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Overview
The ACCC Bulk grain ports monitoring report 2017–18 (Report) analyses data and issues relevant to the 
most recent Australia grain export shipping year (1 October 2017 to 30 September 2018). This is the 
third year of this report.

We produce these reports to fulfil the ACCC’s commitment to ongoing public monitoring of bulk grain 
exports following decisions to reduce the level of regulation applying to a number of bulk grain export 
facilities. We also produce them to provide interested parties with the benefit of information collected 
and published pursuant to obligations in the Port Terminal Access (Bulk Wheat) Code of Conduct 
(Code).

The report examines topics including:

�� grain production levels

�� amounts and types of grain exported

�� levels of port capacity utilisation and exporter market shares

�� issues accessing port capacity

�� the role and impact of the Code, and what improvements are needed

�� issues relating to access to upcountry storage and outturn services.

In preparing this report, we consulted extensively with industry stakeholders and analysed 
available data.

This overview provides a high level summary of the ACCC’s findings regarding the 2017–18 shipping 
year. The report provides further detail on the ACCC’s consultation process in chapter 4 and provides 
data analysis findings in chapters 5 to 10.

A fall in total Australian grain production and an increase in domestic demand 
translated into lower bulk grain exports

Grain production and bulk grain export levels in 2017–18 were much lower than 2016–17. In 2016–17 
grain production and exports were at or near record levels in many areas across the country.

Australia’s 2017–18 production levels were down by 32 per cent nationally and decreased in all states. 
Production was below the seven year average in all states except Victoria. The data shows particularly 
poor production levels in NSW and Queensland. WA continued to be the state that contributed the 
largest amount to the nation’s production.

Australia’s production and export of grains other than wheat continued to rise in 2017–18 in proportion 
to wheat volumes, continuing a longer term trend. The increasing proportion of non-wheat bulk grains 
is a factor in the ACCC’s view that the Code should apply equally to all requests for access to bulk 
export port terminal services, not just requests relating to the export of bulk wheat.

Domestic markets continued to constrain bulk export levels and provide an alternative market for 
growers’ grain. This was particularly the case on the east coast of Australia in 2017–18, where there 
was both a significant reduction in production and an increase in the demand for feed grain (due to 
drought). The domestic market used the majority of east coast production and as such only a small 
amount of grain was available for export. As grain supplies ran low, domestic demand in Queensland 
and NSW required coastal shipments of grain from WA, SA, and Victoria.

Nationally, bulk exports declined more than production due to the increased pressure from the 
domestic feed grain market. Total bulk exports declined from the previous year to 20.5 million tonnes.1 
This was a 36 per cent decrease from 2016–17, and 16 per cent below the seven year average. Bulk 
exports from WA and SA were slightly below average, while NSW and Queensland were significantly 
below average. Container exports declined by 23 per cent compared to 2016–17, a lesser amount than 

1 This figure excludes 0.89m tonnes of coastal shipments.



2 Bulk grain ports monitoring report

for bulk exports. Containers continued to provide an alternative path to export for grain in certain 
regions (particularly Victoria and NSW).

Reduced demand for port access was reflected in few reported issues securing 
some form of port capacity, but concerns still raised about terms and conditions

The ACCC examines capacity utilisation data to look at the likelihood of exporters securing fair and 
transparent access to port terminal services at a specific facility. Capacity utilisation remained relatively 
high at most port facilities in WA and SA, while Victorian facilities were moderately utilised, and NSW 
and Queensland port facilities were significantly underutilised. Capacity utilisation declined at most 
ports across Australia compared to 2016–17.

Consistent with views expressed by exporters in our consultations for previous monitoring reports, 
exporters reported relatively few concerns about their ability to secure some amount of port terminal 
capacity. Exporters had the least concerns with securing capacity on the east coast compared to 
other regions. This was especially true for 2017–18, with the low east coast utilisation incentivising port 
terminal service providers (PTSPs) to offer access on favourable terms.

However, despite few concerns securing some form of port capacity, most exporters did express 
concerns about their ability to negotiate changes to PTSP standard terms and conditions. This related 
mostly to Co-operative Bulk Handling (CBH) and Viterra. Most exporters noted a reasonable ability to 
negotiate with PTSPs on the east coast that has improved in recent years (i.e. the east coast PTSPs’ 
willingness to negotiate in 2017–18 was not just in response to low demand).

The level of competition between exporters varied between states, and some 
vertically integrated exporters increased their exporter market share

Exporter market share data provides an indication of the level of competition for growers’ grain. It 
may also indicate whether vertically integrated exporters are receiving preferential access to services. 
Accordingly, the ACCC assesses market shares at all ports to identify possible areas of concern, 
including examining vertically integrated exporter market shares in each region.

Vertically integrated exporters have a strong incentive to export through their related companies’ 
fixed cost infrastructure regardless of market conditions. In 2017–18, a lower export year, the vertically 
integrated exporters in NSW, Victoria and WA demonstrated this behaviour.

In NSW, the reduction in capacity utilisation in 2017–18 coincided with an increase in the export market 
share of the vertically integrated exporter GrainCorp. GrainCorp’s export volumes fell as less grain was 
available, yet its export market share increased because of lower participation by other exporters in 
NSW. The only shareholder to use Quattro’s Port Kembla facility this year was Cargill.

In Victoria, GrainCorp is the largest vertically integrated PTSP and exporter. GrainCorp had a large 
increase in export market share, from 26 per cent in 2016–17 up to 51 per cent in 2017–18. Unlike in 
NSW, GrainCorp’s absolute export volumes in Victoria also increased in 2017–18. Emerald and Riordan, 
the other two PTSPs, are also vertically integrated. Emerald’s market share at its own Melbourne port 
terminal has been over 90 per cent for the last two years. However, these high market shares appear 
partly reflective of the excess capacity in the region and a desire to drive throughput at its own facility. 
Other exporters do have opportunities to export grain from other ports in this region, or participate in 
the container or domestic markets.

WA experienced a smaller decline in bulk export volumes compared to the other states. CBH, 
the dominant vertically integrated PTSP and exporter, increased its export volumes in WA in 
comparison to 2016–17 while other exporters collectively shipped less. CBH’s export market share 
accordingly increased to 54 per cent of total exports. Bunge remained the only user of the Bunbury 
WAPRES facility.

Despite GrainCorp being the vertically integrated exporter in Queensland COFCO’s lead market share 
increased while GrainCorp marginally increased its own share.
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It was a different story in SA. Although overall capacity utilisation and export volumes declined 
compared to 2016–17, Glencore (whose subsidiary Viterra has the bulk of the PTSP market share) 
reduced its bulk exports from SA by a proportionally greater amount. Glencore’s export market share 
therefore decreased from 42 per cent to 35 per cent. Glencore also reduced its export volumes in all 
other states in 2017–18.

Overall, the vertically integrated exporters have retained a large market share. While on the face of it, 
GrainCorp’s significant increase in export market share in Victoria may be a potential concern, the ACCC 
notes that 2017–18 appears to have been an unusual year on the east coast due to drought conditions. 
CBH continues to be the most dominant of the vertically integrated exporters, with its exporter share of 
the WA market not falling below 45 per cent in the period since 2011–12.

The Code continues to play a role, and exporters and growers support its retention

The Code plays a role in providing fair and transparent port access for the exporters that buy bulk grain 
from Australian growers. There continues to be widespread support for the Code among exporters 
and growers.

Exporters reported few concerns about their ability to secure some port capacity that broadly met their 
business needs, but expressed concerns about the quality or fairness of that access. Exporters raised 
specific concerns about an inability to negotiate with CBH and Viterra on the terms and conditions 
of port access. General concerns also remained about the impact of vertical integration and whether 
third party exporters were treated the same as vertically integrated exporters. Exporters therefore 
considered that the Code continues to be important in providing industry with some oversight and 
transparency, which may act to limit this behaviour.

Growers also supported the role of the Code in providing oversight of vertically integrated PTSPs (with 
both exporter arms and upcountry facilities) at port. However, typically growers experienced issues in 
the upcountry supply chain, and not at port.

PTSPs do not support the oversight in the Code, although some remain dominant in 
their region of operation

While no PTSPs strongly supported the need for the Code, their views differed based on whether they 
were exempt and their market share. PTSPs did not support the application of the Code in full to their 
own operations, although some thought that it may be appropriate to apply to certain other PTSPs. 
PTSPs typically considered that there was sufficient competition for bulk grain export port terminal 
services in their state of operation, and/or from other geographic locations. On this basis, they did not 
consider that the market needs industry specific regulation.

The ACCC observes however that the dominant bulk handlers in each state do retain significant market 
share for bulk grain export port terminal services. In 2017–18:

�� CBH loaded 98 per cent of WA bulk exports (99 per cent over last seven years)

�� Viterra loaded 91 per cent of SA bulk exports (97 per cent over last seven years)

�� GrainCorp loaded 69 per cent of east coast bulk exports (81 per cent over last seven years).

As discussed above, each of these three bulk handlers also retain significant exporter market share in 
their areas of operation.

PTSPs with non-exempt facilities expressed that full coverage under the Code, and its unequal 
application to them, is an unnecessary burden, which results in reduced flexibility and unneeded 
compliance costs. Most exempt PTSPs said that the Code had little impact on their day-to-day 
business, but were generally supportive of further deregulation.
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The ACCC strongly supports the retention of the Code and reiterates our support for 
improvements that will enhance the Code’s effectiveness

The ACCC strongly supports the retention of the Code. We consider that regulation should apply if 
there is insufficient competition in a particular market to ensure fair and transparent access to bulk grain 
export port terminal services. The need for regulation will depend on the level of competition at port, 
extent of vertical integration and a range of other factors.

The ACCC therefore supports the Code’s tiered approach to regulation that allows for regulation to 
be reduced where sufficient competition exists and maintained where competition is limited. We have 
reduced the level of regulation at a number of ports across Australia since 2014. Where warranted, we 
will continue to assess the need to reduce regulation or revisit an exemption determination. Relevantly, 
grower groups made calls for the ACCC to have more formalised exemption review processes to 
reassess existing exemptions. We consider that it may be appropriate to seek formal submissions on 
certain exemptions with our next monitoring report.

The ACCC also considers that the reporting obligations that both exempt and non-exempt service 
providers have to comply with (i.e. publishing of port loading statements, policies and procedures for 
managing demand, and standard terms and reference prices) provide a necessary baseline level of 
information in an industry where concerns about transparency remain.

The ACCC reiterates our views to the Department of Agriculture & Water Resources’ (Department) 
review of the Code regarding areas where the Code could be improved to ensure its effectiveness. 
The ACCC notes that the Department’s final report, released in October 2018, recommends that the 
Government implement a number of the ACCC’s proposed changes, including:

�� promoting fair and transparent access for all access seekers by ensuring that the Code 
comprehensively covers all grains

�� improving transparency by clarifying a number of the Code’s reporting obligations

�� enhancing enforceability and encouraging compliance by designating certain provisions of the Code 
as ‘civil penalty provisions’ (breach of a civil penalty provision could lead to a pecuniary penalty).

The ACCC welcomes these recommendations and looks forward to reviewing the 
Government’s response.

While concerns regarding access to port terminal services persist, exporters and 
growers are more concerned about issues relating to upcountry services

In addition to the issues covered by the Code, exporters and growers continue to report concerns that 
extend beyond issues of port access for bulk export to how growers and exporters acquire upcountry 
services. Although these issues can affect bulk exports, they can also affect other uses of grain such as 
domestic outturn or container export. The Code has a focus on bulk exports and use of port facilities, 
and accordingly may not be the appropriate method to deal with such issues.

These other industry issues beyond port access have led to calls from some grower groups for a grains 
industry market study or inquiry to examine issues along the whole supply chain. The ACCC considers 
that this may be an appropriate way to examine upcountry issues and that there may be merit in such a 
review. However, the ACCC’s experience is that to conduct this type of review effectively, it is necessary 
to have compulsory information gathering powers. This would require a government decision to direct 
the ACCC to conduct an inquiry into the grains industry, or aspects of the industry.

Certain other issues were also raised with the ACCC such as mobile ship loaders, stocks reporting, and 
concerns around CBH’s rebates in WA (discussed at section 4.4).
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Key findings
Reduced production led to reduced bulk exports

�� Nationally, approximately 39 million tonnes of grain was produced in 2017–18, down 32 per cent 
from 2016–17 and 11 per cent below the seven year average of 44 million tonnes.

�� Australia’s reduced production consequently led to reduced total bulk exports. Australia exported 
20.5 million tonnes of grain in bulk, a 36 per cent2 decrease from 2016–17 and 16 per cent below the 
seven year average of 25.5 million tonnes.

�� The production and bulk export results differed between states (comparisons to seven 
year averages):

 – WA and SA’s production and bulk export levels were just below average

 – NSW and Queensland’s production levels were below average but bulk export levels were well 
below average

 – Victoria’s production was slightly above average, but its bulk exports were below average.

�� The reduced export levels may have been part of the reason why exporters had fewer concerns 
about securing and using port capacity on the east coast in particular.

This reduction was due to adverse weather

�� The lower than average total Australian grain production and bulk exports in 2017–18 were due in 
large part to poor weather conditions.

�� Production in WA, SA and Victoria was down from 2016–17, although Victoria remained above 
average. These states experienced less favourable conditions, such as frosts, compared to the 
previous year. However, ultimately they reported near average crops.

�� NSW and Queensland however faced very dry conditions during the growing season for 2017–18 
winter crops. These conditions then extended throughout the entirety of 2017–18, with both states 
declaring drought in August 2018.3

�� Increased domestic demand for feed grain in NSW and Queensland, necessitating the shipment of 
grain from SA, WA and Victoria, reduced the exportable surpluses in these two states.

Reduced bulk exports generally resulted in an increase in the market share of 
vertically integrated exporters

�� As bulk export volumes were down at most ports, the market share of vertically integrated exporters 
generally increased. Vertically integrated exporters have incentives to use their assets in both high 
and low production years. In comparison, third party exporters are likely to reduce their volumes or 
not participate in years where there is less grain available for export.

�� Despite WA bulk exports declining by 1.9 million tonnes compared to 2016–17, CBH’s tonnage as an 
exporter marginally increased in WA. CBH’s market share in WA consequently increased from 45 per 
cent in 2016–17 to 54 per cent in 2017–18.

�� GrainCorp’s market share as an exporter increased in NSW, Queensland and Victoria by 9, 3 and 
25 percentage points respectively. GrainCorp has the largest market share in NSW and Victoria, but 
not in Queensland.

�� Glencore was the only major vertically integrated exporter to see a decline in market share. Its SA 
market share declined from 42 per cent in 2016–17 to 35 per cent in 2017–18, although it remains the 
largest exporter from SA.

2 This figure excludes 0.89m tonnes of coastal shipments.

3 NSW declared nearly 100 per cent of its land area as drought affected in August 2018 and drought was declared in over 
50 per cent of Queensland’s land area in August 2018. See: NSW DPI Climate Unit, NSW State seasonal Update—August 2018, 
September 2018, https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/climate-and-emergencies/droughthub/information-and-resources/seasonal-
conditions/ssu/aug-2018, viewed 30 November 2018 and Department of Agriculture and Fisheries Queensland, 8 October 
2018, Queensland Drought Situation, https://www.longpaddock.Qld.gov.au/drought/archive/, viewed on 30 November 2018.

https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/climate-and-emergencies/droughthub/information-and-resources/seasonal-conditions/ssu/aug-2018
https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/climate-and-emergencies/droughthub/information-and-resources/seasonal-conditions/ssu/aug-2018
https://www.longpaddock.Qld.gov.au/drought/archive/
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Exporters reported few concerns about securing port capacity, but had concerns 
about the fairness of access, with most supporting the retention of the Code

�� Exporters reported that they generally had few issues securing some form of port capacity in 
2017–18 in line with their requirements. That is, they were generally able to secure capacity that 
broadly met their needs in volume, timing, and location.

�� Exporters reported that access was easiest to secure on the east coast, due to the significantly 
reduced demand for bulk grain export port terminal services.

�� While exporters were relatively comfortable with their ability to secure access to port terminal 
capacity, some raised concerns about the fairness of this access and whether they received the 
same quality of access as vertically integrated exporters.

�� Some exporters also queried whether third parties were afforded the same level of flexibility in 
executing capacity (i.e. the extent to which all exporters have to adhere to port loading protocol 
timeframes). They also queried whether they had an equal opportunity to secure additional capacity 
(i.e. the same level of information on releases of additional capacity, such as which ports, when and 
on what conditions).

�� Ongoing concerns about vertical integration meant that despite few issues securing some level of 
port capacity, some exporters (and all grower groups) continue to support retention of the Code to 
provide a level of oversight over the dominant PTSPs.

Exporters and growers expressed a range of concerns about upcountry access and 
outturn

�� The majority of grower groups and exporters again raised concerns about issues with using the 
upcountry storage and handling networks of large port operators.

�� In meetings for this report over the past three years, upcountry issues have been the main topic of 
concern for both exporters and growers.

�� Most exporters and grower groups raised concerns about site swaps. In particular, concerns 
were raised about a lack of certainty over access to entitlements (i.e. where and when they can 
outturn, and at what quality) and inadequate compensation for the true costs of site swaps (i.e. not 
compensating for actual additional freight costs, or for penalties incurred due to delays getting grain 
to port).

�� Most grower groups advocated for the publication of upcountry stocks information.

Exporters and growers expressed concerns about their ability to negotiate with 
service providers both at port and upcountry

�� An overarching theme of discussions with exporters and growers was concerns about their lack 
of bargaining power relative to service providers, and their inability to negotiate at both port 
and upcountry.

�� On port access, exporters reported an improving ability to negotiate key terms on the east coast, 
but only a limited or no ability to negotiate key terms with CBH and Viterra.

�� On upcountry access, both exporters and growers reported a limited ability to negotiate on standard 
upcountry storage and handling agreements. They noted that this was a particular concern given 
that some standard agreements contain terms they consider problematic (most prominently, 
conditions of and compensation for site swaps).

�� Some larger exporters reported they were able to negotiate effectively at both port and upcountry 
on the east coast. These exporters noted an ability to secure meaningful changes to standard terms 
and receive appropriate compensation for site swaps.

�� For other stakeholders there was a mixture of opinions about the value of seeking to negotiate 
non-standard terms of access. Some noted that they had tried, failed and did not see any value in 
trying again. Others said that they are reluctant to raise issues as they do not want to ‘fall out of 
favour’ with a service provider that they need to do business with in the future.
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Glossary and abbreviations
ABARES Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics and Sciences

ACCC Australian Competition and Consumer Commission

ACF Australian Crop Forecasters

Berth A location at a port or harbour used for mooring vessels

Bulk exports Grain loaded onto a ship for export. Does not include grain to be exported in a 
bag or container that is not capable of holding more than 50 tonnes of grain

Capacity The total amount of grain in tonnes that can be loaded onto a ship during a 
shipping window, as determined by the port terminal service provider that 
owns or operates the port terminal facility

CCA Competition and Consumer Act 2010 (Cth)

Coastal shipments Shipments of bulk grain made between Australian ports

Department Department of Agriculture and Water Resources

East coast NSW, Queensland and Victoria

Exporter An entity seeking access to, or using, port terminal services for the purpose of 
exporting bulk grain

Export pace The speed in which grain available for bulk export is exported over the course 
of the shipping year, measured by months

Grain usage Refers to how a state uses its grain. Grain can be consumed domestically, 
exported in bulk or by container, or transferred to other states

LTA Long term agreement—an agreement entered into for long-term capacity 
between a port terminal service provider and an exporter

Other exporters Exporters that fall outside of the top five exporters at a particular port over a 
specified period of time, as determined by export volumes

Peak shipping period The period from 1 February until 31 May

Percentage points The unit of arithmetic difference between two percentages. For example, 
moving up from 10 per cent to 15 per cent is a five percentage point increase, 
but is an actual 50 per cent increase in what is being measured

Port terminal facility A ship loader that is at a port and capable of handling bulk wheat, including an 
intake/receival facility, a grain storage facility, a weighing facility and a shipping 
belt

PTSP Port terminal service provider—the owner or operator of a port terminal facility 
that is used, or is to be used, to provide a port terminal service

Reference prices The standard prices a port terminal service provider charges for port terminal 
services on the standard terms at a port where the port terminal service 
provider owns or operates a port terminal facility

Shipping stem/
loading statement

A daily statement that details shipments that have been nominated for a 
shipping slot, including the dates and times of the shipment and the type and 
volume of grain to be loaded

The Code The Port Terminal Access (Bulk Wheat) Code of Conduct

Shipping year The period from 1 October to 30 September

Supply chain A network between companies and their suppliers to produce and distribute 
grain. This includes upcountry grain storage and handling services, 
transportation of grain and port terminal services

Vertically integrated A company that owns and operates more than one stage of the supply chain
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1. About this report
This report presents the ACCC’s findings and observations about the 2017–18 shipping year (which ran 
from 1 October 2017 to 30 September 2018). It presents and analyses:

�� trends in grain production, domestic grain consumption, and exporter market shares and capacity 
utilisation at Australia’s 25 bulk grain export terminals

�� the views and concerns of PTSPs, exporters and growers from each bulk grain exporting state.

Why we do it

In 2015, the ACCC made a commitment to monitor and publicly report on bulk grain exports following 
decisions to reduce the level of regulation applying to a number of facilities along the east coast of 
Australia. The ACCC can reduce the level of regulation through exemption mechanisms in the Port 
Terminal Access (Bulk Wheat) Code of Conduct (Code).

We produce this report to meet that commitment. It has two primary objectives:

�� Firstly, inform industry about noteworthy trends in bulk grain export data (thereby ensuring some 
of the benefit of compulsory information collection under the Code is returned to industry) and 
stakeholder views on key bulk grain export issues.

�� Secondly, examine whether exporters are experiencing issues accessing bulk grain export 
port terminal services. The ACCC undertakes two tasks to establish the presence or extent of 
these issues:

1. Data analysis—bulk grain export data for exempt facilities is analysed for indications of port 
access issues, or that a reduction in regulation may have negatively impacted competition 
(for example, noteworthy shifts in market shares, particularly in favour of vertically 
integrated exporters).

2. Stakeholder/customer consultation—the ACCC asks exporters whether they have experienced 
any issues securing fair and transparent access to port terminal services and whether they have 
observed any concerning changes in business practices following exemptions.

This analysis is used to inform the ACCC about whether there is a specific need to revisit (and 
potentially revoke) individual exemptions. The report also analyses data and discusses issues at 
non-exempt facilities.

How we do it

We use data from a range of sources to prepare this report:

�� bulk export data sourced from the port loading statements that PTSPs are required to publish and 
provide to the ACCC pursuant to the Code

�� domestic consumption and container export data provided by Australian Crop Forecasters (ACF)

�� production data sourced from ABARES

�� other information sources as required.

Further details about data sources and supplementary charts and tables are set out in the Appendix: 
Explanatory notes.

We also consult widely with participants from across the bulk grain export supply chain to understand 
issues facing the bulk grain export industry during the year. These meetings are a vital part of this 
report’s preparation and we thank stakeholders for their time and valuable contributions.
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New approaches in this year’s report

Each year the ACCC explores opportunities to improve the report’s presentation. This year’s 
changes include:

�� Data analysis broken down by state—analysis of key report topics such as production, exports, 
capacity utilisation and market shares are now presented on a state-by-state basis.

