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Executive Summary

The Tractor and Machinery Association of Australia (TMA) welcomes the opportunity to provide
feedback as part of Treasury's consultation on improving and expanding Australia's Right to Repair
framework.

The TMA strongly supports improving access to repair and maintenance information for agricultural
machinery. This has been a longstanding policy position of the TMA, which has actively contributed to
policy discussions over many years, including the Australian Competition and Consumer
Commission's (ACCC) 2021 Agricultural Machinery Market Study and subsequent Government
consultations. Throughout this process, the TMA has worked collaboratively with manufacturers,
dealers, farmers, governments and industry stakeholders to contribute practical insights and real-
world experience regarding agricultural machinery repair, servicing and emerging technologies.

Accordingly, the TMA supports the Australian Government's proposal to extend a Right to Repair
framework to agricultural machinery and recognises the significant benefits that improved access to
repair and maintenance information can deliver for Australian farmers, repairers and regional
communities.

However, the TMA considers that the success of the proposed reforms will depend not simply on
expanding access to repair information, but on ensuring that the scheme is practical to administer,
proportionate to the risks it seeks to address, and focused on improving repair outcomes. Agricultural
machinery operates within a distinct commercial, regulatory and operating environment that differs
significantly from the passenger vehicle sector. Modern agricultural machinery increasingly
incorporates sophisticated software, advanced diagnostics, embedded electronics, telematics and
autonomous technologies, requiring a tailored implementation approach rather than a direct extension
of automotive settings.

The TMA also considers that the scheme should remain focused on its primary objective of facilitating
access to repair and maintenance information. It should not become a vehicle for addressing broader
issues relating to warranties, dealer arrangements, parts pricing, distribution models or other
competition and consumer matters that sit outside the intended scope of a Right to Repair framework.
Nor does the TMA consider it Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) and dealers’ responsibly to
assess, verify or monitor the competency of every farmer, employee or third-party repairer seeking
access to scheme information.

The TMA also encourages Treasury to prioritise simplicity, practicality and workability in the final
design of the scheme. Small policy decisions relating to information access, eligibility, pricing or
administration have the potential to create significant unintended consequences for OEMs,
manufacturers, regional dealer networks, repair capability, machinery uptime and ultimately Australian
agricultural productivity. Every additional administrative obligation introduced into the scheme risks
increased cost, red-tape, complexity and delay without necessarily improving repair outcomes.
Wherever possible, regulatory requirements should build on existing commercial arrangements,
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remain proportionate to the risks they seek to address, and avoid creating unnecessary compliance
burdens.

The TMA supports a contemporary, practical and easy-to-administer framework that improves repair
access while maintaining appropriate protections for safety, security, intellectual property, machine
integrity and customer data. The TMA also considers that the scheme must clearly distinguish repair
from unauthorised modification and recognise the important role that manufacturers, dealers,
independent repairers and farm-employed technicians each play in supporting Australian agriculture.

Extending Right to Repair is also not a substitute for addressing workforce shortages. Complementary
investment in technician and apprentice recruitment and training will be essential to achieve the
intended outcomes.

The availability of qualified technicians is itself a limiting factor on apprentice training capacity, as
apprentices require supervision by experienced technicians. Addressing workforce shortages will
therefore require both increased recruitment of qualified technicians and continued investment in
apprentice training.

Above all, the TMA encourages Treasury to prioritise a scheme that is simple to administer, practical
to implement and capable of evolving through ongoing consultation and periodic review, both during
legislation development and thereafter and to avoid unnecessary administrative complexity from
commencement.

The TMA’s key positions are as follows:
1. The TMA strongly supports a Right to Repair framework for agricultural machinery.

A well-designed framework can support machinery uptime, repair choice, competition and productivity
for Australian farmers. The TMA has been a leading advocate for a Right to Repair framework for
agricultural machinery and has worked closely with its members, dealers, manufacturers,
governments and industry stakeholders over many years to contribute practical insights and real-
world experience to the policy debate. Through this engagement, the TMA has consistently supported
the development of a contemporary, practical and easy-to-administer scheme that remains focused
on its primary objective: improving access to repair and maintenance information while maintaining
appropriate safeguards for safety, security, intellectual property and machinery integrity.

2. Agricultural machinery requires a distinct approach.
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Agricultural machinery is not the same as passenger vehicles. The scheme must reflect seasonal
repair pressures, remote operating conditions, the critical role of regional dealer networks, high-value
machinery, embedded software, electrification, telematics, autonomous systems and high-risk
components. Regional dealer networks are a cornerstone of Australia's agricultural productivity
system, providing skilled employment, apprentice training, emergency repair capability and ongoing
technical support to farming communities.

3. Right to Repair should not be conflated with broader customer, warranty, dealer, pricing or
trade practices issues.

The scheme should remain focused on access to repair and maintenance information. It should not
become a mechanism for resolving wider commercial disputes, warranty issues, dealer network
concerns, machinery pricing, parts pricing or broader competition matters that are more appropriately
dealt with through existing legal and regulatory frameworks.

The TMA notes that warranty obligations remain governed by existing consumer law and
manufacturer warranty arrangements. Right to Repair should not be used to alter existing warranty
frameworks, which already provide consumers with protections where repairs are undertaken under
warranty.

OEMs and dealers should not be required to assess, verify or monitor the competency of every
farmer, employee or third-party repairer seeking access to scheme information.

4. The scheme must clearly distinguish repair from modification.

The TMA strongly supports a framework that facilitates repair and maintenance, but does not enable
unauthorised modification of machinery. The right to repair should not become a right to alter safety
systems, emissions systems, autonomous functions, security controls or machine performance
settings.

5. Safety, security, intellectual property and liability protections must be preserved.

Modern agricultural machinery contains sophisticated software, connected systems and safety-critical
technologies. Any access framework must protect proprietary information, security-sensitive systems,
customer data and safety-critical functions.
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6. Access should be available to appropriately qualified repairers across agricultural business
models.

The scheme should recognise independent repairers, authorised repairers, farm-employed
technicians and contractors where they are appropriately qualified and using information for repair
and maintenance purposes.

7. Responsibility for competency should sit with the user, employer or repair provider, not the
OEM.

OEMs and dealers should not be required to assess, verify or monitor the competency of every
farmer, employee or third-party repairer seeking access to scheme information.

Agricultural machinery operates within a diverse repair environment where competence is often
gained through years of practical experience rather than formal qualifications alone. The TMA does
not support creating OEMs or dealers as gatekeepers responsible for determining who is sufficiently
qualified to access repair information.

