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27 August 2025 

Director 

Investigations 

Anti-Dumping Commission 

GPO Box 2013 

Canberra 

Australian Capital Territory  2601 

By email 

Dear Director 

Intex Group International Pty Ltd  

653 - Ceiling steel framing members (“csfm”) from China 

677 - Steel corner beads and angles (“scba”) from China 

679 - Light gauge steel stud and track (“lgsst”) from China 

We ask that this submission be placed on the public record of each of the abovementioned 

investigations. 

1 Incoherence and camouflage of “piece-by-piece” investigations 

The “pick and choose” approach adopted by the applicant (“Rondo/CSR-Knauf”) in making its multiple 

applications, involving selected individual components of wall framing systems, when the relevant 

Australian market competition takes place between the three major players with respect to the supply 

and installation of ceiling and wall framing systems, is misguided.1 Rondo/CSR-Knauf is losing ground to 

its other Australian industry competitors in selling ceiling and wall framing systems. It is with these other 

Australian industry competitors, Siniat/Etex and Studco/JFE, that Rondo/CSR-Knauf is having trouble 

competing. 

 

1  That the market paradigm is the sale of systems and not of individual parts of systems is made abundantly 
clear by the websites of Rondo and Studco. See these “project” webpages: https://www.rondo.com.au/projects; 
and https://studcosystems.com.au/projects/. Intex also promotes its project credentials, see 
https://intex.com.au/projects. 

https://url.avanan.click/v2/r01/___https:/www.rondo.com.au/projects___.YXAzOm1vdWxpc2xlZ2FsOmE6bzpiMWRiYzQyZjM0MDRhYjUwZmUxZDkzNjA3YTIwN2ExMzo3OjBjMTY6OWQ4YjcyOTVlN2U4ZDg3YTY2OWFmZGZlZWMyMTQ4ZTBmOThhOGUyMDllZjMyMWQ3ZjFmYjY5NmM0ZTRlZWRjMjpwOlQ6Tg
https://url.avanan.click/v2/r01/___https:/studcosystems.com.au/projects/___.YXAzOm1vdWxpc2xlZ2FsOmE6bzpiMWRiYzQyZjM0MDRhYjUwZmUxZDkzNjA3YTIwN2ExMzo3OjA1NDA6NDRjOGM3ODViNzMwZjZlNGU4ZGZiOTNhNzZlNGIyZTBkMDRkYmE4ZjQ1ZTJmNWJhNmQ4YmY0MjQ2YjNmODg5YzpwOlQ6Tg
https://url.avanan.click/v2/r01/___https:/intex.com.au/projects___.YXAzOm1vdWxpc2xlZ2FsOmE6bzpiMWRiYzQyZjM0MDRhYjUwZmUxZDkzNjA3YTIwN2ExMzo3OjhhYzU6MzRlOTIzOTVlMzcwYmQ0NTc1OWU2OTY5MWIyYTkzOWJhNmU4MmUwNzI0MjI2ZTIzNGUxNDM1Mjc1NmY3ZGZmOTpwOlQ6Tg
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Rondo/CSR-Knauf’s downward trending financial performance in the downcast construction market in 

the investigation period was not caused nor assisted by Intex’s niche market position supplied by 

components imported from China. Rondo/CSR-Knauf’s significantly divergent revenue performance 

when compared to its Australian industry competitors should be good enough for the Commission to 

conclude that Rondo/CSR-Knauf has lost out to tightened competition from the other more-capable 

foreign investors in the difficult building and construction market conditions experienced in the 

investigation period.  

Another example of how business strategy in the wall framing systems market introduces significant 

distortion to the claimed prices and profitability of individual components is the internal bundling of lgsst 

with plasterboard, of which only Siniat/Etex is capable. Indeed, the first and only submission from 

Siniat/Etex in any of the four ceiling and wall systems investigations was placed on the public record of 

this case last week.2  

We wish to point out that Siniat/Etex acquired the plasterboard business of BCG Group in 2024. This 

very significantly added to its plasterboard capability by bringing more production in-house and by 

allowing Siniat/Etex to have better national coverage. Siniat/Etex’s revenue windfall in its 2024 accounts 

demonstrates the importance of this development to Siniat/Etex’s performance in the ceiling and wall 

framing systems market. Siniat/Etex’s submission introduces the issue of plasterboard sales into the 

debate for the first time, by the party in the ceiling and wall systems market that internally benefits from 

the correlation of lgsst and plasterboard. That correlation allows bundling of plasterboard sales with the 

lgsst to which it is affixed within the one corporate entity, which is a marketing and sales advantage that 

Siniat/Etex’s industry competitors do not have.  

In this regard, and in all fairness, we respectfully request the Commission’s interrogation of the redacted 

text that relates to this issue, to identify whether it is truly confidential and if so whether a meaningful 

non-confidential summary can be provided of the assertions that are made in that redacted text. In that 

way procedural fairness will be accorded to Intex and other interested parties who wish to contest or 

differently interpret what it is that Siniat/Etex asserts was “injurious” to its financial position in the 

investigation period.  

Intex trusts that the Commission will investigate the impacts of competition between the Australian 

industry players in their efforts to retain their market positions in the construction market situation at the 

time. The data referable to that competitive interaction tells us that Rondo/CSR-Knauf has lost out to 

Siniat/Etex and Studco/JFE.  

Intex is a small, specialised Australian-owned designer and supplier of ceiling and wall systems. It is in 

no position to influence Rondo/CSR-Knauf’s financial circumstances when the competitive activities of 

the Australian industry players and their sales networks in the context of their overwhelming market 

power relative to Intex, is properly taken into account, especially in the downcast circumstances of the 

building and construction market that are clearly observed in the investigation period. 