�� Consultation views now presented in a dedicated chapter—the report now sets out the key 
themes of consultation meetings in a dedicated chapter that presents stakeholder views on these 
issues and ACCC’s response to these views

�� Inclusion of data tables to supplement analysis and improve transparency—this year’s 
report makes greater use of data tables and places a greater emphasis on specific figures. A 
supplementary spreadsheet is also provided this year to provide a repository for all charts and 
tables in the report, as also some additional and more detailed tables and charts. This aims to 
derive greater benefit from the information collected under the Code.
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2. The ACCC and our roles regarding 
grain

The ACCC’s primary responsibility is to ensure that individuals and businesses comply with Australian 
competition, fair trading, and consumer protection laws in particular the Competition and Consumer Act 
2010 (Cth) (CCA). We also regulate national infrastructure services and monitor markets where there is 
limited competition.

For the grains industry, the ACCC has three main roles:

�� a dedicated Agriculture Unit examines competition and unfair trading issues in agricultural supply 
chains

�� the ACCC’s general compliance and enforcement role

�� a role of enforcing and monitoring compliance with the Code, as well as some specific functions 
under the Code.

2.1 The Agriculture Unit
In October 2015, at the direction of the Minister, the ACCC created an Agriculture Unit to examine 
competition and unfair trading issues in agricultural supply chains with an aim to improve enforcement 
and compliance with the CCA across the agriculture sector.

The Agriculture Unit has three main objectives:

�� identify key agricultural supply chain issues across the agricultural sector for enforcement focus, 
investigation and prosecution

�� increase awareness about industry codes of conduct, collective bargaining and the ACCC’s 
consultation processes

�� conduct specific market studies and inquiries to enhance the ACCC’s understanding of the 
competitiveness of agricultural supply chains and how this impacts on farm gate outcomes 
in general.

In 2018, the Agriculture Unit released the final report on its dairy inquiry (April) and announced that the 
wine grape industry will be the focus of a market study (September).

2.2 Compliance and enforcement
The ACCC uses a range of compliance tools to prevent breaches of the CCA including business and 
consumer education, and working closely with stakeholders and other agencies. The CCA also provides 
the ACCC with a range of enforcement remedies to address contraventions, including court enforceable 
undertakings and court-based outcomes.

The ACCC’s compliance and enforcement policy and priorities sets out the principles adopted by the 
ACCC to achieve compliance with the law. It also outlines the ACCC’s enforcement powers, functions, 
priorities, and strategies.4 In 2018, competition and consumer issues in the agriculture sector was one of 
the ACCC’s enforcement and compliance priorities, with a focus on the dairy inquiry, Horticulture Code 
of Conduct enforcement, and analysis of the viticulture industry.

4 ACCC, Compliance and enforcement policy and priorities, https://www.accc.gov.au/about-us/australian-competition-
consumer-commission/compliance-enforcement-policy-priorities.

https://www.accc.gov.au/about-us/australian-competition-consumer-commission/compliance-enforcement-policy-priorities
https://www.accc.gov.au/about-us/australian-competition-consumer-commission/compliance-enforcement-policy-priorities
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2.3 Wheat Ports Code
The ACCC has had a role in the regulation of Australia’s bulk grain export port terminals since 2009, 
when it accepted the first round of port terminal services access undertakings from CBH, Viterra and 
GrainCorp. These undertakings were lodged with the ACCC pursuant to an obligation under the Wheat 
Export Marketing Act 2008 (Cth).

On 19 September 2014, the Minister for Agriculture announced that the Code, a mandatory Code 
prescribed under the CCA, would replace the undertaking-based regime.

2.3.1 Provisions of the Code
The Code came into effect on 30 September 2014. It regulates the conduct of all PTSPs that provide 
bulk wheat export port terminal services.

The Code has six Parts, key features of which are as follows:

�� Part 1—Preliminary—includes the Code’s purpose, definitions and scope

�� Part 2—General obligations of PTSPs—includes obligations on PTSPs and exporters to deal in good 
faith, and requires PTSPs to publish a loading statement, policies and procedures for managing 
demand for services, standard terms and reference prices

�� Part 3—Access to port terminal services provided by a PTSP—includes obligations on PTSPs to enter 
into an access agreement or negotiate the terms of one with an exporter, not discriminate in favour 
of itself or an associated entity or hinder an exporter’s access, and to use specified dispute resolution 
processes

�� Part 4—Port loading protocols of PTSPs—requires PTSPs to have a port loading protocol and for that 
protocol to include a capacity allocation system

�� Part 5—Port terminal service provider to publish certain information—requires PTSPs to publish 
information on expected capacity, key performance indicators and information about stock held at 
port

�� Part 6—Record keeping—requires PTSPs to maintain records of access agreements and variations to 
agreements, records of disputes and records on services acquired by exporters.

2.3.2 ACCC roles under the Code
The ACCC has a number of roles under the Code, including:

�� monitoring compliance with the Code as well as investigating alleged breaches and (if necessary) 
enforcing compliance with the Code

�� assessing and approving capacity allocation systems

�� assessing whether a PTSP should be granted ‘exempt service provider’ status (and, if appropriate, 
revoking that status).

We monitor compliance with the Code and investigate potential breaches

The ACCC monitors, investigates and enforces compliance with the Code’s obligations (set out at 2.3.1).

During the Code review (discussed at 2.3.4), we advocated for the introduction of penalty provisions 
into the Code to provide more effective deterrence and strengthen our enforcement ability.
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We assess capacity allocation systems of non-exempt service providers

The Code requires non-exempt service providers to have a port loading protocol5 and for that port 
loading protocol to include a capacity allocation system.6 Clause 3 of the Code defines a capacity 
allocation system as:

a system that a port terminal service provider uses to allocate, to exporters, capacity of a port 
terminal facility owned or operated by the provider.

A PTSP may vary its port loading protocol.7 If the proposed variation is to a capacity allocation system 
of a non-exempt PTSP, approval of the varied system by the ACCC is required.8

In deciding whether to approve a PTSP’s capacity allocation system, the ACCC must have regard to a 
list of matters set out at subclause 25(3) of the Code.

The Code requires the ACCC to publish guidelines relating to its process for approving capacity 
allocation systems.9 These guidelines are available on the ACCC website.10

If a non-exempt PTSP does not have an approved allocation system in place, it can only allocate 
capacity six months in advance.

We can determine PTSPs to be exempt service providers

Clause 5 of the Code states that the ACCC can determine that a PTSP is an ‘exempt service provider’ 
of services at a specified port terminal facility.11 If a PTSP is determined an exempt service provider at 
a specified facility, it does not have to comply with Parts 3 to 6 of the Code when providing services at 
that facility.

Clause 5 of the Code requires that in making an exempt service provider determination, the ACCC must 
have regard to 10 specific matters.12 It also states that the ACCC may revoke a determination to exempt 
if, having regard to those 10 specific matters, it is satisfied that the reasons for granting the exemption 
no longer apply.13

The Code requires the ACCC to publish guidelines relating to our process for making and revoking 
determinations.14 These guidelines are available on the ACCC website.15

The status of PTSPs under the Code and further comments on the exemptions are set out in chapter 3 
of this report.

5 Port Terminal Access (Bulk Wheat) Code of Conduct, r. 24(1).

6 Code, r. 25(1).

7 Code, r. 27(1).

8 Code, r. 27(2).

9 Code, r. 25(6).

10 ACCC, Guidelines on the ACCC’s process for approving capacity allocation systems, October 2014. Available at: https://
www.accc.gov.au/publications/process-guidelines-for-approving-capacity-allocation-systems.

11 Code, r. 5(2).

12 Code, r. 5(3).

13 Code, r. 5(6).

14 Code, r. 5(9).

15 ACCC, Guidelines on the ACCC’s process for making and revoking exemption determinations, October 2014. Available at: 
https://www.accc.gov.au/publications/process-guidelines-for-making-revoking-exemption-determinations.

https://www.accc.gov.au/publications/process-guidelines-for-approving-capacity-allocation-systems
https://www.accc.gov.au/publications/process-guidelines-for-approving-capacity-allocation-systems
https://www.accc.gov.au/publications/process-guidelines-for-making-revoking-exemption-determinations
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2.3.3 The Department of Agriculture & Water Resources’ review of the 
Code

The Department of Agriculture and Water Resources (Department) commenced a review of the 
Code with the release of an issues paper on 30 September 2017.16 The ACCC lodged one of the 14 
submissions in response to the issues paper.

The Department released its interim report on 10 April 2018. The Department sought further industry 
feedback between April and June 2018, and a further 11 submissions (including the ACCC’s) were 
provided in response.

In August 2018, the Department provided the final report to Government and published the report on 
18 October 2018.

Our two submissions are available on both the ACCC website, and on the Department code review 
website along with the other stakeholder submissions.

Our submissions

We based our two submissions on our experience of administering the Code for over three years.

The key areas in which we advocated for changes/enhancements to the Code were:

�� An all grains Code: The Code currently contains some provisions that apply to wheat only and some 
provisions which apply to all grains. For consistency and enforceability, we advocated for the Code’s 
obligations to cover all grains comprehensively.

�� Penalty provisions: We noted that, at the time the Code was developed, pecuniary penalties were 
not available for mandatory codes under the CCA. On 4 September 2014, legislation passed which 
allowed pecuniary penalties and infringement notices to be imposed for breaches of an industry 
code. We stated that we believed penalties would help to encourage compliance.

�� Extension upcountry: We also advocated for some of the Code’s obligations to be 
extended upcountry.

On 12 December 2017, we published our submission to the issues paper, which focused on suggesting 
improvements to the effectiveness of the Code in the following areas:

�� Coverage and scope: We suggested that there was some ambiguity in the current wording of the 
Code which meant that its application to more innovative and less traditional operations that have 
been emerging (in particular mobile ship loaders) does not lead to the most appropriate party being 
covered by the Code.

�� Whole of supply chain issues: We described our observations from engagement with stakeholders 
across the supply chain, that information asymmetry remained a live issue and that stocks disclosure 
options were being discussed between industry participants.

We also put forward our observations that vertically integrated PTSPs remain dominant upcountry 
and that this market power upcountry can create problems for third parties seeking access. We 
recommended that to address this, certain provisions of the Code be extended to service providers 
of upcountry storage for bulk export. We considered that the good faith, non-discriminaton, no 
hindering and dispute resolution obligations could provide for an appropriate solution, which also 
minimised regulatory burden.

�� Penalty provisions: As noted above, we suggested that the availability of pecuniary penalties for 
breaches of the Code would encourage compliance.

�� Reporting arrangements: After years of monitoring PTSP compliance with the Code’s loading 
statement obligations, the ACCC observed (and heard from industry participants) inconsistency 
between PTSPs in how they report and a general decline in the amount of information provided over 
the years.

16 See s. 5 of the Code, Review of operation of this regulation, including s. 5(4) which sets out the matters for consideration.



14 Bulk grain ports monitoring report

We considered that the ambiguity in a number of the Code’s reporting obligations should be 
addressed and that earlier publication of information on loading statements would be helpful. Our 
main recommendation however was ensuring that the clarity of the obligation was the main priority.

�� Capacity allocation system approvals: We noted that that although the Code requires the ACCC 
to approve capacity allocation systems of non-exempt providers, it does not allow the ACCC to 
review an approval or specify an expiry on an approval. We recommended the effectiveness and 
appropriateness of a capacity allocation system should be reviewable under the Code, which would 
allow the ACCC to either initiate changes to the system or revoke approval of the system.

On 10 April 2018, the Department published its interim report and supported a number of the ACCC’s 
proposals, including amending the definitions to refine the scope of the Code, amending the loading 
statement requirements, introducing penalty provisions, and providing for review of approved capacity 
allocation systems in certain circumstances. It did not support extension of the Code upcountry.

Our submission in response to the interim report subsequently highlighted two key remaining issues of 
contention, which were either not addressed or the ACCC did not believe were adequately addressed in 
the interim report:

�� Ensuring the Code comprehensively covered all grains: The ACCC proposed that that the Code 
should be amended to ensure that all of its obligations comprehensively cover all grains. We 
approached this issue from the perspective of designing appropriate regulation of natural monopoly 
infrastructure to address market failure. The market failure in this case affects all users of the 
monopoly port facilities regardless whether the commodity is wheat or other grains. Currently some 
aspects of the Code apply to all grains, but not others.

�� The proposed extension of some obligations to upcountry storage networks: We acknowledged 
arguments against upcountry regulation (that an individual storage facility is possible to duplicate, 
that on-farm storage has increased, and that alternative supply chains have emerged in some areas). 
Nevertheless, we noted that the upcountry networks of the three largest incumbent bulk handling 
companies remain dominant in most areas. From the perspective of third party exporters, it would 
be difficult to accumulate grain for a shipment without using CBH’s network in WA, Viterra’s in SA, 
or GrainCorp’s on the east coast. We also noted that further investment to duplicate upcountry 
networks may not be efficient. To address this level of market power, we proposed lighthanded 
regulation (including a non-discrimination obligation and recourse to arbitration).

Final report recommendations

The Department’s final report, published on 18 October 2018, supports retaining the Code until 2022 
when it will be reviewed again. The final report supports several of ACCC’s suggestions, including 
amending the Code to comprehensively cover all grains, have clearer reporting obligations and to allow 
the ACCC to review approved capacity allocation systems in ‘exceptional circumstances’.

While it recommends an industry solution to upcountry issues, it notes that there could potentially be a 
need for upcountry regulation in the future.

2.4 Contacting the ACCC
There are a number of ways that individuals or groups can contact the ACCC:

�� For questions or concerns relating to the Wheat Ports Code:

 – Michael Eady, Director, Infrastructure and Transport Branch 
(03 9290 1945, transport@accc.gov.au)

�� For general questions or concerns about issues in the agriculture sector:

 – Infocentre (1300 302 502 or make an enquiry via the ACCC website)

 – Agriculture Unit (Agricultureunit@accc.gov.au)

�� If you would like to anonymously report misconduct in the agriculture industry, you can submit using 
an anonymous form via the ACCC website.

mailto:transport@accc.gov.au
https://www.accc.gov.au/contact-us/contact-the-accc
mailto:Agricultureunit@accc.gov.au
https://www.accc.gov.au/focus-areas/agriculture
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3. Port facilities and exemptions
Figure 3.1 shows Australia’s typical grain production areas, and the location of all bulk grain 
export ports.

Figure 3.1: Map of Australia’s bulk grain export terminals and grain growing regions

Port Adelaide Viterra

Port Giles Viterra

Wallaroo Viterra

Port Lincoln Viterra

Portland GrainCorp
Portland Riordan

Thevenard Viterra

Gladstone GrainCorp

Mackay GrainCorp

Port Adelaide Semaphore

Port Adelaide LINX

Geraldton CBH

Esperance CBH

Albany CBH

Geelong GrainCorp
Geelong Riordan

Melbourne Emerald

Kwinana CBH

Bunbury WAPRES

Port Kembla Quattro
Port Kembla GrainCorp

Newcastle NAT
Carrington GrainCorp

Brisbane QBT

Fisherman Islands GrainCorp

Exempt port terminal facilities

Non-exempt port terminal facilities

Grain growing regions

*

* Viterra Inner Harbour and Outer Harbor (both non-exempt)

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), 7121.0—Agricultural Commodities, Australia, 2015–16 SA2 data, and 
company websites

Table 3.1 sets out the PTSPs currently operating in each state and each PTSP’s exemption status. 
During 2017–18, Riordan moved its mobile ship loader from the Port of Geelong to Portland and started 
operating out of Portland. Riordan provided a submission to the ACCC on 4 October 2018 in support of 
exempt provider status at Portland.
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Table 3.1: Port terminal facilities in Australia (by state)

State Facilities and PTSPs Exemption Status

WA Albany CBH Exempt (17 November 2014)*

Esperance CBH Exempt (17 November 2014)*

Geraldton CBH Exempt (17 November 2014)*

Kwinana CBH Exempt (17 November 2014)*

Bunbury WA Plantation Resources (WAPRES) Exempt (24 September 2015)

SA Inner Harbour Viterra No exemption application submitted

Outer Harbor Viterra No exemption application submitted

Port Giles Viterra No exemption application submitted

Port Lincoln Viterra No exemption application submitted

Thevenard Viterra No exemption application submitted

Wallaroo Viterra No exemption application submitted

Port Adelaide LINX (previously BAPS and Patrick) Exempt (11 October 2017)

Port Adelaide Semaphore Exempt (27 July 2017)

Vic Portland GrainCorp Exemption not granted (25 June 2015)

Geelong GrainCorp Exempt (25 June 2015)

Geelong Riordan Grain Services (Riordan) Exempt (29 May 2017)

Portland Riordan Exemption application submitted on 4 October 2018, 
under assessment

Melbourne Emerald Grain (Emerald) Exempt (25 June 2015)

NSW Carrington17 GrainCorp Exempt (1 October 2014)

Port Kembla Quattro Ports (Quattro) Exempt (1 April 2016)

Newcastle Agri Terminal (NAT) Exempt (30 July 2015)

Port Kembla GrainCorp Exempt (1 April 2016)

Qld Fisherman Islands18 GrainCorp Exempt (24 September 2015)

Gladstone GrainCorp No exemption application submitted

Mackay GrainCorp No exemption application submitted

Brisbane Qld Bulk Terminals (QBT) Exempt (24 September 2015)

*  CBH was granted an exemption at all four of its port terminals, due to its cooperative status, by the Minister for Agriculture 
on 17 November 2014

One of the ACCC’s specific roles under the Code is to assess applications made by PTSPs for ‘exempt 
service provider’ status at specific terminals. The PTSP generally submits an application to the ACCC 
to initiate the assessment. Not all PTSPs have applied for an exemption for all of their facilities. As the 
exemption applies to a specified facility, a PTSP may operate both exempt and non-exempt facilities—
as is the case for GrainCorp.

In determining whether it is appropriate to grant an exemption, the ACCC must have regard to the 
factors listed in subclause 5(3) of the Code. We may also, and generally do, conduct consultations with 
stakeholders to inform these assessments.

17 Located at Port of Newcastle.

18 Located at Port of Brisbane.
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Since 2014, the ACCC has granted exempt service provider status in relation to 11 facilities and decided 
against granting exempt status at one (GrainCorp Portland).

On 17 November 2014, the Minister for Agriculture also granted an exemption to CBH at its four bulk 
wheat port terminals in WA based on CBH’s cooperative status.
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4. Consultation themes
During our preparation for each report, the ACCC consults with a range of stakeholders who participate 
in Australia’s bulk grain export supply chain.

For this report, we again met with PTSPs, exporters and grain grower groups from each of the grain 
exporting states. A total of 22 meetings were held, with some other stakeholders unable to meet, or 
who felt they had no comments to provide.

The ACCC discussed a broad range of topics with stakeholders including:

�� access to port capacity

�� the impact of the Code (including whether the Code was needed, could/should be improved, or was 
overly burdensome)

�� access to and outturn from upcountry storage facilities

�� getting grain from upcountry to port (logistics/coordination)

�� negotiating with service providers both at port and along the supply chain

�� where relevant, areas of discussions that stakeholders raised in submissions to the Department’s 
review of the Code.

In this chapter, the ACCC seeks to present the key themes of these meetings and where appropriate, 
respond to them. Where relevant, the ACCC also refers to our public commentary in submissions to the 
Code review.

The ACCC appreciates that not all stakeholders are comfortable with having their views presented 
publicly. Therefore, we held meetings on the basis that the ACCC would only report on views at a high 
level, and would not convey individual and identifiable concerns. While this approach was necessary, it 
limits the level of detail that can be provided in this chapter.

Three broad consultation themes emerged regarding the 2017–18 shipping year:

1. Exporters had few concerns about securing port capacity, but had some concerns about fairness of 
that access and generally supported the Code/regulatory oversight.

2. Exporters and growers expressed a range of concerns about upcountry storage and 
handling services.

3. Exporters and growers had concerns about their bargaining power/ability to negotiate with certain 
vertically integrated service providers at both port and upcountry.

Stakeholders raised a number of other issues, which are discussed in section 4.4.

The ACCC notes that these themes (and the specific views that supported them in consultation) are 
consistent with those reflected in the first two reports. The ACCC also notes widespread stakeholder 
feedback that most issues raised in previous years have not changed significantly over that time.

Given the likely discussion of these same themes in next year’s report, the ACCC considered that it 
might be useful to discuss these issues in a fashion that will allow for easy comparison from year to year. 
The intention is to highlight what stakeholders consider are the major issues facing the bulk grain export 
supply chain.
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4.1 Theme 1: Exporters had few concerns about 
securing port capacity, but had some concerns about 
fairness of access and generally supported the Code/
regulatory oversight

Exporters raised few issues about securing port capacity during consultations for the first two reports. 
Specifically, exporters reported that they were generally able to secure the amount of bulk export 
capacity they needed, at around the times they needed it, with some regional differences (such as 
some issues at capacity constrained ports in peak periods in WA and SA, and less so on the east coast).

Despite these reports, support for the Code or some level of regulatory oversight remained widespread 
among exporters and growers. We explored the basis for this ongoing support in meetings this year.

4.1.1 Exporters reported few issues securing port capacity in 2017–18, 
PTSPs reported no issues

Exporters again reported that they generally had no issues securing port capacity in 2017–18. While 
exporters were not necessarily always able to secure access at the times or ports that they would have 
ideally liked, they were generally able to secure a sufficient amount of capacity.

Exporters reported that access to capacity was easiest to secure on the east coast, particularly in the 
latter part of the year as drought conditions began to take their toll. The 2017–18 export data for the 
east coast reflects this, with generally low levels of capacity utilisation. Spare capacity was highest in 
NSW, where under 20 per cent of capacity was utilised.

PTSPs similarly reported no issues with port capacity allocation in 2017–18, stating that they were 
generally able to provide port capacity to parties who wanted it. PTSPs stated that they received either 
no complaints about access or a small number that were resolved commercially.

4.1.2 Most exporters and all growers still support the Code, while 
PTSPs say it is unnecessary

Views expressed about the Code this year were consistent with views expressed in previous years. That 
is, most exporters and growers consider that it continues to play an important role, whereas PTSPs 
consider that it is unnecessary and burdensome.

Views of exporters—can generally secure port capacity but have concerns about 
quality/fairness of that access, and see a need for the Code to apply in (parts of) 
Australia

Several exporters noted that, although they are generally able to access some form of port capacity 
without issue, they have concerns about the fairness or quality of that access, and whether they are 
treated the same as vertically integrated exporters.

Some of these concerns were theoretical or based on anecdotes, while others were based on specific 
experiences. The theoretical concerns were based on the incentives and ability of a vertically integrated 
PTSP to subtly preference their own export operations in a system that provides PTSPs with a number 
of discretions and limited transparency to exporters.

The more specific concerns generally involved the exporter suggesting that they were not always 
receiving the same treatment as vertically integrated exporters in two key ways:

�� flexibility—that they are not afforded the same amount of flexibility in adherence to port loading 
protocol timeframes

�� opportunities for additional capacity—that they do not have the same amount of information about 
where, when and on what conditions additional capacity is released (i.e. that they do not have an 
equal opportunity to secure additional capacity).
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Regarding flexibility, exporters noted that, since they do not have visibility of how all cases are treated, 
it is difficult to know precisely whether discretions are exercised more regularly in favour of vertically 
integrated exporters.

Regarding opportunities for additional capacity, there was a strong view among exporters that 
vertically integrated exporters have an information advantage over third party exporters.

These concerns translated into mixed views about the role of the Code and regulation. Some exporters 
thought the Code was still necessary to address market power issues, particularly in SA. Others noted 
that there were issues but that they did not necessarily see the need for regulation.