Responsibility for competency, workmanship and repair outcomes should remain with the person or
business undertaking the repair. The availability of repair information does not, of itself, determine
whether repairs are undertaken competently or safely, nor should it transfer liability to the supplier of
that information.

Any framework requiring OEMs or dealers to assess competency would create unnecessary
administrative burden, delay access to repair information and undermine the practical objectives of
the scheme without delivering corresponding improvements in repair outcomes. Appropriate liability
protections should therefore apply where information is misused or repairs are undertaken outside the
OEM's or dealer's control.

8. Pricing and access arrangements should reflect agricultural machinery markets.

Fair market value, subscription arrangements and diagnostic tool access should be assessed by
reference to agricultural machinery markets and international agricultural machinery frameworks, not
passenger vehicle markets.

9. Australia should draw on overseas models but develop an Australian solution.
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European, United Kingdom and United States frameworks provide useful points of reference, but
Australia’s scheme must reflect local conditions, including vast distances, market scale, seasonal
downtime pressures and the central role of regional dealer networks.

10. Ongoing industry expertise should inform implementation and monitoring.

The TMA supports ongoing engagement between Treasury, the ACCC, the Scheme Adviser and
industry during implementation to ensure practical issues can be identified early and addressed
through existing governance arrangements. The TMA welcomes Treasury's commitment to continued
consultation as the legislative framework is developed and before any such scheme is implemented.

The TMA therefore supports the establishment of an agricultural machinery implementation and
monitoring framework, including formal participation by the TMA and other relevant industry
stakeholders. Such a framework would assist Government, the ACCC and any future Scheme Adviser
to monitor implementation outcomes, identify emerging issues, assess the operation of the scheme in
practice and provide evidence-based advice regarding future refinements and expansion of scheme
coverage.

11. Future expansion should be subject to consultation and review.

Any future extension beyond core agricultural machinery, including construction equipment,
earthmoving equipment, ATVs or other vehicle classes, should occur only after separate consultation,
evidence-based assessment and demonstrated need. This should also include consideration of the
implications of new market entrants, including overseas manufacturers, to ensure the scheme
remains simple, proportionate and technology-neutral, while maintaining a level playing field for all
participants in the market.

The TMA recommends that the expanded scheme be formally reviewed after three years to assess
implementation, repair outcomes, administrative burden, machinery coverage and any unintended
consequences before further expansion is considered.
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Introduction

The TMA is the national industry association representing manufacturers, importers, distributors,
dealers and suppliers of agricultural machinery and equipment. As the peak body for the sector, TMA
advocates on behalf of businesses that supply and support the machinery essential to Australian
agriculture, supporting a sector that generates more than $90 billion in annual agricultural production.

The TMA represents members comprising agricultural machinery importers, dealers, local
manufacturers and affiliate members operating throughout Australia's agricultural machinery supply
chain. Our members play a critical role in ensuring Australian farmers and agricultural enterprises
have access to the machinery, parts, technology and technical expertise required to operate efficiently
and competitively.

Through an extensive network of approximately 700 dealership outlets operating across metropolitan,
regional, rural and remote Australia, TMA members provide far more than machinery sales. Dealers
are long-term service partners that invest heavily in skilled technicians, apprentices, specialist
diagnostic capability, tooling and regional service infrastructure, while delivering emergency
breakdown assistance, software support, technical training and ongoing customer service.

These dealer networks are a critical component of Australia's agricultural productivity system. During
planting, spraying and harvest they provide the rapid technical support that minimises machinery
downtime and enables farming businesses to continue operating during critical production windows.

They also make a significant contribution to regional Australia by creating skilled employment
opportunities, supporting apprentice training and helping to sustain the long-term technical capability
of rural communities. Policy settings that inadvertently weaken these businesses risk reducing repair
capacity, regional service capability and customer choice, rather than enhancing it.

The TMA considers that any Right to Repair framework should recognise the important contribution
these businesses make to rural and regional Australia and ensure that reforms strengthen, rather than
inadvertently undermine, the long-term sustainability of regional service networks.
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The TMA strongly supports the policy objective of improving access to repair
and maintenance information for agricultural machinery. Timely and effective
repair is critical for Australian farmers, particularly during planting, spraying and
harvest periods where machinery downtime can have significant productivity
and financial impacts.

However, the expansion of Australia’s Right to Repair framework to agricultural machinery must be
carefully designed. Agricultural machinery operates in a materially different environment to passenger
vehicles. It is often high-value, highly specialised, software-enabled, used in remote or regional
locations, and operated under significant seasonal time pressures. Modern agricultural machinery
may also incorporate high-pressure hydraulic systems, high-voltage systems, telematics, precision
agriculture technology, autonomous functions and embedded software controls.

For these reasons, the TMA does not support simply importing automotive assumptions into the
agricultural machinery sector. A workable agricultural Right to Repair framework must balance
improved access to repair information with appropriate safeguards for safety, security, intellectual
property, customer data, proprietary systems and liability. Wherever possible, the framework should
build upon existing commercial arrangements and avoid introducing additional administrative
processes or compliance obligations that increase costs without materially improving repair outcomes.
The success of the scheme will ultimately depend on its ability to remain practical, proportionate and
straightforward to administer for all participants.

The TMA also considers it essential that the consultation remain focused on the purpose of a Right to
Repair framework. The scheme should address access to repair and maintenance information, tools
and systems required to diagnose, service and repair machinery. It should not be used to resolve
broader issues relating to warranty disputes, customer service, dealer performance, machinery or
parts pricing, commercial terms, distribution models or general competition concerns. Those issues
are more appropriately considered through existing consumer, competition and trade practices
frameworks.

In developing the expanded scheme, the TMA encourages Treasury to apply the following principles:

1. Improve access to repair and maintenance information while maintaining safety, security,
intellectual property and commercial protections.
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The scheme should remain focused on repair and maintenance information and should not be
used to address broader commercial, warranty, dealer or pricing issues.

Agricultural machinery should be treated as a distinct sector.

Clearly distinguish repair from unauthorised modification.

Safeguard proprietary information, security systems, customer data and the integrity of
safety-critical technologies.

Access arrangements should be practical, proportionate and limited to appropriately qualified
persons. The scheme should adopt a proportionate regulatory approach that balances
improved access to repair information with practical implementation, minimises unnecessary
administrative burden and avoids imposing obligations that do not materially improve repair
outcomes.

Responsibility for competency should rest with the repair provider, employer or farm employer
- not the OEM. OEMs and dealers should not be liable for third-party repairs, misuse of
information or unauthorised modifications.

Ensure pricing and access arrangements reflect agricultural machinery markets, support
models and commercial realities.

The critical role of regional dealer networks should be recognised and protected.

