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1. Summary of outcomes
1.1. Summary of whole farm analysis
Results from this study indicate that over the last seven years, having a livestock enterprise is not the
driver of overall farm profit in the Wimmera/Mallee region with profit trending downwards as
percentage of income from livestock increases. Farmers in the Top 20% profit group are achieving the
majority of their income from their cropping enterprise rather than their livestock enterprise ($521/crop
hectare versus $88/non crop hectare). Additionally, contrary to popular belief, livestock do not
substantially reduce income volatility, nor do they reduce total farm operating expenses.
However despite the above-mentioned findings, Table 4 shows that there is a gap between what can be
achieved from livestock production and what is being achieved from livestock production (i.e. $255/noncrop hectare versus $27/non crop hectare). This result suggests that there is an opportunity for livestock
production to improve and profit to increase across all groups including those farmers already in the Top
20% profit group. The farmers in the Top 20% profit group are achieving the majority of their profits
utilizing 75 per cent of their land resources (i.e. cropping intensity = 75 per cent). This suggests there is
an opportunity to re-focus on productivity and management of livestock on the remaining 25 per cent of
their land resource to improve whole farm profitability. However, as this study has indicated, cropping is
the main driver of income (and subsequently profit) and consequently improvements to livestock
production must be achieved without jeopardizing the cropping enterprise.
This comparative study focused on the role of livestock in whole farm performance and concluded the
following:
Best profit farming system for the Wimmera and Mallee is typically around 75 per cent of farm in
crop and 25 per cent non-cropped, with some livestock.
Livestock income is less volatile than crop income. However the reduction in farm income
volatility as livestock income increases is not as large as anticipated.
Livestock reduce the use of chemicals hence can be a tool to assist management of herbicide
resistance in crops.
Labour costs are higher when running livestock and are not offset by savings in machinery costs.
Livestock do not substantially decrease total farm operating expenses; there is a loss of benefit
from reduced input cost by having extra labour cost.
The Top 20% most profitable farms are not making their profit from their livestock enterprise.
That is, livestock are not a major factor to their bottom line, but if they increased the income
from their livestock enterprise they may improve their profit.

1.2. Summary of case study farm analysis
Results from the livestock management survey indicated some ‘rules of thumb’ that should be
implemented to improve livestock production and/or increase carrying capacity:
Supplementary feed in paddock to maintain the condition of the livestock.
Utilise SCA for finishing lambs if paddock feed runs short.
Graze fodder crops over winter, keeping in mind timely removal of crops (ie. spray out) to control
weeds and conserve moisture (i.e. cropping is priority enterprise)
Scan for wet/dry (or multiples) and sell off dry ewes. This management practice will help
manage feed availability.
Invest in improved handling facilities to make life simpler
Manage seasonal variability by reducing numbers and then use SCA to retain breeding stock and
finish lambs, keeping in mind the economics of feed versus gain.
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2. Role of livestock in whole farm management
2.1. Whole farm analysis
2.1.1. Aims
The focus of this study is on the financial impact the livestock enterprise has on the whole farm, as there
is a general perception that running livestock helps mixed grains/livestock farms to:
decrease income fluctuations across the years due to seasonal volatility; and,
reduce total costs to the business.
This study aims to analyse actual, historical farm financial and physical data to determine the impact of
livestock enterprises in the Wimmera/Mallee on whole farm risk management and financial performance
over time.

2.1.2. Methodology
TM

TM

Farm data was recorded by Ag Profit . Ag Profit is a GRDC supported initiative that provides an
independent ‘data house’ that collects, stores, analyses and reports a wide range of farm performance
TM
data to individual farm businesses, their advisers and the wider agricultural industry. Ag Profit
maintains a web-based database of farming businesses’ financial and production data for client
businesses of ORM Pty Ltd and a number of accounting firms throughout Australia.
Data was collected from 251 businesses in the Wimmera Mallee region. However this number was
reduced to 88 following data refinement to meet the specific criteria of this study.
Businesses that were excluded from the data set included:
o

Southern Wimmera farms due to higher rainfall.

o

Organic producers and irrigators.

o

Businesses with Studs or Piggeries.

Data was recorded for up to 10 years between the financial years 2002/03 to 2011/12. However,
the analysis was finalised using the 2005/06 to 2011/12 financial years to ensure a more
complete data set, and seven year average figures were calculated using figures within these
years.

The data collected and recorded by Ag Profit

TM

included:

o

Income and Costs as documented in annual Financial Statements and Tax Returns (i.e.
values direct from the tax returns, and therefore, values have not been adjusted for
changes in inventory).

o

Costs that were measured included overhead costs, farm input costs, machinery costs
and labour costs, which as a sum are referred to as total farm operating expenses.
Finance costs were not included in total farm operating expenses as they can be
influenced by factors such as an owner’s stage of life (e.g. an owner nearing retirement
versus a young farmer starting their career) and/or succession planning issues (e.g. debt
incurred to buy out relative’s share of estate versus farm gifted as part of inheritance).

o

Labour costs included an allowance for annual hours of labour provided by family
members (i.e. an estimated cost of family labour was calculated from the hours worked
multiplied by an hourly rate that varied with work category).
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o

Land use data including paddock names and areas, annual land use, annual land value
and ownership status (including sharefarm percentage). This information was used to
determine effective and non-effective hectares, where effective hectare equals owned,
leased and farmer’s share of Sharefarmed land less non-productive hectares and noneffective hectare equals non-productive area , such as areas not used for broadacre
farm production (e.g. houses, laneways, trees). For some calculations effective hectares
was split into crop hectares (land used for cropping) and non-crop hectares (land not
used for cropping)

Table 1. Average effective hectares for each of the study groups
Units

Livestock

Livestock

Livestock

Top 20%

<5%

5-19%

>19%

Profit

Crop Ha

Ha

2,271

1,692

1,127

1,481

Non-crop Ha

Ha

516

523

434

491

Total effective area

Ha

2,787

2,215

1,561

1,972

Groups were created based on 7 year average indicator values:
o

Livestock Groups were defined using the percentage of Farm Income received from
Livestock, where Livestock Income included Livestock Sales (less Purchases) plus Fleece
Income. Three livestock groups were formed and included:
-

Livestock <5% (livestock income represents <5% of total farm income)

-

Livestock 5-19% (livestock income represents 5-19% of total farm income)

-

Livestock >19 % (livestock income represents >19% of total farm income)

However, as Table 2 shows even those businesses within the Wimmera Mallee region
that have the greatest focus on livestock (i.e >19% livestock income) still have a high
crop intensity (72%), which indicates that cropping remains the main land use for all the
sample.

Table 2. Average crop intensity for each of the study groups
% of Effective Ha

Cereals
Oilseeds
Legumes
Hay
Non-Crop
Crop Intensity

o

Livestock
< 5%

Livestock
5 - 19%

Livestock
> 19%

Top 20%
Profit

61
5
12
3
19
82

52
5
15
5
24
76

52
3
9
8
28
72

51
6
14
4
25
75

A fourth group was also formed and was titled the Top 20% Profit group. This group
was selected by ranking all businesses by their Farm Operating Profit per Effective Ha
indicator, irrespective of their Livestock Income.
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Averages were calculated on a Denominator Weighted basis. In effect this means that
businesses with bigger areas have a larger impact on the $/ha averages for each group.
th

Preliminary findings were presented at the BCG Sheep Showcase on August 15 2013, final
th
findings were presented at the BCG Farm Profit Clinic on November 7 2013.

2.1.3. Results
Income
Figure 1 indicates the annual income for the years 2005/06 to 2011/12 for the three livestock groups. The
graph indicates that the average income drops as percentage of livestock income increases.