Underpinning these views on quality/fairness of access and the need for regulatory oversight was a 
general theme of difficulty engaging and negotiating with PTSPs and receiving what they consider fair 
outcomes. This is discussed in more detail under theme 3.

Views of growers—vertically integrated PTSPs have market power along the supply 
chain, the Code should apply to them and the ACCC should revisit exemptions

Most grower groups have strongly supported the need for the Code since its development and 
reiterated this support in consultation meetings this year.

Grower support for the Code appears to have two main reasons:

�� Growers pay for inefficiencies in the supply chain—Grower groups noted that one of the 
foundational motivations for bulk grain export port regulation was to encourage competition for 
growers’ grain.19 Grower groups consider that if exporters incur additional costs due to issues or 
inefficiencies with securing or executing port capacity, these costs are ‘passed on’ to growers in the 
form of exporters paying the growers lower prices for grain.

�� Growers consider that there are a variety of inefficiencies and issues in the bulk grain export 
supply chain—Most grower groups said that they consider that the vertically integrated dominant 
providers of bulk grain export port terminal services (CBH, GrainCorp, and Viterra) have market 
power along supply chains in each state. They raised specific issues about the upcountry services 
provided by these PTSPs and also questioned the level or practical impact of the competition 
they face at port. Growers noted that the Code, while port-focused, was the only specific piece of 
regulation focused on those dominant bulk handlers.

During the ACCC’s 2015 exemption processes, and consistent with the above points, some grower 
groups opposed ACCC proposals to reduce the level of regulation applying at specific port facilities. 
They expressed a desire for the Code to remain and apply in full at several east coast facilities (in 
particular, Emerald at Melbourne, GrainCorp at Geelong, and GrainCorp and Quattro at Port Kembla).

In consultation this year, these groups reiterated their opposition to these decisions to exempt. They 
were also of the view that all exemption decisions should be routinely reviewed to ensure they remain 
appropriate. Grower groups contended that the ACCC should revisit exemptions and consider:

�� whether the level of competition (or level of competitive constraint applying to a dominant provider) 
is as the ACCC envisaged at the time of making an exemption

�� whether any circumstances considered by the ACCC have changed since the time of making an 
exemption (for example, growers noted that the ACCC referenced a potential Bunge facility at 
Geelong in our Victorian exemptions determination that ultimately did not eventuate).

These groups noted that, regardless of whether such a review led to an ACCC decision to revoke an 
exemption, the fact of a review would provide industry with confidence that the ACCC considers that its 
decisions remain appropriate. Grower groups said this was preferable to a ‘set and forget’ approach.

Growers also reported a variety of concerns with the upcountry practices of PTSPs (discussed in detail 
under theme 2) and expressed a level of frustration that the regulation does not specifically cover 
these issues. This frustration, along with a desire to develop a clear understanding of industry issues 

19 Sid Sidebottom MP, Second reading speech, Wheat Export Marketing Amendment Bill, 2012, 21 March 2012 ‘The 
implementation of an industry code of conduct will give growers certainty that, irrespective of which exporter they sell to, 
their product will gain access to grain port terminal services’.
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and appropriate resolutions, resulted in a call from several groups during the Code review for a grains 
industry market inquiry (discussed further at section 4.2.3).

Views of exporters and growers on information disclosure

As a minimum, most exporters and all growers told the ACCC that the Code has a role to play in 
ensuring baseline levels of transparency over bulk grain exports (specifically, by requiring all PTSPs to 
publish a ‘port loading statement’).

However, almost all of these stakeholders noted that the quality and consistency of Code reporting has 
declined in recent times. They therefore supported the ACCC’s submission during the Code review that 
the loading statement obligation should be clarified and that future breaches of the clarified obligation 
should be capable of attracting a pecuniary penalty.

Views of PTSPs—no need for industry specific regulation, non-exempt PTSPs said 
Code unreasonably limits flexibility

PTSPs overall considered that the market for bulk grain export port terminal services in their own state 
is now competitive and that there is no market failure that requires industry specific regulation. Not all 
PTSPs considered that all other states were effectively competitive.

Vertically integrated PTSPs reiterated their position (conveyed most recently in the course of the Code 
review) that concerns regarding vertical integration and preferential treatment are hypothetical in nature 
and without merit. PTSPs considered that unnecessary regulation reduces Australia’s competitiveness 
on a global scale.

PTSPs with non-exempt facilities said that full coverage under the Code and its unequal application 
poses an unreasonable and unnecessary regulatory burden on their business. These PTSPs said that 
major impacts include:

�� Reduced flexibility—the main area of concern raised by PTSPs with non-exempt facilities is that the 
Code imposes a level of inflexibility that makes dealing with customers difficult for exporters. These 
PTSPs report that end user customers express frustration when told that the PTSP is unable to 
quickly add or move vessels due to Code or protocol obligations.

These PTSPs note that they are competing for business on a global stage. They consider that, with 
the Black Sea becoming a bigger threat to Australian business, PTSPs and exporters need to be able 
to react to customer needs in a timely fashion.

�� Compliance costs—non-exempt PTSPs note that the Code imposes significant financial costs, 
including the cost of producing Code-prescribed reports, legal costs associated with ensuring 
compliance, and responding to ACCC information requests.

These PTSPs suggest that with no clear need for regulatory intervention, these costs 
are unreasonable.

�� Unequal application impact—non-exempt PTSPs suggest that the different levels of regulation have 
a distortionary impact on the ability of PTSPs (and states in which they operate) to compete.

Most exempt PTSPs noted that the Code had little impact on their day to day business. Most said that 
the reporting obligations were not difficult or costly to comply with, particularly in a low throughput 
year like 2017–18, and where they were automated.

4.1.3 ACCC comments on port access and the need for the Code
The ACCC strongly supports the retention of the Code and considers that its tiered approach to 
regulation has allowed the ACCC to reduce or maintain levels of regulation where appropriate.20

20 ACCC, Submission to Wheat ports code review issues paper, 12 December 2017.
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Vertically integrated PTSPs still facilitate the majority of Australia’s bulk grain 
exports, and retain incentives to favour their own operations

The market power and incentives of vertically integrated entities means that the Code continues to 
provide necessary oversight and transparency over these (and other) providers.

While all states now have multiple providers of bulk grain export port terminal services, three parties 
provided the vast majority of these services in 2017–18:

�� CBH—loaded 98 per cent of WA bulk exports (99 per cent over last seven years)

�� Viterra—loaded 91 per cent of SA bulk exports (97 per cent over last seven years)

�� GrainCorp—loaded 69 per cent of east coast bulk exports (81 per cent over last seven years).

While each of these providers operate in markets with different constraints, all three provide services 
to a vertically integrated trading division that competes for access with third party exporters. While the 
views of interested parties varied, vertical integration remains an issue of concern for most exporters 
and growers. We consider that vertically integrated port operators have incentives to favour their own 
trading arms where they have market power.

Given the incentives of vertically integrated service providers, the fact that these service providers 
continue to provide the vast majority of services, and that there is a continuing level of concern, the 
ACCC considers that the Code continues to have an important role. The ACCC’s concerns are not 
purely theoretical. The ACCC has conducted investigations of potential breaches of the Code and the 
predecessor undertakings that raise concerns about the behaviour of PTSPs.

Furthermore, the ACCC considers that support for the Code remains among exporters and grower 
groups due to ongoing concerns about:

�� a general inability to negotiate (substantially or at all) the terms and conditions of port access

�� the impact of vertical integration on the quality of third party access to port (i.e. that PTSPs do, or 
still have the incentive to, provide preferential treatment to related trading divisions)

�� upcountry services provided by vertically integrated PTSPs.

While the Code may not directly address all of these concerns, it provides exporters and growers with 
greater confidence that the conduct of the vertically integrated dominant providers of bulk grain export 
port terminal services continues to be monitored.

Baseline transparency obligations regarding port activity are important

The ACCC considers that the Code’s information publication requirements continue to provide a 
necessary baseline level of transparency about bulk export shipping programs. Publication of a ‘port 
loading statement’ containing shipping stem information provides exporters with a picture of how a 
facility’s capacity has been allocated (and subsequently changed). This supports a broader analysis of 
the bulk export market by both public and private bodies.

This view was supported by most exporters and all growers. The ACCC welcomes the Department’s 
recommendation that the loading statement and other reporting obligations should be revised, and that 
breaches of the Code should be capable of attracting pecuniary penalties.

Exemptions are important in competitive markets to remove unnecessary 
regulation, and need to be on a sound basis

The ACCC considers that regulation should only apply where competitive pressures are not sufficient 
to drive an efficient market, and to ensure fair and transparent access. The ACCC therefore supports 
the Code’s tiered approach to regulation, which allows regulation to be reduced where sufficient 
competition exists and for regulation to be maintained where it is lacking. This view has been reflected 
in a number of exemption decisions that have reduced the level of regulation since 2014, for both 
new entrants and existing players. However, full regulation remains at facilities that are subject to 
less constraint.
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In the ACCC’s determinations to exempt GrainCorp facilities (and its competitor facilities) at Brisbane, 
Newcastle, Port Kembla and Geelong, a common theme was that the GrainCorp facility was operating 
in a region that channelled a significant proportion of production to domestic consumption, had an 
active container market and now featured alternative pathways for bulk grain export. On balance, the 
ACCC considered that GrainCorp would have incentives to provide exporters with fair and transparent 
access to port terminal services.

Consultations following those exemptions (including for 2017–18 when east coast exports were low) 
suggest GrainCorp has reacted somewhat to those incentives by negotiating with customers and 
offering non-standard terms of access. A general theme in consultation was that exporters have greater 
success negotiating and getting access on desirable terms at a GrainCorp port facility (and other 
east coast facilities) than in SA or WA. Production levels, genuine alternative pathways to bulk export 
markets (such as containers) and/or an internal focus to improve services could be driving this change. 
That said, some exporters did raise concerns about whether they receive the same quality of access as 
the vertically integrated export business of GrainCorp, as well as CBH and Viterra.

The ACCC acknowledges requests by grower groups for the ACCC to review its exemption 
determinations to ensure that they remain appropriate. The focus of comments was on ACCC 
exemption decisions in Victoria and NSW.

The ACCC considers that this report’s analysis of exempt facility export data and summary of access 
seeker views (which will note whether exporters report issues) should provide industry with some 
confidence that the ACCC continues to monitor both the impacts of exemptions and/or whether there 
is a change in circumstances which may warrant further review.

Based on three years of data analysis, consultation meetings and complaints received from 
stakeholders, we make the following observations about exempt facilities:

�� Data analysis—we have not observed significant increases in the market shares of vertically 
integrated exporters at related exempt facilities, nor indications that third parties are being 
systematically denied fair and transparent access to those facilities.21

�� Consultation—we have not received any significant concerns about securing port capacity tonnage 
at an exempt facility. In fact, some exporters report improvements in their ability to negotiate with 
east coast port operators since competition has emerged at port. However, some exporters have 
questioned whether they get equivalent access to that provided to GrainCorp’s own trading arm.

�� General complaints—we do continue to receive complaints about issues in bulk grain exports. The 
majority of these relate to upcountry practices rather than directly to port access, and none have 
related to issues obtaining port capacity tonnages at exempt facilities.

That said, if the ACCC became aware of significant changes or concerns at exempt facilities, we could 
conduct a formal review of the exemption against the matters in the Code to see if the exemption 
should be revoked. The ACCC agrees with growers that a ‘set and forget’ approach to exemptions 
would not be appropriate. In addition to monitoring any significant changes or concerns annually via 
this report, it will likely be appropriate to more formally review exemptions periodically.

A formal review would look in greater depth to see if reasons for granting an exemption no longer 
apply. The appropriate timeframe between regulatory reviews generally depends on a range of factors, 
including balancing the need for regulatory certainty and adaptability, not over-burdening industry with 
multiple consultation processes (noting a potential supply chain review in the near future as discussed 
in section 4.2.4), and ensuring regulation remains fit for purpose. The ACCC notes that around three to 
four years (depending on the facility) have passed since the exemptions were originally made.

In relation to the east coast exemptions, the ACCC considers that the current drought conditions and 
very low harvest levels forecast for the 2018–19 crop make questions about port access in 2017–18 and 
2018–19 of somewhat limited relevance. Spare capacity is available because there is little grain available 
for export and there is a relatively limited scope for port access issues to arise. However, the ACCC 
acknowledges that some aspects of the factors considered in the ACCC’s 2015 exemption decisions 
may have changed. For example, in Victoria, container export has been more of a focus at Emerald’s 

21 See information in chapters 8 to 10.
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Melbourne facility than bulk, and a proposed entry by Bunge ultimately did not occur at Geelong. On 
the other hand, Riordan has commenced export using a mobile ship loader at Geelong, the Melbourne 
facility remains available for bulk export use if demand arises, and increased container exports are likely 
to reduce demand for bulk loading capacity.

Given the comments in consultation, the ACCC will consider in future years whether to initiate a formal 
review of particular existing exemptions. In the first instance, this would involve seeking submissions 
from stakeholders on any relevant issues. We also encourage stakeholders to inform the ACCC about 
any concerning practices in relation to access to port capacity at any time.

Where competition is lacking, the Code can provide fair and transparent access, but 
should not impose undue costs

Where the Code applies in full, the ACCC considers that it places necessary obligations on PTSPs 
(i.e. non-discrimination, no hindering, providing access in accordance with ACCC approved capacity 
allocation systems) and important safeguards for exporters (i.e. recourse to arbitration).

The ACCC notes comments from non-exempt PTSPs regarding the Code imposing inflexibility on their 
business. PTSPs were unable to identify the specific cause and extent of the negative impact on their 
business, beyond general customer confusion or frustration about the perceived inflexibility. However, 
the ACCC acknowledges these concerns. We agree that the level of regulation imposed by the Code 
(including the capacity allocation systems approved pursuant to it) should strike the right balance 
between certainty and flexibility.

Relevantly, for PTSPs that are subject to the Code in full, the ACCC considers that the Code does 
provide PTSPs with flexibility to negotiate with exporters on key terms. For example:

�� the Code requires that PTSPs publish standard terms and reference prices but does not provide 
restrictions on how a PTSP sets those terms and prices22

�� the non-discrimination obligation is only intended to prevent a PTSP from inappropriately providing 
more favourable terms to its related export business. It is not intended to, and does not, prevent a 
PTSP from providing different access seekers different terms and conditions

�� an ACCC approved capacity allocation system (that includes relevant timeframes for releasing a 
certain amount of capacity) can be amended with ACCC approval.

On this final point, the capacity allocation systems of non-exempt PTSPs were the outcomes of 
negotiations and discussions between the relevant PTSP, the ACCC and stakeholders at a particular 
point in time. If PTSPs are receiving feedback from customers that the balance is not appropriate, those 
PTSPs should approach the ACCC to discuss potential amendments.

4.2 Theme 2: Exporters and growers expressed a range 
of concerns about upcountry storage and handling 
services

While the Code is focused on access to port terminal services, the majority of the complaints and issues 
received by the ACCC since the Code’s introduction have been in relation to issues in upcountry storage 
and handling. The same was true in consultations for this report.

Growers and exporters have consistently noted that securing port capacity is just one piece of the 
puzzle when it comes to bulk grain export. They state that a range of issues and inefficiencies continue 
to impact on their ability to participate in the market and get grain from upcountry to port.

22 The standard terms of non-exempt PTSPs must include a dispute resolution mechanism (clause 22), variations to the standard 
terms and reference prices of non-exempt PTSPs must be published on the PTSPs website and provide 20 business days’ 
notice.
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Stakeholders that raised concerns regarding upcountry issues acknowledged that running a grain 
export supply chain is a complex task. They noted that notional entitlement systems23 necessitate that 
service providers have a certain level of discretion to run the system efficiently. They also acknowledged 
that practices such as site closures for fumigation/maintenance and site swaps are an inevitable part of 
that task and that they expect instances of inconvenience to occur. Their concern is that these instances 
are more frequent than would reasonably be expected, cause unwarranted financial harm to their 
business, and have the potential to harm competition.

Many specific issues were raised, but there was a large degree of consistency in what exporters and 
grower groups considered to be major issues (noted in table 4.1 in order of prominence).

Table 4.1: Issues raised by exporters and growers about upcountry facilities

Exporters Grower groups

1. Issues with upcountry outturn

2. Difficulty negotiating with certain vertically integrated 
PTSPs

3. Lack of transparency

1. Issues with upcountry outturn

2. Stocks information

3. Difficulty negotiating with certain vertically integrated 
PTSPs

4.2.1 Upcountry outturn—location, timing and quality
There were several concerns raised with outturn from upcountry facilities. Concerns were raised about:

�� entitlement location—site swaps

�� ability to outturn—site closures/fumigation

�� quality—blending.

Location of outturn—site swaps

The main concern for both exporters and grower groups regarding upcountry storage and handling 
services was site swaps. Both groups identified a variety of ways that site swaps can harm an 
entitlement owner financially. Key issues raised regarding site swaps were:

�� Inadequate compensation for additional freight costs—stakeholders reported that compensation 
clauses are typically tied to Grain Trade Australia (GTA) freight differentials that often do not provide 
appropriate compensation for the actual freight costs associated with a swap.

�� Inadequate notice of a swap resulting in difficulty arranging for logistics and/or additional 
costs for ‘spot freight’—stakeholders reported that if a service provider gives notice of a site swap 
on short notice, it can be difficult to secure freight particularly during busy periods. If arranging 
transport at short notice, stakeholders note that it will typically cost more than usual.

�� Penalties payable at port due to delays caused by a swap—a swap can send an entitlement further 
from port, meaning delays in getting the grain to port. The swap might also be to a site with a slower 
load rate, which can also result in delays. If there are delays getting grain to port, this can mean 
paying penalties above the additional freight costs.

In addition to financial issues, some stakeholders suggested that the frequency with which undesirable 
swaps/delays took place affected their ability to make commitments to customers. These stakeholders 
noted that this uncertainty impacts on the number and nature of business opportunities they have. 
While these obviously have the potential to affect exporters accumulating for bulk ports, they may also 
affect domestic sales and container export, and affect growers as much as exporters.

There was a strong view among growers in particular that they want more certainty and control over 
their product. They said that the various issues with upcountry storage were affecting this certainty and 
control. Growers noted that on-farm storage provides them with the ability to control their grain and 

23 The system used to store common grain stock whereby grain purchasers own an outturn entitlement but do not own the 
physical grain.
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make more informed decisions about when to hold or sell it. As a result, they considered that more on-
farm storage was inevitable.

Ability to outturn—site closures/fumigation

Stakeholders also raised concerns regarding site closures and fumigation. Stakeholders acknowledged 
that fumigation was a necessary and inevitable part of site maintenance, ad hoc issues were bound to 
arise, and that therefore impromptu site closures were to be expected.

Nevertheless, consistent with comments received in preparation for the first two reports, many 
stakeholders continue to say that service providers could do a better job notifying customers about 
fumigation schedules, the reasons for fumigation and trying to work around closures.

Quality of outturn—blending/comingling

Concerns were also raised about the quality of grain a customer puts into a system versus what it gets 
out. Some parties considered that they typically got lesser quality grain than they put in (even if within a 
specification). They were concerned that the bulk handler was taking the better quality grain.

This concern overlapped with the site swap issue. Stakeholders noted that a swap may be to a site with 
a lower stack average, impacting the quality of grain that is available to be outturned.

Difficulty negotiating with PTSPs regarding upcountry storage

Stakeholders raised some concerns about their inability to negotiate with certain vertically integrated 
upcountry storage and handling providers. A general theme regarding negotiations was difficulty 
negotiating and concerns about access seeker’s relative bargaining power regarding access to both 
port and upcountry storage services. This is discussed under theme 3.

4.2.2 Upcountry stocks information
The potential publication of information about grain held in upcountry storage was again a common 
and divisive topic.

The vast majority of grower groups strongly supported the need for the publication of stocks 
information. Some groups considered that stocks information would have been particularly useful this 
year as the drought continued in NSW and Queensland. Growers stated that stocks information would 
have assisted in locating/understanding the supply of feed quality grain for livestock, particularly as the 
states were transferring grain from interstate.

Opinions differed as to specifically what information needs to provided and when, and the extent to 
which they would have be adapted in each state/region.

Of those that strongly supported the publication of upcountry stocks information, there were two main 
reasons provided for why it is necessary:

�� It would address information asymmetry, level the playing field of competition between 
vertically integrated and third party exporters, and improve competition for grain—growers note 
that bulk handlers have full visibility over key information about grain in their system (including 
volumes, location and quality). They note this places vertically integrated exporters at a competitive 
advantage over other marketers and negatively affects the competition for (and thus the price of) 
growers’ grain.

�� It would allow growers to make better informed decisions about whether to hold or sell their 
grain—growers suggest that better information about the nature and volume of grain in a port zone 
would provide growers with a clearer picture of what the value of that grain is, and inform future 
planting decisions.

On the other hand, publication of stocks information was not supported by PTSPs. It received minimal 
support from exporters. The main reasons for not supporting stocks information were:

�� differences or uncertainty regarding proposed scope of stocks reporting—some PTSPs noted 
that they would be open to providing appropriate information that would be of use to industry. 
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Some exporters also had interest in this information in theory. However, both groups noted that 
there is some uncertainty over exactly what is being proposed for a regime, making it difficult to 
comment on

There were some questions about whether a stocks reporting regime would report on enough 
storage facilities to provide an accurate picture, including whether on-farm storage would (or could 
accurately) be captured

�� concerns that the negatives of reporting would outweigh the positives—there were questions 
raised about whether having more information about the market would necessarily lead to better 
prices for grain overall.

For example. one stakeholder noted that, while in some circumstances information may confirm that 
certain grain is scarce and more valuable, it may also confirm that certain grain is widely available 
and therefore less valuable. These stakeholders suggested there will be wins and losses associated 
with greater transparency.

Other concerns were in relation to Australia competing on a global scale and the damage that could 
arise by providing information to competitor exporters and countries.

4.2.3 Growers call for a grains industry market study
In the course of the Code review, several grower groups called for a grains industry market study 
focused on identifying and assessing issues along the supply chain (including upcountry). The two 
national representative grain grower groups respectively noted:

Grain Producers Australia welcomes the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission’s 
(ACCC’s) interest and input on this issue and is pleased that the organisation has acknowledged 
many of the issues that growers have identified, and called for action on, since the early 
implementation of The Code, including a potential expansion to incorporate other grains and the 
inclusion of ‘up country’ facilities. That said, we do not believe that The Code is the appropriate 
mechanism by which to deal with the issues identified. As a result, Grain Producers Australia is 
calling for a full and robust review of the grain operating environment to identify competition and 
consumer protection issues and to explore appropriate mechanisms for solutions—both regulatory 
and non-regulatory.24

GrainGrowers remains concerned about a range of industry practices and behaviours which impact 
on competition, and therefore on the prices growers receive for their grain. While it is acknowledged 
that these may be beyond the original scope of this Code, behaviour displayed by bulk handlers 
while undertaking practices such as stock swaps, differences in inturn and outturn specifications, 
and the setting of location differentials, can and do have an impact on competition along the supply 
chain and which can flow through to the port. While flexibility is important to ensure an efficient 
grain supply chain operates both for exports and domestically, so to it is essential that a level playing 
field exists so that there is fair and open competition.

These issues must be closely examined and GrainGrowers supports a market study being conducted 
to determine the extent and impact of such practices and to consider appropriate market, industry 
and regulatory responses.25

In consultation meetings for this report, several grower groups again noted their support for a grains 
industry market study for reasons similar to those in the extracts above.

