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Overview
Australian grain production and bulk grain exports in 2019–20 were the lowest for several years. 
Prolonged drought conditions on the east coast meant that local production could not meet demand in 
Queensland and NSW, and significant coastal shipments and overland grain movements were required 
to satisfy domestic demand in those areas. 

While the 3 major port terminal service providers remain dominant, with low production and export 
volumes, exporters raised few concerns about access to port terminal services. The ACCC notes that 
in most regions there is excess port capacity in low export and drought years. Given record grain 
production in the new season, the ACCC expects the 2020–21 shipping season will provide a more 
significant test of grain port access arrangements. 

The ACCC welcomes the Australian Government support for 11 recommended changes to the 
Wheat Port Access Code of Conduct, and looks forward to their implementation. The supported 
recommendations will benefit industry by providing clear obligations and reduced regulatory burden 
for port terminal service providers, fair access for exporters, and a competitive market for growers. The 
ACCC welcomes the opportunity to work with the Department to implement the recommendations 
this year. 

However, the ACCC recommends further improvements to ensure the Code’s effectiveness.

In particular, the ACCC considers:

	� The Code’s coverage should be expanded from wheat to all bulk export grains at port to ensure that 
exporters of all bulk grains (including pulses and oilseeds) have fair and transparent access to port 
terminal services. 
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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

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

Bulk shipments Grain loaded onto a ship for either export or coastal shipment 

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

Coastal shipments Shipments of bulk grain made between Australian ports 

Department Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment

East coast New South Wales, Queensland and Victoria

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

FOB Free On Board is an international commercial shipping term. An FOB contract requires a seller to 
deliver grain on board a vessel designated by the buyer. The seller pays for transportation of the 
goods to the port, plus loading costs

Grain usage Refers to how a state’s grain production supplies various markets. 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

Loading

statement

A document produced by port terminal service providers pursuant to clause 7 of the Code 
which contains certain information about each ship scheduled to load grain via the port terminal 
service provider’s port terminal facility. Commonly referred to as a ‘shipping stem’

Other exporters Exporters that fall outside of the top 5 exporters at a particular port over a specified period of 
time, as determined by export volumes

Peak shipping period The period where demand for bulk grain shipment port terminal services is highest, typically 
from 1 February until 31 May

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

Shipment pace The demand for bulk shipment port terminal services for each month in the Australian shipping 
year

Shipping year The period from 1 October to 30 September the following year

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

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

Vertically integrated A company that operates at more than one stage of the supply chain 
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1. Key findings 

1.1 Prolonged drought conditions in 2019–20 led to 
Australia’s lowest bulk grain exports since 2011–12

Exporters shipped only 13 million tonnes of bulk grain during the 2019–20 Australian shipping year. This 
represents Australia’s lowest bulk exports since 2011–12 and 42% below the average of the past 9 years. 

Low exports were the product of continued drought conditions, causing production to be lower than 
average in all states except Victoria. The drought was hardest felt in Queensland and NSW. The national 
total of 29.7 million tonnes was Australia’s lowest production since 2007–08:

	� Western Australia’s production was 11.6 million tonnes (22% below average)

	� South Australia’s production was 6.0 million tonnes (15% below average)

	� Victoria’s production was 7.6 million tonnes (15% above average) 

	� New South Wales’s production was 3.5 million tonnes (66% below average)

	� Queensland’s production was 1.0 million tonnes (66% below average)

Wheat remained the largest grain crop in Australia by a small margin, contributing 51% of total grain 
production in 2019–20. The proportion of total grain production represented by wheat has been 
declining since the 2011–12 season. Wheat also remained the primary grain in exports across Australia, 
however at several port facilities wheat is not the major export grain by tonnage. 

1.2 Widespread drought conditions continued to create 
demand for domestic grain movement

Despite a reduction in demand of 9% in Queensland and 2% in NSW, very low production in those 
states again meant that local supply could not meet local demand. Accordingly, the volume of bulk 
grain exports from NSW and Queensland were insignificant, and coastal shipments and overland grain 
movements were again required to satisfy domestic demand. 

Coastal shipments of grain from WA, SA and Victoria to Queensland and NSW totalled 2.3 million 
tonnes (34% below the 2018–19 shipping year total). This reduction may reflect a material increase 
in inland movements, in addition to reduction in domestic consumption in NSW and Queensland. 
Stakeholders noted a significant increase in road freight moving north from Victoria, and road and rail 
freight moving east from SA. The ACCC does not receive data for overland movements of grain, and 
there is limited data available on this within the market. 

Most stakeholders consider that the market solved domestic supply and demand imbalances well. 
Suitable infrastructure and transport options (via road, rail and coastal shipping) were available, 
and grain prices covered attendant transport and handling costs. Stakeholders noted an increase 
in overland grain transport, and that various market participants were active in these supply chains. 
While stakeholders again acknowledged the challenges associated with receiving coastal shipments 
at facilities designed for exporting grain, it was widely considered that the industry had learned from 
previous seasons and managed this task more efficiently in the 2019–20 season.

The ACCC acknowledges the general industry view that new domestic logistics pathways have 
been established and proven in recent years, and will likely be used in future drought years. Some 
stakeholders noted that vertically-integrated bulk handling companies are likely best placed to 
accumulate and transport grain through inland routes and coastal shipping (due to greater access to 
infrastructure and services, and better visibility of stock levels). This may serve to further concentrate 
activity in low production years. While the ACCC has limited visibility over inland movements, the ACCC 
recognises that firms with significant fixed assets across a supply chain may have greater incentive to 
maximise throughput in lean years. 
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The ACCC notes that matters relating to coastal shipping, inland movements and upcountry storage 
and handling are outside the scope of the Code, yet are significant aspects of the grain industry and 
can materially influence activities at bulk grain export facilities. Accordingly, these are important issues 
for industry and Government to consider in future industry reviews.

1.3 In another year of low exports, CBH, Viterra and 
GrainCorp provided almost all grain export port 
terminal services

Figure 1.1 compares bulk exports during the 2019–20 shipping year to the average over the last 9 years. 
It also shows the proportions of exports undertaken by the various Port Terminal Service Providers 
(PTSP).

Figure 1.1: Bulk grain exports by state and PTSP compared to nine-year average, 2019–20
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As shown in figure 1.1, a significant majority of the bulk grain export port terminal services provided 
during the 2019–20 shipping year were provided by Australia’s 3 dominant, vertically integrated PTSPs. 
Specifically:

	� CBH loaded 97% of all grain exported in bulk from WA 

	� Viterra loaded 97% of all grain exported in bulk from SA

	� GrainCorp loaded 70% of all grain exported in bulk from the east coast. 

This year’s numbers again largely reflect the longer-term dominance of these PTSPs, particularly CBH 
and Viterra. Over the previous 9 shipping years, for their relevant markets, CBH loaded 99% of all grain 
exported in bulk, Viterra 97% and GrainCorp 81%. 

Given the ongoing dominance of CBH, Viterra and (in certain port zones) GrainCorp the ability of new 
entrants to disrupt markets and effectively constrain dominant PTSPs and to sustain their operations 
over the longer term remains unclear. It appears that in most WA and SA port zones over the 2019–20 
year most exporters again opted to use the port terminal facilities of established PTSPs. However, low 
export volumes across recent years might be a significant factor in distribution of port terminal usage. 
Some stakeholders have noted that during seasons with excess capacity, it is more likely that grain 
will be accumulated within (and exported through) the most efficient supply chains. The larger, more 
established vertically-integrated bulk handling companies may be best placed to provide efficient grain 
movements; through coordinated storage, handling, and transport and port terminal services. 
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Several new PTSPs have entered the market since 2016–17. To date, the newer PTSPs have not 
consistently attracted substantial business; however, it is likely that low export volumes have affected 
potential demand for their services. The ACCC considers that the large export volumes expected in the 
new 2020–21 season may result in a wider distribution of port terminal services. 

1.4 With low production and export volumes, exporters 
raised few concerns about fair and transparent 
access to port services 

Due to very low grain production in eastern Australia (and resulting low export volumes), exporters have 
either not sought access to ports on the east coast or were likely able to secure timely access on terms 
and conditions favourable to them. 

Accordingly, exporters have had either no views or positive views about access on the east coast during 
the 2019–20 shipping year. In SA and WA, exporters noted that PTSPs had provided more flexible 
and efficient services than previously, and that exporters were able to access capacity as required. No 
exporters raised specific concerns about short-term capacity allocation processes. 

Some exporters again noted the questionable benefits of long-term agreements (LTAs) for port 
capacity in low production years, and expressed relief regarding imminent expiry of existing LTAs. 
The ACCC considers that additional port capacity, increased domestic demand and variability in 
production between seasons may all contribute to reduced demand from third party exporters for new 
LTA arrangements.

Most industry stakeholders noted that the Code had limited impact on day-to-day operations in the 
industry during the 2019–20 season. This is in part due to the low demand for port terminal services, in 
addition to the limitations of the scope of the Code, and the number of exemptions provided to PTSPs 
by the ACCC (which then reduces their obligations and responsibilities to access seekers under the 
Code). The ACCC notes the contrary view expressed by Viterra (as set out in Viterra’s application and 
further submissions to the wheat port exemptions assessment).1

There are no discernible trends in the number of exporters active in recent years, likely due to the 
relatively low volume of grain available for export over the 3 years leading into this reporting period. 
Some stakeholders noted the departure of some exporters from the industry since the high production 
seasons of 2014–17 and some exporters shifting to buying grain FOB (rather than accumulating grain 
inland and seeking port terminal services for loading vessels). The ACCC notes fewer exporters seeking 
access from PTSPs across several regions in the 2019–20 season. It is possible that some previous 
exporters have remained active in the domestic market as grain accumulators and traders. 

The ACCC considers that the larger grain harvest and significant exportable surplus developing in the 
2020–21 season will provide a better test of access arrangements for port terminal services. In addition, 
analysis of the larger export task will provide new information on the number of exporters active across 
various ports (particularly in NSW).

1.5 The industry effectively managed effects of 
COVID-19 on bulk grain operations 

Stakeholders reported that the industry had effectively managed the impact of COVID-19 during the 
2019–20 season. Due to low production and low carryover stocks from the previous season, there was 
little grain export activity underway after the pandemic was declared. Notwithstanding this, industry 
participants worked closely with authorities to enable efficient grain movements, and to prepare for the 
2020–21 harvest. Stakeholders noted that it was helpful that government deemed agriculture and food 
logistics an essential industry, which assisted in movement of personnel, equipment and product. 

1 ACCC, Viterra wheat port exemption assessment, https://www.accc.gov.au/regulated-infrastructure/wheat-export/
wheat-export-projects/viterra-wheat-port-exemption-assessment, October 2020, accessed 3 March 2021. 

https://www.accc.gov.au/regulated-infrastructure/wheat-export/wheat-export-projects/viterra-wheat-port-exemption-assessment
https://www.accc.gov.au/regulated-infrastructure/wheat-export/wheat-export-projects/viterra-wheat-port-exemption-assessment
https://www.accc.gov.au/regulated-infrastructure/wheat-export/wheat-export-projects/viterra-wheat-port-exemption-assessment
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Stakeholders generally observed that the pandemic had resulted in increased uncertainty about global 
grain supply and demand patterns. In response to consumer concerns about potential grain supply 
limitations, CBH and Viterra opted to publish stock levels. 

The ACCC acknowledges the general view that the industry has managed COVID-19 restrictions 
and concerns about supply and demand effectively through the 2019–20 season. The ACCC 
considers the large export program expected in 2020–21 may provide a more significant test of 
industry arrangements.

1.6 Stakeholders optimistic about the 2020–21 harvest 
season

Industry participants expressed optimism about large harvest volumes and the prospect of a substantial 
exportable surplus in the new season. The December 2020 ABARES forecast for winter crop production 
predicts the second highest Australian tonnage on record, with a record high in NSW.2 Stakeholders 
noted heavy bookings for new season shipping capacity across most regions as the market reverts to 
a more typical pattern (with a focus on exports). In addition, stakeholders consider that much higher 
production levels on the east coast will be sufficient to meet domestic demand – hence there will be a 
reduced demand for coastal shipments and overland grain movements. 

Stakeholders raised some questions regarding the capacity of inland infrastructure, transport and bulk 
handling facilities to handle the expected volumes effectively. 

1.7 The ACCC welcomes Government support for 
changes to improve the Code

The Australian Government published its response to the Department of Agriculture, Water Resources 
and the Environment’s Review of the Wheat Port Access Code of Conduct in October 2020.

The ACCC welcomes Australian Government support for several recommendations and looks forward 
to government implementing these changes this year. The ACCC will work closely with industry 
to support transition to the new regulatory arrangements. The ACCC considers that the following 
recommendations will benefit industry:

	� Clarification and amendment of several of the Code’s reporting obligations – reporting pursuant 
to these obligations currently provides an incomplete picture of port activities, ambiguity over what 
needs to be reported (and when) means that the ACCC is limited in its ability to enforce instances of 
non-compliance.

	� Inclusion of civil penalty provisions and provision for the ACCC to issue infringement notices 
for breaches of the Code – the ACCC currently lacks compliance and enforcement tools that can 
provide effective deterrence against breaches. 

	� Provision for the ACCC to review past approvals of capacity allocation systems – the ACCC is 
currently unable to review whether a capacity allocation system is facilitating fair and transparent 
access. Notably, a capacity allocation system may not operate as envisaged at the time the ACCC 
approved it. 

However, the Australian Government has not supported the key recommendation to amend the Code 
to extend its coverage from bulk export wheat at port to all bulk export grains at port. 

2 Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment, ABARES, Australian Crop Report: February edition [data set], 
agriculture.gov.au, 2021, accessed 14 February 2021. 

https://www.agriculture.gov.au/abares/research-topics/agricultural-outlook/australian-crop-report/overview
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The ACCC considers that until this important matter of coverage is resolved, the ACCC will have 
limited options for enforcement outcomes when considering complaints from access seekers about a 
PTSP’s discriminatory treatment, or alleged prevention or hindering of access for both bulk wheat and 
non-wheat grains.

The ACCC considers extending the coverage of the Code from bulk export wheat at port to all bulk 
export grains at port is particularly important given the trend towards an increase in the proportion of 
total grain produced being non-wheat grain. Since the 2011–12 season, the proportion of total grain 
production attributed to non-wheat grain has increased from 38% to 49% in the 2019–20 season. While 
wheat still makes up the majority of grain exports overall, at several port facilities wheat is not the major 
export grain by tonnage.

The ACCC considers that the Code should seek to ensure that exporters have fair and transparent 
access to services at all times, not only when they are seeking access for exporting bulk wheat. 
This will encourage exporter participation in markets and increase competition for the grain of 
Australian growers.
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About this report 
The ACCC is an independent Commonwealth statutory authority whose role is to enforce the 
Competition and Consumer Act 2010 (Cth) and a range of additional legislation, promoting competition, 
fair trading and regulating national infrastructure for the benefit of all Australians. We also regulate 
some national infrastructure services and monitor other markets where there is limited competition.

The ACCC Bulk grain ports monitoring report provides a consolidated information source about 
Australian bulk grain exports and competition for bulk grain export port terminal services at ports 
around Australia. 

Why we prepare this report 
This report is published to fulfil the ACCC’s commitment to ongoing monitoring of access to bulk grain 
export port terminal facilities following its first decision to determine a PTSP to be an ‘exempt service 
provider’ under the Port Terminal Access (Bulk Wheat) Code of Conduct in 2015.

Ongoing public monitoring of access to bulk grain export port terminal facilities to ensure that the level 
of regulation applying to these facilities remains appropriate also furthers the ACCC’s broader objective 
of ‘making markets work’ for Australian consumers, including the users of these facilities. 

Report on the effect of ACCC exemptions
The Code regulates the conduct of PTSPs to ensure that ‘exporters of bulk wheat have fair and 
transparent access to port terminal services’.3 

A decision by the ACCC to ‘exempt’ a PTSP means that the PTSP does not have to comply with Parts 3 
to 6 of the Code when providing services at a specified facility. Parts 3 to 6 of the Code contain the 
obligations that seek to ensure PTSPs provide access to services fairly and transparently. For example, 
non-exempt PTSPs are required to:

	� not discriminate in favour of a related export business or hinder access in the course of 
providing services 

	� provide access in accordance with an ACCC-approved capacity allocation system

	� resolve disputes in accordance with a Code-prescribed dispute resolution process. 

In addition to making exemptions where it considers it appropriate, the ACCC also has the ability to 
revoke exemptions if it is ‘satisfied that the reasons for granting the exemption no longer apply’.4 

The ACCC notes that if it were to observe concerning market trends or receive complaints about 
access to services at an exempt port, this could give the ACCC cause to review and potentially revoke 
an exemption. 

Provide industry with the benefit of information provided to the ACCC
This report provides industry with: 

	� analysis of the information that PTSPs publish pursuant to Code obligations

	� a regular opportunity to raise issues with the ACCC in a structured forum

	� a summary of stakeholder views on the key issues in bulk grain export supply chain.

3 Port Terminal Access (Bulk Wheat) Code of Conduct, r. 2. 

4 Code, r 5(6).
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The dedicated consultation findings chapter (Chapter 5) provides a consolidated statement of the 
views expressed by a range of stakeholders in the ACCC’s annual consultation process. The ACCC was 
motivated to include Chapter 5 by the high degree of consistency in the concerns expressed to the 
ACCC over several years of regulating access to bulk grain export port terminal services. 

Taking a structured approach to presenting these views allows for an easy comparison of these views 
over time and a clear indication of issues that industry would like to see resolved. 

This summary of views provides a reference point for industry and may assist the discussion and 
resolution of issues. The ACCC also considers that it can help inform discussions about whether the 
regulation of access to bulk grain export port terminal services is still required, or whether the current 
regulatory solution remains fit for purpose. 

How we prepare this report 
In order to maintain an awareness of trends in bulk grain export markets and the absence or presence 
of concerns about the fairness and transparency of access to bulk grain export port terminal services, 
the ACCC conducts annual data analysis and stakeholder consultation processes.

We analyse grain production, consumption and shipment data 
The ACCC uses data from a range of sources to examine trends across national and state markets. 
This includes: 

	� bulk grain export data sourced from PTSP loading statements, which allows the ACCC to monitor 
levels of competition between PTSPs, competition between access seekers and how constrained 
specific facilities are

	� domestic consumption and container export data provided by ACF, which allow the ACCC to 
monitor the level of grain being supplied to non-bulk export markets

	� production data sourced from ABARES, which provides the ACCC with a picture of how much grain 
was available to be sold into the various markets, including bulk export 

We consult with interested parties
Each year the ACCC invites participants in Australia’s bulk grain export supply chain to attend meetings 
and/or complete short stakeholder surveys. 

While the ACCC seeks stakeholder views on a range of topics relating to the bulk grain export supply 
chain, its key focus is seeking views from exporters on whether they have any concerns about the 
fairness or transparency of access to services, including at exempt ports. Concerns raised during this 
process may prompt the ACCC to revisit and potentially revoke an existing exemption. 

These meetings are a vital part of this report’s preparation and the ACCC again thanks stakeholders for 
their time and contributions. 
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2. Further reform of the Code is required 
to ensure fair and transparent access 
for all exporters 

In September 2017, the Department of Agriculture and Water Resources commenced a statutory 
review of the Code, with the release of Terms of Reference for the review and an issues paper.5 Along 
with several other industry stakeholders, the ACCC provided submissions in response to both the issues 
paper and a subsequent interim report.6 

The Department published the final review report on 18 October 2018. The review proposed a number 
of amendments aimed at improving the operation of the Code. These amendments largely stemmed 
from the ACCC’s practical experience in monitoring the Code’s operation over its first 3 years.

The Australian Government published its response to the Review of the Wheat Port Access Code of 
Conduct in October 2020.7 Most of these recommendations responded directly to concerns raised by 
the ACCC in the course of the Code review process.

The ACCC welcomes a number of recommendations supported by the Australian Government and 
looks forward to the implementation of these changes as soon as practicable. The ACCC considers that 
these recommendations will be of benefit to industry in several ways, including reduced and improved 
data reporting.

While the Australian Government’s response is consistent with the ACCC’s views on some 
recommendations, the Australian Government has not supported the key recommendation of 
amending the Code to extend its coverage from bulk export wheat at port to all bulk export grains 
at port. 

The ACCC considers that until this important matter of coverage is resolved the enforceability of the 
Code is severely limited. While there are fewer non-exempt port terminals than at the time of the Code 
review, it nevertheless remains important that the Code provides a robust access framework for access 
seekers using those facilities. This chapter outlines the ACCC’s views on the Australian Government’s 
response and explores potential implications for industry.