Draw on international experience while designing a practical framework tailored to Australia's
unique agricultural environment and ensure that ongoing industry expertise should inform
implementation and monitoring.

Future expansion should occur only following consultation, evidence-based review and
demonstrated need.

The scheme should minimise unnecessary administrative burden and avoid creating new
regulatory obligations that increase red tape without delivering corresponding improvements
in repair outcomes.
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These principles in Figure 2 below reflect the TMA's longstanding policy position of improving access
to repair and maintenance information, while ensuring appropriate protections for safety, security,
intellectual property, machinery integrity and the long-term productivity of Australian agriculture.

®
@

DRAW ON OVERSEAS EXPERTISE -
DESIGN FOR AUSTRALIA

Learn from international
frameworks while designing
a framework that reflects
Australia’s unique agricultural
operating environment.

O
=L

RECOGNISE & PROTECT
REGIONAL DEALER NETWORKS

Recognise and protact the regional
dealer networks that underpin
machinery uptime, skilled jobs,

Fair velue and subscription
models should reflect agricultural
machinery markets, not passenger

vehicle markets.

NOT THE OEM

Responsibility should sit with the
user, employer, farm employer
or repair provider, not the OEM.
Liability protections should apply
where information is misused.

THREE NON-NEGOTIABLES

SECURITY

Protect people, the

SAFETY ‘

m

environment and
communities.

TRACTOR AND
MACHINERY
ASSOCIATION
OF AUSTRALIA
EMPOWERING OUR INDUSTRY

10

COMPETENCY RESPONSIBILITY

Protect systems,
data and connected
technolcgies.

A
SUPPORTS RIGHT TO REPAIR

A practical framework improves
access to repair and maintenance
information while protecting safety,
security, IP and machine
integrity.

RIGHT TO
REPAIR

SUPPORTING FARMER CHOICE,
MACHINERY UPTIME, COMPETITION

& PRODUCTIVITY

0 12

ACCESS FOR APPROPRIATELY
QUALIFIED REPAIRERS

Recognise independent repairers,

authorised repairers, farm-employed

technicians and contractors for
repair and maintenance
purposes.

o

Protect performance,

of equipment

Safeguard proprietary information,

TMA’S PRINCIPLES FOR A SUCCESSFUL

RIGHT TO REPAIR FRAMEWORK

AGRICULTURAL MACHINERY
REQUIRES A DISTINCT APPROACH

Reflect seasonal pressures, remote
conditions, regional networks,
high-value machinery, software,

electrification and autonomous.
systems.

NOT A VEHICLE FOR BROADER
COMMERCIAL ISSUES

The scheme should stay focused on
access to repair and maintenance
information, not wider warranty,
dealer, pricing or trade practices

training and agricultural disputes.
productivity.
e PRICING & ACCESS SHOULD o «
REFLECT AGRICULTURAL \
MARKETS
DISTINGUISH REPAIR

FROM MODIFICATION

Facilitate repair and maintenance,
not unauthorised modification of
safety systems, emissions, autonomous
functions, security controls or
machine performance.

@ m )
FUTURE EXPANSION SHOULD
BE SUBJECT TO CONSULTATION
AND REVIEW
Anry future extonsion beycad core agricultural
machmery should only cccur after consultation,
ovidence-bosad assessmont and
domonstrated noed.

0®

PROTECT SAFETY, SECURITY,
IP & LIABILITY

security systems, customer data
and safety-critical { S\
technologies. 1<)

MINIMISE ADMINISTRATIVE
BURDEN & COST
Tha schome should minimiso unnecessary
administrative burdan and aveid creating new
rogulatory obligations that increase costs
without corresponding improvemonts in
ropat cutcomas

MACHINERY INTEGRITY

reliability and the longevity
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Part A — Agricultural Machinery and the Right to Repair

The TMA offers the following responses address Treasury's proposals relating to the scope of
agricultural machinery, access to scheme information and the appropriate use of repair information
within an expanded agricultural Right to Repair framework.

PROPOSAL 1 - Scope of Agricultural Machinery

Question 1: What are your views on the proposed scope of agricultural machinery?
Please outline whether you support the proposal, any suggested refinements, and
the expected benefits and costs of the proposal.

TMA POSITION

The TMA supports Treasury's proposal to extend a Right to Repair scheme to core agricultural
machinery, including self-propelled agricultural machinery and agricultural implements designed
specifically for agricultural production.

The proposed scope appropriately targets machinery where access to repair and maintenance
information is most relevant and where embedded software, proprietary diagnostic systems,
advanced electronics and digital technologies increasingly play a role in repair outcomes.

RATIONALE

The TMA considers it important that the initial expansion remains focused on machinery specifically
designed for agricultural production. A clearly defined scope will support implementation, reduce
regulatory complexity and allow industry and government to assess the effectiveness of the scheme
before considering any future expansion.

The TMA notes that seemingly minor decisions regarding machinery coverage can have broader
implications for dealer networks, repair arrangements and the practical operation of the agricultural
machinery sector. For this reason, the TMA supports a measured and practical approach to
implementation.

The TMA supports the inclusion of:
* tractors;

* combine harvesters;
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* self-propelled sprayers;

* self-propelled windrowers;
* agricultural trailers;

* balers; and

* towed tillage and seeding equipment.

The TMA does not support extending the scheme at this stage to equipment with broader applications
outside agriculture, including:

* motorcycles;

* quad bikes and ATVs;

* forklifts;

* construction and earthmoving equipment;
* general transport vehicles; and

* domestic or lifestyle machinery.

Question 2: Are there types or classes of equipment which are used in an
agricultural context that Treasury should consider when designing the
expansion of the scheme?

TMA POSITION

The TMA considers that Treasury should initially adopt a focused and clearly defined scope rather
than seeking to capture all machinery used within agricultural businesses.

The TMA therefore does not support the inclusion of additional machinery classes at this stage.

RATIONALE
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Many machinery classes used by farmers are also widely used in construction, transport, forestry,
mining and other sectors. Extending the scheme beyond core agricultural machinery at this stage
risks introducing significant complexity and unintended consequences.

Future expansion should only occur following:

separate consultation;

evidence of a repair market failure or access issue;
assessment of safety and operational impacts;

* consideration of regulatory burden; and

demonstrated net benefit to industry participants.

The TMA supports Treasury's proposal to establish mechanisms that allow future review of additional
machinery classes once the scheme has been implemented and evaluated.

Question 3: What would be the appropriate date for agricultural machinery to be
manufactured on or after for inclusion in the scheme?

TMA POSITION

The TMA strongly supports a commencement date of 1 January 2016.

