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Comments after the disclosure

1) Following the disclosure, the GOT and the two sampled exporting producers commented
that in relation to the indirect subsidy calculation, the methodology applied by the
Commission in the current review was not in conformity with the methodology applied in
the original investigation. Namely, in the original investigation the benefit for the
purchased trout was calculated by dividing the total subsidies granted by the Turkish
authorities by the amount of total trout production in Turkey and not by the amount of
subsidised trout production in Turkey.

(2)  The Commission thus reviewed the calculation of the indirect subsidy amount calculated
with regard to the purchased trout by the two sampled exporting producers from unrelated
suppliers to align it with the methodology used in the original investigation.

(3)  Taking into account comments made by the interested parties, the direct and indirect
subsidy amounts established during the RIP for the two sampled exporting producers were
2,4 % for Ozpekler and 2,8 % for GMS.

(4)  The sampled exporting producers also claimed that some loans were not export contingent
and thus not countervailable. After review, the Commission agreed, based on the
supporting documentation provided, that some loans were neither related to export sales,
nor falling under the subsidized agricultural loans, and thus were not covered by any
subsidy scheme. The Commission therefore removed these loans from the benefit
calculation.

(5)  The sampled exporting producer claimed that some export contingent loans were not only
related with the product concerned, but also with other exported fish. The Commission
reviewed these loans and, based on the information provided by the company, could
confirm for some of the loans, that the claimed export contingent loans were related with
the different type of fish exported, and adapted the calculations accordingly.

(6)  The two sampled exporting producers also highlighted a number of clerical errors in the
calculation of the countervailable subsidies for the preferential loans in relation to capital
repayments in the RIP, number of days to be taken for the interest calculation in the RIP
and benchmark rates selected on the wrong dates. These clerical errors were corrected.

(7)  Taking into account comments made by the interested parties, the subsidy amounts in
relation to the preferential financing schemes established during the RIP for the two
sampled exporting producers were 0,8 % for Ozpekler and 1 % for GMS.

(8) Taking into account the comments made by the interested parties after the disclosure, the
aggregated amount of countervailable subsidies in accordance with the provisions of the
basic Regulation, expressed ad valorem, for the sampled exporting producers was 3,2 %
for Ozpekler and 4,5 % for GMS, thereby showing continuation of subsidisation during
the review investigation period.