2.1 The continued absence of an ‘all grains’ Code 
compromises the ACCC’s ability to investigate all 
complaints regarding fair and transparent access

The Australian Government did not support Recommendation 11 of the Department’s Final Report; 
that the Code be amended to extend its coverage from bulk export wheat at port to all bulk export 
grains at port. The ACCC reiterates its view that the Code should be amended to be an ‘all grains’ Code 
that seeks to ensure fair and transparent access for bulk grain exporters, regardless of the type of grain 
that they intend to export at the point of seeking access. 

Consistent with its submissions to the Code review, the ACCC notes that PTSPs’ capacity allocation 
systems typically do not distinguish between specific grain types and that in practice, PTSPs typically 
provide access for all bulk grain exports. Critically PTSPs provide access to shipping capacity, which are 
fluid allocations that routinely change over time. Consequently, the existing Code obligations that are 
tied to one specific grain type (in this case bulk wheat) have created enforcement challenges for access 

5 Department of Agriculture Water and the Environment, Review of the Wheat Port Code, haveyoursay.awe.gov.au, 2018, 
accessed 2 February 2021.

6 The ACCC submissions are available on the ACCC’s website. ACCC, ACCC submissions, accc.gov.au, n.d., accessed 
3 March 2021.

7 Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment, Australian Government Response to the Review of the Wheat Port 
ccess Code of Conduct, awe.gov.au, 2020, accessed 3 March 2021. The government response is included in Chapter 13 of 
this report.

https://haveyoursay.awe.gov.au/review-of-the-wheat-port-code
https://www.accc.gov.au/about-us/consultations-submissions/accc-submissions#wheat-export
https://www.awe.gov.au/about/reporting/obligations/government-responses/review-wheat-port-access-code
https://www.awe.gov.au/about/reporting/obligations/government-responses/review-wheat-port-access-code
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seekers and the ACCC alike. The ACCC’s ability to investigate potential Code breaches is more limited 
where exports or capacity allocation decisions involve both wheat and non-wheat commodities. As 
noted in Chapter 6, the proportion of total grain production represented by non-wheat grains has been 
increasing since the 2011–12 season. While wheat still makes up the majority of grain exports overall, at 
several port facilities wheat is not the major export grain by tonnage. 

The ACCC considers the relative growth in non-wheat grain production is relevant to the current 
limitations of the Code. The ACCC also considers that it should be able to investigate all complaints by 
exporters concerning capacity allocation, irrespective of grain type. Broadening the Code to all grains 
would address the enforcement limitations identified by the ACCC. 

The ACCC considers it important for industry to understand the potential consequences of not 
extending the Code to all grains. The Code prohibits a non-exempt PTSP which is providing services 
to an exporter from discriminating in favour of its related exporting arm, except to the extent that the 
different treatment is justified by higher costs. However, that requirement not to discriminate applies 
only in relation to bulk wheat exports. An access seeker experiencing concerns at a non-exempt 
facility (such as receiving less favourable access than a PTSP’s associated entity) will be unlikely to 
find enforcement redress under the Code because of this limitation. For example, the prohibition on 
discrimination is unlikely to apply if a PTSP is favouring its export arm’s request for access to export 
grain other than wheat. Moreover, as PTSPs and exporters involved in the export of bulk wheat are also 
often concurrently involved in the export of the other bulk grains, the current provisions of the Code 
may limit enforcement action in relation to a proportional allocation of shipping capacity for bulk wheat. 
The ACCC notes such a limitation may be susceptible to gaming across industry and cause uncertainty 
in general for stakeholders.

As a result, the ACCC will have limited options for enforcement outcomes when considering complaints 
from access seekers about a PTSP’s discriminatory treatment, or alleged prevention or hindering of 
access for both bulk wheat and non-wheat grains.

The ACCC considers that the Code should seek to ensure that exporters have fair and transparent 
access to services at all times, not only when they are seeking access for exporting bulk wheat. 
This will encourage exporter participation in markets and increase competition for the grain of 
Australian growers.

The ACCC notes that parties seeking access may also have recourse via their individual agreements with 
PTSPs to address disputes and complaints. If complaints from access seekers raise broader competition 
law concerns under Part IV of the CCA, the ACCC will consider them further.

2.2 Introducing penalty provisions will make the Code 
more effective

The ACCC considers that for a mandatory industry code to be effective, the consequences of 
breaching it must be sufficiently serious to encourage compliance. Accordingly, the ACCC supports the 
introduction of civil pecuniary penalties for breaches of the Code.

The ACCC welcomes the Australian Government’s in principle support for consideration of appropriate 
remedies such as civil pecuniary penalties, and infringement notices. The ACCC considers that the 
ACCC’s ability to issue infringement notices will promote compliance with the Code’s obligations and 
allow the ACCC to respond to instances of non-compliance in a timely manner. 

The ACCC considers that its ability to seek civil penalties could be particularly effective in ensuring 
compliance with reporting obligations. Given the nature of reporting requirements in parts 2, 5 and 6 
of the Code, the availability of infringement notices may address situations where PTSPs have multiple 
reporting breaches. In conjunction with the improvements to the clarity of reporting obligations 
expressed in section 2.3 below, these proposed changes should improve the overall effectiveness of the 
Code and its usefulness to stakeholders.
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The ACCC considers that, unless the Code is amended to include civil penalty provisions, the ACCC will 
continue to lack a credible, efficient and appropriately scaled enforcement response to non-compliance; 
in particular, non-compliance with the Code’s reporting obligations. 

2.3 Changes to capacity reporting obligations will 
benefit industry

The ACCC intends that reporting obligations in the Code provide an important level of transparency 
about bulk grain export port terminal services. 

Changes to capacity reporting as set out in Recommendations 6 and 7 will improve the usefulness of 
the information to industry and provide greater transparency in relation to a PTSP’s current estimate 
of its facility capacity (and willingness and ability to provide additional capacity). The changes will also 
have the effect of reducing ambiguity in the reporting obligations.

2.4 The ACCC welcomes the potential to review capacity 
allocation systems 

The ACCC considers that, in order to ensure capacity allocation systems are facilitating fair and 
transparent access to port terminal services, the ACCC should have power to revisit the appropriateness 
of a previously approved capacity allocation system. 

Over time, markets change and approved capacity allocation systems that have been in place for a 
significant period may reflect market dynamics that are no longer relevant and may affect market 
flexibility. Additionally, a capacity allocation system may not operate as envisaged when the ACCC 
approved it. Accordingly, the ACCC supports amendments to the Code that would provide it with the 
ability to review and if appropriate revoke approval of a capacity allocation system, if it considers that it 
is not facilitating fair and transparent access for exporters.

The ACCC welcomes the Australian Government’s support for Recommendation 10, which states:

that consideration be given to defining the ‘exceptional circumstances’ or determining a 
process under which a capacity allocation system approved by the ACCC under clause 25 
might be reviewed 

The ACCC expects there would be a range of reasons that may prompt the need to revisit the approval 
of a previously approved capacity allocation system. 

Ideally, the ACCC would not have to use this proposed revocation power, or only have to use it on rare 
occasions. However, the ACCC considers that an ability to review and revoke approval of a capacity 
allocation system would complement its approval power and would ensure that capacity allocation 
systems remain appropriate. Further, the prospect of a formal review by the ACCC might provide 
PTSPs with an incentive to make voluntary amendments to capacity allocation systems in response to 
customer feedback. 

2.5 Several other changes to the Code will 
assist industry 

The ACCC welcomes the Australian Government’s support for a number of changes to the Code that 
will be of assistance to PTSPs captured by the Code, and industry more broadly.

The ACCC welcomes the Australian Government’s support of recommendations to amend the 
prospective daily shipping stem requirements and to require PTSPs to provide the ACCC with 
retrospective port loading statements. The ACCC considers that these changes will improve the level of 
transparency about bulk grain export port terminal services.
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The ACCC also welcomes the Australian Government’s support for amending the Code to require 
joint providers of port terminal services to nominate which party is responsible for fulfilling relevant 
Code obligations.

The ACCC acknowledges that many port facilities have exempt service provider status and when 
implemented, these changes will provide clarity for all exempt PTSPs. The ACCC considers that timely 
implementation of these recommended changes will provide the greatest benefit. The ACCC will 
provide further input and assistance to the implementation process.

2.6 The ACCC supports action to address concerns in 
the upcountry storage market

In previous reports, the ACCC has acknowledged widespread and consistent concerns expressed 
by exporters and grower groups regarding upcountry storage arrangements of vertically integrated 
operators. In its second submission to the Code Review the ACCC suggested that the Department 
should consider extending the application of certain provisions in the Code to the upcountry storage 
and handling facilities of non-exempt PTSPs.

The Code Review Taskforce did not support the ACCC’s specific proposal, and instead recommended:

that Grain Trade Australia (GTA) 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.

The Australian Government provided in principle support for this recommendation and expects the 
grains industry to work together to determine how best to give effect to this recommendation.

The ACCC will follow GTA’s engagement with storage providers and access seekers with interest.

2.7 Implementing these reform measures, and 
considering further review 

The Department is currently progressing the implementation of the Code review recommendations. The 
Department has advised the ACCC that it will be seeking stakeholder views on any industry changes 
that have occurred since stakeholders made earlier submissions to the Code review process, with a 
stated aim to ensure the Code is fair, proportionate and fit for purpose. The ACCC is providing further 
assistance to the Department as it seeks to finalise the reform measures and drafting amendments. The 
ACCC will engage further with industry this year to prepare for implementation of any reform measures. 

The ACCC notes the statutory requirement for a further review of the Code to commence prior to 
September 2022. While industry will have had limited experience with any changes implemented from 
the current review, the ACCC considers a further review to be of importance, and looks forward to 
participating in this process.
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3. Contacting the ACCC about issues in 
the bulk grain export supply chain

The ACCC invites industry to raise concerns about issues relating to the bulk grain export supply chain. 

3.1 Concerns regarding access to port terminal services 
for the purpose of exporting bulk wheat

For questions or concerns that relate to access to port terminal services for the purpose of exporting 
bulk wheat, please contact the ACCC’s Infrastructure Regulation Division:

	� Katie Young, Director, Infrastructure and Transport – Access and Pricing Branch (03 9290 6980)

3.2 Concerns about other types of misconduct in the 
agriculture industry 

The ACCC’s Agriculture Unit was established to examine competition and unfair trading issues in 
agricultural supply chains with a view to improving enforcement and compliance with the Competition 
and Consumer Act 2010 (the Act) across the agriculture sector.

To bring concerns about misconduct in the agriculture industry to the attention of the Agriculture Unit, 
please:

	� make a report using our reporting form (you can make a report anonymously, however this may limit 
our ability to follow up matters with you), or

	� contact Agricultureunit@accc.gov.au.

For general questions or concerns about issues in the agriculture industry please contact the ACCC’s 
Infocentre on 1300 302 502 or via the ACCC website.

https://www.accc.gov.au/contact-us/contact-the-accc/report-a-small-business-issue
mailto:Agricultureunit%40accc.gov.au?subject=
https://www.accc.gov.au/contact-us/contact-the-accc
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4. Port terminal facilities and 
exemptions

Figure 4.1 shows Australia’s typical grain production areas, and the location of all bulk grain export port 
terminal facilities.

Figure 4.1: Map of Australia’s bulk grain export terminals and grain growing regions

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

One of the ACCC’s specific roles under the Code is to assess applications made by PTSPs for ‘exempt 
service provider’ status. Exempt service providers are not required to comply with Parts 3 to 6 of the 
Code in the course of providing services via a specified facility or facilities. 

The PTSP generally submits an application to the ACCC to initiate the exemption assessment. The 
facility will remain non-exempt during the assessment process. 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 matters listed in clause 5(3) of the Code. The ACCC may also, and generally does, conduct 
consultations with stakeholders to inform these assessments.

Since 2014, the ACCC has granted exempt service provider status in relation to 15 facilities and decided 
against granting exempt status at one (GrainCorp Portland). 

On 17 November 2014 the Minister for Agriculture granted CBH exempt service provider status at each 
of its 4 port terminal facilities in WA based on CBH’s co-operative status.
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Table 4.1 below sets out the exemption status of each port terminal facility currently operating in 
Australia. Not all PTSPs have applied for an exemption for all of their facilities.

Table 4.1: 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 Exemption application submitted on 9 August 2019, 
under assessment

Outer Harbor Viterra Exemption application submitted on 9 August 2019, 
under assessment

Port Giles Viterra Exemption application submitted on 9 August 2019, 
under assessment

Port Lincoln Viterra Exemption application submitted on 9 August 2019, 
under assessment

Thevenard Viterra Exemption application submitted on 9 August 2019, 
under assessment

Wallaroo Viterra Exemption application submitted on 9 August 2019, 
under assessment

Lucky Bay T-Ports Exempt (1 April 2020) 

Port Adelaide Cargill Exempt (2 July 2020)

Port Adelaide LINX (previously BAPS and 
Patrick)

Exempt (11 October 2017)8

Port Adelaide Semaphore Exempt (27 July 2017)

Port Pirie ADM Exemption application submitted on 14 January 2021, 
under assessment

Victoria Portland GrainCorp Exemption not granted (25 June 2015), second 
exemption application submitted on 7 February 2019 
and withdrawn on 20 December 2019 

Geelong GrainCorp Exempt (25 June 2015)

Geelong Riordan Grains (Riordan) Exempt (29 May 2017) 

Portland Riordan Exempt (31 March 2020)

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

NSW Carrington9 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)

8 On 8 April 2020, LINX Cargo Care Group notified the ACCC that it has ceased providing port terminal services to bulk 
wheat exporters through its Berth 29, Port Adelaide facility. ACCC, LINX Port Adelaide exemption, accc.gov.au, 2020, 
accessed 3 March 2021.

9 Located at Port of Newcastle. 

https://www.accc.gov.au/regulated-infrastructure/wheat-export/wheat-export-projects/linx-port-adelaide-exemption
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State Facilities and PTSPs Exemption Status

Qld Fisherman Islands10 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)

* The Minister for Agriculture granted CBH an exemption at all 4 of its port terminals, due to its co-operative status, on 
17 November 2014.

10 Located at Port of Brisbane.
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5. Consultation findings 
This section provides a summary of the most common views expressed by stakeholders in the course of 
consultation processes undertaken by the ACCC since the publication of the 2018–19 report. The ACCC 
appreciates the time and commitment demonstrated by stakeholders to continue to participate in both 
the annual monitoring processes and Code exemption assessment consultations processes. 

In preparation for this report the ACCC met with PTSPs, exporters and grain grower groups, attending 
a total of 15 meetings. The ACCC conducted all of these discussions via videoconference due to 
restrictions on travel and face-to-face meetings during the consultation period. In addition, some 
stakeholders provided information in writing. The ACCC has also drawn on stakeholder submissions 
to Code exemption assessments undertaken through the year. Some stakeholders provided input 
to more than one process, while some submitted only to exemption assessments of relevance to 
their operations. 

The views presented in this section are de-identified and summarised at a high level. While the ACCC 
would prefer to provide specific examples of any complaints and concerns, many stakeholders agree 
to participate in the consultation process on the condition that the ACCC treats their specific views 
confidentially. Exporters typically state that making public complaints will (or could) damage their 
commercial relationships with the PTSPs they are required to do business with. 

The ACCC acknowledges comments from PTSPs that they should be made aware of the concerns 
being raised about them, that they be provided the opportunity to respond to these concerns and that 
their position be reflected in the report. 

On balance, the ACCC considers that there is benefit in providing, to the greatest extent possible, 
transparency over the views and concerns expressed to the ACCC while also providing PTSP views on 
these concerns for balance.

The ACCC notes that during the consultation meetings conducted for this report neither exporters nor 
grower groups raised any specific concerns about their experience with access to port terminal services 
during the season in question. Some stakeholders related their limited concern to the low requirement 
for export services in this season, and suggested that the expected large crop in 2020–21 would 
provide a different test. The ACCC has considered concerns raised in relation to exemption assessments 
in those specific processes.

The ACCC considers that providing a high level summary of stakeholder views provides a useful 
indication of issues in the bulk grain export supply chains and the extent to which these issues are being 
addressed over time. The ACCC considers that providing a consolidated statement of these views may 
provide the impetus for industry participants to discuss and resolve such issues. 

5.1 Exporters raised few concerns about fair and 
transparent access to port services

Each year the ACCC’s consultation process focuses on securing exporter views on the fairness and 
transparency of their access to bulk grain export port terminal services. 

The ACCC has observed there are a range of factors that contribute to the strength of a PTSP’s 
incentives to provide fair and transparent access to exporters. The ACCC notes that all PTSPs have an 
underlying incentive to attract customers to use their (in most cases) fixed cost infrastructure, but that 
the strength of that incentive can vary depending on a range of factors including: 

	� the level of demand for its services

	� the level of competitive constraint provided by competing PTSPs

	� whether the PTSP has a related trading arm.
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As shown in Table 5.1, the level of demand for access to bulk grain export port terminal services has 
declined materially since 2016–17. As noted earlier, the number of exporters seeking access to port 
terminal services has also declined over this period. 

Table 5.1: Bulk exports (mt) by state since 2011–12

  2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 Average

WA 11.53 11.10 14.24 12.26 12.04 14.42 11.50 10.97 9.46 11.95

SA 7.26 5.33 6.40 5.82 5.26 8.06 5.59 2.09 2.80 5.40

Victoria 4.75 4.26 3.13 1.60 1.15 3.83 2.15 0.17 0.62 2.41

NSW 4.64 3.41 1.44 1.16 1.70 3.84 0.51 0.09 0.08 1.87

Queensland 2.37 1.87 0.43 0.84 0.83 1.23 0.33 0.06 0.07 0.89

East Coast 
Total:

11.76 9.54 5.00 3.60 3.68 8.90 2.99 0.32 0.77 5.17

National 
 Total:

30.56 25.98 25.64 21.69 20.99 31.38 20.08 13.38 13.04 22.52

Table 5.1 also illustrates that there were minimal exports from Australia’s east coast during the 2019–20 
shipping year. This follows a similar season in 2018–19 and below average exports during the 2017–18 
shipping year. 

5.1.1 Exporters expressed no concerns about access to port 
terminal services

Given the very low production year in eastern Australia, exporters have either not sought access to 
ports on the east coast or were likely able to secure access at the time of their choosing and on terms 
and conditions favourable to them. The ACCC considers that PTSPs will have strong incentives to 
provide fair and transparent services in times of little or no demand. 

Accordingly, exporters have had either no views or positive views about access on the east coast over 
the last 3 years. In SA and WA, exporters noted that PTSPs had provided more flexible and efficient 
services than previously, and that exporters were able to access capacity as required. Exporters did not 
raise any specific concerns about short-term capacity allocation processes. 

Most exporters and exempt PTSPs noted that the Code had limited impact on day-to-day port terminal 
operations during the 2019–20 season. The ACCC notes that PTSPs did not report any complaints 
received from exporters about access to capacity (including flexibility around bookings) during the 
season in question. 

Some stakeholders noted that the industry has changed significantly since the introduction of the Code, 
and consider that the industry has effectively evolved from the single-desk environment to an open, 
competitive market. Correspondingly, some stakeholders restated their preference for self-regulated 
commercial negotiations and relationship management, and proposed removal of the Code. 

ACCC view 

The ACCC notes that views expressed by exporters in consultation meetings for this report about the 
fairness and transparency of their access to services have been more positive than in recent years. By 
way of contrast to previous years, some exporters have noted in consultations for the report that there 
has been improved flexibility in the delivery of services in CBH and Viterra systems.

However, as outlined in the report the ACCC also observed that export volumes from each region have 
been below average, and well within the capacity limits of each port terminal. With limited demand for 
export services at many ports, there was reduced likelihood of possible disputes. Noting this is not the 
case for the current shipping season, the ACCC will be interested to see if these positive experiences 
and observations from exporters about their engagement with PTSPs continues. 
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The ACCC notes it highlighted in various exemption assessment processes in 2020 that both Viterra 
and GrainCorp operate with port loading protocols approved many years ago.11 As set out in the Code, 
discretion rests with the PTSP around when to update port loading protocols. The ACCC notes various 
developments across Australian grain export supply chains and welcomes any future applications from 
the PTSPs who wish to revise and update their port loading protocols accordingly.

The ACCC acknowledges the various developments that have occurred across the industry since the 
introduction of the Code (and since the Code review was undertaken). For example, many new port 
operators have entered the industry at various locations across Australia, and the ACCC has granted 
exemptions to several port facilities (both new and existing). Over several years this report has also 
highlighted a range of developments that were not able to be considered in the Code review, including 
an increase in coastal shipments, the use of mobile loaders and increased overland grain movements. 
Equally, some stakeholders remain concerned about the dominance of some PTSPs in certain markets.

