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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Australian Tea Tree Industry Association (ATTIA) is seeking the introduction of a Tea Tree
Research and Development (R&D) levy to support the industry’s research efforts as well as an
Emergency Plant Pest Response (EPPR) levy, set at zero, to provide a mechanism to contribute to
national cost-shared eradication responses to pest and disease incursions.
Since 1993 the Australian Government, through the Rural Industries Research and Development
Corporation (RIRDC) has funded the Tea Tree R&D program with matched industry contributions. In
the early years these matching contributions were sourced from individual producers; however the
introduction in 2009 of a voluntary levy resulted in more equitable cost burden. ATTIA’s proposal to
introduce a compulsory levy with matched Government funding will ensure that all producers
contribute equitably while continuing to reap the benefits.
Over the past 20+ years the program has delivered significant benefits including highly improved tea
tree varieties, research and data on the efficacy, safety and uses of tea tree oil as well as weed
management, agronomy and quality assurance. A website and a comprehensive literature database
of all research conducted on tea tree oil since its discovery in 1924 has also been established
providing an invaluable resource for researchers, producers and consumers.
While the Tea Tree R&D program continues to deliver positive outcomes to industry and has high
levels of support, recent changes to RIRDC core funding means research funding for the industry is
insecure and will cease from 1 July 2017. A matched R&D levy will ensure long term funding is
available for industry research. Levy funded tea tree industry research priorities for 2018-2023 will
include market access, production systems for increased productivity, proof of concept for
innovative uses of tea tree oil and extension, communication and industry capacity building.
The Australian Government has allocated funds from July 2017 towards supporting R&D for the tea
tree industry, subject to industry support for a compulsory R&D levy.
ATTIA’s proposal for a Tea Tree R&D Levy is summarised below:
Leviable sector
Leviable product
R&D Levy Rate
Levy Collection Point
Levy Due Date

Tea Tree Industry
Tea Tree Oil
$0.25 per kg
First point of sale
30 June and 31 December each year

EPPR Levy Rate

$0.00 per kg

Tea tree oil producers are also very aware of the potential and real risks that exist to their livelihood.
The ATTIA has communicated extensively to growers regarding the vital importance of being
signatories to the Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed so that in the event of an incursion they
have a seat at the table in the decision making process. The resounding support for the “yes” vote
demonstrates that the majority of growers understand the importance of biosecurity.
Consultation on this proposal commenced in May 2015 and a formal consultation process was
conducted from 1 March – 30 June 2016. This process built on industry discussions about the need
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for a levy that have been underway since at least 2007. A range of communications tactics and
channels were used to ensure all tea tree oil producers had an opportunity to inform themselves of
the levy proposal.
This proposal was taken to a producer ballot during August 2016, with the results as follows:
Question 1
Do you support establishing a levy of 25c/kg of
tea tree oil produced to invest in research,
development and extension to improve the
productivity and profitability of the tea tree oil
industry?
YES
96% (52)

PRODUCERS

NO
4% (2)

PRODUCTION
YES
NO
93.9%
6.1%
(373,899.5 tonnes)
(24,249.5 tonnes)

Question 2
Do you support the establishment of the
0.0c/kg EPPR levy which may be set to a
positive rate to cover tea tree oil industry
costs in an agreed response to an
emergency plant pest incursion affecting the
tea tree oil industry?
PRODUCERS
YES
NO
94% (51)
6% (3)
PRODUCTION
YES
NO
93.7%
6.3%
(373,199.5 tonnes)
(24,949.5 tonnes)

This submission has been developed with the input and support of Australian tea tree oil producers
and responds to the Australian Governments Levy Principles and Guidelines which are summarised
on pages 5 to 7.

Page 4 of 102

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO THE LEVY PRINCIPLES
1. The proposed levy must relate to a function for which there is a market failure.
The scale of the tea tree industry is too small to facilitate effective research, development and
extension (RD&E) activities without collective action and resource sharing.
ATTIA members who pay a membership subscription but choose not to pay the voluntary R&D levy
are able to access the research outcomes. Producers who are not ATTIA members and therefore
make no contribution to industry are able to access and benefit from more than 20 years of research
outcomes.
A compulsory levy would ensure all producers deriving a benefit from industry R&D make a financial
contribution towards its cost.
2. A request for a levy must be supported by industry bodies representing, wherever possible, all
existing and/or potential levy payers, the relevant levy beneficiaries and other interested parties.
The initiator shall demonstrate that all reasonable attempts have been made to inform all relevant
parties of the proposal and that they have had the opportunity to comment on the proposed levy.
ATTIA represents 90% of tea tree industry production and supports the establishment of a levy to
fund industry R&D activities. ATTIA has been actively building support for a levy since 2007. All
Australian tea tree oil producers have been provided with a range of opportunities to provide input
into, and comment on, this proposal including through grower meetings, website updates,
newsletter articles, surveys and newspaper advertisements.
3. The initiator of a levy proposal shall provide an assessment of the extent, the nature and source
of any opposition to the levy, and shall provide an analysis of the opposing argument and reasons
why the levy should be imposed despite the argument raised against the levy.
At the conclusion of the four-month formal consultation period, ATTIA had not received any formal
opposition to the levy. Four phone calls were received relating to the proposed operation of the
levy. Three written submissions were received relating to the levy collection point and mechanisms
to ensure an efficient and practical levy collection mechanism.
Two “no” votes were recorded in the ballot. One voter was in support of the levy in principle but did
not have confidence in ATTIA leadership raising issues unrelated to management of the R&D
program. The second no vote was received from an organic producer who claimed the Tea Tree R&D
program was not applicable to their operation. This producer has had market access and agronomic
advances developed by the Tea Tree R&D program and will continue to have access to all research
outcomes.
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4. The initiator is responsible to provide, as follows:
An estimate of the amount of levy to be raised to fulfil its proposed function
A clear plan of how the levy will be utilised, including an assessment of how the plan will benefit
the levy payers in an equitable manner
Demonstrated acceptance of the plan by levy payers in a manner consistent with Levy Principle 2
Based on annual production of around 700,000 kg, industry could expect to raise $175,000. If a levy
is successful, the Australian Government will make a contribution to industry R&D based on the
Gross Value of Production (GVP) method of calculation for government contributions.
ATTIA and RIRDC are currently implementing a 5 Year R&D Plan, which concludes in 2018. If the levy
is supported by government a new investment plan will be developed in consultation with industry
for 2018 – 2023. This plan, which has been reviewed three times in the past 20 years, is expected to
remain largely unchanged.
Tea tree producers determined the following R&D objectives for 2013-18 1. These, and the funding
resource allocation, were reaffirmed by tea tree producers at an industry Field Day/AGM on 20 Oct
2016:
1. Market access through regulatory response, product efficacy and safety research and its
communication (35%)
2. Production systems that lower cost and increase productivity including the tea tree breeding
program (35%)
3. Proof of concept innovative uses for tea tree oil (15%)
4. Communication and industry capacity building (15%)
Should the R&D Levy submission be supported by government, tea tree oil research funds would
continue to be managed by RIRDC and an industry advisory panel. The industry advisory panel would
include tea tree producers and technical experts to guide investments to ensure equitable benefits
to all levy payers.
5. The initiator must be able to demonstrate that there is agreement by a majority on the levy
imposition/collection mechanism or that, despite objections, the proposed mechanism is
equitable under the circumstances.
ATTIA proposes that the levy be applied at the first point sale; calculated on the kilograms of oil sold
as represented on the invoice or Bill of Lading (if exported). This mechanism was overwhelmingly
supported by producers as evidenced by the results of the levy ballot. One voter sought to have the
collection point at distillation, and another based on area of production however producers voted
unanimously to reject these alternate collection points at the AGM/special levy meeting held in
2014. A unanimous vote to implement point of first sale as the collection mechanism passed at same
AGM/special levy meeting in 2014. All documentation, while mentioning the rejected methods, has
focussed on point of first sale ever since.
6. The levy imposition must be equitable between levy payers.
The proposed levy represents a fair and equitable system because it is based on the kilograms of oil
produced, a transparent and accountable measure of the size and capacity of the business.

1

https://rirdc.infoservices.com.au/items/13-085

Page 6 of 102

7. The imposition of the levy must be related to the inputs, outputs or units of value of production
of the industry or some other equitable arrangements linked to the function causing the market
failure.
A statutory production-based levy mechanism based on kilograms sold provides the most
transparent, equitable, accountable and cost-effective method of collecting the necessary funds to
deliver industry benefits through RD&E. All tea tree oil is traded both in Australia and internationally
in kilograms (kg).
Market failure is derived from the uncertainty that surrounds voluntary payments made by
producers to the program. While a vast majority of producers do contribute funds, their
contributions are not always consistent or predictable and there is a significant risk that in poor
production years or when prices are low, producers will not make payments or make reduced
payments. This puts the sustainability of long-term RD&E projects at risk.
Non-members of ATTIA do not contribute at all.
8. The levy collection system must be efficient and practical. It must impose the lowest possible
‘red tape’ impact on business and must satisfy transparency and accountability requirements.
The levy is proposed at the first point of sale. This will be reflected on the invoice or Bill of lading,
making it an efficient, transparent and low cost way to collect the levy.
Imposing a levy on distillation would be difficult to administer and audit due to the number of
smaller, remote distilleries that operate outside existing industry structures and inconsistent recordkeeping at some distilleries. Contract distillers would have to shoulder responsibility for collection
and remittance of any levy contribution with no guarantee of timely payment.
Imposing a levy based on the area under production was rejected unanimously by potential levy
payers at a 2015 meeting. The first point of sale, with collection and remittance being managed
by a relatively small number of organisations with existing accounting records, should ensure high
levels of compliance without excessive audit costs.
9. Unless new structures are proposed, the organisation/s that will manage expenditure of levy
monies must be consulted prior to introduction of the levy.
RIRDC have provided correspondence to ATTIA (Appendix 7) advising they are willing to continue
managing the Tea Tree R&D program and manage the expenditure of R&D levy monies should this
proposal be successful.
If the proposal to establish an EPPR levy is successful, ATTIA will join Plant Health Australia and sign
up to the Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed. Once these processes have been completed Plant
Health Australia would be able to administer the EPPR levy. Plant Health Australia has provided
correspondence to ATTIA (Appendix 8) that they will be willing to administer the EPPR levy on that
basis.
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10. The body managing expenditure of levy monies must be accountable to levy payers and to the
Commonwealth.
RIRDC is a statutory authority established by the Primary Industries Research and Development Act
1989 (PIRD Act), and has managed Tea Tree R&D funding since 1998.
The EPPR levy will be used in accordance with the PHA Act, the PHA constitution and Australian
Government Levy principles.
11. After a specified time period, levies must be reviewed against these Principles in the manner
determined by the Government and the industry when the levy was first imposed.
ATTIA proposes that the levy and levy rate be reviewed by industry every three years to ensure it
continues to drive industry innovation.
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INTRODUCTION
The Australian Tea Tree Industry Association Ltd (ATTIA) is seeking the introduction of a Tea Tree
Research and Development (R&D) Levy.
The tea tree industry has agreed to a levy for Tea Tree R&D set at $0.25c per kilogram of oil
(kilograms being the standard industry measure both in Australia and internationally), to be
collected at the first point of sale. It is proposed that the levy will commence on 1 July 2017, with the
rate reviewed and determined by a ballot of levy payers every three years. ATTIA is also seeking to
establish an Emergency Plant Pest Response (EPPR) levy initially set at zero.
The Australian tea tree industry’s output is tea tree oil, which is steam distilled from Melaleuca
alternifolia, an iconic Australian native tree. Nearly all oil production is sourced from plantations
although a minute portion (~0.05 %) is distilled from bush cutting. Most plantations are located in
the coastal region of northern and Central NSW and the Atherton Tablelands of Queensland.
The tea tree industry currently has a farm gate value of $29 million and about 90% of production is
exported with major markets located in North America and Europe. Sales demand for tea tree oil has
increased 25% year on year from 2013/14 and production in 2015/16 reached a record high of 845
MT. The 2016/17 forecast production is 700 MT, lower than the current year and caused by adverse
climatic conditions experienced in major growing areas in 2016 but still higher than the industry
average for the past 10 years.
The Rural Industries Research and Development Corporation (RIRDC) currently manage tea tree oil
research, development and extension (RD&E) on behalf of industry. This program has delivered
major benefits to producers for 20 years, including a doubling of plantation yield, efficacy research
and additional efficiencies in harvesting, distillation, storage and market access through mitigation of
regulatory barriers in major markets. RIRDC have agreed to continue to host the tea tree RD&E
program if the Australian Tea Tree R&D levy submission is supported by Government (appendix 7).
Tea tree oil has recognised antiseptic, anti-bacterial, anti-fungal, anti-inflammatory and anti-viral
properties and is widely formulated into many cosmetic and personal care products as well as being
used as a topical antiseptic in its pure form on cuts, abrasions and insect stings. Pure Australian tea
tree oil has also demonstrated efficacy in the control of Golden Staph (Staphylococcus aureus) for
both Methicillin (MRSA) and Vancomycin (VRSA) resistant strains. New uses for tea tree oil are also
being considered for agricultural applications including insect pest control in the sheep and cattle
industries and air quality management in both human and intensive livestock environments.
ATTIA represents tea tree oil producers as well as traders and manufacturers of goods containing tea
tree oil. Current membership comprises 75 producer members representing approximately 90% of
production as well as 16 non-producer members and 13 associate members.
ATTIA also has links to, and can communicate with, non-member tea tree producers. This allows for
a transparent and accountable levy system where all levy payers can participate in decision-making
and can be identified by industry and government. All potential levy payers were invited to
participate in the process of developing this submission and it has overwhelming majority industry
support.
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About Melaleuca alternifolia (Narrow Leaf Tea Tree)
Tea tree oil is steam distilled from the Melaleuca alternifolia (Narrow Leaf Tea Tree) an iconic
Australian native tree that is endemic to the coastal regions of Australia from Port Macquarie, NSW
in the south to Brisbane, QLD in the north and west to the Great Dividing Range.
The Australian tea tree is a tall shrub or small tree reaching seven metres in optimum conditions. It
has papery bark and white, bottlebrush-like flowers up to five centimetres long. In its natural
environment, tea trees are found on deep friable loams or sandy loams with good moisture holding
capacity and a pH (water) of around 5.0. It can tolerate standing water and areas where the water
table is close to ground level. Tea tree prefers a mild subtropical climate with an annual rainfall
range of 1200–1600mm. Plants tend to go into dormancy if the soil temperature drops below 17°C.
Severe frosts can cause extensive leaf drop and may even kill some trees.

Melaleuca alternifolia (Narrow Leaf Tea Tree) an iconic Australian native tree

The tea tree is included in Aboriginal dreamtime and storylines, where their white bark serves as a
guide through moonlit landscapes. For many thousands of years, the Bundjalung Aboriginal people
have used the crushed leaves of the tea tree as a herbal remedy to alleviate cuts, bites, burns and
other skin ailments and as an insect repellent. In 1770, Captain James Cook and botanist Joseph
Banks encountered Indigenous people in the Pacific region who showed them how to boil the leaves
to create a spiced tea. It was Captain Cook who named this Melaleuca the “tea tree".
Sydney chemist, Dr Arthur Penfold first identified the efficacy of tea tree oil in 1924 when he
reported its antiseptic properties. The antimicrobial activity of M. alternifolia tea tree oil rated as 1113 times more active than phenol (the most commonly used antiseptic at the time) while being
milder and therefore safer for topical application.
Prior to the development of plantations all tea tree oil was harvested from wild stands of the tree
and distilled in wood-fired bush stills. This was hard, dangerous work so with the resurgence in
demand for tea tree oil in the 1980s the first plantations were established. Melaleuca alternifolia is a
hardy tree well suited to a plantation where it is established at 30 000 – 35 000 trees per hectare. In
cultivation the tea tree is able to grow on sandy and gravelly soils with fertigation. However, tea tree
performs at its optimum when grown on deep soils with good moisture holding capacity, such as
alluvial floodplains. Most plantations are in the Northern Rivers of NSW, the Grafton region and
around Port Macquarie. There are also several plantations in Dimbulah in far North QLD.
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The initial seed used to establish tea tree plantations was sourced from the wild; hence early
plantations had highly variable production. ATTIA’s Tea Tree Breeding Program, which has operated
continuously since 1993, has a principal focus of providing growers with improved oil yield through
careful selection using conventional tree breeding techniques. Based at the NSW Department of
Primary Industries’ Wollongbar Institute, the program has identified better yielding germplasm and
progressively lifted oil yield from 148 kilograms per hectare (kg/ha) to present yields of 300+ kg/ha.

Tea tree plantations in Port Macquarie, Central NSW (L) and Bungawalbyn, Northern NSW (R)

Five different types of Melaleuca alternifolia, which are described as chemotypes as they vary in the
composition of their oil, have been identified. These chemotypes while similar genetically, yield
significantly different oil so it is critical, when establishing a plantation, that the correct chemotype is
selected to ensure the output meets international Standards which are in line with market
requirements. An established plantation can yield between 90 kg/ha and 450 kg/ha subject to
climatic and agronomic conditions as well as the quality of the seed used in establishment. Plants are
usually harvested when between one and two metres high or every 12 months and regenerate from
the stump via coppice growth. With good husbandry, some plantations have been harvested for up
to 35 years. Average production life is 15 - 20 years, usually driven by improvements in yield.
The entire aerial growth of the plantation tea tree is mechanically harvested at ground level using a
heavy duty and extensively modified forage harvester which chops the leaf and twigs into a finely
cut biomass ready for steam distillation. Harvesting equipment needs to be robust to deal with the
amount of woody material passing through.

Tea tree harvest in Port Macquarie, NSW and Casino, NSW
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Directly after harvest the biomass is steam distilled, generally on farm. This requires expensive
specialist distilling equipment – boiler, separator, charge bins and storage vessels. The capacity and
sophistication of distillation equipment will depend on the size of the plantation and the amount of
leaf to be processed. The main considerations are ease of handling, economy of operations and
capital outlay. The distillation process needs to be strictly followed to ensure rapid, cost-effective oil
distillation of the highest possible quality. A distillation protocol encompassing all aspects of Quality
Assurance is available to members of ATTIA in the form of a voluntary Code of Practice. There are
twelve large (10,000 - 100,000+ kg) tea tree oil distilleries in Australia and twenty medium sized
(5,000 – 10,000 kg) distilleries along with an unknown number (estimated to be 30-50) small to very
small distilleries.

Tea tree distillery (L) and tea tree oil in a separator post-distillation (R)

The large volume of spent leaf (biomass) produced during the distillation process is either recycled
back onto the crop or sold as garden mulch. More research into the viability of manufacturing
biochar to value-add the biomass and provide better Carbon and Nitrogen capture is needed.
This video by ATTIA member Thomas Cassegrain’s Kalara Tea Tree Oil outlines the production
process of tea tree oil. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nkNxy6JOJ_E
Tea tree oil has a long shelf life and will remain stable for many years under optimum storage
conditions. ATTIA recommends no longer than 3 years in a stainless steel drum and 12 months in a
retail glass bottle reducing to 6 months once opened due to exposure to air which oxidises the oil.
Tea tree oil remains stable when stored in cool, dark, dry, air free conditions in inert containers
made of such materials as tinted glass or stainless steel.

Far North QLD
Distillery (R)
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The Australian Tea Tree Oil Industry
As at 2016 there are approximately 4,000 hectares under production in Australia and 119 tea tree
growers have been identified. Of these 75 (63%) are ATTIA members who represent approximately
90% of Australia’s tea tree oil production. The Australian industry consists of a diverse range of
producers with plantation areas ranging from five to 700+ hectares. Some producers are small, parttime operators while others employ numerous staff and have a significant investment in brands,
capital and machinery.
Australia currently produces in excess of 700,000 kg of pure Australian tea tree oil annually. Over
90% of this is exported with the USA (54%) and Europe (26%) the major destinations. This provides
Australia with export income of around AU$29 million per annum. Around 80% of Australian tea tree
oil is exported as bulk oil and the smaller proportion is used to make value-added products including
healthcare, cosmetic, pharmaceutical, veterinary and aromatherapy products.
New uses for tea tree oil are being considered and these include insect pest control in the sheep and
cattle industries as well as air quality management in both human and intensive livestock
environments. Domestic consumption is estimated to be around 95,000 kg with much of this also
destined for the export market as value added cosmetic and therapeutic goods such as soap,
shampoo, burn dressings and of course as 100% pure tea tree oil.

Tea Tree Oil supply chain

In the late 1990’s an ambitious expansion program, largely driven by Managed Investment Schemes,
resulted in a significant oversupply of tea tree oil resulting in a price crash to as low as $12.00 per kg,
well below the cost of production. The industry has since stabilised to where current production is
well balanced with demand. Current prices, at around $40.00 per kg at the farm gate, provide a good
return on investment for producers while maintaining a competitive edge for pure Australian tea
tree oil globally ensuring demand remains strong.
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The main competition in the tea tree oil market comes from China which has the advantage of
cheaper production costs although nearly all of their exports of tea tree oil are heavily adulterated
with waste by-products from normalising other essential oils; this has been greatly detrimental to
the Australian industry and is being addressed through current RD&E activities. There is also
increasing competition in world markets from tea tree oil produced in South Africa, Zimbabwe and
Kenya. A Brazilian consortium is also considering entering the market in 2017/18.
The Australian tea tree industry operates in a highly regulated market. Access to European and
American cosmetics and medicinal markets requires compliance with a range of International
Standards. However, regulatory approval is lacking or restricted in many market destinations with
Europe developing a number of new regulatory barriers to entry all of which are currently being
addressed by ATTIA. Australian tea tree oil competes effectively by producing a consistent and high
quality product that is compliant with international standards. Higher yielding varieties help offset
the cost of production and the industry continues to investigate new product opportunities to grow
demand for high quality tea tree oil.

100% pure Australian tea tree oil in iconic retail packaging

To maintain the credibility of Australian tea tree oil with consumers and regulators and to command
a premium for quality product, the majority of Australian tea tree growers market their oil as Code
of Practice accredited using the code developed by ATTIA with some local and international
manufacturers branding their product with the ATTIA logo.
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About ATTIA Ltd
Established in 1986, the Australian Tea Tree Industry Association Ltd 2 (ATTIA) is the peak
representative organisation for the Australian tea tree industry. Based in Casino NSW, ATTIA works
to promote the interests of Australian tea tree oil producers, exporters and manufacturers.
Membership of ATTIA is open to all Australian tea tree industry participants 3 including producers,
traders and manufacturers of goods containing tea tree oil. In 2016 membership comprises 75
producer members representing approximately 90% of production as well as 16 non-producer
members (tea tree oil traders within the Australian supply chain) and 13 associate members (traders
and purchasers based overseas).
ATTIA’s services include:
• support and advocacy in dealing with government and regulatory agencies, research and
development groups and the media
• leadership and representation in the formulation of overall industry strategy
• generic industry promotion at national and international levels
• the collection and compilation of market data to inform all sectors of factors influencing
demand and supply.
A not-for-profit company limited by guarantee, ATTIA also has charitable status and as such is
registered with both the Australian Securities and Investments Commission (ASIC) and the Australian
Charities and Not-for-Profits Commission (ACNC). ATTIA is governed by a Board 4 and managed by a
Chief Executive Officer. Audited financials are presented to the Annual General Meeting and are also
made available in the members-only section of the ATTIA website. The audited and approved
financials are filed with ASIC and ACNC.
All ATTIA members subscribe to and support the ATTIA Code of Practice 5 to ensure that quality
standards as well as sound environmental practices are adhered to throughout the supply chain. In
doing this ATTIA aims to develop a stable, cohesive, environmentally friendly and internationally
competitive tea tree oil industry producing quality assured tea tree oil that meets or exceeds
international standards.

