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23 February 2017 

Justin Wickes 
Director Operations 2  
Anti-Dumping Commission 
GPO Box 1632 
Melbourne VIC 3001 

Investigation into A4 Copy Paper exported from Brazil 

Dear Director, 

This submission is made on behalf of Jackaroo Paper Pty Ltd (Jackaroo) in response to the public 
submission by Australian Paper dated 14 February 2017.   

Jackaroo is appalled by the apparent willingness of Australian Paper to continue to make known false and 
baseless assertions to the Commission in the hope of overturning and/or reinforcing the preliminary 
findings outlined in SEF 341. In Jackaroo’s view, it is clear that Australian Paper’s strategy from the outset 
of their lodged application, was to invent unsubstantiated allegations in the hope that the Commission 
might simply accept and have regard to their views without any proper assessment or consideration of 
whether their statements are supported by evidence or demonstrated by the facts.  

Jackaroo also strongly believes that this strategy of making deliberate and known false statements is 
intended to cause harm and damage to Jackaroo’s on-going reputation and business interests. This is a 
matter that Jackaroo intends to pursue further through the appropriate legal channels. 

Given the obvious efforts by Australian Paper to present false and misleading information to the 
investigation, whilst at the same time omitting critical information which would allow the Commission to 
assess the unreliability of its assertions, Jackaroo urges the Commission to carefully consider the standard 
of information being presented in relation to the investigation against Brazilian exports. To that end, 
Jackaroo draws the Commission’s attention to its own “Evidentiary Standards” framework1 which 
provides guidance on the different standards of information and claims being made by interested parties 
and the degree to which such information may range from being highly reliable to unreliable. 

Applying the Commission’s evidentiary standard framework to Australian Paper’s statements and claims 
made in its application and to the investigation, Jackaroo contends that it is evident that Australian Paper 
has presented nothing more than mere self-serving assertions. To demonstrate this point clearly, Jackaroo 

1 Guidelines for the examination of a formally lodged application (Dec 2015) – Attachment 1. 
http://www.adcommission.gov.au/accessadsystem/Documents/Forms%20and%20Guidelines/Updated%20Guidelines%20-
%20Examination%20of%20a%20formally%20lodged%20application%20Dec15.pdf
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presents a summary of Australian Paper’s statements to the investigation in Appendix A and an 
assessment of the extent to which their views are based on unreliable information or have been discredited 
by subsequent information presented by other interested parties. 

Form of measures 

In its latest submission to the investigation, Australian Paper outlines its disagreement with the 
Commission’s preliminary decision to impose an ad valorem rate of duty on exports of A4 copy paper from 
Brazil, and alleges that IP Brasil ‘will seek to increase export sales of A4 copy paper to Australia by absorbing the 
2.9% interim duty amount.’ Without explanation, Australian Paper references Brazilian exports to New 
Zealand in what it considers to be supportive of its concerns about the potential risk from duty absorption. 

Jackaroo finds this latest example of unsupported assertion to be offensive and insulting to the 
Commission, IP Brasil and Jackaroo. It is also a further demonstration of a willingness by Australian Paper 
to continue to knowingly present false and misleading statements to the Commission. 

Firstly, AP asserts that IP Brasil has an established foothold and is a major exporter of A4 copy paper to the 
NZ market. This is a ridiculous statement given that Jackaroo’s sales into the NZ market of products 
sourced from Brazil represents approximately % of the total market in 2015 (see figure 1 below), and has 
been declining since 2012. This compares to the estimated 33% market share held by AP and growing since 
2012. 

TABLE DELETED 
   Figure 1: Source - Industry Edge - Strategic Review 2016.  

In fact, it appears that AP has not properly informed the Commission that the contract to supply A4 copy 
paper to the ‘large office supplies retailer’ referred to in AP’s submission, which involved the supply of Asian 
A4 copy paper prior to Jackaroo supplying paper sourced from Brazil, has since been awarded to and now 
exclusively supplied by AP. As a result, Jackaroo’s sales to New Zealand have decreased dramatically. 

The background to this particular contract provides insight into and confirms Jackaroo’s sales strategy, and 
which AP would be fully aware of but appears to have deliberately overlooked.  

. [Confidential contract details] 

Jackaroo in association with IP Brasil offered to produce and supply  
. It was this factor and not price which Jackaroo believes was the primary 

reason for it being awarded the contract to supply . However, since that time, 
AP’s aggressive price offers has resulted in Jackaroo subsequently losing the contract to AP. This again 
demonstrates the willingness of AP to omit key pieces of information from the Commission.  