The ACCC recognises the varying stakeholder views on the Code, ranging from calls for its removal to 
the expansion of its scope and enforcement provisions. Some stakeholders have continued to express 
concerns regarding broader challenges across the grains industry.

Foremost, as outlined in Chapter 2 of this report, the ACCC welcomes the announcement by the 
Australian Government response to the Code review. Noting the importance of certainty in the 
regulatory environment for industry participants, the ACCC looks forward to the recommendations 
coming into effect and working with industry to implement reform measures. Given the dynamic nature 
of the industry, the ACCC also highlights the importance of conducting the next Code review in a 
responsive and timely manner. 

5.1.2 Stakeholders expressed a variety of views about the need for 
extra port capacity 

Stakeholders expressed the view that new fixed-infrastructure port developments are unlikely 
to proceed on economic grounds, despite several reported projects under consideration in SA. 
Stakeholders considered that sufficient port capacity exists in most areas, and this represents excess 
capacity in low export and drought years – hence new developments are not necessary for capacity 
reasons. Rather, some stakeholders suggested that some exporters and growers have promoted new 
projects to improve negotiating power with existing PTSPs, and potentially enable greater control and 
choice over alternative export pathways (particularly if new facilities can efficiently handle deliveries 
direct from farm).

Grower groups expressed concern that the introduction of new port facilities may result in higher costs 
across the industry, which will be passed on to growers. Some stakeholders expressed concern that 
some port terminal operations may not be economically viable in the long run. 

Stakeholders noted that mobile loaders do provide a practical lower-cost method of introducing new 
PTSP services for particular customers. Stakeholders expressed no concerns regarding grain quality 
management with these services. However, exporters and grower groups noted that just-in-time 
logistics can be problematic with these operations, particularly where there is limited grain storage 
at port.

ACCC view

The ACCC acknowledges the potential oversupply of port capacity in some regions (and this will 
be especially evident in lower production years). The ACCC recognises that port facilities may be 
maintained and/or developed to support various business strategies of PTSPs other than a need for 
access to greater port capacity (such as a desire for an exporter to be independent of an integrated 
competitor). These strategies are likely to vary across regions, and between PTSPs, and different 
incentives will lead to different solutions. The ACCC notes that some new and proposed capacity will be 

11 GrainCorp port loading protocols were approved in 2013 under the previous access undertaking regime and were carried 
across under the Code transition arrangements. Viterra received approval to introduce a long-term capacity allocation 
regime in December 2015. 
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developed by vertically integrated bulk handling companies, while other facilities are to be provided by 
independent exporters or port service providers. 

The ACCC notes that introduction of new capacity (or the concentration of capacity) in some areas is 
unlikely to provide an efficient economic outcome in the long run, as market volumes will be distributed 
across a higher fixed-cost base. However new facilities can lead to benefits from competition such as 
reduced handling fees, innovative services and reduced congestion for deliveries to port (although 
noting that price competition is not a guaranteed outcome). 

5.1.3 Exporters expressed relief that Long Term Agreements for 
capacity allocation were coming to expiry 

LTAs were introduced with broad in-principle support from both PTSPs and exporters. Most 
stakeholders considered that the introduction of LTAs would provide PTSPs with greater certainty over 
the use of their infrastructure (thus encouraging investment) and exporters with greater certainty over 
access to port terminal capacity (which would assist their development of commercial relationships and 
accumulation of grain for long-term export programs). 

In meetings for this report, some exporters again observed that the anticipated benefits of LTAs had 
not been realised and that non-integrated exporters who entered into LTAs appeared to have incurred 
further losses due to low export volumes. Exporters with LTAs noted that many years of low grain 
production had highlighted the difficulty in balancing the certainty of access against committed costs 
of ‘take-or-pay’ agreements. Some exporters noted relief regarding imminent expiry dates on existing 
LTAs, and an expectation that new arrangements would be more beneficial to them.

ACCC view

In its earlier assessment of LTA capacity allocation systems the ACCC acknowledged the potential 
benefits of LTAs but also noted the risks for third-party exporters due to the ‘take-or-pay’ nature of the 
agreements. Accordingly, after considering the views of stakeholders the ACCC approved capacity 
allocations systems that sought to ensure that smaller and medium scale exporters could access LTAs, 
while also reserving an appropriate amount of capacity for exporters who were unwilling or unable to 
commit to the risks associated with LTAs.12

Based on the views expressed by exporters in recent years the ACCC considers that third party 
exporter appetite for LTAs will be diminished in the future. Additional port capacity, increased domestic 
demand and variability in production between seasons may all be factors that obviate the need for a 
guarantee of capacity previously provided by an LTA. 

5.1.4 Limited concern regarding Code reporting obligations in a low 
volume year 

Exporters, grower groups and PTSPs expressed few concerns about the Code’s reporting obligations. 
In summary: 

	� Some stakeholders again raised concerns that some PTSPs are not updating their loading statement 
documents in a timely fashion.

	� Some stakeholders restated concerns that improved transparency over upcoming port activity 
may have an adverse effect on exporters and/or PTSPs (i.e. precise and accurate public statements 
about how much capacity an exporter has committed to may hinder their pricing negotiations with 
grain sellers). 

	� Some PTSPs noted that even if the Australian Government repealed the Code they would likely 
continue to publish a version of the shipping stem. 

12 On 30 November 2012, the ACCC advised that it would not object to GrainCorp’s proposal to offer long term agreements 
under the previous access undertaking regime. ACCC, ACCC allows GrainCorp to introduce long-term port access 
agreements [media release], ACCC, 30 November 2021, accessed 3 March 2021. On 3 December 2015, the ACCC made a 
final decision to approve Viterra’s application to introduce long-term agreements for the allocation of port capacity at its 
6 South Australian bulk wheat port terminals. ACCC, Viterra 2015, accc.gov.au, 2015, accessed 3 March 2021. 

https://www.accc.gov.au/media-release/accc-allows-graincorp-to-introduce-long-term-port-access-agreements
https://www.accc.gov.au/media-release/accc-allows-graincorp-to-introduce-long-term-port-access-agreements
https://www.accc.gov.au/regulated-infrastructure/wheat-export/viterra-2015/final-decision
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ACCC view 

The ACCC notes that several PTSPs were not required to report on port and shipping activities during 
the 2019–20 season due to a lack of export volumes. In addition, the ACCC has long sought reform 
to ensure transparency and consistency around how capacity of port terminal facilities is allocated 
and reported. 

However, noting the general requirement for Code compliance and the resumption of shipping in some 
areas, the ACCC has engaged with all PTSPs during 2020 to provide further guidance on reporting 
obligations and ensure that data is reported as accurately as possible, noting the limitations of the Code. 

Promisingly, as noted in Chapter 2 the Australian Government has now expressed its support for reform 
of these measures, including the recommendation that breaches of these obligations should be capable 
of attracting penalties. The ACCC considers that implementation of recommendations 4–7 (reporting 
obligations) and recommendation 3 (penalties) from the Code review should assist in this regard. The 
ACCC looks forward to the necessary reform measures being made to the Code in 2021. 

5.1.5 Some grower groups reiterated their view that the ACCC should 
revoke (or at least specifically review) exemptions

Some grower groups reiterated their position that the ACCC should specifically review the 
appropriateness of ACCC exemptions, particularly those relating to port facilities on the east coast. 
Additionally, stakeholders suggested that the ACCC delay providing exemptions for new facilities until 
after they are operating and proving to provide competitive and fair access to services. 

ACCC view

The ACCC notes that in previous reports it stated that it would consider in future years whether to 
initiate a formal review of particular existing exemptions.

The ACCC also notes that for the third year in a row, there was little or no access sought at the majority 
of facilities exempted by the ACCC, and accordingly exporters have raised no concerns about the 
fairness and transparency of access to these facilities. 

The ACCC will continue to monitor services provided via exempt facilities and annually ask exporters 
whether they have any concerns about the fairness and transparency of their access to exempt (and 
non-exempt) facilities. Stakeholders may raise concerns at any time with the ACCC about issues 
relating to bulk grain export supply chains. From time to time industry participants have raised specific 
complaints that have led to further investigation by the ACCC. The ACCC will not comment on current 
investigations, but may provide public comment at the conclusion of an investigation. 

5.2 Widespread drought conditions continued to create 
demand for domestic grain movement

Most stakeholders noted that continuation of drought conditions on Australia’s east coast had 
supported high domestic prices for grain, and stimulated large volumes of domestic grain movements. 
While coastal shipments continued, overland grain transport was a significant factor. 

5.2.1 Low production led to high domestic prices in eastern Australia
Stakeholders noted that very low production in Queensland and NSW meant that local demand for 
grains in those areas could not be met by local supply (exacerbated by a lack of carry over stock due 
to continued drought in recent years). Stakeholders noted that prices offered by buyers in these areas 
were again sufficiently high to attract supply from WA, SA and Victoria (and hence diverting grain from 
export programs in those production areas). In addition, some wheat was imported to meet specific 
processing demand in NSW. Stakeholders noted that in a typical season in which local production 
exceeds local demand, local domestic grain prices will not be sufficiently high to attract exportable 
surplus from other Australian regions.
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Most stakeholders consider that the market solved supply and demand imbalances very well. Suitable 
infrastructure and transport options were available, and grain was priced in such a way to cover 
attendant transport and handling costs. Stakeholders noted an increase in overland grain transport 
(via road and rail), and that a variety of market participants were active in these supply chains. Some 
stakeholders observed that better visibility of domestic demand, stock levels and supply capabilities 
would be of wider benefit to the industry (and might support investment in inland infrastructure). 
Some stakeholders stated that large firms with integrated supply chains (e.g. upcountry storage and 
rail access) and better visibility of current stock levels were generally best placed to accumulate and 
transport grain through inland routes. Some stakeholders suggested that rail access provided under 
take-or-pay contracts had been redirected from port supply routes to inland routes.

ACCC view

The ACCC notes that it does not receive data for overland movements of grain, and there is limited data 
available on this within the market. The ACCC considers that the reduction in coastal shipments in the 
2019–20 year may have been due to a material increase in inland movements in addition to reduction in 
domestic consumption in NSW and Queensland. 

The ACCC notes that national domestic consumption levels (discussed further in Chapter 6) 
decreased slightly in the 2019–20 year, with domestic consumption in NSW, WA and Queensland 
significantly lower. 

The ACCC will continue to monitor trends in domestic consumption and inland movements, and 
attendant levels of demand for bulk grain export port terminal services. The ACCC considers 
that vertically-integrated bulk-handling companies may currently have greater visibility of grain 
stockholdings and grain movements across the broad supply chain than other market participants. 

The ACCC acknowledges the decisions made by Viterra and CBH in April 2020 to temporarily publish 
grain stocks on hand, in order to increase market information during the COVID-19 crisis.13 The ACCC 
also recognises the divergent views on the potential benefits of mandatory stock reporting across the 
wider industry. 

5.2.2 Domestic demand for grain on the east coast led to continued 
coastal shipments; stakeholders reported coastal shipments were 
facilitated with few issues 

Given the continuation of significant coastal shipments in the 2019–20 shipping year (albeit somewhat 
reduced from the 2018–19 season), the ACCC again asked stakeholders whether they had any concerns 
about how these services were provided and whether they had any impact on their access to bulk grain 
export port terminal services. 

Stakeholders again noted the practical challenges associated with receiving coastal shipments and 
unloading grain through facilities designed to load grain for export. However it was widely considered 
that industry participants had managed these activities more efficiently in the 2019–20 season – 
recognising lessons learned from previous seasons. Some PTSPs acknowledged the benefit of coastal 
receivals in providing some activity in their port terminals, even for a marginal contribution to costs. 
These PTSPs considered that  investment in specific equipment to facilitate grain unloading would likely 
be uneconomic given the variability in grain production. 

ACCC view

The ACCC notes that PTSPs facilitate coastal shipments mainly using the same port terminal facilities 
used for bulk grain exports. Accordingly, the ACCC considers that the use of port terminal services for 
coastal shipments could in practice impact an exporter’s ability to secure port terminal services for the 
purpose of bulk grain exports. 

The ACCC will continue to monitor coastal shipments and seek views about the extent to which they are 
affecting access for exporting bulk grain. The ACCC continues to consider the concept of application 

13 L Wells, ‘CBH, Viterra start public reporting of barley, wheat stocks’, Grain Central, 1 April 2020, accessed 3 March 2021. 

https://www.graincentral.com/markets/cbh-viterra-start-public-reporting-of-barley-wheat-stocks/
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of the Code to coastal shipping and this may be an appropriate issue for the next review of the Code 
to address. 

5.3 Stakeholders reiterated concerns about inland 
logistics services and infrastructure in certain areas

Grower groups noted concerns about the quality and suitability of road and rail infrastructure in grain 
producing areas, and on routes to port. 

5.3.1 Rail transport remains important in key areas, but concerns 
remain regarding quality of service 

Stakeholders again acknowledged that rail continues to represent the most efficient method of 
transporting grain over longer distances, where suitable rail infrastructure is available. However many 
stakeholders reiterated previous concerns about the availability and quality of rail services. Specific 
comments were received related to the inefficiencies of the dual-gauge system in Victoria (and the 
stalled Murray Basin Rail Project), and to the Tier 3 rail network in WA. Stakeholders considered 
that future investment in rail networks and facilities for grain would likely be uneconomic due to the 
variability in grain production. 

Stakeholders noted a general reduction in rail usage across eastern Australia in 2019–20 due to reduced 
volumes for export, although some rail users redirected contracted access rights to facilitate inland 
grain movements. 

5.3.2 Along with rail issues, other market changes are leading to 
increased road transport 

Many stakeholders noted continuing investment in on-farm storage and haulage equipment by 
growers. An increase in on-farm storage may allow growers to deliver significant volumes of grain 
direct from farm to domestic buyers – or from farm to port if distances allow. However, some 
stakeholders observed that the impacts of increased road transport have not been fully considered; 
noting that increased heavy road movements can adversely affect road maintenance, congestion at 
storage locations and at port, and safety for drivers and other road users. Additionally, grower groups 
suggested that current road quality in grain producing areas may not safely support an increase of 
traffic from larger vehicles, and noted that these concerns apply regardless of whether growers truck 
grain directly from farm to port, or from farm to a local upcountry storage facility. 

ACCC view

The ACCC acknowledges the views expressed and will continue to seek views on the extent to which 
transport networks are affecting bulk grain exports.

5.4 Some stakeholders continued to note a lack of 
regulatory oversight of upcountry storage and 
handling services 

As noted in previous reports, stakeholders have long expressed concerns about access to upcountry 
services and the impact of market power along certain supply chains. While this was not a key theme 
of consultations for this year’s report, grower groups and exporters noted that vertically integrated 
bulk-handling companies have the ability and incentive to use their upcountry storage systems to 
support their port terminal operations, and vice-versa. 

Some stakeholders noted the ability for integrated firms to vary pricing and services at different parts 
of the supply chain to provide incentive to use their integrated services. This may reduce the effect of 
competition at specific parts of the supply chain, potentially to the detriment of their competitors (and/
or to attract grain into the export supply chain to maintain throughput). Acknowledging the limitations 
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of the Code to address upcountry structural market concerns, several grower groups again advocated 
for a broader grains market inquiry.  

Some stakeholders considered that the increase in on-farm storage might be in part a response by 
growers to reduce their reliance on upcountry storage provided by major bulk-handling companies. 
Stakeholders noted that over time this might result in an improvement in service offerings from the 
PTSPs (or other upcountry storage operators) by way of better pricing, or less restrictive terms and 
conditions. In addition to facilitating faster harvesting, stakeholders considered that having on-farm 
storage and ancillary transport equipment gives growers greater choice in how to manage, store 
and market their grain (for example, allowing growers to reduce their exposure to price variability 
throughout a season). 

As noted by stakeholders the uptake of on-farm storage is not distributed evenly across Australia and 
we understand from stakeholders that due to demand there has been a significant delay in securing 
new on farm storage infrastructure in some locations.

ACCC view

As noted in previous reports, the longstanding and widespread nature of concerns regarding upcountry 
storage arrangements informed the ACCC’s decision in the course of the Code review to propose 
extending aspects of the Code upcountry. The ACCC notes that this specific proposal ultimately 
received limited support. 

The ACCC notes that the Code Review did not recommend extending the Code to apply to access to 
upcountry storage and handling services of non-exempt PTSP facilities, and recommended: 

 u Recommendation 12 

That Grain Trade Australia (GTA) 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.14

The Australian Government supported this recommendation in principle, and expects the grains 
industry to work together to determine how best to give effect to this recommendation.15

The ACCC will follow any engagement by GTA with storage providers and access seekers with interest.

The ACCC also considers that the increase in on-farm storage may provide further incentives for 
commercial storage providers to better meet the needs of their customers. However as reiterated 
by stakeholders, the benefits of on farm storage are currently skewed largely to the east coast grain 
producing regions, where growers are closer to ports and domestic demand centres. 

5.5 Containers
Exporters and PTSPs noted that demand for container shipping provides some competition to the 
bulk export market. Stakeholders considered that demand for container shipping of grain is likely 
to remain significant as it providers exporters additional marketing opportunities through servicing 
customers who want to buy smaller quantities of grain, or where destination markets do not have bulk 
receiving ports. 

14 Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment Wheat Port Code Review Taskforce, Review of the wheat port 
access code of conduct, haveyoursay.awe.gov.au, .2018., accessed 3 March 2021, p. xii.

15 Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment, Australian Government Response to the Review of the Wheat Port 
Access Code of Conduct, awe.gov.au, 2020, accessed 3 March 2021.

https://haveyoursay.awe.gov.au/review-of-the-wheat-port-code/widgets/221077/documents
https://haveyoursay.awe.gov.au/review-of-the-wheat-port-code/widgets/221077/documents
https://www.awe.gov.au/about/reporting/obligations/government-responses/review-wheat-port-access-code
https://www.awe.gov.au/about/reporting/obligations/government-responses/review-wheat-port-access-code
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Some stakeholders noted the grain shipped in containers is generally of a standard grade and not 
necessarily niche product (and that the demand for this method is mainly driven by logistics at the 
destination). However some stakeholders considered that container packing is more likely to reflect a 
demand for specific grain quality, or for small quantities of certain products. 

Exporters in WA and SA noted concerns about the availability of empty food-grade shipping containers 
in packing locations. Stakeholders noted that the cost of relocating empty containers from major 
container import locations such as Sydney and Melbourne is significant. Additionally, some stakeholders 
noted that empty containers are sometimes found to be unsuitable for food transport upon receipt at 
packing locations. 

ACCC view

The ACCC acknowledges the views expressed and will continue to seek views on the extent to which 
container exports are affecting bulk grain exports. As discussed in Chapter 6, the ACCC notes that 
although some state volumes varied significantly from the 2018–19 season, the national volume was 
similar to last season. The national proportion of containerised exports of grain remained within the 
longer term range, at around 13% of total grain exports by volume. 

5.6 COVID-19
Stakeholders considered that the industry had effectively managed the impact of COVID-19 during 
the 2019–20 season. Exporters and PTSPs noted that due to low stocks there was little grain export 
activity underway after authorities applied movement restrictions. Most reported that it was helpful 
that government deemed agriculture and food logistics an essential industry, and acknowledged the 
significant interaction between industry participants and relevant authorities. Some PTSPs reported 
effects on operational activities at port regarding shore side and vessel crews, and implemented new 
procedures for export administration (e.g. credit assurance, quality certification) for the upcoming 
export program. 

Some stakeholders noted that border closures were unexpected, and this had some effect on 
movement of personnel and equipment. Grower groups noted that early concerns about supply chains 
saw growers seek to source required inputs (e.g. fertiliser and chemicals) earlier than normal. Grower 
comments indicated that communication between growers and suppliers regarding key inputs was 
generally positive.

Some stakeholders reported that grain consumers sought assurances about security of supply, amid 
concerns of stock shortages and a run on customer demand for staples. Stakeholders observed that 
the introduction of stocks reporting by CBH and Viterra assisted in this regard. Stakeholder held 
mixed views on the subject of mandatory stocks reporting, noting that benefits would not be even 
across industry participants, and that grower-held stocks would have to be included to provide a 
comprehensive and meaningful view.

Stakeholders generally observed that the pandemic had resulted in increased uncertainty about global 
grain supply and demand patterns, and noted this issue highlights the importance of flexible and 
adaptive supply-chain management.

Overall, stakeholders noted that risk management and forward planning came to the fore in 
the industry. 

