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MISLEADING BROCHURE IS CORRECTED
The A.D.F.A. Board of Management views with grave concern the mis-statements and assertions made in 

a recently issued brochure by the Federal Vine Fruits Committee of the Victorian Farmers’ Union.
The Vine Fruits Committee has announced its opposition to the new Stabilization Plan, and this it has a 

democratic right to do, but the deliberate introduction of misleading and inaccurate statements to associate the 
proposal for a single statutory Board with the Plan as a means of swaying growers’ decisions at the referendum 
is reprehensible.

A detailed examination of the brochure reveals many inaccuracies. There is neither any objective analysis 
of the Plan nor of the proposed statutory Board. The brochure also attacks the existing A.D.F.A. system 
which, of course, it is free to do, but supports the attack with entirely wrong information and the quotation 
of non-existent authorities.

There is no indication, in the light of the conclusions so far drawn by the Australian Agricultural Council, 
that a statutory Board would be established, and consideration for one would certainly have no bearing on the 
terms which the Government would offer for a Plan.

The new Plan and the proposal for a statutory Board are entirely different and, under no circumstances, must 
they be confused. The Plan is a definite offer; the statutory Board is still at the visionary stage with almost no 
practical details so far to support it.

The proposals advocated by the Vine Fruits Committee for a statutory Board, as outlined in the brochure, 
are so vague and uninformed that the Board of Management is compelled to publish this issue of the “Journal” 
to provide growers with factual information.

FACTUAL COMMENT BY THE A.D.F.A.
ON THE BROCHURE

Cost of Marketing is excessive
The Brochure: The wholesale price of Seeded Raisins 

is 29c per lb. or $649.60 per ton.
Comment: The wholesale price (5-ton basis on which 

most fruit is sold in Australia) was 27.5c per lb. or 
$616 per ton in 1969.

Raisins (unseeded) are confused with Seeded Raisins.
The price of Seeded Raisins includes (i) cost of 

packets and packeting, (ii) cost of seeding, (iii) value 
of weight loss through seeding.

The wholesale price (5-ton basis) for Raisins (un
seeded) was 22c per lb. or $448 per ton.

Compare $448.00 per ton with the misleading 
$649.60 per ton in the brochure.

The Brochure: The wholesale price of Sultanas is 
27.5c per lb. or $616 per ton.

Comment: No crown grade is quoted, but it could 
be 3 crown. If so, the wholesale price (5-ton basis) is 
26c per lb. or $582.40 per ton — a difference of 
$33.60 per ton.

Sales of Season 1969 Sultanas as at 25/1/1970 were 
11,463 tons. Total sales to February 1970 will approxi
mate 12,500 tons. The total pack for Season 1969 is 
39,873 tons so that Commonwealth sales will be some 
31% of the pack.

Compare $582.40 per ton with the misleading $616 
per ton in the brochure.

The Brochure: Approximately 20,000 tons are to be 
sold on the Commonwealth market.

Comment: The estimate of 20,000 tons is for the 
three varieties, (not just Sultanas), and was a reserve

to ensure ample fruit was available for the Common
wealth. Sales to February 1970 will approximate 
19,200 tons.

Payments to Growers and high rates interest loans
The Brochure: The Packer makes his own terms and 

arrangements regarding the actual amount paid to 
growers as a first advance or door payment.

Comment: Not altogether. In the Sunraysia district 
the amounts of door and progress payments are 
annually negotiated with growers through The 
A.D.F.A. District Council. In South Australia, 
growers may accept either a lower door payment and 
a series of progress payments, or a high door payment. 
In Western Australia, growers do not want door or 
progress payments, preferring to be paid as realisations 
are received.

Where door and progress payments are made the 
amounts must, necessarily, depend on the advances 
the banks are prepared to make against the crop and 
the flow of sales realisations.

Similar advance payments would apply under a 
statutory Board with the Reserve Bank.

A Stabilization Plan guarantee — even up to $20 
per ton — does permit banks to make advances with 
more assurance.

The Brochure: This enables him to channel loan 
moneys to Growers at a much higher rate of interest.

Comment: Loans to growers, presumably pre
harvest advances, have no relation to loan moneys for 
door and progress payments. A grower can always 
seek a loan from his bank, but at what rate of interest?
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If unavailable, where does he go? How does he finance 
his pre-harvest expenses? How does he live in the 
event of crop losses?