4.2.4 ACCC comments on upcountry issues
Despite not having a specific role in relation to upcountry issues, the ACCC has heard consistent 
concerns, over several years regulating access to bulk grain export port terminal services, about the 
ability of vertically integrated bulk handlers to exert market power upcountry. Concerns were again 
raised by growers and exporters during consultation for this report.

24 Grain Producers Australia, Submission in response to the interim report, April 2018, https://haveyoursay.agriculture.gov.au/
review-of-the-wheat-port-code, viewed 30 November 2018.

25 GrainGrowers, Submission in response to the interim report, April 2018, https://haveyoursay.agriculture.gov.au/review-of-
the-wheat-port-code, viewed 30 November 2018.

https://haveyoursay.agriculture.gov.au/review-of-the-wheat-port-code
https://haveyoursay.agriculture.gov.au/review-of-the-wheat-port-code
https://haveyoursay.agriculture.gov.au/review-of-the-wheat-port-code
https://haveyoursay.agriculture.gov.au/review-of-the-wheat-port-code
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Upcountry issues and the ACCC’s proposed extension of aspects of the Code 
upcountry

Grower and exporter concerns over the years have related to a variety of issues (e.g. issues with site 
swaps, outturn quality). However, the overarching concern has been about discretions frequently being 
exercised to their detriment. Most suggested or speculated that those discretions were being exercised 
in favour of, or to not disadvantage, vertically integrated exporters. Further, those raising concerns 
noted that they were either reluctant to complain, or had tried to raise issues without success. Similar 
concerns were raised during consultation for this report.

Given the complaints over time, and that there is still limited competition in certain upcountry areas of 
certain states, the ACCC’s submission to the Department’s Code review interim report recommended 
extending some of the Code’s obligations upcountry. These obligations included:

�� the obligation on both access seeker and service provider to negotiate in good faith

�� the obligations on a non-exempt service provider not to discriminate in favour of itself or a related 
export business in providing access, or to hinder an exporter’s access to services

�� the obligation on a non-exempt service provider to refer disputes to an independent arbitrator where 
they cannot be resolved via commercial negotiations.

The intention behind proposing the extension of these obligations was to facilitate genuine negotiations 
about terms and conditions of access and to ensure that disputes arising out of those negotiations 
would be resolved by an independent party.

As the ACCC was proposing the extension of an existing piece of regulation, the proposal needed to be 
consistent with the focus and structure of that regulation. Practically this meant that:

�� the ACCC’s proposal was focused on the upcountry storage and handling sites owned by PTSPs, 
rather than all storage facilities

�� while the good faith obligation (in Part 2 of the Code) would apply to all storage facilities owned by 
PTSPs, the nondiscrimination, no hindering and dispute resolution obligations (in parts 3 to 6 of the 
Code) would only apply to facilities owned by non-exempt PTSPs.

The ACCC notes that the Department’s final report did not support the ACCC’s proposal or the need 
generally for the Code to be extended upcountry:

Despite there being a foreseeable risk of a vertically integrated PTSP operating its upcountry 
network to disadvantage competing exporters with anticompetitive behaviour, the review did not 
find evidence of such practices. Consequently, the review has concluded—with some caution—to not 
recommend extending the code to include upcountry infrastructure at this time.

The review was made aware of a number of grain supply chain concerns by third party exporters but 
found they were not systemic or nationwide in distribution, appear transient, and commercial and/or 
industry led solutions are available to resolve them. These include, for example, industry developing 
improved contract terms that provide safeguards or offer reconciliation to protect against these risks

In future, governments may consider instituting baseline regulatory access arrangements to 
vertically integrated upcountry networks if new evidence emerges of intentional and unreasonable 
practices. The operation of the grain supply chain in SA potentially presents the greatest concern, as 
the ACCC recommended such provisions apply only to upcountry facilities owned and operated by a 
non-exempt PTSP and located in the grain catchment area for the PTSP’s port terminal facility. Any 
action will need to consider whether the port access code is the appropriate instrument for targeting 
upcountry business conduct.26

Instead, the report recommended that GTA explore opportunities to resolve upcountry issues:

26 Department of Agriculture and Water Resources, Review of the wheat port access code of conduct final report, p. xii, 
Canberra, October 2018, https://haveyoursay.agriculture.gov.au/review-of-the-wheat-port-code, viewed 30 November 2018.

https://haveyoursay.agriculture.gov.au/review-of-the-wheat-port-code
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Recommendation 12

That Grain Trade Australia take the lead in engaging with open-access upcountry storage operators 
and third party exporters to establish and/or confirm industry standards and expectations in relation 
to the reconciliation of freight differentials and other costs arising from site swaps.

If, despite action by industry, new evidence emerges of a PTSP using its market power to intentionally 
and unreasonably restrict fair and transparent access to grain for export through operation of its 
upcountry storage and handling network, the need for intervention, including regulation, should be 
considered.

The ACCC considers that there are clearly unresolved tensions in the industry about upcountry issues 
such as ability to outturn grain, site swaps, freight differentials and quality of grain. The ACCC has heard 
of these issues consistently over several years. Following the Department’s report, we will continue to 
monitor the industry’s progress in working toward resolving these long-standing issues.

Stocks information

The ACCC has noted that there are varying views across industry on the publication of stocks 
information. Attempts by industry to come up with a voluntary disclosure scheme appear to have again 
stalled. Further research and analysis on the costs and benefits of the publication of stocks information 
in upcountry storage facilities could potentially be useful. However, given the length of the debate 
and parties’ competing interests, in the ACCC’s view a resolution to this issue is unlikely to be reached 
without further direction by government.

Potential market inquiry

The ACCC understands that grower groups consider that there are a range of bulk grain export supply 
chain issues, beyond port access, that are long-standing and not obviously (or sufficiently) covered by 
existing regulation. The ACCC also understands that grower groups feel that the number and diverse 
nature of these issues necessitates a detailed examination of the entire supply chain so that all issues 
can be clearly identified and focused solutions be developed.

The ACCC acknowledges these calls for a broader supply chain market study or inquiry and considers 
there may be merit in such a review. A broader review is likely more appropriate to examine upcountry 
issues than the Code review, given the Code’s focus on access to and issues concerning bulk 
export services.

However, the ACCC’s experience in this industry is that parties are not always able or willing to provide 
relevant information voluntarily and have previously been reluctant to ‘go on the record’ with concerns. 
Therefore, if the ACCC were to conduct this type of review effectively, it would be necessary to have 
compulsory information gathering powers. This would require a government decision to direct the 
ACCC to conduct an inquiry into the grains industry, or aspects of the industry.

4.3 Theme 3: Exporters and growers expressed concerns 
about their bargaining power/ability to negotiate 
with certain vertically integrated service providers 
both at port and upcountry

The overarching theme of discussions with exporters and growers was concerns about bargaining 
power/ability to effectively negotiate with vertically integrated PTSPs (both at port and upcountry).

This concern formed part of the majority of issues raised by stakeholders and was fundamental to 
themes 1 and 2 described in this section. For example:

�� port access exporters generally reported little or no success negotiating on key terms and conditions 
for port access
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�� upcountry access exporters and growers generally reported little or no success negotiating out of 
standard upcountry agreements that contain terms they consider to be problematic (specifically, 
conditions of and compensation for site swaps).

Stakeholders reported that their ability to negotiate was different depending on the nature of the terms 
they sought to amend. Although exporters typically reported that they had little success in negotiating 
key terms, they did indicate that PTSPs (to varying degrees) were willing to negotiate on more minor 
terms. The terms that PTSPs were more likely to negotiate on were typically less crucial to the contract, 
such as payment terms. Stakeholders also noted that PTSPs (and particularly Viterra and CBH) were 
less likely to negotiate on key charges for use of the port terminal facility.

4.3.1 Different levels of satisfaction with negotiation depending on 
service and location

Exporters and growers generally reported limited ability to negotiate on upcountry services. However, 
exporters reported different levels of satisfaction with their ability to negotiate at port, depending on 
region. Specifically, they reported that they experienced:

�� a reasonable (and improving) ability to negotiate on terms of port access along the east coast (with 
all PTSPs)

�� limited ability to negotiate with Viterra

�� limited ability to negotiate with CBH.

4.3.2 Some larger scale exporters reported ability to effectively 
negotiate on the east coast

The ACCC did hear from some exporters that they were more confident in their ability to negotiate 
out of standard terms and satisfactorily resolve disputes on a commercial basis (both at port and 
upcountry) on the east coast.

For example, while most stakeholders reported that they were often not fully compensated for the 
costs of an undesirable site swap under the terms of an upcountry agreement, some exporters reported 
that they were able to secure adequate non-standard compensation following negotiations. It should be 
noted that these exporters were larger scale exporters with long standing commercial relationships with 
the service provider.

4.3.3 PTSPs said they invest in customer service
All vertically integrated PTSPs noted that they invest heavily in customer service. They note that this 
focus has only increased in recent years as more competition has entered the market. PTSPs also note 
that each year they receive only a small number or no formal complaints and that when disputes do 
arise they are resolved commercially to the satisfaction of both parties.

In support of this PTSP view, some exporters suggested that there was a reasonable and improving 
ability to negotiate with GrainCorp on the east coast and noted an improvement in Viterra’s customer 
service in recent times.

4.3.4 Grower groups reported significant concerns about grower ability 
to negotiate in relation to upcountry services

A common comment from grower groups is that their members have little to no ability to negotiate 
terms of upcountry storage and handling agreements.

These groups reported that upcountry services are typically delivered on a ‘take it or leave it basis’. They 
note that many growers still have little or no choice in upcountry storage providers and that practically 
these growers have no choice but to enter into a storage and handling agreement on standard terms 
that they consider problematic.



31 Bulk grain ports monitoring report

Grower groups also noted that grower dissatisfaction with quality of access to upcountry supply chains 
is another contributing factor to the rise in onfarm storage, with growers wanting more certainty about 
how they store their grain.

4.3.5 ACCC views on negotiation/bargaining power
In the ACCC’s view, a willingness to negotiate terms reflects some equality in the bargaining relationship 
between a customer and supplier. Conversely, where a supplier has no interest in negotiating terms, this 
may reflect the existence of market power.

Despite the existence of some alternative ports and supply chains, there remains a strong market 
dominance in the supply of port terminal services by Viterra, GrainCorp (in certain areas), and CBH. The 
majority of exporter and grower business continues to go through the supply chains of these vertically 
integrated PTSPs. Given this, stakeholders are likely to be hesitant to complain when they need to work 
with these PTSPs in future.

We consider that this market dominance is reflected in the comments from exporters and growers 
above. With the exception of negotiations on the terms of port access on the east coast, most 
stakeholders suggested they have had limited success negotiating with service providers.

The ACCC notes again that some larger scale exporters reported positive experiences negotiating with 
east coast providers. Some of them also reported on recent improvements in Viterra’s customer service. 
However, it is clear that a limited ability to negotiate or unequal bargaining power remains an area of 
concern for most exporters and growers.

From the PTSP’s perspective, they note that in a typical year they receive either a small number or no 
complaints and, for those they do receive, they are able to resolve them commercially to the satisfaction 
of both parties. Several PTSPs reacted with surprise when the ACCC noted general stakeholder 
concerns regarding customer service, negotiation and a reluctance to complain.

It therefore appears that is there a degree of disconnect between PTSPs and access seekers in the 
quality of their commercial relationships. Access seekers appear comfortable raising concerns with 
the ACCC but not always comfortable doing this with PTSPs. Whether an access seeker will complain 
appears to depend on their assessment of the harm that a complaint could have on future commercial 
dealings against the potential benefits of having a specific issue resolved. Opinions differed on the 
level of risk associated with complaints. However, many access seekers who expressed a reluctance to 
complain considered that it was appropriate to ‘err on the side of caution’.

Further, while some larger scale exporters noted success negotiating with PTSPs on the east coast, 
given the experiences provided by other stakeholders, it is not clear that others would secure 
similarly positive responses if they were more confident to raise concerns or seek amendments to 
standard terms.

The ACCC considers that an inability or unwillingness to consider negotiating terms may be some 
indication of market power amongst vertically integrated providers. This may not necessarily be an 
issue if reference prices are at a reasonable level (given the Code does not provide the ACCC with a 
specific role regarding pricing, the ACCC is in a position to make a judgement as to the reasonableness 
of current prices). We do consider that it is notable that negotiation appears to be more of an option on 
the east coast where there is a greater level of competition between port operators.
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4.4 Other themes
In addition to the above major themes from consultation, a number of stakeholders also raised the 
following issues.

4.4.1 Grower concerns with GTA dispute resolution
Growers raised concerns with the ACCC about the nature of industry dispute resolution procedures 
administered by GTA.

While acknowledging that the GTA processes allows growers to seek arbitration of disputes with 
industry, growers equally considered that there were problems with the processes under the GTA Code 
and the way arbitrations played out in practice. They said that this practically meant that arbitrations 
occur infrequently due to the costs involved, a perceived bias in favour of exporters, and growers not 
wanting to raise issues against one of the small number of purchasers they have in their area. Several of 
these issues related to GTA being a trade organisation, and there being no clear right to appeal.

The ACCC notes that issues about GTA arbitration are beyond the scope of the Code, but could be of 
broader concern if they were indicative of unfair or exploitative treatment of growers. The effectiveness 
of the GTA Code could be examined in a market inquiry process.

4.4.2 Customers consider that some PTSPs prices are higher than 
reasonable

Concerns were raised about a number of different fees. The ACCC notes that it does not have a specific 
pricing role in relation to bulk wheat port services, and so is not in a position to assess the efficient level 
of prices for these services.

Some growers noted concerns about fees which apply to grain already in storage, which can create 
significant unplanned fees. Some stakeholders also noted that while some fees have been reduced 
(such as CBH’s announcement to reduce its storage and handling and FOB fees by $4 per tonne), there 
are equally new fees that apply to certain ways people use the system.

A small number of stakeholders raised concerns about Viterra’s pricing. While users of a facility would 
obviously like lower prices, these stakeholders suggested that Viterra’s prices were higher than could 
be reasonably expected. These comments somewhat reflected views in a draft report put out by the 
Essential Services Commission of South Australia (ESCOSA), who noted that certain Viterra fees ‘were 
on the higher end of what could reasonably be expected’.27 ESCOSA did however note that the charges 
were not in ESCOSA’s view excessive.

A recent AEGIC report also notes that Viterra’s base port costs for services provided at Outer Harbor 
are the highest out of the six ports compared.28 However, stakeholders, and AEGIC’s report, did 
acknowledge that significant supply chain investment has occurred over the past few years.29

4.4.3 Concerns about the impact of CBH rebates on competition
CBH pays rebates to growers at the end of each year. For example:

�� On 29 September 2017, CBH announced that member growers would receive a rebate of up to 
$12.75 per tonne for 2016–17.30 This included a marketing rebate, an operations rebate, and an 
investments rebate. The rebates could be used to offset fees in future years.

27 ESCOSA, Inquiry into the South Australian bulk grain export supply chain costs—draft report, August 2018, https://www.
escosa.sa.gov.au/projects-and-publications/projects/inquiries/inquiry-into-the-south-australian-bulk-grain-supply-chain-
costs/inquiry-into-the-south-australian-bulk-grain-supply-chain-costs , viewed 30 November 2018.

28 AEGIC, Australia’s grain supply chains: Costs, risks and opportunities, October 2018, https://www.aegic.org.au/publications/
economics-and-business-analysis/, Table 6, viewed 30 November 2018.

29 AEGIC, October 2018.

30 Kalajzic, E (CBH Chief Financial Officer), CBH Group delivers record rebate of $158 million to growers, media release, Perth, 
September 2017. Available at: https://www.cbh.com.au/media-centre/media-releases/29-sep-2017-cbh-delivers-record-
rebate-of-$158-million-to-growers.

https://www.escosa.sa.gov.au/projects-and-publications/projects/inquiries/inquiry-into-the-south-australian-bulk-grain-supply-chain-costs/inquiry-into-the-south-australian-bulk-grain-supply-chain-costs
https://www.escosa.sa.gov.au/projects-and-publications/projects/inquiries/inquiry-into-the-south-australian-bulk-grain-supply-chain-costs/inquiry-into-the-south-australian-bulk-grain-supply-chain-costs
https://www.escosa.sa.gov.au/projects-and-publications/projects/inquiries/inquiry-into-the-south-australian-bulk-grain-supply-chain-costs/inquiry-into-the-south-australian-bulk-grain-supply-chain-costs
https://www.aegic.org.au/publications/economics-and-business-analysis/
https://www.aegic.org.au/publications/economics-and-business-analysis/
https://www.cbh.com.au/media-centre/media-releases/29-sep-2017-cbh-delivers-record-rebate-of-$158-million-to-growers
https://www.cbh.com.au/media-centre/media-releases/29-sep-2017-cbh-delivers-record-rebate-of-$158-million-to-growers
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�� On 28 September 2018 CBH announced that member growers would receive a rebate of up to 
$10.50 per tonne for 2017–18 (made up of a marketing rebate and an operations rebate).31

Following the announcement of the 2016–17 rebates, exporters raised concerns with the ACCC 
about the size of the rebates paid to member growers, and the effect this would have on the ability of 
exporters to compete with CBH Grain in acquiring grain from growers. The ACCC considered the issues 
raised and after conducting market enquiries decided the matter did not warrant further investigation.

The rebates paid to growers were again the cause of concern for some exporters in discussions with the 
ACCC for this report. The AEGIC report also referenced these concerns, noting that while these rebates 
lowered costs for CBH services, they are not unilaterally supported by industry. AEGIC noted that 
some users of the system claim that the rebates affect competition and that CBH should charge lower 
fees upfront.

CBH has announced that it will reduce its storage and handling and FOB fees by $4 per tonne for 
2018–19. 32 The ACCC expects that third party exporters would generally welcome this announcement.

4.4.4 Issues with rail impacting efficiency of getting grain to port
The efficiency of rail infrastructure was again raised as a concern this year. However, stakeholders 
noted that rail plays a more vital role in large harvest years, like 2016–17 where rail delays and capacity 
constraints were the bottleneck in the supply chain.

A number of exporters raised concerns about the efficiency of rail in getting grain to port. These 
concerns were in relation to the load weights of some lines and that wagons had to be transported 
when half full. Some stakeholders also noted that since the increase in the number of port terminals 
there has not been a real change in how trains are operated. They considered that this has led to trains 
being stuck upcountry or at port. This in turn causes delays and reduces the amount of grain that can 
get to port by rail. These concerns were most prevalent on the east coast, where more exporters use 
alternative rail providers than in SA or WA, where Viterra and CBH respectively tend to coordinate 
all rail.

Many stakeholders also noted that with the rise of on-farm storage the traditional supply chain of farm 
to storage and then to rail is becoming less prominent in some areas.

4.4.5 Concerns regarding mobile ship loading operations
Several stakeholders conveyed concerns about the quality control standards of mobile ship loading 
operations. These stakeholders noted that Australia continues to market its grain predominantly 
based on quality and adherence with importing countries’ Maximum Residue Levels and pest control 
standards. They said that contaminated shipments pose significant reputational risk for individual states 
and Australia as a whole.

The general concern was that mobile ship loading operations do not have the same level of quality 
controls that larger scale, fixed loader operations do. Some stakeholders noted reports of contaminated 
shipments originating from mobile loaders.

An equal number of stakeholders do not see any basis for concerns about mobile ship 
loading operations.

31 Wilson, J (CBH Chief Executive Officer), CBH Group delivers rebate of $94.5 million to growers, media release, Perth, 
September 2018. Available at: https://www.cbh.com.au/media-centre/media-releases/28-sep-2018-cbh-group-delivers-
rebate-of-$94-million-to-growers.

32 Wilson, J (CBH Chief Executive Officer), CBH Group reduces supply chain fees by $4 per tonne, media release, Perth, June 
2018. Available at: https://www.cbh.com.au/media-centre/media-releases/22-june-2018-cbh-group-reduces-supply-chain-
fees-by-$4-per-tonne.

https://www.cbh.com.au/media-centre/media-releases/28-sep-2018-cbh-group-delivers-rebate-of-$94-million-to-growers
https://www.cbh.com.au/media-centre/media-releases/28-sep-2018-cbh-group-delivers-rebate-of-$94-million-to-growers
https://www.cbh.com.au/media-centre/media-releases/22-june-2018-cbh-group-reduces-supply-chain-fees-by-$4-per-tonne
https://www.cbh.com.au/media-centre/media-releases/22-june-2018-cbh-group-reduces-supply-chain-fees-by-$4-per-tonne
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These stakeholders agreed that reputational risk for states and Australia is an important issue but that the risk is 
posed by both fixed and mobile loading operations. These stakeholders stated that they were not aware of specific 
examples of issues with mobile loaders but noted again that contaminated shipments were a general ship loading 
issue rather than a specific mobile ship loader related issue.

It was also noted that all mobile ship loading operations would have to meet the quarantine and phytosanitary 
requirements set by the Department.



35 Bulk grain ports monitoring report

5. National figures
Figure 5.1: Australia key results in 2017–18
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This chapter provides a summary of Australian bulk grain exports in the 2017–18 shipping year. It:

�� discusses the key influences on bulk export such as production levels, climatic conditions, levels of 
domestic demand, and container exports

�� assesses data trends by comparing the 2017–18 shipping year to averages and the 2016–17 shipping 
year to observe year on year changes

�� discusses the variation between states in their production levels, commodity breakdowns, and usage 
of grain including bulk export.

5.1 Production was below average in all states except for 
Victoria

Grain production across the states significantly influences activity in the bulk grain export market. 
Typically the level of production (and carryover from the previous shipping year) determines the 
amount of grain that is available for export (either container or bulk) after domestic market demands 
have been met.

Nationally, an estimated 39 million tonnes of grain was produced in 2017–18,33 down 32 per cent from 
2016–17 and 11 per cent below the seven year average of 44 million tonnes.

The 2016–17 harvest had seen record production levels of certain crops in some states, with Australia in 
total producing 58 million tonnes of grain, 14 million tonnes (31 per cent) above the seven year average. 
While a decline from 2016–17 production levels was expected for 2017–18, the year was below average 
in all states except Victoria. Dry conditions, above average temperatures, heavy late rain, frosts, and 
cold snaps had an adverse impact on some crops, particularly in NSW.34

While all states experienced a decline from 2016–17 production volumes (see figure 5.2), the decline 
varied across states:

�� Victoria’s production fell 20 per cent from 2016–17 but was still 14 per cent above the seven year 
average. Victoria was the only state to see above average production in 2017–18.

�� WA’s production fell 18 per cent from 2016–17. A much larger decline was forecast but WA then 
experienced good weather conditions in spring 2017 which increased estimated production levels to 
just 3 per cent below average.35

�� SA’s production fell 35 per cent from 2016–17 and was 7 per cent below the seven year average. For 
the first time since 2012–13, Victoria produced more grain than SA in 2017–18.

�� Queensland’s production fell 34 per cent from 2016–17 and was 23 per cent below the seven 
year average.

�� NSW’s production fell below half (52 per cent reduction) of what was produced in 2016–17 and 
was 34 per cent below the seven year average. The spring of 2017 in NSW continued to deliver 
unfavourable conditions such as frosts and heavy late rain, on top of a dry winter.36 NSW’s wheat 
crop was hit harder than other grains, with wheat 37 per cent below the seven year average.

33 2017–18 grain production includes both the winter and summer crops. For example, for the winter crop it refers to grain which 
was harvested in late 2017 and for the summer crop it refers to the crop harvested in 2018.