This date broadly aligns with international agricultural machinery frameworks and reflects the period
during which software-enabled machinery, advanced diagnostics, telematics and increasingly
sophisticated electronic control systems became common across the agricultural machinery sector.
However, the scheme should reflect a practical cut-off reflective of the population of machinery
commonly in use for agricultural purposes.

The TMA does not support extending obligations indefinitely to legacy machinery where repair
information is no longer maintained or reasonably available. Requiring OEMs to source historical
manuals and technical information from global operations for a very small and ageing machinery
population would impose disproportionate administrative burden while delivering limited practical
benefit. Such obligations would be likely to delay access to information and undermine the
customer experience that the scheme is intended to improve. Any variance to this date would need
to be informed by sound on-the-ground data and in consultation with OEMs.

RATIONALE
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A 2016 commencement date provides an appropriate balance between improving repair access and
recognising the practical limitations associated with legacy equipment.

Many older machines:
* utilise obsolete diagnostic platforms;
* rely on unsupported software systems;
* operate with non-standard communication protocols; or

* were designed before current digital diagnostic architectures became commonplace.

The TMA notes that a 2016 commencement date broadly aligns with the practical reality that
manufacturers are typically expected to support software, diagnostics and technical information for
approximately 10 years after introduction. Aligning the scheme broadly with this timeframe while
balancing a practical reflection of the population of machinery commonly in use for agricultural
purposes, will improve the likelihood that information remains available, current and capable of being
supplied in a practical manner.

The TMA does not support extending obligations indefinitely to legacy machinery where repair
information is no longer maintained or reasonably available. The policy objective should be to improve
timely access to repair information for machinery commonly operating within Australia's agricultural
sector - not to establish administrative processes requiring OEMs to retrieve historical documentation
from global archives with lengthy lead times for older machinery in low numbers across the market.
Such an approach would increase complexity and costs while diminishing the customer experience
and reducing the practical effectiveness of the scheme. The scheme also needs to be attuned to the
global operating environment for OEMs.

Question 4: Are there risks to including information relating to the ADS of agricultural
machinery in the scheme? If so, what are these risks and how might they be
mitigated?

TMA POSITION

The TMA supports maintaining additional protections around autonomous driving systems and
other safety-critical automation technologies.

Repair and maintenance information necessary to restore a machine to its intended operating
condition should remain available. However, information that would enable modification of
autonomous functions, machine performance parameters or safety systems should remain subject
to appropriate controls.
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RATIONALE

The TMA recognises the increasing use of autonomous and semi-autonomous systems in agricultural
machinery and the substantial productivity benefits these technologies deliver to Australian farmers.

However, information relating to autonomous and safety-critical systems presents unique risks that
differ from traditional repair information.

These risks include:
* security vulnerabilities;
* unauthorised modification of machine behaviour;
* interference with safety-critical functions;
* intellectual property exposure;
* operational reliability risks; and

* uncertainty regarding liability where systems are altered by third parties.

The TMA considers that Australia's approach should be informed by international developments but
tailored to Australia's operating environment and the increasing prevalence of autonomous
technologies in agricultural machinery.

Question 5: Should there be an upper or lower purchase price limit applied to the
range of agricultural machinery to which the scheme should apply?

TMA POSITION

The TMA does not support the use of purchase price thresholds.

Purchase price is not an appropriate indicator of whether machinery should be captured by the
scheme.

RATIONALE
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Price-based thresholds would introduce unnecessary complexity and could create inconsistent
outcomes across machinery classes.

Coverage should instead be determined by:
* the nature of the machinery;
* its intended agricultural purpose;
* the data of manufacture;
* the presence of embedded software or diagnostic systems; and

* the repair and maintenance information required to support ongoing operation.

The TMA considers that a simple and clearly defined machinery-based approach will provide greater
certainty for manufacturers, dealers, repairers and machinery owners.

16



TRACTOR AND
MACHINERY

ASSOCIATION
OF RUSTRALIA

PROPOSAL 2 - ACCESS TO SCHEME INFORMATION

Question 6: What are your views on the proposed arrangements for ensuring access
to scheme information for repairers of agricultural machinery? Please outline
whether you support the proposal, any suggested refinements, and the expected
benefits and costs.

TMA POSITION
The TMA supports broad access to scheme information for persons undertaking legitimate repair
and maintenance activities in relation to agricultural machinery. The primary policy focus should not
be on restricting who can access information, but rather on ensuring that appropriate controls exist

around the information that is made available under the scheme and the purposes for which it may
be used.

RATIONALE

The agricultural machinery sector differs from the automotive sector in that repair and maintenance
activities are frequently undertaken in a range of settings, including:

* authorised dealerships;

* independent repair businesses;

* large farming enterprises employing in-house technicians;
* contract technicians; and

* seasonal maintenance providers.

Many larger farming businesses maintain sophisticated workshop facilities and employ qualified
technicians whose primary responsibility is maintaining agricultural machinery fleets. These
technicians should not be disadvantaged simply because they are employed by a farming enterprise
rather than a standalone repair business.

The TMA therefore supports access arrangements that recognise the diverse operating models
present across Australian agriculture.
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Question 7: Are the restrictions on accessing scheme information contemplated in
Treasury’s proposal appropriate to ensure access to scheme information remains
sufficiently controlled? Are there risks to accessing and using scheme information by
repairers operating under arrangements beyond a workshop?

TMA POSITION
The TMA supports a practical and proportionate approach to access controls.

The TMA strongly opposes any framework that requires OEMSs, distributors or dealers to assess,
approve or continually monitor the competency of persons seeking access to scheme information.

The TMA considers that introducing OEMs or dealers as de facto regulators of access would be
inconsistent with the objectives of the scheme, impose significant administrative burden, increase
costs and create uncertainty regarding legal responsibility for repair outcomes.

The availability of diagnostic information does not ensure that repairs are correctly completed. For
example, fault codes may be cleared without rectifying the underlying cause of failure, potentially
resulting in further equipment damage, additional repair costs or safety risks. Responsibility for the
quality and outcome of repairs should remain with the repair provider undertaking the work — ie the
user, employer or repair provider rather than the OEM or information provider.

The TMA acknowledges that access to diagnostic tools and scheme information should be limited
to persons undertaking legitimate repair and maintenance activities. However, the scheme should
avoid creating complex licensing or accreditation frameworks that are difficult to administer. Access
controls should be proportionate to the risks associated with the information being accessed.

The TMA considers that persons seeking access to scheme information for commercial repair
activities should be subject to appropriate professional and public liability insurance requirements
consistent with those expected of authorised repair businesses.

