






 

GrainCorp Limited ACN 057 186 035 
Level 26, 175 Liverpool St., Sydney  NSW  2000 

PO Box A268  Sydney South  NSW  1235 
T:  02 9325 9100  F:  02 9325 9180 www.graincorp.com.au   

  
 

Wednesday, 9 December 2009 

 
Mr Gordon Davis 
AWB Limited 
GPO Box 4562 
Melbourne, Vic. 3001 
 

Dear Gordon 

I refer to the letter dated 4th December 2009 received by GrainCorp from Mr Mitch Morison, General 
Manager Commodities Division, AWB Limited. 

The matters raised in that correspondence, ostensibly ‘evidence’ of GrainCorp denying AWB access to 
country storage sites, discriminating against AWB contracted rail logistics and denying AWB access to port 
elevators, are contextual misrepresentations, as the matters raised constitute normal elements of the 
complex logistical task of moving grain from country storage to port. 

Accessing GrainCorp storage 

GrainCorp has not used or managed any of its country, logistics or port elevator assets to ‘disadvantage’ a 
competitor, as you claim.  

In the example relating to accumulation of grain for the MV Ma Cho cited in your correspondence, I am 
informed that rail movements on the Coonamble line were planned well before any request was made by 
AWB to move grain and involved the movement of grain for: 

� wheat for Manildra Milling (Australia’s largest domestic consumer of wheat), 

� the clearance of receival sites for management of grower receivals, and  

� the aggregation of grain for fumigation (an important component of managing country receivals and 
managing grain quality). 

Specific details related to the accumulation of grain for the MV Ma Cho include the following: 

� Initially ABB/Viterra did not own enough stock to load the trains ordered by AWB,  

� As the proposed accumulation was occurring during the harvest period, access to ABB/Viterra 
owned stocks was limited by operational constraints, 

� As a result of these factors, swaps were required to allow loading at alternate sites to meet the 
required quality of grain, 

� The cargo nomination by ABB/Viterra (CNA) came through late, with the customer booking the 
vessel outside the GrainCorp protocols. (On this basis, GrainCorp could have rejected the 
nomination, but allowed the nomination to proceed as we did not want to disadvantage 
ABB/Viterra, even though ABB/Viterra did not correctly follow the port terminal protocols), 

� AWB was pushing to load El Zorro trains as we understand that the trains were idle, however the 
vessel nomination was still being resolved between ABB/Viterra and GrainCorp (see above), 
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� There were train line access problems due to, 

a) other trains were planned to load on the Coonamble line for export and domestic 
customers, 

b) a major track possession into port with very late notification, and 

c) a derailment on the Coonamble line that put the line out of commission for 3 days. 

 
Date Ordered 

Train 
Tonnes 

Customer 
Tonnes 

Loaded 
Tonnes 

Comments 

27/10/09    Reminder sent to ABB to give an accurate ETA for the 
nominated vessel for Newcastle as the “Assigned Load Date” for 
their TBA nomination was 15/11/09, only 19 days notice, 
whereas the required timeframe is 21 days. 

28/10/09    Vessel details supplied, Tien Hau. 
29/10/09 2,000   Vessel ETA supplied, 19/11/09, 21 days notice.  Rail booked 

from the Coonamble line, planned for 10/11/09. 
30/11/09 4,000   Revised Rail booked from the Coonamble line, planned for 

10/11/09 & 11/11/09. 
2/11/09  2,569  Coonamble line stocks for ABB, not enough for ordered trains. 
3/11/09 6,000   Revised Rail booked from the Coonamble line, planned for 

6/11/09, 11/11/09 & 12/11/09. 
3/11/09    ABB substituted vessel, Ma Cho ETA 10/11/09, only 13 days 

from original ETA notice, OK given as capacity was available. 
7/11/09   1,922 Train Loaded at Coonamble. 
9/11/09  3,875  Balance to order on the Coonamble line. 
10/11/09    Advice from AWB that El Zorro could not access the line, due to 

ARTC signalling changes on the 7/11/09.  El Zorro not able to 
access the line until Fri 13/11/09. 

10/11/09    Train derailed on Coonamble line (another rail company), 
therefore no access between Gular and Coonamble until 
14/11/09.  El Zorro Train rescheduled for Gular on 13/11/09 

13/11/09   1,816 Train Loaded at Gular 
16/11/09    Late notification of track possession into Newcastle for the 

week resulting in the last 2 El Zorro trains from the Coonamble 
line unable to unload until 21/11/09. 

