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Introduction.

In recent years the operations of national grain grower representation have changed. The
Grains Council of Australia (GCA) has traditionally carried out the roles and functions of
developing and promoting policy of interest to growers.

However, a combination of factors has converged to now require a review and rethink about
how best these roles can be carried out. These include:

* The fact that fewer of the traditional members of GCA (the State Farming
Organisations — SFO’s) have remained members in recent years, along with a
reduction in the ability of SFO’s to fund the operations of the national body.
These two factors mean that the existing system of membership of GCA can no
longer fund or cover the full operations of a national body.

* The growth in other grower groups, for example, farming systems, no-till, co-
operatives and other interest groups. It is likely that this is where the majority of
growers who are members of any groups now reside, and demonstrates that
grain growers continue to participate widely in matters of interest to them and
their industry, and remain willing to participate in matters of interest around
policy and industry development.

* The changes in the grains value chain over recent years, for example, in the area
of wheat marketing, has also changed the operating environment for grower
representation and policy development. Within this, there has been a
recognition that more areas of policy are now often shared between growers and
others in the value chain. As such there are now fewer areas of policy that are
purely grower-centric. This recognition makes the way a national grower body
should operate in the future likely to be different than previously, with more joint
consultation between the sectors of the industry value chain now required, while
still preserving an ability to effectively represent grower views in areas where
grower interests dominate.

* The increased complexity of many areas of policy development and the
increasing amount of material coming from government agencies, research
organisations and the commercial sector that requires consideration for input to
policy development.

These developments have meant that there is now a range of powerful reasons to review
and consider how best to represent growers on a national basis.

At the same time, the existing system contained within GCA is now financially unable to
continue to provide full services in policy development, communication and representing
such to the wider industry, government and others.

In summary, there have been several changes within the operating environment of the
industry, meaning essentially that a ‘restructure’ has taken place in the broader industry. As
yet there has not been any major changes in the system of grower representation to
accompany these.

This document outlines a new way of operating and the functions and roles that are needed
by growers and their industry for the future.



National Grower Representation — Why ?

A national body for grower representation is what most growers, groups and organisations
are seeking.

There needs to be a recognition of the basic reason why a national body should exist.
To increase the productivity and/or profitability of grain growers in Australia.
Two additional reasons for a national grain representative body flow from the above:
To have influence in matters of grower interest, and
To develop an efficient, secure, competitive and sustainable value chain

These should drive the objectives and operations of a national body and should inform the
activities, funding and structure of such a body.

From this can be built the arrangements and definitions of what the body does, and how it
carries out activities, develops policies or represents grower positions, and interacts with
others in the value chain and externally.

The activities and functions of a grower body can then be tested against the main reasons:
increasing productivity and profitability, having influence in matters of interest to growers,
and developing desirable features within the value chain.

A national body would carry out roles including:

* A means of instigating changes in the industry, value chain, operating
environment, R&D direction or focus, or government policy and regulations that
can enhance growers interests, directly or indirectly.

* A means of knowing about, being informed and involved in upcoming and current
matters, issues and positions in the many areas of interest to growers.

* A means of analysing, evaluating and developing responses, positions or policies.

* Recognising that in many areas the interest is shared by others along the value
chain, and so engagement and participation with others with expertise in the
broader industry will be needed to best understand the details and ramifications
of these matters in the interests of formulating a grower-based position, and
then,

* A means of adopting, formalising and communicating these responses, positions
and policies to the broader industry, agencies, organisations or other bodies
involved with the particular matter or area, and then,

* Working to have the position, policy or response implemented by the relevant
body, agency or organisation, and continually monitored through time.

* Operating such that the body is acknowledged as having ‘authority’ as a national
representative industry body when engaging with the various parties, value chain
and agencies so that grower positions are fully understood and taken to have the
weight they deserve.

* Establishing how progress in any policy or position can be shown to have resulted
in benefits to the industry and growers. Measuring the impact of the body, and
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the agencies and organisations it works with in impacting productivity and/or
profitability of the growers would be how progress would be gauged would be
required.

Direction from the National RoundTable of October 2009

On the 29" October, 2009, a Roundtable workshop was held where most of the recognised
grower representative groups came together to consider the future of national grower
representation.

The participants agreed that a National Grower Representative Body was required.
The participants at the Roundtable agreed on a range of desirable features of such a body:
* Abody that is independent and sustainable into the future

* Abody that incorporates the existing grower organisations, but can also consider
how grass roots engagement can be extended further.

* A body that has the capacity to engage with the wider industry, NFF and other
key stakeholders on issues of National importance.

* A body that would provide effective advocacy for Australian growers.

Agreement was reached for a Business Plan to provide a structure, funding and operational
guide for ensuring an effective, efficient and accountable national grower representative
body.

The crucial areas for addressing in the plan include funding and accountability, with a means
for growers to be more directly engaged.

What did Grain Producers Agree

1. The need for a national body to represent grain producers’ interests
2. The need to identify a means of funding such a body

3. The need to find a structure that allows for effective representation,
accountability and an ability to interact with the rest of the value chain.

4. The desire to regain a presence within the NFF

5. That a staged approach be followed to develop a full range of activities — with a
focus on forming an effective national representative body in the first instance, with
later expansion to matters concerning the broader industry and NFF to come with
time.

6. A desire to retain the valuable parts of and activities of the current GCA
7. Forthe pro’s and con’s of a voluntary national levy be analysed and presented

8. That an independent Working Party be formed to develop a Business Plan for
agreement by grain producers, ideally early in the New Year.



National Grower Representation — How

Traditionally, all the work of policy development, communication and implementation has
fallen to the Board or Policy Council members of GCA. This often brought demands in terms
of time, rigour and expertise.

Well thought-through positions, based on wide consultation, collaboration and rigorous
analysis by the appropriate expertise, will allow a national body to effectively represent
grower positions.

The success of a national grower body will be built on a detailed focus on issue analysis,
understanding of the particular matter at hand, using appropriate expertise and
collaboration with other interested parties in developing grower-based positions on the
wide range of matters that exist and can be expected.

An emphasis on policy development and grower engagement in developing policies and
positions will make policy communication and implementation more effective.

The appropriate structure can then be built to facilitate these activities.

This approach is consistent with industry documents, strategic plans and the outcomes from
summits, forums and similar which have emphasised the roles and functions for a national
grower body, with structure and funding being determined in this light.

The Responsibilities for a national grower body

1. To know about existing, current and emerging matters of interest to growers, to
understand, analyse and develop positions on these, then

2. To have these positions agreed, adopted as policy or as preferred positions prior
to communication and publication by the national body, then

3. To work with the appropriate agencies, bodies or organisations to ensure the
policy or position is implemented, and to continually be involved in monitoring for
changes or modifications that may be required.

In carrying out the activities of interest to growers, the national body has to be able to:

1. Identify which matters are entirely grower-centric,

2. ldentify which ones are shared with others in the industry or value chain,
3. Identify who has appropriate expertise around each matter or issue,

4. Identify who else is carrying out activities related to this issue,

5. ldentify what has to be done by the national grower body — either alone or in
partnership with the appropriate agency, body, company or group - to ensure the
best outcome for growers.