ACCC view

The ACCC acknowledges the general view that the industry has managed COVID-19 restrictions 
and concerns about supply and demand effectively through the 2019–20 season. The ACCC 
considers the large export program expected in 2020–21 may provide a more significant test of 
industry arrangements. 
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5.7 Stakeholders optimistic about the 2020–21 harvest 
season

Expectation of a large exportable surplus
East coast stakeholders expressed optimism about large harvest volumes and the prospect of a 
substantial exportable surplus from SA, Victoria and NSW in the new season.

Most stakeholders considered that market price signals are likely to revert to conditions in typical 
years – with sufficient grain available on the east coast to supply domestic markets without the need 
for coastal shipments or substantial inland grain movements. Stakeholders noted an expectation that 
wheat imports from Canada have now ceased. 

While stakeholders noted heavy bookings for new season shipping capacity across most regions, 
stakeholders raised no specific concerns regarding access to capacity. Some stakeholders expressed 
concerns regarding the likely stress placed on inland infrastructure and bulk handling facilities, with a 
particular emphasis on access to sufficient labour, and cross-border movements. 

ACCC view

The ACCC acknowledges the general comments about the new season, and notes recent forecasts for 
record crop production. The ACCC considers that the larger grain harvest and significant exportable 
surplus developing in the 2020–21 season will provide a significant test of access arrangements for 
port terminal services. In addition, analysis of the larger export task will provide new information on the 
number of exporters active across various ports.

The ACCC will provide further commentary in a future report on the 2020–21 season.
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6. National figures
Figure 6.1: Australia key results in 2019–20
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This chapter provides a summary of the 2019–20 shipping year at a national level and examines the 
amount of grain:

	� produced

	� shipped in bulk

	� consumed domestically

	� shipped coastally

	� exported in containers

and analyses trends in this data.

Terminology: ‘Shipments’ versus ‘exports’
The ACCC also would like to highlight the differentiation between ‘shipments’ and ‘exports’ in the 
National, WA, SA and Victoria chapters of this report. 

As noted in previous chapters of this report, the last 3 shipping years have seen grain shipped from 
WA, SA and Victoria to drought-affected areas on the east coast to satisfy domestic demand. Although 
these shipments are not exports they are services provided via the same port terminal facilities used 
to facilitate bulk grain exports. Accordingly, the use of these facilities for coastal shipments affects the 
amount and timing of capacity available for bulk exports. 

The ACCC therefore considers it appropriate to analyse and report on the use of port terminal facilities 
for both coastal shipments and bulk exports and seeks to provide clarity over how facilities are being 
used by using the following differentiation:

	� exports refer only to shipments of grain overseas by a PTSP, exporter, or state

	� shipments refer to the combination of coastal shipments and exports performed by a PTSP, 
exporter, or state.

Capacity utilisation
Throughout the state chapters, the ACCC presents various charts and tables that relate to port 
capacity and capacity utilisation. The source of capacity estimates used in this report is either ‘expected 
capacity’ reports published by PTSPs or capacity estimates provided by PTSPs to the ACCC as part of 
an application for exempt service provider status under the Code.

In addition, we note that at certain times PTSPs offer more than their stated level of capacity. Capacity 
utilisation is discussed further in the Appendix (see section 14.1.2).

6.1 Production was significantly below average in 
all states except for Victoria due to intensified 
drought conditions 

Grain production across the states significantly influences activity in the bulk grain export/shipment 
market. The level of production (and carryover from the previous shipping year) determines the amount 
of grain available for domestic or export markets.

Nationally, just 29.7 million tonnes of grain was produced in 2019–20, down 10% from the drought 
stricken 2018–19 season and 29% below the nine-year average of 41.6 million tonnes.

Australia’s low production in the 2019–20 shipping year was due to intensified drought conditions 
in all states except Victoria and SA. In the 2018–19 season, drought conditions affected New South 
Wales, Queensland, Victoria and SA. In 2019–20, Victoria was less affected by the drought, while WA’s 
production was impacted. 



30 Bulk grain ports monitoring report 2019–20

Figure 6.2: National grain production by state, 2019–20 compared to nine-year average
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Source:  ABARES, State data underpinning: Australia crop report: February 2021 No. 197.

Notes: s 2019–20 figures are ABARES estimates which are subject to revision.

Table 6.1: National grain production by state, 2011–12 to 2019–20 and 2020–21 forecast (mt)

  National WA SA Vic NSW Qld

2011–12 48.10 16.57 7.33 7.29 12.88 3.98

2012–13 40.55 11.23 6.43 6.86 12.11 3.86

2013–14 43.45 16.49 7.20 6.78 10.37 2.52

2014–15 41.79 14.65 7.42 5.14 11.24 3.27

2015–16 39.78 14.19 6.08 3.61 12.36 3.45

2016–17 57.98 17.75 10.63 9.55 16.04 3.92

2017–18 39.97 14.52 7.01 7.66 8.18 2.54

2018–19 33.18 17.66 5.48 4.65 3.60 1.71

2019–20 s 29.72 11.63 5.99 7.55 3.45 1.00

2020–21 f 57.04 16.86 8.37 9.57 19.34 2.80

Average 41.61 14.97 7.06 6.57 10.02 2.92

Source:  ABARES, State data underpinning: Australia crop report: February 2021 No. 197.

Notes: s 2019–20 figures are ABARES estimates which are subject to revision. f 2020–21 figures are ABARES forecasts.

Figure 6.2 and table 6.1 show the extent to which the drought affected production in all states other 
than Victoria: 

	� Queensland saw the most significant decline, with production dropping 42% its drought-affected 
2018–19 result, 66% below the nine-year average.

	� Poor growing conditions continued in WA resulting in a 34% decline in production as compared to 
the 2018–19 season, which was 22% below the nine-year average.

	� Production in NSW was 4% down on its already drought-affected 2018–19 season and was 66% 
below the nine-year average. 

	� Poor growing conditions continued across SA resulting in only a 9% increase in production, which 
was 15% below the nine-year average. 
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	� Victoria was the exception to the poor growing conditions, producing a harvest 15% above the 
nine-year average. 

Table 6.1 shows a substantial increase in the national production forecast for the 2020–21 season. 

All states are expected to recover from the 2019–20 drought (to varying degrees) and (other than 
Queensland) all are expected to produce harvests above the nine-year average in the 2020–21 season. 

Figure 6.3: Trend in wheat and non-wheat grain production, 2011–12 to 2019–20
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As shown in figure 6.3 wheat remained the largest grain crop in Australia, contributing 51% of total grain 
production in 2019–20. Figure 6.3 also shows that the proportion of total grain production represented 
by wheat has been declining since the 2011–12 season (when wheat represented 62% of total grain 
production). At several port facilities wheat is not the major export grain by tonnage. 

The ACCC considers the relative growth in non-wheat grain production is relevant to the operations 
(and current limitations) of the Code. Noting this relative increase, and that PTSPs’ capacity allocation 
systems typically do not distinguish between specific grain types, the ACCC has supported 
recommendations to extend coverage of the Code from bulk export wheat to all bulk export grains (see 
Chapter 2). 

Table 6.2 below shows that WA production accounted for over one third of Australia’s total grain 
production in 2019–20 (39%). This was 3 percentage points higher than WA’s average portion of 
production, which is 36%. 

The poor growing conditions in NSW were again a major contributor to the overall lack of national 
production with NSW producing just 12% of production, compared to its average of 24%.
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Table 6.2: Portion of total grain production by state, 2011–12 to 2019–20 including 2020–21 forecast

  WA SA Vic NSW Qld

2011–12 34% 15% 15% 27% 8%

2012–13 28% 16% 17% 30% 10%

2013–14 38% 17% 16% 24% 6%

2014–15 35% 18% 12% 27% 8%

2015–16 36% 15% 9% 31% 9%

2016–17 31% 18% 16% 28% 7%

2017–18 36% 18% 19% 20% 6%

2018–19 53% 17% 14% 11% 5%

2019–20 s 39% 20% 25% 12% 3%

2020–21 f 30% 15% 17% 34% 5%

Average 36% 17% 16% 24% 7%

Source:  ABARES, State data underpinning: Australia crop report: February 2021 No. 197.

Notes: s 2019–20 figures are ABARES estimates, which are subject to revision. f 2020–21 figures are ABARES forecasts.

6.2 Bulk shipments were significantly below average in 
all states other than WA

Australia’s lowest production year since 2007–08 translated into Australia’s lowest bulk shipments since 
at least 2011–12.16 

Australia shipped 15.4 million tonnes of grain in bulk during the 2019–20 shipping year, a 9% decrease 
from the 2018–19 shipping year and 34% below the nine-year average of 23.3 million tonnes. 

As shown below in figure 6.4 and table 6.3: 

	� WA accounted for 71% of all shipments, contributing 11.0 million tonnes of the 15.4 million tonnes 
shipped (on average WA accounts for 54% of Australia’s grain shipments).

	� SA, Australia’s second largest bulk shipper of grain, shipped 3.3 million tonnes of grain, which was 
40% below average. 

	� Victoria, NSW and Queensland combined to ship only 1.1 million tonnes compared to their 
combined average of 5.2 million tonnes. 

16 All bulk shipment figures are inclusive of coastal shipments throughout the National, WA, SA and Vic state chapters. 



33 Bulk grain ports monitoring report 2019–20

Figure 6.4: Bulk grain shipments by state and commodity, 2019–20 compared to nine-year average
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

Table 6.3: Bulk shipments of grain by state, 2011–12 to 2019–20 (mt)

National WA SA VIC NSW QLD

2011–12 30.6 11.5 7.3 4.8 4.6 2.4

2012–13 26.0 11.1 5.3 4.3 3.4 1.9

2013–14 25.6 14.2 6.4 3.1 1.4 0.4

2014–15 21.7 12.3 5.8 1.6 1.2 0.8

2015–16 21.0 12.0 5.3 1.2 1.7 0.8

2016–17 31.4 14.4 8.1 3.8 3.8 1.2

2017–18 21.0 12.0 5.9 2.3 0.5 0.3

2018–29 16.9 14.0 2.5 0.2 0.1 0.1

2019–20 15.4 11.0 3.3 0.9 0.1 0.1

Average 23.3 12.5 5.6 2.5 1.9 0.9

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

As shown in figure 6.5, and similar to production trends, the proportion of Australian bulk shipments 
involving non-wheat grains has typically trended up from 31% in 2011–12 to 42% in 2019–20. Following 
the slight reversal of this trend in the 2018–19 shipping season, the 2019–20 shipping season saw the 
proportion of non-wheat grain bulk shipments return to that seen in the 2017–18 shipping year. 
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Figure 6.5: Wheat and non-wheat grain bulk shipments as proportion of total shipments, 2011–12 to 
2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

6.2.1 Shipment pace was well below average in 2019–20 
Shipment pace illustrates the monthly spread of bulk grain shipments. Demand for port terminal 
services is highest during periods when the international price for grain is highest. While peak shipping 
periods can vary between states, overall demand is typically highest between February and May. 
As shown in figure 6.6, shipment pace in the 2019–20 shipping year was broadly consistent with the 
average albeit at a lower level, particularly during the peak shipping period. 

This year’s shipment pace was predominantly driven by WA which accounted for 71% of Australia’s 
total shipments. 

Figure 6.6: Bulk shipment volumes by month, 2019–20 compared to nine-year average
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.



35 Bulk grain ports monitoring report 2019–20

6.3 Domestic consumption marginally decreased
Domestic consumption affects the amount of grain that is available for export. Australia’s domestic 
markets are generally considered within the industry to have first call on grain, with the amount of grain 
remaining after demand in domestic markets has been satisfied referred to as the ‘exportable surplus’. 
Domestic consumption is generally stable, but has been steadily increasing over time.

Figure 6.7 shows domestic demand fell from 14.7 million tonnes in the 2018–19 shipping year, to 
14.2 million tonnes in the 2019–20 season, a decrease of 3%. Domestic consumption in SA remained 
relatively stable this season; however, Victoria experienced growth of 6%. WA, Queensland and NSW 
experienced decreases in domestic consumption by 17%, 9% and 2% respectively. 

Low production years in east coast states meant that domestic consumption exceeded production in 
both NSW and Queensland (as shown below in figure 6.8). As discussed further in section 6.4, coastal 
shipments and overland transfers were consequently required from WA, SA and Victoria to help meet 
domestic demand in NSW and Queensland. 

Figure 6.7: Domestic consumption of grain by state, 2014–15 to 2019–20
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Figure 6.8: East coast production compared to domestic demand
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Source:  ABARES, State data underpinning: Australia crop report: February 2021 No. 197; Australian Crop Forecasters, 
Supply and Demand report.

6.4 Coastal shipments from WA and SA decreased as 
east coast domestic demand decreased

Drought conditions continued in the 2019–20 shipping year and coastal shipments of grain to NSW 
and Queensland were again required to satisfy domestic demand. However, as domestic demand for 
grain in Queensland and NSW fell by 9% and 2% respectively in the 2019–20 season as compared to the 
2018–19 season, coastal shipments of grain fell in response. 

As shown in figure 6.9, coastal shipments of grain from WA, SA and Victoria to the more drought-
affected states decreased by 34% from 3.5 million tonnes in the 2018–19 shipping year to 2.3 million 
tonnes in the 2019–20 shipping year. 

As shown in figure 6.9, WA performed 1.5 million tonnes (or 66%of coastal shipments in 2019–20, while 
SA performed 0.5 million tonnes (22%) and Victoria performed 0.3 million tonnes (12%).

Figure 6.9 also shows that Victoria, which received 0.4 million tonnes of coastal shipments in the 
2018–19 shipping year, performed 0.3 million tonnes of coastal shipments to NSW and Queensland in 
2019–20.
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Figure 6.9: Net balance of coastal shipments by state, 2017–18 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

Notes:  Positive values represent outgoing coastal shipments, and negative values represent incoming coastal shipments.

6.5 Containerised exports also increased slightly
Grain can be exported in bulk or in containers.17 While containerised grain exports are not a direct 
substitute for bulk grain exports they may provide a viable alternative export path for some growing 
regions, for niche and high quality products and for particular destinations. The ACCC notes that the 
shipment of some higher value commodity types are more likely to be in containers, such as oilseeds or 
particular wheat grades.

National containerised grain exports increased from 2.2 million tonnes in the 2018–19 shipping year 
to 2.3 million tonnes in the 2019–20 shipping year, an increase of 5%. The slight increase in national 
containerised exports is attributable to decreased drought conditions affecting Victoria, which 
increased its containerised grain exports by 133% in the 2019–20 shipping year as compared to the 
2018–19 season. 

17  The ACCC does not measure coastal movements of grain via container. 
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Figure 6.10: Containerised exports of grain by state, 2014–15 to 2019–20
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Figure 6.10 shows that for the 2019–20 shipping year: 

	� The volume of containerised exports of grain remained relatively stable, increasing by only 0.1 million 
tonnes from the 2018–19 shipping year. This increase was driven predominantly by the increase in 
containerised exports from Victoria. Victoria exported 1 million tonnes via containers in the 2019–20 
shipping year as compared to 0.43 million tonnes in the 2018–19 year, a 133% increase. 

	� NSW and Queensland experienced declines in container exports in the 2019–20 shipping year, 
exporting just 0.17 and 0.15 million tonnes respectively. These totals represent declines in container 
exports from the 2018–19 season of 32% and 17% respectively.

	� WA exported 0.44 million tonnes of grain via containers, a 47% decrease over the 2018–19 
shipping year.

	� SA experienced a small rise in container exports from 0.48 million tonnes in the 2018–19 shipping 
year to 0.54 million tonnes in the 2019–20 shipping year.

Table 6.4 shows that containers generally account for around 12% to 14% of total grain exports 
nationally. The proportion of exports via container varies significantly across the states, with containers 
on average accounting for 42% of Victoria’s grain shipments and only 3% of WA’s shipments.

Table 6.4 also shows there were slight decreases in the proportion of grain exported in containers in 
all states. 
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Table 6.4:  Proportion of shipments via bulk and container by state, 2014–15 to 2019–20

    WA SA Vic NSW Qld Total

2014–15 Bulk 97% 97% 55% 57% 67% 86%

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

2015–16 Bulk 98% 98% 49% 65% 66% 87%

Containers 2% 2% 51% 35% 34% 13%

2016–17 Bulk 98% 96% 70% 79% 67% 88%

Containers 2% 4% 30% 21% 33% 12%

2017–18 Bulk 97% 94% 61% 49% 56% 87%

Containers 3% 6% 39% 51% 44% 13%

2018–19 Bulk 94% 84% 28% 27% 26% 88%

Containers 6% 16% 72% 73% 74% 12%

2019–20 Bulk 96% 86% 48% 33% 34% 87%

Containers 4% 14% 52% 67% 66% 13%

Average Bulk 97% 94% 58% 66% 62% 87%

Containers 3% 6% 42% 34% 38% 13%

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and Australian Crop Forecasters, 
Export report.
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7. Western Australia
Figure 7.1: Western Australia key results in 2019–20
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Note:  As shown above, capacity utilisation at peak times may be lower than utilisation levels across the entire year. For 
information about the ACCC’s calculations of capacity figures, see Chapter 14. 
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7.1 Overview of Western Australia
WA typically produces and ships more grain than any other state, being responsible for an average of 
36% of national production and 54% of total bulk shipments since 2011–12.

In contrast, WA has a relatively low level of domestic grain consumption. Over the last 6 shipping years, 
WA has had the second lowest level of domestic consumption in Australia each year, with only SA 
having a lower level of domestic consumption.

WA has 5 bulk export port facilities. CBH operates 4 of these facilities, which are located at Albany, 
Esperance, Geraldton and Kwinana. WAPRES operates a port terminal facility located at Bunbury (see 
figure 7.2). Kwinana consistently ships the most bulk grain of any port in Australia. Generally, WA’s 
shipment levels are less volatile than the eastern states. 

Table 7.1 shows that CBH continues to be the dominant bulk shipment service provider in WA, with 
97% of WA’s bulk grain shipments going through CBH’s port facilities in the 2019–20 shipping year. The 
WAPRES facility at Bunbury is only utilised by Bunge and has a much smaller throughput than all other 
WA ports (accounting for only 2% of WA throughput since it commenced operations in 2015–16).

All of WA’s bulk export port terminal facilities are exempt from the Code. CBH received an exemption 
for each of its facilities from the Minister for Agriculture in 2014. The ACCC exempted the WAPRES 
facility in 2015 (see Chapter 4). 

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

Source: ABS, 7121.0 – Agricultural Commodities, Australia, 2015–16 SA2 data, and company websites.
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Table 7.1:  WA port terminal facility market share of grain throughput

Port Percentage share of 
throughput 2019–20

Percentage share of 
throughput since 2011–12

Percentage share of 
throughput since 2015–16*

Albany CBH 24% 21% 21%

Bunbury WAPRES 3% 1% 2%

Esperance CBH 18% 18% 19%

Geraldton CBH 16% 18% 18%

Kwinana CBH 39% 42% 40%

CBH Total: 97% 99% 98%

Others Total: 3% 1% 2%

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

Notes: *The Bunbury WAPRES facility commenced operations during the 2015–16 season. 

Figures 7.3 and 7.4 below show the continued dominance of CBH as a provider of services both across 
the whole year and during the peak period. Figure 7.3 shows that throughput at WAPRES’s Bunbury 
facility has remained low. The ACCC notes that the use and success of this port facility is dependent 
upon Bunge’s exports as Bunge is the sole user of WAPRES’s Bunbury facility. 

Figure 7.4 also suggests that there may be some potential for capacity constraints at port during peak 
periods in high throughput years. However, as the 2019–20 shipping year was not a high throughput 
season, the availability of capacity is unlikely to have constrained grain throughput. The ACCC 
notes the increase in WA port terminal capacity in 2015–16 was due to WAPRES’s Bunbury facility 
commencing operations. 

Figure 7.3: Grain loaded by PTSP in WA

Capacity CBH Others

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

To
nn

es
 (

m
ill

io
ns

)

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.
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Figure 7.4: Grain loaded during the peak period by PTSP in WA
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

7.2 Key observations for WA in 2019–20
7.2.1 Production
WA was one of 3 states in Australia, alongside NSW and Queensland, which had below average 
production in 2019–20. The ACCC also makes the following observations about WA’s production in 
2019–20 (see figure 7.5):

	� WA produced 11.6 million tonnes of grain, which is WA’s smallest harvest season since the 2012–13 
season (during which WA produced only 11.2 million tonnes of grain). 

	� Production was 22% below WA’s nine–year average of 15.0 million tonnes and 34% below 2018–19. 

	� In 2020–21, the forecast for WA production is 16.9 million tonnes, which would be 13% 
above average. 
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Figure 7.5: WA annual grain production compared to nine-year average, 2011–12 to 2019–20,  
and 2020–21 forecast
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Notes: s 2019–20 figures are ABARES estimates, which are subject to revision. f 2020–21 figures are ABARES forecasts.