2 679 - Light gauge steel stud and track from China 

We would be grateful if the Commission could address the following matters by way of responsive File 

Note to be placed on the public record of the above mentioned case. To enable the Commission to do 

 

2  See Case 679, EPR doc no 5. 
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so, none of the questions require the Commission to express any opinion about case outcomes. The 

matters the questions seek to clarify are solely factual and analytical. 

(a) On a number of occasions in the past we have requested the Commission to make available to 

interested parties any Australian Bureau of Statistics (“ABS”) information relied upon to initiate an 

application such as this. In its decision to initiate this case, the Commission examined the 

method used by Rondo/CSR-Knauf for estimating the total Australian market for lgsst. The 

Commission explained that it was satisfied that Rondo/CSR-Knauf’s approach towards 

estimating its own share of the market, and that of the other industry members and imports, was 

reasonable. For that purpose, Rondo/CSR-Knauf is said to have worked out the Chinese share 

of imports of the goods to Australia using ABS data for imports of all goods imported under the 

tariff codes listed in section 2.3.2 of the consideration report. However, the Commission used 

import data extracted from the Australian Border Force (“ABF”) import database in respect of 

consignments declared under the tariff codes listed in section 2.3.2 of the consideration report. 

Perhaps the ABS and ABF data is the same. Whatever may be the case, we request the 

Commission to publish the ABS or ABF data on the public record. If the Commission would need 

Intex’s consent to publish such information, please consult with us in that regard.  

This inquiry is made in the context of our client’s incredulity with respect to Figure 3, because 

according to its data 30% is wildly inaccurate. The use of a ruler to get a general idea of the 

approximation of the share of Chinese imports of lgsst suggests that Rondo/CSR-Knauf believes 

it to be somewhere around 30%? Could this please be checked and/or clarified, and interested 

parties be informed of any corrections. 

(b) The initiation report acknowledges that the tariff classifications identified by Rondo/CSR-Knauf 

include many other products not covered by the goods description. Accordingly, the Commission 

“filtered data to exclude goods that do not fit the goods description”. However. the headings and 

statistical codes for 7216 and 7308 do not appear to allow for the identification of lgsst. Could the 

Commission please advise how the filtering took place. 

(c) In the initiation report, the Commission states that it relied on Rondo/CSR-Knauf’s own sales 

data to calculate Rondo/CSR-Knauf’s share of the Australian market with “the remainder” making 

up the supply from the other industry members. When the initiation report refers to “the 

remainder”, what is “the remainder”. Is it the difference between Rondo/CSR-Knauf’s own sales 

data and Chinese import data on the one hand, and on the other hand the Australian market size 

worked out by “Oxford Economics” as adjusted or influenced by Rondo/CSR-Knauf’s own market 

intelligence.  

(d) There are 80 references to “Australian industry” in the initiation report. One of these is qualified 

by the word “members” (as in “Australian industry members”), and three or four others refer to 

“Australian industry” in the sense of “Australian industry” when used in the relevant legislation. 

However, “Australian industry” is not defined for the purposes of the initiation report. Is it the case 

that the approximately 75 references to the “Australian industry” in the initiation report that do not 

make clear that Rondo/CSR-Knauf, Siniat/Etex and Studco/JFE are encompassed in that 

description, or do not only reference the legislative use of that expression, do include 

Rondo/CSR-Knauf, Siniat/Etex and Studco/JFE in that description? If it would be too time-

consuming to respond regarding all 75 occurrences, could the Commission at least clarify these 

specific examples: 

(1) When it is said that “[f]igure 6 further supports the Australian industry’s claim the 

narrowing gap [sic.] between unit price and unit CTMS”, is that a reference to 
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Rondo/CSR-Knauf or to Rondo/CSR-Knauf, Siniat/Etex and Studco/JFE, and if the latter 

could a copy of Siniat’s and Studco’s claims in this regard be provided to interested 

parties. 

(2) When it is said that “[t]his supports Australian industry’s claims of a direct correlation 

between the ongoing presence and increase in volumes of the goods imported from 

China and the decline in the Australian industry’s sales volume and market share of the 

like goods” is that a reference to Rondo/CSR-Knauf OR to Rondo/CSR-Knauf, 

Siniat/Etex and Studco/JFE, and if the latter could a copy of Siniat’s and Studco’s claims 

in this regard be provided to interested parties. 

(3) When it is said that Figure 8 relates to “Australian industry value of assets in relation to 

like goods” is that a reference to Rondo/CSR-Knauf OR to Rondo/CSR-Knauf, 

Siniat/Etex and Studco/JFE. 

(4) There is no record of cost, sales, and financial data having been contributed to the 

investigation. Will the Commission be seeking such information from each of the 

Australian industry members in circumstances where the legislation asks for conclusions 

on causation to be made with respect to competition in the market, in which Siniat/Etex 

and Studco/JFE participate, and for conclusions with respect to material injury to be 

based on the financial performance of the Australian industry and not just Rondo/CSR-

Knauf. 

(e) Related to the previous question, we ask the Commission whether financial data of Studco/JFE 

and Siniat/Etex was considered in making this finding with respect to the Australian industry: 

The Commissioner considers that there appear to be reasonable grounds to conclude 

that the Australian industry has suffered injury in the form of loss of profits and reduced 

profitability during the injury analysis period. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Daniel Moulis 

Partner Director 

+61 414221224 

 




