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GLOSSARY

DPI&F Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries, Queensland

FutureBeef Originally, FutureBeef was the generic program name for two pilot projects
(R2R and CQBEEF). It has now been extended to mean all DPI&F extension
activities with the Queensland beef industry.

R2R Research to Reality: FutureBeef pilot project in the Burdekin Region

CQBEEF Central Queensland Better Economic and Environmental Futures: FutureBeef
pilot project in the Fitzroy Region
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Executive Summary

Research to Reality (R2R) was one of two pilot projects for the ‘FutureBeef’ initiative of the
Queensland Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries. The initiative started in late
2006 in two regions; Burdekin (R2R) and Fitzroy (Central Queensland Better Economic and
Environmental Futures: CQBEEF).

The aims for the pilots were to improve beef business performance and increase the adoption
of sustainable and profitable grazing practices. The project involved small groups of producer
teams working together with support from DPI&F extension staff, researchers, economists
and other relevant experts, to trial new practices and reflect on the results through a
continuous improvement and innovation approach.

The project concluded in June 2008. This final evaluation is the last in a series of three
reports compiled by Roberts Evaluation for the DPI&F over the life of the R2R project.

The key evaluation questions were:

How well was the project managed and implemented?

What are the outputs, impacts and benefits resulting from the project?

What was the benefit/cost of the project?*

How effectively does this extension model accelerate the adoption of sustainable beef

practices compared to other current models?*

5. How can the FutureBeef model be improved to better achieve practice change within
groups and broader industry?

6. What are the implications (learnings) for future extension programs?

PwdNPRE

* While we have been able to make some general comments against questions three and
four, it was outside the scope of this evaluation to definitively address them. This will be the
responsibility of the DPI&F managers and their relevant advisors, as they draw together the
economic and environmental outcomes in final reports.

Overall assessment

This has been a very successful project, well managed and well received by participants.
Feedback from participants shows that they were very satisfied with their experience. Strong
impacts are evident in producers’ capacity, especially their business management skills, and
these have already flowed through to their enterprises. While a focus on economics and
finance dominated the process, producers also acknowledged shifts in their appreciation of
the impact they were having on the natural resource as a result of their grazing practices. An
important outcome of the project is that the link between increased profitability and better land
management has now been established in the outlook of producers. This is reflected in the
management decisions, actions and planning they are now undertaking.

Impacts at the wider industry level will be felt but they are difficult to measure. Some flow-on
effect to other producers not directly involved in the project is evident, but the more significant
impact is the learning for DPI&F and the implications for future extension approaches in the
Queensland beef industry.

Current estimates of the economic impacts at the property level are very positive. The draft
economic assessment (Chudleigh, 2008) shows that the return to the producers from the
public investment will be substantial. What is unclear at this stage is how the collated change
from 16 businesses will contribute to the strength of the whole industry.



The environmental outcomes at the property level also look promising, given the reduction in
herd sizes, improved herd management and rotational grazing implemented or planned by
almost all producers involved. Obviously the timescale for the measurement of the impacts of
these practice changes will be significantly longer than the 2 years of the project and will vary
depending on the changes made and the particular challenges faced on a property.

Despite the high per business cost of implementing a project such as this ($45 279 pa
(Chudleigh 2008)), the benefits are substantial. These include:

Significant gains in producer knowledge and capacity in business management
Improvements in DPI&F staff knowledge and skills

Widespread uptake of economically and environmentally sustainable practices
amongst producers involved

Learning for the DPI&F regarding successful methods of extension in the beef
industry

Learnings for DPI&F about the practical application of research and development
(R&D); that could be communicated back to research staff

Significant economic gains on-farm (estimated at an improvement in gross margin of
$25 per head per annum (cattle adult equivalent) accruing over the life of the
investment (Chudleigh, 2008))

Recognition by producers of the effects of their grazing practice on the environment
The promise of environmental improvements due to the uptake of management
practices such as rotational grazing and reduced herd size

Much stronger networks for staff and producers

A number of matters are likely to sustain the impact of this project. Beyond those felt at the
enterprise level, there is the increased knowledge and experience of staff and the
strengthening of networks of both staff and producers. For the latter, a much stronger
relationship has been built with the DPI&F and also with external experts who played a very
important role in this project.



Critical success factors

Recommendation 1.

The following factors allowed this project to achie ve its outcomes. We strongly
recommend that these be considered, and where possi  ble, incorporated and
budgeted for, in the design of any future extension programs of this kind.

The critical success factors include:

A participative, empowerment focussed process where staff provide the
framework and the administrative support while producers make the key decisions
This resulted in significant increases in producers’ capacity.

The combination of trust and professionalism built within the producer groups ,
brought about in particular by the sharing of detailed business information
(ProfitProbe results).

The balance achieved between group work (with the associated support and social
benefits that encourage producers’ learning and build their confidence) and
individual property work (that allowed producers to focus on their business and
practically apply their learning).

This balance was supported by the flexibility of the staff and their recognition that
producers would benefit from individual property planning visits as well as the group
activities.  As such, future projects need to recognise the nature of group
empowerment processes and allow the time and space for the project to adapt to
whatever issues arise from the groups.

Whole farm system focus , supported by emphasis on business analysis and
strategic planning.

The use of the Continuous Improvement and Innovation philosophy an d process
to guide the project overall.

Access to external experts , who provided a fresh perspective to both producers and
DPI&F staff, as well as a high quality of training and content input. Their presence
increased the knowledge and networks of both producers and DPI&F staff.
The skills of the project team ; including:

0 Strong leadership and management

o Strong team of staff (individually and collectively), which was also built
through the process

0 Multidisciplinary team; which allows for two things:
Staff to learn from one another's different areas of expertise
The project to achieve the whole farm systems focus

0 Budget for staff training and professional development (cited by staff as
highly valuable)

o Involvement of staff in the monitoring and evaluation process, in particular the
time staff set aside for reflection and discussion on what was working and
what could be adapted throughout the project.



Implementation of the project
Facilitation and Group Empowerment

Clearly the facilitation of the groups is an important aspect of this form of extension and while
overall it appears it worked well in this phase of the project, much depends on the skills of the
facilitator. Staff expressed some concern about how well they had balanced leading the
group versus letting the group lead, however the data from the producers clearly show that
the staff achieved this very well.

Recommendation 2.

In relation to further projects of this kind, we wo uld suggest that facilitation training
be available for staff, and/or that an expert facil itator be available as a resource for
staff to discuss any ongoing issues throughout the project. This might allay the
concerns of the staff as to how well they are deali ng with the situations
encountered.

Project staff were concerned about the shift from a group to an individual focus in the
activities; in particular the delay this caused at the start of the project. However, the fact that
staff —

Listened to the issues coming out of the groups
Were aware of gaps in producers’ skills and abilities; and then,
Responded to this by altering the activities to better suit this desired direction

— isin fact a successful outcome.

This is the essence of the group empowerment model of extension, namely that the process
and the staff have the ability to respond to the circumstances and aspirations of the target
audience.

Producers were largely unconcerned by this transition from the group to the individual focus.
Some mentioned the uncertainty and lack of clarity at the beginning of the project, but they
also recognised that the project was a pilot and therefore somewhat developmental.

Staff noted that this change could have been better managed by providing producers with
more frequent updates during the individual property planning visits but overall it is apparent
that this project was well implemented.

Recommendation 3.

Future extension projects using a group empowerment approach should include the
following key components:

a. Space for participants to articulate their needs and aspirations

b. Staff that are open to the issues that come out of the group (again, this
requires strong facilitation skills to assist the g roup in articulating these
together).

c. A project timeline and management structure that is flexible enough to
respond to the expressed vision of the group, and c an accommodate
significant changes in direction and types of activ ities. This also requires
staff with the flexibility and skill to adapt their plans and activities.

d. Good communication, particularly when making cha nges to the project
process. This is the key to ensuring that particip ants are informed and
remain engaged.




Impacts on participants

Changes in producers’ capacity

The most marked change in producer’s capacity is the increase in their confidence in their
business management in conjunction with greater business knowledge and a different view of
their businesses. Producers are now very confident in the extent to which they assess the
value of new ideas and options based on sound financial analysis of the likely outcomes for
their business. They also improved their confidence in their ability to adapt and change.

There was a strong improvement in their rating of their ability in the area of resource
management. Knowledge of the impacts of their practices on the wider environment
(particularly the Great Barrier Reef) and of the activities of the Burdekin Dry Tropics NRM
body has increased markedly and many producers have made the link between care for the
land and profit.

Producers’ ability to manage information was greatly expanded by their participation in R2R.
Recognising the benefits of good record keeping was the reason most often cited for
improved ratings in this area.

Confidence in communicating in formal situations was bolstered by participation in R2R.
Ratings for informal communication before and after R2R were quite similar; however
gualitative comments made by producers about their peers indicate that the nature of this
relationship has changed in that they now relate on a more in-depth level. This was assisted
by the sharing of financial information.

Producers also strengthened their relationships with DPI&F staff and external consultants,
with the largest change seen in the contact they have with DPI&F economists. Producers
highly value their contact with DPI&F staff and consultants, and commented that they feel
confident that they now know whom to call if they need advice or assistance.

Another factor mentioned as important in increasing their skills were the range of other
training courses which complemented the work on their own enterprises.

Changes in producers’ grazing practices

It is significant that all respondents nominated at least three practices or techniques that they
had incorporated or planned to incorporate into their business.

The majority of producers named pasture management and rotational grazing changes;
including setting up the fencing and water points to support this, and planning for this, as the
changes that they had made through the project already.

In the new practices that producers plan to trial over the next 12 months (as indicated in the
case studies) most have identified an NRM outcome as their main focus followed by those
who have combined a NRM/production outcome and then by a production result alone. Given
the objectives of the project this should be seen as a good result.

It is important to note that the fundamental change in business outlook and management
skills observed in the capacity data is directly linked to these management changes. The
majority of the producers spoke about the major impact of the project being a new way of
thinking about their business. This is evident in the key issues and opportunities they see for
their businesses, which include business analysis and planning issues, followed by linked
environmental and production goals.
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Changes in staff capacity

The areas in which staff were confident at the start of the project stayed quite high, with some
improvement.  These included critical thinking, communication and networking skills,
knowledge of sustainable management of rangelands, confidence in the value of business
analysis and monitoring and evaluation.

Planning, facilitation and leadership skills are clearly crucial for a project such as this and at
the time of both the Benchmark Report (April 2007) and the Mid-Term Review (October 2007)
particular aspects, namely,

continuous improvement and innovation,

group facilitation, and leadership,

understanding of the FutureBeef process ahead of them,

their knowledge of profit partnership tools and

their ability to assist the groups with business analysis and land condition scoring

were noted as areas for improvement. These areas showed strong improvement by the end
of the project, with staff ratings much higher and more consistent among the group.

In relation to staff networks, the largest change is the strength of their contact with
consultants, as well as the importance they place on this network. As to be expected, smaller
increases occurred with groups of people with whom staff already had strong networks prior
to the project; producers, DPI&F extension and research staff. Contact with DPI&F
economists also increased significantly.

As well as the practical experience they have gained through the project, staff cite the training
and professional development available to them as responsible for these gains in their skill
and confidence.

Wider impacts
Policy level change in DPI&F extension

This project is well placed to inform future extension projects to be conducted by the DPI&F,
and especially the beef industry. The significant results achieved in producer capacity and
management practices make a strong case for continuing with this style of project. It is
interesting to note that while group extension work using the CI&l process has been
conducted throughout Queensland by DPI&F extension officer Richard Clark since the mid
1990s, DPI&F staff interviewed for this evaluation saw this project as a new approach for the
Department. It is unclear whether this is an issue of a change in the culture of the DPI&F or a
lack of transfer of previous departmental knowledge, or both, however, it reinforces the need
for regular training in extension practice for DPI&F staff.

