










































































 

  
Trade and Anti-dumping Programs Directorate  36 

In its case brief, JFE submitted that they are the exporter of the subject goods. Counsel for JFE 
submitted that trading houses and their Canadian affiliates act as sales agents for JFE, pursuant to 
agreements between JFE and individual trading companies. Counsel further argued that trading 
companies are facilitators in the export of the pipe to Canada and that JFE is the principal in the 
transactions rather than the trading houses. 
 
In its case brief, Evraz argued that Sumitomo, Metal One and Marubeni-Itochu Steel Inc. 
(Marubeni Steel) were the exporters of the subject goods produced in Japan, and provided 
reasons in support of that position, including assertions respecting the ownership of the goods at 
the time the goods were sent to Canada, the identification of the principals in the transactions, the 
location of the trading companies in the country of export, that the relationships between the 
Japanese producers and the trading companies were at arms’ length, and other assertions that 
were designated as confidential. 
 
In their reply submissions, Sumitomo and Nippon Steel challenged statements made by Evraz in 
its case brief on the issue of the identity of the exporter and submitted that in its case brief Evraz 
treated “the trading companies’ collectively as though they were a single entity with identical 
commercial realities” and argued that “evidence is not transferrable and interchangeable across 
the companies.” 
 
Counsel for JFE submitted in its reply submission that goods are sent to Canada when the ship 
leaves the port, and that the owner of the goods is the Canadian importer. JFE also argued that 
trading companies are not responsible for exploring business opportunities, determining which 
supplier they should source goods from, and bear no risk of the export transaction.  
 
In its reply submission, Evraz challenged statements made by Sumitomo and Nippon Steel on the 
issue of the identity of the exporter. Evraz made other arguments in its reply submission that 
include information designated as confidential. 
 
In the reply submission, counsel for Metal One disputed arguments made by Evraz on the issue 
of the identity of the exporter and maintained its position that the producer is the exporter based 
on the information submitted on the records. 
 
CBSA’s Response 
 
In examining the evidence available on the record, the CBSA considered the arguments made by 
the parties to the investigation. The CBSA examined the evidence available for each group of 
companies individually.  
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