
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20 May 2015 
 
 
Mr Justin Crosby 
NSW Farmers’ Association 
35 Chandos Street 
St Leonards NSW 2065 
 
crosbyj@nswfarmers.org.au  
 
 
Dear Justin, 
 
Re: GTA Trading Standards Review 2015/16 
 
 
Thank you for the submission from NSW Farmers’ Association (NSWFA) on the first call for 
submissions on the 2015/16 season Trading Standards. The Grain Trade Australia (GTA) Standards 
Committee (Committee) has recently met to discuss all submissions received from industry.  
 
During those deliberations, the Committee noted the objections of NSWFA to several of the proposed 
changes on a number of issues. Following the discussion GTA was asked to respond on a number of 
specific issues raised in your submission as outlined below. 
 
 

1. Criteria for making and revising commodity standards 
 
The Committee notes the policy of the NSWFA regarding development of grain trading standards 
(Standards): 
 

1.1 “Therefore to ensure that the process enables GTA to meet its company objectives to promote 
harmony and good relations between members of the value chain, this debate needs to be 
driven by available evidence of the impact of current standards and proposed amendments 
to standards. This information should be provided against a formalised set of criteria for 
adopting or amending a standard.” 

 
When considering decisions, the GTA Technical Committee Charter applies. Specifically that Charter 
states: 
 

 Members shall be drawn from the grain industry and be individuals with specialist skills in 
production, storage, quality or trading; and  

 Committee members do not represent the interests of a specific sector or member organisation 
but rather act in the best interests of the Australian grain supply chain. 

  
As noted the members of the Committee are selected from all areas of the grain supply chain. 
Decisions are made on a consensus basis, taking into account the views of all Committee members. 
While not all decisions are unanimous,  decisions are made based on consensus and the overall 
positive impact on industry. Where decisions are not unanimous, debate ensues in order to reach a 
decision that can be supported by the Committee. 
 
Depending on the issue being reviewed, a range of material may be available to assist the Committee in 
its deliberations. While the complexity and breath of this material varies for each issue, the same 
decision making process is undertaken by the Committee, that is, the outcome must be in the best 
interests of the industry and not favour one sector at the behest of another.  
 
Decisions of the Committee are not made on the basis of “an increase in value flowing to the farm gate 
as a direct result of the amendment to the Standards” as that value is determined on a commercial 
basis between the buyer and the seller. 
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1.2 “Greater transparency is required in development and review of GTA Standards. GTA should 
formalise a set of criteria for the development of standards that include the following 
criterion: 

 That the standard will facilitate trade 

 That the change is objectively linked to customers’ functional needs 

 That comparisons between Australian standards and methodologies and that of competitors 
are objectively made 

 That the change will provide a net economic gain to the value chain and in particular to 
farmers. 

 That the process for developing standards includes full disclosure of empirical information 
relating to the assessment criteria for the consideration of a proposed amendment”. 

 
Specifically the NSWFA submission refers to the weed seed review in developing the above criteria. 
 
As noted in the paper outlining the proposed changes to the weed seed categories and tolerances, the 
review has been underway for several years. As far back as early 2010, a Weed Seed sub-committee 
was formed to develop, consider and if necessary revise the proposal on an annual basis. Membership 
of that sub-committee was drawn from the Committee and initially included a NSWFA representative.  
 
Since that time, extensive consultation between the Committee and industry has occurred, as noted in 
our letter to you during 2014. During that review process a number of trials have been conducted and 
the outcomes used to revise the weed seed proposal where required. Industry submissions on the 
impact of those changes have been called for on a number of occasions. 
 
Importantly when making decisions on the proposed changes, the Committee has reviewed the trial 
data. That trials data is unable to be provided to the wider industry for a number of reasons, with the 
main one being the data was supplied from “live” receival and outturned grain. This data was supplied 
on a confidential basis and release of that data publicly would not only compromise Australia’s 
position in relation to weed seeds in grain, but potentially limit future access to such data for the 
Committee in making decisions.   
 
We re-iterate that decisions are made for the benefit of the industry, not for “net economic gain to the 
value chain and in particular farmers”. 
 