RATIONALE
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An approach placing onus on suppliers of agricultural machinery to monitor the competency of the
scheme would:

* impose significant administrative burdens;
* create uncertainty regarding liability;
* increase compliance costs; and

* potentially undermine the accessibility objectives of the scheme itself.

Agricultural machinery increasingly incorporates high-voltage systems, advanced hydraulics,
autonomous technologies and sophisticated software systems. Determining whether an individual is
competent to work on those systems is ultimately a matter for the employer, repair business or person
undertaking the repair activity.

Existing qualifications, business registration, appropriate insurance, and acceptance of scheme
obligations are likely to provide a more practical basis for eligibility than requiring OEMs to assess
technical competence.

The TMA also notes that access controls should be directed primarily towards sensitive categories of
information, including security-sensitive information, security-related functions, proprietary software
and autonomous system controls, rather than imposing broad restrictions on access to general repair
information.

PRACTICAL EXAMPLE

A large grain-growing business employs an experienced farm mechanic with more than 30 years'
practical experience but no formal trade qualification. Requiring an OEM or dealer to determine
whether that individual is sufficiently qualified would introduce unnecessary administration, delay
access to repair information and create uncertainty regarding liability, without improving repair
outcomes.
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Question 8: A number of arrangements may be used by agricultural businesses
which involve the repairing, servicing and maintaining of agricultural machinery. Are
there particular business arrangements which Treasury should consider when
determining who can access scheme information?

TMA POSITION
The TMA considers that access eligibility should be based on repair function and legitimate repair

purpose rather than business structure. Any access framework should avoid creating unnecessary
administrative obligations that increase costs without improving safety or repair outcomes.

RATIONALE

The TMA considers that access eligibility should be based on repair function and legitimate repair
purpose rather than business structure.

Access arrangements should recognise:
* authorised repairers;
* independent repairers;
* farm-employed technicians;
* specialist contractors;
* seasonal maintenance personnel; and

* other persons engaged to undertake repair and maintenance functions.

The agricultural machinery sector operates through a wide range of business arrangements that differ
materially from those commonly observed in the automotive sector.

A qualification or function-based approach is therefore likely to be more practical and more effective
than attempting to prescribe access rights based on business structure alone.

Importantly, any repair undertaken by an independent repairer should remain the responsibility of that
repairer. The availability of repair information or parts does not transfer liability to manufacturers or
dealers, nor does it alter existing warranty rights and consumer protections.
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Proposal 3 — Use of Scheme Information

Question 9: What are your views on the proposed approach to the modification of
agricultural machinery? Please outline whether you support the proposal, any
suggested refinements, and the expected benefits and costs of the proposal.

TMA POSITION

The TMA strongly supports Treasury's proposed approach. The TMA has consistently supported a
farmer's Right to Repair agricultural machinery.

However, the TMA does not support the use of the scheme to facilitate unauthorised modification of
machinery. The distinction between repair and modification is fundamental to the effective operation
of the scheme.

RATIONALE

The purpose of a Right to Repair framework is to facilitate access to information necessary to
diagnose faults, service equipment and restore machinery to its intended operating condition.
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It is not intended to:
* increase engine performance;
* circumvent emissions controls;
* override safety systems;
* alter autonomous functions;
* bypass security protections; or

* redesign machinery components.

The TMA notes that some stakeholders may seek to broaden the concept of Right to Repair beyond
repair and maintenance activities to encompass broader issues relating to parts manufacture,
machinery redesign, dealer business models or supply arrangements.

The TMA does not support such an approach and encourages Treasury to maintain a clear focus on
the intended purpose of the scheme.

PRACTICAL EXAMPLE

A non-approved 3D-printed mounting bracket supporting a critical engine sensor may appear to be
a minor component, however failure of that component may result in inaccurate sensor readings,
catastrophic engine failure and significant production losses.
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Question 10: What types of modifications, if any, should be prescribed as
unauthorised modifications for agricultural machinery under the scheme?

TMA POSITION
The TMA supports the prescription of the following modifications as unauthorised modifications:
* engine tuning and horsepower increases;
* emissions system modifications;
* safety system overrides;
* autonomous system modifications;
* security bypass mechanisms;
* modification of machine operating parameters outside approved specifications;
* circumvention of software protections; and

* manufacture or installation of unauthorised critical components using 3D printing or other
methods.

RATIONALE

The TMA notes that even seemingly simple replacement components can have significant
implications for machinery performance, reliability and safety.

For example, a non-approved component used to mount or support a critical sensor may result in
inaccurate readings, equipment failure or consequential damage to machinery.

Other examples of unauthorised modification include disabling or altering braking systems, header
safety interlocks, operator presence systems, or software parameters that govern the safe operation
of machinery. Such modifications may compromise machinery safety, create risks of serious injury or
death, and alter the machine beyond its intended operating condition.

The TMA therefore considers that information whose sole purpose is to facilitate unauthorised
modification should remain outside the scope of the scheme.

Proposal 4 — Safety Information
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Question 11: Which proposal, if any, do you support in relation to safety information?
Please outline your reasons and any alternative approaches you consider preferable.

TMA POSITION

The TMA supports Proposal 4 — Option 2 as it provides a more practical and proportionate
approach to managing safety information while reducing unnecessary administrative burden.

RATIONALE

In practice, safety information is often embedded throughout service manuals, operator manuals,
diagnostic procedures and repair instructions. Separating safety information from other categories of
information is frequently impractical and may create unnecessary complexity.

The TMA does not support arrangements that require OEMSs, distributors or dealers to actively
monitor or police the use of safety information by third parties.

Such arrangements would create significant administrative obligations and uncertainty regarding
responsibilities and liability.

Safety information should be managed through proportionate regulation rather than unnecessary
administrative processes.

The TMA considers that existing workplace health and safety obligations, together with appropriate
regulatory guidance, provide a more effective framework for ensuring the safe use of repair
information.

Question 12: Are distinct approaches required in relation to safety information for
motor vehicles and agricultural machinery, and if so, why?

TMA POSITION

The TMA considers that agricultural machinery presents a distinct safety profile and that this should
be recognised in the administration of the scheme.
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RATIONALE

While the TMA supports Option 2, any guidance material developed under the scheme should
specifically address the unique characteristics and risks associated with agricultural machinery.

Agricultural machinery commonly incorporates:
* high-pressure hydraulic systems;
* high-voltage systems;
* power take-off equipment;
* autonomous technologies;
* heavy implements; and

* complex software-enabled systems.

Agricultural machinery should not simply be treated as an extension of the automotive sector. Any
guidance and implementation arrangements should recognise the operational realities of agricultural
businesses and agricultural repair environments.