In any case, it is noted that there is no local producer of A4 copy paper in NZ and as such, Jackaroo 
questions the relevance of export volumes and pricing trends in a market supplied entirely by imports, to 
understanding the likely future pricing and export behaviour in Australia. 

AP also questions the integrity of IP Brasil without a shred of evidence, by suggesting that it would 
potentially engage in circumvention activities through the absorption of any potential interim dumping 
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duties. This is an offensive claim by AP to say the least and should be completely and immediately 
disregarded.  

As AP notes in it submission, IP Brasil’s parent company, International Paper, ‘is known to be the largest pulp 
and paper company in the world.’ It has reached this position in part through its ability to uphold ethical 
behaviour and personal integrity. It is therefore a ludicrous suggestion and a reflection of AP’s desperate 
efforts to shield itself from legitimate competition from imports. 

To further refute AP’s ridiculous suggestions, Jackaroo reminds the Commission of the facts surrounding 
Jackaroo’s importation of the subject goods from Brazil: 

a) Imports from Brazil have historically been at negligible volumes in Australia, indicating that in 
Australia’s competitive commodity driven market, Jackaroo and IP Brasil have refrained from being 
aggressive with their pricing for the purpose of increasing volumes and market share; 

b) Jackaroo’s import volumes from Brazil only just exceeded the 3% negligible import volumes during 
the investigation period due to the successful tender for the supply of COS Premium private label 
product. As demonstrated by the Commission’s analysis, Jackaroo’s prices to that contract were 
above AP’s equivalent prices in 11 of the 12 months of the investigation period, and above AP’s 
prices across the whole of the investigation period. This again counters any suggestion that 
Jackaroo or IP Brasil are, or likely to be, aggressive with their pricing; 

c) unlike other apparent export transactions, Jackaroo’s sales during the investigation period involved 
no such discounts, rebates or reimbursements, which would provide the Commission with concerns 
about future declared export prices; 

d) the Commission was able to verify that Jackaroo’s sales during the investigation period were 
profitable, which again refutes any suggestion that Jackaroo or IP Brasil would forgo profits 
through the absorption of duties, with the aim of increasing volumes and market share.  

e) Jackaroo’s sales strategy and collaboration with IP Brasil, is aimed at differentiating its products 
based on other key distinguishing features such as: 
- IP Brasil’s high environmental and ethical benchmarks; 
- products offered are FSC certified and carbon neutral; and  
- products include a 100% recyclable wrapper made from BOPP (Number 5), which is important 

as it’s unique to the Australian market as it’s the only 100% recyclable wrapper available. 

Therefore, there is no evidence submitted or available which would provide the Commission with any 
concerns that future exports of A4 copy paper by IP Brasil, would undermine the effectiveness of any 
dumping measures. In fact, as is confirmed by the Commission’s price comparative analysis, Jackaroo’s 
sales can compete in the Australian market at prices higher than its competitors without the need for 
discounting or absorbing of duties. 

Finally, Jackaroo wishes to reiterate its consistent view that its imports of A4 copy paper were not dumped 
during the investigation period, and that a reasonable domestic credit term adjustment as claimed by IP 
Brasil, would demonstrate and confirm that point.  

Opportunity to comment on Commission’s preliminary findings 

It is noted that in SEF 341, the Commission highlighted a number of issues and submissions relevant to the 
determination of dumping and material injury in respect of IP Brasil’s exports, which were not properly 
considered at the time of the publication of the SEF, and that those issues and submissions would be 
further considered in the preparation of the final report.  It is also noted that a number of interested parties 
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including UPM2 and Sinar Mar3, have also identified other unresolved issues relevant to their 
circumstances, and are now requesting that the Commission properly provide opportunity for further 
comment on these unresolved issues, by way of a supplementary report or addendum to the SEF address 
these which since the publication of SEF 341. 

In the event that the Commission does intend issuing a supplementary report, Jackaroo requests that the 
Commission also address the outstanding issues relevant to IP Brasil’s exports, so that IP Brasil, Jackaroo 
and AP can properly consider and respond to the Commission’s preliminary findings prior to finalising its 
recommendations and report to the Minister. 