Tea Tree Oil Research and Development
Currently, tea tree oil RD&E is undertaken using core funds from RIRDC, supplemented by voluntary
contributions from industry participants, principally producers. RIRDC and ATTIA are half way
through implementing the Tea Tree Oil Five Year RD&E Plan 2013 – 2018 6. This is the third RIRDC
RD&E plan for tea tree which includes weighting for expenditure; the first one commenced in 1998.
The current R&D objectives for the Australian tea tree industry are:
1. Market access through regulatory response, product efficacy and safety research and its
communication (35%)
2
3
4
5
6

http://www.teatree.org.au
http://www.teatree.org.au/join_attia.php
http://www.teatree.org.au/contact.php
http://www.teatree.org.au/teatree_about_quality.php
https://rirdc.infoservices.com.au/items/13-085
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2. Production systems that lower cost and increase productivity including the tea tree breeding
program (35%)
3. Proof of concept innovative uses for tea tree oil (15%)
4. Communication and industry capacity building (15%).
Within these objectives, tea tree producers have nominated the following priorities:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Retention of support for the tree breeding program
Access to new chemicals and pesticides
Reduction in the cost of production
Regulatory risk management including capacity to respond to threats with science as they
emerge
5. Communication of science to major overseas manufacturers and their subsequent support
for Australian tea tree oil (rather than low cost alternatives)
6. A ‘big picture’ strategy to drive industry development and demand
The RIRDC Tea Tree R&D program 7 has delivered significant benefits to tea tree producers including
highly improved tea tree varieties 8, research and data on the Safety, Efficacy and Uses of Tea Tree
Oil 9 and weed management and agronomy 10 as well as a website and a comprehensive Literature
Database 11 of all research conducted on tea tree oil since its discovery in 1924.
Scientists are still uncovering medicinal, veterinary and industrial uses for tea tree oil. Recent
research 12 has demonstrated anti-inflammatory, anti-viral, wound-healing and insecticidal
properties. Research is also underway to assess its effectiveness in air quality management in both
human and intensive livestock environments.
While the tea tree RD&E program has delivered significant gains to industry and has high levels of
support, recent changes to RIRDC core funding means research funding for the industry is insecure.
Voluntary industry contributions, which commenced in 2009, were initially set at $0.15/kg on
production from the prior production year after a resolution at ATTIA’s AGM held in October 2008.
This has gradually increased to the current rate of $0.25/kg and remains well supported by ATTIA
members while seasons and prices are good, but does not allow for long-term research planning.
More importantly, RIRDC have progressively reduced their funding contribution to Tea Tree R&D
from approximately $235,000 per annum prior to 2014/15 to $150,000 in 2014/15 and $100,000 in
2015/16 and 2016/17. Any funding from 2017/18 onwards will only be provided to the tea tree
industry on a competitive pool basis against all other new and emerging industries. RIRDC will assess
and assign funding based only on a priority needs basis, meaning the tea tree industry is no longer
guaranteed any funding for RD&E from 2017/18 onwards. With RD&E being a continuing priority for
industry, the decision has been taken to seek to fund the Tea Tree RD&E program through a
compulsory R&D levy which provides certainty to the industry as a whole for the foreseeable future.
7
8
9

https://rirdc.infoservices.com.au/items/10-212
https://rirdc.infoservices.com.au/items/10-188
https://rirdc.infoservices.com.au/items/07-143

10
11
12

https://rirdc.infoservices.com.au/items/12-086
http://www.teatree.org.au/search_abstracts.php
https://rirdc.infoservices.com.au/items/13-056
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The Tea Tree R&D and EPPR Levies
R&D Levy
The proposed Tea Tree R&D Levy will be levied on tea tree oil produced in Australia.
The following structure has been endorsed by ATTIA members and is supported by the tea tree
industry.
Leviable sector
Leviable product
R&D Levy Rate
Levy Collection Point
Levy Due Date

Tea Tree Industry
Tea Tree Oil
$0.25 per kg
First point of sale
30 June and 31 December each year

EPPR Levy Rate

$0.00 per kg

The funds collected will be utilised for a range of industry research, development and extension
activities:
Melaleuca alternifolia (Narrow Leaf Tea Tree) is an iconic Australian native plant that provides refuge
for a wide variety of native Australian fauna. Careful and ongoing management of Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) regimes are vital to protect this resource and the harvest of tea tree also
provides seasonal work in rural and regional Australia, often in areas with depressed employment
growth.
Tea tree oil is used in a range of products including cosmetics, personal health care and animal care
products. It is an effective bactericide and fungicide. Tea-tree oil is able to penetrate deeply into
tissues, dissolve pus and clean wounds and it has a mild analgesic effect. It is also commonly used as
a steam inhalant to ease the congestion of coughs and colds, and in a variety of cosmetic and
therapeutic products including antiseptic creams, shampoo, conditioner, soap, deodorant and
sunscreen as well a range of grooming products for dogs and horses. Continued research into the
efficacy, safety and uses of tea tree oil are critical to ongoing market development both locally and
internationally.
Australian research has also considered applications for tea tree oil in the animal husbandry
industries. Studies have shown that treating sheep in a diluted tea tree oil based formulation can
eradicate lice infestations. The repellent and insecticidal properties of tea tree oil have also been
observed against sheep blowflies. These effects have been monitored at concentrations that are
viable for commercial scale application which presents new opportunities for markets for tea tree
oil. Further research is also being conducted by independent manufacturers into the use of tea tree
oil as an organic fungicide for the control of fungal diseases in bananas, cucurbits and tomatoes.
The production process of tea tree oil results in spent leaf material as a by-product. Normally this
has been used as mulch in the garden industry. Research is underway to determine if this waste can
be converted into biochar or a high value compost to reduce soil nutrient loss from tea tree
plantations and to reduce fertiliser application and also mitigate greenhouse gas emissions.
The proposed Tea Tree R&D levy will support a number of other public benefits, including:
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Continued work on safety and efficacy of tea tree oil (including assessing Australia’s ability
to meet emerging regulatory requirements in the EU and USA in particular).
Improved water use management through research into effective irrigation methods
Assisting growers realise the full potential of the elite genes developed by the tea tree
breeding program through agronomy and extension.
Assisting farmers and landowners diversify into tea tree oil production in order to meet
demand.
Developing more energy efficient ways of processing tea tree oil.
Researching the use of processing by product in order to “close the loop” on tea tree oil
processing. This could include the trash being used for power generation, biochar, high
value compost and mulch.

Farmers using land for agricultural production confer benefits on society by maintaining rural
landscapes while undertaking a range of farm business related activities. These activities convert
land into an asset that creates employment, economic activity, export income and a contribution to
vibrant rural and regional communities.
The tea tree industry currently has a farm gate value of $29 million and about 90% of production is
exported with the major markets being in North America and Europe.
Supporting Tea Tree R&D provides a number of external benefits, including:
• Developing guidelines on use for tea tree oil and verifying therapeutic claims.
• Developing standards for tea tree oil quality noting some overseas products are fake or
use adulterated tea tree oil which is not only highly detrimental to the industry as a whole
but also potentially damaging to human health.
• Developing chiral purity testing which can demonstrate if the origin of commercially
offered oil is from M. alternifolia or adulterated to discourage this practice. 13
• Depending on outcomes of the use of by products, providing a closed loop on processing
to benefit the environment.
• Providing an income stream for people who may have a small block of land not viable for
other agricultural activities, or who wish to supplement their income through contract
growing a relatively low-maintenance crop.
• Spill over benefits of templates and processes that can be overlaid across other new and
emerging agricultural industries. For example, Quality Assurance systems, Standards and
regulatory management.
The introduction of a Tea Tree R&D levy with matched Government funding will allow these
activities to continue and expand which will significantly assist in the continued expansion of the
industry as a whole.

13

http://www.accc.gov.au/media-release/bosistos-pay-10800-penalty-for-allegedly-false-or-misleading-tea-tree-oil-claims
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EPPR levy
The establishment of a $0.00 per kg EPPR levy provides the mechanism for the tea tree industry,
represented by the ATTIA, to contribute to an emergency response in the event of an incursion of an
EPP. This levy could be increased during an agreed emergency response which would allow for
industry to contribute industry funds for eradication activities.
Having a levy such as this in place will help facilitate the ability of the ATTIA signing the EPPRD.
This is critical to assist in the biosecurity planning and preparedness of the tea tree oil industry. The
impact of the tea tree industry not being a signatory to the EPPRD have recently been felt through
the incursion of Myrtle Rust in recent years, and both governments and industry are keen for this
not to occur again.
Benefits of having an EPPR levy in place and signing the EPPR include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

A shared role in EPP response decision making between government and industry.
Shared costs for an EPP eradication, based on the public versus private benefits.
A nationally consistent and agreed approach to incursion management across Australia.
Potential liabilities surrounding EPP eradication are agreed in advance.
A requirement that all funding Parties remain engaged in Cost Sharing until the EPP
eradication response is completed or no longer feasible.
Provision for reimbursement to growers for direct costs incurred during an approved
eradication response.
Requirement for trained and accredited personnel to work on a response.
All jurisdictions define a base level of resources for managing an EPP response.
Commitment of signatories to implement risk mitigation activities.
Provision of accountability and transparency to all parties.
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Response to the Levy Principles
Levy Principle 1
The proposed levy must relate to a function for which there is a market failure.
The scale of the industry is too small to facilitate effective RD&E without collective action and
sharing of resources. Currently, ATTIA members are currently invited to make a voluntary
contribution to support Tea Tree R&D every year by paying a set amount per production unit (kg) on
actual production from the prior season. Non-payment (slippage) had steadily reduced and stabilised
at around 10% - 12% however with a record harvest in 2015 slippage increased dramatically as
summarised below:
Production year
Paid in FY

2011
2012/13

2012
2013/14

2013
2014/15

2014
2015/16

2015
2016-17

Kg Declared
Levy rate
Total Revenue
Actual Production

341,013.10
$0.15
$51,151.96
402,000.00

436,223.50
$0.20
$87,244.70
480,000.00

491,163.20
$0.25
$122,790.80
550,716.00

611,909.68
$0.25
$152,977.42
667,267.00

703,481.90
$0.25
$175,870.48
846,423.20

Slippage
Slippage
Slippage

60,986.90
15.17%
$9,148.04

43,776.50
9.12%
$8,755.30

59,552.80
10.81%
$14,888.20

55,357.32
8.30%
$13,839.33

142,941.30
16.89%
$35,735.33

(kg)
(%)
($)

Declared production for 2013 was 491,163.20 kg and the 2014/15 voluntary levy arrangement,
which is paid a year in arrears, raised a total of $122,790.80 demonstrating a slippage of 10.81% or
$14,888.20. Declared production for 2014 was 611,909.68 kg and the 2015/16 voluntary levy raised
a total of $152,977.42 with slippage remaining relatively constant at 8.30% or $13,839.33. Declared
production for 2015 was 703,481.90 kg and is being collected in the current (2016/17) financial year.
The voluntary levy has raised $175,870.48 with slippage ballooning out almost 17%. This is
attributed to increased production amongst non-members while some ATTIA members have under
declared when remitting their voluntary levy contribution.
The table demonstrates the slippage that creates free riders in the tea tree industry, resulting in
market failure. ATTIA members, who pay a membership subscription but choose not to pay the
voluntary levy, are able to consistently access research outcomes while all producers who are not
ATTIA members and therefore make no contribution to industry are able to access and benefit from
more than 20 years of research outcomes. The nature of research and extension outputs makes it
impossible to exclude individual producers from accessing the benefit. In addition, those producers
contributing to the voluntary levy do not reduce the benefit available to non-contributors.
If a statutory levy at $0.25 was in place in 2016/17 and assuming zero slippage with payment levied
on prior year production of 846,423.20 kg then funds raised would potentially be $211,605.80.
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Levy Principle 2
A request for a levy must be supported by industry bodies representing, wherever possible, all
existing and/or potential levy payers, the relevant levy beneficiaries and other interested parties.
The initiator shall demonstrate that all reasonable attempts have been made to inform all relevant
parties of the proposal and that they have had the opportunity to comment on the proposed levy.
Since 2007 ATTIA has been consulting with members and tea tree producers with a view to
implementing a statutory levy at the appropriate time. Producers have demonstrated their
commitment to tea tree oil R&D through the payment of a voluntary levy since 2009. The move
towards a levy gained momentum at the ATTIA Annual General Meeting in 2014.
Since the introduction of a voluntary levy in 2009, ATTIA has held one-on-one Quality Assurance
audit meetings with most grower members either annually or every second year as part of ATTIA’s
extension activities. This always includes a discussion about the voluntary levy, how it is spent and
the need for a compulsory R&D Levy to ensure the RD&E effort is sustainable.
Between 1998 and 2011 RIRDC published annual reports outlining the completed projects and
research in progress for tea tree 14. ATTIA currently reports to members and producers on the
progress of the RD&E funded by voluntary levies in a range of forums including the Annual General
Meeting, research updates in the monthly newsletter and at grower meetings.
Industry Consultation
The level of consultation regarding a compulsory, statutory levy has increased significantly since
mid-2014 when RIRDC first announced reductions in its core funding. A discussion paper was
released to tea tree producers in November 2014 which outlined a range of options for the industry
to consider and work through. Consultation on a specific levy proposal commenced in May 2015 in
order to refine the proposal and consider any industry questions or concerns culminating in a formal
four-month consultation period which was held from 1 March – 30 June 2016. ATTIA is of the very
strong view that all potential levy payers have been provided with multiple opportunities to consider
and comment on the levy proposal. The levy consultation timeline is as follows:

2016
In 2016, there were almost 5,000 views of the ATTIA webpage holding all information relating to the
proposed Tea Tree R&D Levy:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
14

August 2016
July 2016
June 2016
May 2016
April 2016
March 2016
February 2016
January 2016

748 views
667 views
607 views
861 views
534 views
599 views
486 views
475 views

http://www.rirdc.gov.au/research-programs/plant-industries/new-and-emerging-plant-industries/tea-tree-oil
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NOVEMBER 2016
ATTIA wrote to the Minister for Agriculture and Water Resources, the Shadow Minister for
Agriculture and Members of Parliament with tea tree oil production in their electorates to inform
them of the producer ballot results and that the R&D levy submission was being finalised.
Correspondence was sent to:
Hon Barnaby Joyce MP
Hon Joel Fitzgibbon MP
Mr David Gillespie MP
Hon Justine Elliot MP
Hon Bob Katter MP
Mr Kevin Hogan MP
Hon Luke Hartsuyker MP
AUGUST 2016
RESULTS OF THE PRODUCER BALLOT 2016
A postal ballot was held from 1 – 31 August 2016, and managed by independent provider the
Australian Election Company. The process and materials were signed off by the Australian
Government Department of Agriculture and Water Resources.
Ballot timetable
Despatch of postal voting ballot materials
Ballot opened
Ballot closed
Results of ballot
Declaration of result
Submission of Ballot report

1 August 2016
1 August 2016
4pm on 31 August 2016
1 September 2016
1 September 2016
1 September 2016

Voter identification
To create voter roll, ATTIA identified existing producers known to the Association through the
monitoring of production and during March 2016 advertised for other producers (not known to
ATTIA) to register for the ballot.
The Australian Election Company was provided with 119 records of tea tree oil producers including
the full name and current home/postal address for all eligible voters and the estimated/recorded
production amounts for 2014 and 2015. Of these 75 are ATTIA members with the balance (44) not
holding membership.
Operation of the ballot
The Ballot was conducted by Australian Election Company as a Declaration Postal Ballot. Each
eligible voter was sent a Ballot Pack consisting of a Compulsory Levy Information Sheet developed by
ATTIA, Ballot Paper with Instructions, a Declaration Envelope, which had to be signed by the voter,
and a “Reply Paid” return addressed envelope. Copies of these materials are available at Appendix 1.
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The Ballot Papers were printed and inserted/enveloped by the returning officer. These processes
were subjected to standard Quality Assurance testing.
The ballot paper had two questions:
Question 1
Do you support establishing a levy of 25c/kg of tea tree oil produced to invest in research,
development and extension to improve the productivity and profitability of the tea tree oil
industry?
Question 2
Do you support the establishment of the 0.0c/kg EPPR levy which may be set to a positive
rate to cover tea tree oil industry costs in an agreed response to an emergency plant pest
incursion affecting the tea tree oil industry?
As a special ballot integrity measure, the “outer” envelopes used to enclose and despatch the ballot
material were purposefully made to appear as indistinguishable as possible from normal mail; there
was nothing on the envelope, or displaying in the ‘window’ that would indicate the envelope
contents.
During the process of examining and validating returned postal votes, it was noted that one (1)
ballot pack was returned unclaimed and was re-issued due to incorrect address. Voter validation
(Preliminary Scrutiny) was carried out through “marking back” each declaration envelope received to
the eligible voter database and ensuring that each declaration envelope returned was signed by the
Voter. One (1) Postal Vote was rejected at Preliminary Scrutiny (the declaration envelope was not
returned, so the eligible voter couldn’t be verified).
The ballot process applied a ballot closure time of 4.00pm Wednesday 31 August 2016. The final mail
clearance was conducted precisely at 4:00pm Wednesday 31 August 2016.
The formal count took place from 10:00am on 1 September 2016 at the Office of Australian Election
Company. The ballot papers were verified against the list of eligible voters to ensure that declared
production amounts were similar to those provided by ATTIA. The production amounts (for 2014 &
2015), and the “YES/NO” answers to the ballot paper questions were recorded and calculated.
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Results of the Ballot
The results of the postal ballot are as follows:
Question 1
Do you support establishing a levy of 25c/kg of
tea tree oil produced to invest in research,
development and extension to improve the
productivity and profitability of the tea tree oil
industry?
YES
96% (52)

PRODUCERS

NO
4% (2)

PRODUCTION
YES
NO
93.9%
6.1%
(373,899.5 tonnes)
(24,249.5 tonnes)

Question 2
Do you support the establishment of the
0.0c/kg EPPR levy which may be set to a
positive rate to cover tea tree oil industry
costs in an agreed response to an
emergency plant pest incursion affecting the
tea tree oil industry?
PRODUCERS
YES
NO
94% (51)
6% (3)
PRODUCTION
YES
NO
93.7%
6.3%
(373,199.5 tonnes)
(24,949.5 tonnes)

The ballot had a 46% participation rate of eligible voters, representing 60% of production. Two ‘no’
votes were received. One ‘no’ voter was in support of the levy in principle but did not have
confidence in ATTIA’s leadership, raising issues unrelated to management of the R&D program. The
second no vote was received from an organic producer who claimed the Tea Tree R&D program was
not applicable to their operation. This producer has had access to market access and agronomic
advances developed by the Tea Tree R&D program and will continue to have access to research
relevant to their production method. The Ballot Report (including the statements from the two ‘no’
voters) is available at Appendix 2.
On balance, neither of these opposing views represents viable levels of criticism of the proposed
levy regime or resulting R&D program. Industry is strongly of the view that these two producers will
continue to gain significant short- and long-term benefit from the Tea Tree R&D program.
JUNE 2016
Outcomes of formal consultation period
A formal consultation period ran from 1 March – 30 June 2016. At the conclusion of the consultation
period, ATTIA had received three submissions, 4 informal phone calls and zero email queries relating
to the levy. All three formal submissions related to the point of collection and mechanisms to ensure
an efficient and practical levy collection mechanism. Two suggested that the first point of sale or
export may be an unnecessary complication and that collection at the point of distillation may be a
better option. The third suggested an area based collection mechanism is a better model. Both of
these mechanisms were unanimously rejected in an October 2015 meeting of ATTIA members and
observers. ATTIA responded to all submissions stating that the first point of sale was chosen for its
higher levels of equity, transparency and accountability. Other informal contacts related to where,
when and how the proposed levy would be spent. Information packs were emailed and posted to all
potential levy payers to address these questions and those who contacted ATTIA were taken through
the process. Copies of the submissions and responses are provided at Appendix 3.
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A blog post outlining the results of the survey and answering the most common questions or
concerns listed was published on the ATTIA website on 30 June 2016.
MAY 2016
A media release was sent to the following outlets on 17 May 2016 to encourage participation in the
survey:
FNQ
North Queensland Register
Mareeba Express
Tablelander
ABC Radio

Port Macquarie
Macleay Argus
Port Macquarie News

NNSW
ABC Radio
Lismore Echo
Northern Star
Byron Shire News

APRIL 2016
ATTIA developed a circular for tea tree traders and buyers outlining the proposed R&D levy, and the
obligations they would accrue for remitting the levy to the Australian government.
Advertisements were run in the Rural Press – The Land and Queensland Country Life – for two
successive weeks, on 7 April 2016 and 14 April 2016 inviting tea tree producers to engage with the
levy consultation process and register to vote.
MARCH 2016
Producer survey
In March 2016, an industry survey was developed and distributed to ATTIA members, tea tree oil
producers and made available on the ATTIA website. It was available to producers for the duration of
the formal consultation period. The survey asked producers to identify priority areas for RD&E, rank
existing RD&E priorities and raise any issues they feel need a higher priority. The survey also asked
producers to indicate their support for the R&D and EPPR levies, and to provide feedback on the
proposal.
The survey was promoted through industry newsletters, the website and through the media. It had
a limited response from potential levy payers with 25 respondents, with the following results:
•
•
•

78.26% supported the establishment of the R&D levy at $0.25/kg
8.70% did not support the establishment of the R&D levy, and
13.04% were not sure.

Survey results for the EPPR levy were as follows:
•
•
•

63.64% supported the establishment of an EPPR levy
13.63% did not support the establishment of an EPPR levy, and
22.73% were not sure.

The survey asked producers to identify priority areas for Tea Tree R&D and the main issues were
international regulation, REACH legislation in the EU 15, supply and quality control, adulteration and
15

https://ec.europa.eu/growth/sectors/chemicals/reach/
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managing nutrition of tea tree plantations. These are all areas that have been identified by ATTIA as
areas of prime concern and are major drivers for proposing a levy.
The industry survey questions and responses are available at Appendix 4.
Circulation of levy proposal
Information outlining the levy proposal was circulated by mail and email to 119 tea tree producers
in March 2016, the documentation was made available on the ATTIA website and it was promoted in
the ATTIA newsletter. The documentation is available at Appendix 5 and consisted of:
1. A covering letter from the President of ATTIA
2. A Q&A factsheet
3. A case for voting Yes or No to the R&D and EPPR levy
A blog post providing an outline of the levy proposal, as well as links to the survey and copies of the
information was published on 1 March 2016.
The levy proposal was also featured in a news story in The Land newspaper on 22 March 2016,
"Industry plans tea tree levy 16."

