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To be published in Part-I Section-I of the Gazette of India Extraordinary 

 

F. No. 6/31/2024-DGTR 

Government of India 

Ministry of Commerce & Industry 

Department of Commerce 

Directorate General of Trade Remedies 

4th Floor, Jeevan Tara Building, 5 Parliament Street, New Delhi – 110001 

 

Dated:29.09.2025 

FINAL FINDINGS 

Case No. AD (OI)-29/2024 

 

Subject: Anti-dumping investigation concerning imports of "Soda Ash" originating in or 

exported from Turkey, Russia, USA and Iran. 

 

F.No. 6/31/2024-DGTR: Having regard to the Customs Tariff Act, 1975, as amended from time 

to time (hereinafter also referred to as the Act), and the Customs Tariff (Identification, 

Assessment and Collection of Anti-Dumping Duty on Dumped Articles and for Determination 

of Injury) Rules, 1995, as amended from time to time, (hereinafter also referred to as the ‘AD 

Rules’ or the ‘Anti-dumping Rules’ or the ‘Rules’) thereof. 

 

A. BACKGROUND OF THE CASE 

 

1.  Whereas, Alkali Manufacturers Association of India (AMAI) (hereinafter referred to as the 

‘Applicant’ or ‘Applicant Association’) has filed an application before the Designated Authority 

(hereinafter referred to as the “Authority”), on behalf of the DCW Ltd., Nirma Ltd., RSPL Ltd., 

Tata Chemicals Limited., and GHCL Ltd. (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Applicant Companies’), 

in accordance with the Act and the Rules for initiation of an anti-dumping investigation 

concerning imports of “Soda Ash” (hereinafter referred to as “subject goods”) originating in or 

exported from Russia, Turkey, USA and Iran (hereinafter referred to as the “subject countries”) 

and has requested the imposition of anti-dumping.  

 

2. And whereas, the Authority, on the basis of prima facie evidence submitted by the Applicant, 

issued a public notice vide notification no. 06/31/2024- DGTR dated 30th September 2024, 

published in the Gazette of India, Extraordinary, initiating the anti-dumping investigation in 

accordance with Rule 5 of the Rules to determine the existence, degree, and effect of the alleged 

dumping of the subject goods, originating in or exported from the said subject countries, and to 

recommend the amount of anti-dumping duty, which if levied, would be adequate to remove the 

alleged injury to the domestic industry.  
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B. HISTORY OF INVESTIGATIONS 

 

3. There has been a history of anti-dumping investigations and measures imposed on Soda Ash 

from various countries. The first anti-dumping investigation was initiated on 5th July 1999 and 

was concluded, and duties were recommended vide final findings No. 12/1/99-DGAD, dated 11th 

July 2000, against imports of Soda Ash from China PR. The duties were imposed vide 

Notification No. 107/2000- Customs, dated 4th August 2000.  

 

4. Thereafter, there was a safeguard duty recommended through final findings No. G.S.R. 725 (E) 

dated 6th October 2009, which was imposed through Notification No. 122/2009-Customs dated 

5th November 2009.  

 

5. An anti-dumping investigation was then initiated on 20th August 2010, which was concluded, 

and duties were recommended vide final findings No. 14/17/2010- DGAD dated 17th February 

2012, against imports of Soda Ash from China PR, European Union, Kenya, Pakistan, Iran, 

Ukraine, and the USA. These duties were imposed vide Notification No. 34/2012- Customs 

(ADD) dated 3rd July 2012. The Authority then discontinued these duties vide the final findings 

No. 7/5/2017- DGAD dated 14th December 2018 in the sunset review investigation.  

 

6. Separately, an anti-dumping investigation was initiated on 10th February 2012 which was 

concluded, and duties were recommended vide final findings No. 14/3/2011- DGAD dated 9th 

February 2013, against imports of Soda Ash from Turkey and Russia. These duties were imposed 

vide Notification No. 8/2013- Customs (ADD) dated 18th April 2013. The Authority then 

discontinued these duties vide the final findings No. 7/4/2018-DGAD dated 14th March 2019 in 

the sunset review investigation.  

 

C. PROCEDURE 

 

7. The procedure described hereinbelow has been followed with regard to the investigation: 

i. The Authority notified the embassies of the subject countries in India about the receipt of 

the present application before proceeding to initiate the investigation in accordance with 

Rule 5(5) of the Anti-Dumping Rules. 

ii. The Authority issued a notification dated 30th September 2024, published in the Gazette 

of India, Extraordinary, initiating an investigation concerning the imports of the subject 

goods from the subject countries.   

iii. In accordance with Rule 6(2), the Authority sent a copy of the initiation notification to the 

embassy of the subject countries in India and known producers and exporters from the 

subject countries.   

iv. The Authority also provided a copy of the initiation notification to the known 

importers/users in India who are known to be associated with the subject goods, and 

requested them to make their views known in writing within the prescribed time limit. 

v. The Authority also provided a copy of the non-confidential version of the application to 

the known producers/exporters and to the embassies of the subject countries in India, in 
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accordance with Rule 6(3) of the Rules. A copy of the nonconfidential version of the 

application was circulated to the other interested parties. 

vi. The embassies of the subject countries in India were also requested to advise the 

producers/exporters in their country to respond to the questionnaire within the prescribed 

time limit. A copy of the letter and questionnaire sent to the producers/exporters was also 

sent to them along with the names and addresses of the known producers/exporters from 

the subject countries.  

vii. The Authority sent questionnaires to the following known producers/ exporters in the 

subject countries calling for necessary information in accordance with Rule 6(4) of the 

Rules.  

a. Abadan Sulfurin Company 

b. Kaveh Soda Chemical Industries Co. 

c. Semnan Soda Ash Co. 

d. Shiraz Petrochemical Company 

e. M/s Trade House Ltd (Bashkirian Chemistry) 

f. Open Joint Stock Company “Berezniki Soda Works” 

g. JSC Bashkirian Chemistry 

h. SASS SODA ASH SALES & SERVICES 

i. M/s Public Stock Company, Crimea Soda Plant, 

j. Eti Soda 

k. Soda Senayii 

l. Kazan Soda Electric 

m. FMC lndustrial Chemicals 

n. Solvay Soda Ash 

o. General Chemicals lndustrial Products 

p. ANSAC 

q. FMC Corporation 

r. CINER Resources LP 

s. Ciner Wyoming LLC 

t. Ciner Resources corporation  

 

viii. In response to the initiation notification of the subject investigation, following 

producers/exporters from the subject countries have responded by filing questionnaire 

response: 

 

a. Limited Liability Company Trade House “Bashkirian Chemistry” Russia 

b. Joint Stock Company “Bashkir Soda Company” Russia 

c. Joint Stock Company “Berezniki Soda Factory” Russia 

d. Dmc Delta Danismanlik Ve Ticaret A.S. 

e. Pacific Waters Dmcc 

f. Pontus Trading Dmcc 

g. Tutti Dmcc 

h. Sisecam DIS Ticaret A.S. 

i. Turkiye Sise ve Cam Fabrikalanı AS., 
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j. Uniworld Global FZCO 

k. Sisecam Wyoming LLC 

l. Kempar Energy PTE Ltd 

m. Hiranyavarnam Chemicals and Alkalis PTE Ltd 

n. ADV International FZCO 

o. AG Ciner Ithalat Ihracat ve Ticaret AS 

p. ETI Soda Üretim Pazarlama Nakliyat ve Elektrik Üretim Sanayi ve Ticaret AŞ 

q. Kazan Soda Elektrik Üretim AŞ 

r. Soda World Ltd. 

s. U G Impex General Trading LLC, UAE 

t. Uniworld Global FZCO 

u. WE IC ve DIS Ticaret AS. 

 

ix. The Authority sent questionnaire to the following known importers / users of the subject 

goods in India calling for necessary information in accordance with Rule 6(4) of the Rules. 

a. Gujrat Guardian Ltd 

b. Advance Surfactant India Ltd. 

c. Float Glass India Ltd. 

d. A.R. Stanchem Pvt. Ltd. 

e. Alenbic Glass Industries Ltd 

f. Hind Silicates Pvt. Ltd. 

g. Deepak Nitrite Ltd. 

h. Taurus Chemical (P) Ltd 

i. Hindustan National Glass & Ind. Ltd. 

j. Kishoresons Detergents Pvt. Ltd. 

k. Hindustan Unilever Ltd. 

l. J.J. Patel Industries 

m. Procter & Gamble Hygiene & Haealth Care 

n. Shriram Bharath Chemical & Detergents (P) Ltd 

o. Albright Morarji & Pandit Ltd. 

p. Modern Glass Industries 

q. Advatech Industries Pvt. Ltd. 

r. Adarsh Kanch Udyog (P) Ltd. Wares Pvt. Ltd 

s. U.P. Glass Manufacture Syndicate 

t. Paragati Galss Pvt. Ltd. 

u. Asahi India Glass Limited 

v. Gora Mal Hari Ram Ltd. 

w. Fena (P) Ltd. 

x. Rohit Surfactants (P) Ltd. 

y. Shree Unicon Organics P. Ltd. 

z. Astral Glass Pvt. Ltd. 

aa. Pollachi Chamber Of Commerce & Industry 

bb. Bdj Glass Industries Pvt. Ltd 

cc. Vasunhara Rasayan Ltd. 
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dd. Shri Hari Industries, 

ee. Power Soap Ltd. 

ff. Hindustan National Glass & Industries Ltd. 

gg. Shanti Nath Detegents (P) Ltd., 

hh. Jagatjit Industries Ltd. 

ii. Advance Home & Personal Care Ltd. 

jj. Advance Surfactants India Ltd. 

kk. S. Kumar Detergent P. Ltd. 

ll. Mauli Exports 

 

x. The following importers and users have submitted questionnaire responses to the 

Authority: 

a. Aarna International 

b. Libra Alkalischemie Pvt Ltd 

c. Sisecam Flat Glass India Private Limited 

d. PGP Glass Private Limited 

e. Agi Greenpac Limited 

f. Hindustan Unilever Limited 

 

xi. Other than the aforementioned known importers/users, Saint Gobain India and All India 

Federation of Soaps, Detergents and Homecare Products’ Manufacturers did not file their 

importers questionnaires response but filed their submissions.  

xii. The Authority issued economic interest questionnaire (EIQ) to all interested parties and 

the concerned ministry. Response to EIQ was submitted by 04th January, 2025 by the 

following parties: 

a. Limited Liability Company Trade House “Bashkirian Chemistry” Russia 

b. Joint Stock Company “Bashkir Soda Company” Russia 

c.  Joint Stock Company “Berezniki Soda Factory” Russia 

d.  Dmc Delta Danismanlik Ve Ticaret A.S. 

e.  Pacific Waters Dmcc 

f.  Pontus Trading Dmcc 

g.  Tutti Dmcc 

h. Sisecam DIS Ticaret A.S. 

i. Turkiye Sise ve Cam Fabrikalanı AS., 

j. Uniworld Global FZCO 

k. Sisecam Wyoming LLC 

l. Kempar Energy PTE Ltd 

m. Hiranyavarnam Chemicals and Alkalis PTE Ltd 

n. ADV International FZCO 

o. AG Ciner Ithalat Ihracat ve Ticaret AS 

p. ETI Soda Üretim Pazarlama Nakliyat ve Elektrik Üretim Sanayi ve Ticaret A. Ş. 

q. Kazan Soda Elektrik Üretim A. Ş 

r. Soda World Ltd. 

s. U G Impex General Trading LLC, UAE 
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t. Uniworld Global FZCO 

u. WE IC ve DIS Ticaret AS. 

v. Aarna International 

w. Libra Alkalischemie Pvt Ltd 

x. Sisecam Flat Glass India Private Limited 

y. PGP Glass Private Limited 

z. Agi Greenpac Limited 

aa. Hindustan Unilever Limited 

 

xiii. The applicant proposed the Period of Investigation (POI) as 1st October 2023 to March 

31st 2024 (6 months), however, the period of investigation (POI) for the purpose of the 

present investigation was adopted as 1st October 2023 to 30th June 2024 (9 months). The 

injury investigation period covers the periods 1st April 2020 – 31st March 2021, 1st April 

2021 – 31st March 2022, 1st April 2022 – 30th September 2023 and the period of 

investigation. 

xiv. Request was made to the Directorate General of Commercial Intelligence and Statistics 

(DGCI&S) and DG Systems to provide the transaction-wise details of imports of the 

subject goods for the injury period. For the purpose of the final findings, the Authority has 

relied upon the transaction wise DGCI&S import data. 

xv. The Authority vide para 5 of the initiation notification dated 30th September 2024 granted 

an opportunity to the interested parties to present their comments on the scope of the 

product under consideration within 15 days of the initiation, which ended on 29th October 

2024 post an extension granted by the Authority upon request of an interested party. All 

the submissions made by the interested parties with regard to the scope of the product under 

consideration or for the construction of PCN which were received within such time period 

were considered. The Authority held a discussion on 19th November 2024 with all the 

interested parties to discuss the product under consideration and the PCNs. After receiving 

inputs from the interested parties, the Authority vide notification dated 4th December 2024 

clarified the scope of the PUC. 

xvi. Further information was sought from the applicant to the extent deemed necessary. 

Verification of the data provided by the domestic industry was conducted to the extent 

considered necessary for the purpose of the present investigation. 

xvii. The Authority made available the non-confidential version of the submissions made by the 

various interested parties. A list of all the interested parties was uploaded on the DGTR 

website along with the request therein to all of them to email the non-confidential version 

of their submissions to all the other interested parties. 

xviii. In accordance with Rule 6(6) of the Rules, the Authority provided an opportunity to the 

interested parties for presenting their views orally regarding the subject investigation 

through a public hearing on 11th April 2025. The interested parties who presented their 

views in the oral hearing were requested to file written submissions of the views expressed 

orally, followed by rejoinder submissions, if any. The interested parties were further 

directed to share the non-confidential version of the written submissions with the other 

interested parties.  
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xix. Due to the change of the Designated Authority, a fresh oral hearing was held on 22nd July 

2025 wherein all interested parties were provided the opportunity to present their views. 

The interested parties were requested to submit their written submissions by 28th July 2025 

and rejoinder submissions by 5th August 2025.  

xx. The non-injurious price (hereinafter referred to as the ‘NIP’) has been determined based 

on the cost of production and reasonable return on capital employed for the subject goods 

in India, based on the information furnished by the domestic industry on the basis of 

Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) and Annexure III to the AD Rules, 

1995 so as to ascertain whether anti-dumping duties lower than the dumping margin would 

be sufficient to remove injury to the domestic industry.    

xxi. The Authority has considered all the arguments raised and information provided by all the 

interested parties at this stage, to the extent the same are supported with evidence and 

considered relevant to the present investigation. The Authority will further examine the 

evidentiary documents submitted by the interested parties subsequent to final findings, 

which will form the basis for conclusions at the time of final findings.  

xxii. Wherever an interested party has refused access to or has otherwise not provided necessary 

information during the course of the present investigation, or has significantly impeded the 

investigation, the Authority has considered such parties as non-cooperative and recorded 

the final findings on the basis of the facts available. 

xxiii. A disclosure statement containing the essential facts in this investigation which have 

formed the basis of the final findings was issued to the interested parties on 21st September 

2025. The interested parties were allowed time up to 26th September 2025 to comment on 

the same. The disclosure on the disclosure statement received from the interested parties 

have been considered, to the extent found relevant, in these final findings.  

xxiv. ‘***’ in this Notification represents information furnished by an interested party on 

confidential basis and so considered by the Authority under Rule 7 of AD Rules, 1995. 

xxv. The exchange rate adopted by the Authority for the subject investigation is 1 US$ = Rs. 

84.14. 

 

D. PRODUCT UNDER CONSIDERATION 

 

8. The product under consideration (hereinafter also referred to as the “PUC”) as defined at the 

stage of initiation was as follows: 

 

“The product under consideration is "Disodium Carbonate", also popularly known as 

"Soda Ash" having formula as Na2CO3. Soda Ash is a white, crystalline, water-soluble 

material. it is produced in two forms by the Indian Producers - Light Soda Ash and Dense 

Soda Ash. The difference in the two types is the bulk density. It can be either natural soda 

ash or synthetic soda ash. Both products are essentially the same and the application 

filed by the applicant includes all types and form of Soda Ash. 

The product under consideration is imported under Chapter 28 of the Customs Tariff Act, 

1975, under the code 283620. The customs classification is indicative only and is not 

binding on the scope of the product under consideration.” 
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9. Various comments on the scope of the PUC and the PCN methodology were received from the 

interested parties. A meeting to discuss the same was held on 19th November 2024. The following 

are the comments received from interested parties with regards to scope of PUC, and PCN 

methodology.  

 

D.1. Submissions by other interested parties  

 

10. The other interested parties have made the following submissions with respect to the scope of 

the product under consideration and like article: 

i. Natural Soda Ash is not made in India and in view of the same natural soda ash should be 

excluded from the scope of the PUC in the present investigation. 

ii. Natural soda ash is produced in a fundamentally different method than synthetic soda ash, 

requiring mining and processing of ores. In contrast, synthetic soda ash production uses the 

Solvay process which uses salt and lime as raw materials and then undergoes treatment.  

iii. There is difference in the cost of the forms of Soda Ash – Light and Dense. The same 

requires the adoption of a PCN methodology. 

iv. There is a difference in the price of Light and Dense Soda Ash. The same has also been 

differentiated as per the cost audit report.  

v. All manufacturers of the PUC do not necessarily produce both dense and light soda ash.  

vi. Dense soda ash is preferred in sectors like glass while light soda ash is used in sectors like 

detergent.  

vii. There is difference in Natural and Synthetic Soda Ash also. The price difference is on 

account of the raw material cost. The same warrants adoption of a PCN methodology.  

viii. Natural Soda Ash is environmentally friendly with lower carbon emissions while Synthetic 

Soda Ash is energy intensive and having about 3 times more carbon emissions. This makes 

synthetic soda ash much more expensive.  

ix. The denial of PCN approach is likely to distort the comparison of domestic and imported 

product. Natural soda ash should be excluded as it is different and not produced by the DI. 

There ought to be a correct comparison between dense and light and synthetic and natural 

soda ash. 

x. The cost of production of synthetic soda ash is higher when compared to natural soda ash. 

Not treating them separately would result in incorrect determinations of non-injurious price 

and normal value, thereby leading to incorrect margin calculations.  

 

D.2. Submissions by the domestic industry  

 

11. The domestic industry has made the following submissions with regard to the scope of the 

product under consideration and like article: 

i. The consumers are interchangeably using the natural and synthetic soda ash.  While it is 

admitted that the sources of the two forms of Soda Ash are different however, the technical 

and chemical properties and the interchangeability of Soda Ash derived from either of the 

sources does not differ.  

ii. Natural and synthetic soda ash are identical in terms of physical & chemical properties, 

functions & uses, product specifications, pricing, distribution & marketing and tariff 



9 
 

classification of the goods. Resultantly, they are used interchangeably by the consumer 

industry.  

iii. The cost difference between light and dense soda ash is below 5%. The domestic industry 

has provided its cost audit report demonstrating the difference in cost of light and dense soda 

ash. Since the said difference is below 5%, it would be inappropriate to frame separate PCN.  

iv. The costs for dense soda ash and light soda ash are reported separately only because they 

are defined under different chapter headings in the Central Excise Tariff Act (CETA). Dense 

and light soda ash can be imported under various codes, however importing of goods under 

various codes does not make the product different.  

v. The Authority in its past investigations such as Final Findings No. 14/17/2020-DGAD dated 

17th February 2012, and Final Findings No 14/3/2011-DGAD dated 9th February 2013 has 

repeatedly held that the difference in the price and the cost of both forms of Soda Ash is 

minimal and negligible. There forms no reason for the Authority to deviate from its past 

practice of investigation in the subject goods.  

vi. The origin of soda ash alone cannot be a factor warranting the adoption of a PCN 

Methodology when the subject goods are being used interchangeably irrespective of their 

source and the pricing of the subject goods also remains the same irrespective of the source 

of subject goods. 

vii. Difference of lower carbon emissions and being environmentally friendly does not make the 

product different. Characteristically, both natural and synthetic soda ash are alike in terms 

of their physical & chemical properties, functions & uses, product specifications, pricing, 

distribution & marketing and tariff classification. The AD Rules are not designed to take 

measures for addressing environmental concerns. It is not appropriate to use the mechanism 

of the Rules to pursue objectives which it was not designed to address. 

viii. The synthetic soda ash produced and supplied by the domestic industry constitutes like 

article to the imported natural soda ash. The consumers are interchangeably using the natural 

and synthetic soda ash. While the sources of the two forms of Soda Ash are different, 

however, the technical and chemical properties and the interchangeability of Soda Ash 

derived from either of the sources does not differ.  

 

D.3. Examination by the Authority 

 

12. The product under consideration in the present investigation is “Disodium Carbonate” 

originating in or exported from Russia, Turkey, USA and Iran. It is also popularly known as 

"Soda Ash" having the chemical formula as Na2CO3. 

 

13. Soda Ash is a white, crystalline, water-soluble material. It is produced in two forms by the Indian 

producers - Light Soda Ash and Dense Soda Ash. The difference in the two types is the bulk 

density. Light and Dense soda ash are merely forms of the product under consideration and are 

the same. Further, it can be either natural soda ash or synthetic soda ash. The present 

investigation includes all types and forms of Soda Ash.  
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14. The product under consideration is imported under Chapter 28 of the Customs Tariff Act 1975, 

under the code 283620. The customs classification is indicative only and is not binding on the 

scope of the product under consideration. 