 

 

Your sincerely 

 

 

John Bracic 

  

                                                             
2 EPR 341 – Record no. 185. 
3 EPR 341 – Record no. 171. 
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Australian Paper statements/claims Jackaroo assessment Evidentiary standard 
The market analysis confirms that in a slightly expanding market since 2010, 
Australian Paper has experienced lost sales volumes and market share to increased 
dumped (and subsidised) imports that have also displaced imports from other 
source countries. 

False claim. Australian Paper conveniently failed to explain 
to the Commission that the import volume from Brazil 
almost entirely related to a tender in July 2014 for the 
supply to Complete Office Supplies (COS), for which 
Australian Paper was invited to tender and supply COS 
private label. AP failed to mention that they chose not to 
participate and chose not to supply COS Premium private 
label product to COS  requirements. Therefore, AP did not 
lose those sales volumes subsequently supplied by Jackaroo 
and the corresponding market share as it opted not to offer 
to supply those goods.  

Unreliable assertion discredited by facts. 

There has been a significant increase in import volumes from Brazil in 2015 (albeit 
from a lower base in 2014) and this is considered to be as a consequence of the 
recent antidumping petition taken by the U.S. uncoated paper Industry against 
imports from a number of countries 
Including Brazil. (Application, page 30) 
 

False claim. The US dumping investigation commenced on 
January 21, 2015.  Jackaroo had tendered for the COS 
business, which represents 97% of the copy paper in 
question in July 2014 and was awarded the business in 
October of 2014. The first orders to service this business 
arrived in January 2105, prior to the US investigation 
having been announced.  

Unreliable assertion discredited by facts. 

The price depression experienced by Australian Paper has been due to the price 
undercutting from  the dumping of imports from Brazil  
(Application, page 30) 

False claim. The Commission s SEF 341 found as fact that 
undercutting by Brazilian exports occurred in only one 
month of the investigation period, which would show that 
there was in fact no undercutting over the whole of the 
investigation period. 

Unreliable assertion discredited by facts. 

Similarly, based upon [name] information, FOB prices for Brazilian 
and Thai exports of the goods exported to Australia in 2015 have undercut 
Australian Paper s selling prices by even greater levels than the exports from China 
and Indonesia. (Application, page 31) 
 

False claim. The Commission s SEF 341 found as fact that 
undercutting by Brazilian exports occurred in only one 
month of the investigation period, which would show that 
there was in fact no undercutting over the whole of the 
investigation period. 

Unreliable assertion discredited by facts. 

Example 5 – [Name] (Country copy paper) 
Imported name Premium A4 80gsm paper sourced from [Country] and is 
predominantly sold into Corporate, Local and State government (this makes it 
difficult to source competitive offers for [Country] paper when one source).  FOB 
export prices for [Country] A4 copy paper are at the low end of import prices from 
nominated countries. (Application, page 31-32) 

Australian Paper confirms that it has no evidence of pricing 
to demonstrate or support its claim of undercutting. 
 
 

Unreliable assertion as it is based on an unsupported 
claim made by one interested party about another 
party 

In its submission of 26 September 2016 and in response to a detailed 
submission made by Jackaroo where it first raised the question of AP s 
decision to not tender for supply of COS private label products, AP alters 
its causation claim by now suggesting that the injury from Brazil imports is 
indirect .  

As the Anti-Dumping Commission ("the Commission") is aware, AP sells to 
[customer] that competes directly with Jackaroo s customer Complete Office 
Supplies ("COS") in the B2B market. AP has provided evidence to the Commission 
that its sales volumes and prices to [customer] were reduced across 2014 and 2015. 
The reductions in selling prices at [customer] were a direct response to [customer] 
indicating it was competing with dumped exports from the nominated countries 
(including Brazil). AP has therefore encountered indirect  injury from the dumped 
IP Brasil exports to Australia during 2015. (Submission - 26th Sept, page 2) 

False claim. First-hand source information submitted by 
COS confirms that imports from Brazil were not used in its 
successful tender for supply of the Whole of Victorian 
Government Stationary contract.  
 
Instead the facts demonstrate that the vast majority of A4 
copy paper products tendered and supplied by COS to that 
contract were recycled paper sourced from AP. This again 
demonstrates that AP s willingness to omit or withhold 
information that is relevant and critical to the 
Commission s assessment of the reliability of the submitted 
claims by AP.  

Unreliable assertion discredited by facts. 

