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Hankuk Paper Mfg. Co., Ltd, Comments in Response to Statement of Essential Facts dated 13 December 2018 and 
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14  Per Section 269T(2AE) of the Act and noting the statement of concurrence to this general rule at page 49 of 
Report 463. 

15  Report 463, page 21. 



06 

P U B L I C  R E C O R D 

                                                                 

16  Report 463, page 63.  

17  Report 463, page 21. 
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20  We note that Paper Australia’s submission to the ADRP dated 17 June refers to cumulation. To be clear, 
we have referred to Hankuk’s exports in Ground 1 of the Application because we represent Hankuk. The criticisms in 
Ground 1 are likely equally applicable to any of the imports subject to the investigation – although we cannot say that 
with certainty, as the writer does not represent any other exporter of the goods. Ground 1 does not depend on de-
cumulating the impact of import from all sources. However, given the injury finding is based on the purported impact 
of knowledge of import prices on review mechanisms rather than actual market-based competition, the conditions of 
competition requirements of Section 269TAE(2C)(e)(i) and (ii) of the Act have likely not been met by Report 463. The 
lack of fidelity between the injury finding in Report 463 and the requirements of that Section further illustrates why we 
consider it a misstep to characterise the operation of pre-existing price review mechanisms as being caused by 
imports those mechanism may consider a step to far for Australia’s anti-dumping system. 
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