PROPOSAL 5 — INTERMEDIARIES
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Question 13: What are your views on the proposed approach to intermediaries?
Please outline whether you support the proposal, any suggested refinements, and
the expected benefits and costs of the proposal.

TMA POSITION

The TMA supports the provision of scheme information to intermediaries where appropriate
safeguards are maintained.

Intermediaries can play an important role in improving the accessibility and usability of repair
information for repairers and machinery owners. This may be particularly beneficial in regional and
remote agricultural environments where access to technical support can be limited.

The TMA considers that the definition of intermediaries should be sufficiently broad to capture
relevant third parties involved in supporting repair and maintenance activities, including tool
manufacturers, diagnostic platform providers and component suppliers, such as engine,
transmission or other major system suppliers.

RATIONALE

The TMA supports a framework that encourages practical access to repair information while ensuring
that information providers retain appropriate protections over proprietary systems and technologies.

The TMA also notes that agricultural machinery markets differ significantly from passenger vehicle
markets. Agricultural equipment commonly incorporates major components and systems supplied by
third parties, including engines, transmissions, electronics and other integrated technologies.

Accordingly, intermediary arrangements should reflect the unique characteristics of the agricultural
sector and should not be limited to tool manufacturers alone.

However, the TMA considers that any access arrangements should appropriately protect:
* intellectual property;
* security-sensitive information;

* proprietary software systems;
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commercially confidential information; and

customer data.

Question 14: Beyond those factors outlined in the proposal, what additional
obligations or limitations should be considered in the provision of scheme information
to intermediaries?

TMA POSITION

The TMA considers it important that data providers retain visibility over how sensitive information is
being used and distributed.

The scheme should support legitimate repair activities while ensuring that information is not used to
facilitate unauthorised modification, compromise security protections or undermine machinery
safety systems.

RATIONALE

The TMA considers that any intermediary access framework should include:

appropriate confidentiality obligations;

IP and security requirements;

audit and compliance mechanisms;
restrictions on onward disclosure;
protection of intellectual property rights; and

clear accountability for misuse of information.

These obligations should apply to all relevant intermediaries, including component suppliers where
they receive or handle scheme information.

Any obligations imposed on data providers should remain proportionate and avoid creating excessive
compliance costs.
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Question 15: How should the scheme apply to remote service providers?

TMA POSITION
The TMA supports recognition of the important role remote service providers play in supporting

Australian agriculture. However, remote service arrangements should not create pathways for
unauthorised access to machinery systems, security-sensitive information or proprietary software.

RATIONALE

Remote diagnostics and technical support are increasingly important in maintaining machinery
uptime, particularly in regional and remote areas where access to specialist technicians may be
limited.

The TMA supports a framework that accommodates remote service providers where:
* access is linked to legitimate repair and maintenance activities;
* appropriate IP and security controls are maintained;
* safety requirements are observed; and

* proprietary information remains protected.

The TMA notes that remote servicing can provide significant productivity benefits by reducing
downtime and improving access to technical expertise.

PROPOSAL 6 — ELECTRONIC LOGBOOKS
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Question 16: What are your views on the proposed expansion of the scheme to
repair and maintenance history? Please outline whether you support the proposal,
any suggested refinements, and the expected benefits and costs of the proposal.

TMA POSITION
The TMA supports access to repair and maintenance history where such information exists and can
reasonably be provided. However, the TMA does not support extending the scheme beyond repair

and maintenance information into broader categories of machine-generated or customer-generated
data.

RATIONALE

Access to repair and maintenance records can improve repair efficiency, support accurate diagnostics
and assist machinery owners in maintaining complete service histories.

The TMA considers the scheme appropriate to enable access to information directly relevant to repair
and maintenance activities, including:

* service history;
* maintenance records;
* repair records; and

* relevant diagnostic information.

The scheme should remain focused on information necessary to facilitate repair and maintenance
outcomes.

Question 17: Are there any unique considerations or challenges that arise in relation
to facilitating access to repair and maintenance history for agricultural machinery,
compared to motor vehicles?

TMA POSITION

Yes. Agricultural machinery increasingly generates large volumes of operational and machine-
generated data that extend well beyond repair and maintenance information.
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RATIONALE

The TMA considers that these categories of information are distinct from repair and maintenance
records and should not automatically fall within the scope of the scheme.

Examples include:
* telematics data;
machine performance data;
* agronomic data;
precision agriculture information;
* operational history; and

customer-generated business information.

Care should be taken to ensure that:

* customer data remains protected;

privacy obligations are maintained;

proprietary diagnostic systems are protected; and

the scheme remains focused on repair-related information.

The TMA supports a clear distinction between repair information and operational data.

PROPOSAL 7 AND PROPOSAL 8 — SCHEME PRICING
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Question 18: What are your views on the proposed mandate to quote the price of
scheme information in Australian dollars? Please outline whether you support the
proposal, any suggested refinements, and the expected benefits and costs of the
proposal.

TMA POSITION

The TMA supports the proposal to require pricing to be published in Australian dollars. Publishing
pricing in Australian dollars will improve transparency and assist repairers in understanding and
comparing the cost of accessing scheme information.

RATIONALE

The proposal is straightforward, practical and consistent with the objective of improving transparency
within the scheme.

The TMA considers that implementation should remain simple and should avoid imposing
unnecessary administrative burden on data providers.
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Question 19: What are your views on the proposed amendment to factors relevant to
determining fair market value of scheme information? Please outline whether you
support the proposal, any suggested refinements, and the expected benefits and
costs of the proposal.

TMA POSITION
The TMA supports the proposal to refine the factors used to determine fair market value. It is

essential that agricultural machinery pricing be assessed by reference to agricultural machinery
markets rather than passenger vehicle markets.

Fair market value should recognise that authorised dealers and independent repairers should be
subject to equivalent commercial pricing where they receive substantially the same commercial
capability through access to diagnostic tools or software.

The TMA does not support approaches that assume short-term or daily access models are
appropriate in all circumstances.

RATIONALE
Agricultural machinery differs significantly from the automotive sector in terms of:

* product complexity;

* technology integration;

*  market size;

* distribution models;

* dealer support arrangements;
service requirements; and

* customer usage patterns.

The TMA therefore supports recognition of pricing arrangements commonly used in international
agricultural machinery markets, including:
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* annual subscription models;
[ ]

capital purchase arrangements; and

* long-term access models.

Pricing arrangements should reflect proportionate cost recovery rather than prescriptive delivery
models.

As discussed throughout this consultation, seemingly minor administrative requirements can have
significant consequences for dealer business models, support arrangements and the overall cost of
providing repair information.