 

15. The Authority considers as follows with regard to issues/ requests raised by the interested parties: 

 

16. Request for exclusion of Natural Soda Ash: The Authority has examined the contention of the 

other interested parties that there exists a fundamental distinction between the production 

processes of natural and synthetic soda ash, and that Indian producers manufacture only synthetic 

soda ash. The domestic industry, however, has submitted that mere origin of soda ash can neither 

be sufficient to exclude a product, nor sufficient to be treated as a basis for adopting a PCN, since 

the subject goods, irrespective of source, are interchangeable in use. There is sufficient evidence 

on record to show that the consumers are using natural and synthetic soda ash interchangeably. 

Even though the two are sourced from different raw materials, the two contain the same physical 

and technical characteristics, are used interchangeably and are technically and commercially 

substitutable. They perform the same function.  It has been claimed that natural and synthetic 

soda ash are merely two alternative sources of the same product. The Authority notes that 

although the product may be produced through different routes, there is no distinction in their 

essential characteristics, composition, or end uses. The Authority also observes that in previous 

investigations, no exclusions have been made on the basis of production processes or 

manufacturing routes of the PUC. Accordingly, the Authority concludes that the scope of the 

PUC covers both natural and synthetic soda ash. The Authority in the past investigation 

conducted had noted as below in its Final Findings No. 14/17/2020-DGAD dated 17th February 

2012: 

 

viii. As regards natural and synthetic soda ash, the Authority notes that there is no 

difference in natural and synthetic soda ash in terms of product characteristics, functions 

and uses, customs classification and pricing of the product. The only difference is in 

terms of the routes of manufacturing. However, the Authority further notes, difference in 

production process cannot render the two grades of soda ash as dislike articles, 

particularly when the resultant products are interchangeably used. 

 

17. Environmental Issues between Natural and Synthetic Soda Ash: The other interested parties have 

submitted that natural soda ash is more friendly for the environment emitting lower carbon 

emissions, while synthetic soda ash emits 3 times more carbon emissions. The domestic industry 

has submitted that the allegation of different carbon emissions and environmentally friendly 

nature does not make the product different and does not deny the interchangeability of natural 

and synthetic soda ash. The Authority notes that the product soda ash is used interchangeably by 

the consumer industry. With respect to the submission regarding the environmental impact of 

natural soda ash in comparison to synthetic soda ash, the Authority notes that the interested 

parties have not shown any regulatory requirements in the Country prohibiting or discouraging 

use of any particular product or encouraging any particular product. Trade remedial measures do 

not distinguish in products based on environmental concerns. If a product is more environment 

friendly, it is expected to be less susceptible to dumping. The concern of the domestic industry 
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is on dumping of the product, and not on preference of any producer or consumer. Anti-dumping 

investigations are designed primarily to remedy the practice of unfair trade and to provide a level 

playing field to the domestic industry.  

 

18. Separate PCNs for Dense and Light Soda Ash: The other interested parties have submitted that 

there is a difference in cost between dense soda ash and light soda ash. The domestic industry 

has submitted that any difference in cost is less than 5%. With respect to the submissions that 

dense and light soda ash does not have a cost differential requiring separate PCN, the domestic 

industry has provided its cost audit report. The interested parties have however not provided 

verifiable information to show cost difference between light and dense soda ash. The Authority 

notes that the cost audit report demonstrates that the cost difference between light and dense soda 

ash is less than 5%. The Authority considers a cost difference  beyond 5% as mandatory before 

framing separate PCN for different product types. Mere existence of different product types is 

insufficient. Further, mere difference in prices is also not sufficient. In fact, it is seen from the 

sales listing of the domestic industry that there is significant difference in the prices of even light 

and dense soda ash sold to different customers around the same time. Further, there are also 

instances where light soda ash has been sold to some customer at a price higher than dense soda 

ash. Thus, adoption of separate PCNs for light and dense soda ash is inappropriate. Further, the 

Authority also notes that this issue has already been addressed in the past investigations of Soda 

Ash wherein the Authority has clearly held that the price difference between the two is less than 

5% and does not warrant separate analysis. The Authority in the past investigation conducted 

had noted as below in its Final Findings No. 14/17/2020-DGAD dated 17th February 2012:  

 

“During the course of the investigation, the interested parties have submitted that Light 

and Dense Soda Ash are different products due to different bulk density and not used 

interchangeably by the customers. They also submitted that the cost and price of the two 

grades are different. The Authority notes that the difference of cost and price between 

light and dense soda ash is negligible (about Rs 0.23 in price). Further, from the 

information available in the public domain it is evident that light soda ash can have usage 

in manufacture of sodium salts, glass, sodium silicates, bichromate, bi-carbonates, etc 

apart from the most common usage in the detergent sector. Similarly, while dense soda 

ash is used mainly for manufacturing glass, it can also find usage in manufacture of 

detergents, silicates, ultramarine, bi-chromate, etc. The Authority notes that both the 

grades of soda ash, having many common usages, are technically and commercially 

substitutable and therefore form part of the product under consideration. Moreover, in 

an earlier Final Finding in respect of imports of Soda Ash from China PR the Authority 

had already held light soda ash and dense soda ash as technically and commercially 

substitutable.  

 

The Authority further notes that the difference in light & dense soda ash is in bulk density 

only. The product characteristics, production process, manufacturing technology, raw 

materials, manpower, functions & uses, customs classification and pricing of the light & 

dense soda ash are however the same, although for manufacturing dense soda ash, 

installation of additional equipment is required. The Authority notes that although some 
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end applications may specifically require light or dense soda ash only, the bulk density 

or inability of some of the consumers to interchangeably use light and dense soda ash 

cannot render the two as dislike articles. These are merely two different forms of the 

same product.  

 

As regards the submission for separate comparison of the two grades is concerned, the 

Authority notes that a separate comparison of the two grades is required to be undertaken 

only if the cost or price of the product varies significantly over the investigation period. 

However, The Authority observes that there is no consistent pattern of price difference 

in Light & Dense Soda Ash and therefore there is no need to determine dumping margin, 

non-injurious price, and injury margin etc separately. Nevertheless, the Authority has 

made the relevant calculations on weighted average basis.” 

 

19. Further, in its Final Findings in the anti-dumping duty investigation concerning imports of Di-

sodium Carbonate (Soda Ash) originating in or exported from Turkey and Russia-reg dated 9th 

February 2013 bearing notification No 14/3/2011-DGAD, Authority held as below with regard 

to light and dense soda ash: 

 

“8. The interested parties have submitted that Light and Dense Soda Ash are different 

products due to different bulk density and not used interchangeably by the customers. 

They also submitted that the cost and price of the two grades are different. The Authority 

had earlier found in the anti dumping investigations relating to imports of the subject 

goods from Kenya, USA, etc. that the difference of cost and price between light and 

dense soda ash is negligible and the information available in the public domain shows 

that light soda ash can be used in manufacture of sodium salts, glass, sodium silicates, 

bi-chromate, bicarbonates, etc. apart from the most common usage in the detergent 

sector. Similarly, while dense soda ash is used mainly for manufacturing glass, it can 

also find usage in manufacture of detergents, silicates, ultramarine, bichromate, etc. 

The Authority notes that both the grades of soda ash, having many common usages, are 

technically and commercially substitutable and, therefore, form part of the product 

under consideration. The Authority further notes that the difference in light and dense 

soda ash is in bulk density only but the product characteristics, production process, 

manufacturing technology, raw materials, manpower, functions & uses, customs 

classification and pricing of the light and dense soda ash are, however, the same, 

although for manufacturing dense soda ash, installation of additional equipment is 

required. The Authority notes that although some end applications may specifically 

require light or dense soda ash, the bulk density or inability of some of the consumers 

to interchangeably use light and dense soda ash cannot render the two as dislike 

articles. These are merely two different forms of the same product.” 

 

20. In view of the aforementioned, the Authority holds the product under consideration as below: 

 

“The product under consideration is "Disodium Carbonate", also popularly known as 

"Soda Ash" having formula as Na2CO3. Soda Ash is a white, crystalline, water-soluble 
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material. it is produced in two forms by the Indian Producers - Light Soda Ash and Dense 

Soda Ash. The difference in the two types is the bulk density. It can be either natural soda 

ash or synthetic soda ash. Both products are essentially the same and the application 

filed by the applicant includes all types and form of Soda Ash. 

 

The product under consideration is imported under Chapter 28 of the Customs Tariff Act, 

1975, under the code 283620. The customs classification is indicative only and is not 

binding on the scope of the product under consideration” 

 

21. The Authority notes that the product produced by the Applicant companies and the product under 

consideration imported from the subject countries is comparable in terms of physical and 

chemical characteristics, functions and uses, product specifications, pricing, distribution and 

marketing, and tariff classification of the goods. The Authority holds that the subject goods 

produced by the Applicant companies is like article to the product under consideration imported 

from the subject countries within the scope and meaning of Rule 2(d) of the Anti-dumping Rules.   

 

E. SCOPE OF THE DOMESTIC INDUSTRY & STANDING 

 

E.1. Submissions by other interested parties 

 

22. The submissions made by other interested parties with regard to the scope of the domestic 

industry and its standing are as follows: 

 

i. Two of the domestic producers, Tata Chemicals Limited and Nirma Ltd. are ineligible to be 

considered as domestic industry as they are related to exporters of the subject goods.  

ii. Tata Chemicals and Nirma Ltd. both have related exporters in the USA. Since they have 

related producers, they are not eligible to be considered as domestic industry as per Rule 

2(b).  

 

E.2. Submissions by domestic industry  

 

23. The Applicant has made the following submissions with regard to the scope of the domestic 

industry and its standing: 

 

i. The application for the present investigation was filed by Alkali Manufacturers’ Association 

of India (AMAI). AMAI represents the domestic industry for the product concerned in the 

country which comprises of the participating producers namely DCW Ltd., Nirma Ltd. 

RSPL, TCL and GHCL. There exists one other producer of the product concerned namely, 

Tuticorin Alkali Chemicals and Fertilizers Limited (TFL). 

ii. The applicant companies account for a major proportion holding 98% of the total Indian 

domestic production. The applicant companies DCW Ltd., RSPL Ltd. and GHCL Ltd. have 

not imported the subject goods during the period of investigation nor are they related to 

either importer or exporter of subject goods.  
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iii. Tata Chemicals has a related producer in US but has not imported the subject goods in the 

POI. This related company in US has exported minimal quantity in the base year only.  

iv. Nirma Ltd has a related producer in USA. The related producer of Nirma Ltd. in the USA 

has exported very minimal exports to the end consumer in the POI. The exports made by the 

related party of Nirma Ltd., Searless Valley Minerals (“SVM”) are insignificant in relation 

to the production and sales of Nirma and in relation to the total imports in India. Information 

is already on record with the Authority. These exports have nothing to do with the Nirma 

Ltd. and ADD, if levied, will be equally applicable to these exporters also.  

v. The applicant companies thus constitute eligible domestic industry in terms of Rule 2(b).  

vi. The domestic industry had clarified via separate letter dated 26th September 2024, prior to 

the initiation of the investigation that the related party of Nirma has exported subject goods 

in the POI. The letter was also attached as an addendum in the NCV application.  

vii. There is consistency between the claim of the domestic industry and the findings by the 

Authority in the initiation notification. The imports are made by the related party (SVM) in 

subject country to an independent third party.  

viii. The total exports of SVM in relation to Nirma’s production, sales, and total imports is 

negligible. These imports were to an independent buyer and not made by Nirma.  

ix. Related party of Tata chemicals made nominal exports only in the base year and do not show 

any imports made in the POI.  

 

E.3. Examination by the Authority 

 

24. Rule 2(b) of the AD Rules defines the domestic industry as under: 

 

"(b) "domestic industry " means the domestic producers as a whole engaged in the 

manufacture of the like article and any activity connected therewith or those whose 

collective output of the said article constitutes a major proportion of the total domestic 

production of that article except when such producers are related to the exporters or 

importers of the alleged dumped article or are themselves importers thereof in such case 

the term 'domestic industry ' must be construed as referring to the rest of the producers" 

 

25. The present application has been filed by Alkali Manufacturers Association of India. The 

participating producers in the present investigation are DCW, RSPL, Nirma Ltd, TCL and 

GHCL. There exists one other producer namely Tuticorin Alkali Chemicals and Fertilizers 

Limited (TAC). There are no other domestic producers of subject goods in the period of 

investigation.  

 

26. It has been contended by the other interested parties that Tata Chemicals Limited has a related 

exporter in the USA. The Applicants have submitted in this regard that there have been no 

exports from the related producer of Tata Chemicals Limited in the POI, and only a miniscule 

amount has been exported in the base year. It has been further contended by the other interested 

parties that Nirmal Ltd. has a related exporter in the USA. The Applicants in this regard have 

submitted that the related party of Nirma Ltd., Searless Valley Minerals (“SVM”) has minimal 

exports in the POI. The Authority notes that such exports have been made by the related party 
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directly to the end customer. Further, the imports from SVM in the POI are miniscule and 

insignificant in relation to the production and sales of Nirma Ltd. as well as in relation the total 

imports in India. Table below provides the details of exports made by the affiliated companies 

of Tata Chemicals and Nirma Ltd: 

 

Particulars UoM 2020-21 2021-22 
Apr22-

Sep23 

Oct23-

Jun24 

(POI) 

Export by Tata's related party into India MT *** Nil Nil Nil 

In relation to Tata's production 

% 

range 
0-1 - - - 

In relation to Total import 

% 

range 
0-1 - - - 

      

Particulars UoM 2020-21 2021-22 
Apr22-

Sep23 

Oct23-

Jun24 

(POI) 

Export by Nirma's related party into 

India MT 

*** *** *** *** 

In relation to Nirma's production 

% 

range 2-3  0-1 0-1 0-1% 

In relation to Total import 

% 

range 3-4 0-1 2-3 0-1 

 

27. Considering the volume of exports made, the production volume by the companies in India and 

the nature of activities performed by the companies, the Authority considers that the focus of the 

companies is on production in India, and not in imports. Thus, the Authority notes that since the 

imports are negligible, it does not affect the eligibility of Nirma Ltd and Tata Chemicals. to be 

treated as domestic industry in terms of the AD Rules. The Authority notes that the remaining 

applicant companies have not imported the subject goods and are neither related to an importer 

or exporter thereof.  

 

28. As regards the argument raised by the interested party that Tata Chemicals is related to the 

exporter Tuticorin USA and in turn related to Tuticorin India, it is seen that such claim has not 

been substantiated with evidence and has not been made in written submissions to enable the 

domestic industry to adequately reply.  

 

29. In view of the information on record and issues examined as above, the Authority holds that the 

applicant companies constitute “domestic industry” within the meaning of Rule 2(b) of the Anti-

dumping Rules. It is further noted that the production by the applicant companies account for a 

major proportion in total Indian production. The application thus, satisfies the criteria of standing 

in terms of Rule 5(3) of the Rules.   
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F. CONFIDENTIALITY 

 

F.1. Submissions by other interested parties  

 

30. The following submissions have been made by other interested parties with respect to 

confidentiality: 

i. The petitioner has not provided transaction-wise import data in the same format as originally 

recorded. This lack of data (and the excessive reliance on claims of confidentiality) 

significantly hinders meaningful analysis. The petitioner’s numerous claims of 

confidentiality (covering production figures, cost components, sales data, etc.) are to 

excessive and non-compliant with established Trade Notice guidelines. Essential 

information be disclosed in a non-confidential manner to ensure a fair and robust review. 

ii. The domestic industry has not adhered to the trade notice and has claimed excessive 

confidentiality 

iii. There is violation of trade notices 10/2018, 2/2000, 2/2004. Information in case of more than 

2 companies has been claimed confidential.  

iv. Authority has deviated from the Trade Notice by accepting an application which is not in 

terms of the mandatory preconditions notified to the interested parties for taking on record 

confidential submissions. Information such as market reports have been claimed 

confidential. 

v. Trade Notice No. 2/2000 dated 28th August 2000 provides the mandatory procedure to be 

followed for claiming confidentiality in anti-dumping investigations and such requirements 

have been violated by the applicant in respect of the updated data filed by them for the POI 

of 9 months.  

 

F.2. Submissions by domestic industry  

 

31. The following submissions have been made by the domestic industry with respect to 

confidentiality: 

i. The domestic industry has adhered to the confidentiality guidelines laid out under the DGTR 

Trade Notice. Non-confidential versions of submissions contain detailed summaries, 

indexation of confidential data, and adequate reasoning for claims of confidentiality.  

ii. The other interested parties have submitted data in a form that severely limits transparency 

thereby undermining the principle of fair rebuttal and due process. The Authority is 

requested to direct opposing parties to comply equally with the Trade Notice and reject 

inadequately filed responses. 

iii. The subject goods have a dedicated code hence the Application was filed on the basis of 

DGCI&S published data and not on the basis of DGCI&S transaction wise data or 

transaction wise data from secondary source. 

iv. The guidelines prescribed in Trade Notice No. 10/2018 allow for sensitive information to 

be protected on a confidential basis. The domestic industry has complied with the guidelines 

by providing necessary summaries and redacted data where appropriate.  

v. The domestic industry has claimed confidentiality on information such as various injury 

parameters, information, evidence and documents relevant or incidental to determination of 
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various injury parameters, production and sales quantity of other domestic producer on the 

grounds that these are business sensitive information, their disclosure would be of significant 

competitive advantage to a competitor or would be detrimental to bonafide business interests 

of the domestic industry. Therefore, such information, documents, and evidence cannot be 

disclosed to the other interested parties.  

vi. The disclosure of actual information for the parameters listed out by the other interested 

parties will lead to confidential data of the domestic industry in the instant investigation 

being disclosed.  

vii. The interested party have referred to communication dated 03rd March, 2025. The said 

communication was not made available to the domestic industry. As per procedure, any such 

submissions being made by an interested party must be circulated to other interested parties. 

viii. Principles of natural justice demand that the interested parties do not keep parties with 

opposing interests in dark and do not act without their knowledge and hence the action of 

the interested party was clearly malafide.  

ix. The Authority shared the submission with the domestic industry seeking reply and the 

domestic industry had replied vide email dated 7th March 2025 and had objected to the 

acceptance of the submission as it was after the deadline specified in the notice of initiation.  

x. Such submission made by the interested party was heavily delayed by more than 60 days, 

seeing as the submission was made on 3rd March 2025, while the initiation of the 

investigation was on 29th September 2024. The belated submission should be rejected by the 

Authority, or, if necessary to be acknowledged and accepted, the interested party should be 

asked to provide an explanation as to why the submission was heavily delayed. 

xi. Interested parties had been given seven days to points towards confidentiality claims of the 

domestic industry. No such claims have been made by the party within the time limit allowed 

by the Authority. Thus, the claim made by the interested party are clearly time barred.  

xii. The reason for claiming confidentiality of information was provided in the application. 

Updated information filed contained updation of the same information because of change in 

POI and thus the reasoning claiming for such information would remain the same, as 

contended in the application providing similar information. The information or submission 

was mere Updation from the aspect of confidentiality. The confidentiality reasoning 

provided in the application should be considered for the updated information as well. 

xiii. Responding exporters have claimed excessive confidentiality in the public version of their 

responses, with information such as details of name of shareholders, details of company, and 

the affiliated companies, shareholding percentage, details of company, affiliated companies 

as well as activities of the related companies as confidential.  

xiv. Sample domestic and export sales documents have not been disclosed. While documents 

itself may be confidential, the list of documents submitted has not been disclosed.  

 

F.3. Examination by the Authority 

 

32. The Authority made available the non-confidential version of the information provided by the 

various parties to all the other interested parties as per Rule 6(7).  

 

33. With regard to confidentiality of the information, Rule 7 of the Rules provides as follows: 
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“7. Confidential Information: 

 

(1) Notwithstanding anything contained in sub-rules (2), (3) and (7) of rule 6, sub-rule (2) 

of rule 12, sub-rule (4) of rule 15 and sub-rule (4) of rule 17, the copies of applications 

received under sub -rule (1) of rule 5, or any other information provided to the designated 

authority on a confidential basis by any party in the course of investigation, shall, upon the 

designated authority being satisfied as to its confidentiality, be treated as such by it and no 

such information shall be disclosed to any other party without specific authorization of the 

party providing such information. 

 

(2) The designated authority may require the interested parties providing information on 

confidential basis to furnish nonconfidential summary thereof and if, in the opinion of a party 

providing such information, such information is not susceptible of summary, such party may 

submit to the designated authority a statement of reasons why summarisation is not possible. 

 

(3) Notwithstanding anything contained in sub-rule (2), if the designated authority is 

satisfied that the request for confidentiality is not warranted or the supplier of the 

information is either unwilling to make the information public or to authorize its disclosure 

in a generalized or summary form, it may disregard such information.” 

 

34. The Authority notes that while contesting the confidentiality claims argued by the other parties, 

domestic industry has nonetheless, disclosed a revised non-confidential version of the injury 

information, wherein the information has been disclosed in accordance with the provisions of 

the Anti-Dumping Rules. Through this submission, the domestic industry has provided revised 

injury information for the periods October 2023- March 2024 as well as October 2023 to June 

2024. The Authority has noted that the interested party raising confidentiality concerns made a 

belated submission, much after the deadline for filing submissions. In any case, the domestic 

industry provided and circulated the revised information on 13th May 2025, which contains actual 

information for parameters such as production quantity, capacity utilisation, sales quantity, 

employees, productivity per day, and inventories.  