Figure 1. Annual and average farm income ($/effective hectare) for the three livestock groups from
2005/06 to 2011/12
Contradictory to the initial perception that livestock decreases volatility of income, the fluctuations
between the 7 years of annual income achieved within each group were similar across the groups. That
is, the average standard deviation (i.e. squared difference from the mean average income) for each group
was similar. Standard deviation for the livestock >19% group was $77/ha compared with $87/ha and
$91/ha for <5% and 5-19% groups, respectively. Granted there was a trend towards less income volatility
with more livestock.
Table 3 shows the average income figures of the livestock groups compared with the average income
achieved by the Top20% profit group
Table 3. Average farm income for each of the study groups (measured as $ per total effective hectares)
$ / Eff Ha

Crop
Livestock
Other Farm
Farm Income
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Livestock
< 5%

Livestock
5 - 19%

Livestock
> 19%

Top 20%
Profit

325
5
12
342

284
31
8
323

202
71
6
279

391
22
10
423
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As stated earlier, the general trend for income is downwards as percentage of livestock income increases,
however Table 3 indicates there is a substantial difference between the income achieved by the livestock
income groups and the Top 20% Profit group. This difference is also notable (Table 4) when income is
measured as income achieved from cropping per crop hectares and income achieved from livestock per
non-crop hectares (calculated using figures from Table 1 (ha) and Table 3 ($)). In particular, the livestock
>19% group is achieving the greatest livestock income/non-crop hectare, however their crop income/crop
hectare is the lowest of all four groups. This suggests that the livestock enterprise maybe compromising
the farmer’s income from the cropping enterprise, however needs further investigation.
Table 4. Average crop and livestock income for each of the study groups (measured as $ per crop
hectare and $ per non-crop hectare, respectively)

Crop Income

$/crop ha

Livestock Income

$/non-crop ha

Crop Ha

Ha

Farm Operating Expenses
Ha
Non-Crop Ha
Total Area

Ha

Livestock
< 5%

Livestock
5 - 19%

Livestock
> 19%

Top 20%
Profit

399
27

372
131

280
255

521
88

2,271
516
2,787

1,692
523
2,215

1,127
434
1,561

1,481
491
1,972

Figure 2 shows that across all of the livestock groups, total farm operating expenses are similar. That is,
contradictory to our initial perception, an increase in the percentage of income from livestock does not
result in an overall reduction in total farm operating expense. Figure 2 also indicates that all groups are
adjusting costs annually as income is changing, i.e. reducing costs in poorer seasons and spending more in
the ‘catch-up’ years.

Figure 2. Annual farm income and farm operating expenses (costs) per effective hectare for the three
livestock groups from 2005/06 to 2011/12.
A study of the types of costs that contribute to total farm operating expenses (Table 5, 6, and 7) indicated
a number of points:
1. Farm input costs: the Top 20% Profit group is the highest spender in farm inputs, which suggests that
inputs need to be maintained to achieve the high production level and income of the Top 20% Profit
group.
2. Farm machinery costs: the amount spent on machinery is similar across the groups. This may be due
to the high crop intensity levels across all groups (Table 2), and therefore, all farms have to maintain
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3.

their investment in machinery. Again this challenged a common perception that those with more
livestock would have less machinery costs.
Farm labour costs: the >19% livestock group has the highest labour cost and the trend is towards less
employed labour but more family labour. This suggests running some livestock may help justify an
extra family labour unit, as family members return to the farm (i.e. a more labour intensive
enterprise). Also, as shown in Table 1, the farms within the >19% livestock group are smaller (i.e. less
hectares), than the farms within the other groups, and therefore, businesses within the >19% group
may run livestock to utilize excess labour units.
Table 5. Average farm input expenses for each of the study groups (measured as $ per effective
hectares)

$ / Eff Ha
Fertiliser
Sprays
Seed
Fodder &
Agistment
Other Input Costs
Farm Input Expenses

Livestock
< 5%
44
53
10

Livestock
5 - 19%
39
44
8

Livestock
> 19%
31
31
5

Top 20%
Profit
47
53
10

1

2

6

1

1
109

3
96

8
81

2
113

Table 6. Average farm machinery expenses for each of the study groups (measured as $ per
effective hectares)

$ / Eff Ha
Fuel
Repairs
Other (including
Freight)
Contracting
Net Depreciation
Machinery Expenses

Livestock
< 5%
27
17

Livestock
5 - 19%
25
18

Livestock
> 19%
22
17

Top 20%
Profit
23
15

15

14

17

17

6
43
108

11
37
105

16
33
105

4
41
100

Table 7. Average farm labour expenses for each of the study groups (measured as $ per effective
hectares)

$ / Eff Ha
Employed Labour
Contract Labour
Family Labour
Labour Expenses
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Livestock
< 5%
12
4
40
56

Livestock
5 - 19%
11
5
47
63

Livestock
> 19%
7
5
59
71

Top 20%
Profit
6
8
53
67
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In summary, the comparative study found that as the percentage of income from livestock increases the
farm input costs reduce and in particular, the use of fertilisers and chemicals. However labour costs are
higher when running livestock and these higher costs are not offset by savings in machinery costs.
Consequently, as demonstrated in Figure 2 and Table 8, total farm operating expenses are similar across
all groups.
Farm Profit
Table 8. Average farm profit for each of the study groups (measured as $ per effective hectares)
Livestock
Livestock
Livestock
Top 20%
$ / Eff Ha
< 5%
5 - 19%
> 19%
Profit
Farm Income
342
323
279
423
less
Overheads
28
27
30
29
Farm Inputs
109
96
81
113
Machinery
108
105
105
100
Labour
56
63
71
67
Farm Operating
301
291
287
309
Expenses
Farm Profit
41
32
-8
114

The farm profit trend across all livestock groups is downwards as the percentage of livestock income
increases. The Top 20% profit group have similar spending (expressed as farm operating expenses) to the
other livestock groups however, because their income is higher, there is an overall difference in farm
profit (Table 8) between the groups (i.e. Top 20% group has a substantially higher average farm profit
than the other livestock groups).

2.1.4. Summary of whole farm analysis
This comparative study focused on the role of livestock in whole farm performance and concluded the
following:
Best profit farming system for the Wimmera and Mallee is typically around 75 per cent of farm in
crop and 25 per cent non-cropped, with some livestock.
Livestock income is less volatile than crop income. However the reduction in farm income
volatility as livestock income increases is not as large as anticipated.
Livestock reduce the use of chemicals hence can be a tool to assist management of herbicide
resistance in crops.
Labour costs are higher when running livestock and are not offset by savings in machinery costs.
Livestock do not substantially decrease total farm operating expenses; there is a loss of benefit
from reduced input cost by having extra labour cost.
The Top 20% most profitable farms are not making their profit from their livestock enterprise.
That is, livestock are not a major factor to their bottom line, but if they increased the income
from their livestock enterprise they may improve their profit.
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2.2. Case study farm analysis
2.2.1. Aims
The focus of this component was to develop an understanding of the livestock management practices
conducted by a sub-sample of the original dataset. In doing so, it was hoped that results would highlight
management practices utilized by each livestock income group and the Top 20% profit group, and
therefore, contribute to an explanation of the reasons behind the overall trends from the financial data
study.

2.2.2. Methodology
A sub-sample of participants were selected on a random basis across each of the identified livestock
groups. Each participant was asked to complete a 17 question survey (see Appendix A) and return it to
ORM for analysis. Eighteen completed surveys were collected and analysed. The survey questions were
developed following group consultation that identified the key livestock management areas that could
affect livestock profitability. The survey asked respondents to answer each question for a typical year and
the Year 2012. The answers for each time frame did not differ, and therefore, only answers for the typical
time frame were presented. A selected number of the survey questions were also asked of the 16
th
growers that were in attendance at the BCG Farm Profit Clinic on November 7 , via Turning Point to
compare with survey findings.

2.2.3. Results and discussion
Livestock marketing
Table 9. Methods by which respondents sold their lambs (figure expressed as a percentage of total
sales)
Average % sold by method
Lamb Selling Method - Typical
Overall
Livestock
Livestock
Top 20%
Av
5-19%
>19%
Profit
Direct – current market price
20
18
25
13
Direct – forward contract
26
30
15
35
Saleyards
54
52
60
53
Comments
Over 50 per cent of respondents’ lambs were sold through the saleyards.
For the Top 20%, the majority of the remaining lambs not sold through the saleyards were sold
via direct forward contracts.
Table 10. Methods by which respondents sold their ewes (figures expressed as a percentage of total
sales)
Average % sold by method
Ewe Selling Method - Typical
Overall
Livestock
Livestock
Top 20%
Av
5-19%
>19%
Profit
Direct – current market price
10
4
27
Direct – forward contract
Saleyards
90
96
73
100
Other
Private

Comments
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Over 90 per cent of respondents’ ewes were sold through the saleyards
Wool sales
Table 11. Time at which respondents sold their wool (figures expressed as a percentage of total sales)
Average % sold
Time of Sale - Typical
Overall
Livestock
Livestock
Top 20%
Av
5-19%
>19%
Profit
Immediately following shearing
57
53
67
75
Response to change in market
17
22
25
price
Traditional time of year
27
24
33
Comments
Overall, almost 60 per cent of wool is sold post shearing.
For the Top 20% profit group, 75 per cent of the wool is sold post shearing and 25 per cent sold
in response to market price.