34 ABARES, Australian crop report: December 2017 No. 184, Canberra, December 5 2017, p 2. http://data.daff.gov.au/data/
warehouse/aucrpd9abcc003/aucrpd9aba_2017–1205_cLBGH/AustCropRrt2017–1205_v1.0.1.pdf, viewed 1 November 2018.

35 ABARES, Australian crop report: February 2018 No.185, Canberra, 13 February 2018, p 15, http://www.agriculture.gov.
au/abares/publications/display?url=http://143.188.17.20/anrdl/DAFFService/display.php?fid=pb_aucrpd9aba_2018–
0213_3W6aU.xml, viewed 1 November 2018.

36 ABARES, Australian crop report: December 2017 No. 184, Canberra, December 5 2017, p 12, http://data.daff.gov.au/data/
warehouse/aucrpd9abcc003/aucrpd9aba_2017–1205_cLBGH/AustCropRrt2017–1205_v1.0.1.pdf, viewed 1 November 2018.

http://data.daff.gov.au/data/warehouse/aucrpd9abcc003/aucrpd9aba_20171205_cLBGH/AustCropRrt20171205_v1.0.1.pdf
http://data.daff.gov.au/data/warehouse/aucrpd9abcc003/aucrpd9aba_20171205_cLBGH/AustCropRrt20171205_v1.0.1.pdf
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/abares/publications/display?url=http://143.188.17.20/anrdl/DAFFService/display.php?fid=pb_aucrpd9aba_20180213_3W6aU.xml
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/abares/publications/display?url=http://143.188.17.20/anrdl/DAFFService/display.php?fid=pb_aucrpd9aba_20180213_3W6aU.xml
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/abares/publications/display?url=http://143.188.17.20/anrdl/DAFFService/display.php?fid=pb_aucrpd9aba_20180213_3W6aU.xml
http://data.daff.gov.au/data/warehouse/aucrpd9abcc003/aucrpd9aba_20171205_cLBGH/AustCropRrt20171205_v1.0.1.pdf
http://data.daff.gov.au/data/warehouse/aucrpd9abcc003/aucrpd9aba_20171205_cLBGH/AustCropRrt20171205_v1.0.1.pdf
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Figure 5.2: Historic and forecast grain production by state and in total, 2011–12 to 2017–18, and 2018–19 
forecast
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Source: ABARES, State data underpinning: Australia crop report: September 2018 No 187

Notes:  b Crop production of establishments with an estimated value of agricultural operations (EVAO) of $5000 or more 
until 2014–15, and an EVAO of $40 000 or more from 2015–16. s 2017–18 figures are still estimates which are 
subject to revision. f 2018–19 figures are forecasts.

Of the 39 million tonnes of grain produced in Australia, 21.2 million was wheat and 18.1 million was 
other grain (primarily barley and canola). Crop performance varied by commodity type in 2017–18:37

�� Wheat declined by 33 per cent from 2016–17 and was 16 per cent below average.

�� Barley production fell by 34 per cent but was just 4 per cent below average. Barley performed 
particularly well in 2016–17, when it was 46 per cent above average.

�� Canola fell 15 per cent from 2016–17, but still had an average production season.

�� Chickpea production fell by 43 per cent from the particularly large 2016–17 crop (which was 
109 per cent above average) and was still 20 per cent above average.

�� While the summer sorghum crop did better in the 2017–18 season than in 2016–17, (increasing by 
44 per cent) it remained 7 per cent below average.

37 References to the average are to the seven year average.
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Figure 5.3: Trend in wheat and non-wheat grain production
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Source: ABARES, State data underpinning: Australia crop report: September 2018 No 187

Notes: b Crop production of establishments with an estimated value of agricultural operations (EVAO) of $5000 or more 
until 2014–15, and an EVAO of $40 000 or more from 2015–16. s 2017–18 figures are still estimates which are 
subject to revision. f 2018–19 figures are forecasts.

Wheat remains the largest crop in Australia, contributing 54 per cent of total grain production in 
2017–18. However, the production of other non-wheat grains as a proportion of total grain is increasing 
(see figure 5.3). Wheat represented 63 per cent of grain production in 2011–12 and its proportion of 
total grain production has generally declined each year since.

Table 5.1: Proportion of total grain production, by state

WA VIC SA QLD NSW

2011–12 35% 15% 15% 8% 27%

2012–13 28% 17% 16% 9% 30%

2013–14 38% 16% 17% 6% 24%

2014–15 35% 12% 18% 7% 27%

2015–16 b 36% 9% 15% 8% 31%

2016–17 31% 17% 19% 7% 28%

2017–18 s 37% 19% 18% 6% 19%

2018–19 f 47% 16% 19% 6% 13%

Source: ABARES, State data underpinning: Australia crop report: September 2018 No 187

Notes: b Crop production of establishments with an estimated value of agricultural operations (EVAO) of $5000 or more 
until 2014–15, and an EVAO of $40 000 or more from 2015–16. s 2017–18 figures are still estimates which are 
subject to revision. f 2018–19 figures are forecasts. Numbers presented in table have been rounded and may not 
add up to 100 per cent.

The significant decline in NSW’s production was a major driver of the nation’s overall decline from 
2016–17 and below average season. In the 2016–17 season, NSW produced 28 per cent of Australia’s 
grain, but this declined to 19 per cent in the 2017–18 shipping year, while WA has increased from 31 per 
cent in 2016–17 to 37 per cent in 2017–18 (see table 5.1).

With worsening drought conditions, the 2018–19 crop in NSW is forecast to further reduce to just 
13 per cent of the nation’s total grain production. WA is forecast to increase up to 47 per cent of 
national production. Continuing drought conditions into 2018–19 on the east coast was raised as a 
major industry concern during our consultation process. The 2018–19 year is forecast to be the lowest 
harvest in a decade.38

38 Rabobank, Australia facing smallest winter crop in 10 years—Rabobank Outlook, October 2018, https://www.rabobank.
com.au/media-releases/2018/1810–23-australia-facing-smallest-winter-crop-in-10-years-rabobank-outlook/, viewed on 3 
December 2018.

https://www.rabobank.com.au/media-releases/2018/181023-australia-facing-smallest-winter-crop-in-10-years-rabobank-outlook/
https://www.rabobank.com.au/media-releases/2018/181023-australia-facing-smallest-winter-crop-in-10-years-rabobank-outlook/
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5.2 Domestic consumption increased in 2017–18 in New 
South Wales and Queensland

While production is a key influence on grain available for export, domestic consumption needs also 
impact on the amount of grain available as exportable surplus. While domestic consumption is generally 
fairly stable, it has been increasing steadily over time and increased substantially in some states this year 
(figure 5.4).

Total national domestic demand grew in 2017–18 to above 14 million tonnes, an increase of 5 per cent 
from 2016–17. SA and WA’s consumption remained stable, while Victoria’s consumption reduced. NSW 
and Queensland’s domestic demand grew by 12 and 28 per cent respectively in the 2017–18 shipping 
year. This is consistent with what we heard during consultations about the increased demand for feed 
grain as the drought continued. This meant that these states were reliant on interstate transfers of grain 
to meet domestic demand due to reduced grain production.

Figure 5.4: Domestic consumption of grain by state, 2014–15 to 2017–18
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Source: Australian Crop Forecasters, Supply and Demand report

5.3 Containerised exports declined
Exports of grain can be either in bulk or in containers. Containerised grain exports are not a direct 
substitute for bulk grain exports, but they may provide a viable alternative export path for some 
growing regions, niche and high quality products, or for particular destinations. Containers also 
generally are considered to have first call on export grain. They declined proportionally less in 2017–18 
compared with bulk exports. The ACCC notes that the shipment of some higher value commodity 
types is also more likely to be in containers, such as oilseeds or particular wheat grades.

Containers generally account for around 12 to 14 per cent of total grain exports nationally (table 5.2). 
This varies significantly across the states with containers accounting in 2017–18 for 50 per cent of 
NSW’s grain exports and only 3 per cent of WA’s exports (table 5.2).
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Table 5.2: Proportion of exports via bulk and container by state and year

SA WA VIC QLD NSW Total

2014–15 Bulk 97% 97% 55% 67% 57% 86%

Containers 3% 3% 45% 33% 43% 14%

2015–16 Bulk 98% 98% 48% 63% 66% 87%

Containers 2% 2% 52% 37% 34% 13%

2016–17 Bulk 96% 98% 72% 67% 80% 88%

Containers 4% 2% 28% 33% 20% 12%

2017–18 Bulk 94% 97% 63% 59% 50% 87%

Containers 6% 3% 37% 41% 50% 13%

Source: PTSP loading statements; and Australian Crop Forecasters, Export report

Figure 5.5: Container exports of grain by state, 2014–15 to 2017–18
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Source: Australian Crop Forecasters, Export report

National containerised grain exports declined from 4.3 million tonnes in 2016–17 to 3.3 million tonnes 
in 2017–18. This decrease of 23 per cent is proportionately smaller than bulk which decreased by 
33 per cent.39 As shown in figure 5.5, container exports mostly originate from the east coast, and in 
particular in Victoria. WA and SA export very little in containers. This is due to several factors, such as 
shortage of food grade containers in WA and SA where less containerised imports are received. SA’s 
container exports, as a proportion of all exports, have been slightly increasing with 6 per cent of all 
grain exports in 2017–18 leaving the state via container compared with 2 per cent in 2015–16.

During the 2017–18 low export volume year in Queensland and NSW, containers made up a large 
proportion of all exports in these two states at 41 per cent and 50 per cent respectively. It is apparent 
that during lower volume years, containers do provide an alternative to bulk exports. This may result 
when grain accumulation for large shipments is difficult, but smaller ad hoc shipments of niche products 
(which may not have the same level of domestic demand) may still be possible.

39 Australian Crop Forecasters, Export report



41 Bulk grain ports monitoring report

5.4 Grain available for export varied more between 
states this year

Each state has varying levels of constraint from domestic (feed and/or milling) and container markets. 
These constraints, together with production levels and other factors, determine how much grain is 
available for bulk export.

Figure 5.6: Grain usage proportions by state (domestic, bulk, container and total), 2017–18
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Source: PTSP loading statements; Australian Crop Forecasters, Export report; and Australian Crop Forecasters, Supply and 
Demand report

As figure 5.6 demonstrates, the states had markedly different usage profiles. Bulk export made up the 
majority of grain usage in WA and SA, while in NSW and Queensland most grain usage was domestic 
consumption. Victoria was in the middle with a more mixed usage profile.

Eighty-two per cent of NSW’s total grain usage in 2017–18 was domestic consumption. This was up 
from 46 per cent in 2016–17 and reflected the low supply and the drought conditions which increased 
demand for feed grain. Queensland recorded similarly high figures at 84 per cent (up from 61 per cent) 
while Victoria jumped from 36 per cent in 2016–17 to 41 per cent in 2017–18. SA and WA maintained 
low levels of domestic consumption at 16 and 10 per cent respectively.

5.5 Bulk exports also declined
Bulk grain exports from Australia are influenced by a range of factors. While production levels 
can be a strong indicator of export levels, the correlation varies across Australia due to individual 
market characteristics.

In WA and SA where the vast majority of grain produced is exported in bulk, production and exports 
are typically closely linked. For example, production in WA was 3 per cent below average and bulk 
exports were similarly 4 per cent below average. On the east coast, a sizeable amount of grain is sold 
into the domestic market each year. The same conditions (i.e. dry conditions/drought) which may have 
reduced a crop’s outcome may also lead to an increase in domestic demand, such as what occurred 
in 2017–18. For example, while production was 34 per cent below average in NSW, bulk exports were 
77 per cent below average—indicating the pressure that domestic demand placed on the 2017–18 grain 
harvest which further diminished exportable surplus.

Containers, as noted above, do provide a level of constraint in some states, although as noted the 
extent of constraint depends on the type of crop and destination.
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5.5.1 Export volumes below average but varied between states
In 2017–18, Australia exported 20.5 million tonnes of bulk grain (see figure 5.7). This was a 36 per cent 
decrease40 from 2016–17’s bumper shipping year export figure and 20 per cent below the seven year 
average of 25.5 million tonnes. In addition, 0.9 million tonnes of bulk grain was shipped from WA, SA 
and Victoria into Queensland and NSW ports.

Figure 5.7: Bulk exports of grain by state, 2014–15 to 2017–18
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Source: PTSP loading statements.

Figure 5.8: Bulk exports by commodity type and state, comparison of 2017–18 and average
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In 2017–18, 56 per cent of the total bulk grain exports were from WA ports, which on average 
collectively export the most out of the states (as can be seen in figures 5.7 and 5.8). Figure 5.8 also 
shows that bulk export volumes were below average in all states, but to varying degrees. WA and SA 
were just below average, but NSW and Queensland were considerably below average with some ports 
exporting as little as 1 per cent of the previous year’s volume.

40 This figure excludes coastal shipments. The total amount of bulk grain shipped through Australia’s ports (including coastal 
shipments) experienced a 33 per cent decline (compared to 2016-17) and was 16 per cent below the 7 year average.
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In the 2017–18 shipping year:

�� WA’s ports exported 12 million tonnes of bulk grain, 4 per cent below average and 14 per cent below 
2016–17.41 

�� SA’s ports exported 5.9 million tonnes, 7 per cent below average and 27 per cent below 2016–17.42 

�� Victoria’s ports exported 2.6 million tonnes, 17 per cent below average and 40 per cent below 
2016–17.43 

�� Queensland’s ports exported 0.4 million tonnes, 67 per cent below average and 68 per cent below 
2016–17.

�� NSW’s ports exported 0.55 million tonnes, 77 per cent below average and 87 per cent below 
2016–17.

Similar to production trends, non-wheat grains continue to increase as a proportion of total bulk 
exports. Non-wheat grains made up 43 per cent of total bulk exports in the 2017–18 shipping year, 
up from 40 per cent in 2016–17. Figure 5.9 demonstrates the overall trend of increasing non-wheat 
exports. The ACCC’s Code review submissions noted this trend as a reason why the Code should 
comprehensively cover all grains.

Figure 5.9: Wheat and non-wheat grain bulk exports, as proportion of total exports, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Notes:  Other grain in this chart includes all grain other than wheat and is predominantly barley.

41 Inclusive of coastal shipments.

42  Inclusive of coastal shipments.

43 Inclusive of coastal shipments.
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Figure 5.10: Bulk exports of grain by commodity, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Figure 5.11: Percentage differences in bulk exports compared to seven year average, by state and 
commodity
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The export volumes for all commodities fell from the 2016–17 bulk export figures (as demonstrated by 
figure 5.10), but this varied by commodity type and some commodities remained above seven year 
average levels (figure 5.11), as follows:

�� wheat exports fell by 36 per cent, and were also 24 per cent below average

�� barley exports fell by 29 percent, but remained 7 per cent above average

�� canola exports fell by 28 per cent and were 17 per cent below average

�� chickpea exports fell by 65 per cent but were 9 per cent above average
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�� sorghum exports fell by 24 per cent, and were 75 per cent below average

�� exports of ‘other grains’ (which was predominantly made up of oats, lupins and lentils) were 
28 percent above average (and 11 per cent higher than the 2016–17 shipping year).44 

5.5.2 Export pace started well but was overall below average
Export pace illustrates the monthly spread of bulk grain exports. Australian wheat exports are generally 
characterised by peak shipping periods where capacity is most highly valued by customers due to 
international pricing. As can be seen in figure 5.12, bulk exports generally begin to rise in December but 
then peak during February and May before tapering off during end of the shipping year. On average, 
the period from January/February to May could be considered the peak period, although this varies 
by state.

Figure 5.12: Bulk export volumes by month compared to seven year average, 2017–18
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In terms of the export pace this year, the bumper 2016–17 crop meant that the shipping year started 
off well, with 1.2 million tonnes exported in October (similar to the average October bulk export figure). 
However, the monthly exports thereafter were all below average (as seen in figure 5.12), with the 
December to February period experiencing the largest gap between average and 2017–18 levels.

Our examination of bulk export volumes leads into our consideration of capacity utilisation levels at 
each port in chapters 6 to 10 below. As a general proposition, where demand for port terminal services 
exceeds supply (i.e. capacity is constrained), the ACCC considers that vertically integrated PTSPs may 
have stronger incentives to favour their own exporting business and exclude others. On the other hand, 
where demand for port terminal services is below supply, a PTSP will have some incentive to provide 
access on fair commercial terms, to drive utilisation of its infrastructure. This incentive will be particularly 
strong where a PTSP faces competition. Export volumes and capacity utilisation therefore provide 
some indication of how likely it is for an exporter to secure fair and transparent access to port terminal 
services at a specific facility.

5.6 Reference prices
Clause 9 of the Code requires all PTSPs (both exempt and non-exempt) to ‘make available to the public 
on its website its current standard terms and reference prices for each port terminal facility that it 
owns or operates’. The standard terms and reference prices of non-exempt PTSPs must comply with a 
number of additional requirements.45 However, the Code does not specify how a PTSP must set its price 
levels or structure its service offerings.

44 See Appendix for explanation of ‘other grains’.

45  For example, standard terms of non-exempt PTSPs must include a dispute resolution mechanism (clause 22) and can only be 
varied following a public notice and a 20 business day waiting period (clause 23).
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The various PTSPs therefore structure reference prices differently, and may differ across a PTSP’s port 
terminal facilities. This makes comparing the full scope of charges across providers difficult. It is also 
difficult to compare a PTSP’s individual prices across years, as they may not necessarily increase or 
decrease all prices equally and a reduction in a loading fee for instance may be offset by an increase in 
intake fee. Similarly, what services a fee covers may also vary across time.

The fees exporters actually pay may differ from the published reference prices, for example if an 
exporter has negotiated alternative pricing arrangements. The way exporters bundle and use services 
for the entire supply chain and enter into negotiations may differ from the indicative fee combinations 
displayed below. The ACCC has heard mixed responses on exporters’ ability to negotiate port costs 
(see chapter 4). However, in discussions during the course of the ACCC’s consultation, some exporters 
noted that they had had success negotiating prices for port services with PTSPs, particularly on the east 
coast. As such, some exporters may have paid less than these headline charges.

The ACCC does not have a role determining or reviewing the price of port terminal services charged by 
PTSPs. The ACCC also does not have a formal direction to request cost information and monitor prices 
for bulk wheat port terminal services under Part VIIA of the CCA, unlike in certain other industries.46 
However, the ACCC has again reviewed the published reference prices for both exempt and non-
exempt ports to see if prices have changed and whether any trends are observable.

5.6.1 Comparison of key charges from the 2017–18 reference prices
Reference prices for key services offered by each PTSP in 2017–18 compared with the 2012–13 shipping 
year are provided in figure 5.13. This chart depicts the variation (in real terms in 2017–18 dollars) of 
charges for a particular hypothetical service combination.

The quoted figures are intended to provide a guide to some of the reference prices for key services at 
specific facilities. The hypothetical bills presented include the booking fee, receival fee (rail), one month 
of port storage and vessel loading fee, standardised on a per tonne basis. This is intended to provide 
some guidance for comparison across years and across service providers, but is not intended as a 
comprehensive analysis.

46 For example, the ACCC has a direction under Part VIIA in relation to airport and stevedoring services, and accordingly the 
ACCC is able to request cost and revenue information from providers of these services in preparing the annual airports and 
stevedoring monitoring reports. This information is not available in relation to bulk wheat port terminal services.
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Figure 5.13: Hypothetical bills—reference prices in 2012–13 compared with 2017–18 (in 2017–18 dollars)
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When considering fees in 2017–18 and over time, as presented in figure 5.13, we note the 
following points:

�� The breakdown by fee type demonstrates how PTSPs may decrease one fee and increase another, 
meaning the net effect is minimal.

�� Overall, there were not any significant change in fee structures by PTSPs in 2017–18 compared to 
2016–17, and generally minimal changes in fee levels.

�� Fees at the major east coast ports (GrainCorp and Emerald) have declined in real dollars since 
2012–13. Emerald significantly restructured its pricing in 2016–17 by removing the storage fee and 
increasing the loading and receival fees. Quattro’s fees are very similar to GrainCorp’s NSW fees, 
while NAT’s fees are slightly lower. Similarly, Emerald and GrainCorp’s Geelong level of fees are 
similar, while QBT and GrainCorp’s Brisbane level of fees are also similar.

�� Fees at Viterra’s Outer Harbor have marginally increased in real dollars since 2012–13, mostly caused 
by an increase in loading and storage fees.

�� CBH’s fees were similar in real terms in 2012–13 and 2017–18, although they did initially increase and 
then decrease over the last three years. CBH applies a single aggregated charge of either $12.20 or 
$19.70 for its port terminal services. The applicable fee is dependent on whether certain conditions 
are met (high throughput) and is inclusive of a deposit that customers must pay when booking 
capacity. The total nonrefundable component of charges is however higher than the deposit amount 
reflecting a variable ‘lost capacity fee’.

�� The service combinations used in this comparison use the higher CBH fee of $19.70 and indicate that 
CBH’s fees have remained stable in real dollars. However, we note that a majority of users of CBH’s 
system are charged a lower amount of $12.20, applicable to high throughput users (inclusive of 
deposit). This fee is was not available in 2012–13, and so it is not used in figure 5.13.
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�� Among newer operators, Semaphore Container Services published its reference prices for the 
first time for the 2017–18 shipping year with a simple two fee structure and Riordan published its 
reference prices for the first time with a single $25.00 loading fee.

�� Booking fees remain a substantial proportion of overall shipping costs. Given that these booking 
fees/deposits are upfront costs, we heard from exporters this year that there is some reluctance to 
book substantial amounts of capacity in advance. Exporters also note the risk in acquiring capacity 
before harvest levels are known, as these fees are also nonrefundable.
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6. Western Australia
Figure 6.1: Western Australia key results in 2017–18
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6.1 Overview of Western Australia
WA typically produces and exports the most grain out of the states, responsible for 34 per cent of total 
production and 49 per cent of total bulk exports over the last seven years.

WA has the second lowest level of domestic consumption (in absolute tonnage) in Australia, with SA 
being the lowest (on average over the past four years).

WA has five bulk export port facilities. CBH operates four of these, which are located at Albany, 
Esperance, Geraldton and Kwinana. Bunge operates a port facility located at Bunbury (see figure 6.2). 
Kwinana consistently exports the most bulk grain of any port in Australia. Generally, WA’s export levels 
are less volatile than the eastern states.

As demonstrated by table 6.1, CBH continues to be the dominant bulk export service provider in WA, 
with 98 per cent of total bulk grain exports going through CBH’s port facilities in 2017–18. WAPRES’ 
facility at Bunbury is only utilised by Bunge and has a much smaller throughput than each of CBH’s 
ports, with 2 per cent throughput in 2017–18.47

Figure 6.2: Map of WA port terminal facilities and grain growing regions
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Kwinana CBH
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Bunbury WAPRES
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Source: ABS, 7121.0—Agricultural Commodities, Australia, 2015–16 SA2 data, and company websites

47 Bunge has an exclusive arrangement with the WAPRES facility whereby Bunge has built interconnecting conveyors that 
connect up Bunge’s storage facilities with WAPRES’ woodchip loader. This arrangement commenced in 2016.
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Table 6.1: WA Port terminal facility share of state throughput

Port Percentage share of 
throughput 2017–18

Percentage of total 
throughput since 2011–12

Albany 24% 21%

Bunbury 2% 1%*

Esperance 22% 18%

Geraldton 14% 18%

Kwinana 38% 42%

CBH Total 98% 99%

Others Total 2% 1%

Source: PTSP loading statements

Note:  percentages may not add up to 100 per cent due to rounding. 
* Bunbury has only been used to export bulk grain since 2015–16.

