the imposition of countervailing
gu:i;: on certain fish and fish products imported from
anada.

Patitioner, National Federation of Fishermen, is a
trade assoclation incorporated in the—District of Columbia
whose regular membership consists of local fishermen's
cooperatives and fishing vessel owner associations, regional
fishing vessal owner associations, with individual fishing
vessel owners as associate members. Member organizations
and associated fishermen are engaged in all major fisheries
of the Atlantic and Pacific coasts which compete against
Canadian imports for the U.S. market. :

Patitioner, Point Judith Fishermen's Ccoperative
represents 150 member fishermen who own 56 vessels engaged
in groundfish harvesting and 6 vessels engaged in lobstering.
Approximately 450 fishermen are employed on these vessels
including the coop members. The collective investment in
members’ vessels exceeds $4 million. The assets of the coop
are currently valuad at $1,280,000. The petitiocner is a
regular member of the National Federation of Fishermen.
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Petitioners believe that the Government of Canada is
granting benefits to Canadian fishermen and fish processors
vhich are export bounties or grants on the production and
axport of certain fish and fish products to the United
States within the meaning of Sec. 303 and that appropriate
;zgg:nrvailing‘ducies should be imposed to protect domaestic

ermen.

Fish and fish products with respect to which countervailing
dutias should be imposed pursuant to this petition are
classified under the following items of the Tariff Schedulas
of the United States, annotated.

Dutiable Items - Fin Fish

* TSUS Product Description

110.35-50 Atlantic Ocean Perch, whole, fresh or chilled
110.35-55 Atlantic Ocean Perch, whole, frozen

110.35-60“" Flounders, whole, fresh or chilled

110.35-65—~ Flounders, wholae, frozen

110.35-70 Fish other, whole, fresh or chilled

110.35-75 Fish other, whole, frozen

110.50-25 Atlantic Ocean Perch, Fillets, fresh or chilled
110.50-30 Atlantic Ocean Perch, Fillaets, frozen

110.50-45 Cod Fillets, fresh or chilled

110.50-50 Cod Fillets, frozen

110.50-65 Cusk, Haddock, Hake & Pollock Fillets, fresh or chille
110.50-70 Cusk, Haddock, Hake & Pollock Fillets, frozan
110.55-20 Atlantic Ocean Perch, fresh, chilled or frozen
110.55-45.~ Cod Fillets, fresh or chilled

110.55-50 Cod Fillets, frozen

110.55-65 Cusk, Haddock, Pollock Fillets, fresh or chilled
110.55-70 Cusk, Haddock, Pollock Fillets, frozen

Nondutiable Items - Fin Fish

110.15-85 Cod, whole, fresh or chilled
110.15-89 Cod, whole, frozen

110.15-93 Cusk, Haddock, Hake & Pollock, whole, fresh or chilled
110.15-97 Cusk, Haddock, Hake & Pollock, frozen
110.47-10 Cod, blocks

110.47-26 Flat fish, blocks

110.47+30 Haddock, blocks

110.47-55 Whicing, blocks

110.47-60 ~ Aclantic Ocean Perch, blocks
110.47-65 Other fish, blocks

110.70-33 Flat fish, filleted, fresh or chilled
110.70-39 Flat fish, filleted, frozen
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Nondutiable Items - Shellfish ‘

114.45-2Q American Lobster, Live
114.45-37 Scallops

The above tariff items rapresent fish and £ish products
harvested, processed and sold in the United States by
fishermen, members of the petitioner organizationms.

In order to impose countervalling duties pursuant to Sec.
303, the Treasury Department must first determine that Canada
and/or its provinces or other political subdivisions of
government are paying or bestowing '"diraectly or indirectly,
any bounty or grant upon the manufacture or production or .
export of any article.” [Sec. 303(a)(l)}

This invastigation must, therefore, look beyond federal
gtogrlms in support of the Canadian fishing industry and
eyond the most obvious support, namely direct poundage
payments. The countervailing duties must equal the net
gmounu :f such bounty or grant "however the same be paid or
estowed."

In- the case of nondutiable items only, there must be a
further finding by the International Trade Commission pursuant -
to Sec. 303(b) that & domestic industry is beinf or {s likely
to be inéurad, or is prevented from being established by
reason of the importation of the item.

This petition will, ctherefore, address tha quescion of
Canadian bounties on dutiable and nondutiable fish as well as
the question of damage to the American fishing industry
preliminary to the International Trade Commission investigation.

However, this petition will first address the question of
temporary suspension of countervailing duties gursuant to .
Sec. 303(d) with particular reference to T.D. /7-108 published
April 13, 1977, since the Treasury has already found that
Canada bestows both direct and indiract bounties on certain
fish exportdd to the United States.

The findings of T.D. 77-107 also published April 13, 1977
agglg equally to all fcems listed i{n this petition; however,
t asis upon which countervailing duties were suspended
pursuant to T.D. 77-108 indicates certain fundamental
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misconcepcions regarding the nature of the Canadian subsidy
program which must be clarified before discussing the current
subsidies and the damage issue.

ANALYSIS OF T.D. 77-108 - WAIVER OF COUNTERVAILING DUTIES -
CERTAIN FISH FROM cawapa -

In T.D. 77-107, Countervailing Duties - Cartain Fish From
Canada, the Treasury Departzent §e:erm!nea that the Canadian
bounty or grant consisted of the "Groundfish Temporary
Assistance Program” and financial assistance programs for the
construction of fishing vessels built and registered in Canada.
This investigation covered tariff items 110.35-60, 110.35-65
and 110.55-45.

Imposition of countervailing duties was waived by T.D.
77-108 on the grounds that the Canadian Government had suspended
the "Groundfish Temporary Assistance Program' with respect to
the fish under investigation effective January 1, 1977. There
has in fact been no such suspension of assistance to Canadian
fishermen or processor-exporters.

Wich respect to fresh and frozen whole flounders, items
110.35-60 and 110.35-65, che Groundfish Temporary Assistance
Program payments to fishermen were never based upon the export
of such fish, but rather upon the landing thereof in Canada.
Whether the fish is consumed in Canada or ultimately exported
to the United States is not relevant to payment under the
program since it cannot be determined whether the fish on which
the payment is made is consumed domestically or exported. If
the Canadian Government has discontinued such payments to
fishermen with respect to exports it has apparently devised
some means of tracing specific fish through the chain of
ownership from fisherman to exporter. Title to the fish may
change three or more times before export and, of course, the
fish are for all practical purposes fungible commodities within
a given speciles.

With respect to bounties paid to processors on fresh cod
fillets, tariff item 110.55-45, the program has never paid
a direct subsidy on exports. Nevertheless, subsidies are
paid on frozen fillets and blocks exported to the United States
and on fresh fillets sold in Canada. Since the same processors-
dealers sell in Canada and to the United States, either directly
or through subsidiary or affiliated companies, the domestic
subsidy 1s in effect a subsidy to the processors-dealers' entire
operation. For example, Lf 80% of a dealer's business is in
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export to the United States, 807 by dollar value of che
domestic subsidy should be construed as being an export
bounty. Similarly, the export bounty paid on frozen fillets
and blocks to the same exportars of fresh cod fillets
subsidizes their entire export cperation.

It is sheer sophistry to argue that a domestic subsidy to
an industry primarily engaged in exporting does not constitute
an export bounty within the :eanin% of the Tariff Act. Further,
an export bounty on the frozen or filleted product enables
the exporter to sell its antire range of products in the United
States at an overall lower price, or to selectively lower prices
to meet prevailing U.S. market conditicns.

Therefore, with respect to the question of what export
bounties within the meaning of Sec. 303, if any, the Canadian
Government terminated on January 1, 1977, petitioners believe
that the Treasury Department was deliberately misinformed and
thereby misled by the Government of Canada. Petitioners believe
that the basis for waiver action as set forch in T.D. 77-108
did not in fact exist and that the Secretary must therafore
impose countervailing duties with respect to tariff items
110:35-60, 110.35-65 and 110.55-45, pursuant to Sec. 303 (d)(3)
which states in part '"...any determination made...shall be
revoked whenever the basis supporting such determination no
longer exists.”

The Treasury Department also misconstrued the relative
importance of the Groundfish Temporary Assistance Program
payments to fishermen and processors in relation to indirect
subsidies i{n the form of vessel comstruction and conversion
assistance grants and loans as well as assistance for the
construction and oparation of freezer plants and fisha handling
facilities. These indirect supports to the price of fish
exported to the United States are long standing and pervasive
at the fedaral and provincial level. .

Patitioners strongly disagree with the conclusion stated
in T.D. 77-108 chat the Groundfish Temporary Assistance Program
constituted 977% of the bounties or grants om those fish exports
under inquiry. It was at the time of the investigaction at

most one half to two thirds of the total subsidy package to
fishermen and processors.

In support of this position, petitioners submit herewith
University of Rhode Island Agricultural Experiment Station
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Contribution No. 1738, issued by the Department of Resource
Economics, U.R.I., Kingscon, Rhode Island 02381. We ask that
this document be made a part hereof.

The final implication of T.D. 77-108 with respect to this
petition concerns the extent of relief to be granted domestic
fishermen in terms of the period in which a countervailing duty
will be imposed to offset the impact of indirect subsidies.

Construction-conversion loans and grants to fishermen and
similar assistance for processors’ handling and freezing
facilities has given Canadian fishermen and processors a
long term competitive advantage over American fishermen in
the U.S. market. This persistent form of bounty has led to
the virtual disappearance of several segments of the U.S.
fishing industry as will be shown below.

The conclusions embodied In T.D. 77-108 appear to ignore
totally this persistent impact,on the erroneous deduction that
direct poundage bounties constituted 97% of the total bounty,

- Séc. 303(a) requires that coun:ervailing duties equal the
net amount of any bounty ""however the same be paid or bestowed.'

In order to ausgend the imposition of countervailing duties
pursuant to Sec. 303(d) che Secretary must find that adequate
steps have been taken to reduce substantially or eliminate the
adverse effect of a bounty.

As cthe U.R.I. paper clearly indicated direct poundage
payments, while easily quantifiable, are only the tip of the
iceberg. The Temporary Groundfish Assistance Program
accounted for two thirds of the total federal subsidy based

on the payment levels prevailing ac the time of this study

ch corresponds to the time frame of the investigation leading

to T.D, 77-107. The U.R.I. researchers did not attempt to
quantify the imgacc of provincial support g:ograus which we
believe, if included, would have reduced the rates of direct
vs. indirect supports to” 50-50. Even 1if direct supports are
totally eliminated for both domestic and export production of
grogndﬁ%sg, indirect subsidies as described above must be

ealt with.

It is the view of petitioners that the level and duration
of countervailing duties to be ngosed pursuant to T.D. 77-107,
and pursuant to this petition with respect to items not covered
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by T.D. 77-107, must be sufficient to reflect the long term
impact of such subsidized capital investments.

Petitioners have taken exception to and discussed at such
length the implications of T.D. 77-108 in anticipation of
future Canadian assurances thac .poundage subsidies have been
terminated or severely cut back. As will be showm below,
indirect subsidies are risin% and have nrow assumed even greater
significance - ominous significance for the U.S. fishing induscry.

THE CANADIAN SUBSIDY PROGRAM SINCE APRIL 1977

One week following the decision in T.D. 77-108 on April 20,
1977, che Canadian Government announced its 1977-78 fisheries
support program. A copy of the government announcement Ls
attached hereto and we ask that it be considered a part hereof.

This $41 million program is directed primarily toward che
Atlantic Groundfish industry and supplements over $130 million of
emergency aid granted since 1974.

The 1977-78 program covers four aspects of the fishing
industry: fish quality (handling, packing, icing, freezing),
fishing grounds (transfer of efrort outside Gulf of St. Lawrence,
'research§f vessels (conversion subsidies), and marketing
(umdeructilized species, conditional grants to processors, direct
supports to groundfishermen).

This policy, while continuing the Groundfish Temporary
Assistance Program to g::cessors and harvesters, strasses long
term rebuilding and enhancement of the industry through increased
emphasis on product quality, new fisheries and vessel financing.

Perhaps conscious of the publication of T.D. 77-108, the
release states with respect to groundfish payments - '"As before,
there will be no such payments on fresh fish for export.” On
the one hand, Canada assures our govermment that such payments
wera terminated,and on the other acknowledges there never were
any payments on exports per se. Again we ask how the Canadian
Government traces a fresh fish from ship's hold to market. The
fisherman does not know whether he is landing fish for consumption
in Canada or for ultimate export.

- A Toronto Globe article of April 21, 1977, attached hereto,
amplif¥es upon the official release indicating that large trawlers
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will raceive 2 ¢ per pound direct payments for fish harvested
outside the Gulf of Sc. Lawrence. With respect to processors,
conditional grants for exported frozem groundfish fillecs and
blocks will continue.

Each form of assistance described in this release constitutes
an export bounty within the meaning of the Tariff Act of 1930,
whether or not a direct payment for fish landed or exported
and without regard to any alleged restriction with respect to
exports.

More recently, on November 28,.1977, the Honorable Romeo
Leblanc, Minister of Fisheries and the Environment delivered a
comprehensive speech in Yarmouth, Nova Scotia describing in
great detail the underlying philosophy and methodology of the
Canadian fisheries ﬁrosram. A copy of the official text of this
speech is attached hereto and we ask that it be considered a
part hereof. .

The following direct quotations from Mr. Leblanc's statement
are particularly ‘relevanc to this petition:

" We are still paying most fishermen 2 ¢ a pound extra
in groundfish they bring in, so they can afford to go
fishing." (Page 2. .

"' But in Aclantic fisheries, Canadians ﬁave never built a
stable industry. The reasons are many: ..... the dependence
on one main market, the American ..... " (Page 3.)

" Qther strategies are too many to number. They represent
a large-scale effort to coordinate the operations of what
had been a disconnected, laissez-faire industry.” (Page 7.)

" We reinstituced a national program that gives industry
up to 50 percent of the cost of ice-making equiment;" (Page 8.)

"' In the Maritimes and Quebec, we are aequipping nine
communities ..... with demonstration systems including becat
gear and new buildings...." (Page 8.)

" This year we introduced a fishing plan for the Atlantic
groundfish fleet ..... We provided incentives for the
trawlers to open up cod and other fisheries,." (Pages 3-9.)
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" With federal g?vernnan: encouragement, major producers

.in the groundfish industry have now come forward' with a

plan for a new degree of cooperative effort: not yet

one-desk salling, but more mutual aid in market intelligencs,

%;cmocign)und in some overseas markets, the selling icself"
age 1.0.

" We do mot intend to let our competitors enjoy alone
the advantages of market coordination. If industry does
not coordinace itself effectively, wa will intervene' (Page 10)

" But we stand to become the Number I fish cxporting nation
in che future - " (Page ll.)

" ,..we provided cash, and the govarnment of Nova Scotia
provided gcod credit terms, to help fishermen buy nine
vassels owned by fish-meal processors. This purchase
assisted the conversion of the fleet from low-value fish
meal to higher value food production..." (Page 12,) -

" This cvalunéion introduces what I might call Phase II
of our rebuilding of the Atlancic fisheries, as we move
from recovery to development." (Page 15.)

" The biggest grovth vill be in the yield of groundfish,
such as cod and flaqfishosf (Page 16.)

The Canadian fisheries program, with garcicular emphasis on
the Atlantic groundfish, harring and scallop fisheries over a
perfod of several decades shows not sign of reaching a conclusion.
Indeed, as demonstrated by the 1977-78 program and Mr. Leblanc's
reuarks, tha program Lis contioually gaining momentum and
sophistication. Canada clearly intaends to become the dominant
supplier to the United States market and will impose federal

mar o:ing controls to achieve such dominance if commercial
efforts fail to achieve the dasired rate of growth.

The U.S. fishini industry ts confronted bg a concerted
goverument sponsored effort to drive it off the sea in order
to enhance the economy of the Maritimes. This Ls a classic
example of exporting a chronic domestic economic problem.

In this respect the submission to the United States Embassy,
Ottawa, by the Department of External Affairs dated September
15, 1976 in the T.D. 77-107 investigation describes in great
detail the economic conditions of the Maritimes which are the
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root cause of the fishery axport-subsidy program. We
request that this letter and its attachments be made a part
of the record i{n this proceeding.

As indicated previously, the emphasis of the Canadfan subsidy
progran is shifting away from the direct emergency payments
toward building up the fishing indusgtry infrastructure to the
point whers it will be able, with government coordinated
mazkntinié to sell in the United Statss without direct support:
subsidiz E the capital cost of vessels, new fisheries,
handling, icing, freezing and maiketing.

This inQns:iglcion must quantlfy such subgidies and lead to
the imposition of countervailing duties of sufficient magnitude
and duration to neutralize their impact on the American fisherman.

DUTTABLE TITEMS NOT COVERED BY T.D. 77-107 AND T.D. 77-108

In this category we are concdrned primarily with fresh or
frozen whole (bled and gutted) Atlantic Ocean perch and flounders
- and fresh or frozen filleted groundfish including cod buc
excluding flounders.:

Ths complete lack of rhyme or reason to the tariff schedules
becomes immadiately apparent and complicates the process of
analyzing the Canadian subsidy program, since the Canadian
izvornmnnc has not chosen to pay its subsidias along the_ same

logical lines. A

While the basic conclusions of T.D. 77-107 apply equally to
all cactforins of dutiable fish imports from Canada, it Lis
essential chat the Treasury Department clearly understand how
tha Canadian subsidies relatae to specific tariff icems.

© Classification 110.35 (sub 50 + 55 - 60 + 65 - 70 + 73):
¢ Perch, Flounder, Other, Fresh and Frozen
Fishermen receive poundage payments, under the Groundfish
Temporary Assistance Program, currently 2 ¢, ostensibly not
paid on exports, but there are 10,000 Atlantic groundfish vessels
independently owned and it is impossible to determine whether
any specific catch is landed for domestic consumption or export.

Presumably, if the {roduc: is gutted and bled, payment is made
up to 197§ landing level by species.

Processors - not applicable.
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According to Department of Externmal Affairs letter of
September 15, 1976 to U.S. Embassy Ottawa, payments 'to
fishermen from May 1, 1975 through July 31, 1976 under the
earlier Bridging Program and the Groundfish Temporary Assistance
Program totaled $22,689,335. Total payments for 1977-78
agptopriation through March 1978 cannot be ancicigated but
should equal or exceed 1976-77 payments, since 1976-77 production
levals are not likely to be wet. Therefore, support payments
will not cut off as early as last year.

Classification 110.50 (sub 25 + 30, 45 + 50, 65+ 70) and
T10.55 !sug 20, 45 + Sé 85 ¥ 70) - Terch, Uod Cus%.
Haddock, @, Pollock, Fillets, rresh and Frozen

—

Fishermen - not applicable.

Processors, both under the 3xidging Program and the Groundfish

~Teugoraxy Assistance Prog:am, receive poundage payments on frozen
fillecs for export as well as domestic consumption, and fresh
fillet for domastic consumption. Rates of payment have varied
from 2 1/2 ¢ to 8§ ¢ and now § ¢ per pound, Total payments as
reported by the Canadian government include blocks and it is
therefore not possible to break out the amount attributable to-
fillets. Total payments on fillets and blocks amounted to
$17,601,918 chrough July 1976.

Since the same exporters of frozen fillets market frozen
and fresh fillets for consumption in Canada, petitioners believe
the entire subsidy to be an export bounty within the provisions
%foth?7Tig§ff Act, 1930 as discussed in detail with respect to

Indirect subsidies including federal and provincial vessel
construction and conversion grants, loans and guarantees as well
as similar assistance for shore based processing, freezing and
marketing facilitlies account for a large share of the total
subsidy package available to Canadian fishermen and processors.

The federal programs are described in detail in the various
attachments hereto and in the supporting attachments to the
Canadian govermment letter of September 15, 1976 to the U.S.
Embassy Ottawa, a part of the record in T.D. 77-107.

Very little analysis of the provincial subsidies has been
performed to date. Clearly, the Treasury Department failed to
take them into account in T.D. 77-107 and T.D. 77-108, as well as
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underestimating the relative and growing importance of federal
assistance in this area. Peticioners believe that federal and
provincial {ndirect subsidies account for at least 50 percent
of the total package at this time and will grow rapidly in
relation to direct poundage payments in the future.

The level of dutiable imports of 110.35 category groundfish
has risen by 50 percent in l0 wears from 2,498,000 lbs., in 1968
to 3,766,000 1lbs. in 1976. The level of 110.50 and 110.55
category groundfish ilmports from Canada has remained relatively
constant over this ten year period at around 92 milliom pounds
per year. As of June 30, 1977 fillet imports from Canada were
running at an annual rate of over 100 million pounds. Canada
is the largest sinile exgorter of groundfish fillets to the
United States supplying between 35 and 40 percent of the 228
million pounds i{n 1976. By contrast, U.S. production of groundfish
in the 110.50 and 110.55 categories was about 45,300,000 Ibs. in
1976. Domestic production in these categories has declined from
43% of U.S. supply to 16.6% between 1967 and 1976. In absolute
terms U.S. production has declined from 71 to 45 million pounds
duri:g this period. By contrast U.S. production in 1951 was
205 million pounds. .

It should be notad that Canadian fishermen ware confron:ed
during this same ten year perlod with massive foreign overfishing
of the groundfish stocks leading to severe restrictions on
harvescing. These conditions lead to the drastic loss in U.S.
harvest and yet the Canadians were able to maintain and in some
respects even increase exports to the United States. Clearly, the
Canadian subsidy program is responsible for this anomaly.

Under these circumstances it is obvious that che Canadian
groundfish industry subsidies have enabled the Canadian indust
to achieve a dominant gosiciou in the American market which wil
not ba altered merely by the elimination of direct poundage payments
so long as the Canadian government is engaged in a massive program
of indirect support which has the effect of substantially reducing
capital costs in the industry.

Petitfoners believe the foregoing description of Canadian
subsidies together with detailed supporting attachments provide a
clear-cut case for the imposition of countervailing duties on all
110.35, 110.50 and 110.55 category lmports.
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NONDUTIABLE IMPORTS - FINFISH .

Three tariff classifications 110.15, 110.47 and 110.70
fall within this category.

Item 110,15 (sub 85 + 89, 93 + 97) fresh and frozen whole
cod, cusk, haddock, hake and pollock and Item 110.7Q0 (sub 33, 39,
4Q, 60) fresh and frozen flatfish fillats are identical for all
purposes to the corresponding dutiable clagsifications, 110.35
and 110.50 + 110.55 respectivelLy, from the standpoint of the
Canadian subsidy programs discussed above. The various Canadian
subsidlies do not, of course, distinguish between various species
along the lines of our tariff classifications.

Specifically, the Groundfish Bridging Program, the Groundfish
Temporary Assistance Program, the Fishing Vessel Assistance Program,
and all applicable new forms of assistance as described in the
1377-78 programs (April 20, 1977 release and Leblanc speech,
attached hereto)and provincial assistance (URI paper attached hereto)
have been or are now available to fishermen and processors of
110.15 and 110.70 category products.

As indicated above, petitfoners believe that direct subsidies
paid to fishermen and processors for domestically consumed fish
are in reality export subsidies when spread over their entire
catch and production. Further, petitioners believe that direct
supports to fishermen are paid on all landings although not
offictally available for exports.

Similarly, groundfish blocks, tariff classification 110.47
(sub 10, 26, 30, 40, 55, 60 and 65) produced from gutted and bled
(all) fish of the varieties described in 110.47 benefit from the
same assistance grogram to fishermen and processors. Processor
payments under the Groundfish Temporary Assistance Program are
specifically for exported blocks as 1s the case witch frozen fillets
previously discussed. -

Petitioners therefore conclude that the Treasury Department
must find that the Canadian govermment is paying export bounties
within the meaning of Sec. 303, Tariff Act of 1930, as amended
with respect to 110.15, 110.47 and 110.70 category products.
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INJURY TO DOMESTIC INDUSTRY - MWONDUTIABLE IMPORTS OF FINFISH

Whila Sec. 303(b) does not teguire the Secretary of the
Treasury to make any preliminary finding of injury to domestic
producers in conjunction with a final determination under Sec. 303(a}
peticioners believe it will be helpful to the Treasury Department

to set forth certain facts which clearly establish injury as

defined in Sec. 303(b) (A). -

Imports of Canadian groundfish in the 110.15 classification rose
from 4.2 million pounds in 1958 to 11.6 million pounds in 1976
and are primarily fresh cod (110.15-85) and haddock (110.15-93).
Cod and haddock are two of the three (the third, Yellowtail Flounder)
primary stocks fished by the members of petitioner, Point Judith
Fishermen's Cooperative. In addition to fresh whole cod and
haddock, Canada exported 38 million pounds of fresh and frozen cod
and haddock fillets to the United States in 1976 under tariff
classificacion 110.55.

Pursuant to the Fishery Conservacion and Management Act of 1976,
Public Law 94-265, the New England Regional Fishery Management
Council.has adopted a Management Plan for the Northeast Atlantic

oundfish fisheries published at 42 F.R. 13998 together with
i:plemmncing regulations for cod, haddock and yellowtail flounder.
This plan governs the taking of cod and haddock within the United
States Fishery Conservation Zone where the entire harvest of these
stocks -by petitioners' members is conducted.

The plan allows a directed cod fishery for 55.1 million
pounds and a harvest of 13.7 million pounds of haddock as a non-
direct by-catch only. The regulations impose severe restrictions
on the amount of thase stocks which can be landed in any single trip.

Subsequent emergency regulations for the closing period of the

1977 fishing season altered the above catch quotas and landin

iaicrtctions but not their fundamental impact on the U.S. fishing
ustry.

Accordingly, U.S. fishermen are limited by federal regulation
to a total catch of Atlantic cod and haddock of approximately 68
million pounds which will in all likelihood be reduced in 1978.
Canadfan imports of whole and filleted cod and haddock, as indicated
above, amounced to 49.6 million pounds in 1976, equal to 74 percent
of domestic landings under the federal quotas. Through September
1977 Canadian imports were at an annual rate of over 55 million
pounds or 80% of allowabla domestic landings.
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While Canadian haddock stocks are depleted and imports
are not likely to increase dramatically beyond current levels,
the Canadian government Ls actively supporting the cod fleet
and encouraging the opening of new fishing grounds (page 4,
April 20, 1977 release, also Leblanc speech pages 7-8).

Point Judith. fishermen are confronted on the one hand by
savere U.S. quotas and landiaf zestrictions and on the other
hand by Canadian imports equal to 80 percent of U.S. landings
which are entering the United States at wholesale prices as
low as the U.S. industry cost of production. These Canadian
imports have completely displaced fresh cod from Point Judith
in the Boston markat, forcing Point Judith to sell entirely
to the New York market and beyond.

Point Judith fishermen have no opportunity to increase
production given quotas and landing restrictions. To the
contrary, U.S. fishermen are under severe pressure to reduce their
catch. Canadian fishermen are being encouraged by every possible
éncen:ive to maximize cod production and exports to the Unitad

tates.

For the purpose of this discussion, it 1is not possible to
distinguish whole and filleted cod and haddock as the tariff
classifications attempt to do. Whole, filleted, fresh or
frozen products are produced and marketed in response to a
complex mesh of supply, demand and price factors. At any given
time one may displace another in the market and in turn be
displaced as the dominant element.

It Ls petitionaers' belief that the foregoing considerations
present a prima facie case of injury as defined in Sec. 303(d)(A).
Spacifically, e Point Judith Fishermen's Cooperative has
suffered injury-loss of market in Boston and {s likely to suffer
further injury - total loss of markets in the northeastarn statas
to subsidized Canadian imports.

With respect to tariff classification 110.70 and in particular
110.70-33 + 39 fresh and and frozen flatfish fillets, the injury
situation is similar. Yellowtail flounder is the principal
domestic stock fished by the Point Judith Coop boats. The Atlantic
Groundfish Managemenc Plan has established a total allowable catch
of 22 million pounds east of 69° west longitude and a by-catch quota
only of 4 million pounds west of 69°. Equally, severe landing
restrictions have been applied by regulation.

34705 O =784
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Total U.S. production of flatfish fillets in che 110.70
classification was 47.6 million pounds in 1976 while imports
from Canada were 44.6 million pounds, of which 41.3 million
pounds were frozem, 110.70-39 classification. Total imports
of frozen flatfish fillets in the 110.70-39 classification
were 533.4 million pounds. Canada clearly Jominates the import
markez in this commodity as a result of its subsidy program.

The Point Judith Fishermen's Coop had for many years
operated a freezer plant with a capital investment of approximately
$85,000. 1Imports of frozenm flounder fillets from Canada so
depressed the markec, however, that in 1971 the freezer plant was
closed. The circumstances which forced Point Judith out of the
frozen fillet market have only worsened since 1971.

Attached herato is a chart prepared by the General Manager,
Point Judich Fishermen's Cooperative, secting forth the Coop's
frozen flounder fillet production between 1951 and 1971, the
period during which the freezer facility was operated.

This chart clearly demonstrated the steady growth up to 1963
and precipitous decline in frozen fillet sales to 1971. Loss of
the frozen market places the Point Judith Fisnhermen's Coop at a
disadvantage in competing with Canadian fresh fillet imports as well,
since che Coop is unable to adopt a flexible marketing posture.
Frash fish musc be sold regardless of the price offered. Frozen
fish may be withheld and released as supply, demand and price at
any given time favor sale of either the fresh or frozen product.

The Point Judith Fishermen's Cooperative has been totally
displaced in the frozen flounder fillet market, tariff classification
110.70-39, by Canadian imports and has, therefore, suffered injury
within the meaning of Sec. 303(b)(A) of the Tariff Acc of 1930.

Thése examples of injury are illustrative of the problems
confronting the entire lfew England groundfish industry with
reipecc to Canadian imports of whole cod and haddock and flounder
fillets.

With respect to imports of groundfish blocks, cariff
classification 110.47, Canadian imports totaled 50.9 million pounds
in 1976 and 42.3 million pounds in 1975. Domestic production in
1976 amounted to only 2.4 million pounds from all stocks. Domestic
production has declined from 9 milliom pounds in 1967. Tocal
imports .in 1976 reached a record high of 378 million pounds, 99.4%
of the total U.S: supply. Canada is the thizd-ranking supplier
of blocks to the U.S. with 16% of the market.
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Thera are two aspects of the injury question which will be
developed through the ITC investigation of block imports,
These are displacement of fresh and frozen fillets in the market
and development of a U.S. block production and marketing capability.