Table 12. Methods by which respondents sold their wool (figures expressed as a percentage of total
sales)
Average % sold
Method of Sale - Typical
Overall
Livestock
Livestock
Top 20%
Av
5-19%
>19%
Profit
Auction
41
33
67
44
Private
59
67
33
56
Direct

As percentage of income from livestock increases, the method of sale is more likely to be at
auction and smaller volumes are sold privately.
Forward contract and futures (direct) were not used typically.
Supplementary feeding
Table 13. Use of stock containment areas (SCA) for lambs and ewes
% of businesses using
Typical
Stock containment area/
Overall
Livestock
Livestock
feedlot areas for:
5-19%
>19%
Lambs
67
56
100
Ewes
42
44
33

Top 20%
Profit
50
25

Comments
There is a greater percentage of businesses that use stock containment areas (SCA) for lambs
rather than ewes.
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Table 14. Number of head and length of time spent in SCA (average figure from those respondents that
made use of them)
Typical
Stock containment area/ feedlot areas
Overall
Livestock
Livestock
Top 20%
for:
5-19%
>19%
Profit
Lambs – No Head
275
220
366
100
Lambs – Weeks
Ewes – No Head
Ewes – Weeks

7
360
7.2

6
200
7.5

9
600
6

6
200
6

Comments
Overall there is a larger number of ewes held in SCA than lambs.
The higher percentage livestock income group had a higher number of ewes and lambs in SCA
compared with the other groups.
Managing feed shortages
Table 15. Average ranking of the factors that have been utilised to manage seasonal feed shortages
(rankings are from 0 to 3, where 3 = most important)
Averaged responses
Managing Feed Shortages

Supplementary feed in paddock
Supplementary feed in contain. area
Wean lambs
Sale of dry sheep/lambs
Agistment
Sale of ewes

Overall
Av
2.4
1.3
0.8
0.6
0.5
0.1

Typical
Livestock Livestock
5-19%
>19%
2.2
1.2
1.0
0.6
0.6
0.1

3.0
1.7
0.3
0.7
0.3

Top
20%
Profit
2.3
0.8
0.5
1.0
0.5
0.3

Comments
Supplementary feeding in paddock is the preferred method to manage feed shortages.
Top 20% preferred to reduce livestock numbers than utilize SCA to manage feed shortages.
Sale of ewes was the least preferred option.

Figure 3 indicates responses from attendees at the clinic held at BCG on November 7th regarding the
factors used by attendees to manage seasonal feed shortages. As per survey respondents, BCG clinic
attendees ranked supplementary feed in paddock as the most important factor utilised to manage
seasonal feed shortages.
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Figure 3. Ranking of factors used to manage seasonal feed shortages (BCG clinic, 7 November, 2013)

Managing or increasing stock carrying capacity
Table 16. Self assessed attitude to stocking rate of the study groups

Stocking Rate – Typical year
Above district stocking rate
At district stocking rate
Below typical district stocking rate

Overall Av
33
8
58

% of businesses
Livestock
Livestock
5-19%
>19%
22
67
33
78

Top 20%
Profit

100

Table 17. Average ranking of the factors that have been utilised to manage or increase stock carrying
capacity (rankings are from 0 to 3, where 3 = most important)
% of responses
Factors to manage or increase
carrying capacity
Supplementary feeding
Stock containment
Fodder/dual purpose crops
Pasture topping and spray graze
Stock trading
Improved pastures

Overall
Av
1.8
1.3
1.0
0.8
0.3
0.2

Typical
Livestock Livestock
5-19%
>19%
1.8
2.0
1.3
1.3
0.6
2.3
1.0
0.3
0.1
0.3

Top 20%
Profit
1.8
1.3
0.8
2.0

Comments
High percentage livestock income group assessed their stocking rate as at or above district
stocking rates This was achieved by the use of fodder/dual purpose crops, supplementary
feeding and SCA.
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The 5-19% livestock income group considered themselves typically below average stocking
rates and placed emphasis on supplementary feeding, pasture topping/spray grazing and SCA
to manage carrying capacity.
Top 20% profit group were most likely to use spray grazing/topping to manage carrying
capacity and the least preferred option was dual purpose crops.

Figure 4 indicates responses regarding the factors used by BCG clinic attendees to manage/increase
stocking rate. As per survey respondents, attendees ranked supplementary feeding as the most
important factor utilised to manage/increase stock carrying capacity.
40%
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Figure 4. Ranking of factors used to manage/increase stock carrying capacity (BCG clinic, 7 November,
2013)

Joining and scanning period
Table 18. Average joining period of ewes
% of responses
Joining Period
Overall
Av
Less than 5 weeks
Between 5 and 7 weeks
67
Greater than 7 weeks
33

Typical
Livestock Livestock
5-19%
>19%
67
33

67
33

Top 20%
Profit
75
25

Comments
Joining period was consistent across the sample with 67% joining for 5-7 weeks and the
remainder joining for greater than 7 weeks.
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Table 19. Adoption of scanning technology for ewes (figures expressed as percentage of total
respondents)
% of responses
Typical
Scanning
Overall Livestock Livestock
Top 20%
Av
5-19%
>19%
Profit
Don’t scan ewes
50
44
67
50
Scan for wet/dry ewes
42
44
33
25
Scan for multiple foetuses
8
11
Comments
Overall 50 per cent of those surveyed have adopted scanning technology, predominantly to
identify wet/dry ewes but not multiples

Lambing mob size
Table 20. Average ranking of the factors that affect your choice of lambing mob size? (rankings are from
0 to 3, where 3 = most important)
Average response
Lambing Mob Size Factors
Paddock size
Age of ewe
Class of ewe (e.g. condition score)
Scanning for Wet & Dry ewes
Scanning – Multiples foetuses

Overall
Av
2.1
1.1
0.9
0.8
0.3

Typical
Livestock Livestock
5-19%
>19%
1.8
3.0
1.0
1.3
1.0
0.7
0.9
0.7
0.3

Top 20%
Profit
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.8

Comments
Main factor that affected choice of lambing mob size was paddock size and age of ewe.
Scanning of multiple foetuses did not feature as a factor in determining mob size, however
scanning for multiple foetuses was not a common practice (Table 19).

Figure 5 indicates responses achieved regarding the factors that affected BCG clinic attendees’ choice of
lambing mob size. As per survey respondents, attendees ranked paddock size as the most important
factor that affected choice of lambing mob size.
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Figure 5. Ranking of factors that affect choice of lambing mob size (BCG clinic, 7 November, 2013)

Lambing time
Table 21. Average time of year (month) at which lambing and weaning occur (for each time period
the figure is expressed as a percentage of total flock)
% of responses
Typical
Lambing Time
Overall Livestock Livestock
Top 20%
Av
5-19%
>19%
Profit
Mob 1 – % of Flock
89
93
77
100
Mob 1 – Time of Year Lambing
May
May
April
May
Mob 1 – Age of Lambs at weaning
4.5
4.4
5
4
(months)
Mob 2 – % of Flock
11
7
23
Mob 2 – Time of Year Lambing
June
May
July
Mob 2 – Age of Lambs at weaning
4.7
5
4
(months)
Comments
Most businesses have their main lambing in Autumn.
Age at weaning ranged from 3-6 months however, overall it was 4.5 months.
11 per cent of businesses have split lambing.
Top 20% profit group wean earlier at 4 months and had no split lambing.
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Labour sources
Table 22. Percentage of respondents using each type of labour source for livestock management
tasks

Crutching
Dipping/jetting/back lining
Feeding
Lamb marking
Mulesing
Mustering/droving
Shearing

25
100
100
100
8
100
17

17
8
8
50
8
8
25

83
8

Not done

17
75
75
83

Contractors

Employed
labour

Sole

% of businesses using each
labour source for tasks

Family
members

Overall

67

8
8

92

67

Comments
Family labour and operator are involved in most of the tasks.
Employed labour/contractors are used for shearing, crutching and lamb marking.
Sample is primarily prime lamb producers, hence high percentage of mulesing not done.
Animal husbandry
Table 23. Methods employed to control lice
% of responses
Lice Control
Overall
Av
Dip
33
Jet
Back line
67

Typical
Livestock Livestock
5-19%
>19%
33
33
67

67

Top 20%
Profit
25
75

Comments
The use of dipping or back lining was consistent across all groups with back lining being the
most common method utilized to control lice.

