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Chair's Foreword 

Australian farmers are the most productive, innovative and resilient agricultural 

producers on the planet. They’ve had to be. With one of the harshest climates, poor 

soil types and distance from export markets, our agriculture sector is producing 

first-class food and fibre for the world.  In 2019, its gross value to the Australian 

economy was $60 billion.   

And its future is positive. Opportunities abound with the expansion of trade access 

to markets in north and south-east Asia through the signing of a plethora of free 

trade agreements, along with the prospect of improved access to the 450 million 

high-value consumers in the European Union and Great Britain. 

The committee heard that productivity improvements, either through adaptation 

of international technologies in machinery management, new GM techniques and 

chemical formulations or through home-grown R&D in the fields of plant 

breeding, agronomy and animal health, will continue to drive increased output 

and profits. 

Evidence also suggested that access to capital to fund adoption and expansion to 

achieve scale will be critical to growth in the sector. Agricultural land prices have 

remained strong during the recent east coast drought, underpinning confidence of 

both banks and investors. It is important to note the Australian superannuation 

industry, which manages over $3tn, invests only around 0.2% of those funds in 

agricultural investments. 

But there are many challenges facing the sector. The committee took evidence that 

maintaining Australia’s strict biosecurity protocols to protect our producers from 

pests and diseases is of primary concern to our farmers.  

Evidence was also given that well-funded and professionally run activist 

organisations continue to cause uncertainty and heartache to the farming 
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community, particularly for livestock producers. The irrational opposition to GM 

plant technology has largely failed with almost universal access across Australia, 

but that opposition has delayed adoption of the technology for up to 15 years in 

some states.  

The development of the Glyphosate (Roundup) molecule has revolutionised 

agriculture by enabling minimum tillage cropping, delivering enormous 

environmental benefits and lifting billions of people out of food poverty. This 

technology is now under threat. It is vital that Australian farmers continue to have 

access to the latest chemicals that not only increase production and reduce costs, 

but often reduce environmental impacts compared to current methods. 

Climate variability has always been a challenge for Australian farmers. Evidence 

gathered suggested governments can assist in the management of this variability 

by continuing to offer financial tools such as income averaging, Farm Management 

Deposits and providing disaster relief where applicable. 

From the evidence the committee gathered during the course of this inquiry, there 

is no doubt that Australian farmers, with appropriate policy settings, will continue 

to expand production and output and will contribute $100bn to the national 

economy in a sustainable and viable manner in 2030 and beyond.   
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1. Background 

Introduction 

1.1 Agriculture is one of Australia’s most significant industries. It employs over 

250,000 people and its farmers are responsible for managing just over half 

the Australian landmass.1 

1.2 Production in Australia’s farms is valued at over $60 billion per year with 

the fisheries and forestry sectors contributing a combined total of more than 

$5 billion per year.2 The National Farmers’ Federation (NFF) has set an 

ambitious target to increase agricultural production to an annual value of 

$100 billion by the year 2030. 

1.3 Current trends suggest that, by 2030, Australian agriculture will reach a 

value of $84 billion — so business-as-usual practices are unlikely to be 

sufficient to reach the $100 billion goal.3 With appropriate reforms and 

carefully directed investments, however, the $100 billion is within the reach 

of the Australian agricultural sector. Achieving this target would result in 

significant benefits to farmers, food processors, agricultural service 

providers, as well as the broader regional communities where these 

businesses reside. 

1.4 This report will investigate how Australian agriculture can achieve the 

target of $100 billion by 2030. The report will consider where the prospects 

 
1 National Farmers’ Federation (NFF), 2030 Roadmap: Australian Agriculture’s Plan for a $100 Billion 

Industry (2030 Roadmap), 2018, p. 7; Mr Tony Maher, Chief Executive Officer, National Farmers’ 

Federation, Official Committee Hansard, 19 September 2019. p. 3. 

2 ABARES, Agricultural Commodities June quarter 2020 – Commodities – data tables XLS. 

3 NFF, Submission 78: Attachment 4, ACIL Allen, Agriculture, a $100 billion sector by 2030?, p. 15. 
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for rapid growth lie and how Australian producers can ensure they are able 

to take full advantage of these opportunities. It will also look at where there 

are potential roadblocks that could prevent growth in the coming decade 

and how these barriers can be overcome.  

Inquiry Conduct 

1.5 On Thursday, 22 August 2019, the then Minister for Agriculture, Senator the 

Hon Bridget McKenzie referred to the Committee an inquiry into growing 

Australian agriculture to $100 billion by 2030. 

1.6 The terms of reference for the inquiry were to ‘inquire into and report on, 

the opportunities and impediments to the primary production sectors 

realising their ambition to achieve a combined $100 billion value of 

production by 2030.’4 

1.7 The Committee received 113 submissions and three supplementary 

submissions to the inquiry and conducted 15 public hearings in Canberra, 

Mildura, Devonport, Sydney, Wagga Wagga, Toowoomba, Townsville, and 

Darwin. The Committee had planned public hearings in additional regional 

locations but these were unable to go ahead due to the outbreak of the 

coronavirus pandemic. Further details about the submissions and public 

hearings can be found in Appendices A and B. 

Summary of the National Farmers Federation Roadmap 

1.8 Released in October 2018, the National Farmers’ Federation’s (NFF) 2030 

Roadmap: Australian Agriculture’s Plan for a $100 Billion Industry (the 

Roadmap) outlines the NFF’s vision to increase the farm gate value of 

Australian agricultural production to over $100 billion by 2030.5 The 

development of the Roadmap was informed by a discussion paper produced 

by KPMG as well as consultations with over 380 industry stakeholders.6 

1.9 The Roadmap is structured around five pillars which the NFF argues are the 

key factors in driving growth in Australian agriculture in the coming 

decade. The five pillars are: 

 
4 Senator the Hon Bridget McKenzie, Letter to Mr Rick Wilson MP, 22 August 2019. 

5 National Farmers’ Federation (NFF), 2030 Roadmap: Australian Agriculture’s Plan for a $100 Billion 

Industry (2030 Roadmap), 2018, p. 3. 

6 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, p. 5. 
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1 Customers and the Value Chain 

2 Growing Sustainably 

3 Unlocking Innovation 

4 People and Communities 

5 Capital and Risk Management7 

Pillar 1: Customers and the Value Chain 

1.10 The Roadmap highlights the importance of increasing the efficiency of how 

agricultural products are delivered to markets. Specifically, the Roadmap 

calls for the mapping of strategic transport infrastructure, harmonisation of 

transport regulations, establishment of Regional Agriculture Deals to fund 

infrastructure, and the development of food manufacturing precincts. At the 

global level, the Roadmap aspires to maximise the benefits of markets access 

through reducing tariffs, the development of globally accepted certification 

processes, the use of technology platforms to increase value chain integrity, 

and a reinforced focus on biosecurity.8 

1.11 This pillar also emphasises the value of Australia’s reputation for delivering 

high-quality products that can attract a premium price.9 To ensure that the 

benefits of this reputation are fully realised the Roadmap calls for the 

establishment of a ‘consistent brand for Australian agricultural products’, 

consumer education around Australia’s agricultural practices, and improved 

traceability and labelling systems to make product provenance clearer.10 

Pillar 2: Growing Sustainably 

1.12 The Roadmap advocates that Australian agriculture should be ‘trending 

towards carbon neutrality by 2030’. The Roadmap recommends that, by 

2025, all major commodities should have plans in place to achieve carbon 

neutrality while maintaining productivity and profitability. The Roadmap 

 
7 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, pp 6-7. 

8 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, p. 16. 

9 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, p. 13. 

10 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, p. 15. 
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also highlights the need for investment in research to deliver on-farm carbon 

abatement outcomes.11 

1.13 The Roadmap advocates for an ecosystem services approach to agriculture 

that uses a natural capital accounting system and remunerates farmers for 

positive environmental contributions. The Roadmap sets a target of 5% of 

farm revenue to be generated by ecosystem services.  The Roadmap also 

recommends a target of a 20% increase in agricultural water efficiency by 

2030 to be achieved through water policy reforms and improved 

infrastructure.12 

1.14 The Roadmap highlights a decline of almost 100 million hectares of land 

under agriculture in Australia since the 1970s and recommends a target of 

maintaining Australia’s total farmed area at 2018 levels. The Roadmap also 

recommends research into methods of reducing on-farm food waste and 

providing tax incentives to encourage charitable donations of food with the 

aim of halving food waste by 2030.13 

Pillar 3: Unlocking Innovation 

1.15 The Roadmap advocates for Australia to become a ‘world leader in cutting 

edge science and technology’ and calls for Australia to improve its 

innovation efficiency.14 The Roadmap recommends extending existing cross-

sectoral research and development as this will reduce duplication of 

research and lead to a ‘greater return on public investment’.15 

1.16 In this pillar the NFF set a target for ‘every Australian farm to have access to 

infrastructure and skills to connect to the Internet of Things’.16 To achieve 

this the Roadmap recommends increased investment to improve the access 

and affordability of internet connections on farms, as well as frameworks for 

 
11 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, p. 19. 

12 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, pp 19-20. 

13 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, p. 20. 

14 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, pp 21,23. 

15 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, p. 23. 

16 The Internet of Things refers to ‘objects with computing devices in them that are able to connect to 

each other and exchange data using the internet’. Source: Cambridge  Dictionary, 

https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/internet-of-things, Accessed 2 October 2020. 

https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/internet-of-things
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data exchange while maintaining farmers’ ownership of ‘their data and the 

value derived from it.’17 

1.17 The Roadmap also aims for 50 per cent of farm energy to be sourced from 

renewable energy by 2030. To enable this, the Roadmap supports reforms 

including piloting ‘off-grid renewable energy precincts based on Regional 

Agriculture Deals’18 and investing in energy producing crop varieties and 

waste to energy opportunities.19 

Pillar 4: People and Communities 

1.18 The Roadmap aims to increase the available agricultural workforce by 25 per 

cent including a doubling of tertiary and vocational graduates.20 To achieve 

this goal the Roadmap recommends not only improvements in agricultural 

education and training but also broader investment in rural and regional 

Australia to make these areas more attractive to potential workers. 

1.19 To attract more young people into careers in agriculture the Roadmap 

recommends increased exposure to agriculture in school curriculum, greater 

marketing of the benefits of a career in agriculture, and the establishment of 

an ‘Ag Gap Year’.21  

1.20 Growing the agricultural workforce requires not only bringing more young 

people into agriculture but also keeping people in the sector by ensuring 

there are opportunities for long-term career development. To this end, the 

Roadmap recommends that skilled farm work becomes a ‘trade-equivalent’ 

occupation with greater clarity around skilled farm roles. In addition, the 

Roadmap advocates for increased ‘professional development, leadership 

and mentoring opportunities for employees and business owners.’ The 

Roadmap also aims to reduce deaths in agriculture and ‘tackle depression 

and other mental health problems.’22 

 
17 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, p. 24. 

18 The NFF describes Regional Agriculture Deals as providing for a ‘multi-government framework for 

physical infrastructure investment and regional development policy.’ NFF, Submission 78: 

Attachment 1 2030 Roadmap, p. 15. 

19 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, p. 24. 

20 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, p. 27. 

21 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, p. 27. 

22 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, pp 27-28. 
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1.21 The Roadmap also aims to increase the available workforce through 

agricultural and regional visas and ‘pathways for unemployed Australians 

to find on-farm work’. In addition, the Roadmaps aims for gender parity in 

the agriculture workforce and to ‘double the number of women in 

management roles.’ The Roadmap also aims to increase the number of 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in industry leadership and to 

undertake initiatives to increase participation by ‘underrepresented 

communities in the agriculture industry.’23 

1.22 The Roadmap acknowledges that the development of regional communities 

where most agricultural jobs are situated is a key part of increasing the 

available workforce. The Roadmap recommends the rollout of Regional 

Agriculture Deals and the provision of ‘urban-equivalent infrastructure’ 

such as schools, internet, transport links, and health services.24 

Pillar 5: Capital and Risk Management 

1.23 The Roadmap calls for farm businesses to become ‘increasingly 

sophisticated in their approach to governance, risk management, and 

planning for the future’.25 To enable this, the Roadmap supports ‘capacity 

building initiatives for financial literacy, leadership and corporate 

governance.’26  

1.24 As ‘agriculture is more volatile than any other sector of the Australian 

economy’, the Roadmap highlights the need to assist agricultural businesses 

to be prepared for the inherent risks of farming. The Roadmap calls for 

education around risk management options such as insurance, swaps, and 

futures. Additionally, the Roadmap recommends agreements to share risk 

along the value chain and ‘well administered government risk management 

policies’.27 

1.25 The Roadmap also states that there is a need for increased investment in 

agriculture to fund growth. The Roadmap advocates the use of ‘alternative 

ownership models’ such as greater use of equity partnerships, as well as the 

need to enhance investment from overseas capital and institutional 

 
23 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, p. 28. 

24 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, p. 33. 

25 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, p. 29. 

26 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, p. 31. 

27 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, pp 32. 
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investors. In addition, the Roadmap recommends ‘proactive succession 

planning’ to avoid capital withdrawal from farms.28 

Delivering Ag2030 

1.26 On 7 October 2020, the Australian Government released its plan to support 

the agriculture sector reach the target of $100 billion in farm gate value by 

2030.29 The Government’s plan, Delivering Ag2030, is structured around 

seven themes of action, which are described as: 

▪ Trade and Exports - strengthening agricultural ties with major and 

emerging export markets. This will deliver new trade and market access 

for producers, while also reducing red tape. 

▪ Biosecurity – safeguarding Australia from exotic pests and diseases 

means lower costs for our producers and is critical to our market access. 

▪ Stewardship – ensuring Australian farmers are rewarded for their 

stewardship of land and water. 

▪ Supply chains – ensuring that we have fair, strong and resilient supply 

chains where everyone is treated fairly and pays their share. 

▪ Water and infrastructure – supporting Australian farmers, rural and 

regional communities with infrastructure when and where it is needed. 

▪ Innovation and research – modernising Australia’s agricultural 

innovation system to drive improvements in collaboration, 

commercialisation and uptake to grow their productivity and 

competitiveness. 

▪ Human capital – enabling people and their communities right across the 

agriculture supply chain with the support, infrastructure and skills to do 

their jobs.30 

1.27 The measures that comprise the Delivering Ag2030 plan are outlined in the 

relevant sections of this report. 

 
28 NFF, 2030 Roadmap, p. 31. 

29 Hon David Littleproud MP, ‘Delivering Ag2030’, Media Release, https://minister.awe.gov.au/ 

littleproud/media-releases/delivering-ag2030, Accessed 12 November 2020. 

30 Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment, Delivering Ag2030, p. 3. 

https://minister.awe.gov.au/littleproud/media-releases/delivering-ag2030
https://minister.awe.gov.au/littleproud/media-releases/delivering-ag2030
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Breakdown of Australian Agriculture 

1.28 At the time of the development of the NFFs 2030 Roadmap agriculture was 

one of the fastest growing industries in Australia,31 and in 2016-17, farm gate 

production was valued at $63 billion.32 The past few years, however, have 

been challenging for Australian farmers with the impact of drought 

resulting in three consecutive years of contraction in farm output. In 2019-20, 

ABARES estimate the total value of farm production to be $60 billion.33 This 

figure is for farm production only, additional production value for fisheries 

was estimated at $2.7 billion and for forestry $2.8 billion. In 2019-20 the total 

agricultural production (farm, fisheries, and forestry) is forecast to be $65.7 

billion. Table 1 provides a further breakdown of national production figures. 

1.29 The easing of the drought across much of eastern Australia is expected to 

result in overall farm production rising by 7 per cent in 2020-21. Improved 

conditions in NSW and Queensland have already resulted in a 90 per cent 

increase in the area planted for winter crops.34 Unfortunately, the improved 

conditions have coincided with the impact of the global coronavirus 

pandemic, which may slow the economic recovery from drought. 

Nevertheless, in 2020-21 overall production in the farm sector is forecast to 

return to growth and be valued at $61 billion, an increase of $1 billion over 

the previous year.35 

  

 
31 ACIL Allens Consulting, Agriculture - a $100b sector by 2030, p. 10. 

32 ACIL Allens Consulting, Agriculture - a $100b sector by 2030, p. 4. 

33 ABARES, Agricultural Commodities vol.10 no.2, June quarter 2020, p. 1. 

34 ABARES, Agricultural Commodities vol.10 no.2, June quarter 2020, p. 3. 

35 ABARES, Agricultural Commodities vol.10 no.2, June quarter 2020, p. 1. 
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Table 1.1 Agricultural Production 2017-18 to 2020-21 ($000s) 

Category 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20* 2020-21* Forecast 

change  % 

2020-21 

Crops 29,885 30,061 26,737 30,828 15.3 

Livestock 29,726 31,048 33,570 30,321 - 9.7 

Fisheries 3,178 3,104 2,654 3,309 24.7 

Forestry 2,677 2,765 2,786 2,857 2.5 

Total 65,436 66,978 65,747 67,315 2.4 

* Figures for 2019-20 and 2020-21 are forecast; Source: ABARES, Agricultural Commodities June 

quarter 2020 – Commodities – data tables XLS. 

Growth needed to reach $100 billion by 2030 

1.30 The NFF employed ACIL Allen to ‘evaluate the current growth trajectory of 

Australia’s agriculture … and then identify where the growth opportunities 

are going to come from.’36 ACIL Allen found that based on existing trends 

Australian agriculture could be expected to grow from $67.7 billion in 

2016-17 to $84.2 billion in 2029-30. Therefore, to reach the $100 billion target 

additional growth of almost $16 billion would be required.37   

1.31 ACIL Allen stated existing trends suggested an average agricultural growth 

rate of 1.7 per cent but that reaching the $100 billion by 2030 will require an 

average growth rate of 3 per cent. ACIL Allen added that ‘this requirement 

to almost double the average growth rate over an extended term emphasises 

the extent of challenge in realising the NFF’s vision.’38 As noted above, in the 

years since 2016-17 there has been a slight reduction in the overall 

agricultural output which increases the growth needed to reach the $100 

billion target. 

1.32 ACIL Allen noted that that whether Australian agriculture can reach the 

$100 billion target is partially dependent on external conditions, therefore ‘a 

plausible combination of high international prices and a weakening 

 
36 ACIL Allen, 2019, Agriculture – a $100b sector by 2030? p. 4. 

37 ACIL Allen, 2019, Agriculture – a $100b sector by 2030? p. 14. 

38 ACIL Allen, 2019, Agriculture – a $100b sector by 2030? p. 15. 
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exchange rate could make a $100 billion outcome for agriculture highlight 

likely’ even with business-as-usual farm practices.39 Similarly, the 

Department of Agriculture noted that in recent years agricultural revenue 

growth has primarily come through price increases and ‘the thing about 

price increases is that they’re largely out of our control’. 40 

1.33 Equally, these external conditions could also negatively impact the 

agricultural sector, for instance a rising dollar and slumping prices could put 

the $100 billion target out of reach even with improved production and 

productivity. Therefore ACIL Allen based their analysis on average trend 

figures for external factors in order to align with the ‘overarching intent’ of 

the NFF Roadmap which is to identify how agriculture could improve 

performance to a point where it would achieve the $100 billion target in a 

context of typical external conditions.41  

1.34 This report will also take this approach, focussing on policy and 

productivity improvements that will most likely result in benefits regardless 

of the impact of external conditions such as currency fluctuations. 

Impact of Covid-19 

1.35 The outbreak of the global coronavirus pandemic has taken place during the 

period that this inquiry has taken place. The long-term impact of the 

pandemic on the global economy, and how that will affect Australian 

agriculture, is uncertain at this time. Nevertheless, initial analysis by the 

Department of Agriculture has found that, with some exceptions, ‘COVID-

19 has not had a severe impact on most of Australia’s agricultural 

industries.’42 Lockdown measures have moved food consumption from 

restaurants and cafes to the home. This has had a minimal impact on 

industries focussed on food staples but had a greater impact on sectors that 

supply domestic restaurants such as wine and specialist horticulture, or 

overseas restaurants such as seafood, wine, horticulture, and high-value 

livestock and dairy products.43 

 
39 ACIL Allen, 2019, Agriculture – a $100b sector by 2030? p. 16. 

40 Mr Peter Gooday, Executive Director, Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics 

and Sciences, Department of Agriculture, Official Committee Hansard, Friday 18 October 2019, 

p. 3. 

41 ACIL Allen, 2019, Agriculture – a $100b sector by 2030? p. 16. 

42 ABARES, Agricultural Commodities vol.10 no.2, June quarter 2020, p. 4. 

43 ABARES, Agricultural overview: June 2020, pp 4-5. 
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1.36 Similarly, the wool industry has been affected by global lockdowns in the 

retail clothing sales industry and ‘wool exports were also affected by 

measures to contain the spread of COVID-19 in the yarn, textile and clothing 

manufacturing industries in importing nations such as China.’ The cotton 

industry has been less affected by COVID-19 because the 2019-20 crop was 

already ‘dramatically reduced by drought.’ 44 

1.37 The need for social distancing has increased labour costs for industries such 

as wine, horticulture, and wool (mainly shearing costs). The livestock sector 

has also been impacted due to COVID-19 outbreaks in meat processing 

plants and in live animal shipping.45 The Department of Foreign Affairs and 

Trade (DFAT) reported that due to COVID-19 more than 2800 workers 

involved in the Pacific workers had been redeployed to work in the 

agricultural sector, for example in assisting with the citrus harvest.46 

1.38 In most cases, Australian exports have not been interrupted, with DFAT 

stating that ‘despite the pandemic most agricultural exports have continued 

to leave Australia and reach consumers in international markets.’ DFAT 

noted, however, that there has been a collapse in the availability of air 

freight and so the Government has implemented the International Freight 

Assistance Mechanism, a ‘temporary emergency measure that supported 

maintaining vital domestic and global supply chains by helping to restore 

key air freight routes.’47 

1.39 The Department of Agriculture (DoA) stated that COVID-19 was also having 

an indirect, but significant, impact on Australian agriculture due to the 

reduction in the price of oil. The DoA explained: 

Wool prices are down because the price of oil has come down and synthetics 

are much more competitive. It’s the same for sugar. The price of oil comes 

 
44 ABARES, Agricultural overview: June 2020, p. 5. 

45 ABARES, Agricultural overview: June 2020, p. 5. 

46 Ms Amy Guihot, Assistant Secretary, Agriculture and Non-Tariff Barriers Branch, Office of Trade 

Negotiations, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Official Committee Hansard, 11 July 2020, 

p. 1. 

47 Ms Amy Guihot, Assistant Secretary, Agriculture and Non-Tariff Barriers Branch, Office of Trade 

Negotiations, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Official Committee Hansard, 11 July 2020, 

p. 1. 
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down; Brazil diverts cane from ethanol production back to sugar production; 

so the price of sugar is going to be down a fair way. It’s the same for oilseeds.48 

Structure of the Report 

1.40 This report is structured as follows: 

▪ Chapter 2 will look at agricultural productivity and the potential for 

growth in existing larger agricultural industries.  

▪ Chapter 3 will consider the importance of export growth to Australian 

agriculture, looking at market access and barriers to trade, export 

support and regulation, changing demand, and marketing and 

branding. 

▪ Chapter 4 will look at Australia’s agricultural research and development 

system including the adoption of agricultural technology on farms. 

▪ Chapter 5 will focus on and the opportunities for the expansion of 

agriculture in northern Australia and emerging industries with the 

potential for significant growth. 

▪ Chapter 6 will examine finance and investment in agriculture including 

credit availability, risk management tools, foreign investment, and farm 

ownership and succession. 

▪ Chapter 7 will consider workforce and training issues, including 

opportunities to increase the number of young people in agriculture, 

career development pathways, and visas for agricultural workers. 

▪ Chapter 8 will look at biosecurity, freight and transport infrastructure. 

▪ Chapter 9 will consider a range of environment issues including water 

access, climate adaptation, land availability, and soil health.

 
48 Mr Peter Gooday, First Assistant Secretary, Portfolio Strategy Division, Department of Agriculture, 

Water and the Environment, Official Committee Hansard, 18 June 2020, p. 2. 
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2. Growth Opportunities in Major 

Industries 

Introduction 

2.1 Reaching the National Farmers Federation’s (NFF) $100 billion by 2030 

vision will require individual businesses and industries taking advantage of 

specific market opportunities. In addition, achieving productivity growth 

across the agricultural sector will be central to meeting the $100 billion by 

2030 target.1 

2.2 This chapter will consider agricultural growth and productivity including 

the effects of increasing costs and the power of significant market 

participants. This chapter will then look at the growth opportunities 

available in some of Australia’s largest agricultural sectors. More detailed 

consideration of the issues facing agricultural businesses will be provided in 

later chapters. 

Review of the Evidence 

Sector-wide Growth and Productivity 

2.3 The Australian Farm Institute (AFI) reported that the value of Australian 

agriculture had doubled since 2000 and that agriculture exhibited ‘robust 

long-term average growth despite prolonged and widespread droughts.’ 

AFI also noted that agriculture had grown faster than economy-wide GDP, 

 
1 National Farmers Federation, Submission 78: Attachment 4: ACIL Allen, Agriculture - A $100b Sector 

by 2030?, p. 17. 
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having ‘exhibited average growth of 3.6 per cent per annum (pa) over the 

past 30 years, 4 per cent pa over the past 20 years and 4.8 per cent pa in the 

past decade.’2 

2.4 AFI suggested that based on global and domestic population growth 

demand for Australian agriculture should continue rising but warned 

against complacency, stating: 

... demand will be met partly by the rapid expansion of agricultural output 

occurring in Eastern Europe, South America and Asia. It is naïve to assume 

that Australian agriculture will be guaranteed a meaningful share of these 

opportunities.3 

2.5 ANZ noted that Australia’s agricultural production had reached record 

highs in 2016-17 due to a strong season and good commodity prices. In 

addition, ANZ stated that in the years leading up to 2016-17 output had 

grown due to ‘structural changes to the industry including strong 

productivity growth through new technologies, farm consolidation and 

positive global commodity markets.’ ANZ noted, however, that following 

2016-17 the sector had been challenged by drought and ‘an uncertain 

geopolitical and trade outlook.’4 

2.6 A report by EY attributed recent agricultural growth to commodity prices, 

stating that they were responsible for 90 per cent of the growth in farmgate 

output since 2010, whereas productivity growth had stagnated.5 

2.7 CSIRO provided details on the how productivity trends have varied across 

agricultural industries, stating that: 

In some cases rates of increase have been strong (cotton, maize, dairy), while 

others have slowed (e.g. temperate grains) or remained static (e.g. wool). The 

slowdown has been attributed to drought, although it may also be reflecting 

that a plateau has been reached in adoption of significant farming technologies 

(e.g. low till farming) coupled with greater [seasonal] variability in rainfall and 

frost.6 

 
2 Australian Farm Institute, Submission 3, p. 1. 

3 Australian Farm Institute, Submission 3, pp 2-3. 

4 ANZ, Submission 45, p. 1. 

5 National University, University of Adelaide, The University of Western Australia, Submission 87.1, 

p. 1. 

6 CSIRO, Submission 8, pp 7-8. 
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2.8 CSIRO suggested that in general cropping had outperformed livestock in 

productivity growth and that the experience of the grains industry offers 

lesson for other industries. CSIRO explained that increased understanding of 

cropping systems in the 1980s and 1990s had led to strong productivity 

growth. The increased understanding enabled farmers to more effectively 

use inputs and led to practices such as ‘effective use of crop rotations, 

increased fertiliser and ameliorant use, reduced tillage, and change to 

cropping practices such as integrated weed management.’7 

2.9 The University of Western Australia (UWA) described the long-term 

productivity trends experienced by Western Australian grain growers, 

stating that yield grew by 5.6 kilograms per hectare per year between 1904 

and 1981. In the period 1984 to 1999 yields increased by 25 kilograms per 

hectare per year despite significantly reduced rainfall. After 1999, yield 

growth slowed, averaging 18 kilograms per hectare per year.8 

2.10 The Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment (DAWE) stated 

that structural adjustment was a key element of agricultural productivity 

growth. This included increasing the size of farms as well as producers 

changing how they make use of their land and water and potentially 

changing the crops or livestock they produce. DAWE stated that 

governments should ensure that these structural adjustments are not 

impeded and where possible policies support producers transition to more 

productive business models.9  

2.11 CSIRO suggested that significant productivity growth can occur through 

incremental improvements rather than transformational change, stating that 

‘when viewing small but consistent annual gains in productivity over the 

last 30 years, the change is truly transformational.’10 

2.12 CSIRO added that there would be a ‘critical role for systems thinkers (such 

as agronomists)’ in integrating diverse knowledge as: 

 
7 CSIRO, Submission 8, p. 8 

8 Professor Kadambot Siddique, Director, Institute of Agriculture, University of Western Australia, 

Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, pp 50-51. 

9 Mr Peter Gooday, Executive Director, Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics 

and Sciences, Department of Agriculture, Official Committee Hansard, Friday 18 October 2019, 

p. 8. 

10 CSIRO, Submission 8, p. 13. 
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Proposed transformational changes often focus on one component of a system 

championed by largely disconnected research disciplines. In reality, and 

throughout history, few individual technologies have been singularly 

transformational either in the scale or the speed with which they have 

influenced productivity. Rather step changes in productivity have come only 

when combinations of technologies, often a mix of old and new, synergise 

within a system.11 

2.13 WA Grains Group (WA Grains) suggested that it was important to avoid a 

sole focus on yield when driving growth, stating ‘yield doesn’t equal 

profit.’12 To illustrate, WA Grains described a 10 per cent yield increase as a 

‘once in-a-generation’ increase, but that a grower could reap the same 

financial gain (once costs were included) through an $11.26 per tonne price 

increase. WA Grains reported that on any given day the gap between the 

highest and lowest price on the day may exceed $11.26, so consistently 

securing the best price on the day would result in the equivalent benefit of a 

10 per cent yield increase.13 

2.14 Similarly, the University of Queensland (UQ) stated that typically Australian 

agriculture has invested in ‘growing the crop faster, better, cheaper, or to 

produce more.’  UQ stated there needs to be greater focus on understanding 

markets and noted: 

...one of the easy mistakes to make is to identify a product which has a high 

value but not do sufficient work to determine the price sensitivity in the 

marketplace. [For example, if you have] a commodity with a very high value, 

but it’s actually a very small market. [If] Australia has the capacity to equal the 

world supply of a commodity, suddenly that commodity is not worth very 

much at all.14 

Market Power 

2.15 Growcom highlighted the ability of powerful buyers to reduce grower 

margins, stating that boosting farmgate value required consideration of ‘the 

relationship between growers and the next person down the supply chain, 

 
11 CSIRO, Submission 8, p. 13. 

12 Mr Alastair Falconer, Deputy Chairman, WA Grains Group, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 

2020, p. 46. 

13 Mr Douglas Smith, Chairman, WA Grains Group, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, p. 49. 

14 Professor Neal Menzies, Head, School of Agriculture and Food Sciences, University of Queensland, 

Official Committee Hansard,  16 March 2020, Toowoomba, p. 10.  
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and onwards down the supply chain.’ Growcom stated that growers could 

be ‘played off against each other [resulting in] the price being driven 

downwards.’ Growcom hoped that the export market would eventually 

provide alternatives for growers but worried that this may not occur at 

enough scale in the near future to make a real difference for 

horticulturalists.15 

2.16 Mr Robert Miller and Narrawilly Dairy (Narrawilly Dairy) described the 

power of dairy producers having a similar  impact on the profits of farmers, 

stating that: 

... the milk price crashed when two of the largest dairy producers, Murray 

Goulburn and Fonterra, cut the farmgate milk price. Farmers’ incomes were 

slashed and hundreds of dairy farmers exited the industry.16 

2.17 In addition, Narrawilly Dairy highlighted the market power of Coles and 

Woolworths, describing them as having an ‘enormous influence over dairy 

farming in Australia.’ Narrawilly Dairy drew attention to the difficulties for 

dairy farmers during the period from 2011 to 2019 when milk was being sold 

to shoppers at $1 per litre. Even when the $1 milk price was lifted, only 

farmers supplying home brand milk received an increased price, and then 

only a few cents extra per litre.17 

Costs 

2.18 ANZ warned that rising commodity prices do not always result in benefits 

to farmers as they are often matched by input price increases. WA Grains 

suggested that input prices for farmers were actually rising much faster than 

other prices, resulting in reduced profits per hectare. As an example, WA 

Grains added that, since 2009, if repair and maintenance costs had risen in 

line with inflation it would have resulted in a rise of $6 per hectare, but in 

reality the rise had been $30 per hectare.18 

2.19 WA Grains added that this process, which it called ‘aginflation’, was due to 

a number of factors including the booming mining industry and subsidies in 

 
15 Mr Richard Shannon, Manager, Policy and Advocacy, Growcom, Official Committee Hansard, 

16 March 2020, Toowoomba, p. 16. 

16 Mr Robert Miller and Narrawilly Dairy, Submission 67, p. 2. 

17 Mr Robert Miller and Narrawilly Dairy, Submission 67, p. 4. 

18 WA Grain Group, Submission 82, p. 3. 
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countries manufacturing farm machinery. In particular though, WA Grains 

highlighted the costs of repairing machinery, stating: 

… with a lot of new equipment, it’s really dealer only servicing, because 

they’ve got the software and the technology to diagnose problems – and 

obviously, that comes at a big cost – so there’s no real competition or incentive  

for dealers to be realistic on price either. You’re trapped in having to use them 

to keep the machinery running. And obviously, with agricultural machinery 

it’s all time critical.19 

2.20 The Murrumbidgee Valley Food and Fibre Association emphasised the costs 

associated with the fluctuations of the Australian Dollar, stating that due to 

the cost of labour farmers could not afford to have a high dollar. In contrast, 

the benefits of recent periods where the dollar had a low value had been 

even more significant than the benefits of the China Free Trade Agreement. 20 

 

Growth Potential in Major Industries  

2.21 The following section outlines the growth prospects of individual 

agricultural sectors. Specific opportunities and issues faced by these sectors, 

including options for increasing export opportunities, are considered in 

more detail in later chapters. 

Livestock 

2.22 Livestock farming is the most common agricultural activity in Australia with 

49 per cent of farms carrying beef cattle and 36 per cent of farms involved in 

sheepmeat production. Australia is the world’s largest exporter of 

sheepmeat and goatmeat and third largest exporter of beef. In total more 

than 128,000 people are employed in red meat production.21 If indirect 

employment in service industries is included it has been estimated that the 

livestock industry has created around 438,000 jobs.22 

 
19 Mr Alastair Falconer, Deputy Chairman, WA Grains Group, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 

2020, p. 47. 

20 Ms Johanna Brighenti-Barnard, Member, Murrumbidgee Valley Food and Fibre Association, Official 

Committee Hansard, Wagga Wagga, 7 February 2020, p. 23. 

21 Red Meat Advisory Council, Submission 103, pp 4, 5, 16. 

22 Centre for Nanoscale BioPhontics, Submission 40, p. 3. 
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2.23 ACIL Allen reported that livestock represented Australia’s largest 

agricultural sector by value and forecast that it would provide the largest 

total growth in the years to 2030. ACIL Allen estimated that the livestock 

sector would grow by $5.57 billion to $25.9 billion by 2030.23 The Red Meat 

Advisory Council (RMAC) advised that it had set a target of doubling the 

value of total (including post-farmgate) red meat sales from $28.5 billion in 

2019 to $57 billion in 2030.24 

2.24 Austrade stated that the production of protein is a significant export 

opportunity for Australian producers and noted that beef consumption has 

experienced a 40 per cent increase in China and Southeast Asia.25ACIL Allen 

added that growth in the sector will be dependent on continued demand in 

the Asian market as well as productivity gains within the sector.  

2.25 Australian producers should have an advantage over competitors due to the 

relative importance placed on ‘animal welfare, ethical production and 

sustainability.’26 To leverage these strengths, the Centre for Nanoscale 

BioPhotonics advocated for the development of new tools to measure 

welfare, which would enable Australia to maintain its ‘international market 

advantage for ethically produced red meat and livestock products.’27  

2.26 The Australian Livestock Exporters Council reported that the live export 

cattle industry is worth around $1.2 billion per year and the live sheep trade 

is worth around $220 million per year. In both cases, approximately half this 

total value is directly returned to the farm gate.28 

2.27 Livestock Shipping Services (LSS) described its export operations, stating 

that it serviced markets, by air and sea, in the Middle East, the United States, 

China, Korea, and Canada. LSS suggested that, in the Middle East, demand 

for live exported sheep was at an all-time high, and that it could be 

 
23 National Farmers Federation, Submission 78: Attachment 4: ACIL Allen, Agriculture - A $100b Sector by 

2030?, p. 14. 

24 Red Meat Advisory Council, Submission 103, p. 3 

25 Ms Luisa Rust, Manager Agribusiness and Food, Austrade, Official Committee Hansard, Friday 18 

October 2019, p. 12 

26 National Farmers Federation, Submission 78: Attachment 4: ACIL Allen, Agriculture - A $100b Sector by 

2030?, p. 68. 

27 Centre for Nanoscale BioPhontics, Submission 40, p. 5. 

28 Mr Mark Harvey-Sutton, Chief Executive Officer, Australian Livestock Exporters Council, Official 

Committee Hansard, 18 October 2019, Canberra, p. 18. 
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exporting ‘between 2.4 million and 2.8 million sheep instead of just under 

one million for the financial year.’ LSS highlighted increasing competition in 

this market from North Africa, Romania, and South Africa and noted that 

the moratorium on summer exports had limited its trade opportunities and 

resulted in some markets being lost due to not being able to provide 

sufficient quantity of sheep.29 

2.28 CRC DNA described the cattle industry in northern Australia as having 

mature export-oriented supply chains that is ‘largely an extensive industry 

that’s reliant on the success of low-cost, high-volume production systems, 

with minimal inputs.’ CRC DNA added that potentially the combination of 

live exports and boxed beef could be worth $13 billion to the cattle industry 

in northern Australia.30 

2.29 The Northern Territory Livestock Exporters Association (NTLEA) reported 

that the live export industry supported 10,000 jobs in northern Australia and 

that 380,000 cattle per year were exported out of Darwin.31 The Northern 

Territory Government described the live export industry as a uniquely 

integrated international production system, stating: 

The animals are bred in northern Australia cheaply, efficiently and in large 

numbers, and then they are fattened in South-East Asia on by-products of food 

production … I think it’s probably the only value-adding chain that involves 

any international linkage.32 

2.30 The Northern Territory Cattlemen’s Association (NTCA) highlighted the 

potential opportunities in demand for beef in the ASEAN countries and 

reported that already around 26 million Indonesians eat NT beef annually. 

The NTCA advised that it had a target to double the value of the Territory 

beef industry by 2030, from $1.2 billion to $2.4 billion. The NTCA added, 

 
29 Mr Harold Sealy, Livestock Manager, Livestock Shipping Services, Offical Committee Hansard, 7 

August 2020, Canberra, pp 36-37. 

30 Mr Jed Matz, Chief Executive Officer, Cooperative Research Centre for Developing Northern 

Australia, Official Committee Hansard, 17 March 2020, Townsville, pp 6, 8. 

31 Mr Will Evans, Chief Executive Officer, Northern Territory Livestock Exporters Association, Official 

Committee Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, pp 32, 34. 

32 Mr Luke Bowen, General Manager, Investment Territory, Department of Trade, Business and 

Innovation, Northern Territory, Official Committee Hansard, Darwin 18 March 2020, pp 10-11. 
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however that with ‘investments in infrastructure, water security, roads, and 

better land tenure’ the industry could grow as large as $15 billion per year.33 

2.31 The NTLEA added that the biggest impediment to expansion of the live 

export industry in its region was the supply of cattle, stating that it has ‘the 

infrastructure, we have the facilities, to be able to export more cattle than we 

do, we just need a more consistent supply.’34 

 

Horticulture 

2.32 In its base-case forecast, ACIL Allen estimated that between 2016-17 and 

2029-30, horticulture would grow from a $9.8 billion industry to a 

$14.6 billion industry.35 ACIL Allen suggested this growth will be driven by 

increased demand for fresh vegetables, fruit, and especially nuts. Further, 

ACIL Allen added that increasing profitability will require moving from 

being a labour intensive to a highly automated industry.36 

2.33 Horticulture Innovation Australia (HIA) described horticulture as the fastest 

growing sector in Australian agriculture and suggested that a conservative 

estimation could see its value grow to $20 billion by 2030, while a 

high-growth outlook could see value rise to $30 billion by 2030.37 

2.34 Similarly, DAWE noted the potential of the horticulture industry, 

highlighting that horticulture had been achieving 12 per cent growth while 

primarily servicing domestic consumption. DAWE stated that if 

horticulturists were able to increase production, and access to overseas 

markets was expanded, there was potential for the industry to grow 

further.38  

 
33 Northern Territory Cattlemen’s Association, Submission 94, p. 2. 

34 Mr Will Evans, Chief Executive Officer, Northern Territory Livestock Exporters Association, 

Official Committee Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, pp 32, 34. 

35 National Farmers Federation, Submission 78: Attachment 4: ACIL Allen, Agriculture - A $100b Sector by 

2030?, p. 14. 

36 National Farmers Federation, Submission 78: Attachment 4: ACIL Allen, Agriculture - A $100b Sector by 

2030?, p. 66. 

37 Horticulture Innovation Australia, Submission 19, p. 4. 

38 Mr Peter Gooday, Executive Director, Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics 

and Sciences, Department of Agriculture, Official Committee Hansard, Friday 18 October 2019, 

p. 3. 
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2.35 A submission from four major Australian horticulture businesses 

highlighted the unmet potential of the export market, stating that just 

11 per cent of horticultural produce is exported, in comparison to 46 per cent 

of produce in other agriculture sectors.39 Nevertheless, horticultural exports 

are growing, having nearly doubled between 2013 and 2017, from 

$654 million to $1.17 billion.40 

2.36 Growcom stated that while export markets were important to the 

horticulture industry it was important not to forget the domestic market, 

stating that ‘there is room to grow the domestic market, we shouldn’t just 

say that it’s fully mature and... let’s focus on exports.’41 

2.37 Australia produces around 750,000 tonnes of citrus, roughly one-third is 

exported, another third sold for domestic use, and the final third juiced. 

Citrus Australia reported that the land planted with citrus is expected to 

grow 25 to 30 per cent in the next five years due to demand from Asia, 

where Australian citrus is well-received and ‘our close proximity means that 

we should have a competitive advantage over other southern hemisphere 

suppliers.’42 

2.38 In contrast, Citrus Australia suggested the juice industry had been facing a 

tough market since the introduction of concentrate juice from Brazil. Citrus 

Australia added that many farmers had chopped the top off valencia trees, 

which is a juice variety, and grafted different more valuable varieties onto 

the trees. Citrus Australia expected this trend to continue unless an export 

market for juice could be rapidly built.43 

2.39 The Australian Nut Industry Council stated that the nut industry was 

experiencing 7 per cent annual growth and that currently $500 million per 

year was being invested in new nut tree orchards. The ANIC further stated 

that the current farmgate value of nuts was around $1.6 billion, of which 

approximately $1 billion was from exported produce. The nut industry has 

 
39 BGP International, Costa Group, Fresh Produce Group, Valleyfresh Australia, Submission 56, p. 2. 

40 Australian Fresh Produce Alliance, Submission 54, p. 2. 

41 Mr Richard Shannon, Manager, Policy and Advocacy, Growcom, Official Committee Hansard, 

16 March 2020, Toowoomba, p. 14. 

42 Citrus Australia, Submission 66, p. 3; Mr Nathan Hancock, Chief Executive Officer, Citrus Australia, 

Official Committee Hansard, 4 November 2019, p. 7. 