Pecitioners ara not prepared to develop this issue in detail
at this time. They will demonstrata specifically, however, that
importation of subsidized blocks from Canada has displaced frash
and frozen fillets in the U.S. market which has traditionally
utilized £illat production.

While Canada does not dominate the block import market nation-
wida, the cost of production in Canada approximates U.S. production
costs and but for the Canadian subsidies, there is no reason the
U.S. industry could not have achieved a market share of comparable
magnicudc in the northeast states. Canadian subsidies have
effectively frustrated development of U.S. fish block production.

NONDUTTABLE IMPORTS - SHELLFISH
110.45-20 -~ Live American Lobster

The American lobster is monarch of United States fishery
regources and the foundation of the Maine seafood industry. In
1976 U.S. Flshermen landed 31.7 million pounds of lobster. The
State of Maine produced 19 million of this total. 26.3 milliom
pounds were harvested within 12 miles of shore by small, mostly
undocumented motorboats. In this respect it should be noted
that undocumented boats (those of less than 5 net tons) constitute
80 percent of the estimated 90,000 fishing vessels in the United
States commercial fisheries. -Such vessels are not eligible for
construction assistance under the Fishing Vessal Obligation
Guarantee and Fishing Vessel Capital Construction Fund programs
administered by the National Qceanice and Atmospheric Administration.

In contrast, Canadian fishermen engaged in lobstering and
Canadian dealers receive a variety of benefits to insure that their
production will enter the U.S. market at competitive prices in
restaurants literally a stone's throw from piers where American
lobstermen unload their catch.

These benefits include a direct subsidy of 35 percent of the
construction cost of the vessel pursuant to the Fisheries
Development Act (see attachments to Lecter of September 15, 1976
Department of External Affairs to U.S. Embassy Ottawa) provided
the vessel have a minimum length of 35 feet and not be operated in
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the lobster fishery only. This subsidy alone far outweighs any
benefit which U.S. fishermen darive from the obligation guarantae
or capital comnstruction fund programs in che United Staces.

Pending (perhaps now final) amendments will reduce the
oinizmum length to 30 feet making such subsidias available to
vessals asquivalent to undocumented U.S. boacs, the backbone of
the U.S. lobster fleect.

Since 1973 $15.2 million has been paid or obligated under
the Fisheries Development Act for construction, modification and
conversion. The program datas from 1942.

Direct conscruction subsidies as in the case of poundage
payments are not the whole pictura. In addition, both the federal
government and the provincial governments offer low interest loans
and guarantees to cover the balance of the fisherman's investment
in a new, converted or modernized boat (see URI publication,
April 20, 1977 release and Leblanc statement). ~ Tt s

Finally, lobster fishermen in Canada benefit from the
multiplicity of programs to upgrade product quality in terms of
docking and storage facilities and marketing (see page 3, items
(b) and (c) of April 20, 1977 releass). , .

Imports of live American lobster from Canada were 14.9
million pounds in 1976 or approximately 50 percent domestic pro-
duction and 75 percent of Maine production. During the first nine
mon:gs of 1977 imports from Canada had already reached 13 million
pounds.

Lobstermen, members of National Federation of Fishermen
affiliated associations in Maine, Rhode Island, Massachusetts
are, therafore, competing against lobster imports which enter the
American market at a substantial price advantage to the Canadian
fishermen and exporters. This price advantage enables the
Canadian fishermen and exporters to achlieve substantially higher
profit margins and the ability to undercut American fishermen in
their backyard. At any given time Canadian imports may sell at
the U.S. dockside price or may be sold below the U.S. price
depending on prevailini U.S. landings. In either case, the U.S.
price has been artificially depressed by the price flexibility
enjoyed by Canadian exporters as a result of subsidies. The U.S.
ex-vessel price index for lobster using 1967 base 100 was 216.3
in 1976 and 126.8 in 1971, a rise of 89.5 points. By contrast
the 1976 and 1971 indices for New England finfish were 312.5 and
153.3, a rise of 159.2 points. The average rise for all edible
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fish and shellfish was 158.2. The ex-vessel price of lobsCer
to the American fisherman has risen at a rate only 50 percent
of the rate for all edible fish products. Costs of production
in terms of vessel construction costs and particularly fuel
have risen at a rate at least doubls the 89.5 poinc rise in ex-
vessel prices received by U.S. lobster fishermen.

There is no doubt that Canzda is engaging in the payment of
bounties on the ort of lobszer to the United States within the
m‘nninz of Sec. 303 of the Tariff Act. These gubsidies have
effectively held down the price of lobster to American fishermen
placing them in & untenable cost-price squeeze that thraatens to
destroy the largest segment of our lobster fleet which raceivas
no comparable assistance from the United States government.

Injury to the American lobster industry within the meaning of
Sec. 303 is obvious.

114-45-37 Sea Scallops

Thadecline of the New England scallop fleet is the clearast
example of the pressurs confronting the entire U.S. fishing
industry as a result of subsidized Canadian imports.

’

Tradicionally, the Canadian scallop fishery was concentrated
around Digby, Nova Scotia and the Bay of Fundy, the beds lying
between three and twelve miles offshore. Prior to 1956 offshore
fishing for scallops was rare. Begilanning in 1956, however, the
Georges Bank scallop fishery began to develop to the point where
ggnhcffshnru harvast quickly overshadowed the traditional Digby

shery.

The development of the Canadian offshore scallop fishery
through the initial upsurge is documented in the Commercial
Fisheries Review, July 1963 article entitled "Sea Scallop Industry
of Canada" by Doherty et al. A copy of this article is attached
hereto and we ask that it be made a part of this petitionm.

The grim conclusions of the Doherty article have proven to
be correct - even an underestimate of the situation.

In 1962 Canada exported 11,3 milliom pounds of scallops to the
United States, 817 of landings. The same year 19.3 million pounds
were landed at New Bedford from Georges Bank.

In 1975 Canada exported 15 million pounds to the United Staces
while total domestic landings were 9.7 million pounds. In 1976,
an excellent year class of eorges Bank scallops pushed American
production to 19.3 million pounds, sctill well below the 1961 recoxd
of 25 million pounds, and Canadian imports reached 20.5 millionm,
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a record. The upsurge in U.S. production in 1976 is not likely
to be maintained more than several years and in any event
Canadian imports will grow at a corresponding rate. The 1971-
76 average annual U.S. harvest was 7.2 million pounds.

The growth of the Canadian offshore scallop fishery had ics
mirror in the decline of the U.S5. industry harvest from the
same grounds. This decline is documented in University of
Massachusetts Research Bulletia No. 643 published in January 1977
by the College of Food and Matural Resources, Agricultural
Experiment Station. A copy of this publication is attached hereto
and we ask that it be made part of this petition.

The Georges Bank scallop fishery was daveloped by Wew Bedford
fishermen in the 1930's. The U.S. record of 25 million pounds in
1961 came just as the Canadian subsidy proirxm began to take hold.
While the total U.S./Canadian harvest declined substantially
after 1961 until the recent upsurge, the relative share of the
catch has shifted dramatically in favor of the Canadians, _The _ ___ _
number of U.S. vaessels cngafed in this fishery declined from 150
in 1952- to 43 in 1971. By 1973 the New Bedford fleet had declined
to 21 vessels. Similarly, imports, predominantly Canadian, rose
from 5 percent of U.S. consumption in 1952 to 75 percent in 1972,

As much as 90 percent of Canadian production is exported to tha U.S.

The Canadian Fishing Vessel Assistance Program under the
Fisheries Development Act has fostered the construction of
approximately 60 large offshore scallop boats. The subsidies
available are as described above with respect to lobster boats.
Development of the scallop fleet shows no sign of abating. Four
groundfish trawlers will be converted to scallopers undear the 1977-78
program of federal assistance. A two year program has been
initiated to subsidize conversion of the redfish (Atlantic Ocean
Parch) fleet to multi-species fishing. Some of thesa vessels will
enter the scallop fishery (page 5, April 20, 1977 release).

Again, as with lobster, ex-vessel prices for sea scallops have
not kept pace with overall food fish indices. 1In the case of
scallogs, the 1971-76 rise was 63 points, substantially less than
the lobster increase and barely 40% of the overall food fish rise.

The dampening impact of subsidized Canadian imports on the
domestic price structure has reduced the New England scallop flaet
to a shell, hopefully a hard core of vessals which will continue
to fish Georges Bank notwithstanding the overwhelming dominance of
the Canadian fleet. Tradition dies hard in New England.
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As in the case of lobster che Canadian subsidy program
clearly conscitutes an export bounty within the meaning of Sec.
303 of the Tariff Act.

Injury to the U.S. scallop industry {s even more obvious given
the drastic decline in vessels and fishermen employed in this -
fishery which thé United States dominated for so many years. Only
by means of their subsidies have the Canadians displaced the
United Scates fleet.

Current subsidy programs indicate that the Canadian government
is. prepared to support further expansion of the Georges Bank scallop
fleet in order to %ive employment to vessels displaced by che
dacline of other fisheries. Further decline of the U.S. scallop
fleet appears to be inevitable under these circumstances.

In conclusion, petitioners believe the Secretary of the
Treasury (as delegated) must revoke T.D. 77-108 since all statutory
grounds supporting that decision do not exist (and never did) and
must impose coun:ervailing duties upon all imporcs listed in T.D.
77-107 33 well as the dutlable imports listed inm this petition.
Such countervailing duties must be of sufficient amount and
duration to offset the impact of both diract poundage payments
as well as indirect federal and provincial construction, handling,
storage and marketing supports.

With respect to nondutiable imports, equally applicable and
compelling evidence of subsidies amounting to bounties within the
meaning of Sec. 303 of the Tariff Act is demonstrated by this
petition. A clear showing of injury to the American fishin§
industry has been put forward which petitioners believe will be
concurred in by the International Tfade Commission. Countervailing
duties, upon an affirmative finding by the Commission, must again
offset the persistent impact of indirect supports as well as direct
payments on exports. . .

All statistical references in this petition to U.S. landings,
production, price indices, and fleet characteristies are drawm
from appropriate tables in Fisheries of the United States, 1976,
Current Fishery Statistics No. 7200, April 1977 published by the
Department of Commerce.

Statistical references in this petition to Canadian imports
were provided by the National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA,
Department of Commerce, as compiled from Bureau of Customs records.
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National Federation of Fisherman
Point Judith Fishermen's Cooperative
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Counsel for Petitioners
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¥o. 5 - 1951-71 Point Judicth Fishermen's Coop Frozen Fillet Productio:
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No. 7 - Research Bulletin No. 643, January 1977. Uaiversity of

Mass., Amherst.
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189.7(d) to pew vessels of 83 feet in

length or less. The Commandant is
also walving the applicabdllity of the

A determination m
ll,;’:m not later than December 30,
EFFECTIVE DATE: July 10, 1978.

POR PORTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT:
Vincent P. Kane, Operations Officer,
Duty Assessment Division, U.8. Cus-
toms Service, 1301 conmtugog

NW.,
20329, 202-568-5492.
SUPPLEMINTARY INFORMATION:
A petition Inmulmry form was re-
celved on 30, 1971,
that pasments or bestowals couferred
by tho Oovernment of c.ua upon

_PROERAL REGHTER, YOL &, NO, 122—-MONDAY, JRY 18, 1978
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fish from Canads constitute the pay-
ment or bestowal of a bounty or grant
within the mesalng of section 303,
f Act of 1930, as amended (19
USB.C. 1303).
Several of the Items named In this
peuunn were eonred in previous
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NOTICES

termined to constitute a bounty or
grant include:

(1) Direct payments to {ishermen by
tha m:m Ooverr.mem u.n:er the

IOTA.P) which remum In effect
tor groundfish harvested by Inshore
not include the

tervalling du fons.
e Butiaie fun importe
numbers nomo

able under ltem
110.3865 and 110.8545 Tarlff Schedul
of the United States, Annouud

(TSUSA), were the subject of Investi-
gation that resulted in a final affirma-
tive determination and s waiver of
coun
lshed concurrently In the Promaas
ﬁ?;’m of April 17, 1717 (42 FR

The dutiadle fish tmports classifi-
able under item numbers 110.3570,
110.3878, 110 5023, 110.5030, 110.5045,
110.5080, 110.5063, 110.8520, 110.5550,
110.5565 and 110.5570 TSUSA were
the subject of an (nvestigation that
also resulted (n & final affirmative de-
termination and s walver of counter-
vailing duties which were publilshed
concurrently in the FEpERal ReqisTEX
of June 16, 1978 (43 FR 25985).

The non-dutiable fish imports class{-
fisble under item numbers 110.1583,
1l0. mo 110.4710, 110.4726, 110.7033
and 1107039 were included in the
1atter Investigation and are currently
the lubjeﬁ of an lmury lnvemntion
lt the L ] Trade C

'rhe n-hrtmpom not I.nvolved n the

tervuiling duties which were pub- -

but does
shellfish which are & pm of this in-

of all Canadian fish benemun( Irom
the GTAP is exported, the program
preliminarily is deemed a dbounty or
grant within the meaning of the coun-
tervailing duty law.

(2) Cash assistance to fishermen for
the construction or modification of
vessels. This Lype of aid s also prelimi-
narily treated as & bounty or grant,
since most of Canada’s fish production
is exported

{3) Grants pnmded by me Depm
ment of
(DREE) %0 the provlnee o! New!ound-
land, wheredy DREE and the Provin-
clal Authorities share the capital cost
for: (a) The augmentation of water
supply systems Lo sevaral coastal com-
munities in Newfoundland. and (b) the
corstruction of wharfs, service center
bulidings, storage areas, supply and In-
stallation of travelift and synchrolift
equipment at Marine Service Centers.
Due to the fact that the benefits of
these forms of capltal irhprovements
are enjoyed almost exclusively by fish-
ermen and fish processors and, As pre-
vioualy noted, & preponderance of the
fish producsd In Canada is exported,
the rmonu alds described above are
Pr or

n\entore covered tn this Inv lnn
are ish classifiable under item
numbers 110.3552, 110.8000, 110.1563,
110.1897, 110.4730, 110.4755, 110.4760
and 110.4765 and shellfish classifiable
under item numbers 114.4520 and
114.4537 TSUSA.

The fish lmports classifiable under
itemn numbers 110.1583, 110.1597,
110.4730, 110.4758, 110.4760, 110.4763,

114.6520 and 114.4537 TSUSA are free

of duty. In the event that it becomes
necessary to refer this case to the

Co pursuan
30)(aXD), ‘hrul Act of 1930, as
amended (19- US.C. 1303(ax3)), there
is evidence on record conce.
njury, or likelihood of injury. to or
prevention of Lhe establishment of an
industry in the United States with
to these duty-free imports.

In view of the {nformation developed
recently In connection with the coun-
tervalling duty iovestigations on other
C: fish, It s “-~

Al

grants.

(4) Other forms of assistance, includ-
ing (a) Vessel construction assistance
under the Fishermen's Loan Act pro-
vided by lending authorities In New
Brunswick, Nova Scotla, and
Edward Island; (b) loans for the pro-
cessing facilities under the New Bruns-
wick Development Corp.. snd (c) piant
expansicn loans provided by Nova
8cotia Industrial Estates, 12d.

A final decision (n this case (s re-
Quired on or before December 30, 1978.
Before a final determination is made,
consideration will be given to any rele-
vant data, views, or arguments submit-
ted in writing with rtllpect to tais pre-

d on.

Customs Regulations (I19 CFR 158.47),
insofar as they pertain to the tnitl-
ation of a courtervalling duty Lnvest-
gation and the issuance of a prelimi-
nary countervailing duty determina-
tion by the Commissioner of Customs,
are hereby waived.

Dated: June 30, 1978.

“ Rosext H. MONDHEIM,
General Counsel of the Treasury.
(FR Doc. 78-18888 Filed 7-7-78; 8 45 am)

[4830-01)
lntomel Revenve Service
[Delegation Order No 39 (Rev. 7))
ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER ET AL
Detogation of Autherity

AGENCY: Internal Revenue Service,
Treasury.

ACTION: Delegation of authority.

SUMMARY: The title " Assistant Com.
missioner (Adminlstration)” is
changed to “Assistant Commissioner
(Resourcec Management)”, “Assistant

(Data Pr ing)" s
chmled to “Assistant Commlssioner
{Data Services)”, and reference to Al
cohol, Tobacco and Firearms omces is
deleted.

EFFECTIVE DATE: July 2, 1978.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT:
Phillp P. Russo, 1111 Constitution
Avenue NW. Room 3316, Washing-
ton, D.C. 20224, 202-586-3161 (p
toll free).

This document does not meet t
criteria for significant regulations ¢
forth In paragraph 8 of the propos
Treasury Directive appearing (n th.
Froeaar  Recister  for  Wednesday,

May 24, 1978,
Jack G. Prruue,
Director, Interncl Management
Document Divinon.

Tours or DUTY AND OVIRTIME

1. Pursuant to authority vested in
the C ! of Interr.al Revenue

should be addressed to the Commls-
sioner of Customs, 1301 Constitution
Avenue NW., Washington. D.C. 20229,
tn time 1o be received by his office on

or before July 25, 1978.
‘This pre! determinstion s
d pursuant to section 303(a)

ate w {ssue a prelimlnary determin:

tion pursuant to section )O!(n)ll)
Tl.rﬂl Act of 1930, as amended (19
US.C. 1303(aX4)). that bdounties or
grants are belng paid or bestowed on
the ttems subject Lo this investigation.
Based on the informstion currently
avallable, programs preliminarily de-

of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended
(19 US.C. 1303(a)).

Pursuant to Reorganlization Plan No.
26 of 1950 and Treasury Department
Order 190 tRevision 15), March 186,
1978, the provisions of Treasury De.
partment Order 185, Revised, Novem-
ber 2, 1954, and section 159.47 of the

FEDERAL REGISTIR, VOL 43, NO. 132-MONDAY, RAY

by Chagter 810 of the Trcesury Per
sonnel Manusal, the following offjcials
are hereby suthorized to prescride foi
personne) listed below. the official
hours of duty and, when necessitated
by operating requirements, to estad
lish an sdministrative workweek of !
8-hour days other than Monds)
through Friday for individual employ
#es or groups of employees whose ser
vices are required on Saturday ot
Sunday or both, and flexible tours o!
duty for criminal investigators consist
Ing of 5 8-hours days, Monds)
through Friday.

10, 1978
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GERRY E. STUDDS DieTIncy orvices
TETH CreTRT, MAsSASISSTTS GARECATEIR NEW BEDFORD
Pot? Orrce D 'ne
- m-u&—v- ';'.f.',. c f a ) b 5 e .-—a-:I:;::":l-m- o170
e Congress of the Enited States —
03-215-3111 . anmsoenrom S
Bouse of Representatives P vainappsiniinii¥
mvxmAml.":lLAnom = " e Mot e
e e are Washington, B.L. 20315 178203088
PISHEIRICS CAPE AND ISLANDS
CHAIR MAM; Pidens. BwLowe
N et Eveaon June 1, 1978 Wrnees, Hoventmntrrs G881

Honorable Michael Blumenthal
Secretary of the Treasury
Washington, D.C. 20220

Dear Mr. Secretary:

By June 10, 1978, your Department must make a final determin-
ation on whether a bounty or grant is being paid on Canadian
fish which are exported to the United States. If the deter-
mination is affirmative, as we believe it must be from the
facts, then your Department must decide whether or not to
grant a waiver of the countervailing duty on Canadian fish
imported into the United States.

For several years the Canadian government has made substantial
direct payments to both processors and fishermen on fish which
are exported to the United States. These payments were deter-
mined to _be bounties or grants in an April, 1977 determination
by your Department (TD 77-107). Unfortunately, the petition
on which that determination was based included only a few of
the tariff items covered by the Canadian assistance program,
and the official determination was similarly limited.

A new countervailing duty petition -- covering many more tariff
items -- was filed a few weeks after the 1977 determination was
published. Notwithstanding the fact that your Department had
already determined in TD 77-107 that payments under the Can-
adian government's Groundfish Temporary Assistance Program

and fishing vessel construction assistance program constituted
bounties or grants, your Department has taken the full year
permitted by statute to make the same determination for the
additional tariff items covered by the new petition.

The Canadian government certainly knew in April of 1977 that
its Groundfish Temporary Assistance Program and fishing vessel
construction assistance programs were bounties or grants, and
could subject Canadian fish exports to United States counter-
vailing duties. Instead of repealing those subsidy programs,
the Capadian government has deliberately waited until your De-
partment was forced by law to make a countervailing duty deci-
sion on the additional tariff items. In the interim, the ac~
tions of the two governments have permitted the influx of heav-
ily-subsidized Canadian fish into U.S. markets, and the result-
ing economic difficulties for U.S. fishermen, to continue. The
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severity of the economic pressures on U.S. fishermen has been
documented by the Department of Labor, which in finding em-
ployees of several vessels eligible for Trac.: Adjustment As-
sistance, found ''that many fish distributors and wholesalers
use the imports of Canadian groundfish, flatfish, and scallops
as leverage in bidding down the exvessel prices paid to dom-
estic fishermen for the same species of groundfish, flatfish,
and scallops.”

Under these circumstances, we believe that it is incumbent
upon the United States to act to protect its fishing industry
from unfair Canadian competition. Consequently, we strongly
oppose any waiver of countervailing duties on Canadian fish.

Sincerely,

erry J. Studds

Wl t [,

Michael Harrington \

Joe Aoakley

= . ’
~ sy - @ \)/’ /.

/W~W4 P
/' Biil Hughes

/
es”A. Burffe Philip Ruppe -
MW( i Jim¥berstar .
S % /. /)
‘Vl‘ v & onlan 2744/7 /.

Tom Downey Barbara A. Mikulski 7
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“Thomas P. O'Nelll, Jrﬂ

A

Paul E. Tsoﬁas,/
!
|
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National O and A pheric Administration
Auiralia, M4, 2UII52 (2112 327 Uni)

THE AQMINISTRATON

June 5, 1978

Hr. Richard Self .
Director, Officc of Tariff Affairs
Office of the Secretary

U.S. Treasury Department

1500 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W.
Washington, D.C. 20220

Dear MMpr. Self:

The Treasury Department is currently studying the
advisability of imposing countervailing duties on imports
of certain fish products from Canada pursuant to the
petitions of the Point Judith Fisheries Cooperative and
the Fisheries Marketing Association of Seattle, Washington.
The purpose of thig letter is to indicate the Department
of Commerce's strong support for the imposition of
countervailing dutics on euch products.

U.S. trade law clearly requires the imposition of
countervailing duties on imported fishery products when
the evidence indicates that artificially low prices for
imports are made possible dy foreign government subsidies.
The evidonce is overwhelming that the Canadian fish
imports in question are so subsidized. The Canadian
government has instituted an extensive network of programs
that assist the Canadian fishing industry in catching,
processing, and fraeezing fish, and in transporting it
to the United States, at prices that arc more than low
enough to compete effectively in the U.S. market.

.

Under special circumstances, these countervailing
duties may be waived. However, wae delieve strongly that
a waiver cannot dbe justified for these fishery products,
for the following reasons:

1) Canada has not indicated that it will terminate
all of its subsidy programs for the fishery products in
question.
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2) Canada has apparently indicated a willingness
to terminate some of its subsidies. Our experience in
connection with Canadian commitments tc reduce subsi-
dies in 1977 casts significant doubt on Canada‘s
willingness or ability to comply with such comnitments.
This suggests that a far better course of action would
be to delay any waivers until commitments made by the
Canadian government for the removal of subsidies have
in fact been carried out.

3) The adverse impacts of allowing subsidized
products to be imported into U.S. markets will persist
long after the subsidies are terminated. Subsidized
vessels constructed prior to termination of subsidies
will continue to compete with non-subsidized U.S.
vessels long after such termination. Markets such as
the mid-western market captured by Canadian incdustoy
through anticompetitive subsidies cannot easily be
recaptured by U.S. industry at a later date.

4) The purporesof the Figchery Conservation and
Management Act of 1976 are significantly undermined by
such subsidies. The Act was aimed at both conserving
U.S. fishary resources and develeping a strong U.S.
fishing fleet. In order to protect fishery resources,
the U.S. fleet is required to adhere to rigorous quotas
to restrict the amount of fish that can be caught.
‘Without heavy competing supplies of low-priced Canadian
imports, the price for fish harvested by the U.S. fishing
industry would tend to rise during the period that U.S.
fishermen are forced to restrict their catches. Such
.a price rise would assist the harvesting sector of the
U.S. groundfish industry to survive the period of quotas
mecded to restore our groundfish stocks. And Decause
the price of raw material is only a part of the price of
fish products, the impact of countervailing duties on
U.S. consuners will de minimal.

The question of whether special circumstances
exist that justify a countervailing duties waiver must
be considered in light of the significant Unites States
balance of trade problem. The United States balance of
trade deficit in fishery products was $2.1 billion in
1977. The waiver of duties on these Canadian imporcts
will further exacerbate this problen.

]
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Even when and if Canada meets the requiremants for
a waiver of these duties, we believa that a waiver should
be withdrawn should it become evident that a subsidy code
cannot be achieved in the Multilateral Mrade Negotiations.

"7 We would be pleased to provide you with any additional
information you may need in conncetion with this mattaer.

Sincerely yours,

/—/Z:%}v/ >s'; 77—2—:/_ '

Richard A. Frank
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DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
MINISTERE DES AFFAIRES EXTERIEURES

Ne: 56 DIFFUsION: For IMMEDIATE ReLeASE
RELEASE:  June 13,1978

IN-SHORE GROUNDFISH ASSISTANCE
ProGrRAMME CONTINUES UNTIL OcroBer 1, 1978

In-shore fishermen in the Atlantic groundfish industry
will continue to receive Special Assistance Payments until
October 1, 1978, with no application of countervaﬂing duties by the

u. s“;‘. 'Sgcretary of State for Exterpal Affairs Don Jamieson and Fisheries
..,,;1-;”“-" Roméo lLeBlarc announced today. Because of improvements
in risources._ market returns and prices to fishermen, all Special
Assistance Payments for the groundfish fishery wiil then come
to an end.

Referring to the phasing out of special assistance
;;aylnents. Mr. LeBlanc said "During the last four years, the
fishing industry has gone through its worst crisis to the best
prospects ever, The value of Canadian fishery products in 1977
reached the highest level ever. We have successfully set new
directions for the industry, and the road is leading upwards."

The Temporary Assistance Program for the Canadian
fishing industry gave most of its aid to the Atlantic groundfish
industry, the biggest employer in all Canadian fisheries. _F_i_rlls.
Which four years ago faced barkruptcy, by 1ast year had recovered
enough to require no assistance payments. The across-the-board

conditional grants program for processors officially ended

34-705 O =783
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March 31, 1978.

Fishermen catching groundfish {except fresh fish
for export) have been receiving deficiency payments of two
cents per pound for first quality fish. Now, large trawlers
over 90 feet will receive nomore payments for any trip begun after
March 31, 1978.

pPayments also stop entirely for all groundfish vessels
in British polumbia, where incomes for groundfish fishermen are
higher than average. Ffor the remaining groundfish fishermen
in Canada, the two cent payments continue qg}jl October 1st, 1978.

When the Special Assistance Program began in 1974, the
Canadian fishing industry faced the worst crisisit has known.

In the Atlantic groundfish industry, unusually high costs {stemming
partly from the energy crisis of 1973), scarce fish, and poor
markets had produced heavy losses and forced producers toward bank-
ruptcy. Other sectors of the fishing industry also faced grave
iaroblems.

To prevent collapse of communities and wide-spread
dislocation, the federal government authorized emergency aid to
the groundfish and other sectors of the fishing industry. After
a thorough inquiry into the Canadian fishing industry, the
government approved in 1975 a new and activist fisheries policy,
outlined in the public document "Poiicy for Canada's Commercial
Fisheries". The aim was to build a stronger, more stable industry
and provide better, more responsive management, with the needs

of society and especially of fishermen uppermost.
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Foremost among actions undertaken was the achfevement
of the 200-mile 1imit. The number of foreign vessels fishing
here shrank from more than 1,500 in 1974 to about 500 in 1977.
Foreign ships now pay to fish only according to Canadian
rules, for fish the Canadian industry doesn't use.

Cther key actions under the new fisheries policy include
application of strict licence coatrol to almost every major
fishery, because 1imiting the entry into the. fisheries {s the best
way to conserve fish stocks and to raise the fishermen's income.

“Processors and fishing enterprises should continue
submitting costs and earnings data in order that my Department
can continue to qonitor the economic performance for the best
mandgement of Canada's fishery," Mr. LeBlanc said.

"With good judgment over the next few years, we can
build a better fishery than this country has ever known,"

Mr. LeBlanc said.
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Senator HaATHAwaAY, All right. Fine,
Do you agree it is 17 percent

STATEMENT OF RICHARD N. SHAROOD, COUNSEL FOR THE
NATIONAL FEDERATION OF FISHERMEN

Mr. Suaroop. Well, that was a rather startling figure when I heard
it this morning from Mr, Mundheim.

When the reasui;y Department published their final determination
on April 16 in the Federal Register, they came up with a figure of 5
percent ad valorem on the %ayments to the processors and 4 percent
ad valorem on payments to the fishermen,

I perhaps may have misread their notice, because they repeated the
4 ﬁercent ad valorem with regards to offshore, as well as onshore
fishing vessels. I was assuming it was 4 percent total. Apparently, it
must be 8 percent total,

But even so, 8 and 5 does not add up to 17.

Apparently there must have been a recomputation of the amount of
the subsidy between the time that this notice was published in June
and the hearing today. However, they have maintained a consistent
position in regard to the value of what we refer to as the indirect
subsidies of roughly 1.2 percent.

That, of course, we take very strong exception to.

Senator HATHAwAY. What do you think it should be

Mr. Suaroop. We believe that the relative level of the indirect sup-
ports has risen in relation to the direct poundage payments to the
point where indirect supports are now of equal value to the Canadian
fishermen.