Table 24. Methods employed to control flies
% of responses
Fly Control
Overall
Av
Dip
17
Jet
50
Back line
33
Crutch (for fly control)
75

Typical
Livestock Livestock
5-19%
>19%
11
33
67
11
100
67
100

Top 20%
Profit
100
50

Comments
Crutching was the most common method, however those with higher % livestock income
preferred back lining, whereas the other groups preferred jetting
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Table 25. Percentage of respondents that vaccinated their lambs and if so, how frequently and what
product was used?
% of responses
Typical
Vaccinations for Lambs
Overall Livestock Livestock Top 20%
Av
5-19%
>19%
Profit
Do you Vaccinate
92
89
100
75
6 in 1
50
44
67
50
B12
33
33
33
25
3 in 1
8
11
Selenium
8
33
4 in 1
5 in 1
Other (please specify)
Av No of Vaccinations
1.5
1.4
1.7
1.0
Comments
Overall 92 per cent of businesses vaccinated their lambs with approximately half vaccinating
twice.
Table 26. Percentage of respondents that vaccinated their ewes and if so, how frequently and what
product was used?
% of responses
Typical
Vaccinations for Ewes
Overall Livestock Livestock
Top 20%
Av
5-19%
>19%
Profit
Do you Vaccinate
75
78
67
50
6 in 1
50
33
100
25
B12
25
33
25
3 in 1
8
11
Selenium
4 in 1
5 in 1
Other (please specify)
Comments
Overall 75 per cent of businesses vaccinated their ewes and the trend was similar across all
groups.
Less vaccination of ewes than lambs (Table 22 and Table 23).
Ram selection
Table 27. Methods employed to select rams
% of responses
Ram Selection
Overall
Av
Breed own rams
8
Estimated Breeding Values
25
Historical performance
33
Lamb Plan figures
50
Other (please specify)
Physical judgement
58
Reputation
42

Typical
Livestock Livestock
5-19%
>19%
33
22
33
44
44
67
67
56

33

Top 20%
Profit
25
25
75
100
50

Comments
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The top three methods used to select rams were quantitative assessment (combination of both
Lamb plan/Estimate breeding value figures), physical judgement and reputation.
The higher % livestock income group were more focused on lamb plan/EBV figures than the
other groups. However, all still used physical judgement as a method to select rams.
Technology and infrastructure
Table 28. Percentage of respondents that currently utilise or intend to utilise any of the listed
technology and infrastructure items
% of responses
Currently utilise
Will have or do in next 1-3 years
Technology/infrastructure Overall Livestock Livestock Top 20% Overall Livestock Livestock Top 20%
items
Av
5-19%
>19%
Profit
Av
5-19%
>19%
Profit
Bugle drafting race /
Handling systems
Electronic ear tags
Embryo transfer/A.I.
Lane ways for stock
movement
Raised board
Scanning
Stock containment areas
Weighing system

25

33

8

11

25
17
75
67

22
11
67
56

50

33
33
100
100

42

44

8

11

25

8

11

25

8
25
8
17

11
11
11
22

50
50

33

25

25

67

25
25
25

Comments
Currently utilised –
o

Lower than expected adoption of scanning.

o

Stock containment areas and weighing systems have been successfully adopted.

o

The uptake of stock containment areas have assisted the long term capacity of the
industry to deal with droughts and feed shortages.

Future utilised –
o

Stock handling systems and implementation of scanning are next technologies to be
implemented.

Figure 6 indicates responses achieved regarding the technology and infrastructure items currently utilised
and intended to be utilised by the BCG clinic attendees. In contrast to survey respondents, attendees had
a greater use of scanning technology than survey respondents. However, there was similar use of stock
containment areas and weighing systems. A greater proportion of attendees indicated that within the
next three years they would adopt weighing systems and temporary fencing (the latter was not among
the list of options for survey respondents).
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Figure 6. Technology and infrastructure items that BCG clinic attendees currently and intend to utililise
th
within the next three years (BCG clinic, 7 November, 2013)
Livestock numbers
Table 29. Percentage of respondents that have or will change their livestock number, and if so, in what
manner (ie. increase or decrease or both depending on the season)
% of responses
Last 6 years
Next 1-3 years
Change in Livestock
Overall Livestock Livestock Top 20% Overall Livestock Livestock Top 20%
Numbers
Av
5-19%
>19%
Profit
Av
5-19%
>19%
Profit
Decreased
No Change
Increased
Varies by Year

33
25
33
8

33
22
44

33
33
33

25
50
25

17
50
25
8

22
44
33

25
50
25

67
33

Comments
Livestock numbers overall are likely to remain steady (i.e. as many respondents are going to
increase numbers as those that are going to decrease numbers)
50 per cent of participants will maintain current number of livestock.
25 per cent of participants are looking to increase their numbers in the next 1-3 years.
17 per cent looking to decrease their numbers in the next 1-3 years.

Figure 7 indicates responses achieved from the BCG clinic attendees regarding change of livestock
numbers within the last six years and within the next 1-3 years. Similar to survey respondents, most
attendees have maintained their livestock numbers over the last 6 years and intend to do the same over
the next 1-3 years.
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Figure 7. Changes to the BCG clinic attendees’ livestock numbers within the last six years and within the
th
next 1-3 years (BCG clinic, 7 November, 2013)
Factors of change
Table 30.Factors that influenced respondents’ choice to significantly change the number of livestock on
their property
% of responses
Last 6 years
Next 1-3 years
Factors of Change
Overall Av
Overall Av
Climate
Seasonal variability
Change in farming systems
Herbicide resistance
Weed Management
Lifestyle
Conflict with time off (ie holidays)
Enjoyment (self/family) of livestock)
Profitability
Diversity of Income Stream
Less Volatile Income Stream
Risk Management
Resources
Conflict with cropping priorities
Livestock Husbandry Skills
Supplementary Feeding

42

50

50
42

58
67

8
17

17
25

58
42
42

75
58
58

25
33
33

42
33
33

Comments
It is acknowledged that livestock provide income diversity (58-75 per cent), however it is not
resulting in an overall increase of numbers (Table 29).
Other factors that provide motivation to significantly change the number of livestock in the next
1-3 years is weed management, herbicide resistance, followed by climate issues and resources.
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2.3. Assisting farmers to integrate livestock most effectively into their farming system
Results from this study indicate that over the last seven years, having a livestock enterprise is not the
driver of overall farm profit in the Wimmera/Mallee region (Table 8) with profit trending downwards as
percentage of income from livestock increases. Table 4 indicates that farmers in the Top 20% profit
group are achieving the majority of their income from their cropping enterprise rather than their
livestock enterprise ($521/crop hectare versus $88/non crop hectare). Additionally, contrary to popular
belief, livestock do not substantially reduce income volatility (Figure 1), nor do they reduce total farm
operating expenses (Table 8).
However despite the above-mentioned findings, Table 4 shows that there is a gap between what can be
achieved from livestock production and what is being achieved from livestock production (i.e. $255/noncrop hectare versus $27/non crop hectare). This result suggests that there is an opportunity for livestock
production to improve and profit to increase across all groups including those farmers already in the Top
20% profit group. The farmers in the Top 20% profit group are achieving the majority of their profits
utilizing 75 per cent of their land resources (i.e. cropping intensity = 75 per cent). This suggests there is
an opportunity to re-focus on productivity and management of livestock on the remaining 25 per cent of
their land resource to improve whole farm profitability. However, as this study has indicated, cropping is
the main driver of income (and subsequently profit) and consequently improvements to livestock
production must be achieved without jeopardizing the cropping enterprise.
Results from the livestock management survey indicated some ‘rules of thumb’ that should be
implemented to improve livestock production and/or increase carrying capacity:
Supplementary feed in paddock to maintain the condition of the livestock.
Utilise SCA for finishing lambs if paddock feed runs short.
Graze fodder crops over winter, keeping in mind timely removal of crops (ie. spray out) to control
weeds and conserve moisture (i.e. cropping is priority enterprise)
Scan for wet/dry (or multiples) and sell off dry ewes. This management practice will help
manage feed availability.
Invest in improved handling facilities to make life simpler
Manage seasonal variability by reducing numbers and then use SCA to retain breeding stock and
finish lambs, keeping in mind the economics of feed versus gain.
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3. Risk management discussion group for younger farmers
3.1. Aims
The focus of this study was to form a discussion group aimed at younger farmers to develop their
understanding of the risk management and decision making processes required by the key decision maker
at whole farm level. This was done on a ‘user needs’ basis, i.e. the group was assisted in identifying the
key issues that they felt they had a knowledge/skill gap in making decisions and the workshop topics were
developed from there.
The workshop series was under the Adaptive Management section of the Grain and Graze II project
structure.