The brochure does not answer these questions.
The brochure gives no assurance that a statutory 

Board will provide this essential pre-harvest/living 
finance to growers. Can this assurance be categorically 
given? Of course, it can’t. Not at this stage, anyway.

Delay in Final Payment
The Brochure: Under existing selling practices

Packers can delay final payments to growers by 
lodging a complaint if they feel that the final market
ing returns have not been properly equalised.

Comment: This is not correct, for Packers have 
nothing to do with final market equalisations. Equalisa
tions are handled by The A.D.F.A. according to the 
precise instructions in Rules and Regulations. Final 
equalisations cannot be calculated until sales are com
pleted as market quotas have to be ascertained. Agents 
(not Packers) equalise through The A.D.F.A. under 
a legal agreement.

Agents (not Packers) have seven (7) days to protest 
to The A.D.F.A. against an adjustment. Payment of 
final adjustment moneys between Agents must 
be made within the seven (7) days unless 
a protest is upheld, otherwise interest is payable 
at 6% per annum. An Agent who supplies incorrect 
information requiring a re-calculation of a final ad
justment is subject to a fine of up to $100 in respect 
to that adjustment.

The Brochure: This provides the opportunity to 
delay final payments for any reason best known to 
the Packer himself.

Comment: A Packer cannot delay final payment for 
the reason given in the brochure.

Variation in Returns from different packing sheds
The Brochure: The dried fruit industry had been 

operating under a Stabilization Plan for the past five 
years, but the returns to growers have not been 
uniform.

Comment: Returns to growers were not even 
uniform before the Stabilization Plan. Variations arise 
through different methods of efficiency, packing 
practices, relative localities in which they operate, 
volume of tonnage handled affecting the cost rate of 
overheads, costs of materials, different freight rates 
between States, etc.

The Brochure: This is due to Packers conducting 
their own separate pools.

Comment: This is absolute surmise and for the 
reasons given above is not substantiated.

The implication in the brochure is that all Packers’ 
costs and payments should be brought to the one level 
and all costs, overheads, varying freight rates between 
States should be equally borne by all growers through 
one varietal pool. There would then be no incentive 
for a Packer to do a better job for his growers. 
Growers in lower cost areas would, proportionately, 
be charged the higher costs.

The implication is quite contrary to The A.D.F.A. 
principle that “all growers of similar fruits in the 
same locality, working under Association conditions, 
shall be, as near as may be, on the same footing”. 
(Rule 5).

The Brochure: Illustration of final account sales paid 
by four Sunraysia packing sheds.

Comment: The illustration (presumably for Sultanas) 
is not only inconclusive — it could be misleading.

Under The A.D.F.A. system a grower may choose 
his own Packer. He has the privilege, (subject to any 
agreement he has made to supply a particular Packer), 
of choosing to whom he will deliver his fruit. Some 
growers supply more than one Packer.

The excessive number of Boards
The Brochure: The cost of supporting the four or

ganisations listed was estimated at around one-and- 
three-quarter million dollars in 1967.

Comment: The figure quoted is misleading, but as 
no detailed figures have been provided it is not possible 
to analyse them properly. However, on the figure given 
it can be commented as follows:

(a) Export Control Board — deduct $89,062 for 
sales publicity.

(b) Co-operated Dried Fruits Sales (C.D.F.S.) — 
deduct, approximately, $150,000 which went 
back to growers through rebates,

(c) The A.D.F.A. — deduct $359,824 spent on 
promotion.

The cost of supporting these organisations is reduced 
accordingly.

C.D.F.S. is only one Selling Agent; there are 
others.

Selling Agents have to exist on their commission 
income.

The brochure fails to allow any cost for marketing. 
Whether marketing is through a statutory Board or 
through Selling Agents there must be a cost for 
marketing. What is it?

The Brochure: The Industry is supporting. . . . 
Numerous Packers.

Comment: Of course it is. It has to. By what other 
means could growers’ fruit be packed?

Whether there should be fewer Packers is for grow
ers to decide, but many are already co-operatives 
(particularly in South Australia) and are owned by 
the grower-shareholders. Will they be compensated? If 
so, who pays the compensation? Is it the proposed 
statutory Board? If so, the growers will, eventually, 
have to re-pay the capital borrowed by deductions from 
realisations.

Or, are the grower-shareholders of a closed packing 
company to stand the loss themselves?