17/11/09   1,900 Train Loaded at Gilgandra.  An extra train was booked due to 
purchases made during the accumulation. 

18/11/09    Vessel Arrival 
19/11/09   1,846 Train Loaded at Coonamble 
20/11/09    Vessel Berthed 
22/11/09    Vessel departed berth 

Stock Swaps 

The portrayal of the stock swaps referred to in your correspondence as ‘evidence’ of GrainCorp denying 
AWB access to grain storage and / or port elevators, is not appropriate. 

AWB is aware that the swapping of physical grain stocks between country sites, between country sites and 
port elevators, and between exporters at port, is common practice and increases the efficiency of grain 
logistics and cargo accumulation for exporters.  
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Control of grain intake at port 

The GrainCorp rail desk is not involved in “…the assessment process for shipping slots…” as alleged in your 
correspondence. Why is this is being raised is illogical and fundamentally incorrect. As I am sure your team is 
aware, the GrainCorp rail desk is involved in validating the availability of rail capacity for contracted users of 
GrainCorp rail when a request is lodged by them for elevation capacity.  

The GrainCorp rail desk verifies that, 

a) the exporter seeking to book elevation capacity has a rail contract with GrainCorp, or has purchased 
rail capacity from GrainCorp on the ‘spot’ market and, 

b) having established that the exporter in question has contracted rail capacity with GrainCorp, that 
sufficient GrainCorp rail capacity is available during the Requested Elevation Period that would allow 
cargo accumulation to be successfully accomplished. 

Where an exporter requests elevation services and GrainCorp is not a contracted provider of logistics, the 
GrainCorp rail desk plays no role in the assessment of such a request. 

As your team knows, GrainCorp does not provide ‘bundled’ grain storage, logistics and port elevation 
services. Where an exporter, or other customer, contracts services from GrainCorp, these services are 
negotiated and contracted separately. 

The second matter related to control of grain intake at port raised in your correspondence implies that 
GrainCorp “…filled up the (Carrington) port…” with grain as a means of restricting exporter access to the 
Carrington elevator. This is not correct. 

The Carrington terminal has the capacity to accumulate up to four cargos of a similar commodity. The 
available storage capacity at the elevator can be limited to well below the nominal site capacity of 160 kt if 
exporters require multiple grades and segregations that lead to the inefficient use of bin capacity.  

The port elevator ‘block outs’ experienced at Carrington in January and February 2009 were due to the 
failure by seven vessels to pass quarantine and / or marine survey, and rain delaying the accumulation of a 
durum vessel direct ex-farm. Both were matters beyond the control of GrainCorp.  

The vessels in question were: 

Vessel Date Fail Exporter 

Ocean Breeze 12/1/2009 Elders Toepfer Grain 

Urawee Naree  19/1/2009 AWB 

Siam Jade 30/1/2009 GrainCorp  

Ostende Max 2/2/2009 Cargill 

Prairie Sky 3/2/2009 Glencore 

Accord 16/2/2009 AWB – GrainCorp  

Daria 25/2/2009 OzEpulse 

When extended delays to vessel loading occur, any grain elevator will experience restrictions on both the 
amount of grain that can be held, and the ability of the elevator to receive grain. 

The serious delays experienced at Carrington in early 2009 were solely caused by the unusually high number 
of consecutive vessel survey failures, not by any other factor. 
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The movement of grain to port elevators in anticipation of export demand has been common practice for 
many years and has benefited exporters, including AWB, by speeding the accumulation of cargos, and 
militating demurrage risks for multiple exporters.  

Claiming that the movement of grain to Carrington in anticipation of export demand, and citing the ‘block 
outs’ at Carrington caused by vessel survey failures as ‘evidence’ of GrainCorp operating in a manner to 
intentionally disadvantage AWB, is inappropriate. 

I am personally disappointed by the raising of these claims, when the ‘evidence’ to support them is clearly 
being presented out of context.  

As you know, we have sought to work with AWB to improve rail logistics in Queensland in particular and to 
adjust other operational aspects of the grain supply chain to ensure that export cargo accumulation is 
carried out in an efficient manner.  The continued attacks by AWB on the conduct of GrainCorp’s operations 
only serve to damage an operational relationship we are working hard to make commercially constructive. 

I would be happy to sit down and discuss this further should you choose to investigate our comments and 
ascertain your claims are without merit. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Mark Irwin 

Managing Director 