As noted in your criteria listed above and outlined in this document (and in previous communication), 
the criteria of “facilitating trade, customer needs, competitor methodologies” are some of the criteria 
taken into consideration when making decisions. Each decision may require a different decision 
process with some criteria not applicable in certain instances. Nevertheless all criteria are considered 
as circumstances require.     
 
 

2. Sorghum Standards 
 

2.1 Timing of Commencement of Sorghum Standards 
 
With regard to the timing of commencement of the sorghum standards, the Committee discussed and 
considered  the NSWFA opposition to a commencement date of 1 August.  It should be noted as 
outlined above, that an extensive period of consultation occurs on Standards changes: 
 

 Where changes are relatively minor, the Committee advises industry those changes will be 
made in the forthcoming season. 

 Where changes have a significant impact on any sector of industry, the change is forecast for 
the following year(s), thus giving industry the opportunity to prepare for those changes. 

  
 Given this time period and level of consulation and considered impact, the prospect of delaying 
the commencement date of the Sorghum Standards to 1 October date was considered to be 
unnecessary in this instance 

 
2.2 Grades 

 
The proposed SOR1 and SOR2 grades are not designated human consumption and/or feed grades. As 
with all Standards set by GTA, industry is free to implement those Standards for their own purposes. 
The SOR1 and SOR2 grades have been developed taking into account the requirements of the industry 
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and marketplace for both human consumption and stockfeed end-uses. While not specifically meeting 
the requirements of each of those markets, the proposed tolerances are a compromise for these two 
end-uses. 
 
Should industry desire to supply grain of a different quality to their customer, then industry is free to 
implement a tighter or looser standard than the proposed two grades. However the Committee 
understands that the proposed two grades should meet most requirements. 
 
We note the comment “As such it is appropriate that the standard continue to focus on the needs of 
the major users of sorghum; being the domestic feed market or the Japanese, New Zealand and 
Chinese feed markets.” 
 
It should be noted that feedback from the stockfeed sector is that current grain quality contract 
requirements, and  grain currently being supplied to that market sector, is similar to the specifications 
as outlined for SOR1 and SOR2 (noting the above regarding a compromise has been developed). On 
this basis the stockfeed sector feedback has been positive in terms of: 
 

 The proposed tolerances are expected to meet their grain quality requirements; and 

 The existing GTA grades are not suitable to their needs in terms of quality requirements, nor 
do these grades reflect the quality of grain being supplied. 

 
 

2.3 Total Admixture, Foreign Material, Screenings and Trash 
 
We note the objections to the change to the tolerances for Foreign Material, Screenings and Trash. As 
outlined previously, the data of grain receival and outturns to the domestic market indicate the 
changes are fully able to be achieved in the majority of seasons and instances.  
 
It is recognised that in seasons where poor grain quality arises, grain outside of these specifications 
may be tendered for delivery. However, in relation to Screenings, these instances have been relatively 
rare in recent seasons. It is important to note that in those seasons for example where high screenings 
have arisen due to drought conditions relatively little tonnage has been delivered into the main Storage 
and Handling system. Additionally relatively little tonnage was also received by the domestic market. 
Hence it appears industry has been able to successfully utilise that grain, despite the poor quality. 
 
Additionally, the Committee would expect that additional regional grades to cater for these off-grade 
deliveries would be created as and where required, as per existing regional grades created for other 
commodities. 
 
It was highlighted during deliberations of the Committee that the human consumption and stockfeed 
industry would prefer a significantly tighter tolerance for screenings than the current 11% in SOR1. 
However as the tighter tolerance was considered “ambitious”, a compromise of 10% was agreed for 
SOR1, provided the level for SOR2 was also reduced from the existing No.3 grade (50%) as that level 
was not providing a clear market signal on the quality of grain required by the market.  
 