7.2.2 Grain usage

Figure 7.6: WA’s grain usage, 2014–15 to 2019–20
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Source: PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; Australian Crop Forecasters, Export 
report; and Australian Crop Forecasters, Supply and Demand report.

The ACCC makes the following observations about WA’s grain usage in the 2019–20 shipping year (see 
figure 7.6): 

	� Domestic consumption decreased by 17% to 1.24 million tonnes. This decline is consistent with both 
a reduction in grain used for stockfeed due to reduced animal stocks in WA in the 2019–20 season, 
and lower levels of grain retained on farm for use as seed in the next season.18 

	� Domestic consumption represented 10% of WA’s grain usage, which is consistent with WA’s 
average (10%). 

18 The Australian Lot Feeders’ Association, Cattle Above 1 Million Head Despite Challenges, 5 August 2020, accessed 
9 February 2021; and ACF. 

https://www.feedlots.com.au/post/cattle-above-1-million-head-despite-challenges
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	� Consistent with WA’s typical usage profile, the remaining 90% of grain usage were shipments, 
with 87% of those shipments being in bulk (10.98 million tonnes) and 3% by container 
(0.44 million tonnes).19

	� Total bulk and container shipments were 23% lower than the 2018–19 shipping year. 

	� WA sent 1.5 million tonnes of grain to NSW and Queensland via coastal shipments. Coastal 
shipments began in June 2019 in response to demand for feed grain in NSW and Queensland that 
local production within those states could not meet due to drought conditions. 

	� WA exported 0.44 million tonnes of grain via containers, 5% above the average of 0.40 million tonnes.

7.2.3 Bulk shipments
Figure 7.7 below shows the amount of grain shipped in bulk from each WA port in the 2019–20 shipping 
year compared to the average. It illustrates that all WA port terminal facilities except Bunbury operated 
below their average utilisation levels. The ACCC makes the following observations about bulk shipments 
from WA in the 2019–20 shipping year:

	� WA shipped 11 million tonnes in bulk (12% below average).

	� Bunbury shipped 0.3 million tonnes in bulk (35% above average). The 0.3 million tonnes shipped in 
bulk from Bunbury represented just 3% of all WA bulk shipments.

	� Albany shipped 2.7 million tonnes (1% below average). 

	� Esperance shipped 2.0 million tonnes (10% below average), Geraldton shipped 1.8 million tonnes 
(23% below average), and 4.3 million tonnes were shipped from Kwinana (18% below average).

Figure 7.7: Bulk shipments by port and commodity type, 2019–20 and nine-year average 
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share reports.

7.2.4 Market share
Market share data provides an indication of the general level of competition and access seeker 
participation in individual markets. The ACCC makes the following observations about changes in WA’s 
market share during the 2019–20 shipping year (see table 7.2): 

	� While CBH’s market share, as an access seeker, increased 6 percentage points to 55% in 2019–20, 
CBH shipped 22% less tonnage than the 2018–19 shipping year.20 

19 All bulk shipment figures are inclusive of coastal shipments throughout the WA state chapter.

20 The ACCC notes that CBH operates in the market as both a port terminal service provider in WA, and as an access seeker/
exporter. 
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	� While GrainCorp’s and Glencore’s market shares remained relatively stable as compared to the 
2018–19 season, they shipped 31% and 20% less tonnage than in the 2018–19 season respectively. 

	� Six exporters shared the remaining 11% of the market: ADM, AGE, Bunge, COFCO, Louis Dreyfus 
and Riverina. 

	� The total number of access seekers who shipped grain from WA in the 2019–20 shipping year 
declined from 13 in the 2018–19 season to 11 in the 2019–20 season. The ACCC notes that in the 
2018–19 season Plum Grove, WA’s sixth largest exporter over the 8 shipping years to 2018–19, 
announced that it would exit the Australian market due in part to high domestic prices and foreign 
competition.21

Table 7.2:  WA bulk shipment market share, 2011–12 to 2019–20

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

CBH 45% 46% 56% 51% 47% 46% 54% 49% 55%

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

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

GrainCorp 0% 0% 3% 4% 7% 8% 9% 13% 12%

Emerald 8% 7% 6% 6% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3%

Others 14% 20% 13% 19% 24% 23% 19% 17% 11%

Number of 
exporters

13 15 12 13 14 14 13 13 11

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

7.2.5 Shipment pace
Figure 7.8 shows that WA’s bulk shipments were generally lower than average across the 2019–20 
shipping year, particularly in the ‘off-peak shipping period’ months of June to November. However, 
shipments between December and February and in April were above average.

Figure 7.8: WA bulk grain shipments by month, 2019–20 compared to nine-year average
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

21 Plum Grove, Plum Grove Public Announcement 25th October 2019 [media release], Plum Grove, 25 October 2019, 
accessed 27 October 2019.

https://www.plumgrove.com.au/media/plum-grove-public-announcement-25th-october-2019/
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7.2.6 Coastal shipments
The continued east coast drought saw grain shipped from WA to the east coast again. However, as 
grain production increased in Victoria, coastal shipments from WA decreased significantly. In the 
2019–20 season, 1.5 million tonnes of grain was sent from WA as coastal shipments, a decrease of 51% 
from the 2018–19 season. The substantial decrease in coastal shipments is shown in figure 7.9.

Of WA’s 2019–20 coastal shipments, Queensland received 1.2 million tonnes, NSW received 0.3 million 
tonnes, and Victoria received 0.01 million tonnes. 

Figure 7.9: Coastal shipments by port in WA, 2017–18 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

7.3 Port by port analysis
The following section examines usage of WA’s port terminal facilities in the 2019–20 shipping year 
and analyses notable trends over time. The ACCC analyses the following at an individual port terminal 
facility level to provide an understanding of the level of competition in specific port zones: 

	� Shipment volumes and capacity utilisation figures are analysed to assess levels of demand for 
services, capacity constraints and the strength of the relevant PTSP’s incentive to provide fair and 
transparent access.

	� The type of grain shipped is analysed to identify any trends or changes in the level of shipments of 
specific grains. 

	� Market shares are analysed to assess how many exporters were able to access a specific facility and 
the extent to which the number is changing over time. While a reduction in the number of exporters 
securing access at a port terminal facility does not necessarily demonstrate that a PTSP is denying 
access, it may give the ACCC cause to seek further information from exporters about why the 
number of exporters securing access to a facility is declining. 

7.3.1 WA capacity utilisation
Table 7.3 shows the yearly and peak period levels of capacity utilisation for each of the WA port terminal 
facilities in the 2019–20 shipping year and how it compares to average utilisation levels. It shows that 
Albany, Esperance and Bunbury saw above-average utilisation during the peak period, while Geraldton 
and Kwinana saw below-average utilisation in the same period. All facilities, with the exception of 
Bunbury, saw below-average utilisation over the entire shipping year. 
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Table 7.3:  Peak and yearly capacity utilisation by port, 2019–20 compared to nine-year average

Port Peak capacity utilisation Yearly capacity utilisation

2019–20 Average 2019–20 Average

Albany CBH 76% 67% 79% 80%

Esperance CBH 86% 69% 67% 74%

Geraldton CBH 43% 61% 59% 76%

Kwinana CBH 64% 80% 65% 89%

Bunbury WAPRES 38% 25% 31% 23%

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

7.3.2 Non-wheat shipments from Albany were higher than wheat 
shipments for the fourth year in a row

Figure 7.10: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Albany, 2011–12 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

Table 7.4: Exporter market share at Albany, 2011–12 to 2019–20

  2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

CBH 59% 55% 66% 62% 56% 56% 63% 61% 62%

Glencore 18% 11% 14% 9% 11% 14% 7% 13% 10%

Cargill 12% 12% 6% 5% 6% 1% 2% 3% 7%

GrainCorp 0% 0% 5% 5% 6% 11% 6% 10% 14%

Emerald 4% 5% 5% 3% 3% 4% 5% 0% 1%

Others 8% 17% 5% 16% 18% 15% 18% 12% 6%

Number of 
exporters

6 8 8 12 10 9 10 10 9

Source  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.
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The ACCC makes the following observations about bulk shipments from Albany during the 2019–20 
shipping year:

	� Overall shipments increased by 0.3 million tonnes which saw Albany ship a total of 2.7 million tonnes, 
which is equal to its average (see figure 7.10).

	� Wheat shipments increased by 15% and barley shipments increased by 5%.

	� For the fourth year in a row, Albany shipped more non-wheat grains than wheat.

	� CBH, as an exporter, experienced a 1 percentage point increase in market share to 62%, its equal 
third highest share over the 9 year period analysed (see table 7.4). 

7.3.3 Capacity utilisation at the WAPRES Bunbury facility remained 
low as WA’s production and bulk shipments decreased; Bunge 
remains its only user

Figure 7.11: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Bunbury, 2015–16 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

The ACCC makes the following observations about WAPRES’s facility at Bunbury:

	� Despite increased usage in the 2019–20 shipping year (see figure 7.11) Bunbury remains the port 
terminal facility with the lowest capacity utilisation in WA (see table 7.3).

	� Due to site limitations, third party access to WAPRES’s ship loader can only be facilitated using grain 
storage conveyor equipment owned and operated by Bunge.22

	� Despite being the only competitor to CBH, WAPRES’s Bunbury facility has been unable to expand 
its export profile or customer base with Bunge still the only exporter to have used the facility. 

22 The ACCC understands that Bunge effectively manages grain export activities at the WAPRES facility.
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7.3.4 Overall bulk shipments from Esperance continued to decline; 
CBH, Glencore and GrainCorp acquired 94% of all services 

Figure 7.12: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Esperance, 2011–12 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

Table 7.5: Exporter market share at Esperance, 2011–12 to 2019–20

  2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

CBH 51% 73% 60% 54% 60% 56% 46% 50% 62%

Glencore 26% 10% 24% 21% 11% 13% 17% 16% 17%

GrainCorp 0% 0% 5% 10% 7% 8% 18% 21% 15%

Plum Grove 1% 0% 3% 4% 6% 6% 12% 3% 0%

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

Others 21% 15% 5% 3% 7% 13% 4% 6% 2%

Number of 
exporters

8 8 7 6 8 9 8 7 6

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

The ACCC makes the following observations about CBH’s facility at Esperance during the 2019–20 
shipping year:

	� Shipments declined 12% from the previous season, and were 10% below the average of 2.20 million 
tonnes (see figure 7.12).

	� Capacity utilisation in the peak period increased from 79% in the 2018–19 shipping year to 86%, which 
was 17 percentage points above average (see table 7.3).

	� CBH’s market share at Esperance rose from 50% in the 2018–19 shipping year to 62%, 5 percentage 
points higher than CBH’s average Esperance market share of 57% (see table 7.5).

	� Glencore and GrainCorp continue to have large market shares at Esperance, and in combination with 
CBH, the top 3 access seekers at Esperance secured 94% of all services provided.

	� Exporters AGE and Louis Dreyfus shared the remaining 2% of the market. 
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7.3.5 Geraldton bulk shipments declined significantly

Figure 7.13: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Geraldton, 2011–12 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

Table 7.6:  Exporter market share at Geraldton, 2011–12 to 2019–20

  2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

CBH 38% 35% 50% 37% 44% 37% 53% 44% 55%

Glencore 17% 14% 12% 11% 10% 11% 15% 12% 18%

Cargill 16% 22% 12% 13% 9% 6% 7% 8% 6%

Emerald 14% 6% 12% 18% 7% 7% 6% 5% 5%

GrainCorp 0% 0% 2% 3% 11% 15% 11% 19% 10%

Others 16% 23% 12% 17% 19% 24% 9% 13% 7%

Number of 
exporters

10 10 9 10 10 10 7 8 7

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

The ACCC makes the following observations about CBH’s facility at Geraldton during the 2019–20 
shipping year:

	� Total shipments of 1.75 million tonnes were 40% below 2018–19 levels.

	� Shipments from Geraldton are the most variable of the WA port terminal facilities, and figure 7.13 
shows that during 2019–20 shipments declined across both wheat and non-wheat grain.

	� As with shipment levels, capacity utilisation levels at Geraldton are also highly variable. This season 
only 43% of peak capacity was used (see table 7.3), down from 92% in the 2018–19 shipping year’s 
peak period.

	� CBH increased its market share at Geraldton, from 44% in the 2018–19 season to 55% in the 
2019–20 season.

	� ADM and Bunge shared the remaining 7% of the market. 



52 Bulk grain ports monitoring report 2019–20

7.3.6 Capacity utilisation at Kwinana declined to its lowest level 
since 2011–12

Figure 7.14: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Kwinana, 2011–12 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

Table 7.7: Exporter market share at Kwinana, 2011–12 to 2019–20

  2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

CBH 41% 36% 50% 48% 43% 43% 55% 48% 50%

Glencore 25% 18% 11% 16% 14% 19% 13% 14% 15%

Cargill 11% 11% 10% 4% 7% 6% 3% 6% 6%

Emerald 6% 11% 7% 6% 6% 4% 4% 4% 5%

Plum Grove 0% 3% 1% 6% 10% 9% 6% 7% 0%

Others 17% 21% 20% 20% 20% 19% 19% 21% 23%

Number of 
exporters

11 14 11 13 13 12 12 11 11

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

The ACCC makes the following observations about CBH’s facility at Kwinana in the 2019–20 
shipping year:

	� Kwinana continues to be Australia’s highest volume bulk shipment facility, facilitating 4.3 million 
tonnes of shipments (see figure 7.14) and accounting for 28% of total Australian bulk shipments.

	� Shipments decreased by 31% and were 18% below the Kwinana average of 5.2 million tonnes.

	� CBH marginally increased its market share at Geraldton, from 48% in the 2018-19 season to 50% in 
the 2019–20 season (see table 7.7).

	� Seven exporters shared the remaining 23% of exported volume – ADM, AGE, Bunge, COFCO, 
GrainCorp, Louis Dreyfus and Riverina. 

	� Peak capacity utilisation decreased from 100% in the 2018–19 shipping year to 64%, 16 percentage 
points below its average peak utilisation of 80% (see table 7.3).
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8. South Australia
Figure 8.1: South Australia key results in 2019–20
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Forecasters, Supply and Demand report.
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8.1 Overview of South Australia
Consistent with previous seasons, SA had the highest number of operational bulk grain export port 
terminal facilities in Australia (nine) during the 2019–20 season and a strong bulk shipment focus. On 
average, bulk shipments make up 78% of SA’s grain usage. 

SA on average produces around 7.1 million tonnes of grain (third highest of any state) of which around 
4 million tonnes is wheat and 3 million tonnes is other grain (mostly barley). Compared to other states 
SA typically has low levels of domestic consumption (17%) and containerised exports (5%).

Four of SA’s 9 port terminal facilities are located at Port Adelaide (Inner Harbour – Viterra, Outer 
Harbor – Viterra, Berth 29 – LINX, and Osborne – Semaphore Container Services). Viterra operate 4 of 
SA’s remaining 6 facilities; located at Port Lincoln, Thevenard, Wallaroo and Port Giles. The remaining 
facilities are T-Ports’ new bulk grain export port terminal facility at Lucky Bay and the ADM Port Pirie 
facility which recommenced shipping in the 2019–20 season.

The ACCC understands that T-Ports intends to develop a second facility at Wallaroo with early site 
works having started in late 2020, with T-Ports expecting to begin export operations in early 2022.23 The 
ACCC also notes that Cargill Australia has established a port terminal facility at Port Adelaide, which 
has commenced operations for the 2020–21 season. Previously LINX provided port terminal services 
to Cargill via a mobile ship loader owned and operated by LINX. On 8 April 2020, LINX confirmed in 
writing that it no longer provides services at its Berth 29 facility.

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

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

LINX and Semaphore established bulk grain export port terminal services at Port Adelaide in 2015–16 
and 2016–17 respectively, though Viterra remains the dominant PTSP in SA. Table 8.1 illustrates that 
Viterra loaded 94% of grain shipped in bulk from SA in the 2019–20 shipping year, and has loaded 93% 
of all grain shipped from SA since 2016–17 (which was the first shipping year both LINX and Semaphore 
were in operation). Table 8.1 below provides further breakdowns of PTSP market shares.

23 T-Ports, T-Ports to expand to Yorke Peninsula with Wallaroo port development [media release], 22 October 2020, accessed 
21 January 2021; T-Ports, Wallaroo port development, accessed 17 February 2021.

https://tports.com/t-ports-to-expand-to-yorke-peninsula-with-wallaroo-port-development/,
https://soundcloud.com/t-ports/wallaroo-port-development-1
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Table 8.1: SA port terminal facility market share of grain throughput

Port Percentage share of 
throughput 2019–20

Percentage share of 
throughput since 2011–12

Percentage share of 
throughput since 2016–17*

Port Adelaide LINX 0% 2% 3%

Port Adelaide Semaphore 3% 2% 4%

Port Adelaide Viterra 24% 35% 31%

Port Giles Viterra 12% 12% 12%

Port Lincoln Viterra 45% 34% 36%

Thevenard Viterra 6% 6% 5%

Wallaroo Viterra 7% 10% 9%

Lucky Bay T-Ports 3% 0% 1%

Viterra Total: 94% 97% 93%

Others Total: 6% 3% 7%

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

Notes:  * Port Adelaide LINX began operations in 2015–16, Port Adelaide Semaphore began operations in 2016–17 and 
T-Ports Lucky Bay commenced in 2019–20.

Figures 8.3 and 8.4 further illustrate that Viterra’s dominance as a PTSP applies during both peak 
periods and over entire shipping years. Figures 8.3 and 8.4 also indicate that there may be capacity 
constraints in SA during high output years, particularly during the peak period. The ACCC notes that 
the increase in SA port capacity from 2015–16 is attributable to the arrival of LINX and Semaphore in 
2015–16 and 2016–17 respectively. 

Figure 8.3: Grain loaded by PTSP in SA
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.



56 Bulk grain ports monitoring report 2019–20

Figure 8.4: Grain loaded during the peak period by PTSP in SA
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

8.2 Key observations for SA in 2019–20 
8.2.1 Production
SA grain production in 2019–20 increased from the 2018–19 season, yet remained below average. The 
ACCC also makes the following observations about SA’s production in the 2019–20 shipping year (see 
figure 8.5):

	� SA produced 6.0 million tonnes of grain, 15% below the nine-year average.

	� The upward trend in non-wheat grain production continued with 47% of production in the 2019–20 
season being non-wheat grains, compared to 45% in the 2018–19 season. In the 5 seasons from 
2011–12 to 2015–16, non-wheat grain accounted for 40% of SA’s grain production. 

	� The SA production forecast rebounds to 8.4 million tonnes in the 2020–21 season, which would be 
19% above the average of 7.1 million tonnes. 
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Figure 8.5: SA annual grain production compared to nine-year average, 2011–12 to 2019–20, and  
2020–21 forecast
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Source:  ABARES, State data underpinning: Australia crop report: February 2021 No. 197.

Notes: s 2019–20 figures are ABARES estimates, which are subject to revision. f 2020–21 figures are ABARES forecasts.

8.2.2 Grain usage

Figure 8.6: SA grain usage, 2014–15 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; Australian Crop Forecasters, Export 
report; and Australian Crop Forecasters, Supply and Demand report.

The ACCC makes the following observations about SA’s grain usage in the 2019–20 shipping year (see 
figure 8.6):

	� Bulk shipments from SA’s 9 port terminal facilities increased significantly from 2.5 million tonnes to 
3.3 million tonnes, an increase of 27%. 24 

	� Coastal shipments increased from 0.44 to 0.50 million tonnes, an increase of 14%. Coastal shipments 
from SA were predominantly loaded at Port Lincoln (0.21 of the 0.50 million tonnes) and were 
received at Brisbane and Port Kembla. 

24 All bulk shipment figures are inclusive of coastal shipments throughout the SA state chapter.
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	� Container exports increased from 0.48 to 0.54 million tonnes (13% increase), while domestic 
consumption marginally increased from 1.17 to 1.18 million tonnes. 

	� In addition, the east coast drought resulted in significant volumes of grain moving towards the east 
coast from SA via rail services. The ACCC does not receive data for overland movements of grain, 
and there is limited data available on this within the market. 

8.2.3 Bulk shipments
Figure 8.7 below shows the amount of grain shipped in bulk from each SA port terminal facility in the 
2019–20 shipping year and compares it to the average amounts loaded over the last 9 shipping years. 

As SA’s grain production remained below average, so too did bulk shipments from SA port terminal 
facilities. The ACCC makes the following observations about bulk grain shipments from SA during the 
2019–20 shipping year:

	� Viterra’s Port Adelaide (59% below average), Wallaroo (60% below average) and Port Giles facilities 
(42% below average) all operated well below average utilisation.

