From the Ground Up

Australia

Research Purpose

| started this research asking how farmers could capture real value from ESG and sustainability reporting, not
just carry its compliance cost. Across 12 countries, | found the same pattern: programs designed by
institutions and handed down for farmers to comply with produced activity, not value. So, the question
changed this report is about the programs that are moving the dial on profitability and outcomes, and why
Australian agriculture isn't yet set up to produce more of them.

This matters now more than ever. Farm-gate production hit a record $101.4 billion last year, yet average farm
profit is forecast to fall 40% in real terms this year, proof the institutions built for a calmer era haven't caught
up to today's volatility.

Key Learnings Travel

- No agricultural program, policy or investment consistently
creates farm-level value unless farmers help define the
problem, not just implement someone else’s solution

- Top-down design doesn' just fail to add value, it actively b
creates cost, through compliance load, opportunity cost and
eroded trust

- Four conditions were present in every example where
farmer-led design worked: Clarity, Capital, Collaboration,
Context

- Australia isn't short on money, capability or goodwill, almost
$3 billion a year goes into agricultural R&D with no framework |
measuring whether it creates value at farm level

- Farmers already delivering the outcomes these systems
claim to want are often invisible to them, because visibility
requires opting into a program that wasn't built with them
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Recommendations for Industry

Map risk before designing. Require farmer-led risk mapping before any new program, fund or policy is built, so the
problem becomes the brief, not an afterthought.

Hold RDCs accountable for outcomes. Measure success by farm-level change, not project counts or activity reports.
Audit farm-gate capital. Check what share of existing finance e.g. CEFC, RIC, co-finance facilities actually reaches farms,
on terms they can use.

Rebuild the translator function. Reinstate a standing, farmer-staffed link between global trade and policy debates and
farm-level reality.

Together, these apply Clarity, Capital, Collaboration and Context to Australia’s existing institutions.
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