The USDA No.2 grade is the main grade that significant tonnage of Australian exports must compete 
with. While not agreeing to alter the methods of sorghum assessment to USDA methods, some aspects 
of those standards have been incorporated to some extent in the new SOR1 and SOR2 grades. For 
example, the definition of sprouted has been altered to that of the USDA definition, being a looser 
definition than in the current GTA Standards and thus requiring a tighter tolerance in the SOR1 grade 
than currently exists. 
 
Based on industry feedback the Committee has decided to not use the USDA screen for assessment of 
screenings and continue to use the existing 2.00mm screen. It should be noted that a direct 
relationship between the level of screenings using both screens has not been determined at this point. 
However advice from industry is that both screens are currently used to report results when required 
by the market.  
 
In relation to Foreign Material the previous definition has been altered from “all non-sorghum seed 
material” to “all material not specified in the Standards”. As the new definition is significantly looser 
than the prior definition, the tolerance has been decreased. This new definition and tolerance reflects 
the quality of grain currently being supplied to the market. 
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2.4 Defective Parameters 

 
Stained 
As noted above the SOR1 and SOR2 grades are not designated as stockfeed grades but may be used by 
industry for any purpose. It is the preference of the Committee to implement the main tradeable 
grades required by industry. For that reason, as outlined earlier, SOR1 was developed as a compromise 
between the tight specifications required for sorghum used for “human consumption” and sorghum 
used for “stockfeed”. 
 
The Committee considers that the removal of Stained should not have a significant negative impact on 
the use of sorghum for the purposes of “human consumption”.  
 
 
Field Fungi 
The tolerance for Field Fungi has been reduced in SOR1 to reflect the requirements of both the human 
consumption and stockfeed markets. This was agreed by the Committee on the basis that as Stained is 
not considered to have a negative influence on grain quality/end-use, it be removed but the current 
definition and tolerance for Field Fungi was not adequate. 
 
 
Sprouted 
The tolerance for SOR1 has been set at 3% to better meet the requirements of all markets using / 
potentially using that grade. The previous tolerance of 5% was not reflective of current domestic or 
export market requirements. As noted above, a looser definition has been adopted further supporting 
the tighter tolerance.  
 
 
Heat Damaged/Bin Burnt 
The tolerance for this parameter has been altered to reflect this is generally not a receival issue but 
present on outturn of grain from being held in storage for extended periods. However the definition is 
now more practical to implement and the tolerance is reflective of the impact on the stockfeed sector 
(palatability issues arise when present in grain).  
 
 

2.5 Ergot 
 
Note that for Ergot, the Committee is seeking further views from industry on the appropriateness of 
the revised tolerance.  
 
It was noted during discussions of the Committee that a tolerance of 0.05% is applied by the 
Department of Agriculture at the point of export for all commodities. It was also acknowledged that 
some markets require a significantly tighter tolerance, when using sorghum or any other commodity 
for “human consumption” or “stockfeed” purposes.  
 
At this stage the Committee intends to adopt the proposed tolerance  subject to the receipt of further 
industry submissions on this issue.  
 

2.6 Sand and Soil 
 
Similar to Ergot, varying limits apply depending on the end-use and / or market. For many countries a 
nil tolerance applies. As with many parameters in Standards, creating a nil tolerance would not be 
practical or achievable by the production sector. Hence a level is set that is considered readily 
achievable. An assumption is made that not all loads will be delivered with Sand/Soil or at the 
maximum level, thus with compositing / blending and movement of grain through the supply chain, 
levels will not be readily distinguished at the point of inspection at export. 
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Please note a second call for submissions from industry on the proposed 2015/16 standards has been 
recently released by GTA. The Committee would welcome additional input should you consider it 
warranted. 
 
We also extend the invitation for GTA Standards Committee representatives to further discuss this 
response with your Grains Council via teleconference if you believe this would be of value and would 
provide further clarity. 
 
Finally, please note that the process of receiving industry submissions has recently altered and all 
submissions, where received and unless confidential are provided on the GTA website. To ensure 
transparency of the process to industry, this response will also be made available to industry from the 
GTA website. 
 
 
Thank you once again for your response. 
 
 
Kind regards,  
 

 
 
 Mr Pat O’Shannassy 
GTA Director / Standards Committee Chair 