43 Mr Nathan Hancock, Chief Executive Officer, Citrus Australia, Official Committee Hansard, 4 

November 2019, p. 9. 
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set a target of reaching a farmgate value of $2 billion by 2025 and $3 billion 

by 2030.44 

2.40 The ANIC also highlighted that nuts are a high-value crop capable of 

creating value of $25,000 to $30,000 for each hectare of land, and $2,000 to 

$3,000 for each megalitre of water. Nut growing is also relatively labour 

intensive in comparison to other agriculture sectors.45 

Aquaculture 

2.41 The Fisheries Research and Development Corporation (FRDC) stated that 

Australian aquaculture had increased its production by 208 per cent over the 

last 20 years, and in particular since 2005, there has been strong growth in 

the Tasmanian Atlantic Salmon and South Australian Tuna industries. 

FRDC highlighted the potentially rapid growth trajectory of aquaculture and 

gave the example of Western Australia, where the state government is 

aiming to grow the industry 40-fold over the next decade to reach 

$600 million a year. 46  

2.42 Seafarms Groups drew attention to the growing global importance of 

aquaculture produced fish as a food source. Globally, wild-catch seafood 

consumption is declining as 90 per cent of fish stocks are overexploited, but 

despite this per capita seafood consumption is growing at a rate of 

3.4 per cent per year due to increased consumption of aquaculture grown 

fish. Seafarms Group reported that, globally, aquaculture production has 

grown from $US 142 billion in 2014 to an estimated value of $US 200 billion 

in 2020.47 

2.43 The CRC DNA estimated that by 2030 aquaculture in northern Australia 

would be valued at around $1 billion, primarily in prawns and barramundi, 

although CRC DNA also identified an opportunity for a tropical oysters 

industry.48 

 
44 Australian Nut Industry Council, Submission 53, pp 1,3. 

45 Australian Nut Industry Council, Submission 53, pp 1-2. 

46 Fisheries Research and Development Corporation, Submission 11, p. 4. 

47 Mr Chris Mitchell, Executive Director, Seafarms Group, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, 

Canberra, p. 10. 

48 Mr Jed Matz, Chief Executive Officer, Cooperative Research Centre for Developing Northern 

Australia, Official Committee Hansard, 17 March 2020, Townsville, p. 6. 
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2.44 The FRDC provided the example of Project Sea Dragon, which it stated 

could lift Australia from the 67th largest prawn producer into the top ten. 

The FRDC stated the ‘project brings together big science and big commerce 

to ensure the operation starts on a large enough scale to be economic from 

day one.’49 Seafarms Group, the Project Sea Dragon proponent, stated that it 

will be a 10,000 hectare land-based prawn farm, which once fully complete is 

expected to generate production valued at $3 billion per year.50 

2.45 Seafarms Group added that land-based aquaculture is extremely common 

across the world but that Australia had been ‘asleep at the wheel’ to its 

potential. Seafarms Group added reaching the $100 billion target will require 

moving away from business-as-usual practices, the development of 

greenfield sites, and the use of innovative technologies.51 

2.46 Humpty Doo Barramundi reported that it expected that the farmgate value 

of its aquaculture business based in the Northern Territory will grow to 

around $200 million per year by 2030. Humpty Doo added that at this size 

its business will have indirect benefits for its local area, stating: 

We envisage we will be locally processing and value-adding our fish and 

putting out branded products. We believe the size of the industry here will be 

sufficient to enable establishment of a feed mill, and this will have the effect of 

reducing food costs; providing a potential market for local products, including 

meat mill; and also supporting the development of the cropping industry.52 

Forestry 

2.47 The Australian Bureau of Agriculture and Resource Economics (ABARES) 

has estimated that, in 2019-20, the farmgate value of forestry was 

$2.78 billion.53 The AFPA stated that once downstream processing is 

included the forestry industry is worth $24 billion per year and directly 

provides jobs to 80 000 people in rural and regional Australia.  

 
49 Fisheries Research and Development Corporation, Submission 11, p. 5. 

50 Mr Chris Mitchell, Executive Director, Seafarms Group, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, 

Canberra, p. 10. 

51 Mr Chris Mitchell, Executive Director, Seafarms Group, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, 

Canberra, pp 10, 12. 

52 Mr Robert (Bob) Richards, Managing Director, Humpty Doo Barramundi, Official Committee 

Hansard, Darwin, 18 March 2020, p. 25. 

53 ABARES, Agricultural Commodities June quarter 2020 – Commodities – data tables XLS 
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2.48 The Australian Forest Products Association raised the importance of 

value-adding to products after the farm gate in expanding the agricultural 

sector overall. The AFPA asked ‘how can we lift inside the farm gate by 

doing more outside the farm gate?’ The AFPA stated that newer 

opportunities for forest products such as using fibre for plastic replacement 

products had not yet been developed in Australia.54 

2.49 Tiwi Plantations Corporation outlined the forestry operations on the 

Tiwi Islands, which involve a 30,000 hectare plantation providing 100 jobs,55 

and a woodchip plant at Port Melville. 56 The plantation is currently planted 

with acacia which are processed for lumber, pulp, and woodchips. The 

operations include a woodchip plant at Port Melville. Tiwi Plantations 

Corporation added that its second rotation would be a fast growing 

eucalyptus hybrid and highlighted that shipping to Asia out of Port Melville 

offered a 10-day advantage over southern ports.57 

2.50 The Forest Industry Advisory Council (FIAC) stated that ‘for Australia’s 

forest industry to grow the question of supply has to be addressed, Australia 

is a net importer of wood products by value, with a deficit of about $2 billion 

each year.’58 In June 2020, the Committee began an Inquiry into the timber 

supply chain constraints in the Australian plantation sector. The Committee is 

considering the issue of timber supply in more detail in that inquiry. 

Grains 

2.51 In 2016-17, the grains industry created an output of $17.8 billion, 

representing roughly a quarter of the overall Australian agricultural output. 

ACIL Allen estimates the sector will add value of $400 million (2.2 per cent) 

over the period 2016-17 to 2029-30.59 In terms of productivity, Rabobank 

 
54 Mr Ross Hampton, CEO, Australian Forest Products Association, Official Committee Hansard, 

7 February 2020, Wagga Wagga, p. 13. 

55 Mr Kim Puruntatameri, Chairman, Tiwi Plantations Corporation, Official Committee Hansard, 18 

March 2020, Darwin, p. 20. 

56 Mr Gibson Illortaminni, Chairman, Port Melville Pty Ltd; and Deputy Chairman, Tiwi Plantations 

Corporation, Official Committee Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin,  p. 21. 

57 Mr Gibson Illortaminni, Chairman, Port Melville Pty Ltd; and Deputy Chairman, Tiwi Plantations 

Corporation, Official Committee Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, p. 20. 

58 Forest Industry Advisory Council, Submission 102, p. 2. 

59 National Farmers Federation, Submission 78: Attachment 4: ACIL Allen, Agriculture - A $100b Sector by 

2030?, p. 14. 
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projects the grain industry to have an ‘average productivity growth of 0.4 

per cent per annum over the coming decade.’60  

2.52 ACIL Allen noted that while there are opportunities in the South East Asian 

market, the grains industry also faces ‘significant competition from low cost 

producers in the Black Sea states, which have freight advantages into the 

Middle East and Asia [that] will challenge the sector.’61 

2.53 Cooperative Bulk Handling Group (CBH) outlined the scale of the challenge 

posed by the Black Sea states, stating that ‘Western Australia’s biggest ever 

harvest was just under 17 million tonnes, the Black Sea region is currently 

exporting 100 million tonnes per year and that is forecast to grow.’ CBH 

added that the scale of these competitors means that in most export markets 

Australian growers are price takers and even small increases in cost can lead 

to a loss of market share.62 

2.54 The University of Queensland stated that unlike the beef industry, the wheat 

sector was not succeeding in  moving towards higher value products, 

stating: 

Our wheat is the same as wheat coming out of the Black Sea countries. We 

don’t want to be competing with them, because they’re at the bottom of the 

market. They’re doing it cheap. We don’t want to be doing it cheap.63 

Dairy 

2.55 ACIL Allen stated that the ‘dairy sector has experienced significant 

adjustment since deregulation’, and added that to be able to compete 

globally there would be a need for transition to a smaller number of larger 

farms. ACIL Allen added that while ‘changing consumer perceptions related 

to animal welfare’ will challenge the sector it will also provide the industry 

 
60 Rabobank, Submission 58, p. 2. 

61 National Farmers Federation, Submission 78: Attachment 4: ACIL Allen, Agriculture - A $100b Sector by 

2030?, p. 66. 

62 Mr David Paton, Government and Industry Relations Manager, Cooperative Bulk Handling Group, 

Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 41. 

63 Professor Neal Menzies, School of Agriculture and Food Sciences, University of Queensland, 

Official Committee Hansard, 16 March 2020, p. 7. 
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with ‘a valuable marketing differentiation compared with less developed 

competitors.’64 

2.56 ANZ stated that while currently dairy producers are experiencing strong 

prices due to low production and competition for supply from processors, 

the ‘global market remains competitive’ due to high levels of production in 

the European Union and New Zealand. CSIRO added that: 

The primary concern facing most dairy farmers is the high cost of inputs 

including water and feed, with high water prices in particular posing the 

prospect of significant structural changes for those dairy farmers in the 

Murray-Darling Basin.65 

2.57 Narrawilly Dairy described the dairy industry as being in a crisis and stated 

that the industry has ‘shrunk by a third because of competition policy failure 

and supply chain market failure.’66 In addition, Narrawilly Dairy 

highlighted the effects on the industry of increased competition from central 

and eastern European producers, increasing consumer demand for plant 

based dairy alternatives, a lack of younger workers, and the impact of 

bushfire and drought.67 

2.58 Dairy Australia statistics show that total milk production has reduced from 

10.8 billion litres in 2000 to 8.7 billion litres in 2019.68 Narrawilly Dairy stated 

that Victorian dairy farmers had reduced the proportion of milk exported 

from 50 per cent to 25 per cent due to inability to meet domestic demand. 

Narrawilly Dairy added that in the 2018-19 financial year: 

China received over 20 per cent of our breeding stock. There aren’t enough 

animals to replenish our existing dairy herds, let alone grow our herds. 

Farmers are forced to sell breeding stock to generate the cash-flow necessary 

to survive the drought.69 

 
64 National Farmers Federation, Submission 78: Attachment 4: ACIL Allen, Agriculture - A $100b Sector by 

2030?, p. 63. 

65 ANZ, Submission 45, p. 5. 

66 Mr Robert Miller and Narrawilly Dairy, Submission 67, p. 8. 

67 Mr Robert Miller and Narrawilly Dairy, Submission 67, pp 2-8. 

68 Dairy Australia, In Focus 2019: The Australian Dairy Industry, p. 3. 

69 Mr Robert Miller and Narrawilly Dairy, Submission 67, p. 4. 
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Committee Comment 

2.59 Despite the impacts of droughts and downturns, the Australian agricultural 

sector in Australia has returned a high long-term average annual rate of 

growth. Given Australia’s proximity to the growing markets of Asia and 

reputation for high-quality produce there is every chance that this trend will 

continue. Nevertheless, there are many emerging competitors in the global 

agriculture market and so maintaining growth will require consistent 

productivity improvement. 

2.60 Fortunately, the livestock and horticulture sectors, already two of the largest 

existing agricultural industries, have significant opportunities that could 

continue to drive industry growth through to 2030. Even conservative 

estimates expect these industries to add a combined $10 billion to the 

agriculture sector, and if opportunities in export markets can be realised it is 

likely that growth will be much larger than this figure. 

2.61 The livestock sector is the largest single component of Australian agriculture 

and, beef production in particular, is practiced by just under half of all 

Australian farms. The growth outlook for the sector appears positive, in part 

due to the increasing demand for protein within Asian markets. The live 

export sector in particular has the potential to expand its reach into new 

markets in Asia and the Middle East. 

2.62 Further, Australian meat has a strong reputation for quality, sustainability, 

and animal welfare standards, these characteristics are likely to be 

increasingly attractive to burgeoning middle-class markets in Asia. The 

opportunities in these markets are likely to be particularly significant in 

northern Australia where pastoral leases are the dominant farming 

enterprises. The potential challenges the industry may face are discussed in 

more detail later in the report, particularly relating to market access and 

export regulation (Chapter 3) and infrastructure and freight issues 

(Chapter 8). 

2.63 The horticultural sector has been growing at a rate of 12 per cent per year 

and there are good reasons to assume that this trend can continue. For 

instance, just 11 per cent of Australian horticulture produce is currently 

exported. There is, therefore, a huge opportunity to drive growth if this 

figure can be increased. Issues relating to the expansion of horticultural 

market access are discussed in more detail in Chapter 3 and the potential of 
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greater use of protected cropping in horticulture will be considered in 

Chapter 5.  
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3. Expanding International Trade 

Introduction 

3.1 Australia is the world’s fourth largest exporter of agricultural products, 

behind Brazil, Argentina, and the Netherlands. In addition to Australia’s 

25 million residents, Australian food production feeds approximately 

60 million people overseas.1 

3.2 CSIRO highlighted the opportunity presented to Australia by the projected 

2.5-fold increase in Asian food markets by 2050. CSIRO added, however, 

that ‘we are not alone in observing this opportunity consequently we have 

competitors, for example, there has been a 3-fold growth in Brazilian 

agricultural exports since 2000.’2 

3.3 This chapter will consider the opportunities for expanding Australia’s 

agricultural exports including looking at the role of free-trade agreements 

and World Trade Organization processes; the effects of non-tariff barriers; 

the potential for diversifying export markets; and the role of government 

support and regulation in facilitating exports. This chapter will also look at 

how consumer preferences in overseas markets are changing and the role of 

marketing and branding in supporting Australian exporters. 

 

 

 
Official1 University of Western Australia, Submission 43, p. 1. 

2 CSIRO, Submission 8, p. 10. 
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Review of the Evidence 

Market Access and Barriers to Trade 

3.4 The Productivity Commission outlined the long-term development of global 

trade, noting that while agriculture has been one of the areas where progress 

has been slowest, overall there has been a trend towards reduced barriers to 

trade. The Productivity Commission added: 

As we go into a more uncertain world the question is whether that trend can 

be continued. It is very important for Australia to continue to advocate the 

case for free trade globally and avoid the worst of protectionist sentiment.3 

3.5 The Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT) highlighted how 

Australia is continuing to advocate for free trade, while also noting the 

particular difficulties faced by the agriculture sector, stating: 

Agriculture remains the most protected sector in the global economy and 

Australia is working hard to remove unfair trade distortions and provide a 

level playing field for our producers. Australia is also an active contributor to 

setting and shaping international standards in a way that influences global 

trading rules and enhances opportunities for Australian exporters.4 

3.6 Citrus Australia highlighted that the ability to export globally comes with 

the need to compete with imported products but that, overall, the benefits of 

trade were significant, stating: 

... we only import 30 000 tonnes [of oranges] yet we export 250 000 tonnes. It is 

a trade-off. It is a world trade situation where we want to be able to export 

around the world.5 

 

 
3 Mr Michael Brennan, Chair, Productivity Commission, Official Committee Hansard, 18 October 2019, 

p. 34. 

4 DFAT, Submission 84, p. 1. 

5 Mr Nathan Hancock, Chief Executive Officer, Citrus Australia, Official Committee Hansard, 4 

November 2019, Mildura, p. 10.  
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World Trade Organisation 

3.7 DFAT also drew attention to the work still required to strengthen the World 

Trade Organization’s (WTO) rules relating to trade in agricultural products, 

stating: 

Agricultural trade reform remains the significant unfinished business of the 

WTO. While there have been some successful reforms, progress in recent years 

has been slow and agricultural goods still face significant well-established 

barriers.6 

3.8 DFAT added that it is in Australia’s interest to build on the WTO system of 

international trading rules and added that Australia coordinated the 

Cairns Group of agricultural exporting countries that are ‘pushing for a free, 

fair and market-oriented agricultural trading system.’7 

Free Trade Agreements 

3.9 Australia currently has 14 free-trade agreements (FTAs) in force. The first, 

with New Zealand, came into force in 1983, while the FTAs with 

Hong Kong, Peru, and Indonesia came into force in 2020.8 In 2019-20, 81 per 

cent of Australian agricultural exports went to FTA partners.9 

3.10 In addition, leaders of 16 Indo-Pacific nations, including Australia, have 

agreed to sign the Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP) in 

2020. The RCEP area covers a third of the world’s population and includes 

nine of Australia’s top 15 trading partners. DFAT stated that the RCEP 

would benefit Australian agricultural producers by improving ‘mechanisms 

to tackle non-tariff barriers including in the areas of customs procedures, 

quarantine and technical standards.’10 

3.11 DFAT reported that from when the China FTA came into force (in 2014) to 

2019, Australian agricultural exports to China almost doubled from 

$8.7 billion to $16.8 billion. Over the same period (and following FTA 

 
6 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Submission 84, p. 8. 

7 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Submission 84, p. 8. 

8 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, ‘Australia’s Free Trade Agreements (FTAs)’, 

https://www.dfat.gov.au/trade/agreements/Pages/trade-agreements, Accessed 21 August 2020 

9 ABARES, 2020, Stocktake of Free Trade, Competitiveness and a Global World: How Trade Agreements are 

Shaping Agriculture, p. 2. 

10 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Submission 84, p. 7. 

https://www.dfat.gov.au/trade/agreements/Pages/trade-agreements
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ratifications) agricultural exports to Japan grew by 50 per cent and to Korea 

by 32 per cent.11 

3.12 DFAT stated that the Indonesian FTA would enable 99 per cent of 

Australian exports to enter Indonesia tariff free or under ‘significantly 

improved preferential arrangements’ and would improve market access for 

‘live cattle, red meat, feed grains, citrus products, carrots, and potatoes.’12 

3.13 Rabobank acknowledged the Australian Government’s prioritisation of 

FTAs and suggested that ‘this will go a long way to secure the long-term 

success of the sector.’ Rabobank added, however, that in the global market it 

is: 

... important to ensure that FTA arrangements are equivalent to, if not superior 

to, our major competitors in those markets and give us access to those markets 

at the same time or earlier than our competitors.13 

3.14 The Cattle Council of Australia (CCA) emphasised the importance of 

ensuring FTAs are beneficial for agriculture, stating: 

I would call on the Parliament not to sign a free trade agreement if it is not a 

good agreement, particularly with the EU coming up. They keep saying no to 

livestock and no to agriculture ... you only do one of these [agreements] in 

your lifetime. Just make sure it’s a good one and don’t sign it if it’s not.14 

Non-Tariff Barriers 

3.15 DFAT explained that while FTAs and WTO processes have been successful 

in reducing trade tariffs there are a number of other barriers to trade, 

commonly referred to as non-tariff barriers (NTB). DFAT stated that it has 

been estimated that NTBs cost industry three times as much as tariffs.15  

 

 
11 Ms Catherine Rees, Acting Assistant Secretary, China Economic and Engagement Branch, 

Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Official Committee Hansard, 11 June 2020, Canberra, 

p. 2. 

12 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Submission 84, p. 6. 

13 Mr Peter Knoblanche, Chief Executive Officer, Rabobank Australia Limited, Official Committee 

Hansard, Wednesday 6 November 2019, Sydney, p. 52, 

14 Mr Tony Hegarty, President, Cattle Council of Australia, Official Committee Hansard, 18 October 

2019, Canberra, p. 24. 

15 DFAT, Submission 84, p. 9. 
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3.16 Citrus Australia outlined the range of NTBs that can restrict exports, stating: 

Importing country requirements are in a continual state of change and are 

seldom liberalised. Plant health (phytosanitary) restrictions, food safety, 

agrichemical residues, packaging, labelling and a range of other technical 

barriers represent significant challenges to trade. Pressure is being exerted by 

both retailers and regulators in importing countries.16 

Impacts of Non-Tariff Barriers 

3.17 CCA suggested that the beef export sector would immediately benefit from 

any reduction of NTBs, noting that ‘as we sign FTAs non-tariff trade barriers 

increase, so it’s moving from one space to another.’17 The Red Meat Advisory 

Council (RMAC) estimated that the annual cost of NTBs for the red meat 

sector is $3.4 billion with the negative impact particularly pronounced in the 

China, Middle East, and South East Asia markets.18 

3.18 The Australian Fresh Produce Alliance (AFPA) reported that just 18 per cent 

of horticultural produce is exported and explained how NTBs pose a 

particularly onerous challenge for the horticulture sector, stating: 

…for each fruit that goes to China there needs to be a new technical market 

access protocol. It’s a fairly longstanding arrangement under WTO trade 

agreements covering sanitary and phytosanitary—an individual fruit has a 

very different pest than a vegetable for instance. This does create a challenge 

because we need a new technical market access protocol for each additional 

fruit that we would like to export.’19 

3.19 Summerfruit Australia stated that there were a number of markets where a 

lack of access or unworkable protocols were hindering trade including the 

United States, New Zealand, South Korea, Japan, and Russia.20  

 
16 Citrus Australia, Submission 66, p. 2. 

17 Mr Tony Hegarty, President, Cattle Council of Australia, Official Committee Hansard, 18 October 

2019, Canberra, p. 24. 

18 Red Meat Advisory Council, Submission 103, p. 25. 

19 Mr Michael Rogers, Chief Executive Officer, Australian Fresh Produce Alliance, Official Committee 

Hansard, Sydney, 6 November 2019, p 22-23. 

20 Summerfruits Australia, Submission 31, p. 4. 
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Government Actions to Reduce Non-Tariff Barriers 

3.20 The Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment (DAWE) 

explained that the process for deciding which products are prioritised in 

negotiations with trading partners is an industry led process. This involves 

industries applying for a product to be prioritised through Horticulture 

Innovation Australia’s (Hort Innovation) Trade Assessment Panel (TAP). If 

an application is approved by the TAP it goes into an export market pool 

and then ‘the department actively considers and commences market access 

negotiations for that commodity and market.’21 

3.21 Summerfruit Australia outlined how lengthy this process can be with the 

example of trying to gain access for stone fruit to the Japanese market. 

Summerfruit Australia stated it first prepared a submission to the TAP, 

which was accepted, and so stone fruit will be considered but: 

... there are two or three other commodities in front of stone fruit on the list 

and, because of this situation of negotiating one commodity at a time, we have 

to wait until we get up the list to be able to even start the process of 

considering the pest and disease issues of concern. Once we’ve got a list of 

pest and disease issues we look to see what techniques and processes we have 

available—cold storage, fumigation, radiation and those source of aspects—

and a document is then developed as far as the protocols are concerned. To a 

large degree, it's about the resources but, as I said, it's also partly dependent 

on what Japan puts forward as being their priorities at a point in time.22 

3.22 Citrus Australia commented on the government efforts to overcome NTBs, 

stating: 

Changes to importing country requirements can only be negotiated by 

[DAWE], and progress is at a snail’s pace. The market access prioritisation 

process is convoluted and does not always achieve commercially sensible 

outcomes. For example, market access for persimmons to Thailand via the 

fruit irradiation pathway was negotiated a number of years ago. Trade data 

indicates that no trade has taken place. It is unlikely that any trade in 

persimmons to Thailand will ever take place. Given the opportunity cost 

(other export industries waiting in the market access queue); Citrus Australia 

questions how the Department ever determined this to be of priority.23 

 
21 Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment, Submission 4.1, p. 2. 

22 Mr Trevor Ranford, Chief Executive Officer, Summerfruit Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 7 

August 2020, Canberra, p. 6. 

23 Citrus Australia, Submission 66, p. 2. 
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3.23 DAWE responded to these comments by stating that when industries apply 

to the TAP they must ‘demonstrate export readiness, broad industry 

support, and a clear, evidence-based technical position supporting the 

preferred trade pathway’. In relation to the negotiation of access for 

persimmons into Thailand, DAWE stated that persimmons were a test case 

for the use of irradiation treatment to gain access to the Thai market. DAWE 

explained that persimmons were chosen as a test case given their ‘limited 

season and export volumes’ and added that: 

It demonstrated to Thailand Australia’s capacity to effectively treat and export 

irradiated fruit consistent with Thai requirements. Trade [in persimmons] has 

occurred with all product sold at a premium price. Negotiations are ongoing 

to expand the irradiation treatment pathway for Thailand to include 

additional commodities such as strawberries, cherries, and table grapes.24 

3.24 The Tasmanian Fruit and Vegetable Export Facilitation Group (TFVEFG) 

stated that there was ‘no question about [DAWE’s] capacity or capability to 

deliver the work’ but also noted it can be a lengthy process to achieve 

market access outcomes. As an example, TFVEFG highlighted Tasmanian 

seed potatoes growers who commenced attempts to enter the Indonesian 

market in 2016 but still had not gained access.25 

3.25 DAWE responded by stating that Victorian and South Australian potatoes 

gained access to the Indonesian market in 2018 but at that time Tasmania 

‘was not in a position to provide the required evidence-based technical 

information to support a market access request.’26 

3.26 Further, DAWE reported that, in 2018, it provided grant funding to TFVEFG 

to build up a technical and business case for seed potatoes. Following this an 

application was made to the TAP, which was approved in December 2019. 

DAWE added that the export of Tasmanian seed potatoes to Indonesia will 

now ‘be considered for departmental prioritisation, taking into consideration 

other application in the Indonesia pool and current negotiating 

commitments.’27 

 
24 Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment, Submission 4.1, pp 2-3. 

25 Mr Ian Locke, Export Facilitator, Tasmanian Fruit and Vegetable Export Facilitation Group, Official 

Committee Hansard, Devonport, 5 November 2019, p. 7. 

26 Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment, Submission 4.1, p. 2. 

27 Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment, Submission 4.1, p. 2. 
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3.27 DFAT reported that it had an NTB Action Plan in place, which includes an 

online portal for businesses to report barriers affecting their trade, a 

NTB Coordination Team to build cooperation across agencies, and capacity 

building actions for government and industry to assist in addressing NTBs.28 

3.28 DFAT added, however, that resolving NTBs generally relies on the actions of 

trading partners and therefore can be a protracted process requiring 

‘sustained advocacy and technical exchange over many years.’29 AFPA 

supported this sharing of our technical expertise with trading partners as it 

believed it assists in the development of workable trade protocols.30 

3.29 AFPA stated Hort Innovation, using funding from grower levies, undertook 

the technical research required to prove the effectiveness of biosecurity 

treatments for exported fruit and vegetables. AFPA added, however, that 

the market access negotiations with trading partners undertaken by the 

DAWE was still a resource-intensive process.31 

3.30 Summerfruit Australia called for greater government resourcing for market 

access negotiations as growers were frustrated by the speed at which access 

to new markets was gained. For example, gaining access to the Chinese 

market took the industry 10 years.32  

3.31 Similarly, RMAC noted that DAWE has an annual budget of $5 million to 

‘protect and promote the $17.2 billion meat export market,’ RMAC added 

that this is ‘not sustainable and Australia will lose ground to better 

resourced markets, for example, the United States, Brazil, and New 

Zealand.’ To address this, RMAC called for increased ‘funding of the 

Department of Agriculture’s technical meat market access team.’33 

 

 
28 DFAT, Submission 84, p. 9. 

29 DFAT, Submission 84, p. 9. 

30 Australian Fresh Produce Alliance, Submission 54, pp 3, 5. 

31 Mr Michael Rogers, Chief Executive Officer, Australian Fresh Produce Alliance, Official Committee 

Hansard, Sydney, 6 November 2019, pp 24-25. 

32 Mr Trevor Ranford, Chief Executive Officer, Summerfruit Australia, Official Committee Hansard, 7 

August 2020, Canberra, p. 6. 

33 Red Meat Advisory Council, Submission 103, p. 25. 
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3.32 The Delivering Ag2030 package contains a number of measures aimed at 

improving access to overseas markets for Australian producers. These 

include: 

▪ $15 million per year to grow agricultural exports and expand market 

access 

▪ $6.8 million over four years for the Agricultural Trade and Market 

Access Cooperation program which will aim to ‘improve and maintain’ 

market access for agricultural producers 

▪ $11.4 million specifically for market access work focussed on the 

horticulture industry.34 

Market Diversification 

3.33 Asia is the primary destination for Australian agricultural produce 

accounting for 76 per cent of all exports. The two main markets are China 

(29 per cent) and the Association of Southeast East Asian Nations (ASEAN) 

countries (18 per cent).35 While China is the largest market for Australian 

produce, ANZ reported that ‘China is still taking less Australian exports 

than Japan did in the early 1990s, showing that heavy export concentration 

is not an unusual situation for Australian exports.’36 

3.34 Despite this, ANZ suggested that there are several industries which are 

particularly dependent on the Chinese export market and could therefore be 

susceptible to trade disruptions. In particular, ANZ, highlighted that China 

is an especially significant export market for sorghum (94 per cent of all 

exports), wool (73 per cent), wood (67 per cent), seafood and aquaculture 

(56 per cent), and barley (45 per cent).37 

 

 

 

 

 
34 Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment, Delivering Ag2030, p. 4. 

35 ABARES, 2020, Stocktake of Free Trade, Competitiveness and a Global World: How Trade Agreements are 

Shaping Agriculture, p. 4. 

36 ANZ, Submission 45, p. 6. 

37 ANZ, Submission 45, p. 7. 
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3.35 During 2020, China  has increased tariffs or launched investigations into a 

number of Australian products, these include: 

▪ 80 per cent tariffs on barley exports38 

▪ Bans on imports from five meatworks39 

▪ An anti-dumping investigation into Australian wine.40 

3.36 Cooperative Bulk Handling Group (CBH) explained that while Australia’s 

grain producers export grain to ‘250 customers in over 30 countries they are 

heavily reliant on a few key markets.’ CBH drew attention to the recent 

trade tensions with China and how this highlighted the implications of this 

reliance, stating: 

Australia has a very long and respected history of selling good-quality malted 

barley to China, and our barley varieties have been bred specifically for the 

Chinese market. What seems key now is how we as a country and industry 

pivot away from China, and critical to that will be retaining and consolidating 

our business and political relationships with South East Asian countries such 

as Vietnam, Thailand and the Philippines and developing our relationship 

with other regions and countries such as India.41 

3.37 Summerfruit Australia highlighted the potential but also the risks involved 

in the China export market. Exports to China went from nothing in 2016-17 

to around 40 per cent of all summerfruit exports (by volume) just three years 

later. Summerfruit Australia added, however, that the closure of the market 

for ten days across Chinese New Year showed the ‘frailty of the market, 

particularly to comments/actions that might offend the Chinese 

Government.’ 42  

3.38 Australian Grape and Wine (AGW), speaking prior to China’s 

announcement of the anti-dumping investigation into Australian wine, 
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suggested the wine industry was ‘very exposed’ to changes in the Chinese 

market. AGW explained that exports of wine to China account for 

40 per cent of the wine market and are valued at over $1 billion. 43 

3.39 AGW reported that the markets it was currently targeting for export growth 

were in the regions of east Asia, South East Asia, and the United States, with 

east Africa and eastern Europe being potential future markets.44 

3.40 In particular, AGW highlighted the United States as a key market with 

significant growth potential stating that it believed additional investment in 

the US market could ‘unlock growth of half a billion dollars over the next 

five years.’45 AGW explained that there was a: 

... tremendous opportunity to re-capture market share in the United States, 

where Australian wine has underperformed since the Global Financial Crisis 

due to factors including periods of unfavourable exchange rates, consumer 

perception issues and falling demand.46  

3.41 Similarly, Citrus Australia reported that historically the United States 

market had been the primary export focus but that competition from 

South Africa and Chile had resulted in a shift in focus to the Asian market. 

Citrus Australia added that ‘the greatest emphasis has been on servicing 

Japan and mainland China, a relatively new market for Australian citrus.’ 

While Australia faces competition from South African and South American 

producers, our proximity to Asia provides a competitive advantage over 

these producers.47 

3.42 WoolProducers Australia (WPA) stated that currently three-quarters of 

Australian wool exports go to China and so Australia is impacted heavily by 

price changes in the Chinese market. As an example of this price volatility, 

WPA reported that in August 2019 wool prices dropped 35 per cent in just 

four weeks and then was followed in September by a sharp price rise.48 
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3.43 WPA suggested that market diversification could have a beneficial role in 

reducing wool market price volatility, and therefore: 

…we really need to be investigating new markets for wool, whether that’s in a 

processing capacity or consumer capacity. One of the obvious countries that 

we see is India, given that they have an existing textile industry.49 

3.44 The Australian Livestock Exporters Council (ALEC) stated that in addition 

to significant growth potential in existing markets such as Qatar there was 

potential for a growth in exports across the Middle East. In particular, ALEC 

highlighted Saudi Arabia as the biggest opportunity for the sheep trade, 

while for the cattle trade Vietnam represented a market with significant 

growth potential.50 

3.45 On 10 September 2020, the Australian Government announced changes to 

the Export Market Development Grants program so that small and medium 

enterprises (SMEs) will be able to access grants of up to $450,000 specifically 

to expand into new markets.  

Government Support and Regulation 

Export Support and Facilitation Programs 

3.46 Austrade stated that they supported 7,000 to 8,000 agrifood businesses and 

that this accounts for 29 per cent of Austrade’s overall service.51 DFAT 

highlighted the following programs as key for supporting businesses to 

export their products: 

▪ TradeStart Network: This program which is delivered through through 

partnerships with state, territory, and local governments and chambers 

of commerce extends Austrade’s export advice available in regional and 

outer metropolitan regions. 

▪ Export Market Development Grant: These grants assist SMEs to 

undertake marketing and promotion in overseas markets, in 2018-19, 
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$3.4 million was provided to 126 applicants in the agriculture, fisheries, 

and forestry sectors.52 

3.47 Austrade explained that in addition to grant schemes the Australian 

Government also provided tailored support for individual businesses. This 

advice, often commercial-in-confidence, is offered directly to a single 

business that has identified a specific need that will help it expand its export 

operations.53  

3.48 Toowoomba and Surat Basin Enterprises (TSBE) reported that it offers 

support services for potential exporters who are not necessarily developed 

to the point of being eligible for Austrade assistance. TSBE added it contacts 

small, local businesses and asks them ‘is export right for you?’ and, if so, 

provides them with early-stage assistance before linking them with 

Austrade and Trade and Investment Queensland.54 

3.49 Australian Grape and Wine (AGW) highlighted the Australian 

Government’s $50 million Export and Regional Wine Support Package as 

helping to drive growth in key markets such as the United States and 

China.55 

3.50 BGP International, Costa Group, Fresh Produce Group, and Valleyfresh 

Australia, four major horticulture businesses, suggested that it was critical to 

think of trade as a reciprocal relationship and that export growth relied on 

minimising regulatory barriers to imports. The groups suggested there was a 

need for a review of the DAWE’s trade facilitation functions and stated: 

... there is a significant and growing disconnect between the Government’s 

policy agenda to grow agricultural exports and its service capacity and 

capability to adequately support reciprocal trade.56 

3.51 The horticulture groups also criticised the cancellation of the DAWE’s 

Offshore Pre-shipment Inspection (OPI) program. The OPI allows fruit and 

vegetable from countries such as New Zealand and the United States to be 
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certified prior to being exported to Australia. The OPI program protects 

Australia’s biosecurity by ‘eliminating shipments of concern before they 

arrive in Australia.’ In addition, these groups suggested the OPI was 

important to maintaining export market access and its removal ‘risks serious 

disruption to established trading relationships … in the United States, 

Australia, and New Zealand.’ The horticulture groups added that businesses 

like theirs would be willing to pay for fit-for-purpose Government import 

and export services.57 

Regulation of Exports 

Export Certification 

3.52 The Western Australian (WA) Government reported that several SMEs in its 

state found the ‘costs of export certification prohibitive to their export 

activities.’ The WA Government suggested that improved sector specific 

information on export certification would be beneficial. In addition, the 

WA Government suggested the Commonwealth monitor opportunities to 

minimise the cost of export certification, potentially including ‘sliding scale 

fees and longer transition times for small to medium sized businesses.’58 

3.53 RMAC described Australia’s export inspection and certification program as 

a self-imposed non-tariff barrier and reported it was costing the red meat 

sector $90 million per year and this cost was rising.59 

3.54 Citrus Australia stated that it was easier to import than export citrus due to 

the ‘excessive regulatory burden’ placed on exporters. Citrus Australia 

added DAWE’s approach to certification was ‘over-zealous and it is 

exceedingly difficult for growers to understand and fulfil requirements.’ 60 

Citrus Australia outlined its belief that the assessment of whether protocols 

have been met should take place in the importing country rather than by 

Australian officials.61 

3.55 DAWE responded that it takes these concerns seriously and is: 
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... currently working with the horticulture industry, and Citrus Australia 

specifically, to look at alternative ways of gaining the necessary assurance that 

all importing country requirements are met before issuing export certification. 

The Export Control Act 2020 will provide greater legislative flexibility and 

further opportunities for the department and industry to innovate and 

demonstrate compliance through outcomes based management systems, use 

of novel technology and other mutually beneficial solutions.62 

3.56 DAWE added that it was government policy to recover the costs of export 

regulatory activity since it is ‘unreasonable to expect the general taxpayer to 

fund them’ and added that in recent years export growth had primarily 

occurred in the Chinese market, which has strict regulatory requirements.63 

Live Exports 

3.57 The livestock export industry is subject to specific regulation concerning the 

welfare of animals being transported to export markets. ALEC reported that 

the Australian Standards for the Export of Livestock regulate the conditions 

of animals during the shipping process. As part of these regulations there is 

an industry moratorium on live sheep shipping during the northern summer 

months, additionally in the months shouldering the moratorium period 

ships operate with a reduced stocking density.64 

3.58 In addition to regulation of the onboard ship conditions, ALEC reported that 

the Export Supply Chain Assurance System (ESCAS) is part of the 

arrangements necessary to gain approvals to export and which ‘monitors the 

welfare of animals right to the point of slaughter.’ The ESCAS system 

ensures all parts of the supply chain are monitored and that ‘animals cannot 

leave that supply chain.’ 65 

3.59 The Northern Territory Livestock Exporters Association (NTLEA) outlined 

the process involved for exporters to comply with the ESCAS system by 

giving the example of an exporter based in Darwin, stating:  

They export to nine countries. They have 38 different importers. They supply 

57 different feedlots and 86 different abattoirs. Each of those facilities through 
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the supply chain has to be approved by the federal department of agriculture. 

They are applied a risk rating. Depending on the risk rating they are given, 

they need to be audited by a third party once, twice or four times a year, at a 

cost of around US$1,000 per audit. This is to export 90,000 head of cattle.66 

3.60 In 2016, the Productivity Commission stated that ESCAS has ‘led to some 

improvements in welfare outcomes for Australian livestock’ but added that 

‘industry is concerned about the administrative burden of the ESCAS.’ The 

Productivity Commission suggested that the ‘regulatory burden on 

exporters could be reduced through greater cooperation between exporters, 

including the sharing of audits, and implementing an industry quality 

assurance program.’67 

3.61 RMAC stated that the live export industry was working on an initiative to 

improve ESCAS, the Livestock Global Assurance Program (LGAP). RMAC 

reported that initially the Australian Government committed $8.3 million 

over four years to support LGAP but this has been reduced by $2.2 million. 

RMAC called for the original commitment to be ‘reinstated and increased to 

ensure success of the LGAP initiative, it is vital both in terms of regulatory 

cost savings and increased animal welfare assurance that the LGAP initiative 

is fully supported by Government.68 

3.62 Livestock Shipping Services (LSS) stated that it had voluntarily moved to 

reducing shipping density by between 18 per cent and 33 per cent. LSS 

suggested that the live exports industry was still ‘overregulated’ and 

suggested the culture in the regulator needed to ‘return to one of 

collaboration and trade facilitation.’69 

3.63 The Kimberley Pilbara Cattlemen’s Association (KPCA) drew attention to 

the amount of Commonwealth regulation that affected the live export 

industry and welcomed the appointment of a Commonwealth Inspector-

General of Live Animal Exports.  The KPCA stated that it hopes this 
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appointment would lead to more ‘streamlined and sensible regulatory 

arrangements given that social license risks have certainly emerged.’70 

3.64 The KPCA added that it would it would like to see the ‘decentralisation of 

Commonwealth [DAWE] resources around live export regulation to where 

there’s work in live export ports, as opposed to it being Canberra based ... 

Darwin would certainly be a sensible location, given it’s the largest live 

animal export working port.’71 

Delivering Ag2030 Measures 

3.65 The Australian Government’s Delivering Ag2030 plan includes a ‘Busting 

Congestion for Agricultural Exporters package’ valued at $328.4 million 

over four years. The package aims to ‘slash unnecessary red tape to get 

products to export markets faster and support jobs in rural and regional 

Australia.’ In addition, the Government is ‘reviewing and amending the 

Export Control Act 2020’ with an aim for the revised legislation to come into 

effect from April 2021.72 

3.66 The Government is also providing $14.8 million over 6 years for the 

Dairy Export Assurance Reform program which aims to ‘help the export 

dairy industry by raising export awareness, reducing red tape and 

streamlining audit arrangements by 2024-25.73 

Enhancing Demand for Australian Products 

Marketing, Reputation, and Brand Australia 

3.67 Austrade reported that it was coordinating the development of a Nation 

Brand to be used by ‘organisations, industry sectors, government agencies 

and private sector companies involved in promoting Australia and its 

capabilities internationally.’74 In December 2019, this work resulted in the 

Nation Brand Advisory Council recommending a wattle-inspired design as 
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the new Nation Brand logo.75 In August 2020, the Minister for Trade, 

Tourism and Investment Senator the Hon Simon Birmingham commented 

on the role of the logo in national branding, stating ‘a careful look will be 

had before anything else is done with that in the future.’76 

3.68 As an example of State Government marketing, TFVEFG highlighted the 

long-existing ‘Brand Tasmania’ that is closely linked to tourism but also 

used by many agricultural producers to assist develop their export 

markets.77 

3.69 CSIRO stated that Australian businesses have ‘a quality advantage over 

companies in Asian countries due to Australia’s stringent regulatory system, 

skilled workforce and reputation for producing trusted, high quality ‘clean 

and green’ products.’78 

3.70 ALEC highlighted that the animal welfare assurance provided by the ESCAS 

system ensures that Australian livestock suppliers have a reputational 

advantage over competitors from other nations. ALEC stated that in many of 

Australia’s export markets ‘there is increased consumer scrutiny and 

increased consumer expectations, animal welfare is among those, and that 

really places us in a strong position.’79 

3.71 Red Meat Advisory Council (RMAC) stated that the live export industry had 

been the main focus of the animal welfare debate but this is extending to 

feedlots and processors. RMAC added that ‘ongoing investments into a 

national traceability system, with a national mandatory standard for animal 

welfare is required.’80 

3.72 AGW suggested that spending on global marketing for the wine industry 

should be raised from the current level of $8 million to $25 million per year. 

Speaking prior to the announcement of China’s anti-dumping investigation 
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into Australian wine, AGW stated that the focus of this investment should 

be on China where there was an opportunity to educate consumers in the 

growing middle class by ‘improving Australia’s social media presence in 

current and new channels, and driving our engagement in e-commerce 

channels.’81  

3.73 The Cotton Research and Development Corporation (CRDC) highlighted the 

importance of transparency to maintaining community confidence in an 

industry. As a means of increasing transparency, CRDC reported that 80 per 

cent of growers participate in an industry best practice management and the 

cotton industry publishes a sustainability report which includes measures 

assessing water efficiency, carbon usage, and biodiversity.82 

Consumer Preferences 

3.74 DAWE noted that the opportunities for export growth will be driven by 

what ‘consumers overseas are going to be seeking’.83 CSIRO suggested that 

overseas consumers are increasingly interested in accessing ‘information 

about the products that they are using, including their provenance, whether 

they have been produced ethically and sustainably in addition to their 

safety, quality and health credentials.’84 

3.75 CSIRO suggested that changing consumer preferences were leading to 

increased opportunities for products that emphasised: 

▪ Health and wellbeing: products with health benefits beyond basic 

nutrition including ‘free-from and natural foods, fortified and functional 

foods, vitamins and supplements, and personal nutrition.’ 