2015
Web traffic to the ATTIA webpage holding all information relating to the proposed Tea Tree R&D
Levy totalled more than 2,500 views in 2015:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

December 2015
November 2015
October 2015
September 2015
August 2015
July 2015
June 2015
May 2015

438 views
594 views
973 views
166 views
153 views
134 views
94 views
11 views

NOVEMBER 2015
A blog post was published on the ATTIA website on 17 November 2015, outlining the outcomes from
a teleconference with the Department of Agriculture and Water Resources on the structure of a
formal consultation period, the potential operation of the levy and answering a number of technical
questions raised by industry during consultation.

16

http://www.theland.com.au/story/3789368/industry-plans-tea-treelevy/?src=rss&utm_source=The+Land+Newsletters&utm_campaign=61b447c46dnewsletter&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_ade9099b1a-61b447c46d-114558717
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OCTOBER 2015
ATTIA hosted an industry consultation meeting at the Windara Conference and Function Centre in
Casino NSW, prior to the Annual General Meeting, which included a two-hour workshop and
discussion on the proposed levy.
This meeting was well attended with 33 members and stakeholders present with a further 27 by
proxy representing more than 90% of the total production of tea tree oil in Australia.
ATTIA CEO, Tony Larkman, supported by the ATTIA Board, presented detail of the draft proposal
submitted to the Department of Agriculture and Water Resources newly formed Small and Emerging
Industries Section in the Agricultural Policy Division. This outlined a compulsory levy of $0.25/kg on
actual production. Growers were advised that the levy is expected to come into effect from 1 July
2017 with a ballot of levy payers every 3 years to ensure continued support.
The presentation included a comprehensive summary of how a levy would be accounted for, the
method of collection and the potential amount of the levy including Australian Government
contributions. Several examples of reporting obligations were also given.
One producer proposed an alternative method for determining levy contributions based on
production area, which was unanimously rejected at a formal vote by those attending following a
motion tabled by this producer. After further discussion and several questions on the levy a motion
was proposed by producers Robert Dyason and seconded by Phillip Butlin:
To fund industry research & development (R&D) efforts in a sustainable way ATTIA LTD supports
the establishment of a compulsory R&D levy at a rate of 25c per kg of oil produced commencing
1st July 2017 with the levy to be collected at the first point of sale. The levy will be managed and
administered by RIRDC.
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY
Because this motion was passed unanimously and based on this overwhelming level of support it
was agreed that ATTIA continue to develop a submission to the Department of Agriculture and
Water Resources.
Also in October 2015, a four-page summary outline of the proposed Tea Tree R&D levy was
distributed to all ATTIA members and made available on the website. This outline provided the
proposed structure of the levy and described the process going forward.
On 16 October 2015, ATTIA published a blog post signalling the intention to formally proceed with
an R&D levy proposal, enclosing the four-page summary for producer information.
A blog post outlining the outcomes of the industry consultation meeting was published on the ATTIA
website on 22 October 2015.
SEPTEMBER 2015
ATTIA wrote to the Minister for Agriculture and Water Resources, the Shadow Minister for
Agriculture and Members of Parliament with tea tree oil production in their electorates to inform
them that consistent with the announcement in the Agricultural Competiveness White Paper of
funding for a Tea Tree R&D Levy, that industry was developing a submission. Members of Parliament
were invited to contact ATTIA for further information.
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Correspondence was sent to:
Hon Barnaby Joyce MP
Hon Joel Fitzgibbon MP
Mr David Gillespie MP
Hon Justine Elliot MP
Hon Bob Katter MP
Mr Kevin Hogan MP
Hon Luke Hartsuyker MP
On 24 September 2015, Shadow Minister Joel Fitzgibbon toured the tea tree industry to learn more
about the levy proposal. A blog post highlighting Mr Fitzgibbon’s visit and his consideration of the
proposed Tea Tree R&D levy was published on the ATTIA website on 24 September 2015.
AUGUST 2015
The Australian Government Department of Agriculture and Water Resources provided feedback on a
draft Tea Tree R&D levy proposal. The feedback was incorporated into a revised draft which became
the basis for consultation with tea tree producers.
A blog post advising producers that ATTIA proposed to develop a full submission, and inviting
producer feedback was published on the ATTIA website on 31 August 2015.
On 21 August 2015, ATTIA published a blog post on the website welcoming the news that an
appropriation would be made available to support Tea Tree R&D in the Agricultural Competitiveness
White Paper, subject to tea tree producers supporting the establishment of a compulsory R&D levy.
JUNE 2015
An article outlining the levy proposal titled “Compulsory R&D Levy Proposal” was published in the
ATTIA newsletter.
On 25 June 2015, a blog post was published introducing the concept of a Tea Tree R&D levy, and
outlining the process that industry would be required to go through to secure government and
industry support for a levy.
MAY 2015
A dedicated R&D Levy Proposal page 17 on the ATTIA website was developed in May 2015, which
provided regular updates on levy related activity.
FEBRUARY 2015
An article introducing the changes in RIRDC funding and the need to progress to a compulsory levy
titled “RIRDC’s new 3 Year Plan and a Levy Proposal” was published in the ATTIA Ltd newsletter.

17

http://www.teatree.org.au/compulsory_dpi_levy.php
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2014
OCTOBER 2014
At the ATTIA Ltd Annual General Meeting held on 16th October 2014 in Casino, NSW an R&D levy for
tea tree was unanimously endorsed in an informal vote by show of hands. There were 54 members
present representing more than 90% of total annual production of tea tree oil in Australia.
NOVEMBER 2014
A consultation paper on R&D funding options was released and circulated to members.
DECEMBER 2014
An article outlining the future of R&D funding for the tea tree oil industry titled “Compulsory Levy vs
Voluntary Levy” was published in the ATTIA newsletter.

Levy Principle 3
The initiator of a levy proposal shall provide an assessment of the extent, the nature and source of
any opposition to the levy, and shall provide an analysis of the opposing argument and reasons
why the levy should be imposed despite the argument raised against the levy.
Discussions about an R&D levy for the tea tree industry have been ongoing since 2007, with an
escalation of activity in 2014. During this time the wider industry has been broadly supportive of the
need for a levy and there has been no concerted or organised opposition to the levy. The formal levy
consultation period from 1 March – 30 June 2016, where increased communications provided a
higher level of detail about the proposal, also failed to elicit any opposition from producers.
ATTIA received three formal submissions and several informal phone queries during the consultation
period, all of which related to the point of collection and mechanisms to ensure an efficient and
practical levy collection mechanism. Two suggested that the first point of sale or export may be an
unnecessary complication and that collection at the point of distillation may be a better option. The
third suggested an area based collection mechanism is a better model; this was unanimously
rejected in October 2015 meeting ATTIA members and observers.
ATTIA responded to these submissions in the following manner:
Collection of the levy at first point of sale is the preferred mechanism for the wider industry and
supported by the Levies Management Unit (LMU). Almost all of the 74 levied industries use first
point of sale or export as the collection point, because it is simple to understand for industry and
easy for governments to administer. It also ensures that non-payment by the producer is minimised.
Seeking to levy at distillation creates significant cost and transparency issues and contract distillers
are unwilling to ‘carry’ customer levy obligations. Further, distilleries are widely spread with some in
remote locations which will, when coupled to the issue of inconsistent recordkeeping practices,
result in audit costs far higher than at first point of sale or export where comprehensive records are
required by law to be kept and where the LMU has considerable expertise.
Two tea tree producers voted ‘no’ to establishing an R&D and EPPR levy in the ballot held during
August 2016. The rationale for these two producers voting ‘no’ is not considered material opposition
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to a levy. In fact one producer expressed support for the levy but voted ‘no’ on the basis of their lack
of confidence in the ATTIA leadership. The other producer who voted ‘no’ is an organic producer
who claims Tea Tree R&D is irrelevant to their operation and an additional cost burden over and
above their organic certification fees. This response is simplistic and does not take into account
other R&D outcomes which are freely available. It also fails to recognise the benefits of a mechanism
to respond to biosecurity-related issues that would also accrue to this producer.
The complete formal submissions and ATTIA’s responses are attached in Appendix 2.

Levy Principle 4
The initiator is responsible to provide, as follows:
• an estimate of the amount of levy to be raised to fulfil its proposed function
• a clear plan of how the levy will be utilised, including an assessment of how the plan will
benefit the levy payers in an equitable manner
• demonstrated acceptance of the plan by levy payers in a manner consistent with Levy
Principle 2.
If a compulsory R&D levy is in place in 2017/18 and with a 700 MT production estimate then a
compulsory levy at $0.25/kg would raise $175,000.00.
Gross Value of Production (GVP) data collected by ABARES will provide the Government with the
mechanism for determining its contribution to tea tree RD&E. The ‘Australian forest and wood
products statistics: March & June Quarters 2015 18 was the first issue to include the annual volume
and value of tea tree oil exports.
ABARES/Fisheries, Forestry and Quantitative Sciences Branch have scheduled a meeting on the 24th
November 2016 with ATTIA’s CEO Tony Larkman and the Association President, Robert Dyason to
allow Mr Beau Hug, ABARES Forest Economics Director, to see firsthand an operating distillery, meet
key producer representatives and to discuss the process around GVP determination for the tea tree
industry.
Funds from the levy will be allocated towards research identified by levy payers and included in an
investment plan that will be developed with the input of all levy payers. The current process for
establishing investment plans, where ATTIA and RIRDC work collaboratively to engage all growers,
ensures all levy payers will have the opportunity to participate in the processes contributing towards
the plan.
The current Five Year Tea Tree R&D Plan will be evaluated and reviewed by industry, commencing in
2017 and prior to the commencement of the levy. This will include the development of a new Five
Year Tea Tree R&D Plan, 2018 – 2023. Industry continues to demonstrate their support for the key
funding priorities (most recently at their AGM on 20 October 2016), which will underpin the
development of the new Five Year Tea Tree R&D Plan. Based on industry consultation to date, an
18

http://www.agriculture.gov.au/abares/display?url=http://143.188.17.20/anrdl/DAFFService/display.php?fid=pb_afwpsd9a
bfe20151111_11a.xml
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additional focus on extension will be included in the new Five Year R&D Plan to ensure growers are
able to capitalise effectively on their R&D investment. This will be resourced by additional funds
raised through a compulsory levy.
Therefore, it will be proposed that the new tea tree industry Five Year R&D Plan 2018-2023 will have
the following objectives and weightings:
1. Market access through regulatory response, product efficacy and safety research and its
communication (35%)
2. Production systems that lower cost and increase productivity including the tea tree
breeding program (30%)
3. Proof of concept innovative uses for tea tree oil (15%)
4. Extension, communication and industry capacity building (20%).
ATTIA will continue to report to levy payers on progress towards implementation of the investment
plan annually and the investment plan will be reviewed and renewed every five years by levy payers
thus ensuring all have an opportunity to engage in setting the direction and intensity for their
industry RD&E. This will ensure that they are all equally able to benefit from the research.
A Tea Tree Industry Advisory Panel will be created to manage the implementation of the investment
plan by making project investment recommendations to RIRDC. The Industry Advisory Panel will
consist of 3 – 5 members in total drawn from tea tree producers recommended by ATTIA and 1
independent member with technical and/or research experience. The relevant RIRDC research
manager will also sit on the Advisory Panel. Panel members will be appointed based on an
Expression of Interest process. The proposed terms for committee members are to be 3 years. The
Advisory Panel will have a balance of expertise appropriate to its task, the particular industry sector
or the issue to be addressed. The independent member will be appointed by ATTIA and/or RIRDC
based on a technical knowledge gap analysis, which would be undertaken by both organisations. The
appointment of any independent members would also be managed through an Expression of
Interest process.
The role of the Industry Advisory Panel will be to oversee the delivery of the investment plan as
endorsed by the contributing producers. This will involve advising RIRDC on the appointment of
organisations/individuals to deliver on the key projects in the plan and will review project
deliverables. There will also be a role for the Industry Advisory Panel to assist RIRDC in ensuring that
outcomes of RD&E funded will be equally available to all levy payers. Members of the Tea Tree
Industry Advisory Panel will be contracted to, and monitored by RIRDC, and operate in accordance
with RIRDC’s “Industry Advisory Panel Terms of Reference” (Appendix 6).
Under RIRDC’s terms of reference, the functions of Industry Advisory Panels are to assist the
Corporation by:
(i)

advising on the situation for new and developing animal and plant products,
relevant emerging and established rural industry conditions or national rural issues
and on consequent requirements for research and development
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(ii)

(iii)
(iv)

(v)
(vi)
(vii)
(viii)

advising on the preparation of annual operational plan investment proposals for
RD&E investments by RIRDC and on the preparation of RD&E Plans for areas of
investment approved by the Board
identifying and advising on specific RD&E priorities to implement the RD&E Plans
monitoring, reviewing and advising on research support for the relevant, product,
industry or cross-sectoral area, and encouraging RD&E activity or applications for
RD&E support in areas of identified need
advising on applications for RD&E support in accordance with the objectives and
strategies in the Five Year Plans and Corporation guidelines
advising on, and assisting in, the dissemination, adoption and commercialisation of
the results of the RD&E activity
monitoring progress in implementing the relevant RD&E Plan and contributing to
progress reports to the Board
consulting with, and reporting to, the relevant industry organisation/s in relation to
the performance of its functions

The investment in tea tree RD&E will respond to the Australian Government’s Science and Research
Priorities which are designed to increase investment in areas of immediate and critical importance to
Australia and its place in the world. The Tea Tree R&D program will also address the government’s
Rural RD&E Priorities.
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT SCIENCE AND RESEARCH PRIORITIES
The Tea Tree R&D Program responds to the Australian Government’s Science and Research Priorities
as follows:
Soil and Water
Research to accelerate processes where tea tree waste (biomass), which comprises over
95% of harvested material, is converted into biochar or a high value compost to reduce soil
nutrient loss from tea tree plantations will be expanded under a compulsory R&D levy
funded R&D program.
Research to identify improved water use management through effective irrigation methods
in a permaculture crop.

•

•
Energy
•

•

Researching the use of processing biomass in order to “close the loop” on tea tree oil
processing. This could include the biomass being used for power generation, biochar, high
value compost and mulch.
Conversion of tea tree biomass into biochar has been demonstrated to reduce fertiliser
application and mitigate greenhouse gas emissions thus improving sustainability and
creating a more energy efficient industry by reducing reliance on fossil oil products and so
benefiting the environment.
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Health
•
•
•
•

Developing chiral purity and other testing protocols to continue demonstrating the origin
of the oil is M. alternifolia or potentially toxic industrial waste.
Developing guidelines on uses for tea tree oil and verifying therapeutic claims
Developing standards for tea tree oil quality, noting some overseas products are fake or
adulterated tea tree oil which is potentially damaging to human health.
Continued work on safety and efficacy of tea tree oil (including assessing Australia’s ability
to meet emerging regulatory requirements in the EU and USA in particular).

AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT RURAL RD&E PRIORITIES
The Tea Tree R&D program responds to the Australian Government’s Rural R&D Priorities as follows:
Advanced technology
•

Researching the use of processing tea tree waste (biomass) in order to “close the loop” on
tea tree oil processing. This could include the trash being used for power generation,
biochar, high value compost and mulch.

Biosecurity
•
•

For the first time, the tea tree industry will have access to a mechanism to respond to
biosecurity risks and incursions through the establishment of an EPPR levy.
Should the levy proposal be supported by government, the tea tree industry association’s
peak body ATTIA Ltd will become a member of Plant Health Australia, sign up to the
Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed and progress to the development of an Industry
Biosecurity Plan which will support and inform producer biosecurity responses.

Soil, water and managing natural resources
•
•

Improved water use management through research into effective irrigation methods.
The outcomes of research into the use of biomass to provide a closed loop on processing
will benefit the environment.

Adoption of R&D
•

•

Assisting farmers and landowners diversify into tea tree oil production in order to meet
demand. Tea tree oil production can provide an income stream for people who may have
a small block of land not viable for other agricultural activities or who wish to supplement
their income through contract growing a relatively low-maintenance crop. ATTIA will
increase engagement with potential suppliers through the communication and extension
provisions of the Tea Tree R&D Program.
Assisting existing producers realise the full potential of the elite genes developed by the
tea tree breeding program through agronomy and extension.

Page 33 of 102

Levy Principle 5
The initiator must be able to demonstrate that there is agreement by a majority on the levy
imposition/collection mechanism or that, despite objections, the proposed mechanism is
equitable under the circumstances.
Three potentially viable options for the imposition/collection of a Tea Tree R&D levy were
considered:
1. At the point of distillation, based on actual production in kg
2. Based on area under production
3. At point of first sale, based on either tax invoice or export Bill of Lading (BoL)
Distillation
A levy raised at the point of distillation will create significant cost and transparency issues. These are
open to either manipulation or inaccuracy in recordkeeping. Further, distilleries are widely spread
with some in remote locations which will, when coupled to the issue of inconsistent recordkeeping
practices, result in audit costs far higher than at first point of sale or export where comprehensive
records are required by law to be kept and where the LMU has considerable expertise.
The number, size and location of tea tree oil distilleries makes this an unviable collection point:
There are twelve large (10,000 - 100,000+ kg) tea tree oil distilleries and twenty medium sized (5,000
– 10,000 kg) distilleries along with an unknown number (estimated to be 40-60) small to very small
distilleries some of which are not used every season and are widely scattered with some in very
remote locations (eg Bungawalbyn, NSW and Dimbulah, QLD). Identifying, accessing and effectively
auditing these facilities will in many instances be excessively expensive and the cost of audit
compliance would most likely far exceed levy revenue raised particularly for the smaller units.
Of the twelve large units, five offer contract distillation to a large number (50+) of smaller producers
who do not have their own distilleries. The owner/operators of these five units have expressed their
real concern that if a levy is raised based on distillation volumes there is a significant risk that while
they are liable for payment of the levy they have no effective means of enforcing collection in a
timely manner. This risk is enhanced where the contracting party takes delivery of and sells the tea
tree oil to a third party to raise cash-flow for payment of distillation services – a common practice in
the industry today.
Area under production
During consultation, one grower sought to have an area-based levy proposal included in the
deliberations. This proposed a levy per hectare of crop under production.
This method was rejected unanimously as the key levy collection point because industry because
industry believes it would be totally inequitable and have voted unanimously to adopt units of value
of production in kg as is the current practice in the industry. Area based assessment would also
require the establishment of new structures at an industry level for auditing land under production.
As at 31 August 2016, there was only one producer promoting this collection point.
The tea tree industry considered the viability of these collection mechanisms and unanimously voted
to reject both distillation and area based collection points at the 2014 AGM/special levy meeting.
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Further, a unanimous vote to collect the levy at the first point of sale also passed at same
AGM/special levy meeting. Based on this, all documentation and consultation, while mentioning the
rejected methods, has focussed solely on point of first sale ever since. The industry ultimately
rejected distillation as the levy collection point due to unreliable returns and potentially prohibitive
administration and audit costs.
First point of sale
This is the preferred collection method and was endorsed unanimously at a 2014 AGM/special levy
meeting.
ABS data collected since 2012 when tea tree oil was given its own Australian Harmonized Export
Commodity Classification (AHECC) code shows that around 90% of all tea tree oil produced in
Australia is exported with the balance going to domestic consumption.
Tea tree oil is a highly specialised commodity. ATTIA estimates there are around 20 organisations in
Australia who specialise in the handling, sale and export of essential oils and can identify
approximately 44 entities as potential ‘first purchasers’ or exporters. These organisations include
producers and traders who buy, consolidate and sell tea tree oil to satisfy either local or export
demand. Five of these entities are both producers and traders. All of these organisations must be
registered for GST and will therefore have accounting records for all purchases of tea tree oil in the
form of tax invoices and sales records in the form of either a BoL or a tax invoice for their own
production as well as any product purchased from a third party.

Tea Tree Supply Chain showing the levy collection at first point of sale

Imposing a levy at first point of sale with collection and remittance of levy funds being managed by a
relatively small number of organisations with existing records which can be easily verified using a
combination of customs data on a specific AHECC code and in-house accounting practices. This
should ensure high levels of compliance without excessive audit costs.
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Industry proposes a collection period of six months with levies due on 30 June and 31 December
each year. Harvest and sales activity is concentrated between March and November making these
collection dates relevant to production periods and consistent with financial reporting timeframes.
This proposed timeframe was communicated to tea tree producers as part of the formal
consultation process and received no opposition.

Levy Principle 6
The levy imposition must be equitable between levy payers.
As the levy is based on the production of tea tree oil, it represents a fair and equitable system
because it provides an equitable measure of the size and capacity of the business while taking into
account the highly variable nature of any agricultural enterprise that is constantly subject to the
vagaries of inconstant climatic conditions. The vast majority of Industry participants agree that it is
the most equitable and appropriate method for the calculation of a levy contribution.
The current system of voluntary payments is not equitable as not all producers make payments each
year, or they do not make the voluntary payments to the full amount. However, all producers are
able to access the results and benefits of the RIRDC tea tree RD&E program regardless of whether
they make the full financial contribution or any contribution at all. The introduction of a levy would
ensure that all beneficiaries of RD&E make an appropriate and equitable contribution.
The proposed levy collection point is equitable because it reflects the level of actual activity
individual producers have within industry.
This process requires limited additional ‘red tape’ impact on levy payers as the levy is simply
calculated on the volume of oil produced as represented on the invoice or BoL at the first point of
sale.
The proposed levy on each kg of oil produced provides a clear, transparent, accountable, traceable,
auditable and easy to understand process for calculating producer’s levy liability.