The Commission has confirmed that IP Brasil s exports undercut the Australian 
industry s selling prices by up to 14.3 per cent". The size of the undercutting is 
material and directly impacts [customer name] ability to supply AP manufactured 
copy paper in the [name] segment of the Australian copy paper market. 
(Submission – 5th October 2016, page 2) 

False claim based on unverified and preliminary 
information which was later discredited by the 
Commission s finding in SEF 341 that undercutting by 
Brazilian exports occurred in only one month of the 
investigation period, which would show that there was in 
fact no undercutting over the whole of the investigation 
period.  

Unreliable assertion discredited by facts. 

AP submits that copy paper sales to [customer name] that directly compete with 
[name]supplied imported Brazilian copy paper are a significant cause of injury to 
AP. Sales volumes to [customer name] declined by more than xxx per cent from 
2013 to 2015, with AP s price to [customer name] also declining throughout this 
period as increased pricing support was provided. (Submission – 5th October 
2016, page 2) 

False claim based on overall general trends with no 
evidence of a link to imports from Brazil. If AP was again 
referring to a lost tender by Staples for supply of the Whole 
of Victorian Government Stationary contract, then the 
evidence submitted by COS confirms AP s claim to be false. 

Unreliable assertion discredited by facts. 

AP has demonstrated that it has experienced injury from IP Brasil s dumped 
exports undercutting prices in the Australian market in 2015. AP has indicated 
that one example of the injury experienced is reflected in lost sales volumes by [AP 
customer]. In addition, AP had reduced selling prices [AP customer] to enable it to 
compete in the market with product sourced from IP Brasil at [imported product 
supplier]. 

False claim. Facts outlined in SEF 341 shows that imports 
from Brazil did not undercut AP s prices across the whole 
of the investigation period. Evidence submitted by COS 
shows that imports from Brazil were not subject of their 
successful tender for the supply of the Whole of Victorian 
Government Stationary contract. Therefore, any reduction 
in AP s selling prices were in response to either other 
import prices or pressure from Staples without any credible 
market intelligence to support their decision. 

Unreliable assertion discredited by facts. 

AP previously referred to competitive offers for A4 copy paper sourced from IP 
Brasil at [imported product supplier] . AP was aware of a tender for supply with 
[end user] (in [date] 2015) that was [volume] of A4 copy paper. [AP customer] had 
previously held the [end user] business and supplied [volume] of AP produced copy 
paper that falls under the like goods. 
Included in this volume was [volume] of [AP product] copy paper. [AP customer] 
was unsuccessful in the tender (please refer to communications received from [end 
user] [date] 2015, contained in Confidential Attachment 1). As a result, the [AP 
product] (as well as all other AP manufactured copy paper sold through [AP 
customer] excluding [AP product]) was switched to [imported product supplier]. 
This again reiterates AP s assertion that [AP product] and [imported product 
supplier] branded products are directly competing substitutes, and whilst imported 
product supplier] had access to [AP product] at this time, they chose not to stock it 
and simply switched the [end user] business to imported alternatives on the basis of 
pricing considerations. 
At the time of the tender preparation and lodgment (April 2015) [AP customer] 
had requested [pricing arrangements] 

False claim. First-hand source information submitted by 
COS confirms that imports from Brazil were not used in its 
successful tender for supply of the Whole of Victorian 
Government Stationary contract.  
 
Instead the facts demonstrate that the vast majority of A4 
copy paper products tendered and supplied by COS to that 
contract were recycled paper sourced from AP. This again 
demonstrates that AP s willingness to omit or withhold 
information that is relevant and critical to the 
Commission s assessment of the reliability of the submitted 
claims by AP. 
Therefore, any request by Staples for reduction in AP s 
selling prices were in response to either other import prices 
or unjustified pressure from Staples without any credible 
market intelligence to support their decision. 

Unreliable assertion discredited by facts. 
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The [market sector] industry is a market in which [imported product supplier] and 
other suppliers of imported goods compete fiercely with [AP customer].  In early 
[date] 2015, [AP customer] requested [pricing arrangements].  Resellers of 
Australian made products were being forced to reduce pricing in the market in 
order to compete with dumped imports due to price undercutting, and as result 
[AP customer] requested [pricing arrangements]. 

False claim. First-hand source information submitted by 
COS confirms that imports from Brazil were not used in its 
successful tender for supply of the Whole of Victorian 
Government Stationary contract.  
 
Instead the facts demonstrate that the vast majority of A4 
copy paper products tendered and supplied by COS to that 
contract were recycled paper sourced from AP. This again 
demonstrates that AP s willingness to omit or withhold 
information that is relevant and critical to the 
Commission s assessment of the reliability of the submitted 
claims by AP. 
 