▪ Sustainable solutions: products using environmentally and socially 

responsible manufacturing, in particular products making use of 

‘organic waste conversion, sustainable packaging, and alternative 

protein sources.’ 
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▪ Premium interaction: products that yield a premium due to luxury or 

ease-of-use such as convenience meals, luxury products, and 

agritourism based products.85 

3.76 CSIRO added that the value of these types of products were projected to 

grow by approximately 3.6 per cent per year to a value of $30 billion by 

2030.86 

3.77 The University of Sydney (USyd) suggested that significant value could be 

added to Australian agriculture by a widespread adoption of a 

decommoditisation policy. USyd explained that: 

… Australia is very highly productive, very highly efficient, in agriculture but 

sells bulk commodities to the world market and therefore takes price. We need 

to change that to selling high-value products into more segregated markets 

and make more money. The idea here is to use all the digital disruptive 

technologies to allow any producer to produce high-value product that’s been 

segregated in some way and recognised in some way–through its quality, 

through its provenance–and also recognise how it’s grown and allow that to 

travel through supply chains to consumers. I believe there is a huge market in 

East Asia for that kind of product.87 

Provenance and Traceability 

3.78 DAWE stated that it would become increasingly important for producers to 

attempt to move up the value chain and one of the ways of doing this was 

by emphasising the provenance of goods to demonstrate how and where 

they were produced.88 Hort Innovation, however, stated that currently 

Australian agriculture has ‘a lack of strategy around provenance and 

storytelling’. 89 

3.79 The NFF commented on the need for government and industry to jointly 

promote Australian agricultural products using a provenance framework: 
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….the provenance claims that we need to make that will really underpin the 

products that we're selling through that export market, there's a place for 

government and for industry to really be involved with that.90 

3.80 Fisheries Research and Development Corporation highlighted that in the 

wild catch seafood industry shortening supply chains and emphasising 

provenance has increased the value of the product, particularly in high-end 

export markets. 91 

3.81 Growcom suggested that traceability systems that provide the ability to 

track a products path to market provide an:  

... opportunity for farmers to increase the value of their products by being 

better able to track them through convoluted supply chains and prove food 

provenance. Enhanced traceability will enable farmers to better differentiate 

their products in both domestic and international markets, where traceability 

itself will prove to be an important point of difference for Australian goods.92 

3.82 Cattle Council Australia highlighted the benefits which will arise from 

further investment in traceability  

….we're looking at investing $75 million over the next three years in 

improving technology and traceability. So we'll have a real-time traceability 

system from the farm to the end product. It's obviously going to take some 

time to develop that technology, but that's where the industry's going so that 

we can trace every piece of meat that lands in any part of the world.93 

3.83 Humpty Doo Barramundi stated that ‘customers are entitled to know what 

they’re eating and where it comes from’, to enable this barramundi growers 

are jointly investing in program to enable fish to be traced back to individual 

properties. In addition, to emphasise provenance Humpty Doo suggested 

that the name ‘barramundi’ should be restricted to Australian-grown fish or 
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if that was not possible there should be a ‘national roll-out of 

country-of-origin labelling.’94 

3.84 The Australian Government’s Delivering Ag2030 package includes the 

provision of $7 million over four years to support ‘better traceability 

outcomes through the Modernising Agricultural Trade Initiative.’95 

Committee Comment 

3.85 Australia has consistently promoted the liberalisation of global trade as a 

goal that benefits all nations. To further this agenda, Australia has chaired 

the Cairns Group of agricultural exporting countries pushing for a 

market-based global trading system. 

3.86 Additionally, Australia has pursued an ambitious program of signing 

free-trade agreements (FTAs) with its trading partners. The benefits of these 

FTAs for the agricultural sector have been significant. For example, in the 

five years following FTA ratifications agricultural exports to China doubled 

and exports to Japan grew by 50 per cent. 

3.87 Nevertheless, probably more than in any other sector, protectionism is still 

rife in the global agricultural trade. In some cases this can take the form of 

tariffs, but it is the technical barriers to trade, commonly referred to as 

non-tariff barriers (NTBs), that are the biggest impediment to Australian 

exports.  

3.88 In the agricultural sphere, NTBs often revolve around the pests and diseases 

that can potentially be carried by produce. Overcoming these NTBs requires 

negotiating with trading partners on each product to develop mutually 

acceptable treatment and risk reduction protocols. Until these protocols are 

agreed access to a market, even in an FTA-partner nation, can be completely 

blocked. 

3.89 The Committee heard that many industries are frustrated at the speed with 

which market access negotiations are taking place. There are examples in the 

horticulture sector of it taking ten years to gain access to a new market, and 

in the red meat sector NTBs are estimated to cost industry more than 

$3 billion per year. 
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3.90 Expanding market access will always be partly dependent on the actions of 

Australia’s trading partners and the requirement to negotiate with each 

nation over each commodity makes it a resource intensive process. 

Nevertheless, the potential benefits of gaining access to a new market are 

significant for producers. Expanding and diversifying Australian producers 

export market opportunities is an essential component of reaching the 

$100 billion by 2030 target.  

3.91 The Committee welcomes the market access focussed programs within the 

Government’s recently released Delivering Ag2030 package. The Committee 

believes that a key element of these programs should be the provision of 

additional resources to the Department of Agriculture, Water and the 

Environment’s market access team so that it can significantly increase the 

number of concurrent negotiations it can undertake.  

3.92 The Committee also heard concerns that complying with export regulations 

is a significant burden for some agricultural businesses. The horticulture 

sector has concerns regarding export certification processes; hopefully the 

recent introduction of the Export Control Act 2020 will help to alleviate these 

issues. The live export sector is developing a new Livestock Global 

Assurance Program that aims to maintain animal welfare standards while 

streamlining compliance.  

3.93 The Committee notes that the Government is providing $328 million over 

four years aimed at reducing unnecessary regulation of agricultural exports. 

The Committee believes that this work could be supported by a review of 

these regulatory arrangements by the Productivity Commission.  

3.94 In 2014, the Productivity Commission undertook a broad inquiry into 

regulation in the agriculture sector. The Committee believes it may be time 

for the Commission to revisit the issue but with a more targeted focus on the 

regulation of agricultural exports. In addition, the Committee encourages 

the Government to continue to work with industry to ensure that 

regulations meet their objectives efficiently and with as minimal disruption 

to business as possible. 

3.95 In recent years, Australian producers have greatly benefitted from the 

expansion of trade with China, and it is likely the Chinese market will 

remain a key driver of growth in the coming decade. Yet, recent decisions by 

China are likely to significantly impact the barley, red meat, and wine 

sectors. The speed with which conditions have changed for these industries 
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illustrates the inherent risk of heavily concentrating exports in a single 

market. 

3.96 Accelerating the removal of technical barriers to trade and the opening of 

new markets will help drive export market diversification. Nevertheless, for 

individual businesses the imperative remains to sell to whichever buyer 

offers the best price and conditions. If this results in concentration of exports 

in a single market this will continue to form a strategic economic risk.  

The Committee welcomes the Government’s recent changes to the Export 

Market Development Grant scheme to encourage exporters to expand into 

new markets. The Committee suggests that the Government should carefully 

monitor whether these changes provide sufficient support to agricultural 

producers to diversify their markets or whether additional dedicated 

support is needed. 

3.97 Australian agricultural producers are perfectly placed to benefit from the 

opportunity to supply the rapidly increasing middle-class across Asia. 

Demand from this growing demographic is likely to be increasingly 

focussed on high-quality products. Australian products rightly have a strong 

reputation for quality, health, safety, and sustainability. The advantages this 

reputation provides should be built upon by continuing to develop niche, 

high-value products. Emphasising the Australian brand and focussing on 

the provenance of Australian goods are likely to be increasingly beneficial 

strategies for producers exporting to Asia.  

 

Recommendations 

Recommendation 1 

3.98 The Committee recommends additional resources be allocated by the 

Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment to significantly 

increase the number of concurrent market access negotiations that can 

take place with trading partners. 

Recommendation 2 

3.99 The Committee recommends that the Productivity Commission 

undertakes an inquiry into the regulation of agricultural exports to 

determine whether export regulations are operating as effectively and 

efficiently as possible. 
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4. Research and Innovation 

Introduction 

4.1 Innovation is not new to Australian farmers. As a participant in the National 

Farmers’ Federation’s Talking 2030 process stated ‘innovation has always 

underpinned our competitive advantage. We need to ensure our industry’s 

culture and structures can keep up with an accelerating pace of change.’1 

4.2 The speed with which agriculture is changing is creating the opportunity for 

transformative productivity growth. The scale of the opportunity is outlined 

in research undertaken by the Australian Farm Institute (AFI) which 

estimated that the ‘full adoption of digital agriculture could yield an 

additional $20.3 billion to the gross value of the Australia agricultural 

industry.’2  

4.3 This chapter will outline the structure of the Australian agricultural research 

and innovation system and consider how well it is performing. New 

technologies and farming methods can only create value if they are adopted 

and implemented, and so this chapter will also explore whether producers 

are adopting technologies and any barriers to greater uptake of innovation. 

Lastly, this chapter looks at options for reducing losses due to food waste. 

 
1 National Farmers Federation, Submission 78, Attachment 1: 2030 Roadmap: Australian agriculture’s plan 

for a $100 billion industry, p. 27. 

2 Australian Farm Institute, Submission 3, p. 3. 
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Review of the Evidence 

Australia’s Research and Innovation System 

4.4 Australia spends approximately $1.4 billion per year on agricultural research 

and development (R&D), about 40 per cent of which is funded by the 

Australian Government. The remaining 60 per cent is split between state 

governments, producers through a levy paid on commodity sales, and 

agribusiness.3 

4.5 To achieve the goal of $100 billion by 2030, the University of Western 

Australia (UWA) advocated for a step-change in investment in agricultural 

research and development in Australia, stating: 

... Australia needs large-scale, multi-disciplinary investment in industry-

aligned research and innovation;  investment that is well beyond anything 

previously done in Australia ... large leaps in productivity require coordinated 

investment delivered through mission-like programs focused on improving 

productivity and achieving resilience in agricultural communities.4 

The Role of R&D Corporations 

4.6 The Council of Rural Research and Development Corporations (CRRDC) 

described how the Research and Development Corporations (RDCs) were 

formed through a: 

... partnership between production industries and the Australian Government 

to jointly contribute to industry-focused research, development, technology 

transfer and adoption, and in some cases market access, market development, 

promotion and additional industry service.5 

4.7 The RDCs are funded jointly from the Australian Government, industry, and 

via royalties collected as a result of previous research outputs.6 Industry 

contributions are raised through a levy payment based on commodity sales 

 
3 CSIRO, Submission 8, p. 11. 

4 University of Western Australia, Submission 43, p. 3. 

5 Council of Rural Research and Development Corporations, Submission 83, p. 2. 

6 Council of Rural Research and Development Corporations, Submission 83, p. 2. 
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and collected by the Department of Agriculture and Water Resources.7 The 

Australian Government match funding raised by industry and used for R&D 

purposes (but not funding used for marketing). In 2017-18 industry funding 

raised $497 million, with an additional $316 million being provided by 

government.8 

4.8 The CRRDC added that: 

... almost all rural research, development and extension (RD&E) produces a 

mix of ‘public goods’ and ‘industry goods’ that are inseparable, and occur in 

proportions that are difficult to estimate. The existence of public goods in the 

outcomes of rural RD&E is one of the justifications for government investment 

in the research with impacts felt across production, community, environment, 

and the wider economy.9 

4.9 The Australian Government has set four priority areas as the focus for rural 

R&D spending. In 2017-18, the proportion of RDC spending attributed to 

each of these priorities was: 

▪ Advanced technology (32 per cent) 

▪ Extension and adoption (27 per cent) 

▪ Biosecurity (20 per cent) 

▪ Soil, water and natural resources (13 per cent)10 

4.10 There are fifteen RDCs, five of which are statutory, Australian Government 

entities and ten of which are industry owned. The five statutory RDCs are: 

▪ Wine Australia 

▪ Cotton Research and Development Corporation 

▪ Fisheries Research and Development Corporation 

▪ Grains Research and Development Corporation 

▪ AgriFutures Australia (trading as the Rural Industries Research and 

Development Corporation).11 

 
7  Department of Agriculture 2020, ‘Rural Research and Development Corporations’, 

https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-

food/innovation/research_and_development_corporations_and_companies. 

8 Council of Rural Research and Development Corporations. Submission 83, p. 2. 

9 Council of Rural Research and Development Corporations, Submission 83, p. 2. 

10 Council of Rural Research and Development Corporations. Submission 83, pp 4-5. 

11  Department of Agriculture 2020, ‘Rural Research and Development Corporations’, 

https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-

food/innovation/research_and_development_corporations_and_companies. 

https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/innovation/research_and_development_corporations_and_companies
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/innovation/research_and_development_corporations_and_companies
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/innovation/research_and_development_corporations_and_companies
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/innovation/research_and_development_corporations_and_companies
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4.11 Wine Australia is enabled by the Wine Australia Act 2013 (Cth), while the 

four other statutory RDCs are enabled by the Primary Industries Research and 

Development Act 1989 (Cth).12 

4.12 The industry owned RDCs are each formed through their own piece on 

enabling legislation. The ten industry owned RDCs are: 

▪ Australian Egg Corporation Limited 

▪ Australian Livestock Export Corporation Limited 

▪ Australian Meat Processor Corporation 

▪ Australian Pork Limited 

▪ Australian Wool Innovation Limited 

▪ Dairy Australia Limited 

▪ Forest and Wood Products Australia 

▪ Horticulture Innovation Australia Limited 

▪ Meat and Livestock Australia 

▪ Sugar Research Australia Limited.13 

4.13 The Australian Government is currently undertaking a review on 

modernising the RDC system. In 2019, the review published a discussion 

paper and sought submissions on the RDC system. The discussion paper 

stated that a modern RDC system should: 

▪ Deliver value for money for levy payers and the taxpayers who fund the 

RDC system  

▪ Drive collaboration and participation across the agricultural innovation 

system, with a focus on better cooperation and improved adoption of 

R&D 

▪ Target long-term cross-sectoral and transformative R&D 

▪ Improve levy-payer representation and advocacy.14 

4.14 In October 2020, as part of the Delivering Ag2030 plan, the Australian 

Government announced the creation of a National Agricultural Innovation 

Agenda (NAIA).15  The NAIA will aim to: 

 
12 Department of Agriculture 2020, ‘Rural Research and Development Corporations’, 

https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-

food/innovation/research_and_development_corporations_and_companies. 

13 Department of Agriculture 2020, ‘Rural Research and Development Corporations’, 

https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-

food/innovation/research_and_development_corporations_and_companies. 

14 Department of Agriculture, Modernising the Research and Development system: Discussion paper, 

Canberra, p. 1. 

https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/innovation/research_and_development_corporations_and_companies
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/innovation/research_and_development_corporations_and_companies
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/innovation/research_and_development_corporations_and_companies
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/innovation/research_and_development_corporations_and_companies
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▪ strengthen ecosystem leadership, cohesion and culture through clear 

strategic direction and increased collaboration 

▪ improve the balance of funding and investment to deliver both 

incremental and transformational innovation, and growing private 

sector and international investment 

▪ embed world-class innovation practices through greater transparency 

and entrepreneurship 

▪ strengthen our regions to achieve greater uptake of innovation 

▪ create the next generation innovation platform by improving the 

foundations of agricultural innovation, including data and regulatory 

settings.16 

4.15 As part of the NAIA, the Government will deliver a National Agricultural 

Innovation Policy Statement in the first half of 2021.17 By July 2021, the 

Government is also planning to release a Digital Foundations for Agriculture 

Strategy which aims to ‘set the foundations for widespread uptake of digital 

technologies across our agriculture, forestry, and fisheries sectors.’18 

Performance of RDCs 

4.16 A number of industry groups expressed their support for Australia’s RDC 

based research and innovation model.19 For example, the West Australian 

Farmers Federation (WA Farmers) expressed its support for the current RDC 

system stating that the Australian Government support for ‘the RDCs and 

the [Cooperative Research Centres], is a critical industry advantage, we 

would like to see it grow, if anything.’20  

 
15 Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment, Delivering Ag2030, p. 9. 

16 Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment, ‘National Agricultural Innovation Agenda’, 

https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/innovation/national-ag-innovation-

agenda#national-agricultural-innovation-policy-statement, Accessed 12 November 2020. 

17 Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment, ‘National Agricultural Innovation Agenda’, 

https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/innovation/national-ag-innovation-

agenda#national-agricultural-innovation-policy-statement, Accessed 12 November 2020. 

18 Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment, Delivering Ag2030, p. 9. 

19 Canegrowers, Submission 44, p. 2; Ricegrowers Association of Australia, Submission 51, p. 7; 

Australian Grape and Wine, Submission 12, p. 8. 

20 Mr Trevor Whittington, Chief Executive Officer, Western Australian Farmers Federation, Official 

Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 27. 

https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/innovation/national-ag-innovation-agenda#national-agricultural-innovation-policy-statement
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/innovation/national-ag-innovation-agenda#national-agricultural-innovation-policy-statement
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/innovation/national-ag-innovation-agenda#national-agricultural-innovation-policy-statement
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/innovation/national-ag-innovation-agenda#national-agricultural-innovation-policy-statement
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4.17 The Pastoralist and Graziers Association of Western Australia (PGA) stated, 

however, that it would like more direction about where RDC levy funds are 

spent and stated that matched government funding comes with ‘caveats of 

fitting the government’s modus of the day.’21 

4.18 The PGA added that its preferred model of operations for RDCs was that of 

Australian Wool Innovation (AWI). The PGA stated that AWI is an industry 

owned company and that it: 

... conducts a poll of all people who pay the wool levy/tax every three years. 

This includes the ability to vote for a zero per cent levy, which in effect would 

mean the end of AWI as a company ... The PGA believes that the ability of levy 

payers to have that vote sharpens the concentration of the people who control 

AWI and who are meant to deliver the services that growers pay for through 

their wool levies.22 

4.19 Grain Producers Australia advocated for a similar model for the Grains 

Research and Development Corporation stating that it should become an 

industry-owned company with a board made up of majority industry 

representatives.23  

4.20 Summerfruits Australia noted that with the creation of Horticulture 

Innovation Australia (Hort Innovation) the sector had moved to an 

industry-owned RDC model. Summerfruits Australia questioned, however, 

how many horticultural producers were members and why if a grower is 

already a levy payer they should need to become a member? Summerfruits 

Australia also stated a rationale for creating Hort Innovation was making 

horticultural R&D more efficient but that the corporate cost recovery had 

risen from 11 per cent under the previous RDC model to 18 per cent under 

Hort Innovation.24 

4.21 The PGA was critical of the use of levy funding on marketing campaigns by 

the AWI and other RDCs. The PGA stated that, despite the value of R&D, 

60 per cent of the AWI’s levy funds were spent on generic wool marketing. 

 
21 Mr Digby Stretch, Vice-President, Pastoralists and Graziers Association of Western Australia, 

Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 20. 

22 Mr Ian Randles, Policy Officer, Pastoralists and Graziers Association of Western Australia, Official 

Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 20. 

23 Grain Producers Australia, Submission 37, p. 6. 

24 Summerfruits Australia, Submission 31, p. 10. 
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The PGA added ‘this generic marketing concept sucks up a lot of the levy 

funds and we’re never entirely sure whether it works or not.’25 

Collaborative and Cross-Sectoral R&D 

RDC Collaboration 

4.22 The CRRDC and the Cotton Research and Development Corporation 

(CRDC) suggested that there was a need for greater collaboration to 

undertake research into issues that affect more than one industry such as 

climate risk, soil fertility, water availability, and biosecurity.26  

4.23 Similarly, Australian Eggs suggested that as RDCs focussed on specific 

industries there was a gap in the RDC system for research with potential for 

broad cross-sector outcomes.27 

4.24 AWI stated that RDCs have shown a ‘clear willingness’ to work together on 

cross-sectoral research.28 This willingness was demonstrated by the CRDC, 

which reported that currently 35 per cent of its investments were in cross-

sectoral projects and the CRRDC and Australian Eggs, which both reported 

that the RDCs are considering investing in a fund or entity to ‘focus almost 

exclusively on transformative cross-sector or even cross-economy innovation 

and remove the need for case-by-case, project-by-project negotiation on 

collaboration.’29 

4.25 The University of Sydney (USyd) expressed strong support for the RDC 

system as well as other government-industry innovation partnerships.30 As a 

means of funding greater cross-sectoral generic research the USyd suggested 

that the RDC system could apportion 20 per cent of its budget for a 

competitive scheme to fund basic science that could benefit all commodities. 

USyd suggested that this would be beneficial in assisting the translation of 

 
25 Mr Ian Randles, Policy Officer, Pastoralists and Graziers Association of Western Australia, Official 

Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, pp 21-22. 

26 Council of Rural Research and Development Corporations, Submission 83, p. 7; Cotton Research and 

Development Corporation, Submission 22, p. 2. 

27 Mr Rowan McMonies, Managing Director, Australian Eggs, Committee Hansard, 14 May 2020, 

Canberra, p. 2. 

28 Australian Wool Innovation, Submission 80, p. 6. 

29 Mr Rowan McMonies, Managing Director, Australian Eggs, Committee Hansard, 14 May 2020, 

Canberra, p. 2; Council of Rural Research and Development Corporations, Submission 83, p. 7. 

30 University of Sydney, Submission 32, p. 3. 
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‘research from other disciplines to agriculture; particularly in genetics, 

synthetic biology, information science, and environmental science.’31 

Collaboration with Business 

4.26 Seafarms Group, which is the proponent of a proposed major prawn farm 

development, provided an example of how publicly funded research 

undertaken in collaboration with the private sector can drive business 

growth. The Australian Research Council (ARC) funded a partnership 

between Seafarms Group, James Cook University, The University of Sydney, 

the CSIRO, and the Australian Genome Research Facility to establish the 

ARC Research Hub for Advanced Prawn Breeding.32 Seafarms Group added 

that this program: 

... developed some extremely useful technologies for genotyping prawns, and 

the next step is to take that, operationalise it and develop a genuine 

genomically-led breeding program ... one of the exciting things about this 

industry is that there are massive opportunities for research and development 

to really drive productivity up and drive costs down.33 

4.27 James Cook University reported that, in addition to working with Seafarms 

Group, it has undertaken aquacultural research partnerships with 

Mainstream Barramundi and Pacific Bio. The Mainstream Barramundi 

research developed genetically improved barramundi juveniles which now 

provide the basis of a global export industry. The partnership with 

Pacific Bio developed a process where microalgae remediated nutrient 

wastewater and resulted in the first North Queensland prawn farm approval 

in 15 years.34 

4.28 Growers Group Alliance highlighted the benefits of researchers closely 

collaborating with farmers from the early R&D planning stage right through 

the research process, stating: 

 
31 University of Sydney, Submission 32, p. 2. 

32 ARC Research Hub for Advanced Prawn Breeding, ‘Research Partners’, 

https://www.jcu.edu.au/prawn-breeding-hub/collaborators, Accessed 8 October 2020. 

33 Mr Chris Mitchell, Executive Director, Seafarms Group Limited, Official Committee Hansard, 7 

August 2020, Canberra, p. 13. 

34 James Cook University, Submission 110, p. 4.  

https://www.jcu.edu.au/prawn-breeding-hub/collaborators
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... grower and farming systems groups can assess adoptability in close 

company with researchers and developers. In other words, farmers should 

participate directly in research and knowledge exchange.35 

4.29 James Cook University (JCU) agreed with the importance of strong 

engagement with farmers during the research process. JCU stated that it 

works with farmers from the beginning of the research process through to 

the end and that this approach: 

... gives ownership to farmers and helps to break those barriers to trust 

through understanding how the technology works. Also, it helps to build the 

researchers’ understanding of what farmers’ needs and wants are and helps to 

keep that focus ... participatory research with farmers gives you an end result 

that is more useful. However, the process to reach that end result is slower, 

because you have to interact, and it is more expensive to do participatory 

research. So I would encourage the RDCs to rethink the funding model in 

terms of how they wish to promote participation with industry.36 

Other R&D Funding Sources 

4.30 CSIRO commented that some researchers have linked Australia’s declining 

agricultural productivity growth with declining investment in R&D, while 

‘others have argued that it is due to a small percentage contribution by the 

private sectors, at least compared to other OECD countries.’37  

 

4.31 The CRRDC commented on the overall public investment in RD&E, stating 

that it had: 

...barely kept pace with inflation, and the balance has shifted between public 

sources. In particular, the investment by states and territory governments has 

declined while the university sector has increased.38 

4.32 The Australian Society of Plant Scientists (ASPS) called for greater funding 

for foundational, basic research into the plant sciences. The ASPS 

highlighted that the main funding source for foundational, university based 

 
35 Growers Group Alliance, Submission 104, p. 3. 

36 Professor Yvette Everingham, Director, Centre for Agriculture, Technology and Adoption, James 

Cook University, Official Committee Hansard, 17 March 2020, Townsville, p. 4. 

37 CSIRO, Submission 8, p. 12. 

38 Council of Rural Research and Development Corporations, Submission 83, p. 3. 
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research is the Australian Research Council (ARC) grants system but that 

there were decreasing levels of ARC funding directed towards agriculture.39 

4.33 The ASPS stated that researchers were instead looking to the RDCs for 

funding but this funding was designed for short-term applied research 

rather than longer-term foundational research. The ASPS added that 

long-term programs are ‘integral to productivity gains in Australia; they 

tend to involve genetic screens and mapping of traits, which is usually a 

10-year project.’40 

Importance of long-term investment 

4.34 UWA noted the long timeframe between investments in R&D and the 

improvements in productivity they can produce. UWA stated that ‘in typical 

agriculture, from research to adaptation or adoption by the farmer, it can 

take about 20 years. But we have seen significant reduction in investments in 

research and development in particular in Australia over the years, and that 

will have a huge impact on further innovation.’41 

4.35 The Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association (TFGA) agreed that there 

was a significant time-lag between undertaking research and experiencing 

the benefits and suggested that a decline in research funding in the 1980s 

had resulted in reduced productivity growth in the 2000s. The TFGA 

suggested therefore that ‘continuous investment into agricultural research 

and development is needed for future gains and productivity.’42 

Potential of Digital Agriculture 

4.36 The AFI reported that while all agricultural sectors could expect to benefit 

from the adoption of digital agriculture certain sectors had the potential to 

experience particularly strong growth. Industries that were forecast to 

experience the most benefit included: grains (51 per cent growth); fisheries 

 
39 Australian Society of Plant Scientists, Submission 24, p. 2. 

40 Australian Society of Plant Scientists, Submission 24, p. 2. 

41 Professor Kadambot, Siddique, Director, Institute of Agriculture, University of Western Australia, 

Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 50. 

42 Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association, Submission 33, p. 5. 
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and aquaculture (44 per cent growth); horticulture (40 per cent growth); and 

forest and wood products (37 per cent growth).43 

4.37 The AFI estimated that the main sources of growth would be achieved 

through: 

▪ Automation and labour savings ($7.4 billion) 

▪ Genetic gains through improved animal and variety selection 

($2.9 billion) 

▪ Tailoring of inputs such as fertiliser, seed, and water ($2.3 billion) 

▪ Improved market access and biosecurity through pest and disease 

control ($1 billion).44 

4.38 In 2017, the Accelerating Precision to Decision Agriculture (Precision to 

Decision) program completed its investigation into the potential of digital 

agriculture in Australia. The program was led by the CRDC and undertaken 

in collaboration with the other 14 RDCs and seven other research entities.45  

4.39 Summarising the key findings of the Precision to Decision program the 

CRDC state that the following factors were required to realise the full 

potential of digital agriculture: 

▪ Leadership - a need for dedicated digital agriculture policy, strategy, 

governance, and collaboration 

▪ Trust and legal barriers - improvement of agricultural data regulatory 

frameworks to address data privacy 

▪ Connectivity - a lack of access to mobile phone and internet 

telecommunications is impeding adoption of digital technologies 

▪ Digital literacy - a digital skills gap exists across the sector 

▪ Value proposition -  a need for greater clarity around the value of new 

technology and the consistency of service and support  

▪ Availability of appropriate data - widespread availability of datasets 

▪ Data analytics and decision-support tools - there is a need for tools that 

provide data based insights to assist with decision making.46 

 
43 Perrett, E., Heath, R., Laurie, A. &  Darragh, L., 2017, Accelerating precision agriculture to decision 

agriculture - analysis of the economic benefit and strategies for delivery of digital agriculture in Australia, 

Australian Farm Institute, Sydney, pp 23-24. 

44 Australian Farm Institute, Submission 3, p. 3. 

45 Cotton Research and Development Corporation, 2017, Accelerating precision agriculture to decision 

agriculture: Enabling digital agriculture in Australia, p. i. 

46 Cotton Research and Development Corporation, Submission 22, p. 10. 
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Remote Sensing and Automation 

4.40 Increasingly sensors are being used to remotely measure and transmit data 

relevant to plant and animal health. The Department of Infrastructure, 

Transport, Cities and Regional Development (DITCRD) stated that drones 

were being used for sensing activities that were previously undertaken by 

aircraft or satellites, and that this had significantly reduced costs. The 

DITCRD added that drones were being used to monitor crop growth, 

fertiliser application, weed monitoring, water usage, and soil analysis, all of 

which could result in yield increases.47 

4.41 Australian Grape and Wine stated that machine harvesting and pruning had 

had been a major innovation in its industry and that further innovations 

were likely to be implemented in coming years. AGW stated:  

... in the vineyard there will certainly be a bigger use of drones. Drones will be 

used to monitor and assess vines and assess variability in vines. A lot of 

remote sensing work is being done from aeroplanes, but the drone technology 

is really growing. There will be a lot more targeted spraying. We want to 

reduce spraying as much as you can, and there is a lot of robotic technology 

that’s being developed with that to help more targeted spraying to prevent 

spray drift.48 

4.42 Similarly, the University of Western Australia suggested that digital 

technologies offered farmers a greatly increased ability to adapt their 

production to local climate variations, stating: 

...synthetic biology advances, together with improved climate forecasting, 

knowledge of environmental variability across farming landscapes, and 

autonomous farm vehicles and harvesting systems capable of precision 

planting, tilling and harvesting, will enable farmers to optimise production at 

a micro-climate level, affording greater local control in both good years and 

bad ones.49 

4.43 The Cooperative Research Centre for High Performance Soils (Soil CRC) 

reported that the understanding of Australia’s soils was improving through 

the use of new sensing and measurement technologies. The Soil CRC added, 

 
47 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Cities and Regional Development, Submission 61, p. 10. 

48 Mr Anthony Battaglene, Chief Executive Officer, Australian Grape and Wine, Official Committee 

Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 5. 

49 University of Western Australia, Submission 43, p. 3. 
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however, that there was significantly more research needed in the area, 

stating: 

…the large diversity of soil types and functions in Australia, combined with 

the large diversity of farming system and practices overlaid upon these soil 

types, means that it will be a long and tedious task to develop specific 

precision management solution for all soil management scenarios.50 

4.44 Geoscience Australia added that the Australian Government was investing 

$225 million over four years to improve the accuracy of positioning data in 

Australia. Currently positioning systems are able to provide data to an 

accuracy of 5 to 10 metres but with these investments accuracy will be 

available at a scale of 10 centimetres or 3 to 5 centimetres where mobile 

phone coverage is available.51 

4.45 Geoscience Australia stated that precise positioning data was expected to 

deliver growth in the agriculture sector valued at $2.2 billion over the next 

30 years. Some of the advantages that precise positioning data could provide 

include: 

▪ More efficient deployment of inputs including seeds and sprays 

▪ Horticulture yield maps and identification of hazard and disease 

locations 

▪ Ability to monitor livestock remotely reducing overgrazing and need for 

fencing 

▪ Reduction in costs of surveying and environmental management in 

forestry.52 

Data Collection and Analysis  

4.46 The CSIRO outlined how data is playing an increasingly central role in 

agriculture and suggested this is being driven by: 

... advances in weather and climate forecasts, more dynamic and timely 

information on the state of soils and crops, and linkages with farm 

management software to improve operational efficiency, safety and 

transparency. Large volumes of data will be able to be generated by cheap, 

 
50 Cooperative Research Centre for High Performance Soils, Submission 39, p. 4. 

51 Geoscience Australia, Submission 10, p. 4.  

52 Geoscience Australia, Submission 10, p. 2. 
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ubiquitous sensors ... routine tasks will be automated, and data and analytics 

brought to bear on more complex decisions.53 

4.47 AWI provided examples of how automated data collection could benefit 

wool producers, stating: 

Automated data collection and analysis systems could give real time 

information on relationships between rams and ewes; and ewes and lambs 

enabling decisions on oestrus, mating, feeding, lambing, pedigree and sheep 

selection. This system could also give information on paddock and pasture use 

efficiency, water point access, theft, health, and predation for a mob or an 

individual.54 

4.48 Geoscience Australia reported that the Australian Government, as well as 

many of the state and territory governments, were making datasets available 

to businesses and citizens with minimal restrictions. Geoscience Australia 

drew attention to the following types of data that were being made available 

that held significant potential benefits to the agriculture industry: 

▪ High resolution elevation data that has many potential benefits 

including in measuring groundwater recharge and managing flood, 

erosion, and bushfire risk 

▪ Surface water datasets that assist in managing water resources, 

modelling floods, and informing farmers about feed quality on their 

land 

▪ Geophysical and hydrogeological data which is used in identifying areas 

suitable for irrigation and those at risk of salinity 

▪ The location of agricultural assets, their exposure to hazards, and where 

infrastructure may assist in mitigating the risk of potential disasters.55 

4.49 AgriFutures Australia noted that there is currently a lack of standards in 

regards to agricultural data which is limiting how farmers can use the data 

they are generating. AgriFutures Australia explained that farmers can have 

multiple datasets that don’t work with each other, for example data from 

soil tests not being interoperable with worm tests.56  

 
53 CSIRO, Submission 8, p. 12. 

54 Australian Wool Innovation, Submission 80, p. 5. 

55 Geoscience Australia, Submission 10, pp 2-3. 

56 Ms Jennifer Medway, Senior Manager, Business Development, AgriFutures Australia, Official 

Committee Hansard, 18 October 2019, Canberra, p. 14. 
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4.50 The Australian Farm Institute (AFI) suggested that poor data collection was 

acting as a barrier to the development of a mature market of ‘risk 

management tools such as weather derivatives and multi-peril crop 

insurance.’57 The AFI added that sector wide decision making could be 

improved if common data collection frameworks were used by industry and 

government.58 

4.51 Similarly, Growcom suggested that it was crucial to ensure data was 

interoperable to avoid the creation of ‘walled gardens’ data environments 

that existed in other industries. Growcom advocated for the Australian 

Government to play a role in the ‘development of internationally consistent 

protocols and standards for agriculture specific data.’ In particular, 

Growcom called for the government to seek the ‘extension of the Customer 

Data Right59 to our sector as a matter of priority, an initial first step should 

be an industry-agreed definition and scope of what exactly constitutes 

“consumer data” in the agriculture sector.’60 

Species Diversification and Genetic Modification 

4.52 The University of Adelaide suggested that fully capitalising potential 

productivity gains would require combining digital technologies with 

innovations in crop and animal science, particularly ‘genomic breeding, 

gene editing and the judicious use of genetic modification (GM).’61  

Species Diversification and Breeding 

4.53 Since 1996, Australia has used an ‘end point royalty system’ to distribute 

royalties to the developers of new crop species on the basis of tonnage 

produced by growers. The Grains Research and Development Corporation 

(GRDC) reported that this system has two effects: 

 
57 Australian Farm Institute, Submission 3, p. 6. 

58 Australian Farm Institute, Submission 3, p. 5. 

59 The Customer Data Right is a system being rolled out in the banking sector from July 2020. The 

system is being implemented by the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission and 

aims to ‘give consumers greater control over their data, including the ability to securely share 

data with a trusted third party.’ Office of the Australian Information Commissioner, ‘What is the 

Consumer Data Right’, https://www.oaic.gov.au/consumer-data-right/what-is-the-consumer-

data-right/ Accessed 11 September 2020. 

60 Growcom, Submission 42, p. 7. 

61 University of Adelaide, Submission 20, p. 3. 
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...it increased royalty payments and subsequent capital available for variety 

development and even more importantly, it shared the risk of return between 

the breeder and the grower  (if a grower encounters a difficult production year 

their contribution of royalties to use a variety decreases with the decreased 

production).62 

4.54 GRDC reported that it held shares in two wheat and barley breeding 

entities, with a 39 per cent stake in Australian Grain Technologies, and a 38 

per cent stake in InterGrain.63 The University of Western Australia (UWA) 

suggested that this ownership could result in a form of ‘double-dipping’ as 

the GRDC receives levy funds from growers as well as royalty payments. 

UWA added, however, that diverse funding sources were necessary as the 

levy alone does not provide sufficient investment back into research.64 

4.55 GRDC reported that due to the end points royalty system investment in 

wheat breeding had increased from $11 million per year in 2000 (all from 

public sources) ‘to more than $60 million per annum today all coming from 

the private sector.’65 

4.56 UWA, however, expressed doubts that investment from plant breeding 

could replace government support for research in the short term, stating: 

...without taxpayer money going to the industry, for it to stand alone and to 

provide funding for research and development it is not going to happen in the 

near future. Yes, we need to look at more and more private people coming in, 

but if the government pulls out then we’ll be in big trouble.66 

4.57 The ASPS stated that there are few native species cropped in Australia, with 

the majority of species originating in Europe and North America and having 

been bred under optimal environmental conditions. Therefore, in Australian 

conditions these species require high levels of fertiliser use and are 

‘susceptible to extreme climatic events, the increasing erratic weather, and 

 
62 Grains Research and Development Corporation, Submission 95, p. 7. 

63 Grains Research and Development Corporation, Submission 95, p. 8. 

64 Professor Kadambot Siddique, Director, Institute of Agriculture, University of Western Australia, 

Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 51. 