6.1.1 Our key observations for WA in 2017–18

Production

Figure 6.3: WA annual grain production compared to seven year average, 2011–12 to 2017–18, and 2018–
19 forecast
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Source: ABARES, State data underpinning: Australia crop report: September 2018 No 187

Notes: b Crop production of establishments with an estimated value of agricultural operations (EVAO) of $5000 or more 
until 2014–15, and an EVAO of $40 000 or more from 2015–16. s 2017–18 figures are still estimates which are 
subject to revision. f 2018–19 figures are forecasts.

Key observations about WA’s production in 2017–18, as demonstrated in figure 6.3, are that:

�� A total 14.6 million tonnes of grain was produced.

�� Production was 3 per cent below the seven year average of 15.1 million tonnes and 18 per cent 
below 2016–17’s harvest.

�� WA experienced less of a decline in bulk exports than experienced by other states, due in part to not 
having as unusually high a wheat crop in 2016–17 as other states.
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Grain usage

Figure 6.4: WA’s grain usage, 2014–15 to 2017–18
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Source: PTSP loading statements, ABS export data and ACF modelled domestic data

Key observations about WA’s grain usage in 2017–18 (see figure 6.4) are that:

�� Domestic consumption fell by 4 per cent to 1.37 million tonnes. Ten per cent of WA grain usage was 
domestic consumption, which is consistent with the historic average (10 per cent).

�� Consistent with WA’s typical usage profile, the remaining 90 per cent of grain usage was exports, 
with 97 per cent of those exports being in bulk (12 million tonnes) and 3 per cent by container 
(0.4 million tonnes).

�� Bulk exports in WA decreased overall by 14 per cent,48 a similar percentage amount to the drop in 
production levels.

�� Almost 0.5 million tonnes of grain was sent from WA ports into ports in NSW and Queensland. 
These coastal shipments began in July 2018, driven by demand for feed grain in NSW and 
Queensland that could not be met within those states.49 These coastal shipments are included in 
WA’s bulk export volumes.

Export pace

Figure 6.5: WA bulk grain exports by month, 2017–18 compared to seven year average
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48 Inclusive of coastal shipments.

49 Australian Crop Forecasters, Shipping stem data.
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Figure 6.5 shows that WA’s bulk export pace across the 2017–18 shipping year was relatively consistent 
with its seven year average.

WA’s peak bulk export period was shorter and began a little later than usual, with the peak between 
March and April, and below average exports in January and February.

Exporter market share

Table 6.2: WA bulk export market share, 2011–12 to 2017–18 

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

CBH 45% 46% 56% 51% 47% 45% 54%

Glencore 21% 15% 14% 15% 12% 15% 13%

Cargill 12% 12% 8% 5% 6% 4% 3%

Emerald 8% 7% 6% 6% 4% 4% 4%

Plum Grove 1% 3% 1% 5% 9% 8% 7%

Others 12% 17% 14% 19% 22% 24% 20%

Source: PTSP loading statements

Market share data provides an indication of the general level of competition and exporter participation 
in individual markets. Key observations about changes in market share in WA in 2017–18 (as set out in 
table 6.2) are that:

�� While total bulk exports in WA declined by 14 per cent, CBH (as an exporter) marginally increased its 
total bulk exports by 0.1 million tonnes (a two per cent increase).

�� CBH’s market share increased to 54 per cent, the highest it has been since 2013–14 when it was 
56 per cent.

�� The increase in CBH’s market share coincided with decreases in the market shares of all of the other 
higher volume exporters in WA.
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Bulk exports by port and commodity type

Figure 6.6: WA bulk grain exports by port and commodity type, 2017–18 and seven year average
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The vast majority of bulk grain exports from WA have historically been wheat and barley. This remained 
the case in 2017–18 (see figure 6.6).

In 2017–18, bulk barley exports remained 19 per cent above the seven year average, following a 
particularly good shipping year in 2016–17 where bulk barley exports were 37 per cent above the seven 
year average.

Bulk exports at Albany, Esperance and Bunbury were all above the seven year bulk export average 
whereas Geraldton and Kwinana were respectively 25 and 13 per cent below average, as shown in 
figure 6.6.

6.2 Port by port analysis
The following section examines each of the WA ports to assess the levels and trends in export volumes, 
commodities exported, capacity utilisation and markets shares at each facility. We assess these 
measures at an individual port terminal facility level to provide for an understanding of the level of 
competition in the following ways:

�� We use export volumes and capacity utilisation figures to assess levels of demand for services and 
constraint at port, and the strength of the relevant PTSP’s incentive to provide fair and transparent 
access or to potentially discriminate.

�� We monitor commodity exports to identify any trends or changes in the level of exports of 
specific grains.

�� Market shares indicate how many exporters were able to access a facility, and also can be used to 
identify potential competition issues over time both within a port zone and across a state. However, 
trends in market shares do not in isolation indicate whether a PTSP is misusing its market power.
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6.2.1 Albany was the only Australian port to increase exports in 
2017–18, fuelled by an increase in wheat exports

Figure 6.7: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Albany, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Table 6.3: Exporter market share at Albany, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

CBH 59% 55% 66% 61% 52% 52% 63%

Glencore 18% 11% 13% 9% 11% 16% 7%

Cargill 12% 12% 6% 4% 9% 1% 2%

Emerald 0% 0% 4% 5% 6% 11% 6%

Plum Grove 4% 5% 5% 3% 3% 4% 5%

Others 8% 17% 5% 18% 19% 15% 18%

Source: PTSP loading statements

We observe the following when comparing outcomes at Albany to the 2016–17 shipping year:

�� Total exports from Albany increased by 26 per cent. This increase was due to wheat exports jumping 
to 1.24 million tonnes, a 39 per cent rise (see breakdown by commodity in figure 6.7).

�� Capacity utilisation increased to 75 per cent, the third highest utilisation rate in the period analysed 
(see figure 6.7).

�� Canola (59 per cent increase) and barley exports (8 per cent increase) grew.

�� As seen in table 6.3, CBH increased its market share at Albany by 11 percentage points (to 
63 per cent) which was the highest since 2013–14.

�� The market share of the second and third highest volume exporters at the port (Glencore and 
Emerald) declined.
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6.2.2 Capacity utilisation at WAPRES Bunbury remained low while oat 
exports significantly increased

Figure 6.8: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Bunbury, 2015–16 to 2017–18
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Source: PTSP loading statements; and PTSP provided/published capacity statements and capacity data

We observe the following about WAPRES’ facility at Bunbury:

�� Exports of oats increased by 187 per cent compared to 2016–17 (to 0.07 million tonnes) to make 
up 39 per cent of Bunbury’s total exports, the highest proportion of oats exported from any 
Australian port.

�� Despite the growth in oats, total exports from Bunbury fell 3 per cent from 2016–17, while wheat 
exports fell by 10 per cent to 0.07 million tonnes (as seen in figure 6.8).

�� Due to WAPRES’ site limitations (third party access to WAPRES’ ship loader can only be facilitated 
using grain storage and conveyor equipment owned and operated by Bunge), Bunge remains the 
only active exporter at Bunbury.

6.2.3 Overall exports declined slightly at Esperance and wheat 
remained the biggest export

Figure 6.9: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Esperance, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Table 6.4: Market share of exporters at Esperance, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

CBH 51% 73% 60% 54% 61% 54% 46%

Glencore 26% 10% 24% 20% 11% 13% 17%

GrainCorp 0% 0% 5% 9% 7% 8% 18%

Plum Grove 1% 0% 3% 5% 6% 6% 12%

ADM 2% 2% 2% 8% 9% 4% 3%

Others 21% 15% 5% 4% 7% 14% 4%

Source: PTSP loading statements

We observe the following about CBH’s facility at Esperance:

�� Esperance experienced a slight 2 per cent decline in exports (2.68 million tonnes down to 
2.63 million tonnes) compared to 2016–17.

�� Capacity utilisation at Esperance declined slightly (by 1 percent) but remained high this year at 
81 per cent (see figure 6.9).

�� CBH decreased its exporter market share from 54 per cent to 46 per cent, while Glencore increased 
from 13 per cent to 17 per cent and GrainCorp increased from 8 to 18 per cent (see table 6.4).

6.2.4 Geraldton exports fell due to a decline in wheat exports

Figure 6.10: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Geraldton, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Table 6.5: Market share of exporters at Geraldton, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

CBH 38% 35% 50% 34% 42% 38% 53%

Glencore 17% 14% 12% 13% 10% 11% 15%

Cargill 16% 22% 12% 13% 9% 6% 7%

Emerald 14% 6% 12% 18% 7% 8% 6%

Plum Grove 4% 6% 2% 8% 12% 10% 8%

Others 12% 17% 13% 13% 20% 28% 12%

Source: PTSP loading statements

We observe the following about CBH’s facility at Geraldton:

�� Wheat exports fell at Geraldton by 46 per cent to 1.2 million tonnes, driving a 43 per cent reduction 
in total exports. Figure 6.10 shows that total exports out of Geraldton were the lowest they have 
been over the past seven years.

�� Canola exports fell 57 per cent to 0.1 million tonnes, while lupin exports increased by 34 per cent to 
0.3 million tonnes.

�� Geraldton’s exports fell by 43 per cent but CBH’s export volumes decreased by only 22 per cent. 
This meant CBH’s market share increased from 38 per cent to 53 per cent, as seen in table 6.5.

6.2.5 Capacity utilisation at Kwinana fell to its lowest since 2011–12 as 
the volume of wheat, barley and canola exports declined

Figure 6.11: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Kwinana, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Table 6.6: Market share of exporters at Kwinana, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

CBH 41% 36% 51% 49% 42% 44% 55%

Glencore 25% 18% 11% 16% 15% 19% 13%

Cargill 11% 11% 10% 4% 6% 6% 3%

Emerald 6% 11% 7% 6% 6% 4% 4%

Plum Grove 0% 3% 1% 5% 11% 8% 6%

Others 17% 21% 20% 20% 21% 18% 19%

Source: PTSP loading statements

When comparing outcomes at Kwinana to the 2016–17 shipping year:

�� Total exports declined by 21 per cent to 4.6 million tonnes.

�� Wheat exports fell by 23 percent, barley by 16 per cent and canola by 35 per cent (see figure 6.11).

�� CBH increased its market share (from 44 per cent to 55 per cent) while Glencore’s market share 
declined (to 13 per cent) (table 6.6).

As can be seen in figure 6.11, exports from Kwinana have been consistent over the past seven years, 
with this year, the lowest since 2011–12, still only 13 per cent below average.
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7. South Australia
Figure 7.1: South Australia key results in 2017–18
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7.1 Overview of South Australia
SA is home to the highest number of bulk grain export terminals (eight) and has a strong bulk export 
focus. SA exports the second largest amount of grain (around 6.3 million tonnes) behind WA. In SA, 
bulk exports make up 79 per cent of grain usage.

SA on average produces around 7.5 million tonnes of grain (third highest of any state), of which 
around 4.4 million tonnes is wheat and 3 million tonnes is other grain (mostly barley). SA typically has 
comparatively low levels of domestic consumption (15 per cent) and containerised exports (3 per cent). 
SA domestically consumes the least amount of grain in absolute tonnage of any state.

Four of SA’s eight port terminal facilities are located at Port Adelaide (Inner Harbour Viterra, Outer 
Harbor Viterra, Berth 29 LINX and Osborne Semaphore Container Services). Viterra operates all the 
other four facilities (Port Lincoln, Thevenard, Wallaroo, and Port Giles). T-Ports has also commenced 
development of a new export facility at Lucky Bay. It indicates that the facility will be ready to receive 
and export grain for the 2019 harvest.

Since 2016–17, LINX and Semaphore have provided bulk grain export services at Port Adelaide. 
However, Viterra remains the dominant service provider in SA. Viterra loaded 91 per cent of all grain 
exported in bulk from SA in 2017–18, with 40 per cent of this going through Viterra’s Port Adelaide 
facilities (mostly through Outer Harbor terminal). Table 7.1 below provides further breakdowns.

Figure 7.2: Map of SA port terminal facilities and grain growing regions

Port Adelaide Viterra *

Wallaroo Viterra

Port Giles ViterraPort Lincoln Viterra

Thevenard Viterra

Port Adelaide Semaphore

Port Adelaide LINXExempt port terminal facilities

Non-exempt port terminal facilities

Grain growing regions

* Viterra Inner Harbour and Outer Harbor

Source: ABS, 7121.0—Agricultural Commodities, Australia, 2015–16 SA2 data, and company websites



62 Bulk grain ports monitoring report

Table 7.1: Port terminal facility share of state throughput, SA

Port Percentage share of 
throughput 2017–18

Percentage of total 
throughput since 2011–12

Port Adelaide LINX 4% 2%*

Port Adelaide Semaphore 5% 1%**

Port Adelaide Viterra 40% 38%

Port Giles 13% 12%

Port Lincoln 27% 31%

Thevenard 2% 5%

Wallaroo 10% 11%

Viterra Total 91% 97%

Others Total 9% 3%

Source: PTSP loading statements

Note: percentages may not add up to 100 per cent due to rounding 
* Port Adelaide LINX has only been in operation since 2015–16 
** Port Adelaide Semaphore has only been in operation since 2016–17.

7.1.1 Our key observations for SA in 2017–18

Production

Figure 7.3: SA’s grain production compared to seven year average, 2011–12 to 2017–18, and 2018–19 
forecast
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Source: ABARES, State data underpinning: Australia crop report: September 2018 No 187

Notes: b Crop production of establishments with an estimated value of agricultural operations (EVAO) of $5000 or more 
until 2014–15, and an EVAO of $40 000 or more from 2015–16. s 2017–18 figures are still estimates which are 
subject to revision. f 2018–19 figures are forecasts.

In 2017–18, SA’s grain production of 6.9 million tonnes was 7 per cent below average. This was a fall in 
total production of 35 per cent from the 2016–17 crop (figure 7.3).

Wheat production declined by 33 per cent, but barley production experienced a more significant 
decline of 40 per cent.
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Grain usage

Figure 7.4: SA’s grain usage, 2014–15 to 2017–18
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Key observations about SA’s grain usage in 2017–18 are:

�� Bulk shipments from the state’s eight terminals totalled 5.9 million tonnes, down 27 per cent from 
2016–17’s record level and 7 per cent below average.50

�� Of this 5.9 million, bulk exports made up 5.6 million tonnes, and transfers to interstate ports made up 
0.3 million tonnes.

�� Container exports (5 per cent of total volume) and domestic consumption (16 per cent of total 
volume) remained relatively small markets in SA. Both have been stable in total tonnage across the 
last few years (see figure 7.4).

�� In order to meet the high domestic demand along the drought-impacted east coast, 
0.3 million tonnes of grain was shipped from five SA port terminals to Brisbane and Port Kembla. The 
largest port for coastal shipments was Port Lincoln, with Brisbane receiving the largest proportion. 
These shipments are included in SA’s total bulk export figures.

Export pace

Figure 7.5: SA bulk grain export volumes by month, 2017–18 compared to seven year average
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50 Inclusive of coastal shipments.
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SA’s bulk export pace in 2017–18 saw a much lower December to January period before peaking in 
February and March. Export pace generally followed the average export pace for the rest of the year 
before falling rapidly in August (figure 7.5).

Exporter market share

Table 7.2: SA bulk export market share, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

Glencore 44% 45% 36% 30% 41% 42% 35%

CBH 6% 13% 13% 13% 14% 12% 12%

Cargill 20% 10% 12% 16% 7% 8% 6%

ADM 13% 11% 12% 6% 7% 8% 6%

Bunge 3% 5% 6% 3% 10% 5% 10%

Others 14% 16% 21% 31% 21% 24% 29%

Source: PTSP loading statements

While the other states saw an increase in the vertically integrated exporter market shares in 2017–18 as 
total exports declined, SA experienced the following (see table 7.2):

�� Bulk exports for the state declined by 27 per cent from the previous year, and were 7 per cent below 
average. Glencore reduced its bulk exports by 39 per cent from 2016–17 (to 16 per cent below 
average). This resulted in Glencore’s market share decreasing to 35 per cent.

�� Bunge and several smaller exporters increased their market share for the year.

Bulk exports by port and commodity type

Figure 7.6: SA bulk grain exports by port and commodity type, 2017–18 and seven year average
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Bulk exports from SA in total were 7 per cent below average, and declined by 27 per cent from the 
2016–17 shipping year.
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The primary export commodity for SA is wheat, which is the top export at each individual port terminal 
(as seen in figure 7.6). Exports of bulk wheat at Port Giles were 8 per cent above average in 2017–18, 
but total exports were 2 per cent below average. All SA ports typically export barley each year, while 
only three ports in SA export canola.

7.2 Port by port analysis
The following section assesses changes in market shares and utilisation, as well as any changes in 
the types and quantities of commodities exported from across SA’s eight port terminals (combining 
Viterra’s two Port Adelaide terminals). The assessment is at an individual port terminal level to provide 
for an understanding of the level of competition in the following ways:

�� We use export volumes and capacity utilisation figures to assess levels of demand for services and 
constraint at port, and the strength of the relevant PTSP’s incentive to provide fair and transparent 
access or to potentially discriminate.

�� Monitoring commodity exports can identify any trends or changes in the level of exports of 
specific grains.

�� Market shares indicate how many exporters were able to access a facility, and can identify potential 
competition issues over time both within a port zone and across a state. However, trends in market 
shares do not in isolation indicate whether a PTSP is misusing its market power.

Port utilisation and performance against average export volumes varied significantly between the SA 
port terminal facilities this year. Utilisation in the Port Adelaide region was higher than the Yorke and 
Eyre Peninsula ports.

Port Adelaide has four separate bulk export terminals. Viterra operates two of these facilities (Inner 
Harbour and Outer Harbor) while the other two are smaller scale facilities operated by LINX and 
Semaphore. The two smaller loaders have only been operating at the port for a few years. One exporter 
(Cargill) uses LINX’s facility. A few exporters (COFCO, Australian Grain Export and JKI International) 
use Semaphore’s mobile loader. This chapter will look at the competing terminals of Viterra, LINX and 
Semaphore separately.

7.2.1 Port Adelaide Viterra exported similar volumes to its seven year 
average of 2.4 million tonnes

Figure 7.7: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Viterra’s facilities at Port Adelaide, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Table 7.3: Market shares of exporters at Port Adelaide Viterra, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

Glencore 48% 50% 35% 35% 51% 56% 44%

CBH 6% 16% 14% 10% 17% 15% 15%

ADM 14% 12% 11% 6% 7% 7% 5%

Cargill 15% 3% 8% 19% 0% 0% 2%

Bunge 2% 3% 10% 5% 7% 6% 13%

Others 14% 17% 21% 25% 17% 16% 21%

Source: PTSP loading statements

We observe the following about the Viterra terminals:

�� Bulk exports through Viterra’s Port Adelaide facilities51 only declined by 12 per cent (0.5 per cent 
below the seven year average) compared to 2016–17.

�� Capacity remained well utilised, as shown in figure 7.7. Viterra’s Port Adelaide terminals had an 
utilisation rate of 82 per cent, the highest of all Viterra terminals.

�� Following on from record export levels of barley in 2016–17, barley declined by 25 per cent, while 
wheat exports from Port Adelaide only declined by 3 per cent.

�� Glencore’s market share fell at Port Adelaide while Bunge’s increased. As shown in table 
7.3, Glencore’s share fell from 56 per cent in the 2016–17 shipping year to 44 per cent in the 
2017–18 shipping year, and Bunge’s increased to 13 per cent in 2017–18.

7.2.2 Port Adelaide Semaphore exported similar levels of wheat in 
2017–18 compared with 2016–17, but overall exports declined

Figure 7.8: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Port Adelaide Semaphore, 2016–17 to 2017–18
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51 Inner Harbour and Outer Harbor.
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Table 7.4: Market share of exporters at Port Adelaide Semaphore, 2016–17 to 2017–18

Exporter 2016–17 2017–18

COFCO 40% 42%

Aust Grain Export 44% 28%

JK International 16% 29%

Others 0% 0%

Source: PTSP loading statements

We observe the following about the Semaphore facility:

�� The port terminal facility continued to export above its nominal estimated capacity in 2017–18 
at 121 per cent of capacity (figure 7.8). It accounted for nine per cent of total bulk exports from 
Port Adelaide.

�� As shown in table 7.4, three exporters used Port Adelaide Semaphore in 2017–18—COFCO, Aust 
Grain Export and JK International.

�� Wheat remained the main export from Port Adelaide Semaphore and only declined 7 per cent from 
2016–17, while barley fell by 74 per cent.

7.2.3 Port Adelaide LINX saw bulk exports decline to figures similar to 
2015–16

Figure 7.9: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Port Adelaide LINX, 2015–16 to 2017–18
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We observe the following about LINX’s facility:

�� LINX significantly exceeded its estimated nominal capacity in 2016–17. However, in 2017–18 total 
exports fell by 43 per cent and LINX’s port facility only exported just above nominal capacity 
(figure 7.9).

�� Similar to the other Port Adelaide terminals, the majority of the reduction in exports was due to a 
decline in barley exports.

�� Cargill has been the only active exporter at Port Adelaide LINX since the 2015–16 shipping year.52 
Cargill continues to use Viterra ports but to a lesser extent since the LINX port terminal came 
into operation.

52 Cargill has an agreement with LINX to load grain at LINX’s facility, using LINX’s ship loader and labour, and Cargill’s hopper.
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7.2.4 Port Lincoln’s total exports fell, mostly caused by a decline in 
barley and wheat exports

Figure 7.10: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Port Lincoln, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Source: PTSP loading statements; and PTSP provided/published capacity statements and capacity data

Table 7.5: Market shares of exporters at Port Lincoln, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

Glencore 45% 44% 41% 32% 45% 42% 31%

CBH 7% 9% 14% 19% 16% 15% 12%

Cargill 25% 14% 14% 14% 5% 7% 6%

ADM 7% 5% 11% 3% 4% 11% 9%

Emerald 12% 17% 7% 7% 0% 0% 0%

Others 5% 11% 14% 26% 30% 26% 42%

Source: PTSP loading statements

We observe the following about the Port Lincoln facility:

�� Port Lincoln’s total exports fell by 36 per cent in 2017–18 compared to 2016–17.

�� Barley fell by 56 per cent, with wheat falling to a lesser extent of 25 per cent (figure 7.10).

�� Glencore’s market share fell from 42 per cent in 2016–17 to 31 per cent in 2017–18 (table 7.5). This 
reflects in part Glencore being the main barley exporter from Port Lincoln (exporting 64 per cent of 
barley from Port Lincoln in 2016–17 and 41 per cent in 2017–18).

�� Around 117 000 tonnes was shipped from Port Lincoln to Brisbane during the tail end of the 
2017–18 shipping year.
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7.2.5 Port Giles total exports declined slightly, while wheat remained 
fairly stable

Figure 7.11: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Port Giles, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Source: PTSP loading statements; and PTSP provided/published capacity statements and capacity data

Table 7.6: Market shares of exporters at Port Giles, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

Glencore 28% 50% 41% 33% 40% 42% 39%

Cargill 26% 14% 20% 20% 9% 4% 0%

Bunge 13% 8% 8% 0% 20% 13% 13%

ADM 18% 16% 11% 9% 4% 9% 0%

CBH 4% 13% 4% 11% 10% 9% 15%

Others 11% 0% 17% 27% 18% 24% 32%

Source: PTSP loading statements

Our key observations for the 2017–18 shipping year are:

�� Capacity utilisation at Port Giles remained high in 2017–18 at 72 per cent of capacity, as illustrated in 
figure 7.11. This is a decline from 83 per cent in 2016–17.

