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Number Australian Paper statements/claims (according to Jackaroo)  Jackaroo assessment Australian Paper response

1 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.

AP has furnished the Commission with verified data in support of this statement 

within the application and verification process of the investigation. Statements 

about the size of the market have not been contested by any interested party until 

now.                                                                                                                               Of limited 

relevance to commentary about the broader Australian market is the 'Jackaroo 

assessment' which refers to a specific tender, in a single channel of the market. 

Australian Paper has, and continues to offer a broad range of brands both recycled 

and non-recycled to all customers in the Australian market. AP has made several 

submissions relating to our involvement in this channel and has furnished the 

Commission with adequate information relating to this. AP remains supportive of 

the Commissions view of the broader market as stated in the SEF 341.

2 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 2015, prior to the US 

investigation having been announced.

As confirmed by Jackaroo there was a significant increase in exports from Brazil to 

Australia in 2015. This data was provided to the Commission and has been verified.                                                                                                                

At the time of the application submission (23 February 2016) AP considered this a 

likely contributor to the dramatic increase in volumes imported from Brazil, 

according to the best available information at the time.  AP has since learned as part 

of it's own market intelligence that the timing of the increase in volumes in 2015, 

and the commencement of the [customer] contract are in alignment. This 

information was passed along to the Commission in submissions during the 

investigation.  

3 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.

The Commission did find undercutting of Brazilian exports in the Australian market 

based on verified sales data. SEF 341 section 9.6.2 (page 78) states this fact and 

explains:                                                                                                         “ The 

Commissioner is satisfied that there is positive evidence of price undercutting of 

Australian Paper’s prices by exports from Brazil , China, Indonesia and Thailand. 

Whilst it is noted that imports from Brazil are only undercutting in one month of the 

investigation period, an analysis of the trend in relation to A4 copy paper exported 

from Brazil indicates Australian Paper lowered its pricing, subsequent to being 

undercut by Brazilian imports . The Commission has no direct evidence to indicate 

that Staples branded paper price reduction was in direct response to the Brazilian 

import pricing for A4 copy paper sourced by COS. However, the Commission 

believes that it is reflective of Australian Paper, in the general, reacting to pricing 

in the reseller market segment . Further, despite the fact that the contract under 

which most Brazilian A4 copy paper was imported was determined in 2014, the 

actual supply under the contract occurred during the investigation period and 

therefore, the Commission considers that the injury is attributable to the 

investigation period. “ ( emphasis added).    The Commission can only base 

undercutting analysis on actual selling prices and does not take into account import 

offers that don't result in sales. Any dumped imports will have a pervasive effect on 

pricing within the highly price sensitive market, and cause price depression.

4 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.

See response to point 3.

5 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.

The Commission has adequately verified and confirmed undercutting by Brazilian 

exports in the Australian market. See SEF 341 section 9.6.2 (page 78). A range of 

evidence related to undercutting by Brazilian exports has been furnished to the 

Commission from which the Commission has based its analysis. AP supports the 

Commission's position on the matter as stated in the SEF 341.

6 In its submission of 26 September 2016 and in response to a B15detailed 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.

AP has provided the Commission with evidence confirming that [customer supply 

arrangements] . Jackaroo has confirmed that the supply of Brazilian copy paper 

commenced in 2015 to [customer], which coincides with the sharp increase in 

Brazilian exports to Australia.

7 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 Commissions 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.

See response to point 3.

8 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.

Jackaroo cannot claim that verified data submitted to the Commission is false when 

they have not had access to this commercially sensitive information. In the extract 

AP does not refer to any specific tender, but rather the broader trend in sales price 

and volumes it experienced within this channel. However AP will state; given that 

[customers] compete directly in the B2B channel, i.e. Australian produced product 

and Brazilian product, it is fair to state that there must be a link the undercutting and 

injury to AP. AP has evidenced this link in a number of submissions throughout the 

investigation.

9 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.

The first statement by Jackaroo is incorrect (i.e. the whole of the investigation 

period is not at contention) as pointed out in point 3, and the second claim is 

addressed in point 6. The Commission has detailed its position in relation to this 

matter, which is supported by AP.



10 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 lodgement (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.

This misleading assertion by Jackaroo was addressed in point 6, and has been 

elucidated in a number of submissions to the Commission by AP with evidence 

which counters Jackaroo's statements. 'Vast majority' is an inaccurate assessment of 

actual events.

11 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 APs 

selling prices or reduction in Staples prices of Australian made products were not 

imports from Brazil.

Jackaroo's first statement was addressed in point 6. Jackaroo cannot claim that 

verified data submitted to the Commission confidentially is false when they have not 

had access to the commercially sensitive information. Again, terms such as 'vast 

majority' is misrepresentative.

12 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.

See response to point 3 and point 6.

13 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.

See response to point 3 and point 6.

14 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.

The SEF is clear in the Commission's reasoning in relation to the undercutting 

analysis which is supported by AP, refer to point 3. 

15 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.

See response to point 6.

16 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.

This statement was made in reference to Federal government, and supporting 

evidence has been supplied to the Commission. The SEF section 9.6.2 confirms the 

basis on which Brazilian exports undercut AP, and AP supports the position of the 

Commission in relation to this analysis.

17 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.

This issue was addressed in a subsequent public submission dated 18th January 

2017, which states:  "Australian Paper Pty Ltd (“AP”) wishes to clarify the intention 

of its previous statement referred to in its submission dated 11 January 2017 by 

stating that Complete Office Supplies (“COS”) had been procuring Chinese 

manufactured copy paper for [brand] prior to switching supply to Brazilian 

produced product through Jackaroo. This sourcing shift from Chinese A4 copy paper 

to Brazilian copy paper has been evidenced previously and is supported by 

[confidential submission].

Contrary to Jackaroo’s suggestion, this clearly demonstrates 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 COS from 

China. Additionally Jackaroo’s previous claims that the exports from Brazil could not 

be causing injury fail to take full account of the cumulative principles available to the 

Commissioner." emphasis added.  Again, point 3 addresses Jackaroo's incorrect 

claim that there was no undercutting found by the Commission.