65 Grains Research and Development Corporation, Submission 95, p. 7. 

66 Professor Kadambot Siddique, Director, Institute of Agriculture, University of Western Australia, 

Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 51. 
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pests, diseases, drought and soil degradation associated with climate 

change.’67 

4.58 The ASPS suggested that there was a need to diversify plant species being 

grown in Australia. The ASPS highlighted Quinoa as an example of a crop 

with different varieties ‘each with their own preferred environment, altitude, 

day length, water requirement, and salinity or acidity tolerance.’68 

4.59 Similarly, Gene Ethics and Friends of the Earth (GE & FoE) called for greater 

use of ‘thousands of traditional varieties of major food crops which are 

naturally adapted to stresses such as drought, heat, harsh weather 

conditions, flooding, salinity, poor soil, and pests and diseases.’69  

4.60 The ASPS suggested that in order to find crops that could thrive in Australia 

‘more pre-breeding research is required’ and there was a need to make the 

process of importing materials for research purposes more efficient.70 

4.61 Hort Innovation provided an example of successful of species diversification 

with the National Strawberry Varietal Improvement Program. The program 

developed 12 new varieties of strawberries that have captured a ‘large share 

of the market’ and delivered a benefit-cost ratio of 3.5 to one.71 

Genetic Modification 

4.62 Croplife Australia advocated for greater use of GM crops in Australia and 

expounded on their benefits, stating that ‘GM crops have reduced pesticide 

use by 37 per cent, while increasing crop yields by 22 per cent and increasing 

farmer profits by 68 per cent.’72 The ASPS provided canola as examples of a 

crop that has benefitted from GM, stating: 

...GM crop farmers in Western Australia, Victoria, New South Wales, and 

Queensland have gained $1.37 billion in additional income and produced 

226 000 tonnes more canola than would otherwise have been produced if 

conventional seeds had been used.73 

 
67 Australian Society of Plant Scientists, Submission 24, p. 3. 

68 Australian Society of Plant Scientists, Submission 24, p. 3. 

69 Gene Ethics and Friends of the Earth, Submission 97, p. 11. 

70 Australian Society of Plant Scientists, Submission 24, p. 3. 

71 Horticulture Innovation Australia, Submission 19, p. 9. 

72 Croplife Australia, Submission 30, p. 3. 

73 Australian Society of Plant Scientists, Submission 24, p. 4. 
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4.63 A differing perspective on the use of GM was provided by GE & FoE, which 

stated that ‘overall conventionally bred non-GM varieties remain more 

effective and are less costly to develop’. GE & FoE added that ‘yields for 

corn and canola in Western Europe, where GM varieties are not grown, have 

increased at a similar rate to, or higher rate than in North America where 

production is dominated by GM varieties.’74 

4.64 UWA suggested that the potential benefits of GM varied between crops. In 

the case of corn GM had brought significant benefits through increased 

herbicide and insect resistance, but conversely, wheat is a more complex 

grain and so gains are likely to be smaller. UWA added that while GM may 

not always increase yield it may bring quality benefits, for example by 

altering grains to reduce starch levels or increase the levels of certain 

proteins. Overall, UWA stated that GM should not be dismissed but neither 

should we be ‘putting all the eggs in the GM technology basket.’75 

4.65 A number of organisations highlighted the potential for GM crops to help 

farmers adapt to climate change. The University of Adelaide stated that 

greater use of GM could create a ‘new wave of crops that are more tolerant 

to Australian conditions and climate volatility.’76 Croplife Australia agreed 

stating GM crops could provide ‘crucial tool for farmers to combat drought, 

soil acidity and/or salinity, as well as emergent diseases.’77 

4.66 Similarly, the University of Western Australia stated that ‘we will soon have 

an opportunity to create climate-resilient “smart crops” - crops capable of 

growing during periods of drought and extreme temperatures, and able to 

tolerate adverse soils.’ UWA also suggested that this would potentially 

allow an expansion of productive agricultural land.78 

4.67 In contrast, GE & FoE did not accept that GM would help develop climate 

resilient crops. GM & FoE stated that tolerance to drought, flooding, and 

disease usually requires ‘complex multi-gene traits [that] cannot easily be 

engineered using GM techniques.’ In comparison, GE & FoE suggested that 

conventional breeding, complemented by marker-assisted selection 
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techniques, had been successful in developing crops with resilience to 

drought and disease.79 

4.68 Croplife Australia suggested that ‘GM crops are rigorously regulated in 

Australia’ but despite this Tasmania (and until recently South Australia) 

maintained a moratorium on the use of GM. Croplife Australia suggested 

that as overseas producers were using GM, Australian growers needed 

access to these technologies to remain competitive. Croplife Australia called 

for the Australian Government to:  

... recognise that all GM crops approved by Australia’s Gene Technology 

Regulator for commercial purposes are as safe for human health and the 

environment as their conventional (non-GM) counterparts.80 

4.69 In January 2020, the South Australian (SA) Government lifted the 

moratorium on GM use in its state.81 The SA Government stated that the 

moratorium had ‘discouraged both public and private investment in 

research and development in the state.’ The SA Government added that 

lifting the moratorium will assist the state’s farmers in adapting to climate 

change and ‘increase farm profitability and resilience.’82 

4.70 The Tasmanian Agricultural Productivity Group (TAPG) described the 

moratorium on GM in Tasmania as being both a strength and weakness for 

the state. TAPG suggested that it held back development for some 

businesses such as poppy producers but being the sole state with a 

moratorium had benefits for the marketing of Brand Tasmania.83  
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Other Technologies 

4.71 The Australian Nuclear Science and Technology Organisation (ANSTO) 

reported that research into the use of radioisotopes and isotopic technologies 

is being undertaken in a number of agricultural settings. Examples of this 

research include: 

▪ Monitoring the uptake of nutrients in wheat to support more efficient 

fertiliser use and help overcome zinc deficiencies in Australian soils 

▪ Improving plant resistance to fungal and microbial infections 

▪ Determining uptake of nutrients to optimise feel ingredients and 

quantities in aquaculture.84 

4.72 AWI suggested that consumer focused technologies could help increase 

consumer demand and reported that it had used technologies such as 

artificial intelligence and virtual reality to market Australian wool.85 

Adoption of Innovation 

4.73 The CSIRO highlighted that while Australia, relative to other nations, ranks 

highly for ‘expenditure on R&D, and on the volume and quality of research 

outputs, it ranks poorly for the rate of translation from research inputs to 

outcomes for end users.’ The CSIRO stated that ‘much of the activity in the 

innovation system is not driving productivity improvements’ and suggested 

this was due to a deficiencies in innovation policies as well as a lack of 

interaction between ‘farmers, agribusinesses, support services, markets, and 

consumers’.86 

4.74 CSU noted that ‘Australian start-ups are more likely to fail in comparison to 

those in other countries as Australian farmers have not traditionally taken 

up technology readily.’87 CSU highlighted research by Meat and Livestock 

Australia which had found that if the middle 60 per cent of farmers in 

southern Australia matched the production processes of the top 20 per cent 

of farmers this would generate $2.8 billion per year.88 

 
84 Australian Nuclear Science and Technology Organisation, Submission 16, pp 3-5. 

85 Australian Wool Innovation , Submission 80, p. 3. 
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4.75 Charles Sturt University (CSU) added that research has found that ‘farmers 

take up technology at far greater rates when the new technology has been 

demonstrated to them and shown to work. Field research and showcasing 

new technology is key in encouraging farmers to adopt it.’89 

4.76 AgThentic stated this may not always occur, as startups often lack the 

industry networks to connect with agricultural producers. Instead, new 

agricultural technologies (agtech) are ‘pushed in to the industry by new 

entrepreneurs who do not understand the complexities of farming, rather 

than pulled into agriculture by producers who see value to be gained from 

adopting agtech solutions.’90 In addition, AgThentic suggested that agtech 

products being offered to producers are often at an early stage of 

development or with limited functionality.91 

4.77 The Queensland Department of Agriculture and Fisheries suggested 

intellectual property (IP) rights could be a barrier to greater adoption of new 

innovations, stating that: 

Funding partners require a share of IP and commercialisation from the results 

of the funding provided. This can stifle innovation, as small 

businesses/innovators are reluctant to let go of their IP and commercialisation 

rights.92 

Promoting Innovation Adoption 

4.78 AgThentic recommended that governments fund programs that identify 

‘key industry challenge areas requiring technologies, and matching of 

specific technologies and research projects to these challenges.’ Additionally, 

AgThentic suggested government could support greater adoption of agtech 

through rebates, demonstration projects, a centralised database of agtech 

information, and the development of a registered agtech consultant’s 

association.93 

4.79 An example of a potential government incentive was provided by 

WA Farmers which advocated for changes to accelerate the depreciation of 

new equipment for taxation purposes. WA Farmers stated: 
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Speed up the depreciation schedules, because the difference between what a 

new spray rig, with all the technological fruit on it, can do versus something 

that is 10 years old is quantum. If everyone is running the latest gear, what 

will we get in terms of productivity improvements? It’s going to be five per 

cent across the board, $5 billion overnight probably, if not more.94 

4.80 AgThentic called for greater government promotion of agtech innovation 

and suggest that this should include greater collaboration with 

New Zealand. AgThentic suggested that Agritech NZ, an agtech 

coordination body in New Zealand, offered a model that could provide 

insights for Australia. Additionally, as both countries are relatively small 

agtech investment markets there would be potential scale benefits from 

collaboration. As an example, AgThentic highlighted the recently 

established Australia New Zealand Agritech Council as an important 

initiative working towards this goal.95 

4.81 USyd stated that it believed that ‘Australia should develop agricultural 

innovation centres which are multidisciplinary but focused on agriculture.’96 

Examples of these types of centres were provided by the Australian National 

University97 and CSU, which stated its agtech incubation program ‘helps 

people refine their ideas, understand what they need to achieve to make 

their product viable, and coach them on how to secure the investment to 

make the idea a commercial reality.’98 

4.82 TFGA stated that producers need to be informed of research developments 

that are relevant to them and this was most effective achieved through 

‘effective extension services that go to producers and explain the changes 

and how it can benefit them.’99  

4.83 As an example of how research developments can be disseminated, AWI 

reported that it used state based producer networks as a vehicle for the 

dispersal of new ideas and technologies. AWI stated that these networks are 

‘fundamental to the spread of new ideas’ and ‘provide opportunities for 
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producers to get involved in practical programs that focus on making 

positive changes to on-farm production and management practices.’100 

4.84 Growers Group Alliance (GGA), an association of 43 grower groups in 

Western Australia, also advocated for the use of producer networks in 

disseminating research outcomes and assessing the adoptability of 

technologies. GGA stated, however, that while grower groups have a ‘solid 

understanding of on-farm dynamics’ they are generally volunteer run and so 

members are often time poor. GGA suggested that government support 

would assist grower groups to continue to ‘provide a capable and 

supportive environment in which field testing, adaptation, and experience 

can be shared between farmers and researchers.’101 

4.85 A further channel for spreading research outcomes was suggested by USyd, 

which stated that previous state government research extension programs 

had been replaced by commercial consultants and suggested government 

should provide incentives to ensure these consultants stay updated with the 

most recent technologies.102 

Reducing Food Waste 

4.86 The National Farmers Federation (NFF) reported that up to 25 per cent of 

vegetables produced do not leave the farm.103 In total, food waste has been 

estimated to cost the Australian economy approximately $20 billion per 

year.104 As part of its 2030 Roadmap, the NFF has set a target of halving food 

waste by 2030.105 

4.87 The South Australian Government reported that it is a major investor in the 

$133 million Fight Food Waste Cooperative Research Centre (CRC), based in 

Adelaide, which is ‘working to reduce food waste throughout the supply 
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chain, transform unavoidable waste into innovative high-value co-products, 

and engage with industry and consumers to deliver behavioural change.’106 

4.88 TFGA highlighted the importance of reducing food waste in reaching the 

$100 billion by 2030 goal. TFGA reported that in 2016-17 ‘Australia produced 

7.3 million tonnes of food waste across the supply chain’ 31 per cent of 

which was from primary production. TFGA noted that food waste was 

especially a problem for the fruit and vegetable industries and that this was 

‘due to variety of factors including produce damage, cosmetic standards, 

and market pressures.’107 

4.89 As a means of limiting these factors, Protected Cropping Australia drew 

attention to the advantages of the controlled environmental systems used in 

protected cropping could ensure ‘consistency in both quantity and quality of 

outputs, which in turn means less food waste.’108 

4.90 Hort Innovation reported that a project it was undertaking in partnership 

with CSIRO was using broccoli that may have been wasted to develop a 

powder that is fortifying everyday foods including coffee.109 Similarly, waste 

water from aquaculture is being treated by algae creating by-products that 

can be used in nutraceuticals, supplements, biofuels, and plastics.110 

4.91 During the production of the vegetable powder mentioned above a waste 

pulp flow will be created. Worm Hit, an organic fertiliser company, is 

working with Growcom to transport this pulp from Queensland to Victoria 

to feed to the worms which produce its fertiliser. Worm Hit reported that 

plants treated with its fertiliser required less water and chemical usage was 

also reduced as the ‘root mass on the [plant fertilised with Worm Hit] 

actually outcompetes the weeds, therefore you don’t need to spray the 

weeds.’ 111 

4.92 Tasmanian Agricultural Productivity Group (TAPG) reported that 

microwave assisted thermal sterilisation technology was being used in 
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Tasmania to turn food that may have been wasted into new commercial 

products. This machine is able to process food, potentially even into meals, 

and sterilise them in a way that once reheated will appear like a freshly 

cooked meal. TAPG suggested that the potential of the technology was 

particularly significant for use in defence, hospitals, nursing homes, and 

disaster zones.112 

4.93 The Australian Fresh Produce Alliance (AFPA) highlighted that packaging 

has an important role in minimising food waste but is also creates an 

additional waste stream. The AFPA stated that effort must be made to 

ensure packaging is ‘recyclable and compostable, with the ultimate aim 

being the establishment of a circular economy.’ The AFPA recommended 

that a ‘national, coordinated policy on packaging, food waste and recycling’ 

be implemented.113 

 

Committee Comment 

4.94 Digital technology is central to the future of Australian agriculture. It has 

been estimated that digital agriculture could add $20 billion to the value of 

the sector. A boost of this size would, by itself, cover the projected shortfall 

required to reach the $100 billion by 2030 target.  

4.95 The Committee was pleased to hear that the Australian Research and 

Development Corporation (RDC) system is broadly supported by industry 

groups. The RDC model, with its close links to industry, is designed to 

invest in research carefully targeted to the needs of Australia’s agriculture 

providers. Producers fund RDCs through their levy payments and so many 

inquiry participants urged RDCs to continue to deliver value for money by 

focussing on developing practical technologies and techniques that can drive 

productivity growth.  

4.96 The RDC system is more than 30 years old and so it is appropriate that the 

Australian Government has undertaken a review aiming to modernise the 

system. Building on this review the Government has recently announced the 
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creation of the National Agricultural Innovation Agenda. The Committee 

welcomes this focus on agricultural innovation and looks forward to the 

development of the Agenda through the release of the National Agricultural 

Innovation Policy Statement and the Digital Foundations for Agriculture 

Strategy which in the first-half of 2021.  

4.97 The Committee notes that while there was broad support for the RDC 

system, the most commonly raised area for improvement was in supporting 

research that could provide benefits across multiple industries. Developing a 

resourcing mechanism for cross-sectoral research that still ensures value for 

single-commodity producers is a key priority for the Innovation Agenda. 

4.98 While the focus of the RDC system is rightly on applied research projects, it 

is the basic research undertaken today that will form the foundations of 

tomorrow’s applied research. The Committee was, therefore, pleased to 

speak with representatives of multiple universities deeply committed to 

developing their agricultural research capabilities. At the same time, reports 

of declining investment in agricultural research both by state and territory 

governments and through the Australian Research Council grant system is 

concerning. The Committee urges governments in all jurisdictions to 

continue to fund both basic and applied research to ensure there is a 

functioning innovation pipeline that can continue to drive productivity 

increases and long-term economic growth. 

4.99 The Committee was also pleased to hear that many researchers are 

embedding the ideas of farmers into the design and delivery of their 

research projects. Involving farmers in research from the planning stages not 

only ensures that projects are closely aligned with producer needs but can 

also help with disseminating ideas and ultimately increase the adoption of 

research outcomes. 

4.100 Remote sensing technologies can now monitor localised weather conditions; 

pest and disease prevalence; plant, animal, and soil health; and much more. 

The data created by these monitors is improving the quality of information 

that producers use to make their business decisions. Paired with automated 

machinery this data is providing the basis of the high-precision agriculture 

which can decrease loss and increase the quality and value of produce.  

4.101 Despite the obvious benefits of these technologies, their growing use is 

resulting in the creation of vast data-sets and there is currently little 

regulation regarding the management of this data. There are questions about 
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the ownership and use of data generated by farmers, but perhaps more 

critically there is also a need for data standardisation.  

4.102 The potential benefits of sensor technologies are severely limited if they are 

unable to work with other technologies or management software. Data that 

is ‘locked’ to certain brands, or reliant on unique formats that are at risk of 

becoming obsolete, restricts producers from being able to freely use 

information on the functioning of their own business. There is a clear need 

for data to be exportable and inter-operable between systems and this will 

require some degree of standardisation. There is a role for Government to 

work with industry, and if necessary research organisations, to develop such 

a system. 

4.103 While adapting crop varieties to Australian conditions has always been a 

part of Australian agriculture, contemporary technology allows faster and 

better targeted development of beneficial crop traits. In a changing climate 

there will be increasing value in technologies that can improve resilience, 

including both gene editing and improved conventional breeding 

techniques. Predominantly inquiry participants believed that genetic 

modification (GM) techniques had the potential to deliver important benefits 

to the agriculture sector.  

4.104 With the exception of Tasmania, Australian producers now have the 

opportunity to benefit from GM technologies. In Tasmania, it is difficult to 

assess whether the continued GM moratorium is on balance beneficial. 

While there are some businesses that would certainly benefit from access to 

GM, the moratorium also benefits other businesses due to how it 

complements Tasmanian branding and marketing strategies.  

4.105 Ultimately technological developments and innovative farming techniques 

can only drive growth if they are adopted by producers. The Committee 

heard evidence from a wide range of stakeholders suggesting that there was 

an opportunity for Australia to improve the speed with which new 

technologies and techniques are adopted. 

4.106 With a relatively modest investment the Australian Government could 

potentially improve uptake of innovation through increased support for 

groups such as RDCs, peak industry bodies, and local producer networks, 

which focus on research extension activities. It is clearly not the role of 

government to promote particular products or subsidise the marketing of an 

individual business, therefore it is important that any support available is 

only for the provision of independent advice to producers. 
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4.107 The Committee notes that the Minister for Agriculture, Drought and 

Emergency Management, Hon David Littleproud MP, recently announced 

an $86 million program to develop Drought Resilience Adoption and 

Innovation Hubs across Australia. Included in this program is $11 million in 

resourcing for ‘Drought Resilience Innovation Grants to support drought 

resilience initiatives for farmers, community groups, industry, and 

researchers.’114 

4.108 This announcement was made after the Committee completed collecting 

evidence and so the Committee looks forward to hearing more about this 

program. While there is no doubt of the value of promoting adoption of 

innovations that support drought resilience, the Committee believes that it 

could also be beneficial to support the promotion of innovation adoption 

more widely. 

4.109 It has been estimated that as many as a quarter of all vegetables produced 

never leave the farm. This represents a significant investment and a 

potentially valuable resource that is currently going to waste. Reducing food 

waste can occur through improving consistency in production, targeting 

inefficiencies in supply chains, or processing any unavoidable waste into 

new products.  

4.110 The Committee was pleased to hear about a number of innovative solutions 

to the problem of food waste in the fruit and vegetable sectors, an example 

being the Worm Hit organic fertiliser company that the Committee visited in 

Mildura. The Committee hopes to see continued development of new 

products and techniques in this space and strongly supports the National 

Farmers Federation’s goal to halve agricultural food waste by 2030.  
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Recommendations 

Recommendation 3 

4.111 The Committee recommends that the Australian Government works with 

representatives of the agricultural industry, including the agricultural 

technology industry, to develop a framework for the use of agricultural 

data in Australia. This framework should: 

▪ be based on the principle that producers should have continuing 

ability to access and use data generated by their business 

▪ include a nationally consistent set of common data standards to enable 

data-sets to be used across a variety of software and technologies. 

Recommendation 4 

4.112 The Committee recommends that the Department of Agriculture, Water 

and the Environment implement an Innovation Adoption and Extension 

program to promote the adoption of digital technologies by Australian 

farmers. The program could involve activities such as targeted events, 

small-scale grants, or the provision of information online. The program 

should also support and build upon the work currently being undertaken 

by industry groups and producer networks to disseminate information on 

beneficial innovations.
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5. Emerging Growth Opportunities 

Introduction 

5.1 Northern Australia, with its relatively secure water supplies and proximity 

to growing Asian markets, has the potential to significantly expand its 

agricultural production over the coming decade. It is also a region where 

freight costs can be a challenge and so taking advantage of economies of 

scale and possibilities for integrating food production and processing are 

likely to be beneficial. This chapter will consider the opportunities available 

for expansion of agricultural production in northern Australia. 

5.2 The combination of new technologies, expanding markets, and changing 

consumer preferences provides opportunities for new or emerging 

industries to prosper. This chapter will also consider some of the smaller 

agricultural industries with the opportunity to experience rapid growth in 

the coming decade. 

Review of the Evidence 

Opportunities for Agricultural Expansion in Northern Australia 

5.3 The Cooperative Research Centre for Developing Northern Australia 

(CRC DNA) outlined the scale of the opportunity that expanding agriculture 

in northern Australia presents, stating: 

There are about 17 million hectares of arable soil that we have available to us. 

Sixty per cent of the nation’s rainfall falls in northern Australia. Obviously, 

these are ideal conditions for agriculture, not only cattle, which is obviously 
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the predominant business at the moment, but all sorts of new and developing 

industries can work in northern Australia.1 

5.4 CRC DNA stated that research it had jointly undertaken had identified five 

key products for the north to focus on, these being beef, avocado, 

macadamia, aquaculture, and soybeans. In addition, CRC DNA stated that 

there were growth opportunities for Indigenous Agriculture, in particular 

through the commercialisation of medicinal plants. 2 

5.5 The Western Australian (WA) Government reported that over the last 

decade a number of strategic northern Australian pastoral leases had been 

purchased by global investors. These leases remain under-developed and 

the WA Government suggested that ‘the challenge for government, both 

State and Commonwealth, is to provide the signals that will facilitate and 

unlock investment and encourage partnership investments in key 

infrastructure.’3 

5.6 The WA Government added that infrastructure, particularly road networks, 

and the current regulatory approval system remained impediments to 

development. The WA Government suggested that ‘partnership and 

leveraging opportunities, through the Northern Australian Infrastructure 

Facility (NAIF) and other programs … will assist in unlocking the northern 

regions potential.’4 

5.7 ORDCO, a cooperative based in the Ord River Irrigation Area of northwest 

Western Australia, stated that ‘people, isolation, and scale’ were the main 

challenges holding back further development in the Ord River region. 5 

5.8 Similarly, the University of Queensland (UQ) stated that to be viable 

development in Northern Australia had to be undertaken at scale. 

Especially, those developments being undertaken on greenfield sites.  

UQ added that this would require ‘very large integrated agricultural 

 
1 Mr Jed Matz, Chief Executive Officer, Cooperative Research Centre for Developing Northern 

Australia, Official Committee Hansard, 17 March 2020, Townsville, p. 6. 

2 Mr Jed Matz, Chief Executive Officer, Cooperative Research Centre for Developing Northern 

Australia, Official Committee Hansard, 17 March 2020, Townsville, pp 6-7. 

3 Western Australian Government, Submission 92, p. 6. 

4 Western Australian Government, Submission 92, p. 6. 

5 Mr Fritz Bolton, Chairman, OrdCo, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 14. 
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enterprises’ and as provided an example of the type of business needed, 

stating it would be: 

A large corporate enterprise that’s growing sugarcane, feeding molasses to 

cattle with some cassava that you’re growing on the side and probably 

producing some high-value starch and feeding the animals with it as a 

by-product. It will be of such scale that it would probably have its own 

abattoir there on site.6 

5.9 CRC DNA suggested issues with planning, coordination, and governance 

arrangements were impeding development in the north. CRC DNA added 

that there was a need for greater collaboration and coordination between the 

Commonwealth and the State and Territory Governments to develop clear 

and consistent rules around development. In particular, CRC DNA 

highlighted infrastructure planning as an area where there was a need for 

improved coordination and a focus on infrastructure as a means of enabling 

supply chains to develop.7 

Cotton 

5.10 The Cotton Research and Development Corporation (CRDC) stated that 

recent research it had undertaken in partnership with CSIRO had 

‘demonstrated the feasibility of growing cotton across northern Australia.’ 

CRDC reported rainfed cotton production is being developed in northern 

Queensland and the Northern Territory, while irrigated production is being 

developed in northwest Western Australia.8 

5.11 CRDC explained, however, that northern cotton growers are hindered by a 

lack of processing facilities which result in costly freighting of cotton to 

southern production facilities. CRDC added that there was an opportunity 

for partnerships between government and industry to develop the 

infrastructure to support the development in the north. 9  

5.12 The Northern Territory Farmers Association (NT Farmers) also emphasised 

the potential importance of cotton to northern agriculture, stating that over 

 
6 Professor Neal Menzies, Head, School of Agriculture and Food Sciences, University of Queensland, 

Official Committee Hansard, 16 March 2020, Toowoomba, p. 7. 

7 Mr Jed Matz, Chief Executive Officer, Cooperative Research Centre for Developing Northern 

Australia, Official Committee Hansard, 17 March 2020, Townsville, pp 7,9. 

8 Cotton Research and Development Corporation, Submission 22, p. 3. 

9 Cotton Research and Development Corporation, Submission 22, p. 4. 
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the next ten years it could become a $300 million industry.10 NT Farmers 

added that plans were in place to develop a cotton gin near Katherine, and 

that the gin already had an  investor, an in-principle NAIF loan, and had 

applied to the Northern Territory Local Jobs Fund but seed funding was still 

required. NT Farmers added that the gin infrastructure could also be used in 

hemp processing.11 

5.13 A number of northern Australian participants nominated cotton as a key 

crop for the region. Cotton was described as a ‘base crop’12 or ‘pillar crop’13 

for the region both because it could offer the scale needed to drive 

development and because of its interactions with other industries. This 

interaction was due to cotton seed being a high protein feed source for cattle 

which could lead to intensification of beef cattle production.14 This 

intensification could enable the development of a meat works which could 

provide an alternative revenue source to live exports.15 

5.14 To emphasise the importance of this cottonseed market, ORDCO suggested 

that it may provide more value to the regional economy than the cotton fibre 

as ‘it will be fed to cattle, weaning percentages will improve dramatically 

and it will make these cattle operations extremely profitable and efficient.’16 

5.15 Additionally, with a successful base crop, ORDCO suggested it became 

easier to add in niche crops and highlighted the range of other crops grown 

include chia, plantago, quinoa, poppies, and peanuts.17 

5.16 ORDCO reported that Kimberley Agricultural Investments will be the 

developer of the Ord Stage 2 scheme and that they have developed over 

7000 hectares with a proposed further 5000 hectares on Knox Plain. ORDCO 

 
10 Mr Paul Burke, Chief Executive Officer, Northern Territory Farmers Association, Official Committee 

Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, pp. 1-2. 

11 Mr Paul Burke, Chief Executive Officer, Northern Territory Farmers Association, Official Committee 

Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, pp. 1-2. 

12 Mr Fritz Bolton, Chairman, OrdCo, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 14. 

13 Cotton Research and Development Corporation, Submission 22, p. 3. 

14 Cotton Research and Development Corporation, Submission 22, p. 3. 

15 Mr Alister Trier, Chief Executive, Department of Primary Industry and Resources, Northern 

Territory, Official Committee Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, p. 8. 

16 Mr Fritz Bolton, Chairman, OrdCo, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 15. 

17 Mr Fritz Bolton, Chairman, OrdCo, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, pp 14, 15, 

17. 
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stated that the Knox Plain was crucial to creating large enough scale to 

warrant the development of a cotton gin in the Ord region.18 

Rice 

5.17 The Ricegrowers Association of Australia suggested that there is ongoing 

research in support of the development of a northern Australian rice sector 

but also highlighted some of the challenges that growing rice in tropical 

Australia may encounter. The RAA stated that : 

The varieties we grow in the south are temperate varieties similar to 

South America and California. When you take them up there, they shorten the 

growing season by up to 30 or 40 days, which straight away reduces yield 

potential and sometimes your grain quality. So they need to be specific 

varieties for those climatic conditions.19   

5.18 In addition, unlike the Riverina region, the rice blast disease is known to 

exist in Queensland and the Ord River region which presents a further 

difficulty to rice cropping in these regions.20 

Emerging Industries with Significant Growth Potential 

Protected Cropping 

5.19 Protected cropping is the process of growing horticultural crops under, or 

within, structures that provide protection from pests and adverse weather. 

Simple versions of protected cropping include the use of netting and 

polytunnels, while more complex operations can involve glasshouses with 

automated venting, fans, heaters, and shading. Crops are often grown in 

artificial media, watered with hydroponic irrigation, and sowing and 

picking may also be automated.21 

5.20 In 2017, protected cropping had a farm-gate value of $1.5 billion and had 

been experiencing 60 per cent annual growth over the last five years, making 

it the fastest growing agricultural sector in Australia.22 Crops commonly 

 
18 Mr Fritz Bolton, Chairman, OrdCo, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 14. 

19 Mr Neil Bull, Environment Manager, Ricegrowers’ Association of Australia, Official Committee 

Hansard, 7 February 2020, Wagga Wagga, p. 32 

20 Mr Neil Bull, Environment Manager, Ricegrowers’ Association of Australia, Official Committee 

Hansard, 7 February 2020, Wagga Wagga, p. 32. 

21 Protected Cropping Australia, Submission 47, pp 3-4. 

22 Protected Cropping Australia, Submission 47, p. 4. 
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grown in protected cropping include: nursery stock and flowers; leafy 

greens; herbs; berries; vegetables such as tomato, cucumber, eggplant, and 

capsicum; and medicinal cannabis.23 Protected Cropping Australia 

suggested that protected cropping was likely to continue growing due to 

‘increasing climate and weather risks’ such as cyclones and floods. In 

addition, growing to match increasingly tight supermarket specifications is 

easier in the controlled environment possible in protected cropping.24 

5.21 The South Australian Government highlighted the example of the 

Netherlands, which is the world’s second largest exporter of food (by value) 

despite having a land area 185 times smaller than Australia.25 The 

Netherlands achieves this though highly innovate agriculture that is often 

intensive and involving significant protected cropping. 

Ecosystem Services and Carbon Farming 

5.22 Charles Sturt University (CSU) stated that carbon credits and ecosystem 

services provide farmers with the opportunity to generate income from less 

productive parts of their land. CSU added that ‘both these markets have 

been functioning overseas for some years and have the potential to diversify 

farm offerings with drought proof income.’26 

5.23 AFI stated that ‘considered management of farmlands can improve natural 

capital via the provision of multiple ecosystem services.’ Currently, due to a 

lack of market mechanisms these capital improvements were being 

performed ‘voluntarily at the personal expense of farmers or enabled via 

government subsidies.’  AFI suggested that developing a market for 

ecosystem services could: 

... not only incentivise and accelerate regeneration of natural capital to future-

proof production, but also contribute financial capital to Australian agriculture 

gross value of production by adding an income stream to primary 

production.27 

 
23 Protected Cropping Australia, Submission 47, p. 4. 

24 Ms Jan Davis, Chief Executive Officer, Protected Cropping Australia, Official Committee Hansard, 

Devonport, 5 November 2019, Submission 47, p. 16. 

25 South Australian Government, Submission 107: Attachment 1: p. 21. 

26 Charles Sturt University, Submission 27, p. 11. 

27 Australian Farm Institute, Submission 3, p. 4. 
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5.24 The Western Australian (WA) Government described soil carbon storage as 

an opportunity for northern Australia but noted, however, that the 

challenges to realising this opportunity included the land tenure system, 

impacts on the mining sector, the need for more research, and the cost of 

carbon measurement. Nevertheless, the WA Government estimated that the 

carbon farming in the Southern Rangelands region could have a value of 

$5.2 billion over 25 years.28 

5.25 RMAC stated that ‘more needs to be done to incentivise carbon projects that 

deliver environmental, economic, and social co-benefits such as 

improvements in biodiversity, soil health, water quality, and employment.’ 

RMAC added that consideration should be given to supplementary policies 

that support carbon projects such as ‘tax deductions for livestock producers 

who purchase greenhouse gas avoidance technology such as livestock 

supplements that reduce enteric methane emissions.’29 

5.26 NQ Dry Tropics reported that there were currently effective methodologies 

to increase soil carbon but the cost of measuring the changes was reducing 

the potential economic gains for farmers. NQ Dry Tropics explained:  

The problem is scale. You’re talking about fractions of a per cent change in 

terms of soil carbon. You need to be able to scale that up to make it 

worthwhile and you need to have methodologies that aren’t crippled by the 

cost of measurement. That’s one of the big challenges with soil carbon at the 

moment: the methodology is probably viable, but the costs of being able to 

measure it, validate it and demonstrate it, in terms of carbon credits, are 

crippling.30 

5.27 In its Delivering Ag2030 plan the Australian Government announced that it is 

investing in technologies that will reduce the time taken to develop new 

methodologies for carbon reduction under the Emissions Reduction Fund 

and reduce the cost of measuring soil carbon.31  

5.28 The FIAC raised concerns about the ability of the forest industry to 

participate in the Australian Government Emission Reduction Fund. The 

FIAC explained that ‘industry would benefit from the introduction of a 

 
28 Western Australian Government, Submission 92, pp 5-6. 

29 Red Meat Advisory Council, Submission 103, p. 23. 

30 Dr Scott Crawford, Chief Executive Officer, NQ Dry Tropics, Official Committee Hansard, 17 March 

2020, Townsville, p. 17. 

31 Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment, Delivering Ag2030, p. 6. 
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pricing mechanism that recognises the contribution that forestry makes to 

avoided emissions.’ The FIAC also quoted a 2019 report by the CSIRO and 

the National Australia Bank, that stated: 

Carbon sequestered in forests could be produced profitably on over 

30 million hectares, equivalent to half of the more marginal agricultural land 

in Australia’s intensive use zone... support by the higher price assumptions, 

planting on this scale means that the returns to landowners could more than 

double to as much as $114 billion per annum.32 

Medicinal Cannabis and Industrial Hemp 

Medicinal Cannabis 

5.29 Austrade reported that a medicinal cannabis facility is being developed in 

Toowoomba with the potential to provide significant economic benefits. 

Austrade stated that the project involves an investment of over $400 million 

and that: 

... over the life of this project it will produce over 1000 jobs [and] also attract to 

Australia world-leading innovation in agribusiness and the health sector as 

well as in the form of glasshouse cultivation, artificial intelligence and 

robotics. So this is the creation of a new industry which we expect to create 

exports worth over a billion dollars.33 

5.30 Toowoomba and Surat Basin Enterprise stated that this would be the 

world’s largest medicinal cannabis project, but noted that one of the 

challenges facing the region would be finding enough staff for the project.34 

Industrial Hemp 

5.31 Industrial hemp is defined as cannabis where the psychoactive compound 

THC is found at levels below 1 per cent. The plant can be grown for food, 

fibre, stock feed, and a nutraceutical called cannabidiol (CBD).35 

 
32 Forest Industry Advisory Council, Submission 102, pp 2-3. 

33 Ms Catherine Taylor, Assistant General Manager, Trade and Investment, Austrade, Official 

Committee Hansard, 18 October 2019, p. 10. 

34 Ms Ali Davenport, Chief Executive Officer, Toowoomba and Surat Basin Enterprise, Official 

Committee Hansard, 16 March 2020, Toowoomba, p. 4. 

35 Mr Timothy Schmidt, President, Hemp Association of Tasmania, Official Committee Hansard, 

Devonport, 5 November 2019, p. 12. 
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5.32 The Hemp Association of Tasmania (HATas) reported that currently 

Australian farmers can harvest the grain for food but cannot use the whole 

plant, whereas in other countries the fibre is used for insulation and in car 

doors.36 Additionally, CBD is currently considered a schedule 4 narcotic and 

so cannot be made in Australia. HATas stated that CBD is not a psychoactive 

drug and suggested Tasmanian growers could make $50,000 gross margin 

per hectare by producing CBD.37 

5.33 HATas highlighted the positive impact the legalisation and 

commercialisation of Hemp has brought to the economies of the USA, 

Canada and Europe. HATas stated that in Canada, the global leader in hemp 

farming, the industrial hemp industry was worth approximately $1 billion. 

By contrast, in 2018-19, the Australian industry was worth approximately 

$10.5 million.38 

5.34 The hemp associations are calling for ‘delisting of Cannabis Sativa with THC 

of less than 1 per cent from the Narcotics and Poison Acts to allow for the 

commercial sale of all industrial hemp products from the entire plant.’39 The 

NSW Industrial Hemp Association stated the CBD was valuable in treating a 

range of conditions including epilepsy and chronic pain and added that the 

World Health Organization ‘recommended that CBD be removed from the 

drug register.’40 Canna Hemp Care also pointed out that ‘currently the 

market is flooded with this (illegal) product anyway but the benefits of the 

sales go overseas.’41 

5.35 Austrade stated that there is a lot of interest in hemp farming amongst 

producers but that there was a need to scale up production in Australia, 

stating it had been receiving: 

... inquiries from farmers and producers that are looking at what the 

opportunities are for hemp overseas ... at the moment, unfortunately, there is 

 
36 Mr Timothy Castle, Executive Officer, Hemp Association of Tasmania, Official Committee Hansard, 

Devonport, 5 November 2019, p. 13. 

37 Mr Timothy Schmidt, President, Hemp Association of Tasmania, Official Committee Hansard, 

Devonport, 5 November 2019, p. 12. 

38 Hemp Association of Tasmania, Submission 70, pp 1-2. 

39 Hemp Association of Tasmania, Submission 70, p. 2. 

40 Hemp Association of Tasmania, Submission 70: Attachment 1 – NSW Industrial Hemp Association, p. 1. 

41 Hemp Association of Tasmania, Submission 70: Attachment 5 – Canna Hemp Care, p. 1. 
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very small scale production in Australia and we need to build the economics 

of scale to be able to meet that export demand overseas.42 

5.36 NT Farmers stated that it was investigating the opportunities for hemp 

production in the Northern Territory. NT Farmers explained that 

government support would be valuable at this early stage, stating: 

When we're starting a brand-new industry we think it's reasonable that 

government has some input into those initial risks and mitigating the risks for 

producers. At the moment we're putting together a research proposal across 

north Australia looking at different varietals of hemp. We're looking only at 

the seed at this current juncture of time, because we don't have processing 

facilities for the fibre.43 

5.37 NT Farmers also noted that hemp growing provides diversification benefits 

as well as the potential to develop multipurpose infrastructure: 

We would like to see some investment into hemp and hemp production, and 

that's varieties, localities and seasonality of planting…. We're looking at how 

we can actually have a multipurpose gin, so the [cotton] gin and a hemp-

processing facility housed in the same building...… So, instead of the normal 

six to 12 week ginning period, we would then be rolling into a winter or a dry 

season hemp crop and utilising that facility for more hours, creating more 

jobs.44   

Other Emerging Industries 

5.38 CSIRO also drew attention to the potential value of ‘alternative protein’ 

stating that products derived from ‘seeds, pulses, nuts, bacteria or 

mycoprotein, microalgae, and insects are in high demand to complement 

traditional sources of protein in our diet.’ CSIRO added that ‘global protein 

demand is projected to grow by up to 20 per cent by 2025’ and suggested 

that due to resource constraints and concerns of consumers relating to 

animal production alternative proteins would be an important component of 

this growth.45 

 
42 Ms Luisa Rust, Manager Agribusiness and Food, Austrade, Official Committee Hansard, Friday 18 

October 2019, Canberra, pp 12-13. 

43 Mr Paul Burke, Chief Executive Officer, Northern Territory Farmers Association, Official Committee 

Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, p. 2. 

44 Mr Paul Burke, Chief Executive Officer, Northern Territory Farmers Association, Official Committee 

Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, p. 2. 

45 CSIRO, Submission 8, p. 11. 
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5.39 Similarly, Austrade stated that there is a ‘huge revolution around plant-

based protein’, adding that there are companies ‘looking to invest in 

soybeans in Australia and also those protein legume products.’46 

5.40 The Centre for Nanoscale BioPhotonics stated that non-animal proteins were 

increasing in both availability and quality and soon consumers would have 

access to cultured meat alternatives which: 

…involve growing animal cells in a laboratory setting, removing the need to 

slaughter animals. This viable meat alternative will be available to consumers 

in the near future.47  

5.41 UQ highlighted the potential for agriculture to be a source of oil product 

alternatives. UQ explained that in addition to biofuels there is a mature 

technology in using sugarcane to produce plastic precursors. UQ stated that 

the challenge is ‘you have to get a whole mill area to decide, ‘Okay we’re 

going to move over to something other than sugar’.48 

Committee Comment 

5.42 One of the most significant opportunities for Australian agriculture is 

through the expansion of the industry in northern Australia, a region which 

is sparsely developed relative to the south despite receiving 60 per cent of 

Australia’s rainfall. Northern Australia is an area where the scale of 

production is key to success. Large developments provide the economies of 

scale to at least partially overcome freight costs and also provide the 

opportunity for integrated agricultural enterprises, where waste product can 

be reused, and on-farm downstream processing facilities can be established. 

5.43 An example of how integrated farms could provide multiple benefits is the 

potential use of cotton in northern Australia. Cotton production provides 

not only valuable fibre but also seeds that can be used as high-nutrient cattle 

feed. Many inquiry participants believe that cotton has the potential to 

become the crucial crop in the development of northern agriculture, 

providing the volume to support infrastructure investment and the 

reliability and security to allow farmers to trial smaller, niche products.  

 
46 Ms Luisa Rust, Manager Agribusiness and Food, Austrade, Official Committee Hansard, Friday 18 

October 2019, p. 12. 

47 Centre for Nanoscale BioPhotonics, Submission 40, p. 4. 

48 Professor Neal Menzies, School of Agriculture and Food Sciences, University of Queensland, 

Official Committee Hansard, 16 March 2020, p. 8. 
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5.44 The Committee was pleased to hear about proposals for the construction of 

gins in both the Northern Territory and north-western Western Australia. 

The construction of one or both of these gins would substantially reduce 

freight costs for northern growers and help drive growth in the industry. 

Additionally, a gin could also be used to process industrial hemp, an 

industry that while currently small has significant growth potential.  

5.45 As discussed in Chapter 2, the horticulture sector is likely to be one of the 

key drivers of agricultural growth in the coming decade. Increased use of 

protected cropping techniques could offer significant productivity gains for 

horticultural businesses. Some of the advantages of protected cropping 

include protection against extreme weather events, improved water 

efficiency, and the ability to use technology to gain greater control over all 

elements of the cropping process. 

5.46 Carbon farming and payment for the provision of ecosystem services is 

likely to become increasingly common within Australian agricultural 

businesses. Carbon farming can provide producers with an additional   

income stream while also providing co-benefits such as improved soil 

health. There is still a need for further development of market mechanisms 

to provide incentives to farmers. Additionally, the cost of measuring carbon 

improvements is currently prohibitive to many businesses but it is likely that 

these costs will decrease over time. 

Recommendations 

Recommendation 5 

5.47 The Committee recommends that the Australian Government supports 

further research and development in northern Australia. This should 

focus on driving investment into the development of large-scale 

integrated agricultural enterprises. In particular this should consider: 

▪ Opportunities for greater use of on-farm or shared processing 

facilities and any barriers to the development of these facilities 

▪ Regulatory barriers, including the limitations of pastoral leases, to 

diversification of production on properties 

▪ Options for the repurpose of low-value or waste products for use as 

inputs into higher-value products. 
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Recommendation 6 

5.48 The Committee recommends that the Department of Agriculture, Water 

and the Environment review the regulations applying to the growing and 

processing of low-THC Industrial Hemp. This review should include the 

scheduling of Industrial Hemp products by the Therapeutic Goods 

Administration and consider how any barriers restricting producers from 

accessing the full value of the hemp plant including the food, fibre, and 

nutraceuticals can be overcome.
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6. Finance and Investment 

Introduction 

6.1 The National Farmers’ Federation (NFF) described Australian farmers as 

being ‘among the most self-sufficient in the world’. The NFF added, 

however, that government must support farmers to remain resilient, 

providing policy settings that ‘assist farmers attract new capital and manage 

risk.’1 

6.2 The 2030 Roadmap argues that over the coming decade Australian producers 

need to ‘become increasingly sophisticated in their approach to governance, 

risk management and planning for the future.’2 Hopefully, this planning will 

help unlock the investment needed to fund accelerating growth, as well 

support a new generation of farmers to step into business ownership 

positions. 

6.3 This chapter will consider finance options including: loans; insurance and 

other risk management tools; and foreign investment. In addition, the future 

of farm ownership, including succession planning for family farms and the 

consolidation of smaller farms into larger enterprises will be discussed. 

 

 

 
1 National Farmers’ Federation, Submission 78, p. 11. 

2 National Farmers’ Federation, Submission 78, Attachment 1: 2030 Roadmap: Australian Agriculture’s 

Plan for a $100 Billion Industry, pp 34, 36. 
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Review of the Evidence 

Risk Management and Access to Credit 

6.4 The NFF reported that in order to support a ’trajectory of aggressive growth’ 

the agriculture sector needed to overcome a capital shortfall of around 

$160 billion. The NFF suggested that improved planning and risk 

management will help producers attract more investment and debt finance. 

The NFF hopes, therefore, that by 2030 ‘every farm business will have a clear 

strategy for managing the inherent risks of farming.’3 

Loans and Credit Available to Farms 

6.5 ANZ drew attention to debt in Australian agriculture businesses and 

pointed out that there is: 

... an important distinction to be made between ‘good debt ‘or debt which 

adds to the productive capital base of the farm and industry as a whole, and 

‘bad debt’ which is typically seen as debts which is taken out to cover drops in 

income in times of drought or poor seasonal outcomes.4 

6.6 ANZ added that figures show that ‘small and medium sized farmers are 

likely to use debt to cover poor profit outcomes. In contrast, large farmers 

are less than half as likely to take out debt to cover poor profit outcomes.’5 

6.7 WA Farmers suggested that banks were reluctant to lend to farmers and 

compared the lending scenarios faced by farmers and home buyers, stating: 

... you can be a 23-year-old who's left university and has a job, or a tradie 

who's finished their trade, and they can go and borrow with a five per cent 

deposit to buy a house. But if you're in agriculture banks start looking very 

deeply at you once your equity level drops below 40 per cent. When you look 

at the long-term increase in asset values of farmland over the last 30 years, 

that's been tracking around three per cent. It's probably one of the more secure 

investments.6 

 
3 National Farmers’ Federation, Submission 78, Attachment 1: 2030 Roadmap: Australian Agriculture’s 

Plan for a $100 Billion Industry, pp 34, 36. 

4 ANZ, Submission 45, p. 4. 

5 ANZ, Submission 45, p. 4. 

6 Mr Trevor Whittington, Chief Executive Officer, WA Farmers, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 

2020, Canberra, p. 25. 
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6.8 WA Farmers argued that banks should instead be helping ‘best and 

brightest’ farmers to expand their operations but that this was not 

happening due to outdated perceptions of agriculture within their sector. 

WA Farmers elaborated that some bankers have witnessed difficult times 

such as the millennium drought and so adopted a conservative attitude 

towards agriculture, but as a result they may be missing a boom period in 

agriculture.7 

6.9 The Australian Table Grape Association highlighted that due to  the 

difficulties in gaining finance from banks growers often had few options but 

to sell crucial water rights: 

Here in Victoria allocations of water are 42 per cent. Farmers who do not have 

enough money to buy the other 58 per cent are forced to shut down 58 per cent 

of their permanent plantings. If the bank refuses you finance, you must sell a 

liquid asset, which is your high-security water rights to survive for that 

season.8 

6.10 In October 2020, the Australian Government announced that it would 

increase the resources provided to the Regional Investment Corporation 

(RIC) by $2 billion in 2020-21.9 The RIC provides loans for farmers and farm 

related small businesses to encourage ‘growth, investment and resilience in 

Australia’s regional communities.10 

Risk Management 

6.11 The NFF has described the agriculture sector as being ‘more volatile than 

any other sector in the Australian economy’.11 In order to build resilience to 

 
7 Mr Trevor Whittington, Chief Executive Officer, WA Farmers, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 

2020, Canberra, pp 25, 28. 

8 Mr John Argiro, Chairman, Australian Table Grapes Association, Official Committee Hansard, 4 

November 2019, Mildura, p. 3. 

9 Regional Investment Corporation, ‘Federal Budget 2020: Outcomes for the RIC’, 

https://www.ric.gov.au/news/federal-budget-2020-outcomes-ric, Accessed 12 November 2020. 