 

35. The Authority has allowed, wherever claimed, confidentiality claims of domestic industry on 

information such as selling price, cost of production, profit, cash profit, return on investment, 

customers’ name, sale/purchase invoice, and documents/information in support of these 

information or leading to these information. Further, Authority has allowed, wherever claimed, 

confidentiality claims of exporters/other interested parties on information such as various 

performance indicators, sales volumes & values, price adjustments and various information & 

documents provided in support of the same or leading to the same. The Authority considers that 

these information are confidential by nature and disclosure of these information and document 

on actual basis can cause significant adverse effect on the party concerned and can give undue 

competitive advantage to competitors and parties with opposing interests.  
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36. The information provided by the interested parties on a confidential basis was examined with 

regards to sufficiency of such claims. On being satisfied, the Authority accepts  the 

confidentiality claims wherever warranted, and such information has been considered 

confidential and not disclosed to the other interested parties. Wherever possible, the parties 

providing information on confidential basis were directed to provide sufficient non-confidential 

version of the information filed on a confidential basis. The Authority also notes that all 

interested parties have claimed their business-related sensitive information as confidential and 

the same is considered appropriate.  

 

G. MISCELLANEOUS ISSUES  

 

G.1. Submissions by other interested parties  

 

37. The following submissions have been made by the other interested parties: 

i. The petitioner proposed a six-month POI, but the Authority has accepted a nine-month 

period. Both durations are too short to conduct a comprehensive analysis and any deviation 

from the 12-month standard (as prescribed under the rules) should be clearly justified.  

ii. Authority has not provided justification for accepting the petitioner’s request for shorter 

POI. The authority has also not explicitly invited comments on the POI prescribed in the 

initiation.  

iii. The present investigation is not appropriate for the issuance of a preliminary finding.  

iv. The evidence is lacking substantiating the need for ADD on a retrospective basis. The 

conditions for imposition of retrospective duties are not met. 

v. Petitioners are habitual users of Trade Remedies. Reference laid upon the past cases in the 

subject matter. It has already received sufficient protection till date. 

vi. Authority has not allowed any fair time to file responses/submissions in this matter even 

when the applicants submitted the revised application on 31.12.2024 and the deadline to 

file the submission was fixed as 4.01.2025 

vii. Contradicting information has been filed by the applicants before the DCPC and the DGTR. 

viii. The industry has already received protection by way of imposition of MIP and the 

imposition of ADD is unwarranted. Further, the existence of a Minimum Import Price 

(MIP) for Soda Ash should mitigate any potential threat. 

ix. The injury period information is also contrary to trade notices – information has been 

provided for 2020 – 2021 (12 months- Financial Year), 2021 – 2022 (12 months Financial 

Year), April 2022 - September 2023 (15 months- Not Financial Year) and POI (October 

2023 – June 2024 - 9 Months). The respondent is not in a position to offer its comments on 

dumping, injury and causal link. 

x. The proceedings are in violation of Article 6.1.3 of the AD Agreement. The complete 

information of the DI was provided only in December, after 3 months of the initiation. 

xi. There is absence of certifications/ undertakings by the Domestic Industry with respect to 

the extended POI. Absence of data of POI at the time of initiation of the investigation 

ensured that the pre-conditioned mentioned in Rule 5 are not followed. This has resulted 

in the proceedings being without jurisdiction. Updated data filed does not have any 

certifications/ undertakings. 
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xii. The Proceedings have not followed the procedure as established through Rule 6. Rule 

6(1)(i) read with Rule 6(1)(ii) puts a legal obligation on the Authority to issue a public 

notice notifying its decision to initiate an investigation. Such public notice is required to 

contain adequate information with respect to the basis on which dumping is alleged in the 

application and summary of the factors on which the allegation of injury is based. In the 

present case, since no application containing the data relating to the complete period of 

investigation was in front of the Authority at the time of initiation, the initiation notification 

fails to meet with the obligations as set out. Rule 6(1)(vi) requires the Authority to clearly 

communicate the timelines to be followed in the investigation. The absence of complete 

application ensured that the timelines notified in the initiation notification were redundant. 

 

G.2. Submissions by domestic industry  

 

38. The following submissions have been made by the domestic industry: 

i. 9 month POI is justified in view of the specific circumstances of this investigation. The 

selection of 9 months POI by the Authority reflects the need to address the injury being 

caused to the domestic industry by the dumped imports.  The period of investigation as 

chosen by the Authority is in line with the Anti-Dumping Rules. Rule 5 (3A) provides for 

a minimum period of 6 months to a maximum period of 18 months. While the petition was 

filed with 6 month period, the Authority has already extended the same by a quarter and 

made it a nine month POI.  

ii. The POI as chosen by the Authority presents a true picture of the injury suffered by the 

Domestic Industry at the hands of dumped imports.  

iii. There was significant difference between the two in July-Sept., 2023 quarter. The CIF 

import price reported in Indian customs is much higher (which could be because of time 

lag between exports and imports). Since the DGTR determines injury margin using CIF 

import price, inclusion of July-Sept., 2023 quarter would have been inappropriate and 

would have distorted injury margin.  

iv. The domestic industry understands that the Authority is now considering and processing 

the case for final findings. The issue is therefore no longer relevant. As regards requests 

for retrospective imposition of ADD, all submissions made before are reiterated. 

v. The claims as raised by the other interested parties are flawed and misleading. The domestic 

industry has evidenced and addressed in its written submissions that the duties have been 

imposed after the Authority determined that dumping was causing injury to the domestic 

industry. Infact the duties were allowed to lapse despite the claim of the domestic industry 

that there is likelihood of recurrence of injury. Repeated injury from recurrent dumping 

substantiates the need for measures rather than undermining their legitimacy. 

vi. The interested parties have got enough and multiple opportunities to defend their interests. 

vii. Information as filed before the DCPC and the DGTR evidence continued injury to the 

domestic industry. The trend analysis shows the same picture before the DCPC as well as 

the DGTR. The POI in the present investigation includes the first quarter of 2024-25 

whereas the comparison with the DCPC information pertains to a period which does not 

include the Q1 of 2024-24. However, the trend remains the same in both injury information 
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evidencing that the domestic industry is suffering from injury on account of the dumped 

imports. 

viii. The rapid surge in dumped imports as evidenced by the import data (POI, Post POI and 

Post initiation), clearly points to a threat that will exacerbate if left unchecked. The 

existence of a MIP does not fully neutralize the competitive disadvantage imposed by 

unfairly priced imports. Further, the imposition of MIP has only been for a period of 6 

months from 30th December 2024 till June 30th, 2025. The MIP introduced is at Rs. 20,108 

per MT which is still materially below the NIP of the domestic industry.  

ix. It cannot be implied that the introduction of MIP has remedied the sufferings of the 

domestic industry. Imposition of the MIP is not a substitute to trade remedial measures. 

Despite the imposition of MIP, the imports are being dumped into the country. 

x. As far as trade notice 2/2004 is concerned, the said notice has been superseded vide trade 

notice No.1/2013 dated 09th December 2013. A copy of the said trade notice is enclosed. 

Since the trade notice itself is superseded, in any way, reference to the same is misplaced. 

it is the present practice of the Authority to allow injury period in the manner presented in 

the present case. The previous years are financial years only when the POI starts from 

April. If the POI does not start from April, the previous period will have to necessarily end 

with the month preceding the POI. The same approach has been followed in the present 

case. no prejudice can be claimed on this account. If the data is taken separately for 2022-

23 and April-Sept., 2023, it would be seen that it would establish the same trend. 

xi. The allegation that the present proceedings violate Article 6.1.3 of the Anti- Dumping 

Agreement is misplaced as comments have been filed by the interested party first time on 

03rd March 2025. Thus, the interested party had 61 days time to comment on the 

application coupled with updated data. 

xii. There is no requirement of certification or undertaking by the domestic industry with 

respect to extended POI. The requirements in the application are only because the Authority 

is required to examines the accuracy and adequacy of the evidence provided in the 

application and satisfies itself that there is sufficient evidence regarding dumping, injury, 

where applicable, and where applicable, a causal link between such dumped imports and 

the alleged injury, to justify the initiation of an investigation.  

xiii. The timeline given to the interested parties were with regard to the following - to file 

response to the questionnaire and to provide information considered relevant by the 

Authority and to file comments on the information contained in the application. Such 

opportunity for comments was not in respect of data for the updated period. The said 

opportunity became available to the interested party under Rule 6(7). The same has been 

done. 

 

G.3. Examination by the Authority  

 

39. The miscellaneous submissions made by interested parties have been examined as under: 

 

a. As regards the contention that the Minimum Import Price (MIP) is in place on the subject 

goods, it is noted that this measure is not a substitute for a trade remedy under the Anti-

Dumping Rules. Further, considering the level at which MIP has been fixed and the non-
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injurious price determined by the Authority, it is seen that the MIP notified by the DGFT 

is materially below the non-injurious price determined by the Authority. Thus, if imports 

happen at MIP, the same shall nevertheless cause injury to the Indian industry. Thus, MIP 

shall not address the injury suffered by the domestic industry.  

 

b. As regards the contention that POI of 9 months is not appropriate and no justification has 

been provided for considering the same, it is noted that there is no bar under the Anti-

Dumping Rules on adopting a POI shorter than 12 months. In the present case, while the 

domestic industry had proposed a 6-month POI, the Authority, upon due consideration, did 

not find the same appropriate for the purpose of  investigation. Accordingly, the Authority 

decided that a 9-month POI would be more suitable, and such determination is well within 

the scope of the Rules governing anti-dumping investigations. Rule 5(3A) of the Rules 

states as follows: 

 

“5(3A) The period of investigation shall,- 

       (i) Not be more than six months old as on the date of initiation of    

investigation; 

        (ii) Be for a period of twelve months normally and for reasons to be recorded 

in writing, the designated authority may consider a minimum of six months 

or maximum of eighteen months” 

 

It is noted that the Rule expressly stipulates that the period of investigation (POI) shall be 

of a minimum duration of six months and may extend up to eighteen months, subject to 

the condition that the reasons for such determination should be recorded in writing.  

 

As regards the argument that the injury information is contrary to the trade notice No. 

2/2004 dated 12th May 2004, the Authority notes as follows: 

 

i. At that at the stage of initiation, due regard was given to the submissions of the 

domestic industry, wherein it was contended that the period prior to September 

2023 ought not to form part of the POI, inasmuch as import prices underwent a 

significant decline post-September 2023, consequently corresponding with an 

increase in import volumes. The said decline in import prices was not 

accompanied by a proportionate decline in the cost of sales. Accordingly, the 

inclusion of the period July 2023 to September 2023 in the POI would not be 

appropriate, as the same would fail to correctly reflect the injurious effect of 

dumping on the domestic industry.  

SN Country 

Price from 

Subject 

Countries 

(Rs/MT) 

1 Jan  2023      32,539  

2 Feb  2023      33,572  

3 Mar  2023      31,036  
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4 Apr  2023      30,663  

5 May  2023      29,969  

6 Jun  2023      29,522  

7 Jul  2023      27,051  

8 Aug  2023      26,052  

9 Sep  2023      21,887  

10 2023-24H1      27,327  

11 Oct  2023      20,175  

12 Nov  2023      20,679  

13 Dec  2023      19,973  

14 Jan  2024      19,267  

15 Feb  2024      19,907  

16 Mar  2024      18,543  

17 2023-24H2      19,756  

18 Apr  2024      18,520  

19 May  2024      19,066  

20 Jun  2024      18,332  

21 2024-25Q1      18,693  

 

ii. It has been contended that the Authority is required to record reasons for adopting 

a period other than twelve months. It has been further stated that such reasons 

should be specified in the notice of initiation. The Authority however considers 

that the rules do not provide that reasons for adopting a period shorter or longer 

than twelve months should be specified in the notice of initiation. The Authority 

considers that it is sufficient that the reasons have been explained in the final 

determination. In any case, the Authority has stated reasons in the present 

disclosure statement and the interested parties have had sufficient opportunity to 

comment on appropriateness of the same.  

iii. The Authority notes that the periods under consideration include complete 

financial years. Further the injury period is a continuous period without any gap. 

It is further noted that a previous year to the POI may be treated as a complete 

financial year only where the POI begins in 1st April. In the present case, as 

already noted the period April–September 2023 could not be included in the POI. 

Thus, the previous year to the POI includes a financial year and 6 months, i.e., 

April 22- Sep 23. Furthermore, this approach has consistently been adopted by 

the Authority in multiple past cases.  

  

c. Interested party have argued that the present investigation is in violation of Article 6.1.3 

of the AD Agreement as complete information of the domestic industry was provided only 

3 months after the initiation of the investigation. Article 6.1.3 states as follows: 

 

As soon as an investigation has been initiated, the authorities shall provide the full text 

of the written application received under paragraph 1 of Article 5 to the known 

exporters and to the authorities of the exporting Member and shall make it available, 

upon request, to other interested parties involved. Due regard shall be paid to the 
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requirement for the protection of confidential information, as provided for in paragraph 

5. 

 

The Authority, upon initiation, pursuant to Article 6.1.3, circulated the full text of written 

application filed by the domestic industry . Thus, the application considered for the purpose 

of initiation was circulated at the stage of initiation of initiation to all the interested parties.  

In circulating the non-confidential version of the application, the Authority notes that the 

requirement under Article 6 of the AD Agreement and Rule 6 of the Indian Rules is met. 

Further, following the Authority’s decision to extend the investigation period by one 

quarter, the domestic industry was given the opportunity to submit updated information for 

the extended period within the time period provided to all interested parties. This data was 

subsequently provided by the domestic industry and a corresponding non-confidential 

version was circulated to interested parties on 31st December 2024.  It is seen that the 

interested party have filed comments on the non-confidential version circulated by 

domestic industry on 31st December 2024 and the comments made have been considered 

in the present determination, indicating that parties were provided with more than adequate 

time to respond and provide any comments.  

 

d. With regard to the argument raised by the other interested party that the domestic industry 

is a habitual trade remedy user, it is noted that there has been a history of dumping of the 

subject goods in India. All past investigation showed existence of dumping by the foreign 

producers. It is thus seen that the foreign producers have been resorting to dumping of the 

product in the Indian market. None of the participating producers have made any 

submissions nor provided any information on why the product has been found to have been 

exported at dumping prices so many times. It is known that India is a price sensitive market 

and producers from other countries including the subject countries in the present 

investigation have resorted to dumping the subject goods in the India market habitually. 

Further, any measures imposed prior to the present investigation are fair measures imposed 

based on investigation conducted and after establishing that the requirements under the law 

are met. The current investigation is a fresh investigation, on the basis of facts that are 

distinct from prior investigations and measures imposed. If duties are to be recommended 

in the present investigation, the same would be after complete and thorough investigation. 

The responding producers from US and Turkey have admitted the fact of dumping. The 

same is also established by the questionnaire response filed by these entities. It is thus 

evident that the fact of dumping has been admitted by the exporters themselves. 

 

H. ASSESSMENT OF DUMPING AND DETERMINATION OF NORMAL VALUE, 

EXPORT PRICE, AND DUMPING MARGIN 

 

H.1. Submissions made by other interested parties 

 

40. The following submissions have been made by the other interested parties with regards to the 

normal value, export price, and dumping margin: 
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i. Domestic industry has constructed normal value for Iran, Turkey, and Russia based on 

Indian production costs without adequately adjusting for country specific market conditions.  

ii. Reliance on third party data from IHS Markit: Soda Ash Monthly is unrepresentative of the 

actual market prices in the USA.  

iii. Domestic industry has only claimed to find no evidence for domestic sale prices in Russia 

and therefore decided to use constructed normal value.  

iv. Application of the domestic industry contains no evidence that normal value for Russia was 

constructed with the view to make it as close  

v. Normal value and export price claimed by the Applicants cannot be relied upon and the 

dumping margin should be assessed by the Authority based on actual data filed by the 

producers and exporters.  

 

H.2. Submissions made by the domestic industry  

 

41. The submissions of the domestic industry with regards to the normal value, the export price, and 

the dumping margin are as follows: 

i. The domestic industry was unable to gather evidence of the prices of the product in Iran as 

the same was not publicly available. The domestic industry hence has determined normal 

value for Iran considering the cost of production in India, after due additions for selling, 

general, and administrative expenses and reasonable profits.  

ii. The domestic industry was unable to obtain information of the price of the subject goods in 

the US domestic market in the form of actual transaction prices. The domestic industry has 

considered prices published as HIS Markit: Global Soda Ash Monthly for the POI, to 

determine normal value for the USA.  

iii. The domestic industry was not able to obtain information on the prices of the subject goods 

in the domestic markets of Turkey. The domestic industry hence has determined normal 

value for Turkey considering the cost of production in India, after due additions for selling, 

general, and administrative expenses and reasonable profits.  

iv. The domestic industry was not able to gather information on the prices of the subject goods 

in the domestic markets of Russia. The domestic industry hence has determined normal 

value for Russia considering the cost of production in India, after due additions for selling, 

general, and administrative expenses and reasonable profits.  

 

H.3. Examination by the Authority  

 

Determination of Normal Value 

 

42. Under Section 9A(1)(c) of the Act, normal value in relation to an article means: 

 

i. the comparable price, in the ordinary course of trade, for the like article when meant for 

consumption in the exporting country or territory as determined in accordance with the 

rules made under sub-section (6); or 
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ii. when there are no sales of the like article in the ordinary course of trade in the domestic 

market of the exporting country or territory, or when because of the particular market 

situation or low volume of the sales in the domestic market of the exporting country or 

territory, such sales do not permit a proper comparison, the normal value shall be either- 

 

(a) comparable representative price of the like article when exported from the 

exporting country or territory or an appropriate third country as determined in 

accordance with the rules made under sub-section (6); or 

 

(b) the cost of production of the said article in the country of origin along with 

reasonable addition for administrative, selling and general costs, and for profits, 

as determined in accordance with the rules made under sub-section (6): 

 

Provided that in the case of import of the article from a country other than the country 

of origin and where the article has been merely transhipped through the country of export 

or such article is not produced in the country of export or there is no comparable price 

in the country of export, the normal value shall be determined with reference to its price 

in the country of origin. 

 

43. The Authority sent questionnaires to the known producers/exporters from the subject country, as 

well as to the appropriate diplomatic representative advising them to provide information in the 

form and manner prescribed by the Authority within the prescribed time limit. The Authority 

received questionnaire responses from the following exporters/producers: 

 

a. Limited Liability Company Trade House “Bashkirian Chemistry”, Russia 

b. Joint Stock Company Bashkir Soda Company, Russia 

c. Joint Stock Company Berezniki Soda Factory, Russia 

d. DMC Delta Danismanlik Ve Ticaret A.S., Turkey  

e. Pacific Waters DMCC, UAE 

f. Pontus Trading DMCC, UAE 

g. Tutti DMCC, UAE 

h. ADV International, UAE 

i. AG Ciner Ithalat, Turkey 

j. ETI Soda Uretim Pazarlama, Turkey  

k. Kazan Soda Elktrik, Turkey 

l. Soda World, UK  

m. UG Impex Generat Trading, UAE 

n. Uniworld Global, UAE 

o. WE IC ve DIS Ticaret, Turkey 

p. Sisecam DIS Ticaret, Turkey 

q. Turkiye Sise Ve Cam Fabrikalari, Turkey 

r. Hiranyavarnam Chemicals, Singapore 

s. Kempar Energy, Singapore 

t. Sisecam Wyoming, USA 
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44. The normal value and export price for all producers/exporters from the subject countries have 

been determined as below.  

 

Turkey 

 

S.N. Producer/ Country Exporter/ Country 

1 Türkiye Şişe ve Cam Fabrikaları A.Ş., Turkey 1. Sisecam Dis Ticaret A. S. (SDT), Turkey 

2. Uniworld Global FZCO, UAE 

2 Kazan Soda Elektrik Üretim A. Ş., Turkey 1. We İÇ VE DIŞ TİCARET A.Ş., Turkey 

2. Soda World, UK 

3 ETI Soda Uretim Pazarlama Nakliyat 

ve Elektrik Uretim Sanayi ve Ticaret 

AS., Turkey 

1. ETI Soda Uretim Pazarlama Nakliyat ve Elektrik 

Uretim Sanayi ve Ticaret AS., Turkey 

2. We İÇ VE DIŞ TİCARET A.Ş., Turkey 

3. Soda World, UK 

4. ADV International FZCO, UAE 

5. U G Impex General Trading LLC, UAE 

6. Uniworld Global FZCO, UAE 

 

a. Determination of normal value  

 

i. M/s. Turkey Sise ve Cam Fabrikalari A S (Sisecam Group) 

 

45. M/s. Turkey Sise ve Cam Fabrikalari A S has produced *** MT of the PUC during the POI. To 

determine the normal value, the Authority conducted the ordinary course of trade test to 

determine profit making domestic sales transactions with reference to cost of production and 

SGA expenses concerning the product under consideration. Where profit making transactions 

are more than 80%, the Authority considered the transactions in the domestic market for the 

determination of the normal value and in case profitable transactions are less than 80%, only 

profitable domestic sales are taken into consideration for the determination of normal value. 

Since more than 80% sales were made at profits, the normal value has been determined based on 

average selling price of the total sale. 

 

46. Price adjustments have been allowed, as claimed. Accordingly, normal value has been 

determined at ex-factory level. The normal value determined is provided in the dumping margin 

table below.  

 

ii. M/s. Kazan Soda Elektrik Uretim A.S. (WE Soda Ltd.) 