	� Viterra’s Port Lincoln (20% below average) and Thevenard (39% below average) facilities also 
operated below average levels of utilisation.

	� Semaphore’s Port Adelaide facility operated at 53% below average levels of utilisation.

	� T-Ports’ Lucky Bay facility commenced operations with its first shipment in September 2019 and 
shipped a total of 0.12 million tonnes of grain in bulk over the 2019–20 season.

	� LINX Port Adelaide was not used. 

Figure 8.7: Bulk shipments by port and commodity type, 2019–20 and nine-year average
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8.2.4 Market share 
As noted in section 7.2.4, market share data provides an indication of the general level of competition 
and access seeker participation in individual markets. The ACCC makes the following observations 
about market shares of access seekers at SA port terminal facilities in the 2019–20 shipping year (see 
table 8.2): 

	� As is typical in low production years, an overall reduction in demand for Viterra’s services 
corresponded to an increase in the market share of its trading arm, Glencore. Glencore’s market 
share increased from 43% to 46%.
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	� ADM increased its market share from 5% in the 2018–19 shipping year to 14% to become the second 
highest exporter in the 2019–20 shipping year.

	� CBH decreased its market share, falling from 18% to 10% of total shipments. CBH, SA’s second 
highest exporter from 2011–12 to 2018–19, was the third highest exporter in 2019–20.

	� Four exporters shared the remaining 19% share of the market – AGE, Centre State Exports, 
GrainCorp and Quadra. 

	� The number of access seekers who acquired services was 9 compared with 10 in the 2018–19 
shipping year. 

Table 8.2:  SA bulk shipment market share, 2011–12 to 2019–20

  2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

Glencore 44% 45% 36% 30% 42% 42% 36% 43% 46%

CBH 6% 13% 13% 13% 13% 12% 12% 18% 10%

Cargill 20% 10% 12% 16% 7% 8% 6% 2% 3%

ADM 13% 11% 12% 6% 7% 8% 6% 5% 14%

Bunge 3% 5% 5% 3% 9% 6% 10% 8% 7%

Others 14% 15% 21% 31% 22% 24% 29% 25% 19%

Number of 
exporters

12 13 16 18 12 11 14 10 9

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

8.2.5 Shipment pace 
Figure 8.8 shows that SA’s shipment pace during the 2019–20 shipping year was significantly below 
average across all months. 

Figure 8.8: SA bulk grain shipments by month, 2019–20 compared to nine-year average
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.
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8.2.6 Coastal shipments 
Coastal shipments from SA increased from 0.44 million tonnes in the 2018–19 shipping year to 
0.50 million tonnes in the 2019–20 shipping year. Of the 2019–20 coastal shipments, Brisbane received 
0.49 million tonnes with the balance received at Port Kembla.

As shown in figure 8.9: 

	� The majority of SA’s coastal shipments in the 2017–18, 2018–19 and 2019–20 shipping years were 
loaded at Port Lincoln.

	� All of Viterra’s facilities were used to load coastal shipments in the 2019–20 shipping year. In the 
2018–19 shipping year, coastal shipments were not loaded at Viterra’s facilities at Port Adelaide 
and Wallaroo. 

	� No coastal shipments were loaded at LINX’s and Semaphore’s Port Adelaide facilities in the past 3 
shipping seasons.

	� T-Ports’ Lucky Bay facility commenced operations in the 2019–20 season and loaded 0.04 million 
tonnes of coastal shipments.

Figure 8.9: Coastal shipments by port in SA, 2017–18 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

8.3 Port by port analysis
As noted in section 8.2, the ACCC’s port by port analysis sections examines how a state’s port terminal 
facilities were used in the most recent shipping year and analyses notable trends over time. The ACCC 
considers that this analysis provides an understanding of the level of competition in specific port zones.

Further details on how the ACCC conducts this analysis can be found in section 7.3.

8.3.1 SA capacity utilisation
Table 8.3 shows that during the 2019–20 shipping year the utilisation of all SA port terminal facilities 
(with the exception of Port Lincoln) was generally well below average during the peak shipping period 
and the shipping year overall. Viterra’s Port Lincoln facility was the exception, with peak capacity 
utilisation 11 percentage points higher than average. 
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Table 8.3:  Peak and yearly capacity utilisation by port, 2019–20 compared to nine-year average

Port
Peak capacity utilisation Yearly capacity utilisation

2019–20 Average 2019–20 Average

Port Adelaide Viterra 29% 68% 26% 64%

Port Giles Viterra 59% 72% 40% 69%

Port Lincoln Viterra 87% 76% 62% 77%

Thevenard Viterra 36% 72% 33% 53%

Wallaroo Viterra 56% 94% 34% 84%

Port Adelaide LINX 0% 77% 0% 76%

Port Adelaide Semaphore 26% 53% 23% 48%

Lucky Bay T-Ports 36% 36% 20% 20%

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

The ACCC notes that the capacity figures used for Viterra’s facilities in this report are consistent with 
those provided by Viterra as supplementary information in relation to its application for exempt service 
provider status.25 

8.3.2 Bulk shipments from Viterra’s Port Adelaide facilities increased 
slightly, were 59% below average

Figure 8.10: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Viterra Port Adelaide, 2011–12 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

25 Information related to Viterra’s exemption application can be found on the ACCC’s website. ACCC, Viterra wheat port 
exemption assessment, accc.gov.au, 2019, accessed 3 March 2021. 

https://www.accc.gov.au/regulated-infrastructure/wheat-export/wheat-export-projects/viterra-wheat-port-exemption-assessment/exemption-application-issues-papers
https://www.accc.gov.au/regulated-infrastructure/wheat-export/wheat-export-projects/viterra-wheat-port-exemption-assessment/exemption-application-issues-papers
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Table 8.4: Exporter market share at Viterra Port Adelaide, 2011–12 to 2019–20

  2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

Glencore 48% 49% 35% 34% 52% 55% 44% 52% 64%

CBH 6% 16% 14% 10% 18% 15% 15% 0% 12%

ADM 14% 12% 11% 6% 5% 7% 5% 0% 7%

Cargill 15% 3% 8% 19% 0% 0% 2% 0% 6%

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

Others 14% 17% 22% 25% 19% 15% 21% 40% 5%

Number of 
exporters

10 11 13 13 9 8 11 6 6

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

The ACCC makes the following observations about Viterra’s Port Adelaide facilities during the 2019–20 
shipping year:

	� Traditionally SA’s highest volume facilities (which load an average of 2.0 million tonnes of grain for 
bulk shipment per year), Viterra’s Inner Harbour and Outer Harbor facilities loaded only 0.8 million 
tonnes in 2019–20 (59% below average). Bulk shipments from Viterra’s Port Adelaide facilities 
remained below average despite increasing by 233% from the 2018–19 season (see figure 8.10). 

	� AGE was the sole other exporter with a 5% market share. 

	� The number of exporters who used Viterra’s Port Adelaide facilities remained at 6 following a decline 
from 11 in the 2017–18 season (see table 8.4).

8.3.3 Bulk grain shipments from Semaphore’s Port Adelaide facility in 
the 2019–20 shipping year remained below average

Figure 8.11: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Semaphore Port Adelaide, 2011–12 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.



63 Bulk grain ports monitoring report 2019–20

Table 8.5:  Exporter market share at Semaphore Port Adelaide, 2016–17 to 2019–20

2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

COFCO 40% 42% 0% 0%

AGE 44% 28% 0% 0%

JK International 16% 29% 0% 40%

Quadra 0% 0% 0% 32%

ADM 0% 0% 0% 27%

Others 0% 0% 100% 0%

Number of exporters 3 3 1 3

Source:  PTSP loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

The ACCC makes the following observations about Semaphore’s Port Adelaide facility during the 
2019–20 shipping year:

	� In the 2019–20 shipping year, 0.09 million tonnes of grain was loaded at Semaphore’s Port Adelaide 
facility. This was 53% below the average amount of grain loaded at Semaphore’s Port Adelaide 
facility (0.19 million tonnes)

	� The number of exporters who used Semaphore’s facility increased from one in the 2018–19 shipping 
year to three. 

8.3.4 There were no bulk grain shipments from LINX’s Port Adelaide 
facility in the 2019–20 shipping year

Figure 8.12: Capacity utilisation by commodity at LINX Port Adelaide, 2011–12 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.
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8.3.5 Shipments from Port Lincoln continued to decline and were 20% 
below average

Figure 8.13: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Viterra Port Lincoln, 2011–12 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

Table 8.6: Exporter market share at Viterra Port Lincoln, 2011–12 to 2019–20

  2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

Glencore 45% 46% 41% 33% 46% 41% 32% 37% 42%

CBH 7% 10% 14% 19% 15% 15% 12% 23% 15%

Cargill 25% 15% 14% 14% 5% 7% 5% 1% 2%

ADM 7% 5% 11% 3% 6% 11% 9% 4% 12%

COFCO 0% 0% 0% 1% 13% 13% 15% 12% 0%

Others 17% 25% 21% 32% 16% 13% 26% 22% 29%

Number of 
exporters

6 9 11 15 10 9 12 10 8

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

The ACCC makes the following observations about the utilisation of Viterra’s Port Lincoln facility during 
the 2019–20 shipping year:

	� Viterra’s Port Lincoln facility was the only SA facility that operated close to its average utilisation 
(1.5 million tonnes shipped, only 20% below average (see figure 8.13)).

	� While overall capacity utilisation at Port Lincoln was similar to 2018–19 levels, peak period utilisation 
was 11 percentage points above average (see table 8.3).

	� AGE, Bunge, Centre State Exports and GrainCorp shared the remaining 29% market share. 

	� Table 8.5 shows a total of 8 exporters secured capacity at Port Lincoln, declining from 10 in the 
2018–19 shipping year. 
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8.3.6 Port Giles bulk shipments remained well below average

Figure 8.14: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Viterra Port Giles, 2011–12 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

Table 8.7: Exporter market share at Viterra Port Giles, 2011–12 to 2019–20

  2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

Glencore 28% 50% 41% 30% 39% 42% 38% 57% 48%

Cargill 26% 14% 20% 21% 9% 4% 0% 8% 0%

Bunge 13% 8% 8% 0% 19% 13% 14% 22% 19%

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

CBH 4% 13% 4% 12% 10% 9% 15% 12% 0%

Others 11% 0% 17% 28% 18% 24% 33% 2% 34%

Number of 
exporters

10 5 6 8 9 9 6 5 6

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

The ACCC makes the following observations about the utilisation of Viterra’s Port Giles facility during 
the 2019–20 shipping year:

	� Figure 8.14 shows that while bulk shipments of grain increased slightly from 0.34 million tonnes to 
0.38 million tonnes, bulk shipments were 42% below average.

	� AGE, Centre State Exports, GrainCorp and Quadra shared the remaining 34% market share. 

	� While bulk shipments remained low, the number of exporters that used the Port Giles facility 
increased from 5 to 6 (see table 8.6).
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8.3.7 Shipments from Thevenard decreased and were 39% below 
average

Figure 8.15: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Viterra Thevenard, 2011–12 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

Table 8.8: Exporter market share at Viterra Thevenard, 2011–12 to 2019–20

  2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

Glencore 28% 0% 40% 26% 10% 27% 23% 39% 44%

ADM 24% 27% 10% 11% 30% 23% 46% 27% 38%

Emerald 30% 22% 23% 18% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

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

COFCO 0% 0% 0% 5% 13% 17% 0% 19% 0%

Others 5% 12% 18% 31% 39% 34% 31% 16% 18%

Number of 
exporters

5 4 6 10 8 5 4 5 4

Source: PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

The ACCC makes the following observation about the utilisation of Viterra’s Thevenard facility during 
the 2019–20 shipping year:

	� Shipments decreased to 0.19 million tonnes in the 2019–20 shipping year, down from 0.24 million 
tonnes shipped last season, and were 39% below average (see figure 8.15).

	� Table 8.7 shows that Glencore’s market share increased 5 percentage points, while ADM’s market 
share increased 11 percentage points.

	� CBH and GrainCorp shared the remaining 18% market share. 
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8.3.8 Shipments from Wallaroo increased but were still 60% below 
average

Figure 8.16: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Viterra Wallaroo, 2011–12 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

Table 8.9: Exporter market share at Viterra Wallaroo, 2011–12 to 2019–20

  2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

Glencore 51% 41% 12% 11% 30% 48% 40% 78% 48%

CBH 8% 12% 18% 14% 10% 16% 8% 22% 0%

Bunge 7% 13% 0% 9% 19% 16% 18% 0% 10%

ADM 9% 9% 24% 13% 8% 3% 8% 0% 6%

Cargill 21% 13% 18% 16% 0% 0% 0% 0% 7%

Others 4% 12% 28% 35% 33% 17% 26% 0% 29%

Number of 
exporters

7 8 10 11 7 7 8 2 6

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

The ACCC makes the following observations about the utilisation of Viterra’s Wallaroo facility during the 
2019–20 shipping year:

	� Bulk grain shipments increased from 0.11 million tonnes to 0.23 million tonnes. Despite this, bulk 
grain shipments were still 60% below average (figure 8.16).

	� The number of exporters using Viterra’s Wallaroo facility increased from 2 in the 2018–19 season to 6 
(table 8.8).

	� AGE and GrainCorp export volumes make up the remaining 29% market share shown as ‘Others’. 
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8.3.9 T-Ports commenced shipping operations from its Lucky Bay 
facility

Figure 8.17: Capacity utilisation by commodity at T-Ports Lucky Bay, 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

Table 8.10: Exporter market share at T-Ports Lucky Bay, 2019–20

  2019–20

ADM 100%

Others 0%

Number of exporters 1

The ACCC makes the following observations about the utilisation of T-Ports’ Lucky Bay facility in the 
2019–20 shipping season:

	� 0.12 million tonnes of grain was shipped through T-Ports’ Lucky Bay facility in the 2019–20 season 
(see figure 8.17).

	� Only one exporter, ADM, made use of T-Ports’ Lucky Bay facility.

8.3.10 ADM’s Port Pirie facility recommenced operations
In the 2019–20 shipping season, 0.51 million tonnes of grain was shipped from ADM’s Port Pirie facility. 
The ACCC notes that these shipments are not included in the data analysis featured in this report. 
These shipments, being coastal shipments, were not captured by the Code’s reporting obligations and 
no detailed data about these shipments was provided to the ACCC. As such, only limited information, 
insufficient for detailed data analysis, was available about these shipments through Flinders Ports.26 

As noted in chapter 5, the ACCC continues to consider the concept of application of the Code to 
coastal shipping, which may be an appropriate issue for the next review of the Code to address. 

26 Flinders Ports, Port Statistics [data set], flindersports.com.au, 2021, accessed 13 February 2021. 

https://www.flindersports.com.au/ports-facilities/port-statistics/
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9. Victoria
Figure 9.1: Victoria key results in 2019–20
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Source: ABARES, State data underpinning: Australia crop report: February 2021 No. 197; PTSPs’ loading statements; 
ACF Shipping stem and market share report; Australian Crop Forecasters, Export report; and Australian Crop 
Forecasters, Supply and Demand report.

Note:  As shown above, capacity utilisation at peak times may be lower than utilisation levels across the entire year. For 
information about the ACCC’s calculations of capacity figures, see Chapter 14. 



70 Bulk grain ports monitoring report 2019–20

9.1 Overview of Victoria
Victoria produces 6.6 million tonnes of grain on average each year with wheat being Victoria’s largest 
crop, making up 50% of its production on average over the last 9 years.

Victoria is Australia’s third biggest shipper of bulk grain (11% of national exports) and largest container 
exporter (38% of national exports). Victoria also consumes the second largest amount of domestic grain 
(accounting for 25% of national consumption). 

Victoria has 4 bulk export port terminal facilities. GrainCorp operates facilities at Geelong and Portland, 
Emerald operates a facility at Melbourne and Riordan operates a mobile ship loading facility that moves 
between Geelong and Portland. 

GrainCorp has been the dominant PTSP in Victoria, facilitating 73% of all exports since 2011–12 
(table 9.1).

Figure 9.2: Map of Victorian port terminal facilities and 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 9.1: Victoria port terminal facility market share of grain throughput 

Port Percentage share of 
throughput 2019–20

Percentage share of 
throughput since 2011–12

Percentage share of 
throughput since 2016–17*

Geelong Riordan 10% 2% 7%

Portland Riordan 0% 0% 1%

Geelong GrainCorp 61% 57% 61%

Melbourne Emerald 14% 25% 20%

Portland GrainCorp 15% 15% 11%

GrainCorp Total: 76% 73% 72%

Others Total: 24% 27% 28%

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

Notes: * Riordan began operations with their mobile ship loader in the 2016–17 season.

Table 9.1 also shows that GrainCorp’s Geelong facility performed 61% all of the bulk grain export 
shipments from Victoria in the 2019–20 shipping year, however, as figures 9.3 and 9.4 below 
demonstrate, exports from Victoria remained low.

Figures 9.3 and 9.4 also show that with the exception of 2016–17, overall capacity (and to a lesser 
extent, peak period capacity) utilisation has been relatively low at Victorian ports since the 2013–14 
shipping year. The ACCC notes the increase in Victoria’s port terminal capacity in 2016–17 was due to 
Riordan commencing operations with their mobile ship loader.

Figure 9.3: Grain loaded by PTSP in Victoria
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.
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Figure 9.4: Grain loaded during the peak period by PTSP in Victoria

GrainCorp OthersCapacity

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

2

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

To
nn

es
 (

m
ill

io
ns

)

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

9.2 Key observations for Victoria in 2019–20 
9.2.1 Production
Following below average production in the 2018–19 season, production increased to above average 
levels in 2019–20. The ACCC makes the following observations about Victorian grain production in 
2019–20 shipping year (see figure 9.5):

	� Victoria produced 7.6 million tonnes of grain, which was largely equivalent to production levels seen 
in the 2017–18 season (7.7 million tonnes).

	� Production increased by 62% from the previous year and was 15% above the nine-year average of 
6.6 million tonnes.

	� The 2020–21 production forecast is 9.6 million tonnes, which would be 46% above average levels. 
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Figure 9.5: Victorian annual grain production compared to nine-year average, 2011–12 to 2019–20, and 
2020–21 forecast
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Source:  ABARES, State data underpinning: Australia crop report: February 2021 No. 197.

Notes: s 2019–20 figures are ABARES estimates, which are subject to revision. f 2020–21 figures are ABARES forecasts.

9.2.2 Grain usage

Figure 9.6: Victoria’s grain usage, 2014–15 to 2019–20
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Source: PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; Australian Crop Forecasters, Export 
report; and Australian Crop Forecasters, Supply and Demand report.

The ACCC makes the following observations about Victoria’s grain usage (see figure 9.6):

	� Victoria’s domestic consumption volumes have been relatively stable over the last 6 shipping years 
(between 3.2 and 3.7 million tonnes). 

	� Victoria’s production in 2019–20 increased by 63% to 7.6 million tonnes, and domestic consumption in 
Victoria also increased by 6% to 3.7 million tonnes (which is 8% above the 6 year average). This meant 
that unlike the 2018–19 season, Victoria had an ‘exportable surplus’. 

	� Victorian ports facilitated the export of 0.62 million tonnes of grain, and an additional 0.29 million 
tonnes of grain via coastal shipments. Bulk exports for Victoria increased 265% from the 2018–19 
shipping year but remained 61% below the nine-year average of 1.60 million tonnes.
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	� Coastal shipments from Victoria recommenced in the 2019–20 shipping season, with Victorian ports 
shipping 0.29 million tonnes of grain via coastal shipments. 

	� Victoria also has one of Australia’s largest and most stable containerised export markets. In the 
2019–20 shipping year, 1.0 million tonnes were exported via containers (15% below average). 

9.2.3 Bulk shipments 
Total Victorian bulk grain shipments remained significantly below the nine-year average of 2.5 million 
tonnes.27

Figure 9.7 below shoes the amount of grain shipped in bulk from each Victorian port in the 2019–20 
shipping year compared to the average. It also shows that all Victorian port terminal facilities operated 
below their average utilisation levels. The ACCC also makes the following observations about bulk 
shipments from Victoria in the 2019–20 shipping year:

	� Victoria shipped 0.91 million tonnes of grain in bulk (inclusive of coastal shipments), 64% below the 
average of 2.53 million tonnes.

	� GrainCorp’s Geelong facility shipped 0.55 million tonnes of grain (61% below average), Emerald’s 
Melbourne facility shipped 0.13 million tonnes of grain (79% below average) and GrainCorp’s Portland 
facility shipped 0.14 million tonnes of grain (63% below average).

	� Combined, Riordan’s Geelong and Portland facilities shipped 0.09 million tonnes of grain 
(36% below average). 