10 Regional Investment Corporation, ‘About Us’, https://www.ric.gov.au/about, Accessed 

12 November 2020. 

11 National Farmers’ Federation, Submission 78, Attachment 1: 2030 Roadmap: Australian Agriculture’s 

Plan for a $100 Billion Industry, p. 37. 

https://www.ric.gov.au/news/federal-budget-2020-outcomes-ric
https://www.ric.gov.au/about
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this volatility the 2030 Roadmap sets a target for 90 per cent of Australian 

farmers to be ‘employing multiple financial tools to manage risk.’12 

6.12 Rabobank stated that the ‘utilisation of appropriate risk management tools 

to mitigate the increased incidence and impacts of weather and climatic 

events will play an increasing role in ensuring affordable access to finance.’13 

6.13 The Australian Farm Institute (AFI) stated that there was a need for 

improved financial literacy among producers and stated ‘farm business 

management which strengthens financial resilience and delivers the 

capability to absorb production, market and institutional shocks is the most 

effective way to address multiple risks.’14 

6.14 AFI stated that the ‘Australian market for risk management tool such as 

weather derivatives and multi-peril crop insurance is still notably 

immature’.15 Rabobank acknowledged that the agricultural commodity 

derivatives market could have negative impacts when used for speculative 

purposes, but also that ‘the role of the derivatives market is becoming even 

more important now that the markets are becoming tighter and more 

volatile.’16 

6.15 WA Farmers stated that the agriculture industry has been trying to develop 

a strong risk mitigation system for forty years without success. Ultimately, 

WA Farmers suggested, ‘there is an insurance scheme out there ... it’s called 

land values, you buy rainfall and you buy rain security, if it’s too dry for 

your risk model then sell and pay double for more reliable rainfall.’17 

6.16 In July 2020, the Australian Government’s Future Drought Fund began 

supporting farmers and rural communities to ‘prepare for and become more 

resilient to the effects of future drought.’ The Future Drought Fund was 

established through an initial investment of $3.9 billion, which is expected to 

 
12 National Farmers’ Federation, Submission 78, Attachment 1: 2030 Roadmap: Australian Agriculture’s 

Plan for a $100 Billion Industry, p. 37. 

13 Rabobank, Submission 58, p. 4. 

14 Australian Farm Institute, Submission 3, p. 5.  

15 Australian Farm Institute, Submission 3, p. 5. 

16 Rabobank, Submission 58, pp 5-6. 

17 Mr Trevor Whittington, Chief Executive Officer, WA Farmers, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 

2020, Canberra, p. 28. 
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grow to $5 billion by 2028-29.18  The fund will make available $100 million 

each year to for drought resilience projects including improving soil and 

vegetation, accessing business management training and risk management 

tools, providing information to assist decision-making, and improving 

resilience of community facilities.19 

Farm Management Deposits 

Box 6.1 The Farm Management Deposit Scheme 

The Farm Management Deposit (FMD) scheme is designed to ‘assist 

primary producers to become more self-reliant, manage financial risks, 

and deal more effectively with fluctuations in their cash flow.’20 The FMD 

scheme allows producers to make deposits into an FMD account and 

reduce their taxable income in the year the deposit is made with 

subsequent withdrawals being assessed as income in the year of 

withdrawal.21 

The depositing of funds in FMD accounts results in foregone taxation 

revenue for the Government. In recent years, this foregone revenue has 

totalled approximately $250 million per year, with the exception of 

2017-18 when foregone revenue grew to $500 million. 

Between the financial years 2016-17 and 2019-20 there has been significant 

variation in the conditions for agriculture due to the presence, and then 

lifting, of drought on the East Coast. Despite the differing conditions the 

overall quantity of money deposited in FMD accounts during this period 

has remained stable ⎯ ranging from $6.11 billion to $6.75 billion. The 

most recent figures available show that at 30 June 2020 there was 

$6.49 billion deposited in FMD accounts.22 

 
18 Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment, https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-

food/drought/future-drought-fund, Accessed 12 November 2020. 

19 Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment, Future Drought Fund: building a 

drought-resilient future, p. 2. 

20 Department of Treasury, Submission 114, p. 2. 

21 Department of Treasury, Submission 114, p. 1. 

22 Department of Treasury, Submission 114, p. 2. 

https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/drought/future-drought-fund
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/drought/future-drought-fund
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6.17 WA Farmers were critical of the RIC and the FMD schemes. WA Farmers 

described the FMD scheme as a failure as ‘there should have been a vast 

flood of money coming out of FMDs from the drought last year ... and that 

hasn’t happened’. WA Farmers suggested that if FMDs were abolished this 

would change farmers’ approach to risk and that ‘anything that helps focus 

people’s minds on managing their own risk is a good thing, anything that 

allows people to access capital to buy the neighbouring property before 

someone from overseas does is a good thing.’23 

 

Mutual Insurance 

6.18 Mr Sam Davies, an agronomist and research extension specialist, stated that 

‘mitigating environmental (yield) and price ($/t) risk will have massive flow 

on effects to farmers, and rural communities.’ Mr Davies advocated for 

income protection provided by a farmer owned mutual as the most effective 

way of reducing risk.24 

6.19 Latevo Farmers Mutual (LFM) is a grower owned entity that currently 

provides farm income protection to producers in the grains industry but is 

hoping to expand into other agricultural sectors. LFM outlined how, without 

income protection, farmers take a cautious approach to risk resulting in a 

reluctance to make potentially beneficial investments, stating: 

Currently farmers take an ultra-conservative approach to crop inputs. Due to 

the uncertainty of seasons it is financially prudent to do so. Unfortunately, this 

leads to underutilisation of current best practice technology in fertiliser, 

nutrition and disease management.25 

6.20 In contrast, LFM elaborated, if a farmer has income insurance they can 

afford to take the risk of spending more on the crop inputs that could lead to 

a higher yielding crop. LFM explained that its business is currently 

structured to run at a profit 85 per cent of the time and 15 per cent of the 

time it runs a deficit.26 LFM explained that it is seeking government backing 

 
23 Mr Trevor Whittington, Chief Executive Officer, WA Farmers, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 

2020, Canberra, p. 29. 

24 Sam Davies, Submission 100, p. 6. 

25 Latevo Farmers Mutual, Submission 101, p. 3. 

26 Mr Andrew Trotter, Founding Director, Latevo Farmers Mutual Limited, Official Committee Hansard, 

Thursday 5 March 2020, p. 2. 
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to cover shortfalls on a loan basis that would be paid back out of future 

surpluses. 27 

6.21 Hall Chadwick, Chartered Accountants and Business Advisors, wrote in 

support of LFM’s proposal that ‘farm income protection is common in the 

United States, China, India, Europe, and Canada and is subsidised at 

varying levels by Government.’ Hall Chadwick called for the Australian 

Government to provide funding for a mutual totalling $1 billion over five 

years made up of $500 million to subsidise premium funding, $400 million 

to purchase re-insurance, and $100 million to help expand the mutual to 

agricultural sectors beyond grain.28 

6.22 WA Farmers also supported the idea of a government backed mutual fund, 

noting that many schemes had been trialled to assist farmers get through 

difficult seasons but that most have failed. Despite this, WA Farmers stated 

that: 

... one of the few viable options put forward that could gain some traction in 

Treasury is some form of farmers mutual (like private health insurance 

mutual) set up for the express purpose of underwriting seasonal cropping and 

livestock replacement and management programs.29 

6.23 WA Farmers suggested that there are a number of ways to fund a $1 billion 

guarantee including redirecting funds from the drought support program or 

by only providing a mutual guarantee to farms who agree to withdraw from 

the Farm Household Allowance Scheme.30  

6.24 Additionally, WA Farmers suggested that providing farmers with income 

insurance would enable them to withdraw their savings from the Farm 

Management Deposit scheme. Farmers are taxed when they withdraw 

money from their FMDs and so WA Farmers stated that the Government 

would make $200m in tax revenue for every $1 billion withdrawn and this 

could be put towards the mutual guarantee.31 Similarly, to incentivise 

farmers to withdraw money from their FMDs, LFM advocated for a 

concessional 18 per cent tax rate to be placed on withdrawals made before 

 
27 Latevo Farmers Mutual, Submission 101, p. 3. 

28 Latevo Farmers Mutual, Submission 101: Attachment 1, Hal Chadwick, p. 2. 

29 WA Farmers, Submission 98, p. 7. 

30 WA Farmers, Submission 98, p. 7. 

31 WA Farmers, Submission 98, p. 7. 
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June 2021. LFM estimated that if this could release around $4 billion 

currently held in FMDs, which producers could then invest into farm and 

crop improvements.32 

6.25 LFM suggested that another benefit of a government backed mutual fund is 

that it would assist farmers in accessing working capital loans as lenders 

would feel much more assured of the ability of the borrower to repay the 

loan. LFM reported that if the mutual was backed by the Australian 

Government that there were lenders who had indicated they would be 

willing to invest $2 billion in loans to Australian farmers33 

Farm Ownership 

Succession Planning 

6.26 Agriculture has an ageing workforce (discussed further in Chapter 7), with 

the average age of Australian farmer being 56 years of age. 34 Succession 

planning, therefore, needs to take place to help bring through the next 

generation of agricultural business owners. 

6.27 In its 2030 Roadmap NFF highlighted that succession planning can help 

maximise knowledge transfer while minimising capital withdrawal. NFF set 

a target that by 2030 ’90 per cent of family farms have documented business 

plans including succession plans.’35 

6.28 Similarly, Rabobank highlighted the importance of transferring farm 

ownership to the next generation, stating that ‘given the dominance of 

family farming in Australia, and the ageing of the farming sector, ensuring 

robust farm succession planning across the sector is a significant challenge.’36 

ANZ also drew attention to the scale of this challenge reporting that 

 
32 Latevo Farmers Mutual, Submission 101, p. 5. 

33 Mr Andrew Trotter, Founding Director, Latevo Farmers Mutual Limited, Official Committee Hansard, 

March 5 2020, Canberra, p. 3. 

34 National Farmers Federation, Submission 78: Attachment 1: 2030 Roadmap Australian agriculture’s plan 

for a $100 billion industry, p. 10. 

35 National Farmers Federation, Submission 78: Attachment 1: 2030 Roadmap Australian agriculture’s plan 

for a $100 billion industry, p. 36.  

36 Rabobank, Submission 58, p. 9. 
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$400 billion in capital is required to fund generational change of farm 

ownership.37 

Box 6.2 Case Study in Farm Succession 

Committee Member, Mr Ken O’Dowd MP, provided a submission, 

prepared with the help of a local accountant, which gave a real-life 

example from his electorate showing the Capital Gains Tax (CGT) 

implications of a farm being passed from a father to a son. 

The property was initially purchased for $1,650,000 (including associated 

costs such as legal fees and stamp duty) and is now valued at $6,600,000. 

Part of the property was purchased prior to the implementation of CGT in 

1985 and is thus exempt. On the remaining land the capital gain (market 

value minus purchase price) is $3,342,770.  

As the father has owned the property for more than one year a 50 per cent 

reduction in the capital gain is applied, making the taxable capital gain 

$1,671,385. This total is added to the father’s taxable earnings for the year 

resulting in an estimated tax payment for the ownership transfer of 

$785,551. 

As the father is passing ownership to the son there has been no money 

exchanged in the transfer yet the father has a tax bill of $785,551. 

The alternative option for the father is to hold onto the property until his 

death and leave the property to his son in his will. This saves the father 

$785,551 and yet means he cannot retire and allow the next generation to 

truly take control of the family farming business.38 

6.29 One inquiry participant highlighted two issues related to the 

Capital Gains Tax (CGT) implications of transferring farm ownership to 

children. First, this participant suggested that $6 million is too low for the 

upper limit of the CGT asset test, as many family farms have greater assets 

than this. Second, the participant reported that for most other taxation 

purposes a small business can have turnover up to $10 million but for CGT 

 
37 Mr Mark Bennett, Head of Agribusiness, Commercial Banking, ANZ Banking Group, Official 

Committee Hansard, 6 November 2019, Sydney, p. 17. 

38 Mr Ken O’Dowd, Submission 112, pp 1-3. 
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the limit is $2 million. The participant noted the impacts of these CGT 

arrangements are that: 

At present the ownership change from parent to children is not fiscally sound, 

the CGT creating a debt burden upon the enterprise. There is a real possibility 

that the willing enthusiastic children, whom are the drivers of innovation and 

efficiency change in the agricultural industry, are in danger of never actually 

owning their property. Their generation and possibly the next could miss the 

opportunity waiting for the ultimate death of their parents so they may inherit 

the farm.39 

6.30 Mr Robert Lester, a farmer from Western Australia, was advised by an 

accountant that passing his farm to his children would generate a CGT bill 

of around $2 million. Mr Lester added that: 

We have consulted with more than one accountant. They have said ‘just let the 

kids wait for you to die’. As far as growing agriculture, the youth⎯when I say 

‘youth’ my children are in their thirties⎯are the inspiration and the 

innovators who keep up with modern technology and different working 

practices. To think that they would not own any property until they’re in their 

sixties or seventies is pretty disappointing.40 

6.31 The submission provided by Mr Ken O’Dowd MP (See box 4.2) suggested 

changes to the how farm ownership transfers are assessed to provide: 

...rollover relief to the owners of farm land being used to carry on a primary 

production business when they transfer land, at a time of their choosing, to a 

family member who will continue to use the property to run a farming 

business. Instead of the property being transferred at market value, the 

transfer would be treated similar to if they were transferred upon death.41 

Farm Consolidation 

6.32 The NFF’s 2030 Roadmap highlighted that some degree of farm ownership 

consolidation may be necessary to hit the $100 billion target, noting greater 

scale enables increased resource efficiency.42  

 
39 Name Withheld, Submission 86, p. 1. 

40 Mr Robert Lester, Private capacity, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 18. 

41 Mr Ken O’Dowd, Submission 112, p. 2. 

42 National Farmers Federation, Submission 78: Attachment 1: 2030 Roadmap Australian agriculture’s plan 

for a $100 billion industry, p. 36. 
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6.33 ANZ estimated that, on current trends, by 2030 the number of broadacre 

farms in Australia will have declined by 16 800.43 ANZ added that larger 

farms are generally more profitable and drive increased production, stating: 

... if you look forward to 2030 or 2050, at the rates of current consolidation, we 

may well be achieving a lot more value and output, but it will be from a lot 

fewer farmers, and that’s probably not what a lot of regional Australia would 

actually look forward to.44 

6.34 The University of Queensland also emphasised the increasing role that large 

farms will play in Australian agriculture: 

I don’t actually see financing young farmers onto a farm as the main game for 

our future. I think that the individual farmer or small family farm is 

something that’s going to diminish through time ...  increasingly we’re seeing 

corporate farms [and] corporate family farms.45  

6.35 WA Farmers also suggested that farm consolidation was an important and 

necessary part of productivity growth in the agriculture sector stating that 

Australia has ‘too many farms’. WA Farmers reported that currently 700 

farms are producing 70 per cent of the grain in WA and by 2030 it is 

projected that 500 farms will be producing 80 to 90 per cent of the grain.  

WA Farmers added that governments and industry bodies should be 

‘supporting the big getting bigger faster.’46 

Foreign Investment 

6.36 Austrade and the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT) stated 

that attracting productive foreign investment into Australia was one of the 

key focuses for its portfolio. Austrade and DFAT reported that its current 

areas of focus for attracting foreign investment are: 

▪ Strategic intensive agriculture and innovation and export hubs 

▪ Advanced manufacturing and food innovation 

 
43 ANZ, Submission 45, p. 3. 

44 Mr Mark Bennett, Head of Agribusiness, Commercial Banking, ANZ Banking Group, Official 

Committee Hansard, 6 November 2019, Sydney, p. 17. 

45 Professor Neal Menzies, Head, School of Agriculture and Food Sciences, University of Queensland, 

Official Committee Hansard, 16 March 2020, Toowoomba, p. 7. 

46 Mr Trevor Whittington, Chief Executive Officer, WA Farmers, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 

2020, Canberra, p. 27. 
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▪ Northern Australian agriculture, particularly aquaculture, diversified 

cropping and northern facing supply chains 

▪ Promotion of Australia’s agricultural innovation capabilities.47 

6.37 Austrade and DFAT added that its preferred model for foreign investment 

was a partnership between the investor and an Australian company. As an 

example of how this can work, Austrade and DFAT highlighted investment 

by a Canadian pension fund into a Northern Territory cattle operation which 

enabled the purchase of two additional properties and an extra 20 000 head 

of cattle.48 

6.38 Austrade highlighted Ferrero Rocher as another example of productive 

foreign investment in Australian agribusiness. The company began working 

with Austrade in 2010 and three years later announced a $70 million 

investment in hazelnut plantations in the Riverina, NSW. The company 

planted a million trees, which have begun being harvested, and the 

investment created 54 jobs.49 

6.39 Canegrowers reported that there had been significant foreign investment in 

the sugarcane industry and stated that ‘an environment which attracts 

investment is required for future development of either value adding 

opportunities or expansion.’50 

6.40 WA Farmers stated that foreign investors were becoming more successful in 

Australia as ‘their ability to run large-scale cropping enterprises has 

improved dramatically with the size of farming and the ability to manage 

bigger equipment.’ WA Farmers also suggested, however, that if foreign 

ownership in agriculture continued to grow to levels of 15 to 20 per cent it 

could cause a community backlash. WA Farmers added that the best course 

to avoid this backlash was to ‘allow the next generation of farmers to be able 

to buy the neighbouring property when it comes up.’51 

6.41 In its 2016 report into Agricultural Regulation, the Productivity Commission 

(PC) stated that ‘foreign investment has been, and will continue to be, critical 

 
47 DFAT, Submission 84, p. 15. 

48 DFAT, Submission 84, p. 15. 

49 Ms Catherine Taylor, Assistant General Manager, Trade and Investment, Austrade, Official 

Committee Hansard, 18 October 2019, Canberra, p. 10.  

50 Canegrowers, Submission 44, p. 2. 

51 Mr Trevor Whittington, Chief Executive Officer, WA Farmers, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 

2020, Canberra, p. 29. 
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to the competitiveness and productivity of the Australian agricultural 

sector.’52 

6.42 In 2015, the Australian Government lowered the thresholds for foreign 

agricultural investments requiring review by the Foreign Investment Review 

Board (FIRB). The PC recommended that the changes be reversed and the 

threshold for review by the FIRB restored to its previous level of 

$252 million.53  

6.43 On 29 March 2020, the Treasurer announced that all foreign investment 

thresholds triggering review would be temporarily reduced to $0 due to the 

impacts of the coronavirus pandemic.54 

Committee Comment 

6.44 Risk is an inherent feature of the agriculture business. Drought can push 

entire regions to the brink, pests and diseases can devastate crops, and 

fluctuations in the global economy can quickly erode profitability. 

Nevertheless, agriculture is also a sector with a history of success and strong 

growth prospects. It is an industry where strong risk management plays an 

important role in supporting successful long-term investments. 

6.45 The Committee heard that there appears to be reluctance among some parts 

of the banking sector to lend to farmers. Investment will be required to drive 

the expansion needed to reach the $100 billion target, and while credit is not 

the only form of investment needed it should be part of the mix. If there is a 

reluctance to lend to agricultural businesses, greater use of risk management 

tools may help to overcome preconceptions and increase lender confidence. 

The importance of using financial instruments to minimise risk was 

emphasised by many inquiry participants and a target of 90 per cent uptake 

of risk management tools was included in the National Farmers Federation’s 

2030 Roadmap. 

6.46 Currently, one of the main risk management instruments available to 

producers is to place funds into Farm Management Deposits (FMDs). Many 

participants, however, questioned the effectiveness of FMDs and the fact 

 
52 Productivity Commission, Submission 89, p. 13. 

53 Productivity Commission, Submission 89, p. 13. 

54 Foreign Investment Review Board, ‘Temporary measures in response to the coronavirus [GN53], 

https://firb.gov.au/guidance-resources/guidance-notes/gn53, Accessed 10 September 2020. 

https://firb.gov.au/guidance-resources/guidance-notes/gn53
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they were lightly drawn upon during the east coast’s recent debilitating 

drought suggests that they may not be performing their intended purpose. 

6.47 A number of participants advocated for the expanded use of farmers mutual 

funds to mitigate risk. By reducing risk mutual fund insurance products 

may provide farmers with the security needed to make investments in 

inputs and technologies that could increase the value and profitability of 

their produce. 

6.48 As a mutual fund grows and diversifies its membership it increases its 

resilience to losses from any individual business. Some participants 

suggested, however, that an Australian Government guarantee of $1 billion 

was needed in the mutual’s early stages to provide the security to enable it 

to grow to a self-sustaining scale. Assessing the costs and benefits of such a 

guarantee is beyond the scope of this inquiry. It is, however, worthy of 

further consideration as part of a review of risk mitigation measures and the 

effectiveness of the FMD program. 

6.49 The growth required to reach $100 billion is going to require significant 

additional investment in the agriculture sector. Global investment pools are 

an important part of the resource mix but the benefits of investment from 

these sources are most fully realised when they are channelled into 

partnerships with domestic businesses. 

6.50 As this increased investment flows into the sector patterns of farm 

ownership may change. The productivity and competitiveness advantages 

of scale and integration are likely to result in greater farm consolidation. One 

potential benefit of these larger, integrated agricultural companies is that 

they may provide young people with more diverse and specialised avenues 

into a career in agriculture. 

6.51 While a degree of farm consolidation is probable, the Australian family farm 

model is not going to disappear and one of the larger challenges facing the 

sector is encouraging the next generation to take ownership of farms. It is 

vital that the conditions are in place to facilitate ownership succession when 

the older generation is ready to retire.  

6.52 Currently, however, the Capital Gains Tax (CGT) settings provide a very 

strong financial disincentive against transferring farm ownership on to a 

younger generation. For many farming families passing down ownership of 

the farm could result in a crippling tax debt. By contrast, waiting until the 

older generation dies and passes the farm on in their will creates no tax 
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burden. As a result, the younger generation might not gain ownership of the 

family business until they themselves are approaching retirement age. 

6.53 This situation must weigh heavily on current farmers hoping to pass the 

baton of business ownership on to their children. Presumably it also results 

in some younger people leaving agriculture to pursue other business 

opportunities.  At a time when digital technologies are rapidly transforming 

farms policy settings should be encouraging, rather than discouraging, 

young people to take up key roles in agriculture. The Committee, therefore, 

believes there is a need to review the current CGT settings and consider how 

to remove the disincentives to transferring farm ownership to the younger 

generation at an appropriate time. 

Recommendation 7 

6.54 The Committee recommends that the Productivity Commission 

undertakes a review of the effectiveness and value of risk management 

programs in agriculture. In addition, the review should consider the costs 

and benefits of alternative approaches to risk mitigation in agriculture. 

Recommendation 8 

6.55 The Committee recommends that the Department of Treasury review the 

tax implications of the transferral of farm ownership within a family. The 

review should aim to remove financial disincentives and facilitate 

succession planning for retiring farm owners to transfer ownership to the 

next generation of farmers.
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  7. Education and Workforce Issues 

Introduction 

7.1 If Australian agriculture is to reach the National Farmers’ Federations’ target 

of $100 billion by 2030 it is imperative that the sector has access to a 

sufficiently large and well-trained workforce.  

7.2 Currently, the Australian agriculture sector employs around 250,000 people 

but there are a number of challenges that the industry faces in securing the 

human capital it will need, not least that the average age of farmers is 56 

years, 17 years older than the average worker. 1 

7.3 This chapter will consider the issues surrounding the availability of workers 

in the agriculture sector, these include: bringing more young people into the 

industry; ensuring that the workforce has the skills to take advantage of the 

opportunities presented by digital agriculture; the role of overseas workers 

in the sector; and workplace health and safety in agriculture. 

Review of the Evidence 

7.4 On 30 October 2020, the National Agricultural Labour Advisory Committee 

delivered to government its National Agricultural Workforce Strategy. The 

Strategy’s recommendations are currently being considered by the 

Australian Government.2 

 
1 National Farmers’ Federation, Submission 78: Attachment 1: 2030 Roadmap, Australian agriculture’s plan 

for a $100 billion industry, p. 8. 

2 Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment, ‘National Agricultural Workforce 

Strategy’, https://haveyoursay.awe.gov.au/national-agricultural-workforce-strategy, Accessed 

12 November 2020. 

https://haveyoursay.awe.gov.au/national-agricultural-workforce-strategy
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Workforce Shortages 

7.5 Difficulties attracting workers is a problem widely reported in the 

agriculture sector, the National Farmers Federation (NFF) stated that 

‘farmers continue to be constrained by an inability to attract the workers 

they need’.3  Similarly, Ausveg stated that for vegetable producers it was 

difficult to find a ‘competent, reliable and efficient workforce’ and that this 

difficulty was caused by ‘being unable to access a local workforce, 

inadequate career pathways to horticulture and issues with the current visa 

system’.4  

7.6 ABARES report that in 2018, 40 per cent of Australian broadacre farms and 

48 per cent of dairy farms had difficulty recruiting the workforce they 

needed. Shortages were less commonly reported by horticulturalists as ‘the 

demand for low skilled workers, the use of contract labour and access to 

backpackers appears to reduce recruitment difficulties.’5 

7.7 Nevertheless, Citrus Australia stated their industry can also struggle with 

labour shortages and attributed this to the physical requirements of the 

industry, the need to live in rural and remote locations, and (in Western 

Australia and northern Queensland) an ‘inability for growers to compete 

with the wages being offered at nearby mining sites’.6 

7.8 The meat industry also encounters similar challenges in attracting and 

retaining the workforce it needs. The Red Meat Advisory Council noted that, 

despite often operating in areas of high unemployment, many meat 

processing plants were not operating at full capacity due to workforce 

shortages and that almost 4000 additional workers were needed to bring 

these operations to 100 per cent capacity.7 

7.9 The impact of a lack of younger workers coming into the industry has been 

experienced slightly differently in the fishery sector. The Fisheries Research 

and Development Corporation explained that ‘employment in commercial 

fishing has fallen by half since 2001 reflecting the loss of fishers access to 

waters, price competition from imported fish and seafood (especially frozen 

 
3 National Farmers’ Federation, Submission 78, p. 10. 

4 AUSVEG, Submission 48, p. 2. 

5 ABARES, Demand for Farm Workers 2018, p. ix. 

6 Citrus Australia, Submission 66, p. 4. 

7 Red Meat Advisory Council, Submission 103, p. 16. 
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prawns, and canned tuna); and the aging of wild catch fishers and their 

capital equipment and technology.’8 

7.10 The Department of Agriculture stated that the workforce challenges faced in 

the agriculture sector were at the ‘forefront of the government’s mind’ and 

advised that it is in the process of developing a National Agriculture 

Workforce Strategy.9 The Strategy will explore the opportunities to expand 

the pool of skilled workers through the school, vocational, and university 

education systems, as well as through providing ‘competitive employment 

conditions.’10 

Digital Skill Shortages 

7.11 The difficulties attracting workers into the agriculture sector and the 

development of new agricultural technologies interact in a number of ways. 

Charles Sturt University observed that ‘part of the answer to workforce 

shortages will be technology and mechanisation’, and noted that in the 

United States 31 per cent of farmers had used mechanisation to cover a 

shortage of labour.11 

7.12 The Australian Fresh Produce Alliance suggested, however,  that 

mechanisation will not necessarily result in a reduction in agricultural jobs, 

stating that the:  

... automation of harvesting will be a serious game changer when it occurs and 

rather than displacing labour, it will create new and further opportunities for 

skilled workers to establish career pathways in the sector.12 

7.13 Similarly, KPMG stated preparing current and future agricultural workers 

for the ‘workplace of the future’ would require up-skilling and retraining 

workers as ‘other skills become redundant with a rise in automation and 

 
8 Fisheries Research and Development Corporation, Submission 11, p. 8. 

9 Ms Rosemary Deininger, First Assistant Secretary, Agricultural Policy Division, Department of 

Agriculture, Official Committee Hansard, 18 October 2019, Canberra, p. 5. 

10 Department of Agriculture, ‘Agriculture Workforce’, https://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-

food/agricultural-workforce, Accessed 14 July 2020.  

11 Charles Sturt University, Submission 27, p. 9. 

12 Australian Fresh Produce Alliance, Submission 54, p. 4. 
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artificial intelligence (AI) and a shift towards roles such as data analysts, 

computer scientists, technology developers and programmers.’13 

7.14 Many organisations reported that the agriculture sector was already in need 

of more workers trained in using digital technologies and that this need 

would only grow in the future. ABARES noted that higher skilled roles were 

difficult to fill and highlighted the need for access to agricultural training 

and competitive wages to ‘attract and retain skilled workers.’14 

Education and Training 

7.15 Cotton Australia summarised the impact of the changing nature of farming 

on the agricultural workforce, stating that there is a ‘rising skills bar with the 

increasing integration of technology in all areas’.15  

7.16 Mr Robert Miller and Narrawilly Dairy highlighted the challenges the sector 

will face in adapting to the increased reliance on technology, stating that 

‘agriculture, and dairy, is still in the hands of old men with old school 

training.’ Mr Miller also questioned the costs of retraining the existing farm 

workforce and of attracting young workers into the sector, stating: 

How much are politicians planning to invest in teaching these old dogs all the 

new tricks needed to manage ‘innovative’ farms … how much are they 

planning to invest to attract and retain younger, better educated, culturally 

diverse farmers to the messy, smelly, hard-yakka world of dairy?16 

7.17 Opportunities for bringing young people with high-level technological skills 

into the agriculture sector and for up-skilling of the current generation of 

farmers are explored in the following section. 

7.18 In its Delivering Ag2030 plan, the Australian Government reported that it is 

providing $250 million to support access to short courses in priority fields 

including agriculture.17 

 
13 KPMG, Submission 46, p. 6. 

14 ABARES, Demand for Farm Workers 2018, p. x. 

15 Cotton Australia, Submission 15, pp 5-6. 

16 Mr Robert Miller and Narrawilly Dairy, Submission 67, p. 8. 

17 Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment, Delivering Ag2030, p. 10. 
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Agricultural Education in Schools 

7.19 The Primary Industries Education Foundation Australia(PIEFA) stated that 

there had been a very low level of investment into agricultural education 

despite there not being ‘many issues the industry faces that cannot be in 

some way alleviated through appropriate school education.’18  

7.20 The PIEFA stated that 60 per cent of undergraduates had already 

determined the career choice by Year 6 of primary school and highlighted 

that in education ‘food and fibre production ... remains absent from the 

Australian Government’s National STEM Agenda’.19 

7.21 NELLAN and NETRACKS LLEN, local education groups in northern 

Victoria, stated that current delivery of agriculture education in Australia 

consisted of a ‘varied, sporadic, and scatter-gun approach.’ NELLAN and 

NETRACKS LLEN noted that these approaches included:  

▪ agricultural farms but that these struggle with costs and availability of 

trained teachers 

▪ short-term experiential trips to farms but these are rarely linked to 

further training 

▪ centralised specialist schools that come at very high cost to the public 

purse 

▪ courses offered by registered training organisations but these course do 

not have high completion rates 

▪ some universities offer pathways from vocational education into degrees 

▪ individual teachers using externally developed materials.20 

7.22 Improving the pathways from schooling into training and beyond into 

careers in agriculture was supported by a number of organisations. For 

example, Citrus Australia stated that reinvigorating these pathways would 

help to ‘reintroduce Australia’s youth to horticulture’.21 Similarly, AUSVEG 

stated that: 

Building stronger training pathways for people interested in a career in 

horticulture and highlighting the myriad highly skilled career opportunities 

that are available in the sector will help build a skilled, reliable and efficient 

 
18 Primary Industries Education Foundation Australia, Submission 14, p. 4. 

19 Primary Industries Education Foundation Australia, Submission 14, p. 2. 

20 NELLAN and NETRACKS LLEN, Submission 13, p. 2. 

21 Citrus Australia, Submission 66, p. 5. 
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workforce and will help improve the profitability and productivity of the 

horticulture sector.22 

7.23 An example of attempting to build a pathway between schooling and 

vocational education was provided by SuniTAFE in Mildura, which is 

bringing year 10 and 11 students to work at its TAFE training farm.23  

7.24 Another program linking schools and vocational education is the Workforce 

Development Program (WDP) being undertaken in north-eastern Victoria by 

NELLAN and NETRACKS LLEN. The WDP provides Year 9 and 10 

students with an introduction to careers in agriculture by linking them with 

a local agricultural business and undertaking a program which results in 

them attaining a Certificate II qualification through a local TAFE.24 

7.25 NELLEN and NETRACKS LLEN emphasised the benefits of introducing 

agriculture as a career option to school students. In addition, NELLEN and 

NETRACKS LLEN suggested involving students in a real workplace teaches 

them soft skills and communication skills that will improve their 

employment prospects.25 

7.26 Rather than running as a traditional placement the Workforce Development 

Program (WDP) introduces a group of students to an organisation and the 

students remain supervised by a teacher. NELLAN and NETRACKS LLEN 

stated that in Victoria and New South Wales there is a lack of specialist 

agriculture teachers and so the WDP had been designed to be able to be run 

by a science and geography teacher with the agricultural expertise being 

provided by TAFE and industry mentors.26 

7.27 The PIEFA advocated for greater funding for developing agriculture 

curriculum in schools. The PIEFA reported that 20 000 teachers had 

participated in its programs on food and fibre but noted that it had needed 

 
22 AUSVEG, Submission 48, p. 4. 

23 Mr Warren Lloyd, Project Lead, Horticulture Partnerships, SuniTAFE, Official Committee Hansard, 4 

November 2019, Mildura, pp 14-15. 

24 NELLAN and NETRACKS LLEN, Submission 13: Attachment 3, p. 2. 

25 Mr Norm Madden, Workforce Development Project Manager, North East Local Learning and 

Employment Network and NE Track Local Learning and Employment Network, Official 

Committee Hansard, 7 February 2020, Wagga Wagga, p. 28. 

26 Ms Julie Aldous, Industry-Education Liaison Officer, North East Local Learning and Employment 

Network and NE Track Local Learning and Employment Network, Official Committee Hansard, 7 

February 2020, Wagga Wagga, p. 27. 
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to cut a staff member since the Department of Agriculture’s decision to cease 

its $75 000 annual contribution.27  

7.28 Consolidated Pasture Company suggested that another way to introduce 

students to the opportunities in agriculture would be to create a ‘Rural 

Industry Career and Training Hub’. The hub could inform ‘students, 

teachers, parents and employers about the wide range of regional job and 

training options.’28 

Tertiary Education 

7.29 Cotton Australia also noted that agriculture had ‘begun recruiting a new 

generation of technologically savvy graduates, a reflection of the modern 

and diverse career pathways that are emerging’. For this to continue, Cotton 

Australia emphasised the importance of well-trained teachers who can bring 

the ‘curriculum to life in regional, rural and remote contexts.’29  

University Education 

7.30 There has been rapid growth in the number of students studying agriculture 

at some universities, such as the University of Adelaide which has seen its 

Bachelor of Agricultural Sciences enrolments double between 2014 and 

2019.30 Despite this, overall Australia is not  producing enough agriculture 

graduates to meet demand. In 2018, there were approximately 850 

agriculture graduates produced by Australian universities but there were 

3653 job vacancies requiring agricultural graduates.31 Additionally, the 

number of job vacancies for graduates was increasing rapidly, growing by 

over 50 per cent between 2015 and 2018.32 

7.31 Charles Sturt University (CSU), which produces the greatest number of 

agriculture graduates in Australia, stated that ‘it is clear that we need more 

agriculture graduates, particularly in the Murray-Darling Basin’. CSU also 

reported that the number of agricultural graduates who are employed four 

 
27 Primary Industries Education Foundation Australia, Submission 14, p. 4. 

28 Consolidated Pasture Company, Submission 49, p. 11. 

29 Cotton Australia, Submission 15, pp 5-6. 

30 University of Adelaide, Submission 20, p. 1. 

31 Charles Sturt University, Submission 27, p. 8. 

32 Vacancies grew from 2411 in 2015 to 3653 in 2018. Charles Sturt University, Submission 27, p. 8. 
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months after course completion is ‘typically more than 10 percentage points 

higher than for other industries.’33 

7.32 The University of Sydney agreed that there was a need for more agriculture 

graduates and stated that there is ‘currently a pipeline issue in attracting 

students from high school into university agricultural degree programs.’ The 

University of Sydney added that in order to increase student numbers 

universities needed to offer more innovative agriculture programs that 

reflected the ‘multi-disciplinary nature of agriculture’.34 

7.33 The University of Queensland suggested that there was an inaccurate 

perspective of the types of skills needed to study agriculture, stating: 

Unfortunately, at high school, agriculture is a subject that you send the least 

academically inclined students to do. They go down to the farm and look after 

the pigs or whatever. The students we’re trying to attract into agriculture are 

the ones who are very good at chemistry and physics and maths ... 

Unfortunately, there’s not the perception by those students that agriculture is 

‘high science’, and of course, it is … You’re starting salary is higher than any 

other area of science. So it should be very attractive. It’s an awareness 

problem.35 

7.34 The Australian Table Grape Association (ATGA) called for an increase in the 

number of scholarships available to students to undertake tertiary 

agricultural education. Additionally, the ATGA emphasised the importance 

of locating universities campuses in rural and regional areas stating this 

allows students to ‘develop the skills at a university at the same time that 

they are upskilling on the farm’.36 

Vocational Education 

7.35 Skills Impact described the vocational education sector as providing a 

‘robust framework of work skills tailored to the agricultural sector’.37 Skills 

Impact highlighted one of the challenges in providing vocational training is 

 
33 Charles Sturt University, Submission 27, p. 8. 

34 The University of Sydney, Submission 32, p. 4. 

35 Professor Neal Menzies, Head, School of Agriculture and Food Sciences, University of Queensland, 

Official Committee Hansard, Toowoomba, 16 March 2020, p. 12. 

36 Ms Jennifer Zappia, Representative, Australian Table Grape Association; and Member, Young 

Farmers Advisory Council, Agriculture Victoria, Official Committee Hansard, 4 November 2019, 

p 5. 

37 Skills Impact, Submission 72, p. 6. 
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that funding is provided based on student numbers and so delivering 

courses in rural and regional areas with smaller numbers of students is very 

difficult. Skills Impact suggested that one of the methods to reduce expenses 

could be the development of national training materials.38 

7.36 Skills Impact added that it was important that there was a link between 

skills provided by TAFE and local industry needs.39 SuniTAFE made a 

similar point, stating:  

... the strength of TAFE, as opposed to university, is that you have people with 

a practical background teaching their skills. For it to be successful, you’ve got 

to make sure that their skills are in line with what industry needs.40 

7.37 SuniTAFE added that it was interested in creating new partnerships with 

universities stating that, ideally, it would have a: 

...centre in which university students could come, somewhere where they 

could stay and somewhere where they could study, you can bring in students 

to get interested in it, you can train those that who want to just get in there 

and work, and then you can have research to really extend horticulture going 

forward.41 

Professional Development 

7.38 Skills Impact stated that helping existing industry personnel to increase their 

skills was critical to achieving the 2030 vision, adding that agriculture 

‘cannot rely on new entrants, migrant workers or young leader’s programs 

to provide the lift needed within 10 years.’42 

7.39 Further, Skills Impact pointed out that there are ‘almost 140 000 people in 

the broader agriculture in the 20 to 50 year age group who are most likely to 

need access to capacity building over the next decade.’43  

 
38 Skills Impact, Submission 72, p. 12. 

39 Skills Impact, Submission 72, pp. 6-7. 

40 Mr Warren Lloyd, Project Lead, Horticulture Partnerships, SuniTAFE, Official Committee Hansard, 4 

November 2019, Mildura, p. 15. 

41 Mr Warren Lloyd, Project Lead, Horticulture Partnerships, SuniTAFE, Official Committee Hansard, 4 

November 2019, Mildura, p. 15. 

42 Skills Impact, Submission 72, p. 8. 

43 Skills Impact, Submission 72, p. 8. 
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7.40 The importance of assisting the current generation of farmers to increase 

their digital skills was emphasised by CSU, which stated ‘we are really 

conscious that we need to educate the current farmers. It can be the best 

technology in the world, but if you’re not technology competent and able to 

use that and understand how to maximise it, it is useless’. CSU added that it 

does offers training through farming and community groups but that there 

was a need for training opportunities to be ramped up nationally.44 

7.41 Many farmers develop skills through a range of informal mechanisms such 

as learning from employers, parents, peer groups, and via agribusiness 

when new equipment is purchased. Skills Impact stated that these methods 

will continue to provide some of the development needed but that the most 

significant opportunities to lift current skill levels were through formal 

training. Skills Impact added that this could include ‘micro-credentials, short 

courses and skill sets so that people can gain just the skills they need when 

they need them.’45 

7.42 One method of encouraging skill development is the profession model 

where workers undertake regular training to maintain their professional 

accreditation. Citrus Australia commented on this model stating that while 

there is a ‘Diploma of Horticulture, there is no pathway to becoming a 

‘qualified farmer’ as such.’46 

7.43 CSU stated that a professional association in many cases can ‘cement 

professionalism’ within the occupation. CSU added that these professional 

models have generally been urban based where it is easier for professionals 

to get together but that with the advantages of digital technology it should 

be possible to setup professional development courses for farmers.47 

7.44 The University of Sydney stated that there was a need for agriculture to 

become more professionalised in the coming years, stating: 

In order to advise and develop the farm businesses of the future, a high degree 

of knowledge and training will be required. Being an agriculturalist should 

not be seen as being any different professionally from being a veterinary 

 
44 Professor Andrew Van, Vice-Chancellor, Charles Sturt University, Official Committee Hansard, 7 

February 2020, Wagga Wagga, p. 2. 

45 Skills Impact, Submission 72, p. 10. 

46 Citrus Australia, Submission 66, p. 5. 

47 Professor Andrew Van, Vice-Chancellor, Charles Sturt University, Official Committee Hansard, 7 

February 2020, Wagga Wagga, p. 6. 
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scientist, a pharmacist, a lawyer, or any other skilled profession. An Australian 

professional college with government reinforcement to oversee this 

transformation is required.48 

Women and diverse communities in agriculture 

7.45 The Roadmap 2030 states that a career in agriculture should be an ‘accessible 

aspiration for all’ and includes a target for the agricultural workforce to 

achieve gender parity and there to be a doubling of women in management 

roles by 2030.49 The NFF stated that there are a number of successful 

diversity initiatives underway but that ‘more action is required to promote 

inclusion of underrepresented communities.’50 

7.46 Strategic Sustainability Consultants (SSC) raised the issues of gender in 

agriculture stating that it was ‘important to support our female farmers in 

Australia and ensure they have equal access to economic and social services 

as well as land ownership and natural resources as their male counterparts.’ 

SSC also suggested it was important to value the domestic and unpaid work 

of farmer’s partners.51 

7.47 OBE Organic noted the lack of diversity in senior positions in agricultural 

businesses stating: 

... women have long been regarded as being an equal half of family farming 

partnerships. Indigenous Australians have made a substantial contribution to 

Australian agriculture. Unfortunately, neither of these contributions are 

reflected in agriculture’s board rooms and management teams.52 

7.48 CSU reported positive developments in terms of increasing the number of 

women in agriculture, stating that it is currently educating more women 

than men in its agriculture disciplines.53 

 
48 University of Sydney, Submission 32, p. 4 

49 National Farmers’ Federation, Submission 78, Attachment 2, p. 5. 

50 National Farmers’ Federation, Submission 78, Attachment 2, p. 5. 

51 Strategic Sustainability Consultants, Submission 38, p. 8. 

52 OBE Organic, Submission 77, p. 2. 

53 Charles Sturt University, Submission 27, p. 8. 
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Visa Issues 

7.49 Overseas workers provide a significant part of the workforce for a number 

of agricultural industries. In particular, in horticulture overseas workers 

make up over one-third of the peak seasonal workforce.54  

7.50 The ATGA stated that overseas workers were a necessity in its industry as 

they cannot get any Australian ‘young people to come out and harvest 

grapes, it just doesn’t happen anymore.’55 Similarly, the Murrumbidgee 

Valley Food and Fibre Association (MVFFA) stated that in the past they had 

an itinerant workforce that would pick citrus and then move onto other 

crops but that workforce had now ‘pretty much disappeared.’56 

7.51 AUSVEG stated that many growers had attempted to access local workers 

through the Seasonal Worker Incentive Trial but that the performance of 

these workers had been problematic and ‘the immense time and expense in 

hiring and managing these workers have destroyed growers’ confidence in 

being able to access a quality, efficient and effective local workforce for their 

business.’57 

7.52 The Red Meat Advisory Council (RMAC) stated that the meat industry is 

also ‘increasingly turning to overseas sources of labour to fill job vacancies.’ 