The brochure is altogether too vague, for there is 
no estimate of compensation given, no proposition for 
financing it, and no assurance that legislation for a 
statutory Board would provide such compensation.

A single statutory marketing Board for 
Dried Vine Fruits

The Brochure: If a marketing authority modelled 
on that of the wheat industry could be established 
the financial position of growers could be expected 
to improve.

Comment: “Expected to improve”? No facts or 
figures are given to support this proposal. Something 
more concrete is required before this could even be 
examined, as would be the case before any Govern
ment would consider it. Why has something tangible 
not been given?

So far the only practical investigation has been 
by The A.D.F.A. which, on balance, found there were 
more disadvantages than advantages. The verbatim dis
cussions between the Department of Primary Industry, 
the A.P.P.U. and The A.D.F.A. in January-February, 
1968, revealed nothing to dispute The A.D.F.A.’s con
clusions.

The Brochure: Representatives to the Board would 
be grower elected.

Comment: Growers are elected even now to the 
Export Control Board, the State Dried Fruits Boards, 
The A.D.F.A. Board of Management, and The 
A.D.F.A. Federal Council. Grower majorities pre
dominate in every case.

Growers are also elected to the Boards of Directors 
of every co-operative packing company.

The Brochure: Direct transactions to merchants and 
manufacturers . . . would take place, as practised by 
the Australian Wheat Board, thus a very large saving 
to the Industry in Agency Commissions.



Comment: The A.D.F.A., through the Agents of 
growers, already has direct transactions with merchants 
and manufacturers and, indeed, with all the large 
retail chain stores and buying groups throughout 
Australia.

The Wheat Board doesn’t supply flour or stock 
feed direct to merchants or manufacturers or the 
retail trade. Distribution is left to the millers in the 
same way as The A.D.F.A. uses the merchants.

Where is the saving in cost? The brochure should 
have given some reliable practical marketing figures.

The Brochure: . . .  if we compare the size of the 
wheat industry . . .  we find the administration costs 
of the dried fruit industry is out of all proportion.

Comment: Having reduced the over-stated costs 
under the previous heading — The Excessive Number 
of Boards — how does the real cost now compare 
with the administration of the Wheat Board?

What is the administration cost for $100 worth of 
wheat compared with that for Dried Vine Fruits? To 
judge this particular statement the brochure should 
have given some costings.

Or, to put it another way. How much does it cost 
to put 1 lb. of flour into a retail store as against 1 lb. 
of fruit?

The Brochure: A single statutory marketing board 
would operate under the umbrella of the Common
wealth Reserve Bank and enjoy similar privileges to 
the Australian Wheat Board which makes advances 
to growers at the lowest possible interest rates.

Comment: Advances from the Reserve Bank would 
no doubt be possible, but

(a) not until the fruit had been delivered for 
packing, and

(b) would have to be repaid (with interest) within 
twelve months.

Under this arrangement who is to finance the grower 
who must have pre-harvest finance especially in a 
season which follows one of heavy losses? Does the 
Packer and/or Bank make these advances? How can 
they? They will have no security to offer.

Wheat has recently been quota-ed. Many farmers 
are not allowed to deliver part of their crops to 
silos and get the Board’s advance payment. Is there 
any reason to suppose that under a statutory Board the 
same would not apply to Dried Fruits in a season of 
Australian and world over-production? If the Reserve 
Bank cannot find enough finance for wheat why not 
the same for Dried Fruit?

Stabilization Plan and control of Plantings
The Brochure: With a single statutory Board it is 

envisaged that the Federal Government would provide 
the industry with a suitable stabilization plan which 
would guarantee the cost of production to growers and 
packing charges to the packers.

Comment: This is only “envisaged”; and what is 
meant by a suitable stabilization plan? The Govern
ment has never indicated in any way that a “suitable” 
plan would be given under a statutory Board. This 
is absolute conjecture and is quite misleading.

If Government policy can be interpreted from what 
it has said it considers it is now offering a suitable 
plan. That may, or may not, be so in the minds of 
growers, but it is the Government’s stated opinion.

Has the brochure any reason to think otherwise? 
If so, why not categorically say so?

The same with “cost of production”. Has the 
Government authoritatively said it will give a plan 
embodying cost of production? The recently announced 
policy of the Government to use a base price value 
in stabilization schemes disputes this.

