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• Owners and operators of containerised grain and fodder businesses rate government 
regulation as the most effective mechanism to achieve beneficial reform. 

• Of next importance is monitoring of the container supply chains.

• Self-regulation and ad-hoc enquiries are rated to be the least effective mechanisms for 
beneficial reform of container supply chains.

• Understandably, owners and operators of containerised grain and fodder businesses favour 
actions that directly benefit their businesses.

Key Messages

Background
Many issues affect the global trade in containerised grain and fodder. However, it is important 
to ascertain which of these issues most crucially affects that trade and yet are amenable to 
alteration by Australian action. To aid that prioritisation task, grain and fodder container packing 
businesses were surveyed in February and March 2022. 

The issues presented in the survey were identified by the project team after consultation with 
industry stakeholders as a short-list of possible key issues. Survey respondents were asked 
to rank the relative importance of these issues and to rate the effectiveness of government 
regulation, research reports and other mechanisms for achieving reform of Australian supply 
chains. The survey questions are detailed in Appendix 1.

Recommendations
Because owners and operators of containerised grain and fodder businesses rate government 
regulation as the most effective mechanism to achieve beneficial reform, industry advocates, 
bureaucrats and parliamentarians should be emboldened to embrace regulation as an effective 
means to deliver beneficial reform in container supply chains.

Owners and operators of containerised grain and fodder businesses consider there is value 
in monitoring prices and service delivery in container supply chains to aid government and 
industry action.

Governments need to do more than just commission reports that outline issues and 
opportunities affecting container supply chains.
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Respondents
Via internet searches and industry contacts, a list of grain and fodder container packing and export 
businesses operating in Australia was compiled. We used this list to contact 85 business operators 
in early February 2022 and requested their participation in the survey. In response to this initial 
contact, 29 people either partially or wholly completed the survey. To gain more respondents, 
the survey was also sent to about 20 stakeholders via Darren White from the Australian Fodder 
Exporters Association in late February. As a result, a further three people completed the survey 
giving a total of 32 people who partially or wholly completed the survey by the time of its 
completion deadline in mid-March.

Most people responding to the survey indicated that their business was exporting more than  
500 TEU per annum with Cost and Freight (CFR) contracts being used by half of them (Figures 1  
and 2). Direct to Container Terminal (DCT) contracts were also used as the main selling method by 
about 25% of the respondents.
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Figure 1
Three-year average container export volume of businesses operated by the survey respondents.

Figure 2
Main selling method used by businesses operated by survey respondents.
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Main issues facing businesses 
exporting containerised grain
During the second half of 2021 our project team convened 14 formal meetings with industry 
stakeholders to identify the main issues affecting the containerised grain industry. Farmers, owners 
and operators of container packing businesses, industry representatives, port operators and 
government departments were consulted during this process. The project team then summarised 
the main issues into 15 statements — one statement for each issue. Survey respondents were asked 
whether they wholly agreed, partially agreed or did not agree with each statement. Appendix 2 
lists the full statements as they appeared in the survey. We have used an abbreviated form of the 
statements when presenting graphical results.

Three statements received a high level of agreement (Figure 3). Issues relating to landside port 
charges increasing at short notice received the highest number of agreement responses (26 in 
total). Only two people disagreed with this statement. Issues relating to the poor availability of  
20-foot containers and the limitations of ACCC powers with respect to shipping lines received a high 
level of agreement and some partial agreement but no disagreement. 

More people disagreed than agreed with only one statement. This was relating to insufficient 
investment to maintain international markets. For all other statements more people agreed than 
disagreed with each statement, however as shown in Figure 4 on the following page, eight of the  
15 statements received more people partially agreeing with the statements than wholly agreeing.