RMAC added that the visa system was not ‘fit for purpose’ and there needed 

to be better systems for identifying how skill shortages are identified, 

changes to literacy and occupation requirements, and longer term working 

visas that offer pathways to permanent residency.58 

7.53 Overseas workers employed in agriculture are most commonly in Australia 

under one of four visas: the Working Holiday Maker Program (WHMP); 

Seasonal Worker Program  (SWP); Pacific Labour Scheme (PLS); and the 

Temporary Skills Shortage  visa (TSS).59 

 
54 ABARES, Demand for Farm Workers 2018, p. vi. 

55 Mr John Argiro, Chairman, Australian Table Grape Association, Official Committee Hansard, 4 

November 2019, p. 6. 

56 Ms Johanna Brighenti-Barnard, Member, Murrumbidgee Valley Food and Fibre Association, Official 

Committee Hansard, 7 February 2020, Wagga Wagga, p. 24. 

57 AUSVEG, Submission 48, p. 2. 

58 Red Meat Advisory Council, Submission 103, p. 16. 
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Pacific Labour Schemes 

7.54 DFAT reported that there are two ‘Pacific labour mobility initiatives, the 

SWP and the PLS.’ DFAT reported that since commencing in 2012, the SWP 

had brought in 39 000 Pacific workers, primarily in the horticulture sector, 

while the PLS, which commenced in 2018 and is across all sectors, has to 

date placed 350 workers.60 

7.55 AUSVEG stated that while the PLS was still relatively new it ‘could be part 

of the solution for growers to access a reliable workforce.’ In contrast, 

AUSVEG identified issues in the other types of visas which reduced their 

potential benefit to growers.61 

7.56 AUSVEG stated that workers in the SWP seem to ‘enjoy the work and want 

to earn as much money as possible before returning home’ but that each 

worker was limited to a nine month working period meaning that the 

grower must change over its workforce at the end of the nine month period. 

In addition, the application process was expensive and there was no 

guarantee it would deliver workers.62 

7.57 The MVFFA reported that it was increasingly recruiting workers through 

the PLS. In comparison to using local workers the PLS is more expensive but 

provides farmers with the benefit of recruiting workers for a guaranteed 

amount of time. The MVFFA noted, however, that under the PLS farmers 

had to guarantee 20 weeks work which could be difficult for smaller 

farmers.63 

Temporary Skills Shortage Visa 

7.58 Citrus Australia stated that the change from the Temporary Work (Skilled) 

Visa 457 to the Temporary Skill Shortage Visa 482 had made it more difficult 

for growers to attract skilled workers from overseas. Citrus Australia 

explained that ‘migrants may not have a university degree, or the level of 

 
60 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Submission 84, pp 18-19. 

61 AUSVEG, Submission 48, p. 2. 

62 AUSVEG, Submission 48, p. 2. 
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experience required to be sponsored, but they do have the interest and the 

passion, which is the missing factor in Australia.’64 

7.59 Similarly, AUSVEG noted growers often couldn’t access workers because 

the skilled occupations list, which guides who is eligible for the TSS, did not 

match the horticulture industry’s needs. In particular, AUSVEG noted there 

was no visa available for irrigationists, managers, and production 

horticulture supervisors.65 

Working Holiday Maker Visa 

7.60 The WHMP entitles visa holders to a second year of a working holiday visa 

if they undertake an 88-day working period. AUSVEG stated that it was 

useful for businesses with ‘a short harvest window that are in travel-friendly 

destinations.’ Despite this AUSVEG noted that many of the workers ‘are not 

committed to working in horticulture, which can often mean that they are 

there to ‘tick-the-box’ for the 88-day visa requirement rather than be 

productive. This is problematic for growers, as they are dealing with an 

inefficient workforce that needs replacing every three months.’66 

Dedicated Agricultural Visa 

7.61 A number of industry representative groups called for the introduction of a 

dedicated agriculture visa.67 The National Farmers’ Federation stated that: 

Although the Federal Government has created program to promote the sector 

to domestic and migrant workers, none address the issue directly, 

pragmatically or holistically. The introduction of a dedicated ag visa and 

strategic programs to attract more Australians to a career in agriculture is 

crucial to meeting the shortfall.68 

7.62 The ATGA suggested the government ‘develop a reliable supply of labour 

that will allow dedicated horticultural workers to enter Australia on 

 
64 Citrus Australia, Submission 66, p. 5. 

65 AUSVEG, Submission 48, p. 3. 
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regulated visas. As such, these workers should only be able to work for 

employers who abide by a national labour hire licensing scheme.’69  

7.63 Emma Germano, a horticulture grower who participated in KPMG and the 

NFF’s Talking 2030 process, stated that a dedicated agriculture visa would 

help workers feel protected and secure in their employment as well as 

encouraging ‘greater reliability, return workers, and efficiencies to drive 

productivity for the industry.’70 

Other Workforce Issues 

Vibrant Regional Communities 

7.64 As the vast majority of agriculture takes place in rural and regional areas the 

economic health of these areas generally have an impact on how many 

workers are available to work in the agriculture sector.  

7.65 The Northern Territory Cattlemen’s Association highlighted the challenges 

that geography can have on the availability of labour, stating that it is 

‘increasingly difficult to recruit and maintain [a workforce] in the Northern 

Territory. The remote, isolated locations of the pastoral properties and the 

onset of the onshore gas industry contribute to this difficulty.’71 

7.66 Grain Growers stated that: 

... action is required to support and attract small businesses to regional areas, 

encourage investment in education and health, support skills and job 

initiatives, and provide community services to enable the simultaneous 

growth of regional Australia as the agricultural sector grows to $100 billion.72 

7.67 The Australian Nut Industry Council highlighted the role of rural services in 

making rural areas attractive locations to live stating that ‘all levels of 

Government should develop master plans that ensure that by 2030 all 

regions of Australia have access to the best level of communications, health, 

education and child care services.’73 

 
69 Ms Jennifer Zappia, Representative, Australian Table Grape Association; and Member, Young 
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7.68 The NFF called for an incentive scheme to encourage people to move to 

regional areas. The NFF noted that currently 80 per cent of migrants to 

Australia settle in Sydney or Melbourne, while at the same time many 

regional areas are experiencing population decline. The NFF stated that the 

migration system should focus on ‘local, not national, population density 

and need, and encourage migrants to settle in regions through visa 

incentives that give weight to locating to regional centres.’74 

7.69 Protected Cropping Australia suggested that greater use of undercover 

crops was one method of alleviating labour challenges. By growing crops 

indoors growers can extend the growing season and thus keep workers for 

longer. In addition, protected crops can be grown closer to urban areas 

which increases the available labour pool, as the PCA suggested ‘you can get 

mums who want to work … school hours or people who are prepared to do 

shift work close to home.’75 

Succession Planning 

7.70 WA Farmers highlighted the difficulties that succession planning can have 

on farm finances. WA Farmers drew attention to the complexities of splitting 

the value of the farm between children, asking ‘how do you manage that big 

chunk of capital that comes out to pay the siblings’ of the child that takes 

over the farm? WA Farmers added that in order to keep capital within the 

business many farmers had locked ‘money into strange family tax entities 

that we’re now trying to unwind 30 and 40 years later to allow the next 

generation to go farming.’ 76 

7.71 WA Farmers suggested that there was a need to look for options for farmers 

to engage in succession planning without being hit by ‘punitive tax rates.’ 

WA Farmers added: 

Having an option to be able to spread that tax liability over an extended 

number of years would be helpful; [otherwise] you just encourage the big 

foreign entities to come in and snap up those properties. The Australian 

community has a vested interest in relieving the burden of tax structures that 

 
74 National Farmers’ Federation, Submission 78, p. 10. 

75 Mr Jan Davis, Chief Executive Officer, Protected Cropping Australia, Official Committee Hansard, 5 

November 2019, Devonport, p. 17. 

76 Mr Trevor Whittington, Chief Executive Officer, WA Farmers, Official Committee Hansard, 

7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 29. 



 131 

 

were set up a long time ago. They’re still obliged to pay the tax, so can we 

spread it out over a longer period?77 

Employment Conditions 

7.72 Growcom described labour as horticulturalists ‘biggest input cost’ and 

‘where the greatest amount of insecurity comes in any horticulturalist’s 

business.’ Growcom stated that recent changes to the horticultural award 

which required the need to pay overtime for work in an excess of 38 hours a 

week had resulted in negative outcomes for the horticulture industry.78 

7.73 Growcom argued that ‘there is no margin in horticulture to pay people 

overtime’, in addition workers were unable to earn additional money by 

working extra hours and this had resulted in ‘enormous churn in our 

industry’. Growcom reported that it had undertaken a survey which found 

that nearly three-quarters of growers had experienced employees 

voluntarily leaving the industry due to the reduced hours available.79 

7.74 The Western Australian Government stated that the positive reputation of 

Australia’s agriculture sector could be put at risk by the ‘small number of 

businesses which have not complied with Australian labour standards’ and 

advocated for greater involvement of the Fair Work Ombudsman and Fair 

Work Commission in the agriculture sector.80 

7.75 The Australian Fresh Produce Alliance stated that the horticulture sector 

relies on: 

...temporary and seasonal migrant workers to harvest crops. This comes with 

both a legal and ethical responsibility, and the sector must improve its 

practices and reputation in this area. This means zero tolerance for the use of 

illegal workers and the deliberate underpayment of wages.81 
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7.76 The National Farmers’ Federation cautioned against rapid wage growth in 

the agricultural sector, noting that ‘labour already represents the highest 

component of the farm’s cash costs.’ The NFF added that Australia ‘must 

maintain an industrial relations framework that supports the agricultural 

sector remaining internationally competitive’ and that wage increases must 

‘follow productivity and economic growth.’82 

7.77 The Hazelnut Growers of Australia (HGA) raised concerns around issues 

relating to workplace awards and conditions in their industry including 

stating that a push to eliminate piece work rates could result in many 

smaller businesses being forced to close. In addition, the HGA called for the 

implementation of a ‘national labour hire system’ that was consistent across 

state boundaries as it stated ‘restrictive legislation in one state is resulting in 

pushing labour to the less restrictive states.’83 

7.78 Similarly, AUSVEG called for the creation of a Federal Government 

endorsed ‘Horticulture Industry Labour Agreement’, which AUSVEG stated 

‘helps businesses get the skilled workforce they require [and] helps the 

entire horticulture sector increase its productivity and profitability.’ 84 

Health and Safety 

7.79 KPMG highlighted that ‘farming remains one of the most dangerous 

professions due to isolation and lack of appropriate access to medical and 

health services’ and noted that farming records more than 40 fatalities a year 

(including those related to mental health and suicide).85 

7.80 The National Farmers’ Federation also emphasised the safety risks inherent 

in agricultural work, adding that ‘the special nature of the farm, farm work, 

and the farm workplaces presents unique barriers to “top down” 

government effected change.’ The NFF stated that the sector should be 

working towards eliminating farm fatalities and that it was ‘pursuing a 

grass roots industry lead approach, with support from government.’86 

 
82 National Farmers’ Federation, Submission 78, p. 10. 

83 Hazelnut Growers of Australia, Submission 35, pp 3-4. 

84 AUSVEG, Submission 48, p. 3. 

85 KPMG, Submission 46, p. 5. 

86 National Farmers’ Federation, Submission 78, p. 11. 
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7.81 Strategic Sustainability Consultants highlighted that increased physical and 

mental health risks faced by farmers, stating: 

With farmers being exposed to high rates of stress and the possibility of 

mental health concerns as well as dangers and threats to their physical health 

in their farming environment, it is vital to invest in the physical and mental 

health and well-being of our farmers to ensure sustainability of economic 

agricultural growth.87 

7.82 The impact of poor seasons, and in particular lengthy droughts, on the 

mental health of farmers was raised by several participants.88 Australian 

Wool Innovation highlighted how the long-term impacts of drought can 

affect the mental health of farmers, stating: 

Parts of Australia have been suffering with the current drought for literally 

years. It not only takes its toll on the land, livestock and finances, it also affects 

the mental health of farmers and others in rural communities. By the time the 

drought breaks, finances are under severe pressure, the paddocks have been 

destocked and the land can often take years to recover.89 

7.83 Mr Robert Miller and Narrawilly Dairy stated that when farmers experience 

financial difficulties their whole family can be affected, noting that 

‘droughts, bushfires, and floods put women and children at greater risk of 

domestic and family violence.’90 

Committee Comment 

7.84 There are few factors that will have a greater impact on Australian 

agriculture’s ability to reach the target of $100 billion by 2030 than whether 

businesses will have access to an appropriately sized and skilled workforce. 

7.85 The sector faces a number of workforce challenges in the coming decade. 

Already many industries are facing labour shortages and as farmers are, on 

average, older than workers in other industries there is a risk that shortages 

could worsen. Additionally, there are some industries, particularly 

 
87 Strategic Sustainability Consultants, Submission 38, p. 6. 

88 Ricegrowers’ Association of Australia, Submission 51, p. 7; Australian Wool Innovation, 

Submission 80, p. 5; Farmers for Climate Action, Submission 81, p. 10. 

89 Australian Wool Innovation, Submission 80, p. 5. 

90 Mr Robert Miller and Narrawilly Dairy, Submission 67, p. 3. 
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horticulture, where the harvest cycle lends itself to an itinerant workforce 

that has become increasingly difficult to supply using Australian workers.  

7.86 Crucial to developing the workforce needed in the coming years will be 

encouraging a diverse range of young people, including an increasing 

number of women, to choose agriculture as their career of choice. It is vital 

that students are introduced to agriculture while still at school as they begin 

to make choices about their future career well before they enter the 

workforce or  begin higher education. 

7.87 The Committee was pleased to learn of a number of programs underway to 

provide school students with an insight into possible careers in agriculture. 

For example, the Workforce Development Program in north-eastern 

Victoria, which offers high school classes the opportunity to learn from 

skilled representatives of the agriculture industry, is an effective program 

that could be replicated. In addition, the work of the Primary Industries 

Education Foundation Australia in educating teachers about agriculture, and 

SuniTAFE’s efforts to bridge the gap between high school and TAFE are 

great examples of how to strengthen agriculture education in schools. 

7.88 The skills necessary to succeed in agriculture are changing as digital 

technologies become increasingly integral components of the production 

process. Where currently competence in using digital hardware and 

software can provide a productivity advantage, in the coming decade it will 

be less an advantage than a requirement necessary to remain competitive.  

7.89 Increasingly, universities and the vocational education and training (VET) 

sector will play an important role in training the next generation of 

agricultural farm-workers, managers, business owners, service providers, 

and technology specialists.  

7.90 Agriculture graduates enter the workforce with very positive job prospects 

and above average starting salaries. Despite this, the demand for graduates 

outstrips supply and so there is a need to increase the number of students 

moving into tertiary agriculture studies. Possibly, many young people, 

especially those who do not come from a farming background, have an 

outdated understanding of what agriculture involves. There is potential to 

address this by a targeted marketing and promotion campaign focussed at 

encouraging school students to continue onto agriculture-related studies in 

university and TAFE. 

7.91 Encouraging more young people into agriculture is critical to the industry’s 

future but providing the existing workforce with the opportunities to 
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increase their skills may have even greater impact in the short term. Similar 

to many other industries, workers in the agriculture sector need to be 

adaptable and ensure they regularly update their skills as new technologies 

and software are introduced into the production process.  

7.92 The Committee believes that there could be significant benefit from the 

introduction of a formal professional development process for the 

agriculture sector. Other professionalised industries have qualification 

requirements restricting who is allowed to operate within that profession 

and ensuring that those qualified professionals undertake regular training to 

keep their skills updated. 

7.93 The introduction of a scheme along these lines would give workers in the 

agriculture sector a formal career development pathway. Previously, the 

geographic dispersal of farmers would have made the provision of 

professional development courses impractical but now these courses can be 

provided cost-effectively online.  

7.94 As the size of agriculture businesses grow a more formalised qualification 

system will assist both employees and employers identify when a role is 

suitable for an individual’s skillset. Additionally, a professionalised system 

can provide a regulated structure that can help ensure that training 

provided is relevant and high quality.  

7.95 While the Committee strongly encourages agricultural businesses to firstly 

consider Australians whenever they have job opportunities, it is clear that in 

some industries additional workers from overseas are needed if significant 

labour shortages are to be avoided.  

7.96 Industries such as horticulture require a highly seasonal workforce that is 

difficult to access from the Australian labour pool. Currently, Australian 

producers employ overseas workers using at least four types of visas. The 

Seasonal Worker Programme and the Pacific Labour Scheme are the newest 

of these visas and grower groups have reported promising results.  

7.97 Nevertheless, there was wide support among stakeholders for the 

establishment of a dedicated agriculture visa. Such a visa would be unlikely 

to replace existing visas (as they are used by industries beyond the 

agriculture sector) but it would enable the recruitment of a workforce for the 

specific purpose of supporting agriculture. 

7.98 A dedicated agriculture visa should allow for migrants to work in low 

skilled positions and apply to stay for at least a year or to regularly return to 

Australia on a seasonal basis.  
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7.99 The visa conditions should not be tied to a specific employer, but rather to a 

specific industry, i.e. horticulture, or a specific region. The purpose for this 

condition would be to reduce worker exploitation. 

7.100 The establishment of such a visa is in line with recommendation 9.94 of the 

Hidden in Plain Sight - Inquiry into establishing a Modern Slavery Act in 

Australia report by the Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence 

and Trade in December 2017.  

7.101 While beyond the scope of this inquiry, the ability of agriculture to attract 

sufficient workers is affected by whether rural and regional communities are 

thriving and have access to the services they need. This includes health 

services, and particularly mental health services, as the agriculture sector is 

disproportionately affected by mental health impacts. The Committee 

encourages governments across Australia to continue to invest in regional 

development as the economic health of local communities and their 

agricultural industries are closely intertwined. 

Recommendations 

Recommendation 9 

7.102 The Committee recommends that the Department of Foreign Affairs and 

Trade, in consultation with the Department of Agriculture, Water and the 

Environment, develop a dedicated visa for migrants travelling to Australia 

to be employed in the agriculture sector in low skilled occupations. The 

visa should allow for migrants in the agriculture sector to stay in Australia 

for at least a year or to return to Australia seasonally over multiple years. 

Recommendation 10 

7.103 The Committee recommends that the Department of Education, Skills and 

Employment develop a promotion and marketing campaign aimed at 

encouraging high school students to actively consider undertaking higher 

education in agriculture related studies.  

7.104 The promotion campaign should be informed by existing successful 

small-scale programs such as the Victorian Workforce Development 

Program. Development of the campaign should be undertaken in 

collaboration with stakeholders including: relevant state and territory 
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agencies; regional higher education providers; and existing groups 

promoting an increased focus on agriculture in education. 

Recommendation 11 

7.105 The Committee recommends that the Department of Education, Skills and 

Training, in collaboration with the Department of Agriculture and Water 

Resources, and in conjunction with industry, develop a nationally 

recognised qualification and professional development system for 

agriculture. This professional accreditation system should provide 

agriculture specialists with a formal pathway for updating their skills and 

developing their career in agriculture. 
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8. Biosecurity and Infrastructure 

Introduction 

8.1 Already weeds, pests, and disease cost the agriculture sector around $12 

billion per year. Ensuring that Australia’s agricultural industries are 

protected from outbreaks of new pests and diseases will be crucial to 

achieving the $100 billion by 2030 target. This chapter will consider the risks 

posed by biosecurity threats as well as how effectively the system is 

responding to these risks. 

8.2 An efficient and affordable transport system is crucial to the ability of 

producers to compete in international markets. This chapter will consider 

infrastructure issues including the road and rail freight lines, ports and 

shipping, and the use of air freight. This chapter will also consider 

telecommunications infrastructure in rural and regional Australia. 

Review of the Evidence 

Biosecurity 

8.3 The CSIRO highlighted the risk to the agriculture sector from weeds, pests, 

and diseases and the positive effect Australia’s strong biosecurity system has 

in limiting the impacts of these threats, stating: 

The annual costs of weeds (c. $6 billion), pests (c. $3 billion) and diseases 

(c. $3 billion) are significantly affecting agricultural production and 

commodity quality. While these costs are increasing, the rate of increase is 

managed through….. Australia’s national biosecurity system which is keeping 

Australia free of key pests (e.g. khapra beetle, Foot-and-mouth disease, and 
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Xylella) that would shut access to some existing markets if we were to have an 

incursion.1 

8.4 Animal Health Australia (AHA) and the Centre for Invasive Species 

Solutions (CISS) in a joint submission stated that there is a reservoir of 5,900 

non-native plant species that exist in Australia but have not yet naturalised,2 

but that a new weed is naturalising every 18 days on average. AHA and 

CISS added that weeds are costing the agriculture sector on average $4.8 

billion per year.3 

8.5 The Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association (TFGA) view biosecurity 

as crucial to the growth of Australia’s agriculture sector and stated that ‘one 

of the biggest threats to Australian agriculture and reaching the goal of $100 

billion by 2030 is the introduction of an exotic pest or disease.’4 

8.6 Queensland Department of Agriculture and Fisheries (QDAF) stated that ‘a 

single disease outbreak can cost an industry millions of dollars and can 

devastate whole communities.’ As an example, QDAF cited the 2016 

outbreak of the prawn white spot disease, stating it: 

 … wiped out an entire season’s crop of farmed prawns in the Logan River for 

seven farms. These farms were unusable for three years afterward, creating 

significant socio-economic impacts to the affected families and communities. 

Affected prawn farms have only recently returned to production. The farmed 

prawn industry in Queensland is worth approximately $87 million annually, 

and more than $17 million was spent to eradicate white spot disease.5 

8.7 QDAF also highlighted that Queensland’s climate ‘already suits the majority 

of the world’s invasive species and pathogens, and global warming is 

expected to expand their distribution.’ QDAF drew particular attention to 

Foot-and-mouth disease as the ‘single greatest threat to Australia’s livestock 

industries.’ QDAF noted that while it had not occurred in Australia since 

 
1CSIRO, Submission 8, p. 8. 

2A plant is considered to have naturalised if it ‘reproduces consistently over a number of generations 

without direct human intervention’ (Richardson et al, 2000), ‘Protocol for initial weed risk 

assessment of plant species in NSW’, https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/biosecurity/ 

weeds/strategy/nsw-weed-risk-management-system/draft-protocol-risk-assessment, Accessed 

28 October 2020. 

3 Animal Health Australia and the Centre for Invasive Species Solutions (CISS), Submission 55, p. 2. 

4 Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association, Submission 33, p. 6. 

5 Queensland Department of Agriculture and Fisheries, Submission 41, p. 7. 

https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/biosecurity/weeds/strategy/nsw-weed-risk-management-system/draft-protocol-risk-assessment
https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/biosecurity/weeds/strategy/nsw-weed-risk-management-system/draft-protocol-risk-assessment
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1872 it is common in some other countries and that should an outbreak 

occur it has been estimated to have a nation-wide cost of between $5.6 

billion and $52 billion.6 

Globalisation and Biosecurity 

8.8 Citrus Australia, writing prior to the Covid-19 pandemic, noted that 

‘international airline passenger arrivals have increased by 72 per cent in the 

past ten years [and] sea freight has also increased astronomically with 

reports of growth in Twenty Foot Equivalents (TEU) of 300 per cent over the 

last ten years.’7 

8.9 Citrus Australia also highlighted that the Department of Agriculture, Water 

and the Environment has ‘reported 275,000 interceptions of quarantine risk 

material at international airports, with a further 73,000 items intercepted at 

international mail centres and 2,400 at cruise ship terminals.’8 

8.10 Plant Health Australia (PHA) also stressed the biosecurity risks from 

international trade and tourism, stating: 

…the risks posed by exotic pests and diseases continue to change due to 

growing international passenger, mail and trade volumes, population 

expansion, increasing dispersal of pests globally and regional development. 

Compounding these challenges is the need to manage human, infrastructure 

and financial resources within a complex mix of competing demands.9 

8.11 Similarly, Horticulture Innovation Australia (Hort Innovation) noted that 

‘changing regional prevalence of pests and more international trade’ is 

increasing biosecurity risks. Hort Innovation added that in its view ‘policing 

of quarantine controls on international arrivals remains inadequate at some 

entry points.’10 

8.12 The NSW Apiarists Association (NSWAA) was also critical of the current 

biosecurity arrangements stating that there is an ‘apparent lack of will and 

 
6 Queensland Department of Agriculture and Fisheries, Submission 41, p. 7. 

7 Citrus Australia, Submission 66, p. 7. 

8 Citrus Australia, Submission 66, p.7. 

9 Plant Health Australia (PHA), Submission 75, p.1. 

10 Hort Innovation Australia, Submission 19, p.6. 
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commitment on the part of the Government to adequately support 

biosecurity measures to protect the Australian honey been industry.’11 

8.13 Citrus Australia stated that ‘significant funding and resourcing cuts to state 

departments of agriculture have meant that surveillance activities in 

horticulture growing regions are inadequate.’ Further, Citrus Australia 

called on the Australian Government to: 

… invest in strengthening the border surveillance conducted at passenger and 

freight ports, to introduce the Biosecurity Import Levy and to invest in a 

‘Southern Australia Quarantine Strategy’ to further bolster surveillance 

efforts.’ 12 

8.14 Humpty Doo Barramundi highlighted the importance of biosecurity to the 

aquaculture industry, stating that ‘genetics provides you potential; disease 

destroys it.’ Humpty Doo described border regulation as being ‘a bit lax’ 

and suggested ‘there would be benefit in having a third-party audit process 

… to protect our agricultural industries.’ Humpty Doo added that it wanted 

the government to stop allowing the importation of fish with high disease 

risks, including barramundi and some bait products out of South-East Asia.13 

Biosecurity Governance and Collaboration 

8.15 AUSVEG described biosecurity as a ‘shared responsibility with the 

Commonwealth, state governments, growers and citizens at large.’ AUSVEG 

highlighted that while international trade and travel is increasing early 

detection can eradicate incursions, but this requires: 

A robust mechanism that does not discourage growers to report suspect pest 

and disease issues needs to be established as a high priority. This must be 

communicated to industry and the wider public to reiterate the shared 

responsibility that all sectors play in helping to safeguard Australia’s 

agricultural sector.14 

8.16 AHA and CISS stated that reaching the $100 billion by 2030 target ‘will 

require a transformation of our national biosecurity system.’ AHA and CISS 

 
11 NSW Apiarists Association (NSWAA), Submission 23, p.3. 

12 Citrus Australia, Submission 66, p.7. 

13 Mr Robert (Bob) Richards, Managing Director, Humpty Doo Barramundi, Official Committee 

Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, pp 25-27. 

14 AUSVEG, Submission 48, p. 7. 
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called for a National Biosecurity Strategy and highlighted the outcomes of a 

recent biosecurity symposium hosted by AHA, which had developed the 

following five-point plan: 

▪ Setting 2020-2030 as the decade of biosecurity 

▪ Designing an innovation-centred biosecurity system 

▪ Developing a national biosecurity strategy and sustainable investment 

plan 

▪ Creating a formal national biosecurity partnership agreement between 

government, industry and the community 

▪ Mobilising a 25-million strong Australian biosecurity mass movement.15 

8.17 The Tasmanian Government highlighted the crucial role consistent 

biosecurity regulations play in the management of potential risks, stating: 

…the establishment of nationally harmonised biosecurity protocols is of prime 

importance to ensuring Tasmania’s agriculture sector is able to maximise 

opportunities for growth. This is particularly so in relation to produce moved 

between states before export to international markets.16 

8.18 Summerfuit Australia (SFA) described its industry as being ‘hampered by a 

federal system’ and the lack of a consistent approach to biosecurity. SFA 

added that national approach to fruit fly management was needed including 

national funding for a long-term program of eradication or population 

reduction. 17 

8.19 The Government of South Australia highlight the essential role several 

biosecurity programs play in protecting the health and security of South and 

rest of Australian agricultural products. Such programs include those 

targeting fruit fly, the livestock “One Biosecurity” program as well as the 

dog fence rebuild measure.  The government of SA further explains the 

important role biosecurity plays in allowing for strong and viable trade of 

SA agricultural products. 18 

8.20 NRM Regions Australia called for governments to give greater recognition 

and resourcing to regional natural resource management (NRM) groups to 

support their work managing established pests and diseases. NRM Regions 

 
15 Animal Health Australia and the Centre for Invasive Species Solutions (CISS), Submission 55, p.3. 

16 Tasmanian Government, Submission 63, p. 11. 

17  Summerfruit Australia, Submission 31, p.7. 

18 Government of South Australia, Submission 107, p. 4. 
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Australia stated that NRM groups undertake important biosecurity work, 

for example they: 

… act as a go-between with landowners and government agencies, build local 

groups and networks, can undertake surveillance, help inform landowners of 

new or potential risks, provide resources to tackle emerging issue and may 

serve as a first call for landowners.19 

8.21 The Queensland Department of Agriculture and Fisheries (QDAF) drew 

attention to an emerging array of technologies that have the potential to 

transform how biosecurity is monitored. QDAF stated that genomics can 

‘provide rapid diagnostics such as automated screening technologies’ and, 

additionally, blockchain may ‘render obsolete many of the existing 

mechanisms used for tracing and biosecurity compliance.’20 

8.22 The Plant Biosecurity Science Foundation (PBSF) stated that it considers 

science to be the: 

… currency of biosecurity [which] underpins many of the risk, border 

protection, diagnostic and surveillance tools and systems, incursion and 

management responses, and perhaps more importantly, trade arrangements 

between states and internationally with offshore trading partners.21 

8.23 Additionally, PBSF reported that four biosecurity related cooperative 

research centres had closed in the last decade ‘with nothing substantial to 

replace their function or resources.’ PBSF calls for the establishment of a 

cross-sectoral rural research agency with biosecurity being one its 

responsibilities, or the creation of an enduring national biosecurity science 

centre funded by governments, research bodies, and end-users.22 

8.24 Grain Producers Australia (GPA) also called for broad based biosecurity 

funding, noting that ‘those creating biosecurity risks, such as businesses 

importing containers of products into Australia, are not adequately 

contributing to biosecurity activities. GPA added that it supported: 

…the imposition of a levy on all incoming containers to ensure a broader base 

for biosecurity funding. GPA calls for funding raised through the levy to be 

 
19 NRM Regions Australia, Submission 17, p. 3. 

20 Queensland Department of Agriculture and Fisheries, Submission, p.8. 

21 Plant Biosecurity Science Foundation, Submission 36, p.2. 

22Plant Biosecurity Science Foundation, Submission 36, p.2.  
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used to ensure a greater level of investment and a commitment to 

prioritisation of biosecurity across Government.23 

8.25 WA Farmers suggested that biosecurity funding must track the growth of 

agricultural productivity. They have suggested the creation of a biosecurity 

emergency response team capable of being deployed in a targeted manner to 

specific outbreaks such as an outbreak of African swine fever.24 

Infrastructure and Freight 

8.26 Transporting agricultural products to consumers is one of the largest cost 

components of the production process. Indeed, AgriFutures reported that 

supply chain logistics can account for as much as 48.5 per cent of the farm-

gate value of a product.25  

8.27 WoolProducers Australia (WPA) highlighted the role efficient transport 

infrastructure has in enabling the international competitiveness of 

producers. WPA also noted that overall freight volumes were expected to 

double in the next twenty years and that added investment was likely to 

struggle to keep up with this increasing demand; so it was critical that 

investment was made in a nationally coordinated and integrated manner.26 

8.28 In 2019, Infrastructure Australia, in its An Assessment of Australia’s Future 

Infrastructure Needs: The Australian Infrastructure Audit 2019 (Infrastructure 

Audit) noted that, in comparison to the supply-chains for resources, 

agricultural freight has complexities that make investment and maintenance 

difficult, stating: 

The scale, diversity and seasonal nature of Australia’s agricultural activity 

make these supply chains complicated from a governance and infrastructure 

provision perspective ... the geographic spread and seasonal nature of a lot of 

agricultural activity means that expensive infrastructure can be underutilised 

for months and sometimes years before receiving significant traffic. This 

means local roads and branch railways are of a lower structural standards 

than main freight routes which have more consistent traffic flows. The result is 

that bumper crop years can overwhelm local infrastructure, meaning farmers 

 
23 Grain Producers Australia (GPA), Submission 37, p.5. 

24 WA Farmers, Submission 98, p. 4. 

25 AgriFutures, Submission 60, p. 3. 

26 WoolProducers Australia, Submission 25, pp 7-8. 
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and business are unable to get their product to market within an optimal 

timeframe.27 

8.29 The Infrastructure Audit also stated that agricultural supply chains suffer 

from the combination of poorly maintained local infrastructure and 

‘inefficient regulation in our regions, where freight operators often cross 

jurisdictional boundaries and have to deal with a myriad of access permits.’28 

8.30 Cooperative Bulk Handling Group (CBH) stated that the Western Australian 

grain market is almost entirely export oriented and as such it needs ‘to be 

able to get a consistent quality of grain to market at a reliable and, 

importantly, fast pace.’29 CBH added that there has been ‘considerable 

underinvestment’ in transport infrastructure. CBH explained that the delays 

this results in WA grains not being shipped in the first half of the year when 

prices are higher. Instead, by the time the grain arrives in market it must 

compete with low-cost Black Sea grain.30 

8.31 The Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment (DAWE) 

highlighted that infrastructure challenges occur across the entire supply 

chain from producers to consumers. For exporters this means that ‘issues 

around infrastructure are as much in receiving countries as they are here’.31 

8.32 The Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Cities and Regional 

Development (DITCRD) advised that the Australian Government released a 

National Freight and Supply Chain Strategy and National Action Plan in 

August 2019. The Strategy aims to ‘integrate all transport modes’ and ‘meet 

our freight challenges for the next 20 years’.32 

8.33 The Supply Chain Strategy includes the following four priorities: 

 
27 Infrastructure Australia, 2019, Infrastructure Audit, p. 326. 

28 Infrastructure Australia, 2019, An Assessment of Australia’s Future Infrastructure Needs: The Australian 

Infrastructure Audit 2019 (Infrastructure Audit), p. 322 

29 Mr David Paton, Government and Industry Relations Manager, Cooperative Bulk Handling Group, 

Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 41. 

30 Mr David Paton, Government and Industry Relations Manager, Cooperative Bulk Handling Group, 

Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 42. 

31 Mr Peter Gooday, Executive Director, Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics 

and Sciences, Official Committee Hansard, Department of Agriculture, Friday 18 October 2019, 

p. 3. 

32 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Cities and Regional Development, Submission 61, p. 2. 
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▪ Smarter, targeted infrastructure investment 

▪ Enabling improved supply chain efficiency 

▪ Better planning, coordination and regulation 

▪ Better freight location and performance data.33 

8.34 The Cooperative Research Centre for Developing Northern Australia 

(CRC DNA) highlighted the role of the Northern Australia Infrastructure 

Facility (NAIF) in driving infrastructure development in the north. 

CRC DNA noted, however, that while the NAIF supports multi-user 

infrastructure it needs a proponent to apply for the funding and that this 

means that not all potentially beneficial projects can be funded. CRC DNA 

explained that if: 

Multiple players within a supply chain might benefit [but] there is no 

proponent that’s going to invest and so NAIF doesn’t have a proponent. There 

might be 100 growers, and that might benefit a few supply chain people, but 

there’s no one proponent in there. There is market failure around 

understanding the feasibility of developing that supply chain.34 

Road freight 

8.35 DITCRD reported that the Australian Government was undertaking a range 

of programs intended to improve the quality of significant regional 

highways and improve the efficiency of road freight. In particular, through 

the Roads of Strategic Importance (ROSI) program the Government is 

investing $4.5 billion over 10 years on upgrading roads with work such as 

sealing, widening, flood protection, and bridge upgrades.35 Key freight 

projects resourced through the ROSI program include: 

▪ $235 million for the Alice Springs to Hall Creek corridor 

▪ $70 million for secondary freight roads in the Western Australian 

wheatbelt 

▪ $15 million for Mango Industry Roads Upgrades around Litchfield in 

the NT.36 

 
33 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Cities and Regional Development, Submission 61, p. 2. 

34 Mr Jed Matz, Chief Executive Officer, Cooperative Research Centre for Developing Northern 

Australia, Official Committee Hansard, Townsville, 17 March 2020, p. 6. 

35 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Cities and Regional Development, Submission 61, p. 3. 

36 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Cities and Regional Development, Submission 61, p. 4. 
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8.36 Other key road investments currently being implemented by the Australian 

Government include: 

▪ $10 billion (over 15 years) for the Bruce Highway (Qld) 

▪ $1 billion for the Princes Highway (NSW, Vic, and SA) 

▪ $700 million for the Newell Highway (NSW) 

▪ $600 million for the Northern Australia Roads Program (Qld, NT, WA) 

▪ $330 million (over 10 years) for the Outback Way (Qld, NT, WA) 

▪ $100 million for Northern Australia Beef Roads Program (Qld, NT, 

WA).37 

8.37 CBH suggested that there had been underinvestment in the Western 

Australian road network, stating that it ‘has a maintenance backlog of in 

excess of $800 million, much of which is across the large regional road 

network.’38 

8.38 Tiwi Plantations Corporation (TPC) highlighted the difficulties that poor 

quality roads cause for their business on the Tiwi Islands. TPC stated that 

despite it being a small corporation it: 

…spends $1.9 million maintaining and building a public road. It's ridiculous … 

the mining industry actually ask the government to invest in the roads, and 

they'll invest in the infrastructure … that $1.9 million is Tiwi money to maintain 

infrastructure so they can get their logs and woodchip to their port, but it's a 

public road that's used by people.39 

8.39 The Northern Territory Cattlemen’s Association (NTCA) stated that ‘road 

improvements and regular maintenance is imperative in ensuring efficiency 

and profitability’ of their industry. The NTCA added that in its view ‘all 

Territory roads should be capable of safely accommodating a 6-deck road 

train, allowing producers to access markets year-round.40 

Heavy vehicle regulations 

8.40 The Infrastructure Audit highlighted the barriers to greater use of high 

productivity vehicles (HPVs), which are trucks larger than a standard semi-

 
37 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Cities and Regional Development, Submission 61, pp 3-5. 

38 Mr David Paton, Government and Industry Relations Manager, Cooperative Bulk Handling Group, 

Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 41. 

39 Mr Mark Ashley, General Manager, Tiwi Plantations Corporation, Official Committee Hansard, 

Darwin, 18 March 2020, p. 22. 

40 Northern Territory Cattlemen’s Association, Submission 94, p. 12. 
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trailer. Infrastructure Australia stated that HPVs ‘generate cost savings to 

operators and customers’ as well as generating other productivity benefits 

such as reducing congestion and lowering emissions (due to less overall 

truck movements). The Infrastructure Audit added that there are legitimate 

challenges, however, to greater use of HPVs including community concerns 

and the impact on road assets.  

8.41 The Infrastructure Audit also noted that inconsistent regulations limit the 

efficiency of operators and that ‘there are concerns about the lack of 

coordinated policy initiatives to promote HPV access to the road network.’41 

8.42 The Australian Trucking Association (ATA) reported that in 2014 the Heavy 

Vehicle National Law (HVNL) came into effect. Prior to its implementation 

the HVNL was forecast to deliver up to $12.4 billion in economic benefits 

from the ‘harmonisation of restricted access vehicles, higher mass limits and 

intelligent program regulations’. The ATA reported, however, that the 

HVNL had failed to achieve these objectives and in fact ‘productivity of the 

transport, postal and warehousing sector has fallen steadily since the law 

came into force in 2014.’42 

8.43 The ATA described the process of implementing the HVNL as ‘prescriptive 

and inflexible’. The ATA called for greater consistency around road access 

conditions, as well as reduced processing time for applications, introducing 

external reviews of access decisions, and expanding the range of roads HPVs 

can access without requiring permits.43 

8.44 The ATA also advocated for greater use of larger trucks, highlighting that B-

triple vehicles can move 1,000 tonne of freight in 19 trips in comparison to 42 

trips for a 19 metre semi-trailer, in addition the B-triple would generate 19.43 

tonnes of CO2 as opposed to the semi-trailer which would generate 28.78 

tonnes of CO2.
44 

8.45 Mr Robert Miller and Narrawilly Diary highlighted the impact road 

restrictions can have on individual farmers noting that they had to negotiate 

with local authorities to have feed freighted to their farm due to a restriction 

on the use of B-double trucks on the local arterial highway. In addition, they 

 
41 Infrastructure Australia, 2019, Infrastructure Audit, pp  344-345. 

42 Australian Trucking Association, Submission 79, p. 2. 

43 Australian Trucking Association, Submission 79, p. 8. 

44 Australian Trucking Association, Submission 79, p. 4. 
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were not permitted to use tractors along the local roads to deliver feed to 

starving animals during the drought.45 

8.46 DITCRD reported that recent regulatory changes issued by the National 

Heavy Vehicle Regulator exempts eligible agricultural vehicles from size 

limits and reduced the need for submitting applications to use larger 

agricultural vehicles on roads.46 

Rail 

8.47 The Infrastructure Audit described the regional rail network, and in 

particular routes used for freighting grain, as being poor quality, suffering 

from choke points, and being unable to provide sufficient capacity in 

bumper crop years.47 In addition, due to the difficulties of running regional 

rail lines cost-effectively, some routes have been closed in recent years. 

Infrastructure Australia highlighted that in 2013-14 500km of ‘tier 3’ rail lines 

in Western Australia were closed after they were found to be uneconomic, 

but businesses in the grain sector have argued that this ‘increased costs and 

reduced the access to the grain supply chain’.48  

8.48 CBH described the rail network as ranking poorly in comparison to other 

grain exporters. A recent WA Government report found that the Australian 

rail network ranked 35th, lower than all other grain exporters except 

Argentina, which has ‘multibillion-dollar renovations commencing in the 

coming years.’49 

8.49 CBH suggested that a key reason that growers are experiencing issues with 

the rail system is that infrastructure has not kept pace with the growing size 

of the grain harvest. CBH explained that 10 years ago the WA grain industry 

might harvest nine million tonnes in a good year but now the average 

harvest is 15 million tonnes. As a result, CBH states there are: 

 ... rail sidings that can’t take trains of the size that we need to move all that 

grain from that site to port at a fast pace in order to meet the shipping window 

... the solution to that is for industry and government to look at how we bring 

 
45 Mr Robert Miller and Narrawilly Dairy, Submission 67, p. 4. 

46 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Cities and Regional Development, Submission 61, p. 6. 

47 Infrastructure Australia, 2019, Infrastructure Audit, p. 353. 

48 Infrastructure Australia, 2019, Infrastructure Audit, p. 354. 

49 Mr David Paton, Government and Industry Relations Manager, Cooperative Bulk Handling Group, 

Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 42. 
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that infrastructure up to a standard that will not only meet current but also 

forecast crop or commodity sizes.’50 

8.50 Similarly, Grain Growers described the rail network as ‘ageing’ and added 

that although rail is the most efficient means of transporting grain ‘there has 

been a significant shift of grain from rail to road because of poor 

infrastructure, a lack of maintenance and an uncertain investment 

environment.’51 Grain Growers added that rail and road investment 

decisions were often made in isolation instead of taking a holistic approach 

to supply chain investment and that there was a need for greater 

partnerships between levels of government to improve freight systems.52 

8.51 Representatives from the horticulture industry highlighted the costs of 

transporting fruit, especially around the Mildura region. The Australian 

Table Grape Association (ATGA) stated that currently approximately half of 

their fruit was transported by road and half by rail but that with the growth 

in exports they expected that within five years the roads will not have 

capacity to move the additional freight. Already, a road near Robinvale has 

had its speed limit dropped due to the quantity of trucks using the road.  