This allows the national body to focus more effort on those matters that are of greatest
interest to growers and are not being adequately dealt with by others.

Clearly, in this the essential activity and role is in developing grower-based positions. How
this would operate is described in a section further below.

However, one principle that comes from this is clear: There must be built in to the
operations of a national body ample opportunities for all grain producers to participate in
issue identification, to provide opinions and participate in issues analysis and many other
aspects of the national body’s activities. This means the national body must provide
avenues for all growers to participate.

How a National Body would operate

As previously mentioned the Operational Plan presented here is premised on focussing on
the roles and functions already identified in past grower forums, and some operating
principles are:

* Open and transparent processes and broad communication,

* Wide involvement of interested parties, especially growers who would have the
opportunity (though not be obliged) to participate at several levels in the
workings of the body.

* Flexibility in resourcing and processes, seeking to avoid duplication of activities
where others also have a role, being prudent with resource use.

* Use of expertise and experience wherever possible
* Positions arrived at balancing research, collaboration and analysis.
* Bottom-up policy development.

* Work on matters that have direct impact on growers, especially those where
others in the value chain, or other organisations have little interest.

Only by demonstrating adherence to these principles, notably the first two, would the body
be seen to be accountable.

By having policy analysis and development carried out by Policy Committees, Policy
Development (research) and Policy Implementation (lobbying / advocacy) can be separated.
Policy Committees would focus on the policies and the necessary inputs for developing these
(research), with the Board adopting and communicating policies or positions (lobbying /
advocacy).

The executive and secretariat would identify issues that need attention, finding information
and working with the relevant agencies concerned, and in monitoring policies as they are
implemented.

This is effectively a separation of operations such that each part of the national body can
focus on their area of interest with more energy.

Currently activities of GCA fall into five broad areas:

1. Research and Development



2. Quarantine and Biosecurity
3. Trade and Market Access
4. Environment

5. Infrastructure

These are more or less constant areas, and would remain as permanent or ‘standing’ general
areas. Within each of these, many component matters and policy areas are encompassed,
for example, “Environment” would include matters related to climate change, agricultural
chemical regulations, water and native vegetation management etc.

This said, there would be scope to add new areas of policy, or scale down existing ones from
time to time, in response to changing circumstances or grower recommendations. For
example, some have suggested that the area of generic grain promotion, competitive
activities in response to overseas situations, or similar ‘industry good’ functions may be
worth having as an area of policy. In this case it would likely be a ‘shared’ area of interest
with others in the value chain, and so would be dealt with mostly in partnership with others,
though could remain an area of policy in the national body nonetheless. A process for
evaluating the merits of changes to or additions to policy areas would be developed to allow
merit some degree of assessment of the value of such changes to be assessed.

These policy areas would often have formal links to others both in the grains industry and
outside (e.g. GTA, NFF etc), and in the interests of avoiding duplication would work
collaboratively with these interested parties, even extending to formal arrangements with
such other participants, for example providing delegates on other organization’s committees
etc.

Opportunities flow from this to partner with others (e.g. GGA, NFF, GTA) in policy
implementation, where the partnered body or organisation is well positioned and engaged
in this area of work. Several ‘Industry good’ functions possibly are well suited for this
approach.



Function drives structure

Before considering how the national body should be structured, the roles, functions and
operations have to be identified. These can be summarised and include:

Role / Function

Instigate or Develop policy
positions

How done

Open process convened by
Policy Committees

Structure needed
Policy Committees,

System that allows all
growers to participate

Research or investigate
policy matters

Continual engagement with
industry, government, other
bodies

Secretariat, Policy
Committees, Board

Engagement with GRDC and
other levy-funded bodies

Open process at regional
level organised by
appropriate policy
committee

Policy Committees, open for
all growers

Find additional or expert
information to assist with
policy development

Commission and set ToR for
outside expertise

Policy Committees,
Secretariat, Task Groups

Work with others along the
value chain on matters of
shared interest

Process of continual
engagement with other
bodies

Secretariat, some Policy
Committees formally engage,
potential Board membership

Formally adopting a grower
position

Recommended by Policy
Committees

Board in partnership with
Committees

Communicating a grower
position

Recommended by Policy
Committee

Board, Executive, Secretariat

Monitoring and evaluating
progress

Commission studies, joint
activities with GRDC, Gov't
agencies etc

Executive, Secretariat, Some
committees

Corporate Governance

Normal Company
governance requirements

Board

Given this brief analysis, the body will need a structure that includes a series of Policy
Committees, the potential for task groups to be formed as necessary, and an effective

secretariat and Board.

More detail of the operations of all of these is found further below.

Whole-of-Industry Activities

It is recognised that in the operating environment of the broader industry several of these
areas of policy have aspects that are shared in interest, impact and ramifications with others
in the industry value chain. As such, a logical approach is to work in partnership with these
parties on matters that fall into these areas, while retaining the function of developing




grower positions on these matters. In several areas of policy (for example, Trade, Market
Access, Quarantine, Infrastructure) it is clear that others in the value chain have strong
interests and develop positions and policies. The role of the national grower body in these
matters should be to participate, engage and understand the broader detail and
ramifications of these for the whole value chain, before developing a grower-based position
that can be articulated in partnership with the whole-of-Industry.

In this way, rather than having a ‘set” whole of industry ‘body’ that includes growers as well
as the many other elements of the value chain, we can have a ‘whole-of-industry’ operating
environment that is activity based, is flexible as appropriate to the matter at hand, is
collaborative in role and function rather than another formal, structure-based body. That is,
collaboration with whole-of-industry is by process, activity and participation, rather than by
any formal body with grower ‘membership’. In this way the industry can have a ‘virtual’
‘whole-of-Industry’ body that can deliver the results needed without the overheads and
other requirements a more formal body would have.

The crucial element in having an effective whole-of-industry approach to any matter is to
have an effective and efficient means for the grower sector of the industry to develop
positions and bring these to the rest of the industry. This can best be done in a participatory
approach, recognising the expertise, knowledge and interests of others in the value chain,
and in then blending these elements with grower interests in developing grower-based
positions for use in whole-of-industry activities.

The broader industry seeks to have a national grower body that can develop and articulate
grower-based positions around issues of shared interest. The best interests of the broader
industry AND growers can most effectively be served by having a national grower body that
can engage both with the rest of the value chain (for knowledge and research) and with a
broad section of growers to develop well-reasoned, broadly agreed positions in response.

This reinforces the requirement for a body that can engage with and effectively
communicate with all growers. Mechanisms for this are detailed further below.

Role in relation to national matters and NFF

Traditionally GCA has been a member of the National Farmers Federation (NFF). This is not
the case at present. There remains a desire among some growers for a return to the
situation where the Grains industry has a presence at NFF Policy Council. At present this is
financially impossible.

There are good reasons for a grains industry presence at NFF, since many policy areas at NFF
are of interest and have impact on grain growers (for example, taxation, Industrial relations,
water, Climate change, trade etc). Some areas of policy may best be carried out in future by
NFF, with grain grower involvement as part of that process, rather than by doing it all within
the grower body. These need to be explored in the interests of economies, efficiencies and
effectiveness.

However, any engagement with NFF needs the grains industry to have a viable, functioning
national body in place in order to explore how best to work with NFF.