�� Wheat made up a slightly higher proportion of exports in 2017–18 at 65 per cent, up from 61 per 
cent in 2016–17 (see the breakdown by commodity in figure 7.11).

�� Despite being two of the top five exporters (by volume) from Port Giles between 2011–12 and 
2017–18, both ADM and Cargill did not use Port Giles in 2017–18.

�� There was a slight decrease in market share for Glencore from 42 per cent down to 39 per cent, while 
CBH and the ‘other exporters’ group saw increases (see table 7.6).

�� Coastal shipments commenced, with around 46 000 tonnes shipped from Port Giles to Brisbane in 
July and September 2018.
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7.2.6 Exports fell significantly at Thevenard, with only four exporters 
using the port terminal facility

Figure 7.12: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Thevenard, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Table 7.7: Market shares of exporters at Thevenard, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

Glencore 28% 0% 40% 21% 10% 27% 23%

ADM 24% 27% 10% 11% 30% 23% 46%

Emerald 30% 22% 23% 17% 0% 0% 0%

Cargill 12% 39% 9% 8% 7% 0% 0%

COFCO 0% 0% 0% 9% 13% 17% 0%

Others 5% 12% 18% 34% 39% 34% 31%

Source: PTSP loading statements

We observe the following about Thevenard:

�� Total exports fell by 75 per cent at Thevenard from the 2016–17 shipping year and were 62 per cent 
below average. Only 19 per cent of the port’s capacity was utilised, as illustrated in figure 7.12.

�� Emerald, Cargill and COFCO have been among the top exporters at the facility since 2011–12 but 
none of them shipped grain from there in 2017–18 (table 7.7).

�� While shipments overall were very low in 2017–18, 39 000 tonnes or 30 per cent of these shipments 
were coastal shipments to Brisbane.
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7.2.7 Glencore, CBH and Bunge exported less at Wallaroo and barley 
exports fell

Figure 7.13: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Wallaroo, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Source: PTSP loading statements; and PTSP provided/published capacity statements and capacity data

Table 7.8: Market share of exporters at Wallaroo, 2011–12 to 2017–18 

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

Glencore 51% 41% 12% 12% 29% 50% 40%

CBH 8% 12% 18% 15% 9% 16% 8%

Bunge 7% 13% 0% 10% 23% 13% 18%

ADM 9% 9% 24% 14% 8% 3% 8%

Cargill 21% 13% 18% 17% 0% 0% 0%

Others 4% 12% 28% 32% 31% 18% 26%

Source: PTSP loading statements

Our key observations for the 2017–18 shipping year are:

�� Wheat made up 76 per cent of total exports from Wallaroo in 2017–18, up 15 percentage points 
from 2016–17.

�� In 2017–18 the ‘other exporters’ group held a collective market share of 26 per cent, an increase 
from 18 per cent in 2016–17 (table 7.8). Despite overall exports declining, these other exporters 
collectively increased exports marginally by 10 000 tonnes.

�� Wallaroo exported only 51 per cent of the volume of barley that it exported in the 2016–17 shipping 
year (figure 7.13).

�� As seen in table 7.8, Glencore’s market share declined at Wallaroo from 50 per cent in the 
record shipping year of 2016–17 down to 40 per cent in 2017–18. This is consistent with its fall in 
overall market share in WA.

�� Coastal shipments totalling 49 000 tonnes went from Wallaroo to Brisbane and Port Kembla.
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8. Victoria
Figure 8.1: Victoria key results in 2017–18
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8.1 Overview of Victoria
Victoria on average produces 6.7 million tonnes of grain each year. Wheat is Victoria’s largest crop, 
making up 51 per cent of production over the last seven years. The other main grain types produced in 
Victoria are barley and canola.

Victoria is Australia’s third biggest exporter of bulk grain (contributing an average of 12 per cent of 
national exports over the last seven years) and consumes the second largest proportion of domestic 
grain (average of 25 per cent over the last four years).

Victoria’s domestic consumption volumes have been relatively stable over the last four years. 
Domestic consumption in the 2017–18 was 2.9 million tonnes, 15 per cent below the 2016–17 figure of 
3.4 million tonnes. With the exception of 2016–17, domestic consumption of grain has been higher than 
bulk exports for the last four years.

Victoria has three bulk export ports—Geelong, Melbourne and Portland. GrainCorp operates two 
facilities at Geelong and Portland, and Emerald operates a facility at Melbourne. Riordan commenced 
operating a mobile ship loading facility at Geelong in mid 2017. In mid 2018 it commenced operations 
from Portland and intends to continue to move the mobile loader between the two ports.

GrainCorp is the dominant PTSP in Victoria, facilitating 70 per cent of all exports (see table 8.1). 
Emerald’s port terminal facility has the second largest throughput in Victoria. Riordan operates a smaller 
mobile ship loading facility and accordingly has the lowest throughput of the three Victorian operators.

Figure 8.2: Map of Victorian port terminal facilities and grain growing regions

Portland GrainCorp
Portland Riordan

Melbourne Emerald

Geelong GrainCorp
Geelong Riordan

Exempt port terminal facilities

Non-exempt port terminal facilities

Grain growing regions

Source: ABS, 7121.0—Agricultural Commodities, Australia, 2015–16 SA2 data, and company websites

Note: Riordan operates at either Portland or Geelong at any given time.
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Table 8.1: Port terminal facility share of state throughput, Victoria

Port Percentage share of 
throughput 2017–18

Percentage of total 
throughput since 2011–12

Geelong Riordan 5% 2%

Geelong GrainCorp 62% 56%

Melbourne 24% 27%

Portland GrainCorp 8% 15%

Portland Riordan 2% Less than 0.5%*

GrainCorp Total 70% 71%

Other Total 30% 29%

Source: PTSP loading statements.

Note: percentages may not add up to 100 per cent due to rounding.

 *Portland Riordan has only been in operation during 2017–18.

8.1.1 Our key observations for Victoria in 2017–18

Production

Figure 8.3: Victoria’s yearly grain production compared to seven year average, 2011–12 to 2017–18, and 
2018–19 forecast
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Source: ABARES, State data underpinning: Australia crop report: September 2018 No 187

Notes:  b Crop production of establishments with an estimated value of agricultural operations (EVAO) of $5000 or more 
until 2014–15, and an EVAO of $40 000 or more from 2015–16. s 2017–18 figures are still estimates which are 
subject to revision. f 2018–19 figures are forecasts.

Key observations about Victorian production in the 2017–18 shipping year, as seen in figure 8.3, are:

�� Production declined 19.5 per cent compared to the previous year, partly due to late frost in 
November 2017.

�� Production remained 14 per cent above the seven year average.

�� The decline in production was experienced in both wheat and non-wheat grains.
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Grain usage

Figure 8.4: Victoria’s grain usage, 2014–15 to 2017–18
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Source: ACF export data, shipping stem data and ACF modelled domestic data

Key observations about Victorian grain usage in the 2017–18 shipping year are (figure 8.4):

�� Overall grain usage declined compared to 2016–17.

�� Bulk exports and domestic consumption, as a proportion of grain usage, have fluctuated over the 
years depending on available grain. As would be expected, the proportion of bulk exports has been 
generally higher following periods of higher production.

�� Despite production remaining above average, Victoria’s bulk exports were 17 per cent below 
average in 2017–18 and 40 percent below the 2016–17 shipping year.

�� Container exports, while they declined in volume, were a large proportion of grain usage relative to 
bulk exports. They made up 37 per cent of all grain exports from Victoria in 2017–18, compared to 
28 per cent in 2016–17. Container exports, as a proportion of grain usage, are significantly higher in 
Victoria than in SA and WA. Container exports can be an alternative to bulk exports but are not a 
total substitute. They tend to be preferred for niche products and certain destinations.

Export pace

Figure 8.5: Victoria’s bulk grain export volumes by month, 2017–18 compared to seven year average
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Victoria’s bulk export pace in 2017–18 started well above average in October 2017 (figure 8.5), possibly 
due to carry over from the previous high production year. Then in early 2018, there was an increase in 
domestic demand across the eastern states due to the drought, causing a decline in bulk exports.53

Victoria’s peak bulk export months have been between February and May over the last seven years. In 
2017–18, as illustrated in figure 8.5, exports were significantly down during the usual peak period except 
for April.

Exporter market share

Table 8.2: Victoria’s bulk export market share, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

GrainCorp 20% 16% 33% 33% 38% 26% 51%

Emerald 12% 18% 21% 12% 23% 24% 21%

Cargill 25% 19% 16% 17% 10% 17% 9%

Glencore 23% 16% 10% 5% 5% 7% 2%

ADM 5% 10% 9% 14% 2% 7% 1%

Others 15% 21% 10% 19% 23% 20% 15%

Source: PTSP loading statements

We examine market share to assess exporter participation in the state across time. Table 8.2 shows the 
exporter market shares in Victoria since 2011–12.

GrainCorp’s market share increased to 51 per cent in 2017–18, up from 26 per cent in 2016–17. This 
was GrainCorp’s highest market share, by a significant margin, in the seven year period examined. The 
ACCC will be interested to see if this level of market share continues in subsequent years.

Emerald retained a significant presence as the second largest exporter in 2017–18. Cargill, which has 
historically had a large market share in the state, had a significant decline in its market share for the 
year. The shares of all other exporters also declined.

53 ABC News, Farmers hit hard by driest period in a decade in New South Wales, 11 April 2018, https://www.abc.net.au/
news/2018–04–11/farmers-hit-hard-by-drought-in-new-south-wales/9640–038, viewed 30 November 2018.

https://www.abc.net.au/news/2018-04-11/farmers-hit-hard-by-drought-in-new-south-wales/9640038
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2018-04-11/farmers-hit-hard-by-drought-in-new-south-wales/9640038


77 Bulk grain ports monitoring report

Bulk exports by port and commodity type

Figure 8.6: Victoria’s bulk grain exports by port and commodity type, 2017–18 and seven year average
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Non-wheat exports reached nearly 54 per cent of total grain exports in the 2017–18 shipping year. 
The proportion of non-wheat bulk exports has continued to increase since 2011–12 (when it was 
38 per cent).

As can be seen in figure 8.6, all port terminal facilities recorded below average total exports this 
year. Most commodities were lower across the board, except for Geelong GrainCorp and Melbourne 
Emerald. Melbourne Emerald exported above average barley but below average wheat and did not 
export any canola. Geelong GrainCorp exported around the average amounts of both wheat and barley 
but canola exports were below average.

8.2 Port by port analysis
The following section looks to assess what happened at each of the five Victorian bulk export facilities 
in 2017–18. It assesses capacity utilisation, export volumes by commodity type and market shares 
at a port terminal level to provide for an understanding of the level of competition faced at each 
individual facility:

�� We use export volumes and capacity utilisation figures to assess levels of demand for services and 
constraint at port, and the strength of the relevant PTSP’s incentive to provide fair and transparent 
access or to potentially discriminate.

�� We monitor commodity exports to identify any trends or changes in the level of exports of 
specific grains.

�� Market shares indicate how many exporters were able to access a facility, and can identify potential 
competition issues over time both within a port zone and across a state. However, trends in market 
shares do not in isolation indicate whether a PTSP is misusing its market power.
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8.2.1 Emerald Melbourne shipped lower volumes of wheat and barley 
in 2017–18

Figure 8.7: Capacity utilisation by commodity type at Emerald Melbourne, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Source: PTSP loading statements; and PTSP provided/published capacity statements and capacity data

Table 8.3: Market shares of exporters at Melbourne, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

Emerald 29% 41% 55% 41% 68% 92% 91%

Cargill 26% 18% 22% 21% 0% 0% 0%

Bunge 29% 9% 5% 10% 9% 0% 0%

COFCO 3% 13% 9% 7% 20% 5% 7%

ADM 4% 7% 8% 22% 0% 0% 0%

Others 10% 12% 0% 0% 3% 3% 2%

Source: PTSP loading statements

Observations about exports from Emerald Melbourne during the 2017–18 shipping year are:

�� Exports were down 47 per cent, with only 31 per cent of capacity utilised in 2017–18 (figure 8.7).

�� Only bulk exports of wheat and barley took place. In most of the previous years, a small amount of 
canola has been exported through Emerald Melbourne.

�� Compared to 2016–17, there was no significant change in the market shares of exporters using the 
facility. Emerald remained the main user of the port, with a market share of 91 per cent (table 8.3). 
However, there was a notable decline in third party users of the facility in both 2016–17 and 2017–18 
when compared to previous years.

�� Containerised grain exports through the broader Melbourne port exceeded bulk exports through 
Emerald’s facility, with 1.5 million tonnes exported in containers.
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8.2.2 Capacity utilisation fell at GrainCorp’s Geelong facility and wheat 
remained the top export commodity

Figure 8.8: Capacity utilisation by commodity type at GrainCorp’s facility at Geelong, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Source: PTSP loading statements; and PTSP provided/published capacity statements and capacity data

Table 8.4: Market shares of exporters at Geelong GrainCorp, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

GrainCorp 28% 27% 50% 51% 49% 40% 73%

Cargill 19% 18% 13% 16% 16% 30% 15%

Glencore 29% 21% 17% 9% 7% 11% 4%

ADM 7% 10% 8% 9% 4% 9% 2%

COFCO 2% 7% 5% 13% 4% 3% 3%

Others 15% 17% 7% 3% 20% 6% 3%

Source: PTSP loading statements

We observe the following about GrainCorp’s Geelong facility in 2017–18:

�� Capacity utilisation dropped compared to the previous year. However, despite this decline, this was 
the second highest utilisation since 2013–14, with 1.61 million tonnes of grain exported (figure 8.8).

�� GrainCorp increased its market share at its port terminal facility from 40 per to 73 per cent in the 
2017–18 shipping year (see table 8.4). Accompanying this were significant declines in the market 
share of other exporters using the facility.

�� Wheat continued to be the largest export through Geelong, making up 49 per cent of total exports 
in the 2017–18 shipping year.
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8.2.3 Exports fell substantially at GrainCorp’s Portland facility and more 
barley was shipped than wheat

Figure 8.9: Capacity utilisation by commodity at GrainCorp’s facility at Portland, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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 Source: PTSP loading statements; and PTSP provided/published capacity statements and capacity data

Table 8.5: Market shares of exporters at Portland GrainCorp, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

GrainCorp 21% 12% 38% 28% 83% 28% 70%

Cargill 38% 26% 13% 12% 0% 0% 0%

Glencore 20% 15% 9% 0% 0% 6% 0%

ADM 0% 15% 15% 19% 0% 17% 0%

Emerald 12% 12% 14% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Others 9% 19% 11% 41% 17% 49% 30%

Source: PTSP loading statements

Key observations for the 2017–18 shipping year are:

�� GrainCorp Portland experienced a decline in total exports of 61 per cent.

�� For the second shipping year in a row, more barley was exported through Portland than wheat, with 
very little wheat exported from the port terminal facility since 2013–14 (see figure 8.9). In 2016–17 
and 2017–18 barley made up 52 and 44 per cent of Portland’s exports respectively.

�� GrainCorp’s market share increased to 70 per cent in 2017–18, up from 28 per cent in 2016–17 (see 
table 8.5).

�� Exporters who have historically been the major users of the facility did not export in 2017–18. 
For example, ADM and Glencore did not use the Portland port terminal facility at all in 2017–18, 
in comparison to 2016–17 when they collectively shipped 115 000 tonnes through Portland. The 
evidence from 2015–16 and 2017–18 suggests that other exporters may not consider Portland a 
priority facility in low yield years.
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8.2.4 Riordan continued to utilise its mobile ship loader at Geelong and 
commenced shipping from Portland

Figure 8.10: Capacity utilisation by commodity type at Riordan’s facility at Portland and Geelong, 2016–17 
to 2017–18
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Source: PTSP loading statements; and PTSP provided/published capacity statements and capacity data

Since Riordan’s mobile ship loader commenced operations at Geelong in 2017:

�� The port terminal facility has exported mainly barley (79 per cent of total exports) as illustrated in 
figure 8.10.

�� In early 2018, Riordan commenced moving its mobile ship loader between berths at Geelong and 
Portland, and intends to continue this arrangement primarily to conduct two port loading of vessels.

�� In 2017–18 Riordan has shipped 0.12 million tonnes through Geelong and 0.06 million tonnes 
through Portland.
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9. New South Wales
Figure 9.1: New South Wales key results in 2017–18
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9.1 Overview of New South Wales
NSW on average is Australia’s second largest producer of grain, producing 26 per cent of the 
national output. NSW is also Australia’s largest consumer of domestic grain, consuming around 
4.4 million tonnes per year.

NSW produces approximately 7.2 million tonnes of wheat and 4.5 million tonnes of other grain (mostly 
barley and canola) per year.

Three port terminal service providers currently operate in NSW. GrainCorp has port terminal facilities at 
Carrington (Newcastle) and Port Kembla. Newcastle Agri Terminal (NAT) has a terminal at Newcastle. 
Quattro has a terminal at Port Kembla.

During the very low volume 2017–18 shipping year, GrainCorp remained the largest provider of 
bulk grain port terminal services in NSW, with 48 per cent of bulk exports going through GrainCorp 
facilities (see table 9.1). Looking over the last seven years, GrainCorp has had around 86 per cent of 
total throughput, with more than half of exports going through GrainCorp Port Kembla. However, the 
competing facilities in NSW have not operated for that full period.

Figure 9.2: Map of NSW port terminal facilities and grain growing regions
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Source: ABS, 7121.0—Agricultural Commodities, Australia, 2015–16 SA2 data, and company websites
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Table 9.1: Port terminal facility share of state throughput, NSW

Port Percentage share of 
throughput 2017–18

Percentage of total 
throughput since 2011–12

Carrington GrainCorp 45% 32%

Newcastle NAT 44% 9%*

Port Kembla GrainCorp 3% 53%

Port Kembla Quattro 8% 5%**

GrainCorp Total 48% 86%

Others Total 52% 14%

Source: PTSP loading statements

Note: percentages may not add up to 100 per cent due to rounding 
*Newcastle NAT has only been in operation since 2015–16 
**Port Kembla Quattro has only been in operation since 2015–16, with 2016–17 being its first full year of operation.

9.1.1 Our key observations for NSW in 2017–18

Production

Figure 9.3: NSW yearly grain production and seven year average, 2011–12 to 2017–18, and 2018–19 
forecast
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Source: ABARES, State data underpinning: Australia crop report: September 2018 No 187

Notes: b Crop production of establishments with an estimated value of agricultural operations (EVAO) of $5000 or more 
until 2014–15, and an EVAO of $40 000 or more from 2015–16. s 2017–18 figures are still estimates which are 
subject to revision. f 2018–19 figures are forecasts.

We observe the following about NSW production levels:

�� In 2017–18, grain production in NSW was less than half of the 2016–17 harvest.

�� Production was well below the seven year average of 11.7 million tonnes (figure 9.3). NSW 
production is expected to decline even further in 2018–19 with continuing drought across the state.54

54 ABARES, Australian Crop Report: New South Wale - September edition, Canberra, October 2018, http://www.agriculture.
gov.au/abares/research-topics/agricultural-commodities/australian-crop-report/new-south-wales, viewed on 2 
November 2018.

http://www.agriculture.gov.au/abares/research-topics/agricultural-commodities/australian-crop-report/new-south-wales
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/abares/research-topics/agricultural-commodities/australian-crop-report/new-south-wales
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�� NSW received grain from other states.55 There were also reports that grain was transferred overland 
to Queensland. This indicates that the 7.7 million tonnes of production in NSW in 2017–18 did not 
necessarily represent the amount of grain available for state domestic consumption and export.

Grain usage

Figure 9.4: NSW’s grain usage, 2014–15 to 2017–18
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Source: PTSP loading statements, ABS export data and ACF modelled domestic data

Key observations about NSW’s grain usage in the 2017–18 shipping year are:

�� Due to the drought conditions, particularly in the latter part of the year, there was increased demand 
for domestic feed grain (see figure 9.4).

�� Domestic consumption increased to 5 million tonnes and there was an increase in the price of grain 
and particularly feed grade barley.56

�� The increased domestic demand constrained the amount of surplus grain which was available 
for export.

�� Accordingly, NSW exported just 1.1 million tonnes of grain in total (including both bulk and 
containers). Of the grain NSW did export in 2017–18, just over half was exported via container.

�� NSW’s bulk exports were down 87 per cent from 2016–17 (0.6 million tonnes down from 
4.2 million tonnes).

�� The increased domestic demand meant that NSW ports received 325 000 tonnes of grain shipments 
from WA and SA. This was the first time that NSW received shipments from interstate during the 
ACCC’s monitoring of grain exports.

55 Grain Central, Kembla emerges as third port of grain filling drought deficit, 21 August 2018, https://www.graincentral.com/
trade/domestic-trade/kembla-emerges-as-third-port-for-grain-filling-drought-deficit/, viewed on 20 October 2018.

56 See for example: The Weekly Times, Grain market: Prices push higher on domestic demand, 1 May 2018, https://www.
weeklytimesnow.com.au/agribusiness/cropping/grain-talk/grain-market-prices-keep-climbing-on-back-of-demand-for-
drought-feed/news-story/c4448–47c3a2c35a1d1ce8a9a6af70811, viewed on 1 October 2018.

https://www.graincentral.com/trade/domestic-trade/kembla-emerges-as-third-port-for-grain-filling-drought-deficit/
https://www.graincentral.com/trade/domestic-trade/kembla-emerges-as-third-port-for-grain-filling-drought-deficit/
https://www.weeklytimesnow.com.au/agribusiness/cropping/grain-talk/grain-market-prices-keep-climbing-on-back-of-demand-for-drought-feed/news-story/c444847c3a2c35a1d1ce8a9a6af70811
https://www.weeklytimesnow.com.au/agribusiness/cropping/grain-talk/grain-market-prices-keep-climbing-on-back-of-demand-for-drought-feed/news-story/c444847c3a2c35a1d1ce8a9a6af70811
https://www.weeklytimesnow.com.au/agribusiness/cropping/grain-talk/grain-market-prices-keep-climbing-on-back-of-demand-for-drought-feed/news-story/c444847c3a2c35a1d1ce8a9a6af70811
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Export pace

Figure 9.5: NSW bulk grain export volumes by month, 2017–18 and seven year average
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Figure 9.5 shows NSW’s bulk export pace over the 2017–18 shipping year as compared to the seven 
year average. In 2017–18, NSW’s bulk exports followed the average trend of gradually rising throughout 
December and January and peaking in February/March, before declining throughout May and June. 
However exports were overall at much lower volumes compared to the average bulk export volumes 
across the year.

Exporter market share

Table 9.2: NSW’s bulk export market share, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

GrainCorp 47% 43% 50% 35% 31% 24% 33%

Cargill 25% 33% 33% 16% 8% 15% 8%

Glencore 20% 15% 10% 20% 6% 13% 7%

COFCO 1% 3% 1% 6% 18% 20% 0%

ADM 1% 4% 4% 16% 7% 4% 5%

Others 6% 1% 1% 7% 29% 24% 47%

Source: PTSP loading statements

We examine market shares to assess exporter participation in a particular state across time. Table 9.2 
shows the exporter market shares in NSW since 2011–12.