3.2. Methodology
A series of four workshops for younger farmers in the Wimmera region was staged during July, August,
September and October 2013. The area surrounding Rupanyup in the Wimmera was targeted. The local
agronomists and rural supply shop (Tylers) were co-opted as partners in the initiative to identify farmers
between the ages of 18 – 35 years old in the district and to assist in promoting the workshops at the local
level. ORM utilised its database and further names were added from the BCG list. This provided an
invitation list of approximately 40 people. Individuals received direct personal email invitation to the
series of workshops in Rupanyup. The series of workshops was given the title “Linking with the Future”.
The venue and timing for the events were confirmed in consultation with Tylers, again to ensure that we
did not clash with local activities such as football/netball training, etc. The four workshops were
th
th
th
th
confirmed as running; Wednesday July 24 August 28 , September 25 and October 16 . All workshops
were facilitated by Matt McCarthy, ORM. At the first workshop attendees were encouraged to discuss
the key risks, decisions and challenges they faced on their farm. From this discussion the program for the
following three workshops was confirmed and as such the following Workshop topics were chosen:
1.

Workshop #1: The personal challenges of returning to a family farm enterprise
Guest speaker: Mark Day, farmer Lockhart.
Getting the decision making process right;
Delegation and succession of management;
Different personal attitudes to risk in the business and how this is managed.

2.

Workshop #2 New technology to aid decision making
Guest speaker: Richard Heath, Tamworth.
Apps that enable mobile intuitive data entry
Connected devices are putting data where it needs to be
Better and easier record keeping should facilitate better decision making

3.

Workshop #3 Grain marketing
Guest speaker: Brad Knight
Understanding the main influences internationally on our Australian grain prices
Taking a closer look at your personal approach to marketing decisions and strategies

4.

Workshop #4 Making money from the farm – what is important?
Guest Speaker: Phil O’Callaghan and Brett Symes.
Farm profit benchmarks and indicators.

Tips and tools for better teamwork on the farm
Machinery – How much should we spend on new gear?
Investing the profits wisely
Following each workshop, participants were asked to complete an evaluation form (Appendix B). The
responses from the evaluation of each workshop were collected including learnings taken away by
attendees. Attendees were also asked to rate their own farm situation of the issues and topics covered.

3.3. Workshop One – Coming home to the farm
3.3.1. Key points presented by Mark Day
Father believed that the best way to learn is to do it yourself, and learn from mistakes made
along the way. Father passed over decision making and responsibility around 5 years after sons
returned.
Originally wanted to work for someone else, prior to returning to the family farm, however scale
expansion necessitated the option to return after tertiary study so Mark missed that experience
but doesn’t regret coming home to farm.
Brothers were encouraged to research new farming practices and had the authority to
implement.
When changing they took one step at a time, started small to observe and show benefits
Be aware that the older generation may feel obsolete. Need to try and keep them involved in the
farm; don’t take over whole operation as it’s invaluable to have parents around.
It helps to have the same work ethic i.e. if one was working so would the other.
They developed some rules such as - a minimum 5 hours sleep each day.
Prioritising jobs
o

Need to prioritise jobs between urgent and important.

o

Operational jobs need to be done on time

o

Major weakness is not prioritising the book work

o

Schedule time to do book work during the day

They have chosen to increase machinery efficiency rather than employ labour
This may limit future expansion hence will be reviewed as needed.
To improve lifestyle they sold the truck and sold the livestock from the business, which gave
them time to enjoy their weekends with family.
Time away is the best thing for yourself and family.
Partnership agreement has to be prepared and confirms the guidelines under which they
operate.
They must take four weeks holiday per year (usually in 2 week blocks).
Technology
o

Old system meant that Yield data was at Marks house, Machinery at Steve’s, which
meant a lot of give and take between the two.

o

They moved to Cloud for phoenix financials so everyone has access.

o

Crop records to be moved to live record/Cloud

Succession plan
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o

Needed to draw a line in the sand, each partner had to give up some assets/monetary
value

o

Made things even from the start (when son returned)

o

Have to give a bit in early days but then is all even, with a little give and take from both
sides.

o

What do the siblings off -farm want from family business

o

It is best when everyone knows what they are entitled to.

o

Good to deal with issue today rather than 20-30 years from now

Profits and living costs
o

Super fund has helped with parents living costs.

o

Parents still own the original land – parents get 1/3 of profit/loss

o

The business philosophy is to reinvest to grow the business rather than paying each a
full salary i.e. what they are worth.

o

Off farm investments – only after business goals have been achieved and debt has been
reduced

Skills shortage
o

Once father leaves there will be a hole for skills in machinery maintence and workshop.

o

Bad experiences with employees has led to not wanting outsiders working; Can be
frustrating when you like things done a certain way

Regular business meetings with farm consultant, business lawyer and accountant, an important
decision support tool, make sure there is no lost puzzle piece along the way; hash it out in the
one day.
Grain marketing
o

1/3 to 1/2 projected yields sold prior to harvest

o

Grain bags are used for efficiency during harvest; however, grain held within bags must
be sold prior to cropping.

3.3.2. Evaluation
Key points
Mark and his brother have a clear and direct approach to decision making. They surround themselves
with supportive and professional people that all work together and meet regularly. As a consequence, all
parties have a clear vision. Attendees found that Mark is very cost conscious about time and emotions but
will spend an ample amount on these to get desired results and balance elsewhere. Mark also highlighted
that everyone needs to give and take in succession planning and its implementation. Making sure you
keep the older generation moving with the time and staying involved even in a limited capacity on the
farm is also important. Attendees were also interested in Mark’s view on employing outside labour, with
his view that it is only he that can get the job done right the first time.
Information identified by attendees to take home and implement on their own farm business:
Making sure all employees take leave for at least 4 weeks each year.
Mark and his brother’s efficient use of grain bags in paddocks; with the plan to sell the stored
grain before the next cropping season.
Having their bank manager, farm consultant, business lawyer and all family members around the
table at the same time so that all discussion is done together, and therefore, everyone is on the
same page.
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Review of existing professional support/advisers getting them to work together to get the best
out of the team.
Succession planning; needs to be detailed and in writing how the succession will work for every
one including the siblings off-farm.
Communication and decision making needs to be shared amongst all involved.
Figure 8 indicates results from the self-assessment of attendees with regards to communication, labour,
management, timeliness of operation, work/life balance and decision making.
8.0
7.0
6.0
5.0
4.0
3.0
2.0
1.0
0.0

Average

Figure 8. Attendees self-assessment of their management of key areas.

3.4. Workshop Two – Harnessing digital technology for better decision making
3.4.1. Key points made by Richard Heath
Richard’s three most used apps are:
o

Twitter – best news filter available(free app)

o

Ever note- cloud based allows use of photos and videos.(free app)

o

Google earth – attaches to Google account, can share with anyone e.g. agronomists, use
to keep farm records in paddocks.(free app)

There is a rapid expansion in the apps market with apps including information from APVMA, yield
loss, tank mix calculators, nutrient removal, and paddock diary. Production wise, record anything
you’re doing on farm developed by Grain Growers (free app). Climate weather data, yield
predictions.
Canadian app called Farm at Hand, received 10,000 users in one year, they have enough users to
offer app for free and include advertising on app. They are now looking to enter the Australian
market.
Farmers can document spray records using Spray Lite; allows for documentation of every
possible spray record, weather changes etc.
CliMate (free app, for Apple users only). Users can ask questions such as the likelihood of 50mm
of rain over September in your area. The app uses results from previous years to give a
percentage of the likelihood that this will happen.
Precision Ag conference in US mentioned OnSite, GetOn; a little black box that collects all data
from whatever software you’re using and moves it to your iPhone. This technology is close to
answering the question, how do we get apps to communicate to each other? Tim Neil from
Precision Ag is under discussions to bring it to Australia.
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Precision planting – Integrated Farming System app.
Monsanto –possible to take paddock map to Monsanto who look at soil types and compare with
their database to calculate the best chance of highest yield.
Understanding the power of data – Group discussion activity
Think of an agronomic issue that’s a constraint on production and what you need to fix it and how to
apply?
Yellow patch in a paddock – yield map, if you record then you can look back at harvest. Identify
and measure the problem and decide if it’s an economic risk.
Calculate feeding sheep compared to lost crop yield if grazing the sheep, monitor how many
weeds are introduced by the sheep. Observation is easier with apps to collect data and review at
harvest.
Mice; to bait or not to bait.
o

Better record keeping through app.