Consideration of a re-engagement with NFF should be based on:

* Astepped approach, building toward a full optimal involvement in time,
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* Aclear analysis of how it would work and what benefits flow to grain producers.
* Financial circumstances are addressed
* Transitional arrangements for such engagement are negotiated.

For these reasons any consideration of a relationship and any formal engagement with NFF
should be considered once the arrangements for the normal functions of a national body are
worked through. This would be an area of interest within the implementation process of this
Plan.

Task Groups

Where a matter emerges that requires special attention within one of these broad areas of
policy, it would be referred to a task group where more detailed analysis, research and
consultation would take place, so allowing appropriate attention and emphasis to be placed
where needed within the range of policy areas that exist. See detail further below.

Research and Development in the Grains Industry

The area of Research and Development is notionally the area of greatest direct interest to
most grain producers. They provide well over half the funding for the operations of the
GRDC, and also for activities within PHA and the NRS. Much of the operations of these
bodies is aimed at increasing grain productivity, or protecting grain producers’ interests.

The ability of a national grower body to have an effective system for interacting with GRDC is
clearly very grower centric, especially in matters of research applying to on-farm activities,
and not an activity able to be well carried by others in the industry.

For these reasons, the proposed operations of the R&D area of the national body deserve
some consideration. A means of engaging with growers within the regions is proposed,
looking for input to a national R&D policy Committee that would focus on broad general
strategy, direction and high level issues at GRDC, and is outlined in a separate section of this
paper.

It also needs to be noted that aspects of Industry-funded R&D impact and have benefits
across the whole life cycle of grain, and apply in many areas of grain processing, storage, end
uses characteristics, and related activities. Hence the activities of R&D in the grains industry
have roles in almost all areas of the value chain, and so need to be considered in this
context.
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How to Develop Grower-based Positions and Policies

Considering the changed nature of the industry, the need to work in several areas of policy
with others in the industry, and a desire to focus on grower-centric matters, this plan
proposes changes to how grower positions and policies are developed.

This is based on the principle of allowing for broad grower involvement, recognising the
changed nature of the proposed funding of the national body, and wishing to remove
duplication where possible.

Within the five general area of policy, it is suggested that one (Research & Development) is
clearly grower-centric (especially in regard to R&D activities in the ‘Practices’ portfolio at
GRDC), one (Environmental matters) is mainly grower-centric, and the other three are
shared to various degrees with others in the broader industry or with government agencies.

This informs how such areas of policy would operate at a national grower body level.

In the main, the areas of shared activity would operate such that members of a policy
committee would develop grower-based positions that would be articulated both alone by
growers (via GCA) and more broadly in partnership with others in the value chain. To do this
the relevant policy committee would mostly be involved in participating with other
interested parties to gather information and test alternative positions with the industry
before forming the grower position at GCA. This means that, in the main, such committees
would not need to meet very often at a national level, but would more often be attending
activities and events as part of a broader industry community of interest.

However, in the areas of grower-centric policy, especially R&D and Environmental matters,
the national grower body would have jurisdiction and structure, manage and operate these
as the national body. Whilst welcoming participation from the broader industry, the
national body would effectively operate these as ‘core business’.

From time to time, some issues would likely require the body to gauge the opinions of the
wider grower community. In some cases a national ‘poll’ of growers would be useful, and in
these cases the assistance of NGR can be used to this (see detail on NGR below).
Additionally, all growers will have access to the national body website, where comments
opinions and suggestions can be made for any area of policy, or for committee
consideration.

Regional Grower Policy Conferences

While the grower body is a nationally operating organisation, it is seen as appropriate,
especially in the interest of attracting input from the wider grower community, and for
determining who would formally hold positions in committees and the Board, to hold
regionally-based gatherings of growers each year. These conferences would:

* Be held in each region, comprising a mix of Board members, committee
members, GRDC Panel members and other interested parties in the value chain in
each region.

* Move about the regions from year to year and not be held at the same location
each year.
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* Be open to any grain producer to attend, possibly charging a fee for those who
are not contributing via the voluntary levy.

* Wherever possible and sensible, be held in partnership or in parallel with other
industry activities where growers are present, for example, at GRDC Grower
updates and expos.

¢ Would focus on two activities:

* Hold an open forum where growers and groups could raise any matter of
interest or concern to them in any of the areas of policy. They could propose
what they would like to see done in these, make comment about the
priorities within policy areas, propose new initiatives etc.

* Receive nominations from grower organisations and groups for the various
policy committee and Board positions each year.

These forums or ‘search conferences’ would have a selection of GRDC Panel members
present, and perhaps staff from GRDC, and allow strong input from the grower community
in each region, enhancing the inputs GRDC receives from the RAC and Board consultation
processes.

However, growers could raise matters of interest concerning any area of grain policy, as such
it would be appropriate for the chairs of each policy committee to also be present.

It is likely that synergies with existing regional grower based activities would be identified,
and, for example, a potential to hold these grower gatherings in partnership with GRDC
Grower updates or RAC meetings would be appropriate, so avoiding duplication of effort.

The details of this suggested path of regional grower based consultations is an area where
the implementation group, in partnership with GRDC and other interested parties would
work to determine the appropriate system for regional grower consultations.

Standing Policy Committees
There would be 5 Standing Policy Committees, one for each broad policy area.

These committees would replace much of the existing activities of the single Policy Council
of GCA. These Committees would be:

* Variable in size as determined by the amount of work required in each.

* Variable in make up, including some where a regionally-based make up would be
appropriate and others where a state-based or national structure would be used.

* Be able to seek outside expertise and assistance depending on the matter at
hand, so being able to extract the fullest detail and widest set of options in
coming to a position.

* Be able to refer some matters to Task Groups where additional expertise and
focus could be brought to an issue. Committee would set the Terms of Reference
for Task Groups, suggest members of the Task Groups and then receive the inputs
and advice from these groups, in determining their policy or position
recommendations. See more detail below.
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* Beable to interact with the broader industry in certain matters (as appropriate to
the matter), while focussing on grower-interest at all times. So fulfilling the logic
of working with the broader industry on matters of shared interest, while
remaining concentrated on grower-centric matters in the main.

* Be flexible on how they operate, with some Committees meeting more often
than others, using teleconferences and Internet communication where
appropriate, and potentially holding regional or state meetings to best determine
policy recommendations.

* Take input from a range of sources, informal and formally from interested
parties,

* Focussed on evaluating the issue(s) and formulating responses, positions or
seeking more detail before doing so, leading to them being able to

* Make recommendations to the Board of the National body for formal adoption

It is at the level of these Standing Policy Committees that most of the work of the national
body would occur, where interested parties can choose where to invest their time for the
greatest input and impact in national policy position development.

In the main, the focus of the Policy Committees would be national, though in many cases will
be cognizant of the influence state regulations and regional considerations have for such
matters. Considering this, state farming bodies would be able to pursue matters of interest
at state level with knowledge of the national scene, though would be free to work on state-
based matters with vigour. This is consistent with the current situation at GCA where state
farmer organisations are required to deal with state and national issues at often the same
time, with this occasionally bringing difficulties. It is hoped that State Farmer Organisations
will see this as an opportunity to both participate in national matters as they see relevant,
via participation in one or more Policy Committees and also be able to pursue state matters
with energy by not being necessarily involved only in national matters.