Number of responses

Wholly agree Don’t agree

0 10 20 30

Insufficient investment to maintain international markets

ACCC powers do not cover shipping lines

Inadequate availability of 20' containers

Land side port charges increase at short notice

Figure 3
Statements about supply chain issues that received the highest level of agreement or disagreement from survey 
respondents (see Appendix 2 for the full statements of issues).
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Wholly agree Partially agree Don’t agree

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Insufficient investment to maintain international markets

Biosecurity protocols inefficient

Data on supply chains not well monitored

Publicly owned assets continued to be sold off

Buffer zones not protected

Insufficient complementary investment for inland rail

Insufficient port investment for large ships

Inequality in modal access pricing

Transport regulations not aligned to one standard

Inadequate change to lesson labour disputes

Privately owned ports not well regulated

Insufficient numbers of truck and train drivers

Land side port charges increase at short notice

ACCC powers do not cover shipping lines

Inadequate availability of 20' containers

Figure 4
Number of people wholly agreeing, partially agreeing, or disagreeing with statements on issues affecting containerised 
grain supply chains (see Appendix 2 for the full statements of issues).

Relative importance of supply 
chain issues
To gain an understanding of the likely impact of each issue to the respondents’ businesses we 
asked them to select the five issues of most importance to their business. The five issues selected 
were placed by the respondents in order of importance and we calculated an index to determine 
the relative importance of the issues to all respondents (see Appendix 4 for details). 

The five issues that received the most agreement by respondents (see Figure 4) were also the 
issues that had the greatest impact on the respondents’ businesses (Figure 5). However, the order 
in which the top five issues appeared changed slightly. For example, the issue relating to privately 
owned ports being poorly regulated received the fifth highest overall agreement score, but its level 
of importance to businesses was rated as having the third most important impact.
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Publicly owned assets continued to be sold off

Insufficient port investment for large ships
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Inadequate change to lesson labour disputes

Transport regulations not aligned to one standard

Insufficient investment to maintain international markets

Insufficient numbers of truck and train drivers
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Index score

Publicly owned assets continued to be sold off

Insufficient port investment for large ships

Inequality in modal access pricing

Biosecurity protocols inefficient

Data on supply chains not well monitored

Buffer zones not protected

Insufficient complementary investment for inland rail

Inadequate change to lesson labour disputes

Transport regulations not aligned to one standard

Insufficient investment to maintain international markets

Insufficient numbers of truck and train drivers

ACCC powers do not cover shipping lines

Privately owned ports not well regulated

Land side port charges increase at short notice

Inadequate availability of 20' containers

Publicly owned assets continued to be sold off

Insufficient port investment for large ships

Inequality in modal access pricing

Biosecurity protocols inefficient

Data on supply chains not well monitored

Buffer zones not protected

Insufficient complementary investment for inland rail

Inadequate change to lesson labour disputes

Transport regulations not aligned to one standard

Insufficient investment to maintain international markets

Insufficient numbers of truck and train drivers

ACCC powers do not cover shipping lines

Privately owned ports not well regulated

Land side port charges increase at short notice

Inadequate availability of 20' containers

Agreement Rank Business Impact Rank

Figure 5
Relative importance of containerised grain to the respondent’s business (see Appendix 2 for the full statements 
of issues).

Figure 6
The rankings of respondents’ agreements with issue statements compared with their rankings of the business 
impacts of these issues (see Appendix 2 for the full statements of issues).

The greatest change in the order of agreement with issues and their impact on businesses came 
with those falling in the lower half of the agreement range (see Figure 6). Issues relating to 
insufficient investment to maintain international markets received the lowest level of agreement 
but were rated in the top half of the business impact range.
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Effect of supply chain issues  
on businesses
Issues affecting containerised supply chains described above are likely to have a range of impacts 
on businesses. To determine the relative importance of these effects we asked respondents to rank, 
in order of severity, how their business was impacted for the top five issues they identified. The 
following categories were provided:

• Increased costs mostly borne by the business.

• Less flexibility to change the volume of container shipments at short notice.

• Increased costs mostly passed on to customers.

• Required switching to a different service provider (e.g. shipping line or transport operator) to 
manage costs.

• Reduced reliance on container shipments within the business.

• No direct effect on costs.

