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27 March 2019 

 

Director Operations 2 

Anti-Dumping Commission 

GPO Box 1632 

Melbourne VIC 3001 

 

Dumping investigation into solid base angles exported from the  

Peoples Republic of China 
 

Dear Director 

This submission is made on behalf of Vincent Buda & Company (V.Buda) to the application by 

Galintel Pty Ltd (Galintel) for the publication of dumping duties on solid base angles exported from 

the Peoples Republic of China (China). 

Further to our previous submissions, we further highlight possible local manufacturers of like 

goods that may be relevant to defining the Australian industry and scope of the investigation. 

Bluescope Lysaght  

We note that at page 10 of the Bluescope Lysaght (refer to non-confidential attachment 1) 

published catalogue for its cold formed sections, it offers cold-rolled steel angles in two standard 

sections. Beyond these two standard sections, it also states that ‘[i]n addition, many major 

Bluescope Lysaght centres have roll-forming and brake pressing equipment to manufacture these 

special sections outside the standard range.’  

Given that Bluescope appears to be the sole manufacturer of hot-rolled coil and cold-rolled coil in 

Australia, there is genuine scope for them to also roll form angles that would fall within the 

parameters of the goods description, notwithstanding that they may not be categorised as solid base 

angles or lintel angles. 

Liberty Steel 

We note that in the current expiry review (Review 505) and review of measures (Review 499), that 

OneSteel Manufacturing Pty Ltd (Liberty Steel) has provided the Commission with submissions1 

outlining goods covered by the measures and their end-use applications. Page 9 of those 

submissions identifies: 

- equal angles: which are most often used for balconies, stairs, concrete supports and 

platforms; and 

- unequal angles: which are often used as lintels due to greater loading capabilities. 
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A review of Liberty Steel’s website reveals that it ‘manufactures and supplies an extensive range of Hot 

Rolled Structural Steel’ including L-shaped sections which cover the equal and unequal angles 

referred above. This is confirmed in OneSteel’s steel products catalogue (refer to non-confidential 

attachment 2). The Commission must therefore consider whether these L-shaped sections 

manufactured by Liberty Steel are like goods as defined by the Customs Act 1901 (the Act). 

Determining which like goods fall within the definition of local production and the Australian 

industry requires assessing whether products have characteristics closely resembling each other. 

The Commission’s like goods framework undertakes this assessment against the following factors: 

- physical likeness; 

- commercial likeness; 

- functional likeness; 

- production likeness; and   

- any other relevant considerations raised by interested parties. 

To that end, V.Buda notes that Galintel’s application has defined the goods subject to investigation 

as ‘Solid base angle, made from hot rolled coil steel, alloyed or non-alloyed, cold roll-formed, 

whether or not galvanised.’ and excluded the following goods from investigation: 

 T-bar,  

 flat bar,  

 perforated bar (e.g. Rendabar), and  

 hot rolled sections, goods made from hot rolled coil steel that are subsequently subject to a 

further hot rolling process. 

Critically, the goods description outlined above, including the excluded products, is relevant only 

in the context of establishing which ‘goods’ (ie, the exported goods) are to be included in the 

determination of dumping. However, the determination of like goods is not limited to the goods 

description as like goods are able to encompass products beyond the goods description and which 

are found to possess characteristics closely resembling the exported goods. Likewise, the goods to 

be investigated for determining dumping cannot be broadened by the industry’s like goods. 

This point was made in a submission by OneSteel Manufacturing dated 23 March 2017 to the 

investigation into alloy round bars from China2:  

The issue of whether or not the applicant produces in Australia, like goods to the goods 

under consideration is a secondary matter. Therefore, the assessment of a domestic 

producer’s production of “like goods” does not “broaden the scope of range of goods in this 

investigation” as the respondent’s submission appears to suggest. [original emphasis] 

V.Buda agrees with OneSteel Manufacturing’s interpretation that the domestic manufacturer’s 

production of like goods does not and cannot broaden or narrow the scope of the range of goods 

under investigation. That is, the parameters of the goods under investigation is to a large extent 

determined and defined by the applicant in its application, and nothing prevents the locally 

produced like goods being determined and found to be broader than or narrower than the goods 

subject to investigation. The only required determination by the Commission is to establish whether 
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the local industry manufactures like goods and to ensure that all such like goods are included in its 

assessment of material injury. 