Levy Principle 7
The imposition of the levy must be related to the inputs, outputs or units of value of production of
the industry or some other equitable arrangements linked to the function causing the market
failure.
The proposed levy provides an equitable and widely accepted arrangement which is directly linked
to an auditable and easily measured output.
A statutory production based levy mechanism based on kg sold provides the most transparent,
equitable, accountable and cost-effective method of collecting the necessary funds to deliver
industry benefits through RD&E projects aimed at solving pressing industry problems.
In contrast to current voluntary funding arrangements, all tea tree producers will contribute
equitably under the proposed statutory levy scheme on an output indicative of their level of
participation within the tea tree industry.
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Levy Principle 8
The levy collection system must be efficient and practical. It must impose the lowest possible ‘red
tape’ impact on business and must satisfy transparency and accountability requirements.
Imposing the levy at the first point of sale is efficient and practical and does not create a compliance
burden as all purchases attract an invoice or Bill of Lading. Invoices and export documents provide a
transparent and accountable way to monitor and audit levy payments without imposing any extra
‘red tape’ on industry participants.
Most tea tree oil is sold through one of four mechanisms:
1. All of the five large and some of the medium sized producers, grow, distil, pack and sell all of
their production either into the export (90%) or domestic (10%) market.
2. Many small – medium growers operate a pool system: where one (or more) of the pool
group are authorised to consolidate, pack and sell all (or some) of the grower’s production.
Pool payments are generally based (like a grain pool) on dividends over a 12 month period.
There are currently 3 pool systems in operation; these are run in Dimbulah, QLD
Bungawalbyn, NSW and Canberra, ACT.
3. Some large producers also purchase tea tree oil from third parties. These are often
consolidated with their own production and marketed the same as in 1) above.
4. There are a number (~ 15) traders and domestic consumers who specialise in trading
essential oils in Australia; these organisations usually source their tea tree oil from a small
fixed number of growers who may be in any of the three categories listed above as well as
the other independent grower/producers with their own production and/or marketing
capacity.
Therefore, as the supply chain diagram on page 35 demonstrates, the simplest, most transparent
and practical point of levy collection is the first point of sale. It is proposed that the levy be applied
at the first point sale when a tax invoice (or export Bill of Lading and export invoice is generated).
The levy is imposed on the seller, by the first purchaser. The first purchaser will collect the levy and
remit to the Department of Agriculture and Water Resources.
A very small (currently unknown) number of producers also market their tea tree oil through inhouse cottage-industry style value adding either as pure tea tree oil in small bottles or as an active
ingredient in cleaning, cosmetic and other personal care goods. At an ATTIA board meeting on 3
December 2015 a decision was taken to provide a levy exemption to any producer of tea tree oil
who sells 100 kg of oil or less to any one buyer in any 12 month period.
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Levy Principle 9
Unless new structures are proposed, the organisation/s that will manage expenditure of levy
monies must be consulted prior to introduction of the levy.
The Rural Industries Research and Development Corporation (RIRDC) have been consulted during
the development of this proposal and are supportive of this submission. RIRDC’s existing tea tree
RD&E program is outlined in the Tea Tree Oil Five Year RD&E Plan 2013 – 2018 19.
RIRDC have agreed to manage the Tea Tree RD&E program and they support this proposal, a letter
of support from RIRDC’s Managing Director Dr. John Harvey is attached at Appendix 7.
The first ATTIA/RIRDC research program was initiated in 1993 and since then the industry has
enjoyed a productive partnership with RIRDC that has resulted in significant research gains for
industry. RIRDC has advised it wishes to maintain this relationship with the industry.
Funding for a Tea Tree RD&E program is however insecure. RIRDC is committed to providing funds to
the tea tree industry and managing the sub-program until 30 June 2017 after which no alternative
funding mechanism is in place. If the R&D levy is not instigated, RIRDC support for the industry will
be reviewed annually on a competitive basis across the New and Emerging Plant Industries program.
Plant Health Australia (PHA) has been consulted during the development of this proposal, is
supportive of this submission and has proved a letter of support (Appendix 8).
Plant Health Australia looks forward to developing a Biosecurity Plan with the Tea Tree Industry and
working more closely with the industry to improve overall biosecurity preparedness.

Levy Principle 10
The body managing expenditure of levy monies must be accountable to levy payers and to the
Commonwealth.
The Rural Industries Research and Development Corporation (RIRDC) is a statutory authority
established by the Primary Industries Research and Development Act 1989 (PIRD Act).
The Corporation was established by the Australian Government to work with industry to invest in
research and development for a more profitable, sustainable and dynamic rural sector.
The Strategic and Rural Research Priorities of the Australian Government provide an over-arching
framework for public investment in rural research and development. RIRDC’s investments are closely
aligned with these priorities.
The overarching planning document for RIRDC is its Corporate Plan 2012-17 20. This outlines the
strategies and priorities and aligns objectives and outcomes with the priorities and objectives of
government and key stakeholders. An Annual Operational Plan, plus key planning and governance
documents support the Corporate Plan and a series of program (or industry) five year or three year
RD&E plans.
19
20

https://rirdc.infoservices.com.au/items/13-085

http://www.rirdc.gov.au/docs/default-document-library/the-rural-industries-r-amp-d-corporation-corporate-plan-201217.pdf?sfvrsn=0
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RIRDC is specifically charged with managing investment in RD&E for those primary industries that
are too small to set up their own RD&E entity and to address multi-industry and national interest
RD&E needs. RIRDC is the primary funding source for RD&E that investigates the potential of new
plant and animal industries for Australia, and for providing support to new industries as they
progress along the development life-cycle.
On 4 June 2015 RIRDC signed a 2015 - 2019 Funding Agreement with the Australian Government. 21
This Funding Agreement sets out expectations about performance, transparency and accountability
to levy payers, the Government and to the public.
RIRDC have agreed to support a Tea Tree Industry Advisory Panel made up of producers and
independent member/s, to oversee the expenditure of the funds.
Plant Health Australia is the national coordinator of the government-industry partnership for Plant
Biosecurity in Australia. Plant Health Australia is able to collect EPPR levies according to the Primary
Industries (Excise) Levies Regulations 1999 and manage those levies under the Plant Health Australia
(Plant Industries) Funding Act 2002. The EPPR levy will be used in accordance with the PHA Act, the
PHA constitution and Australian Government Levy principles.

Levy Principle 11
After a specified time period, levies must be reviewed against these Principles in the manner
determined by the Government and the industry when the levy was first imposed.
Pending a determination by the Government on the requirements when the levy is approved, it is
proposed that the Tea Tree R&D Levy be reviewed every three years.
It is proposed that all levy payers will be invited to participate in a review to determine the
continuing value of an R&D levy to industry. This review would be underpinned by the results of
ATTIA’s annual reporting against the R&D investment plan and the Industry Advisory Panel’s
recommendations on industry research needs consistent with their role as a RIRDC Advisory Panel.
The Australian government will also be engaged in this process to ensure the levy continues to meet
public accountability and transparency requirements.
As part of this review, levy payers (and the Australian Government) will be provided with:
•
•

•

21

An assessment of the levy’s structure and performance against the Australian
Government’s Levy Principles and Guidelines
A summary of the outcomes and outputs of the previous three-year R&D investment plan,
recommendations from the Industry Advisory Panel on industry’s continuing research
needs (on a rolling 3 year basis), a proposed budget for industry’s continuing research
needs (on a rolling 3 year basis), and
Different options for the levy rate for the following three years (linked to industry
research needs).

http://www.rirdc.gov.au/docs/default-document-library/rirdc-funding-agreement-2015-2019.pdf?sfvrsn=0
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This information will be provided to levy payers (and the Australian Government) in written form,
and will also be communicated to levy payers at industry meetings and presentations.
Levy payers will be asked to provide comment on the levy’s continuing value to industry, provide
feedback on the proposed research investment plan and determine the levy rate for the following
three years.
ATTIA will work with the Australian Government to determine a database of all Tea Tree R&D Levy
payers. This will enable identifying information and data collected by the Department of Agriculture
and Water Resources to ensure all future levy payers can easily be contacted to provide an
opportunity to comment on the value of the levy and determine the levy rate.
ATTIA will consolidate feedback and determination of the levy rate as part of the review and provide
the results to RIRDC’s Industry Advisory Panel, levy payers and the Australian Government.
The outcomes of the review will also inform the development of the industry’s 5 Year research
investment plan which will be reviewed concurrently.
This submission has been developed in consultation with Australia’s tea tree producers and has
majority industry support. Officers from the Small and Emerging Industries Agricultural Policy
Division of the Department of Agriculture and Water Resources were closely consulted during the
development of this proposal and ATTIA would once again to express our appreciation for their
feedback and assistance and we look forward to a positive response from the Australian
Government.
For more information please contact:
Tony Larkman
CEO - ATTIA Ltd
Tel:
02 4017 1336
Mob: 0434 263 664
Fax:
07 5604 1629
Email: tlarkman@attia.org.au
Web: www.attia.org.au
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Appendix 1

Tea Tree Oil Levy – Yes or No
August 2016

Should I vote yes or no?

The Australian tea tree oil (TTO) industry is at a crossroads, facing two major issues. One is the change in
RIRDC’s (http://www.rirdc.gov.au/) funding model where, from mid-2017, only competitively contested
funding can be accessed instead of the arrangement the TTO industry has enjoyed for the past two
decades where matched funding was assured through a TTO sub-program. The other is biosecurity and
the potential impact future incursions of foreign pests & diseases, similar to the recent Myrtle Rust
incursion, could have on our industry.
Changes in RIRDC mean that from July 2017 the TTO industry will no longer be able to access matched
voluntary contributions as a mechanism for research funding. In the past, this matched funding meant
that ATTIA was able to undertake activities such as the Tea Tree Breeding Program (TTBP), develop
information about the efficacy, safety & uses of TTO, manage and obtain minor use permits and all of
the industry development and communication activities that the industry has enjoyed for the past two
decades. Much of this may no longer possible from mid-2017.
To have input into the management process for future biosecurity incursions, the industry must be
members of Plant Health Australia (PHA), have in place an Emergency Plant Pest Response (EPPR) levy
and sign an Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed (EPPRD) as well as a Memorandum of Understanding
(MoU) with PHA. If the industry does not do this, there will be very little or no support from all levels of
Government in any future incursion.
To prevent these looming problems, the Australian TTO industry is proposing to establish an R&D levy of
25c/Kg. This can only be increased or decreased with the agreement of a majority of levy payers in a
formal ballot.
In addition to the R&D levy industry is proposing that the EPPR levy, initially set at 0c/Kg, is also
established to allow ATTIA to become signatories to an EPPRD as outlined above. This levy will not be
activated until a pest incursion with implications for TTO production occurs. It is industry’s insurance
policy. Most industries have a zero EPPRD levy and only use the levy if there is a need to contribute to an
agreed national emergency response towards the cost of eradicating a pest and potentially compensating
affected growers. This levy may be set to a positive rate in the future to cover TTO industry costs in an
agreed response to an emergency plant pest incursion affecting the TTO industry.
If we continue to underprepare and underinvest in Research, Development & Extension (RD&E) not only
will we continue to be affected by exotic pest incursions and not have a seat at the decision making table,
but we also won’t have any capacity to fund critical RD&E activities that improve the profitability of the
TTO industry.

The choice is simple:

We can vote ‘yes’ and agree that we can and should all
contribute to the future profitability and sustainability of the
TTO industry as well as towards protection from future exotic
pest incursions.
Or we can vote ‘no’ and so lose all R&D capacity and continue to
be left behind for future exotic pest incursions which hurt both
growers and the industry.
Page 42 of 102

ABN 48 077 019 204
PO Box 903, Casino NSW 2470 Tel:

02 4017 1336

Fax:

07 5604 1629 Email:

tlarkman@attia.org.au

What happens if I vote 'yes' to the R&D levy?
ATTIA can:
• Maintain or enhance current levels of communication, extension and representation.
• Raise up to $250,000 per annum through matched funding for use in ongoing and future RD&E. Some
of this can form a long-term strategic reserve for major research projects or emergency responses.
• Fund R&D projects such as adulteration, genetic improvements, breeding efforts, chemical permits,
regulatory barriers and agronomic management.
• Continue to campaign against the sale and use of adulterated material masquerading as TTO and so
reduce being out competed by inferior ‘TTO’.
• Continue to disseminate industry development and communication activities, important industry
updates and hold Field Days.

What happens if I vote 'no' to the R&D levy?
•
•
•

•
•

Because of changes to RIRDC there will be no funding for long term RD&E projects or research on any
critical issues for growers or anyone else in the TTO supply chain.
The CEO position that organises all industry activities, research and communications may be underfunded from mid-2017.
The Australian TTO industry will continue to be out competed by the unchecked marketing of inferior
adulterated ‘TTO’ and no further evidence will be provided to manufacturers and regulatory bodies
when adulterated TTO is sold with claims that have been paid for by the R&D efforts of the Australian
TTO industry over the past three decades.
The industry may revert to random research with growers volunteering their time for representation.
Government support (state and federal) will continue to be withdrawn and eventually completely
lost.

What happens if I vote 'yes' to the EPPRD levy?
ATTIA can:
• Join PHA and have in place an EPPR levy.
• Sign an EPPRD and be active participants when incursions that directly affect our industry occur.
• Sign a Memorandum of Understanding with PHA.

What happens if I vote 'no' to the EPPRD levy?
•

We will not be able to sign an EPPRD. Future incursions of exotic pests, such as Myrtle Rust, will
happen again and the TTO industry will have no representation, not be involved in decision making
and no growers will have access to any reimbursement costs in agreed emergency response plans.

How can I vote on the proposed levies?
 You have received this letter and the accompanying Tea Tree Oil Levy Ballot Paper because you are a
primary producer of TTO.
 Every commercial grower in Australia who produced TTO in 2014 and/or 2015 is eligible to vote.
 You are asked to declare your production in Kg for 2014 and 2015 as support for the levy will be
calculated based on the number of producers that vote 'yes' or 'no', as well as according to the
volume of tea tree oil produced by those who vote 'yes' or 'no'.
 There are two 'yes' or 'no' questions – one on the R&D levy and the second on the EPPRD.
 Support for both the R&D levy and the EPPR levy is needed as they complement one another.
Please carefully read and then correctly complete the accompanying ballot and return it in the supplied
postage-paid envelope to the returning officer as soon as possible.
The ballot closes on Wednesday 31st August 2016.
An independent returning officer will receive and collate the vote and ensure the accuracy of the final
result; all information given in the ballot will remain confidential.
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TEA TREE OIL LEVY BALLOT PAPER
The purpose of this ballot is to determine whether two new levies should be established with respect to the
tea tree oil industry. Please ensure that the Declaration is filled in and signed.
The accompanying letter from the Australian Tea Tree Industry Association (ATTIA Ltd) summarises the case
put to voters as well as addresses the underlying factors for and against the levy proposal.
All commercial tea tree oil growers who are potential levy payers are eligible to vote.
__________________________________________________________________________________
Support from potential levy payers will be calculated based on the number of producers that vote 'yes', as well
as according to the volume of tea tree oil produced by those who vote 'yes'.
To determine the production volume of prospective tea tree oil levy payers, please provide your annual tea
tree oil production in Kilograms.
1st Jan 2014 to 31st Dec 2014
1st Jan 2015 to 31st Dec 2015
__________________________________________________________________________________

Directions to voters
Place a tick () or a cross () in ONE of the square boxes provided above the words ‘YES’ or ‘NO’. To ensure your
vote counts, mark only one box for each question and ensure all information provided is clear and legible.
QUESTION 1
Do you support establishing a levy of 25c/Kg of tea tree oil produced to invest in research, development and
extension to improve the productivity and profitability of the tea tree oil industry?

YES

NO

(If you have marked ‘NO’ please provide feedback on reverse)

QUESTION 2
Do you support the establishment of the 0.0c/kg EPPR levy which may be set to a positive rate to cover tea
tree oil industry costs in an agreed response to an emergency plant pest incursion affecting the tea tree oil
industry?

YES

NO

(If you have marked ‘NO’ please provide feedback on reverse)

DECLARATION
I, __________________________________ of ______________________________________
Name

Organisation

Make the following declaration:
I am a commercial tea tree oil producer and all the information provided in this Ballot Paper is
true and correct.
____________________________________________
Signature

Declared at: ______________________________________on _______ / ___________ /2016
Place

Date

AFTER MARKING YOUR VOTE:





Place your marked Ballot Paper inside the “Ballot Paper Only” Envelope provided.
TO MAKE YOUR VOTE COUNT, YOU MUST PLEASE SIGN YOUR NAME on the back of the “Ballot Paper Only” Envelope.
Place the signed “Ballot Paper Only” Envelope in the return addressed Business Reply Paid Envelope provided.
POST the Business Reply Paid Envelope so that it reaches the Returning Officer by no later than 4:00 pm (AEST) WEDNESDAY 31
AUGUST 2016.

ALL INFORMATION W ITHIN THIS BALLOT PAPER IS CONFIDENTIAL
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TEA TREE OIL LEVY BALLOT PAPER
If you have voted NO for either of the proposed levies, it would be appreciated if you would provide feedback
on your reason(s) for this:
Question 1
Do you support establishing a levy of 25c/Kg of tea tree oil produced to invest in research, development and extension to
improve the productivity and profitability of the tea tree oil industry?

__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________

Question 2:
Do you support the establishment of the 0.0c/kg EPPR levy which may be set to a positive rate to cover tea tree oil industry
costs in an agreed response to an emergency plant pest incursion affecting the tea tree oil industry?

__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
AFTER MARKING YOUR VOTE:





Place your marked Ballot Paper inside the “Ballot Paper Only” Envelope provided.
TO MAKE YOUR VOTE COUNT, YOU MUST PLEASE SIGN YOUR NAME on the back of the “Ballot Paper Only” Envelope.
Place the signed “Ballot Paper Only” Envelope in the return addressed Business Reply Paid Envelope provided.
POST the Business Reply Paid Envelope so that it reaches the Returning Officer by no later than 4:00 pm (AEST) WEDNESDAY 31
AUGUST 2016.

ALL INFORMATION W ITHIN THIS BALLOT PAPER IS CONFIDENTIAL
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Background
Australian Tea Tree Industry Association Limited (ATTIA) first contacted Australian Election Company on 18
November 2015, with regard to possible provision of services for the conduct of the ATTIA Compulsory Levy
Ballot. Voting in the Ballot was to be by Postal Voting with Ballot materials being posted to all eligible members.

Significant Ballot Dates
Despatch of Postal voting Ballot materials
Scheduled Opening of Ballot
Close of Ballot
Results of Ballot
Declaration of Result
Submission of Ballot Report

1 August 2016
1 August 2016
4:00pm 31 August 2016
1 September 2016
1 September 2016
1 September 2016

Roll of Voters/Voters List
A formal certified Eligible Member Voter Database was sought from ATTIA. The Voting Roll was to comprise all
members eligible to vote in respect of the ATTIA Compulsory Levy Ballot. The final database “cut” to develop the
Voter Roll was received on 8 July, 2016. It contained 119 records. Australian Election Company was provided with
the full name, current home/postal address for all eligible members and the estimated/recorded production
amounts for 2014 & 2015.
During the process of examining and validating returned Postal Votes, it was noted that one (1) Ballot pack was
returned unclaimed. We note that this one (1) ballot pack was re-issued, due to incorrect address.

Materials and Processes
Posting / Mailout
The Compulsory Levy Ballot was conducted by Australian Election Company as a Declaration Postal Ballot. Each
eligible member was sent a Ballot Pack consisting of an ATTIA Compulsory Levy Information Sheet, Ballot Paper
with Instructions, a Declaration Envelope, which had to be signed by the member, and a “Reply Paid” return
addressed envelope. The Ballot Papers were printed and inserted/enveloped by the Returning Officer. These
processes were subjected to standard Quality Assurance testing.
As a special Ballot integrity measure, the “outer” envelopes used to enclose and despatch the Ballot Material
were purposefully made to appear as indistinguishable as possible from normal mail; there was nothing on the
envelope, or displaying in the “window’ that would indicate the envelope contents.
Voter Validation
Voter validation (Preliminary Scrutiny) was carried out through “marking back” each Declaration Envelope
received to the eligible voter database and ensuring that each Declaration Envelope returned was signed by the
Voter. One (1) Postal Vote was rejected at Preliminary Scrutiny (The Declaration Envelope was not returned, so
the eligible voter couldn’t be verified).
The Ballot process applied a Ballot closure time of 4.00pm Wednesday 31 August 2016. The final mail clearance
was conducted precisely at 4:00pm Wednesday 31 August 2016.
3
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The Count
The formal Count took place from 10:00am 1 September 2016, at the Office of Australian Election Company. The
Ballot Papers were verified against the list of eligible voters, to ensure that Declared production amounts were
similar to those provided by ATTIA. The production amounts (for 2014 & 2015), and the “YES/NO” answers to the
Ballot Paper questions were recorded and calculated.
The formal “Declaration of Result” appears in Below:

DECLARATION OF RESULT
Australian Tea Tree Industry Association, Tea Tree Oil Levy Ballot
QUESTION 1
Do you support establishing a levy of 25c/Kg of tea tree oil produced to invest in research, development and
extension to improve the productivity and profitability of the tea tree oil industry?
QUESTION 2
Do you support the establishment of the 0.0c/kg EPPR levy which may be set to a positive rate to cover tea tree oil
industry costs in an agreed response to an emergency plant pest incursion affecting the tea tree oil industry?

QUESTION 1
2014

QUESTION 2

2015

Q1 - Yes

Q1 - No

Q1 - Yes

306,647
YES

18,375
NO

441,152
YES

373,899.5
Q1 - YES

24,249.5
Q1 - NO

52
YES

2
NO

52
Q1 - YES

2
Q1 - NO

2014
Q1 - No

2015

Q2 - Yes

Q2 - No

Q2 - Yes

Q2 - No

306,047
YES

18,975
NO

440,352
YES

30,924
NO

51
YES

3

TOTALS

Kg's (weighted vote)
OVERALL

AVERAGE
(combined 2014 & 2015)

TOTAL Votes
(no weighted values)

OVERALL

AVERAGE
(combined 2014 & 2015)

30,124
NO

373,199.5 24,949.5
Q2 - YES
Q2 - NO

52
YES

2
NO

51
YES

3
NO

NO

51
3
Q2 - YES
Q2 - NO

Based on the calculated Results in the above tables, both Question 1 & Question 2 have a Weighted
(Kg’s) and Overall “Yes” Result.
4
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The Result
Australian Election Company was requested to provide results as an Overall Total Weighted Votes
and also the Overall YES/NO Votes for each question, using the data and answers provided on the
Ballot Papers returned and accepted into the vote count processes.

Statistical Details
Full statistical information pertaining to the conduct of the Ballot appears in Appendix “A” of this
Report.
Two (2) responses were provided by eligible voters as to why they do not agree with the
Compulsory Levy. These responses appear in Appendix “B” of this Report.