Sometimes it is the combination of extension methods which (as in this case) will produce the
best results. This is particularly important where participants have different needs and
abilities as discussed above.

Recommendation 4

That DPI&F ensures that it draws upon the wide rang e of best practice extension
methodologies currently or previously in practice w hen devising its strategies for
work in the beef industry. This should be supporte d by appropriate training for field
staff in key methodologies.
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Economic Outcomes

Due to the changes in the business skills of producers, there are high expectations for
improvements in profit margins of the involved businesses.

It is less clear as to what this will mean for the Queensland beef industry as a whole and into
the future. This has to do with the question of how the benefits of this program and the
adoption of improved management practices will be taken beyond participants to other beef
producers in the state.

There is some evidence that producers are “spreading the word” and influencing neighbours
and staff, and there were some opportunities in the project for external producers to be
involved (e.g. through field days) and so extend the impact of the project. This is a key issue
for project staff in the reporting and publication of the results of this program; to investigate
ways that the message can be spread to others.

Recommendation 5.

Further research is required of DPI&F into the sign ificance of the economic
outcomes; both at an individual property level and for the wider industry, over the
longer term.

Recommendation 6.

Promote the learnings from the project to other bee  f producers in Queensland.
The first choice would be to implement a similar pr oject with different producers.
Other options include:
Field days or talks/presentations by R2R participan  ts
Information sessions presented by DPI&F staff along with producers
and/or external consultants who have been involved in R2R
Formal publications
Articles in newspapers and other relevant media
Electronic communications

Environmental Outcomes

On farm environmental improvements may be observable through land condition scores
tracked over time. Some immediate changes in pasture and land condition, as a result of
change in producers’ management practice, such as better rotational grazing and wet season
spelling, should be directly observable. Given the relatively small humbers of producers
involved there is clearly an issue of scale here, despite the substantial holdings of those
involved.

Catchment level environmental change depends on the existing condition of the area, the
contribution to run-off to the Great Barrier Reef, and how important these particular farms are
in relation to achieving whole of catchment resource condition targets. We do not have
strong data to draw conclusions in this area.

Recommendation 7.

Further research is required of DPI&F into the sign ificance of the practice changes
made and planned by producers; for resource conditi on on the individual properties
and for whether this will make any significant cont ribution to catchment-scale
resource condition over the longer term.

12



Beyond R2R: Opportunities

In order to capitalise on the achievements and learning from this project, we make the

following recommendations for areas in which opportunity exists to expand the impact.

Recommendation 8.

Further develop the relationships that the project has started with other relevant
organisations for achieving mutually desirable outc omes; for example, Burdekin
Dry Tropics NRM and consulting firms. Such relatio nships are likely to be very
beneficial for the development of sophisticated ext ension approaches that integrate
environmental and production messages and outcomes.

Recommendation 9.

Investigate methods (for example, written case stud ies or papers) for the
dissemination of the practical lessons that have be en gained through implementing

new practices into a real farm system to research a  nd development staff within

DPI&F and other research bodies so as to inform and shape future research to
better suit the realities that face a producer cons idering adoption of a new practice

or technology.

Recommendation 10.

Investigate more cost-efficient ways of working wit h producers, while retaining this
style of extension and the key aspects (see Critica | Success Factors) that
contributed to its success. While the benefits of this project are exciting, we would
recommend that future projects investigate ways to reach more producers at a
lower cost per participant.

An idea here would be to look to linkages that coul d be built with external
organisations or consultants for assistance with de livering this kind of program to a
broader target audience.

Recommendation 11.

We also recommend that more realistic timeframes be allocated for projects such as
this; both to allow the participative, empowerment process to develop as it needs
to, and to allow time for broader impacts to be mea  surable. Indicative timeframes
could be a three year project, with a long term fol  low-up evaluation at five or even
ten years.

13




Monitoring and Evaluation

For evaluation of a project of this kind in the future, we would advise that the data collection
tools and process be tightened up to reduce the administrative burden on project staff; and be
more strategic about only collecting the amount and type of data required to answer the key
questions guiding the evaluation. However, given the exploratory nature of the project, it is
understandable that a wide range of data collection processes were selected in the original
planning for the evaluation, and they have provided a wealth of information for the reporting.

We highly recommend all the data collection tools used in this evaluation, but suggest that
fewer methods be selected. The decision about which tools to use (eg. feedback surveys,
telephone interviews, staff observation, narratives) should be made in light of the following
considerations:

The people from whom or about whom data is to be collected and the convenience
and appropriateness of the method to these people (Consider for example: Do they
have time to fill in a written survey, would they prefer to talk over the phone, would
they be more comfortable with speaking in person — one on one or in a group setting
like a focus group?)

The practicalities of the method itself; including the time and resources it takes to
administer and deliver and the likely response rate

The capacity of the organisation/staff to analyse the data, in terms of:

0 The time and resources that can be dedicated to it. This must be considered
in the initial project design and budget. A rough guide is that the evaluation
budget should be at least 5-10% of the total project budget, and more if a
range of methodologies and data collection tools are required.

0 The skills that staff have in qualitative and quantitative analysis and reporting.

It is also important to note that the depth and breadth of this evaluation is not reflected in the
budget that was allocated for its completion.

14



1 Introduction
1.1.1 Background

R2R was one of two pilot projects for the ‘FutureBeef' initiative commenced by the
Queensland Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries in late 2006.

The aims for the pilots were to improve beef business performance and increase the adoption
of sustainable and profitable grazing practices. The project was designed in line with adult
learning, empowerment, and continuous improvement and innovation principles, along with
elements of each of the five extension models (mentoring, programmed learning, group
empowerment, information access, and technology development (Coutts, J. et al 2005)).

The project involved small groups of producer teams working together with support from
DPI&F extension staff, researchers, and economists, and other relevant experts, to trial new
practices, and reflect on the results through a continuous improvement and innovation
approach.

The project concluded in June 2008. This final evaluation is one in a series of three reports
compiled by Roberts Evaluation for the DPI&F over the life of the R2R project.

1.1.2 Previous Evaluation Reports

This final evaluation report follows the:

a) Benchmark Report (April 2007, finalised October 2007), and the
b) Mid-Term Review (October 2006).

The methodology and findings of these two reports are briefly summarised below.
a) Benchmark Report (April 2007, finalised October  2007)

As close as possible to the start of the project, producers and program staff were
asked to rate their abilities across a range of indicators of capacity, including: critical
thinking, communication, planning, leadership, networking, business management
and understanding of other issues relevant to the program.

The indicators of capacity were determined through a participatory process involving
FutureBeef staff and the evaluators. They were selected by considering previous
research into indicators of empowerment (Roberts and Coutts 2006) as well as the
aspects of capacity most likely to be influenced by the FutureBeef program, and to
lead to the adoption of changed behaviour in line with the program objectives.

The indicators of capacity were developed into a questionnaire which DPI&F staff
distributed and the results were analysed by Roberts Evaluation, who compiled a
benchmark report.

The benchmark report forms the basis for the assessments made in this, the final
evaluation report, regarding the impact Research to Reality has had upon producers’
ability to seek information, trial new approaches, and implement economically and
environmentally sustainable practices in the management of their properties. It is
also the basis from which change in staff skills can be observed.

As part of the data collection for the final evaluation report, producers and staff were
asked to fill out the same questionnaire (with the inclusion of more space for
gualitative comments) in June 2008. As such, the two sets of results provide a direct
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b)

point of comparison and demonstrate the areas in which Research to Reality has
impacted on the capacity of participants.

Findings of the 2007 Benchmark Report:

The benchmark report found that R2R producers were confident in the future
profitability and sustainability of their properties, as well as in some aspects of their
business management. They were less confident in their skills and knowledge
regarding resource management.

The report also found that while staff were skilled and confident in their critical
thinking and communication (both formal and informal) they were less sure (and the
differences between individual staff were wider) in the areas of planning, facilitation
and leadership, as well as some other skills specific to the R2R project.

While the charts summarising staff and producer ratings from April 2007 have been
included in the current report for direct comparison with the June 2008 results, it is
also worth referring to the complete 2007 Benchmark Report for a more detailed
discussion of producer and staff capacity prior to the project.

Mid-Term Review (October 2007)

The Mid-Term review assessed the monitoring activities and data collection being
carried out by R2R staff, in order to identify areas that were working well and areas
for improvement so that timely changes could be made to the project. The focus of
the mid-term review was not on capturing the impact of the project, as this is reserved
for the final evaluation report. It did however provide some indication of progress
toward desired outcomes.

For the mid-term review telephone interviews were conducted with one or two
producers from each R2R group, seven project staff, and three other informed
persons.

Findings of the Mid-Term Review

It was found that while R2R staff had successfully and skilfully taken producers
through some of the early stages of the continuous improvement and innovation
process, namely by conducting individual property visits, that understanding of, and
confidence in this process and its tools, were not consistent across the team of staff.
In order to successfully build the skills of the producers in implementing a process of
this kind in their own businesses, the review advised that staff knowledge of the
principles and practical application of Cl&I be strengthened in the team.

The review noted a high level of satisfaction amongst R2R producers with their
involvement in and ownership of the project so far, as well as some preliminary
indications of change in attitudes towards and skills in business management.
Producers had also built their networks with one another, with DPI&F and some
external experts and consultants.

The review went on to recommend that R2R staff be mindful of keeping the economic
and environmental messages of the project side by side, be responsible for
monitoring the direction and suitability of future group activities, and keep an eye to
the future; in particular the dissemination of the lessons coming out of the project and
opportunities for impact on the industry beyond the specific project participants.

Jacqueline Storey (Roberts Evaluation) and Jeff Coutts (Coutts J&R) facilitated a one
day workshop with staff from both R2R and CQBEEF in October 2007, to reflect on
the findings from the mid-term review and the implications for the future direction of
the program.
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1.1.3 This report: The final evaluation

This final evaluation report seeks to build upon the findings of the two prior Roberts
Evaluation reports referred to above, and draws together data from the following sources:

20 interviews by telephone conducted by Roberts Evaluation in June 2008, with
producers, staff and other informed people, regarding their opinions of the success of
the project. The questionnaires are included in Appendix 8.7, page 80. For more
specific details of the interviews see the section on Methodology.

Repeat benchmark surveys; completed by producers and staff in June 2008. The
surveys are included in Appendix 8.6, page 70.

The monitoring data collected by R2R project staff, including
Feedback gathered from producers after group events

Staff observation notes made after group events
Stories/narratives of change observed and recorded by staff
Notes from staff reflections and meetings

Summary of project communication methods and frequency
Photographs of group events

O o0ooo

o

Preliminary reports into the economic impact of the program:
o Fred Chudleigh’s Economic Analysis (Draft version received 27" June 2008)

Unfortunately, it is too early for reports to be available on the expected environmental
outcomes of the project.

With this collated research, this report discusses the following key evaluation questions:

Key Evaluation Questions
1. How well was the project managed and implemented?
2. What are the outcomes, impacts and benefits resulting from the project?
3. What was the benefit/cost of the project?*
4. How effectively does this extension model accelerate the adoption of
sustainable beef practices compared to other current models?*
5. How can the FutureBeef model be improved to better achieve practice
change within groups and the broader industry?

6. What are the implications (learnings) for future extension programs?

* Notes on the respective roles of Roberts Evaluat  ion and DPI&F:

This report provides a general commentary on the cost-effectiveness of the R2R project and,
in keeping with the original scope of the project, does not attempt to convert the costs and
benefits identified into numeric values, nor to provide a definitive answer as to how effective
this extension model is. However, through considering and identifying the overall costs and
benefits associated with the model, this will provide the project managers with a more
complete description of the impact of the program. This information can then be used by the
program managers to make the judgement on how cost effective the FutureBeef model is.
While the evaluation will help to inform this judgement, ultimately this decision will involve a
comparison with other extension programs, and consideration of the socio-political
environment; both of which are beyond the scope of this evaluation.
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Costs taken into account include project resources and staff time, as well as the time and
resources required of participating producers. The benefits include changes in producer and
staff capacity, changes in grazing and business management practice leading to economic
outcomes (productivity and/or profitability improvements), both on-farm and at the industry
level, and environmental outcomes, both on-farm and at the catchment level.