The Brochure: A stabilization plan should be ac
companied by statutory powers under which State 
Government departments could control new plantings.

Comment: This is a “hope”. There is no official 
support for it at this stage. Control of production

is vested in the States and there must be unanimity 
before control could be introduced. Only one State 
has to refuse and the proposal becomes unworkable.

The concept of control over plantings has long 
been advocated by The A.D.F.A., but it has little to 
do with a Commonwealth stabilization plan and noth
ing with the establishment of a Commonwealth 
statutory Board.

The new Plan
The Brochure: Speedier finalisation of varietal

pools. This is due in part to packers operating separate 
pools. We would suggest that the establishment of 
one single statutory Board would facilitate these cal
culations and effectively reduce the delay.

Comment: Unless the Government alters its
stringent requirements of auditing and checking there 
is no reason to suggest that calculations will be 
facilitated under a statutory Board. The fact that 
Packers operate separate pools is not the cause for 
delays.

The brochure envisages that the Packers will be 
guaranteed their packing charges under a suitable plan. 
Is it not reasonable to suppose, that Packers’ operating 
accounts will be carefully checked — as the pool 
accounts are now; double checked — to substantiate 
the rate of charge for the season or the following 
season? And might not this create further delays?

The A.D.F.A. has undertaken already to see tf the 
time in making final payment can be reduced, but it 
is a matter of negotiation with the Commonwealth 
authorities.

Limitation of the new Plan
The Brochure: It is not intended to assist in the 

reduction of marketing costs and makes no contribu
tion in this direction.

Comment: Neither the old nor the new Plan was 
designed to assist in reducing marketing costs. The 
fundamental concept of both Plans is to ensure that 
every grower pays the same rate of contribution or 
receives the same rate of bounty.

In this regard the growers who received payments 
from Sheds A-D, as referred to in the brochure, 
would, if the figures refer to Sultanas, have received 
exactly the same rate of bounty.

The matter of marketing costs is related to the pro
posal for a statutory Board. It is not related in any 
way to the terms of the new Plan.

While costs must always be watched, (and reduced 
if that is possible in these days of inflation), such 
savings will, of course, then form part of realisations 
and to that extent will be taken into account in 
arriving at a rate of bounty or contribution.

Important Questions
The Brochure: How much longer am I prepared to 

accept a package deal that assures packers and agents 
their returns and compels me to pay levies?

Comment: The A.D.F.A., through negotiations sup
ported by facts, managed to have

(a) the base price increase from $251 per ton to 
$264 per ton,

(b) the Government guarantee increased from $15 
per ton to $20 per ton,

(c) the full bounty approved if paid entirely from 
growers’ contributions,

(d) the ceiling amounts in the Currant and Raisin 
Funds reduced by $250,000 each,

(e) the minimum and maximum limitations for 
Sultanas increased by 10,000 tons.

Was that a “package deal”, or was it consistent and 
justifiable negotiation? Negotiation, which continued 
until the Government would go no further and an
nounced its offer.

The reference that the “package deal” assures 
packers of their returns contradicts the proposal under



“Stabilization Plan and Control of Plantings” in the 
brochure that a suitable plan would guarantee the 
Packers their packing charges.

In regard to payment of levies see “What of The 
A.D.F.A.?” (below).

What of The A.D.F.A.?
The Brochure: The Australian Wheat Federation . . . 

affords effective protection for its members.
Comment: Does it? The recent imposition of quotas 

doesn’t support this statement.
The Brochure: No special levy is imposed on the 

wheat growers to finance its (the Australian Wheat 
Federation) operations. Finance is provided by the 
state organisations.

Comment: And who finances the state organisations? 
Surely, it must be the members who are growers.

And who, incidentally, finances the Australian Wheat 
Board? Surely, the growers by deduction of expenses 
from their realisations.

Whichever way, the grower must pay. Whether it 
be a statutory Board or an A.D.F.A. the grower must 
pay, especially as Packers and Agents who now pay a 
levy would be excluded.

The Brochure: It (The A.D.F.A.) would be speak
ing with the voice of the rest of the farming com
munity of Australia.

Comment: It does this now through its membership 
of the Australian Farmers’ Federation, (A.F.F.).

But it must be emphasised that under its Constitu
tion the A.F.F. is precluded from participating in 
the policies of an individual primary industry. So what 
help could The A.D.F.A. expect from the A.F.F. in 
Dried Fruits matters?