Conclusion
Australian Election Company is of the opinion that the Postal Voting Compulsory Levy Ballot for
ATTIA was conducted accurately and with integrity.
Australian Election Company takes this opportunity to thank ATTIA for choosing our services on
this occasion. Australian Election Company trusts they may be of continuing professional
assistance.
Yours sincerely

Richard Kidd
Australian Election Company.
1 September 2016

5
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APPENDIX “A”
STATISTICAL DATA
VOTER PARTICIPATION

46.22%

Total Number of Eligible Voters

119

Number of “Authorised Additions” to Eligible Voter Database

NIL

Less Number of “Duplicated Entries” included in Eligible Voter Database

NIL

NETT TOTAL NUMBER OF ELIGIBLE VOTERS

119

Number of re-issued Ballot Packs

1

TOTAL NUMBER OF BALLOT PAPERS ISSUED TO ELIGIBLE VOTERS
Number of Ballot Packs Returned as Unclaimed Mail (to 31 August 2016)
Number of Ballot Packs available to be returned

120
1
119

Number of Ballot Packs actually returned

55

Number of Ballot Packs “Rejected at Preliminary Scrutiny”

1

Number of “Accepted” Ballot Packs

54

TOTAL NUMBER OF BALLOT PAPERS COUNTED

54

BALLOT PAPER RECONCILIATION
Number of Ballot Papers received from Printer

125

Less Number of Ballot Papers issued to Eligible Voters

119

Number of Unused Ballot Papers

6

TOTAL NUMBER OF BALLOT PAPERS

125

NUMBER OF ELIGIBLE MEMBERS WHO DID NOT VOTE

64

NUMBER OF ELIGIBLE MEMBERS WHO DID VOTE

55

TOTAL NUMBER OF ELIGIBLE MEMBERS

119
6
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APPENDIX “B”
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Appendix 3
Memo to ATTIA Board and Members.
From Claude Cassegrain 4 May 2015
I received 6 documents in regards to the proposed levy. They are attached to the covering email with
this memo. I eventually got to read and I think an understanding of the subject before concluding my
position as to whether to support or not the Boards recommendation. I support the compulsory levy,
but prefer the levy be regulated at the point of production in preference to point of sale. I share with
you my thought process.
1. Reference to ATTIA’s President’s letter dated 1 March 2015
When referring to compulsory levy I wonder if it might be prudent to use as a default description
of the applicants for a compulsory levy “Essential oil of Melaleuca, terpinen-4-ol type (Tea Tree
oil)” (TTO) as alternative to “tea tree growers” I assume the compulsory levy does not intend to
encompass Lemon Scented; Lemon Myrtle growers etc. The bureaucracy could end up all mixed up
if the others had not been contacted but subsequently asked to pay.
2. Reference to “A Proposed Tea Tree R&D Levy” 1st March 2016 document:
Page 1. Table “Levy Collection Point First point of Sale” My initial view is it will be preferable
that it be based on kg produced during calendar year ending 31 December payable on or
before 30 June the following year.
Page 2. “The levy must be related to market failure” Agree
Page 2. “The levy must be supported by industry bodies who consult with producers” Agree
Page 2 “ATTIA Ltd must provide the extent and analysis of any opposition to the levy” Agree
Page 3 “There must be support for the levy collection mechanism which must be efficient and
practical”
Of the three alternative my view is “1. At the point of distillation, based on actual production
in Kg” to be the most efficient and practical.
Page 3 “ATTIA Ltd proposes that the levy is applied at the first point sale.” Please see below
why it might be reconsidered.
Accepting:
1)
There are in the order of 112 TTO producers (2015 = 825 tons) of which 82 are ATTIA
Members (2015 = 740 tons) of which 60 are COP accredited.
2)
There are say 50 distilleries (825 ton) of which 20 are ATTIA members (740 tons) of which
14 are COP accredited. [Note some COP accredited distillery also contract distil for nonCOP producers and non-ATTIA members)
3)
The 82 ATTIA members produce 90% of TTO crop (740/825tons). Of the ATTIA’ members
crop, 90% is COP accredited TTO. That is 80% of Australia’s TTO crop is COP certified.
(2015 = 660 tons COP Oil from 14 distilleries)
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4)

Coincidently the 14 COP distilleries produce approximately 740 tons also being around
90% of the TTO crop.
5)
Every TTO producer knows and, without undue effort, can record his annual calendar
year kg production of TTO on or before 31 January of the following year.
6)
Every TTO producer can, without undue effort, calculate his /kg levy and effect a
once/year payment on or before 30 June of the following year.
7)
Every producer without undue effort can maintain his production record for 5 years.
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
8)

Every producer creates tax invoices for Domestic sales. The levy is paid by the purchaser
on the producer’s behalf.
9)
Every producer exporter creates a commercial invoice on every shipment. The producer
pays the levy.
10)
Every producer completes GST returns. Exports are GST free.
11) Some producers representing sell in both the Domestic and Export markets
12) Approximately 80% (2015=650 tons/825 tons) of TTO crop is exported of which 50% is
guess- estimated to be “first point sale”
13) Domestic “first point sales” represent (2015) approximately 60% of the national crop
that is 500 tons being (total crop of 825 tons – export 650 tons = 175 tons + 50% of 650
tons exported via dealers = 500 tons sold domestically).
14) Approximately 30 producers representing 25% (200 tons) sell via co-operatives (NQ &
AusOil).
15) Purchasers ID and Prices are commercially sensitive to Producers.
16) The first “point of sale” $/kg can vary by 100%. Prices and the principle cause of price
variations include factors such as: volume, quality, supply agreements, cash flow
position of producer or buyer, and Intellectual Property.
17) The ID of first time and last time Domestic buyers of TTO is never known.
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
18)
19)

20)
21)
22)

Administrative authority is The Federal Government Department of Agriculture and
Water Resources (DAWR). DAWR work on full cost recovery paid from levy collected.
Maximum Government matching grant is 0.5% of (Gross Value of Production (GVP))
farm gate value (before containers (2015: 825 tons @ $40/kg x 0.5% = $165,000). The
Farm gate value is calculated by the Australian Bureau of Agricultural Research
Economics and Sciences (ABARES).
ATTIA approved Levy = $0.25/kg (2015: $0.25/kg x 825,000kg = $206,250). Maximum
/kg ATTIA proposed = $0.60/kg (2015: $0.60 x 825,000kg = $495,000).
Enforcing authority is ATO.
R&D coordinator is RIDIC.

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
Producer administration cost at “Point of Production”
112 producers = 112 transactions and 112 levy return a year.
Producers administration at “Point of Sale”:
1) Producer Exporter Commercial Invoice; ABS Export shipments (Commercial invoices) for
2015 averaged 1,748kg. Allowing for 50% of exports being made by dealers and 50% direct
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by producers, the producers annual export transactions can be estimated to be around
200. (650,000kg exported /1748kg per average shipment = 371 shipments 50% (186) being
by producers say 200).
2) Producer Domestic Tax Invoice; Domestic sales likely to be in smaller shipment. For the
175 tons not exported (some of which could be exported under a different product
classification) using average shipment is 100kg = 1,750 transactions add another 200
domestic sales to dealers who export. Therefore, number of “tax invoice” transactions on
a “Point of Sale” could be around 2,000.
3) Many producers may require to maintain four invoicing procedures relating to the levy: I.
Purchaser responsible for submitting levy payment; 2. Agreement for purchaser to provide
“Recipient Created Tax/Levy” Invoice; 3. Tax Invoice with producer accounting for Levy;
and 4. Commercial Invoice for export with producer accounting for Levy.
112 producers (point of sale return is 6 monthly) with 2,000 transactions = 224 producer
returns + unknown number or 1st purchaser returns /year. Because the number of returns are
small most producers will not have the retunes mechanised. Because they only completed
twice a year it will likely take significant time for a producer to get his mind around to focus
on completing his return. (In my view)
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
Verification costs:
1. At “Point of Production”. Each producer is responsible for making his one payment before
30 June each year on previous end calendar year production. The penalty for not paying
the levy is almost draconian: If producer pays levy late, he will be penalised at the rate of
2% per month. This will compound on the total of the unpaid amounts, including any
penalties that have already accrued, until he has paid the outstanding levy in full. There
are also penalties for other breaches of the legislation. For more information, please
contact the Department of Agriculture and Water Resources - Levies state office
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/levies/faqs#what-is-the-department-ofagriculture-and-water-resources--levies
ATTIA 14 COP distilleries represent 90% of TTO kg production. The proposed legislation can
provide for DAWR to have access to the production records of all distilleries. The distilleries
are responsible for the payment of levy on their own production but are obliged to provide
the record of all their contract production. The distillery records can easily be cross checked
against the producers return. This covers 90% of the crop and about 70% of the producers.
Verification Costs for 70% of producers representing 90% of levy is minimal whilst
distilleries are COP accredited.
Verification of 30% of producers representing around 10% of the crop could be problematic
and very costly.
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2. At “Point of Sale”.
 Export Sales. Producer records kg sold on commercial invoice on which levy is
calculated and paid by producer. levy due on kg sold to be paid. and submit return
twice a year. Maintains export sale records for five years.
 Domestic Sales. The producer records on tax invoice the levy that is required to be
paid by purchaser on producer’s behalf.
Twice a year producer files a return with DAWR including levy payment on export sales
and amount due to have been paid by purchasers.
The difficulty is buyers of TTO are not party to the levy agreement (MOU). It is reasonable
to forecast discrepancies between levy amount due on tax invoice and levy amount
received by DAWR.
It seems DAWR reconciliations of producers levy return with amount received will always
be problematic due to number of first (ill-informed) and last (out of the business) buyers,
resulting in mandatory urgent intervention of costly policing authority because the cash is
held by persons (buyers) outside of levy payers control.
It seems that the verification costs at “point of sale” by way of an ATO audit will rely on
the producer not the purchaser being responsible for submitting the levy.

Public Administration Costs.
1. ABARES is required to ascertain the GVP of TTO for purposes of setting the upper limit of
the matching Government funds. This is presumingly undertaken by via statistically
designed surveys sent to selection of producers who are mandatory obligated to
accurately rely. ABARES cost of ascertaining average farm gate price to calculate Gross
Industry Value of Production. (Not passed on to industry)
2. DAWR. I understand they have caped first year at $25,000 with expectation future years
to be around $12,500/annum. Never the less this is very rubbery as they are entitled to
“Full Cost Recovery”. People on full cost recovery is very dangerous. (Industry cost)
3. ATO audits. (not passed on to industry)
4. RIRDC say 15% of monies available for R&D?
5. Matching Grant up to maximum of 0.5% of GVP subject to levy collected being equal or
higher.
For the Government to collect the funds from taxpayers, distribute to DAWR it costs
around 105%. That is for Government to allocate a $ at the coal face (ATTIA) it cost the
tax payers around $2.05 cents (Industry assistance commission circa 1975) this compares
with about $0.05 / $ raised on stock exchange. Assuming we received $125,000 grant
funds total cost to the non-recipient of grant (the rest of the economy) is around
$265,250. To this one adds the public costs of administration not passed on to us.
CONCUSION:
I support a compulsory levy. I prefer it be calculated at “point of production” But if it has to
be at “first Point of Sale” I will still support it.
As to the matching “Grant Funds”. It is not a motivation or justification for supporting a
compulsory levy, in fact I prefer it was not there. That we accept the matching grant funds is
excused only because if we don’t the monies will be wasted elsewhere. My view is industry
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must get off the public well-faire mentality. My view is grant monies is not a proper function
of Governments. I see Government grant funds as politicians and public bureaucracy
seduction of recipients to becoming subservient to them. I see this practice as eventually
leading to the loss of our international competitiveness. We accept the grant because it is
offered but with our eyes opened. (My view)
Reasons why I support compulsory levy are those well-articulated in the “A Proposed Tea Tree
R&D Levy”
I believe the voluntary Levy over the last 8 years has proven the worth of co-operative funding:
1) R&D work having Government indorsement (RIRDC) provided us with international
credibility.
2) It has provided ATTIA with professional executive management. Eg COP accreditation etc.
But voluntary levy is fickle. It is not possible to guarantee its ongoing happening. It is not
equitably. The cost of a compulsory levy is the cost of ensuring fair play in a democracy. The
alternative is the risk of the loss of the advantages of industry co-operation.
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/levies/faqs#will-online-lodgement-work-inremote-locations-or-using-dialup-internet

E.O.E.
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Cassegrain Tea Tree Oil Pty Ltd
Claude Cassegrain
PO Box 210
Wauchope
NSW 2446
Friday, 27 May 2016
Dear Claude,
Thank you for your memo dated 4 May 2016 regarding the proposed Tea Tree Levy. This was tabled and
discussed at a board meeting held on the 5th May 2016 and the ATTIA Executive has asked me to respond.
In your first point your suggestion that wherever possible ATTIA use the more formal description
Essential oil of Melaleuca, terpinen-4-ol type (Tea Tree oil) in any future correspondence to potential
levy payers or in submissions to the Department of Agriculture and Water Resources (DAWR) regarding a
compulsory levy is sound. The ATTIA board thanks you for this suggestion and will ensure that in future
this is used.
In your second point you address, eloquently and at length the point of collection and mechanisms that
may be used to ensure that there is support for an efficient and practical levy collection mechanism.
You have advocated for collection to occur at the point of distillation, based on actual production in Kg
and that this is calculated for a calendar 12 month period payable on or before 30 Jun the following year.
ATTIA has, over the past 18 months regularly consulted with the Levies Management Unit (LMU) on the
pros and cons of possible collection mechanisms. The advice and guidance received from the LMU is
based on 80 years of experience in levy collection which is currently (2013–14) for 99 statutory levies
representing 74 commodities. In that year, 50,531 returns were processed resulting in $467 million
contributed by Australian primary producers. More information on levies is available from the DAWR
website: http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/levies including the legislative obligations:
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/levies/related_legislation and levy rates for the 74
commodities with statutory levies: http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/levies/rates.
Suggestion that levies be collected for a 12 month period and 6 months in arrears:
The legislation allows levy collection at varying intervals ranging from monthly to annual depending on
the crop cycle and expected levy income. During initial consultations, ATTIA was informed that the LMU
operates on a full cost-recovery model which was introduced in 2010/11 for all leviable commodities. This
model makes it is imperative that the best possible least-cost recovery model is determined,
implemented and regularly reviewed to ensure the maximum possible funding is available for Research &
Development (R&D) activities. This model was independently reviewed in 2013 by KPMG
(http://www.agriculture.gov.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/ag-food/levies/documentsandreports/leviescost-recovery-model-review.pdf) and ATTIA’s submission will include a recommendation that a ballot be
held every three years to ensure ongoing support for the levy, should it be implemented, through a
formal endorsement by all levy payers by ballot as well as feedback from annual reports to levy payers
from both the LMU and ATTIA.
The LMU has advised ATTIA that available collection mechanisms have varying levels of risk based on:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Collection option:
(for TTO: point of distillation, point of sale or area based)
Frequency of reporting:
(monthly through to annual)
Method of reporting:
(electronic or paper)
Accurate identification of collection agents and primary producers
Method of payment:
(EFT or cheque)

Each of these risk factors increases the cost of recovery in the approximate order presented above. The
second highest risk of either non-compliance and/or error occurrence in those levies lies with a single
annual return. The exact reasons for this are not clear but the LMU suspects that collection agents may
Page 59 of 102

ABN 48 077 019 204
PO Box 903, Casino NSW 2470 Tel:

02 4017 1336

Fax:

07 5604 1629 Email:

enquiries@attia.org.au

do a ‘rush job’ once a year or simply ‘forget’ to comply with the legislation. Based on this and the
estimated total dollar value of returns the LMU has strongly recommended to ATTIA that a 6 month cycle
has the lowest risk of non-compliance for an industry of our size. It is either apparent or actual noncompliance that most often precipitates audits which are the largest component of any cost-recovery
exercise so any method that minimises non-compliance without overly inconveniencing collection agents
is desirable.
This is why ATTIA has recommended a 6 monthly cycle.
There is no provision in the legislation that permits paying levies 6 months in arrears and the actual
mechanisms for reporting and remittance are governed by the LMU. Full details of the legislation are
available here: http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/levies/related_legislation .
Suggestion that levies be collected from distillers rather than at 1st point of sale:
There are 3 collection mechanisms proposed:
1. At the point of distillation, based on actual production in Kg
2. At point of first sale, based on either tax invoice or export Bill of Lading (BoL)
3. Area based where the levy is calculated on the area under production regardless of actual yield
As you are aware the 3rd option, based on production area, has been rejected by the vast majority of
producers canvassed both at ATTIA’s October 2015 AGM (where only the proposer voted in favour of this
mechanism) and also during extension visits by ATTIA’s CEO to many other producers as this is
considered unfair, inequitable and in potentially in conflict with both Levy Principle 6 which states “The
levy imposition must be equitable between levy payers” and Levy Principle 7 which states “The imposition
of the levy must be related to the inputs, outputs or units of value of production of the industry or some
other equitable arrangements linked to the function causing the market failure.”
As mentioned previously the LMU has advised ATTIA of risk factors associated with levy collection and the
attendant cost of this collection and has identified the collection option as a major risk factor.
In your submission you have given a detailed 22 point summary of factors that may affect the decision to
either select the distiller/primary producer or the other viable alternative of selecting the buyer at the
first point of sale. You have further provided a detailed summary of the pros and cons of each method.
However you may have, in the opinion of the ATTIA Executive, underestimated the inherent expertise and
experience of the LMU in their role as auditors of suspected non-compliance which is summarised below:
1. Where non-compliance is suspected and an audit is indicated and then conducted by the LMU
they have considerable resources and expertise available to conduct such an audit based on
financial and other records that must be kept by a registered organisation to fulfil their GST and
other Tax obligations.
2. All other primary producer levies for 74 commodities are, with very few exceptions or where an
export charge with the primary producer as the exporter is responsible for remittance, collected
at the first point of sale by the buyer who can recover from the producer the amount of levy paid
by offset or otherwise. Allowing a buyer to recover the levy in this manner and hold it in trust
until it is remitted to the LMU ensures that non-payment by the primary producer (who may be
subject to cash-flow restrictions from time to time) is minimised. ATTIA has to date identified 117
primary producers who may be liable for the levy should it be approved and 43 buyers or direct
exporters who may be deemed collection agents by the LMU. There are bound to be more of
each but there are far less buyers than producers and the majority of these buyers have in place
financial systems to manage, with the guidance and assistance of the LMU, levy collection and
remission allowing audit to occur utilising the existing strengths and expertise of LMU staff.
3. The LMU completely lacks expertise in auditing distilleries. ATTIA has identified at least 29 larger
distilleries and there are many other smaller distilleries (perhaps up to 30) widely scattered
through the East coast of Australia from Cairns in the North to West Wyalong in the South. If nonPage 60 of 102
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compliance is suspected in any one of these distilleries this would necessitate travel to and audit
of distillery records at great expense and compounded by the potential for some records to be
inadequate or incomplete with limited ability to verify figures without resorting to financial
records of the individual producers who utilise the distillery. This can be avoided by reverting to
first point of sale. Further, it would be relatively easy for any distillery to manipulate its records to
minimise levy payments which is not the case where financial transactions are used for audit
purposes.
4. If the collection point is nominated as the distillery itself this is not an issue for a single, large
distillery such as CaTTO where only material from one producer is ever processed. However, for
some others there are multiple primary producers (up to 20 comprising up to 80% of distillate)
who have their crop contract distilled. These commercial distilleries have voiced strong objection
to being both financially and legally liable for collection and payment of a levy due to their
existing and ongoing limited ability to recoup this in a timely manner by offset or otherwise.
Indeed these distilleries say they are, at times, hard pressed to recover even contract distilling
costs from producers let alone the additional burden of a levy.
In contract distilling there is a long history of slow payment from growers. A system of levy
collection at the distillery could lead to financial hardship being inflicted on the distiller, who has
only slow recourse to obtaining judgement for bad debts, but has no protection from the Tax
Office demanding payment. The board of ATTIA regards this imbalance between slow payment
and compulsory remittance as an unjust impost on the distillers. At the point of first sale, there is
a clear balance between withholding $0.25 from a payment to a grower and remittance to the
LMU; or in the case of a direct exporter, remitting funds received from an overseas customer and
remittance of the levy.
Based on these factors and the advice received from the LMU the ATTIA Executive have unanimously
resolved that the safest, most efficient and transparent method for collection is to, like almost all other
levies collected, utilise the point of first sale where:
1. Funds are recovered from the primary producer at point of sale and held in trust until remitted to
avoid collection wherever possible from primary producers themselves.
2. A clear, auditable transaction record is available for efficient audit utilising existing LMU expertise
in this area to minimise the chance of under-reporting or even fraudulent activity.
3. Financial exposure to contract distillers is not increased through liability to the LMU for levy
monies where no clear opportunity for offset is available.
4. Minimise the cost of collection by utilising a tried and tested method: the point of first sale.
ATTIA also wants to reemphasise that as you have pointed out several times in your submission the bulk
of ATTIA members are COP accredited. It is important to understand that the COP accreditation process is
primarily aimed at a system audit and not a transaction audit. The board of ATTIA is very reluctant to
sanction transaction audits by its servants. This would be very poorly received by the membership.
The collection of levies comes under the umbrella of the ATO and must be systematic. The LMU has
responsibility for collection and verification of all levy payments; this is not, and never will be, a function
for ATTIA.
Finally, the fundamental intention for proposing a compulsory levy is to address market failure where
between 10 - 20% of producers do not currently (and never have) paid a voluntary levy while some who
do may even be under-reporting production to minimise levy contributions. While ATTIA has had
reasonable success in the collection, management and disbursement of this voluntary levy since its
introduction in 2009 there has nevertheless been a consistent gap between known total Australian
production and the payment of the voluntary levy. If a compulsory levy is successfully introduced with a
suitable and robust collection and audit process this should ensure that this gap is significantly
diminished.
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ATTIA is delighted to have received your thorough and thoughtful submission and trusts that this letter
goes some way to explaining the reasons for proceeding with a proposal for biannual collection through
the first point of sale. ATTIA thanks you for your continued support for the proposed levy and your clear
understanding of a need for such a levy to replace the current voluntary arrangements.
Yours Sincerely,

Tony Larkman
CEO ATTIA Ltd.
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ATTIA Ltd.