8.52 The ATGA stated that, ideally, 80 per cent of their fruit would be moved by 

rail.53 Similarly, Citrus Australia questioned the adequacy of transport 

infrastructure in the Mildura region, noting that ‘it is currently more 

expensive to freight goods by road from Mildura to Melbourne than it is to 

ship from Melbourne to Tokyo.’54 

Inland Rail 

8.53 The Australian Government is investing $9.3 billion in the Inland Rail 

system which will provide a freight rail link between Melbourne and 

Brisbane. DITCRD stated that the Inland Rail will provide ‘new market 

opportunities for existing producers [and] open new and lower-cost 

 
50 Mr David Paton, Government and Industry Relations Manager, Cooperative Bulk Handling Group, 

Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, Canberra, p. 45. 

51 Grain Growers, Submission 90, p. 5. 

52 Grain Growers, Submission 90, p. 5. 

53 Mr John Argiro, Chairman, Australian Table Grape Association, Official Committee Hansard, 4 

November 2019, Mildura, p. 6. 

54 Citrus Australia, Submission 66, p. 7. 
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transport options for agricultural inputs such as fertilisers and feedlot 

grains’.55 

8.54 DITRCD forecast that due to the implementation of the inland rail the 

proportion of freight moving by rail between Melbourne to Brisbane will 

increase from its current level of 24 per cent to over 60 per cent by 2050. In 

addition, DITCRD stated that the movement of freight from roads to the 

Inland Rail will result in a reduction of 750,000 tonnes per year of CO2 

equivalent emissions.56 

8.55 Mr Graham Matthew, a partner at KPMG, stated in the NFF’s 2030 Roadmap 

that the Inland Rail could ‘create an infrastructure spine for freight haulage 

for agricultural producers and suppliers.’ Mr Matthew suggested that for the 

maximum benefits of the Inland Rail to be realised it was critical that 

supporting infrastructure such as ‘rail sidings, intermodal freight facilities, 

and supply depots’ were also upgraded.57 

8.56 The Central NSW Joint Organisation highlighted the Parkes Inland Rail 

project as an example of a supporting infrastructure project with associated 

regional development benefits. Parkes is planned to be a hub depot along 

the inland rail route and the public sector funding in the site has been 

followed by private sector funding in the form of a $35 million terminal, a 

$23 million manufacturing company, and waste-to-energy facilities are also 

proposed.58 

Shipping 

8.57 Consolidated Pastoral Company (CPC) highlighted a report by the 

Department of Infrastructure and Regional Development which found that 

the ‘efficiency of ports and the transport infrastructure that links them to 

various markets is vital in reducing import and export costs.’ CPC added 

that the report had found that there had been ‘little improvement in 

productivity and efficiency across Australia’s five major container ports 

since 2014.59 

 
55 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Cities and Regional Development, Submission 61, p. 5. 

56 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Cities and Regional Development, Submission 61, p. 5. 

57 National Farmers Federation, Talking 2030, p. 40 

58 Mrs Anna Wyllie, Economic and Business Development Manager, Parkes Shire Council, Official 

Committee Hansard, Wagga Wagga, 7 February 2020, p. 9. 

59 Consolidated Pasture Company, Submission 49, p. 5. 
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8.58 Tropical Grains reported that Queensland growers were planning to access 

international markets by exporting via Townsville Port but that investment 

in grain storage facilities was needed to make this possible for most 

growers.60 

8.59 WA Grain Group highlighted the potential of containerising grain rather 

than exporting bulk shipments, noting that it was easier for some smaller, 

developing countries to process containers. WA Grains added that it would 

be potentially possible for containers to be packed on farm and that 

containerised grain could lead to opening up of smaller niche markets.61 

8.60 The Australian Trucking Association highlighted the costs imposed on 

transport companies by stevedoring operations at ports. ATA reported that 

these costs had increased by 63 per cent in the last year and that ‘apart from 

increasing profits it is unclear what rationale there is for the increased 

charges.’62 

8.61 DITCRD reported that the Tasmanian Freight Equalisation Scheme (TFES) 

‘was introduced in 1976 to provide financial assistance for costs incurred by 

shippers of eligible non-bulk goods moved by seas across the Bass Strait.’ 

The TFES was expanded in 2016 to cover Tasmanian goods being shipped to 

the mainland for the purposes of transhipment.63 

8.62 The Tasmanian Fruit and Vegetable Export Facilitation Group stated that the 

TFES meant that the Bass Strait was ‘more or less conquered’ and that had 

‘been a major help to our agricultural producers.’64 

8.63 Protected Cropping Australia drew attention to freight difficulties 

encountered by Tasmanian producers stating that: 

We do face serious challenges for all our exports out of Tasmania to the 

mainland in summer, when the Spirit of Tasmania is absolutely chock-a-block 

with summer travellers and it’s not unusual for products to get left on the 

wharf. In that case, when its high-value and perishable, we suffer all sorts of 

 
60 Tropical Grains, Submission 76, pp 1-2. 

61 Mr Douglas Smith, Chairman, WA Grains Group, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, 

Canberra, p. 48. 

62 Australian Trucking Association, Submission 79, p. 7. 

63 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Cities and Regional Development, Submission 61, p. 8. 

64 Mt Terry Brient, Executive Officer, Tasmanian Agricultural Productivity Group, and Chair, 

Tasmanian Fruit and Vegetable Export Facilitation Group, Official Committee Hansard, 

Devonport, 5 November 2019, p. 6. 
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challenges, particularly as we don’t often get enough warning to get it off the 

wharf and onto a plane.65 

Air Freight 

8.64 Toowoomba and Surat Basin Enterprises (TSBE) stated that the development 

of the Toowoomba Wellcamp Airport had ‘changed our region’ and 

reported that it offered dedicated freight flights, including a weekly flight to 

Hong Kong. Growcom noted that because of the effects of the Covid-19 

pandemic international flights had grown from once-weekly to eight times a 

week to make up for the reduced opportunity for freight to travel in the 

belly of passenger aircraft.66 

8.65 TSBE added that agricultural businesses needed to get used to using the 

airport as the belly of the planes is currently often filled with machinery and 

reported that it was working with the airport to try and increase the quantity 

of produce that is getting on planes.67 

8.66 Growcom reported that local horticulturalists were using Wellcamp Airport 

to freight leafy greens which are a ‘higher value, lower weight commodity 

that will fly well, and needs to be flown, a boat is no good.’ Growcom added 

that stone fruit and citrus were also being flown out of Wellcamp.68 

Other Infrastructure 

8.67 The Central NSW Joint Organisation (Central NSWJO) noted that the 

increasing use precision agriculture is resulting in a whole new range of 

agricultural machines being connected to the internet. Central NSWJO 

added that IT communications infrastructure was not keeping up with the 

increased demand noting that ‘infrastructure that’s already been put in 

 
65 Ms Jan Davis, Chief Executive Officer, Protected Cropping Australia, Official Committee Hansard, 

Devonport, 5 November 2019, p. 16. 

66 Mr Richard Shannon, Manager, Policy and Advocacy, Growcom, Official Committee Hansard, 

16 March 2020, Toowoomba, p. 18. 

67 Ms Ali Davenport, Chief Executive Officer, Toowoomba and Surat Basin Enterprise, Official 

Committee Hansard, 16 March 2020, Toowoomba, pp 5-6. 

68 Mr Richard Shannon, Manager, Policy and Advocacy, Growcom, Official Committee Hansard, 

16 March 2020, Toowoomba, p. 18. 
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place, such as wireless, NBN towers, satellites … are at capacity and are 

starting to slow down.’69 

8.68 WA Grain Group also reported issues with communications infrastructure, 

stating that in a lot of areas the network was: 

... set up for 10 simultaneous phone calls, so small cell towers with low 

capacity. You get the big corporate farms that come in with lots of John Deere 

gear, lots of John Deere data, and when they start their seeding-harvesting 

operations the phone networks basically collapse.70  

8.69 WoolProducers Australian (WPA) highlighted their members need for 

‘reliable and affordable telecommunications’ and stated that the issues that 

they faced include ‘mobile blackspots, internet and NBN connection drop-

outs, lack of service providers, and increased costs associated with 

telecommunications.’ WPA also called for the Government to implement the 

ten recommendations in the the Regional Telecommunications Independent 

Review Committee’s 2018 Report Getting it right out there.71 

Committee Comment 

8.70 A successful biosecurity system is critical to the long-term success of 

Australian agriculture. As the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic has shown, 

the disruption that can be caused by a disease outbreak can be rapid and 

intense. There is perhaps no other risk that has the potential to more 

significantly derail growth in the agriculture sector than an outbreak of a 

major agricultural pest or disease.  

8.71 Australia’s largely disease and pest free status is key to accessing many of 

our agricultural export markets and losing this market access would be 

devastating for many industries. Australia’s biosecurity regime currently 

protects the Australian community by making hundreds of thousands of 

quarantine interceptions each year. Nevertheless, in a heavily globalised 

world there is an almost limitless quantity of potential risk vectors, from 

passengers arriving at international airports to shipping containers full of 

freight. 

 
69 Mrs Anna Wyllie, Economic and Business Development Manager, Parkes Shire Council, Official 

Committee Hansard, Wagga Wagga, 7 February 2020, p. 9. 

70 Mr Douglas Smith, Chairman, WA Grains Group, Official Committee Hansard, 7 August 2020, 

Canberra, p. 48. 

71 WoolProducers Australia, Submission 25, pp 8-9. 
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8.72 Many agricultural stakeholders are concerned that Australia’s biosecurity 

system is not as tight as it could be. In particular, there is concern around a 

lack of coordination between jurisdictions and between government and 

industry. There appears to be a need for a National Biosecurity Strategy to 

coordinate biosecurity responsibilities and lead the implementation of new 

technologies that could improve how freight is tracked and biosecurity risk 

assessed.  

8.73 Given that some pests, such as Fruit Fly, only occur in some parts of the 

country, it may not be possible for this Strategy to completely harmonise 

regulations across jurisdictions. It should, however, be a regulatory 

framework that prioritise consistency and cooperation across Australia.  

8.74 Almost half the cost of food paid by consumers is made up of freight costs. 

Therefore, if Australian producers are going to be able to maintain their 

competitiveness it is vital that transport infrastructure can move produce as 

efficiently as possible. 

8.75 Roads carry the bulk of agricultural produce and so the Committee was 

pleased to hear about the long-term regional road building being 

undertaken by the Australian Government.  

8.76 Some inquiry participants were concerned, however, that it is too difficult 

for high capacity trucks to access the road network. Moving freight from 

small trucks to fewer larger trucks enables the movement of agricultural 

freight faster, cheaper, and with less greenhouse emissions. It may be 

beneficial, therefore, if large capacity trucks have increased access to the 

road network. The Committee notes, however, that there is sometimes 

increased community concern around greater use of large trucks. The 

Committee suggests that this issue needs to be considered further to ensure 

that any restrictions on the use of large capacity trucks are warranted. 

8.77 One of the most successful methods of reducing the quantity of large trucks 

on regional roads is to have an effective and efficient rail system. The 

Committee heard evidence that Australia’s agricultural rail system is ageing 

and, in some cases, reducing in size. While accepting that the operation of 

rail systems can be expensive, the Committee hopes that the shutting down 

of an agricultural rail route would only occur as a matter of last resort. 

8.78 On a more positive note, the development of the Inland Rail is likely to bring 

significant benefits to agricultural producers on the east coast. The 

Committee was fortunate to visit Toowoomba Wellcamp Airport, which has 

successfully opened up access to export markets for many producers in 
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southeast Queensland. Wellcamp is also planned to be integrated into the 

Inland Rail route thus dramatically expanding the range of producers who 

will be able to access the airport’s freight flights. The Committee was also 

pleased to hear of the developments at the Parkes Inland Rail hub, which is 

also likely to reduce transport costs for producers in its region. 

8.79 Accessing reliable communication technology is an ongoing challenge for 

people living in rural and remote Australia. The uptake in the use of internet 

connected devices to monitor and measure farm activities is likely to further 

increase the strain on regional communications infrastructure. Continuing to 

invest in communications infrastructure in regional Australia is going to be 

vital to enabling the growth of digital agriculture. 

Recommendations 

Recommendation 12 

8.80 The Committee recommends that the Department of Agriculture, Water 

and the Environment work with the Council of Australian Governments 

and relevant industry stakeholders to develop a National Biosecurity 

Strategy. This strategy should seek to: 

▪ Harmonise regulations between jurisdictions wherever possible 

▪ Develop new biosecurity technologies and ensure they are 

implemented consistently across Australia.  

Recommendation 13 

8.81 The Committee recommends that the Department of Infrastructure, 

Transport, Cities and Regional Development undertake a review of the 

Heavy Vehicle National Law and other regulations relevant to the use of 

high capacity freight vehicles to ensure that all restrictions on heavy 

vehicle use are warranted. 
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9. Land, Water, and Environment 

 

Introduction 

9.1 Australian farmers manage 51 per cent of the nation’s land mass and the 

National Farmers Federation (NFF) noted that ‘farmers are at the frontline of 

delivering environmental outcomes on behalf of the Australian 

community.’1 While this certainly creates challenges it also creates 

opportunities through the potential of carbon farming. Reliable access to 

water is the other key environmental challenge which could impact on the 

sector’s progress towards the $100 billion by 2030 target.  

9.2 This chapter will consider issues surrounding agriculture’s use of land, 

water, and the environment and how these could affect the sector’s growth 

potential. Specifically, it will look at: water use and potential options to 

increase access, efficiency, and storage; the potential impacts of climate 

change; options to reduce carbon emissions and sequester carbon through 

carbon farming; access to land; improving the health of Australian soils; 

chemical use and regulation; and access to pollination by honey bees. 

 

 
1 National Farmers Federation, Submission 78, p. 4 
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Review of the Evidence 

Water Access and Use 

9.3 The Murrumbidgee Valley Food and Fibre Association highlighted the 

importance of water in driving agricultural growth estimating that each 

megalitre of water in the Murrumbidgee Irrigation Area delivered an 

economic value of up to $6213.2  

9.4 The Ricegrowers Association of Australia (RAA) also highlighted the 

indirect impacts of water policy stating that the current policy settings for 

irrigated agriculture are creating a level of uncertainty that is ‘delaying that 

succession of family farms through to the next generation and slowing the 

innovation to take us through to the goal of [$100 billion by] 2030.’ 3 

9.5 The Griffith Business Council (GBC) argued that while there were parts of 

the country that could be developed with new crops the ‘real opportunity –

the low-hanging fruit is by bringing the most productive areas back into full 

production.’ The GBC argued that water management was the key barrier to 

fully utilising existing areas stating ‘the water is there; it just needs to be 

managed properly’. The GBC added that technology existed that could 

allow for more accurate monitoring and management of the Murray-Darling 

system but that there was a lack of compliance, stating ‘the laws are there; 

we just need to enforce the laws.’4 

9.6 Dried Fruits Australia (DFA) highlighted the particular importance of water 

to horticulture, as horticulture involves permanent plantings and so water is 

needed to keep the trees or vines alive for future years. DFA added: 

Availability, deliverability, reliability⎯they are the key messages. For all 

growers in horticulture with permanent plantings, whether its grapes, citrus, 

or almonds, the reality is that water availability, reliability, and deliverability 

is critical. If we don’t have that, none of us have industries.5 

 
2 Ms Joanna Brighenti-Barnard, Member, Murrumbidgee Valley Food and Fibre Association, Official 

Committee Hansard, 7 February 2020, Wagga Wagga, p, 18. 

3 Mr Robert Massina, President, Ricegrowers’ Association of Australia, Official Committee Hansard, 7 

February 2020, Wagga Wagga, p. 33. 

4 Mr Paul Pierotti, Executive Member and Water Spokesperson, Griffith Business Chamber, Official 

Committee Hansard, 7 February 2020, Wagga Wagga, pp 34-35. 

5 Mrs Anne Mansell, Chief Executive Officer, Dried Fruits Australia, Official Committee Hansard, 

Mildura, 4 November 2019,p. 1. 
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9.7 The Australian Table Grapes Association (ATGA) described the impact 

water shortages were having on the horticulture industry in New South 

Wales: 

...family farmers are turning off their permanent horticultural plantings, not 

because their operations are unviable but simply because there is no water in 

the lower Darling. How, as a nation, can we be expected to reach $100 billion 

in agricultural production by 2030 when family farmers do not have access to 

water? Without changes in water policy, Australia will dismally fail in its 

ambition of growing agriculture to $100 billion by 2030.6 

Box 9.1 Rainfall in Australia 

The Committee commissioned research from the Parliamentary Library on 

rainfall trends in Australia. The Parliamentary Library drew on research 

undertaken by the CSIRO and the Bureau of Meteorology.7 

Northern Australia: The northern Australian ‘supercluster’ region 

includes most of northern Queensland as well as the northern half of the 

Northern Territory and the Kimberley region. Natural variability in this 

region is ‘projected to remain the major driver in rainfall changes in the 

next few decades.’ While there is uncertainty in the future projections of 

total rainfall in northern Australia, there is a ‘high confidence’ that there 

will be ‘a future increase in the intensity of extreme rainfall events. 

Southern Australia: The southern Australia supercluster region includes 

Victoria, Tasmania, southern New South Wales, southern South Australia, 

and southwestern Western Australia. In this region natural variability is 

predicted to dominate over global warming trends in the years to 2030. 

Nevertheless, there is a high confidence of winter and spring rainfall 

decreases, with projections of 15 per cent decreases by 2030. There is also a 

high confidence of increased intensity of extreme rainfall events. 

9.8 Similarly, Citrus Australia described water policy and infrastructure as 

impeding development of the citrus industry, stating that ‘in a period where 

the citrus export trade is at its peak and delivering some of the highest 

 
6 Ms Jennifer Zappia, Representative, Australian Table Grapes Association; and Member, Young 

Farmers Advisory Council, Agriculture Victoria, Official Committee Hansard, Mildura, 4 

November 2019, p. 3. 

7 CSIRO and Bureau of Meteorology, Climate Change in Australia website, accessed 16 October 2020. 

https://www.climatechangeinaustralia.gov.au/en/
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returns on investment in the Murray Valley, growers are currently turning 

off irrigation to their permanent plantings.’8 

9.9 Farmers for Climate Action (FCA) highlighted the impact that climate 

change is set to have on water access, stating that it will result in ‘less water 

availability for irrigators, river communities and the environment. These 

changes will require farmers, industry and government to invest in 

improving preparation, response and recovery from periods of reduced 

inflows.’9 

Water efficiency 

9.10 Charles Sturt University (CSU) stated that Australia was ‘not using our 

water as smartly as we could’ and that there was significant potential for 

water savings, particularly in urban areas. CSU also highlighted the 

potential of water recycling and noted that in ‘Israel 80 per cent of irrigation 

water is recycled.’10 

9.11 The Australian Fresh Produce Alliance (AFPA) stated water innovations in 

the horticulture sector have not only focussed on efficiency but also on 

capture, reuse, and recycling of water. The AFPA added that ‘over the last 

decade the citrus industry has almost halved its use of water per hectare of 

crop by investing in highly precise and accurate drip irrigation.’11 

9.12 The RAA suggested that a two per cent efficiency increase in water 

management across the Murray Darling Basin could translate to 

400,000 megalitres of extra water available to the rice industry in NSW. In 

addition, the RAA stated that ricegrowing had become much more water 

efficient in recent years and now used ‘drill sowing rice and flushing rather 

than ponding lie you would see in Asian countries’.12 

9.13 Protected Cropping Australia highlighted the water efficiency of 

hydroponically produced protected crops, stating that fruit and vegetables 

 
8 Citrus Australia, Submission 66, p. 6. 

9 Farmers for Climate Action, Submission 81, p. 6. 

10 Professor Michael Friend, Pro-Vice Chancellor, Research and Innovation, Charles Sturt University, 

Official Committee Hansard, 7 February 2020, Wagga Wagga, p. 5. 

11 Australian Fresh Produce Alliance, Submission 54, p. 3. 

12 Mr Robert Massina, President, Ricegrowers’ Association of Australia, Official Committee Hansard, 7 

February 2020, Wagga Wagga, pp 30-31. 
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grown in the open ground average 38L of water for each dollar produced, 

whereas hydroponic crops use only 0.6L per dollar. 13 

9.14 The Central NSW Joint Organisation (Central NSW JO) advocated for the 

upgrade of the Wyangala Dam due to the improvements in water security it 

would bring despite not increasing the overall quantity of water available. 

This could allow a greater proportion of high-security water allocations, 

which could provide the certainty farmers need to make investments such as 

building greenhouses to grow higher value crops.14 

9.15 Tasmanian Irrigation (TI) drew attention to the importance of water security 

for farmers, stating: 

Farmers need high-reliability irrigation water to underpin their ongoing 

investment, to expand, to diversify, to value-add, resulting in the creation of 

additional jobs and enhancing business profitability and much-needed 

investment back into our regions. Effectively what TI delivers is not just water 

but reliability; its certainty. That’s what we sell, and that’s what people buy. 

Water Trading 

9.16 The Australian Nut Industry Council (ANIC) stated that the Murray Darling 

Basin Plan is critical to the success of the nut industry and described it as 

generally working well ‘to allocate scarce water to those crops that produce 

the highest revenue to the community.’ The ANIC added, however, that it 

was concerned about a lack of transparency around the actions of traders 

and brokers. Further, the ANIC was concerned about the issuing of new 

licences which it suggested put in jeopardy the surety of supply for existing 

irrigators, it added that it ‘supports a moratorium on new water licences 

until a review of delivery capacity is undertaken.’15 

9.17 Citrus Australia described the purpose of market trading systems for water 

to be to ‘efficiently manage the allocation and reallocation of water among 

competing users.’ Citrus Australia, added however, that there was a need 

for a ‘compulsory central trading platform’ as speculation in the water 

market was creating problems, stating: 

 
13 Protected Cropping Australia, Submission 47, p. 6. 

14 Mrs Anna Wyllie, Economic and Business Development Manager, Parkes Shire Council, Central 

NSW Joint Organisation, 7 February 2020, Official Committee Hansard, Wagga Wagga, p. 8. 

15 Australian Nut Industry Council, Submission 53, pp 3-4. 
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An unregulated water market (with legislation that has enabled speculators to 

take advantage of our most important resource) represents a strong 

impediment to growth for the citrus industry. Currently, foreign ownership 

and the unconscionable conduct of some water traders and brokers, allows 

profiteering through speculation on the water market. At the same time, 

regional communities suffer, families lose generational farms, unemployment 

and mental health issues rise, and the environment suffers irreversible 

impacts. Citrus Australia is of the strong view that water should not be traded 

as a commodity and that some regulation is needed to remove speculators.16 

9.18 The AFPA also recommended the implementation of a ‘water policy which 

provides clear direction as to the security of water rights, their trading and 

how such rights are used in the production of agricultural commodities.’17 

9.19 DFA suggested that there was a need to review the assumptions behind the 

water trading system in the Murray-Darling Basin, stating: 

... we’ve got a highly variable basin with anywhere between 1,000 to 40,000 

gigalitre inflows⎯an entirely variable system. It might be timely to review the 

assumptions behind the introduction of that cap and trade system.18 

9.20 Urannah Water Scheme (UWS) highlighted the challenges for farmers in 

competing with industrial water users in Queensland stating that in one 

area: 

There are 15 large-scale mines that use most of the water. They only use that 

water once every five to seven years but will pay $6,000 a megalitre to lock 

that up. And so, when you think about regulatory change ... you've got your 

large industrial users locking up a lot of expensive water ... You have pipes 

transporting maybe 6,000 megalitres a year, when it can transport 22,000. Why 

can't we use that water for ag? How do we create a better trading 

environment? That's the current policy settings, from the National Water 

Initiative down to the state government. But a miner is not going to change 

their behaviour for that one-in-seven-year risk that they do need that water 

back.19 

 
16 Citrus Australia, Submission 66, p. 6. 

17 Australian Fresh Produce Alliance, Submission 54, p. 5. 

18 Mrs Anne Mansell, Chief Executive Officer, Dried Fruits Australia, Official Committee Hansard,, 

Mildura, 4 November 2019,p. 4.. 

19 Mr John Cotter, Managing Director, Urannah Water Scheme, Official Committee Hansard, Townsville, 

17 March 2020, p. 14. 
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Water Projects 

9.21 The Australian Government’s Delivering Ag2030 plan includes an additional 

$2 billion in resourcing for the National Water Infrastructure Fund, 

increasing total Government investment in the program to $3.5 billion. The 

Fund will provide investments in water infrastructure over a 10 year period 

and includes commitments to fund more than 20 water infrastructure 

projects.20 

9.22 UWS reported that it was in the completion phase of its final business case 

for a $3 billion project that would include ‘a new dam, two water pipelines, a 

renewable energy hub, and ... a $200 million, 22,000 hectare irrigation 

scheme.’ The UWS is located in the Bowen Basin in northern Queensland. 

UWS stated that ‘we know dams for dams sake don’t stack up, its only when 

they are combined with a true vision for broad scale regional economic 

development that has direct food and energy outcomes that a project can 

finally progress past the feasibility phase.’21 

9.23 UWS highlighted the cost of the regulatory approvals needed to build a 

dam, stating that ‘there’s $100 million dollars there in land, legals, vegetation 

management, adaptive management, and trying to work out how my 

aquatic ecologists don’t get eaten by a crocodile⎯all those types of things 

from a safety perspective.’22 

9.24 TI described its model to develop irrigation projects in Tasmania, stating it 

uses a ‘public-private partnership model that has proven to be a great 

success ... we have already delivered 14 major irrigation projects and we 

have another under construction and a further 10 on the drawing board.’ TI 

added that its first tranche of projects involved a $249 million investment 

that delivered 78,000 megalitres of reliable water, the second tranche of 

project which is underway is planned to cost $168 million and deliver 

 
20 Hon Michael McCormack MP, ‘Budget 2020: Building 21st Century Water Infrastructure’, Media 

Release, https://minister.infrastructure.gov.au/mccormack/media-release/budget-2020-building-

21st-century-water-infrastructure, Accessed 12 November 2020. 

21 Mr John Cotter, Managing Director, Urannah Water Scheme, Official Committee Hansard, Townsville, 

17 March 2020, p. 11. 

22 Mr John Cotter, Managing Director, Urannah Water Scheme, Official Committee Hansard, Townsville, 

17 March 2020, p. 14. 

https://minister.infrastructure.gov.au/mccormack/media-release/budget-2020-building-21st-century-water-infrastructure
https://minister.infrastructure.gov.au/mccormack/media-release/budget-2020-building-21st-century-water-infrastructure
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27,700 megalitres of water. The third tranche is expected to cost $496 million 

and will deliver at least 78,000 megalitres.23 

9.25 TI described the cooperation between state and federal governments and 

industry as the key factor in the success of the schemes, stating ‘we work out 

a model that says: if the public invests this amount and the private sector 

puts this amount with it, normally about 25 per cent of the capital value, 

then overall this will have an economic benefit to the state.’24 

9.26 Another important factor is the success of the scheme has been the focus on 

minimising environmental impacts. TI stated that it either builds off-stream 

storage or dams on small tributaries but not on major rivers. TI added that: 

we work diligently to ensure that developments in our irrigation systems are 

environmentally sustainable. We have implemented monitoring, mitigating, 

and minimising any impact of long-term irrigation on threatened species and 

the broader environment.25 

9.27 TI also highlighted how critical building community partnerships were to 

the process of delivering a project. TI added that it seeks to get ‘broad 

support early on’ and in most cases a push for development by the local 

community is needed before the project even reaches the stage of asking 

irrigators to express an interest in purchasing water from the scheme.26 

9.28 Murray Valley Winegrowers (MVW) stated that there was a need for 

additional water storage in Victoria and New South Wales to provide 

greater water security. MVW added that ‘we can’t take any more water out 

of the river but we could improve the reliability ... it’s not that we need any 

more irrigation, we need to improve that security by allowing farmers to 

bank their carryover water in a secure location.’27 

 
23 Mr Andrew Kneebone, Chief Executive Officer, Tasmanian Irrigation, Official Committee Hansard, 

Devonport, 5 November 2019, p. 22. 

24 Mr Andrew Kneebone, Chief Executive Officer, Tasmanian Irrigation, Official Committee Hansard, 

Devonport, 5 November 2019, p. 28. 

25 Mr Andrew Kneebone, Chief Executive Officer, Tasmanian Irrigation, Official Committee Hansard, 

Devonport, 5 November 2019, p. 23. 

26 Mr Andrew Kneebone, Chief Executive Officer, Tasmanian Irrigation, Official Committee Hansard, 

Devonport, 5 November 2019, p. 23. 

27 Mr Peter Crisp, Chairman, Murray Valley Winegrowers, Official Committee Hansard, Mildura, 4 

November 2019, p. 4. 
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9.29 The Northern Territory (NT) Government stated that there has never been 

any plans to damn iconic rivers in the NT but that there was an opportunity 

to develop off-stream water storage, especially on tributaries of major 

rivers.28 The NT Government explained that the NT gets rainfall levels at 

least as high as Tasmania but that: 

…all runs off within a short period of time; the majority of it goes out to sea. 

There needs to be some science to determine what is sustainable and what can 

be harvested, and whether that can be taken off during a high flood event and 

stored off the river … off-stream storage does present a real opportunity to 

harvest those large flows.29 

9.30 The Northern Territory Farmers Association stated that it did not support 

damming iconic rivers but rather smaller cost-effective infrastructure closer 

to farms.30 Similarly, the Kimberley Pilbara Cattlemen’s Association (KPCA) 

noted that there were currently a lot of discussions around water allocation 

in the Fitzroy River catchment. KPCA added that: 

No-one intends damming the river. It's quite a sensitive topic on cultural and 

environmental grounds. However, people are wanting to have discussions 

around good, sensible approaches for sustainable development around surface 

water, groundwater and good water allocation. It's the off-river storage 

concepts.31 

9.31 The National Party of NSW advocated for the development of the 

Burdekin-Murray water scheme, a major development that would involve 

raising the height of the Burdekin Falls Dam, piping water 130 kilometres 

over the Great Dividing Range, and then using canals to distribute the water 

into the 22 rivers within the Murray-Darling system. 32 

9.32 The National Party of NSW advised that currently around 80 per cent of the 

water in the Burdekin goes over the top of the dam wall and that by 

 
28 Mr Luke Bowen, General Manager, Investment Territory, Department of Trade, Business and 

Innovation, Northern Territory, Official Committee Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, p. 13. 

29 Mr Alister Trier, Chief Executive, Department of Primary Industry and Resources, Northern 

Territory, Official Committee Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, p. 13 

30 Mr Paul Burke, Chief Executive Officer, Northern territory Farmers Association, Official Committee 

Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, p. 1. 

31 Ms Emma White, Chief Executive Officer, Kimberley Pilbara Cattlemen’s Association, Official 

Committee Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, p. 31. 

32 National Party of NSW, Submission 108: Attachment 1, p. 3. 
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increasing the wall a further 9 metres it would be possible to harvest an 

additional 2,500 gigalitres of water per year.33 The National Party of NSW 

stated that the upfront cost of the project is $16 billion with overall economic 

costs of $18 billion. The project is forecast to deliver economic benefits of 

$64 billion and therefore deliver a Benefit/Cost Ratio of 3.5.34 

Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation 

Climate Impacts on Agriculture 

9.33 Farmers for Climate Action (FCA) noted that ‘Australian farmers are 

adaptive land managers with an extensive history of managing climate 

variability.’ Nevertheless, FCA added that ‘agriculture is more vulnerable to 

climate impacts than other economic sectors, and projected productivity 

declines are likely to impact all sectors.’35 

9.34 AgZero 2030 stated that ‘while Australian farmers are incredibly resilient 

and innovative when adapting to climate risks, the projections are serious 

and there are limits to adaptation. [Climate] Mitigation also needs to be 

factored into Australian agriculture increasing its production in the decade 

ahead.’36 

9.35 The Australian Farm Institute (AFI) notes that while the effects of climate 

change will vary across agricultural sectors, the ‘overall impact is 

undoubtedly negative and a barrier to improving the sector’s combined 

value growth rate.’ The AFI added that: 

A nationally coordinated policy approach could help address the common 

issues and build sector-wide resilience. Without transformative, systemic 

change to adapt to and mitigate climate change, it is unlikely that Australian 

agriculture will achieve or sustain the required growth to reach the 

$100 billion target.37 

9.36 The Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association (TFGA) described climate 

change as ‘possibly the biggest hurdle to reaching the target’ of $100 billion 

by 2030. The TFGA added that: 

 
33 National Party of NSW, Submission 108: pp 1-2. 

34 National Party of NSW, Submission 108: Attachment 1, p. 30. 

35 Farmers for Climate Action, Submission 81, pp 2, 4. 

36 AgZero2030, Submission 93, p. 2. 

37 Australian Farm Institute, Submission 3, p. 5. 
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 Australia’s national climate projections indicate Australia will experience 

more increases in temperatures, more frequent and longer lasting heat waves, 

decreased cool-season rainfall in southern regions and increases in the number 

of fire danger days.38 

9.37 CSIRO stated that climate change is already impacted on the Australian 

agricultural sector and will continue to do so ‘regardless of what happens to 

atmospheric global greenhouse gas levels.’ CSIRO added that ‘the increasing 

frequency and severity of extended dry spells, associated with increased 

unpredictability of unseasonable heatwaves and frosts, will impose a 

noticeable handbrake on growth in farm-gate output, particularly in 

southern Australia.39 

9.38 The Australian Society of Plant Scientists reported that the World Bank has 

projected that Australian agriculture will see a 2.7 per cent drop in yield by 

2050 due to the impacts of climate change.40 

9.39  FCA suggested that recent productivity improvement on farms have been 

offset by deteriorating conditions, ‘put simply, farmers are working harder 

to stand still.’41 FCA highlighted research by the Australian Farm Institute 

that found that the following impacts would be experienced by key 

agriculture sectors: 

▪ Beef production in Queensland and the Northern Territory could decline 

by 19 per cent by 2030 and 33 per cent by 2050 

▪ Up to 70 per cent of wine growing regions could be unsuitable for 

grapes by 2050 

▪ Cotton yields could decrease 17 per cent by 2050.42 

▪ Heat stress could cause cows to reduce milk production by 

10 to 25 per cent, or up to 40 per cent in extreme cases. In addition, milk 

composition can be affected, with a decline in protein, and there is 

increased risk of udder infection.43 

 
38 Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association, Submission 33, p. 3. 

39 CSIRO, Submission 8, p. 9 

40 Australian Society of Plant Scientists, Submission 24, p. 1. 

41 Farmers for Climate Action, Submission 81, p. 4. 

42 Farmers for Climate Action, Submission 81, p. 3. 

43 Farmers for Climate Action, Submission 81, p. 4. 
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9.40 Australian Wool Innovation noted that while ‘Australia has always suffered 

droughts; climate change is exacerbating their effect on agricultural 

production.’44 Similarly, AgZero 2030 stated that increasing temperatures 

were exacerbating drought, ‘increasing evaporation on an already drying 

landscape, worsening fire risk and resulting in productivity losses of plants 

and livestock due to stress.’45 AgZero2030 also noted that the impacts of 

frosts were increasing ‘with more frosts over a longer time period in inland 

WA.’46 

9.41 Rabobank noted the ‘importance of assessing the implications of farm 

sustainability performance on business profitability, and potential 

implications for future access to finance.’ Rabobank highlighted that 

financial institutions factored in the impacts of a changing climate into their 

risk frameworks and increasingly food processors and manufactures were 

including sustainability criteria in their supply chain contracts.47 

9.42 FCA reported that the Reserve Bank had recently identified three main 

financial risks due to climate change, stating that these were ‘physical risks, 

transitional risks, and liability risks.’ FCA added that some farms were at 

risk of becoming ‘uninsurable’ due to climate change.48 

Reducing Carbon Emissions 

9.43 The agriculture sector is Australia’s fourth largest greenhouse gas emitter 

contributing 12.7 per cent of the country’s total emissions.49 The NFF’s 2030 

Roadmap sets a goal for the agriculture sector to be ‘trending towards 

carbon neutrality by 2030.’50 The NFF suggests that this can be achieved 

through actions including ‘a strong focus on carbon neutral technologies’ 

and adoption of the latest research and development.51 

 
44 Australian Wool Innovation, Submission 80, p. 5. 

45 AgZero2030, Submission 93, p. 2. 

46 AgZero2030, Submission 93, p. 2. 

47 Rabobank, Submission 58, p. 5. 

48 Farmers for Climate Action, Submission 81, p. 9. 

49 Forest Industry Advisory Council, Submission 102, p. 3. 

50 National Farmers Federation, Submission 78: Attachment 1: 2030 Roadmap, p. 6. 

51 National Farmers Federation, Submission 78: Attachment 1: 2030 Roadmap, p. 38. 
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9.44 The University of Sydney suggested that Australian agriculture is currently 

emitting greenhouse gases through the loss of carbon from soils and 

methane production from animals but suggested that the agriculture sector 

should be able to be ‘at least carbon neutral if not carbon positive.’ In 

addition, the University of Sydney suggested that if the sector does not 

improve its carbon emissions there was a risk that it could lose some of its 

markets as consumers become more concerned with climate change issues.52 

9.45 The red meat sector has set a strong carbon emissions target, aiming to 

achieve carbon neutrality by 2030. The Red Meat Advisory Council (RMAC) 

stated that the industry had already reduced emissions by 57 per cent 

between 2005 and 2016 and that research undertaken by the CSIRO 

suggested that carbon neutrality by 2030 was achievable. The RMAC noted 

that it is likely to require $200 million in investment into research to achieve 

the target and stated that government must support the industry in its 

efforts to achieve carbon neutrality. 53 

Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services 

9.46 The NFF has set a 2030 target for ecosystem services to be providing a net 

benefit equal to 5 per cent of farm revenue.54 

9.47 NQ Dry Tropics stated that carbon sequestration can be achieved through a 

number of methods including avoided deforestation, reforestation, grazing 

herd management, and through soil carbon sequestration.55 The Soil CRC 

provided a description of carbon sequestration in soil stating that it is: 

…how you increase the amount of carbon in the soil after you take account of 

the net input and decreases for a season. In any year there will be inputs of soil 

carbon into the soil through the plants, the plant residues, the plant roots 

et cetera. There will also be outputs though natural decomposition processes, 

and you tend to get this balance. If you can manage your system so that you 

are sequestering carbon, you get a net positive increase in your soil carbon, 

 
52 University of Sydney, Submission 32, p. 5. 

53 Red Meat Advisory Council, Submission 103, p. 22 

54 National Farmers Federation, Submission 78: Attachment 1: 2030 Roadmap, p. 6. 

55 Dr Scott Crawford, Chief Executive Officer, NQ Dry Tropics, Official Committee Hansard, Townsville, 

17 March 2020, p. 17. 
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and that is there, according to some definitions, for a long period, many 

years.56 

9.48 The Soil CRC described three main ways to sequester carbon into the soil 

stating: 

The first is increasing the inputs, so leaving the stubble behind, not burning 

the stubble, and growing bigger crops and pastures—bigger crops and 

pastures means more roots, and a lot of it comes through root inputs into the 

soil. There is a range of ways of increasing your biomass production, including 

lengthening the growing season or going from annual to perennial species 

where possible. The second is by decreasing the rate of decomposition and by 

reducing tillage. Cultivation leads to decomposition of soil organic matter. The 

third is the addition of external inputs, be they manures, mulches, compost, 

biosolids, biochars57 et cetera.58 

9.49 The Australian Land Conservation Alliance (ALCA) stated there was a need 

for an better understanding of natural capital wealth in order to support 

farmers to develop ‘revenue streams based on increasing income from flows 

from ecosystem services.’ In order to achieve this, ALCA stated there was 

need to develop an ‘accessible and comparable natural capital measurement 

and accounting framework’. 59 

9.50 ALCA also noted that there were a number of regulatory barriers to farmers 

participating in ‘emerging markets like carbon, biodiversity and water 

quality offsets or credits.’ In particular, ALCA called for the opening up of 

the carbon sequestration market in the Climate Solutions Fund and for 

regulatory changes to allow ‘income stacking opportunities where farmers 

could sell more than one ecosystem service onto different markets 

(e.g. carbon and biodiversity).’ ALCA suggested that there should be a 

 
56 Dr Michael Crawford, Chief Executive Officer, Cooperative Research Centre for High Performance 

Soils, Official Committee Hansard, Sydney, 6 November 2020, p. 31. 

57 Biochar is charcoal created through the slow heating of biomass. Biochar has attracted interest due 

to its potential for carbon sequestration and assisting soil fertility. Source: NSW Department of 

Primary Industries, https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/content/research/topics/biochar, Accessed 

12 November 2020. 

58 Dr Michael Crawford, Chief Executive Officer, Cooperative Research Centre for High Performance 

Soils, Official Committee Hansard, Sydney, 6 November 2020, pp 31-32. 

59 Australian Land Conservation Alliance, Submission 85, p. 4. 

https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/content/research/topics/biochar
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review of the barriers presented by Commonwealth and State policies to 

greater use of ecosystem services by farmers.60 

9.51 ClimateWorks Australia suggested that the ‘stewardship of natural systems 

on private land is valuable and helps to contribute to the health of 

Australia’s overall economy.’ ClimateWorks Australia added that 

mainstream business accounting techniques could be adapted to incorporate 

natural capital, stating that ‘a range of approaches to measuring and valuing 

natural capital already exist or are emerging, and land managers could be 

supported to understand and apply them.’61 

9.52 NQ Dry Tropics reported that there were currently effective methodologies 

to increase soil carbon but the cost of measuring the changes was reducing 

the potential economic gains for farmers. NQ Dry Tropics explained:  

The problem is scale. You’re talking about fractions of a per cent change in 

terms of soil carbon. You need to be able to scale that up to make it 

worthwhile and you need to have methodologies that aren’t crippled by the 

cost of measurement. That’s one of the big challenges with soil carbon at the 

moment: the methodology is probably viable, but the costs of being able to 

measure it, validate it and demonstrate it, in terms of carbon credits, are 

crippling.62 

9.53 RMAC stated that ‘more needs to be done to incentivise carbon projects that 

deliver environmental, economic, and social co-benefits such as 

improvements in biodiversity, soil health, water quality, and employment.’ 

RMAC added that consideration should be given to supplementary policies 

that support carbon projects such as ‘tax deductions for livestock producers 

who purchase greenhouse gas avoidance technology such as livestock 

supplements that reduce enteric methane emissions.’63 

9.54 The Soil CRC added that carbon sequestration in soil can deliver a range of 

benefits including increasing ‘nutrient availability, soil structural stability, 

water-holding capability, and soil biological health’.64 

 
60 Australian Land Conservation Alliance, Submission 85, p. 5. 

61 ClimateWorks Australia, Submission 96, p. 3. 

62 Dr Scott Crawford, Chief Executive Officer, NQ Dry Tropics, Official Committee Hansard, 17 March 

2020, Townsville, p. 17. 