Figure 9.7: Bulk shipments by port and commodity type, 2019–20 and nine-year average
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

9.2.4 Market share
Market share data provides an indication of the general level of competition and access seeker 
participation in individual markets. The ACCC makes the following observations about market shares of 
access seekers at Victorian port terminal facilities in the 2019–20 shipping year (see table 9.2):

	� GrainCorp’s market share remained relatively stable, dropping only one percentage point from the 
2018–19 shipping year to 71%. 

	� Cargill’s market share fell significantly to 2% in the 2019–20 shipping year. 

27 Victoria performed a small amount of coastal shipments in the 2017–18 and 2019–20 seasons. Accordingly, all shipment 
averages are inclusive of these coastal shipments.
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	� The total number of exporters who shipped grain from Victoria in the 2019–20 shipping year 
increased to five, with the other 2 exporters being Bunge and Riordan. 

Table 9.2 Victoria bulk shipment market share, 2011–12 to 2019–20

  2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

GrainCorp 20% 16% 33% 38% 43% 27% 57% 72% 71%

Emerald 12% 17% 21% 12% 22% 24% 13% 0% 14%

Cargill 25% 19% 16% 17% 9% 13% 11% 28% 2%

Glencore 23% 16% 10% 5% 4% 7% 3% 0% 0%

ADM 5% 10% 9% 14% 2% 7% 1% 0% 0%

Others 14% 20% 10% 14% 20% 22% 16% 0% 14%

Number of 
exporters

10 11 10 9 9 11 9 2 5

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

9.2.5 Shipment and coastal receivals pace 
Figure 9.8 shows that Victoria’s bulk shipments were significantly below average across the 2019–20 
shipping year, including in each of Victoria’s ‘peak shipping period’ months of December to May. 

Figure 9.8: Victorian bulk grain shipments by month, 2019–20 compared to nine-year average
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

9.2.6 Coastal shipments
After receiving 0.36 million tonnes of grain from WA in the 2018–19 shipping year, 0.29 million tonnes of 
grain were shipped from Victoria to NSW and Queensland.

Of the 2019–20 coastal shipments, 0.24 million tonnes were received in Queensland and 0.05 million 
tonnes were received in NSW. 
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The ACCC notes that Victoria received one coastal shipment of grain in the 2019–20 shipping year. This 
consisted of 12,000 tonnes of oats shipped from WA to Geelong.28 

Figure 9.9: Coastal shipments and receivals by port in Victoria, 2017–18 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

Notes:  Positive values represent outgoing coastal shipments, and negative values represent incoming coastal shipments.

9.3 Port by port analysis
The following section examines usage of Victoria’s port terminal facilities in the 2019–20 shipping year 
and analyses notable trends over time. The ACCC analyses the following at an individual port terminal 
facility level to provide an understanding of the level of competition in specific port zones:

	� Shipment volumes and capacity utilisation figures are analysed to assess levels of demand for 
services, capacity constraints and the strength of the relevant PTSP’s incentive to provide fair and 
transparent access.

	� The type of grain shipped is analysed to identify any trends or changes in the level of shipments of 
specific grains. 

	� Market shares are analysed to assess how many exporters were able to access a specific facility and 
the extent to which the number is changing over time. While a reduction in the number of exporters 
securing access at a port terminal facility does not necessarily demonstrate that a PTSP is denying 
access, it may give the ACCC cause to seek further information from stakeholders about why the 
number of exporters securing access to a facility is declining. 

9.3.1 Victoria capacity utilisation
Table 9.3 shows the yearly and peak period levels of capacity utilisation for each of the Victorian 
port terminal facilities in the 2019–20 shipping year and how it compares to average utilisation levels. 
It shows that all facilities saw below-average utilisation over the entire shipping year and, with the 
exception of Riordan Geelong, during the peak period. 

28 This single coastal receival is not included in Figure 9.9, which shows only outgoing coastal shipments from Victoria in the 
2019–20 season. 
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Table 9.3 Peak and yearly capacity utilisation by port, 2019–20 compared to nine-year average

 Port Peak Yearly

2019–20 Average 2019–20 Average

Geelong GrainCorp 3% 55% 21% 54%

Portland GrainCorp 30% 50% 16% 45%

Melbourne Emerald 5% 40% 7% 32%

Riordan Portland 0% 11% 0% 9%

Riordan Geelong 124% 75% 63% 82%

Source:  PTSP loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

9.3.2 Capacity utilisation at Geelong GrainCorp remained low while 
GrainCorp’s market share increased

Figure 9.10: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Geelong GrainCorp, 2011–12 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSP loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.
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Table 9.4: Exporter market share at Geelong GrainCorp, 2011–12 to 2019–20

  2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

GrainCorp 28% 27% 50% 58% 50% 44% 74% 72% 97%

Cargill 19% 18% 13% 15% 15% 24% 15% 28% 3%

Glencore 29% 21% 17% 9% 7% 12% 4% 0% 0%

ADM 7% 10% 8% 9% 4% 11% 2% 0% 0%

COFCO 2% 7% 5% 7% 4% 4% 3% 0% 0%

Others 15% 17% 7% 3% 20% 6% 1% 0% 0%

Number of 
exporters

9 11 8 6 9 8 6 2 2

Source:  PTSP loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

The ACCC makes the following observations about bulk shipments from Geelong GrainCorp during the 
2019–20 shipping year:

	� Overall shipments increased by 0.38 million tonnes, but remained 60% below Geelong GrainCorp’s 
average of 1.39 million tonnes (see figure 9.10).

	� Wheat shipments increased 467% and barley shipments increased 700% as compared to the 2018–19 
shipping year. Canola shipments decreased 33% on the 2018–19 shipping year.

	� GrainCorp’s market share increased by 25 percentage points to 97% in the 2019–20 shipping year 
(see table 9.4). 

9.3.3 Exports from Portland GrainCorp recommenced; GrainCorp had 
its highest market share in 4 years at 78%

Figure 9.11: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Portland GrainCorp, 2011–12 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSP loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.
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Table 9.5: Exporter market share at Portland GrainCorp, 2011–12 to 2019–20

  2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

GrainCorp 21% 12% 38% 32% 100% 25% 64% 0% 78%

Cargill 38% 26% 13% 14% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

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

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

ADM 0% 15% 15% 21% 0% 12% 0% 0% 0%

Others 9% 19% 11% 32% 0% 57% 36% 0% 22%

Number of 
exporters

6 6 7 5 1 5 2 0 2

Source:  PTSP loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

The ACCC makes the following observations about bulk shipments from Portland GrainCorp during the 
2019–20 shipping year:

	� Following no shipments in the 2018–19 shipping year, 0.14 million tonnes of grain was shipped in bulk 
from Portland GrainCorp in the 2019–20 shipping year (see figure 9.11).

	� Wheat shipments comprised most of the bulk shipments from Portland GrainCorp (0.11 million 
tonnes) with canola comprising the rest (0.03 million tonnes).

	� GrainCorp’s market share was the highest it has been since it held the entire market share in the 
2015–16 shipping year (see table 9.5). 

	� Bunge was the only other exporter at Portland GrainCorp, securing 22% of the market. 

9.3.4 Exports from Melbourne Emerald recommenced; Emerald was 
the only exporter

Figure 9.12: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Melbourne Emerald, 2011–12 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSP loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.
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Table 9.6:  Exporter market share at Melbourne Emerald, 2011–12 to 2019–20

  2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

Emerald 30% 42% 55% 41% 67% 91% 84% 0% 100%

Cargill 27% 17% 22% 21% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Bunge 26% 9% 5% 10% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0%

COFCO 3% 11% 9% 7% 20% 6% 12% 0% 0%

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

Others 10% 12% 0% 0% 4% 4% 4% 0% 0%

Number of 
exporters

6 8 5 5 4 3 3 0 1

Source:  PTSP loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

The ACCC makes the following observations about bulk shipments from Melbourne Emerald during the 
2019–20 shipping year:

	� Following no shipments in the 2018–19 shipping year, 0.13 million tonnes of grain was shipped in 
bulk from Melbourne Emerald in the 2019–20 shipping year (see figure 9.12).

	� Wheat shipments made up 0.05 million tonnes of shipments from Melbourne Emerald, with barley 
comprising the bulk of shipments (0.08 million tonnes).

	� Emerald was the only exporter in 2019–20 (see table 9.6). 

9.3.5 Exports from Riordan (Portland and Geelong) recommenced; 
Riordan was the only exporter

Figure 9.13: Capacity utilisation by commodity at Riordan (Portland and Geelong), 2011–12 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSP loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.
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Table 9.7:  Exporter market share at Riordan (Portland and Geelong), 2016–17 to 2019–20

  2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

Riordan 100% 100% 0 100%

Others 0% 0% 0 0

Number of exporters 1 1 0 1

Source:  PTSP loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

The ACCC makes the following observations about bulk shipments from Riordan (Portland and 
Geelong) during the 2019–20 shipping year:

	� Following no shipments in the 2018–19 shipping year, 0.09 million tonnes of grain was shipped in 
bulk from Riordan (Portland and Geelong) in the 2019–20 shipping year (see figure 9.13).

	� Barley made up 100% of all shipments from Riordan (Portland and Geelong) in the 2019–20 
shipping year.

	� Riordan was the only exporter (see table 9.6). 
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10. New South Wales
Figure 10.1: New South Wales key results in 2019–20
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10.1 Overview of New South Wales 
NSW is, on average, Australia’s second largest producer of grain (behind only WA) producing 10 million 
tonnes per year, 24% of national output. 

NSW is Australia’s largest consumer of domestic grain, consuming 4.6 million tonnes per year on 
average (representing 34% of national consumption). NSW is also Australia’s second smallest bulk 
grain shipment state (Queensland is the lowest), but second highest containerised export state 
(behind Victoria).

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

Table 10.1 below shows that GrainCorp has remained the largest PTSP since the 2015–16 shipping year, 
when Quattro and NAT began operations, facilitating 58% of all throughput in the interim. 

Figure 10.2: Map of NSW port terminal facilities and grain growing regions 

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

Table 10.1:  NSW port terminal facility market share of grain throughput

Port Percentage share of 
throughput 2019–20

Percentage share of 
throughput since 2011–12

Percentage share of 
throughput since 2015–16*

Port Kembla Quattro 0% 5% 14%

Carrington GrainCorp 0% 31% 27%

Newcastle NAT 100% 11% 28%

Port Kembla GrainCorp 0% 53% 31%

GrainCorp Total: 0% 84% 58%

Others Total: 100% 16% 42%

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

Notes:  * Port Kembla Quattro and Newcastle NAT began operations in 2015–16.
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Table 10.1 also shows that NAT’s Newcastle facility performed all NSW’s small amount of shipments 
during the 2019–20 shipping year (see figure 10.3).

Figures 10.3 and 10.4 show the extent to which drought conditions have affected exports over the last 3 
shipping years. They also show the significant increase in port terminal capacity in the 2015–16 shipping 
year, when NAT’s Newcastle and Quattro’s Port Kembla facilities commenced operations. The figures 
show that since then there has been excess port terminal capacity in NSW throughout each shipping 
year, including during the bumper 2016–17 harvest.

Figure 10.3: Grain loaded by PTSP in NSW
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

Figure 10.4: Grain loaded during the peak period by PTSP in NSW
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.
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10.2 Key observations for NSW in 2019–20
10.2.1 Production
Figure 10.5 shows the impact that drought conditions have had on crop production in the last 
3 seasons. The ACCC makes the following observations about NSW production in 2019–20: 

	� Grain production was just 3.5 million tonnes, 66% below the average of 10 million tonnes. 

	� Production was 4% below the 2018–19 season – the lowest level of production since 1994–95.

	� NSW production forecasts show an increase in 2020–21 season to 19.3 million tonnes, which would 
be 93% above average. 

Figure 10.5: NSW annual grain production compared to nine-year average, 2011–12 to 2019–20, and  
2020–21 forecast
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Notes: s 2019–20 figures are ABARES estimates, which are subject to revision. f 2020–21 figures are ABARES forecasts.
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10.2.2 Grain usage

Figure 10.6: NSW’s grain usage, 2014–15 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; Australian Crop Forecasters, Export 
report; and Australian Crop Forecasters, Supply and Demand report.

The ACCC makes the following observations about NSW’s grain usage during the 2019–20 shipping 
year (see figure 10.6): 

	� Domestic demand decreased slightly to under 5 million tonnes, while production fell also fell slightly 
from 3.6 to 3.5 million tonnes, necessitating continued grain supplies from other states. 

	� NSW exported 0.17 million tonnes of grain via container, which is 73% below the average of 
0.63 million tonnes.

10.2.3 Bulk exports
There were 5 bulk shipments of grain from NSW during the 2019–20 shipping year. All 5 shipments 
came from NAT’s Newcastle facility, with a total of 0.08 million tonnes of grain exported (see 
figure 10.7 below). 

For context, NSW has exported an average of 1.9 million tonnes of grain in bulk over the last 9 
shipping years.
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Figure 10.7: Bulk exports by port and commodity type, 2019–20 and nine–year average
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

10.2.4 Exporter market share
Given that there were only five, small bulk shipments of grain from NSW during the 2019–20 shipping 
year, the ACCC notes that there is very little to observe in exporter market shares this year. The 2 
exporters who shipped grain from NAT’s Newcastle facility were Arrow and Quadra. 

For completeness, Table 10.2 illustrates exporter market shares since the 2011–12 shipping year. 

Table 10.2: NSW bulk export market share, 2011–12 to 2019–20

  2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

GrainCorp 47% 43% 50% 36% 31% 18% 35% 11% 0%

Cargill 25% 33% 33% 16% 8% 16% 9% 0% 0%

Glencore 20% 15% 10% 15% 6% 13% 8% 0% 0%

COFCO 1% 3% 1% 17% 15% 22% 0% 0% 0%

Arrow 0% 0% 0% 0% 9% 10% 35% 15% 60%

Others 7% 6% 6% 16% 31% 20% 13% 74% 40%

Number of 
exporters

9 8 6 7 12 10 7 1 2

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

10.2.5 Export and coastal shipment receivals pace 
As is the case with exporter market shares, the ACCC notes that there is little to observe regarding the 
pace of exports from NSW in the 2019–20 shipping year, other than to note that the 5 shipments took 
place between January and June 2020.

Figure 10.8 therefore focuses on the pace of coastal shipment receivals, which was low but consistent 
throughout the year.
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Figure 10.8: NSW bulk grain exports and coastal shipment receivals by month, 2019–20 compared to  
9 year average
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

10.2.6 Coastal shipments
Figure 10.9 shows that NSW’s receival of coastal shipments decreased in the 2019–20 shipping year, 
despite low production that did not meet domestic demand. 

NSW received a total of 0.41 million tonnes in coastal shipments. The ACCC also notes that during the 
2019–20 shipping year:

	� Newcastle received 0.40 million tonnes of grain (41% canola, 34% wheat, 24% barley and 1% oats, 
down from 0.74 million tonnes in the 2018–19 shipping year.

	� Port Kembla received 0.01 million tonnes of grain (100% wheat), down from 0.35 million tonnes in the 
2018–19 shipping year.

Figure 10.9: Coastal shipment receivals by port in NSW, 2017–18 to 2019–20
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10.3 Port by port analysis
As noted earlier in this chapter, there were only 5 shipments of bulk grain from NSW in the 2019–20 
shipping year, all from the NAT facility in Newcastle. Arrow shipped 10,411 tonnes of barley, while 
Arrow and Quadra shipped a total of 72,931 tonnes of wheat across 4 separate shipments. 
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11. Queensland
Figure 11.1: Queensland key results in 2019–20
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11.1 Overview of Queensland
Queensland is Australia’s smallest producer of grain, and produces on average 2.9 million tonnes of 
grain each year (38% and 35% of which is wheat and sorghum respectively). It is also Australia’s largest 
producer of chickpeas and sorghum. 

Queensland is also Australia’s smallest bulk exporter of grain and on average exports 0.9 million tonnes 
of grain per year, which is just 4% of Australia’s total bulk shipments. Over the last 9 years, 
Queensland has contributed on average 94% and 78% 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 
2018–19 and 2019–20). Domestic consumption accounts for a very large proportion of the state’s grain 
usage (on average 78%). 

Queensland has 4 bulk grain export port terminal facilities. GrainCorp operates facilities at Fisherman 
Islands (Port of Brisbane), Mackay and Gladstone, while Queensland Bulk Terminals operates a facility 
at Brisbane. GrainCorp remains the dominant bulk export service provider in Queensland with 100% 
of bulk exports going through GrainCorp facilities in the 2019–20 shipping year, and 86% of bulk 
exports going through GrainCorp facilities since the beginning of the 2015–16 shipping year (as seen in 
table 11.1).

Figure 11.2: Map of Queensland port terminal facilities and grain growing regions

Source: ABS, 7121.0 – Agricultural Commodities, Australia, 2015–16 SA2 data, and company websites.
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Table 11.1: Queensland port terminal facility market share of grain throughput

Port Percentage share of 
throughput 2019–20

Percentage share of 
throughput since 2011–12

Percentage share of 
throughput since 2015–16*

Brisbane QBT 0% 4% 14%

Fisherman Islands GrainCorp 14% 55% 49%

Gladstone GrainCorp 26% 19% 19%

Mackay GrainCorp 60% 22% 17%

GrainCorp Total: 100% 96% 86%

Others Total: 0% 4% 14%

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

Notes:  * Brisbane QBT commenced operations under the Code in 2015–16.

Figures 11.3 and 11.4 both show the extent to which drought conditions have affected exports from 
Queensland over the last 3 shipping years. They also show that there has been significant excess 
capacity in Queensland since the ACCC began reporting. 

Figure 11.3: Grain loaded by PTSP in Queensland
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.
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Figure 11.4: Grain loaded during the peak period by PTSP in Queensland
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; and PTSP provided/published capacity 
statements and capacity data.

11.2 Key observations for Queensland in 2019–20
11.2.1 Production
Figure 11.5 shows the impact that drought conditions have had on crop production during the last 3 
seasons. The ACCC makes the following observations about Queensland’s production in the 2019–20 
shipping year: 

	� Grain production fell to 1.0 million tonnes, 66% below the average of 2.9 million tonnes. 

	� Grain production in the 2019–20 shipping year fell 42% from the drought affected 2018–19 
shipping year.

	� The forecast for Queensland production shows a significant increase in the 2019–20 shipping year to 
2.8 million tonnes. Despite this increase, the forecast for grain production in the 2020–21 season is 4% 
below average.  
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Figure 11.5: Queensland annual grain production compared to nine-year average, 2011–12 to 2019–20, and 
2020–21 forecast
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Source:  ABARES, State data underpinning: Australia crop report: February 2021 No. 197.

Notes: s 2019–20 figures are ABARES estimates, which are subject to revision. f 2020–21 figures are ABARES forecasts.

11.2.2 Grain usage

Figure 11.6: Queensland’s grain usage, 2014–15 to 2019–20

To
ta

l –
to

nn
es

 (
m

ill
io

ns
)

To
nn

es
 (

m
ill

io
ns

)

Container Bulk Total Exports Domestic Total (RHS)

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

4.5

5

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; ACF Shipping stem and market share report; Australian Crop Forecasters, Export 
report; and Australian Crop Forecasters, Supply and Demand report.

The ACCC makes the following observations about Queensland’s grain usage (see figure 11.6):

	� Domestic demand was 3.2 million tonnes. As there were only 1.0 million tonnes of grain produced 
in the 2019–20 shipping year, Queensland was required to source grain from other states via both 
coastal shipment and land based transfers in order to meet this demand.

	� Domestic demand fell 9% from the 2018–19 shipping year, back down to the demand seen in the 
2017–18 shipping year. 

	� Queensland exported 0.15 million tonnes of grain via containers this shipping year, which is 56% 
below the average of 0.34 million tonnes.
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11.2.3 Bulk exports
Queensland exported just 0.08 million tonnes of bulk grain during the 2019–20 shipping year, which is 
91% below the average of 0.89 million tonnes. The low level of exports is shown in figure 11.7.

Of the 0.08 million tonnes exported, 0.05 million tonnes was chickpeas, 0.02 million tonnes was sorghum 
and the remaining 0.01 million tonnes was wheat. 

Figure 11.7: Bulk exports by port and commodity type, 2019–20 and nine-year average 
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11.2.4 Exporter market share
The ACCC notes that 3 different exporters conducted 6 bulk shipments in the 2019–20 shipping year. 