To provide a linkage with the national body at Board level it is suggested that a Board
member sit on, or chair each of the Policy Committees. This also ensures that positions as
developed at Policy Committee level are more effectively communicated and can more
easily become national policy where such national policies are required.

The resources required for the operation of these committees would be variable, with much
of the resourcing required likely to be aimed at the R&D policy committees. These would
have larger roles, and functions requiring more meeting time, travel and consultation
activities, than other policy committees, which may only need a more basic support for one
or two national meetings per year.

Details on how these Policy Committees would operate are detailed in later sections.

Issue-based Task Groups

From time to time, and within one or more Policy Committee areas an issue may emerge
that need special focus, consideration or attention. In these cases the relevant Policy
Committee would convene an ad hoc, expert committee or Task Group to analyse and make
recommendations about the issue. These would be very focussed and generally short term,
with and quite specific to a particular element of a complex or broader policy.
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They would carry out the necessary enquiries and report their findings and / or
recommendations to the relevant Policy Committee, from where it would be evaluated and
incorporated in the wider work of that Policy Committee.

These Task Groups would also operate on similar principles to those at Policy Committee
level, through would generally be small, expertise based and with a defined set of outcomes
in their terms of reference.

In matters of shared activity with the broader value chain, it is highly likely and desirable that
a Task Group would include expertise and input from others in the value chain. The
resourcing for such groups would be proportional to the level of interest and input from the
various sectors of the broader industry, such that growers would fund appropriate portions
of these activities or groups. It is likely that participation in Task Groups would be a more
frequent means of working in ‘whole-of-Industry’ activities, whereby participation in such
matters would be by membership of one or more task groups convened by others in the
Value Chain, and where various expertise within the value chain would be invited by a Task
Group formed within this national grower body from time to time.

Executive and Secretariat

The Executive and Secretariat for the National Grower Body would have similarities with
what has existed in the past, though with some important differences in function:

* It would identify or have brought to it’s attention any new or changes within
existing areas of policy,

* It would then refer such matters to the appropriate Policy Committee (via the
relevant Committee chair),

* Provide information and material on the matters of interest, and seek additional
material as sought by that Policy Committee

* Provide secretariat services for both the Policy Committees and the national
Board (costs, meeting organisations, travel etc)

* Manage the funds needed to run the Policy Committees and all other aspects of
the National Body,

* Assist with positioning of the Policy positions and recommendations coming from
Policy Committees and work with the relevant agency, body or organisation in
the implementation and monitoring of how policies and industry
recommendations are put in place,

* Manage and operate the national body website, all IT and finances in the
secretariat, and assist with media. Concerning the website, it would look after
the operations and material for posting in each Policy Committee website area,
gather grower feedback and interact with NGR (see detail below).

* |tis likely that the Executive (notionally the CEO) would be involved with many
activities in partnership with the broader ‘Whole-of-Industry’ processes, so acting
as a conduit for much of this work back to the grower body.

* The secretariat would include sufficient staff and expertise to match the needs of
the policy committees, such that it would provide much of the 'research’ and
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investigation and option development work as a service for the policy
committees. As such it is likely that three policy officers would be needed, with
these also having some responsibility for some assistance with regional activities
(see notes below).

National Board

The National Body would operate as a company limited by Guarantee, and have a Board.

The Board would have relatively narrow functions:

Corporate Governance as for any Company (statutory reporting, ASIC etc),
Oversee the finances of the national body and it’s functions,

Allocation of funding to Policy Committees based on their needs, expected
workloads and the Policy Committees own recommendations,

Participate in national non-grain-centric agricultural matters, for example,
taxation and industrial relations, as members of NFF committees. The Chairman
could formally represent the Grains Industry (Growers) position in national policy
matters, though in NFF committee areas, the relevant members of one or other
Policy Committee or the Board may be appropriate delegates to NFF.

To have a presence in representing the Australian Grains Industry at National and
International events and forums.

All Board members would be required to be graduates of, or enrol in the
Australian Institute of Company Directors course in their first year on the Board.

It would not develop policy, since this is the work of the Policy Committees, and
could not reject a recommendation out of hand, but instead would:

o Have a Board Director participate in, and in many cases chair, one of the
Policy Committees. This would provide guidance as to the skill make-up
required on the Board, as well as an effective link between policy
development and policy adoption at Board level.

o Consider any recommendation from a legal, financial or political
viewpoint, and refer these back to the relevant Policy Committee for
further consideration, or

o Where agreement could not be reached on adoption of the policy, it
would be held in abeyance pending further information, or developments,
or,

o Referred to the relevant affected sector of the industry for their own
policy adoption. For example, in some cases a national policy may not be
suitable or would not be appropriate for state legislative or regional
circumstance reasons, and so may not be agreed, or not wholly agreed at
as a national policy. In this case the National Policy Council would
recommend that each state, region or group make their own policy
modifications appropriate to their circumstance, though within and
consistent with the elements of the national policy that could be agreed.
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How is a Policy Committee Selected / Chosen

Members of the various Policy Committees would be appointed based on an expression of
interest or nomination and assessed against a set of skills seen as necessary for that Policy
Committee.

A required set of skills for each Policy Committee would be determined by the Board and in
consultation with the wider industry at a national gathering every two years, for example, in
a day session at the AGIC.

The total number of members of each policy Committee may vary depending on the range
and amount of matters they have to deal with.

It is envisioned that nominations for positions on the various Policy Committees would come
from:

* Nominations from any grain grower based group,

* Nominations from individual growers, subject to having support from a selection
of (say 20) growers in their region.

Nominations would be evaluated against the agreed set of skills required for each Policy
Committee, by a selection committee made up of two from a recognised recruitment agency
with agricultural experience, the CEO and two independent people with industry expertise.
Nominations would then be put to the grower community for election, with elections being
regionally based, such that growers in a region would be electing committee and board
members for that region.

This will help attract a wider range of committed, interested and skilled individuals from
within the broad community of growers, able to assist in developing policies that advance
the grains industry.

It also means that a combination of appropriate skills and experience, and broad grower
choice is part of the selection process, with nominations coming from groups providing some
recognition of the representational nature of the broad body.

How is the National Board Selected / Chosen

The Board would be a skill-based Board. The required mix of skills for the Board would be
identified by the industry prior to the selection of the first Board.

The Board would consist of 6 members (effectively one to cater for the needs of each Policy
Committee, and also providing for two directors from each region) with a maximum term of
three years, with two directors retiring each year to provide a revolving Board, with
corporate memory. A 6-member Board also provides for two directors to come from WA,
with the potential for many combinations for the northern and southern regions. There
would not be any system of ‘allocating’ how many would be coming from any one state
within the northern or southern regions, but one can see the potential possibilities.

The Board would elect the Chair each year with a maximum aggregate term of three years.

Prospective Board directors would be nominated by groups or organisations in each region
and would need to demonstrate their skills as identified for the position of director. A
similar pre-election selection process as for committees would be used, to assess
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nominations against the skills identified, before the grower community elections in each
region.