The data collected and reported on by Roberts Evaluation provides strongest insight into the
capacity and practice changes resulting from the project. This evaluation will thus inform the
detailed economic and environmental analyses to be conducted by the project team and their
advisors.

We are not able to make definitive assessments of the environmental and economic

outcomes of the project, as these reports are not available from DPI&F at this time. For a
detailed economic cost-benefit analysis, refer instead to Fred Chudleigh’s forthcoming report.
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2 Methodology

Data for this report were collected via the following methods:

1. Repeat of the 2007 Benchmark Survey : Written questionnaire completed by 21
producers and 5 project staff. See Appendix 8.6, page 70.

Total of 21 surveys completed by producers, representing 16 businesses (four

couples filled in two surveys, while other businesses just completed one survey
for the whole business).

Figure 1. Age range of R2R producers (from the ski  lIs survey)
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2. Telephone interviews : qualitative interviews conducted by Roberts Evaluation
from 13"™-18" June 2008, with 11 producers (3-4 from each team), 5 staff and 4
other informed people (from DPI&F and Burdekin Dry Tropics NRM) (Figure 1).
See Appendix 8.7, page 80, for the questions asked of interviewees.

Figure 2. Telephone Interviews for the final evalu  ation report

Roberts Evaluation Telephone Interviews
for the final report (June 2008) (Total = 20)
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3. Overview of monitoring data collected by R2R project staff:

i. Feedback gathered from producers after group events

ii. Staff observation notes made after group events
iii. Stories/narratives of change observed and recorded by staff
iv. Notes from staff reflections and meetings

v. Summary of project communication methods and frequency
vi. Photographs of group events

4. Preliminary reports into the economic and impact of the program:

i. Fred Chudleigh’s Economic Analysis (Draft version received 27" June
2008)

5. Review of previous Roberts Evaluation Reports:

i. Benchmark Report (April 2007, finalised October 2007)
ii. Mid-Term Review (October 2007)
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3 Process: Management and Implementation

3.1 Facilitation and group direction
3.1.1 Producers’ perspective

The clear view coming from the producers interviewed was that they came up with the ideas
and the direction, and the facilitators helped with matters of process and in keeping “things on
track”. For some groups there was input at all levels including the organisation of events.
None of the producers interviewed felt that the facilitators drove the ideas and direction; as
one person stated:

“The facilitators weren't there to tell us what to do - they were there to support us.”
The support from the facilitators took a number of forms:

A number of respondents saw the greatest value of the facilitators as being a

resource that provided information either from their own knowledge or by

organising guest speakers. This could then help the group to come up with their

projects or ideas.

Facilitating an open process for the sharing of ideas both from the experts and

also from the producers themselves.

Providing a structure and organisational support on matters such as reminders

coming up to a meeting to make sure things got done.

Doing the thinking about the project (which was important, considering how busy

many producers were with their own businesses);

0 We did not have to think about the whole thing, they did that.

0 They had some good tools for working with us and evaluating what was
important.

0 Kept a track of things.

There was also recognition by some respondents that the hands-off approach by facilitators
regarding group direction was frustrating for them but from the producers there was no sense
in which the facilitators took over. The issue of direction was somewhat problematic in that in
some cases it was difficult for producers to identify common issues and quickly move to
common projects.

3.1.2 Staff perspective

Interviews with staff revealed some variation in both views on what the role should be and
also how it played out in practice. Overall it seems that the facilitators played a reasonably
strong role in the follow-up and process part of the group’s operation but that the groups were
quite robust in the decision making and direction setting.

Regarding the role one staff member said the facilitators needed to provide direction and to
keep following up to ensure an outcome. Another view was that the facilitators were too
passive and did not challenge the group members enough to take control. A more common
perspective amongst staff was that the role of the facilitator was to ensure that the group had
ownership of the direction and the decision making but it was the facilitator’s job to carry out
some of the process parts and follow up to ensure these were done. How much was actually
done by facilitators varied with the group and depended on the strength of leadership, the
skills that were held within the group and its level of motivation.

What arises from the interview comments is the need for the facilitators to have well
developed skills in group work. As one respondent suggested, it requires firstly an imparting
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of ideas and techniques to encourage decision making but then a stepping back to ensure the
group takes over. This facilitator felt that there was a high level of ownership by the group of
their activities. For groups that were not so motivated, facilitators were concerned that unless
they took an active role no progress would be made. This obviously can lead to reliance.
Even for groups that were well motivated and held active meetings it was possible for the
group to end up with a myriad of ideas which was hard to reduce to a workable outcome;
hence the need for skilled facilitation.

It appears that overall R2R staff did well at
managing this process; in particular the
identification and prioritisation of business
issues amongst the groups. Producers
were impressed by the techniques staff
used to manage group dynamics; one
producer, when asked whether it was
important that a group knew one another
prior to the project or would be able to work
together well, stated that this was not
necessary, as “Brigid and David have got
methods so that none of the conflicting
issues evolve”. (See Photograph 1).

Photograph 1. Ranking Issues: Northern
Speargrass group meeting, ‘Felspar’

Staff noted the following factors as important contributors to the success of the producer
groups:

Motivation of group members

Leadership and the interpersonal style of the producer selected to form the group

A mix of different ages in the group; which brings a mix of experience and skills that
means there is learning from within the group, not only from external sources

A commitment to learn from each other

The cohesion in the group such as whether they knew each other or had worked
together before

The business and personal position of the group members involved; producers have
to be in a position (both in terms of the state of their business and their own head
space) to take time out from their everyday work to be involved in this kind of planning

3.2 Overall what worked well
3.2.1 Producer perspective

Producers were asked to comment on the aspects of the project they liked the most. The
strongest response was the benefit of being in a like minded group and the combination of
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social interaction, support and learning that came from this (mentioned by 7 of the 11
producers interviewed).

Other aspects noted enthusiastically by producers included:

The focus on getting to know their businesses in depth
Access to the resources of DPI&F
The constant learning; and the anticipation of learning more throughout the
project
Access to experts
The responsibility producers were allowed; as one producer commented:

“It was about us helping ourselves - it was not about a grand idea from someone in an

office - it involved a process of us identifying what we wanted to work on and then
enacting that.”

3.2.2 Staff perspective

From the viewpoint of staff interviewed, the following aspects of the project worked well:
The whole of business focus, supported by:
o Economic analysis, which provided a big picture focus
0 Using ProfitProbe to benchmark
o0 Looking at gross margin options

The project process. This included:

0 The Cl&l as a basis to keep the project moving and to provide a checklist.
o Providing clarity in the planning process and a way of “chasing things up”.

Engaging producers in the process and getting their input; really listening to what
producers wanted, and helping them to focus their ideas.

Having access to specialists outside DPI&F. This:

o0 Enabled experts to be brought in as guest presenters

o Provided a freshness to the project

o0 Allowed the group to follow its own direction; producers went to other training
Doing the practical activities on ground. For example: field days and projects.
Social aspects of group meetings
Having a multidisciplinary and mutually supportive team of staff
Ongoing monitoring and evaluation of the project activities. As one staff member
commented:
“in terms of being able to adapt each activity as we went - that worked well - not only for
the team members but also for staff cohesion - really creating that ownership of the
process and seeing the results as we went.”

One-on-one work with individuals brought the biggest changes in knowledge and skill

Property planning; the mix of educating and proactive work
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3.3 Difficulties encountered
3.3.1 Producer perspective

The clear view from the producers was that there was little to complain about that fell into this
category. In one instance a respondent came into the project with low expectations because
of past experience and was pleasantly surprised.

The main issue that was nominated was the fact that it was a new experience for some
respondents and the fact that the project itself was a pilot. This caused some uncertainty and
lack of clarity, especially at the beginning. This was not regarded by respondents as a major
issue as they still felt supported throughout and they saw the opportunity to shape the project.

For this type of project one suggestion from a respondent for any new round of groups was:

“...for the next one, | think it would be good if they go through a big picture scenario
maybe with the steps - because it still wasn't clear until you have experienced it what was
involved, you don't really realise what you're going to do, so if that's made clear at the
start it would be better.”

Related to the issue of the uncertain nature of the project was the fact noted by some
respondents was that it was slow to begin.

Other matters mentioned were:

Three producers mentioned the time and travel commitments. One respondent
mentioned the amount of personal time and energy taken although s/he accepted that
this was necessary to progress the business.

Two producers found it difficult either to grasp ProfitProbe, or collect the data for it
One producer found that the 'BreedCow' (software) was not very user friendly.

Significantly, when invited to mention any factors or issues that went wrong, a strong majority
of the respondents either had no issues or took the opportunity to praise the project citing the
strength of the support received from the DPI&F or the “very effective process”.

3.3.2 Staff perspective

The main issue encountered by staff was the shift from a group project to individual activities
which was exacerbated by the relatively short timelines.

As a result of the group meetings and prioritisation exercises, instead of attempting to go
ahead with a group trial project or projects, R2R staff conducted detailed property visits (1-2
days) at each of the properties involved in the project. As found in the mid-term review and
reinforced by the data collected for this report, while this was intensive and time-consuming
for staff, it resulted in in-depth analysis of the situation of each business, and a high level of
producer patrticipation in and learning from the planning. (See Photographs 2 and 3).
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Photograph 2. Individual Property Planning — Busin ess Analysis, ‘Gregory Springs’

Photograph 3. Individual Property Planning - Land Condition Analysis, ‘Trelawney’

In addition, it was apparent to staff, and articulated by producers, that producers needed to
learn more before they would be able to implement changes; either as a group in a project, or
on their own properties. The project thus focused heavily on education activities; study tours,
field days, and training provided by guest experts (see Photographs 4-6 on the following
pages), in particular the ProfitProbe tool and training provided by Jill Rigney of Rural
Consulting Services (RCS). Producers also attended other workshops and training days
outside of the project. The ‘Power of Engagement’ communication and negotiation training
workshop was cited by several producers as having a large impact on their interpersonal
skills. A number of the producers also attended DPI&F training in herd management and
nutrition.
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Photograph 4. Grazing Systems Study Tour, ‘Mt Plea

Photograph 5. Grazing Systems Study Tour, ‘Cassiop

sant’
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Photograph 6. Grazing Systems Study Tour, 'Clothes Peg

Staff felt that the time lost in attempting to develop a group project before deciding to focus at
the single property level may have frustrated some producers, in particular the ‘activist’ types
who staff felt were keen to get going on actually doing something. However, while some
producers noted that the project was somewhat slow to begin, frustration is not apparent in
producers’ comments. This is most likely due to the satisfactory way in which the project has
progressed following the start-up.

Furthermore, this change from the original project plan demonstrates strength in both the
project model and the skills of staff. In order for a group empowerment process to be truly
effective in building the capacity of the producers involved and devolving decision making
power to the group; it is critical that the project and the staff are responsive to the situation
and the expressed desires of the group. By recognising the group members’ desires to focus
on issues specific to their properties, as well as a gap in producers’ knowledge and skills
regarding the implementation of a research project, and then responding with a method most
suited to supporting producers in this, staff successfully acted upon and thus validated the
group’s perspective and decisions.

One staff member commented that the progress of the individual property visits could have
been better communicated to producers; for example via email updates of how many
properties had been visited. For further projects, this staff member also suggested that the
time this kind of process takes be considered and allowed for.