Table 11.2 illustrates exporter market shares since the 2011–12 shipping year. Compared to other states, 
Queensland typically has an even spread of shipments performed amongst exporters, however this was 
not the case in the 2019–20 shipping year which saw very few exports. The 3 exporters who shipped 
from Queensland in the 2019–20 season were ADM, Associated Grain and Glencore. 
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Table 11.2: Queensland bulk export market share, 2011–12 to 2019–20

  2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20

COFCO 15% 20% 46% 40% 23% 20% 37% 23% 0%

GrainCorp 14% 25% 27% 20% 45% 19% 12% 3% 0%

Glencore 16% 20% 13% 15% 7% 19% 19% 6% 40%

Cargill 15% 13% 0% 8% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0%

Emerald 9% 7% 0% 10% 12% 0% 0% 17% 0%

Others 31% 15% 14% 7% 13% 39% 31% 52% 60%

Number of 
exporters

13 11 6 6 5 10 10 8 3

Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

11.2.5 Export and coastal shipment receivals pace 
The ACCC notes that in there is little to observe regarding the pace of bulk exports from Queensland in 
the 2019–20 shipping year. 

Figure 11.8 therefore focuses on the pace of coastal shipment receivals, which exceeded typical export 
pace throughout all months except November. This shows that although very little grain was exported, 
some Queensland port facilities were used.

Figure 11.8: Queensland bulk grain exports and coastal shipment receivals by month, 2019–20 compared to 
nine-year average
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

11.2.6 Coastal shipments
Queensland received 1.91 million tonnes of coastal shipments in the 2019–20 shipping year, a slight 
decrease from 2.09 million tonnes the previous shipping year. These coastal shipments were in response 
to drought conditions that not only eliminated Queensland’s ‘exportable surplus’ but left many domestic 
markets under-supplied. 

As can be seen from figure 11.9, almost all coastal shipments to Queensland in the 2019–20 shipping 
year were received at Brisbane. The ACCC also notes regarding coastal shipments to Queensland that:
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	� Of the 1.91 million tonnes of coastal receivals in Queensland, 1.84 million tonnes of this was received 
at Brisbane, with the remaining 0.07 million tonnes received at Gladstone

	� Wheat made up 0.54 million tonnes of the coastal receivals at Brisbane and 1.37 million tonnes of all 
coastal receivals to Queensland.

Figure 11.9: Coastal shipment receivals by port in Queensland, 2017–18 to 2019–20
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Source:  PTSPs’ loading statements; and ACF Shipping stem and market share report.

The ACCC notes that, in addition to the 1.91 million tonnes of grain received via coastal shipments to 
Queensland, one coastal shipment was sent from Queensland in the 2019–20 shipping year. In January 
2020, a single coastal shipment of 4,500 tonnes of wheat was sent from GrainCorp’s Fisherman Islands 
facility to Port Kembla. 

11.3 Port by port analysis 
As noted earlier in this chapter there were only 6 shipments of bulk grain from Queensland in the 2019–
20 shipping year, all through GrainCorp facilities. Glencore shipped 10,500 tonnes of wheat through 
Fisherman Islands across 2 separate shipments, ADM shipped 31,000 tonnes of chickpeas through 
Mackay across 2 separate shipments, Associated Grain shipped 15,000 tonnes of chickpeas through 
Mackay and Glencore shipped 20,000 tonnes of sorghum through Gladstone. 
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12. Appendix: The 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 Competition and Consumer Act 2010 (Cth) (CCA), would replace the 
undertaking-based regime.

12.1 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 6 Parts, key features of which are as follows:

	� Part 1 – Preliminary – includes the Code’s purpose, definitions, 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.

12.2 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 above 
at 12.2.1). 

During the Code review (discussed in Chapter 2), 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 PTSPs to have a port loading protocol and for that port loading 
protocol to include a capacity allocation system. 29 30 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.31 If the proposed variation is to a capacity allocation system 
of a non-exempt PTSP, the approval of the varied system by the ACCC is required.32 

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.33 These guidelines are available on the ACCC website.34

If a non-exempt PTSP does not have an approved allocation system in place, it can only allocate 
capacity 6 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.35 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.36 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.37

The Code requires the ACCC to publish guidelines relating to its process for making and revoking 
determinations.38 These guidelines are available on the ACCC website.39

The status of PTSPs under the Code and further comments on the exemptions is at Chapter 4 of 
this report.

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

30 Code, r. 25(1).

31 Code, r. 27(1).

32 Code, r. 27(2).

33 Code, r. 25(6).

34 ACCC, Guidelines on the ACCC’s process for approving capacity allocation systems, accc.gov.au, October 2014, accessed 
3 March 2021.

35 Code, r. 5(2).

36 Code, r. 5(3).

37 Code, r. 5(6).

38 Code, r. 5(9).

39 ACCC, Guidelines on the ACCC’s process for making and revoking exemption determinations, accc.gov.au, October 2014, 
accessed 3 March 2021. 

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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13. Appendix: Australian Government 
response to the Review of the Wheat 
Port Access Code of Conduct

Introduction
The Australian Government notes the release of the Review of the Wheat Port Access Code of Conduct. 
The government thanks the Wheat Port Code Review Taskforce members for the work in delivering the 
report and associated recommendations.

Australia’s grains industry can be proud of the significant contribution it makes to the Australian 
economy, particularly through exports. Australia has a well-earned reputation as a supplier of high-
quality grains and as a reliable trading partner. A competitive grains industry is key to the Australian 
Government’s vision for a strong, dynamic and prosperous Agricultural sector. A Wheat Port Code that 
is fit-for-purpose can help ensure the future prosperity of the Australian grains industry.

The Australian Government’s response to this report is set out below.

 u Recommendation 1

That the wheat port access code be retained and reviewed again in 2022.

The Australian Government supports the recommendation.
A further review will help to ensure the Code remains fit for purpose.

The Competition and Consumer (Industry Code—Port Terminal Access (Bulk Wheat)) Regulation 2014 
requires a further review of its operation if the regulation continues in operation for 6 years or more 
after its commencement.

The next review is likely to commence in mid–2022.

 u Recommendation 2

That the code be amended to require parties that jointly provide port terminal services to nominate 
which party is responsible for fulfilling relevant code obligations and to clarify related matters of 
process and responsibility.

That the definitions of ‘port terminal facility’ and ‘port terminal service provider’ be amended to 
clarify the facilities that fall within the scope of the code, and are subject to regulation, at a particular 
time – for example, by removing reference to capability and clarifying when a facility would be 
considered ‘used or to be used’.

The Australian Government supports the recommendation.
The recommendation is intended to improve the operation and enforcement of the code.

Changes to these definitions will ensure the code is fit for the future and achieving its intended 
policy outcomes.
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 u Recommendation 3

That appropriate remedies, including civil pecuniary penalties and thereby infringement notices, be 
considered for serious and egregious breaches to encourage port terminal service providers to take 
specific actions within a specific period required by the code, including in relation to:

	� Part 2: publication obligations, including continuous disclosure rules

	� Part 3: non-discrimination, no hindering and dispute resolution provisions

	� Part 4: certain aspects of the capacity allocation and protocol obligations

	� Part 5: publication obligations, including regarding capacity and performance indicators

	� Part 6: record-keeping obligations.

The Australian Government supports the recommendation in principle.
The penalties must be restricted to serious and egregious breaches of the code, and be consistent 
with the current limits for penalty units within the Competition and Consumer Act 2010. The 
Government does not consider there is evidence of non-compliance or misconduct in the industry to 
support the introduction of a penalty scheme which would increase the penalty units applicable to all 
industry codes.

 u Recommendation 4

That port terminal service providers continue to publish prospective daily shipping stem reports on 
their websites (currently referred to as port loading statements), including the information required 
in clause 7(2).

That the code be amended to require that all accepted bookings be reported no later than 
three* months before the slot opens – whether or not all clause 7(2) information is known to the 
port terminal service provider – or within two* working days of a booking being accepted within 
this period.

That clause 7(2) information provided to and accepted by a port terminal service provider in 
accordance with its agreement(s) with an exporter/customer be included on the shipping stem 
report within two* working days.

* Further industry consultation may be needed to confirm the appropriateness of the suggested 
periods.

The Australian Government supports the recommendation.
The recommendation is intended to improve the operation and enforcement of the code.

Changes to this part of the code will reflect expectations and establish requirements for stem reporting.
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 u Recommendation 5

That port terminal service providers be required to provide the ACCC with retrospective port 
loading statements setting out the bookings for each calendar month (whether executed or not) 
within one month of the conclusion of the calendar month and in the form and manner required by 
the ACCC.

That the port loading statement include:

	� information from the most recent shipping stem report that included the booking

	� if a port terminal service was provided, the quantity and type of grain loaded and time the ship 
departed

	� if a port terminal service was not provided, the reason why.

That, subject to consultation with port terminal service providers about practical reporting 
considerations, monthly port loading statements be provided to the ACCC in .csv files, similar to 
current practice.

The Australian Government supports the recommendation.
The recommendation is intended to improve the operation and enforcement of the code.

Changes to this part of the code will reduce the frequency of reporting for port loading statements.

 u Recommendation 6

That the code be amended to clarify:

	� that the total baseline capacity (including allocated capacity) of a facility that is reasonably 
expected to be available should be reported by shipping window for the shipping year

	� that changes in available capacity – both increases and decreases – and the reasons for these 
(including allocation of capacity) should be clearly reported in weekly updates

	� that the holder/s of capacity and the capacity they hold be reported (allocated capacity).

The Australian Government supports the recommendation.
The recommendation is intended to improve the operation and enforcement of the code.

Changes to this part of the code will make reporting about ship loading capacity more useful.

 u Recommendation 7

That the ‘allocated amount’ reported under clause 29(1)(a) be the ‘allocated capacity’ [for each 
capacity holder] on the date one month before the shipping window opened.

The Australian Government supports the recommendation.
The recommendation is intended to improve the operation and enforcement of the code.

Changes to this part of the code will improve the interpretation and reporting of this data.

 u Recommendation 8

That any requirement for port terminal service providers to report demurrage information be 
removed (clause 29(1)(e)).
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The Australian Government supports the recommendation.
The recommendation is intended to improve the operation and enforcement of the code.

Changes to this part of the code will remove the obligation for this information to be published.

 u Recommendation 9

That clause 30 requiring port terminal service providers to publish stocks information be deleted.

The Australian Government supports the recommendation.
The recommendation is intended to improve the operation and enforcement of the code.

Changes to this part of the code will remove the obligation for this information to be published.

 u Recommendation 10

That clause 25 (‘Port loading protocol to include capacity allocation system’) continue to operate in 
its current form.

That consideration be given to defining the ‘exceptional circumstances’ or determining a process 
under which a capacity allocation system approved by the ACCC under clause 25 might be 
reviewed.

The Australian Government supports the recommendation.
The recommendation is intended to improve the operation and enforcement of the code.

Changes to this part of the code would define ‘exceptional circumstances’ for the purpose of triggering 
a review of a capacity allocation system.

 u Recommendation 11

That the code be amended to extend its coverage from bulk export wheat at port to all bulk export 
grains at port.

The Australian Government does not support the recommendation.
The wheat port code is the most recent step in the deregulation of Australia’s export wheat marketing 
arrangements. The government response to the Productivity Commission’s 2010 inquiry into 
Australia’s Wheat Export Marketing Arrangements laid out a three-stage transition towards full market 
deregulation. The final stage aimed for deregulation governed by general competition law, supported 
by a voluntary code of conduct and intended to take effect from 1 October 2014.

Come 2014, many stakeholders expressed concern that the industry was not yet ready to rely on 
general competition law and argued for a level of industry-specific regulation to remain and thus the 
mandatory wheat port code commenced on 30 September 2014.

The Australian Government’s Industry Codes of Conduct Policy Framework establishes the principle that 
the Government will only mandate an industry code where there is a compelling case for intervention, 
supported by robust evidence. This requires that there is a demonstrable problem affecting industry 
participants or consumers which the market cannot or will not overcome, and that the proposed 
Government intervention is likely to result in a net public benefit.

These same principles apply to expanding the scope of an existing industry code.

While the review supported expanding the code, it found no evidence to suggest consignments of 
non-wheat grains have had a different level of access to port terminal services than consignments of 
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wheat or that they have been subjected to additional discrimination or hindrance and considered that 
expanding coverage would have minimal practical implications for negotiation of access. The review 
noted that Port Terminal Service Providers already effectively apply the provisions in the code to all 
grains and that industry participants did not object to all grains voluntarily being treated equally to 
bulk wheat.

This behaviour indicates that the market is operating appropriately and does not warrant further 
government intervention at this time.

On balance, expanding the code to cover all grains does not align with the principles of the Australian 
Government’s Industry Codes of Conduct Policy Framework as there is insufficient evidence of a 
problem requiring Government intervention and a subsequent increase in regulation.

The Australian Government notes the concerns of the Australian Competition and Consumer 
Commission (ACCC) around its capacity to administer regulations with ‘wheat only’ provisions in an 
environment where all grains are reliant upon access to the same port services.

The Australian Government will consider recommendations by the ACCC about the need for expanding 
the wheat port code to cover ‘all grains’ when it is reviewed again in 2022.

 u Recommendation 12

That Grain Trade Australia take the lead in engaging with open-access up-country 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 port terminal service provider using its 
market power to intentionally and unreasonably restrict fair and transparent access to grain for 
export through operation of its up-country storage and handling network, the need for intervention, 
including regulation, should be considered.

The Australian Government supports the recommendation in principle and 
expects the grains industry to work together to determine how best to 
give effect to this recommendation.
The recommendation is for industry to consider and to report if it finds evidence of port terminal service 
providers using market power to intentionally and unreasonably restrict fair and transparent access to 
grain for export through operation of their up-country storage and handling networks.

The Australian Government will consider any evidence against the principles of the Industry Codes of 
Conduct Policy Framework and, if warranted, the need for regulatory intervention will be examined 
when the Code is next reviewed.
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14. Appendix: Explanatory notes 

14.1 Data
The ACCC sources market share and bulk export data in this report from the loading statements 
produced by PTSPs pursuant to the Code. These statements are forward looking documents and 
PTSPs may not update the statements to reflect tonnages actually loaded. Accordingly, the data in this 
report is indicative only.

The ACCC also uses data from various other sources including:

	� ABARES production data

	� 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)

	� Flinders Ports

The ABARES production data for the 2019–20 season used in this report are estimates only, and are 
subject to further revision. For example, ABARES’ 2018–19 wheat estimates, which the ACCC used 
in the 2018–19 monitoring report, were revised down from 19.1 to 15.9 million tonnes after the report 
was published. 

What time period do we refer to for production figures?
The 2019–20 production season relates to grain grown during 2019 and typically harvested in late 
calendar 2019. However, for some regions and certain grain types (typically the summer crop of 
sorghum), harvest is in early 2020. For example, for wheat, the harvest of the 2019–20 crop was in late 
2019, and for sorghum, the harvest of the 2019–20 crop was in early 2020. 

What time period is the shipping year data from?
Unless otherwise stated references to a year refer to the shipping year for wheat, which is from 
1 October 2019 to 30 September 2020.

14.1.1 Terminology: ‘Shipments’ versus ‘exports’
The last 3 shipping years, grain has been shipped from WA, SA and Victoria to drought-affected areas 
on the east coast to satisfy domestic demand. Although these shipments are not exports they are 
services provided via the same port terminal facilities used to facilitate bulk grain exports. Accordingly, 
the use of these facilities for coastal shipments affects the utilisation of these facilities and the amount 
and timing of capacity available for bulk exports.

Subsequently the ACCC differentiates the use of the terms ‘shipments’ and ‘exports’ for the purposes of 
this report as follows:

	� exports strictly refer to overseas exports and do not include coastal shipment activities performed 
by a PTSP, exporter, or state

	� shipments refer to the combination of coastal shipments and overseas exports performed by a 
PTSP, exporter, or state

14.1.2 Capacity utilisation 
The ACCC estimates capacity of non-exempt port terminal facilities using capacity figures published 
by PTSPs. In the case of exempt port terminals or port terminals that are currently under review for 
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exemption, capacity estimates are based on information provided by PTSPs in the course of the ACCC’s 
exemption assessments. 

The ACCC has used the most recent capacity figure that each PTSP has provided in an exemption 
application or that the PTSP has published. The ACCC uses a single capacity figure for each port for 
each of the 9 seasons analysed. Therefore, as some PTSPs submitted exemption applications several 
years ago, the capacity figures in this report may not be representative of current capacity levels (as 
PTSPs may have upgraded or otherwise amended their facility or operations). Additionally, if a PTSP 
has recently provided an updated (and increased) capacity estimate of their facilities, this report may 
overestimate capacity in past seasons. 

In addition, the ACCC notes that at times PTSPs can offer more than their stated level of capacity.

The ACCC therefore notes that all capacity estimates in this report are indicative figures only and may 
not necessarily reflect the true capacity of a given port in a given shipping year.

Furthermore, 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 (1 February to 31 May). When using yearly 
capacity figures as provided, the ACCC estimates peak period capacity by dividing the full year’s 
release of capacity by three, and may therefore not reflect the true amount of capacity released. 

Some PTSPs provide capacity estimates on a bi-monthly basis (as opposed to a yearly basis). In this 
case, the ACCC is able to ascertain how much capacity a PTSP released over specific months, as 
opposed to assuming capacity is released evenly throughout the whole year. The ACCC has used 
bi-monthly capacity figures to determine peak period capacity when available.

14.1.3 Figures and charts
As explained above, the data in this report is subject to change and is 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 referred to in this report depend on the data sources as below:

	� Production and export/shipment averages refer to a nine-year average calculated between, and 
inclusive of, the 2011–12 and 2019–20 shipping years.

	� Container and domestic averages refer to a six-year average calculated between, and inclusive of, 
the 2014–15 and 2019–20 shipping years.

‘Other grains’ category

In order to provide a snapshot of the top 3 commodities in each state in this report, the total sum 
of exports by commodity from the past 9 seasons was calculated and commodity types ranked 
accordingly. Commodities that fell outside this top 3 for each state are grouped together as 
‘other grain’. 

The top 3 commodity types in this report are typically some combination of wheat, barley, canola, 
sorghum, or chickpeas. The ‘other grain’ category is usually made up of faba beans, field peas, lentils, 
lupins and triticale. 

‘Other’ exporter category

In order to provide a snapshot of the top 5 exporters at each port and state in this report, the total sum 
of shipments by exporters from the past 9 seasons was calculated and exporters ranked accordingly. 
Exporters that fell outside this top 5 are grouped together by port/state into ‘others’. This means that 
while an exporter that is grouped into ‘others’ could be a top 5 exporter at a port terminal facility in a 
particular shipping year, this does not mean that it is a top 5 exporter over the entire period analysed 
(2011–12 to 2019–20).
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Exporter ownership changes

For comparability across years, we group exporters that have undergone ownership changes into their 
parent company/current company name (see table 12.1). For example, COFCO’s market share includes 
the historic exports of Nidera, Noble and PentAg).

Table 12.1:  Parent company names

Previous name Recorded in this report as

Pentag, Noble and Nidera COFCO

Joe White Malting Glencore prior to November 2013 and Cargill thereafter

Barrett Burston GrainCorp

Viterra Glencore

Aus Durum Co Grain Trend

14.1.4 Grain usage
In this report, the term ‘grain usage’ is used 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 does not 
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 SA 
is transferred to Queensland for domestic purposes, this grain is counted as production in SA 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. 

14.1.5 Domestic consumption
In this report, the term ‘domestic consumption’ refers to the amount of grain used within a state. For 
example, domestic consumption includes grain consumed by livestock in Australia. The grain consumed 
within a state may be grown within the state, received from interstate via coastal shipments or inland 
movements or (more rarely) received from overseas. 

While this report includes tables and charts showing the amount of grain consumed in Australia and by 
each state, the ACCC does not have data showing the breakdown of consumption categories. 

14.1.6 Coastal shipments
Throughout the report the ACCC discusses coastal shipments both from the perspective of where they 
were shipped to and from. In terms of coastal shipments receivals the ACCC notes that the Code does 
not require PTSPs to publish information regarding grain receivals, nor destination of shipments, and 
accordingly the ACCC does not have visibility over which PTSPs received these shipments. 

The ACF shipping stem data does however record the destination of shipments. Therefore, while the 
ACCC does not have access to specific port-by-port receival data it does have access to data on a 
‘destination’ basis. This means the ACCC is able to ascertain the broad destination of grain delivery, but 
not the specific terminal. For example, the ACCC is able to see that Newcastle received 0.40 million 
tonnes of coastal shipments during the 2019–20 shipping year, but is unable to distinguish if these 
shipments were received at the Newcastle NAT or Carrington GrainCorp facility.

In contrast, the ACCC does receive terminal specific data on where coastal shipments originated, as 
PTSPs report these shipments in the loading statement.
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14.1.7 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 about 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 growing 
regions from a specific season, which may differ from those shown.
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