It is likely that an implementation committee will work on the detailed mechanics of
choosing growers for the positions indicated in this document. The sections below provide
some guidance.

Membership

The proposed operations of the national body, especially concerning funding, require a
consideration of membership arrangements. These will be based on a few principles:

* Inseeking funding from all grain producers there also needs to be an opportunity
for them to voice their opinions and participate,

* Given this, all growers who are active grain producers and have assisted with
funding can participate, and are therefore essentially ‘members’ of the body.

* This changes how directors and committees are chosen, and the process for
engagement of grain grower organisations, groups and bodies.

The basic role of groups, organisations and associations is opened up, for broader
involvement in policy and committee activities.

Since, as proposed, these will not be required to fund the national body in the future, their
potential role, as for other groups and growers in general, is in being active in regional
activities, and in nominating individuals for positions in policy committees and the national
Board.

Nomination and Election
This process is proposed for both Board and Policy Committee members.

While any grower should, ideally, be able to nominate for one or other position within the
policy committees and Board, some recognition should be made of the representational
elements of the national body.

There are a large number of bodies, organisations and groups within the grain grower
community, from state-based farming organisations (SFO’s), farming systems and
conservation farming groups, grower marketing co-operatives, corporate farming
associations and others. All of these, to a greater or lesser extent, represent the interests of
their members or constituents, and so should be able to play a role.

It is proposed that nominations for positions in policy committees and for the National

Board be made by grower organisations or groups. That is, growers who seek a position on a
committee or Board would need the support of one or other grower group or organisation.
This keeps a representational nature in the system, whereby nominations would be seen to
have the support of at least these members of the group or organisation nominating them.

All positions, be these on a policy committee or the Board would be skills-based, with the
skill set required informed by the activities and areas of interest of each committee and the
Board.
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An independent selection committee would assess each nominee against the skills agreed as
needed, before the successful nominations being put to the grower community for election.

Nominations coming from groups and organisations would be grouped in regions, such that
three groupings of nominations would be evident, and growers in each region would then
select, or elect the preferred candidates for the positions.

In the case of the Board, provision would be made for one or two special directors (if
needed) with skills in commerce, accounting or the law. Ideally there would exist within the
grower community some individuals with these skills who may be nominated, though the
skills required in these instances would take precedence over grain production expertise.

In this process the national grower body would have regionally-based nominations for the
various positions in committees and the Board, with growers in each region determining the
successful nominees for these roles. Thus the body would have regional balance as well as
the required set of skills in each committee and the Board.

Only those growers who have contributed financially to the operations of the national body
would be eligible to be nominated or to elect people to the various positions.

Annual Conference — in partnership with AGIC

Traditionally GCA sponsored, organised and conducted Grains Week each year. This tended
to be aimed at grower involvement, with SFO’s and some other grower groups the main
participants. GRDC also used this conference as an opportunity to interact with the
members of GCA.

The Agriculture Australia conference was also held each year, and tended to be dominated
by the trade, grain majors, AOF, Pulse Australia and other more commercial bodies.

However, growers, the GRDC and many companies attended both.

In recent years Grains Week has not been held, and the Agriculture Australia Conference is
now the Australian Grains Industry Conference.

It seems sensible to have only a single national conference each year for the whole grains
industry.

Considering that this operations plan for the national grower body contains many indications
of collaboration with the many other participants, companies, agencies and bodies within
the whole industry it would seem sensible to utilise a national, whole-of-industry conference
for many of the needs for the national body, especially for:

* The Annual General meeting of the Board, and formalising the annual changes to
Board directors, based on the election results from the regions.

* The financial statements and audited accounts of the Company

* Formalising the memberships of the Policy Committees, again based on results
from grower consultations in the regions.

* Reporting of activities in the previous year from the Board, and all Policy
Committees

* Formal reporting from GRDC, PHA and others to the grower body
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* Reviewing all areas of Policy
* Determining the general direction and the strategic settings of the national body

* Having Policy Committees interact with the whole industry and formally agree on
the work plans for each Policy Committee for the forthcoming year

In this way we have a national body that is able to have an annual review of activities, carry
out the formal company-based activities that are required from a corporate governance
viewpoint, and have broad involvement from all sectors of the industry in determining the
areas of activity for the next year. This demonstrates openness, inclusiveness and
transparency and would result in greater and deeper inputs from all in the industry to the
activities and direction of the national body. It would demonstrate efficiency and
effectiveness.

The national body would work with the AGIC organising committee to determine the best
means for these activities to be included in the larger conference program, perhaps having a
‘grower’s day’, or some other means of accommodating these roles.

Interaction with the Grower Community — the basis for future operations

One can see there are many opportunities for growers to participate in the national body
and hence their industry. There are some fundamental differences between what is
proposed in this operations plan and the historic structure and activities of the GCA:

* The membership arrangement will be fundamentally different.

* All grain producers by virtue of contributing financially to the operations of the
national body become members of their industry and hence the body (see
funding section below).

* All grain producers can nominate for positions on the board or any policy
committee albeit via a group of some form.

* All growers can have input and participate at regional grower workshops (policy
conferences), concerning matters of policy, upcoming areas they see as becoming
important, nominations for positions on committees and Board.

* Allgrowers can log in to the GCA website and view activities and reports of
interest to them

* All growers can participate and comment on all matters they wish, by email
comment or a dedicated area available on the website

* From time to time, especially where matters of considerable importance are
present, national polls can be organised, potentially using the assistance of NGR
(see below).

* Regular communiqués will be emailed to all growers, and posted on the website

Growers are able to choose to participate as they wish, and to offer their interest in matters
of policy or other industry issues.

The national body would provide electronic access to all growers via the website. Growers
can use the website to:
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* View documents, reports, analyses and policy recommendations as developed at
the national level,

* Nominate themselves as being interested in participating one or other Policy
Committee,

* Beinformed of up coming regional meetings (conferences) and other activities as
these are planned,

* Provide comments and opinions on matters of policy directly on the website, with
these comments coming to the secretariat as email messages for one or more
policy areas,

The national body can set up a log-in where any grower with an NGR number can log in and
access these items, nominate or comment on the various matters present. The full range of
web-based services (e.g. blogs, forums, on-line polls and surveys) can be developed in time.

Involvement of NGR

It will be essential in the operations of a national body to involve and communicate with the
grower community. Traditionally individual growers were not members of GCA. In the
proposed operations of this Plan, individual growers will become ‘members’ of the national
body by being grain producers, and will have many opportunities to participate as members
of the workings within Policy Committees, Task Groups or in the open meetings that are
likely to be held within the regions.

For the most effective operation of the national body, communication (in both directions)
between growers and the workings of the elements of the national body will be required.

The most effective communication is as direct to growers as possible, and is not restricted to
the media, but should attempt to provide information and allow contact with individual
growers where possible.

There are several ways of achieving this:
* Media as per the usual press release and other engagement methods available,

* Regular communiqués from the secretariat to all participants, Board members
and Policy Committee participants and their respective organisations and groups,

* Some inclusion in the bi-monthly GRDC Ground Cover magazine, direct mailed to
all grain producers, researchers and farming groups,

* From time to time, and depending on the issues a national mail out to all
growers, or an alternative method of having information sent to all growers,

* |nsome cases a need for all growers to be asked for their opinion or preference
on a particular matter or issue, for example in areas that are politically
contentious or sensitive.