The staff interviewed also identified some other minor issues and problems that were
encountered regarding getting the group underway and keeping them motivated. These
included:

Motivation varied depending on the members. Some groups were more motivated
than others and if motivation was low at the start this tended to continue. Some
groups tended to struggle if members had personal issues or problems

The role of the person who formed the team can be important, especially if they are
influential and are not comfortable with the process such as the planning cycle.

The introduction of new team members after the group has begun can change the
dynamics, as it did in one case.

Some groups started with ideas but had trouble following up and implementing them.
Keeping numbers at a viable level, especially when a number of sites are involved.
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Process: Summary

Clearly the facilitation of the groups is an important aspect of this form of extension. While
overall it appears it worked well in this phase of the project, much depends on the skills of the
staff and these may not always be as present in the future. For further stages of the project,
consideration could be given to specific training of staff in handling groups using some of the
issues encountered in R2R as a point of reference. It appears that in the pilot that staff did
better than they thought themselves.

What worked well in this project provides a useful guide for any further extensions, particularly
as there is a strong degree of symmetry between the views of producers and staff. Four
issues stood out for both:

1.

Being part of a group (or a like minded group). Along with the learning that this conveyed
there is the social aspect which is well recognised. While this was important the
individual work that was done in some cases should not be under valued, especially as it
allowed for a very strong individual focus on producers’ enterprises.

Examining the enterprises in detail. Two aspects identified were the examination of the
whole business through processes such as property planning but also specific tools such
as Profit Probe.

Empowerment of the group: letting the group make the decisions and substantial results
this had for capacity and confidence.

Having access to experts. This increased the knowledge and networks for both
producers and staff.

Difficulties encountered were mainly the change of plan that occurred relatively early in the
process, which in fact demonstrated the skills of project staff and their commitment to the
empowerment process, by changing the approach to better suit the capacity and desires of
the group. Related to this was the issue that the tight timelines of the project restricted the
amount that could be done and the impacts that could be measured in a two year timeframe.
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4 Outcomes: Change in producers’ capacity

The results of the repeated benchmark provide a detailed breakdown of change in producers’
skills across specific indicators of capacity (see the following section). Producers were also
asked to comment in the telephone interviews upon the change they had experienced as a
result of their involvement in the project.

Overall the responses (to both the survey and in the telephone interviews) were positive, and
even though most of the groups are still in the early stages of actually getting specific on-
ground trials or projects up and running, there were great gains in knowledge, attitudes,
confidence, skills, and social networks.

The changes identified by interviewees in the telephone interviews fall into three main
categories:

Personal capacity
Interpersonal capacity and relationships
Knowledge and sources of knowledge

Personal capacity

The strongest messages from interviews with producers regarding changes in personal
capacity through the project were:

- Changes in the way they now think about their businesses, accompanied by increased
confidence in business management. Comments included:

...the learning process has been a highlight; it has changed our way of thinking
about our land. We have always battled, and thought we always would, but we
have a more positive outlook and think that within 2 years we will be more set up
comfortably. In the past we would try say 5 different things at once, now we
have more impetus to stick with one or two things.

You look at your whole business from a benchmarking point of view and know
where you are at.

We all have a better understanding of the influences that we can have in
different areas through good examination of the operation.

| still don't have the experience, but I've got tools, I've got knowledge, I've got a
foundation with which to move our business forward.

Interpersonal capacity and relationships

Changes in relationships within the business and family; between spouses, between
siblings, between owners and employees.

0 Three of the women interviewed commented that their communication with and
understanding of their spouse had improved:

| can see some of those things that | have wanted to see happen in the
business happening now, and from [husband’s] perspective he has got
more of an understanding of the business. Understanding where we are
coming from, our goals may have come a little bit closer together from
having to nut things out and make decisions.

Men and women are very different. For instance, if | haven't finished
something | will lie awake at night until | know it is dealt with, whereas
my husband will just go to sleep and deal with it in the morning. We
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have developed a greater understanding of where we are both coming
from now.

Because it's been a team thing — both my husband and I...we've worked
together better because we're both involved; it's not just one of us that's
gone off to a course - we both have to discuss things, to come up with
something for the next meeting, and that's very much improved our
working relationship.

One producer noted a change in the way they communicated with staff:

Our dealing with staff has greatly improved as well - and the staff have
responded as well to what we are doing with the project and wanting to
know more.

Two producers described changes in family/business partner relations:

Before it was plodding along, now with a total change in management - it
is a bit more exciting. A lot more talking is going on between me and my
brother - now every day we are putting through theories. More
communication.

Our family looks forward to things a bit more, because we all have a plan
we are working on, there is no discussion about what we are going to do,
the discussion is the planning part - how are we going to do it, what the
benefits are going to be.

Three interviewees had not seen any change in the way they relate to other members of their
businesses. These closely correlated with the respondents that stated they have not made
any major changes to their business management practices.

More detailed analyses of each of these areas of change follow in conjunction with the
repeated benchmark data.

Knowledge and sources of knowledge

In the telephone interviews producers were asked to comment on what they had learnt so far.
Overall, the majority did learn and the responses were enthusiastic. The answers detailed
some specific aspects of farming practice however frequently it was the source of their
knowledge that was identified as important.

The sources were:

Other producers. Respondents commented on the fact that the issues were common
but they had different approaches to the way they were solving them or that some
producers had different problems all together. For some respondents having the
exposure to the way others were faring gave them a benchmark as to where they stood
with their own property.

| really enjoyed learning that there are a lot of similarities across the catchment...It
was good to talk to guys from other areas. *

Because we are geographically isolated, it is easy to be mentally isolated. The
project is important in bringing people together.

From the point of view of meeting with other producers, listening to consultants -
sharing information, and problems - it has been very successful.
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Outside experts:

Knowing more people in industry - getting exposed to different specialists. Knowing
that within the DPI people are studying things that are relevant to us.

Specific knowledge gained

Pasture management (4 comments). This was the most commonly identified change and a
typical comment was

The importance of resting grass, grass is priority before cattle, the different stages of
grass and its formation, improving pastures by getting that feed, mulching. There
have been a lot of key issues - mostly about pastures.

Environmental impact (2 comments)

From when they first came - we could see that Burdekin Dry Tropics was involved in
supporting it, and that the underlying thinking thing was looking after your country,
and we thought 'ooh-ooh'. And then when we filled in the evaluation form [2008
repeat benchmark survey] all of what we put in was about how we've improved
looking after our country! So they've got exactly what they were trying to achieve.
We were very cautious initially as to how if we went on how it could affect our profit,
and it's just that awareness.

Herd management (2 comments). This was mostly regarding herd size, and managing
different herds in relation to rotational grazing.

Others included ProfitProbe and business management training.

Not all interviewees had a substantial shift in their knowledge. For them it was either too
early, a matter of implementing what was known, or it was more that the project provided
clarification or motivation.

While numbers have been placed besides the specific areas mentioned above to indicate how
present they were in the interviewees’ mind when responding, little can be read into the
relative weightings between them. Elsewhere in the survey, for example, Profit Probe is
frequently cited as valuable but this has been spoken of only once in the responses above.
What is insightful is the fact that they have learnt from each other, from experts and about
issues of relevance and importance to them.
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4.1 Comparison of benchmark and current results

Producers completed the initial benchmark survey in April 2007, where they ranked their
confidence in a range of indicators of capacity on a scale from 1 (not confident) to 10 (very
confident). The questionnaire is attached in 8.6 Repeat Benchmark Survey, p. 70.

In 2007, 11 benchmark surveys were completed. Eight of these represented couples (that is,
16 individuals).

In 2008, 21 benchmark surveys were completed. Couples completed the survey differently;
some jointly and others individually. Four couples filled in individual surveys (representing 8
of the total 21), while others completed the survey as the sole representative of their
business.

Essentially, the 2007 and 2008 benchmark groups are the same with the exception that two
additional producers filled in the survey in 2008 that did not complete it in 2007.

Producers rated their skills across the following indicators of personal and business
management capacity (developed by Roberts Evaluation through prior research as well as
input from R2R and CQBEEF staff at the start of the projects):

Business management

Ability to adapt and change
Information management
Resource management knowledge
Communication skills

2008 charts are shown with the 2007 charts below for direct comparison and as can be seen
in the following analysis, the results are striking. Producer confidence in all skill areas has
dramatically increased as a result of the project. The average figures are also shown in the
summary of all skill areas (

Figure 3).

Notwithstanding the small sample size, and thus the potential inaccuracy of average ratings,
the summary chart clearly shows strong increases in producers’ capacity across all areas,
particularly resource management. This is an excellent outcome for the project.

The boxplots on the following pages are a more accurate representation of the spread of
producers’ responses.

The questionnaire also invited producers to comment further on the change they had

observed in their skills in each area. Where these comments further illuminate the numerical
ratings presented, they are also summarised and discussed under the relevant area.
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Figure 3. Summary of Change in R2R Producers’ Capa city

2008, n=21
—a—2007,n=16

Change in R2R Producers' Capacity  (April 07 - June 08, average ratings)

10

1 Not confident - - - - - Very confident 10

i ii i iv v vi Vil viii iX X Xi Xii Xiii Xiv

Business Management | | Adaptation & Change| [ Info MgmentH Resource Mgment | |Communicati0n

Indicator of capacity

KEY: Indicators of Producer Capacity
Business Management

i Knowing how your business profit is changing over time

ii. The extent to which you assess the value of new ideas based on sound financial analysis of the likely
outcomes for your business

iii. Ability to plan for the long term future of your business

iv. Confidence in the future profitability and sustainability of your property

Adaptation and Change

V. Ability to identify specific issues affecting your business
Vi. Ability to trial ways to address the issues that are affecting your business
Vii. Ability to consider the implications of trial results for your business

Managing Information

viii. Ability to stay up to date with information that affects your viability as a business
iX. Ability to keep and analyse records

Resource Management

X. Understanding of land condition analysis (ABCD framework)
Xi. Understanding of how your property management can impact upon the Great Barrier Reef
Xii. Awareness of the activities of the Fitzroy Basin Association

Communication skills

Xiii. Confidence to communicate in informal settings (such as with small groups of people you know moderately
well)
Xiv. Confidence to communicate in formal situations such as speaking to government, industry groups etc.
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4.1.1 Producers’ Business Management skills

The most marked change in producer’s capacity is the increase in their confidence in their
business management in conjunction with greater business knowledge and a reconfigured
view of their businesses. While the change in median ratings from 2007 to the end of the
project is not large (see Figure 4 and Figure 5), as ratings in the benchmark were already
quite high, producers’ comments about their changed knowledge and attitudes are striking.

The most marked improvement in business management skills was the extent to which
participants assessed the value of new ideas and options based on sound financial analysis
of the likely outcomes for their business. Prior to R2R the median rating producers gave their
skill in this area was 7, with 25 percent rating themselves below 5. At the conclusion of R2R
producers rated their skill a median of 8, with 75 percent rating their skill above 7.

Producers reported increased confidence and certainty in their business management skills.
Many mentioned that they had developed new skills in being able identify issues or areas
within their business to work upon.

Comments made by producers about the change in their business management skills
(recorded in the written surveys) included:

“Biggest change is before, we recognised our money came from kilograms of
beef sold; i.e. the bigger the bullock to meatworks the better. Now we see our
business as getting the best return from each kg.”

“Rating in early days was based on gut feeling and knowledge passed on from
one generation to another. R2R produced accurate information, which
provided good principles that can be adapted to my business.”

“We feel much more confident with our business now that we feel we know it
better. To be able to make more solid decisions without as much guess work.”

“An increase in the confidence of our own abilities.”

“Had a good grasp of subject pre R2R but the opportunity to be reviewed,
revised & checked plus expanded was great. Opportunities in enterprises | had
never considered before. Continued evaluation of different enterprises.
Practise comparing Gross Margins, Budgets, Stock & Cash flows etc and
application of.”

“Although | have minimal experience at present relating to pasture & stock
management, the awareness R2R has provided has given me a very solid,
clear grounding & understanding which gives me the ability to move forward
with certainty, rather than continuously question management decisions due to
lack of knowledge.”