A business effects index was calculated with results expressed as a proportionate score for each of 
the six categories (see Appendix 5 for more details).

Unsurprisingly, of all the issues considered, the option of increased costs mostly borne by the 
business was rated consistently higher than other options, while no direct effect on costs was rated 
as a minor effect overall (see Figure 7).

The direct effect on costs however was not dominant for all issues. Most issues had a range of 
impacts (see Table 1). The issue of publicly owned assets continuing to be sold off was rated as 
having the least effect on costs. Interestingly also, the two transport related issues were rated as 
having the highest impact that required switching to a different service provider.

0 0.1 0.2 0.3

No effect on costs

Reduced container shipments

Requires switching service providers service providers

Increased cost passed on to customers

Less flexibility to change container shipments

Increased costs borne by the business

Index score

Figure 7
The relative impact of supply chain issues on businesses in six areas. Ratings are averaged across all issues 
(see Appendix 5 for details).
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Table 1 
The main areas where supply chain issues tend to impact respondents’ businesses  
(see Appendix 2 for the full statements of issues)

Dominant effect on cost

Issues where ‘Increased costs 
borne by the business’ received an 
impact score more than 8 points 
higher than the next highest 
impact.

• Inequality in modal access pricing.

• Biosecurity protocols inefficient.

• Inadequate change to lesson labour disputes.

• Land side port charges increase at short notice.

• ACCC powers do not cover shipping lines.

• Insufficient numbers of truck and train drivers.

Least effect on cost

Issues where ‘No direct effect on 
cost’ received a higher impact 
score than ‘Increased costs borne 
by the business’.

• Publicly owned assets continued to be sold off.

Highest effect on switching service providers

Issues where ‘Requires switching 
service providers service providers’ 
received the highest impact score.

• Transport regulations not aligned to one standard.

• Insufficient complementary investment for inland rail.

Broad effect on businesses

Issues where the impact score was 
reasonably well distributed across 
all impact areas.

• Insufficient port investment for large ships.

• Data on supply chains not well monitored.

• Buffer zones not protected.

• Insufficient investment to maintain international markets.

• Privately owned ports not well regulated.

• Inadequate availability of 20ft containers.

Mechanisms to achieve change
Respondents were asked to rate the effectiveness of six potential mechanisms for obtaining 
meaningful reform in containerised supply chains. The six options (see Appendix 6 for more detail) 
presented to respondents were:

• Reports – Research reports describing issues and recommending actions

• Lobbying – Representative organisations prioritising issues and lobbying for change

• Self-regulation – Industry developing self-regulation and standards

• Government Regulation – Government imposing new laws and regulation

• Monitoring – Regular monitoring of prices and logistics to inform government and industry  
(e.g. by the ACCC)

• Ad-hoc government enquiry (e.g. Productivity Commission enquiry)
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Twenty-five people responded to this question about six potential mechanisms for obtaining 
meaningful reform in containerised supply chains, and were asked if the mechanism:

• was not at all effective;

• had some effect;

• had a reasonable effect;

• was most effective.

Government regulation was rated by most people (9 out of 25 or 36%) as the most effective 
mechanism to achieve reform. Monitoring was the next most frequently rated option (5 respondents 
or 20%). Self-regulation and ad-hoc enquiry were the most frequently rated options (20% each) 
perceived as being not at all effective. Slightly more than half of all respondents considered reports, 
lobbying and ad-hoc enquiries as only having some effect in achieving reform. When converted to 
an effectiveness index, government regulation was the most effective mechanism to achieve reform 
while reports were considered the least effective (Figure 8).

Index score

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450

Government regulation

Monitoring

Lobbying

Self-regulation

Ad-hoc enquiry

Reports

Figure 8
Relative effectiveness of a range of mechanisms aimed at achieving reform in containerised supply chains.

When asked to rate the effectiveness of the different mechanisms for achieving reform for issues 
of most importance to their business, respondents continued to consider government regulation as 
the most effective mechanism. For only three issues was government regulation not rated the most 
effective. These issues were:

• Data on supply chains being not well monitored. Respondents considered reports and 
monitoring to be equally effective as government regulation.