It is vexg obvious that the Canadian Government, for a number of
years has been in the process of, or with the intent to phase out the
direct poundage payments and to put the bulk, if not all of their
support to the Canadian fishing industry into the various other forms
2f sillbsidy, such as the construction grants, free freezer plants, and so

orth.

In fact, you will notice, Senator, at the end of our statement is a
coFy of the communique from the Canadian Government, a press
release, announcing the fact that the U.S. Government is not going to
impose countervailing duties. It is a 3-page statements which basically
take 215 pages telling the fishermen of Canada that the direct pay-
ments have served their purpose anyway and, in effect, we were going
to get rid of them.

urther, I noticed in the Canadian newspapers, Mr. LeBlanc, for
example, is quoted in Parliament saying: “Continuation of the assist-
ance over the summer should come as good news to fishermen”—the
fact that they are going to obtain the subsidy on the small boats
through this summer.

In reply to questions in Parliament from other Members, particu-
larly a Mr. Crosby from Newfoundland, Mr. Jameson assured that
the U.S. Government was not looking at the indirect subsidies, that
the only issue to the U.S. Government was the direct subsidy.

There was great concern in Parliament that the countervailing duty
investigation would inquire into the various indirect supports. So they
take it very seriously in Canada. Obviously they, I think, understand
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that there is more than a 1.2 percent ad valorem value to the Canadian
fishing industry involved in the indirect subsidies.

As Jake indicated, a number of people in various universities have
done some pretty thorough studies of the Canadian subsidy program.
I have attempted to analyze it to the extent that, as an attorney, I
have any ability in that area—which, I must admit, is not too great.

We think, as we said, the level of the indirect supports is rising and
could have risen, to be the prelponderant form of support. The idea
that this is a 1.2 percent ad valorem subsidy is ludicrous to me.

Senator Haruaway. What do you think it is?

Mr. SuAroop. I think it is more on the order of half of the total, at
least say 8 percent, 8 or 9 percent ad valorem value. The problem,
Senator, is that when you look at a 35-percent grant on & fishing boat,
Treasury says it must depreciate this vessel as though for tax purposes
over 12 or 15 years, so it will only take one-twelfth or one-fifteenth of
the grant and consider that as the countervailable amount in any
year.

Now, that flies in the face of reality. But for that grant that fishing
boat would not exist. It would not be catching those fish. Those fish
would not be coming into the United States.

So when you only countervail one-twelfth or one-fifteenth you are
deliberately underestimating the subsidy.

We point out in our testimony that we think the full value of that
subsidy should be countervailed in the first year. Then the amount to
be countervailed would be reduced year by year. Because that vessel
is an asset out there fishing year after year, it does not disappear
after that first year.

Really, this gets to the treatment of capital assets generally. How do
you countervail against a free asset given by a government to indus-
try? I think Treasury ought to reexamine that issue, not only in
regards to fish, but across the board. but we are, of course, concerned
here with a capital asset involved in fishing.

Senator Hatraway. You mean we should take the total the first
year, regardless of whether the ship might be 5 years old ¢

Mr. Suaroop. No: it is a brand new ship. Now it has been given a
35-percent subsidy. That 35 percent, we feel, ought to be fully counter-
vailed in the first year. In the second year, then, reduce the counter-
vailable amount by one-twelfth or one-fifteenth, reflecting deprecia-
tion of the vessel.

Senator Haraaway, Well, if you are going to do it all the first year,
then you would not do it after that, would you? If you are going to
take the full 85 percent, you would only take it once.

Mr. Saaroop. I guess it is a philosophic problem in the fact that you
are talking about a direct subsidy, giving a man money. But we are
talking about an asset that is going to be used over a period of years.

The treatment of that asset, we think, should be substantially dif-
ferent than the treatment of a cash grant.

Senator HaTHAwAY. Is that the basis upon which you are saying
that the indirects would be 9 percent rather than 1 percent?

Mr. Sraroop. Not entirely. We do not think they actually quantified
all of the other forms of assistance. We have not seen their figures,
are not privy to them—but we do not believe that Treasury has quan-
tified all of the other subsidies. There are about 14 or 15 different
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categories of indirect support available to the Canadian fishing in-
dustries. We do not believe that they seriously examined all of them
anl()l ‘<(:1ame up with an accurate computation of all of these forms of
subsidy. :

Senator HaTaway. Well, do you think it would be possible for you
and Treasury to sit down and go through item by item? I do not know
that we have time to do that this morning during the hearing, be-
cause we have other witnesses.

Mr. Sraroop. We would be happy to do that.

Senator Haraaway. I would like to see that done, so that it is done
gomt for point. I am not sure that, you know, about your rationale

or taking the entire 35 percent the first year on the grounds that he
never would have been able to have a vessel if he didn’t have it. I sup-
pose that some probability factor is in there, if you were going to go
on that basis at all.

Mr. Suaroop. This is borne out, I think, by the scallops fishery.

The rulings to date have dealt only with groundfish, where the di-
rect suprort p?ments obviously are a significant factor. However, in
the scallop and lobster fisheries, there have never been any direct
poundage payments to the processors or the fishermen.

Now, in the Point Judith petition which is now pending and in
which Treasury will have to make a final ruling by the end of the year,
for example, with regard to scallops, they are going to have to figure
out how the Canadian Government come up with a subsidy that they
say is only abont 1 percent ad valorem and yet resulted in the construc-
tion of 60 modern offshore scallop boats that, in a period of 10 years,
doubled the production and the export of scallops to the United States
to the point where the Canadians became the dominant scallop fishing
country.

That was accomplished with the aid of only 1.2 percent ad valorem
subsidy and they are going to have to really do some tremendous rea-
soning to figure out how with a 1-percent ad valorem subsidy, the
Canadians could double scallop production and exports to the United
States and become the dominant element in this ﬁshe?.

hSenauﬁr HatHAawAY. I see your point, It is kind of difficult to figure,
that is all.

You mean, by having a subsidy they can build a big fleet, they can
take the business away %rom you, and they can start sending it all over
the country and taking a sizable chunk of your market. That is true.
I do not know what kind of a mathematical formula you would place
on that to determine what the ad valorem ought to be.

I suppose one could figure it out, though, on the basis of—on a
historical basis, could he not ¢ .

Mr. Sraroop. I would certainly think that one could develop a logi-
cal, reasonable basis.

Senator HaTHAwAY. I mean what percentage of the market would
you have had if they had not had that done. i

Mr. SHaRroop. You can plot it on a graph. In the scallop fishery, it
is almost an an “X” showing the increase in the Canadian and the
decline in the U.S. catch. Canadian vessels have displaced our boats
in that area, The U.S. landings went right down as the Canadian went

up.
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Canadian exports to the United States exceed our own domestic
production, It is all tied to these so-called indirect subsidies that Treas-
ury claims are worth only 1.2 percent ad valorem.

Senator Hatnaway. Mr. Mundheim, do you have any answer to
this? It seems like he has raised a pretty good point, you know, that
you do not have to give them a lot to give tﬁem a heck of an advantage
and once they build up their fleet, then they just take away your whole
market, and maybe if you are going to do it on a mathematical basis
like you are, you would only come out with a 1 percent, or a fairly low
percentage as far as what the ad valorem effect is going to be, but if
you considered other factors, it might be significantly higher.

Mr. MunpuEemM. Of course, Mr, Chairman, let me say that I would be
delighted to have our staff, particularly our expert in this area, meet
with their experts to review our calculations of indirect subsidies, and
I do not think that is a fruitless exercise either, because, one, as I indi-
cated to you, the waiver is for a short period of time, and if we come to
January 4 and we do not have a subsidies code, we will be countervail-
ing against these indirect subsidies; and second, we have presently
under consideration another petition and that is really where those
scallops come in. The scallops problem that was alluded to is not one
that this override resolution is directed to, and we will be making a
determination in that case shortly and we, as I say, would welcome
sitting down with the experts and trying, once again, to understand
what their point is. I think we understand what it is.

Now, on the vessel—

Senator HatHaAwAY. How do you get this January 4 deadline? Is it
not a 4-year period that you can waive ?

Mr. Mu~pHEIM. No; it is 4 years from the time the act was in effect,
and that period ends on January 4,1979.

Senator HarrHaway. The time that the act was in effect ?

Mr. MunpHEIM, The 1974 Trade Act.

So, as I say, we have——

Senator HatHaway. But, now, why would the subsidy code’s being
enacted—would that have to be enacted by our Government ?

Mr. MunpuEM. We would have to negotiate it and then we would
have to bring it, to the extent it would change our law, we have to
bring it to the Congress.

. Senator HaTHAwAY. And have it enacted, and that would automat-
ically allow you to go ahead after January 4 with the waiver?

Mr. Mu~npuaemM. No. It would depend. Nobody has seen what the
final code looks like, but the final code may mean that everybody
would agree to take all these indirect subsidies and eliminate them.

Senator Haraaway. It depends on what it says.

Mr. MunpaemM, Exactly. But if it does not eliminate——

Senator HarHaway. That would specifically have to cover this case,
the subsidies code ?

Mr. MunpaEIM. It would have to result in an elimination of these
particular subsidies. If they are not eliminated on January 4, we are
obligated to countervail against them.

Senator Harraway. Again, this is not on the point of the questions
you are answering, it i’ust seems kind of useless to go for this short
period of time, especially when—did you not say that the Canadjans
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agreed that by October 1 they are going to have these down, so in effect
you are saying October, November, December—3 months?

Mr. MunpHEM. That is right.

Senator HatHAawAY. As we said before, you know, if you are going
to—if the Secretary decides, let’s benefit the American fishermen, then
that——

Mr. MunoueiM. Well, as I indicated, the trade-off in that, Mr. Chair-
man, and that is, as you said, it is a judgment question, is that by trad-
ing off and not countervailing for t{mt short period of time we would
have a more supportive person at the Geneva bargaining table to
arrive at an internationally agreed code. That we thought was a useful
trade-off, and one that the Congress would support.

But that is a judgment call, sir.

Senator HATHAwAY. Well, it seems to me that that is not a very good
judgment, if you are saying that Canada is going to drop us because
of a 1-percent tariff and not support us. I could see it if it were 10
percent, or something like that.

Mr. MunpHEM. But it is psychology, and those——

Senator HaTHAwAY. But 1 percent. That does not seem to me to be
realistic,

Mr. Mu~npueM. But it is psychology. It is a delicate, tough negotia-
tion out there, and it is a lot easier if you have somebody who said, I
have gone 94 percent of the road with you, do not kick me in the shins
now, than if you said, well, you went 94 percent. That is lovely, and
here is a kick 1n the shins.

He may say, I will not be your enemy for life, but——

Senator Hatraway. I think probably the fishing industry would
agree with you if you had actuaﬁy done 94 percent, but their conten-
tion is that it really is not 94 percent when you figure it the way
they are talking about. Let’s get back to that question.

Mr. MuNDHEIM. Let me a§dress that in so far as vessel construction
is concerned.

Senator HaTHawAY. Fine. .

Mr. MunpueEM. It is my understanding that during the period
1976-1977 the total amount of grants for fishing vessel construction
was $6.4 million. That would have an ad valorem effect of 0.64.

We calculated, under our method, that the vessel construction assis-
tance was 0.85 and that was done because what we take on our averag-
ing system is a total of the last 12 years assistance, divide it by 12
to take the average for what it would be in 1 year, and then do that
over the whole catch. .

Our figure come out higher, actually, than the other witness
because in the last year assistance to vessels has declined. For example,
over the previous 3 years, so that actually, I think, our method, which
I think is corect anyway, also, in this case, happens to be an advan-
tage to fishermen. L

%ut, as I said, I would be very willing—and I realize it is a long
list of indirect subsidies, and I think the proper thing to do is for
them to come and make an appointment with Mr. Self and his staff
to go over those. )

enator HarHaway. Could this be done fairly quickly, because the
committee is pretty anxious to move.

Mr. MunNpHEIM. Absolutely.
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Senator Hatnaway. Good.
What about the argument they raised that if it were not for this

subsidy, the Canadians would not have been able to build up the fleet
and, therefore, they would not be able to get this big catch and domi-
nate our markets?

Mr. MunpaErM. Well, that is a more difficult——

Senator HatHaway. Was that considered at all? Is that in any
way calculable?

Mr. Monpuem. Well, I think the problem is that we can only
counterveil against subsidies paid, so that when we come down to it,
if we were not waiving and we were countervailing, or if this were
January 5, we would still have to put a number on it and our num-
bgroo&the fishing vessel construction would be a countervailing duty
of 0.85.

Senator Harnaway. Well, you could still take amount paid. It
depends on the total amount of subsidy of the 12-year period and
put it into 1 year, that would make a difference,

Mr. Mu~pHEI¥, You mean a 12-year subsidy in 1 year?

Senator Hatnaway. Well, it depends. I am not saying you should
do that, but I am saying, that if the total subsidy for one vessel, for
example, is going to be 35 percent—or take our easy figure of before,
$35—and we will say it lasts 7 years, so it would be $5 a year.

You could take the whole $35 in 1 year, even though it was not
actually paid out by the Government.

Mr. MunpuemM. Well, I understand that, but if we look at what,
in fact, the Government appropriated in 1976-1977, as I said, it is only
$6.4 million. I do not really see that we can—I think that is where
we are stuck under the law.

Senator HatHAwaY. What provision? Do you have it right there?

Mr. Suaroop. May I say something, Mr. Chairman?

The act talks in terms of eliminating the net effect of the bounty
or grant, and I think it is this provision of the act that they are
referring to; the concegt of the net amount of the bounty or grant.
And that is the crux of it. How do you compute the net amount or
effect? They are saying it is simply the amount of money the Cana-
dian Government appropriated 1n the last year for this particular
type of subsidy. )

Of course, this program has been going on for quite a long time.
It began, in terms of the vessel construction grants, in the 1950,
as a matter of fact, and in the case of the scallop fisheries on Georges
Bank, the principal impact was in the early 1960’s.

What we are dealing with is the long-term effort of the Canadian
Government to subsidize its fishing industry, the impact of which
has grown each year to the point where it became obvious to the
American fishing industry that this was one of the critical issues
confronting it.

Now, when we come to the question of countervailing duties, we
are told the only thing that it can be applied is, in effect, what the
Canadians appropriated last year, which is merely the top of the
iceberg—or the average of what they appropriated over some period

of years that Treasury deems an appropriate period. .
There is nothing, unfortunately, in the act that addresses this issue

directly.
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Mr. Mux~puEeDs. I think the statute talks about payment or bestow-
ing of bounties or grants. Then it talks about estimating the net
amount of each such bounty or grant. That relates to payment.

I do not think that this statute allows us to look at the effect. It
draws us to the payment, the net amount paid.

You know, here are other remedies—an escape clause, for example,
which might allow the construction of remedial solutions of a very
extremely high tariff for a period of time to counteract events of the
past.

Senator HarHaway. OK. You are reading section 305(a) of the
statute. I do not know. I would not want to make an offhand opinion
as to how much can be computed into that.

But, of course, you can, as we mentioned to your earlier, you can
look at the effect in terms of the waiver. There do not have to be any
necessary numbers in that. That is just a plain judgment call.

Mr. Mox~puemm. That is correct.

Senator Hataaway. Well, I think that whether or not the fishing
industry is going to prevail on this particular argument depends on
how we do interpret section 305, and I do not think we have time
today to argue the case in what the law actually meant in that regard.
It is just tough to make an opinion on that.

But I wouFd hope that the two of you would get together in the
very near future so that the committee could have the benefit of your
just going over item for item and comparing. Then see just where
you can agree, and for what reason. Would you do that fairly soon?

Fine. Thank I)]rou very much.

Is there anything else that any of you want to say, before I go on
to the next witnesses?

Thank you. I appreciate your testimony very much.

Our next witness is Mr. Murry Berger, president of the American
Seafood Distributors Association.

STATEMENT OF MURRY P. BERGER, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN
SEAF00D DISTRIBUTORS ASSOCIATION

Mr. Bereer, Thank you, Senator Hathaway, for giving me the op-
portunity to speak before your committee. Before I go into my state-
ment, I would like to, just off the record, mention that my company is
involved in the processing, importing, exporting, and marketing of
seafoods in the United States, It may be of other interest, a side issue,
that one of our other companies is in the processing, exporting and
importing of textiles, and one of our big problems is the 1importation
of textiles. Yet here I am talking about being against countervailing
duties, because, actually, they are two different subjects.

In the case of seafoods, I have just come back from an international
frozen-food conference in London, and one of the major questions at
this conference was the availability of fish and seafoods for the future.
Right now, production is very poor throughout the world.

It was very interesting that the Ministery of Fisheries from New-
foundland was there as one of the guest speakers, and his greatest
concern was getting other markets, other than the United States. He
was thinking about ways to develop sales and exports in Europe and

other places.
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Why was this? Because he felt that the United States very shortly
would be able to produce a great deal of their own seafoods—and I am
talking fish products.

The major concern that we have here as importers and exporters and

rocessors is the consumer. How much will she pay before she changes
Eer eating habits?

In Great Britain today with the shortage of seafoods, fish par-
ticularly, the consumption has gone¢ down 10 percent. They are con-
cerned, not only about a source of supply. but about a customer.

Now, I believe that it is very important to be concerned about our
fishermen. They are most important, and we have a great concern for
them. But the fisherman’s concern should be if the price of the product
is out of the reach of the consumer.

So, therefore, I would like to go into my written statement and then
you can ask me some additional questions.

As president of the American Seafood Distributor’s Association, we
are more than 120 companies which are directly involved in the im-
portation of seafood in the United States. We also are purchasers of
quantities of seafood from our domestic producers.

We are called ASDA and we have been seriously concerned with
the discussions and agency actions involving the possibilities of coun-
tervailing duties on certain fish products imported from Canada. Qur
association filed a brief with the U.S, Treasury Department during
the course of its recent investigation.

At that time, we argued that the various assistance programs pro-
vided to the fish industry in Canada do not constitute bounties or
grants as defined by the Trade Act. We further argued that the role
of Canadian groundfish is crucial in the American market.

Although the Treasury Department did finally rule that the Cana-
dian assistance programs were bounties and grants, and countervail-
able, it did determine that a waiver of the duties would be in order.

ASDA supports this decision and therefore opposes the resolution
introduced in the Senate to override the administration act.

Very briefly, ASDA maintains that the act provides that Treasury
waive the countervail when the foreign nation involved has taken steps
to reduce or eliminate the bounty or grant; if there is reasonable pros-
pect, successful trade agreements will be entered into with foreign
countries for the reduction or elimination of barriers or other distor-
tions of international trade; and if the imposition of countervail would
jeopardize completion of such negotiations.

We believe the conditions for waiver envisioned in the act have been
met and therefore, override is not. in order.

‘We would like to comment on several aspects of this case. First, the
Canadian Government has indicated it will suspend all payments un-
der the groundfish temporary assistance programs. This eliminates
the major portion of the assistance program and should make these
discusstons meaningless.

As to the fishing vessel assistance program, the FVAP was designed
to provide assistance for the construction, conversion, and modifica-
tion of fishing vessels from 35 to 75 feet in length operating in all
sectors of the Canadian fishing industry.

The Canadian Government’s submission to the Treasury Depart-
ment in terms of the amount of aid, 10-year amortization, an landings,
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shows that the value of FVAP in the fiscal year just ended was ap-
proximately 0.4 of 1 cent per pound product weight, U.S. currency.
This amount is less than one-half of 1 cent a pound and less than one-
half of 1 percent of the price of the groundfish products entering the
United States on an ad valorem basis. )

Such an amount is negligible and should not be subject to
countervail,

Moreover, the FVAP program is akin to a host of other vessel
assistance programs, several of which are in force in the United States.
.\’onedof such programs has been, or should be, considered as an export
subsidy.

In the United States, there are two national marine fisheries service
Il;rogmms available for financing the construction and refurbishing of

shing vessels. The first, the fishing vessel obligation guarantee pro-
gram, permits U.S. fishermen to use the long-term debt capital markets
at relatively low interest rates to finance up to 75 percent of the cost of
constructing and reconditioning vessels.

The second program, the fishing vessel capital and construction fund
program, allows %lshing vessel owners to defer payments of Federal
tax on income earned through the operation of qualified vessels so
long as the income is used to pay the cost of vessel construction or
reconstruction.

In effect, the capital construction fund program is an interest-free
Joan in the U.S. Government equal to the Federal taxes otherwise pay-
able by the vessel owner. In addition, in previous years, this Congress
has provided a vessel loan program and a direct vesscl subsidy pro-
gram that amounted to tens of millions of dollars.

'The provision of government aid to the owners of fishing vessels is
not unigue to Canada, and has nothing to do with exportation of fish-
ery proaucts.

In light of that fact, Treasury should not have considered the FVAP
as a bounty or grant subject to countervail.

Even if the program is countervailable, however, the small amount
of aid granted should be considered as too negligible to justify coun-
tervailing duties.

The Canadian Federal Department of Regional Economic Expan-
sion has provided assistance in two Federal provincial cooperation
cost-sharing arrangements, on which the U.S. Treasury Department
has received information: the fisheries marine service center program
and the program for fish plant water supply systems.

ASDA believes that neither of these programs are countervailable.
It is clear that the fish plant water supply program and the marine
service center program are simply Federal ai(g) to the Province of New-
foundland to build interfractual structure to support industry and
communities in traditional fishing areas.

Like the assistance given by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in
dredging rivers and building bridges, we do not believe such aid
constitutes such export subsidy.

There could be no limit countervailing duties if the type of develop-
ment assistance represented by the foregoing programs is regarded as
countervailable. Government aid to provide interfractual structure has
not been countervailed in the past and should not be subject to counter-
vail in this case.
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It should be noted that if projects like the Canadian water supply
program and the service center program are countervailable, practi-
cally all the assistance the U.S. aid agencies, the World Bank and
other agencies have given all over the world would be countervailable,
Such projects are clearly too remote from export products to be re-
garded as bounties from exportation.

Senator Haruaway. Mr. Berger, can you summarize the rest, be-
cause I have just been informed from the floor that they are going to
have & vote fairly soon, and when the vote occurs, the committee will
not be able to legally meet again today. That will be in the near future.
and we have some other witnesses.

Mr. Bereer. In summarizing, I would like to state——

Senator HaTHaway. Your entire statement will be put in the record.

Mr. Berger. Thank you and some of my figures then may not be as
accurate as if I take them off here.

Senator Hatrmaway. Right. T understand.

Mr. Berger. So, you will excuse the——

Senator Hatnaway. But your point is that——

Mr. Berger. My point is that——

Senator Hatitaway [continuing]. That there is so little to counter-
vail that we might as well forget about it.

Mr. Beraer. That is right.%\’e are also dependent on imports for 80
percent of our fish today. There are 20 to 25 percent produced here in
the United States. The prices, as of yesterday, in New Bedford and
Gloucester are frightening. For whole flounder, $1; you are coming ug
to a $3.20 price for fillet, I think we would consider this in league wit
fillet mignon or maybe Maine lobster.

Yellowtail is 90 cents for a whole fish. Cod is up to 65 cents. Haddock
is 65 cents.

I went to one of our suppliers who supply us with frozen fillet. He
saidi(I cannot do it this year. We are getting too much on the fresh
market.

Now, here we are going to discuss a countervailable duty with our
friendliest nation and neighbor, Canada. Now, this is my point, sir. It
should be considered in the light of what will it cost the consumer, what
will it cost us as a Nation in regard to friendship with Canada.

Senator Hatiaway. Very good. Thank you very much. I appreciate
your testimony and it is very kind of you to summarize it.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Berger follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN SEAF00D DISTRIBUTORS ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, I am Murry P. Berger, president of the American Seafood
Distributors Association. ASDA is a trade association consisting of more than
1820 companies directly involved in the importation of seafood into the United

tates.

ASDA has been seriously concerned with the discussions and agency action
involving the possibility of countervailing duties on certain tish products imported
from Canada. Our associatinn filed a brief with the U.S. Treasury Department
during the course of its recent investigation. At that time we argued that the
various assistance programs provided tu the tish industry in Canada do not
~onstitute bounties or grants as defined by the trade act.

We further argued that the role of Canadian groundfish is cruclal in the
American market.

Although the Treasury Department did finally rule that the Canadlan assist-
ance programs were bounties and grants and countervailable, it did determine
that a waiver of the duties would be in order, ASDA supports this decision and
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therefore opposes the resolution introduced in the Senate to override the
administration action.

Very briefly, ASDA maintains that the act provides that Treasury can walve
countervail when the foreign nation involved has taker adequate steps to reduce
or eliminate the bounty or grant, if there is reasonable prospect successful trade
agreements will be entered into with foreign countries for the reduction on elimi-
nation of barriers to or other distortions of international trade and if the imposi-
tion of countervail would jeopardize completion of such negotiations.

We believe the conditions tor waiver envisioned in the act have been met,
and therefore, override is not in order.

We would like to comment on several aspects of this case.

First, the Canadian Government has indicated it will suspend all payments
under the groundfish temporary assistahce program. This eliminates the major
portion of the assistance program and should make these discussions meanlagless.

As for the fishing vessel assistance program, the FVAP was designed to provide
assistance in the construction, conversion and modification ot fishing vessels from
35 to 75 feet in length operating in all sectors of the Canadian fishing industry.

The Canadian Government submission to the Treasury Department, in terms of
amount of ald, 10 year amortization and landings of all species, shows that the
value of FVAP in the fiscal year just ended was approximately 0.4 cents per
pound product weight (U.S. currency). This amount is less than one-half of a
cent a pound and less than one-half of one percent of the price of the groundfish
products entering the U.S. on an ad valorem basis. Such an amount is negligible
and shonld not be subject to countervail.

Moreover, the FVAP program is akin to a host of other vessel assistance pro-
grams, several of which are in force in the United Ntates. None of such programs
has been or should be considered as an export subsidy. In the United States, there
are two national marine fisheries service progrums available for financing the
construction and refurbishing of fishing vessels. The first, the fishing vessel obliga-
tion guarantee program, permits U.S. fishermen to use the long-term debt capital
market at relatively low interest rates to finance up to 15% of the cost of con-
structing and reconditioning vessels. The second program, the fishing vessel
capital construction fund program, allows fishing vessel owners to defer pay-
ments of Federal tax on income earned from the operation of qualified vessels so
long as the income is used to pay the cost of vessel construction or reconstruction.
In effect, the capital construction fund program is an interest-free loan from the
U.S. Government equal to the Federal taxes otherwise payable by the vessel
owner. In addition, in previous years this Congress has provided a vessel loan
p;‘odgrﬁm and a direct vessel subsidy program that amounted to tens of millions
of dollars.

The provision of Government aid to the owners of fishing vessels is not unique
to Canada and has nothing to do with exportation of fisheries products. In light
of that fact, Treasury should not have considered the FVAP as a bounty or grant
subject to countervail. Even if the program I8 countervailable, however, the small
amount of ald granted should be considered as too negligible to Jjustify
countervailing duties.

The Canadian Federal Department of Regional Economic Expansion (DREE)
has provided assistance in two Federal-Provincial cooperation cost-sharing ar-
rangements on which the U.8. Treasury Department has received information,
the fisheries marine service centre program and the program for fish plant water
supply systems. ASDA believes that neither of those programs is countervailable.

It is clear that the fish plant water supply program and the marine service
centre program are simply Federal aid to the Province of Newfoundland to build
infrastructure to support industry and communities in traditional fishing areas.
Like the assistance given by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in dredging rivers
and build'ng bridges, we do not believe such aid constitutes export subsidies.
There could be no limit to countervailing duties if the type of development assist-
ance represented by the foregoing programs is regarded as countervailable. Gov-
ernment aid to provide infrastructure has not been countervailed in the past and
should not be subject to countervail :n this case.

It should be noted that if projects like the Canadian water supply program and
the service centre program are countervailable, practically all of the assistance
the U.S. aid agencies, the World Bank and other aid agencies have given all over
the world could be countervailable. Such projects are clearly too remote from
exported products to be regarded as bounties upon exportation.

The most important point we have to make, however, is that the imposition of
a countervailing duty on Canadian groundfish imports would not benefit the U.S.
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fishing industry. Since U.S. groundfish production is limited by quota, U.S. fisher-
men would benefit little, if at all, from the higher cost of Canadian fish.

1t countervailing duties are imposed upon Canadian groundfish and groundfish
products, we believe the American fisherman will benefit little, if at all, since he is
restricted by quota to producing less groundfish than his historic levels of catch.

The New England Fishery Menagement Council has established quotas for U.S.
vessels fishing in the Atlantic conservation zone for haddock, yellowtail flounder
and cod, three of the most important groundfish species. For this calendar year, no
directed fishery for haddock is allowed and commercial and recreational catch
is limited to 17,600,000 pounds. The total U.S. catch of haddock in 1977 equalled
approximately 28,500,000 pounds.

The U.S. quota on yellowtail flounder for commercial and recreation boats for
1978 equals only 17,820,000 pounds. U.S. landings of yellowtail flounder in 1977
equalled 36,457,000 pounds.

For cod, the 1078 quota equals 61,600,000 pounds while the 1977 cod catch by
U.8. fishermen exceeded 75,600,000 pounds in the Atlantic region. By an emer-
gency amendment to the fishery management council quota limitations published
on April 10, 1978, the directed fishery for cod in the conservation zone of the
northwest Atlantic was changed from an open fishery to a limited one.

In light of the foregoing, it is evident that the United States cannot supply an
appreciable portion of U.S. demand at present time. Until such time as the U.S.
fishing industry can supply more groundfish to the U.S. consumer, it cannot hope
to displace Canadian imports regardless of the price.

Speaking of price, it appears as if U.S. ex-vessel prices for the specles in ques-
tion are at or near record level. According to the National Marine Fisheries Serv-
ice, yellowtail flounder prices for the period January to May 1978 are running as
much as 13 cents, or 25% higher than comparable prices a year ago. Prices for
flounder are more than double what they were as recently as five years ago.