“R2R helped identify costs and profit centres.”
“Profit probe has given me a better insight to how out business operates.”
“Trying to get best price for our product”

“Profit Probe helped me to understand our business from the inside out. Now
it is easier to break the operation into sections: in strengths/weaknesses and
easier to identify priority projects.”

Besides these comments, two producers felt that their confidence in business management
had not changed as a result of their participation in R2R. Both of these rated their business
management skills as already high prior to the project.
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Figure 4. R2R Producers: Business Management Skill
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4.1.2 Ability to adapt and change

The area of biggest improvement in producers’ ability to adapt and change following their
involvement in R2R was in their ability to trial ways to address the issues affecting their
business. The median rating for this skill increased from 6 to 7.5 (Figure 6, Figure 7).

In all areas of skill relating to ability to adapt and change following R2R, 100% of producers
rated themselves above average, that is, above 5. Prior to R2R at least some producers had
rated themselves below average, and at least a quarter (25%) had rated themselves below 6
in their ability to adapt and change.

Producers cited Profit Probe, the processes learnt through R2R, knowing there are options,
and also knowing what others are doing as factors that were instrumental in their increased
confidence in their ability to adapt and change. Comments from the surveys included:

“R2R has certainly got us thinking more outside the square and we feel that we
are not as frightened of change as we were beforehand.”

“Prior to R2R we wanted to adapt & change but were very unsure, too concerned
of the consequences if we did, due to the early stage of our business. This is no
longer the case because of the network of people & information we can access
therefore allowing us to confidently make decisions.”

“Before R2R | lacked confidence & direction, but now | have direction &
confidence.”

“Gave us goals to work with.”

“Just talking to other people in the group has given me new ideas & encouraged
me to try new ways.”

“R2R has given us some firm guidelines for working through ideas/concepts and
examining their most likely outcomes.”

Two producers cited ProfitProbe as a key enabler for them to improve in this area.

One specifically mentioned increased aspirations for their business:
“Changed production target from bullocks to 350kg steers. Change totally
because of R2R. Looking at increasing cash flow from $180, 000 to $600 000
because of R2R.”

Three said they felt the project had created little change in their skills in this area.
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Figure 6. R2R Producers: Ability to adapt and chan
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4.1.3 Resource Management Skills

In each of the aspects of resource management knowledge that producers were asked to rate
their confidence at the beginning of R2R, much improvement was shown by their rating post-
completion of the R2R project. This is excellent, given the low ratings and wide range of
responses recorded in the 2007 benchmark (Figure 9).

Producers’ understanding of how their property management can impact upon the Great
Barrier Reef increased from a median of 6 to 8, with no producer rating themselves below 7
post-R2R completion (Figure 8, Figure 9).

Awareness of Burdekin Dry Tropics NRM activities amongst producers grew considerably —
more than 75 percent rated their knowledge in this area below 7 prior to participating in R2R.
Post R2R, 100 percent of producers rated themselves above 7.

The link made for producers, through their participation in R2R, between care for the land and
profit, assisted in this huge increase in awareness and understanding.

Comments included:

“This is a very important part of the whole picture we have been made aware of our
own responsibility for the future of our livelihood and future generations. R2R has
done a great job here.”

“R2R got the point across again that land condition has the biggest influence on
production and profit over the long term. Look after land and grass!”

“Our understanding was money made from kgs of beef. Now know that money and
care of environment are same thing”

“R2R changed focus from kgs of beef to kgs of grass grown. Fundamental shift in
resources management. Now land condition is paramount, whereas before cattle
were everything.”

“The repeated exposure in different ways throughout the project has resulted in me
being familiar& comfortable with my resource management skills. | am now using
them, although | have a lot more to learn.”

“l was incompetent, but now | am equipped with practical knowledge.”

Four producers noted that their general confidence and awareness of land condition and
pasture management had increased. Two attributed this to now knowing how to find
information, and increased awareness of different management techniques.

One commented specifically on the role of the Burdekin Dry Tropics Natural Resource
Management body (BDTNRM) and their frustration with the unreliable funding cycles that
impact on the body’s work.

Also see the discussion of producer’'s networks for further comments on the relation of
producers to BDTNRM (Section 4.1.7 Producers’ networks, p. 45).
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Figure 8. R2R Producers: Resource Management Skill
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4.1.4 Information management

Producers’ ability to manage information was greatly expanded by their participation in R2R.
Although the median score for both ability to stay up to date with information and keep and
analyse records stayed the same, the lower half of the group certainly moved up, with 25
percent of producers rating themselves below 5 for their ability to keep and analyse records
before R2R and after R2R no producers rating themselves below 5 (Figure 10, Figure 11).

Recognising the benefits of good record keeping for management was the reason most often
cited for improved ratings in this area.

In this and also other areas, knowing where to go for information was noted as a benefit of
R2R.

Comments included:

“We now know the importance of pasture stock take and have been able to use this
info to help management and pasture and land health.”

“When we first started | was overwhelmed at the thought of all the work involved,
hence the ability to manage everything. Now it is still a challenge, but the
overwhelming feeling has gone.”

“I lacked direction, where as now | have been able to plan goals.”

“Keep better records.”

“Has reinforced the need for better recording of data & the benefit of it.”

“Better budgeting which requires improved financial record-keeping.”

“More aware that there is information available and how to access it - before R2R
didn't know about agronomists etc.”

“We have gained new contacts within and outside of the group to talk to if we have
guestions. | have improved my records in some areas, but still have a way to go.”
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Figure 10. R2R Producers: Information Management S
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4.1.5 Communication skills

Confidence communicating in formal situations was bolstered by participation in R2R, with all
producers rating themselves below 8 prior to their participation, and all rating themselves from
8 or above afterwards (Figure 12, Figure 13).

Producers’ ratings of informal communication before and after R2R didn’t necessarily reflect
the increased confidence in informal settings mentioned in their qualitative comments. It may
be that while confidence has stayed the same, that the nature of their informal
communication, especially with peers, has become more in-depth and related to business
issues as well as social.

Spending time communicating with others, the ‘Power of Engagement’ course, and realising
others were interested in what they did were factors noted by producers as the reasons they
felt more comfortable communicating.

Two main reasons were given by those who felt that their communication skills had improved:
the interaction with the group over time and the ‘Power of Engagement’ workshop delivered
by Jill Rigney (or a combination of both of these factors):

“We both relaxed more in the meetings as the project went along. We are both
private people...and do not actively seek involvement with groups, but this was most
enjoyable for both of us. A great group of people, DPI staff included! For me
personally - the Power of Engagement with Jill Rigney was fantastic!”

“Probably better by talking to people in the group.”

“The change has resulted from attending The Power of Engagement course.
Because of the processes over the past 2 years with R2R | identified the need for
schooling in this area, which The Power of Engagement fulfilled.”

“More group meetings & talking to other people has given me more confidence.”

“Process of series of meetings throughout the project and then participation in the
Power of Engagement workshop was invaluable for developing abilities in the field.”

“Having to talk to the group about our business and sharing information about others
has increased my confidence in our own business and in the concept that it might be
helpful or interesting to others to hear about it.”

“I have a friend who wasn't in the group...they say they wouldn't bare their souls so
much - but its not like that, you become relaxed and comfortable with the people in
the group - i.e. with Profit Probe figures - you see that some people are in debt but
that doesn’t matter. | enjoyed the group because you are neighbours with people but
you don't really know them - you do something like this and you get to know them on
a different level.”

Four producers felt that their communication skills had not changed as a result of R2R.
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Figure 12. R2R Producers: Communication skills 200 8
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4.1.6 Other factors that impacted on the change in skills (besides R2R)

Producers mentioned a range of other training courses that they had also been involved in
during the time of their involvement with R2R. Specific courses mentioned included:

The ‘Right Mind’ course held by Jill Rigney
Property mapping

Applied Grazing (RCS)

Nutrition Edge

Most producers also commented that these training courses were complementary to the
changes that resulted for them from R2R, and that in fact it was participation in R2R that
exposed them to the other training. One such comment was:

“l have undertaken training outside R2R but it is the people in our R2R network, either
fellow producers or the project team managers who have exposed me to what is
available. The R2R process has highlighted several training needs & the importance to
complete the training now rather than later. So | don't think this outside training is
separate to my involvement in R2R.”

One producer commented that there wasn’t much time outside of R2R for any other training.

One business was adversely affected by flooding during the project, so was not able to
continue their commitment to the project. They noted their regret, especially as prior to this
they felt they had been learning a lot from their involvement.

Further, flow-on impacts

One producer commented about the range of opportunities that had opened up to them
beyond R2R:

Being involved in projects like this indirectly leads to other involvements. The GPS &
ARC GIS workshop we did through BDTNRM was great. The opportunity to tender for
the Biodiversity Hotspots is great. Would we have done these things without being
involved with R2R? The chances are not. One thing leads to another; opportunity
knocks but in our busy lives sometimes it has to knock three or more times before we
answer the door. Whilst being involved in R2R, we opened the door more quickly than
we might have if not involved.
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4.1.7 Producers’ networks

Producers were also asked to rank the strength of their contact with their networks (on scale
from 0 — no contact, to 5 — strong contact), as well as the importance of these networks to
their ability to manage their business (on a scale from 0 — no importance, to 5 — very
important). Average ratings from 2007 and 2008 are shown in Figure 14 and Figure 15 on the
following page). Charts with further detail that include all ratings from 2007 and 2008, rather
than just averages, are included in the Appendices, under 8.4 R2R Producers: Networks
boxplots.

One of the major areas of change commented on by producers was the nature of their
relationships with other producers. Not only have they developed close relationships with the
members of their groups, and are now comparing detailed business information with one
another, but they are bringing this depth of information and level of exchange to their
interactions with other producers. Rather than relating solely on a social level, they are now
more likely to discuss business issues with their peers. Two extracts from interviews with
producers are great illustrations of this change:

“With the second profit probe we all met up in Charters Towers and that was an
extremely positive big eye opener - we all have perceptions of everyone else in the
industry - and they just got smashed - it was really good to go there and see how other
people were going in different areas - and the fact that everyone was doing very well.
Very good to experience our industry sharing - that was huge, that and going to the
power of engagement course - that was with similar people as from the Charters
Towers day, again, from all the groups, and that had a big impact on us for our
business but also personal. We did know people in the other groups - so when we
went to a course down in Emerald...and there was other people from other groups - to
be able to talk about things with one another - in the past you wouldn't have that kind of
contact or talked about those kinds of issues, it's brought producers together, just being
united in what you're trying to do. It's about identifying the people who are trying to
move forward in the industry - creating a network.”

The more friends that you have the better things are for you. In other group members |
noticed a huge growth in sharing ideas. The more that we work together the more we
can achieve. It is not a competition - which is a tendency in rural areas where people
do tend to see each other as competitors; ie. they look over the fence and see a
competitor. | enjoyed the social aspect as well, also just learning about our industry as
well has been very valuable

Producers also strengthened their networks with DPI&F staff, in particular economists. In all
comments (from both telephone interviews and benchmark surveys), producers spoke very
highly of the staff involved in the project, and of their comfort in their relationships with staff.

Marked increases were made in the ratings of both strength and importance of networks with
the Burdekin Dry Tropics NRM body. Producers commented that they had increased their
awareness of this organisation, for example: “Knew little of them before - very relevant to our
industry.”

The importance and strength of networks with banks decreased significantly. Ratings of
networks with agribusiness/resellers were also reduced, although still in the high quadrant of
both strength and importance. Meat and Livestock Australia decreased in importance from
already low 2007 ratings. The Beef CRC was not rated for the 2007 benchmark, and rated as
moderately important and low in strength for 2008.
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Figure 14. R2R Producers: Average ratings of stren  gth & importance of networks, 2008
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5 Outcomes: Practice Change

Producers were asked in the repeated benchmark survey to identify key issues facing their
business. Responses are summarised in Table 1.