April 19, 2016

Tony Larkman, CEO

Dear Tony,
I write in response to your email and attachments dated April 15, 2016.
Firstly, I commend ATTIA for continuing to advance the industry levy initiative, which you may not be aware,
commenced over twenty years ago under my chairmanship of ATTIA at that time. The board, under my leadership,
approved an approach to the Department of Primary Industries to explore the proposed addition of the Tea Tree
industry to the national levy system, with the same objectives as are now broadly proposed. We consulted with
representatives of the Macadamia industry, who were very positive in their support for the levy system and its
potential benefits for the Tea Tree industry.
Mrs. Patricia Bolster and I travelled to Canberra for meetings with DPI&E personnel, where we were surprised to find
less enthusiasm for the proposal than we expected. If I recall correctly, our feeling was that the DPI&E regarded the
Tea Tree industry as too small to meet levy requirements. While industry size may have been small at the time,
determination to succeed by introduction of a strong R & D element to foster growth was very strong, and led to
establishment of research initiatives with the Australian Special Rural Research Fund (ASRRC), which, as you will
know, eventually morphed into RIRDC.
To put the matter in a personal perspective, the bureaucratic (DPI&E) stumbling block was ultimately of less
significance than the reluctance of producers to participate in a levy system which could reveal actual grower
production statistics. Hopefully, this will no longer be an issue for producers when the proposed ballot of
stakeholders is held.
Your letter, up to this point, the intention to conduct yet another ballot, is well understood. However, I cannot
understand the apparent addition of an unnecessary layer of complexity around the phrase “first point of sale or
export.” Since the overwhelming majority of Tea tree oil is sold to buyers in other countries, how can the first point
of collection of levies be managed by any entity other than the grower/processor/packager? Certainly, the collection
point and associated fiduciary responsibilities cannot be exported.
If this has been overlooked in preparation of the levy proposal, which I frankly doubt, then a rapid revision of the
collection process is called for. Thus, the next paragraph in your letter is equally illogical: what advantage can there
be in adding a collection sub-layer where traders are asked to assume collection of part of the production levy?
Further, there does not appear to be any provision for cost recovery by non-producing entities who are excepted
from any of the benefits that may accrue to levy-paying producers. As the owner of a non-producing and trading
entity, I cannot support such a process as you outline.
Again, in the vast majority of cases, the first purchaser cannot be responsible for levy collection if the levies are to be
collected in their entirety for R & D support of the Tea Tree Industry.
Perhaps the terminology in the letter is incorrect, and somehow the reference is meant to be to those entities that
act as contract distillers, aggregators, and packagers on behalf of the many of the smaller growers who consign their
crop into these systems. If this is so, please make the necessary changes.
I look forward to your response.
Sincerely,
Bill McGilvray
The Australian Essential Oil Company Pty. Ltd.
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The Australian Essential Oil Company Pty Ltd
Attn: Bill McGilvray
PO Box 158
Coraki

NSW

2471
Friday, 27 May 2016

Dear Bill,
Thank you for your letter dated 19 April 2016 regarding the proposed Tea Tree Levy. This was tabled and
discussed at a board meeting held on the 5th May 2016 and the ATTIA Executive has asked me to respond.
You have questioned the point of collection and mechanisms that may be used to ensure that there is an
efficient and practical levy collection mechanism suggesting that to use the first point of sale or export
may be an unnecessary complication.
ATTIA has, over the past 18 months regularly consulted with the Levies Management Unit (LMU) on the
pros and cons of possible collection mechanisms. The advice and guidance received from the LMU is
based on 80 years of experience in levy collection which is currently (2013–14) for 99 statutory levies
representing 74 commodities. In that year 50,531 returns were processed resulting in $467 million
contributed by Australian primary producers. More information on levies is available from the DAWR
website: http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/levies including the legislative obligations:
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/levies/related_legislation and levy rates for the 74
commodities with statutory levies: http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/levies/rates.
Frequency of reporting
The legislation allows levy collection at varying intervals ranging from monthly to annual depending on
the crop cycle and expected levy income. During initial consultations, ATTIA was informed that the LMU
operates on a full cost-recovery model which was introduced in 2010/11 for all leviable commodities. This
model makes it is imperative that the best possible least-cost recovery model is determined,
implemented and regularly reviewed to ensure the maximum possible funding is available for Research &
Development (R&D) activities. This model was independently reviewed in 2013 by KPMG
(http://www.agriculture.gov.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/ag-food/levies/documentsandreports/leviescost-recovery-model-review.pdf) and ATTIA’s submission will include a recommendation that a ballot be
held every three years to ensure ongoing support for the levy, should it be implemented, through a
formal endorsement by all levy payers by ballot as well as feedback from annual reports to levy payers
from both the LMU and ATTIA.
The LMU has advised ATTIA that available collection mechanisms have varying levels of risk based on:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Collection option:
(for TTO: point of distillation, point of sale or area based)
Frequency of reporting:
(monthly through to annual)
Method of reporting:
(electronic or paper)
Accurate identification of collection agents and primary producers
Method of payment:
(EFT or cheque)

Each of these risk factors increases the cost of recovery in the approximate order presented above. The
second highest risk of either non-compliance and/or error occurrence in those levies lies with a single
annual return. The exact reasons for this are not clear but the LMU suspects that collection agents may
do a ‘rush job’ once a year or simply ‘forget’ to comply with the legislation. Based on this and the
estimated total dollar value of returns the LMU has strongly recommended to ATTIA that a 6 month cycle
has the lowest risk of non-compliance for an industry of our size. It is either apparent or actual noncompliance that most often precipitates audits which are the largest component of any cost-recovery
exercise so any method that minimises non-compliance without overly inconveniencing collection agents
is desirable. This is why ATTIA has recommended a 6 monthly cycle.
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Suggestion that levies be collected from distillers rather than at 1st point of sale:
There are 3 collection mechanisms proposed:
1. At the point of distillation, based on actual production in Kg
2. At point of first sale, based on either tax invoice or export Bill of Lading (BoL)
3. Area based where the levy is calculated on the area under production regardless of actual yield
As you may be aware the 3rd option, based on production area, has been rejected by the vast majority of
producers canvassed both at ATTIA’s October 2015 AGM (where only the proposer voted in favour of this
mechanism) and also during extension visits by ATTIA’s CEO to many other producers as this is
considered unfair, inequitable and in potentially in conflict with both Levy Principle 6 which states “The
levy imposition must be equitable between levy payers” and Levy Principle 7 which states “The imposition
of the levy must be related to the inputs, outputs or units of value of production of the industry or some
other equitable arrangements linked to the function causing the market failure.”
As mentioned previously the LMU has advised ATTIA of risk factors associated with levy collection and the
attendant cost of this collection and has identified the collection option as a major risk factor.
In your letter you suggest that the grower/processor/packager be the collection point. This suggestion
does not take into account the critical question of the inherent expertise and experience of the LMU in
their role as auditors of suspected non-compliance.
When a levy mechanism is developed this inherent expertise must be taken into account and the method
being suggested is tried, tested and identical to that currently being used by many other agricultural
industries. As an example the macadamia industry levy runs on the same principle
(http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/levies/rates/macadamia) which is summarised below:

Who pays the levy/export charge? Who submits returns?
The producer (the person who owns the macadamia nuts immediately after harvest) is liable to pay the
levy.
If the producer sells their produce through an intermediary, such as a first purchaser, buying agent, selling
agent or merchant, the intermediary must pay levy and submit all return forms on behalf of the producer.
The intermediary can recover from the producer the amount of levy paid, by offset or otherwise.
If the producer sells macadamia nuts by retail sale—for example, direct to the consumer at roadside stalls
or through shed or farm gate sales—they must pay levy and submit all return forms directly to the
Department of Agriculture - Levies.
The producer—that is, the person who owns the product at the time of export from Australia—is liable to
pay the export charge and submit return forms to the Department of Agriculture - Levies.
If the producer exports the product through an exporting agent, the agent must pay the charge and submit
all return forms to the Department of Agriculture - Levies on behalf of the producer. The agent can recover
from the producer the amount of charge paid from the producer (the owner of the product at the time of
export).
The LMU’s expertise can be summarised:
1. Where non-compliance is suspected and an audit is indicated and then conducted by the LMU they
have considerable resources and expertise available to conduct such an audit based on financial and
other records that must be kept by a registered organisation to fulfil their GST and other Tax
obligations.
2. All other primary producer levies for 74 commodities are, with very few exceptions or where an
export charge with the primary producer as the exporter is responsible for remittance, collected at
the first point of sale by the buyer who can recover from the producer the amount of levy paid by
offset or otherwise. Allowing a buyer to recover the levy in this manner and hold it in trust until it is
remitted to the LMU ensures that non-payment by the primary producer (who may be subject to
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cash-flow restrictions from time to time) is minimised.
ATTIA has to date identified 117 primary producers who may be liable for the levy should it be
approved and 43 buyers or direct exporters who may be deemed collection agents by the LMU. There
are bound to be more of each but there are far less buyers than producers and the majority of these
buyers have in place financial systems to manage, with the guidance and assistance of the LMU, levy
collection and remission allowing audit to occur utilising the existing strengths and expertise of LMU
staff.
3. The LMU completely lacks expertise in auditing distilleries. ATTIA has identified at least 29 larger
distilleries and there are many other smaller distilleries (perhaps up to 30) widely scattered through
the East coast of Australia from Cairns in the North to West Wyalong in the South.
If non-compliance is suspected in any one of these distilleries this would necessitate travel to and
audit of distillery records at great expense and compounded by the potential for some records to be
inadequate or incomplete with limited ability to verify figures without resorting to financial records of
the individual producers who utilise the distillery. This can be avoided by reverting to first point of
sale or export. Further, it would be relatively easy for any distillery to manipulate its records to
minimise levy payments which is not the case where financial transactions are used for audit
purposes.
4. If the collection point is nominated as the distillery itself this is not an issue for a single, large distillery
where material from only one producer is ever processed. However, for some others there are
multiple primary producers (up to 20 comprising up to 80% of distillate) who have their crop contract
distilled. These commercial distilleries have voiced strong objection to being both financially and
legally liable for collection and payment of a levy due to their existing and ongoing limited ability to
recoup this in a timely manner by offset or otherwise. Indeed these distilleries say they are, at times,
hard pressed to recover even contract distilling costs from producers let alone the additional burden
of a levy.
In contract distilling there is a long history of slow payment from growers. A system of levy collection
at the distillery could lead to financial hardship being inflicted on the distiller, who has only slow
recourse to obtaining judgement for bad debts, but has no protection from the Tax Office demanding
payment. The board of ATTIA regards this imbalance between slow payment and compulsory
remittance as an unjust impost on the distillers. At the point of first sale, there is a clear balance
between withholding $0.25 from a payment to a grower and remittance to the LMU; or in the case of
a direct exporter, remitting funds as an export charge received from an overseas customer and
remittance of the levy.
Based on these factors and the advice received from the LMU the ATTIA Executive have unanimously
resolved that the safest, most efficient and transparent method for collection is to, like almost all other
levies collected, utilise the point of first sale where:
1. Funds are recovered from the primary producer at point of sale and held in trust until remitted to
avoid collection wherever possible from primary producers themselves.
2. A clear, auditable transaction record is available for efficient audit utilising existing LMU expertise
in this area to minimise the chance of under-reporting or even fraudulent activity.
3. Financial exposure to contract distillers is not increased through liability to the LMU for levy
monies where no clear opportunity for offset is available.
4. Minimise the cost of collection by utilising a tried and tested method: the point of first sale.
Finally, the fundamental intention for proposing a compulsory levy is to address market failure where
between 10 - 20% of producers do not currently (and never have) paid a voluntary levy while some who
do may even be under-reporting production to minimise levy contributions. While ATTIA has had
reasonable success in the collection, management and disbursement of this voluntary levy since its
introduction in 2009 there has nevertheless been a consistent gap between known total Australian
production and the payment of the voluntary levy. If a compulsory levy is successfully introduced with a
Page 66 of 102

ABN 48 077 019 204
PO Box 903, Casino NSW 2470 Tel:

02 4017 1336

Fax:

07 5604 1629 Email:

enquiries@attia.org.au

suitable and robust collection and audit process this should ensure that this gap is significantly
diminished.
ATTIA is delighted to have received your thorough and thoughtful submission and trusts that this letter
goes some way to explaining the reasons for proceeding with a proposal for biannual collection through
the first point of sale. ATTIA thanks you for your continued support for the proposed levy and your clear
understanding of a need for such a levy to replace the current voluntary arrangements.
Yours Sincerely,

Tony Larkman
CEO ATTIA Ltd.
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Area-based levy proposal from Glenn Donnelly.
Somewhat similar to a cane Production Area Entitlement (PAE) in terms of an area based
cost to access the mill and other industry paid for services.
Some advantages of the area based system.
1. Known and stable income for ATTIA. This was flagged as a major goal and
priority of any levy system going forward. The amount of income from a levy does
not get any more stable or known than in an area-based system.
2. Known cost to producers.
3. Flexibility is maintained as area rate can be modified, as could a kg rate.
4. No cheating - contributors can be sure everyone is contributing at the same
level. The ATTIA CEO or other auditors can GPS farms as part of the COP Audit
(happens biannually anyway) or simply an audit for levy compliance. A once of audit
covers most growers for many years if not indefinitely, therefore policing compliance
is very cheap, very easy and very accurate. Also other industry members
normally know when other growers are expanding and could flag the need for
reaudit of area. ATTIA also controls most seed sales and know of the only other
major supplier of seed. A sale of seed would obviously flag the need for reaudit of a
grower. In fact reauditing may not be required. ATTIA could simply request a
declaration of area planted or declaration of intent to plant a nominated area, which
would suffice until the next scheduled audit. We have the opportunity to provide
ourselves with a low cost levy. We have been talking for years about how
expensive the existing levy systems are to administer. Lets keep the levy for
productive purposes and not for administration by some other agency/institution.
5. Easy and certain collection (ATTIA or one other nominated agency) can do the job
with ease.- no ambiguity in the result. Due to the structure of our industry and the
way much product is direct marketed, The alternative proposal would require
complex and costly paper trail audits to ensure any level of compliance.
6. Easy point of collection - potentially could be structured as part of the annual ATTIA
fee / levy system which was passed on to the necessary agency (if ATTIA does not
suffice) for distribution.
7. Slight advantage to smaller producers who generally have slightly higher per-hectare
yields. Smaller producers don't have many advantages in this industry.
8. Provides an additional source of data for the industry, ie area planted and therefore
average yield. May also provide more accurate production information, as kgs
declared no longer affect the dollar amount paid. All of which is very useful
information.
One of the few if not only downside of an area based system, is a poor production year will
have the same cost as a “normal year”, but any disadvantage here is offset by a better year
resulting in no net loss to producers of any scale with regard to this matter.
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Offco Pty Ltd trading as Blue Dog Agriculture
Attn: Glenn Donnelly
PO Box 129
Casino NSW 2470
Monday, 30 May 2016
Dear Glenn,
Thank you for your letter titled ‘Area-based Levy Proposal for ATTIA and Tea Tree Producers’ received on
18 April 2016. This was tabled and discussed at a board meeting held on the 5th May 2016 and the ATTIA
Executive has asked me to respond.
You have stated that this proposal is ‘somewhat similar to a cane Production Area Entitlement (PAE)…’ A
Sugar PAE is described in that industry as follows:
Sugar production is closely regulated – mainly from within the industry. This regulation ensures orderly
production and marketing. Many of these regulations are covered in the “NSW Sugar Cane Supply and
Processing Contract” which is a contract between the NSW Sugar Milling Cooperative and individual
farmer members. Some of the main regulations are:
•

Farmers must have a Production Area Entitlement (PAE). This is the area on which a farmer can
grow cane for supply to the mill.

Due to the unregulated structure of the TTO industry which has an ad hoc production and marketing
structure ATTIA sees no similarity between a Sugar PAE and the TTO industry.
You have advocated for collection to occur based on the actual area under production and listed the
advantages of such an area based system should it be selected as the mechanism for determining how
the levy is set. However you have not addressed the fact that any method must have widespread support
as well as being an efficient and practical levy collection mechanism.
ATTIA has, over the past 18 months regularly consulted with the Levies Management Unit (LMU) on the
pros and cons of possible collection mechanisms. The advice and guidance received from the LMU is
based on 80 years of experience in levy collection which is currently (2013–14) for 99 statutory levies
representing 74 commodities. In that year, 50,531 returns were processed resulting in $467 million
contributed by Australian primary producers. More information on levies is available from the DAWR
website: http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/levies including the legislative obligations:
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/levies/related_legislation and levy rates for the 74
commodities with statutory levies: http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/levies/rates.
The legislation allows levy collection at varying intervals ranging from monthly to annual depending on
the crop cycle and expected levy income. During initial consultations, ATTIA was informed that the LMU
operates on a full cost-recovery model which was introduced in 2010/11 for all leviable commodities. This
model makes it is important that the best possible least-cost recovery model is determined, implemented
and regularly reviewed to ensure the maximum possible funding is available for Research & Development
(R&D) activities. This model was independently reviewed in 2013 by KPMG
(http://www.agriculture.gov.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/ag-food/levies/documentsandreports/leviescost-recovery-model-review.pdf) and ATTIA’s submission will include a recommendation that a ballot be
held every three years to ensure ongoing support for the levy, should it be implemented, through a
formal endorsement by all levy payers by ballot as well as feedback from annual reports to levy payers
from both the LMU and ATTIA.
The LMU has advised ATTIA that available collection mechanisms have varying levels of risk based on:
1. Collection option:
2. Frequency of reporting:
3. Method of reporting:

(for TTO: point of distillation, point of sale or area based)
(monthly through to annual)
(electronic or paper)
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4. Accurate identification of collection agents and primary producers
5. Method of payment:
(EFT or cheque)
Each of these risk factors increases the cost of recovery in the approximate order presented above. The
second highest risk of either non-compliance and/or error occurrence in those levies lies with a single
annual return. The exact reasons for this are not clear but the LMU suspects that collection agents may
do a ‘rush job’ once a year or simply ‘forget’ to comply with the legislation. Based on this and the
estimated total dollar value of returns the LMU has strongly recommended to ATTIA that a 6 month cycle
has the lowest risk of non-compliance for an industry of our size. It is either apparent or actual noncompliance that most often precipitates audits which are the largest component of any cost-recovery
exercise so any method that minimises non-compliance without overly inconveniencing collection agents
is desirable. This is why ATTIA has recommended a 6 monthly cycle.
Different collection methods
There are 3 collection mechanisms proposed:
1. At the point of distillation, based on actual production in Kg
2. At point of first sale, based on either tax invoice or export Bill of Lading (BoL)
3. Area based where the levy is calculated on the area under production regardless of actual yield
You have nominated the 3rd option, based on production area. This proposal was put forward by you at
the October 2016 AGM and when a vote was called only the proposer (yourself, in absentia) voted in
favour of this mechanism. Further, during extension visits to many other producers ATTIA has not
identified any other potential levy payer voicing any support at all for this method. Indeed there has
been, without exception, categorical rejection of this method as it is considered unfair and inequitable.
An area based proposal is considered by all producers canvassed to date to be in conflict with Levy
Principle 6 which states “The levy imposition must be equitable between levy payers”. An extreme
example of this lack of equity is the Mt Mulga farm at West Wyalong, NSW where the producer, Richard
Davis, has 200 Hectares (Ha) under production planted with Melaleuca alternifolia. Since 2008 Mt Mulga
has averaged 1,711.01 Kg of TTO per year or 8.5 Kg/Ha. This is far below the ‘industry norm’ of 120 Kg/Ha
often quoted by the DPI in their reports on the Tea Tree Breeding Program (TTBP) and certainly well
below the highest recorded production of in excess of 450 Kg/Ha achieved by some growers in 2014 and
2015.
Some producers have also expressed concern that the area based proposal also conflicts with Levy
Principle 7 which states “The imposition of the levy must be related to the inputs, outputs or units of value
of production of the industry or some other equitable arrangements linked to the function causing the
market failure.” While an area based mechanism may be related to an input (area) the vast majority of
potential levy payers consulted to date prefer actual units of production expressed in Kg as the method
for determining a levy. This method has been used since 2009 for ATTIA’s voluntary levy with great
success.
In your submission you have given a detailed nine point summary of factors that may affect the decision
to select the production area. These points are valid and are all well-articulated. You also acknowledge
that a poor production year which may be caused by any one of a number of adverse events including,
but not exclusively frost, drought, flood and pest damage have a negative impact on the method
proposed. In our increasingly extreme environment risks of such events are increasing and when any of
these occur an area based method for determining a levy is, as you acknowledge, inequitable.
As mentioned previously the LMU has advised ATTIA of risk factors associated with levy collection and the
attendant cost of this collection and has identified the collection option as a major risk factor.
Another important factor that must be taken into account is the inherent expertise and experience of the
LMU in their role as auditors of suspected non-compliance which is summarised below:
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1. Where non-compliance is suspected and an audit is indicated and then conducted by the LMU
they have considerable resources and expertise available to conduct such an audit based on
financial and other records that must be kept by a registered organisation to fulfil their GST and
other Tax obligations. There is no database on production areas for TTO and establishing and
then maintaining such a database is not an area of expertise within the LMU.
2. All other primary producer levies for 74 commodities are, with very few exceptions or where an
export charge with the primary producer as the exporter is responsible for remittance, collected
at the first point of sale by the buyer who can recover from the producer the amount of levy paid
by offset or otherwise. Allowing a buyer to recover the levy in this manner and hold it in trust
until it is remitted to the LMU ensures that non-payment by the primary producer (who may be
subject to cash-flow restrictions from time to time) is minimised. ATTIA has to date identified 117
primary producers who may be liable for the levy should it be approved and 43 buyers or direct
exporters who may be deemed collection agents by the LMU. There are bound to be more of
each but there are far less buyers than producers and the majority of these buyers have in place
financial systems to manage, with the guidance and assistance of the LMU, levy collection and
remission allowing audit to occur utilising the existing strengths and expertise of LMU staff.
3. The LMU completely lacks expertise in auditing distilleries. ATTIA has identified at least 29 larger
distilleries and there are many other smaller distilleries (perhaps up to 30) widely scattered
through the East coast of Australia from Cairns in the North to West Wyalong in the South. If noncompliance is suspected in any one of these distilleries this would necessitate travel to and audit
of distillery records at great expense and compounded by the potential for some records to be
inadequate or incomplete with limited ability to verify figures without resorting to financial
records of the individual producers who utilise the distillery. This can be avoided by reverting to
first point of sale. Further, it would be relatively easy for any distillery to manipulate its records to
minimise levy payments which is not the case where financial transactions are used for audit
purposes.
4. If the collection point is nominated as the distillery itself this is not an issue for a single, large
distillery TTO where material from only one producer is ever processed. However, for some
others there are multiple primary producers (up to 20 comprising up to 80% of distillate) who
have their crop contract distilled. These commercial distilleries have voiced strong objection to
being both financially and legally liable for collection and payment of a levy due to their existing
and ongoing limited ability to recoup this in a timely manner by offset or otherwise. Indeed these
distilleries say they are, at times, hard pressed to recover even contract distilling costs from
producers let alone the additional burden of a levy.
In contract distilling there is a long history of slow payment from growers. A system of levy
collection at the distillery could lead to financial hardship being inflicted on the distiller, who has
only slow recourse to obtaining judgement for bad debts, but has no protection from the Tax
Office demanding payment. The board of ATTIA regards this imbalance between slow payment
and compulsory remittance as an unjust impost on the distillers. At the point of first sale, there is
a clear balance between withholding $0.25 from a payment to a grower and remittance to the
LMU; or in the case of a direct exporter, remitting funds received from an overseas customer and
remittance of the levy.
Based on these factors and the advice received from the LMU the ATTIA Executive have unanimously
resolved that the safest, most efficient and transparent method for collection is to, like almost all other
levies collected, utilise the point of first sale where:
1. Funds are recovered from the primary producer at point of sale and held in trust until remitted to
avoid collection wherever possible from primary producers themselves.
2. A clear, auditable transaction record is available for efficient audit utilising existing LMU expertise
in this area to minimise the chance of under-reporting or even fraudulent activity.
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3. Financial exposure to contract distillers is not increased through liability to the LMU for levy
monies where no clear opportunity for offset is available.
4. The cost of collection is minimised by utilising a tried and tested method: the point of first sale.
ATTIA also wants to emphasise that the board of ATTIA is very reluctant to become involved at any level
in the process of collection and audit of any levy as this comes under the umbrella of the ATO and must
be systematic. The LMU has responsibility for collection and verification of all levy payments; this is not,
and never will be, a function for ATTIA.
Finally, the fundamental intention for proposing a compulsory levy is to address market failure where
between 10 - 20% of producers do not currently (and never have) paid a voluntary levy while some who
do may even be under-reporting production to minimise levy contributions. While ATTIA has had
reasonable success in the collection, management and disbursement of this voluntary levy since its
introduction in 2009 there has nevertheless been a consistent gap between known total Australian
production and the payment of the voluntary levy. If a compulsory levy is successfully introduced with a
suitable and robust collection and audit process this should ensure that this gap is significantly
diminished.
ATTIA is delighted to have received your thorough and thoughtful submission and trusts that this letter
goes some way to explaining the reasons for proceeding with a proposal for biannual collection through
the first point of sale. ATTIA thanks you for your continued support for the proposed levy and your clear
understanding of a need for such a levy to replace the current voluntary arrangements.
Yours Sincerely,

Tony Larkman
CEO ATTIA Ltd.
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Appendix 4
What do you think the major issues will be for the Australian Tea Tree
industry over the next five years?
Answered: 19