As for haddock and codfish, the gains are not as significant, but again the in-
formation shows that this year's prices are generally higher than a year ago. The
commlittee, of course, has heard of very low prices being paid during the months
of May and early June. Our information is that a strike by production plant
workers caused a shut down of many plants so that there was no opportunity to
handle the product. Now that the strike is over, the prices are back at high
levels—haddock in Boston on July 5 was 55 cents, cod 35 cents.

Granted the strike caused economic hardship, but such a situation is hardly
grounds to override the Treasury decision.

ASDA members are concerned about the ability to supply the demand for
groundfish products. We submit the U.S. production industry cannot meet the
needs and imposition of countervail, no matter how small, would have the effect
of ralsing prices to the consumer. With food prices already soaring out of sight,
any unnecessary upward pressure is definitely against the public interest.

Stnce U.S. production of many groundfish products is low or non-existent, it is
difficult to determine how the imposition of countervailing duties on imports of
such products from Canada will have any positive effect. Nearly three-quarters
of the groundfish products imported from Canada do not face substantial U.S.
competition at present time. Therefore, even if the price of all products covered
by the investigation (domestic and foreign produced) were to rise in the market-
place uniformly, the U.S. fishing industry wouid benefit little from the up-turn in
price.

Canadian groundfish imports are very important to the United States. In 19_77.
imports from Canada of fish and fish products covered by the investigation
totalled 203,352,199 pounds. Thus, imports of the covered fish constituted approxi-
mately 35% of all U.S. imports of groundfish last year.

From 1974-1976, imports of Canadian groundfish and groundfish prqducts were
similarly important. In 1974, imports of Canadian groundfish constituted 33%
of the total U.S. supply. In 1975, the total supplied by Canada was 24% while_in
1978, the Canadian portion of U.S. supply was 26¢,. For the years 1974-1977,
tmports of groundfish to the United States averaged approxh_nately 709 of the
entire U.S. groundfish supply. Without a steady flow of Canadian groundfish and
groundfish products into the United States during those years, there would have
been no possibility of meeting U.S. demand.

To certain sectors of the American economy, Canadian groundfish is especially
tmportant. Several members of the ASDA, for example, purchase between 70%
and 100% of the groundfish which they market from Canadian sources. In their
study of the New England fishing industry, Smith and Person estimated that the
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fish processors in Boston derive a year-round average of 259 of the fish which
they process from Canada. Several of the Boston processors stated that they
would have gone out of business had it not been for the steady supply of Canadian
fish which came into the United States during the decline of the New England
fishing industry.

Neither the United States nor any foreign country could supply an appreciable
portion of the groundfish imported from Canada at the present time. As stated
earlier, U.S. production of the fish covered by the investigation has not been great
and the U.S. industry is burdened by severe legal and practical limitations on its
catch. Foreign sources of supply are also limited and are unlikely to increase
markedly in the next several years.

For the above reasons, ASDA urges no action on the resolution to override the
Treasury decision. Yet we do recognize that the domestic producer experiences
severe problems due to market fluctuation. Certainly the system of quotas im-
posed for conservation reasons is creating a situation almost impossible to live
with, We urge the administration to work more closely with the region council
to develop a better means of conservation without complete stifling the ability
of fishermen to earn a living.

On a broader scale, we believe there is room for cooperative activity on a
Joint industry-Government basis between the United States and Canada in the
marketing area. Some way must exist to avoid the periodic gluts in the fresh
market. Like wise cooperation in mutually developing the European and African
markets for presently underutilized species should be possible. We would suggest
that Government address this matter since industry cannot do it alone.

There is a need for additional processing facilities in New England. We
understand that on certain days capacity to handle the fish may not be present.
We have been told that environmental considerations have stalled efforts to con-
struct new plants in Gloucester, but that now this hurdle seems to have been
overcome and that as many as four new operations may be ready within a year.

Finally, we wish to point out the need for continuous consumer education to
maiutain a strong demand for fish. Currently, the only major continuous con-
sumer education for groundfish is that which is sponsored and paid for by the
nations who sell fish into the United States.

This program benefits the domestic as well as the overseas producers.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, ASDA believes that Treasury decision to waive
countervail was the correct one and should be upheld. We ask the committee to
drop its consideration of the subject resolution.

Senator HatHaway. Our final witnesses this momin;,g are Mr. Nor-
man Olsen, executive director of the Maine Fisherman’s Cooperative,
and Mr, Dieter W. Schnauck, comptroller of Stinson Canning Co.

Mr. Scuvauck. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Olsen granted me the right to
start first,

Senator Hataaway. All right.

STATEMENT OF DIETER W. SCHNAUCK, COMPTROLLER,
STINSON CANNING CO.

Mr. Scunavuck. I appreciate very much that we as a }irocessor in
the State of Maine have an opportunity to address you. I have pre-
pared a statement which you have for the record.

Senator HatHawaY. Your entire statement will be placed in the
record, and if you can summarize, it would be helpful.

Mr. Scunauck. There are a few points I think I would just like to
bring up. Mr. Berger just made a point that I have heard many times
before. f think that we want to look at something that addresses itself
to the consumer prices. To talk about Mrs, Housewife, how far is she
going to go and how much is she willing to pay for fish, it is not the
imported prices that are regulating in the marketplace, it is the domes-
tic prices that regulates the price.
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And if the imported goods coming into the United States are, in
fact, smaller, Mrs. Housewife is not going to benefit, and that is just
a matter of fact.

The other thing about the vessel subsidy program, we have looked
at it recently in a statoment that I previously made, and also in this
statement I am outlining, that our firm has committed itself to build-
ing a large offshore vessel which will be somewhat available in 1979,
probably the latter part of 1979, and it turned out that to go into the
capital market directly rather than through a Federal subsidy pro-
gram turned out cheaper for us.

For us—that may not be true for everyone.

So, I think as far as grants and subsidies are concerned, that the
Canadians give, and then we will try to measure it against that pro-
gram under which the vessel construction can take place, they do not
even measure up in any form at all, as far as I understand it.

A couple of other points that I have made in my outline is that I am
also concerned about the indirect subsidies. It is not the direct sub-
sidies that concern me a great deal, because when we look as a company
into going and establishing ourselves in Canada, one for the resources
that were more available than in the State of Maine—although we
never did ultimately do that—we discovered that the indirect subsidy
provides a substantial amount of money for us and I have outlined in
my statement that gou have that this subsidy is substantial. It lasts
for a long time, and it is quite beneficial and it gives you the edge on
the marketplace.

I know how to compete in the marketplace, because I am not afraid
of it, but I do like to have an even fight. That is really what I am
saying, because we are probably the single largest fish-producin
company now in the State of Maine, the second largest in the Nort
American area in so far as herring is concerned, and I think we are
very much concerned about maintaining those jobs and em(i)loyment
and we are very much in favor of Senate Resolution 483 and support
it wholeheartedly.

Senator HatHaway. As I understand it from reading your entire
testimony, you have some arguments to the effect that the Treasury’s
calculations of the subsidy, and I would suggest that you, along with
the other witnesses, as I suggested earlier, meet with the Treasury and
go over these item for item in the near future. 1 do not know whether
you can stay down here today and do it, or whether you have a
Washington representative who can do it for you, or we would be
glad to have somebody from our staff do it for you if you have to go
back to Maine, and if thisis all the data you have, that would be fine ; 1f
you have additional data, T would be glad to get it, because I think it
1s important to resolve these differences because there are obviously
quite a few.

Mr. Scuxauck. I would be perfectly willing to do whatever is best,
most suitable.

Senator Harnaway. Thank you very much.

Could you just point out to us some of the other problems that the
fishermen have?

Mr. ScaNavuck. Some of the problems that we have run into—now,
primarily we are in the canning industry and the groundfish industry

34-705 O« 78 =6
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is sort of an outgrowth of the small availability of herring, and it
seems to be more and more so, because we have not had basically any
processing going on for a period between March 15 and June 15 be-
cause of a lack of suitable weather and suitable resource, and it starts
again now that we have it, so we went into the ground fisheries, and
there are substantial quotas. These quotas have been filled and are
now being exceeded by a grant of the National Marine and Fisheries
Service granting fishermen an opportunity to go and fish beyond, so
we have a zero, or even a worse rebuild situation, so I do not know what
will happen.

But, in any event, the fisherman should have the opportunity in this
country to compete evenly in the marketplace and not have to then on
top of it have to worry about having to fight an uneven price that the
Canadians—that appear to show—tﬁis is not maybe in direct response
to Mr. Mundheim’s statement, but when you look at the statements that
were made in respect to the Canadian boundary negotiations, I mean,
it does appear to a person on the outside that all of that importance
that is measured to the 1 cent does not seem to be al] that great.

So whether or not we have that countervailing duty in fact right
now is not going to make us any worse a friend than we are at this
point.

Senator Harnaway. You mean we hate each other already and we
cannot hate each other—

Mr. Scunavck. No, I did not say that, Mr. Chairman,

Senator Haraway. I know you did not. I am being facetious. I
know the tensions are kind of great at the present time, but we are
certainly still friends.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Schnauck follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DIETER W. SCHNAUCK, STINSON CANNING Co.

Mr. Chairman, my name is Dieter W. Schnauck, an officer of Stinson Canning
Company of Prospect Harbor, Maine.

Before I address myself to the subject of countervailing duties and their effect
on the U.S. Proscessor, I would liketo take a minute to inform the Committee
who Stinson Canning Company is. We are in the 51st year of operation. We have
five factories along the North Atlantic Maine Coast in Bath, Belfast, Prospect
Harbor, Rockland and Southwest Harbor, with a total employment of 850,
representing North America’s second largest Herring producing company with
revenues of approximately 20 million annualily. The Company cans Sardines and
Fish Steaks, Frozen Herring Fillets for the export market, and since 1978,
processes a large variety of Groundfish.

Stinson Canning Company is vertically integrated. It has the capacity to
harvest its raw material with its two steel and seven wood-hulled vessels, to
process the Herring and Groundfish. Stinson Canning Company produces its own
cans and covers and transports its products to its own strategic warehouses
from which common carriers distribute goods around the 50 states or exports its
products in refrigerated ocean vessels in hulk to Western Europe.

Presently, the Company has a& multi-purpose 120-foot steel-hulled vessel on the
drawing board for completion by the summer of 1979, with a harvesting ca-
pacity of approximately 450,000 pounds per trip.

The total investment into the Company by its stockholders is approximately
10 million in 1977, enough to be concerned about its investment as well as the
employment provided in communities where Stinson is one of the major
employers.

We oppose the action taken by the Treasury permitting Canadian goods to be
imported into the United States without the consideration of countervailing
duties and support Senate Resolution 483, June 13, 1978, a resolution to disap-
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prove walver of the countervailing duty on certain ite -
si(gzed éish import(;d from Canada. 8 4 tems of Government sub
ur Company, Mr. Chairman, has been since 1927, in the herring busines:
only in 1978, entered the fleld of groundfish and only in the last tfvo mon(t!h?; ‘;11211
really become involved in the marketing of product throughout the United States.
We have encountered situations where not competition, but uneven price differ-
ence between our and the Canadian products, could not be overcome by increased
efficiency or reduction of cost on our part, but only if we were to be subsidized
:zeit;rl:;:one else, namely the U.S. Government or any one of its subdivisions or

In 1976, Stinson Canning Company, through my initiative, went to Canada,
communicated with legal and accounting people to determine whether or not it
was feasible for us to establish a subsidiary, that could manufacture herring or
other fish products and determine the extent of grants available from the
Canadian Federal, as well as the Provincial Government.

At that time, we were told that a primary development incentive of up to
209% of approved capital costs were offered to applicants establishing in a desig-
nated area through the Department of Regional Economic Expansion (DREE).

In our case, this designated area was Nova Scotia.

A secondary development incentive was offered with a maximum of

{A) 5% of approved capital cost plus $5,000 for each job determined by the
Minister to be created directly in the operation.

The maximum primary development incentive available for any one project
was $6,000,000. In our case, the combined total incentive grant was not to exceed
the lesi;ser of $30,000 for each job created or 14 the capital employed in the
operation,

Aside from these specifically mentioned, there are numerous programs that
would come into play to help to provide the support that makes it possible for a
Canadian manufacturer to be more advantageous in the program for the Advance-
ment of Industrial Technology. The Enterprise Development Program will as-
sume up to 509 of expenditures on approved development projects.

In our case, it would have been for the development of dry-cooking Sardines
before retorting.

Secondly, under the Canadian Employee Training-On-The-Job Program, there
are two existing possibilities of reimbursement.

(1) 75% of eligible wages of trainees or:

(2) 1609% of approved wage costs for tax purposes

These and other programs help to increase benefits provided by the Canadian
Government and tip the scales toward unequal competition.

Beyond the ones that I have addressed myself to, which specifically refer to
Federal Grants and Programs, there are Provincial and Communal programs—
in our case, providing Real Estate, logistic support, read access to the facllities
to be buflt and deferment of taxes for some 10 years.

This requires personal negotiations as the Provinces are currently Tax
Collector.

Specifically—Mr, Chairman—We are looking at an area that has had high
unemployment and it is only fair that these areas are supporting the industry;
however, that makes for an uneven fight in the market. We are not advocating
fear of competition, but equal opportunity to sell our goods in the market under
equal conditions.

I refer to a recent promise that appeared in the news that the Canadians have
stopped, and will further stop, subsidizing of fishing boats by October, 1978, which
really amounts only to a drop in a bucket because, by the Treasury’s own state-
ment, we are looking only at an impact of 1% or so.

If we bullt our factory in 1976, which would have have been completed in
1977, and let me state of my own knowledge, that there have been factories estab-
lished since then by U.S. owned, as well as Canadian owned interests in that
Provincial area of New Brunswick, Nova Scotia. The benefits derived through
not having to write off plant and equipment over long periods of time because
of capital grants and favorable loans presents in itselt a single largest benefit

to any Corporation.
To illustrate briefly how these figures impact a product price, I submit the

followlng detail :
(A) Factory for the production of Herring products as well as the processing

of Groundfish with an overall construction cost of $4,000,000, compromises, in
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this case, 969% of capital investment in buildings, machinery and equipment and
49 in land improvements and certain other start-up expenses:

Bull@ing et e $450, 000
Machinery and equipment_______________ o ____ 3, 410, 000
Tota] o e e 3, 860, 000
Land improvement and other—_ . _o_ 140, 000
Total investment. . . e c e ——— 4, 000, 000
Writeoff period:
Building—25 years . e ccccem e mme e ——————— 450, 000
Machinery and equipment—10 years_ - oo on oo mmmeam 3, 410, 000

Depreciation writeoff :
Bullding o e e cm————————
Machinery and equipment

Total depreciation. . e 359, 000

Following the example, and assuming a total grant value not to exceed 709,
which i3 conservative, we would have been ahead by $251,300 per year. This does
not consider any faster method of depreciation permitted under any of the
classes according to the Income Tax Act of Canada.

Taking the example one step further, we will find that an average capacity
of 200,000 pounds of Groundfish per week for 80 weeks per year, aside from
Herring, amounts to 6.000,000 pounds in the round, of which again an average
of 1,830,000 pounds finished products would be produced. The subsidy then
amounts to 13.7 cents per pound.

It would, however, be totally incorrect to credit the whole amount against
Groundfish, and I, therefore, submit, in fairness, that 10 cents represents at
least an indirect subsidy. Again to only use the example, we are talking about a
109, subsidy.

That, Mr. Chairman, is the point. We really are looking at an original subsidy
situation, however, in the magnitude of a 18% rather than the 19 as suggested
by the Treasury Department because other addtional subsidies not specifically
mentioned (transportation, ete.) will raise the percentage.

A promise, then, to end subsidies at any point during 1978, still is generating
benefits as outlined above, tor many years to come.

I submit copy of the Fisherles Council of Canada Bulletin dated June, 1978,
which speaks for itself on the same matter.

In conclusion then, Mr. Chairman, I hope that these comments will help your
decision to recommend to the full senate reinstatement of the countervailing duty
in the better interest of the United States economy and to create a better soclo-
economic environment for the fishermen and prccessors that provide the labor
dollars and taxes that Keep our people employed in an industry historically second
rated over agriculture and other factions of the economic cycle.

THE STRANGE CASE oF THE U.S. COUNTERVAILING DUTY ON CANADIAN
F1sg Probuors

No one really thought the United States countervail legislation was meant to
apply to Canadian fishery products. After all Canada is and has been for genera-
tions one of the chief suppliers of frozen fish products to the huge U.S. market.
But not the only one by any means—our products compete with those from the
Scandinavian countries, Europe, South America, Japan, Korea and many others.

Canada is also one of the biggest, if not the biggest, market for U.S. fishery
exports—last year $101 million—shrimp, tuna, lobster but also ground fish—the
subject of the countervall. Qur tariffs are generally lower than U.S. ones on
fish products.

How could it happen? The U.S. has maintained legislation which permits
anyone to file a petition to U.S. Treasury if they believe a bounty or grant (sub-
sidy) is being pald to producers of a product which is exported to the U.S. In
the case of products which have an important tariff (like groundfish fillets) it
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isn't even necessary to show that the subsidy has an adverse effect on anyone in
the U.S.—only that there is a subsidy.

This strange situation i8 a bone of contention with the U.8.'s other major
trading partners at the GATT negotlations now taking place in Geneva. Hope-
tullybgl.s. will agree to change it and come into line with the rest of the GATT
members.

There was'no secret that the Canadian groundfisk industry has been receiving
subsidies over the past few years. They were instituted as a rescue option for
an industry which s of vital economic importance to Atlantic Canada—an in-
dustry which was beset by & combination of extraordinary problems—declining
catches and rising unit costs as a result of excessive foreign fishing off our coasts;
declining prices and consumption as a result of the 1974-76 food recession ; esca-
lating costs of fishing and processing as a result of the spectacular inflation of
petroleum prices. But that program had been much reduced and in fact will end
altogether this year.

So, of course, the United States Treasury Department, having received &
petition had to conclude that the subsidy had been being paid. They estimated
it at 5% on frozen groundfish products. They also used the discretion available
in the U.8. legislation—to waive the imposition of the duty on the basis that the
subsidy has been reduced substantially or is to be eliminated and that the imposi-
tion of the duty could jeopardize the present international trade negotiations.

Now we have the ludicrous situation of some U.S. congressmen petitioning to
have the walver revoked. It 18 puzzling to Canadians to hear U.S. politiclans ex-
press concern about the possible separation of Quebec because they feel an
economically or politically weakened Canada is not in the U.S. interest and
then to have other U.S. politiclans—or perhaps the same ones—attack programs
which are designed to maintain or provide strength to the Atlantic Provinces
which lack some of the economic advantages of other parts of Canada.

Let;sll hope that the American usual good sense and concern for fair play will
prevall,

Senator Haruaway. Mr. Olsen?
Mr. Ovrsewn, Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

STATEMENT OF NORMAN H. OLSEN, JR., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
MAINE FISHERMAN'S COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, INC.

Mr. OLseN. My name is Norman Olsen and I am executive director
of the Maine Fishermen’s Cooperative Association, We represent 258
fishermen and processors operating 118 boats all over the Gulf of
Maine and Georges Bank. They used to operate in Canada, but they
cannot do that anymore.

As usual, being the last speaker, a lot of people have taken what I
was going to say, but I will just jump around some. )

I notice that Mr. Berger had talked to Walter Carter, the Minister
of Fisheries in Newfoundland. I was up in Newfoundland last week
and Mr. Carter did not seem to express any fears of losing any share
of the American block market, or anything. He was more worried
about expanding their share of the European market and exgandmg
the Canadian consumption of fish, because he did not figure that that
was anywhere near what it should be.

He did not express any fear to me that they were going to get
kicked out of the American market and I think that in view of the
drastically reduced quotas and allocations we have got it would be
ludicrous to think that the American fisherman is going to supply =ll
the needs for the American markets within the next decade.

‘We also went on to the—about the vessel subsidies. I have to agree
with Mr. Schnauck that we do not have any fishermen in Maine that are
even considering going into the Federal programs because the terms
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in the commercial market are much better and far less stringent, as far
as we can operate the vessel, and that sort of thing.

But what I came down to say, essentially, was that we have fish
dealers in Maine who laugh at us when we talk about selling them
domestic fish, They will out and out, laugh and roll on the floor, and
that sort of thing, and we ask them why, and they say, well, you want
$2 a pound for your scallops and we can get them packaged, fresh
frozen, fresh, anyway you want them, in 5-, 10-, 20-pound containers
out of Newfoundland and Nova Scotia for $1.65 a pound.

Now, there is a serious problem there, because the boats are getting
Baid plenty in Newfoundland, and somewhere in there that margin 1s

eing added on by the Federal Government.

As far as the indirect subsidies go, we see an awful lot different situ-
ation in Maine than some of these other people because we are right in
the southern terminus of the Portland-Yarmouth-Nova Scotia ferry.
For 5 years, the Lion Ferry Co. did everything it could to keep the
trucks off that ferry, because truck drivers do not gamble quite as much
as the rest do and they do not bring as much revenue as buses.

This year—and this is well documented—the Canadian National
Marine, the seagoing arm of the Canadian National Railroad, put in
a second ferry service to Portland, Maine, for the express purpose of
bringin%\ fish trucks across, and they worked so strong to bring that
across that they agreed to give Lion Ferry, a private firm, half of
their passenger revenues, simply so that they could put a second serv-
ice, and it is expressly for trucks. The carrier is designed for trucks,
and that is all it carries.

So there are an awful lot of things going on here.

Recently, as I say, I was up in Newfoundland. I talked to Len
Cowley, who is the Federal regional representative in Newfoundland,
and I talked to Walter Carter, the Newfoundland fisheries head, Now,
from the figures I have heard here, obviously 1 percent does not amount
to much, Well, Mr. Carter and Mr. Cowley both told me that the Fed-
cral Government in Ottawa feels that the Federal Government gives
Newfoundland a loan, specifically for its fishing industry, $300 million
a year, and the provincial people agreed with that. The reason I was
at the conference was to find out how that money should be allocated
and who should be doing it. There is a bitter, nationalistic controversy
up in Newfoundland.

But they both agreed, they are getting $300 million a year for New-
foundland alone, and that supports a fishing industry that effectively
runs 3 months.

At the same time I was there I was able to go talk to fishermen and
talk to a small, medium-sized processor. That small processor handles
200,000 pounds of codfish a day and can turn out 50,000 pounds of
frozen blocks of codfish every cfay for the market. He can load a 40-
foot reefer every day. Every reefer goes to New England. They drive
12 hours to the ferry, they are 7 hours on the ferry, they drive the entire
length of Nova Scotia, they get on the other ferry and they can drive
to Boston, New York, and Baltimore and undercut our price.

Now, under what we have always been told about price, that would
seem reasonable, because we are always told that Newfoundlanders get
1, or 2, or 3 cents a pound for their codfish. Well, they are getting 13
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cents, which is a substantial amount when a 26-foot boat can land
2,000 pounds of cod twice a day.

One of the fisherman just before we got there landed 100,000 pound
of codfish in a single day at 13 cents. So the people of the Maritimes
are not exactly going broke—at least not during the fishing season.
As soon as the fishing season is over they all go on the dole, on the
public welfare—a situation which Mr, Carter and Mr. Cowley both
ngreed was great and direct supﬁxort of the Newfoundland fishing
industry, and it was there for no other reason.

So the situation there is not quite what we have been led to believe.

Senator Hatiaway. Are you contending that there are some sub-
sidy items that are not taken into consideration{

Mr. Orsen. That is right. Their welfare system in Newfoundland
is a direct result of the seasonal nature of their fishing industry. That
is all there is in Newfoundland. Anybody who has been there knows
it. There is no processing, that is manufacturing. There are a couple of
shipyards, but that is it, and that is a direct subsidy to keep that
fishing industry going.

The plant I was telling you about employs about 110 people per
shift, and they run 24 hours a day in the summer, and the rest of the
time they live on welfare. They operate only 3 months and yet they
are able to turn out 50,000 pounds a day.

In addition, this same processor grinds up the bones, fish skins,
and other things that we would normally throw away or use for
lobster bait, grinds them into a muddy pulp and then ships it to
Puerto Rican for human consumption. They just developed a huge
market and just built a 100- by 50-foot building just to house that
operation.

So they have quite a lot going within the United States and its other
territories.

I have brought along three documents here that I would like to
point out, too. We got these in Canada—sources of financial assistance
for the commercial fisheries in Canada. As you can see, it is three
pages long, and under a couple of them, like the vessel subsidy, that
sort of thing, are these little asterisks and they say, it goes along and
it says they are inactive at present. It does not say they have been
canceled—they are just inactive at present. I think that is quite a
lot. different than eliminating a subsidy program.

. Because of the existence of excess capacity in the industry at this
time, it is inactive at present as far as the fisheries are concerned. The
other one is in abeyance at the present. That one in abeyance is for
the construction of plants and upgrading of processing and storage
facilities, icemakers and everything.

We have one icemaker on the entire southern coast of Maine, and
that is not even on the waterfront. We have to truck our ice around
the coast. There is a serious situation there.

I also have a copy of what they call the Salt-Fish Act, a public
corporation set up by the Canadian Government, and just to excerpt
a couple of quick paragraﬁhs: “The Corporation is established for
the purpose of improving the earnings of primarv producers of cured
salt fish by curing fish and trading in and marketing cured fish and
th:e byproducts of fish, and in addition to the powers”, et cetera, et
cetera.
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Then it goes on: “The President and the officers and employees of
the corporation shall be deemed to be employed in the public trust,”
et cetera, et cetera, and they are authorized to establish branches or
employ agents in Canada or elsewhere to carry out this act.

Then they go on—what they have done is they have given a monop-
oly to a government corporation :

Except in accordance with the terms and conditions set forth in any license that
may be issued by the corporation on their behalf, no person other than the cor-

poration or an agent of the corporation shall export from Canada any cured fish
or the byproducts of fish curing.

And under here, duties and powers of the corporation—

The corporation has the exclusive right to trade in and to market cured fish
and byproducts of fish in inter-provinclal and export trade and so exercise that
right, either by itself or by its agents, with the objects of (a) marketing cured
fish and the byproducts of fish curing in an orderly manner;

which would certainly help the market situation—

(b) Increasing returns to fishermen; and (c¢) promoting international markets
for, and increasing interprovincial and export trade in cured fish and the by-
products of fish curing.

Now, to me, that is a pretty darned direct subsidy. There is also
allocation for financing——

Senator Haruaway. This one was not taken into consideration by
the Treasury?

Mr, OrseN. I am not sure, It has been so long——

Senator HatHaway. But you, too, are going to go over, with Treas-
ur%;i and compare which ones they did take into consideration?

r. OLseN. I have been over to see Mr, Self before, and he wasn’t
very enthusiastic about what we were talking about.

Senator Hariaway. Well, the committee would like to see the list
of comparison of items when you get through discussing them with
them, which ones you agree and which ones you do not agree on.

Mr. Orsen. There is just one more thing here that I would like to
show, that we have been promised the world, so to speak, by the
Canadians, that they are going to eliminate all of these subsidies and
everything. Here is a document that just came out in November 1977.
It was called the “Joint Provincial Fisheries Development.”

Now, I already said that Newfoundland, alone, is getting $300 mil-
lion each year, by their own testimony, and they n%so say that it is
directly for the fishing industry. This 1s a document by the Provinces
calling for the Federal Government to invest another $900 million in
upgrading and replacing the fleet during the next 10 years.

ow, somewhere the promises are not coming out, because the Fed-
eral Government is stil ]pumping that $300 million in. According to
Mr. Carter and Mr. Cowley, they are not considering cutting it. l%ow
the Provinces are cal'ing for $900 million more.

I honestly do not see the Ottawa government absolutely shutting
off everything, the way they are talking.

The other thing I would like to point out is like Mr. Schnauck has
said, and others. The injury to the American fishermen does not stop
when the subsidy stops. If you consider that a normal boat mortgage
is 10 years and that the Canadian fisherman, because of the subsidy,
can pay it off in 3 years, then that injury is going to continue to an
American fisherman for 7 years. And the way boat prices are going, it
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is hurting. Some of our fishermen are paying $5,000 and $6,000 a month

on boat payments, But they are trying to ﬁet into the offshore fishery

where the regional councils, and everybody, would like to see them

ﬁo—yotllx know, the offshore herring fishery which has some surplus
emand.

So we are working. We are trying to get along with regulation
where we are being drastically cut back. We are at a point now of
1,000 pounds of codfish per week. At 20 cents, that is not much money
for a 60- or 70-foot boat.

And yet we are constantly being told the Canadians are goinF to do
this and going to do that. And it strikes me as really ridiculous in
that they can promise the world like that and then we are just going
to back down and let them have it.

Thank you.

Senator Hataway. Thank you very much, Mr, Olsen. Can we have
those documents for the record?

Mr. OLsEN. Yes.

Senator HatHaway. Thank you I would appreciate it.

[The following was subsequently supplied for the record. Oral
testimony continues on p. 102.]
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CHAPTER 37 (ist Supp)
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umprove (NG tarniags of prmary producens of cured cod sk

(196%-%0, ¢. 32)

SHORT NITLL
1 Tha Actmay be led as v Saluish AcL

INTERPRLTATION
2 latheAa
“Board™ means the Board of Drrecson of the Carporsuon,

“Chawman™ means ihe Chaurman of L Board,

“conisiner” 1ntudes any typs of recepiacie, pachi|
per or coafiniag band. vied 1s packiag or markeung
“Corporaima” meams the Canacian Salifsh Corporstion
estabiohed by tha Act,

“eurnd B30~ means Ash thas has recesved cunag,

wrp

“ewring™ means processing with sait or witk sall and drnag.

“Heh™ mewrs hah of the cod Mamily (Gedudac),
"Fishormaa™ mesns 1 perion engaged us commeraal ihing.

“Miwster” mesas such member of (he Queta's Prrvy Coun-

uracm--u,n-n,momnu‘-uu

o1 23 the Misasiet [or (e purposes of

“partcipating provmace” means 8 rv-ma i respect of

whnch thare 8 18 (orce an agreement dawred wile under
3ec008 13 Witk the gowernmant of NaK province;

“Prostest”™ means the Presdent of 1he Corporauon,

“protucar” means a perion eegaged 18 the conag of kak for
saje.