• Inadequate change to lesson labour disputes. Respondents regarded self-regulation, monitoring 
and ad-hoc enquiry as being equally effective as government regulation.

• Inequality in modal access pricing. Respondents regarded reports and lobbying as being equally 
effective as government regulation.
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Correlation between project 
and industry assessment
Prior to conducting the survey, the project team independently assessed the 15 issues in terms of 
their impact on the industry and the feasibility of implementing reforms. From this assessment the 
team formed a group of prioritised recommendations consisting of issues that, in their assessment, 
had both a high impact and high feasibility of achieving reform (see Figure 9).

Impact

Fe
as

ib
ili

ty

5.0

4.5

4.0

3.5

3.0

2.5

2.0

1.5

1.0

3

11

12
92

8

15

6

10

1

5

14

4
13

7

1.0 3.0 5.0 7.0 9.02.0 4.0 6.0 8.0

Frontier of prioritised recommendations

Figure 9
Issues rated by the project team as having an impact on containerised supply chains and the feasibility of achieving 
reform of the issues. Issues they rated to have a high impact and high feasibility are displayed above the line. The 
numbers relate to the impact ranking (see Table 2 on the next page) determined by survey respondents with the top 
five issues coloured in orange.

Agreement between the project team’s recommendations and that obtained in the survey was 
relatively poor. Most of the project team’s prioritised issues (issues falling above the line in 
Figure 9) were in the mid-range of issues as assessed by survey respondents (Table 2). Four out 
of the top five issues as assessed by the survey respondents fell below the frontier of prioritised 
recommendations as determined by the project team.

Part of the explanation for the observed differences in ratings is that the survey only targeted 
people involved in container packing who most likely focused on the impacts to their individual 
business when responding to questions, rather than the industry as a whole. The project team 
jointly focused on whole-of-industry impacts and the feasibility of achieving reform through the 
project’s recommendations.
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Two issues were rated very differently by respondents versus the project team. Firstly, the lack of 
20-foot containers was the top issue according to survey respondents and this was also assessed as 
having a high impact by the project team (issue number 1 in Figure 9). However, this issue did not 
make the project team’s list of priorities because the feasibility of the project’s activities having an 
impact on this issue was considered to be very low. In effect, availability of 20-foot containers was 
assessed by the project team to be a global structural issue unlikely to be cost-effectively solved by 
any of the project team’s recommendations.

Table 2 
Issues subject to prioritised recommendations by the project team. Issues are listed  
in order of business impact (highest impact at the top) as rated by survey respondents

Ranking Issue
Included within 
project teams 

prioritised issue

1 Inadequate availability of 20ft containers
2 Land side port charges increase at short notice
3 Privately owned ports not well regulated yes
4 ACCC powers do not cover shipping lines
5 Insufficient numbers of truck and train drivers
6 Insufficient investment to maintain international markets yes
7 Transport regulations not aligned to one standard yes
8 Inadequate change to lesson labour disputes
9 Insufficient complementary investment for inland rail yes
10 Buffer zones not protected yes
11 Data on supply chains not well monitored yes
12 Biosecurity protocols inefficient yes
13 Inequality in modal access pricing
14 Insufficient port investment for large ships
15 Publicly owned assets continued to be sold off

By contrast, the issue of publicly owned assets continuing to be sold off (issue number 15 in  
Figure 9 and Table 2) was rated as the least impactful issue by survey respondents, but was 
included within the project team’s list of prioritised issues. Survey respondents may or may not 
have considered this issue as important for the industry, yet interestingly considered it to have a 
low impact on their business.

These differences in perception of issues, while, understandable and explainable, will need to be 
considered carefully by the project team when framing their recommendations.