Table 1. Key issues facing R2R Businesses (identif  ied in 2008 repeat survey)

Number of producers
Theme Specific issues that |d¢nt|f|ed this as
a key issue for their
business
Identify profit centres, watch gross margin, cost
of return, know business inside and out,
structure, identify high performing areas and 12
improve others, ProfitProbe, benchmark,
Business marketing 14
Balance between business and personal needs 1
Get an expert to help with future direction 1
Business and | Look after country and still make a profit, 2 5
land sustainability
Land condition and management 5
Land Pasture Management; wet season spelling, 4 9
awareness of native grasses
Nutrition
Livestock Fertility 2 8
Heifer management

They were also asked in the repeat benchmark survey to name any changes they had made
already, and changes they planned to make in the next 12 months, in their business
management and land management as a result of the project.

Changes producers have already made in their manage  ment practices:

- Wet season spelling and rotational grazing (6)

- Fencing for land type (4)

- Changes to nutrition and supplementation regimes (4)
- Increased business analysis, better budgeting (3)

- Changed water points (3)

- Improved record keeping (3)

- Selling strategies (2)

- Property planning (2)

Changes that producers plan to make in their manage = ment practices over the next 12
months:

- Water management (water grid for the property, position of water points) (7)
- Rotational grazing and spelling (5)

- Changes to fencelines (to support rotational plans and for land types) (6)

- Nutrition and supplementation (4)

- Continue to evaluate their business (3)

- Property mapping (3)
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- Improve pasture management (2)

- Decrease grazing pressure and stocking rates (2)
- Improve record keeping (2)

- Breeding (1)

Changes in land and grazing management practices th  at producers have made:

- Improved grazing management through rotation, spelling, only grazing to phase 2
condition, saving ground cover, forage budgeting (7)

- Improved knowledge of pasture condition and importance of rest (2)

- Monitoring with photo sites (1)

- No changes as yet (7)

Changes in land and grazing management practices th  at producers plan to make in the
next 12 months:

- Improved grazing management through rotation, splitting paddocks, spelling (15)
- Reduced stocking rates (3)

- Increase efficiency of fencing and water points (2)

- Rehabilitating scalded country (1)

- Undertaking stewardship project (1)

- Monitor condition with photo points (1)

- Maintain land in B+ condition and aspire to A (1)

Opportunities identified by producers included:

- Achieving interconnected improvements in land condition and production, including
improving the resilience of the property to adverse circumstances (eg. drought) (7)

- Improved production alone (6)

- Better communication and direction for the business amongst family members and staff
5)

- Better lifestyle — including better able to support family and take holidays (2)

- Improved nutrition (4)

- Improved land condition alone (3)

- Improved planning and sales (1)

To augment the data from the benchmarking survey, producers were also asked in the
telephone interviews to comment on changes that had occurred in their practice as a result of
the project. All but one respondent (10/11) identified changes and they were generally
substantial.

The biggest change mentioned was the adoption of more environmentally sustainable
practices (mentioned by 7). This was mostly to do with reduction in herd size and more
focus on grass and nutrition . Comments included:
Probably having a bit more of a look at running our business, the last field day has
made a difference, we have lightened off because of that, due to degradation to
land - overgrazing.
The main thing is we have seen how to do better without stressing the natural
resources
With regard to weed control - nothing has changed yet, but there will be a reduction
of stock numbers because of persuasion

Other changes identified included:

Full rotational grazing (5)

Better nutrition management (4)

Licks (3)

Water management (electronic water monitoring, water points) (2)
Management of heifers (2)
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Mentions were also made of investigating new markets, cross-breeding, GPS mapping,
forage budgeting, reconfiguring fence lines, and pasture monitoring.

For the one respondent who felt there was no significant change, he/she was already
changing before they became involved in the project

The noteworthy point is that a wide range of matters have been mentioned. In the factors
identified above it is recognised that some overlap will be detected and some of the matters
are major, others slight changes in techniques. What is significant is that all respondents who
had undergone a change nominated at least three practices or techniques that they had
incorporated or planned to incorporate into their business.

5.1.1 A new way of thinking and will it be sustaine  d?

To assess the degree of change interviewees were asked whether the change(s) meant a
new way of thinking. Here the majority (8/11) did see it in that light. Typical comments
include:

Definitely, we are more switched on to knowing where our business is at. The
expansion our business is doing now is funded by business. Gross margins; in depth
business analysis, i.e. looking at holidays. Before we didn’t have a plan, what we will
do now we know we can do. The physical plan is part of the business plan.

Yeah, that is all totally new - it is a bit of break down on what is going on - before it
was gut feeling.

For the balance of the responses it was more of a confirmation that they were on the correct
path.

Of the eight producers who said they had seen a new way of thinking about their business six
felt they would continue with that approach, and intended to continue reviewing their business
situation and plan, for example on an annual basis.

Two were unsure. Comments from the latter were:

It is hard to say whether it will make a difference. We are still planning the way that
we were before, maybe given more direction.

Wouldn't say that - as time goes on - we originally looked into this to stay viable -

intensified management. Markets keep changing so, so do we. 20 years ago there
was no such thing as a feedlot market.
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6 Outcomes: Change in staff capacity

Staff rated their skills across a range of indicators of capacity; in a repeat of the survey they
completed in April 2007.

They were also asked to comment on changes in their ratings. Staff reiterated that they had
increased their confidence and skills in the application of the CI&l process, in facilitation and
leadership, and in extension generally. They cited the strength of their relationships as a
team and the staff training budget as the key factors that had contributed to their development
across all skill areas.

The summary chart below (Figure 16) represents the average ratings given by staff for each
indicator of capacity. Given the very small sample sizes (5 staff), the averages are not
statistically accurate.

This chart is merely to give an overview of the areas in which R2R staff skills have (on
average) changed the most as a result of the project.

The boxplots are a more accurate representation of spread of staff responses and should be
referred to in the first instance.

Figure 16. Summary of Change in R2R Staff Capacity
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KEY: Indicators of Staff Capacity
Critical Thinking
i Ability to analyse (reflect and to think ‘outside the square’)

ii. Ability to synthesise (provide examples of how problems/issues can be addressed)
iii. Ability to evaluate (make judgements about situations)

Planning Skills
iv. Level of understanding of the continuous improvement and innovation process
V. Ability to take a group through the continuous improvement and innovation process

Communication Skills

Vi. Skills in active listening

Vil. Ability to be assertive when required

Viii. Comfort level in communicating with producers

iX. Competence in communicating with others — institutions, government, research organisations etc
X. Ability to use the media (such as through newsletters, radio and the website)

Networking Skills
Xi. Ability to draw on networks to achieve outcomes

Facilitation Skills

Xii. Understanding of the principles and processes of facilitation

Xiii. Competence to facilitate group processes

Xiv. Ability to facilitate conflict resolution between individuals
Leadership

XV. Understanding of leadership principles

XVi. Competence to put leadership principles into action

Other skill areas relevant to R2R/CQBEEF

XVii. Understanding of the R2R/CQBEEF process

Xviii. Confidence to play your required role with the R2R/CQBEEF process

XiX. Knowledge of the approach taken in the Beef Profit Partnership Program

XX. Ability to assist the groups with land condition scoring (if relevant to your role)

XXi. Knowledge of the issues involved for producers to manage rangelands in a financially and environmentally
sustainable manner

XXii. Ability to help the groups conduct business analysis (if relevant to your role)

XXiil. Confidence that business analysis is a valuable tool for producers to improve their beef enterprise profitability

XXiV. Knowledge of how NRM body incentives can be used to support productivity and profitability improvements in
addition to environmental outcomes

XXV. Ability to collect data to assist in the monitoring and evaluation of R2R/CQBEEF

XXV, Ability to support producer groups to monitor the effectiveness of their trials/development projects
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6.1.1 Critical Thinking Skills

Staff confidence in their critical thinking ability was already strong at the beginning of the
project (median 7 or 8 for all three components; analysis, synthesis and evaluation). At the
conclusion of the project staff have consolidated their confidence in this area, with medians

for the three components now 8 or 9 out of 10.

Figure 17. R2R Staff: Critical Thinking Skills 200 8
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6.1.2 Communication and Networking Skills

R2R staff were originally comfortable with their communication and networking skills (Figure
20), and have increased this confidence by one or two points in all aspects of communication
and networking (Figure 19). The difference between individual staff has also reduced; in the
case of active listening skills, assertion, communication with institutions, and use of the
media, most of the staff have rated their skills as equal.

Figure 19. R2R Staff: Communication and Networking Skills 2008
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Figure 20. R2R Staff: Communication and Networking Skills 2007

Burdekin staff: Communication and networking skills

Skills in active listening— o12

Ability to be assertive when_|
required ]

Comfort level in communicating |
with producers

Competence in communicating
with others - institutions,—
government, research ...

01—

Ability to use the media_| *
(newsletters, radio, website) 11
Ability to draw on networks to_| o
achieve outcomes 10
T T T T T T T T T
0 1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 10

53



6.1.3 Planning, Facilitation and Leadership Skills

At the time of both the benchmark report and the mid-term review of the project, staff
confidence in their skills in the continuous improvement and innovation process, group
facilitation, and leadership, were areas for improvement (Figure 22). Given the centrality of
these skills to a project of this kind, recommendations were made in both previous reports
that the success of the project relied upon staff increasing their competence in these areas.

The repeated skills assessment demonstrates marked improvement in staff confidence in
these crucial areas (Figure 21). See also the further discussion in the section on group
facilitation (both staff and producer perspectives), and staff comments regarding their training
and professional development — the reasons for these observable improvements. (Section 3.1
Facilitation and group direction, p. 21).

Figure 21. R2R Staff: Planning, Facilitation and L  eadership Skills 2008
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Figure 22. R2R Staff: Planning, Facilitation and L eadership Skills 2007
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Burdekin staff: Planning, Facilitation, and Leaders  hip Skills
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6.1.4 Further skills specific to R2R

Originally, staff skills in the following key areas relevant to particular aspects of the R2R
project process varied widely between staff members. In particular, staff confidence in their
understanding of the FutureBeef process ahead of them, their knowledge of profit partnership
tools, and their ability to assist the groups with business analysis and land condition scoring
ranged from 1 to 10 out of 10 (Figure 24). These four areas showed strong improvement by
the end of the project, with staff ratings much more consistent among the group. The areas in
which staff were already quite confident stayed generally constant, with some improvement.
These included confidence to play an individual role in the project, knowledge of the issues
involved in the financially and environmentally sustainable management of rangelands, and
confidence in the value of business analysis, monitoring and evaluation (both in the collection
of data for this evaluation and the assistance of the group to monitor trials). Staff also
increased their knowledge of how NRM incentives can be used to achieve both economic and
environmental outcomes (Figure 23).

Figure 23. R2R Staff: Skills specific to R2R 2008
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R2R Staff (n=5): Other skills specific to R2R proje  ct 2008
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Figure 24. R2R Staff: Skills specific to R2R 2007
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Staff Networks

The charts on the following page (

Figure 25 and

Figure 26) plot both the strength and importance of staff networks, using an average of the
ratings given by five staff in 2008 and six staff in 2007. Note that as these are small sample
sizes, the average figures serve only to give an indicative summary of the relative importance
of different stakeholder groups. For boxplots that show the complete spread of staff ratings,
see Appendix 8.5.
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As shown in Table 2, the largest change in staff networks is the strength of their contact with
consultants, as well as the importance they place on this network (average increases of 2.1
and 2.5 respectively).

Smaller increases occurred with groups of people with which staff already had strong
networks prior to the project; producers, DPI&F extension and research staff. Contact with
economists also increased significantly (by 1.2 on the 1 — 5 scale) such that it is now
consistent with the importance staff place on this relationship.