The market shares of the larger third party exporters (Glencore, Cargill, COFCO and ADM) decreased 
during 2017–18. In particular, COFCO, which had been a significant exporter in the previous two years, 
did not export in 2017–18. The market share of the vertically integrated exporter (GrainCorp) increased, 
as did the combined market share of a range of smaller exporters. The ACCC considers that GrainCorp’s 
rise in market share is consistent with its incentives to utilise its fixed cost infrastructure in a period 
of drought.
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Bulk exports by commodity type

Figure 9.6: NSW’s bulk grain exports by port and commodity type, 2017–18 and seven year average
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All ports saw below average total exports in 2017–18 (figure 9.6). Wheat exports usually make up the 
vast majority of total NSW exports. The increased demand for wheat domestically in the 2017–18 
shipping year translated into significant reductions in wheat and therefore total exports from NSW.

9.2 Port by port analysis
This section sets out more detailed analysis and findings on each of the four port facilities. Capacity 
utilisation, export volumes by commodity type and markets shares are assessed at a port level 
to provide for an understanding of the level of competition at individual port terminals in the 
following ways:

�� We use export volumes and capacity utilisation figures to assess levels of demand for services and 
constraint at port, and the strength of the relevant PTSP’s incentive to provide fair and transparent 
access or to potentially discriminate.

�� We monitor commodity exports to identify any trends or changes in the level of exports of 
specific grains.

�� Market shares indicate how many exporters were able to access a facility, and can be used to identify 
potential competition issues over time both within a port zone and across a state. However, trends in 
market shares do not in isolation indicate whether a PTSP is misusing its market power.
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9.2.1 Capacity utilisation fell dramatically at GrainCorp’s Port Kembla 
facility as it commenced receivals from WA and SA

Figure 9.7: Capacity utilisation by commodity type at Port Kembla GrainCorp, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Source: PTSP loading statements; and PTSP provided/published capacity statements and capacity data

Table 9.3: Market shares of exporters at Port Kembla GrainCorp, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

GrainCorp 52% 35% 47% 35% 55% 35% 100%

Cargill 24% 37% 35% 22% 0% 12% 0%

Glencore 22% 21% 11% 16% 9% 26% 0%

ADM 1% 4% 5% 21% 18% 6% 0%

COFCO 1% 3% 0% 0% 16% 21% 0%

Others 1% 0% 2% 5% 2% 0% 0%

Source: PTSP loading statements

We make the following observations about GrainCorp’s Port Kembla facility:

�� Port Kembla reversed its supply chain to commence receiving grain from WA and SA to meet the 
shortage of feed grain in northern NSW and Queensland.57

�� As shown in table 9.3, GrainCorp was the only exporter to use GrainCorp’s Port Kembla facility in 
2017–18 and shipped a small amount of barley (see figure 9.7).

�� None of Port Kembla GrainCorp’s long-term customers (Glencore, Cargill, ADM and more recently 
COFCO) using the facility in 2017–18. This demonstrates the significant drop in demand faced by 
some east coast PTSPs given the weather conditions.

57 Australian Crop Forecasters, Shipping stem data.
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9.2.2 Quattro’s Port Kembla facility also commenced receiving 
domestic shipments and its capacity utilisation fell

The Quattro port terminal commenced operations in March 2016, although it did not have a full 
operational shipping year until 2016–17.

Figure 9.8: Capacity utilisation by commodity type at Port Kembla Quattro, 2015–16 to 2017–18
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Source: PTSP loading statements; and PTSP provided/published capacity statements and capacity data

Table 9.4: Market shares of exporters at Port Kembla Quattro, 2015–16 to 2017–18

2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

Cargill 50% 47% 100%

COFCO 50% 48% 0%

Plum Grove 0% 5% 0%

Others 0% 0% 0%

Source: PTSP loading statements

We make the following observations about Quattro’s Port Kembla facility:

�� Quattro’s export volumes decreased by almost 93 per cent compared to 2016–17.

�� The port terminal facility only exported wheat in 2017–18, whereas in 2016–17, barley and canola 
were also exported (see figure 9.8).

�� Cargill (which is a Quattro shareholder) was the only exporter to use the facility in 2017–18 (table 
9.4).
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9.2.3 A decline in wheat exports resulted in decreased capacity 
utilisation at Newcastle NAT

Figure 9.9: Capacity utilisation by commodity type at Newcastle NAT, 2015–16 to 2017–18
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Source: PTSP loading statements; and PTSP provided/published capacity statements and capacity data

Table 9.5: Market shares of exporters at Newcastle NAT, 2015–16 to 2017–18

2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

Arrow 33% 41% 90%

Riverina 38% 30% 10%

Louis Dreyfus 25% 16% 0%

GrainTrend 5% 9% 0%

COFCO 0% 4% 0%

Others 0% 0% 0%

Source: PTSP loading statements

Key observations about 2017–18 at NAT’s Newcastle facility are:

�� The port terminal facility’s 2017–18 exports were less than 26 per cent of 2016–17’s figures.

�� Wheat was the only commodity exported through Newcastle NAT in 2017–18 (figure 9.9). In 2016–17 
there was also one non-wheat shipment (7,500 tonnes of chickpeas).

�� Arrow and Riverina were the only exporters active at the port terminal facility in 2017–18, having 
been the primary users of the facility in previous years (as shown in table 9.5).

�� A total of 0.2 million tonnes of grain was received as coastal shipments from SA and WA at 
Newcastle (for the GrainCorp and NAT facilities at Newcastle combined).
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9.2.4 A large decline in wheat and sorghum exports contributed to a 
decrease in capacity utilisation at Carrington GrainCorp

Figure 9.10: Capacity utilisation by commodity type at Carrington GrainCorp, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Source: PTSP loading statements; and PTSP provided/published capacity statements and capacity data

Table 9.6: Market shares of exporters at Carrington GrainCorp, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

GrainCorp 39% 56% 63% 34% 36% 40% 66%

Cargill 27% 28% 24% 5% 12% 13% 0%

Glencore 16% 5% 7% 28% 8% 15% 15%

COFCO 2% 2% 6% 17% 28% 18% 0%

ADM 1% 5% 0% 7% 0% 7% 12%

Others 15% 4% 0% 9% 16% 7% 7%

Source: PTSP loading statements

Key observations about the 2017–18 shipping year for GrainCorp’s Carrington facility are:

�� Wheat exports fell by 82 per cent (figure 9.10) compared to 2016–17.

�� The fall in wheat exports was the main cause for the large decline in overall grain exports (which fell 
by 79 per cent).

�� As seen in table 9.6, GrainCorp’s exports decreased but its market share increased, largely due to 
Cargill and COFCO not exporting at Carrington GrainCorp for the first time in the last seven years.

�� A total of 0.2 million tonnes of grain was received as coastal shipments from SA and WA at 
Newcastle (for the GrainCorp and NAT facilities at Newcastle combined).
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10. Queensland
Figure 10.1: Queensland key results in 2017–18
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10.1 Overview of Queensland
Queensland is Australia’s smallest producer of grain, and produces on average 3.19 million tonnes of 
grain each year (40 per cent wheat and 37 per cent sorghum). It is also Australia’s largest producer of 
chickpeas and sorghum.

Queensland is also Australia’s smallest bulk exporter of grain. It exports 1.2 million tonnes of 
grain per year, which is less than 5 per cent of Australia’s total bulk exports. Over the last seven years, 
Queensland has contributed on average 91 and 78 per cent of Australia’s bulk exports of chickpeas and 
sorghum respectively.

Queensland is a large domestic consumption state, usually third to NSW and Victoria (but second 
in 2017–18). Domestic consumption accounts for a very large proportion of the state’s grain usage 
(84 per cent in 2017–18). Queensland’s total grain usage (during low production years) will exceed its 
production levels. For example, in 2017–18 production was only 2.5 million tonnes, however the state’s 
grain usage was 4.3 million tonnes, due to interstate transfers.

Queensland has four bulk export ports. GrainCorp operates three of these facilities which are located 
at Fisherman Islands (Port of Brisbane), Mackay and Gladstone. Wilmar Gavilon operates the other port 
QBT, which is located at Brisbane. GrainCorp remained the dominant bulk export service provider in 
Queensland in 2017–18, with 96 per cent of bulk exports going through GrainCorp’s ports as seen in 
table 10.1. QBT, the only other port provider, had a throughput of just 4 per cent.

COFCO is typically the largest exporter from the state, with GrainCorp a close second.

Figure 10.2: Map of Queensland port terminal facilities and grain growing regions

Gladstone GrainCorp

Mackay GrainCorp

Fisherman Islands GrainCorp

Brisbane QBT
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Source: ABS, 7121.0—Agricultural Commodities, Australia, 2015–16 SA2 data, and company websites
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Table 10.1: Port terminal facility share of state throughput, Queensland

Port Percentage share of 
throughput 2017–18

Percentage of total 
throughput since 2011–12

Brisbane QBT 4% 4%*

Fisherman Islands 
GrainCorp

16% 58%

Gladstone 37% 18%

Mackay 43% 21%

GrainCorp Total 96% 96%

Others Total 4% 4%

Source: PTSP loading statements

Note: percentages may not add up to 100 per cent due to rounding.

 *Brisbane QBT has only been in operation since 2015–16.

10.1.1 Our key observations for Queensland in 2017–18

Production

Figure 10.3: Queensland yearly grain production and seven year average, 2011–12 to 2017–18, and 2018–19 
forecast
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Notes: b Crop production of establishments with an estimated value of agricultural operations (EVAO) of $5000 or more 
until 2014–15, and an EVAO of $40 000 or more from 2015–16. s 2017–18 figures are still estimates which are 
subject to revision. f 2018–19 figures are forecasts.

Queensland produced 2.47 million tonnes of grain in 2017–18. This was a significant decrease compared 
to 2016–17, and 23 per cent below the seven year average of 3.2 million tonnes (see figure 10.3).



95 Bulk grain ports monitoring report

Grain usage

Figure 10.4: Queensland’s grain usage, 2014–15 to 2017–18
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Key observations about Queensland’s grain usage in 2017–18 are:

�� A total of 3.7 million tonnes of grain was consumed domestically (see figure 10.4). This was an 
increase of 28 per cent from the 2016–17 shipping year. Queensland was reliant on interstate 
transfers (either by road, rail or ship) to meet domestic demand.58

�� Bulk exports declined to 0.4 million tonnes, which was 67 per cent below average.

�� The greater decline in bulk exports compared to production was due to the increased domestic 
demand as the drought continued in 2018 and feed grain needs increased.

Export pace

Figure 10.5: Queensland bulk grain export volumes by month, 2017–18 and seven year average
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Figure 10.5 shows the amount of bulk exports in Queensland in each month of the 
2017–18 shipping year.

The shipping year started off ahead of the seven year average, likely due to some available carry over 
from 2016–17. The extent of the drought’s impact on domestic demand was not yet a factor.

58 Australian Crop Forecasters, Supply and Demand Report.
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In comparison to the seven year averages, each month after November was significantly below average 
(with a number of zero export months).

Exporter market share

Table 10.2: Queensland’s bulk export market share, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

COFCO 14% 19% 33% 40% 27% 23% 35%

GrainCorp 13% 23% 20% 20% 49% 17% 20%

Glencore 16% 18% 9% 15% 0% 20% 16%

Cargill 14% 12% 0% 8% 0% 2% 0%

Emerald 9% 6% 0% 10% 14% 0% 0%

Others 34% 23% 38% 7% 10% 38% 30%

Source: PTSP loading statements

Table 10.2 shows COFCO exported 35 per cent of Queensland’s 0.4 million tonnes of bulk exports in 
2017–18. This was an increase in market share for COFCO, but a decline in export volume.

GrainCorp also experienced a small 3 percentage point increase, and its export volume also declined. 
On the other hand, Glencore saw a small decline in market share while Cargill did not export from 
Queensland at all in 2017–18.

Queensland’s low export volumes in must be kept in mind when considering any changes in market 
shares in 2017–18.

Bulk exports by port and commodity

Figure 10.6: Queensland bulk grain exports by port and commodity type, 2017–18 and seven year average
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As can be seen in figure 10.6, all ports exported below average volumes in 2017–18, with the two 
Brisbane ports in particular seeing significantly below average export volumes. GrainCorp’s Fisherman 
Islands facility at Brisbane saw the biggest decrease, in a large part due to low bulk wheat and sorghum 
exports. The other two Queensland ports saw less of a decline as they continued to export chickpeas.

Chickpea bulk exports were 11 per cent above the seven year average and were the top bulk export in 
2017–18, despite being the third largest producing crop behind sorghum and wheat. This is due to the 
large domestic market in Queensland for sorghum and wheat.

In 2017–18, the Brisbane port terminals received more grain from interstate ports than they exported. 
The Brisbane terminals received a total of 0.56 million tonnes of bulk grain from WA, Victoria and SA. 
These coastal shipments were a response to increased demand for feed grain as a result of the drought.

10.2 Port by port analysis
The following section assesses capacity utilisation, export volumes by commodity type and markets 
shares at a port terminal level to provide for an understanding of the level of competition faced at each 
individual facility:

�� We use export volumes and capacity utilisation figures to assess levels of demand for services and 
constraint at port, and the strength of the relevant PTSP’s incentive to provide fair and transparent 
access or to potentially discriminate.

�� We monitor commodity exports to identify any trends or changes in the level of exports of 
specific grains.

�� Market shares indicate how many exporters were able to access a facility, and can be used to identify 
potential competition issues over time both within a port zone and across a state. However, trends in 
market shares do not in isolation indicate whether a PTSP is misusing its market power.

10.2.1 Capacity utilisation fell significantly at Fisherman Islands 
GrainCorp

Figure 10.7: Capacity utilisation by commodity type at Fisherman Islands GrainCorp, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Table 10.3: Exporter market share at Fisherman Islands GrainCorp, 2011–12 to 2017–18

Exporter 2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

GrainCorp 16% 26% 24% 8% 61% 27% 59%

Glencore 14% 14% 3% 27% 0% 30% 11%

COFCO 8% 8% 7% 8% 21% 27% 13%

Cargill 13% 15% 0% 18% 0% 4% 0%

Emerald 12% 8% 0% 22% 17% 0% 0%

Others 37% 29% 67% 17% 1% 12% 17%

Source: PTSP loading statements

Key observations from the 2017–18 shipping year are:

�� Exports from GrainCorp’s facility at Fisherman Islands were 88 per cent below average. This was the 
smallest year in the period analysed (see figure 10.7).

�� The decline was significant in both wheat and chickpeas, the top two export crops from the 
previous year.

�� GrainCorp increased its market share from 27 per cent in the 2016–17 shipping year to 59 per cent in 
the 2017–18 shipping year, as shown in table 10.3.

10.2.2 Brisbane QBT received low demand for bulk export services

Figure 10.8: Capacity utilisation by commodity type at Brisbane QBT, 2015–16 to 2017–18
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Table 10.4: Exporter market share at Brisbane QBT, 2015–16 to 2017–18

Exporter 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

Gavilon 81% 69% 100%

Arrow 0% 21% 0%

COFCO 19% 4% 0%

JK International 0% 5% 0%

Others 0% 0% 0%

Source: PTSP loading statements
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Key observations for the 2017–18 shipping year are:

�� Only two shipments (both of wheat) took place out of Brisbane QBT.

�� Gavilon, the owner of the facility, was the sole exporter (see table 10.4).

�� Exports declined by 93 per cent from 2016–17, and the port terminal facility accordingly operated 
well below its capacity (figure 10.8).

10.2.3 Gladstone experienced a decline in wheat and chickpea bulk 
exports

Figure 10.9: Capacity utilisation by commodity type at Gladstone, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Table 10.5: Exporter market share at Gladstone, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

COFCO 27% 31% 31% 56% 0% 26% 41%

GrainCorp 0% 23% 22% 44% 0% 24% 11%

Glencore 27% 16% 29% 0% 0% 14% 21%

JK International 0% 3% 14% 0% 0% 23% 0%

Queensland Cotton 18% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Others 28% 19% 4% 0% 100% 12% 27%

Source: PTSP loading statements

Key observations for the 2017–18 shipping year are:

�� Exports declined overall by 50 per cent from the 2016–17 shipping year, wheat declined by 80 per 
cent and chickpeas fell by 37 per cent (see figure 10.9).

�� More sorghum was exported than wheat this year from the Gladstone port terminal facility.

�� Gladstone had the highest utilisation rate of any Queensland port terminal facility at 32 per cent 
(figure 10.9).

�� While COFCO reduced its export volumes from the port terminal facility, it boosted its market share 
to 41 per cent, 15 percentage points higher than in 2016–17.

�� As seen in table 10.5, JK International, which had 23 per cent market share in 2016–17, did not export 
out of Gladstone in the 2017–18 shipping year.
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10.2.4 Chickpeas continued to dominate bulk exports out of Mackay

Figure 10.10: Capacity utilisation by commodity type at Mackay, 2011–12 to 2017–18
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Source: PTSP loading statements; and PTSP provided/published capacity statements and capacity data

Table 10.6: Exporter market share at Mackay, 2011–12 to 2017–18

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18

COFCO 32% 37% 62% 71% 100% 30% 41%

Glencore 15% 32% 8% 11% 0% 26% 14%

GrainCorp 8% 14% 14% 18% 0% 0% 14%

Cargill 25% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

ADM 6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 24% 0%

Others 13% 8% 16% 0% 0% 20% 30%

Source: PTSP loading statements

Key observations for the 2017–18 shipping year are:

�� Overall bulk exports from Mackay declined by 18 per cent, the smallest decline out of the four 
Queensland terminals.

�� Chickpeas made up 68 per cent of bulk exports out of Mackay in 2017–18, the highest proportion of 
chickpeas exported in bulk out of any port in 2017–18.

�� COFCO increased its market share from 30 per cent in 2016–17 to 41 per cent in 2017–18, while 
GrainCorp exported from the port for the first time since 2014–15 (table 10.6).
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11. Appendix: Explanatory notes

11.1 Data sources
Market share and bulk export data in this report is derived from the loading statements/shipping 
stems that are reported by port operators under the Code. These are forward looking documents 
and are not necessarily modified with tonnages actually loaded. Accordingly, the data in this report is 
indicative only.

The ACCC also uses data from various sources including:

�� ABARES production data

�� Australian Crop Forecasters (ACF) shipping stem data

�� ACF container and bulk export data estimates (collated from the ABS Home Affairs data)

�� ACF supply and demand data (sourced from a combination of ABS and ACF estimates).

The ABARES production data for 2017–18 used in this report are estimates only, and are subject 
to further revision. For example, ABARES’ 2016–17 wheat estimates used in the ACCC’s 2016–17 
monitoring report were revised down from 35 to 31.8 million tonnes since last year’s report.

What time period do we refer to for our production figures?

The 2017–18 production season relates to grain grown during 2017 and typically harvested in late 
calendar 2017. However, for some regions and certain grain types (typically the summer crop of 
sorghum), harvest is in early 2018. For example, for wheat, the harvest of the 2017–18 crop was in late 
2017, and for sorghum, the harvest of the 2017–18 crop was in early 2018.

What time period is the shipping year data from?

Unless otherwise stated, references to a year refer to the shipping year from October to September. The 
2017–18 shipping year for wheat—which is 1 October 2017 to 30 September 2018—is used for all grains 
in this report for ease of comparison.

11.2 Figures and charts
As explained above, the data in this report is subject to change and was the best available as the report 
was being developed. Consequently, all data is indicative only.

The below subsections provide further explanation to some of the charts and figures provided 
throughout this report.

Averages

Averages in this report refer to a seven year average calculated from 2011–12 to 2017–18 unless 
otherwise specified.

‘Other grains’ category

In order to provide a snapshot of the top three commodities in each state in this report, the total sum 
of exports by commodity from the past seven years was calculated and commodity types were ranked 
accordingly. Commodities that fell outside this top three for each state have been grouped together as 
‘other grain’.

The top three commodity types in this report are typically some combination of wheat, barley, canola, 
sorghum, or chickpeas. The ‘other grains’ category is usually made up of faba beans, field peas, lentils, 
lupins and triticale.
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Some charts in this report also compare wheat with all other non-wheat grain, which includes barley, 
canola, sorghum, chickpeas, faba beans, field peas, lentils, lupins, and triticale.

‘Other’ exporter category

In order to provide a snapshot of the top five exporters at each port in this report, the total sum of 
exports by exporter’s from the past seven years was calculated and exporters were ranked accordingly. 
Exporters which fell outside this top five have been grouped together by port into ‘others’. This means 
that while an exporter is grouped into ‘others’ it could be a top exporter at a port terminal facility in a 
particular year, but just not overall.

Exporter ownership changes

For comparability across years, we group exporters that have undergone ownership changes into their 
parent company/current company name (see table 11.1). This should be considered when assessing 
market shares as some exporters (e.g. COFCO’s market shares include the historic exports of Nidera, 
Noble and PentAg).

Table 11.1: Parent company names

Previous name Recorded in this report as

Pentag, Noble and Nidera COFCO

Joe White Malting Glencore prior to November 2013 and as Cargill since

Barrett Burston GrainCorp

Viterra Glencore

Aus Durum Co Grain Trend

11.3 Grain usage
In this report, the term ‘grain usage’ is used in order to provide an overview of how a state uses its grain. 
Grain can be consumed domestically, exported in bulk or exported by container. This report is not 
intended to provide balance sheet type information of all grain going into and out of a particular state 
(which would consider interstate transfers and grain carried in from the previous shipping year).

We report production and usage in the area where it occurs. For example, if grain produced in NSW 
is transferred to Queensland for domestic purposes, this grain is counted as production in NSW and 
domestic use in Queensland. Accordingly, grain usage may exceed production in states that have 
received grain from other states or appear lower than expected in states, which transfer large amounts 
of grain interstate.

11.4 Capacity utilisation
The capacity of non-exempt port terminal facilities is estimated using capacity figures published by 
PTSPs. In the case of exempt port terminals, capacity is estimated on the basis of information provided 
by PTSPs in the course of the ACCC’s exemption assessments. We note that PTSPs can and do at 
certain times offer more than their stated level of capacity.

A port terminal facility may have spare capacity over the year as a whole but still may be capacity 
constrained during the peak shipping period (which is defined in this report as February to May). 
Peak period capacity in this report is estimated by dividing the full year’s release of capacity by three, 
and may therefore not reflect the true amount of capacity released.

Figures 11.1 to 11.5 show the port terminal facilities’ capacity utilisation during the peak shipping period 
for the 2017–18 shipping year. In line with the lower production year several ports operated below 
capacity, particularly on the east coast. We have provided these charts to allow comparison with results 
from previous monitoring reports.
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It should also be noted that several of the capacity utilisation figures (figures 7.7, 7.9, 7.10, 7.13, 8.8, 8.9 
and 9.7) show estimates of capacity utilisation being exceeded, demonstrating that PTSPs can and do 
at times provide more capacity than they nominally state they can.

Figure 11.1: WA port capacity utilisation during peak period
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Figure 11.2: SA port capacity utilisation during peak period
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Figure 11.3: Victoria port capacity utilisation during peak period
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Source: PTSP loading statements, PTSPs’ published capacity estimate

Figure 11.4: NSW port capacity utilisation during peak period
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Figure 11.5: Queensland port capacity utilisation during peak period
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11.5 Maps
Data sources used to produce the maps in this report are:

�� Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) digital boundaries, 2011 Statistical Area 2 boundaries

�� ABS published dataset 7121.0 Agricultural Commodities, Australia 2015–16 which provides 
estimates of the production levels and land use for 2015–16

�� Publicly available information as to the general location of port terminal facilities.

Production areas shown on the maps in this report are used to illustrate Australia’s general grain 
productions areas (by Statistical Area 2 boundaries) and do not necessarily represent the 2017–18 
growing regions, which may differ from those shown.
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