In addition to the differences in perceptions about issues, the effectiveness of achieving reform 
through industry reports also needs to be considered. Survey respondents considered that such 
reports, which are one of the main outputs from this project, are the least effective mechanism for 
achieving reform of issues of most importance to their business.
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Appendix 1

Survey Questions

Q1: Capacity 
What is your average (3 yr. av.) container export volume in TEU?

• 0-10

• 1-50

• 50-100

• 100-500

• 500+

• n/a  

Do you sell mainly CFR or DCT?

• CFR

• DCT

• Other (specify)

• n/a

Q2: Issues reducing the effectiveness of containerised 
supply chains

Stakeholder consultation has identified 15 issues affecting containerised grain supply chains.  
Please indicate your level of agreement with these issues:

• wholly agree,

• partially agree,

• don’t agree

Q3: Relative importance of containerised supply  
chain issues

Please drag five issues from the left column into the right column, and place in order of importance 
to your business. Your top five issues will be used for the remaining four questions of the survey.
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Q4: Effect on your business
In general, how has the following supply chain issue affect your business costs? 

(Survey listed the top five supply chain issues selected in question 3)

Q5: Mechanisms to achieve change
In general, how effective are the following mechanisms in generating meaningful reforms in the 
supply chain?

Please rate the following:

• Reports – research reports describing issues and recommending actions

• Lobbying – representative organisations prioritising issues and lobbying for change

• Self regulation – industry developing self-regulation and standards

• Government regulation – government imposing new laws and regulation

• Monitoring – regular monitoring of prices and logistics to inform government and industry  
(e.g. by the ACCC)

• Ad-hoc enquiry – ad-hoc government enquiry (e.g. Productivity Commission enquiry)

Q6: Best mechanisms to resolve issues
Which of the mechanisms would be most effective to resolve the top five issues you identified 
previously (select up to three)?

(Survey listed the top five supply chain issues selected in question 3 in a matrix with the six 
mechanisms listed in question 5).

Q7: Other issues
If there are issues within the containerised grain supply chain that are more important than the 
top five issues you have identified in this survey, please outline them in the text box below.
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Appendix 2

Statements of issues affecting containerised supply chains

Respondents were asked to consider 15 statements on issues affecting containerised grain supply 
chains. The full statements presented to respondents are listed in Table 3.

Table 3 
Issues as stated to survey participants and the abbreviated form used to present data in this report

Issue as presented in the survey Restated issue for ease of 
presentation in this report

Ports are now mostly privately-owned acting in their own interest with  
little regulatory control (e.g., opening days, hours and pricing).

Privately owned ports not well 
regulated

Publicly-owned container port assets and supply chain infrastructure  
continue to be sold-off.

Publicly owned assets continued 
to be sold off

Container and bulk supply chain services are not well monitored so data is  
not available to support policy-making and investment decisions.

Data on supply chains not well 
monitored

Many biosecurity protocols and processes are inefficient and are not  
cost-effective.

Biosecurity protocols inefficient

There is insufficient complementary investment to inland rail to support 
cost-effective movement of containerised grain and fodder

Insufficient complementary 
investment for inland rail

There are insufficient resources committed to maintaining and enlarging 
international market access for Australian grains and fodder.

Insufficient investment to 
maintain international markets

Buffer zones for least-cost grain pathways are not actively protected. Buffer zones not protected

Heavy road transport regulations are not well aligned to enable one  
national standard.

Transport regulations not aligned 
to one standard

Land-side port charges are increased with short notice and are not regulated. Land side port charges increase 
at short notice

Investments and technology change that lessen disruption to container  
supply chains from labour disputes are inadequate.

Inadequate change to lesson 
labour disputes

There is inadequate availability of 20’ food-grade containers. Inadequate availability of  
20' containers

There is an insufficient number of heavy vehicle truck drivers and train drivers. Insufficient numbers of truck  
and train drivers

There is insufficient investment in port capability to accommodate larger 
container ships.