Therefore, any request by Staples for reduction in AP s 
selling prices or reduction in Staples prices of Australian 
made products were not imports from Brazil. 

Unreliable assertion discredited by facts. 

This highlights the fact that imports in this channel had been directly undercutting 
Australian made products in 2015. 

This statement may be correct with respect to imports more 
generally but is clearly false if it is made in respect of 
imports from Brazil. Firstly, the Commission has 
established that there was no undercutting across the whole 
of the investigation period by imports from Brazil, and 
secondly, first-hand source evidence demonstrates that 
imports from Brazil were not used by COS in its successful 
tender for the supply of the Whole of Victorian 
Government Stationary contract. 

Unreliable assertion discredited by facts. 

AP submits that the available information confirms that [AP customer] was 
unsuccessful in the tender that was awarded to imported A4 copy paper including 
[imported product] sourced from IP Brasil. The Brazilian exports have caused lost 
sales and price reductions at [AP customer]. Hence the injury of this price 
undercutting flowed through to AP which experienced this injury through lost 
sales volumes and reduced selling prices as a direct consequence of the dumped 
exports from IP Brasil. 

False claim. The Commission has established that there was 
no undercutting across the whole of the investigation 
period by imports from Brazil. Further, first-hand source 
information submitted by COS confirms that imports from 
Brazil were not used in its successful tender for supply of 
the Whole of Victorian Government Stationary contract.  
 
Instead the facts demonstrate that the vast majority of A4 
copy paper products tendered and supplied by COS to that 
contract were recycled paper sourced from AP. This again 
demonstrates that AP s willingness to omit or withhold 
information that is relevant and critical to the 
Commission s assessment of the reliability of the submitted 
claims by AP. 
 
Therefore, any lost sales volumes and reduced selling prices 
by Staples were either caused by other imports or a lack of 
credible market intelligence. In addition, AP did not suffer 
lost sales volumes as it continued to supply the vast 
majority of recycled paper products to COS for the supply 
of the Whole of Victorian Government Stationary contract. 

Unreliable assertion discredited by facts. 

Given that the Commission has preliminarily determined dumping margins on 
products from all Chinese exporters (except for Asia Symbol) and that [change of 
COS sourcing arrangements], it is not unreasonable to conclude that the Brazilian 
imports undercut the [supply source] on price, in order to win this business. 

Simply conjecture without any supporting information. 
This is the definition of a purely ambit claim made by an 
interested party in their self-interest. It is not reasonable to 
make the conclusion given that the Commission has 
established that imports from Brazil did not undercut AP s 
selling prices and yet still managed to win this business . 
As explained and highlighted by Jackaroo in its earlier 
submissions, this is due to factors other than price which 
were relevant to distinguishing Brazilian imports from 
other imports. 

Mere conjecture unsupported and unsubstantiated by 
any piece of evidence. 

The available evidence indicates that Brazilian A4 copy paper was supplied by COS 
to meet a proportion of the requirements of the [end user] tender contract. 

False claim. Evidence submitted by COS shows that carbon 
neutral paper represented an immaterial component of the 
tendered paper usage per annum, and in any case, the 
successful tender by COS did not involve imports from 
Brazil. 

Unreliable assertion discredited by facts. 

In addition to the aforementioned example, AP can confirm that Brazilian A4 copy 
paper has been supplied in the B2B channel at pricing levels that undercut local 
supply, and that Australian Government agencies procured Brazilian 
manufactured A4 copy paper under a supply contract throughout the investigation 
period. 

Mere assertion without any supporting evidence to 
demonstrate the claim of undercutting by COS of Brazilian 
imported paper. Given that AP s original claim of 
undercutting by Jackaroo of Brazilian imports has been 
demonstrated by the Commission to be incorrect, this 
statement of conjecture must be seen as an ambit claim 
made by an interested party in their self-interest 

Mere conjecture unsupported and unsubstantiated by 
any piece of evidence. 

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. 

False claim unsupported by evidence. Jackaroo has 
confirmed to the Commission that it has never sourced A4 
copy paper from China and that this can be verified by the 
Commission from the Australian Border Force import 
database and information gathered by the Commission 
during the earlier dumping investigation on A4 copy paper 
exported from China.  The Commission s SEF 341 also 
found as fact that undercutting did not occur over the 
whole of the investigation period. 

Mere conjecture unsupported and unsubstantiated by 
any piece of evidence. 

 