Skipped: 6

Marketing Improved varieties Possible international competition
4/5/2016 1:07 PM
Compliance with international regulation, likely eventual risk of serious production competition.
3/31/2016 3:54 PM
Over supply and price drop.
3/17/2016 11:22 AM
I am a certified organic grower. My issues are issues that ATTIA, DPI etc are not interested in.
3/17/2016 10:10 AM
Unregulated supply and quality control
3/17/2016 9:43 AM
fluctuation on world prices , remote possibility of seed stocks produced on farm and moved to
China, unable to comply with regulations set by other countries
3/16/2016 7:08 PM
Global promotion of the benefits of pure Australian Tea Tree Oil.
3/14/2016 9:29 PM
complete dossiers which will enable registration as an active therapeutic ingredient in the EU, US
and other markets
3/14/2016 8:55 AM
Australian $ if it goes to high. R & D on commercial uses for oil that is available for all growers to
have rights to, not just the rights of a few. R & D should benefit all growers.
3/13/2016 1:02 PM
Adulterated oil Reach registration in Europe
3/12/2016 7:49 AM
Market access restrictions due to foreign regulation, manipulation of the industry by the largest
producer and unfair/ biased directions taken by an industry board that has an over weighted
representation of one organization and undisclosed intentions at the last board member vote. This
board is no longer representative of most producers.
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3/12/2016 7:17 AM
Funding for ongoing operations of the industry. Legislation in Europe is tightening, adulterated
product is in circulation globally, new sources of tea tree are emerging and Australian branded TTO
needs to be supported at the industry level and this requires industry funding.
3/11/2016 6:41 PM
Poor ATTIA response to REACH
3/11/2016 5:43 PM
- Adulterated TTO - Getting European regulatory issues resolved (REACH, SCCS) so that market can
start growing again
3/11/2016 5:14 PM
weather, diseases
3/11/2016 4:40 PM
Finding a good industrial use for tea tree oil that can consume hundreds of tons of oil
3/9/2016 6:37 AM
Regulatory restrictions Quality - definitions eg pharmacopoeia -v- ISO Std and 'concentrates'
'absolutes' which are derived from tea tree oil; manufactured oils
3/8/2016 9:13 AM
Regulatory issues Oil quality/manufactured oil demand/production
3/8/2016 8:56 AM
Keeping a dedicated CEO fully employed. Managing nutrition of tea tree plantations better
Managing regulatory barriers to ensure exports continue Outing adulteration of pure TTO wherever
and whenever possible Maintaining a viable tea tree breeding program
3/7/2016 8:18 AM
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ATTIA is currently running an R&D program according to priorities
determined by member Tea Tree Growers. Please rate the existing R&D
priorities in 1 – 5 in order of importance (1 = least important, 5 = the most
important):
Answered: 24 Skipped: 1
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What Questions, Concerns and/or Comments do you have about this levy
proposal?
Answered: 16 Skipped: 9

Questions
No
3/17/2016 11:26 AM
Have you considered the fact that organic growers already pay a large proportion of their income to
certifying bodies for most of the things you are trying to enforce a levy for.
3/17/2016 10:16 AM
Will all producers be required to contribute
3/17/2016 9:45 AM
NIL
3/14/2016 9:42 PM
None
3/14/2016 2:48 PM
Why is only one option of levy structure being promoted when there asre clearly others to be
considered
3/12/2016 4:32 PM
Nil
3/12/2016 7:52 AM
ATTIA members are used to paying a levy but how will the levy be collected from those TT growers
that have historically elected not to be part of the industry levy?
3/11/2016 6:48 PM
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Why waste so much money on pointless application research
3/11/2016 5:44 PM
will this levy support market development activities?
3/11/2016 5:16 PM
how much will it cost to collect?
3/8/2016 8:58 AM
None
3/7/2016 8:19 AM

Concerns
No
3/17/2016 11:26 AM
I make bugger-all now from my small crop, without paying fees to a body I am not a member of.
3/17/2016 10:16 AM
Only ATTIA members will need to pay
3/17/2016 9:45 AM
That monies raised from the levie is not us on unviable projects
3/16/2016 7:18 PM
The levy should not favour sectional interests but the industry as a whole.
3/14/2016 9:42 PM
none
3/13/2016 1:05 PM
Size of grower has impact on their ability to influence outcomes and current board is weighted too
highly (about half) from one organisation which was not disclosed to the voters prior to the l;ast
board member election when the information was clearly available
3/12/2016 4:32 PM
That the levy will not be approved
3/12/2016 7:52 AM
Can you confirm that ATTIA board would set the rate of the levy?
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3/11/2016 6:48 PM
Why has ATTIA been so incompetent about REACH
3/11/2016 5:44 PM
will this levy enable better realisation of strategic goals?
3/11/2016 5:16 PM
once the cost of collection is deducted how much will be left?
3/8/2016 8:58 AM
None
3/7/2016 8:19 AM

Comments
No
3/17/2016 11:26 AM
Your organisation is not interested in growing without dangerous chemicals or petro-chemical
fertisers.
3/17/2016 10:16 AM
Should appluy to any TTO be imported
3/17/2016 9:45 AM
that money is not used for research or projects that is not beneficial to the industry as has been on
occasions is the past
3/16/2016 7:18 PM
The levy should be directed to programs with highest cost benefit to those paying the levy, ie
current growers.
3/14/2016 9:42 PM
should be higher
3/14/2016 2:48 PM
The industry needs all to pay
3/13/2016 1:05 PM
The proposed and only option being promoted to members which appears to be because it suits the
organisation significantly represented on the board. The proposed levy structure has limitations in
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terms of information collection and many and difficult points of collection. There is clearly a better
system but it is being quashed by the board.
3/12/2016 4:32 PM
All my other questions have been comprehensively answered by info available.
3/11/2016 6:48 PM
The best way forward for the industry
3/9/2016 6:37 AM
I just don't think there will be enough money to achieve outcomes
3/8/2016 9:14 AM
None
3/7/2016 8:19 AM

What is your Postcode?
Answered: 24 Skipped: 1

2480
4/5/2016 2:14 PM
2603
3/31/2016 3:54 PM
2470
3/29/2016 7:26 AM
1111
3/17/2016 12:06 PM
2470
3/17/2016 11:26 AM
2469
3/17/2016 10:16 AM
2110

Page 79 of 102

3/17/2016 9:45 AM
2470
3/16/2016 8:48 PM
2470
3/16/2016 7:18 PM
2471
3/14/2016 9:43 PM
2068
3/14/2016 2:48 PM
2460
3/13/2016 1:05 PM
2471
3/12/2016 4:34 PM
2460
3/12/2016 9:48 AM
2471
3/12/2016 7:52 AM
2469
3/11/2016 6:48 PM
2777
3/11/2016 5:44 PM
2480
3/11/2016 5:17 PM
2460
3/9/2016 6:37 AM
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2487
3/8/2016 9:14 AM
2487
3/8/2016 8:58 AM
4872
3/8/2016 8:25 AM
2470
3/8/2016 4:30 AM
4341
3/7/2016 8:19 AM

How do you currently produce your Tea Tree Oil?
Answered: 24 Skipped: 1
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Please provide your annual Tea Tree Oil production in kilograms (numbers
only)
Answered: 23 Skipped: 2
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Do you support a compulsory Australian Tea Tree Industry R&D Levy at a rate
of up to 60 cents/kg (set at 25 cents/kg from 1st July 2017 for a period of 2
years prior to review by Growers) with the levy to be collected at the first
point of sale?
Answered: 23 Skipped: 2

“Not Sure” responses:
Yes but not in its proposed form
3/12/2016 4:34 PM
'Yes" IF it stays at $0. If we have to pay then no advantage
3/8/2016 9:15 AM
will all growers be made to pay and concerned if goes to 60c
3/8/2016 8:29 AM
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Do you support the establishment of an EPPR levy set at 0c per Kg, noting it
may be activated and funds raised in an agreed response of an emergency
plant pest or disease?
Answered: 22 Skipped: 3

“Not Sure” responses:
Responses to pests and diseases in other situations are often ineffective and normally involve toxic
chemicals or yet more introduced biological controls.
3/17/2016 10:19 AM
I think the industry is small enough that if there was a emergancy resonse needed , we could all
meet and discuss options and decide on action.
3/13/2016 1:11 PM
need more information
3/12/2016 4:34 PM
On the basis that the Board of ATTIA sets the rate.
3/11/2016 6:48 PM
Yes if it stays at 0 owise no advantage at all
3/8/2016 9:16 AM
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Appendix 5

1st March 2016
Dear fellow tea tree grower,
The Australian tea tree industry is at a crossroads. Research, development and extension (RD&E) have
been front and centre of tea tree producer’s minds for the past two decades. More recently the
appearance of Myrtle Rust was our first major biosecurity scare.
As you are aware, the tea tree industry is strongly focussed on and driven by research. Without a
compulsory levy the recent changes in RD&E funding models, which is occurring in all agricultural
industries, will soon prevent us from accessing matched Federal funding. These changes have already had
a severe impact on our ability to continue RD&E activities; this will continue to decline unless we
collectively do something about it.
We are fortunate that ATTIA members agreed to, and successfully implemented, a voluntary
administration levy in 2009 which has allowed us to continue with some activities including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

the tea tree breeding program
research into the adulteration of oil
agronomy and plant nutrition
sustainable export market development
applying for minor use permits
holding industry meetings and field days
having the services of an industry focused CEO
the ATTIA website
the continuation of some research activities

Although these R&D activities have been severely curtailed in the past few years; our industry has, until
recently, been able to fund continued research into areas of critical importance.
None of these activities can continue from mid-2017 unless we take positive action to address it.
Biosecurity incidents, such as the 2010/11 Myrtle Rust incursion into NSW which quickly spread to the
entire east coast of Australia, have demonstrated the risk that is posed by exotic plant pests. Biosecurity
planning by our industry has to date been rudimentary and only recently, with the Myrtle Rust incursion,
has any serious thought been given to these risks. I believe this must be improved to ensure that any
future incursions are managed more effectively to reduce the risk of enormous economic damage that is
still being experienced by others such as the Lemon Myrtle industry. Our industry must be better
prepared for future incursions.
The loss of research funding from RIRDC and the Myrtle Rust incursion highlight the urgency and need for
the tea tree industry to be proactive in contributing to both RD&E and biosecurity issues.
Our industry cannot continue to under-invest in these areas if we want to support the profitability of our
current and expanding grower base or provide the information and support that growers require to run
their businesses. If we continue to under-prepare and under-invest in our industry, not only will we lose
capacity to fund critical RD&E that can continue to improve the profitability and sustainability of our
industry as a whole, we will remain vulnerable to exotic pest incursions beyond our control.
Both RD&E and biosecurity issues have changed considerably over the past decade and we need to
continually adapt and improve operations to ensure that we do not get left behind. While we may feel

Page 85 of 102

ABN 48 077 019 204
PO Box 903, Casino NSW 2470 Tel:

02 4017 1336

Fax:

07 5604 1629 Email:

enquiries@attia.org.au

that these are purely government roles or that our own farm will be okay, the unfortunate truth is that
governments at all levels are withdrawing from funding research. This is matched by an increasing
expectation from all governments that agricultural industries will make a contribution to the costs of their
own RD&E and biosecurity planning and management.
The Federal, NSW and QLD Governments have funded, and will continue to fund, some monitoring of
Myrtle Rust but this may not happen next time and most importantly the tea tree industry will continue
to have no say in how this funding is spent if we fail to commit to sharing some of the costs.
Please read through the enclosed levy information material and carefully consider the levies that ATTIA
Ltd is proposing to implement.
I firmly believe it is the responsibility of all tea tree growers to vote ‘yes’ for these levies. Both the RD&E
Levy and the Biosecurity Levy, in the form of an EPPRD, complement one another. Without them, our
industry will have no research, no biosecurity protection and limited ability to assist growers in the future.
The Board of Directors of ATTIA Ltd and I urge you emphatically to vote ‘yes’ for both levies.
Yours sincerely,

Robert Dyason
President - ATTIA Ltd
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Tea Tree Levy – Q&A
1st March 2016

What levies are proposed for the tea tree industry?
The tea tree industry is proposing two new statutory levies on all tea tree oil (TTO) produced and sold in
Australia or exported. The total levy base will be 0.25c/kg. This includes:
•
•

0.25 c/Kg R&D levy – to fund coordinated research, development and extension activities that will
improve the productivity and profitability for all TTO producers in Australia.
0.00 c/Kg EPPR levy – This levy allows ATTIA to sign the Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed
(EPPRD). This levy will not be activated until a pest incursion with implications for TTO production
occurs. It is industry’s insurance policy. Most industries have a zero EPPRD levy and only use the levy
if there is a need to contribute to an agreed national emergency response towards the cost of
eradicating a pest and potentially compensating affected growers.

How much will these levies raise per year?

The 0.25c/kg R&D levy will raise between $125,000 and $150,000 per annum, depending on the season.
In 2015, the Agricultural Competitiveness White Paper announced the Federal Government will allocate
up to $125,000.00 for each of the 2017/18 and 2018/19 financial years to match R&D levies raised by the
tea tree industry, which will total around $250,000 per annum for investment in research, development
and extension for the tea tree industry.
The 0.00c/kg EPPR levy will be the industry’s ‘insurance policy’ and will only be activated, with the
support and agreement of levy payers, in the event of an incursion.

Why should I pay these levies?
While there are a number of issues that impact on the return to growers, the proposed levy of 0.25 c/Kg
has been tested through the current voluntary administration which is paid by the vast majority of
growers. The new levy will no longer be paid to ATTIA Ltd; rather they will be collected by the
Department of Agriculture & Water - Levies Revenue Service and be directed RD&E activities to address
the recent national changes to R&D arrangements.
Currently, the only model available for the industry to raise funds is through voluntary contributions. This
is difficult to coordinate, inequitable, unreliable and not sustainable in the long term. It does not solve
any of the biosecurity issues facing the industry, such as the need to sign the EPPRD so that we can be
involved in future incursion responses.
These levies are critical to ensure the future viability, sustainability and profitability of the TTO industry in
Australia. There will be benefits for all producers in Australia if these levies can be established.

How are these activities currently being funded?
The tea tree industry currently relies on voluntary contributions from committed growers and some
businesses to conduct R&D. This is inequitable and unreliable with all growers benefiting from funded
research even if they made no contribution.
The voluntary contribution system that has worked so well for the past two decades is no longer available
through RIRDC (www.rirdc.gov.au). In order to have long-term R&D projects that benefit all of industry, a
secure and reliable source of matched funding is required to undertake both R&D activities and to
provide an option to contribute equitably to biosecurity activities.

These levies will raise a lot of money – how will the money be managed?
All research funding raised through the levy and the Australian Government’s contributions will be under
the direct control of RIRDC to ensure full transparency in the allocation of the funds. The tea tree industry
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will be in the driving seat for any R&D or biosecurity levies through an R&D Advisory Committee made up
of a RIRDC manager, the ATTIA Board of Directors and a panel of growers. The TTO industry has a good
historical record of accomplishing a lot with very little funding; this will not change if these levies are
established.

Who would pay and submit the returns for these new levies?
The levy will be payable on all TTO produced in Australia destined for both domestic consumption and for
export. When the tea tree oil is sold by the producer (i.e. first point of sale) the levy will be deducted from
their payment by the first buyer (or exporter) and remitted twice yearly to the Department of Agriculture
& Water - Levies Revenue Service using standard documentation.
If the producer sells their TTO through an intermediary (i.e. trader, agent or exporter), then the
intermediary must pay the levy on behalf of the producer and submit all return forms. The intermediary
can recover from the producer the amount of levy paid, by offset or otherwise.
If the producer sells their TTO by retail sale (eg a local market or roadside stall) then the producer must
pay the levy and submit all required return forms to the Department of Agriculture & Water – Levies
Revenue Service, directly. Please note however, that total annual sales of less than 100 Kg made in this
manner will not be subject to the levy.

Are there exemptions in the levy payments?
No, except for the exemption for small or micro operators (total annual sales of less than 100 Kg for local
retail, market or roadside stalls as detailed above) no other exemptions will apply.

Why don’t you pay the levy if you sell at a roadside stall or market?
Collecting the levy from very small producers would be impractical and expensive. Advice from the
Department of Agriculture & Water - Levies Revenue Service is that collecting from small or micro
operators may cost more in time and resources than the levy raised. Therefore ATTIA has recommended
a threshold of 100 Kg total annual sales per small or micro operator for local sales will ensure that
collection costs remain as low as possible, while still ensuring equity among levy payers.

Levies are expensive to collect – how much will this cost per year?
All levies are collected nationally by the Department of Agriculture & Water - Levies Revenue Service. This
section operates on a full cost recovery model and the establishment of the TTO levy will be handled the
same way that all other agricultural levies are managed. This is why ATTIA has been working with the
Department to ensure the most efficient and practical levy system to keep costs as low as possible. This is
the only method available to industry to collect an agricultural levy.

Production varies from year to year – what happens if production drops?
Current annual tea tree oil production is around 800,000 Kg per year with up to 90% of this exported,
some directly by the producer and the rest through traders and agents. Levy estimates and the amount
raised have been based on this figure which is expected to continue to grow. In the same way that the
current voluntary levy is calculated, the new levy will only be paid on each Kg of TTO produced but with
the new levy this will only be raised on TTO actually sold by the primary producer (first point of sale).
For the R&D levy, and for the first time ever, it will be possible to build a reserve to which will allow a
portion (yet to be determined) of levy funds collected to be put away in the good years to ensure R&D
activities can continue in years of low production. The ability to build a reserve will also make a real
difference to R&D by allowing sufficient reserves to build which will allow major projects that pop up with
monotonous regularity to be better managed and help pay for emergency projects that also appear from
time to time.

How will the R&D levy be managed?
The R&D levy will be collected directly from producers if they export their own TTO or from a trader,
consumer or agent who is the first point of sale. Payment must be made to the Department of Agriculture
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& Water - Levies Revenue Service. Once matched by the Australian government RIRDC will be notified
and will then coordinate, invest and manage R&D, in consultation with, and on behalf of, the TTO
industry. RIRDC and ATTIA Ltd have maintained a solid working relationship for more than 20 years and
this is expected to continue for the foreseeable future. RIRDC also manages funds for several other
Australia’s levied industries.

How will industry get a say on what the R&D levy will be spent on?
Current investments in the TTO R&D program are guided by a 5 Year R&D Plan which is developed by
industry and RIRDC to address critical needs. This process will continue under a compulsory levy and
growers will have an opportunity to determine research priorities through an ATTIA Ltd consultation
process every three years. For each levied industry RIRDC forms an industry advisory panel which will
consist of a RIRDC manager, a representative of the ATTIA Board and other growers from around
Australia to determine how the funds should be allocated. This group will determine when and how
RIRDC disburse funds and which R&D projects are prioritised and funded. This allows industry to have a
real say. ATTIA Ltd will report on the research outcomes and outputs annually to ensure growers are
aware of how their research funds are being spent.

Why is coordinated, industry-wide R&D important?
Investment in R&D is critical to driving and maintaining the Australian tea tree industry’s productivity,
profitability, sustainability and international competitiveness into the future. Significant challenges exist
for our industry: exotic and established pests and diseases, chemical registrations, regulatory barriers,
environmental management, breeding selection and production practices are just a few. The
establishment of an R&D levy will go a long way towards helping to solve some of the challenges that
continue to face our industry.

Why is there no Plant Health Australia (PHA) Levy?
The Board of ATTIA has determined that rather than collect another levy, PHA annual membership fees
will be paid from ATTIA membership income. PHA membership, currently $1,500.00 per annum, is a
prerequisite for the establishment of an EPPR and allows ATTIA to become a signatory to the EPPRD.

How will industry get a say on both the activation of and expenditure of the EPPR?
To manage the funds received from this levy and to ensure that industry has a say in how these funds are
collected and spent, a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) will be established between ATTIA and
PHA. This MoU will allow for the establishment of a program management committee which will have
both ATTIA and PHA representatives. This committee will be convened if the activation of the EPPR is
considered necessary; it will review the expected expenses to be incurred and manage the proposed
expenditure. This will ensure that any funds are being spent as according to the PHA Act, PHA
Constitution and the Levies Principles and Guidelines.
This arrangement works very well and allows for industry management and oversight through every step.
PHA has similar arrangements in place with numerous other industry organisations, such as grains,
chickens, bananas, horticulture and the honey bee industry.

How will the proposed levies benefit levy payers?
The establishment of the R&D and Biosecurity (EPPR) levies will bring great benefit to all TTO producers.
Some of the benefits include:
R&D levy
1. Allows for coordinated, long-term and strategic R&D investment to improve the productivity and
profitability of the TTO industry.
2. Provides funding for crucial R&D such as for pests, diseases and their management, safety, quality
assurance, nutrition and irrigation as well as other agronomic activities. Research projects will be
based on the RIRDC sponsored Tea Tree Oil Five Year RD&E Plan 2013-2018
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(https://rirdc.infoservices.com.au/items/13-085) which will be reviewed, in consultation with all
potential levy payers, prior to implementation of any new levy model.
3. Allows the TTO industry to access Australian government matching for R&D investment. The tea tree
levy will raise around $125,000 per annum and the Australian government will match this up to a
maximum of $125,000 per year for the first two years and thereafter revert to a maximum of 0.5% of
farm gate value (referred to as the GVP or Gross Value of Product). This will create an annual funding
pool of up to $250,000 some of which will be held as a strategic reserve.

Biosecurity levy

1. The EPPRD will only be activated when an incursion of national importance is identified. Being a PHA
member will allow ATTIA to become a signatory to the EPPRD.
2. On-farm biosecurity education, communication and representation (eg EPPRD meetings) for the TTO
industry. PHA will assist ATTIA to develop a comprehensive Biosecurity protocol for TTO plantations
as set out in the PHA Act.

If the levy is set at 0.25 c/Kg, how much will this cost me?

The levy proposal is based on production. This means the more TTO you produce and sell the more levy
you will pay. Thus a larger producer who has a larger stake in the industry than a smaller producer will
pay equitably. Every producer will pay a different levy value determined solely by the amount of TTO
produced and sold in any given 6 month period. Importantly, a statutory levy means that there are no
‘free riders’. All growers contribute equitably and the Australian Government matches collected funds to
a maximum of 0.5% of GVP. This is the most efficient way of collecting funds for R&D efforts.

What happens if I vote no?
Voting ‘No’ to the R&D levy will have a severe impact on the ability of the industry to access research and
development for projects such as understanding Myrtle Rust, managing regulatory challenges, registering
minor use permits, understanding pesticide chemistry and controlling pests & diseases as well as funding
industry activities such as Field Days and a dedicated CEO. These types of projects are outside the ability
of the industry to fund through any other mechanism. Industry communications and the website may no
longer exist and there will be little representation of industry interests at both State and Federal
Governments. All of these activities may be severely curtailed in mid-2017 when RIRDC funding for the
tea tree industry ceases completely with the exception of small, competitive grants which will be hotly
contested by other industries seeking a share of the ever decreasing RIRDC core funds. Critically, our
industry will no longer receive any matched funding from the Australian Government.
If the EPPR levy is voted down, our industry cannot sign the EPPRD or become part of the decision making
progress for Biosecurity incursions. This will mean that our industry will have no say in how, when and
where any future incursions such as Myrtle Rust will be managed. Further, our industry cannot be
involved in any decision making and there will be no representation for tea tree growers in the
development of response plans and potential reimbursement of costs to affected growers.