Insufficient port investment  
for large ships

The powers of the ACCC to enhance competition, do not cover shipping lines. ACCC powers do not cover 
shipping lines

Equality in modal access pricing (i.e., rail v road) is not being maintained  
(e.g. inclusion of congestion impacts, emissions and accident risk)

Inequality in modal access 
pricing
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Appendix 3

Agreement score

An agreement score to estimate the overall level of agreement with the statements listed in  
Table 3 was calculated by weighting the number of times participants either disagreed, partially 
agreed or wholly agreed with a statement, then multiplying that count by either 1, 2 or 3 
respectively. For example the agreement score of 63 for the issue ‘Insufficient investment to maintain 
international markets’ (first issue listed in Table 4 below) was calculated as (9x1)+(15x2)+(8x3)=63.

Table 4 
Number of times respondents either did not agree, partially agreed or wholly agreed with the issues stated as  
affecting containerised grain supply chains and the calculated agreement score

Issue Don’t agree 
count

Partially 
agree count

Wholly 
agree count

Agreement 
score

Insufficient investment to maintain international markets 9 15 8 63

Biosecurity protocols inefficient 7 14 11 68

Data on supply chains not well monitored 6 15 11 69

Publicly owned assets continued to be sold off 5 15 12 71

Buffer zones not protected 2 20 10 72

Insufficient complementary investment for inland rail 3 15 14 75

Insufficient port investment for large ships 2 15 15 77

Inequality in modal access pricing 0 19 13 77

Transport regulations not aligned to one standard 3 12 17 78

Inadequate change to lesson labour disputes 2 14 16 78

Privately owned ports not well regulated 3 9 20 81

Insufficient numbers of truck and train drivers 2 9 21 83

Land side port charges increase at short notice 2 4 26 88

ACCC powers do not cover shipping lines 0 8 24 88

Inadequate availability of 20ft containers 0 7 25 89
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Appendix 4

Business impact index

A business impact index was calculated by weighting the number of responses received in each 
category by the inverse to which it was ranked. For example the impact index of 7 for the issue 
‘Publicly owned assets continued to be sold off’ (first issue listed in Table 5 below) was calculated as 
(0x5)+(1x4)+(0x3)+(1x2)+(1x1)=7.

Table 5 
Number of times (count) issues were placed in order of importance from 1 – most important to 5 – least important  
(e.g. the issue of inadequate availability of 20’ containers was rated as most important on seven occasions) and its 
impact index (calculated as described above)

Issue Rated as 
1 count

Rated as 
2 count

Rated as 
3 count

Rated as 
4 count

Rated as 
5 count

Impact 
index

Publicly owned assets continued to be sold off 0 1 0 1 1 7

Insufficient port investment for large ships 0 0 1 2 3 10

Inequality in modal access pricing 0 1 0 3 1 11

Biosecurity protocols inefficient 0 2 1 0 2 13

Data on supply chains not well monitored 0 1 1 2 3 14

Buffer zones not protected 1 1 2 0 1 16

Insufficient complementary investment for  
inland rail

1 0 1 3 3 17

Inadequate change to lesson labour disputes 1 2 1 0 2 18

Transport regulations not aligned to one standard 0 2 3 4 0 25

Insufficient investment to maintain international 
markets

4 0 2 1 0 28

Insufficient numbers of truck and train drivers 1 3 5 1 3 37

ACCC powers do not cover shipping lines 3 2 4 1 1 38

Privately owned ports not well regulated 4 3 0 4 4 44

Land side port charges increase at short notice 6 6 3 1 2 67

Inadequate availability of 20ft containers 7 4 4 5 2 75



 AEGIC  |  Stakeholders’ views of container supply chain issues and solutions 18

Appendix 5

Business effects index

A business effects index was calculated by weighting, for each issue, the number of responses 
received in each category by the inverse to which it was ranked. In order to emphasise the 
differences between categories, weightings were increased or decreased for the upper and lower 
ratings respectively (i.e. 8 – ranked 1st, 7 – ranked 2nd, 4 – ranked 3rd, 3 – ranked 4th,  
1.5 – ranked 5th, 0.5 – ranked 6th).

