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11 January 2017

Mr Tim King

Case Manager

Dumping Operations
Anti-Dumping Authority
Level 35, 55 Collins Street
Melbourne Victoria 3000

Public File
Dear Mr King

Investigation No. 341 — A4 Copy Paper exported from Brazil, P R China, Indonesia and
Thailand - Comments re Jackaroo Submission of 29 December 2016

| refer to the submission dated 29 December 2016 on behalf of Jackaroo Paper Pty Ltd
(“Jackaroo”) concerning Statement of Essential Facts No. 341 (“SEF 341”).

Australian Paper Pty Ltd (“AP”) rejects Jackaroo’s ongoing assertions that the application for
anti-dumping and countervailing measures “was undoubtedly deficient and without any proper
evidence of a causal link”. The findings of the Anti-Dumping Commission (“the Commission”)
in SEF 341 have already fully addressed this issue based on a long period of investigation
and a wide range of evidence. Regarding Jackaroo’s assertion that Complete Office Supplies
("COS”) has provided evidence countering AP’s injury claims, the Commission is best placed
to impartially assess the injurious nature of dumped exports from Brazil.

Jackaroo’s claims that the Commission’s findings are based upon a lack of ‘positive evidence’
and ‘unsubstantiated self-serving statements’ made by AP, are fundamentally incorrect. It
may be expected that Jackaroo disagrees with the Commission’s finding, however, Jackaroo
has not evidenced that the Commission has erred in any way in its analysis.

Jackaroo’s submission seeks to require the Commission to publish confidential information
concerning AP’s sales of “private label virgin paper products made to resellers”. This
information would be commercially beneficial to Jackaroo and AP has already fully
cooperated with the Commission regarding its sales of copy paper in the Australian market. It
is further argued by Jackaroo that the exports of copy paper from Brazil declined in 2013 (by
60 per cent) and further again in 2014 (by 55 per cent). Jackaroo references these volumes
as “below 0.5% of the Australian market’. A negligible volume of imports as contained in sub-
section 269TDA is based upon “the percentage of the total Australian import volume” and not
total sales in the Australian market (refer sub-section 269TDA(4)(a)). Jackaroo’s comments
relating to the periods prior to the investigation period are of limited relevance — the issue
under consideration by the Commission was the share of total Australian imports held by
Brazil in 2015.

Jackaroo has also disputed the Commission’s findings that the injury experienced by the
Australian industry during the investigation period could not be attributed to exports from
Brazil. The Commission cumulated the dumped (and subsidised) exports that were the
subject of investigation from Brazil, China, Indonesia and Thailand as it was satisfied that the
provisions of subsection 269TAE(2C)(e) had been met. AP concurs with this assessment.
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The Commission has not erred in cumulating the dumped and injurious exports for the
purposes of the material injury analysis. It is understood that Jackaroo was previously
supplying imported Chinese paper to COS which it then replaced with paper sourced from
Brazil, demonstrating that the goods are wholly interchangeable and compete directly with A4
copy paper produced by AP. This switch also implies that pricing levels from Brazil undercut
the Australian market to a similar extent to the paper previously being imported by Jackaroo
from China. Jackaroo’s claims that the exports from Brazil could not be causing injury fail to
take full account of the cumulative principles available to the Commissioner.

AP also rejects Jackaroo’s claim that it has no interest in supplying copy paper to COS. AP’s
21 November 2016 submission reiterated the facts in relation to this issue previously raised
by COS.

“AP has been supplying COS with a range of A4 copy paper (including recycled and
non recycled brands) for many years [nature of business relationship].. Under the
agreed supply arrangements, COS is able to access a range of recycled and non-
recycled A4 copy paper from AP, and AP is committed to maintaining a positive
commercial relationship with all customers including COS... As previously discussed
with the Commission, all of AP’s Australian customers, including COS, have access
to a range of non-recycled copy paper brands from AP. In line with information
provided in past submissions, AP reiterates that all brands of white A4 copy paper
are substitutable for one another in the Australian market, are physically and
functionally alike in all practical aspects, and compete for the same market. AP refers
the Commission to the submission made in relation to the Australian Industry
Verification Report, sent on 29 September 2015, for a full list of brands available to
domestic customers in the business to business channel.

[AP’s supply offer to customers in the Australian market].”

AP notes Jackaroo’s claims about the imported A4 copy paper containing attributes intended
to “distinguish their tendered goods from other market participants in a variety of ways” and
that as a result these imports should not be cumulated with imports from China, Indonesia
and Thailand for the purposes of injury assessment. Jackaroo also states that IP Brasil's
“high environmental and ethical benchmarks” assist in differentiating Brazilian A4 copy paper
from other imports. Ultimately, the ability to differentiate lies with end consumers and A4
copy paper produced in Australia and imported A4 copy paper from the subject countries
remains extremely similar in terms of commercial, functional, production and physical
likeness. The Commission made the correct decision to cumulate exports from Brazil, China,
Indonesia and Thailand for the purposes of investigation 341 as there were no significant
discernible differences in the like goods from the nominated suppliers in the four exporting
countries.

Jackaroo is also challenging the Commission’s price undercutting assessment. Jackaroo
contends that in circumstances where the dumped exports undercut the Australian industry’s
selling prices in one month of the investigation period, then it cannot be concluded that over
the whole investigation period, price undercutting from Brazil has occurred. The Commission
explained its assessment of the undercutting from Brazil indicating that AP had been forced to
respond by lowering its pricing. This highlights the price sensitivity in the A4 copy paper
market in Australia and how the prevailing selling prices of imports have worked interactively
to reduce market pricing by setting progressively lower pricing benchmarks that market



players including AP, have then been forced to meet. In this way, spot pricing has had a
pervasive and lasting effect that has damaged the local industry.

Finally, AP would like to again refer to its submission of 21 November 2016 highlighting that
Brazilian paper being supplied in the B2B channel at prices that undercut the domestic
supply. It therefore cannot be argued that the Commission does not have “positive evidence”
in support of its findings, including the findings in respect of the dumped exports from Brazil.

If you have any questions concerning this submission, please do not hesitate to contact me
on (03) 8540 2451 or AP’s representative Mr John O’Connor on (07) 3342 1921.

Yours sincerely

S

Matt Decarne
Trade Affairs Manager