Contact with banks decreased (-0.9), as did the value that staff see in this group (-0.2).

The importance of the Burdekin Dry Tropics NRM body also decreased slightly (-0.3), despite
a strengthening of staff contact with the organisation (by 0.6).

Conversely, while the importance of Meat and Livestock Australia increased by one point on
the scale, the strength of staff contact with MLA decreased slightly (-0.1).

The Beef CRC was not included in the original benchmark, but rated moderately strong (2.8)
and important (3.2) in 2008.

Table 2. Change in staff ratings (averages) from 2 007 benchmark to 2008 rating

Change in staff network ratings
Producers +0.7 +0.1
Agribusiness +0.4 0
Banks -0.9 -0.2
Consultants +2.1 +2.5
BDTNRM +0.6 -0.3
MLA -0.1 +1
DPI&F. +0.3 +0.5
Extension
DPI&F
Research +0.2 +0.4
DPI&F 1.2 0.1
Economists
Agforce +0.5 +0.4
Beef CRC - -
Other (1: ) )
CSIRO)

Figure 25. R2R Staff: Strength and Importance of N etworks 2008 (average ratings)
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R2R Staff: Strength and importance of networks 2008
(average ratings)
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Figure 26. R2R Staff: Strength and Importance of N etworks 2007 (average ratings)
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7 Impacts beyond participants

7.1 Impacts on the industry
7.1.1 Contribution to Research and Development (R&D )

From the viewpoint of staff this project has been largely about incorporating best practice
rather than making new advances in R&D. The impact is more in the way it has set the
platform for advances in the future by:

Making producers more aware of R&D through the process and through having
access to outside experts

Using group models and getting people together in a sharing and non-threatening
environment

Better sharing of information across the catchment and the industry.

Using CI&l as a professional and structured basis for change. It has the ability to
promote the implementation of broad ranging change at the individual and group
level.

Targeting areas that could be worked on, and identifying what producers really need
and what can be studied.

7.1.2 Effects felt by producers not involved

One measure of the success of this project is the extent to which its impacts might be
extended to producers not directly involved. This may come about in a number of ways but
two of these are through producers themselves and the staff.

The producers involved are already influencing their staff and family members. One producer
interviewed suggested that the flow-on effects from staff and children learning from the
owners/managers involved in the project could be long-term and far reaching.

The benefits to the industry could be over the next 50 years. We've got three boys
and we could pass it on the them, and the staff that work here - opens up their mind
and if they should proceed to a management position, the flow on effect is huge.

Another sphere of influence is by participants coming into contact with their neighbours, other
beef producers and relevant people in their network. There is opportunity for word of mouth to
play a role, which is critical in the environment concerned.

Almost all the respondents are prepared to speak to other landholders to varying degrees.
When speaking to other landholders the catalyst is usually something which comes out of
what they have learnt. Here the most common tool was Profit Probe because they were
enthusiastic about it.

There has been a bit of curiosity, some people wonder about the project - they hear
about it - what it has achieved - it has given us things that we can pass on that we
can learn - if people can have the opportunity . One of the main things | talk about is
the Profit Probe, there are other people around that have done similar things but |
recommend Profit Probe because | think it is really healthy, just that sharing thing -
rather than the competitiveness. It is hard to go into individual things. But | talk about
more about the general things. We did a workshop and extended it beyond the
business and talked about lifestyle - the number one thing came was having a life
outside the business - which | didn’t expect from graziers.

Other landholders vary from the envious to the sceptical. Either way it appears that so much
relevant information has been received and there are valued techniques and approaches to
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pass on. Besides Profit Probe, subjects mentioned as conversation openers with neighbours
were succession planning, ways to fence off country, and pasture management.

One of our neighbours is a bit sceptical, but we would never preach about it, it just
comes up in discussion, just comment on things and over time he's shown more of an
interest in what's been involved - wanting to see things or be aware. We also talk to
other producers who weren't involved, or who didn't realise the project was running.

Clearly the difficulty is measuring the wider impact on other producers, particularly as the
impact of the project fades and its relevance as a talking point also fades. Other more
structured ways in which the impact might be strengthened are:

Recruit previous producers to advocate for the process to any new participants in any
further extensions of the project

Hold field days and other events for producers not otherwise involved in the project. This
occurred to a minor extent with R2R.

Use the media to promote the concept and content of the program (staff are confident in
this area, and some promotion has taken place already). This should be extended as
further on-farm results come to light.

7.2 Impacts on DPI&F Extension Policy and Practice

The impact of this model and the way it was applied in this project is likely to be felt quite
strongly within extension circles within Queensland and particularly the beef industry. Given
the increase in capability of the staff involved there will have a flow on effect for their work
and, even for those who might be sceptical about the value of such an intensive project, there
are likely to be useful lessons and information for those in the field.

Some of the impacts that staff have identified are:

The value of the benchmarking data
A contribution to building the links between research to implementation
The value of providing a basis for decision making (both for staff and for producers)

In noting these effects the limitations of the short timelines for the project and the short time
for outcomes are also recognised by staff. The other limitation is that the project was
reasonably narrowly focused in terms of the numbers of producers reached. Nevertheless
some of the holdings affected have been substantial in size if not in number.

The influence on extension policy and practice will come from:

Exposure of the beef industry in Queensland to group extension which has not
been very evident before

It is a good example of the transfer of information model. At both the individual
and group level there has been a big gain in knowledge and particularly an
understanding that land condition and animal production are critically linked. It has
also shown the relevance of the social to the economic and environmental. What
is needed is follow-up through communication, particularly via the electronic
media.

Where there had previously been little exposure to the DPI gains will be made with
the trust that has been built up and the recognition by producers that they have a
first port of call for information and advice.

The project has also identified the real strength of the use of outside experts and
the partnerships that are built up there. These have been between the DPI and
the outside consultants, as well as between the producers and the consultants,
and between researchers and extension people. Apart from the information
exchange the outside consultants have an ability, not normally associated with the
DPI&F, of challenging producers to think differently - to “push their buttons”.
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The approach adopted has got people going at a number of different levels. It has
identified the research needs and for the DPI&F it has involved an
acknowledgement that there are experts outside that organisation that have skills
to offer. This has applied to the provision of information but also on process
issues such as the Cl&I and the evaluation
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8 Appendices

8.1 R2R Producers: Summary of all skill ratings

Figure 27. R2R Producers: Summary of all skill rat

R2R Producers: Summary of all skill ratings 2008 (w  hole group = 21)
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Figure 28. R2R Producers: Summary of all skill rat  ings 2007
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8.2 R2R Staff: Summary of all skill ratings

Figure 29. R2R Staff: Summary of all skill areas 2 008
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8.3 R2R Staff: Summary of all skill ratings

Figure 30. R2R Staff: Summary of all skill ratings 2008
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Figure 31. R2R Staff: Summary of all skill areas 2 007
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8.4 R2R Producers: Networks boxplots
Figure 32. R2R Producers: Strength of contact with networks 2008
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Figure 33. R2R Producers: Importance of networks 2 008
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Figure 34. R2R Producers: Strength of contact with

Burdekin Producers: Strength of contact with exist
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8.5 R2R Staff Networks (boxplots)

Figure 36. R2R Staff: Strength of contact with net ~ works 2008

R2R Staff (n=5): Strength of contact with networks, 2008
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Figure 37. R2R Staff: Importance of networks 2008
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Figure 38. R2R Staff: Strength of Networks 2007
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Figure 39. R2R Staff: Importance of Networks 2008
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8.6 Repeat Benchmark Survey

8.6.1 Questionnaire for staff

As a follow-up to the benchmark survey you completed in early-mid 2007, this questionnaire
is to help us assess the value of the Research to Reality pilot project. We are interested in
whether your involvement in implementing R2R has had any impact on your knowledge,
skills, and attitudes.

Your name will not be used or linked to the data gained from this form — only collated
information will be sent to Roberts Evaluation for analysis. In line with standard practice,
Roberts Evaluation will remove all identifiers from the information, store it securely, and delete
the data upon completion of the final report.

If you are completing this form electronically, select the option by highlighting it in bold.

1. Your name:

2. The region you predominantly work in:

Fitzroy (CQ)
Burdekin

3. Your role with R2R:

Group facilitator
Economist
Other (please describe)

4. How would you rate yourself in the following areas on a scale of 1-10, where 1 = very
low, and 10 = very high . (Please highlight the number in bold ).

Personal attributes *

Critical thinking

Ability to analyse (reflect and to think ‘outside the square’)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Ability to synthesise (provide examples of how problems/issues can be addressed)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Ability to evaluate (make judgements about situations)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Planning skills

IV. Level of understanding of the continuous improvement and innovation process

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

! Source: Adapted from the Manual on Evaluating Empowerment — the human element of
capacity building by K Roberts and J Coultts, 2007. Delivered as part of a workshop series by
Roberts Evaluation. www.robertsevaluation.com.au.
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V. Ability to take a group through the continuous improvement and innovation process
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Communication skills
VI. Skills in active listening
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
VII. Ability to be assertive when required
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
VIIl. Comfort level in communicating with producers
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

IX. Competence in communicating with others — institutions, government, research
organisations etc

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
X. Ability to use the media (such as through newsletters, radio and the website)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Networking skills
XI.  Ability to draw on networks to achieve outcomes

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Facilitation skills
XIl.  Understanding of the principles and processes of facilitation
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
XIll.  Competence to facilitate group processes
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

XIV. Ability to facilitate conflict resolution between individuals

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Leadership
XV. Understanding of leadership principles
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
XVI. Competence to put leadership principles into action

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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Other skill areas for R2R

XVII.

XVIII.

XIX.

XX.

XXI.

XXII.

XX,

XXIV.

XXV.

XXVI.

Understanding of the R2R process

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Confidence to play your required role with the R2R process

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Knowledge of the approach taken in the Beef Profit Partnership program

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Ability to assist the groups with the land condition scoring (if relevant to your role)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Knowledge of the issues involved for producers to manage rangelands in a
financially and environmentally sustainable manner

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Ability to help the groups to conduct business analysis (if relevant to your role)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Confidence that business analysis is a valuable tool for producers to improve their
beef enterprise profitability

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Knowledge of how NRM body incentives can be used to support productivity and
profitability improvements in addition to environmental outcomes

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Ability to collect data to assist in the monitoring and evaluation of R2R
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Ability to support producer groups to monitor the effectiveness of their
trials/development projects

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

5. Are there any comments you would like to make on any of your ratings listed above? In
particular, think back to the self-assessment you made in early/mid 2007. If you feel that
your skills have changed in any of these areas, how has your involvement in R2R
specifically contributed to the change? Please identify the particular skill or question
number you are referring to.
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The following question asks about your existing contacts or networks, and how important
these are to you.

6. For each of the stakeholders listed, please give a rating of your strength of contact with
this organisation or category (where 0 = no contacts and 5 = very strong personal
contacts).

Then please rate the importance of this stakeholder for you in regards to your role with
R2R/CQBEEF (where 0 = no importance and 5 = extremely important).

Please use the notes column to make any comments about the way that R2R has
specifically contributed to any changes in the strength or importance of these
networks to you.

Importance to

Strengih our role with
Stakeholder of contact y ROR Notes
0-5 0-5

a. Producers

b. Agribusiness/resellers

c. Banks

d. Consultants (e.g.
RCS)

e. Regional Body field
staff

f.  MLA

g. DPI&F Extension

h. DPI&F Researchers

i. DPI&F Economists
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Importance to

Sirengiiy our role with
Stakeholder of contact y Notes
0-5 R2R
0-5
j-  AgForce
k. Beef CRC

I.  Other? (please list)

Think back to your expectations at the start of your involvement in the project. Did you
improve the skills, abilities or knowledge areas that you wanted to? How did the project
contribute to this? If there were areas that you wanted to improve, but you feel that you
have not, why do you think this is the case?