CHAPITRE 37 (1% Supp.)

Lot concernnat la criatios de MOMcr canaden dy p-nu i
ah du commerca dv com-
mere fcnynmnu du pousca 1l pu upnuu les guas
dc3 producienrs Primaures de morve pripante

(194870, ¢ 33)

TR asaiod

1 Lo praeai lor peus due e sows ks DU Lov s e
pouion sald

INTEAPRETATION
1 Damslaprbrsenue i
sConsalls Sévgne it consed &'adw insLranon de TOMce.

sconlanaais comprend ioul geave de récepucie. ¢ emballa
gt deawcioppe ou de bande servant § Fembalaps ow 8 12
commercishistuon dy poxson,

«Minstres deuigne orlw des membres du Consed prvé de I
Rzine au Canada que le gouverntus ta consed déugre pour
354 § Lire 6¢ Minosire aus Ans de 13 présenia o,

«OMicas desgne MOMce canadien du Ppourson salt crie pur 12
priseaie kon,

apichewrs déugne wae perioane s svrant § la piche com-
merasie,

spossoas déugm les Paoas de la famidie de 1a moruc
(Gaduies).

«poissen pripards déugne ke pousce qui 8 sade wne prépe-
auom,

spréparaloar deugne le Lrniement by el ON e traileTe
v 3ol ot sdchape.

«Prividont do TOMcEs dézgne bt priudent de FOMce cana-
duen du poacs i,

eprisident du Consels WhMm‘uM“n—

ASUOR,

aproducieowr s m.m-nmn-hmlum
0oR du poweos POW L1 CoMmernaisaton,

sprovince participants s déugar unt promane relruvement
§ aqueiie o €0 Mgutwr und taieaM conclee € vers de
Fartacie 13 3wk Je gowreraememt Ge citie province.

“Mars
M —"

O™
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Chap. 37 Pocsion u'e Partie |
2aary paRTIC )
CANADIAN S2LTHSH CORPORATION OFFICL CANADIEN DU POISSOM SALE
Corporaton Estabesned Creation o FOMce
3410 A cumuration 1S “e T3 aushlnhed o be baown o e 311 Est par ley Prtvenes C168 UNE CUORMIGOR DPIUME Craws
Canadian Saiifih Corin r3ton comsaung of o Board of I'Offce canades du pusssos alt, formex d vl cvarl d od. v (Ve
Duwiion composed of ¢ Craurman 3 Prevsdent one dursor DL IL0 Comprenant i prtwnieat du Conmel. i Privdens
for gach parucipaurg provinaxr 37d avi more thas five ovher de FOMce ut admmslaews pow chaune 6oy prumimn
duecion, exch of whom 15ad be 2pporaied by ihe Goversor Pacspiasm €1 3w plus QAQ WL HMIA IR, Thacsa
1 Counaal 10 hold ofcm [or 3 ier™ no caceediag fve yeans. dens devam b nommd Par ke guuverneut ta comel powr
wng dunie de ©AQ 343 28 plus.
(1) A dwecior of the Corporaton for 3 panipaung 1) Un admamirsiewr ¢ 'OMcr pues wat Provima parit:  “weaeam
proviace whall be appuiaied oa the recommendation of (he PAME € nOmM sur [p rECOmMARGILOR dy [avundet-
hevienant goverace 14 counal of ihe parunpauag proviace Sovvernter ¢4 comeil G¢ Cwuie province
m A perios who has reached the age of svency yeans o {3) Une penoane qu 3 2161 Fige de sonanig-dia sl de Contuom
muu-mnumdwtm-u- e oM iule ddminsiraw de 'OME ot sa sdmiae § oM
N w Corporauce ceaes 1o hoid ofice vpua vaiewr de I'Olice arsse d'die en foacuons dés qu'd ateam
M‘Ihl"nlltwuyp Fige d¢ wouraniedun das.
(6] A durecior of e Corporsuca on M c3pvauce of he 14) Us sdminmiranwr de TOMcr powt éun nommd &0 “eveie
wrm of office & of a1 daquskied by ape. sipdie for rv- nowvesn 4 18 Ra de 300 mandm 1l W8 Pas Bl 10 [imme Svener
ppastment. Cip
(3) A vacancy 08 the B0erd oes Aot impasr (ke g of €3} Uns vacance e Consel 8 ismet pas be €roee Fage 068 Yaonm
e remamng duecion of the Corporatiod 10 &L byl whene auues Wnuseaare 3¢ Ofis maa lorqe’d s'agi de s
The vaupacy reisies to the offior of 1 direcior for » pacucr VICAACE Gv POrit ' B4 IUAGLIT IR POUF UNE PROVIACE PRSI
uu,pwmuihlkmumnpnnnbhn Pan ofie doxt 418 powrved Juseadt que les condiions i
the Baaser provided 18 (hs sacuon permeint d¢ la (5508 privee sy présent snxcle.
18) U sny dwecior of v Co Other B3a e (§) 54 va sdmamraww do OB 2ire qut it privden: ade~
Chawrmas or the présadent 1 sbsemt Oc unabie ia KL U du Cowmnl ov be Presscient 3¢ I'OMor. ent abntm 0w incape:  ¥wren
Govermur 14 Councl mey Sppousl B Wmpurary subsnivie Sle erercar ses fOnCUOAL It JoN eI AW €8 Com X, e
duwcior wpoa such condiboas 2s the Goversoe in Coungld ion k3 mod3iivs Qe prescri. aommet un sdmisalrsienr
prescnbes. Wpphtaal aknM mre
4 The Chawrman 1hall presde 1 meruags of the Bosrd. but € Le prewdent du Constl 0. €8 300 ABMEACE 08 W IPICE Lo preveiem
0 the event of (e abntncr o incapaciy of the Chairman. o ou w Je porie €31 vacaad. le Présdest Or 'O préinde kn "‘-":
o the offcn of Chaumaa o vacanl 1he Presdest shall prrude  méumoms du Comsed —
81 such mesangs.
341) The Preudemt & ihe chiel esccuuve officer of Ihe $11) Le Prendent de FOMce 31 ke fOACLOARMIT ICMIAIE Lu domive
Corporauoe and ihe general manager of (1 undenakings asd uatd en chel de FOMce ¢t le direcrewr général de is eaue. v Svowe
Nat ou behal of " Board e deeioa and comisl o 1he proes. a4 som dy Comeil. ¥ dinge ¢8 coatrle ley 1faes S¢ & Foaer
business of he Corporsucn with authanty 0 act in IM O, avec e pouvow € inserverur dans ta condm de s
conduct of (he bukacm of 1he Corporation 1& st matuns Lhat afures & Tegard de Wt cr Que L2 présesia ko Ow les nplc-
ar¢ not 3y 1 Act or by the bydaws of ihe Board spenically menis 3dmanirauly du Consnt 'sitnbuent pas expeesatment
reserved 1o be dom by the Boerd & ar Sernasy
(1) Un (he evest of the absence or iacapacily oF the 1) En c2s dabseace ov Sincapsavt du Prevdeat de svwne o
lmalm-ﬂ-d’mn-vmmw rmm-mmu-umhwmnm w—apant
1hall smhonse an oy or durector of 1he Corpy " de [Ocx § fure & Joriem
muh-d"l'uihuﬂ-)ﬂu_bnmpnun -nwmmlw‘u?mx&roh.&m
srdoriand by the Boerd Bas suthanily st 5 Prriadent PENOASE an Suiensdy per e Constd A'a powvor, sam
funmu:m;wylannwmwwud Tapprobsuva du mmumdﬂmlmk
the Goversor 1a Cow Prévedest de (' pendant uae pénode de ples de
LIS oW
$10)  The Prewdent shakk be pasd by the Corparsnos & salary 41y Lc Premdemt de FOMar recost e Ot deramy o (ke Trome
30 be kard by the Governce in Covacal and the Chawman sad mewt quc Bae ke gouvernewr ex consed Le prtudcmt du ™ m
1he ouker dwecrans of the Carporiuoe other thea the Pres-  Comedl ot fos avues admusateamsn de FOSce, § Teacepave "~
Gent 1hall be paed by 1he Corporauca sech fees for stend- du Préndem 4¢ NOMce. rgoivens d¢ cv dermur, powr wr
amces ot morungs of e Board or aay commasey Lhereol & Pprvencs ewx stumons du Consedd ou e Mowl comt de celm-a.
are lasd by ¥ydaw of 1he Dosrd. et hosorares fsds par reglement sdmisairatsl du Consed
(2)  Each dwacwar of the Corporauon m cauded ta ¢ pad 2) Towm admmnniraww de I'OBos 2 I dron de rECOPWTEr Orrvaes
by the Corporsuon txh Uravefung and kviag cxpemies e MO les (ram de Géplacement ©f O bubucriaacy. faty
ncwrred hm s the preformance of ke duucs B s por righement sdmnniraud du Conneal. qu onr dut encowrss
fxed by by-law of the par b1 dase Fesercioe de ses foactons.
Oet ot pouveirs
T L'OMce ew ¢Ladh dvr fins daugmanier k3 gans 4 Oma m
uclewrs primauEs de punson Lalt Prepant on préparaa ke e

o
Act A fur (NN purPure power o

PuNca €n MAEIAL €1 WAdEN &1 EN COMMCOALIN Tt
ronwon priterd ¢ e sovs-prodwts de la prRparanos de
P €L a3 G0 pouvors Qu he somt coafirts per
o aines Jisfumuons e 18 prtuense dor €1 par sous JuUe ke i
2 $0es Am K poyvos



Pan i

() buy Ash and dress wlL dry or palage ik of
Otherwisc prepars cured Ash 1ad ihe by-products of fah
twnng for marker,

15) duy cured Mah and i by-prodcy of hah cunag
. and paclags Or oherwie prepare bh Rih ad by~
products for market,

S

() assemble. son, grade. rore and ansere he Ash 3
cured Bih Dougt or prepered by K and

3p0n of uBpon or otherwas deal Wih cured sk 5.
the by-producy of fah curiag.

3

(4) purchass, loase oc otherwin acquie snd
pledps. mungage. hypohecss, mi or ctherwie
wh 88y real of L movable property,

\/ eablad dranches o emph.y 3 a Cansda or
« tarwhere, oy s

n AWS 34y MOAEY IR ME PONEINON Or wader Wy
oAU that 1 )ls OPAOA 4 80t i mediawly required for

@, _bomow monsy from asy baak wpos the creda of

the Corporation.

() scguwre and sl 10 fiherines s0d 10 e prodecen
/ul\mwwuu-amhmsmu
T\ thecunag and handiag of cored fah,

b
A-) make loans of working caprsl 06 3 se3sonat bavs to
~Juhermes 10 provecens in 2 paruopaung province, snd

G} G0 all such other Lhings & wre AecEssary or nrdental
10 the exarcase of axy of 113 po wers of 1N CATYINg Owl of
any of its fencuons wnder thes Act.

Saltfish
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Chap. 37

3 @'xher du ponsson €1 de Fapprbier ¢ 2a<r K

e ou Tcmpaquer 0w daulemens rader powr e
marthd le porisoa pripact et ket sous-prudens de la
Ppréparsuon dv pursva,

b} d'xNherer du porsos prépart €1 des sows-prunduits de
1s priperauve dy possson &1 ¢ TMOIYUCIET U suLEmEn]
\rwier pows 8 marché 8 pormon pripard el ces WO
produts,

€} Camembler. e, claise. (mmagauner, msurr le
PUnios 41 le poisson pripart achert Ou Waiv pas lue ot
wends. commercialiser. ¢apuner ov imporier du pouios
Prépert o dus soue- produsts 86 1s préparsuce dv podsoa
o0 LRIt 38 dupomer;

d) €xchewr. prendre § 2l o8 suUBmEn. acqubey o
dhuns, prever F'un ssausemerl Cea morgage o
Com vendre sout bea e 0u Suure-

men: 34 dupoeer;

1) Ftudiu 6es seccunsles oe employer des mands-
e se Canada ou adiewns,

N Cavesr dans dos valewns Emast ov garaues par s
gosvernemeni de Canada 10wl 10m e - vow

IR 08 M JOMMLEON OV £1 104 CORLrdls o1 qu. § 108 Ve,
west pas mmidiziemens requie owr Rns de ses

oMk 11 de vEAds 10V VAW AN BCq U DAY T B8
de rhvestr e la méme mansire 1wl ou parts de tewr

Cemprear da Fargent de towst Daaqus bur i créda
£I’O.-.

b Cxqui o o veadre 22 pichewns ¢t 2va pre-
ducwrurs du sl des conuRants o Suires arucles wlikads
o requas powr la pripensuon &1 13 maspulaton de
Possoa

1} de consentyr Ses prits Je fomds de roviement sur une
an 1 dos plcheuns o1 dams ume
perucipanse, st

D de laww lovie 3wt chom que peat e RATIaire O
accessoure & Feserexe de Mon de 13 posvows ou de Feng
Oe se3 foncsons en veria da Ls présenie lon.
B L'OMcr pewt conclure o1 applquer vec towt gouverne.
menl Ou 10NN Persoant les enienien que MNOfice estime ndon-

Arova, prvidpes €1 CONCEMORS QI Pruveat ha due

Aspone § The Corporsuos may snist ialo and carry ow armange-
and ments Wk dxy goweramens of persos at 1be Corporauu
pivenriel Getmy aecrisacy or Genrabis ia furherance of e purpose for
prsnny which i o exsblished. and may receiwe 1ad cazraise any
it nghia franchuses. pnvieges and concesuons (Nat may
$ranud w or coalfarred spos u by aay g or
peroa.
Organization and Staf
Angtoroum (1) The Corporatioa may employ such officery and ew-
L Pioyees s i conmders mecuasery (or the proper condect of s
Tornn oot (1) The Board may by y-law e dutins of Ihe
o oficars 1ad employess of i Corporstce a9d the werms
‘_'_“’ nd condrons of thew employment.
Romunsrs- (31 The porsons em ployed pursesat 10 subaection (1) ihall
- be ymcwﬁm.m-hmn
apprcama 72 A011) The Presdem asd 1he offcens and employens of the
:;": shalt be der ;NWI‘I&NN‘
36018 for 1he purpuset of the Pudic Servcr Supera:
haass d the Corporsuoe shall be detmed 10 bt 2 Pudhe
for the purposts of wction 23 of Ut Act.
N {11 For the perposts of the Governmeas Empioyers Com-
7 peassion Act 98d any re, - % secuon
‘:’( Tof ACL 1he Preudent ind the oficen and
M employers of the Corporstion shall be Seemed o be em-
ployed 1a ihe pudlic servce of Canada.
Loprsn 11 Evcept a3 prowsded 1 secuoa 10, 3 dvecuw or an offiver
o pon of o employee of (M Curporstion B moc 18 (AR Capiity pans of
o e publxc servece of Canada

por Ow g 08 pat ovie persoane.

Organisztion ot porsevwel

911 LOMs prec employer b foncLoaRLAT of les o
Pployts qu'id csame niorssares | 306 Son foncuonnement.

(1 Le Consnd pret. par ntglement admimairsul. prescrve
s devows des foactionaawres ot employds de TOfce o i
modabuls de hew empice

1} Las pecsosars nud-ll-png
phe (1) rcorvemt de s rémuniration qu en
por régiement sdmusairsnd du Consal.

L Prevdenc de I'Ofice. les loncuoanaues
empluphs o IOMoe som cxnds dve des employhs
Fuoacuos pebhque aus fins de 1o Lon sor la peasion
Foncuon publqut €1 powr ie3 0byrts de artxcle 25 de artre Jon,
POMce o3l conGént COmaEw ¥ne COPOrston de service pubbc
(1) Aus fime d¢ 1o Lon sar Findemnnsion des employds de
TE1a1 €1 e 10wk réglemen Etadh e coaflommns de I'artucte 1
G L Lov sor Nadronsvuque. le Prindent d¢ 1Ofce. kv
foacuosaswes ¢t les cmployes de MOMce somt cemes dure
des employen de la foncuon pedlque du Canads
1t A lescrpuon de o2 qur prévos I'saxls 10, un 28mina-
iraieur, uA fumuoanaws ov wa emplove ¢ | Office a'sp-
partem pae. en ool qualiid 3 la fosvtws publique du
Cansda

ain
e la
de la

Aavms
s 1
eromen

e pranan
-

e

b

3%3
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3% Chap. 37 Fursom auile Fartn o
Larersl Oispositony genersies
[ S 12 The Buard ap Toai “vlaws 12 Le Curxct pewt vlabiir ey reglamenia 2dminisuanly [ERAESY]
e mote -
e e
S
o~ s
(4] rexpeinng ive 33l g of mecungs of the Soard, B onUrARn 1 cunvin 3L E6 ot U Conwil,
(8] respecueg 1he coadact of bubines af mectings of b regiementant |y provedurs aun ituaicms Ju Curwit
the Boand and the exiadnshmenc of commaitees thereof. 1 ertation de comnds v Conwl, fa
the delegaon of Syt 10 such commiiises Jnd the Aung foactions 4 ces comies el 12 Avanoa du quorum avx
quorums fur mecungs of 1he Bosrd and commilian reanions du Consel o1 de ses comiles,
ihereof,
{€) wbgct ko the spproval of the Treasury Board, Auny €} ws restrve de Paporodation dy cunsed du Trésor
INe fees su Be pad 0 1he Chauman ind the other Ax3nt iy honorares & payer au priswiear dv Comail <1
dirmcions of the Comorauon. other than 1he Pressden, 3us avires adminairawers ds 'OMer. sauf le Prevsicent
for stiendances st meeungs of ihe Board or any commine dr i OMce. pour leur presencs aua reunrons da Comerl L.
e Lhereol. 18 INe aveiting and Lving expeases 1o be d¢ Fun quescongue de ses comien. ainm que le frau de
Paed 10 N dirweions of the Curporauon; Guplament 21 de subsistame rembounabics sus admi .
niraieurs de OB,
(d}  rpecung ihe duues and conduct of the durecton of d) concernaal les devourn e 12 conduna des sdminiaira-
the Corporaucs, and 16y d¢ I'Offca. o1
(e) generaity for ihe conduct Bnd mesagement of ihe €) concernant Je Fx50a génerale 13 durctiua ¢ s gos-
afars of tre Corporstson bon des 3Farvs ée 'OMor
Mot 13 The haad office of the corporation shall be ai the aty of 13 Le nege soal de I'Ofcr ext ¢1abl & St-Jesn de Teme: swpe
lhcr 5. o¢ 10 (ke immedaie vi<imty tharsol in the Province Neuve ou auk abord de ceng wille, toutelus, bet Aunwors du waat
Newfoundiand. but mesungs of 1he Bosrd mey be heid a1 Consel pruvent dtry waues en dauires hews du Canads que
4, tuch oiher praces ta CA3Ea 38 the Boerd may deigrmine peut daisrminer be Conseil
agen .e /uu The Corporauos 1 for all purposes of this At as 1411 L'OMcx em pour tous les obgts de 1s prsente hn Momissm
of b Ageai of Ker Magsly and 115 powers under ks Act may be  mandataire S¢ 53 Magsid et n'crerce Qu's o8 (e des powvorrs 3¢ S
Moy e €nerced oaly ap 2a sgent of Her Mapiy Que fwi conlee 11 présante kon. haciad
Comrmm N The Corporation may on behall of Her Magsiy snier 120 L'OMce peul pour le compie d¢ Sa Maxsid. coxclurt Comrs
1L10 cotracTs In the name of Mer Magsty of 1a the name of Ces cunirais 3w nom de S4 Magilé Lu CA KA Propet nom
e Corpornoa
Poperiy (J) Progery acquired by the Corporation u the prupeny (3} Les baens scquis par 'OMue appanaennest 3 Sq Mae gem
of Her ‘awsiy 1nd utle Ireto may be vesied 1n the name it ol le ntw pevt ¢o e Jévolu soi aw num de Sy
of Her Magsty or in (ne name of (e Comorstion Maxsid son 1w nom de ['Ofice
Pronrrtap 18)  Acuons. suits or other lcgal proceedings in respect of {4 Les actwms, pouniuises 03 3uires peoeedunes pERIDret Prveiven
a8y rghi or obliga.on B quired of incurred by 1he Corpora- comTrrant ua drod K Qquis 0¥ une Lbligativa CunLra lee par
wom oa behail of Her Majesty whether 18 its name or 1n 1he 'Office pour le compte de Sa Magd que o2 snt ¢4 s0n
same of Her Magsy, may be brought or taken by or NOM Ov av rom de Sa Maxaid pouvenl dlex inienuvy o0
agansi v Corporairod 18 the aame ot the Carporauon 1 pries par o conire {'Cfice su Aom de Cx Jermer devant
any coun that woskd haw mradcuos if the Corporiuon 1ouTe cour QU Burdis ndsction s I'Ofue a'¢an pas manda-
were 201 a0 apent of Her Mamiy 12irc de Sa Mapsd
Contnaa of IS(1} The Corporsuon shalli condic: 1 operavons un 3 13(1) LOMcr e3t A2SACEEMEAL BUlOAOME B1 A MESOIL PAS  Oper s
wnasncral self-susining Asancisl bass wihout appropnsuons iherefor pove i1 opérauons de ¢red s affectés par ke Parlement Laial id
o by Parkament.
 eled 12)  The Corporstion shali be deemed for the purpotes of () 10Mcxevicemsd. sut Ans de Ln Lov bur Fadminisirauon Sew
gy v Financial A At 10 be 2 Bnanciire, $1r¢ une corporauoe visée  I'annexs C Ce ceite :;n:w
hagiasnaniN specified 1a Scheduie € 10 that Act [ v
Povmenn  \ _#9)  The Corporatior may make grants ia hew of Lanes 1w 13)  L'OfMcy pevt accorder pows wnir icy 'imphes. § Wuiz Poween;
-y of ‘7 sy moncpahty 8 Canads pot exoreding e tases that uaxipaid 2w Canads des subventions a'cactdant pat bes oem e
- . might be krmed by (he muaipshiy 1n respect of any lands AmPOn qu powerient 8 pertes par ks munaipatid rela. TN
*, of the Corporauon i the Corporation wert sot an sgen. of uvcmeal | 10wt lerrua de OMce w cetwa a'da pas
 Her Magsry mandmawre de Sa Mapesut
Crows (6) The Corporauoa shall be doemed for the purposes of (3) Auk fins Ju 15 Lou sar les corporations de (3 Courpane Lo Lo wr
< the Crowa Corporations (Provinaial Tases aod Fees) Act. (Tases €8 dronts provincasus) FOMce ost censé dire men. ‘o swrun
Eaveieid 10 be Iind 14 the Kheduie 10 that Act tunné & Fannese de [adua ou il
e 2 oy
W sl -
o~y
* appi
o+ ToRs
b €3) The Sumpins Crowa Asseis A does not apply 10 the “5) L3 Lo sur ley Diens de surplus de 1a Couroane ne t:::
- gy X
i) Corporauon o 10 the property of the Corporauon vapplique a1 d FOMcE a1 8 3es brens b
. spp w
Copmne
~
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<Part 1}

Financial
P 18 _Tne Minser of Finance y. out of tne Comaidaed
jodvvrnd Revenve Fund on the requi of the Munster, make
e $ranis 10 the Comarauun na caceedung 1 the aggregaw one

Rundeed thovaand duhars 1o ensble the Corporauon to meet
uulul operaung and calablahment expenses

lu 1) For the purpuse o ¢n3bling the Corporation to carry
08 its operauons ynder (his Act 1he 11 Council may
authonas the Minisier of Finsaca on such urms aad conds-
uons a3 ihe Governor in Councl inay prescnbe,
(3 © guaraniee repayment of loses, and inerest
thereoa, made by say daak 10 1ve Corporauca, aad

(b) 1o makelosns 1o the Los,
(1) The aggregaia ovsandung ol aay time of

(2) the amounus bormowed by the Corporsuon purssant
0 paragriph 7(g). 1ad
(5) the amounis loaned by the Minuiar of Finance
under this wcLion.

shall not excend an milion dollan.

PART ¥
ADYISORY COMMITTEL

I0{1) The Governor in Councal shall 3
Commuttee conmsung of not more thaa Afuse
all

1 88 Advisory
memben, onc

be appounied for & rm adt cwndm‘ fve years, enrpt

- hat of those members Arst appormied Sve shalt be ap-
posntad for & term of twa years and Bve shall be apponied
Toe & werm of four yeans.

Re- 1)) A member of the Advisory Commilies b upos the

expuauon of M term of office, cligsdle for re-appoutmant.

Commuim 19(1) The Adwisory Commuties shall meet 2t feast once &
» sare year 204 3t 2 uma deiermined by the Chauman of (he Board
Conpmroven #nd at such ocher Umes a8 are fiaed by the Board and shall
sdvue ihe Co tioa oft 3uch maisers ninn. 10 trading and
dealing 1n cured BaX or 1he by-products of fsh cunag as ane
refarred 10 & by the Bosrd & a3 sre raised by the Advsory
Commtus
Remurars- () The members of 1 Advisory Commitiss may de pad
e and by ihe Corporauoa for IMur services iuch remunersuon and
oiprm expenses s ace Laed by the Governor is Counal.
PART 13}
REGULATION OF INTLRPROVINCIAL AND EXPORT
Detaenm 0 nivaPan
“Dy-products of fsh curing™ means sch by-products pro-
Quced 1 8 parucipating prowace,
“'cured fsh™ means fish thal has recaved cunag u a paruc-
paung proviece.
bomar- \:6 2141) Eacept in accordance with the wrms and cosdiuoms
povmel T se1 forid 1m any Icence INat may be tssued by the Corporation

[iand IR that behall. no penon. oiher than the Corporalioa or 1n
sgent of the Corporation, shall

T13) export from Cansda any cured B3k of the by
pruducts of fish cunng,
-~

Saltfish

iyl or-m- e dasigaated by the Gover! Counal 10 be
Commnem n of 1he Advisory Commtiee, and as leas half of

wbou‘ 1 b Ashermen of 1e luuﬂW
Term of ¢ 2h of the members of the.

Chap. 37

Dispositions financierses
18, Le minustre des Finances peut, par preidscment sur &
Foads du reveny contoldd, & La demande du Minutre, x-
corder § 'Orfice des subvenucas ne déparsant pas dans
Tensemble cear mille dollan pout permetire § 1'Office de faire Fiagmn
face B s depenses iniualer d'expiontation en & ses (ras de
premaer établiasement.
1741} Auz Fas de peemetion 4 1OMce de poursuivis ses Pm
optraLions en vertu de 1a préscate Jov, le gouverneur en conser
peut mlon les modalids qu'd peul prescan. auvionser le
misuie das Finances,
1) 4 gansaw ls embounemani de
FOftics par une banque ot it puemeat
prtu; ot
B} & consenwr des pius  FOBay.
(1) L'emaembie des moaunis, non remboursés 4 un mo-
meot queiconque,
8)  amprunids par I'OfBce en conlormiit de I'alinea 7g),
o

-

conseaus 4
Tinubrtt sur ces

Keaureuoe

b) piduts par le malsvw des Frasnors en wertn du
pristas arucke

e dont pas dépasaer du milhons da dollars.

PARTIE i
COMTE CONSILTATIF

1841) La gowverneur en consed dowt nommer us Comid Nomme
consaltaul s composant d'aw plus quinze membres, dont Tup 19a ¥
vermews €A come.l pour ¢ privdent du
&1 dont La mortd au mouns done dsre ow dout il
représcniar des picheurs.
() Chacua des membres du Comid consulaul esl Owie so
AOMmE powt une pénode ne AEpaISInt PAS GnQ Ans, Wule. Mo
fou, parmi les membres nommds & I'ongine, aq dovent
dure nommds pour deur 18 et anq dosvent dus aommis.
pour quatre ans.
(J) Un membre du Comut consultatl et & Fexpwation Nowmrin
de 10 mandal, suicrpuble d'¢uw nommé de novveas renanon
1941)  Le Comite consuktaul dod se rtunis 26 MCIAS une 01 La Comasr
par aa. | woe €poque Bads pas le présdent du Consedd € au S svmer
autres époques finbes par e Consenl ec conseriier 'Ofce sur kea O™
Questions relauves 3y commerce dv pouson pripant ou des
sour-produis de In préparatios du pousson, qu 1w sont
déferées par b Consed o8 Qs 10t souievies par ¢ Comidt
comuhauf.
ﬂ) Lis memdres dy Comiud consultatil pruvent rcevow Rimend-
OMce pows sewrs sernices ls remunération ef les frass upulil
q\u fise lg gouverneur ex comel, e

PARTIL 18

R‘MIMYHION OU COMMERCE INTERPROVINCIAL
DU COMMERCE D'EXPORTATION

20 Alsprisenn Parue

aPoisson prapards déugne le pousca qUt & SIS uie Prépe-
rauva dans une province partucipente;

«s0us-produits de s pripar slion du poissons désgne lous
sour-produis  qu sont  produis  dans  une  province
parcpsnie

11} Saul en conformié des modahus (adiquies dani Comars

[T

toute hoence qui peut &ure delivrde par I'Ofce § ceuie fn. '*ﬂr

sucune fersoane aulre qus 'OMce ou us mandatawe de T2 0

1'Office ne dont 4 erypona.
on tw
prmon

3) exporter hors du Canada du pussson pripart ou Jes.
wut-produits de 12 preparaon du poswon,

555
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Chap. 37

(5) wnd suavey or Ay (rom 2 paripaung province
(0 anuINer Paripa="§ IOV OF 10 30y OLher prov.
ince. sny cured Rsh of 2% by-products of fish cunng,

1) 10 1 panwipaua g provirce reCeive for CONvEYIME of
€amage 10 1 dertineuon dutinie the provinor. any cured
G3h or The by-producss of B4h curing; or

(d) selor bo? oF 3gree (0 melh o¢ buy cured fsh oc the
by-prodicus of fish cunng wiusied ia A parucipeung
provinca, for delivery in sacther muw\; prominae o
any ocher provings, or delude Cansd,

(2)  The Bosst may. fur the purposes uf (R section, make
t;-h-;w\da; for the 1sus of hoences by e
prexnbiag the form of and (e wems and condi-

muhmrmumwm
22. The Covernor 1s Councll may, by regulatom, um;l
(rom the appication of all or any of the provisions of thy
Pt aiher conditionaliy or unwednwy and aither in
peneral uerms or for 8 specified penod. asy wrea or region 1n 8
parxipat Lmn or any clams of cured Lid or 2ay by-
product of

Duties and Powers of Corporation

un Subjacs 50 vecuon 21, 1he Co mmm excly-
r@x?l:mau-ndmm ot the by

v of ok canf} Wi wergrovinciab n‘upm vadeand
“EFall exerciae (hat nght, euher by i
1he objectof

if or By its apents, with

(a) marksting cured m 3rd the by-products of Auh
cunng in an orderly m

(b} iacreasing returns to fshermen, and

(c)  promoting iniernational markes for, and sncreasing
nierprovincial 8ad caport rade ia, cured Ash and (he by

redutu of fsh cunng.