Issues received different numbers of responses because respondents only rated their top five issues. 
This meant that issues that received a high agreement score fell into respondents’ top five issues 
more frequently than issues that received a low agreement score, and consequently received a 
higher number of rating responses. In order to compare across issues with different numbers of 
responses, results were expressed as a proportion of the total index score.

0 0.1 0.2 0.3

No effect on costs

Reduced container shipments

Requires switching service providers service providers

Increased cost passed on to customers

Less flexibility to change container shipments

Increased costs borne by the business

a)  Privately owned ports not well regulated

0 0.1 0.2 0.3

No effect on costs

Reduced container shipments

Requires switching service providers service providers

Increased cost passed on to customers

Less flexibility to change container shipments

Increased costs borne by the business

b)  Data on supply chains not well monitored

Figure 10
The business effect index for each of 15 issues rated by responses. Note respondents only rated their top five issues 
so different issues received different numbers of ratings.
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0 0.1 0.2 0.3

No effect on costs

Reduced container shipments

Requires switching service providers service providers

Increased cost passed on to customers

Less flexibility to change container shipments

Increased costs borne by the business

d)  Biosecurity protocols inefficient

No effect on costs

Reduced container shipments

Requires switching service providers service providers

Increased cost passed on to customers

Less flexibility to change container shipments

Increased costs borne by the business

c)  Publicly owned assets continued to be sold off

0 0.1 0.2 0.3

0 0.1 0.2 0.3

No effect on costs

Reduced container shipments

Requires switching service providers service providers

Increased cost passed on to customers

Less flexibility to change container shipments

Increased costs borne by the business

e)  Insufficient complementary investment for inland rail

Figure 10 (continued)
The business effect index for each of 15 issues rated by responses. Note respondents only rated their top five issues 
so different issues received different numbers of ratings.
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No effect on costs

Reduced container shipments

Requires switching service providers service providers

Increased cost passed on to customers

Less flexibility to change container shipments

Increased costs borne by the business

g)  Buffer zones not protected

0 0.1 0.2 0.3

No effect on costs

Reduced container shipments

Requires switching service providers service providers

Increased cost passed on to customers

Less flexibility to change container shipments

Increased costs borne by the business

f)  Insufficient investment to maintain international markets

0 0.1 0.2 0.3

No effect on costs

Reduced container shipments

Requires switching service providers service providers

Increased cost passed on to customers

Less flexibility to change container shipments

Increased costs borne by the business

h)  Transport regulations not aligned to one standard

0 0.1 0.2 0.3

Figure 10 (continued)
The business effect index for each of 15 issues rated by responses. Note respondents only rated their top five issues 
so different issues received different numbers of ratings.
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k)  Inadequate availability of 20' containers
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Figure 10 (continued)
The business effect index for each of 15 issues rated by responses. Note respondents only rated their top five issues 
so different issues received different numbers of ratings.
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m)  Insufficient port investment for large ships
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n)  ACCC powers do not cover shipping lines
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Figure 10 (continued)
The business effect index for each of 15 issues rated by responses. Note respondents only rated their top five issues 
so different issues received different numbers of ratings.
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No effect on costs
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Increased cost passed on to customers

Less flexibility to change container shipments

Increased costs borne by the business

o)  Inequality in modal access pricing
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Figure 10 (continued)
The business effect index for each of 15 issues rated by responses. Note respondents only rated their top five issues 
so different issues received different numbers of ratings.
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Appendix 6

Reform effectiveness index

A reform effectiveness index was calculated by weighting, for each issue, the number of responses 
received in each category using a linear scale (i.e. 1 – no effect, 2 – some effect, 3 – reasonable effect, 
4 – most effective). In addition, as with the business effects index, in order to compare across issues 
with different numbers of responses, results were expressed as a proportion of the total index score 
(Table 6).

Table 6 
Number of times respondents indicated different mechanisms were effective at achieving reform of issues affecting 
containerised grain supply chains
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