Fortunately, the grains industry has a national system that almost all growers use, this being
the National Grower Register. While NGR was set up and is generally used for a specific
purpose, it can assist greatly with communication and other important roles. Some detail
and potential roles NGR can play are:

* Allgrowers (except perhaps in WA) have at least one NGR card.
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NGR has abilities to contact almost all growers in Australia.

NGR can assist with polling of growers on certain important issues — seeking
opinions from all.

NGR can also assist with communicating with growers using email or direct mail
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Funding

The costs for running the operations of a national body as outlined in this plan have been

considered and some guidance has been taken from historic budgets.

In summary estimated costs are as shown in the table below:

EXPENSE ITEMS

Estimated Total

p.a.
Legal and Accounting $12,000.00
Insurance $15,000.00
Utilities $12,000.00
Consultants $15,000.00
Rent $48,000.00
Bank Fees $6,000.00
Regional Conferences

Conference $27,000.00
Elections $40,000.00
Advertising $15,000.00
Secretariat

CEO $168,000.00
CEO Travel $12,000.00
Administration / Secretary $60,000.00
Policy Officer(s) (2) $144,000.00
Policy Officer(s) travel $6,000.00
Board Costs

Sitting Fees $36,000.00
Chairman’s allowance $84,000.00
Travel $24,000.00
Sundries $12,000.00
Committees

Communication $18,000.00
Reimbursement / fees $48,000.00
AGM/GM/EGM

Conference $9,000.00
Advertising $10,000.00
Levies

NGR commission $61,768
Compliance $10,000.00
NFF

NFF subs $200,000.00
Total Expenses $1,092,768
Estimated Income $1,235,928
Estimated Yr End Balance $143,159

These are very broad estimations at present and will be developed more fully over the
implementation period.

Some principles are included:

* Having a skills-based Board makes paying of sitting fees appropriate, and also
recognises Board members time away from their farm or workplace.
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* Travel costs are now paid by the national body (rather than in the past by the
sponsoring member, for example the relevant SFO).

* Committee members are paid an annual fee to recognise their time and skill.
* Committee travel is reimbursed to committee members.

* Secretariat staff is minimal, currently estimated at four.

How to fund a national body
Traditionally the funding of GCA has been made up of:
*  Membership fees from the members, mainly from SFO’s
* Funding to support consultations with GRDC (paid by GRDC)
* Historically funding from AWB for oversight of the operations of the national pool

In recent years the funding has been only from those SFO’s (and COGGO) who are formal
members of GCA, and the consultation funding from GRDC. There is a strong perception
that problems are apparent in the existing funding arrangements:

* Asanational body, notionally operating for the benefit of all growers it is seen as
inequitable that only a portion of growers (i.e. only those who are members of
the SFO / COGGO members of GCA) are paying for the operation of the national
body.

* Even if the existing membership was expanded and more grower groups or
bodies were to join, the problem of inequity would remain.

* Not all SFO’s are currently members, further adding to this inequity

* The funding from GRDC must be as proscribed in the PIERD Act, and is
apportioned against expenditure for the consultation activities with GRDC, with
any surplus funds returned to GRDC. These funds must not be used to fund the
agri-political activities of the national body.

* Arecognition that no matter where funding comes from for a national grain
body, some or many grain producers would end up paying. Funds coming from
GRDC are essentially from the grower R&D levy (hence all growers contribute),
and drawing funds from anywhere else in the value chain would be passed back
or on to grower in some manner.

Considering these points. it is suggested that the industry recognise that a national body
works to benefit all growers and should be funded by a broad base, with the broader the
base to lower the actual contribution from each individual.

This leads to the proposal for a national voluntary production based levy. In this way:
* All grain producers will have the opportunity to contribute,

* All grain producers then have the right, opportunity and encouragement (though
not the obligation) to participate in the running and activities of their body,
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* All existing grower groups, bodies and organisations are freed from the need to
contribute to the funding of the operations of the body, and can then re-allocate
these for their own needs,

* It allows for the national body to operate with much more independence, while
being more able to participate in the breadth of industry activities.

Considering the estimates of costs (as above) and knowing that not all growers will likely
consent to paying a voluntary levy, and looking to build some reserves in time and expand
future activities to include a role within NFF, it is possible that total operating costs per year
might reach $1 million, while not all grain production would be providing a contribution.

Given total grain production per year nationally is in the order of 35 million tonnes, a levy
struck at 0.025% of the value of grain production at farm gate (considering less than 100%
participation) would provide sufficient funds for the operation of the body.

Some scenarios are:
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Price / % Commission Cost to

Nett income

tonne  participation collect
35,000,000 $200 90 0.025 5% $78,750 $1,496,250
25,000,000 $200 90 0.025 5% $56,250 $1,068,750
35,000,000 $150 90 0.025 5% $59,063 $1,122,188
25,000,000 $150 90 0.025 5% $42,188 $801,563
35,000,000 $250 90 0.025 5% $98,438 $1,870,313
25,000,000 $250 90 0.025 5% $70,313 $1,335,938
35,000,000 $200 80 0.025 5% $70,000 $1,330,000
25,000,000 $200 80 0.025 5% $50,000 $950,000
35,000,000 $150 80 0.025 5% $52,500 $997,500
25,000,000 $150 80 0.025 5% $37,500 $712,500
35,000,000 $250 80 0.025 5% $87,500 $1,662,500
25,000,000 $250 80 0.025 5% $62,500 $1,187,500
35,000,000 $200 70 0.025 5% $61,250 $1,163,750
25,000,000 $200 70 0.025 5% $43,750 $831,250
35,000,000 $200 70 0.025 5% $61,250 $1,163,750
25,000,000 $200 70 0.025 5% $43,750 $831,250
35,000,000 $200 70 0.025 5% $61,250 $1,163,750
25,000,000 $200 70 0.025 5% $43,750 $831,250
35,000,000 $200 60 0.025 5% $52,500 $997,500
25,000,000 $200 60 0.025 5% $37,500 $712,500
35,000,000 $200 60 0.025 5% $52,500 $997,500
25,000,000 $200 60 0.025 5% $37,500 $712,500
35,000,000 $200 60 0.025 5% $52,500 $997,500
25,000,000 $200 60 0.025 5% $37,500 $712,500
35,000,000 $200 50 0.025 5% $43,750 $831,250
25,000,000 $200 50 0.025 5% $31,250 $593,750
35,000,000 $200 50 0.025 5% $43,750 $831,250
25,000,000 $200 50 0.025 5% $31,250 $593,750
35,000,000 $200 50 0.025 5% $43,750 $831,250
25,000,000 $200 50 0.025 5% $31,250 $593,750
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One can see that in a worst-case scenario of 25 million tonnes, at $150 per tonne, with 50%
participation income would be short of notional operating costs. However, considering a
more ‘average’ scenario or 30 million tonnes, at $200 per tonne, and 70% participation
income is approximately $1 million.