(1) AN cured fsh and e by producis of fsh curing
produced by 3 Ashermaa or 2 producer in 8 parucpaung
praviace that see of & Rasdaed of guality io be speciied 1A
the agreement under sectioa 135 with the parucipaung
province and shat are offered by the fisherman o the
Mlﬂfuuhuwc o for duposal 1a inwer-

‘;\“‘:ﬂ muubo-n:b,mcm
s rmu- uce? wpod such erms
and Wwfumhmuuth-‘upuh

92

Poisinn salé

b} envuper. Uampurer dune provin patiuidanic &
MK Julne YUVIRGE PAMKIPINIE Ul & WALE JULE PavIMg,
du ponsun prépant ov des sous-produils de 13 preparauvn
du poisson;
€1 @anb une proviace partiupinte. recevair puur les
ransporter hors ¢e la provinae dw powson pripart ou des
wourproduits Ce Ia priparauua dv polison, ou
d) vendrs Ov acheter. ou convernr de vendre ov
d'xheier du n prepart ou dev suus-produius Ce 1a
préparauon POuson 38 Lrouvanl dans une province
Prsuapanie pous ies Lvrer dans une Bulre province pant-
$panie o RoA, 0w hors du Canada.
{2)  La Comsed peut, aun Bns du prisent arucie, éuablis les
réglemenis sdminarauls peévoysnt Is délivrancs de &
cunces par I'Ofce e1 prescrivant |2 forme de ces boences et
\es modahiés devant y figurer.
22, Le gouvernews 2n conseil pewt, par i tlement, exempur
de T won de lous ou parte Jisposuoss de 1s
préwenis Parue, condiuonaelement ou non, ot d'une fagom
Jénérale ou pows U Grrtlia empe. 1ould 2008 Ou rigioa dans
WNE PROVINGE PAIUCRANIE 0% LoV CALEgONE Je poision pri-
part ou (0wl 30us-produit ¢¢ La peéparauon du poussoa.

Oroils el pouvolrs do FOMee

. 3341) Sous rtserve de Furucie 21, FOMce 4 b droit exchunl

de procider & 1n commeraalisaton, & I'schai et & 13 veate du
pousson pripert ¢t do3 sous-produits e L préparzuca du
poisson daas le commarce tawerprovincial o1 le commerce
d'exponauca; il es2roe o8 droil, 3o par T-méme. 0R pas s
mandaisires. cn ve

a) de commaercialiser fe ponsoa pripard ef les sous-
z:dmu de a priparation du pxuion d'une figon or-
inde;

b avgmenter e revenu pour les péchewrs; ot
€) d'ouvnr les marchés inernanonsun au poason pri-
pact et sux sovs-produus Se la priparation du puisson s
d’en acrroliry e commeror interproviacial o1 ke commerce
d'eaporistion.
(1) Toul e pornon prépant e1 tous bes 3ous-produits de la
prtparavun du pousos produts par un pichewr ou us
dans une doq 1a porme de
qualiué est conforme & calle qu qu dout tie
Faccord conctu ¢a nﬂ:‘ de b i
pardopanse et qui 3ont offerts ea venie par by pbchewr oy
producwr & FOfice pour en dre dnposd Sans be commerce
Interprovinaal ou ke commercs ¢'cxportation, doiwent Iw
xm«maau produciess par "Ofce selon
modalists 01 pour le wMMumul‘Ohnk
L p:o:m 0us réserve de »-:_ opl"l; de
iemant icable, £1abl €1 nis 43 Oruvre pas en
fovorishy Ty
(3} L'Ofce dérermine [a forme dam an& e M
pripar¢ ot les sous-produits de la
achewdy par lui, en conformiid ds mn ut:i sont
0 U met ax oewere ou fait mcununnvn

the Corporation 1ad the Asherman of the Jucer subject
1 sy nzlmw xchema for payment established aad
operated by v Corporation purssant Lo secuion 14,
(>} ’l‘hS?mmMmml orm in which'
1he by-products of fsh curing bought by »
pmuamm-mo-mumm-u slnny
©owt or cause 10 be carried out any
‘orporatos

for makes that w deems cems acesury. 154 e &
shall market ks prod mud;lmnd in
mbmm-nnmmmnﬂmmnlhmu
mens of 1he ohjecs meanonsd 1a sabacuon (1.
24. The Corporaion may establsd and operase
schemes of paymest lor Immnmlmh’mn‘u
and the by-producis of fish mng‘:ou.m by K pursuant W
this Pant that provide for euder or Botk

{0)  ssysiem of iniual and Anal poes or payments, sad

semps et Tews et 4 le manitre qui, & 108 Bvis, réaliserom su
mican Jes obgts vists sw parsgraphe (1)
24 L'Offca peul metire av pourt, duablir et metirs ea ceuvre
mﬂmammduwmumum
du pousoa et du posson pripart et des ous-produis de fa
préparavon du pouson acheds per lus conformément A 13
prérenie Parte, privoyant 1on Fen, sou Tauire, soul les Sewn
syntmes suvants:
1) un sysidme de prn ou de pacmenis iakiaua et Rnals,
[}

i

-
Feipans

Pt

1ptaifide dans pripen
Farucle 23 avec 1a province efen

Conmeme
o by
s
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Solifish

) v pooling of receipts for cured hh and the dy-
products of £sh cunng 1cluding the operatiun of pod
accounts, eiher generally or 1n relalion 10 1he ared of
region where the fish uaderwent cunng or ihe by-pro-
ducts of foh vunng were produced or 1n 213110 (o the
quality of the cured fish o by-pruducts of fsh cunag. or
00 sah other basus a3 ihe Corporauoa deams appeopns
ae

Agresments respecing Pacliclpation
29(E) ta this secaon, “province 10 whxh this sexctos ap-
ples” meass any of the (ollowing provinces namaly, New-
foundland, Nova Scous. New Brumswick, Pnnct Edward
laland and Quebee.
{2} Wik the approval of the Governor 1a Council. the
Minusier may, o8 behalf of the Governmeni of Canada,
Snies N0 an agreement with the pmml of any
provincs 12 which this sectios 3pphes, providing for
(l) whe shariag by the province wiih Lhe Goverament of

of aay lowss incurred by |M

Covarnment of Canada 13 2 result of the operaticas of

the Corporasos,

(il the ptﬂomum by the
he provirce, of funcuons reliuag (0 ialrapromacial Lrade

hnudﬁh and the by-products of s cunag,

Carporstion, on behsif of

(€) the undenaking by he provincs of amraagements
for the paymeat, 10 the owner of aay plasi or equipment
nsed in lldﬂllf processiag or olher wise prepaning cuwed

-wvduu of fish cunng for market, of
<compensabion u any such plans or equpment that will
or may be readered reduadant by renson of any opers-
Gons authonzed 1o be cumied out by e Corporation
under this Part, and.

(d} such other matsers as may be agreed upon by the
Munuwr and the government of the proviacs.

Administs ation

26{1}) The Governor s Counall may dm;unuy qualied
Person as an inspector [or Ihe purposes of

(2)  Aninspecior may M asy reasonabis lime

(a) enter any place or pramuses that he reascasbly
bebaves 8 process

cured fsh o the by-products of Ssh cenag for markes or

shipment of any velucie, traler, \aul.mlnyeuov

aircraft that be ressoaably belieres is being used 10 shup.

o coavey cured sk or the by-producs of nnqru

L

any costainer found thernin o exsmise uy-
mu;?“»d nhum 1At he reasonebly bebrves con

any cured td or Iha by-products of l-l cunng. and u\c
samples lw ad

{€) cxamine any bovks, shippiag bain bifts of lading.
invosces of other documents or papers thai on reasonabdle
rownds he debeves coalain any informauoa relgvast 1o
e enforcement of shis Part and make copwes Lherwol or
extracts thersfrom.

34-705 O =78=17

Chap. 37

3) ‘s mue en commun des receras de ls venie du
poisson prépart et des sous-produns ce 1 preparaton du
pason, nolamment 13 gestion de comples cummun, st
en général. sout relauvement 4 12 2one ou 3 12 region dam
laquetie fe pos>on 3 5ubi 1a preparauca ou dans laqualie
Jev sous-produils de 12 préparauen U pnon ont ¢
produits, 3onl relatvement 4 13 qualie du poraon peépart
O den sowr-produits de |3 préparation Ju Ponsson, suil sur
1ouie autre base que I'OiBce esume appropnds.

Accords de partcipation

(1} Au prisent arucle, «province & faquelie Je prisent
aruce uw»q-u- deqm l\mc Jes pvonnm mu-m
savorr,
wick, Plie-dw-Prince- Edourd clis Quebot
(2)  Ls Mimisue peul, pour le compia du gouvernement dy
Canada, aves Mapprodation de gouverneur en constil. COR-
clure avec lo povvernement d'une provincs A laquelis e
préscal arucle 'applique, ue accord prévoyant
4} o paruage. ¢eale La province et i gouvernement de
Canada. des dépenses inibales d'eaplonlauon et d'éa-
busemen de I'Office ot de tovles subes pas le
r:mmmn du Canada par sune Jes activises da I'Of-

i) Feaercice par 1'Ofce, pour le compia de Ix province,
foacucns relauwes au commarce. 4 Nauneur de b
prépart et des sous-produits de la

©) la conclunon d'enwenies pas la province en vue du
paemeant d'une indemniid au propnétaue de 10ut focal,
ovie uune ov Lt matinel servaat 4 Vemmagasinage. 4
) ulmhﬂnw- o auure forme de ruwment du poo-
308 prépart €t des sous-produts <o la préparation du
Ppoisson pour le marche, lonqu'un el loual, une Iclie usine
0% un el maudnel deviennent ov peuvenl devenie sper-
flus dv Fau d'activitds que 12 prisense Parue avionse
FOffice & exercer, ev

@) les utres Questions dont le Minusire el e gouverne-
ment de la province peuvent coavems

Apphc ation

26(1) Le gouverneur en comsed peul démgner touke per-
ane qual A titre d'impecieur aus fins Se la prisenie
Parue.

(2} Uninspecienr prut. 4 tout moment rvsonnable,

4)  enirer duxs tout hew ou focal lorsqu’l 8 0e raisoms
de crous qu'd sent & Temmegasinage. Pemballage, 2
U383/0rMALON OF Au LraIeMent 34 pousson pripart ov
sous-produits de la peéparsuga du poiseoa pows ' mar
¢ ou pour l'expédiuon ou entrer dans 1oul vébhicule,
SONIE FEMOrqUL. LOuL RAVIE, Wi e chervia de fer 0w
atrooef, hnq-'nllduum crolrs qu'iis servemt &
Fexpidition ou au traseport de poisson pripard ow de
mahmud-mmh-s—
») owvnr towt conensm qui 3’y UDUVE O examiner
1ouie chose que 1y trowve, lorqu™l a Ces ruusoas de crove
Quiils contiennent du porson peéperd ou des 10uS-peoe
duits de la préparauoa du poisson, ct & pevi en priiever
dn haaulions; et
€)  graminer Lous kvres. connaissemanis, fewiies Cenple
divon. factures 0u sutres Socuments ou pvices qui
d'apris 8 Qs oL Fasoansblemant, contennent Jes
renseIgnements perunents posr Meadowtion Ue 13 présente
Partie €1 g0 prendre des copwes 08 des eaUBIL

Pouvoms da
Fspecies

n
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Chap. I7

13} AR Inspecier 35 2 fartished wilh a ceruficate uf his
dengnalion 3 #A *-ajector and oa caicrag any place.
PraMmiaes Cr conveyarax Trartad 10 18 subeeun (2) bl of
30 requared, preduce -€ X-Ncate 1o the prron 1 Charge
thereol

(4) Tre owner of femun (3 chaeye of sny place, premises
o comveyance rerered 19 11 Jubseution (2) and every
2e0n found therm 31411 Jive 34 inspecior il reawnadle
AM.314008 1A Nis puwer to 125k he 103DECITr 10 CaTy oul
s duues and fancuuns uader this Pant and shail furnuh
fum with 1uch 18fOrmalion wilh respect 1o the adminutrs-
uon of thus Pant 23 he may reasonably requus

22.(1) Whenever an anspecior belwves 30 reasonable
$rounds that aay provision of this Pan has been violaied he
May sews and detmn the cured Bsh and the by-products of

94

Parsson sale

() Un anpecieur don ¢ire pourve d'ua coriian de
aominaton & e J'inspectzur €t en eatr. any un ey,
lowsl va sehicute menionsés 3w paragraphe (20,1l dow. 31l
€ st requin, produire le cesrnficat 3 13 pessunce respeasabie
e ce e, tocal nu vehicule
{4) Le propnétaire ou la personne reaponsad'e d'ua bau,
local ou véhmule menuoInes au paragriphe (3). ¢t wuie
persanne qui 8y trouve, Joivent fuurme suute I'ude ra:son-
nadle €3 Teur pouvowr 3 liaspecteur pour Jul permetty
d'erercer ses Jevous et foncuons €n verty de ha préveate
P o1 bw fournwr, en or Qui cumerne Mappixausn da la
presenie Parve, les renseignements qu'il peul rausonnable-
ment cuger.

27(1) Chaque fou qu'un 1aspeciasr 3 de jusies mouls do

croue qu'd y 2 eu contravenuon B une disposivon de Ta

p«unud'mu. o peut saur ¢ reens le poissos prépant o1 les

&N cunag by means of or in relauon o whh
beligves the volauon was commiited.

(2) Any cured B3h or the by-products of fsh cunag wued
and deuuned pursuass 1o subsecuoa (1) shall not be de-
tauned alur
{#) 1a the opusion of an inspecior, the provikens of this
Pant have been complued mth, or
(b) tha expwation of minety days from the dawe of
seuawe,
unlews before that me proceediags have deen 1asutuied i
respect of the viotsuoa, i which event the goods may be
detaned unul (he procsedings e Saally concuded.
(3) Where 2 peron has bexn coaviced of & miolacon of
any pravison of thes Par, any cured fish or the by-producs
of 8sh curing by means of or 1» relavcn 10 which the
offencs was comm:1ied are, upon the convicuon, i addinon
to any penalty imposed, forfeised to Her Magsty of such
focferture 13 directed by the cown.

(4) The Governor 1a Councd may make regulations
(3) reapecung the deteation of cured sh and the by-
wts of Ash curing sewed uader this secuon and for
prexcenng or saleguardig the cured a0 and tbe by-
products 30 detuned, snd
(b) respecting the disposition of cured Ash aad the by-
products of fish cuning lorfeied under this secuon

20(2) No persos shall obsuuct or hindar s inspecir int the
carrying out of his duties or funcuons under this Part.

(2} No penon shall make & faise or fwsleading saaement
ather orally o¢ in wnuag 10 aa inspecior engaged ia
caryng owt has dutes or functions under tus Part.

Offences and Penaltien .
29.(1) Every persos who, or whose employes or agent.
wolate any provision of this Pant i gulry of

(a) an indictable offenca 584 is fadle 1o imprisonment
for cwo years. or B
(b)  anoffence penahadie on lmmary coRvICon.

de fa prép dy pousen qut, d'apres ce qu'd
ot ony, di ou «

I'inwrumeni de catte contravenuon.

{2} Toul poissoa priparé ¢i tous sost-produits és ha

préparavon du powson s et reieavs €n conformid dv

paragraphe (1) ne dosveni plus dure rewenus
a) Gés que, de I'avis d'un inspecieur, les dispouuons de
I8 presenie Parue ont did observies, ou
b) dés Merprauon d'un Sl de quave-vingtdis jours &
compter de la daig de 1 susne,

4 moins que, avani cela, des prookdures n'aat éul engagier
relativement 4 12 conusvenuch, suguel cas les maxhanduer
peuvent du retenus naqu'd Ia Jures,

() Lunqe'une perioane s €14 déclarts coupable de con-

travenuon 4 une dusposiuon de 13 présenis Parse, wut

Powsson prépasd ou 10us sous-produits de 1 préparauon du

pousca 8y moyea desquels Ov Actessouement surquels

I"nfracuon a éut commise 30Nt sur déclarauoa de culpad-

1liie, €1 ¢n sus de toute peins imposée, confliqués au profit

de Sa Mazsié a1 oelie coafcation esi ordoande par be
tnbunal.

(4)  Le gouverncur en conserl peut éablar des reglements
£) concernsst la rétennon du poison ré et des
sous-produns de la préparition du pouson saisis en verte
du présent arucle €1 1a conve:vauon ou 13 préserviuos du
Ppoissoa peépart et des 10us-produits a1nm relenes; ¢
b) concernant {a dispontion du pouson e da
sous-produits de 1a Préparaion de porssos confisqués es
venu du préseni arucie.

28(1) Nul ne do. faure vbsiaclke & un inspecieur dam
Pesercice des devous ou foncuons que lui coalére ta présents
Parus.

(1) Nul ne doit (aire, oralement ov par by, de diclars-

uon Faysse o rompeuse & wn nspecieur dans Mexercior des

devows ou foncuons que I conlére 1a prisense Parue.

Infractions ot peines

29£1) Touts persoans qui contreviant ou dont Femplopt 0w
le mand A une dispodtion de la pristols
Parus 31 coupabie

2) d'un acw crimined ot passible €'un empriscansement

de dewa ant O

b) d'une isfraction punassadle sur déclaraion sommaire

de culpabiid.
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(1) Ja say prosccuiua fur an odeme under chis Pan, it s
suficiens prool of ¢ & Tence to entaolph that il wa
commitied By 4a cTIwyer of agent of the agused wheider
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SOURCES OF FINANCIAL ABBISTANCE FOR THE COMMERCIAL FISHERIES IN CANADA

A, FEDERAL AGENCIES

1. Department of Fisheries and the Environment :

(&) Fishing Vessel Insurance Program provides low-cost coverage for smaller
fishing craft.

(b) Temporary Assistance Program provides subsidy (currently 114 per lb.
for prime quality) to primary flshing enterprises on sales of groundfish species.’

(c) Rehabllitation Program provides assistance (e.g., 50 percent of cost) for
installation of ice-making and improved off-loading facilities at landing points
where these still are lacking; also provides some incentives for exploratory
fishing operations.

2. Fisheries Prices Support Board :

(a) May provide deficlency payments in cases where substantial declines
oceur in port-market prices, or

(b) May purchase tish and fishery products to sustain price level.

(c) Procures fishery products for food-ald purposes.

3. Department of Regional Economic Expansion:

(a) Reglonal Development Incentives Program (RDIA) provides grants, at
varylng proportions of total cost, for construction, expansion or up-grading of
processing and storage facilities.?

(b) Special agreements with provinclal governments, under General Develop-
met;t tAgreement {GDA) Program, for cost sharing in flshery-development
projects.

4. Department of Industry, Trade and Commerce:

(&) Industrial Research & Development Incentives Program (IRDIA).

(b) Program for the Advancement of Industrial Technology (PAIT) provide
assistance (“forgivable"” loans, etc.) for technically innovative investments and
the like—service available to all industries.

5. Department of Finance: (a) Fishery Improvement Loans Program guaran-
tees loans (up to $50,000 at present) through private banking system, for acquisi-
tion of equipment and gear.

8. Federal Business Development Bank: (a) special banking service for small
business and industrial enterprise. :

7. Revenue Canada : Taxation, Customs and Excise:

(a) provides rebate of excise tax on diesel fuel used by fishing craft.

(b) provides exemption of import duty on certain ftems of fishing equipment.

8. Department of Manpower and Immigration: (a) Unemployment Insurance
I’'rogram provides coverage for commercial fishermen, either as employees or
(under special regulations) as self-employed—for fishermen and others engaged
in seasonal employment, this program becomes a form of income supplementation.

- B. PROVINCIAL AGENCIES
1. Lending Agencies:
(a) Fishermen's Loan Programs provide loans, of various degrees of “softness”,

for the construction of vessels and acquisition of certain kinds of equipment, ¢.8.

engines, winches and navigation and fish-finding apparatus.

(b) Subsidy Programs occasionally provision is made for grants or “bounties”
to encourage purchase of specific items of gear.

2, Industrial Development Agencifes: (a) Guaranteed-Loan Programs provide
from time to time gnarantees for bank loans for plant construction or expansion.

JoINT PROVINCIAL FISHERIES DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL, NOVEMBER 1977

PURPOSE

This is a proposal for coperatively utilizing and developing the fishing industry
of Atlantic Canada to the maximum benefit of Canadians and, in particular, the
people of Provinces directly involved.

17This program, introduced in 1975 was designed to support the industry through the
crists, alpectfng e?eclally the trade in ground sh products, into which it fell in 1874.
Originally it included conditional grants for the processing sector as well but these are in
abeyance at present.

3 Because of the existence of excess capacity in the industry, this program is inactive
at present as far as the fisheries are concerned.
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INTRODUCTION

The achievements of the Canadian Government in having the 200 mile fisheries
jurisdiction accepted by the world community has earned the admiration of all.
The Federal Department of Fisherles has followed on this by developing an effec-
tive survelllance and control system for the zone, and by expanding fisheries re-
search to provide the information for the required resource management,

Glven that we now have a good start towards the proper management of the
fisheries resource off our coast, we must now begin to develop the fishing industry
itself, in preparation for the forthcoming opportunities.

As a result of this 200 mile fisherles jurisdiction, Atlantic Canada will have
the opportunity to more than double its current fisheries production within the
next decade. This document is intended to convey the common belief of I*rovincial
Governments, fishermen and the industry that unless positive action is taken,
our fishing industry will not be able to realize this opportunity. Unless our fishing
fndustry is rapidly developed, a large part of the potential economic benefits from
our 200 mile zone will be unnecessarily deferred and possibly lost to Canada,
and foreign nations will continue to reap significant benefits from our fisherles
resources.

It is also our collective belief that the required development of the fishing
industry can best be done by the private sector, with strategic assistance from
Government, The past depletion of our resource base has placed the Canadian
fishing industry in such a financial state that it cannot adequately prepare for
these future opportunities by itself. Therefore, specific action by the Government
of Canada and the Provinicial Governments of the Atlantic Provinces is required,
especially in this transition period during which our stocks are being regenerated.
This proposal will focus on the three areas where this requirement for action is
considered to be most urgent; fleet development, markets, and foreign
arrangements.

The fishing industry is extremely important to the economy of the Eastern
Provinces, however, what is even more relevant to this presentation is that in
some of the Provinces, it is the industry sector with by far the greatest potential
for growth. In these Provinces, none of the other existing industries shows any-
thing close to the potential for more than doubling thelr production volume during
the next decade. Such an economic base for growth is crucial to support the fight
against the current unemployment crisis in this area. Since most of the potential
fncrease in fisheries production would be exported, such growth in this industry
would also provide sorely needed relief for Canada'’s growing trade deficit.

Since the fishing industry is so very important to the present and future econ-
omies of the Atlantic Provinces, it is the duty and obligation of these Provinces
to ensure that this industry is developed to its full potential. Although both levels
of Government have a role to play in the fisheries, the Provincial Governments
have the primary responsibility to take a position on these matters of common
concern and importance to the economic development in this part of Canada. This
position as set forth herein is also supported by the industry, the fishermen and
shore workers, together with those in related industries and the general public.
It is therefore, our feeling that it will be helpful to the Government of Canada
to have a statement of views on these concerns from the Atlantic Provinces.

THE RESOURCE

We will briefly review current groundfish resource forecasts since this is the
basis for all other fishing industry projections. However, hefore proreeding, we
should state our view that a fundamental policy must be that Canadians should
catch and process as much of the future stock quotas as is economically feasible.

The expanding resource potential will come from stock regeneration and
through displacement of forelgn effort. In 1977, total groundfish quotas off our
Atlantic Coast amount to 815,500 metric tons, of which Canada’s allocation is
425,000 tons or 52 percent of the total. Scientific projections indicate that the
total groundfish catch will exceed one million tons by 1987, Even if foreign ves-
sels continue to catch 259 of the total quotas, this still implies that we have
{he potential to more than double our groundfish catch within the next five to

en years.

It must be emphasized that the above projections are for groundfish only. To
this can be added the pelagic and estuarial finfish stocks such as herring, mack-
erel and capelin, and also invertebrates such as squid and shrimp.

In the shorter term, there is the potential for utilizing some stocks for which
we do not have the vessels to harvest, but for which we have spare processing



28

plant capacity. Such stocks could be harvested by foreign owned freezer vessels
and landed for processing in Canada under mutually advantageous co-operative
arrangements. We estimate that a significant quantity of fish could be avallable
for such arrangements in 1978,

The basic decision-making on Fisheries resource management establishes the
pattern for development of the entire industry. It is the strong feeling of the
Atlantic Provinces that there should be a joint Federal-Provineial consultative
mechanism developed to enable the Provinces to have an eftfective input in the
resource management process. It is not the intention of this paper to delve into
specific problems in resource management. However, as an fllustration of the
type of problems being cncountered ; attached are two examples (on2 from I’ .E.I.
and one from Newfoundland) which demonstrates the nead for greater
consultation.

FLEET DEVELOPMENT

The development of our fishing fleet is considered to be one of the most critical
factors in our attaining the potential benefits from the 200 mile zone. These
fleet development needs will be considered in three parts.

The first two parts will deal with just the replacement and modernization of
our inshore and offshore fleets. It is essential to consider both of these com-
ponents of our fleet, since each is an integral part of our fisheries and commu-
nity structures.

The priority within this fleet development program must be the replacement
of existing, aging vessels. However, if we do not increase the overall size of the
Canadian fishing flect, then a significant shortfall will exist between our catching
capacity and the available stocks. The third part of this section will therefore
deal with the fleet development implications of replacing the foreign fishing effort
off our coast.

The separation of the fleet development proposal into these three parts is not
to imply that the actual development should follow in this order or tiime séquence,
but rather to better describe the current situation and to identify the policy deci-
sions which are required.

(1) Replacement of the Canadian inshore flcet

The development of our inshore fleet is a key component of this proposal, for
the following reasons.

Essentially all of these smaller vessels are owned by fishermen or small com-
panies, and it is the policy of the Government of Canada, and of the Provincial
Governments, to encourage-and assist small business. In addition, such inshore
vessels require relatively small capital investment and provide energy efficient
means of fishing. Furthermore, the inshore fishery must be strengthened since
it is the primary economic base for the continued existence and future prospects
of most small coastal communities in the Atlantic Provinces.

Inshore vessels will be defined as those under 70 ft. in length. Statistics on the
number of such vessels in the Atlantic Provinces are published by Fisherles and
Environment Canada, and are included in the table below.

Since essentially all of these vessels are of wood construction, it is considered
that at least half of this fleet will have to be replaced within the next decade.
The investment required for such & replacement program is difficult to estimate
because of the variability in the type, size and equipment content of such vessels.
However, avergge unit replacement costs, and the total replacement costs by
category of vessel, have been projected as displayed in the following table

Average  Approx total
Current br:umb.or to th unit cg‘s; ?:vostmont

Size of vessel (millions)
Under 102008 ..o eo e eieam e ceeean 16, 406 8,203 $10 $80
Over 10 tons:

Under SO M. ... 2, U8 1,17¢ 50 60
L S 599 300 400 120

L P 19, 350 9,673 ceeenaeaen 260
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Many of the new vessels will most likely vary to some extent in siz

e and
from the vessels they replace, however, the above estimate of $260 million is ts’iffi
considered to be in the order of magnitude of total investment required.

(2) Replacement of the Canadian offshore flect

Complementary to the inshore part of our fleet, the offshore ves -
quired to harvest those stocks that are not accessible to the mshor:el;egtl..eT?e
offshore fleet 18 also necessary to maintain the continuous operation of many
fish processing plants, since the vessels In this fleet can fish year-around and
can provide the volume of fish needed to keep these plants operating at capacity.

The offshore fleet will be defined as consisting of vessels over 70 ft. in length.
Furthermore, in this proposal we will focus on the groundfish vessels only within
this fleet, since they are of priority concern. However, the same problems of
aging can be foreseen with our other large fishing vessels, such as scallop
draggers. .

The Atlantic offshore groundfish fleet consists of 203 vessels, of which 101 are
side trawlers and 102 are steel stern trawlers. The average age of the side
trawlers is 14 years, and many of the older vessels are rapidly approaching
the end of their competitively serviceable life. Even the newer steel side trawlers
built in the early 1960's are now technically obsolete and considered to be past
thelr economic life. Adding to this, is that our so-called modern stern trawler
fleet is now approaching an average age of 9 years. What this means is that un-
less a fleet replacement program is hegun immediately, a large proportion of
our offshore groundfish fleet will be obsolete or unserviceable within 10 years.

As a minimum requirement, the potential of the Eastern Canadian fishing
fndustry appears to warrant replacement of half of the offshore groundfish
fleet during the next 10 years (i.e., 100 vessels out of the total 203). Replacement
wetfish stern trawlers in the 130 to 170 ft. size range will cost in the average
order of $5 million each, based on construction costs in Canadian yards. The
total investment required for this proposed wetfish trawler replacement and up-
grading program will therefore amount to about $500 million over the next

cecade. B

(3) Replacement of the foreign fishing effort

. In 1976, the Atlantic Canada groundfish catch amounted to 489,616 tons.
With the recovery of our fisherles stocks, it is considered that a modernized
Canadian inshore and offshore wetfish fleet of the same general size and com-
position as the current fleet could harvest about twice this catch or about one
million tons per year.