 

47. M/s. Kazan Soda has produced *** MT of the PUC during the POI. To determine the normal 

value, the Authority conducted the ordinary course of trade test to determine profit making 

domestic sales transactions with reference to cost of production and SGA expenses concerning 

the product under consideration. Where profit making transactions are more than 80%, the 

Authority considered the transactions in the domestic market for the determination of the normal 

value and in case profitable transactions are less than 80%, only profitable domestic sales are 
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taken into consideration for the determination of normal value. Since more than 80% sales were 

made at profits, the normal value has been determined based on average selling price of total 

sales.  

 

48. Price adjustments have been allowed, as claimed. Accordingly, normal value has been 

determined at ex-factory level. The normal value determined is provided in the dumping margin 

table below.  

 

iii. M/s. ETI Soda Uretim Pazarlama Nakliyat Ve Elektrik Uretim Sanayi Ve Ticaret A.S. 

(Producer/Exporter, Turkey) (WE Soda Ltd.) 

 

49. M/s. ETI Soda has produced *** MT of the PUC during the POI. To determine the normal value, 

the Authority conducted the ordinary course of trade test to determine profit making domestic 

sales transactions with reference to cost of production and SGA expenses concerning the product 

under consideration. Where profit making transactions are more than 80%, the Authority 

considered the transactions in the domestic market for the determination of the normal value and 

in case profitable transactions are less than 80%, only profitable domestic sales are taken into 

consideration for the determination of normal value. Since more than 80% sales were made at 

profits, the normal value has been determined based on average selling price of total sales.  

 

50. Price adjustments have been allowed, as claimed. Accordingly, normal value has been 

determined at ex-factory level. The normal value determined is provided in the dumping margin 

table below.  

 

b. Determination of export price  

 

51. From the response filed by M/s. Turkey Sise ve Cam Fabrikalari, it is seen that M/s. Turkey Sise 

ve Cam Fabrikalari is a producer of the subject goods. It has exported *** MT through unrelated 

exporter M/s. Sisecam Dis Ticaret to unrelated customers in India.  

 

52. From the response filed by M/s. Kazan Soda, it is seen that M/s. Kazan Soda is a producer of the 

subject goods. It has exported ***MT through Soda World Ltd, ***MT through ADV 

International FZCO and *** MT through UG Impex General Trading LLC to unrelated 

customers in India. 

 

53. From the response filed by M/s. ETI Soda, it is seen that M/s. ETI Soda is a producer of the 

subject goods. It has exported directly *** MT and exported *** MT through Soda World Ltd, 

*** MT through ADV International FZCO, *** MT through UG Impex General Trading LLC 

and *** MT Through Uniworld Global FZCO to unrelated customers in India.  

 

54. Adjustments towards inland freight, credit cost, handling expenses, commission, insurance, and 

overseas freight have been claimed by the producer/exporter. Adjustments as claimed have been 

allowed by the Authority. To determine the export price and landed price, the Authority 

considered the price at which the ultimate exporter has sold to the unrelated customer in India. 
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The export price was adjusted appropriately to arrive at the ex-factory price. Since there are a 

number of export channels, the Authority has considered weighted average export price.  

Accordingly, the net export price has been determined for exports to India. The determined 

export price is given in the dumping margin table below.  

 

Russia 

 

S.N. Producer/ Country Exporter/ Country 

1 M/s. Joint Stock Company Bashkir Soda 

Company (Producer/Exporter, Russia)  

 

i. M/s. Joint Stock Company Berezniki Soda 

Factory (Exporter, Russia) 

ii. M/s.Limited Liability Company Trade 

House “Bashkirian Chemistry” 

(Exporter/Trader, Russia) 

iii. M/s. DMC Delta Danismanlik Ve Ticaret 

A.S. (Exporter/Trader, Turkey) 

iv. M/s. Pacific Waters DMCC 

(Exporter/Trader, UAE) 

v. M/s. Pontus Trading DMCC 

(Exporter/Trader, UAE) 

vi. M/s. Tutti DMCC (Exporter/Trader, UAE) 

 

 

 

a. Determination of Normal Value  

 

M/s. Joint Stock Company Bashkir Soda Company (Producer/Exporter, Russia)  

 

55. M/s. Joint Stock Company Bashkir Soda Company, M/s. Joint Stock Company Berezniki Soda 

Factory,  M/s. Limited Liability Company Trade House “Bashkirian Chemistry”, M/s. DMC 

Delta Danismanlik Ve Ticaret A.S., M/s. Pacific Waters DMCC, M/s. Pontus Trading DMCC, 

and M/s. Tutti DMCC are related parties. M/s. Joint Stock Company Bashkir Soda Company and 

M/s. Joint Stock Company Berezniki Soda Factory are producers of the subject goods in Russia. 

All the above-mentioned parties have provided the relevant information in the prescribed 

exporters questionnaire format. To determine the normal value, the Authority conducted the 

ordinary course of trade test to determine profit making domestic sales transactions with 

reference to cost of production and SGA expenses concerning the product under consideration. 

Where profit making transactions are more than 80%, the Authority considered the transactions 

in the domestic market for the determination of the normal value and in case profitable 

transactions are less than 80%, only profitable domestic sales are taken into consideration for the 

determination of normal value. Since less than 80% sales were made at profits, the normal value 

has been determined based on average selling price of profitable sales.  
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56. Price adjustments have been allowed, as claimed. Accordingly, normal value has been 

determined at ex-factory level. The normal value determined is provided in the dumping margin 

table below.   

 

b. Determination of Export Price 

 

57. From the response filed by the producers/exporters, the Authority notes that M/s. Joint Stock 

Company Bashkir Soda Company, M/s. Joint Stock Company Berezniki Soda Factory,  M/s. 

Limited Liability Company Trade House “Bashkirian Chemistry”, M/s. DMC Delta Danismanlik 

Ve Ticaret A.S., M/s. Pacific Waters DMCC, M/s. Pontus Trading DMCC, and M/s. Tutti 

DMCC are related parties. It is noted that M/s. Joint Stock Company Bashkir Soda Company has 

exported total *** MT to India in which *** MT through M/s. DMC Delta Danismanlik Ve 

Ticaret A.S. out of which *** MT through M/s. Pontus Trading DMCC, and *** MT through 

M/s. Tutti DMCC. It has exported *** MT through M/s. Pacific Waters DMCC to unrelated 

customers in India.  

 

58. M/s. Joint Stock Company Bashkir Soda Company and M/s. Joint Stock Company Berezniki 

Soda Factory have claimed adjustments on account of ocean freight, insurance, inland 

transportation, port, and other related expenses, credit cost, and bank charges. Adjustments 

toward inland freight, credit cost, handling expenses, commission, insurance, and overseas 

freight have been claimed by the producer/exporter. Adjustments as claimed have been allowed 

by the Authority. To determine the export price and landed price, the Authority considered the 

price at which the ultimate exporter has sold to the unrelated customer in India. The export price 

was adjusted appropriately to arrive at the ex-factory price. Since there are a number of export 

channels, the Authority has considered weighted average export price. Accordingly, the net 

export price has been determined for exports to India. The determined export price is given in 

the dumping margin table below. 

 

USA 

 

S.N. Producer/ Country Exporter/ Country 

1 M/s. Sisecam Wyoming LLC 

 

i. M/s. Hiranyavarnaam Chemicals 

ii. M/s. Kempar Energy 

iii. M/s. Libra Alkalischemie (importer) 

 

a. Determination of Normal Value  

 

M/s. Sisecam Wyoming LLC 

 

59. Ms/. Sisecam Wyoming LLC is a producer of the subject goods in USA. M/s. Hiranyavarnaam 

Chemicals, M/s. Kempar Energy have exported the goods produced by M/s.Sisecam Wyoming. 

M/s. Libra Alkalischemie is an unrelated importer who has imported the subject goods from the 

above-mentioned parties. All the above-mentioned parties have provided the relevant 

information in the prescribed questionnaire format. To determine the normal value, the Authority 
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conducted the ordinary course of trade test to determine profit making domestic sales 

transactions with reference to cost of production and SGA expenses concerning the product 

under consideration. Where profit making transactions are more than 80%, the Authority 

considered the transactions in the domestic market for the determination of the normal value and 

in case profitable transactions are less than 80%, only profitable domestic sales are taken into 

consideration for the determination of normal value. Since more than 80% sales were made at 

profits, the normal value has been determined based on average selling price of total sales.  

 

60. Price adjustments have been allowed, as claimed. Accordingly, normal value has been 

determined at ex-factory level. The normal value determined is provided in the dumping margin 

table below.  

 

b. Determination of Export Price 

 

61. From the response filed by M/s. Sisecam Wyoming LLC, the Authority notes that M/s. Sisecam 

Wyoming LLC is a producer as well as exporter of the subject goods. During the POI, M/s. 

Sisecam Wyoming LLC exported subject goods to an extent of *** MT directly, as well as *** 

MT through Hiranyavarnaam Chemicals and *** MT through Kempur Energy Pte Ltd and *** 

MT Uniworld Global FZCO to unrelated customers in India.  

 

62. Adjustments towards inland freight, credit cost, handling expenses, commission, insurance, and 

overseas freight have been claimed by the producer/exporter. Adjustments as claimed have been 

allowed by the Authority. Adjustments towards inland freight, credit cost, handling expenses, 

commission, insurance, and overseas freight have been claimed by the producer/exporter. To 

determine the export price and landed price, the Authority considered the price at which the 

ultimate exporter has sold to the unrelated customer in India. The export price was adjusted 

appropriately to arrive at the ex-factory price. Since there are a number of export channels, the 

Authority has considered weighted average export price. Accordingly, the net export price has 

been determined for exports to India. The determined export price is given in the dumping margin 

table below.  

 

Determination of Normal Value for all non-cooperative producers from Iran, Turkey, 

Russia, and USA 

 

63. Normal Value for non-cooperative producers/exporters from the subject countries has been 

determined on the basis of facts available in terms of Rule 6(8) of the Rules. The normal value 

so determined is mentioned in the dumping margin table below.  

 

Determination of Export Price for all the non-cooperative producers from Iran, Turkey, 

Russia, and USA 

 

64. The Export Price for other non-cooperative producers/exporters from the subject countries has 

been determined on the basis of facts available in terms of Rule 6(8) of the Rules. The normal 

value so determined is mentioned in the dumping margin table below. 
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Dumping Margin 

 

65. Considering the normal values and export prices determined as above, it is determined that the 

dumping margin is more than the de-minimis limit prescribed under the Rules. The normal value 

has been considered for comparing the export price from the subject country for calculating 

dumping margin. The weighted average dumping margin is indicated in table below:  

 

DUMPING MARGIN TABLE 

 

 

I. EXAMINATION OF INJURY AND CAUSAL LINK 

 

I.1. Submissions made by other interested parties 

 

66. The following submissions were made by the other interested parties with regard to injury and 

causal link: 

i. Increase in imports from Russia must be viewed in the context of expansion of market 

demand. Such increase in Russian imports is only a response to growing demand and is not 

indicative of injury to the domestic industry.  

S.No. Name of the Producer Normal 

Value 

(USD/MT) 

Net Export 

Price 

(USD/MT) 

Dumping 

Margin 

(USD/MT) 

Dumping 

Margin 

(%) 

Dumping 

Margin 

Range 

Turkey 

1 Türkiye Şişe ve Cam 

Fabrikaları A.Ş., Turkey 

*** *** *** *** 
105-115 

2 Kazan Soda Elektrik Üretim 

A. Ş., Turkey 

*** *** *** *** 
80-90 

3 Any other producer  *** *** *** *** 140-150 

Russia 

4 M/s. Joint Stock Company 

Bashkir Soda Company 

(Producer/Exporter, Russia)  

 

*** *** *** *** 130-140 

5 Any other producer  *** *** *** *** 190-200 

USA 

6 M/s. Sisecam Wyoming 

LLC 

 

*** *** *** *** 80-90 

7 Any other producer  *** *** *** *** 130-140 

IRAN 

8 Any *** *** *** *** 85-95 
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ii. Increase in imports is coupled with increase in the total demand in India and has not resulted 

in reduction of production or sales of the producers in India as compared to the base year.  

iii. Sales volume of the domestic industry increased by 13% over the injury period, reflecting 

its ability to compete in the market despite presence of imports.  

iv. Sales of other domestic producers have increased significantly by 147% suggesting that if 

any injury is suffered by the domestic industry, it is due to domestic competition and shift 

in market dynamics.  

v. Capacity of the domestic producers have increased from 2020-21 to 2022-23 and the POI, 

reflecting cumulative growth of 2% over the injury period.  

vi. Production of  the PUC and NPUC of the domestic producers has increased significantly 

from 2020-21 to 2022-23 and the POI, indicating growth of 20%. Production of the PUC 

also demonstrates a 20% growth.  

vii. Capacity utilisation has increased from 2020-21 to the POI showing an increase of 17%, 

despite only marginal rise in installed capacity indicates that the domestic producers have 

been able to improve operational efficiency and optimise production.  

viii. There is no material injury to the domestic industry, and trends show a healthy and growing 

trend of production.  

ix. Total sales of the domestic industry increased by 24% and domestic sales grew by 13% 

while export sales grew significantly by 168%, indicating a shift in strategy toward export 

markets.  

x. Domestic sales of the domestic industry have decreased in the POI from the previous year 

because of increased exports of the subject goods in the POI.  

xi. Huge rise in export volumes show that any downward trend or slowdown in domestic sales 

is by choice and not caused by imports. Domestic producers seem to be prioritising 

international markets, undermining the claim of material injury.  

xii. Average inventories are to be considered as percentage of production and sales, which shows 

a decline. This indicates that the domestic producers were able to sell what was produced, 

indicating no injury.  

xiii. Authority is requested to examine other factors causing injury to the domestic industry due 

to which its profits have declined significantly.  

xiv. Decline in employment and the increase in wages should not be directly linked to the subject 

imports.  

xv. There has been a positive growth in productivity over the injury period with productivity 

per day increasing by 20% and productivity per employee and per day per employee 

increased by 23%, indicating no injury to the domestic industry. 

xvi. Domestic industry’s average capital employed increased by 49% and working capital saw a 

substantial rise of 168%. However, net fixed assets showed only a modest increase of 33%. 

Despite these increases, ROI dropped significantly by 46% while remaining positive. 

Authority is requested to examine other factors that could contribute to such movements.  

xvii. Abnormal years have been considered for injury assessment. Imports were restricted due to 

supply chain issues due to COVID-19 in 2020-21 and 2021-22. Further, in 2022-23, supply 

chains were disrupted due to red sea crisis and the Russia-Ukraine conflict.  

xviii. Imports were made only to meet the demand supply gap that exists in India which is due to 

the significant exports made by the domestic producers.  
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xix. Decrease in import prices is not due to dumping but rather due to a global phenomenon as 

can be seen from the movement of import price for all subject countries. Prices decreased 

during the POI but still remained higher than the base year.  

xx. The selling price of the domestic producers have been increasing at a rate more than the 

increase in cost, showing there is no price depression/suppression in this case.  

xxi. Cost of sales of the domestic industry increased till the period before the POI due to an 

increase in the prices of natural gas used in the production of ammonia.  

xxii. Domestic producer was able to increase selling price more than the increase in the cost of 

sales given the supply chain issues in the shipping industry, showing the domestic producer 

takes unfair advantage of supply chain crises to increase prices.  

xxiii. Data clearly shows that the domestic industry has maintained positive profits with only some 

decline in the POI as compared to the previous period, despite which the domestic producers 

remained profitable.  

xxiv. Domestic industry reached exceptional profit growth during 2021-22 and 2022-23, touching 

more than threefold increase in profits.  

xxv. Increase in depreciation indicates that the domestic industry has been consistently investing 

in equipment and facilities which is inconsistent with an industry that is experiencing 

material injury.  

xxvi. Overall financial data of three of the major producers of the subject goods indicates a trend 

of robust profitability over the past five fiscal years.  

xxvii. Freight should not be included for computing of injury margin as it is against Annexure III. 

Further, the Authority has rejected such claim in previous decisions with regard to the 

subject goods. The claim of the Applicants is not based on economic reasoning and 

disregards the long-standing practice of the Authority. Any reference made to India’s paper 

on the lesser duty rule is misconceived and this paper was floated in the WTO much after 

the introduction of Annexure III.  

xxviii. Request of the Applicants to consider captive production of RSPL while determining non-

injurious price must be rejected as this is simply a request to inflate the NIP.  

 

I.2. Submissions made by domestic industry  

 

67. The following submissions were made by the domestic industry with regard to injury and causal 

link: 

i. Cumulative assessment would be appropriate in the present investigation and Authority is 

requested to assess injury to the domestic industry cumulatively from the subject countries. 

ii. There is a history of dumping of the subject goods from the subject countries. 

iii. There has been a significant increase in imports within a short period, with import volumes 

rising by 100%, while demand increased by only 9% compared to the previous year. 

iv. Imports from the subject countries during the POI increased by 234% compared to the 

previous year and by 99% compared to the base year, indicating substantial rise in imports. 

v. The imports in relation to Indian production and consumption rose significantly, from 19% 

and 9% respectively in 2022–23 to 34% and 18% in the POI. 

vi. Price undercutting is positive and significant across all subject countries. 
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vii. Both the cost of sales and selling price declined during the POI; however, the decline in 

selling price was more than the decline in cost of sales. 

viii. The subject imports resulted in significant price depression during the POI. 

ix. The current landed value of imports is below both the selling price and the cost of sales of 

the domestic industry. 

x. The increased import volumes have adversely affected domestic sales, inventory levels, and 

capacity utilisation. 

xi. Capacity utilisation declined by 4% during the POI as compared to the previous year, with 

the domestic industry losing sales due to dumped imports. 

xii. Inventories increased and exports increased, as the domestic industry had to divert its sales 

to the export market to maintain operations and profits. 

xiii. Despite a demand increase, domestic sales declined, while imports surged. 

xiv. The domestic industry lost significant sales volumes, resulting in a decline in the market 

share of the domestic industry. 

xv. The market share of the domestic industry has remained materially low, despite rising 

demand and increased capacity. 

xvi. Both the domestic industry and the Indian industry experienced a decline in market share 

during the POI as compared to the previous year. 

xvii. Import prices have steeply declined in the POI without a corresponding reduction in costs. 

xviii. The weighted average landed price of imports is below the domestic industry's cost of sales. 

The domestic industry is taking a hit to their profits in an attempt to match the prices of 

imports.  

xix. The domestic industry’s profitability declined significantly in the POI, with a 67% decline 

as compared to the previous year. 

xx. When imports were priced higher in 2022–23, the domestic industry performed optimally; 

however, performance deteriorated with the subsequent decline in import prices. 

xxi. Cash profits followed the same trend, improving until 2022–23 and then declining sharply 

in the POI. 

xxii. The domestic industry was unable to increase sales proportionately with demand due to the 

subject imports, leading to a slight increase in inventory levels. 

xxiii. In the absence of exports, the domestic industry would have faced more severe injury 

through increased inventory or reduced production and utilisation. 

xxiv. Employment and wages are influenced by multiple factors and are not solely indicative of 

dumping-related injury. 

xxv. Productivity levels have remained stable throughout the injury period. 

xxvi. The domestic industry has experienced adverse growth in volume parameters and a 

significant decline in price parameters during the POI. 

xxvii. Imports have caused material injury to the domestic industry, and there exists a credible 

threat of intensified injury if remedial duties are not imposed. 

xxviii. Production meant for “captive use” needs to be considered for determination of NIP as the 

captive production is also meant to be used for domestic consumption. If RSPL had not 

undergone integration, the goods currently classified as captive production would have 

instead been sold in the domestic market. Similarly, in the absence of RSPL’s soda ash 

manufacturing capacity, domestic demand would have been fulfilled by alternative 
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producers. Therefore, under either scenario, the volume presently considered captive would 

have formed part of the overall domestic production. 

xxix. The captive consumption of RSPL is not captive consumption and should be treated as 

captive sales. The financial records of RSPL demonstrate that RSPL soda ash division has 

sold soda ash to other plants of the company for use in different products and the same is 

demonstrated by invoices raised and payment received.  

 

I.3. Examination by the Authority  

 

68. The Authority has noted submissions made by the interested parties and has examined various 

parameters in accordance with the Rules after duly considering the information and documents 

provided by the interested parties. The injury analysis made by the Authority hereunder ipso 

facto addresses the various submissions made by the interested parties.  

 

69. Rule 11 of the AD Rules read with Annexure II provides that an injury determination shall 

involve examination of factors that may indicate injury to the domestic industry, taking into 

account all relevant facts, including the volume of dumped imports, their effect on prices in the 

domestic market for like articles and the consequent effect on such imports on the domestic 

producers of such articles. In considering the effect of the dumped imports on prices, it is 

considered necessary to examine whether there has been a significant price undercutting by the 

dumped imports as compared with the price of the like article in India, or whether the effect of 

such imports is otherwise to depress prices to a significant degree or prevent price increases, 

which otherwise would have occurred, to a significant degree. For the examination of the impact 

of the dumped imports on the domestic industry in India, indices having a bearing on the state of 

the industry such as production, capacity utilisation, sales volume, inventory, profitability, net 

sales realisation, the magnitude and margin of dumping, etc., have been considered in accordance 

with Annexure II of the Rules.  

 

H.3.1. Cumulative Assessment 

 

70. As per Annexure II, Para (iii) of the AD Rules, in case imports of a product from more than one 

country are being simultaneously subjected to an anti-dumping investigation, the Authority will 

cumulatively assess the effect of such imports, in case it determines that: 

 

a. the margin of dumping established in relation to the imports from each country is more 

than two percent expressed as percentage of export price and the volume of the imports 

from each country is three percent of the import of like article or where the export of 

individual countries is less than three percent, the imports collectively account for more 

than seven percent of the import of like article; and  

b. cumulative assessment of the effect of imports is appropriate in light of the conditions of 

competition between the imported article and the like domestic articles.  