As a large grower, I will be paying a lot of levy which I could use to fund my own
research. How will I benefit from these levies?
Every grower will benefit from the establishment of these levies. Specifically, large growers will benefit in
a number of ways. Research can be expensive and is often not within the scope of any single grower, no
matter how large, to successfully fund. Critically, privately funded research is not eligible for matched
funding from the Australian Government meaning leverage opportunities are lost.
Large growers will have a proportionate say in how the levy funds are allocated. This means that you will
be able to access research that could not be funded individually.
The larger the production area, the greater the benefit: for example a solution for pest or quarantine
management for a farm due to a Biosecurity incursion has a bigger impact on a large production area.
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Growers receive the same information, will we have an oversupply?
All growers will have the same information available to them but as is always the case with new practices
and innovations in an industry, some growers will use new ideas or management techniques to better
advantage. Levy funded R&D outcomes will help good growers become better while ensuring our industry
can continue to improve productivity, market opportunities and profitability for all producers.

Why should the ATTIA be a Member of PHA and a signatory to the EPPRD?
Plant Health Australia is the national coordinator for the government-industry partnership for plant
biosecurity in Australia. In order to sign the Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed (EPPRD), an industry
organisation must first be a Member of PHA. PHA membership also provides benefits to industry
organisations such as access to expert technical advice on biosecurity issues, assistance in the event of an
incursion, development of biosecurity plans and strategies, as well as independent advice on biosecurity
investment.
There are numerous benefits for our industry to be a signatory to the EPPRD. The EPPRD will be a legally
binding agreement between ATTIA, the Australian Government, all state and territory governments and
national plant industry body signatories. It includes the management and funding of responses to
Emergency Plant Pest (EPP) incidents such as Myrtle Rust or any other pest or disease if it were to enter
Australia. The EPPRD also formalises the role of plant industries’ participation in decision making as well
as their contribution towards the costs related to EPP responses. These arrangements would help ATTIA
act on industry’s behalf at a national level.
Unfortunately, the incursion of Myrtle Rust in 2010/11 demonstrated the risks that the industry faces by
not having PHA membership or an EPPR levy in place. ATTIA and the TTO industry as a whole were largely
excluded from all decision making processes developed for the Myrtle Rust emergency response.
Decisions were made on behalf of our industry by other signatories to the EPPRD.
In order for ATTIA to become a signatory to the EPPRD, it must have a mechanism in place to repay costs
during an emergency response. For this reason, the ATTIA is proposing to establish an EPPR levy. ATTIA is
not proposing to establish a PHA levy to pay annual subscription fees because the ATTIA Board has
determined that this can be paid from membership fees. Membership of PHA and establishment of the
EPPRD is critical for future biosecurity activities for our industry.

What will the proposed EPPR (0.0c/kg) biosecurity levy be used for?
The 0.0c/kg EPPR Biosecurity levy will allow the industry to raise funds in the event of an exotic pest
outbreak. This is to ensure that the industry is prepared to contribute funding in the event of an incursion
of an exotic plant pest, many of which occur on our doorstep in NZ and PNG as well as more exotic
locations.
Unfortunately, this was not in place during the Myrtle Rust incursion; this affected industry’s ability to
respond to the incursion and for affected growers to potentially receive reimbursement. The amount that
the levy would be raised to at the time of an incursion would be determined by industry’s contribution
towards eradication of the pest. The usual process is for the Australian government to contribute all of
the funds and for the industry to put in place a positive EPPR levy and repay their contribution over a ten
year period.
This levy is only agreeing to put in place this mechanism in the event of an incursion. The tea tree industry
needs to have this in place so that the ATTIA can sign the EPPRD. This is NOT a blank cheque – as an
affected industry, the tea tree industry are just one of the Members that can sign off on an agreed
emergency response plan and cost-sharing model.

Isn’t it government’s role to fund research and biosecurity?
Biosecurity is a shared responsibility between governments, industry, producers and the general public.

Page 91 of 102

ABN 48 077 019 204
PO Box 903, Casino NSW 2470 Tel:

02 4017 1336

Fax:

07 5604 1629 Email:

enquiries@attia.org.au

The vast majority of agricultural industries have research and biosecurity levies in place to contribute to
industry-driven needs, national programs, education and training for growers, as well as to assist with onfarm biosecurity preparedness and implementation.
Industries that have these levies in place are not only able to help in the direction of their research and
biosecurity capacity, but it also leverages more support from governments to contribute extra funding.
For this reason industry must have the ability to raise funds to contribute to important and urgently
needed research and biosecurity initiatives which will help coordinate governments’ effort in surveillance
for established and exotic pests.

What other industries have these levies in place and what benefits have they
provided?
Most other agricultural and horticultural industries have some or all of these levies in place. This includes
the honey bee, chicken, meat, dairy, banana, grain and horticultural industries as well as smaller
industries such as ginger.

How is consultation being carried out?
Consultation with the TTO will be carried out during March to June 2016. This will include an information
pack mailed out to all potential levy payers as well as an on-line survey, information in newspapers and
on the ATTIA website (http://www.teatree.org.au/compulsory_dpi_levy.php). The consultation is
inclusive of all producers who will be impacted by the proposed levy changes.

Who is eligible to vote?
All current TTO producers in Australia are eligible to vote. Voting will be collated on a yes/no basis, as well
as on a production volume basis.

How can I vote and have my say?
Considering the distribution of the TTO industry, all voting will take place via postal ballot. The postal
ballot period will be open from the 1St August 2016 to the 1St September 2016. This will allow time for all
potential levy players and other participants to familiarise themselves with the proposal, allow for any
objections to be collected, collated and analysed and so ensure that everyone makes an informed
decision.
The vote will be tallied on both a yes/no basis, as well as on a production basis.
Ballot forms will be mailed out to all TTO growers registered with ATTIA and all other non-ATTIA member
growers that can be identified during the consultation period. A link in the ATTIA website will also allow
potential levy payers who have been missed to download and submit a ballot paper. All ballot forms must
be returned to the independent ballot provider (to be advised) as they will, as required by the Levies
Principles and Guidelines, be acting as the independent voting scrutineer for the TTO levy ballot.

How do I get more information about the proposed levies?
For more information about any aspect of the proposed levies please contact ATTIA’s CEO:
Tony Larkman

0434 263 664

tlarkman@attia.org.au

Or if you want to talk to another TTO grower, feel free to contact any of the Directors of ATTIA Ltd:
Robert Dyason
John Seccombe
Michael Flanagan
Thomas Cassegrain
Phillip Prather
Phillip Butlin

02 6663 7158
0414 931 716
0401 167 753
0412 198 493
0428 116 092
0404 002 537

robdyason@bigpond.com
aes19@bigpond.com
michael.flanagan55@gmail.com
tcassegrain@catto.com.au
phil@downunderenterprises.com
pbutlin@mcne.com.au

Alternatively please contact other growers you know in your area.
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Tea Tree Oil Levy – Yes or No
1st March 2016

Should I vote yes or no?

The Australian tea tree oil (TTO) industry is at a crossroads, facing two major issues. One is biosecurity
and the potential impact that future incursions of foreign pests & diseases, similar to the recent Myrtle
Rust incursion, could have on our industry. The other is the change in RIRDC’s (http://www.rirdc.gov.au/)
funding model where, from mid-2017, only competitively contested funding can be accessed instead of
the arrangement the TTO industry has enjoyed for the past two decades where matched funding was
assured through a TTO sub-program.
To have input into the management process for future biosecurity incursions, the industry must be
members of Plant Health Australia, have in place an Emergency Plant Pest Response (EPPR) levy and sign
an Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed (EPPRD) as well as a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU)
with PHA. If the industry does not do this, there will be very little or no support from all levels of
Government in any future incursion.
Changes in RIRDC mean that the TTO industry can no longer access matched voluntary contributions as a
mechanism for research funding. In the past, this matched funding meant that ATTIA has been able to
undertake activities such as the Tea Tree Breeding Program (TTBP) as well as to manage and obtain
minor use permits, develop information about the efficacy & safety of TTO safety and all of the industry
development and communication activities that the industry has enjoyed for the past two decades.
Much of this may no longer possible from mid-2017.
To prevent these looming problems, the Australian TTO industry is proposing to establish an R&D levy of
up to a maximum of 0.60 c/Kg. This will be maintained at 0.25c/Kg for the first two years and thereafter
this can only be increased (or decreased) with the agreement of a majority of levy payers in a formal
ballot.
In addition to the R&D levy, industry is proposing that the EPPR levy, set at 0.00 c/Kg is also established
to allow ATTIA to become signatories to an EPPRD as outlined above.
If we continue to underprepare and underinvest in this area not only will we continue to be affected by
exotic pest incursions and not have a seat at the decision making table, but we also won’t have any
capacity to fund critical R&D and extension activities that improve the profitability of the TTO industry.

The choice is simple:

We can vote ‘yes’ and agree that we can and should all
contribute to the future profitability and sustainability of
the TTO industry as well as towards protection from
future exotic pest incursions.
Or we can vote ‘no’ and so lose all R&D capacity and
continue to be left behind for future exotic pest
incursions which hurt both growers and the industry.
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What happens if I vote ‘yes’ to these levies?
ATTIA can:
• Join PHA, sign an EPPRD and become active participants when future incursions of exotic pests that
directly affect our industry occur.
• Maintain or enhance current levels of communication, extension and representation.
• Raise up to $250,000 per annum through matched funding for use in ongoing and future RD&E. Some
of this can form a long-term strategic reserve for major research projects or emergency responses.
• Fund R&D projects such as chemical permits, adulteration, genetic improvements, breeding efforts,
regulatory barriers and agronomic management.
• Continue to campaign against the sale and use of adulterated material masquerading as TTO and so
reduce being out competed by inferior ‘TTO’.
• Continue to disseminate industry development and communication activities, important industry
updates and hold Field Days.

What happens if I vote ‘no’ to these levies?
•
•
•
•

•
•

We will not be able to sign an EPPRD. Future incursions of exotic pests, such as Myrtle Rust, will
happen again and the TTO industry will have no representation, not be involved in decision making
and no growers will have access to any reimbursement costs in agreed emergency response plans.
Because of changes to RIRDC there will be no funding for long term R&D projects or research on any
critical issues for growers or anyone else in the TTO supply chain.
The CEO position that organises all industry activities, research and communications may be underfunded from mid-2017.
The Australian TTO industry will continue to be out competed by the unchecked marketing of inferior
adulterated ‘TTO’ and no further evidence will be provided to manufacturers and regulatory bodies
when adulterated TTO is sold with claims that have been paid for by the R&D efforts of the Australian
TTO industry over the past three decades.
The industry may revert to random research with growers volunteering their time for representation.
Government support (state and federal) will continue to be withdrawn and eventually completely
lost.

How can I vote on the proposed levies?

Every grower in Australia who grew TTO in 2014/2015 is eligible to vote.
There will be two questions – one based on the R&D levy and the second on the EPPRD.
Support for both is needed as they complement one another.
Please read the enclosed Tea Tree Levy Q&A to ensure you have a full understanding of the proposal
ahead of a formal ballot.
A formal postal ballot will be held between August and September 2016.The vote will be tallied on both a
yes/no basis, as well as on a production basis. An independent voting scrutineer will receive and collate
the vote and ensure the accuracy of the final result.

How do I get more information about the proposed levies?
For more information about any aspect of the proposed levies, contact ATTIA’s CEO:
Tony Larkman

0434 263 664

tlarkman@attia.org.au

If you want to talk to another TTO grower, feel free to contact any of the Directors of ATTIA Ltd:
Robert Dyason
John Seccombe
Michael Flanagan
Thomas Cassegrain
Phillip Prather
Phillip Butlin

02 6663 7158
0414 931 716
0401 167 753
0412 198 493
0428 116 092
0404 002 537

robdyason@bigpond.com
aes19@bigpond.com
michael.flanagan55@gmail.com
tcassegrain@catto.com.au
phil@downunderenterprises.com
pbutlin@mcne.com.au
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1. Introduction
RIRDC’s vision is enhanced prosperity for Australian rural industries and their
communities. RIRDC’s purpose is to invest in research and development that is adopted
and assists rural industries to be productive, profitable and sustainable.
To facilitate the organisation and funding of RD&E which is focused on the needs of
Australian rural industries, the Corporation may establish Industry Advisory Panels
appropriate to the industry sector or to the RD&E issue to make recommendations to
RIRDC consistent with the Panel functions described in Part 3.
2. Expectations
In establishing Industry Advisory Panels, the Corporation expects to achieve:
• improved applicability of its RD&E programs to existing or to potential new
industries and improved outcomes from its RD&E planning and funding efforts;
• increased industry support and increased financial contributions from industry and
others for the RD&E program;
• greater effectiveness in identification of industry needs/opportunities and RD&E
priorities including the ability to initiate new projects/programs and to terminate
less effective ones;
• increased capability to evaluate its RD&E programs;
• improved technology transfer and industry communication;
• increased complementarity between RD&E investors (funders);
• more cost effective corporate operations; and
• more effective accountability to its stakeholders.
The operation of Industry Advisory Panels will at all times be consistent with the
Corporation’s charter under the Primary Industries Research and Development Act and
RIRDC’s Corporate Plan.
3. Functions of Industry Advisory Panels
The functions of an Industry Advisory Panel are to assist the Corporation by:
(i)

advising on the situation for new and developing animal and plant
products, relevant emerging and established rural industry conditions or
national rural issues and on consequent requirements for research and
development;

(ii)

advising on the preparation of annual operational plan investment
proposals for RD&E investments by RIRDC and on the preparation of
RD&E Plans for areas of investment approved by the Board;

(iii)

identifying and advising on specific RD&E priorities to implement the
RD&E Plans;

(iv)

monitoring, reviewing and advising on research support for the relevant,
product, industry or cross-sectoral area, and encouraging RD&E activity
or applications for RD&E support in areas of identified need;
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(v)

advising on applications for RD&E support in accordance with the
objectives and strategies in the Five Year Plans and Corporation
guidelines;

(vi)

advising on, and assisting in, the dissemination, adoption and
commercialisation of the results of the RD&E activity;

(vii)

monitoring progress in implementing the relevant RD&E Plan and
contributing to progress reports to the Board; and

(viii)

consulting with, and reporting to, the relevant industry organisation/s in
relation to the performance of its functions.

An Industry Advisory Panel is authorised by the Board to undertake activity necessary or
convenient to performance on the above functions. However, Panels do not hold any
financial delegations and do not have the power to commit the Corporation to funding
particular projects or activities. Specifically, Industry Advisory Panels are not authorised
to:
(a)

enter into agreements for the carrying out of RD&E activities; or

(b)

make applications, including joint applications, for patents, or to deal with
patents vested in the Corporation, or make charges for work done, services
rendered and goods and information supplied by it; or

(c)

accept gifts, grants, bequests and devices made to it and act as trustee of
money and other property vested in it on trust; or

(d)

acquire, hold and dispose of real and personal property for the Corporation;
or

(e)

join in the formation of a company;

which are powers specifically reserved by the Corporation. However, the Panel may
make recommendations to the Corporation on (a)-(e) as above from time to time.
The Panel will report directly to the Managing Director of the Corporation and be
responsible for its actions through that person to the Corporation. The RIRDC
Representative for the Program will be the first point of contact for Panel Chairs. Each
Industry Reference Panel will include a RIRDC staff member who will be the RIRDC
Representative. RIRDC may nominate an alternate RIRDC Representative to attend
Panel meetings when the RIRDC Representative is absent.
The Corporation reserves the right to accept, reject or to vary any recommendations
made to it from time to time by the Industry Advisory Panel.
4. Appointment arrangements
Chairs of Industry Advisory Panels will be appointed by the Managing Director of the
Corporation on the recommendation of the relevant RIRDC Representative, following
consultation with relevant industry bodies. The Corporation may also advertise for
applicants for Panel positions where appropriate.
Other members of Industry Advisory Panels will be appointed by the Managing Director
following consultation with relevant industry bodies and/or other relevant stakeholders.
The Board of the Corporation will be informed of the appointment of Chairs to Industry
Advisory Panels through monthly reporting processes.
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The term of appointment of Panel members will be initially for 3 years but with a
maximum of two consecutive terms normally being applicable to any members of the
Panel. However, in specific circumstances, it may be necessary to retain members for
more than two three year terms to ensure the availability of particular scarce expertise.
Where possible, to maintain continuity of corporate knowledge on a Panel, only up to
half the membership of a Panel will be changed at any one time.
The Panel and its members will operate at the discretion of the Corporation. The
Corporation reserves the right to terminate the functions of the Panel and/or to dismiss
all or any members at any time.
5. Composition of Industry Advisory Panels
The Panels will comprise:
(a)

the Chairperson;

(b)

up to seven members nominated by the relevant industry;

(c)

members nominated by RIRDC with special qualification as appropriate to
the functions of the Panel; and
the relevant RIRDC Representative.

(d)

The nominated RIRDC representative shall attend all Industry Advisory Panel meetings
and be present for the duration of the meeting, unless otherwise authorised in writing by
the Managing Director.
The members appointed (and their authorised representative where applicable) will all be
suitably qualified because of their expertise in one or more of the following areas:
(a)

commodity production, processing or marketing;

(b)

the conservation or management of natural resources;

(c)

science technology or technology transfer;

(d)

economics or social sciences;

(e)

the administration of research and development;

(f)

finance or business development;

(g)

education, training and advisory services;

(h)

government policy; and

(i)

communications.

The Panel is expected to have a balance of expertise appropriate to its task, the particular
industry sector or the issue to be addressed. The Corporation reserves the right to reject
any or all nominees. The Corporation also reserves the right to appoint additional
nominees to an Industry Advisory Panel to complement available skills and to appoint all
members of a panel for issues where a relevant industry body cannot be readily identified.
Should it so choose, the Panel can appoint a Deputy Chairperson from its members.
Unless special circumstances are apparent ie the number of persons in the industry, the
members of RD&E Industry Advisory Panels or their authorised representatives should
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not be members of the executive of industry associations to which the Corporation is
obliged to report under the PIRD Act.
Nominees and their authorised representatives will be expected to declare any conflict of
interest to the Managing Director of the Corporation before appointment. Any
subsequent conflicts of interest must be managed in accordance with the Corporation’s
Conflict of Interest Policy.
In all other respects, the membership of the Panel is to be consistent with the PIRD Act.
6. Fees and Allowances
Members of Panels will be recompensed for their services to the Corporation and for the
industry at rates determined from time to time guided by the Commonwealth’s
Remuneration Tribunal. The rates applicable for regular meetings of Panels are expected
to incorporate reasonable preparation and follow-up action time. RIRDC may agree to
the remuneration of additional work carried out by the Panel Chair and Members at the
direction of the relevant RIRDC Representative.
Industry Advisory Panel members who are eligible for remuneration include industry
members, consultants, members employed by universities and employees of private
companies whose participation on the Panel is additional to their normal role in the
company. Members employed by Commonwealth and State Government departments
and other government agencies would not be eligible for remuneration.
The Corporation will also cover relevant travel expenses for all Industry Advisory Panel
Chairs and members as outlined in RIRDC’s Official Travel Policy –Advisory Bodies.
The Corporation’s Travel Policy –Advisory Bodies is predicated on reimbursement of
actual travel expenses for all business related travel.
The Panel is expected to budget for its operations including for travel expenses and for
program management support within the annual operating plan for the program. Such
budgets are to be prepared in consultation with the RIRDC Representative, Corporation
management and not to be exceeded without the explicit approval of the Managing
Director. In setting an operations budget for the Panel, members should consider the
value proposition of funds being directed to Panel administration versus the quantum of
Research and Development spend in the Program.
Panels are expected to remain cognisant of their program budgets and to utilise the most
cost-effective mode of operation where possible, including teleconferencing or
videoconferencing.
7. Management Support
Management support for the Panel is to be provided through the RIRDC office or
through external facilities as agreed and appropriate. The RIRDC Representative for a
particular program must attend and participate in all Industry Advisory Panel meeting/s.
External services will be on contract to the Corporation and clearly defined as services of
RIRDC. Where external services are provided the cost of such services is to be included
within the annual operating plan for the program.
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RIRDC will provide Industry Advisory Panels with information on their program
budgets including the amounts budgeted for RD&E, communications and research
coordination and management, including the estimate of the Panel’s own costs referred
to in Section 6 above.
8. Induction of New Panel Members
New Panel members will be provided with a letter of appointment explaining their and
their authorised representative’s role and responsibilities and the basis on which the
member will be remunerated. The letter of appointment will outline requirements
regarding disclosure for conflict of interest and will attach a copy of the Corporation’s
Conflict of Interest Policy. A signed copy of the letter of appointment along with the
completed Declaration of Disclosures – Commencement must be returned to the
Finance Officer.
An induction package will be provided by RIRDC to new Advisory Panel members with
their letter of appointment that includes corporate information about RIRDC, its role,
objectives, strategies, policies and procedures and information about the relevant RD&E
program.
9. Accountabilities
The General Manager Corporate is responsible for these Terms of Reference.
10. Effective Date
This policy is effective from 1 July 2014.
11. Associated Documents
•

Conflict of Interest Policy

•

Official Travel Policy – Industry Advisory Panels
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Appendix 7
Australian Gowmment
Rural Industries Rt>search and
Development Corporation

14 September 2016

Mr Tony Larkman
Chief Executive Officer
Australian Tea Tree Industry Association
PO Box 903
CASINO NSW 2470

Dear Mr Larkman,

RIRDC support for Tea Tree Program Levy
I was pleased to hear the result of the recent indusuy vote to support an R&D levy.
If the Tea Tree R&D levy application is successful, RIRDC would be pleased to host the potential Tea

Tree RD&E Program and work with indusuy to manage the funds.
Under RIRDC's operating procedures, levy paying industries work with RIRDC to develop a 5 year
RD&E plan to guide program expenditure. This process is supported by an Adviso1y Panel, consisting
of: a Chaiiperson, up to seven members nominated by the relevant indusuy; members nominated by
RIRDC with special qualification as appropriate to the functions of the Panel; and the relevant RIRDC
Representative.
Research, development and extension priorities would be identified, contracted, managed and evaluated
through the RIRDC investment process.
The levy revenue service will require a full cost recoveiy of their sei-vices, which will be accounted for
from the levy funds. RIRDC recoups a program management setvices fee on levy funded programs, as
set out in the Co1poration's Cost Allocation Policy.
If you wish to discuss this further, I can be contacted on 02 6271 4111.

John Hatvey
Managing Director

RLJ RAL IND LJS TR IES

Level 2, 15 Notional Cd Borton ACT 2600 PO Box 4n6 Kingston ACT 2604

Research & Development Corporation

ph. 0262714100

fax. 0262714199

e. rirdc@rlrdc.gov.ou

ABN 25 203 754 319

Page 101 of 102

Appendix 8

Page 102 of 102