However, there would still be groundfish stocks which would not be harvested
by such a fleet. These would include stocks in Northern waters and non-tradi-
tional species such as silver hake. Specific types of vessels, such as freezer
trawlers, are required to harvest such stocks; however, we do not -have any
such vessels at the present time and unless we acquire them, this resource will
continue to be allocated to the foreign fleets.

In addition to the above described ground-fish stocks, there are also substantial
pelagic and invertebrate species (e.g., capelin and squid) which are under-
utilized by Canada. For example, the 1977 quota for capelin is 500,000 tons, of
which only 55,000 tons or 11% has been allocated to Canada. It Is projected that
over 800,000 tons of pelagle species, including capelin will be available within

ten years.
If all the stocks which cannot be harvested by our traditional wetfish fleet are
der of three-quarters to one million

added together, the total would be in the or
tons per year. This projected quota consists for the most part of capelin, mackerel,

squid and silver hake, In other words, if we merely replace our current fleet as
described above, we will only be able to catch about half the total amount of
fisheries resources being harvested off our Atlantic Coast.

The magnitude of the present forelgn fishing effort off our coast is {llustrated
by the fact that 80 to 150 foreign vessels are now fishing in our zone, at any
given time. Practically all of these vessels are large factory trawlers and their
combined tonnage would be several orders of magnitude larger than the com-
bined tonnage of the whole Canadian Atlantic fishing fleet.

We are not proposing that Canada should acquire an equivalent number of
freezer vessels or that our freezer vessels should be of the same size and type as
those in,the foreign fleets. However, we should be starting to develop some ca-
pability in this area. As described in more detail In the subsequent section on
foreign ventures, we are proposing a gradual transition into new types of fishing
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operations which would minimize possible finanical risks. The proposed approach
is to begin by chartering foreign owned vessels to galn operating and technical
expertise, and to determine optimal designs for Canadlan operations. Once this
expertise and experience has been gained, and the economic viability of such
vessels has been proven, then we could gradually begin to acquire such new types
of fishing vessels.

It is considered that investment on such new types of vessels in the order of
$150 million over the next decade would provide for a conservative start to the
development of these new fisherles.

(4) Summary
The total investment required to implement the proposed fleet replacement and
expansion program over the next ten years is therefore as follows:

. Million

Replacement of half the inshore fleet . ______________________________ $260
Replacement of half the offshore wetfish trawler fleet_ . _._ oo ____ 500
New vessels to start replacing foreign fishing effort_____ . ___. 150
10-year total e 1910

! These cost estimates are based on the assumption that all of the vessels would be built
in Canadian yards.

In other words, the proposed fleet development program will require invest-
ments averaging in the order of $80 million per year over the next decade.

MARKETS

In the light of projected increases in Canadian landings, it is essential that
new markets be found. The declaration of 200 mile fisheries jurisdictions by most
coastal states has caused dramatic changes in the world fish trading patterns,
soniﬁ of which are creating opportunities for us while others represent potential
problems.

Our concern relates primarily to our current dependence on the American
market. This market can absorb only a limited increase in Canadian groundfish
production. Further to this, there is concern that the American fishing industry
may be expanding so as to make the U.S. fish market more self-sufficient in
fisherles products.

Our optimism in relation to market opportunities is based on the fact that
overall world fisheries production will most likely decrease as a result of 200 mile
jurisdictions, and that specific opportunities exist within those fishing natlons
which are being displaced from major fishing grounds. However, access to many
of these new markets will require aggressive and innovative approaches. We
commend the Canadian fishing industry for their progress in developing coordi-
nated marketing approaches, specifically through their commitment to the
establishment of the Canadian Association of Fish Exporters. However, govern-
ment action is also required to assist industry to develop these new markets.

We submit that aggressive efforts should be taken by Canada to reduce tariff
and other such barriers to our products. In particular, we feel that the tariff on
fishery products enterlnq into countries in Western Europe should be the subject
of intense negotiation.

Access to many other potentially large markets will require innovative ap-
proaches by both industry and government. For example, the Eastern European
Countries offer large export opportunities, however, they are faced with short-
ages of “hard” currency, and in some cases, a surplus of fishing vessels. Co-
operative ventures with such countries would benefit both of us, and would
provide unique means of market penetration. Other types of joint ventures would
be useful for gaining access to complex and unfamiliar markets such as Japan.
We feel that the Federal Government must give due consideration to such innova-
tive marketing approaches.

FOREIGN ARRANGEMENTS

It is our view that the Government of Canada should adopt a receptive attitude
towards foreign arrangements where it is clear that these are mutually advan-
tageous to Canada and to the foreign participants.

There are now many fisheries stocks within our jurisdiction which we cannot
harvest because we lack the necessary technology and markets. Such stocks must
now be allocated to foreign countries, and thereby provide no benefits at all to us.

The cooperative ventures of most benefit to us now would be interim arrange-
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ments to provide Canada with immediate access to these non-traditional species
and areas, through the use of such foreign vessels. When suitable Canadian vessels
are acquired, they could then take over the harvesting of these stocks. These
arrangements could take many different forms such as chartering or a simple
contract for landing fish at an agreed price. In any chartering of vessels. the
portion of crew which is Canadian should be rapidly increased each year, com-
mensurate with the experlence gained in the operation of such vessels. It is
expected that fully Canadian crewing could be achieved in several years. Irrespec-
tive of the type of arrangement a “schedule of Canadianization” must be estab-
lished for the fishery of these stocks.

In simple terms, although these arrangements may not provide us with all the
potential benefits from these stocks, the alternative is to have no benefits at all.
untfl we acquire the necessary vessels. There are four key benefits to such
arrangements.

1. They will provide immediate increase in the volume through our processing
plants. The additional employment this will create is especially needed now. The
increase in volume will also improve the financial state of our companies, allow-
Ing them to upgrade thelr fleets and other facilities.

2. They will be very useful in opening up new markets.

8. They will provide us with additional control over our stocks, especially in
the control of by-catches which are considered to be a major obstacle to the
quick regeneration of our traditional stocks.

4. They will allow us to gain experience and technical knowhow in the opera-
tion of such freezer vessels, at no financial risk. They will also allow us to evaluate
alternative vessel designs, and thereby assist us to determine the best designs for
future Canadian vessels of this type.

It must be emphasized that the proposed forelgn arrangements are relatively
short term or interim measures. The Jong term strategy must be to Increase
Canadian investment in our industry, so that it can develop to its full potential.
It is donsidered that with Government encouragement in forms such as tax in-
centives, sufficient Canadian capital could be made available for this purpose.

In some cases, controlled foreign investment may be advantageous to Canada
for specific reasons which could include gaining access to markets and tech-
nology transfer. Foreign investment under such conditions should be given due
consideration.

CONCLUSION

The foregoing refers in some detail to matters of vital concern to the fishing
glduséry, to the overall economy and to the Provincial Governments of Eastern

anada.

For consideration purposes, this proposal has focused attention upon the follow-
ing aspects of the industry : (1) The resource, (2) fleet development, (3) markets,
and (4) foreign arrangements,

It is intended that the proposal will form the basis for the most serious and
consclentious discussions and negotiations, which will allow and encourage mean-
ingful cooperntion between the appropriate industry sector, the Government of
Capnada and the Governments of the Atlantic Provinces, and thereby lead to
positive action. With the endorsement resulting from this current initiative, such
cooperative action will allow development of the fishing industry for the benefit
oti lCanadlans and on a scale which became potential as a result of the new 200
mile zone.

It 18 believed that this proposal sets forth information basic to preparing a
comprehensive development action plan for the Atlantic fishing industry. It is
also recognized that much work remains to be done cn a cooperative basis; how-
ever, there does not appear to be any legitimate reason for delaying immediate
undertakings in several key directions. We would ask that this submission to be
constdered in a positive way and, at the very earliest convenient time a response
be given which we would expect to include (2) endorsement of the matters in this
proposal and (b) your suggestions for actioning matters as appropriate.

Senator Hatitaway. I want to thank both of you for your testimony,
as well as other witnesses here, and I want to extend my appreciation
to Senator Ribicoff, who allowed me to chair these hearings on this
matter and the hearings will recess now, subject to the call of the
Chair.

Thank you.
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[Thereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the hearings in the above-entitled matter
recessed, to reconvene at the call of the Chair.]

[By direction of the chairman, the following communications were
made a part of the record :]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR EDMUND S, MUSKIE

Mr. Chairman, the waiver of countervailing dutles on Canadian fish products
is a demoralizing blow to our domestic fishing industry. This unwelcome action
by the Department of the Treasury ignores the fact that Canadian exporters have
succesfully penetrated important domestic markets with the ald of critical subsi-
dies from the Canadian government ; and it ignores the fact that Canadlan fisher-
men will continue to receive many of these subsidies, such as government sup-
ported plers, transportation facilities, and vessel construction programs,

Mr. Chairman, this waiver quite simply strengthens Canada’s competitive posi-
tion In our domestic markets and discourages the much needed expansion and
modernization of our domestic fishing industry. A recent petition for relief by
the Natfonal Fishermen Associatlon and the Point Judith Fishermen's Coopera-
tive, which is currently pending before the Treasury, bears witness to the con-
tinued effectiveness of the Canadian subsidies.

The decision to walve countervailing duties ironically comes at a time when
New England fishermen and processors are being told by the Department of
Commerce to develop new markets, especially for underutilized species. Maine
fishermen tell me that they are ready to compete, but until their government
fosters a falr marketplace for thelr product, they are destined to failure, They
are justifiably angered by the contradictory policies of their federal government.
I'hey demand, and they are entitled to legitimate relief.

If we are to achieve the goals set forth in the Fisheries Conservation and
Management Act and if we are to realize the economic benefits of the two-hundred
mile limit, we must see that the domestic fishing industry is given a chance to
complete fairly in our own markets.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN EDWARD P. BEARD OF RHODE ISLAND

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for this opportunity to enter into the
record my views on this most important Resolution.

I represent Rhode Island’s second congressional district, a district in which
the commercial fishing industry has been a vital industry for many years. Yet, in
the past decades, Rhode Island fishermen and their New England colleagues
have faced enormous competition from State supported fleets from other nations.
These foreign fleets vastly depleted the rich fishing grounds off the New England
coast,

The extension of the United States territorial waters to 200 miles started to
alleviate this problem. However, the New England fisherman continues to face a
very serious problem. Namely, the need to compete for United States markets with
Canadian fishermen who receive direct and ingdirect subsidies from the Canadian
government and certain Provincial governments.

The Canadian subsidy program has not been kept a deep dark secret. Amerl-
cans have known that the program has been going on for years. The program’s
goal has apparently been to make Canada the major fishing nation jn the area.

Within the past year, the Treasury Department officially recognized that the
subsidy program did indeed exist and that Canadlan fish products imported into
the United States were subject to countervailing duties equal to the amount of
the subsidies. In true bureaucratic fashion, little action was taken by the De-
partment until July 10, 1978, when the Department announced that it would
waive the collection of the legally collectable countervailing duties,

On what was this decision based? Basically on the Canadian promise to elimi-
nate most of the direct subsidies and on the Treasury Department’s fear of of-
fending Canadian trade negotiations at the Multilateral Trade Negotlation in
Geneva, Would it not be more prudent, Mr. Chairman, to base our policy on action
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rather than promises? Might it not be wise to note that the Canadians have sald
very little about the indirect subsidies? Shouldn’t the Treasury Department fear
offending United States fishermen at least as much as they fear offending some
Canadian negotiations?

I am not advocating full fledged protectionism. Senate Resolution 483 does not
advocate such protectionism. The resolution merely calls for a countervailing
duty to offset the unfalr competitive advantage brought ahout by the Canadlan
subsidy program.

In short, the New England fishermen are simply asking for an equal opportu-
nity to get their products to the marketplace. I can see no reason why our own
government should willfully deny them that opportunity.

Thus, Mr. Chairman, I fully support Scnate Resolution 483 and urge its speedy
consideration.

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, TA-W-2324; LIBERTY
BeLLE FIsHING CoRP., PROVINCETOWN, MASS,

CERTIFICATION REGARDING ELIGIBILITY 70 APPLY ¥OR WORKER ADJUSTMENT ASBISTANCE

In accordance with Section 223 of the Trade Act of 1974 the Department of
Labor herein presents the results of TA-W-2324: investigation regarding certifi-
cation of eligibilty to apply for worker adjustment assistance as prescribed in
Section 222 of the Act.

The investigation was initiated on September 8, 1977 in response to a worker
petition received on that date which was filed on behalf of workers and former
workers cngaged in the catching and landing of various types of commercial
fish at Liberty Belle Fishing Corporation of I'rovincetown, Massachusetts. The
investigation revealed that Yiberty Belle Fishing Corporation owns and operates
the fishing vessel F/V Liberty Belle which is engaged in the catching and landing
of ground and flatfish.

The notice of investigation was published in the Federal Register on October 4,
1977 (42 FR 54031). No public hearing was requested and none was held.

The information upon which the determination was made was obtained
principally from officials of the Liberty Belle Fishing Corporation and its
customers, the U.S. Department of Commerce, the U.S. International ‘Trade
Commission, the National Marine Kisheries Service, industry analysts and
Department files.

In order to make an affirmative determination and issue a certification of eligi-
bility to apply for adjustment assistance, each of the group eligibiilty require-
ments of Section 222 of the Act must be met. It is concluded that all of the
requirements have heen met.

During the 1973 to 1976 period the average annual level of imports of fresh
and frozen groundfish and Hatfish: whole: blocks and slabs; and fillets was
654,708 pounds. Imports in 1977 were 696,261 pounds. Imports as a percentage of
production increased from 173.4 percent in 1975 to 197.8 percent in 1976 and
declined to 187.8 percent in 1977.

Cod represented the largest percentage of total Provincetown landings in 1977.
Imports of fresh and frozen cod increased from 256,862 pounds in 1975 to 331,044
pounds in 1977. Imports as a& percentage of production increased from 379.4
percent in 1975 to 446.5 percent in 1976 and increased to 463.9 percent in 1977.

Imports of edible fish products from Canada increased from 438,206 pounds
in 1975 to 474,015 pounds in 1976 to 478,470 pounds in 1977.

A survey of fish wholesalers served by the Provincetown area indicated that
many had decreased purchases of fish from Provincetown. A number of these
wholesalers purchased imported Canadian ground and flatfish either directly or
{ndirectly in 1077.

The wholesalers also indicated that decreasing purchases from Provincetown
were in large measure due to the increased purchases of fresh and frozen
Canadian fish by their customers—filshmarkets, supermarkets, and restaurants.
The Department'’s investigation revealed that many fish distributors and whole-
salers use the imports of Canadian ground and flatfish leverage in bidding down
the exvessel prices paid to domestic fishermen for the same species of ground and

flatfish.
CONCLUSIONS

After careful review of the facts obtained in the investigation, it is concluded
that increases of imports like or directly competitive with the ground and flatfish
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caught and landed by the F/V Liberty Belle owned by Liberty Belle Fishing
Corporation of Provincetown, Massachusetts contributed importantly to the
decrease in production and to the separation of workers from that firm. In ac-
cordance with the provisions of the Act, I make the following certification:

“All workers of Liberty Belle Flshing Corporation of Provincetown, Massachu-
setts who became totally or partlally separated from employment on or after
August 27, 1076 are eligible to apply for adjustment assistance under Title II
Chapter 2 of the Trade Act of 1874.”

Signed at Washington, D.C,, this 2d day of June 1978.

JAMES F. TAYLOR,
Director, Office of Management,

Adminfstration, and Planning,

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, OFFICE OF TRE SECRETABRY, TA-W-2895; F/V SHIRLEY
AND RoOLAND, PROVINCETOWN, MASS.

CERTIFICATION REGARDING ELIGIBILITY TO APPLY FOR WORKER ADJUSTMENT
ABBISTANCE

In accordance with Sectlion 223 of the Trade Act of 1974 the Department of
Labor herein presents the results of TA-W-2303: investigation regarding certifi-
cation of eligibility to apply for worker adjustment assistance as prescribed in
Section 222 of the Act.

The investigation was initiated on September 23, 1977 in response to a worker
petition received on September 23, 1977, which was filed on behalf of workers and
former workers engaged In the catching and landing of ground and flatfish
abroad the F/V Shirley and Roland of Provincetown, Massachusetts.

The notice of investigation was published in the Federal Register on Octo-
Pefau' 1977 (42 FR 55316). No public hearing was requested and none was
ield.

The information upon which the determination was made was obtained prin-
cipally from officlals of the F/V Shirley and Roland, its customers, the U.S.
Department of Commerce, the U.S. International Trade Commission, the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, industry analysts and Department files.

In order to make an afirmative determination and issue a certification of
eligibility to apply for adjustment assistance, each of the group eligibility re-
quirements of Section 222 of the Act must be met. It i8 concluded that all of
the requirements have been met.

During the 1973 to 1976 period the average annual level of imports of fresh
and frozen groundfish and flatfish: whole; blocks and slabs; and fillets was
654,708 pounds. Imports in 1977 were 696,261 pounds. Imports as a percentage of
production increased from 173.4 percent in 1975 to 197.8 percent in 1976 and
declined to 187.8 percent in 1977.

Cod represented the largest percentage of total Provincetown landings in 1977,
Imports of fresh and frozen cod increased from 256,962 pounds in 1975 to 331,044
pounds in 1977. Imports as a percentage of production increased from 379.4
percent in 1975 to 446.5 percent in 1976 and increased to 463.9 percent in 1977.

Imports of edible fish products from Canada increased from 438,206 pounds
in 1975 to 474,015 pounds in 1976 to 478,470 pounds in 1977.

A survey of fish wholesalers served by the Provincetown area indlcated that
many had decreased purchases of fish from Provincetown. A number of these
wholesalers purchased imported Canadian ground and flatfish either directly or
indirectly in 1977.

The wholesalers also indicated that decreasing purchases from Provincetown
were in large measure due to the increased purchases of fresh and frozen
Canadian fish by their customers—fishmarkets, supermarkets, and restaurants.
The Department's investigation revealed that many fish distributors and whole-
salers use the imports of Canadian ground and flatfish as leverage in bidding
down the exvessel prices pald to domestic fishermen for the same species of
ground and flatfish.

CONCLUSION

After careful review of the facts obtained in the Investigation, it is con-
cluded that increases of imports like or directly competitive with the ground and
flatfish caught and landed by the F/V Shirley and Roland of Provincetown,
Massachusetts contributed importantly to the decrease fn sales and production
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and to the separation of workers from that vessel. In accordance with the pro-
vislons of the Act, I make the following certification:

“All workers of the F/V Shirley and Roland of Provincetown, Massachusetts
who became totally or partially separated from employment on or after Septem-
ber 16, 1976 are eligible to apply for adjustment assistance under Title II,
Chapter 2 of the Trade Act of 1974.”

Signed at Washington, D.C., this 31st day of May 1878.

JAMES F, TAYLOR,
Director, Office of Management,
Administration, and Planning.

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, TA-W-2480; F/V JounnNy O.,
PROVINCETOWN, MASS.

CERTIFICATION REGARDING ELIGIBILITY TO APPLY FOR WORKER ADJUSTMENT ABSISTANCE

In accordance with Section 223 of the Trade Act of 1974 the Department of
Labor herein presents the results of T'A-W-2430: investigation regarding cer-
tification of eligibility to apply for worker adjustment assistance as prescribed in
Section 222 of the Act.

The investigation was initiated on October 6, 1977 in response to a worker
petition recelved on September 30, 1077 which was filed on behalf of fishermen
and former flshermen catching fish for the F/V Johnny O., Provincetown,
Massachusetts.

The Notice of Investigation was published in the Federal Register on Octo-
ber 25, 1977 (42 FR 56375). No public hearing was requested and none was held.

The information upon which the determination was made was obtained
principally from the owner of the F/V Johnny O., his customers, the U.S. Depart-
inent of Commerce, the U.S. International Trade Commission, industry analysts
and Department flles.

In order to make an affirmative determination and issue a certification of
eligibility to apply for adjustment assistance, each of the group eligibility require-
ments of Section 222 of the Act must be met. It is concluded that all of the
requirements have been met.

During the 1873 to 1976 perlod the average annual level of imports of fresh
and frozen groundfish and flatfish: whole: blocks and slabs; and fillets was
654,706 pounds. Imports in 1977 were 696,261 pounds. Imports as a percentage
of production increased from 173.4 percent in 1975 to 197.8 percent in 1876 and
declined to 187.8 percent in 1977.

Cod represented the largest percentage of total Provincetown landings in
1977. Imports of fresh and frozen cod increased from 256,962 pounds in 1975 to
331,044 pounds in 1977. Imports as a percentage of production increased from
3;9{.4 percent in 1975 to 446.5 percent in 1976 and increased to 463.9 percent in
1077,

Imports of edible fish products from Canada increased from 438,206 pounds in
1975 to 474,015 pounds in 1976 to 478,470 pounds in 1977.

A survey of fish wholesalers served by the Provincetown area indicated that
many had decreased purchases of fish from Provincetown. A number of these
wholesalers purchased imported Canadian ground and flatfish either directly or
indirectly in 1977.

The wholesalers also indicated that decreasing purchases from Provincetown
were in large measure due to the increased purchases of fresh and frozen
Canadian fish by their customers—filshmarkets, supermarkets, and restaurants.
The Department's investigation revealed that many fish distributors and whole-
salers use the imports of Canadian ground and fiatfish as leverage in bidding
down the exvessel prices paid to domestic fishermen for the same species of
ground and flatfish,

CONCLUSION

After careful review of the facts obtained in the investigation, I conclude that
increases of imports like or directly competitive with groundfish and flatfish
caught by the F/V Johnny O.. Provincetown, Massachusetts contributed im-
portantly to the decline in sales and employment related to the catching of fish
aboard that vessel. In accordance with the provisions of the Act, I make the
following certification :
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“All workers of the ¥/V Johuny O., Provincetown, Massachusetts who became
totally or partially separated from employment on or after September 20, 1976
are eligible to apply for adjustment assistance under Title I, Chapter 2 of the
Trade Act of 1974.”

Signed at Washington, D.C,, this 23rd day of May 1978,

HARRY J. GILMAN,
Acting Director, Office of Foreign Economic Research.

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, TA-W-2431; F/V MEuco,
PROVINCETOWN, MASS.

CERTIFICATION REGARDING ELICGIBILITY TO APPLY FOR WORKER ADVUSTMENT ASSISTANCE

In accordance with Sectlon 223 of the Trade Act of 1974 the Department of
Labor herein presents the results of TA-W-2431: investigation regarding cer-
tification of eligibility to apply for worker adjustment assistance as prescrbied in
Section 222 of the Act.

Thn investigation was initiated on October 8, 1977 in response to a worker
petition received on September 80, 1977 which was filed on behalf of fishermen and
former fishermen catching scallops and fish for the ¥/V Memco, Provincetown,
Massachusetts,

The Notice of Investigation was published in the Federal Register on Octo-
ber 25, 1977 (42 FR 568375). No public hearing was requested and none was held.

The information upon which the determination was made was obtained prin-
cipally from the owner of the ¥F/V Memco, his customers, the U.S. Department
of Commerce, the U.S. International Trade Commission, industry analysts and
Department files.

In order to make an afiirmative determination and issue a certification of
eligibility to apply for adjustment assistance, cach of the group eligibility re-
quirements of Section 222 of the Act must be met. It is concluded that ail of the
requirements have been met.

During the 1973 to 1976 period the average annual level of imports of fresh
and frozen groundfish and flatfish: whole; blocks and slabs; and fillets was
654,708 pounds. Imports in 1977 were 696,261 pounds, Imports as a percentage
of production increased from 1734 percent in 1975 to 197.8 percent in 1976 and
declined to 187.8 percent in 1977.

Imports of scallop meat increased from 19,737 pounds in 1975 to 25,283 pounds
in 1976. Imports increased from 19,812 pounds in the first nine months of 1976
to 23,001 pounds in the first nine months of 1977. Imports of scallop meat as a per-
cenaage of production decreased from 150.9 percent in 1975 to 104.2 percent in
197

Cod represented the largest percentage of total Provincetown landings in 1977.
Imports of fresh and frozen cod increased from 256,962 pounds in 1975 to 331,044
pounds in 1977. Imports as a percentage of production increased from 379.4 per-
cent in 1975 to 446.5 percent in 1976 and increased to 463.9 percent in 1977.

Imports of edible fish products from Canada increased from 438,206 pounds in
1975 to 474,015 pounds in 1976 to 478,470 pounds in 1977.

A survey of fish wholesalers served by the Provincetown area indicated that
many had decreased purchases of fish from I'rovincetown. A number of these
wholesalers purchased imported Canadian groundfish, flatfish, and scallops either
directly or indirectly in 1977,

The wholesalers also indicated that decreasing purchases from Provincetown
were in large measure due to the increased purchases of fresh and frozen
Canadian fish and scallops by their customers—fishmarkets, supermarkets, and¢
restaurants, The Department’s investigation revealed that many fish distributors
and wholesalers use the imports of Canadian groundfish, flatfish, and scallops as
leverage in bldding down the exvessel prices paid to domestic fishermen for the
same species of groundfish, flatfish, and scallops.

CONCLUSION

After careful review of the facts obtained in the investigation, I conclude that
increases of imports of articles like or directly competitive with scallops, ground-
fish, and flatfish caught by the F/V Memco, Provincetown, Massachusetts con-
tributed importantly to the decline in sales and employment related to the catch-
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ing of fish aboard that vessel. In accordance with the provisions of the Act, I
make the following certification:

“All workers of the F/V Memco, Provincetown, Massachusetts who became
totally or partially separated from employment on or after September 20, 1976
are eligible to apply for adjustment assistance under Title II, Chapter 2 of the
Trade Act of 1974.”

Signed at Washington, D.C. this 25th day of May 1978.

HARRY J. GILMAN,
Acting Director, Office of Foreign Economic Research.

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, TA-W-2475; F/V Lgoxa
LouIsg, PROVINCETOWN, MAss.

CERTIFICATION REGARDING ELIGIBILITY TO APPLY FOR WORKER ADJUSTMENT
ASSISTANCE

In accordance with Section 223 of the Trade Act of 1974 the Department of
Labor herein presents the results of TA~-W-2475: investigation regarding cer-
tification of eligibility to apply for worker adjustment assistance as prescribed
in Section 222 of the Act.

The investigation was initiated on October 17, 1977 in response to a worker
petition received on October 4, 1977 which was filed on behalf of fishermen and
former fishermen catching fish for the F/V Leona Louise, Provincetown,
Massachusetts.

The Notice of Investigation was published in the Federal Register on Novem-
ber 8, 1977 (42 FR 52810). No public hearing was requested and none was held.

The information upon which the determination was made was obtained prin-
cipally from the owner of the F/V Leona Louise, his customers, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce, the U.S. International Trade Commission, industry analysts
and Department files.

In order to make an affirmative determination and issue a certification of eli-
gibility to apply for adjustment assistance, each of the group eligibility Trequire-
ments of Section 222 of the Act must be met. It is concluded that all of the re-
quirements have been met.

During the 1978 to 1976 period the average annual level of imports of fresh
and frozen groundfish and flatfish : whole ; blocks and slabs ; and fillets was 654,706
pounds. Imports in 1977 were 696,261 pounds. Imports as a percentage of produc-
tion increased from 173.4 percent in 1975 to 197.8 percent in 1976 and declined
to 187.8 percent in 1977.

Cod represented the largest percentage of total Provincetown landings in 1977.
Imports of fresh and frozen cod increased from 256,962 pounds in 1975 to 331,044
pounds in 1977. Imports as a percentage of production increased from 379.4
percent in 19756 to 446.5 percent in 1976 and increased to 463.9 percent in 1977.

Imports of edible fish products from Canada increased from 438,206 pounds
in 1975 to 474,015 pounds in 1976 to 478,470 pounds in 1977,

A survey of fish wholesalers served by the Provincetown area indicated that
many had decreased purchases of fish from Provincetown. A number of these
wholesalers purchased imported Canadian ground and flatfish either directly or
indirectly in 1977.

The wholesalers also indicated that decreasing purchases from Provincetown
were in large measure due to the increased purchases of fresh and frozen
Canadian fish by their customers—fishmarkets, supermarkets, and restaurants.
The Department’s investigation revealed that many fish distributors and whole-
salers use the imports of Canadian ground and flatfish as leverage in bidding
down the exvessel prices paid to domestic fishermen for the same species of
ground and flatfish.

OONCLUBSION

After careful review of the facts obtained in the investigation, I conclude
that increases of imports of articles like or directly competitive with groundfish
and flatfish caught by the F/V Leona Louise, Provincetown, Massachusetts
contributed fmportantly to the decline in sales and employment related to the
catching of fish aboard that vessel. In accordance with the provisions of the Act,
I make the following certification :

“All workers of the F/V Leona Louise, Provincetown, Massachusetts who
became totally or partially separated from employment on or after September 20,
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1976 are eligible to apply for adjustment assistance under Title II, Chapter 2
of the Trade Act of 1974.”
Signed at Washington, D.C., thig 31st day of May 1978.
JAMES F. TAYLOR,
Director, Ofice of Management,
Administration, and Planning,

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, TA-W-2534; F/V JENNIFER
AND AARON, PROVINCETOWN, MASS,

OERTIFICATION REGARDING ELIGIBILITY TO APPLY FOR WORKER ADJUSTMENT
ABSSISTANCE

In accordance with Section 228 of the Trade Act of 1974 the Department of
Labor herein presents the results of TA-W-2534: Investigation regarding certifi-
cation of eligibility to apply for worker adjustment assistance as prescribed in
Section 222 of the Act.

The investigation was initiated on October 31, 1977 in response to a worker
petition recelved on October 25, 1977 which was filed on behalf of fishermen and
former fishermen catching fish for the F/V Jennifer and Aaron, Provincetown,
Massachusetts.

The Notice of Investigation was published in the Federal Register on Novem-
ber 15, 1977 (42 FR 59131). No public hearing was requested and none was held.

The information upon which the determination was made was obtained prin-
cipally from the owner of the F/V Jennifer and Aaron, his customers, the U.S.
Department of Commerce, the U.8. International Trade Oommlssion industry
analysts and Department files.