MORE CORRECTIONS
In the “Sunraysia Daily”, (26/2/1970) the Federal 

Vine Fruits Committee made further confusing state
ments which necessitate clarification by The A.D.F.A.

“Red Herring”
Press statement: The “red herring” being used to 

try to induce growers to accept the proposed plan . ..
A.D.F.A. comment: At no time has The A.D.F.A. 

suggested how growers should vote. The A.D.F.A. 
repeats that the new Plan and the proposal for a 
statutory Board are entirely different and must not be 
confused. By combining the two the Vine Fruits 
Committee is confusing the issue of a new Plan.

Omission by the Minister
Press statement: What the Minister failed to say or 

omitted to include in his statement was that it is diffi
cult to see how growers could expect or hope to 
achieve a better stabilization plan while the present 
attitude of A.D.F.A. to its own problems exists.

A.D.F.A. comment: This is putting words into the 
Minister’s mouth without any substance to support 
them. What authority is there for making such a 
statement? If there is, why is it not quoted? This 
statement is a “red red herring”.

One Pool System
Press statement: The plan does not provide a one 

pool system for each variety.
A.D.F.A. comment: Of course it does. All realisa

tions, deductions and other costs used for stabilization 
calculations are pooled and from these an average 
Industry result is ascertained.

In regard to the proposal for one pool for the 
Industry — quite apart from stabilization — refer to 
The A.D.F.A.’s second comment under the heading 
“Variation in Returns from different packing sheds” 
in this Brochure.

Commissions and Discounts
Press statement: The plan does not provide any pro

tection against commissions and discounts.
A.D.F.A. comment. All commissions and discounts 

are accepted as deductions in the stabilization calcula
tions.

Cheaper Advance Payments
Press statement: The plan does not provide any 

means of cheaper advance payments from the Reserve 
Bank.

A.D.F.A. comment: Refer to The A.D.F.A.’s fifth 
comment under the heading of “A single statutory 
marketing Board for Dried Vine Fruits” in this 
Brochure.

Standardisation of Packing Charges
Press statement: The plan does not provide any 

standardisation of packing charges.

A.D.F.A. comment: This is a concept associated 
with the proposal for a statutory Board. The purpose 
of the plan is to ascertain whether a bounty or a 
contribution has to be paid, and the calculations pro
portionately include all cost levels of packing charges 
so as to arrive at an average. If the press statement 
implies that packing charges be standardised at the 
lowest possible value the advantage of proportionately 
including the higher charges of some Packers would, 
for the stabilization calculations, be lost, resulting in 
a higher net realisation thereby either reducing a rate 
of bounty or increasing a rate of contribution.

The proposal for standardising packing charges as 
paid by growers must not be confused with the prin
ciple of ascertaining an average packing charge for 
stabilization.

Assurance of the grower receiving a bounty
Press statement: The plan does not provide any 

assurance of the grower receiving $20 per ton bounty 
if the Government pay the bounty to the industry.

A.D.F.A. comment: The plan provides for “up to 
$20 per ton”. The substance of the statement is abso
lutely untrue and supports the belief that the Com
mittee has never studied the stabilization legislation. 
Growers are safeguarded, for Act 42 states that “The 
bounty in respect of any fruit received for packing is 
payable to the grower of that fruit, and the payment 
of the bounty may be effected in accordance with this 
section”. As The A.D.F.A. represents the growers it 
will ensure that a similar provision is included in the 
legislation if the new Plan is accepted by growers. 
In fact, the Government will ensure that such a pro
vision is included.

Growers should carefully read the assurance given 
by the Government in the brochure which has been 
sent to them.

Through the Stabilization Committee each com
pany not only completes a written agreement to pay 
growers in accordance with the legislation, but must 
provide a detailed and audited list of growers’ names 
and the amounts of each bounty paid to them.

Bounty at an economical level
Press statement: The plan does not provide the $20 

bounty at an economical level to benefit small growers 
before he would be forced to forfeit his holding.

A.D.F.A. comment: This gets back to the Commit
tee’s proposal of a “suitable” stabilization plan — see 
“Stabilization Plan and control of Plantings” in this 
Brochure — remembering that the Committee only 
“envisages” what the Government might do.

The reference in the press statement that small 
growers would be forced to forfeit their holdings is 
simply not understood. There is absolutely no evidence 
that the stabilization plan would do this.