63 Red Meat Advisory Council, Submission 103, p. 23. 

64 Dr Michael Crawford, Chief Executive Officer, Cooperative Research Centre for High Performance 

Soils, Official Committee Hansard, Sydney, 6 November 2020, p. 31. 
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Land Availability 

9.55 The Northern Territory (NT) Government described the how the bulk of the 

land in the NT consists of two types of land tenure: 

Aboriginal freehold land, which is close to 50 per cent, and about 44 per cent 

that is pastoral lease. That pastoral lease predominantly is subject to native 

title. Most native title is developed by precedent, so what we see is the courts 

setting some of the precedent, which consent determinations and other things 

are determined by. The Aboriginal freehold land is once again federal 

legislation under the Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1976 ... so there are two major 

pieces of tenure. Most of the development opportunity in the Territory is 

centred around how we can develop both of those estates effectively.65 

9.56 Northern Territory Farmers Association (NTFA) highlighted that the 

restrictions on pastoral leases can make it difficult for some agricultural 

sectors to access land. The NTFA stated that ‘we have vast tracts of land, 

but, predominantly, that land is locked up in a pastoral estate. We need to 

identify and create some precincts and break some of that land up.’66 

9.57 Similarly, the Northern Territory Cattlemen’s Association (NTCA) 

highlighted the need to be able to diversify the activities that are undertaken 

on pastoral leases. The NTCA stated that 70 per cent of pastoralists in a 

recent survey had indicated that they would like to diversify, including 

growing feed for cattle. As an example the NTCA noted that pastoralists 

currently had to import hay into the NT.67 

9.58 The NT Government noted that one of the challenges in diversifying the 

land on pastoral leases is that converting the land tenure can trigger native 

title. The NT Government did note that it was possible to extract part of a 

pastoral lease for alternative uses and that recent legislative changes had 

made it possible for pastoral lease holders to sub-lease parts of their land for 

 
65 Mr Luke Bowen, General Manager, Investment Territory, Department of Trade, Business and 

Innovation, Northern Territory, Official Committee Hansard, Darwin, 18 March 2020, pp 9-10. 

66 Mr Paul Burke, Chief Executive Officer, Northern Territory Farmers Association, Official Committee 

Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, p. 2. 

67 Mr Ashley Manicaros, Chief Executive Officer, Northern Territory Cattlemen’s Association, Official 

Committee Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, p. 15. 
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other agricultural activities.68 If the development exceeded 10,000 hectares, 

however, this would require an Indigenous Land Use Agreement (ILUA).69 

9.59 The NT Government added, however, that while the impact of native title is 

a ‘real and perceived issue, it can be resolved.’ The NT Government 

highlighted the Seafarms Group’s Project Sea Dragon as a good example, 

stating ‘they are in one of the most culturally and environmentally sensitive 

parts of Australia and they’ve got an ILUA and an environmental 

assessment, so it can be done.’70 

9.60 Protected Cropping Australia (PCA) reported that their businesses were 

suited to peri-urban locations on the edges of cities. This was due to the 

‘high labour requirements, reliance on specialist service and ancillary 

industries and fragile and perishable crops.’71 

9.61 PCA noted, however, that this could conflict with neighbours in these areas 

who see the large protected cropping structures as ‘not compatible with 

their lifestyle expectations.’ In addition, local councils in these areas tended 

to be less familiar with agricultural production and these types of 

developments. The PCA, therefore, called for the development of supportive 

regulatory frameworks and ‘innovative approaches to land use planning’ to 

provide the industry with the certainty of land tenure it needed. 72 

9.62 The Ricegrowers Association of Australia (RAA) advocated for government 

policy to ensure that new horticulture developments are ‘planted within 

existing areas developed for irrigation and that any change in land use is 

compatible with agriculture by ensuring water resources are protected, food 

safety and biosecurity are not compromised and that the ability of farmers to 

implement modern farming practices is not restricted.73 

 
68 Mr Luis Da Rocha, Executive Director, Rangelands Division, Department of Environment and 

Natural Resources, Northern Territory, Official Committee Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, p. 11. 

69 Mr Alister Trier, Chief Executive, Department of Primary Industry and Resources, Northern 

Territory, Official Committee Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, p. 11. 

70 Mr Alister Trier, Chief Executive, Department of Primary Industry and Resources, Northern 

Territory, Official Committee Hansard, 18 March 2020, Darwin, p. 9. 

71 Protected Cropping Australia, Submission 47, p. 8. 
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73 Ricegrowers Association of Australia, Submission 51, p. 6. 
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Biodiversity 

9.63 ALCA called for the creation of a $1 billion National Biodiversity 

Conservation Trust Fund. The objective of this fund would be ‘enabling the 

critical contribution of farmers and other landholders to improve and 

protect landscape function, reducing Australia’s rate of extinction and 

meeting Australia’s biodiversity targets.’74 

9.64 The ALCA added that the trust could work with existing state-based land 

stewardship programs such as the NSW Biodiversity Conservation Trust 

which in 18 months had created conservation areas of 36,000 hectares, and 

approximately $70 million would be flowing to farmers to manage these 

areas. Other similar state agreements include the Tasmanian Midland 

Conservation Fund and the South Australian Heritage Agreements.75 

Soil Health 

9.65 Soil CRC stated that, with some exceptions, Australia’s soils are ‘inherently 

fragile, infertile and subject to degradation’ and added that: 

We’ve done a great job so far over the last 100 to 150 years to eke as much 

productivity as we have out of our inherently infertile soils. Along the way 

issues have arisen relating to various forms of degredation, which now, 

generally speaking, many farmers are onto and have adapted their 

management to compensate for that. But, going forward, if we are to increase 

our productivity even further and to ask more of our soil resource base, then 

there’s additional R&D that’s needed and a greater focus on how farmers do 

manage their soils to support that.76 

9.66 The Soil CRC stated that farm soils should be thought of as the third 

dimension of a farm because while a property may not be able to expand 

into neighbouring properties, a farmer may be able to increase productivity 

by accessing deeper into the soil.77 

9.67 Mr Huck Shepherd, Managing Director of Fertitech an agronomy and 

fertiliser business, drew attention to the critical importance of soil health and 

 
74 Australian Land Conservation Alliance, Submission 85, p. 2. 

75 Australian Land Conservation Alliance, Submission 85, pp 2-3. 

76 Dr Michael Crawford, Chief Executive Officer, Cooperative Research Centre for High Performance 

Soils, Official Committee Hansard, Sydney, 6 November 2020, p. 29. 

77 Dr Michael Crawford, Chief Executive Officer, Cooperative Research Centre for High Performance 

Soils, Official Committee Hansard, Sydney, 6 November 2020, p. 33. 
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the interactions between crops and the microbiome of the soil. Mr Shepherd 

stated that only when a plant is in soil with a healthy microbiome ‘combined 

with adequate minerals in the soils is it able to withstand frosts, have better 

water use efficiency, resist pests and diseases and a host of other challenges 

that nature throws up.’78 

9.68 Mr Shepherd added that a drive towards nutrient dense food was beginning 

from consumers and this, in turn, would allow producers to move away 

from a focus solely on yield, towards a greater focus on soil health.79  

9.69 NQ Dry Tropics stated that although the income diversification benefits of 

carbon farming can be difficult to achieve because of measurement 

difficulties, as mentioned above, there are other significant benefits to 

increasing soil carbon. NQ Tropics explained that its work had shown that: 

 ... if we improve soil carbon we improve soil health. If we improve soil health, 

we have the potential to double and triple farmgate returns. Our work with 

graziers to date has shown significant benefits in terms of productivity if we 

can improve soil health. It improves pasture. It improves soil water retention. 

It’s got so many benefits.80 

9.70 For pastoralists, NQ Dry Tropics suggested that grazing management and 

increasing soil carbon led to increased grass growth and: 

...within a couple of years we're talking about doubling carrying capacity. 

Even without improvements in animal performance from longer growing 

seasons and other things, that's a huge return for them in terms of potential 

production, the value of their country and the running cost per animal.81 

9.71 NQ Dry Tropics also highlighted these practices can increase water 

efficiency by rehydrating the soil which has longer term benefits than dams, 

which in hotter areas are very susceptible to evaporation. NQ Dry Tropics 

stated: 

Evaporation from surface stored water is massive—two metres plus a year, 

depending on where you are. The focus of the rehydration stuff is moving 

 
78 Mr Huck Shepherd, Submission 105, p. 2. 

79 Mr Huck Shepherd, Submission 105, p. 4. 

80 Dr Scott Crawford, Chief Executive Officer, NQ Dry Tropics, Official Committee Hansard, Townsville, 

17 March 2020, p. 17. 

81 Mr Tom Skeat, Acting Grazing Team Leader, NQ Dry Tropics, Official Committee Hansard, 
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from surface storage into getting that and storing that in the soil and trying to 

make use of that while the opportunity is there with the plants. If we just hold 

it up in dams on property, that water would evaporate very quickly.82 

9.72 Similarly, Australian Wool Innovation stated that: 

Strong, healthy soils with deep carbon levels retain water, support strong, 

nutrient rich plants, plus promote biodiversity in soil microbes and plants. By 

building up ground cover and soil organic matter, graziers can increase the 

infiltration and retention of water in the soil which limits moisture 

evaporation and considerably reduces runoff.83 

9.73 In the Delivering Ag2030 plan, the Australian Government announced that it 

is developing a National Soil Strategy which will be completed by June 

2021.84 

Chemical Use and Regulation 

9.74 CropLife Australia (CropLife) cited a 2018 Deloitte Access Economics report 

which estimated that $20.6 billion of Australian agricultural production is 

attributable to the use of crop protection products.85 CropLife described 

Australia’s regulatory system for agricultural chemicals as being 

‘scientifically competent and technically proficient’ but highlighted concerns 

with the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority 

(APVMA) ability to ‘regulate chemicals efficiently, predictably, and 

consistently.’86  

9.75 CropLife suggested that processes to reform the APVMA had not resulted in 

‘real regulatory efficiencies’, and stated that: 

... the APVMA’s continued inability to finalise more than two-thirds of the 

more complex agricultural chemical applications within timeframe denies 

Australian farmers access to new and innovative products that the plant 

science industry provides.87 

 
82 Mr Tom Skeat, Acting Grazing Team Leader, NQ Dry Tropics, Official Committee Hansard, 

Townsville, 17 March 2020, p. 20. 

83 Australian Wool Innovation, Submission 80, p. 5. 

84 Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment, Delivering Ag2030, p. 6. 

85 Croplife Australia, Submission 30, p. 1. 

86 Croplife Australia, Submission 30, p. 10. 

87 Croplife Australia, Submission 30, p. 10. 
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9.76 Similarly, RAA stated that the rice industry aims to minimise its 

environmental impacts but achieving this requires access to ‘chemicals with 

new and safe modes of action.’ Accessing new chemicals requires ongoing 

investment in research and development as well as a ‘timely response from 

the APVMA for registration and or permit approval for chemicals that will 

control current and new rice pest species.’88 

9.77 Citrus Australia explained that as Australia makes up only around 

1 per cent of the global citrus industry it is a very small market for AgVet 

companies and ‘the cost of regulatory approvals (with the associated 

research and development costs) often prohibit investment in the Australian 

market. For that reason, the Australian citrus industry often relies upon 

older chemistry.’89 

9.78 Citrus Australia added that older chemicals such as chlorpyriphos and 

glyphosate are under ‘a high level of global scrutiny (in terms of chemical 

residues) by retailers and regulators overseas in Australia.’ This combination 

of restrictions on older chemicals and a lack of new chemicals coming into 

the market was leaving growers with a smaller number of options.90 

9.79 The Soil CRC stated that the proposal to ban glyphosates was a ‘very large 

threat’ to the health of Australian soils, adding: 

It is through the use of herbicides, such as glyphosate, that we have been able 

to develop farming systems that have enabled us to move from large amounts 

of cultivation to virtually no-till practices. In achieving no-till we've been able 

to maintain soil in situ, reduce erosion and maintain organic matter. A whole 

range of productive benefits for our soil have been made possible with the use 

of herbicides, such as glyphosate.91  

9.80 In contrast, Gene Ethics and Friends of the Earth (GE and FoE) were 

concerned that the regulation of AgVet was not sufficiently protecting 

human health and the environment. GE and FoE called for regulatory 

review processes that were ‘open, transparent and precautionary’ and relied 

on independent scientific evidence rather than industry-generated data.92 

 
88 Ricegrowers Association of Australia, Submission 51, p. 5. 

89 Citrus Australia, Submission 66, p. 4. 

90 Citrus Australia, Submission 66, p. 4. 

91 Dr Michael Crawford, Chief Executive Officer, Cooperative Research Centre for High Performance 

Soils, Official Committee Hansard, Sydney, 6 November 2020, p. 32. 

92 Gene Ethics and Friends of the Earth, Submission 97, p. 3.  
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9.81 Further, GE and FoE called for the re-instatement of the Chemical 

Assessment and Re-Registration Scheme which was revoked in 2014.  

GE and FoE stated: 

Thousands of agrochemicals, approved decades ago, without modern data or 

testing methods, require review to protect human health and the environment. 

Key trading partners require periodic re-registration e.g. the USA requires 

chemical review every 15 years and Europe a maximum of 10 years. Scientific 

evidence of adverse chemical impacts on human and health and the 

environment is accumulating.93 

Pollination Services 

9.82 The NSW Apiarists Association (NSWAA) stated that while the value of the 

honey and bees products nationally was $94 million per year, the value of 

pollination to agricultural industries was estimated to be $4 - $6 billion.94 

NSWAA stated that honey bees can deliver ‘measurable productivity gains 

through yield increases wherever they pollinate.’95 Perhaps the most 

significant reliance on bees is in the almond industry, which the NSWAA 

described as ‘dependent on honey bees’ and added that, by 2025, this 

industry alone will require the use 60 per cent of Australia’s commercial bee 

hives.96 

9.83 The NSWAA highlighted access for their bees to floral resources as the most 

crucial issue facing their industry, stating that ‘without access to a range of 

flowering species capable of delivering floral rewards in the form of nectar 

and pollen, a honey bee colony will perish.’97 

9.84 The NSWAA described some of the challenges facing apiarists, stating that 

climate change is beginning to have an impact on bees, and in addition 

many beekeeping sites are being lost. The NSWAA explained: 

 
93 Gene Ethics and Friends of the Earth, Submission 97, p. 3. 

94 NSW Apiarists Association, Submission 23, p. 1. 

95 NSW Apiarists Association, Submission 23, p. 5. 

96 NSW Apiarists Association, Submission 23, p. 5. 

97 NSW Apiarists Association, Submission 23, p. 5. 
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We are losing resources. Farmers knock down a few trees this year, a few trees 

next year, because they’ve got a bigger header and all that sort of stuff, and 

over time it’s not viable to have bees on that farm anymore.98 

9.85 The NSWAA stated that apiarists need access to state forests in part because 

this provides a safe haven for bees when farms are using insecticides, partly 

due to the varied pollen diet in forests leading to healthier bees, and partly 

as it is necessary for the production of honey which provides vital income 

for apiarists.99  

9.86 The Australian Honey Bee Council (AHBC) agreed that apiarists need access 

to forests and drew attention to a program in Queensland to remove honey 

bee hives from national parks as they are not a native species. The AHBC 

doubted that honey bees caused any harm to native species, stating: 

... they have been here since European settlement. They’ve adapted in this 

environment very, very well. There is talk about cross-hybridisation⎯that sort 

of thing. From the research that’s been done over the years, and there has been 

quite a bit done, the overall impact from commercially managed honey bees is 

benign.100 

9.87 The NSWAA stated that without access to forests apiarists cannot expand 

and so will not be able to meet the expanding requirements of agriculture. 

The NSWAA also noted that most of agricultural industries that are growing 

quickly are those that benefit from pollination.101  

 

 

 

 
98 Mr Stephen Targett, President, New South Wales Apiarists Association, Official Committee Hansard, 

Sydney, 6 November 2019, p. 34.  

99 Mr Stephen Targett, President, New South Wales Apiarists Association, Official Committee Hansard, 

Sydney, 6 November 2019, pp 34-35. 

100 Mr Ian Cane, Resource Chairman, Australian Honey Bee Industry Council, Official Committee 

Hansard, Sydney, 6 November 2019, p. 35. 

101 Mr Stephen Targett, President, New South Wales Apiarists Association, Official Committee Hansard, 

Sydney, 6 November 2019, p. 36. 
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Committee Comment 

9.88 From droughts to floods to fires, farmers in Australia have always needed to 

be ready to face adversity and through these challenges they have 

developed the adaptive practices needed to succeed in the Australian 

environment. 

9.89 For most Australian farmers there are few more pressing issues than access 

to water. The Committee’s inquiry began in a period of intense drought on 

the east coast and the Committee heard that many producers, especially in 

the Murray-Darling Basin, were struggling with the viability of their 

businesses due to the difficulty of accessing water. Fortunately, during the 

course of the inquiry the drought broke in many parts of the country, 

however, accessing sufficient reliable water will continue to be an issue in 

the coming decade. The allocation of water in the Murray-Darling has long 

been one of Australia’s most complex policy challenges and so providing 

any recommendations on how this system could be altered is clearly beyond 

the scope of this inquiry. 

9.90 The Committee was, however, pleased to hear from a number of 

organisations working to increase access for farmers to reliable supplies of 

water. In particular, the Committee was impressed with the work that has 

been undertaken as part of the Tasmanian Irrigation Scheme. In its first 

tranche of projects the scheme delivered 14 irrigation projects and it has two 

more tranches of projects to complete. The delivery of these schemes has 

been achieved through partnerships between Commonwealth and State 

Governments and resources from both the public and private sector. A 

dedication to building community support and minimising environmental 

impacts has also contributed to the success of these schemes. The Committee 

believes that there are lessons that can be learned by this experience in 

Tasmania and hopefully this scheme can act as a model for other parts of the 

country. 

9.91 Australian farmers have long managed to succeed despite this country’s 

often unforgiving climate. Nevertheless, climate change is likely to increase 

the frequency of dry spells and droughts and the intensity of extreme 

weather events, all of which will add significantly to the risks faced by 

Australian producers.   

9.92 The Committee was pleased to hear that most agriculture sectors are 

planning for how they will adapt to the challenges of a changing climate. 
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The red meat sector, in particular, has been making major reductions in its 

greenhouse emissions and has adopted an ambitious target to become 

carbon neutral by 2030. 

9.93 One of the few positive outcomes from a changing climate is how it has 

focussed research onto the opportunities presented by carbon farming. 

Carbon farming and payment for the provision of ecosystem services is 

likely to become increasingly common within Australian agricultural 

businesses. There is still, however, a need for further development of market 

mechanisms to provide incentives to farmers. Additionally, the cost of 

measuring carbon improvements is currently prohibitive to many businesses 

but it is likely that these costs will decrease over time.  

9.94 Improving the health of Australia’s fragile soils offers the potential of 

delivering significant productivity and sustainability benefits. Impressive 

improvements in water retention, stock carrying capacity, and farmgate 

returns have been achieved through soil carbon sequestration and associated 

soil management practices. These techniques have the potential to be 

implemented at a much broader scale. The Committee welcomes the 

announcement by the Government that it is developing a National Soil 

Strategy. 

Rick Wilson MP 

Chair 

10 December 2020 





 

 185 

Dissenting Report 

Inquiry into growing Australian agriculture to $100 billion 

by 2030 

 

  



186 

 

Deputy Chair’s Report 

The Committee worked very well together through this inquiry, with a great deal 

of goodwill and cooperation. I would like to thank the Chair, Mr Wilson, for the 

constructive and consultative way in which he led this inquiry. I would also like to 

thank my committee colleagues on both sides of the aisle for their hard work and 

dedication over what has been a challenging year. 

We all approached this task with the best of intentions and in the right spirit – I 

have no doubt that we all have the common aim of wishing to see Australian 

agriculture get to $100b by 2030, but we perhaps have different views on how that 

might be achieved, hence the Labor members’ production of this dissenting report. 

I would like to thank the Secretariat for its hard work, good humour and diligence 

throughout the inquiry and for its preparation of the draft Committee Report from 

what was a great deal of evidence. We took evidence from many witnesses and 

received plenty of big submissions. Sifting through it all to develop a report that 

encapsulated the key points could have been no easy task, and particularly this 

year. 

Most of all I’d like to thank our witnesses and everyone who put in the effort to 

make a submission. You have contributed to an important but often unrecognised 

process of the parliament: reports like this often don’t make the headlines, but they 

do contribute to national policy development. 

As is the nature of these things, the draft Committee Report reflects the priorities of 

the Government members on the committee. The Labor members on the committee 

agree with most of the recommendations, as well as the broad thrust of the report, 

but we have some key areas of disagreement that form the basis of this dissenting 

report. 

In re-reading the transcripts and submissions in preparation for this report I was 

struck by the fact that the key to achieving our goal of $100b is not necessarily to 

grow lots more things, but to get better outcomes from what we grow already. For 

example, one-quarter of everything we grow is wasted and water inefficiency is 

too high. If we get on top of those, that’s billions. If we maximise the use of 

technology we could add another $20b to our numbers. Then there’s the value-

adding, and that’s all before we even get to the development of exciting new 

agricultural initiatives: alternative proteins, seaweed, aquaculture, hemp and 

medicinal cannabis to name a few. 

The view should not be formed that because we have prepared a dissenting report 

that there was a vast chasm between the Government and Labor members, nor that 
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we have wildly different points of view on the direction that agricultural policy 

should take. 

Stakeholders can take a lot of comfort I think from the fact that the Government 

and Labor members agree on more than we disagree about and that broad policy 

stability is assured, regardless of which major party forms government. 

Of course, it goes without saying that Labor will simply do the job that much 

better. 

Brian Mitchell MP 

Deputy Chair 
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Committee Recommendations 

The Labor members support 9 of the 13 recommendations outright, we support 2 

with qualification and we oppose 2 outright. 

Recommendation 1 is SUPPORTED. 

Recommendation 2 is OPPOSED. This recommendation calls for a Productivity 

Commission review into agricultural export red tape and is, in our view, red tape. 

It is unnecessary. Given the Government has already committed $328.4 million 

over four years to reduce red tape in the agricultural export sector it should 

already know where to start, so it should just get on with the job. 

Recommendations 3, 4 and 5 are SUPPORTED. 

Recommendation 6 is SUPPORTED WITH QUALIFICATION. We want this 

recommendation to go much further. Rather than “review the regulations” we call 

upon the Government to strip away all remaining regulatory barriers that prevent 

low-THC hemp from assertively competing on the world stage. We note that 

Australia’s hemp industry is worth $10m annually whereas Canada’s is around 

$1b. Our farmers are ready. It’s time to back them in and let them get on with it. 

Recommendation 7 is SUPPORTED. 

Recommendation 8 is SUPPORTED WITH QUALIFICATION. We support 

maintaining the tradition of family farms but we believe any taxation changes 

arising from a review must be fair and equitable. We note that family companies 

and family-controlled corporations face a similar dilemma regarding capital gains 

tax disincentives to pre-death inheritance, and of course other members of the 

community may well ask that if farmers are able to hand property to children pre-

death without taxation why shouldn’t they be able to. So, we are alive to the issues 

this recommendation seeks to resolve and support looking into it, but we note it 

may not be easy. 

Recommendation 9 is OPPOSED. We are of the view this adds yet another layer 

of red tape to an already complex set of visa and workplace arrangements. We 

instead recommend that the Agriculture Minister liaise constructively on 

workplace and labour supply issues with his state and territory counterparts as 

part of the AgMin process. The issues regarding agricultural labour supply are 

complex and long-standing and the Minister and his counterparts should find a 

way to work through them in the interests of the sector as a whole. 

Recommendations 10, 11, 12 and 13 are SUPPORTED. 
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Comment regarding the Chair’s Foreword 

The Chair’s comment about ‘irrational opposition’ to GM is unnecessarily 

inflammatory and dismissive of those with concerns about the widespread 

adoption of GM technology. Tasmania for example maintains a moratorium on 

GM food and food products because it provides the island state with a distinct 

competitive advantage with customers who want to access food that is not 

genetically modified, and who have demonstrated they are prepared to pay a 

premium price for that access. Customers who wish to access GM-free food should 

be able to do so without being labelled “irrational”. 

The absence in the Chair’s Foreword of any mention of climate change is in our 

opinion an error that fails to recognise the gravity of the threat that climate change 

poses to Australian agriculture. A number of well-credentialled witnesses, 

including the NFF, CSIRO, TFGA, MLA and FCA amongst others expressed the 

view that climate change represents either the single most significant, or is one of 

the most significant, threats to Australian agriculture being able to meet its goal of 

$100 billion of farm gate value by 2030. The Chair’s fleeting reference to “climate 

variability” does not do the matter justice. 
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Comment regarding the Committee Report 

The Labor members support the broad thrust of the report and commend the 

secretariat on pulling it together. 

Our chief concern is the disregard paid to the threat that climate change poses to 

Australian agriculture (Climate Change Mitigation and Adaption is a small section, 

buried on page 168 of the draft report), and the total absence of any 

recommendations on how agriculture might respond to climate change, despite the 

strength of evidence provided to the Committee on its importance. 

Climate change was not granted its own chapter, the term did not feature in the 

title of the chapter in which it is covered (Land, Environment and Water), and it 

was not mentioned in the chapter’s introduction. This apparent reluctance to 

acknowledge the importance of climate change to the future of Australian 

agriculture flies in the face of evidence provided to the Committee, and detailed in 

the bowels of the report, which included: 

▪ Climate change being described by the Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers 

Association as “possibly the biggest hurdle to reaching the target” (of 

$100b by 2030)’ 

▪ CSIRO noting “the increasing frequency and severity of extended dry 

spells, associated with increased unpredictability of unseasonable 

heatwaves and frosts, will impose a noticeable handbrake on growth in 

farm-gate output, particularly in southern Australia” 

▪ The Australian Society of Plant Scientists reporting the World Bank 

projecting that Australian agriculture will drop 2.7 per cent in yield by 

2050 due to the impacts of climate change 

▪ Farmers for Climate Action noted research by the Australian Farm 

Institute which had determined beef production in Qld and the NT 

decline by 19 per cent by 2030 and 33 per cent by 2050; up to 70 per cent 

of wine-growing regions could be unsuitable for grapes by 2050; cotton 

yields could decrease 17 per cent by 2050; milk production could decline 

between 10 and 40 per cent, milk protein could decline and there would 

be increased risk of udder infection 

▪ Australian Wool Innovation noting “climate change is exacerbating 

[droughts’] effect on agricultural production  
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Labor Members’ Recommendations 

In addition to supporting 11 of the 13 Committee Recommendations (albeit 2 with 

qualifications), the Labor Members submit further recommendations for 

consideration, which have been informed by submissions and evidence to the 

inquiry. 

In addition to supporting 11 of the 13 Committee Recommendations (albeit 2 with 

qualifications), the Labor Members submit further recommendations for 

consideration, which have been informed by submissions and evidence to the 

inquiry. 

CHAPTER 2 – GROWTH OPPORTUNITIES 

RECOMMENDATION 14 - that the Government commit to the establishment of a 

Forestry Hub for the Northern Territory, allowing Indigenous and private land-

owners to capitalise on the opportunity provided by forestry investment and to 

enable the NT to contribute to the 1 billion trees goal. 

RECOMMENDATION 15 - that the Carbon Credits (Carbon Farming Initiative) 

Act 2011 be amended to ensure forestry in Northern Australia can utilise carbon 

credits, irrespective of rainfall. 

CHAPTER 3 – EXPANDING INTERNATIONAL TRADE 

RECOMMENDATION 16 - that the Pre-Shipment Inspection (OPI) program be 

reinstated. 

RECOMMENDATION 17 – that the $2.2 million stripped from the Livestock 

Global Assurance Program be reinstated, bringing the LGAP back to $8.3m in 

funding. 

RECOMMENDATION 18 – that the Government provide to stakeholders clear 

details on when and how it intends to expend $328.4 million over four years 

cutting unnecessary red tape in order to facilitate more agricultural exports, and 

how it intends to measure the success of any such program. 

RECOMMENDATION 19 – that the Government report to the parliament its 

progress on implementing national traceability and labelling systems across 

agricultural products and value chains. 

RECOMMENDATION 20 – that the Government report to the parliament its 

progress on advancing a national mandatory standard for animal welfare. 
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CHAPTER 4 – RESEARCH AND INNOVATION 

RECOMMENDATION 21 – that the Government develop and implement a 

national, coordinated policy on packaging, food waste and recycling. 

RECOMMENDATION 22 – that the Government introduce a national food 

security strategy, which includes the funding of research and development to drive 

better utilisation of on-farm food loss streams and the exploration of tax incentives 

that recognise food donations across the value chain. 

RECOMMENDATION 23 – that the Government urgently improve 

telecommunications to the Tiwi Islands, particularly Melville Island, to allow Tiwi 

islanders to maximise their agricultural output. 

RECOMMENDATION 24 – that the Government implement in full the Regional 

Telecommunications Review recommendations, including a long-term 

commitment to a telecommunications fund for infrastructure investment in 

regional Australia. 

RECOMMENDATION 25 – that the Government develop an Institute for Forest 

Products Innovation, located in regional Tasmania. 

RECOMMENDATION 26 – that the Government coordinate the establishment of 

“Brand Australia” for Australian agricultural products. 

RECOMMENDATION 27 – that the Government enable research into the 

expansion of off-grid on-farm renewable energy projects, including barriers to 

implementation, such as network policies that act as a cost disincentive. 

CHAPTER 5 – EMERGING GROWTH OPPORTUNITIES 

RECOMMENDATION 28 – that the Government enable research into the water 

efficiencies that can be gained from protected cropping, and that analyses be 

conducted to measure these efficiencies (and any other benefits) against extra costs, 

such as infrastructure and power, so that a conclusion can be drawn on the overall 

economic benefit of protected cropping to growers and investors. 

RECOMMENDATION 29 – that the Government conduct research with the aim of 

implementing a comprehensive national carbon storage strategy. Research should 

include examination of incentives and barriers and propose recommendations that 

will enable wider adoption of carbon storage by land owners, particularly farmers 

and foresters. 

RECOMMENDATION 30 – that the Government prepare a discussion paper on 

the development of an Australian alternative proteins industry. The paper should 

include examining the potential for high-tech processing facilities and associated 
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employment opportunities, and what barriers may exist to the industry’s 

development. It is noted that with demand for proteins expected to increase by 20 

per cent, the development of alternative proteins should be regarded as 

complementary to and not a replacement of animal-derived proteins. 

RECOMMENDATION 31 – that the Government conduct research into the costs 

and benefits of extending taxation deductions to farmers who adopt greenhouse 

gas reduction measures, such as providing emission-reducing feed to livestock, in 

order to reduce the production of methane. 

RECOMMENDATION 32 – that the Department of Agriculture, Water and 

Environment work with Indigenous owners in Northern Australia to realise 

development opportunities. 

CHAPTER 6 – FINANCE AND INVESTMENT 

RECOMMENDATION 33 – that the Government discuss with the superannuation 

industry the creation of an agriculture-centred investment product that is “set and 

forget” (ie, long-term), with an incentive to offset the lack of flexibility being low or 

no fees. 

CHAPTER 7 – EDUCATION AND WORKFORCE 

COMMENT - Australian agriculture faces an immediate labour shortfall of more 

than 101,000 full-time equivalent workers. The sector suffers from an image 

problem of being low-wage and insecure. If Australian workers can be confident 

that a future in Australian agriculture offers good wages and conditions and secure 

employment we are confident many Australians will welcome the opportunity to 

work in this exciting sector. Furthermore, we note the comments of witnesses that 

improving regional liveability is key to attracting workers. Rebuilding our regions 

in terms of infrastructure and services is critical – in short, the decades-long drive 

to squeeze efficiencies by centralising and automating government services and 

ripping them out of the regions must stop. 

RECOMMENDATION 34 – that the Government examine the pros and cons of 

offering a HECS debt-reduction  scheme for students who work in agriculture for 

at least 60 days at year during their study. 

RECOMMENDATION 35 – that the Department of Agriculture, Water and 

Environment employ workforce development officers in each state and/or major 

agricultural sector in order to map and meet workforce demands. 

RECOMMENDATION 36 – that Government and manufacturers agree to improve 

the safety of high-risk farm equipment. 
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RECOMMENDATION 37 – that the Government assess current regional mental 

health strategies to determine their level of success, and commit to either their 

continuance or, if necessary, their adaptation. 

CHAPTER 8 – BIOSECURITY AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

COMMENT – Biosecurity was nominated as a key concern by many witnesses. The 

Government’s renewed focus on biosecurity is noted and welcomed, but we are 

concerned the approach remains piecemeal with too many gaps, particularly at our 

points of entry. 

RECOMMENDATION 38 – that the Government create a national biosecurity 

emergency response team capable of being deployed in a targeted manner to 

specific outbreaks. 

RECOMMENDATION 39 – that the Government ensure all biosecurity officers 

under federal authority be permanently employed, professionally trained direct 

employees of their respective departments and/or agencies, and not be sub-

contractors nor employees of contractors, and that the Government strongly 

encourage the states and territories to follow its lead. 

RECOMMENDATION 40 – that given the evidence of significant capacity 

constraints on existing services, notably the Spirit of Tasmania ferries, that the 

Government asks the Tasmanian government to consider commissioning a 

business case for the deployment of a freight-only ferry service across Bass Strait. 

RECOMMENDATION 41 – that the Government explore the development of 

Regional Agriculture Deals to provide a multi-government framework for physical 

infrastructure investment and regional development policy. The RADs should 

champion the provision of urban-equivalent infrastructure in the regions, notably 

schools and child care, telecommunications, health services and aged care, roads, 

and government and commercial services. 

RECOMMENDATION 42 – that the Government explore the establishment of food 

manufacturing precincts in key growing regions, with access to export facilities. 

CHAPTER 9 – LAND, WATER AND ENVIRONMENT 

RECOMMENDATION 43 – that the Government develop and adopt a national 

strategy on climate change and agriculture. The strategy should consider the 

impacts, threats and opportunities, as well as the measures that need to be taken to 

adapt Australian agriculture to a changing climate. 

RECOMMENDATION 44 – that the Government adequately resource and 

implement the National Climate Change and Agriculture Work Program, noting 
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that no additional resourcing nor clearly communicated implementation timeframe 

has been announced. The program must be supported by strong research, a 

transition to renewable energy and implementing the increased storage and 

sequestration of carbon on farms and in forests and plantations. 

RECOMMENDATION 45 – that the Government ensure honey bees are provided 

access to state and national forests. 

RECOMMENDATION 46 – that the Government ensure forest plantation owners 

who preserve trees for koala habitat are financially compensated for as long as 

their assets remain unavailable for harvest. 

RECOMMENDATION 47 – that the Government commission research to 

determine the level of threat posed by capital and regional cities’ housing and 

commercial sub-divisions and developments on arable land, and that 

recommendations be submitted to address the threat. 

RECOMMENDATION 48 – that the Government commission research to 

determine the potential for utilising soil – at scale - for water storage, to either 

complement or replace surface storage options. 

RECOMMENDATION 49 – that the Government establish (and back) an 

Environmental Stewardship Fund (ecosystem service), aimed at seeding a 

marketplace for private sector investment. The ESF will offer both investment in a 

conservation tax instrument and remuneration for positive environmental 

contributions. An ESF will provide an alternative income stream for farmers who 

provide the community benefit of environmental stewardship. 

RECOMMENDATION 50 – that the Government develop a National Water 

Strategy (noting this project has been determined by Infrastructure Australia to be 

a “high priority”), with a key aim being to increase water use efficiency by 20 per 

cent by 2030. 

RECOMMENDATION 51 – that the Government implement a National 

Biodiversity Strategy, with the aim of adopting land use strategies that balance 

competing needs. Key to the strategy will be the protection of agricultural land and 

water assets, well-resourced science to inform planning decisions and global food 

and fibre needs recognised in land use prioritisation. 

ENDS 

This Dissenting Report was produced by the Labor Members of the House of 

Representatives Standing Committee on Agriculture and Water Resources: 

Mr Brian Mitchell MP (Deputy Chair); Mrs Fiona Phillips; Mr Luke Gosling OAM MP
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A. Submissions 

 

1 Australian Forest Products Association 

2 Dr Caitlin Byrt 

3 Australian Farm Institute 

4 Department of Agriculture 

▪ 4.1 Supplementary to submission 4 

5 Australian Eggs 

6 Name Withheld 

7 Animal Medicines Australia 

8 CSIRO 

9 Adjunct Professor John Hamblin 

10 Geoscience Australia 

11 Fisheries Research & Development Corporation 

12 Australian Grape and Wine Inc.  

13 Julie Aldous and North East Local Learning & Employment Network 

(NELLEN) and North East Tracks LLEN 

14 Primary Industries Education Foundation Australia 

15 Cotton Australia 
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16 ANSTO 

17 NRM Regions Australia 

18 Australian Honey Bee Industry Council 

19 Horticulture Innovation Australia Limited 

20 The University of Adelaide 

21 Infant Nutrition Council 

22 Cotton Research and Development Corporation 

23 NSW Apiarists Association 

24 The Australian Society of Plant Scientists 

25 WoolProducers Australia 

26 AgThentic 

27 Charles Sturt University 

28 PMA A-NZ 

29 Australian Academy of Science and Australian Academy of Technology and 

Engineering 

30 CropLife Australia 

31 Summerfruit Australia Ltd 

32 The University of Sydney 

33 Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association 

34 Livestock SA 

35 Hazelnut Growers of Australia Inc 

36 Australian Plant Biosecurity Foundation Ltd 

37 Grain Producers Australia 

38 Strategic Sustainability Consultants 

39 Soil CRC 

40 ARC Centre of Excellence for Nanoscale BioPhotonics  

41 Queensland Department of Agriculture and Fisheries 

42 Growcom 

43 The University of Western Australia 
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44 Canegrowers 

45 ANZ 

46 KPMG 

47 Protected Cropping Australia 

48 AUSVEG 

49 Consolidated Pastoral Company 

50 The Nature Conservancy 

51 Ricegrowers' Association of Australia Inc 

52 The Australian National University 

53 Australian Nut Industry Council 

54 Australian Fresh Produce Alliance  

55 Animal Health Australia and Centre for Invasive Species Solutions  

56 BGP International, Costa Group, Fresh Produce Group, Valleyfresh Australia 

58 Rabobank 

59 Northern Territory Government 

60 AgriFutures Australia 

61 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Cities and Regional Development  

62 Professor Michael Holland 

63 Tasmanian Government 

64 Name Withheld 

65 Name Withheld 

66 Citrus Australia 

67 Robert Miller and Narrawilly Farm 

68 Urannah Water Scheme 

69 Mr Marden Hundley 

70 Hemp Association Tasmania 

71 Central NSW Joint Organisation 

72 Skills Impact 

73 Cindy Stevens 
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74 Murrumbidgee Valley Food and Fibre Association 

75 Plant Health Australia 

76 Tropical Grains 

77 OBE Organic 

78 National Farmers' Federation 

79 Australian Trucking Association 

80 Australian Wool Innovation (AWI) 

81 Farmers for Climate Action 

82 WA Grain Group Inc. 

83 Council of Rural RDCs 

84 Austrade and Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 

▪ 84.1 Supplementary to submission 84 

85 Australian Land Conservation Alliance 

86 Name Withheld 

87 Australian National University, University of Adelaide, and University of 

Western Australia 

88 Greening Australia 

89 Productivity Commission 

▪ 89.1 Supplementary to submission 89 

90 Grain Growers Limited 

91 David McKenzie 

92 Western Australian Government 

93 AgZero2030 

94 Northern Territory Cattlemen's Association 

95 Grains Research and Development Corporation 

96 ClimateWorks Australia 

97 Gene Ethics and Friends of the Earth 

98 Western Australian Farmers Federation 

99 Griffith Business Chamber 
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100 Sam Davies 

101 Latevo Farmers Mutual 

102 Forest Industry Advisory Council 

103 Red Meat Advisory Council 

104 Grower Group Alliance 

105 Huck Shepherd 

106 Anthony Violi 

107 Government of South Australia 

108 National Party of Australia (NSW) 

109 NQ Dry Tropics 

110 James Cook University 

111 Australian Food Sovereignty Alliance 

112 Mr Ken O'Dowd MP 

113 Environmental Equity 
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B. Public hearings 

Thursday, 19 September 2019 

Committee Room 1R3 

Parliament House 

Canberra 

▪ National Farmers' Federation 

 

Friday, 18 October 2019 

Committee Room 1R3 

Parliament House 

Canberra 

▪ Department of Agriculture 

▪ Austrade 

▪ AgriFutures Australia 

▪ Australian Livestock Exporters Council 

▪ Cattle Council of Australia 

▪ Productivity Commission 

▪ Grain Research and Development Corporation 

▪ WoolProducers Australia  

▪ Fisheries Research and Development Corporation 

▪ Academy of Technology, Science and Engineering and Australian Academy of 

Science 
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Monday, 4 November 2019 

Benetook Room 

Alfred Deakin Centre 

190 Deakin St 

Mildura 

▪ Dried Fruits Australia; Murray Valley Wine Growers; Australian Table Grape 

Association 

▪ Citrus Australia 

▪ Break 

▪ Sunraysia TAFE; Birchip Cropping Group; Worm Hit Organic Fertiliser 

▪ Almond Board of Australia 

 

Tuesday, 5 November 2019 

Sinatra Room 

Gateway Inn 

16 Fenton St 

Devonport 

▪ Cherry Hill Coolstores 

▪ Tasmanian Agriculture Productivity Group; Tasmanian Fruit and Vegetable 

Export Facilitation Group 

▪ Hemp Association of Tasmania 

▪ Break 

▪ Protected Cropping Australia 

▪ Tasmanian Irrigation 
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Wednesday, 6 November 2019 

Portside Room, Portside Centre 

Symantec House, Level 5 

207 Kent St 

Sydney 

▪ CSIRO 

▪ AgThentic 

▪ Australian Farm Institute 

▪ Break 

▪ ANZ 

▪ Australian Fresh Produce Alliance  

▪ Soil CRC 

▪ Break 

▪ NSW Apiarists Association 

▪ Australian Honey Bee Industry Council 

▪ Grain Growers Limited 

▪ Break 

▪ The University of Sydney 

▪ Rabobank 

 

Friday, 7 February 2020 

Convention Centre 

Building 230, Carpark 73 

Charles Sturt Unversity 

Wagga Wagga 

▪ Charles Sturt University 

▪ Central NSW Joint Organisation 

▪ Australian Forest Products Association 

▪ Murrumbidgee Valley Food and Fibre Association 

▪ North East Local Learning & Employment Network (NELLEN) and North 

East Tracks 

▪ Ricegrowers' Association of Australia Inc 

▪ Griffith Business Chamber 
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Thursday, 27 February 2020 

Committee Room 1R3 

Parliament House 

Canberra 

▪ National Party of Australia (NSW) 

 

Thursday, 5 March 2020 

Committee Room 1R3 

Parliament House 

Canberra 

▪ Latevo Farmers Mutual 

 

Monday, 16 March 2020 

Karl Langer East Room 

Burke and Wills Hotel 

554 Ruthven St 

Toowoomba 

▪ Toowoomba and Surat Basin Enterprises 

▪ AgForce 

▪ Break 

▪ Growcom 

▪ University of Queensland 

▪ Wellcamp Airport 
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Tuesday, 17 March 2020 

Quest Townsville on Eyre 

19 Leichardt St 

North Ward 

Townsville 

▪ James Cook University  

▪ Cooperative Research Centre for Developing Northern Australia (CRC DNA) 

▪ Break 

▪ Urannah Water Scheme 

▪ Tropical Grains 

▪ NQ Dry Tropics 

▪ Lembiru Agri 

 

Thursday, 14 May 2020 

Conference call 

Canberra 

▪ Australian Eggs 

▪ Cotton Australia 

 

Thursday, 11 June 2020 

Parliament House 

Commitee Room 1R2 

Canberra 

▪ Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 

 

Thursday, 18 June 2020 

Committee Room 1R2 

Parliament House 

Canberra 

▪ Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment 
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Friday, 7 August 2020 

Conference Call 

Canberra 

▪ Australian Grape and Wine  

▪ Summerfruit Australia Ltd 

▪ Seafarms Group 

▪ OrdCo 

▪ Joanne Iffla 

▪ Patoralists and Graziers Association of Western Australia 

▪ WA Farmers 

▪ WAMMCO International 

▪ Livestock Shipping Services 

▪ Cooperative Bulk Handling 

▪ WA Grain Group 

▪ University of Western Australia 

 

 