 

71. In this regard, the Authority observes as follows: 
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a. the margins of dumping from each of the subject countries are more than the limits 

prescribed above; 

b. the volume of imports from each of the subject countries is more than the de-minimis 

limits prescribed; 

c. cumulative assessment of the effect of imports is appropriate as the exports from the 

subject countries not only directly compete inter se but also with the like articles offered 

by the domestic industry in the Indian market.  

d. imported and domestic product are being used interchangeably and there is direct 

competition between the domestic product and imported product.  

 

72. In view of the above, the Authority considers it appropriate to cumulatively assess the effects of 

dumped imports from the subject countries in light of the conditions of competition between the 

imported product and the like domestic product.  

 

H.3.2. Assessment of Demand/Apparent Consumption  

 

73. The Authority has defined, for the purpose of the present investigation, demand, or apparent 

consumption of the subject goods in India as the sum of domestic sales of the applicant and 

imports from all sources. For the purpose of the injury analysis, the Authority has relied upon 

transaction-wise data from DGCI&S. The Authority has considered the data based on the 

finalised PUC of the subject goods. The demand for the PUC is as follows: 

 

Particulars 
Uni

t 
2020-21 2021-22 

Apr22-

Sep23(A) 
POI (A) 

Demand           

Total Imports MT 
       

6,91,922  

       

5,32,811  

       

6,35,887  

     

10,17,166  

Subject Countries MT 
       

4,89,511  

       

3,16,407  

       

3,77,496  

       

8,94,630  

USA 
MT 

       

1,95,753  

          

81,801  

       

1,12,924  

       

2,20,990  

TURKEY 
MT 

          

85,013  

       

1,04,450  

       

1,33,639  

       

4,73,864  

Iran including subject 

goods imported from 

UAE 

MT 
       

1,20,908  

          

78,289  

          

59,740  

          

89,800  

RUSSIA 
MT 

          

87,836  

          

51,867  

          

71,194  

       

1,09,976  

Other Countries MT 
       

2,02,411  

       

2,16,404  

       

2,58,391  

       

1,22,536  

Sales of Domestic 

Industry 
MT 

     

23,64,267  

     

27,44,305  

     

27,17,923  

     

26,80,153  

Sales of Others MT 
          

23,651  

          

41,683  

          

58,430  

          

58,430  

Captive Sale MT 
       

3,19,020  

       

2,75,154  

       

2,24,337  

       

1,78,021  
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Captive transfer MT 
       

2,05,016  

       

2,66,065  

       

2,99,378  

       

3,15,655  

Total Demand MT 
     

36,03,876  

     

38,60,017  

     

39,35,955  

     

42,49,426  

Note - Apr22-Sep23 figures are annualised for 12 months 

 

74. It is seen that the demand for the subject goods increased consistently over the injury period.  

 

H.3.3. Volume effect of dumped imports on domestic industry  

 

i. Imports in absolute and relative terms  

 

75. With regard to the volume of the dumped imports, the Authority is required to consider whether 

there has been a significant increase in the dumped imports, either in absolute terms or in relation 

to production or consumption in India. The import volumes of the subject goods and share of the 

same during the injury investigation period are as follows: 

 

Particulars Unit 2020-21 2021-22 
Apr22-

Sep23 
POI  

Imports from Subject country MT 4,89,511 3,16,407 3,77,496 8,94,630 

Other countries MT 2,02,411 2,16,404 2,58,391 1,22,536 

Total Imports MT 6,91,922 5,32,811 6,35,887 10,17,166 

Subject country imports in relation to 

Indian Production % 17% 9% 11% 26% 

Indian Demand(with captive) % 14% 8% 10% 21% 

Indian Demand(without captive) % 16% 10% 11% 24% 

Total Imports % 71% 59% 59% 88% 

Note - Apr22-Sep23 and POI figures are annualised for 12 months 

 

76. It is seen that the imports from the subject countries decreased from the base year to 2021-22, 

increased in Apr22 – Sept., 2023 and thereafter increased significantly in the POI. Subject 

imports increased by 83% in the POI as compared to the base year. Further subject imports have 

more than doubled in the POI as compared to the previous year, i.e., Apr22-Sep23.  

 

77. The subject imports have increased significantly in the POI, both, in relation to Indian 

production, as well as consumption. Imports in relation to production and consumption has 

increased by 15% and 11% points respectively in the POI as compared to previous period. 

 

H.3.4. Price Effect of dumped imports on domestic industry  

 

78. With regard to the effect of the dumped imports on prices, it is required to be analysed whether 

there has been a significant price undercutting by the alleged dumped imports as compared to 

the price of the like product in India, or whether the effect of such imports is otherwise to depress 

prices or prevent price increases, which otherwise would have occurred in normal course.  

 



39 
 

79. Accordingly, impact of dumped imports on the prices of the domestic industry have been 

examined with reference to price undercutting and price suppression/depression, if any. For the 

purpose of this analysis the cost of sales and the net sales realization (NSR) of the domestic 

industry have been compared with the landed price of the subject imports from the subject 

countries. 

 

i. Price Undercutting  

 

80. In order to determine whether the imports are undercutting the prices of the domestic industry in 

the market, price undercutting has been worked out by comparing the landed price of the subject 

imports with the selling price of the domestic industry from each of the subject countries. It is 

seen that the imports are undercutting the prices of the domestic industry in the market. Table 

below shows the price undercutting:  

 

Particulars UOM 

USA Turkey 

Iran including 

subject goods 

imported from UAE  Russia 

Landed price ₹/MT 21,987 20,334 21,245 21,599 

  
Indexe

d 
100 92 97 98 

Selling Price ₹/MT *** *** *** *** 

  
Indexe

d 
100 100 100 100 

Price 

Undercutting 
₹/MT 

*** *** *** *** 

  
Indexe

d 
100 168 131 116 

 

81. It has been contended by the domestic industry that transportation cost forms a very substantial 

portion of the cost of production in case of subject goods, as (a) the domestic industry is located 

in the State of Gujarat and the sales have to be made throughout India and (b) given the price of 

the product, freight cost forms a significant part in the procurement cost of the consumers. The 

domestic industry has thus contended that the selling price of the domestic industry should be 

compared with the landed price of imports only after adding the transportation costs. However, 

having regard to the past practise, the Authority examined the extent of price undercutting 

without consideration of freight. It is found that the imports are undercutting the prices of the 

domestic industry, with and without addition of freight. It is seen that subject goods have been 

exported to India at a price below prices prevailing in Indian market thus undercutting the 

domestic prices. The price undercutting has forced the domestic industry to reduce the prices. 

The price reductions have been more than the decline in costs. 

 

ii. Price Suppression/Depression 
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82. For the purpose of analysing price suppression and depression in the domestic market, the 

Applicant has provided information about (a) cost of sales, (b) domestic selling price, as is given 

in the table below.  

 

Particulars UOM 2020-21 2021-22 
Apr22-

Sep23 
POI  

Cost of Sales ₹/MT *** *** *** *** 

  Indexed 100 122 159 149 

Selling Price ₹/MT *** *** *** *** 

  Indexed 100 124 189 138 

Landed price ₹/MT 16,948 18,075 33,508 21,515 

  Indexed 100 107 198 127 

 

83. It is seen that both, cost of sales and selling price increased till the period April 22-Sep 23, and 

the increase in selling price was more than the increase in cost of sales. Thus, the prices of the 

domestic industry were not supressed or depressed till April 22 – Sept 23. However, while cost 

of sales and selling price declined in the POI as compared to the preceding period, the decline in 

selling price was much more than the decline in cost of sales. It is seen that the landed price of 

imports has also shown the same trend. The domestic industry has thus suffered significant 

depressing effect on its prices in the POI. Subject imports are causing significant price depression 

in the domestic market.   

 

H.3.5. Economic Parameters of the Domestic Industry  

 

84. Annexure II to the Rules provide that the examination of the impact of the dumped imports on 

the domestic industry should include an objective and unbiased evaluation of all relevant 

economic factors and indices having a bearing on the state of the industry, including actual and 

potential decline in sales, profits, output, market share, productivity, return on investments or 

utilization of capacity; factors affecting domestic prices, the magnitude of the margin of 

dumping; actual and potential negative effects on cash flow, inventories, employment, wages, 

growth and the ability to raise capital investments. Accordingly, various injury parameters 

relating to the domestic industry are discussed herein below.  

 

85. The performance of the applicant in the POI has been compared with its performance in the base 

year.  

 

i. Capacity, Production, Capacity Utilisation, and Sales 

 

86. The Authority has considered the capacity, production, capacity utilisation, and sales volume of 

the domestic industry over the injury period. The table below shows factual position.  

 

Particulars  UOM 2020-21 2021-22 
Apr22-

Sep23 
POI  

Installed Capacity MT 4,089,200 4,089,200 4,189,200 4,189,200 
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  Indexed 100 100 102 102 

Total Production  MT 2,916,407 3,452,880 3,506,194 3,505,500 

  Indexed 100 118 120 120 

Capacity Utilization % 71% 84% 84% 84% 

  Indexed 100 118 117 117 

Domestic Sales MT 2,364,267 2,744,305 2,717,923 2,680,153 

  Indexed 100 116 115 113 

Captive Sales MT *** *** *** *** 

  Indexed 100 86 70 56 

Export Sales MT 166,753 235,368 212,094 447,616 

  Indexed 100 141 127 268 

Total Including 

Captive Sales 
MT *** *** *** *** 

  Indexed 100 114 111 116 

Note - Apr22-Sep23 and POI figures are annualised for 12 months 

 

87. It is seen that: 

a. Capacity of the domestic industry increased in the period April 22- Sep 23.  

b. The production and capacity utilization increased from the base year to April 22- September 

23 period and has remained stable thereafter in the POI. 

c. The domestic merchant sales increased between 2020-21 and 2021-22. The domestic 

merchant sales have however declined thereafter till the POI despite increase in demand.  

d. Since two domestic producers have significant captive sales to other units for production of 

detergents, and further since these are recorded in the books of accounts as sale & purchase 

between the two divisions in these companies, the Authority determined such captive sales 

first individually and thereafter collectively along with merchant sales. It is seen that captive 

sales and merchant sales increased in 2021-22 and thereafter declined upto the POI. It is also 

seen that the gross domestic merchant sales and captive sales also shows the same trend, i.e., 

these increased in 2021-22 and thereafter consistently declined upto the POI. It is thus 

concluded that the domestic industry suffered decline in sales volumes in the POI whether 

or not captive sales are included. Further, captive sales also show decline in sales volumes 

in the POI.  

e. The capacity utilisation of the domestic industry is at high level. Even though the domestic 

industry contended that it has been prevented from producing and selling further, the 

Authority notes that the production levels of the domestic industry are in any case at high 

levels.  

 

ii. Market Share in Demand 

 

88. The market share of the subject imports and the domestic industry over the entire injury period 

was as follows: 

 

Particulars Unit 2020-21 2021-22 
Apr22-

Sep23 
POI  

Share in demand           
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All imports % 22% 16% 19% 27% 

Subject Countries % 16% 10% 11% 24% 

Other Countries % 7% 7% 8% 3% 

Domestic industry % 77% 83% 80% 71% 

Other producers % 1% 1% 2% 2% 

Total Share in % % 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Note - Apr22-Sep23 and POI figures are annualised for 12 months 

 

89. The market share of the subject countries declined sharply in 2021-22. The market share has 

however increased significantly thereafter till the POI, with significant increase in the POI as 

compared to preceding year and previous years.  

 

90. Market share of the domestic industry increased in 2021-22, as the market share of subject 

imports declined in this period. The market share of the domestic industry has however 

consistently declined thereafter till the POI. The dumped imports have prevented the domestic 

industry from retaining its legitimate share in the market. The domestic industry lost volumes 

and market share due to dumped imports and was forced to divert the production to lower 

profitable export sales.  

 

 

iii. Profitability, Cash Profits, and Return on Capital Employed  

 

91. The profit,  cash profits, profit before interest (PBIT), and return on investment of the domestic 

industry over the injury period has been analysed and were as follows: 

 

Particulars  Unit 2020-21 2021-22 
Apr22-

Sep23 
POI  

Cost of sales  ₹/MT *** *** *** *** 

  Indexed 100 122 159 149 

Selling price  ₹/MT *** *** *** *** 

  Indexed 100 124 189 138 

Profit/loss  ₹/MT *** *** *** *** 

  Indexed 100 136 354 78 

Profit/loss  Rs Lacs *** *** *** *** 

  Indexed 100 158 407 88 

Cash Profit (PBT+ Depreciation) ₹/MT *** *** *** *** 

  Indexed 100 129 305 91 

Cash Profit  Rs. Lacs *** *** *** *** 

  Indexed 100 150 351 103 

PBIT  Rs. Lacs *** *** *** *** 

  Indexed 100 144 330 81 

ROI % *** *** *** *** 

  Indexed 100 117 234 57 

Note - Apr22-Sep23 and POI figures are annualised for 12 months 
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92. It is seen that  

a. The decline in the selling price in the POI was far more than the decline in the cost of sales. 

Resultantly, whereas the profits of the domestic industry increased from the base year to 

April 22- September 23, the same declined sharply in the POI with the steep increase in 

imports in this period. The profitability is at the lowest levels in the POI.  

b. Over the injury period, whereas the sales volumes increased by 13%, the gross profits before 

tax on domestic sales declined by 12%.  

c. Cash profits declined significantly (by 70%) in the POI when compared to preceding year. 

Cash profit per unit of sales also declined sharply over this period. Over the injury period, 

despite 13% increase in domestic sales, the cash profit per unit of sales declined by 8%.  

d. The return on investment (ROI) followed the same trend as that of profits and cash profits. 

Profit before tax declined sharply (76%) in the POI as compared to preceding period. Over 

the injury period, profit before interest on total sales declined by 20%, even when the sales 

volumes increased by 13%. Resultantly, return on investment declined significantly in the 

POI as compared to both preceding period as also base year. 

 

iv. Inventory 

 

93. The data relating to the inventory position of the domestic industry over the injury period and 

POI is given in the table below:  

 

Particulars UOM 2020-21 2021-22 
Apr22-

Sep23 
POI  

Opening Inventory MT 260,972 155,080 101,801 240,287 

  Indexed 100 59 39 92 

Closing Inventory MT 155,080 101,801 260,286 196,438 

  Indexed 100 66 168 127 

Average Inventory MT 208,026 128,441 181,044 218,362 

  Indexed 100 62 87 105 

Note - Apr22-Sep23 and POI figures are annualised for 12 months 

 

94. It is seen that the level of inventories with the domestic industry declined upto March, 2022. 

Inventory levels have however increased thereafter significantly. The increase in inventories is 

despite increase in export sales. 

 

v. Employment, Wages, and Productivity 

 

95. The position with regard to employment, wages, and productivity of the domestic industry is as 

follows: 

 

Particulars UOM 2020-21 2021-22 
Apr22-

Sep23 
POI  

No of employees Nos 3,921 4,014 3,834 3,824 

  Indexed 100 102 98 98 
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Salary & Wages ₹ Lacs *** *** *** *** 

  Indexed 100 118 143 138 

Productivity per day MT 8,333 9,865 10,018 10,016 

  Indexed 100 118 120 120 

Productivity per employee MT 744 860 915 917 

  Indexed 100 116 123 123 

Note - Apr22-Sep23 and POI figures are annualised for 12 months 

 

96. The Authority notes that the number of employees has increased from the base year to 2021-22 

and thereafter decreased till the POI. Wages paid have increased over the injury period with a 

marginal decline in the POI.  The productivity per employee increased over the injury period.  

 

vi. Growth  

 

97. It is seen that the imports have led to an adverse effect on the growth of the domestic industry in 

respect of both volume and price parameters.  

 

Particulars UOM 2020-21 2021-22 
Apr22-

Sep23 
POI  

Production Y/Y - 18% 2% 0% 

Capacity Utilisation Y/Y - 13% -1% 0% 

Domestic Sales Y/Y - 16% -1% -1% 

Inventory Y/Y - -38% 41% 21% 

Profit Per Unit Y/Y - 36% 159% -78% 

Profit in ₹ Lacs Y/Y - 58% 157% -78% 

Cash Profit in ₹ Lacs Y/Y - 50% 134% -71% 

ROCE Y/Y - 3% 20% -30% 

Market Share-Domestic 

Producers 
Y/Y 

  
5% -2% -9% 

 

vii. Factors affecting domestic price  

 

98. The Authority has examined the import prices from the subject countries, change in the cost 

structure, competition in the domestic market, factors other than dumped imports that might be 

affecting the prices of the domestic industry in the domestic market. The landed value of 

imported material from the subject countries is below the selling price of the Domestic Industry, 

causing price undercutting. The price undercutting has led to price depression in the Indian 

market. The demand for the subject goods increased over the injury period and therefore it could 

not have been a factor affecting domestic prices. The Authority concludes that the principal 

factor affecting the domestic prices is the dumped imports of subject goods from the subject 

countries. 

 

viii. Ability to raise capital  
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99. The Authority notes that the domestic industry has been unable to utilise its capacities fully due 

to the dumped imports. The dumping of the subject goods has impacted the domestic industry’s 

ability to raise capital investments. The Authority also notes that the domestic industry has 

contended planned investments, but they are however, unable to move forward due to the 

dumped imports. The domestic industry contended that the PUC is heavily capital intensive 

product and the current investment plans are for capacity addition to the tune of *** MT at a 

gross investment of Rs. *** crores. The Authority notes that the profits earned in the POI would 

not be able to able to adequately protect this investment.  

 

ix. Magnitude of Dumping and Dumping Margin 

 

100. It is seen that the dumping margin from the subject countries is not only more than de-

minimis but also significant.  

 

J. NON-ATTRIBUTION ANALYSIS (OTHER FACTORS) 

 

101. The Authority examined whether other factors listed under the anti-dumping Rules could 

have caused injury to the domestic industry. The Authority examined known factors other than 

the dumped imports and ascertain whether these are at the same time have been injuring the 

domestic industry, so that the injury caused by other, if any, is not attributable to the dumped 

imports. Factors which are relevant in this respect include, inter alia, the volume of subject goods 

not sold at dumped prices, contraction in demand or changes in the pattern of consumption, trade 

restrictive practices, changes in technology, the export performance of the domestic industry and 

the productivity of the domestic industry.  

 

a) Volume and prices of imports from third countries  

 

102. It is seen that the imports of the product under consideration from other countries are in 

low volumes or high in price. Therefore, imports from other countries are not a cause of material 

injury suffered by the domestic industry.  

 

b) Contraction in Demand  

 

103. The demand has consistently increased throughout the injury period. Thus, decline in 

demand is not the cause of injury found by the Authority.  

 

c) Changes in pattern of consumption 

 

104. There are no changes in the pattern of consumption for the product under consideration 

over the injury period that could have caused injury to the domestic industry.  

 

d) Conditions of competition and trade restrictive practices  
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105. The investigation has not shown any change in the conditions of competition or any trade 

restrictive practices.  

 

e) Developments in Technology  

 

106. No evidence has been brought forward to show that there are no significant changes in 

technology.  

 

f) Export performance of the domestic industry  

 

107. It is seen that domestic industry is largely in the domestic market. In any case, the 

Authority has considered the data for domestic operations for its injury analysis.  

 

g) Performance of other products  

 

108. The domestic industry has provided the injury data for the PUC and the same has been 

adopted by the Authority for the purpose of the injury analysis. Performance of other products 

produced and sold by the domestic industry has not been considered.  

 

Conclusion on Injury and Causal Link 

 

109. Analysis of the performance of the domestic industry over the injury period shows material 

injury to the domestic industry. The causal link between dumped imports and the injury to the 

domestic industry is established on the following grounds: 

 

i. Imports have increased in absolute terms and in relative terms leading the domestic 

industry has lost sales volumes. 

ii. The market share of the subject imports increased, resulting in loss of market share for the 

domestic industry.  

iii. The domestic industry’s loss of sales volumes led to underutilisation of capacity.  

iv. The subject imports were undercutting the prices of the domestic industry, thereby causing 

price depression. Thereafter, the domestic industry faced a significant decline in profits, 

cash profits, and return on investment.  

v. The profits and return on investment of the domestic industry suffered a significant decline 

in the POI.  

 

110. The above analysis indicates that the domestic industry is suffering material injury due to 

increased dumped imports of the subject goods into India from the subject countries. There exists 

a causal relation between the increase in dumped imports of the subject goods originating in or 

exported from the subject countries and the material injury suffered by the domestic industry. 

 

K. MAGNITUDE OF INJURY MARGIN 
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111. The Authority has determined the NIP for the domestic industry on the basis of principles laid 

down in the Rules read with Annexure III, as amended. The NIP of the product under 

consideration has been determined by adopting the information/data relating to the cost of 

production provided by the domestic industry for the POI. The NIP has been considered for 

comparing the landed price from the subject countries for calculating injury margin. For 

determining the NIP, the best utilisation of the raw materials and utilities has been considered 

over the injury period. Best utilisation of production capacity over the injury period has been 

considered. Extraordinary or non-recurring expenses have been excluded from the cost of 

production. A reasonable return (pre-tax @ 22%) on average capital employed (i.e., average net 

fixed assets plus average working capital) for the product under consideration was allowed as 

pre-tax profit to arrive at the NIP as prescribed in Annexure III to the Rules.  