Pesticide resistance in insects. Not huge amount of resistance. Observational data, catchment
wide can alert to build-up of resistance. Spray and record survivors to build databank.
Find something in paddock, map or flag it on app and send to agronomist for their input. Capture
and share. Spray and leave a strip and access economic loss.
Data ownership – Ag World started aggressively with the plan to sell data to chemical companies.
Gross margin analysis was poor in the beginning. Changed when they noticed farmers were
concerned with data ownership. Is it worth having cheaper apps if data entered is sent to
chemical companies.
Have to opt in to allow access to outsiders. It can help get the right chemicals in the relevant
areas. Helpful to research projects so there isn’t such a great reliance on surveys. You can get
feedback based on others in your area. Need to make sure these extras provide value to the
business.
Precision Ag is applying what I know in a more precise manner. Big benefit is not applying what
we know but to use precision to confirm what we know. It’s about measuring, cannot manage
what you don’t measure.
Protected twitter accounts only people who follow you can see profile/feed. This can be useful if
you want discussion to be within a defined group.
File sharing – common account that individuals can drop information into.
Drones were the most talked about subject at the US conference. May take another 15 years
before we’re practically using them. The photo stitching software is the major problem with
drones, once photo stitching is right they will be practical. Applications haven’t been thought of
as yet.
o

Weed resistance management – knowing what hasn’t been killed, drone can go over
paddock and document resistant weeds which a satellite won’t pick up. The USA are
very restrictive on their drone usage, Australia is less restrictive.

Robotics – crop checking, spraying etc.
Production Wise works on apple and android but web based at this stage. Offline usage will be
introduced over time.
No search tools on apps make it harder to locate problems or issues from previous years. If
analysing every year it will become second nature or gut instinct with previous results.
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3.4.2. Evaluation
Key points:
Attendees commented on the power for both twitter and data collection on farms and the use of the
cloud and drop box to store farm records. Attendees now want to try new things with regards to apps and
technology on farm, however keeping in mind the need to make sure you use it to your advantage. Real
time data sharing means you can share something with your agronomist while you’re still in the paddock.
For these apps and technology to be a benefit to the farm business, record keeping is of real importance.
Information identified to take home and implement on their own farm business:
The young farmers said they would create twitter accounts to interact with the industry and use
more apps than they currently do.
Start recording all farm records, and send information from paddock straight to home computer
and agronomist.
Introduce these apps and technology to the older generation and show them how it can benefit
the farm business.
The idea of been able to share information with other local growers in the area really appealed
to them.
They would like to improve their record keeping and have their own trials to monitor differences
in the crops at harvest, which will improve their yield in years to come.
Figure 9 indicates results from the self-assessment of attendees with regards to precision ag, smart phone
use, paddock record keeping, financial record keeping and app and cloud usage.

9
8

7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0
Precision Ag

Smart phone use

Paddock record
keeping

Financial record
keeping

App and cloud
usage

Figure 9. Attendees self-assessment with regards to precision ag, smart phone use, paddock record
keeping, financial record keeping and app and cloud usage.
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3.5. Workshop Three – Grain marketing
3.5.1. Key points from Brad Knight
Grain marketing is a decision making process – getting good at making decisions.
Important to Understand personal risk profiles in the business.
Good grain marking starts well before you sell.
Consistency is the key.
Information is great but seek what you can use.
Swaps are a tool not a silver bullet.

3.5.2. What is grain marketing:
Grin marketing is a series of decisions and subsequent actions that turn into cash flow.
Grain marketing is often confused as price risk management process, but this is only one
component of grain marketing.
Understanding how you and others make decisions is important.

3.5.3. Grain marketing process

Market
intelligence

Price
discovery

Execution

Sale

Price
negotiation

Figure 10. Simplified diagram of the grain marketing process
Simply put the grain marketing process involves looking at prices, calling someone, negotiating price and
then selling.
Important things to remember during the grain marketing process include:
Find out the terms and conditions and then transfer the ownership of grain.
Monitor money coming in once deal is executed.
When something doesn’t feel right it usually it isn’t. Credit risk of buyers, be aware of the risks
with each buyer.
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There are risks to manage through the whole process
Marketing is a year round exercise.
It must give you a return for your money and time.

3.5.4. Grain Marketing Pyramid

External
(what/how)

Plan
(when/why)
Internal Structure (who)
Figure 11. Grain marketing pyramid
Internal is what you can control, who is in the decision making process?
Methods to deal with what you cannot control, e.g. Grain prices drought
Understanding the skills, knowledge, risk profiles and interest levels of individuals in the business.
Helps match strategy, products and services.
Internal vs. external management
What you can do and what you need to outsource
Managing costs, correct business structures and enabling choice in grain marketing
The plan – decision time frames
Long term international Supply & Demand – years
Weather patterns – world – year
Local S&D – 3-6 months
Weather fluctuations – world – months
Regular reports – weeks – Market flows and forecasts
Global physical, local markets, futures – days
Knowing your min and max outcomes in production at key times in the season.
Objective criteria for decision making
Don’t make last minute decisions, mostly don’t get best prices

3.5.5. Execution of plan
Having internal structure correct and plans to deal with external factors, decision becomes easier.
What to focus on in the grain marketing process
What to handle yourself and what to get external help with
Trade off always costs vs. benefit
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Ag concept – future derivative prices, creditable adviser
Futures market – ex-change of standardised trades
Price is only changing element
Clearing function = limited counterparty risk
Cash settled = easily tradeable
Underlining futures market – what swaps are based on
Don’t want to lock in physical grain
Want to component price
Don’t want to fund margin calls/swap provider takes a fee for this
Most can only enter swaps with the major financer.
Want a non-deliverable pricing tool,
Swap not forward selling in it’s entirely it’s just a tool.
Example of a swap
During the year
Swap at $250
Physical price $220 (basis $30)
Harvest
Swap price $300
Sell physical form $300; net price of $250 take off swap loss $50. $30 better off at $250 vs. selling physical
during the year and $220
Better off by the change in basis
Need to do homework. Banks cannot advise as they aren’t licenced to.

3.5.6. Group activity
A grain pricing game was played with participant’s co-operating and competing as tables.

3.5.7. Evaluation
Key points:
Attendees commented on the fact that there is no silver bullet when it comes to grain marketing,
and therefore, farmers need to plan their marketing and set objectives.
Some attendees noted that in general, growers can’t spend enough time getting the information
required to make good marketing decisions, so they need to involve external parties to assist
with the decision making and information gathering.
It is important to know your expected yields and the worst case scenario yields to properly
market your grain. Important to know your break even costs when looking at grain prices and
deciding whether to sell or not.
When making decisions attendees understood the importance of understanding their own
personality and how that may affect their decision making ability.
Information identified to take home and implement on their own farm business:
The young farmers intend to start reviewing and reading different grain pricing websites to keep
themselves up-to-date with the latest prices.
They will also look to involving external parties to make better and more informed grain
marketing decisions.
Attendees plan to create strategies for marketing their grain, and make decisions once a month
or fortnightly rather than daily.
Some hope to use twitter as a source of daily updates to keep themselves in the loop.
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In addition to being informed of daily price update they also look to the long term forecasts to
enable planning for the future.

Figure 12 indicates results from the self assessment of attendees with regards to keeping up to date with
grain price movements, understanding the selling options, having a clear marketing strategy and effective
marketing decision making.

Grain Marketing
8.0
7.0

6.0
5.0
4.0
3.0
Average
2.0

1.0
0.0
Keeping up-to-date Understanding the Having a clear Effective marketing
with grain price
selling options marketing strategy decisoin making
movements
Figure 12. Attendees self assessment with regards to their grain marketing processes.
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3.6. Workshop Four – What are the important factors to consider when planning to make
money from the farm?
3.6.1. Keypoints from Brett Symes and Phil O’Callaghan
Teamwork
o

The glue that sticks it all together; family, employees and service providers.

Communication
o

It doesn’t matter what you say, it’s how you look and how you say it.

o

If the message is not getting through change the message and/or how you say it.

Accountability
o

To-Do lists

o

Time management: 4 categories (1. Important and urgent, 2. Important but not urgent,
3. Not important but urgent, and 4. Not important and not urgent)

o

Use of technology to manage time and task lists

Leadership
o

Don’t allow or accept poor behaviour

o

Rewards good behaviour

o

Provides motivation

Trust and respect
o

Develop a good relationship via an understanding of others’ wants and needs

o

More likely to respond to what you say.

Business success determined by how we manage the:
Enterprise mix
o

Paddock selection is based on gross margin

o

‘Safe bet’ crops/paddocks versus higher production risk

o

High cost paddocks = higher breakeven yield

o

Can reallocate the $ from the problem paddock to spend more on the ‘good’ paddocks.