Question 20: Are there other factors requiring express consideration in determining
the fair market value of scheme information related to agricultural machinery?

TMA POSITION

Any fair market value framework should recognise these costs while ensuring that repair
information remains reasonably accessible.

The TMA also considers that international agricultural machinery frameworks provide a more
appropriate reference point than passenger vehicle markets when assessing fair market value.

Modern agricultural machinery relies on substantial ongoing investment in software, diagnostics,
security and technical support.

The TMA considers that the following factors should be expressly recognised when determining fair
market value:

* software development costs;

* security protection costs;

* ongoing maintenance of diagnostic systems;
* support infrastructure costs;

* information management costs;

* legacy system support obligations;

* agricultural market size; and
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international agricultural machinery pricing benchmarks.

PROPOSAL 9 AND PROPOSAL 10 — SUPPLY PERIODS AND
TIMEFRAMES

Question 21: What are your views on the proposed approach to the provision of
scheme information in electronic form? Please outline whether you support the
proposal, any suggested refinements, and the expected benefits and costs of the
proposal.

TMA POSITION
The TMA supports practical electronic access arrangements that recognise existing agricultural
machinery information delivery models. Access to repair information through electronic platforms

should be available under the scheme where this improves efficiency and accessibility for repairers
and machinery owners.

RATIONALE

The scheme should recognise that information delivery arrangements in the agricultural machinery
sector often reflect substantial investment in:

* software development;
* IP and security protections;
* technical support systems; and

* diagnostic infrastructure.

The TMA therefore supports flexibility in how information is provided and cautions against imposing
rigid delivery requirements that do not reflect existing industry practice or commercial realities.

The scheme should encourage practical access to information without undermining legitimate and
efficient delivery models already operating within the sector.
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Question 22: What are your views on the proposed approach to timeframes where
there is an accompanying supply of hardware? Please outline whether you support
the proposal, any suggested refinements, and the expected benefits and costs of the
proposal.

TMA POSITION

The TMA supports Proposal 10.

The TMA considers that a minimum five-business-day access period is a reasonable and practical
approach where physical hardware must be supplied to facilitate access to information.

The TMA also considers that the proposal should clearly define the term "accompanying hardware"
and limit its application to diagnostic equipment required to access repair and maintenance
information. It should not extend to hardware, tools or equipment required to undertake repair or
maintenance activities. And it should reflect the realities of real-world implementation across
Australia's regional dealer network.

Further, the TMA does not support the imposition of mandatory supply timeframes for
accompanying hardware. The availability of diagnostic hardware, electronic diagnostic links (EDLs),
special tools and similar equipment may be affected by manufacturing, freight and broader supply
chain constraints that are outside the control of OEMs. OEMs should therefore not be held
accountable for supply periods relating to such hardware.

Such arrangements would create additional administrative systems that do not currently exist,
increase compliance costs for dealers and manufacturers, and ultimately increase the cost of
delivering repair services to Australian farmers without improving access to repair information.

RATIONALE

Agricultural machinery diagnostics frequently rely on integrated software and hardware solutions. In
some cases, specialised diagnostic hardware must be physically transported to regional and remote
locations before information can be accessed and utilised.

The TMA supports maintaining reasonable and practical access periods for repair and maintenance
information. However, the availability of accompanying hardware presents different operational
considerations and should not be treated in the same manner as the provision of information.
Hardware supply obligations should be proportionate to what manufacturers can reasonably control.

The TMA notes that the availability of diagnostic hardware, EDLs, special tools and similar equipment
is often influenced by manufacturing, freight and broader global supply chain constraints that are
outside the control of OEMs. Accordingly, Right to Repair should not impose mandatory supply
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timeframes for accompanying hardware or create obligations that extend beyond existing commercial
supply arrangements.

The TMA notes that imposing mandatory supply timeframes for accompanying hardware may
unintentionally create significant operational burdens and costs without improving access outcomes.
For example, requirements that effectively encourage daily rental arrangements may require dealers
and suppliers to establish separate rental operations, maintain additional inventories, manage freight
and returns, and resolve disputes relating to damaged or late-returned equipment.

These arrangements would impose additional costs across the supply chain while remaining subject
to supply constraints beyond OEM control. Such costs would ultimately be borne by participants
across the supply chain, including machinery owners.

The TMA therefore supports a practical approach that distinguishes between access to information
and the supply of physical hardware, reflects operational realities, and provides clarity regarding OEM
obligations while maintaining effective access to repair and maintenance information.

PRACTICAL EXAMPLE

A dealer supplying diagnostic hardware under a mandatory daily access model would need to
establish a rental operation, manage freight, inspect returned equipment and resolve disputes
regarding damaged or late-returned units. These additional administrative costs would ultimately
be passed through the supply chain to Australian farmers.
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Question 23: Are the prescribed supply timeframes for the availability of information
appropriate in an agricultural vehicle context?

TMA POSITION
The TMA supports a framework that balances timely access with operational practicality.

The TMA also considers that the scheme should include review mechanisms that allow
implementation outcomes to be assessed and refined over time rather than attempting to resolve
every operational issue in advance.

RATIONALE

The TMA considers that agricultural servicing environments differ materially from urban automotive
repair environments.

Agricultural machinery is frequently operated in:
* regional areas;
* remote locations;
* seasonal operating environments; and

* circumstances where machinery downtime has significant productivity implications.
Accordingly, supply timeframes should recognise:

* freight and logistics constraints;

* hardware delivery requirements;

* seasonal servicing pressures; and

* the practical realities of regional Australia.
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PART B - The Motor Vehicle Information Sharing Scheme

While the primary focus of the TMA’s submission is the proposed extension of the scheme to
agricultural machinery, the TMA also supports several refinements to the existing Motor Vehicle
Information Sharing Scheme where those changes would improve the practical operation of an
expanded agricultural framework. The following comments address the proposals contained in Part B
of the Discussion Paper.

Proposal 11 and Proposal 12 — Security Information

Question 24: Which proposal, if any, do you support in relation to security
information? Please outline your reasons and any alternative approaches you
consider preferable.

TMA POSITION

The TMA supports Proposal 12.

The proposed approach strikes an appropriate balance between maintaining security protections
and reducing unnecessary administrative burden.

RATIONALE

The TMA supports arrangements that:

* reduce repetitive administrative requirements;
* improve repair efficiency;
* support machinery uptime; and

* maintain appropriate controls over security-sensitive information.

The TMA considers that quarterly declarations provide a practical mechanism for achieving these
objectives.
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Question 25: What would the expected benefits and costs be of each proposal
related to security information? Please consider both your preferred option and the
proposal you do not prefer.