 

112. The Authority notes the claim of the domestic industry with regard to inclusion of freight while 

determining injury margin. The Authority notes that the consistent practise of Authority for 

injury margin assessment is to compare landed value without freight with the NIP on an 

equivalent level of comparison. The same methodology has been adopted in this case. Further, 

NIP has been determined as per Annexure III of the AD Rules at ex-factory level and the same 

has been compared with the landed price of imports at the port levels.   

 

113. Based on the landed price and the NIP determined as above, the injury margin determined by 

the Authority is provided in the table below. 

 

 

INJURY MARGIN TABLE 

S.No. Name of the Producer 

Non- 

Injurious 

Price 

(USD/MT) 

Landed 

Value 

(USD/MT) 

Injury 

Margin 

(USD/MT) 

Injury 

Margin 

(%) 

Injury 

Margin 

Range 

Turkey 

1 
Türkiye Şişe ve Cam 

Fabrikaları A.Ş., Turkey 
*** *** *** *** 0-10 

2 
WE Soda (ETI + Kazan) 

 
*** *** *** *** 30-40 

3 Any other producer  *** *** *** *** 60-70 

Russia 

4 

M/s. Joint Stock Company 

Bashkir Soda Company 

(Producer/Exporter, Russia)  

 

*** *** *** *** 10-20 

5 Any other producer  *** *** *** *** 40-50 

USA 

6 
M/s. Sisecam Wyoming 

LLC 
*** *** *** *** 10-20 
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L. THREAT OF INJURY  

 

114. In the present investigation, the domestic industry has contended threat of material injury. The 

Authority examined the threat of material injury to the domestic industry considering the 

parameters relating to the threat of material injury in terms of Paragraph (vii) of Annexure II of 

the Rules, which states as under: 

 

“A determination of a threat of material injury shall be based on facts and not merely on 

allegation, conjecture or remote possibility. The change in circumstances, which would 

create a situation in which the dumping would cause injury, must be clearly foreseen and 

imminent. In making a determination regarding the existence of a threat of material injury, 

the Designated Authority shall consider, inter alia, such factors as: 

a. a significant rate of increase of dumped imports into India indicating the likelihood 

of substantially increased importation; 

b. sufficient freely disposable or an imminent, substantial increase in capacity of the 

exporter indicating the likelihood of substantially increased dumped exports to 

Indian market, taking into account the availability of other export markets to absorb 

any additional exports; 

c. whether imports are entering at prices that will have a significant depressing or 

suppressing effect on domestic prices, and would be likely to increased demand for 

further imports; and  

d. inventories of the article being investigated.” 

 

L.1. Submissions by other interested parties  

 

115. The following submissions have been made by other interested parties with regard to the threat 

of material injury: 

i. Claims made on threat are not contextual to the imports of subject goods into India and 

it ignores the fact about 70-80% of the Indian demand is met by the Indian producers and 

rest about 20-30% is imported that too when the country has nil production through the 

natural route. 

ii. Global capacity and production trends do not establish threat to the Indian market and 

the domestic industry has not provided evidence showing that the excess capacity of 

subject countries would be targeted at India.  

iii. The fact that producers in subject countries export does not establish that they would 

direct additional exports to India in injurious quantities or injurious prices.  

iv. Applicant has not provided any evidence with respect to the four factors of threat as 

identified in the Rules.  

 

7 Any other producer *** *** *** *** 30-40 

IRAN 

8 Any *** *** *** *** 40-50 
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L.2. Submissions by the domestic industry  

 

116. The following submissions were made by the domestic industry with regard to the threat of 

material injury: 

i. Imports during the current POI are nearly three times higher than that in the previous year. 

ii. These imports have been made at dumped and injurious prices, with both the dumping 

margin and injury margin being positive and significant. 

iii. Subject countries possess substantial freely disposable capacities, far exceeding Indian 

demand. 

iv. Globally, soda ash production is concentrated in the USA, Turkey, and China, which 

together account for 72% of global capacity. 

v. The current global installed capacity of 75 million MT surpasses the global demand of 65 

million MT. 

vi. The USA has a capacity of 14 million MT, with an additional 5 million MT announced and 

Turkey has 5 million MT, with a planned increase of 400,000 MT, resulting in a projected 

net global capacity increase of 8 million MT. 

vii. Presently, there is a surplus global capacity of 4 to 5 million MT, which is comparable to 

India’s total demand and is expected to continue. 

viii. ETI Soda, a major Turkish producer, is part of the Ciner Group, which also operates in the 

USA. As current US exports are solely from this group, US exports can effectively be 

considered Turkish exports. 

ix. Major global markets such as Europe, Latin America, and USA have experienced negative 

consumption growth recently: 

x. Declining demand globally, coupled with capacity expansions, has led to a global 

oversupply situation. 

xi. Market reports highlight threats to demand stability, exacerbated by geopolitical tensions 

such as the Russia–Ukraine conflict. 

xii. Global demand has declined due to economic slowdown and inflation, with operating rates 

peaking in 2022 and declining in 2023, with further decline expected in 2024. 

 

SN Market Growth 

1 Europe -4% 

2 Latin America -7% 

3 US -10% 

4 India 1% 

5 Cumulative -2% 

 

xiii. India remains one of the few markets with rising demand, making it an attractive destination 

for surplus global supply. 

xiv. Despite oversupply and weak demand globally, capacity additions continue, especially in 

the USA. 
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xv. The imbalance between oversupply and declining demand globally, except in India, raises 

the risk of plant shutdowns if prices fall below production costs. 

xvi. Turkish producers have expanded capacity despite weak domestic and international demand. 

xvii. Ciner added 400,000 MT of capacity; WE Soda, with operations in both Turkey and the 

USA, also has expansion plans underway. 

xviii. Exports from Turkey to Europe have declined significantly due to weakened European 

demand. 

xix. Trade disruptions have occurred due to poor international demand, and worsened by 

expanding exporter capacities. 

xx. Significant new capacity was planned in the USA to serve export markets, though COVID-

19 delayed implementation. 

xxi. The USA’s total capacity stands at 14 million MT, with 5 million MT additional capacity 

announced. 

xxii. Actual production has not yet reflected the new capacity due to weak international demand 

limiting export opportunities. 

xxiii. According to the US Geological Survey, August 2023 production was 869,000 MT, an 8% 

decline from July and August 2022. 

xxiv. Production in the period from January 2023 to August 2023 was 7.23 million MT, 3% lower 

than the same period in 2022. 

xxv. US producers are responding to global oversupply and weakening demand by attempting to 

sell surplus stock in markets such as India. 

xxvi. Despite global challenges, imports from the USA to India increased significantly during the 

POI, with at least 30% of US capacity remaining unutilised. 

xxvii. Producers in subject countries are highly export-oriented due to their large capacities. 

xxviii. In the absence of anti-dumping duties, exporters from these countries are likely to 

significantly increase exports to India in a short timeframe. 

xxix. The global oversupply, driven by declining demand and continued capacity expansion, poses 

a clear threat of material injury to the Indian industry. 

xxx. India’s rising demand makes it a prime target for surplus exports, intensifying the risk of 

injury despite existing challenges. 

xxxi. During the POI import prices have dropped significantly, with landed prices falling well 

below domestic selling prices. 

xxxii. The low-priced imports are undercutting domestic market prices and are even below the 

domestic industry's cost of production, exerting a strong downward pressure on local prices. 

xxxiii. The depressed domestic prices are likely to stimulate further demand for imports, potentially 

worsening the competitive disadvantage for domestic producers. 

xxxiv. Producers in the subject countries possess substantial manufacturing capacity, indicating 

their ability to rapidly scale up output if needed. 

xxxv. The existing capacity suggests that foreign producers can increase supply volumes in a short 

timeframe, posing a potential threat to domestic market stability. 

xxxvi. The domestic industry has experienced a sharp increase in inventory levels in the most recent 

period, signalling possible market saturation. 

 

L.3. Examination by the Authority  
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117. With respect to the examination of the threat of material injury to the domestic industry, Rule 11 

of the AD Rules requires the Authority to record the finding that the subject imports into India 

are causing or threatening material injury to any established industry in India or materially 

retarding the establishment of any industry in India. Since, the Authority concludes that there is 

material injury to the domestic industry due to the dumped imports from subject countries, it has 

restricted the injury examination with respect to the material injury to the domestic industry only. 

  

M. INDIAN INDUSTRY’S INTEREST & OTHER ISSUES   

 

M.1. Submissions by other interested parties 

 

118. The following submissions were made by the other interested parties with respect to the Indian 

industry’s interest and other issues: 

i. The imposition of anti-dumping duties on Soda Ash is not aligned with public interest, 

given its role as a critical input across a wide spectrum of industries. 

ii. Any ADD on Soda Ash would disrupt the industrial value chain, adversely affecting 

downstream sectors and undermining broader economic objectives. 

iii. The domestic industry already benefits from protection through Minimum Import Price 

(MIP); additional duties would constitute excessive safeguard measures. 

iv. Further levy of ADD risks rendering key industries, such as glass manufacturing as 

unviable, with potential long-term consequences for domestic production and 

employment. 

v. Indian soda ash producers have historically relied on trade protection measures, despite 

now commanding over 70% of the domestic market share; such reliance continues even 

under current market dominance. 

vi. The demand-supply equilibrium for soda ash remains tightly balanced, necessitating 

imports to meet industrial requirements; during the injury period, imports ranged between 

5–10 Lakh MT against a total demand of 40–43 Lakh MT. 

vii. Imports play a critical role in ensuring availability of soda ash produced via the natural 

route, which is significantly more sustainable, emitting 0.30 to 0.70 tons of CO2 per ton 

compared to 1 ton CO2 per ton from the synthetic route used by domestic producers. 

viii. Restricting imports of natural soda ash would adversely affect the production of 

sustainable goods in India, while the proposed ADD would increase user costs by 2–5%, 

directly impacting margins without evidence of injurious pricing to domestic producers. 

 

M.2. Submissions by the domestic industry 

 

119. The following submissions were made by the domestic industry with respect to the Indian 

industry’s interest and other issues: 

i. The subject goods were previously subject to anti-dumping measures, and there is no public 

information indicating that the previously imposed duties had any adverse impact on end 

consumers. 
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ii. Imports entering the Indian market at dumped prices are priced below the cost of sales of 

the domestic industry, thereby causing significant injury. 

iii. The imposition of anti-dumping duties is necessary to restore fair competition, safeguard the 

viability of domestic production, and prevent India from becoming entirely dependent on 

imports for the product under consideration. 

iv. Anti-dumping measures serve the long-term interests of consumers by fostering a 

competitive domestic industry capable of supplying products at fair prices. 

v. Reliance solely on imports would compel consumers to maintain higher inventory levels, 

whereas procurement from domestic producers allows for more efficient inventory 

management. 

vi. A robust domestic industry is essential to maintaining a fair and competitive market 

environment, which would otherwise be dominated by dumped imports. 

vii. It is in the public’s interest to support strong and competitive domestic manufacturing of the 

product under consideration. 

viii. Promoting domestic production is vital to India’s ambition of becoming a global 

manufacturing hub, as it contributes to employment generation and GDP growth. 

ix. If the injury to the domestic industry is not addressed, continued production may become 

unsustainable, undermining broader economic objectives. 

x. The Indian soda ash industry has demonstrated consistent growth, with capacity increasing 

from 2 million MT in 1998–99 to 4.5 million MT in 2023–24, in line with national demand. 

xi. The industry has planned an additional 2 million MT of capacity expansion, reflecting its 

commitment to self-reliance and domestic supply security. 

xii. Employment has increased in tandem with capacity growth, and further expansion is 

supported by Rs. *** crores in planned investment to reach *** million MT. 

xiii. However, the current market conditions have severely jeopardized the viability of these 

proposed investments. 

xiv. The domestic soda ash industry plays a significant role in employment generation, providing 

direct and indirect jobs to approximately 22,000 individuals across India. 

xv. Gujarat, as a key manufacturing hub, accounts for a substantial share of this employment. 

xvi. The imposition of anti-dumping duties is not only beneficial to consumers but also serves 

the broader national interest. 

xvii. Protecting the domestic industry through such measures can stimulate the establishment of 

new manufacturing facilities and enhance production capacity. 

xviii. These actions are consistent with the Government of India’s Make in India initiative and 

contribute meaningfully to national economic growth. 

 

M.3. Examination by the Authority 

 

120. The Authority notes that the purpose of imposition of anti-dumping duty, in general, is to 

eliminate injury caused to the domestic industry by the unfair trade practices of dumping so as 

to re-establish a situation of open and fair competition in the Indian market, which is in the 

general interest of the country. Imposition of anti-dumping measures does not aim to restrict 

imports from the subject country in any way. Trade remedial investigations are intended to 

restore equal competitive opportunities in the domestic market by ensuring a level playing field 
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for domestic producers by the imposition of appropriate duties against trade distorting imports. 

At the same time, the Authority is aware that the impact of such duties is not limited to only the 

domestic producers of the PUC but also affects the users and consumers of the PUC. Moreover, 

the imposition of duties may stimulate the emergence of new producers within the country.  

 

121. The Authority issued initiation notification inviting views from all the interested parties, 

including importers, consumers and others. The Authority also prescribed a questionnaire for the 

users/ consumers to provide relevant information about the present investigation including any 

possible effects of anti-dumping duty on their operations. Information was sought on, inter alia, 

interchangeability of the product supplied by various suppliers from different countries, ability 

of the domestic industry to switch sources, effect of anti-dumping duty on the consumers, factors 

that are likely to accelerate or delay the adjustment to the new situation caused by imposition of 

anti-dumping duty. 

 

122. The imposition of anti-dumping duties on soda ash is consistent with larger public interest, as 

it seeks to remedy dumping happening in the Indian market, restore fair competition and ensure 

the long-term viability of domestic manufacturing. The domestic industry submitted, despite 

previous duties, there is no evidence of adverse impact on end consumers, and the domestic 

industry has demonstrated growth, expanding capacity from 2 million MT in 1998–99 to 4.5 

million MT in 2023–24, with further investments planned. These measures are essential to 

prevent India’s over-dependence on imports, particularly when dumped goods are priced below 

domestic cost of sales, causing material injury. A strong domestic industry not only supports 

efficient inventory management for consumers but also contributes to employment generation, 

with over 22,000 direct and indirect jobs. 

 

123. With regard to the impact of duties on the glass industry in India, it is noted that the imposition 

of duties on soda ash would have a negligible impact on its cost. This sector has already received 

substantial protection through the imposition of ADD across various categories of glass products. 

As noted from the submission of the domestic industry, there have been eleven distinct cases 

wherein duties have been levied on different types of glass, highlighting the consistent support 

extended to protect domestic manufacturers of the glass industry. Consequently, any additional 

duty on soda ash is unlikely to disrupt the cost or materially affect the downstream value chain. 

 

124. It is noted that some of the applicant companies are also engaged in the production of detergents 

within the country. An analysis of price movements as submitted by the domestic industry shows 

that despite a decline in the import prices of soda ash, the prices of detergents have not decreased 

in proportion. This suggests that detergent prices are not directly correlated with fluctuations in 

soda ash prices, indicating a degree of pricing insulation or independence in the downstream 

market. Further, when considering the potential impact of anti-dumping duties on detergent 

prices, the prices of the soda ash and the other primary raw material- which is Linear 

Alkylbenzene (LAB)- has been provided by the domestic industry. A comparative assessment 

since April 2020 shows that when the prices of LAB and soda ash increased, detergent prices 

also rose. However, when the prices of these raw materials declined, detergent prices remained 
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stable and did not reflect a corresponding decrease. Thus, movement of raw material price does 

not have a significant impact on the prices of the detergents.  

 

125. It is noted that in view of the prevailing economic conditions, including the widening trade 

deficit and depletion of foreign exchange reserves, it is necessary to strengthen reliance on 

domestic production capacities. As noted above, there exists no discernible demand-supply gap 

in the domestic market. The imposition of duties is expected to foster a level playing field. 

Imposition of duties is deemed to be in the interest of the end-users, particularly in light of the 

high degree of export dependency.  

 

 

126. Anti-dumping duties would be in line with the nation’s priorities by reinforcing India’s policy 

to become a global manufacturing hub under the Make in India initiative. Additional duties 

would incentivize domestic capacity expansion, supported by ₹1,200 crores in planned 

investment, and promote sustainable production practices. By fostering a competitive and self-

reliant industrial base, the imposition of duties aligns with economic growth, supply security, 

and environmental sustainability, without demonstrable harm to downstream sectors or 

consumer margins. 

 

127. The Authority recognises that the imposition of anti-dumping duties might affect the price 

levels of the product in India. However, fair competition in the Indian market will not be reduced 

by the imposition of anti-dumping measures. On the contrary, imposition of anti-dumping 

measures would remove the unfair advantages gained by dumping practices, prevent the decline 

of the domestic industry, and help maintain availability of a wider choice to the consumers of 

the subject goods. The purpose of anti-dumping duties, in general, is to eliminate injury caused 

to the domestic industry by the unfair trade practices of dumping so as to re-establish a situation 

of open and fair competition in the Indian market, which is in the general interest of the country. 

Imposition of anti-dumping duties, therefore, would not affect the availability of the product to 

the consumers. The Authority notes that the imposition of the anti-dumping measures would not 

restrict imports from the subject countries in any way, and therefore, would not affect the 

availability of the product to the consumers.  

 

N. POST DISCLOSURE COMMENTS  

 

N.1 Submissions by other interested parties  

 

128. The following comments to disclosure statement have been made by the other interested 

parties: 

 

i. The Authority’s observation of non-exclusion of natural soda ash and existence of 

interchangeability between natural and synthetic soda ash is incorrect as there is visible 

difference in the production processes, cost structures and environmental impact.  
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ii. Light and dense soda are also different products and come sunder different HSN codes. 

Light soda ash is particularly used by the detergent manufacturers as natural soda ash 

consists of high levels of impurities.  

iii. The question on eligibility cannot be dismissed based on the related party relationship 

between Tata Chemicals and Nirma only because the volumes were miniscule during the 

POI. The relationship between the two entities gets confirmed by the fact that exports by 

their affiliates occurred in early period.  

iv. Imposition of anti-dumping duty in addition to the already existing MIP shall be a double 

sword for the users and importers as MIP is determined to be a valid and sufficient measure 

to check low-priced imports.  

v. The application filed by the domestic industry in another forum for issue of Quality Control 

Order (“QCO”) and a mandatory BIS standard is also pending. Hence, the domestic 

industry should have waited for the forum’s decision before approaching DGTR.  

vi. There has been no justification on record for the allowance of a 9-month POI in the subject 

investigation. Comparing the POI with 2020-21, 2021-22 and 2022-23 shall give adverse 

injury analysis as these years were marked by supply chain disruptions, COVID-19, red 

sea crisis, and Russia-Ukraine conflict thereby making the comparison unreliable.  

vii. The as-filed Petition was marked with excessive confidentiality thereby violating Rule 7 

of the AD Rules and Trade Notice 10/2018. While some important financial and cost data 

were withheld or provided only in indexed form, the revised data was provided after a 

significant delay which precluded the interested parties from providing meaningful 

comments on the same.  

viii. The anti-dumping protection is not required any longer given past discontinuation of the 

Petitions and domestic industry’s habitual recourse to anti-dumping proceedings even 

though there is no injury.  

ix. The domestic industry is not suffering any material injury because of the subject imports. 

There is a persistent demand-supply gap in the country and the same gets intensified given 

the domestic industry’s decision to export a part of its production.  

x. The domestic industry’s selling price has increased well above the cost of sales till 2022-

23 and remained higher than indexed cost levels in the POI. The domestic industry has also 

garnered positive profitability, and the decline in profit in the POI is only due to the 

normalization after windfall gains during supply disruptions. Even the increase in the 

inventory level is miniscule and there is a discrepancy between the closing inventory in 

September 2023 and opening inventory in October 2023. The correlation between global 

and Indian prices shows that the domestic price movements is market driven.  

xi. There will be severe impact on the user industry as there is a significant demand-supply 

gap in the domestic market which will only be exacerbated with the imposition of the anti-

dumping duties as the downstream users would find it extremely unaffordable to rely on 

imports. The quantified impact on the detergent manufacturers will also be significant and 

close to 3.49% in the event of imposition of the anti-dumping duty. Given the strict 

competition given by the ASEAN countries which are export oriented who sell detergent 

at much lower price than that offered by the Indian market, it shall prove to be a death blow 

to the downstream industries.  
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xii. The recent GST reforms undertaken by the Government which saw reduction in many 

products from 18% to 5%, consisting of items mostly used by common people, to ease 

their financial burden for the purchase of items of daily use shall become worthless in case 

anti-dumping duties are imposed on the PUC. Detergents is used by people on a daily basis, 

and if the duties are imposed on the raw material used in their manufacture, the cost of the 

end product, detergent in this case, shall anyway increase and nullify the impact of the 

GST reduction on the same. 

xiii. Upon imposition of anti-dumping duties, it is likely that domestic producers of the PUC 

will revise their pricing strategies. In the absence of competitive pressure from imports, 

domestic industry may increase selling prices of PUC. This will result in a general upward 

correction in market prices, affecting all buyers of soda ash, including AGI.  

xiv. AGI has recently entered the segment of packaging products for cosmetics and perfumery, 

with a primary focus on exports. Any imposition of anti-dumping duty on soda ash will 

increase AGI’s input costs and reduce its competitiveness in export markets. This will be 

detrimental to AGI’s business interests, as the cost of raw material will increase 

substantially regardless of whether AGI imports natural soda ash or procures synthetic 

soda ash from domestic producers. 

xv. Synthetic soda ash has a carbon footprint of atleast 1.3 CO2/Mt, whereas natural soda ash 

has a significantly lower carbon footprint of about 0.4 CO2/Mt. Further, the Central 

Pollution Control Board (“CPCB”) prescribes emission and effluent standards for the 

detergent industry, which in effect encourages the use of products with lower greenhouse 

gas (“GHG”) emissions.  

xvi. The cost difference between synthetic light/dense soda ash and natural dense soda ash 

exceeds 20%, while the price difference between synthetic light and natural dense soda ash 

is over 10%.  

xvii. In the past, the Authority examined if the related domestic producer has acted differently 

due to relationship or has participated in dumping practices and has taken such steps which 

would have resulted in self-inflicted injury. However, in the present investigation, the 

Authority has not considered the factors above other than an assessment that the imports 

of the PUC by Tata and Nirma are quite low. 

xviii. The Authority has not disclosed the percentage of imports from related parties vis-à-vis 

Indian production and total imports. This approach constitutes a deviation from the 

Authority’s established practice. 

xix. The information related to sale value, PBIT, depreciation, etc., is critical, and the failure to 

provide this information inhibits the ability of interested parties to make meaningful 

comments thereto. The Domestic Industry cannot be held to a different or lower standard 

of transparency vis-à-vis other interested parties in the subject investigation who are 

required to adhere to prescribed formats.  

xx. The MIP of ₹20,108/MT has already had the effect of increasing market prices. The 

imposition of any anti-dumping duty in addition to the MIP would significantly increase 

input costs for the downstream industry and result in excessive and unwarranted protection. 