Seasons, includes rainfall, frost, heat, etc
Price received
Cost of production and fixed costs
TM

o

Utilisation of benchmark services (e.g. Ag Profit ) to ensure costs and income levels are
at or better than guideline values.

o

Understanding of business life cycle i.e. benchmark values will alter depending on where
you sit within the business life cycle (ie. emerging, growing, consolidating, standing still,
re-inventing)

Farm scale and land capability
o

Good management is more important than scale and farming practice

Equity/debt
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3.6.2. Evaluation report
Key points:
Attendees commented on the importance to reviewing their continuous cropping program.
Reallocate the input dollars from problem paddocks into good paddocks.
Work hard on communication and implement systems to help make it more effective. Good
communication and respect goes a long way with the older generation.
It is important to keep control of finances and making sure you know where your dollars go.
Getting the right balance between inputs, interest, machinery payments etc.
Everybody learns and reacts differently, one solution don’t suit everyone.
Information identified to take home and implement on their own farm business:
Attendees would like to improve their communication within the business.
Efficiency needs to be a focus for attendees going forward in the business.
Spread work load so no one is over worked or underworked.
Have realistic goals
Leadership roles need to be defined within the business so everyone knows where they stand.
Optimum crop intensity at 75%.
Learn to label each jobs importance so jobs can then be prioritised.

Figure 13 indicates results from the self-assessment of attendees with regards to factors that affect
business success.
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9.0
8.0
7.0
6.0
5.0
4.0
3.0
2.0

Average

1.0
0.0

Figure 13. Attendees self assessment with regards to factors that affect business success

3.7. Summary
This series of workshops demonstrated a need for a forum where young (<35 years old) farmers can
discuss issues around farm business and risk management. The structured but relatively informal format
seemed to work well.
Getting local support from young agronomists to spread the word also contributed to the profile of the
workshops locally.
The group responded well to facilitation and joined in fully any activities that were delivered as part of the
four sessions.
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4. Appendices
Appendix A: Livestock survey
Livestock Inventory
Q1. For the time periods indicated, please specify the number of sheep on hand for each class of sheep
(i.e. ewes, wethers, etc.)
Sheep Class

Units

Ewes
Merino
1st Cross
SAMM
Dorper
Other

hd
hd
hd
hd
hd

Wethers
Merino
Other

hd
hd

Weaners
Merino
1st Cross
SAMM
Dorper
Other

hd
hd
hd
hd
hd

Lambs
Merino
1st Cross
Dorper
Other

hd
hd
hd
hd

Rams
Merino
Meat

hd
hd

30th June
2007
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30th June
2008

30th June
2009

30th June
2010

30th June
2011

30th June
2012
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Sales and Purchases
Q2. For the financial years indicated, please specify the number of head sold and purchased for each
class of sheep (n.b. For each financial year, the figures specified for each class of sheep must equal the
total figures listed, as the latter figures have been taken from your tax statements).
Sheep Class

Units

Yr ending
30th June
2007

Yr ending
30th June
2008

Yr ending
30th June
2009

Yr ending
30th June
2010

Yr ending
30th June
2011

Yr ending
30th June
2012

Sales
Ewes
Wethers
Weaners
Lambs – bred
Lambs - traded
Rams
TOTAL SALES*

Purchases
Ewes
Wethers
Weaners
Lambs – bred
Lambs - traded
Rams
TOTAL
PURCHASES*

*From your Tax Statements

Instructions for the remainder of the Survey
NB. Please answer based on the 2012 production year and then what you would
consider a ‘typical’ year.
Livestock Marketing
Q3a. Please specify the method by which you sold your lambs (figure expressed as a percentage of total
sales)
Selling Method
Saleyards
Direct – current market price
Direct – forward contract
Private
Other

Units
%
%
%
%
%

Production Year 2012

A Typical Year

If selected other as selling method, please comment
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Q3b. Rank the top 3 factors that influence your decision of when to sell lambs? (n.b. select ONLY the top
3 important factors, where 3 = most important of the three factors and 1 = least important of the three
factors).
Factors that trigger your decision to
sell your lambs
Lamb price
Supplementary feed price
Paddock feed availability
Seed infestation
Lambs have reached target weight
Regular sale date
Other (please describe)

Production Year 2012

Typical Year

If 2012 rankings are different to typical rankings, please comment

Q3c. Please specify the age and weight at which you sold the majority of lambs.
Lambs
Sale age
Sale weight (dressed weight)

Units
month
kg

Production Year 2012

Typical Year

If 2012 figures are different to typical figures, please comment

Q3d. Please specify the average age at which you sold the majority of adult sheep.
Adult sheep
CFA Ewes
Wethers

Units
Year
Year

Production Year 2012

Typical Year

If 2012 figures are different to typical figures, please comment
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Wool Sales
Q4a. Please specify the time at which you sold your wool (figures expressed as a percentage of total
sales).
Time of Sale
Immediately following
shearing
Traditional time of year
Response to change in
market price

Units
%

Production Year 2012

Typical Year

%
%

If 2012 figures are different to typical figures, please comment

Q4b. Please specify the method by which you sold your wool (figures expressed as a percentage of total
sales).
Selling method
Private
Auction
Direct

Units
%
%
%

Production Year 2012

Typical Year

If 2012 figures are different to typical figures, please comment

Q4c. For the Production Year 2012;
i.
Did you use forward contracts when selling your wool?
If answered yes to above question, what percentage of wool clip was sold in this manner?

Yes / No (please circle)

ii.
Did you use futures when selling your wool?
If answered yes to above question, what percentage of wool clip was sold in this manner?

Yes / No (please circle)

Supplementary Feeding
Q5a. Did you use feed budgets?
Production Year 2012
Yes / No (please circle)

Typical Year
Yes / No (please circle)

Q5b. Did you feed test for energy and protein?
Production Year 2012
Yes / No
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Q5c. Please specify whether you had a lamb stock containment area/feedlot area?
Production Year 2012
Yes / No

Typical Year
Yes / No

If you answered yes to Q5c, please complete the following table:

Average number of lambs fed locked
up
Average period of time fed locked up

Units
hd

Production Year 2012

Typical Year

weeks

If you answered yes to Q5c, what year did you start a using stock containment area/feedlot area for
lambs?

Q5d. Please specify whether you had a ewe stock containment area/feedlot area?
Production Year 2012
Yes / No

Typical Year
Yes / No

If you answered yes to Q5d, please complete the following table:

Average number of ewes locked up
Average period of time locked up

Units
hd
weeks

Year ending June 2012

Typical Year

If you answered yes to Q5d, what year did you start using a stock containment area/feedlot area for
ewes?

Q5e. Please specify the amount of grain and hay you would feed at full ration (kgs/hd/week) to the
different classes of sheep.
Sheep Class

Units
Grain

Finishing lambs in paddock
Finishing lambs in feedlot
Maintaining lambs
Maintaining ewes
Pre-joining ewes
Pregnant ewe – last trimester
Lactating ewe
Wethers
Rams – pre-joining
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Typical Year
Hay

kgs/hd/week
kgs/hd/week
kgs/hd/week
kgs/hd/week
kgs/hd/week
kgs/hd/week
kgs/hd/week
kgs/hd/week
kgs/hd/week
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Q5f. For the two time periods indicated, rank the top 3 factors that have been utilised to manage
seasonal feed shortage? (n.b. select ONLY the top 3 important factors, where 3 = most important of the
three factors and 1 = least important of the three factors)
Factors to manage seasonal feed shortage
Sale of dry sheep/lambs
Sale of ewes
Wean lambs
Supplementary feed in paddock
Supplementary feed in stock containment
area
Agistment

Production Year 2012

Typical Year

Q5g. Please specify your general attitude towards stock carrying capacity, (place TICK within one box).
Attitude towards stock carrying capacity
Below typical district stocking rate
At district stocking rate
Above district stocking rate

Typical Year

Q5h. Rank the top 3 factors that have been utilised to manage or increase stock carrying capacity? (n.b.
select ONLY the top 3 important factors, where 3 = most important of the three factors and 1 = least
important of the three factors)
Factors to manage or increase carrying
capacity
Stock trading
Stock containment
Supplementary feeding
Fodder/dual purpose crops
Pasture topping and spray graze
Improved pastures
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Shearing time
Q6a. Please specify the shearing month(s) for each of the different classes of sheep
Sheep Class
Ewes
Ewes
Wethers
Wethers
Lambs
Lambs
Lambs
Lambs
Lambs

Units
month
month
month
month
all year round
month
month
month
month

Production Year 2012

Typical Year

If 2012 figures are different to typical figures, please comment

Q6b. If you’re not shearing annually, what is your shearing interval (eg 9 months)?