TMA POSITION
The TMA considers the implementation costs are likely to be outweighed by the productivity and
efficiency benefits associated with reduced delays and administrative requirements. By

comparison, Proposal 11 would improve access timeframes but would not materially address the
ongoing administrative burden associated with repeated declarations.

RATIONALE

The primary benefits of Proposal 12 include:
* reduced administrative burden;
* faster access to security information;
* reduced machinery downtime;
* improved repair efficiency; and

* lower compliance costs for participants.

The primary costs relate to:
* implementation of revised administrative systems;
* updating existing processes; and

* ensuring declarations remain current.
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Question 26: Does the scheme’s framework for regulating access to security
information pose any specific challenges in the context of agricultural machinery?

TMA POSITION
Yes. The TMA therefore supports security arrangements that appropriately balance:
* security protections;
¢ theft prevention;
* machinery uptime; and

® practical repair requirements.

The TMA encourages Treasury to ensure that agricultural operating environments are specifically
considered when developing security information arrangements.

RATIONALE

Agricultural machinery increasingly incorporates:

* connected systems;

* telematics;

* remote diagnostics;

* autonomous technologies; and

* software-enabled machine controls.

At the same time, agricultural businesses frequently operate in remote environments where delays in
obtaining security-related information can have significant operational consequences.

The TMA therefore supports security arrangements that appropriately balance:

* security protections;

* theft prevention;
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* machinery uptime; and

practical repair requirements.

The TMA encourages Treasury to ensure that agricultural operating environments are specifically
considered when developing security information arrangements.

Proposal 13 and Proposal 14 — Scheme Governance

Question 27: What are your views on the proposed changes to reporting
requirements? Please outline whether you support the proposal, any suggested
refinements, and the expected benefits and costs of the proposal.

TMA POSITION
The TMA supports reporting arrangements that improve transparency and accountability while
minimising unnecessary administrative burden. Highly transactional reporting obligations should be

avoided in favour of more practical periodic reporting arrangements where appropriate. Reporting
obligations should remain proportionate and avoid unnecessary compliance burden.

RATIONALE

Reporting requirements should:

* support effective oversight;
assist identification of systemic issues;
* improve transparency; and

remain proportionate to the objectives being pursued.

The TMA also supports reporting of significant system outages where these materially affect access to
scheme information.
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Question 28: What are your views on the proposed expansion of the Scheme
Adviser’s reporting functions? Please outline whether you support the proposal, any
suggested refinements, and the expected benefits and costs of the proposal.

TMA POSITION
The TMA welcomes Treasury's commitment to continuing engagement with industry as the
legislative framework is developed. Given the technical complexity of agricultural machinery and the

practical realities of regional service delivery, ongoing consultation with industry participants will be
essential to ensuring the scheme remains practical, proportionate and fit for purpose.

RATIONALE

The TMA supports the establishment of either:
* an agricultural-specific Scheme Adviser; or

dedicated agricultural representation within any future governance arrangements.

The TMA strongly supports a model where future expansion of the scheme remains subject to:
* consultation;
* evidence-based assessment;

industry engagement; and

* demonstrated need.

Proposal 15 and Proposal 16 — Scheme Enforcement

42



TRACTOR AND
MACHINERY
ASSOCIATION
OF RUSTRALIA

Question 29: What are your views on applying prohibited terms and conditions to
scheme offers? Please outline whether you support the proposals, any suggested
refinements, and the expected benefits and costs of the proposal?

TMA POSITION

The TMA supports the application of prohibited terms and conditions provisions to both scheme
offers and final contracts.

The TMA supports clear and consistent obligations applying throughout the information supply
process.

RATIONALE

The TMA considers that this approach will:

* improve transparency;
* increase certainty;
* provide clearer expectations for participants; and

* support confidence in the operation of the scheme.

Question 30: What are your views on the proposed clarification to the operation of
the bundling prohibition? Please outline whether you support the proposal, any
suggested refinements, and the expected benefits and costs of the proposal.

TMA POSITION
The TMA supports clarification of the bundling provisions. Clarification that allows information to be

supplied alongside hardware or software where this is genuinely necessary to make information
reasonably accessible will aid effective implementation of the scheme.

For this reason, implementation should remain focused on practical outcomes and should
incorporate opportunities for review and refinement as the scheme matures.

43



TRACTOR AND
MACHINERY
ASSOCIATION
OF AUSTRALIA

RATIONALE

Modern agricultural machinery diagnostics frequently rely on integrated software and hardware
solutions. In some circumstances, it is neither practical nor technically possible to separate
information from the tools required to access and utilise that information.

The TMA therefore supports clarification that allows information to be supplied alongside hardware or
software where this is genuinely necessary to make information reasonably accessible.

However, the TMA also supports maintaining protections against anti-competitive bundling practices.

The objective should be to ensure that repairers have practical access to information while preserving
flexibility for suppliers to utilise integrated diagnostic systems where these are necessary for safe and
effective operation.

The TMA notes that seemingly minor regulatory decisions regarding diagnostic tools, access
arrangements and hardware requirements can have significant implications for dealer business
models, repair networks and the overall cost of delivering support to Australian farmers.

Conclusion

The TMA has been actively engaged in policy discussions relating to agricultural machinery repair and
maintenance for many years, including through its contribution to the ACCC's 2021 Agricultural

Machinery Market Study. Throughout that process, the TMA provided industry expertise and practical
insights regarding the operation of agricultural machinery markets, dealer networks, repair
ecosystems, emerging technologies and the practical realities facing Australian farmers.

The TMA's engagement has consistently focused on improving access to repair and maintenance
information in a manner that supports equipment uptime, farmer choice, productivity and competition,
while maintaining appropriate safeguards relating to safety, security, intellectual property and
machinery performance. The current consultation builds on issues that the TMA has been actively
engaging on for several years and reflects the TMA’s ongoing commitment to constructive, evidence-
based policy development.

The TMA supports the establishment of appropriate monitoring and implementation arrangements to
assess the effectiveness of any reforms over time. Given its role representing manufacturers,
importers and distributors of agricultural machinery, the TMA should be included in any cross-industry
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implementation, monitoring or advisory framework established to support the rollout, operation and
ongoing evaluation of the reforms.

Throughout this consultation, the TMA has emphasised that Australia's agricultural machinery sector
is supported by an extensive network of regional dealers whose investment in skilled technicians,
apprentices, diagnostic capability and local service infrastructure underpins the productivity of
Australian agriculture. The long-term success of the Right to Repair framework will depend not only
on improving access to repair information, but also on preserving the capability and sustainability of
these regional support networks.

ENDS
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