It is the users will ultimately bear the financial burden of such overcompensation. 
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xxi. The very purpose of the MIP was to mitigate the alleged injury by restricting low-priced 

imports and thereby improving the financial position of the Domestic Industry. However, 

the failure of the MIP to deliver any material improvement in their profitability undermines 

the core assumption that imports are the cause of the alleged injury. 

xxii. The Disclosure Statement does not provide any reasons for considering a 9-months period 

for the POI. Without prejudice, the Authority’s decision to adopt a POI that is longer than 

what was proposed by the Petitioner requires an independent evaluation of whether that 

period is representative and appropriate.  

xxiii. The Authority in previous investigations not only provided reasons for considering a period 

of nine months as the period of investigation but also invited comments from interested 

parties. 

xxiv. Both the 6-month and 9-month periods are too short and not representative for the 

Authority to conduct a proper and objective assessment of dumping, injury and causation, 

and the situation of the Indian domestic market. 

xxv. In the 6-months referred to in the petition and 9-months ultimately being considered by the 

Authority, one of the constituents of the Domestic Industry, i.e., Tata Chemicals Limited, 

faced utility-related limitations which in turn affected the production volumes during the 

POI.  

xxvi. The User notes that the dumping margin table does not include the margin for “all others”. 

The same constitutes an essential fact and the Authority is requested to issue a revised 

disclosure statement providing the margins for “all others” rate before proceeding further 

with the issuance of the final finding. 

xxvii. The Authority is requested to determine price undercutting for the entire injury period to 

assess the effect of the same on the profitability of the Domestic Industry. The price at 

which HUL has sourced the PUC is much higher than the prices at which HUL sourced 

the PUC from import sources. 

xxviii. Based on the annual and quarterly reports published by GHCL, i.e., one of the largest 

producers of the PUC in India, has recorded profits in the POI in comparison to the base 

year. 

xxix. The injury (if any) to the Domestic Industry is due to factors other than subject imports: 

xxx. Low production. DCW Ltd., admitted in their earnings conference call for Q4 of FY 2023-

2024, that their production was low during the injury period due to breakdown of capital 

equipment, and it operated at three- fourths of its installed capacity. DCW Ltd., noted that 

it continued to operate at the same capacity level during the POI due to production 

stoppages and revamping of their capital assets. As admitted by DCW Ltd., in their 

earnings call for Q1 of FY25. Similar utility-related limitations affected Tata Chemicals 

Limited’s production volumes during the POI. This was admitted by Tata Chemicals 

Limited in their earnings call for Q4 of FY2023-2024. 

xxxi. The temporary decline in import prices was due to disturbances within the downstream 

product industry, rather than an actual decrease in import prices. The underlying reasons 

for this drop in import prices have been clearly outlined in GHCL Ltd’s annual report. 

xxxii. There are significant discrepancies between the figures recorded in the Disclosure 

Statement and those furnished by the Petitioner. 
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xxxiii. Authority should examine the impact of high net fixed assets while determining the capital 

employed for the purposes of NIP.  

xxxiv. The detergent industry is already reeling under the pressure of the drastic increase in 

imports of detergent from the countries comprising the Association of Southeast Asian 

Nations (“ASEAN”), particularly Indonesia, in the past four years. Any increase in the cost 

of soda ash due to the levy of duties would significantly impact the operations of the 

producers of detergent.  

xxxv. Quantification of impact of duties based on margins recorded in the Disclosure Statement: 

The impact of anti-dumping duties would be significant this is opposed to merely 0.46% 

as claimed by the Domestic Industry. 

xxxvi. The objective of trade remedial measures is not to create an environment that is designed 

to incentivize domestic industry expansion, but to remedy the injury, if any, cause to the 

domestic industry on account of the imports of the product concerned. 

xxxvii. The POI of less than 12 months is self-serving and is specifically carved out to demonstrate 

an otherwise non-existent injury.  

xxxviii. It is apparent from the information provided in the Disclosure Statement that the POI has 

been specifically carved out by including only those months/period where the prices were 

low. 

xxxix. The Respondent asserts that selecting a POI shorter than 12 months violates Rule 5(3A)(ii) 

of the ADD Rules. 

xl. The Disclosure Statement justifies the truncated POI by citing a post-September 2023 

decline in import prices and rise in volumes. This justification is deemed flawed and 

manipulative, as it selectively includes months with low prices to fabricate injury. 

xli. These justifications were disclosed to the Respondent only at the Disclosure Statement 

stage, denying them a fair hearing. Such ex post facto reasoning breaches natural justice 

and contradicts the express language and intent of Rule 5(3A)(ii). 

xlii. The claim that reasons for POI deviation need not be in the initiation notice is incorrect 

and undermines stakeholder participation. The Respondent submits that the investigation 

suffers from jurisdictional infirmities and must be terminated. 

xliii. The Respondent highlights that the application and initiation notification breach Trade 

Notice No. 2/2004, which mandates inclusion of POI and three prior financial years. 

xliv. The Supreme Court in SAIL v. Collector of Customs held that Trade Notices are binding 

and must be amended if erroneous—not disregarded. The Authority’s selective deviation 

from the Trade Notice appears biased and unjustified. 

xlv. Disturbances in the glass industry caused muted demand for the subject goods leading to a 

drop in import prices.  

xlvi. The domestic industry unilaterally deviated from Trade Notice No. 2/2004 without prior 

approval from the Authority. 

xlvii. The Authority’s post-facto reasoning lacks prior application of mind and amounts to 

retrospective rationalization. 

xlviii. Endorsing this deviation without amending the Trade Notice creates procedural distortion 

and risks bias. 
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xlix. Rule 2(b) disqualifies domestic producers related to exporters of subject goods from being 

considered part of the domestic industry. The Disclosure Statement improperly considers 

export quantum, which is irrelevant under Rule 2(b). Inclusion of Tata Chemicals and 

Nirma Ltd. despite their related-party exports violates the Rule and renders injury analysis 

invalid. 

l. The POI and injury period appear to have been selectively altered to exclude periods of 

related-party exports by Nirma Ltd. 

li. Evidence suggests exports occurred in July–September 2023, which was excluded from 

POI and added to prior year. 

lii. The applicant submitted updated injury data for the extended POI (Oct 2023–Apr 2024) 

without mandatory certifications or authorizations. 

liii. The Rules do not permit piecemeal correction of deficient information, especially under 

confidentiality claims. 

liv. Depreciation of the domestic industry has increased significantly. 22% ROCE for NIP 

lacks legal justification and reasonability 

lv. Economic factors and indices indicated show growth during the injury investigation period 

lvi. Landed value calculation for ETI Soda and related company Kazan differs in DS versus 

claimed. 

lvii. The price of detergent powders could not be increased to the extent of increased prices of 

Soda Ash and LAB, so, the manufacturers were forced to resort to adjustments in their 

formulations by reducing the incorporation of Soda Ash and LABSA to cushion the effects 

of the extremely high prices of Soda Ash and LABSA. Further, when the prices of Soda 

Ash and LAB reduced from their peak prices though not to the extent that existed before 

the prices shot up, the detergent manufacturers reacted by restoring their old formulations 

i.e. by increasing the soda ash and LABSA incorporation. Hence, the Authority could not 

see the corresponding effect of the reduced prices of the raw materials in the form of 

reduced detergent prices 

N.2 Submissions by the domestic industry  

 

129. The following comments to disclosure statement have been made by the domestic industry: 

 

i. The domestic industry filed updated information due to change in POI. Therefore, 

reasoning for claiming confidentiality remains the same. Trade notice of 10/2018 has 

been fully complied with.  

ii. The petition was filed for 6 months, but the Authority extended it to 9 months to address 

injury being caused to the industry. This POI, thus, is in line with Rule 5(3A) of the Anti-

dumping Rules.  

iii. There was significant difference between the export price as exporting countries customs 

and import price as per Indian customs in July-Sept. 2023 quarter (which could be 

because of time lag between exports and imports). Thus, including July–Sept. 2023 would 

distort the injury margin. 
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iv. The WTO in Guatemala-Cement II confirmed that POI can be extended even after 

issuance of preliminary findings. It can be inferred that the POI can be extended while 

initiating investigations as well. 

v. Law does not mandate that reasons for a shorter POI be recorded in the notice of 

initiation. they can be reflected in preliminary or final findings, under Article 12. The 

requirement only calls for recording of the reasons by which a shorter POI is chosen. 

Thus, this recording may be in public notice or by the Authority’s consideration. 

vi. The Authority in its final findings No.14/17/2010-DGAD dated 17.02.2012; and final 

findings no 14/3/2011-DGAD dated 9.02.2013 held that light and dense soda ash are 

merely two forms of the same product. Thus, natural soda ash should be included within 

the scope of PUC. 

vii. The cost difference between dense and light soda ash is below 5% with both types having 

many common usages. Consumers use both interchangeably. Further, import of dense 

soda ash have caused injury to the production and sale of light soda ash also. 

viii. There is no requirement for separate PCNs even with respect to production processes, as 

interested parties have claimed. The same has been held by European Commission in 

Regulation (EC) No 823/95 of 10 April 1995, imposing provisional duties on Disodium 

Carbonate from USA. 

ix. The interested parties were given seven days to raise confidentiality claims. No claims 

were made in the time limit. Any claims thereafter are time barred. 

x. In view of the change in the POI, the domestic industry filed revised information in full 

compliance with Trade Notice 10 of 2018. Further, the confidentiality reasoning provided 

in the application should be considered for the updated information as such reasoning 

would remain the same for the information.  

xi. The domestic industry circulated revised injury statements on 13th May 2025, to which 

also there were no comments raised, despite sufficient time being available.  

xii. Inclusion of freight as an element of fair comparison while determining injury margin 

and price undercutting is important. Non-consideration of freight would lead to unfair 

comparison between imported product price and domestic product price. 

xiii. Recognising freight as a price adjustment does not breach the WTO Agreement, since the 

lesser duty rule is only a best endeavour clause and leaves full discretion to members on 

determining injury margin. 

xiv. In 2003, India had circulated a proposal before Negotiating Group on Rules of the WTO 

on mandatory application of lesser duty rule wherein India had proposed two alternative 

options for determination of injury margin – one based on price and other based on target 

price. In either situation, the injury margin is required to be determined as a difference 

between two "prices" - the price of the domestically procured product and the price of the 

imported product. 

xv. Import price might mean import price at any level, such as CIF, at port price, resale price 

of the importer or delivered price to the customer. Thus, import price and target price 

ought to be at a comparable level. 

xvi. At present, Designated Authority has been comparing NIP of the domestic industry at ex-

factory level and import price at landed price at port. If the import price is at port, it is 

not an ex-factory level; whereas, the domestic industry NIP/price is at the ex-factory 
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level. Further, it is also evident that the NIP at ex-factory level and import price at the 

port after payment of customs duty are not at the comparable levels/same level. 

Otherwise, there was no purpose of proposing a comparison wherein one of the options 

could have been CIF price of import.  

xvii. Therefore, India had proposed that WTO member countries compare the imported 

product price with the domestic industry price as close to consumption as is reasonably 

possible. 

xviii. Since anti-dumping duties in India cannot exceed the dumping margin, including freight 

does not result in excessive protection but merely corrects an anomaly in the current 

methodology to properly address injury to the domestic industry. 

xix. As per India’s proposal at WTO, the term “price” can be interpreted as meaning import 

prices at any level such as cost, insurance and freight (CIF), or ex-customs area, or resale 

price to the importers, or the delivered price to the customers, provided that the 

comparisons with the price of the dumped imports, for the purpose of arriving at the 

injury margin, are made only at comparable level. 

xx. Demand for product increased marginally in the POI compared to previous year, 

however, imports from subject countries increased suddenly and significantly i.e. by 

130% in the POI, compared to previous year.  

xxi. Imports from subject countries increased by 130% in the POI, compared to previous year 

and by 86% compared to base year. 

xxii. The gross demand for product in the country is about 4.2 million MT which is comparable 

to the installed capacity in the country.   

xxiii. Imports in relative terms increased significantly. Imports in relation to production and 

consumption was 17% and 14% respectively in the base year and has gone up to 20% 

and 20% in the POI. 

xxiv. Landed value of imports from all subject countries are undercutting domestic industry’s 

prices.  

xxv. The cost of sales and selling price declined in the POI. However, the decline in selling 

price in the POI is much more than the decline in cost of sales. Although, subject imports 

were not causing suppressing/depressing effect till previous year, current landed value is 

below both selling price and cost of production of domestic industry. 

xxvi. Despite steady capacity utilisation, the domestic industry lost sales and market share due 

to a surge in dumped imports, forcing exports at low prices to manage rising inventories. 

xxvii. To sustain production and manage stock, domestic industry was forced to export at low 

prices.   

xxviii. Even though demand rose, imports more than doubled causing major losses in both sales 

and revenue.  

xxix. Loss of sales volume is reflected in the domestic industry as well as the Indian Industry’s 

market share which declined in the POI whereas market share of subject imports 

increased significantly in the POI. 

xxx. During POI, import prices fell below the domestic industry’s cost of sales severely 

depressing market prices. While production costs declined only marginally, selling prices 

dropped disproportionately, leading to a significant fall in profitability.  
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xxxi.  When import prices were higher in 2022-23, the domestic industry achieved its best 

performance. However, after that domestic industry is facing intensified financial stress 

due to underpriced imports. In the POI, both profits and cash profits has declined sharply. 

xxxii. Although demand grew, domestic industry’s inventories rose slightly. This is despite 

exports, without which domestic industry would have reported faced higher stockpiles, 

reduced production, and lower capacity utilisation. 

xxxiii. The growth of the domestic industry has been adverse in terms of volume parameters and 

has seen a significant decline in price parameters in the POI.  

xxxiv. Rising imports due to price undercutting, depressed domestic prices, declining sales and 

market share, forced low-priced exports, negative growth, and sharply reduced 

profitability, PBIT, cash profits, and ROI during the POI are the direct consequence of 

dumped imports. No other factor has caused material injury to the domestic industry. 

xxxv. Captive production of RSPL and Nirma Ltd. should be considered while calculating the 

non-injurious price of the domestic industry. 

xxxvi. As per Annexure III, the purpose of determination of NIP the Rules simply refer to 

“production” at various instances, with no defined distinction between production meant 

for sales or captive use. Annexure-II [para (vi)] further clearly provides for consideration 

of “domestic production”. Therefore, production meant for “captive use” needs to be 

considered for determination of NIP as the captive production is also meant to be used 

for domestic consumption.   

xxxvii. Captive consumption of soda ash must be included in domestic consumption, as it either 

substitutes domestic sales or would have been met by other producers. Thus, in either 

situation, the volume of captive production would have been included in the “domestic 

production”.   

xxxviii. RSPL’s captive consumption is actually captive sales, as invoices are raised and 

payments are made between company units. 

xxxix. These internal sales are conducted at prevailing market prices, with applicable taxes and 

GST, similar to sales to independent customers. 

xl. RSPL’s financial records confirm these are genuine sales, not typical captive 

consumption, which involves no sale or payment. 

xli. Thus, not only are these sales being at market price but they also follow all such statutory 

requirements and procedures as are applicable to sale to an outside party. If it were a 

captive consumption, there would be no sale purchase and there would be no payments 

received. 

xlii. Tata Chemicals’ does not discharge the effluent into sea, instead the company uses the 

effluent to producer Clinker cement. Loss incurred in this production has been deducted 

from the non-injurious price. However, effluent treatment is unavoidable in soda ash 

manufacturing, and converting it into cement is an environmentally responsible 

compliance measure, not a separate business. 

xliii. Any costs or losses arising therefrom are intrinsically linked to the production of the main 

product, i.e., soda ash and cannot be considered avoidable inefficiencies or unrelated 

activities. Excluding such costs would artificially suppress the non-injurious price and 

would penalize efficient and eco-friendly practices. 
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xliv. Tata Chemicals Ltd, does not discharge effluent into the sea, instead, the company uses 

the effluent to produce Clinker cement. The company is incurring losses in this 

production. This loss has been deducted from the non-injurious price. 

xlv. During the POI in the present investigation, the company has suffered loss on the same, 

as the expenses incurred is more than the sale value of effluent. Therefore, the said cost 

should be considered as part of the conversion cost.  

xlvi. the loss incurred in producing clinker cement from effluent treatment must be included 

in the cost of production under Annexure III of the Anti-Dumping Rules because effluent 

treatment is an unavoidable part of the manufacturing process. Tata Chemicals’ choice to 

convert effluent into cement is not a separate business venture but an environmentally 

responsible method of compliance. Any costs or losses arising therefrom are intrinsically 

linked to the production of the main product, i.e., soda ash and cannot be considered 

avoidable inefficiencies or unrelated activities. 

xlvii. The WIP for Tata Chemicals Ltd has been considered for all four years on a pro rata 

basis, resulting into high negative change in WIP on a per unit basis for the year 2020. 

This resulted in the lowest cost for raw material in the base year leading to high normation 

on this account in the POI.  

xlviii. The self-consumption of Soda Ash for captive consumption into dense soda ash should 

be deducted from the WIP figures which are considered at present. Tata Chemicals Ltd. 

has also provided a detailed certification in this regard. 

 

N.3 Examination by the Authority 

 

130. The Authority has examined the post disclosure comments made by the interested parties. It is 

noted that the comments which are reiteration and have already been suitably examined and 

adequately addressed in the relevant paragraphs of this final findings, are not being repeated in 

the post-disclosure examination by the Authority for the sake of brevity. The issues raised by the 

interested parties other than those examined in detail and which are considered relevant by the 

Authority have been examined hereunder.  

 

131. The argument that the period of investigation (POI) of less than twelve months is flawed 

overlooks the underlying rationale for its selection. The Authority notes that POI is central to 

establishing both the existence of dumping and the injury caused, and consequently to 

determining the appropriate quantum of duty, if any, to address such injury. As demonstrated in 

this finding, import prices declined sharply from October 2023 onward, accompanied by a 

significant increase in import volumes. Inclusion of months prior to this period would not have 

captured the actual dumped and injurious behavior of exporters and would therefore have 

distorted the analysis. 

 

132. While the applicants had initially proposed a six-month POI, the Authority extended it by an 

additional three months to allow for a broader examination of exporter behavior and to ensure a 

more comprehensive and balanced analysis. This approach addresses concerns of 

representativeness while still reflecting the period in which dumping and injury actually 

occurred. It is further noted that there is no provision under the ADD Rules which mandates that 
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the POI cannot be changed while initiating the investigations. The Rules authorises the 

Designated Authority to seek supplementary information as and when required during the course 

of investigation, from the other interested parties as well as domestic industry. The Designated 

Authority can change the POI, even after issuance of preliminary findings. The only obligation 

on the Designated Authority and right of the interested parties is adequate opportunity for defense 

to the interested parties. The Designated Authority has provided such opportunity to the 

interested parties. 

 

133. As regards the contention that interested parties were denied an opportunity to present their 

views before the Authority, it is noted that the non-confidential version of the application 

circulated at the stage of initiation contained a specific addendum from the applicant explaining 

why the period July–September 2023 could not be considered as part of the POI. Subsequently, 

two oral hearings were held, followed by written and rejoinder submissions by the interested 

parties. During these proceedings, the domestic industry reiterated its position on the 

inappropriateness of including July–September 2023 within the POI. Accordingly, it is evident 

that interested parties had adequate opportunity to address this issue before the Authority.  

 

134. As regards the argument that the justification for adopting a shorter POI ought to have been 

specified in the initiation notification, the Authority notes that the submissions of the domestic 

industry were duly examined while initiating the investigations and it was decided not to include 

the period July–September 2023 within the POI. The same is recorded in the case file. There is 

no requirement of notifying such reasons in the initiation notification. The only requirement is 

for recording the reasons in writing, and the same has been done. Further, there is no legal 

obligation to record such reason in public notice of initiation. The Designated Authority is 

required to record such reasons in the public notice at the stage of issuance of preliminary 

findings under Rule 12, if any, or at the stage of issuance of Final Findings under Rule 17. 

 

135. In any case, the omission of these reasons in the public initiation notification does not in any 

way prejudice the rights of the interested parties. The justification for the selection of the POI 

forms part of the official record of the investigation and has been explicitly reflected in the 

disclosure statement as well as in these final findings. The Authority is, therefore, in full 

conformity with the requirements under ADD Rule 5(3A)(ii). 