From a grower perspective, the proposed levy rate of 0.025% this equates to:

$ grain income Levy =
$100 $0.025
$1,000 $0.25
$10,000 $2.50
$100,000 $25.00
$1,000,000 $250.00

Facilitation of a Voluntary Levy

The grains sector has a national facility that interacts and provides services to almost all
grain producers and the trade. The National Grower Register (NGR) provides assistance and
streamlined services in facilitating the financial transactions between growers and buyers.
NGR is highly trusted by growers.

This unique feature of the grains industry makes the involvement of NGR a potential asset
for several activities of value for a national body.

NGR can assist with the operation of a voluntary levy for the funding of the national Body. It
does this in assisting the running of the voluntary levies that apply to SAFF, VFF and COGGO.
NGR have begun working on possible arrangements for such a levy, and are seeking to do
this to the advantage of growers and the trade. Levies bring complexity for grain buyers and
NGR is looking to incorporate improvements in the mechanics of all levies in this work.

NGR can report some demographic and industry statistics by virtue of being involved in this
way —thus providing data as well as levy collection assistance. For example, data would be
available about tonnages and demographics as a consequence of NGR being involved in this
system —though of course no individual data are ever available.

NGR are also able to communicate with all growers who have an NGR Card. In this way
information about the national body, how growers can participate, periodic communication
and even national polling of growers can be carried out at arms length by NGR.

By working with NGR in this way, the national body can effectively:
* Have involvement from (almost) all growers,
* Have an ‘arms length’ levy collection system,
* Have a system for communicating with growers,
* Have a system for communicating directly with growers, and

* Have a data service from NGR in partnership with the levy cash flow.
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Implementation

There is much in the Plan that will take time and effort by many in the Industry to agree to
and then implement.

This will take time and resources. Activities and timelines are difficult to estimate, though
will require:

An understanding and agreement to proceed from grower bodies, and other
organizations involved and who interact with growers.

Agreement of government / agencies / Value chain / GRDC / PHA etc, for some
changes to how relationships and activities involving the national body will
operate in the future.

A significant communications campaign aimed at the grower community, since:
* Few know of GCA

* Few know what a national body does

* Growers will need to recognise the benefits / value of what is proposed here
* Growers need to see how they can participate

* Growers will need to agree to fund it

Estimates are that this effective ‘restructure’ in how to do business as a national grower
representative body will take 12 months or so, and will require involvement and some
possible adjustments in the operations of some areas of the industry, for example:

Some parts of GRDC,
Some areas of the industry value chain, notably the trade and commercial sector
Several Government agencies that interact with the national body

The grower community and the many groups and organizations within the grower
sector

Matters for consideration through the Implementation phase will include:

The early formation of an Implementation Group to drive and oversee the details
and work required.

Consideration of the Constitution of the national body
Arrangements for a voluntary levy,
Staffing

Choosing the first Board and Policy Committees.

The establishment of the Implementation Group will require careful choosing. In keeping
with the principles outlined in other areas of this Plan, the Implementation group would be
selected based on requirements for skills and industry experience, and would require input
from the industry at the Roundtable in February, 2010.

Very preliminary estimates are that this will cost perhaps $200k in addition to ‘normal’
operating costs for the current activities as carried our by the present GCA. The normal day-
to-day work of the existing GCA would need to continue through this time, and so funding

28



for these activities will have to be sought, in additional to what will be required for the
implementation of the recommendations contained in this plan.

A consideration should be given to work toward the 2010 Australian Grains Industry
Conference (AGIC) as a formal ‘Launch’ of this national body, ideally by the Minister. This
can form a ‘target’ for the work of the Implementation group or committee that would
oversee and action the details of implementing this Plan.
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Outline of Policy Committee Operations, with examples

Each Policy Committee will have their own section on the national Body website, where all
matters of their activities would be available.

Input from growers would be from annual regional-based ‘search’ forums or conferences,
where input to all areas of policy would be taken. Details of the workings of these regional
forums are contained in an earlier section.

Additionally, growers can provide input and comment by Internet post, contact with the
National Body secretariat or by direct contact with a member of the Policy Committee.

Research and Development Policy Committee:

Would be a National Committee, though with regionally determined composition,
loosely following GRDC Regions (i.e. North, South and West)

These Committees would convene the GRDC Panel selection committees, and
potentially the GRDC Board, in each region.

This is not to suggest this Policy Committee would be the Panel or Board selection
process, but would have a role in determining the make up such selection
committees.

The Policy Committee would make recommendations to GRDC about national
matters, strategy and direction.

The Panels and RAC processes would remain operating as normal in interacting
with growers and others for input to identifying research questions.

The Policy Committee would not seek to emulate or replicate the roles currently
carried out by the Research Advisory Committees (RAC’s) and GRDC Panels,
though would make recommendations about how these work in the interests of
improving activities in keeping with national policy as developed by the national
committee in the different regions (acknowledging there are no RAC’s in WA).

Any grain producer, or other interested party (for example agronomists,
scientists) would be able to participate at the regional meetings / workshops, so
allowing for open broad input to the National R&D Policy Committee.

The Policy Committee membership would be based on nominations being
received from grower groups in the regions, assessed against a set of required
skills and representation criteria, before being elected by the grower community
in each region.

GRDC and GCA would advertise regional meetings through Ground Cover, GCA
and other channels (for example using the facilities of NGR) and encourage other
grower groups to have input, for example farming systems and no-till groups,
farmer cooperatives. Additional input from agronomists and scientists would also
be sought.

Meetings would be working sessions, with R&D issues identified, ranked and
guidance given to the Policy Committee regarding matters the community sees as
requiring addressing by GRDC or other body.
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Would advise the Board on strategic matters needing to be taken up with the
GRDC Board.

Would not be dependant on GRDC funds for operations, though in the first year
would need GRDC funding for the restructure and transition while GCA sets up a
sustainable funding base. However, some funding from GRDC, consistent with
the requirements of the PIERD Act, would be seen as appropriate, potentially
against more specific ‘project-based’ activities where more detailed consideration
of various issues was required at regional or national level.

Quarantine and Biosecurity PC:

Would be a national Policy Committee with no state or regional boundary
considerations in selecting the make up of the PC. However it is likely that one
grower from each state would be appropriate for a make up of this PC.

Would require expertise from researchers and specialists in quarantine and bio-
security and so may have non-grower members, including from grain exporters

who are also impacted by matters of quarantine, though these members would
not necessarily be permanent members

Would meet with PHA and AQIS as needed in Canberra, perhaps once per year

Would be called on for ‘hands on’ involvement in the event of an incursion (for
example, the Khapra Beetle experience), in assistance with the CEO.

Would provide delegate(s) to other groups active within the broader industry in
matters of Bio-security and quarantine, so enhancing Industry Good and Whole-
of-Industry activities.

Trade and Market Access PC:

Would be a national Policy Committee.

Would need mostly to operate and be active with other industry members from
within the Value chain on many issues, hence become a participant in ‘whole-of-
industry’ activities around trade and market access.

Would possibly have a role at the NFF Trade Committee

Would take on the role of engagement with MABGICC in association with the
Quarantine and Biosecurity PC. GCA currently provides the secretariat for
MABGICC, though this role should be reconsidered in terms of appropriateness
for this role by the national grower body.

Would seek to build relations with the New Products area of R&D at GRDC, and in
identifying new, high value markets (in line with the finding of the SV research)
with others in the Value chain.