Are there any other comments that you would like to make regarding the impact of the
R2R approach on the development of staff skills and capacity? Could the project have
been improved in any way to better develop staff skills in some areas?

Thank you for completing this survey.

Please return completed questionnaires to Brigid Nelson
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8.6.2 Questionnaire for participants

This questionnaire is to help us assess the value of the Pilot Project of which your
Group/Team is a part. We are interested in whether your involvement in the group has made
an impression on you. By filling out this form as a follow-up to the one you completed in
early-mid 2007, we would like to know whether the project has had an impact on your
knowledge, skills, attitudes and networks. This will then help in reporting on the project,
making changes to further benefit participants and to potentially expand the program.

Completing the questionnaire now and comparing it to the one you completed in the early
stages of the project will allow you and your group members to reflect on the skills you have
developed, and perhaps to identify any areas you would still like to develop.

Individual forms can be filled out by different people from the same business as we are
interested in the impact on everyone involved and not just the business as such.

Your name will not be used or linked to the data gained from this form — only collated
information will be sent to Roberts Evaluation for analysis. In line with standard practice,
Roberts Evaluation will remove all identifiers from the information, store it securely, and delete
the data upon completion of the final report.

1. Name of your group:
2. Your property name/s:
3. Your name:

4. In what year were you born? 19 .
5. Who else from your business is involved in the R2R group?
Spouse (e.g. husband/wife etc)
Partner (business)
Children. If yes, please indicate how many Age of children
Spouse of children. If yes, please indicate how many
Staff. If yes, please indicate how many

We would like to know how important the project has been to you, and want to hear your
thoughts on the things that left an impression on you — the ideas, knowledge, skills, and
practices that you will take away from R2R.

6. Overall, what impact has R2R had upon you as an individual?

7. What are the key issues you identified in your business as a result of the analysis you did
in R2R?

8. What management changes have you put in place as a result of the business analysis
undertaken in the project?

9. What management changes do you plan to implement in the next 12 months as a result
of the business analysis undertaken in the project?



10. What changes have you made to the management of natural resources on your property
as a result of participating in R2R?

11. What natural resource management changes do you plan to implement in the next 12
months as a result of participating in R2R?

12. What opportunities do you see for improving your business into the future? (You might
like to comment on areas such as production, profit, natural resource management, family
or staff etc).

The following questions are the same ones that you rated yourself against in the early stages

of the project. Think about where you are on the scale now, and please comment on the

reasons for your ratings.

13. How would you rate yourself in the following areas on a scale of 1-10, where

1 =very low, and 10 = very high  (Please circle or bold the number).

Business management

I.  Knowing how your business profit is changing over time

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Il. The extent to which you assess the value of new ideas or options based on sound
financial analysis of the likely outcomes for your business

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
lll.  Ability to plan for the long term future of your business
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
IV. Your confidence in the future profitability and sustainability of your property
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Think back to how you rated your business management skills at the start of your involvement
in the project. If there has been a change, what was it, and how did R2R contribute to the
change?
Adaptation and change
V. Ability to identify specific issues that are affecting your business
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
VI. Ability to trial ways to address the issues affecting your business

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

VII. Ability to consider the implications of trial results for your business

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Think back to how you rated your ability to adapt and change at the start of your involvement

in the project. If there has been a change, what was it, and how did R2R contribute to the
change?
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Managing information
VIIl.  Ability to stay up to date with information that affects your viability as a business
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
IX. Ability to keep and analyse records
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Think back to how you rated your information management skills at the start of your
involvement in the project. If there has been a change, what was it, and how did R2R
contribute to the change?
Resource management
X. Understanding of land condition analysis (ABCD framework)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

XI.  Understanding of how your property management can impact upon the Great
Barrier Reef

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

XIl.  Awareness of the activities of the Burdekin Dry Tropics natural resource
management body

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Think back to how you rated your resource management skills at the start of your involvement
in the project. If there has been a change, what was it, and how did R2R contribute to the
change?

Communication

XIll.  Confidence to communicate in informal settings (such as with small groups of
people you know moderately well).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

XIV. Confidence to communicate in formal situations such as speaking to government,
industry groups etc.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Think back to how you rated your communication skills at the start of your involvement in
R2R. If there has been a change, what was it, and how did R2R contribute to the change?

14. Think about all the skill areas you have rated yourself upon. Are there any other factors
that that you think have impacted (positively or ne gatively) on these areas over the
past 18 months besides _ your involvement in R2R?  For example, other training, other
programs, other events. Please describe how you think these other factors have
impacted on the ratings you have given.
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15. The following question asks about your existing contacts or networks, and how important
these are to you.

For each of the stakeholders listed, please give a rating of your strength of contact with
this organisation (where 0 = no contact and 5 = very strong personal contacts).

Then please rate the importance of this stakeholder for you in regards to the
management and development of your business (where 0 = no importance and 5 =
extremely important).

Add any comments you might like to make in the notes column; think especially about
how and why this contact or importance may have cha nged since the start of the

project.
Strength of Importance to your
Stakeholder contact business Notes
0-5 0-5
Neighbours/other
producers

Agribusiness/
Resellers

Banks

Consultants
(e.g. RCS)

Burdekin Dry Tropics
NRM field staff

MLA

DPI&F Extension

DPI&F Researchers

DPI&F Economists

AgForce

Beef CRC

Other? (please list)
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16. Think back to your expectations at the start of the project. Were they met? Why/why
not?

17. Are there other skills, abilities or knowledge areas that you would like to improve in that
you feel could have been better addressed in the project?

18. Are there any other comments you would like to make in relation to R2R or general
issues affecting your business?

Thank you for completing this survey — if you would like a copy please ask your facilitator.

Please return completed questionnaire in enclosed envelope.
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8.7 Telephone Interview Questions

8.7.1 Staff

Hi, my name is xx, | am calling from Roberts Evaluation. As you may already be aware, we
have been working with the DPI&F on the monitoring and evaluation of the pilot beef
extension projects — CQ BEEF and Research to Reality. We will soon be preparing a report
on how phase one of the projects has gone, and as part of this we are speaking to staff about
what you thought of the process, how well it worked, and whether you have any ideas for how
this type of project could be improved in the future.

Your comments to us are confidential — we won't identify you in our report. The questions |
have for you should take about 20 minutes. If now is not a convenient time for you, | can
arrange to call you back at a time that suits. Also, if you would like to look over the questions
beforehand, | can email or fax you a copy.

1. Confirm region
a. CQ
b. Burdekin

2. What was your role within the project?
a. Group facilitator
b. Economist
C. Other ..o

3.  Which of the producer groups were you involved with?
a. Burdekin R2R:
i. Belyando
ii. Collinsville
iii. Northern Speargrass
b. Fitzroy CQBEEF:
i. Bajool
ii. Biloela
iii. Mackenzie River
iv. Moura

Process : facilitation, methods of extension, adult learnin g, capacity
building

4. Could you briefly describe what has happened with the groups and where they are
at? (eg. how active they are, group dynamics etc)

5. How much direction came from the facilitators and how much from the group?
a. What did you do to support the group to take on the decision making?

Thinking overall (so this could be about staff skills, techniques used....):
6. What aspects of the project worked well?

7. Were there any factors that impeded the success of the project at any point? What
were they?
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Outcomes
Producer’s capacity:
8. What change did you see in the producers in your groups?
9. How confident are you in the skills of producers to be independent learners (i.e. will
they be able to seek information for themselves and critically analyse the relevance of
the information to them)?

Economic Impact:

10. What change did you see in the business management practices of the businesses
involved in the project?

Environmental Impact:
11. What change did you see in land management practices amongst group participants?

12. What will these practice changes mean in terms of on-ground environmental
outcomes?

Lessons from this project
For the industry:

13. What contribution has the project made to research and development in the beef
industry?

14. How will the lessons from this project be taken to the rest of the industry?
15. What broader impact will the project have on extension policy and practice?
For extension practice (and cost-benefit)
16. From your experience, how does the impact from this project compare with other
extension projects in the beef industry in terms of:
a. Resource cost (staff time, dollars)
b. Impacts on producers,
c. Economic outcomes, and
d. Environmental outcomes.
17. If someone else was starting out on a project using this model, what advice would
you give them?

Thankyou for your comments, they are very helpful.
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8.7.2 External Informed persons

Hi, my name is xx, | am calling from Roberts Evaluation on behalf of the Department of
Primary Industries and Fisheries. We have been working with the DPI&F over the last two
years in the monitoring and evaluation of the pilot beef extension projects — CQ BEEF and
Research to Reality. | understand that your organisation has had some involvement with one
or both of these projects, and would like to ask you some questions about the projects, how
well you think they went, and whether you have any suggestions for improvements.

Your comments will be confidential; we will not identify you in our report. The questions
should take no longer than 20 minutes to answer. If how is not convenient, | can arrange to
call you back at another time that suits. Also, if you would like to look over the questions in
the meantime, | can email or fax you a copy.

1. What has you/your organisation’s involvement with CQ BEEF or R2R been?
2. What did you want to learn from this project?

3. What have you/your organisation gained from your involvement with this/these
project/s?

4. What do you think the broader impact on the beef industry will be?
5. What do you think the broader impact on the health of the catchment/s will be?

6. From your experience with other similar extension projects (especially participatory
action learning programs) in the beef industry, how does this project compare in terms
of:

a. Resource cost (staff time, dollars),

b. Impacts on producers,

c. Ability to deliver economic outcomes, and
d. Ability to deliver environmental outcomes.

7. What do you think the broader impact on extension practice will be (for example, do
you think the project will inform government policy/strategy/NRM investment)?

8. Would you suggest any improvements or ideas for ways to best engage with beef

producers to achieve environmental and economic outcomes?

Thankyou for your comments, they are very helpful.
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8.7.3 Producers

Hi, my name is xx, | am calling from Roberts Evaluation. We have been working with the
Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries (DPI&F) over the last two years in the
monitoring and evaluation of the CQ BEEF/Research to Reality project. You have probably
seen the survey that asks you to rate your skills across a whole range of areas. As well as
this survey, we are speaking to a few members from each CQ BEEF/R2R group to ask some
further questions over the phone about what you thought of the project, what you got out of it,
and whether you have any ideas for how to improve it.

Your comments will be confidential; we won't identify you in the report. The questions should
take no longer than 20 minutes to go through. If now is not convenient, | can call you back at
another time that suits. In the meantime, if you would like to look over the questions, | can
also email or fax you a copy.

Firstly, I'd like to ask you a few questions about the issues or topics you investigated
through your involvement in R2R/CQ BEEF.

Note: R2R producers decided on a theme as a group, then did individual case studies on their properties.
CQ BEEF groups looked at a range of topics as a group and many members also undertook activities specific to their
business.

1. What activities have you and/or your group undertaken to investigate the issues you
identified?

2. Who drove your group; that is, how much input was from members and how much
was from the facilitator or project staff?

3. Did your group have contact with any of the other R2R/CQ BEEF groups? If so, what
did you gain from this?

What have you/your group achieved so far?
Did anything go wrong or not work as expected? How did you deal with this?
What have you learnt from doing the activities/case study?

N oo a &

Have you made any changes to the way you manage your property?

The CQ BEEF/Research to Reality project involved in  -depth business analysis and
planning:

Was this a new way of thinking about your business for you?
Do you see yourself continuing to manage your business in this way? Why?

10. If you have a problem or want to know more about something, what would you do to
get the information or advice you need?

11. What impact has your involvement in R2R/CQBEEF had on the way the members of
your business work together? (Staff or family members?)

12. What did you like most about being involved in R2R/CQ BEEF?

13. What is your opinion of the commitment you made to this project and was it
worthwhile?

14. Whom else do you talk to about your involvement in R2R/CQBEEF? What do you tell
them?

Thankyou for your comments, they are very helpful.
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