In order to make an affirmative determination and issue a cert:lﬂcation of
eligibility to apply for adjustment assistance, each of the group eligibility require-
ments of Section 222 of the Act must be met. It is concluded that all of the re-
quirements have been met.

During the 1973 to 1976 period the average annual level of imports of fresh
and frozen groundfish and flatfish: whole; blocks and slabs; and fillets was
654,708 pounds. Imports in 1977 were 696,261 pounds. Imports as a percentage of
production increased from 173.4 percent in 1975 to 197.8 percent in 1976 and
declined to 187.8 percent in 1977,

Cod represented the largest percentage of total Provincetown landings in 1977.
Imports of fresh and frozen cod increased from 256,962 pounds in 1975 to 331,044
pounds in 1977. Imports as a percentage of production increased from 379.4
percent in 1975 to 446.5 percent in 1976 and increased to 463.9 percent in 1977.

Imports of edible fish products from Canada increased from 438,206 pounds
in 1975 to 474.015 pounds in 1976 to 478,470 pounds in 1077.

A survey of fish wholesalers served by the Provincetown area indicated that
many had decreased purchases of fish from Provincetown. A number of these
wholesalers purchased imported Canadian ground and flatfish either directly or
indirectly in 1977.

The wholesalers also indicated that decreasing purchases from Provincetown
were in large measure due to the increased purchases of fresh and frozen
(‘anadian fish by their customers—flshmarkets, supermarkets. and restaurants. -
The Department’s investigation revealed that many fish distributors and whole-
ralers use the imports of Canadian ground and flatfish as leverage in bidding
down the exvessel prices paid to domestic fishermen for the same specles of
ground and flatfish,

CONOLUSION

After careful review of the facts obtained in the investigation, I conclude that
increases of imports of articles like or directly competitive with groundfish and
flatfish caught by the ¥/V Jennifer and Aaron, Provincetown., Massachusetts
contributed importantly to the decline in sales and employment related to the
catching of fish aboard that vessel. In accordance with the provisions of the
Act, I make the following certificaton:

“All workers of the F/V Jennifer and Aaron, Provincetown, Massachusetts
who became totally or partially separated from employment on or after October.
20, 1976 are eligible to apply for adjustment assistance under Title 1I, Chapter
2 of the Trade Act of 1974.”

Signed at Washington, D.C., this 23rd day of May 1078,

HARRY J. GILMAN,
Aoting Director, Office of Foreign Economio Research.
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DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, TA-W-2336; F/V MICHAEL
AXNN, PROVINCETOWN, Mass.

CERTIFICATION REGABDING ELIGIBILITY TO APPLY FOR WORKER ADJUSTMENT
ABBISTANCE

In accordance with Section 223 of the Trade Act of 1974 the Department of
Labor herein presents the results of TA-W-2336: investigation regarding certifl-
cation of eligibility to apply for worker adjustment assistance as prescribed in
Section 222 of the Act. :

The investigation was initlated on October 31, 1977 in response to a worker
petition received on October 25, 1977 which was filed on behalf of fiskermen and
former fishermen catching fish for the F/V Michael Ann, Provincetown,
Massachusetts.

The Notice of Investigation was published in the Federal Register on Novem-
'l:e;'dlz'i, 1077 (42 FR 59131). No public hearing was requested and none was

eld.

The {nformation upon which the determination was made was obtained princl-
pally from the owner of the F/V Michael Ann, his customers, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce, the U.S. International Trade Commission, industry analysts
and Department files.

In order to make an afirmative determination and issue a certification of
eligibility to anly for adjustment assistance, each of the group eligibility
requirements of Section 222 of the Act must be met. It is concluded that all
of the requirements have been met.

During the 1073 to 1976 period the average annual level of imports of fresh
and frozen groundfish and flatfish: whole; blocks and slabs; and fillets was
654,708 pounds. Imports in 1977 were 696,261 pounds. Impurts as a percentage of
production increased from 173.4 percent in 1975 to 197.8 percent in 1976 and
declined to 187.8 percent in 1977.

Cod represented the largest percentage of total Provincetown landings in
1977. Imports of fresh and frozen cod increased from 256,062 pounds f{n 1975 to
331,044 pounds in 1977. Imports as a percentage of production increased from
;3;2.4 percent in 1975 to 448.5 percent in 1976 and increased to 463.9 percent in

7. .

Imports of edible fish products from Canada increased from 438,208 pounds in
1975 to 474,015 pounds in 1976 to 478,470 pounds in 1977.

A survey of fish wholesalers served by the Provincetown area indicated that
many had decreased purchases of fish from Provincetown. A number of these
wholesalers purchased imported Canadian ground and flatfish either directly
or indireetly in 1977,

The wholesalers also indicated that decreasing purchases from Provincetown
were {n large measure due to the increased purchases of fresh and frozen Cana-
dian fish by their customers—flshmarkets, supermarkets, and restaurants. The
Department’s investigation revealed that many fish distributors and wholesaler i
use the imports of Canadian ground and flatfish as leverage in bidding down the
nggssel prices paid to domestic fishermen for the same specles of ground and

atfish, :
CONCLUSION

After careful review of the facts obtained in the investigation, I conclude that
{ncreases of imports of articles like or directly competitive with groundfish and
flatfish caught by the F/V Michael Ann, Provincetown, Massachusetts contributed
fmportantly to the decline in sales and employment related to the catching of
fish aboard that vessel. In accordance with the provisions of the Act, I make
the following certification :

“All workers of the F/V Michael Ann, Provincetown, Massachusetts who be-
came totally or partially separated from employment on or after October 19,
1976 are eligible to apply for adjustment assistance under Title II, Chapter 2 of
the Trade Act of 1974.”

Signed at Washington, D.C., this 28rd day of May 1878.

HARRY J. GILMAN,
P Acting Director, Office of Foreign Economic Research,

34705 O =788
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DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, TA-W-2851; F/V ZERDA,
PROVINCETOWN, MASS,

CERTIFICATION BEOARlDING ELIGIBILITY TO APPLY FOR WORKER ADJUSTMENT
ABSISTANCE

In accordance with Section 223 of the Trade Act of 1974 the Department of
Labor herein presents the results of TA-W-2851: investigation regarding certifi-
cation of eligibility to apply for worker adjustment assistance as prescribed in
Section 222 of the Act.

The investigation was initiated on January 4, 1978 in response to a worker
petition received on December 14, 1877 which was filed on behalf of fishermen and
former fishermen catching scallops for the ¥/V Zerda, Provincetown,
Massachusetts.

The Notice of Investigation was published in the Federal Register on Janu-
ary 27, 1978 (43 FR 8777). No public hearing was requested and none was held.

The information upon which the determination was made was obtained prinei-
pally from the owner of the ¥/V Zerda, his customers, the U.S. Department of
Commerce, the U.S. International Trade Commission, industry analysts and De-
partment files,

In order to make an affirmative determ’nation angd issue a certification of eligi-
bility to apply for adjustment assistance, each of the group eligibility require-
ments of Section 222 of the Act must be met. The investigation has revealed that
all of the requirements have been met.

Imports of scallop meat increased from 19,787 pounds in 1975 to 25,253 pounds
in 1976. Imports increased from 19,812 pounds in the first three quarters of 1976
to 28,001 pounds in the first three quarters of 1977. Imports of scallop meat as
til pegr;gntage of production decreased from 150.9 percent in 1975 to 104.2 percent
n 1976. .

Imports of edible fish products from Canada increased from 438,206 pounds in
1975 to 474,015 pounds in 1976 to 478,470 pounds in 1977.

A survey of tish whoulesalers served by the Provincetown area indicated that
many had decreased purchases of scallops from Provincetown. A number of these
wholesalers purchased imported Canadian scallops either directly or indirectly in
19717.

The wholesalers also indicated that decreasing purchases from Provincetown
were ‘n large measure due to the increased purchases of fresh and frozen Cana-
dian scallops by their customers—fishmarkets, supermarkets, and restaurants.
The Depurtment’s investigation revealed that many fish distributors and whole-
salers use the imports of Canadian scallops as leverage in bidding down the
exvessel prices paid to domestic fishermen for the same species of scallops.

CONCLUSION

After careful review of the facts obtained in the investigation, I conclude that
Iincreases of imports of articles like or directly competitive with scallops caught
by ‘the F/V Zerda, Provincetown, Massachusetts contributed importantly to the
decline in sales and employment related to the catching of scallops aboard that
vessel. In accordance with the provisions of the Act, I make the following
certification:

»All workers of the F/V Zerda, Provincetown, Massachusetts who became
totally or partially separated from employment on or after December 13, 1976
are eligible to apply for adjustiment assistance under Title II, Chapter 2 of the
Trade Act of 1974.”

Signed at Washington; D.C., this 9th day of June 1978,

HagRY J. GILMAN,
Acting Director, Ofice of Foreign Economic Research.



APPENDIX

MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD BY SENATOR HAaATHAWAY

CHAPTER 3—COUNTERVAILING DUTIES

SEC. 331. AMENDMENTS TO SECTIONS 303 AND 516 OF THE TARIFF
ACT OF 1930.

(a) Section 303 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. sec. 1303) is amended to
read as follows: -

“SEC. 3803. COUNTERVAILING DUTIES.

‘“‘(a) LEvy oF COUNTERVAILING DUTIES.—(1) Whenever any country, depend-
ency, colony, province, or other political subdivision of government, person,
partnership, association, cartel, or corporation, shall pay or bestow, directly or
indirectly, any bounty or grant upon the manufacture or production or export of
any article or merchandise manufactured or produced in such country, depend-
ency, colony, province, or other political subdivision of government, then upon
the importation of such article or merchandise into the United States, whether
the same shall be imported directly from the country of production or otherwise,
and whether such article or merchandise is imported in the same condition as
when exported from the country of production or has been changed in condition
by remanufacture or otherwise, there shall be levied and paid, in all such cases,
in addition to any duties otherwise imposed, a duty equal to the net amount of
such bounty or grant, however the same be paid or bestowed.

“(2) In the case of any imported article or merchandise which is free of duty,
duties may be imposed under this section only if there is an affirmative deter-
mination by the Commission under subsection (b) (1) ; except that such a deter-
mination shall not be required unless a determination of injury is required by
the international obligations of the United States.

“(8) In the case of any imported article or merchandise as to which the Sec-
retary of the Treasury (hereafter in this section referred to as the ‘Secretary’)
has not determined whether or not any bounty or grant fs being paid or
bestowed—

‘“(A) upon the filing of a petition by any person setting forth his belief
that & bounty or grant is being paid or bestowed, and the reasons therefor,

r
“(B) whenever the Secretary concludes, from information presented to
him or to any person to whom authority under this section has been dele-
gated, that a formal investigation is warranted into the question of whether
a bounty or grant is being paid or bestowed,
the Secretary shall initiate a formal investigation to determine whether or not
any bounty or grant is being paid or bestowed and shall publish in the Federal
Register notice of the initiation of such investigation.

“(4) Within six months from the date on which a petition is filed under para-
graph (38) (A) or on which notice is published of an investigation initiated under
paragraph (3) (B), the Secretary shall make a preliminary determination, and
within twelve months from such date shall make a final determination, as to
whether or not any bounty or grant is being paid or bestowed.

“(5) The Secretary shall from time to time ascertain and determine, or
estimate, the net amount of each such bounty or grant, and shall declare the net
amount so determined or estimated.

“(8) The Secretary shall make all regulations he deems necessary for the
identification of articles and merchandise subject to duties under this section
and for the assessment and collection of such duties. All determinations by the
Secretary under this section, and all determinations by the Commission under
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subsection (b) (1), (whether afirmative or negative) shall be published in the
Federal Register.

““(b) INJURY DETERMINATIONS WITR RESPECT T0 DUTY-FREE MERCHANDISE;
SUSBPENBION OF LIQUIDATION.—(1) Whenever the Secretary makes a final deter-
mination under subsection (a) that a bounty or grant is being paid or bestowed
with respect to any article or merchandise which is free of duty and a determi-
nation by the Commission is required under subsection (a){2), he shall—

“(A) so advise the Commission, and the Commission shall determine
within three months thereafter, and after such investigation as it deems
necessary, whether an industry in the United States is being or is likely to
be injured, or is prevented from being established, by reason of the importa-
tion of such article or merchandise into the United States; and the Com-
mission shall notify the Secretary of its determination; and

“(B) require, under stich regulations as he may prescribe, the suspension
of liquidation as to such article or merchandise entered, or withdrawn from
warehouse, for consumption on or after the date of the publication in the
Federal Register of his final determination under subsection (a), and such
suspension of liquidation shall continue until the further order of the Sec-
rgtary or until he has made public an order as provided for in paragraph

(3).

“(2) For the purposes of this subsection, the Commission shall be deemed to
have made an affirmative determination if the commissioners voting are evenly
dividel-d as to whether its determination should be in the afirmative or in the
negative,

“(3) If the determination of the Commission under paragraph (1) (A) is in
the affirmative, the Secretary shall make public an order directing the assessment
and collection of duties in the amount of such bounty or grant as is from time to
time ascertained and determined, or estimated, under subsection (a).

**(C) APPLICATION OF AFFIRMATIVE DETERMINATION.—An affirmative final deter-
mination by the Secretary under subsection (&) with respect to any imported
article or merchandise shall apply with respect to articles entered, or withdrawn
from wayrehouse, for consumption on or after the date of the publication in the
Federal Register of such determination. In the case of any imported article or
merchandise which is free ot duty, so long as a finding of injury is required by
the international obligations of the United States, the preceding sentence shall
apply only if the Commission makes an affirmative determination of injury
under subsection (b) (1).

*(d) TeMPORARY PROVISION WHILE NEGOTIATIONS ARE IN Process.—(1) It is
the sens~ of the Congress that the P’resident, to the extent practicable and con-
sistent with United States interest, seek through negotiations the establishment
of internationally agreed rules and procedures governing the use of subsidies
(and other export incentives) and the application of countervailing duties.

“(2) If, after seeking information and advice from such agencies as he may
deem appropriate, the Secretary of the Treasury determines, at any time during
lge4four-year period beginning on the date of the enactment of the Trade Act of
1974, that—

‘*(A) adequate steps have been taken to reduce substantially or eliminate
during such period the adverse effect of a bounty or grant which he has
deterx?ined is being pall or bestowed with respect to any article or mer-
chandise;

“(B) there {s a reasonable prospect that, under section 102 of the Trade
Act of 1974, successful trade agreements will Le entered into with foreign
countries or instrumentalities providing for the reduction or eliminatior of
barriers to or other distortions of international trade; and

*“(C) the imposition of the additional duty under this section with respect
to such article or merchandise would be likely to seriously jeopardize the
satisfactory completion of such negotiations;

the imposition of the additional duty under this section with respect to such
article or merchandise shall not be required during the remainder of such four-
vear period. This paragraph shall not apply with respect to any case involving
non-rubber footwear pending on the date of the enactment of the Trade Act of
1974 until and unless agreements which temporize imports of non-rubber footwear
become effective.

*(8) The determination of the Secretary under paragraph (2) may be revoked
by him, in his discretion, at any time, and any determination made under such
paragraph shall be revoked whenever the basis supporting such determination no
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longer exists. The additional duty provided under this section shall apply with
respect to any affected articles or merchandise entered, or withdrawn from ware-
house, for consumption on or after the date of publication of any revocation under
this subsection in the Federal Register.

“(e) REPORTS TO CoNGRESS.— (1) Whenever the Secretary makes a determina-
tion under subsection (d) (2) with respect to any article or merchandise, he shall
promptly transmit to the House of Representatives and the Senate & document
setting forth the determination, together with his reasons therefor.

“(2) If, at any time after the document referred to in paragraph (1) is deliv-
ered to the House of Representatives and the Senate, either the House or the
Senate adopts, by an affirmative vote of a majority of those present and voting in
that House, a resolution of disapproval under the procedures set forth in section
152, then such determination under subsection (d) (2) with respect to such article
or merchandise shall have no force or effect beginning with the day after the date
of the adoption of such resolution of disapproval, and the additional duty pro-
vided under this section with respect to such article or merchandise shall apply
with respect to articles or merchandise entered, or withdrawn from warehouse,
for consumption on or after such day.”.

SENATE RESOLUTION 483-—A RESOLUTION TO DISAPPROVE WAIVER OF THE COUNTER-
VAILING DUTY ON CERTAIN ITEMS OF GOVERNMENT SUBSIDIZED FISH IMPORTED
FROM CANADA

Mr. HATHAWAY (for himself, Mr. Muskie, Mr. McIntyre, Mr. Brooke, Mr.
Durkin, Mr. Kennedy, and Mr, Pell) submitted the following resolution, which
was referred to the Committee on Finance:

“8. RES. 483

‘‘Resolved, that the Senate does not approve the determination of the Secretary
of the Treasury under Section 303(d) of the Tariff Act of 1930, transmitted to the
Congress on June 138, 1978.”

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, I am submitting a resolution to disapprove the
decision to walve the imposition of countervailing duties on Canadian fish. A
petition for such duties was flled last year by the National Federation of Fisher-
man and the Point Judith, R.1., Fishermen’s Cooperative.

I am offering this resolution in part to raise the issue with my colleagues of -
the need for close scrutiny of our national policies in regard to fisheries. The
Canadians have agreed to phase out their direct landing subsidies and processing
subsidies to the ground fishery. Much of this subsidy will be wiped out retro-
actively, with the remainder due to end October 1. This, according to Treasury,
will leave only a small subsidy which will become countervailable in January
unless Canada ends that as well.

I am glad that Canada has agreed to this step. I would hope that this coopera-
tive attitude might also prevuil In ongoing United States/Canada boundary
negotiations, and in & resolutlon of the recent fisheries jurisdictional conflict.

Despite these considerations, 1 cannot simply acquiesce to the Treasury De-
partment’s grant of this walver. This situation points up the conflicting national
policles which we are now pursuing which threaten the economic death of the
New Engiland fishing industry.

First, while Canada is phasing out these more blatant subsidies to its fisher-
men, there is no doubt that indirect Canadian subsidies will continue, from
insurance programs to possible price supports. Canada, in short, has been far
better to its fishing industry than the United States has to its own. As a result,
we had a $2.1 billion trade deflcit in the fisheries In 1977. And all indications are
that deflcit may well grosw rather than diminish.

In terms of subsldizing its industry, there is little doubt that the past years of
assistance which Canada has given its fisheries will be felt for years to come.
The assistance given the industry in the past decade, both directly and indirectly,
has the overall effect of lowering the operating costs of the fishermen, and of
enabling them to cature U.S. markets.

At present between 80 and 90 percent of Canadlan catch is exported and the
Canadian groundfish exports alone are worth $200 million annually. These fish
come into our New England markeis at times when our own fishermen may be
tied up at port, unable to fish at all as a result of our national policy of “conser-
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vation” of the fisherles. In the past Maine fishermen have been placed in the
#bsurd position of throwing dead cod and haddock overboard because they could
not land them, yet they could not prevent them from coming up in their nets.
The cholce presented was to return to shore and find another way to make a
living for 2 weeks or a month, or throw the dead fish back, alt in the name of
fisheries conservation.

As a result of situations such as this, the Department of Commerce has at last
begun to take into account the growing complaints of Maine and New England
flshermen. For the record, I would note that they were agaiust the granting of
. this waiver.

While the direct economic impact of this waiver may not be great, its symbolie
impact for our domestic fishermen is, I think, of great importance. We tell our
fishermen they cannot fish because we need to conserve the species; we then tell
them we will not impose a duty on the Canadian fish which come into our coun-
iry even though that industry has been Government subsidized for many years.
Then we tell them as a matter of trade policy we would prefer not to grant sub-
sidies to our own domestic fishing industry. This is the underlying irony of the
situation. As a matter of policy we stand for free trade, for an end to foreign
and domestic governmental subsidies to industry. In the long run, I would agree
that this is the ideal. But in the short run we have an industry in this country
running up against a conflicting na‘ional policy—to “conserve” and inanage the
resource from which that industry obtains its lifehlood.

We must rationalize these policles. It is the fisherman who are the vietims of
this conflict in national policies. I hope that we can open a dialog on how to con-
serve, not only our natural fishery resource, but also our fishermen. As Chairman
of the United States-Canada Interparliamentary Conference, I intend to put fish-
eries at the top of tiie agenda for next year's conference,

At this time, I ask unanimous consent that correspondence from the Depart-
ment of Commerce and to the Treasury Department be printed in the Record.

There being no objection, the letters were ordered to be printed in the Record,
as follows:

[The matertial follows:]

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., June 1, 1978.
Hon. MtcHAEL BLUMENTHAL,
Secretary of the Treasury,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR, SECRETARY: It is our understanding that the T'reasury Department
is scheduled to make a final determination regarding Canadian subsidies on fish
products by June 10, 1978. An affirmative preliminary determination was made
last January, and we believe the facts warrant a similar final decision. Your
Department must then decide whether or not to grant a waiver of the counter-
vailing duty on fish imports from Canada.

As you may know, the Canadian government has made substantial direct pay-
ments to both fishermen and processors on fish exported to the United States.
In April, 1977, your Department determined that these payments were bounties
or grants (TD 77-107). This decision, however, was limited to only a few of the
tariff items covered by the Canadian assistance program. Therefore, a new
countervailing duty petition covering a number of other tariff items was filed
shortly after the Department's 1977 determination. Your Department has taken
the full year permitted by statute to make a determination on the additional
tariff items covered by this new petition,

Since April of last year, the Canadian government has been well aware that
{ts Groundfish Temporary Assistance Program and vessel construction assistance
programs subjected Canadian fish exports to the United States to countervalling
duties. No attempt; however, was made to repeal these subsidy programs. In the
interim, we have permitted heavily-subsidized Canadian fish to be sold in U.S.
markets.

This situation has created severe economic hardship for New England fisher-
men. The Department of Labor recently documented the impact of these subsidized
imports when it certified employees of several U.S. vessels for Trade Adjustment
Assistance.

We recognize that the Multilateral Trade Negotiations (MTN) have entered
a sensitive stage in Geneva, and understand that the progress of these discussions
will be taken into consideration by your Department when making a final deter-
mination on countervailing duties. It is our firm belief, however that the im-
mediate economic pressures on U.S. fishermen must be given priority considera-
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tion, We therefore strongly oppose any waiver of countervailing duties on
Canadlan fish.
Sincerely,
EpMUND S. MUSKIE, EDWARD M. KENNEDY, WILLIAM D. HATHAWAY,
EpwARD W. BROOKE, CLAIBORNE PELL, JOHN H. CHAFEE, THOMAS
J. MCINTYRE, and JOHN A. DURKIN.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
Rockville, Md., June 5, 1978.
Mr. RICHARD SELF,
Director, Office of Tariff Affairs, Office of the Secretary, U. S. Treasury Depart-
ment, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR, SeLF: The Treasury Department s currently studying the advisabil-
ity of imposing countervailing duties on imports of certain fish products from
Canada pursuant to the petitions of the Point Judith Fisheries Cooperative and
the Fisheries Marketing Assoclation of Seattle, Washington. The purpose of this
letter is to indicate the Department of Commerce's strong support for the imposi-
tion of countervailing duties on such products.

U.8. trade law clearly requires the imposition of countervailing duties on im-
ported fishery products when the evidence indicates that artificially low prices
for imports are made possible by foreign government subsidies. The evidence is
overwhelming that the Canadian fish imports in question are so subsidized. The
Canadian government has instituted an extensive network of programs that
assist the Canadian fishing industry in catching, processing, and freezing fish,
and in transporting it to the United States, at prices that are more than low
enough to compete effectively in the U.S. market.

Under special circumstances, these countervailing duties may be waived. How-
ever, we belleve strongly that a waiver cannot be justified for this fishery prod-
ucts, for the following reasons :

(1) Canada has not indicated that it will terminate all of its subsidy programs
for the fishery products in question.

(2) Canada has apparently indicated a willingness to terminate some of its
subsidies. Our <xperience in connection with Canadian commitmo»nts to reduce
subsidies in 1977 casts significant doubt on Canada’s willingness or ability to
comply with such commitments. This suggests that a far better course of action
would be to delay any waivers until commitments made by the Canadian govern-
ment for the removal of subsidies have in fact been carried out.

(3) The adverse impacts of allowing subsidized produects to be imported into
U.S. markets will persist long after the subsidies are terminated. Subsidized ves-
sels constructed prior to termination of subsidies will continue to compete with
non-subsidized U.S. vessels long after such termination. Markets such as the
mid-western market captured by Canadian industry through anticompetitive sub-
sidies cannot easily be recaptured by U.S. industry at a later date.

(4) The purposes of the Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976
are significantly undermined by such subsidies. The Act was aimed at both con-
serving U.S. fishery resources and developing a strong U.S, fishing fleet. In order
to protect fishery resources, the U.S. fleet is required to adhere to rigorous quotas
to restrict the amount of fish that can be caught. Without heavy competing sup-
plies of low-priced Canadian imports, the price for filsh harvested by the U.S.
fishing industry would tend to rise during the period that U.S. fishermen are
forced to restrict their catches. Such a price rise would assist the harvesting sec-
tor of the U.S. groundfish industry to survive the period of quotas needed to re-
store our groundfish stocks. And because the price of raw marerial is only a
part of the price of fish produets, the impact of countervailing duties on U.S,
consumers will be minimal. .

The question of whether special circumstances exist that justify a countervail-
ing duties walver must be considered in light of the significant United States
balance of trade deflcit in fishery products was $2.1 billion in 1977. The waiver
of duties on these Canadian imports will further exacerbate this problem.

Even when and if Canada meets the requirements for a waiver of these duties,
we believe that a walver should be withdrawn should it become evident that a
subsidy code cannot be achieved in the Multilateral Trade Negotiations.

We would be pleased to provide you with any additional information you may
need in connection with this matter.

Sincerely yours,
RICHARD A. FRANK,

[This concludes the material.]
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Mr. MuskIe. Mr. President, I join my colleague Senator Hathaway in offering
a resolution to disapprove the Treasury Secretary’s decision to waive counter-
vailing duties on imports of fish from Canada.

Mr. Blumenthal's decision was disappointing to our fishermen and has no
sound basis in fact.

The countervajling duty system was designed to guarantee the right of Ameri-
cans to compete on an equal basis with other nations in the American market-
place. The Canadians provide subsidles to their fishermen. As a result, Canadians
can catch fish in American waters, and undersell our own fishermen in our own
markets. The countervailing duty system was put in place to stop these kinds of
practices.

The barm to our fishermen has been documented. The Canadian Government
has been on notice for more than a year that action might be taken to protect
our own industry.

Yet at the 11th hour, the Cangdian Government petitioned for relief from
countervailing duties in America. Apparently the importance of Canadian sup-
port for other American trade interests prompted the Treasury Secretary to
grant their request.

And the interests of our domestic industry were once again brushed aside.

American fishermen are faced not only with financial hardship as a result of
competition from Canada. In many cases they are denied markets outright; in
other cases they are prevented from developing market strategies to avoid the
boom-bust eycle of fish prices; in still other cases unfair Canadian competition
blocks Americans from developing onshore processing facilities to take advan-
tage ot available markets.

The 1rade Act was designed to correct just such problems. And the Trade
Act ~as designed to allow Congress to be the flnal arbiter in extreme cases
through resolutions like the one we introduced today. The case of Canadian fish
imports is just such as extreme and obvious cases of unfairness. I urge the Con-
gress to act quickly to impose countervailing duties and give the beleagued
American industry the support it merits.

SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D.C., July 11, 1978.
Hon. WiLLiaM D. HATHAWAY,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR BILL: Thank you for your letter of June 1, 1978, signed by 7 of your
colleagues urging that the Treasury Department not waive countervailing duties
against fish imports from Canada.

As I am sure you are aware, we determined to waive countervailing duties on
June 12, 1978. Federal Register Notices to that effect are enclosed. The decision
was based upon two factors: (1) the Canadian Government's prompt decision
to dismantle its direct subsidy program to fishermen and processors, and (2) the
detrimental effect the imposition of countervailing duties would have on our ef-
forts to reach an international accord on subsidies and countervailing duties in
the Geneva trade talks.

Based on Treasury's investigation, every identified subsidy program provided
by the Canadian Federal and Provincial Governments to its fishing industry
was held to be a “bounty or grant” under our Countervailing Duty Law, because
a preponderance of all Canadian fish production is exported. Most of the sub-
sidies, measured by the ad valorem impact, fall under the Ground fish Temporary
Assistance Program, which provided direct benefits to fishermen and processors.
The subsidy was approximately 13 percent of the value. Other subsidies, in-
cluding regional assistance grants and ves:el construction assistance, when al-
located over the useful life of the item subsidized and spread over the entire
catch, was approximately 1 percent of the value.

The Canadian Government acted last week to dismantle the Groundfish Tem-
porery Assistance Program, whose annual appropriation in the past was $50
million. Any claims from processors and flshermen with large vessels will not
be honored retroactive to March 31, 1978, This effectively reduced the net effect
of the bounty or grant on fish exports to this country by approximately 65
percent. The subsidy to flshermen with small vessels, which account for about
50 percent of the catch, will be eliminated October 1, 1978. By that date 92 per-
cent of the bounty or grant will have been eliminated, leaving in place only the
indirect subsidies referred to above. Thus, fish imports benefiting from these
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subsidies will be subject to countervailing duties on January 4, 1979, the date
of expiration of the waiver.

Based on these actions, we concluded that the Canadians had significantly
reduced the adverse effects of the bounties, thus satisfying the first criterion for
granting a waiver. We also considered Canada’s role in the Muiltilateral Trade
Negotiations in Geneva and particularly its active participation in negotiations
to reach an international accord on subsidies and countervailing duties. As these
negotiations reach their final stage, it is a fair conclusion, as urged by Ambas-
sador Strauss, our Special Trade Representative, that a countervail against an
important Canadlian product could have seriously jeopardized these negotiations,
especially on the heels of the almost complete dismantling of a large subsidy
program.

We had your interest and concern very much in mind as we resolved this
difficult issue.

Sincerely,
W. MICHAEL BLUMENTHAL.
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