Would either attend or have the CEO attend and advise activities at DFAT or
other government agencies as necessary.
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Environment PC:

* Would be a national Policy Committee with a need for state representation since
some states have different environmental laws.

* But would need to consider matters from a national viewpoint since many
matters have national ramifications, for example climate change, water and
chemical regulation (though this one has state regulations too).

* Would engage with similar committees at NFF or elsewhere in the value chain,
supplying delegates for such activities where required, with this engagement
being the preferred means of operating in many matters.

Example Issue:

Consideration of the Product Safety and Integrity Commission (PSIC) response to the
Productivity Commission’s (PC) Review of the national and state system for registration of
agricultural chemicals, including state regulations that control use of chemicals.

1. The secretariat would be informed or know about the issue, likely be invited or
attend any briefing on this development. It would assemble material available, and
then provide to the Environment Policy Committee chair and members such
material, with appropriate guidance as to details requiring consideration, outcomes
needed and timelines.

2. The Chair of the Policy Committee would convene meetings and teleconferences
as seen necessary, including face to face interactions with government departmental
staff and others with appropriate expertise in this areas, perhaps including Croplife
Australia and the APVMA.

3. The Policy Committee may also seek input from the states since there are
elements in this issue of state-based regulations that need consideration, with this
done by (for example) appointing a delegate in each state, or working with existing
state bodies (SFQO’s, Farming Systems groups etc).

4. Asmall ad hoc Task Group may be assembled to sort through the technical detail
and to provide guidance as to the ramifications of the recommendations from the PC
review.

5. The Policy Committee would then meet and finalise a firm position and
recommend a policy and course of action to the Board.

6. The Board would consider their recommendation and adopt this as policy, and

7. The secretariat would work with the regulators or government in having the
policy understood, and the elements considered and adopted in any new legislation
or regulation that came in response to the review.

8. The secretariat would monitor and follow up, reporting progress, success or
difficulties back to the Policy Committee, which would embark on further action as
needed.
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Infrastructure PC:

Would be a state-based Policy Committee since matters of infrastructure tend to
be heavily influenced by state regulations and state government policies.
Notionally a committee of 5 (one from each state) plus a chair (GCA Board
member).

Again, this would operate as more a ‘whole-of-industry’ participate with others in
the value chain since infrastructure issues tend to have impacts on both growers
and others downstream in the value chain, though impacts tend to be felt by
growers.

This Policy Committee would suit a potential more direct involvement with the
NFF Infrastructure committee, and so provide a delegate to this, so providing a
link between policy development activities in the grains body and the NFF.
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Alignment with industry recommendations

It is important to outline that the proposals in this document are not necessarily new. In the
interests of ensuring the operations of a national body, as outlined here, are based on what
growers and the industry have outlined in the past, a review has been undertaken of
previous work, conferences and all the other activities over the last several years.

There is a plethora of recommendations from previous and current industry meetings,
forums, summits and the various formal plans that have been carried out over the years.

A remarkable amount of consistency and recurring desires come through, especially where
the grower community have been included in the activities. These stretch back to at least
2000, with much activity in the period around 2004-2007.

Considering the recommendations for the operation of a national body, these are
summarised below:

WHAT THE BODY DOES, or IDEALLY SHOULD DO
A national grower representative body is seen as ideally carrying out functions including:

* Comprehensive and cohesive representation of the wider grower community, not
only those grower bodies who have traditionally been GCA members.

* Avoid duplication by being inclusive in the operations of the policy development
process.

* Seek the best intellectual knowledge from the best expertise, wherever this
exists, not necessarily being reliant on growers to ‘know about’ everything.

* Get the industry together through trust/transparency/equality of consideration
of various opinions.

*  Work collaboratively for common industry purposes, via an accumulation of ideas
about an issue at hand.

* Promote better relationships between each sector in the value chain and work
collaboratively with these members (see example in next point), though not
necessarily have a single body that tries to cover all the value chain

* Promotion of Australian Grain in international markets and against competitors —
often in partnership with others in the value chain who have similar interests

* To provide input to and act on government policy within the many departments
and agencies that have potential impacts on growers and their industry.

* Provide opportunities for growers to openly debate and derive issues to achieve
outcomes. This will entail a process recognising differences of opinion and
emphasis on some issues but agreement on others

* Tooperate so as to separate the work of policy development and ‘industry good
issues’ from the implementation and political aspects that flow from policy.

Issues seen as important in how a national body should operate, with observations on
historic activities:
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Recognise that many issues are difficult to reach a national position on due to
their regional nature. Therefore have a process that can deal with issues that are
regionally specific, including having regional committees or similar.

Recognise that in the view of many growers, grower organisations have often
been keen to determine ‘success’ by their ‘win’ rate, and focus on this as a means
of demonstrating value to growers.

But that in reality, and in the minds of many growers, such organisations have
promoted their propensity to ‘fight’ rather than deliver a ‘win’ or an outcome
(some were unsure how to recognise a ‘win’ when it occurred). The image for
many growers has been that a ‘win’ for them came with a ‘loss’ for another party,
yet they generally seek ‘win-win’ outcomes.

Also, in the minds of many growers, some grower organisations spend
considerable energy in attacking other grower organisations, though all grower
organisations say they want to work for the best outcomes for growers. This
provides a situation where, in the minds of growers (who often belong to several
grower organisations) the energy invested in ‘attacking’ other grower
organisations was diluting efforts at working on achieving outcomes,

Growers have observed situations where the outcome sought can be generally
reasonably easily and quickly agreed, though large amounts of time were spent in
patch protection, deciding who ‘owned’ the result and using this as a way of
promoting the value of the organisation, rather than the shared value from the
desired outcome.

Growers basically wish to see their organisations work together for common
good and shared outcomes, and less in competing for grower members between
themselves.

The consequences of grower bodies competing with each other, focussing on
‘fighting’ (often with each other), attempting to ‘own’ the space of national
grower representation and less on delivering identifiable outcomes in policy for
general grower benefit, has been unattractive to the grower community.

Hence we have seen a decline in grower membership of agri-political bodies and
a growth in memberships of farming systems, no-till and other groups, where
those that are focussed on delivering improvements for growers are rewarded
with increased membership and involvement.

This is as it is in general life, where anyone who is a member of a club or social
body, tends to simply leave when they do not see value from remaining involved,
and then move to other groups where they do get value.

In the face of these observations, growers strongly desire their national representational
body to operate to:

Deliver identifiable outcomes, with a focus more on solving issues and showing in
measurable ways how an outcome has been delivered and is of benefit to the
grower community, and

Less on achieving ‘victories’ for one or other group in adversarial internal
confrontations.
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* Take a professional approach and employ professional assistance to ensure issues
are thoroughly addressed.

* s able to rebuild trust both within the industry (among growers) and broader
with the wider industry, agencies and other bodies with which a national body
deals, and the general community. One view is that industry leaders have at
times over-consulted and yet under-delivered in terms of communicating the
outcomes where they have been achieved.

The intent of this document is on having a national body that operates with a strong focus
on policy development. It does this by having broad involvement of a wide section of
growers, and mechanisms that operate using inclusion and transparency.
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