To highlight using the example in the Commission’s guidelines for applicants3, if the applicant 

defines the goods as blue and red pencils and specifically excludes yellow pencils, but itself 

produces blue, red and yellow pencils, the goods subject of the investigation for the purposes of 

determining dumping is not defined by the applicant’s like goods. The investigated goods are 

defined by the goods description, being blue and red pencils, and like goods are defined by the 

applicant’s ‘like’ production, being blue, red and yellow pencils (assuming yellow pencils are found 

to possess characteristics closely resembling). 

Likewise, if the applicant defines the goods as blue, red and yellow pencils, but itself only produces 

blue and red pencils, the goods subject of the investigation for the purposes of determining 

dumping is not defined by the applicant’s like goods. The investigated goods are defined by the 

goods description, being blue, red and yellow pencils, and like goods are defined by the applicant’s 

‘like’ production, being blue and red pencils. 

Applying that correct interpretation to this particular investigation, like goods in this case 

include all goods produced locally that ‘have characteristics closely resembling those of the goods 

under consideration’. Based on public information relevant to Liberty Steel’s production of L-

shaped sections, these products appear to be like as they clearly possess characteristics that are 

closely resembling the goods description in that: 

- they are angles with a solid base; 

- they are made from hot rolled coil; 

- they are either alloyed or non-alloyed; and 

- they are used in lintel (unequal angles) and structural (equal angles) application; 

- they are manufactured with a non-galvanised finish. 

The only difference being that they are not cold form rolled. Although in our view this is a 

minor and inconsequential factor as the input material is identical, being HRC, and the cold 

roll forming process does not contribute to the products attributes such that they are 

prevented from being used in exactly the same applications as those that are hot-rolled. 

Therefore, the roll forming process does not define the essential characteristics of the goods. 

In those circumstances, local production of L-shaped sections by Liberty Steel would in our 

view possess characteristics closely resembling the imported goods and therefore must be 

considered to be like goods for the purposes of defining the Australian industry and assessing 

material injury. 

V.Buda therefore contends that the Commission must define and determine like goods for material 

injury purposes to include all types of L-shaped sections (steel angles) including those produced by 

Liberty Steel. In doing so, the Commission’s material injury assessment must include these like 

goods as required by subsection 269TAE of the Act. On that basis, the Commission must request the 

cooperation of Liberty Steel, and the necessary cost and sales data required by the approved form. 
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Ancon Australia 

A review of Ancon Australia’s website reveals that it offers its own type of specialised and standard 

lintels (https://www.ancon.com.au/products/lintels). It is noted that its website confirms that it 

‘operates from advanced manufacturing facilities in Australia’ and a review of their product catalogue 

(refer to non-confidential Attachment 3) states that ‘Ancon Building Products manufactures a complete 

range of galvanised and stainless steel lintels’ and ‘Ancon Lintels are manufactured from galvanised or 

Austenitic stainless steel.’.  

Galintel 

Applying the like goods framework and interpretation that the goods description does not limit the 

scope of like goods manufactured by the Australian industry, the mere fact that Galintel excludes 

certain sub-types from the goods description, does not prevent their own production of those 

excluded goods from meeting the definition of like goods. To again highlight using the earlier 

example of pencils, if an applicant defines the goods under investigation as coloured pencils but 

specifically excludes red pencils, and itself produces coloured pencils including red pencils, then all 

locally produced coloured pencils including red pencils that have characteristics closely resembling 

the goods, must be considered like goods and relevant for the purposes of determining material 

injury.  

To that end, V.Buda contends that if Galintel manufactures the following products, then these 

would clearly possess characteristics closely resembling the goods subject to investigation: 

- traditional angles (refer non-confidential attachment 4); 

- rendabar (refer to non-confidential attachment 5).  

If cost and sales data for these goods were not included in Galintel’s application, the Commission 

must request this information to ensure it is able to undertake a meaningful material injury 

assessment. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

John Bracic 
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