Joining period
Q7a. What was your joining period? (place TICK within one box)
Joining periods
Less than 5 weeks
Between 5 and 7 weeks
Greater than 7 weeks

Production Year 2012

Typical Year

If 2012 figures are different to typical figures, please comment
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Scanning
Q8a. Please specify your adoption of scanning technology (place TICK within one box).
Scanning options
Don’t scan ewes
Scan for wet/dry ewes
Scan for multiple foetuses

Production Year 2012

Typical Year

If 2012 figures are different to typical figures, please comment

If you answered yes to Q8a, what year did you start using scanning?
Lambing mob size
Q9a. Please specify your mob size at lambing (you can TICK more than one box)
Lambing mob size
Less than 200 ewes
Between 200 and 500 ewes
Greater than 500 ewes

Production Year 2012

Typical Year

If 2012 figures are different to typical figures, please comment

Q9b. Rank the top 3 factors that influence your choice of lambing mob size? (n.b. select ONLY the top 3
important factors, where 3 = most important of the three factors and 1 = least important of the three
factors)
Factors that influence mob size at lambing
Scanning for Wet & Dry ewes
Scanning – Multiples foetuses
Paddock size
Age of ewe
Class of ewe (e.g. condition score)

Production Year 2012

Typical Year

If 2012 figures are different to typical figures, please comment
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Lambing time
Q10a. Please specify the month(s) at which you lambed and weaned, and for each time period express
the figure as a percentage of total flock.
Sheep Class
Time of year
Percentage of whole
flock
Time of year
Percentage of whole
flock

Units

Production Year 2012
Lambing
Weaning

Lambing

Typical
Weaning

month
%
month
%

If 2012 figures are different to typical figures, please comment

Labour sources
Q11a. What labour sources were used to complete the listed livestock management tasks? (place a TICK
in the appropriate boxes)
Tasks
Sole

Sources of labour for the Production Year 2012
Family
Employed
Contractors
Not done
members
labour

Mustering/droving
Mulesing
Lamb marking
Dipping/jetting/back lining
Crutching
Shearing
Feeding

Animal husbandry
Q12a. What method did you employ to control lice? (place a TICK in the appropriate boxes)
Method of control
No method of control required
Dip
Jet
Back line
Uncontrolled

Production Year 2012

Typical Year

If 2012 figures are different to typical figures, please comment
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Q12b. What method did you employ to control flies? (place a TICK in the appropriate boxes)
Method of control
No method of control required
Dip
Jet
Back line
Crutch
Uncontrolled

Production Year 2012

Typical Year

If 2012 figures are different to typical figures, please comment

Q12c. Did you vaccinate your lambs and if so, how frequently were they vaccinated?
Production Year 2012
Did you vaccinate (please
circle)
How often (please circle)

Yes
Once/year

No
Twice/year

If answered yes to Q12c, what vaccination product did you use (please place a TICK in the appropriate
boxes)
Vaccination product
3 in 1
4 in 1
5 in 1
6 in 1
B12
Selenium
Other (please specify)

Production Year 2012

Q12d. For the Production Year 2012, did you vaccinate your ewes?

Typical Year

Yes / No (please circle)

If you answered yes to Q12d, what vaccination product did you use (place a TICK in the appropriate
boxes)
Vaccination product
3 in 1
4 in 1
5 in 1
6 in 1
B12
Selenium
Other (please specify)
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Q12e. Do you drench your livestock? (circle yes or no within the table)
And if answered yes, please specify what was your reason for treatment (place a TICK in the appropriate
box)

Did you drench your livestock?
Reason for treatment – annual process
Reason for treatment – faecal egg count
Reason for treatment – visual assessment

Production Year 2012
Yes / No

Typical Year
Yes / No

Q12f. Do you mules your lambs? (please circle yes or no within the table)
And if answered yes, please specify what was your post mulesing treatment product?

Did you mules your lamb?
No post mulesing treatment
Fly control product
Pain relief product
Other (please specify)

Production Year 2012
Yes / No

Typical Year
Yes / No

Ram selection
Q13a. What method did you employ to select your rams? (please place a TICK in the appropriate boxes)
Method of ram selection
Lamb Plan figures
Estimated Breeding Values
Physical judgement
Reputation
Historical performance
Breed own rams
Other (please specify)

Production Year 2012

Typical Year

Technology/Infrastructure
Q14a. Please specify whether you have (current) or intend to have (next 1-3 years) any of the listed
items (place a TICK in the appropriate boxes)
Technology/infrastructure items

Currently have / do

Will have or do in next 1-3
years

Weighing system
Bugle drafting race
Raised board
Electronic ear tags
Lane ways for stock movement
Stock containment areas
Scanning
Embryo transfer/A.I.

BCG | Grain and Graze Project Report

Page 49 of 52

Livestock numbers
Q15a. Please specify whether livestock numbers have or will change on your property over the last 6
years and over the next 3 years.

Livestock number change

Last 6 years
Yes / No

Next 1-3 years
Yes / No

If answered yes to 15a, please complete the following table:

Livestock numbers increased
Livestock numbers decreased

Last 6 years
Yes / No
Yes / No

Next 1-3 years
Yes / No
Yes / No

Q15b. Rank the top 3 factors that influence your choice to significantly change the number of livestock
on your property? (n.b. select ONLY the top 3 important factors, where 3 = most important of the three
factors and 1 = least important of the three factors)
Last 6 years

Next 1-3 years

Change in farming systems
Water availability
Availability of labour/shearers
Enterprise selection
Attitude towards livestock
Lifestyle
Seasonal variability
Infrastructure
Profitability

Risk
Q16. Do you perceive that livestock reduce or increase risk in your business?
Please comment

Q17. Any other comments in regards to livestock and your farming system?
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5. Further information
5.1. Resources from Richard Heath
www.farmingwithapps.com
YouTube: the future of farming is in sight with John Deer
Twitter @richardaheath

There are also two excellent lists compiled as part of GRDC funded projects by SEPWA:
http://www.sepwa.org.au/phocadownload/projects/Mobile%20Devices/Mobile%20Devices%20%20Next%20Step%20in%20PA%20Adoption%20(Apps).pdf
The AgEx alliance
http://agex.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2012/07/Apps-Book.pdf
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5.2. Resources from Brad Knight
Description

Type

CBA

Market/price analysis

Link
https://www.commbank.com.au/corporate/research/commodities/daily/agricultural-marketdaily.html

Rabobank

Market/price analysis

http://www.rabobank.com.au/Research/Pages/Research-index.aspx

Profarmer
Barchart
Futures
summary
TradingChart
s Charting

Market/price analysis

www.profarmer.com.au

Market/price analysis

http://www.barchart.com/commodityfutures/All

Market/price analysis

http://futures.tradingcharts.com/chart/CW/M?anticache=1342573890

Agrimoney
Agro
Perspectiva
US
Commitment
of Traders

Market/price analysis

http://www.agrimoney.com/

Market/price analysis

http://www.agroperspectiva.com/en/

Market/price analysis

http://www.cftc.gov/MarketReports/CommitmentsofTraders/index.htm

Description
Pentag
Nidera
USDA
weekly
Weather and
Crop Bulletin
Global
weather
forecasts
USDA OCE
Summaries

Type
Local markets

Link
http://www.pentag.com.au/MarketsBusiness/PentagNideraWeeklyMarketReport/tabid/231/Defaul
t.aspx

Global Weather

http://www.usda.gov/oce/weather/pubs/Weekly/Wwcb/

Global Weather

http://www.wxmaps.org/pix/clim.html

Global Weather

http://www.usda.gov/oce/weather/pubs/index.htm

NOAA CPC
US Export
Sale
Highlights
USDA
WASDE
International
Grains
Council
USDA FAS
World Grain
Trade
Crop
Progress

Global Weather

http://www.cpc.ncep.noaa.gov/products/analysis_monitoring/regional_monitoring/

Global S&D

http://www.fas.usda.gov/export-sales/highlite.htm

Global S&D

http://www.usda.gov/oce/commodity/wasde/

Global S&D

http://www.igc.int/en/Default.aspx

Global S&D
Global crop
conditions
Education/Informatio
n
Education/Informatio
n

http://usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/MannUsda/viewDocumentInfo.do?documentID=1487

WEA
ASX Grain
strategies
CBA Wheat
swaps
NAB Wheat
swaps
CME Self
study guide

http://usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/MannUsda/viewDocumentInfo.do?documentID=1048
http://www.wea.gov.au/FactSheets.php

Derivative education

http://www.asx.com.au/products/asx-grain-futures-and-options-trading-strategies.htm
https://www.commbank.com.au/business/agribusiness/commodities-riskmanagement/wheat/producer-swaps.html
http://financial.markets.nab.com.au/Solutions/Commodities/Pages/Commodity-Swaps-forProducers.aspx

Derivative education

http://www.cmegroup.com/trading/agricultural/files/AC-216_HedgersGuideNewBoilerplate.pdf

Derivative education
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