 

136. With respect to the contention that the injury period prescribed under Trade Notice No. 2/2004 

dated 12.05.2004 has been violated, the Authority finds no such violation. Having determined 

the appropriateness of commencing the POI from October 2023, the Authority, in line with the 

provisions of the said Trade Notice, included the period April–September 2023 within the 

preceding financial year (2022–23). This ensured continuity of the injury period and avoided any 

gap within the injury period, thereby maintaining full conformity with Trade Notice No. 2/2004.   

 

137. As regards the argument that Rule 2(b) mandates that a domestic producer related to an exporter 

automatically becomes ineligible, the Authority finds such an assertion without legal basis. Rule 

2(b) provides the Authority with discretion to treat producers who have imported the subject 

goods themselves, or who are related to an importer or exporter of the subject goods, as ineligible 
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domestic producers. In the present case, the Authority examined the export volumes of the related 

exporters of Tata Chemicals and Nirma Ltd. It is clarified that the related parties of Tata 

Chemicals did not export the subject goods to India during the POI. Further, related party of 

Nirma Ltd, i.e., SVM, had exported *** MT directly to independent customers in the POI. 

Further, with respect to the argument that the POI was deliberately shortened to exclude the 

period in which exports were made by the related party of Nirma Ltd., the Authority notes that, 

infact, there were no exports by such related exporter during the period April–September 2023. 

Thus, the information on record shows that Nirma’s focus is not on introducing imported goods 

into the domestic market, nor its related exporter is focussing on targeting the Indian market 

through its exports.  

 

138. It has been argued by the interested party that certifications / undertakings / declaration has not 

been furnished by the Domestic Industry regarding the extended period of investigation, it is 

noted that the applicant submitted all declarations along with the application forming the basis 

of initiation. It is noted that these declarations are taken from all interested parties, and this 

declaration has its validity for the entire duration of the investigation, irrespective of whether the 

POI is subsequently extended. The purpose of these verifications/inspections is to check the 

accuracy of the claims made by the parties and to authenticate the data and information provided 

by the parties. There is no mandatory requirement of providing certifications by the Domestic 

Industry with respect to extended POI. The requirements in the application are only to examine 

the accuracy and adequacy of the evidence provided in the application and satisfies itself that 

there is sufficient evidence regarding dumping, injury, where applicable, and where applicable, 

a causal link between such dumped imports and the alleged injury, to justify the initiation of an 

investigation. In present case, the Authority initiated the investigation only after being "prima 

face" satisfied with the evidence. Authority has verified the records of the concerned parties 

involved in the present investigation. Thus, reliance is now placed only on the verified 

information furnished by the domestic industry.  

 

139. As regards the contention that the revised non-confidential information filed by the domestic 

industry was submitted belatedly, the Authority notes that the second oral hearing was conducted 

only after circulation of the revised data. Consequently, the responding parties were afforded 

sufficient opportunity to present their views on the revised information, both during the hearing 

and through their written and rejoinder submissions. In these circumstances, no prejudice can 

reasonably be claimed by the interested parties on account of the timing of the revised 

submissions. 

 

140. As regards the contention that there exists a demand supply gap for the subject goods in the 

country, it is noted that the domestic industry holds capacity to cater to a very substantial part of 

the Indian demand. Despite this, imports continue to occupy a substantial share of total demand. 

It is noted that the same is not due to any shortfall in domestic supply but owing the large volume 

of dumped imports. Further, the domestic industry has submitted that it has been compelled to 

divert its subject goods towards exports even at lower price than what is being sold in the 

domestic market. The Authority also notes that the inventories with the domestic industry 

increased in the POI with the increase in dumped imports. 
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141. With regard to the submission that the temporary decline in import prices was due to 

disturbances in the downstream product industry, rather than an actual decrease in import prices, 

it is noted that the demand for the subject goods has increased in  India. Further, the data provided 

by the foreign producers shows much higher domestic price as compared to export price. 

Therefore, possible disturbances in the glass industry does not seem to have affected the demand 

for the subject goods in  India. It is also noted that the glass industry is protected by way of trade 

remedial measure through anti-dumping or countervailing duties. It is further noted that the other 

major consumer of the subject goods, the detergent industry, has not shown any decline in pricing 

in accordance with the decline in the import price of the subject goods. In fact, the information 

shared by the domestic industry shows that detergent prices increased with increase in price of 

soda ash, while with a decrease in prices of the subject goods, there was no corresponding 

decrease in prices of detergent. It is therefore noted that movement in the downstream industries 

would not have an effect on the import prices of the subject goods.  

 

142. As regards the argument that the imports of the subject goods are subject to the MIP of Rs. 

20,108/MT, leading to an increase in prices, it is noted that MIP for the product is only till 31st 

of December, 2025. Further, the NIP determined by the Authority is much higher than the MIP 

fixed at present. Even if imports occur at MIP, the same shall still be injurious to the domestic 

industry. The MIP was fixed considering the dumped and injurious import price of the product. 

Since MIP is in force only till 31st December, 2025, the competent authority would consider the 

ADD now recommended, while considering any request for extension of MIP, if filed by the 

domestic industry. 

 

143. As regards the argument that the domestic industry’s sales and production increased throughout 

the injury period, including the POI, it is noted that while the sales and production volumes of 

the domestic industry increased, the market share of the domestic industry in demand has 

dropped by 9% from the previous year. Further,  significant part of the increase in production in 

the POI went to export sales. The market share of the subject imports increased from 19% to 

27% in the POI, showing an increase by 8%, nearly the same loss of share faced by the domestic 

industry. The Authority notes that even in comparison to the base year, the same pattern emerges. 

The subject goods imports have taken away the market share in demand of the domestic industry. 

Further, the domestic industry has suffered significant deterioration in its profits, cash profits 

and return on investment in the POI, thus establishing adverse price effect as a result of dumping 

in the country.  

 

144. With regards to the argument that the MIP did not aid in material improvement in profitability 

of the domestic industry, it is noted that the MIP fixed is below its non-injurious price. The 

Authority notes that the data of the domestic industry shows that even with the MIP in place, 

subject imports have increased.  

 

145. As regards the argument that information related to sale value, PBIT, depreciation of the 

domestic industry has to be disclosed, the Authority notes that information such as sale value, 

profit before interest and tax, and depreciation is related to the pricing and costing structure of 
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the domestic industry, constituting business sensitive information. Therefore, the same were 

claimed confidential by the domestic industry and allowed by the Authority. This actual 

information therefore cannot be disclosed.  

 

146. As regards the contention that natural and synthetic soda ash are not like article, the Authority 

earlier noted that the consumers are interchangeably using the natural and synthetic soda ash. 

While the sources of obtaining the two forms of Soda Ash are different, however, the technical 

and chemical properties and the interchangeability of Soda Ash derived from either of the sources 

does not differ. Natural and synthetic soda ash are identical in terms of physical & chemical 

properties, functions & uses, product specifications, pricing, distribution & marketing and tariff 

classification of the goods. Resultantly, they are used interchangeably by the consumer industry. 

The Authority noted in its past investigation on subject goods vide Final Findings No. 

14/17/2020-DGAD dated 17th February 2012, that the difference production process cannot 

render natural and synthetic soda ash as dislike articles, especially as the resultant products are 

used interchangeably. The Authority notes that the interested parties have not brought any new 

factual evidence and information warranting reconsideration.  

 

147. It has been argued that natural soda ash is more environmentally sustainable, due to its lower 

carbon emissions compared to synthetic soda ash, which is claimed to emit three times more 

carbon. In response, the domestic industry has clarified that differences in carbon emissions or 

environmental attributes do not alter the fundamental nature of the product, nor do they affect 

the interchangeability between natural and synthetic soda ash. The Authority notes that soda ash, 

irrespective of its origin, is used interchangeably by downstream consumers. Regarding the 

environmental impact submissions, the Authority notes that no evidence has been provided to 

indicate the existence of domestic regulatory provisions that either prohibit or discourage the use 

of one variant over the other, or that promote a particular type of soda ash. 

 

148. As regards the argument that the depreciation of the domestic industry has increased 

significantly, it is noted that GHCL has enhanced capacity during the injury period and further 

RSPL, who is a new entrant in the market as compared to the other constituents of domestic 

industry, has increased its domestic sales. Since depreciation has been allocated on a pro rata 

basis, the depreciation shows increase over the injury period. It may be noted that cash profits 

per unit has infact declined in the POI.  

 

149. The interested parties have made various submissions on the calculation of non-injurious price. 

With regard to the submission that return of 22% is not justified, the Authority notes that it has 

consistently allowed 22% return on capital employed. No justification has been given by the 

interested parties to deviate from this practice and thus the same has been adopted in the present 

investigation as well. 

 

150. The argument that the GST lowered from 18% to 5% on some daily use items shall be 

invalidated if ADD is imposed as it will increase the price, is flawed. There is sufficient domestic 

availability of the subject goods. Further, it is noted that any impact of ADD on downstream 
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products is minimal and can be absorbed or passed on without materially affecting the 

affordability of the downstream product.  

 

151. As regards the submission that Tata Chemicals Limited, faced utility-related limitations which 

in turn affected the production volumes during the POI and therefore the POI considered is not 

appropriate, the Authority notes that the production of the domestic industry and Tata Chemicals 

in particular has increased in the POI. The transcript of the conference referred by the interested 

party also shows that it was stated that the sales volume has increased despite adverse price 

movement on account of market factors. Similarly, regarding the submission that DCW Ltd. 

faced stoppages in production, it is noted that one of the transcripts of the conference referred to 

by the other interested party is prior to the POI period. Further, the verified information by the 

Authority shows that there has been no abnormal shutdown in the POI.  Thus, the claims of the 

other interested party on these accounts do not hold any merit. 

 

152. As regards the contention that supply chain disruptions, COVID-19, red sea crisis, and Russia-

Ukraine conflict making the comparison unreliable, it is noted that these events were in years 

preceding the POI. The POI as selected in the present investigation allows for a meaningful 

comparison with the base year and prior periods. The selection of the POI is not affected by the 

above-mentioned events. In fact, it is seen that in the periods in which these events occurred, the 

domestic industry’s performance was better than that in the POI, showing that the events did not 

have an impact on the domestic industry. It is also noted that the questionnaire responses filed 

by the responding exporters shows significant dumping margin.  

 

153. Regarding the calculation of landed value for ETI Soda and Kazan, it is noted that the claims 

for adjustments for export price were submitted without evidence. To arrive at export price from 

CIF, CFR, and FOB price, freight and other port and handling charges, inland freight and 

insurance are to be considered. However, in the absence of any information in this regard, the 

Authority considered the average value of adjustments as considered for other related parties of 

ETI Soda and Kazan, for which evidence was available. The landed value has been worked out 

considering the CIF price. Thus, the difference between the landed value determined by the 

Authority and the claimed figure of the responding exporter is due to the consideration of these 

adjustments.  

 

154. With regard to the contention that detergent suppliers operate on limited margins and that the 

imposition of duties would increase costs, disrupt the soda ash supply chain for India’s detergent 

sector, and ultimately lead to a 3.49% impact on the end consumer, it is noted that the domestic 

industry possesses sufficient capacity to meet consumer demand. In fact, a substantial portion of 

such demand is already being met by the domestic industry. Accordingly, the impact of anti-

dumping duty (ADD) on the downstream industry and, by extension, on consumers, must be 

considered proportionately, since a significant share of purchases is made without the payment 

of such duty. Further, the impact analysis presented by the interested party factors in a 20% profit 

margin on the increased cost. However, the profit earned by the domestic industry is significantly 

lower than this assumed margin, underscoring the need to protect the domestic industry from 

unfair trade practices. 
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155. Govt of Turkey has claimed that inclusion of UAE in the scope of subject country in the 

disclosure Statement is without legal basis. It is clarified in this regard that the subject country 

is Iran. The Authority has considered the submission of the application that the goods originating 

in Iran is being transhipped by UAE. The Authority notes that amongst reliance has been placed 

on IHS Markit Report, Global Soda Ash Monthly Report from December, 2020 which shows 

that UAE actually does not have producers of soda ash. The report further states that imports that 

are actually entering via UAE are actually soda ash of Iranian origin. Authority also notes the 

email communication from IHS Markit personnel sent by one of the applicant companies, 

corroborating that UAE does not have producers and is merely routed Iranian products. It is seen 

that significant imports have been made through UAE when there is no manufacturing facility. 

None of the interested party have made opposing submission in this regard. The Authority has 

thus considered imports from UAE also while examining imports from Iran. 

 

156. The domestic industry has reiterated its claim for inclusion of freight while determining injury 

margin, the Authority upholds its determination that it is the consistent practise of the Authority 

to compare landed value without freight with the NIP on an equivalent level of comparison while 

determining injury margin. The same methodology has been adopted in this case. 

 

157. As regards the concern raised on consideration of change in WIP for Tata Chemicals is 

considered, it is noted that the information reported by the domestic producer for consideration 

of WIP has been considered for the purpose of determining NIP as per the consistent practise of 

the Authority. Further as regards the claim that the self-consumption of Soda Ash for captive 

consumption into dense soda ash should be deducted from the WIP figures, the Authority notes 

that such submission has been brought to he noticed for the first time after issuance of disclosure. 

Thus, such claim could not be verified.  

 

158. As regards the argument that captive consumption should be considered while determining 

NIP, the Authority notes that the NIP of individual applicant as well as weighted average NIP of 

the applicants as a whole has been computed as per the practise followed by the Authority 

consistently.  

 

159. As regards the claim that the loss incurred by Tata Chemicals in producing clinker should be 

included while determining cost under Annexure III, the Authority notes that the cost claimed 

towards clinker and cement losses should not be included in the cost of production of the product 

under consideration, since the waste material/ scrap used in the production of NPUC, became 

raw material for the NPUC. Thus, any loss on this account is related to NPUC. 

 

O. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

 

160. Based on the submissions made and information provided; and facts available before the 

Authority as recorded above and on the basis of the above analysis of dumping and consequent 

injury to the domestic industry, the Authority concludes the following: 
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i) The scope of the product under consideration is “Soda Ash” originating in or exported 

from Russia, Iran, Turkey, and USA.  

ii) The subject goods are classified under Chapter 28 of the Customs Tariff Act 1975, under 

the code 283620. The customs classification is indicative only and is not binding on the 

scope of the product under consideration.  

iii) The Authority has examined the submissions regarding exclusion request of natural soda 

ash, and adoption of a PCN methodology for dense and light soda ash. Accordingly, it has 

been concluded based on information on record and past determinations of this Authority, 

that the exclusion request and prescription of a PCN methodology is not warranted, in the 

present investigation.  

iv) The goods produced by the domestic industry are “like article” to the subject goods being 

imported from the subject countries in terms of Rule 2 (d) of the AD Rules. 

v) The application has been filed by Alkali Manufacturers Association of India. The 

participating producers in the present investigation are M/s DCW Ltd., M/s Nirma Ltd., 

M/s RSPL Ltd., M/s Tata Chemicals Ltd., and M/s GHCL Ltd.  

vi) M/s Tata Chemicals Ltd. and M/s Nirma Ltd., each have a related exporter in USA. 

Accordingly, volume of exports therefrom during the POI were verified. In case of M/s 

Tata Chemicals Ltd. it was found that there were nil exports in the POI. In case of M/s 

Nirma Ltd., exports in the POI were made directly to end customer, moreover, this volume 

was miniscule in relation to the production and sales of M/s Nirma Ltd. as well as in 

relation the total imports into India. Thus, the producers are considered as eligible domestic 

producers in terms of Rule 2(b).  

vii) Based on information on record, the Authority has therefore, determined that the applicant 

constitutes domestic industry under Rule 2(b) of the Rules and the application met the 

criteria of standing as per Rule 5(3). 

viii) The information provided by the interested parties on a confidential basis was examined 

with regards to sufficiency of such claims. Confidentiality claims of domestic industry 

were contested. However, upon consequent revision by domestic industry, the Authority 

is satisfied with its claims. Accordingly, the Authority has accepted the confidentiality 

claims wherever warranted.  

ix) Domestic industry had proposed a period of 6 months as POI in the present investigation 

and had submitted reasons for non-consideration of April- Sept 2023 as part of the POI as 

it did not reflect the injury being caused by dumped imports. The reasoning provided was 

found appropriate, however, POI of 9 months in the investigation has been considered 

appropriate, for a comprehensive analysis of dumping causing injury. 

x) The margins of dumping determined for the cooperative producers/exporters, as well as 

those based on best facts available for the non-cooperative producers/exporters, are above 

the de-minimis level prescribed under the Rules. 

xi) The product under consideration has been exported to India at a price below the normal 

value, resulting in dumping. The dumping margin is above de-minimis level and 

significant.  

xii) The Authority has considered it appropriate to cumulatively assess the effect of dumped 

imports of the subject goods from the subject countries on the domestic industry. 

xiii) Demand for the subject goods increased over the injury period. 
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xiv) Subject imports increased by 86% in the POI compared to the base year and have doubled 

in the POI compared to the preceding year. Imports in relative terms have also increased 

significantly in the POI.  

xv) Analysis of import price and prices of the domestic industry show that the price 

undercutting, is positive and significant.  

xvi) While selling prices had earlier increased more than costs. However, during the POI, 

selling prices declined disproportionately compared to costs. Concurrently, domestic 

industry has therefore suffered significant price depression. 

xvii) The Authority has examined the performance of the domestic industry with respect to all 

economic parameters relevant for assessing material injury. The analysis indicates that 

while demand for soda ash in India has increased over the injury investigation period, the 

domestic industry has not been able to secure commensurate benefits. Instead, it has 

suffered a decline in market share, deterioration in profitability and ROI, build-up of 

inventories, and erosion of cash flows. 

xviii) Considering the non-injurious price determined by the Authority and landed price of 

imports, it is seen that the injury margin is significant. 

xix) Non-attribution analysis shows that no other factor has caused injury to the domestic 

industry, and it has suffered material injury as a result of the dumped imports. 

xx) The Authority finds anti-dumping measures necessary to safeguard domestic industry, 

ensuring fair competition while balancing consumer and public interest. It is found that the 

impact of ADD would not be significant on the downstream industry and eventual end 

consumer.  

 

161. Having initiated and conducted the investigation into dumping, injury, and causal link in terms 

of the provisions laid down under the Anti-Dumping Rules, the Authority is of the view that 

imposition of the anti-dumping duty is required to offset the dumping and consequent injury. 

The Authority considers it necessary to recommend imposition of the anti-dumping duty on the 

imports of the subject goods originating in or exported from the subject countries. 

 

162. Having regards to the lesser duty rule followed, the Authority recommends imposition of final 

anti-dumping duty equal to the lesser of the margin of dumping and the margin of injury on 

imports of subject goods originating in or exported from the subject countries so as to remove 

the injury to the domestic industry. Accordingly, the Authority considers it necessary and 

recommends imposition of anti-dumping duty on the imports of subject goods originating in or 

exported from the subject countries, for a period of five (5) years, from the date of the notification 

to be issued in this regard by the Central Government, equal to the amount mentioned in Col. 7 

of the duty table appended below.  

 

DUTY TABLE  

 

SN Heading Description Country 

of Origin 

Country 

of Export 

Producer Amount Unit Currency 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
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1.  2836.20 Soda ash 

(Disodium 

Carbonate) 

Turkey Any 

Country 

including 

Turkey, 

USA, 

Russia 

and Iran 

ETI Soda 

Uretim 

Pazarlama 

Nakliyat 

Ve Elektrik 

Uretim 

Sanayi Ve 

Ticaret 

A.S. 

69 MT USD 

Kazan 

Soda 

Elektrik 

Uretim 

A.S. 

2.  -do- -do- Turkey Any 

Country 

including 

Turkey, 

USA, 

Russia 

and Iran 

Turkey 

Sise ve 

Cam 

Fabrikalari 

Anonim 

Sirketi 

17 MT USD 

3.  -do- -do- Turkey Any 

Country 

including 

Turkey 

Any 

Producer 

other than 

SN 1 & 2 

113 MT USD 

4.  -do- -do- Any 

country 

other 

than 

Turkey, 

USA, 

Russia 

and Iran 

Turkey Any 113 MT USD 

5.  -do- -do- Russia Any 

Country 

including 

Russia 

Joint Stock 

Company 

Bashkir 

Soda 

Company 

40 MT USD 

Joint Stock 

Company 

Berezniki 

Soda 

Factory 

6.  -do- -do- Russia Any 

Country 

including 

Russia, 

USA, 

Turkey 

and Iran 

Any 

Producer 

other than 

SN 5 

89 MT USD 
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7.  -do- -do- Any 

country 

other 

than 

Turkey, 

USA, 

Russia 

and Iran 

Russia Any 89 MT USD 

8.  -do- -do- USA Any 

Country 

including 

USA 

Sisecam 

Wyoming 

LLC 

27 MT USD 

9.  -do- -do- USA Any 

Country 

including 

Russia, 

USA, 

Turkey 

and Iran 

Any 

Producer 

other than 

SN 8 

79 MT USD 

10.  -do- -do- Any 

country 

other 

than 

Turkey, 

USA, 

Russia 

and Iran 

USA Any 79 MT USD 

11.  -do- -do- Iran Any 

country 

including 

Iran 

Any 88 MT USD 

12.  -do- -do- Any 

country 

other 

than 

Turkey, 

USA, 

Russia 

and Iran 

Iran Any 88 MT USD 

Note: The customs authorities may, verify the origin of subject goods in case imports are 

reported as originating in UAE. 
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