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ExrENSiON FocusTEAM UPDATES

Activities 2000-0. . and plans for 2001. -02

In the pastthe extension focus teams have held theirreview and planning meetings at the
extension workshop. The one drawback with this is that the ACGRA representatives on the
teams have not attended. To overcome this, most extension focus teams met(face to face
or by teleconference) prior to the workshop to discuss activities to date and set plans forthe
coming season. ACGRA representatives on each team were included in the discussions
and the ACGRA R&D priorities were discussed with regards to those that applied to
extension.

Attached are notes presented at the workshop and also notes from the meetings held prior
to the workshop.

DiseaseTeam Update

Greg Salmond

Cotton CRC/Fuscom (Fusarium Committee)/ACGRA workshop held in Goondiwindi, Feb
2001 - notes have been distributed. Second Fuscom meeting in September.

Washdown designs have been compiled and will be included in the IDM guidelines.

NRA is proposing that Farmcleanse should need registration.

Black Root Rot update written and circulated.

Students from UQ Gatton will be conducting interviews with growers on the Downs to gain
information about growers' awareness of and attitudes to Fusarium.
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Environment Team Update

Peter Hughes

Workshops held at Gatton to update IDOs and DAS on spray technology issues.

Regional, day or night workshops have been conducted - about15 activities with over 300
attendees.

SPRAYpak is currently being revised.

An advanced modelfor Chemcert is under development.

Delivery of a segment of the Cotton Production course.

Where to next?

Asking IDOs to identify needs for workshops in each district.

Redo the IDO training workshop?

SPRAYpak is soon to be re-released - need for an extension program around this.
the format has changed. Draft soon to be circulated.
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ConON EXTENSION FocusTEAM-ENVIRONMENT
Notes of Planning Meeting

NSW Ag Moree, 30 May, 2pm

Bruce Pyke, Nicholas Woods, SImon White, BillGordon, Peter Hughes, Gavin Inglis, John
Watson, RachelHolloway

John W

. Background to ACGRA Committees and discussion of the ACGRA R&D Priorities list
with regards environment research areas;

. Needforcollaboration;

C-PAS - large investment- keen to see outputs from this;
Salinity - investment through John Triantifilis's work. If we have achieve little Ieaching
from cotton soils, how do we deal with high salinity irrigation water?

. BMP - much information is being collated into this form.

Backgroundofenvironmentteam
. When initiated spray application was a majorissue
. Team evolved to become problem a spray application Technology team due to the

specifies focus of the members of this team

Peter H- update on activities
. Two training workshops have been held at Gatton on spray technology forthe extension

team.

. Will need to re-do this to include newer staff. Some staff have attended both and are
now confident to run regional workshops themselves.

. Keeping the extension team up to date: Update at extension workshops, Website?,
regular contact

. Regional workshops conducted - the areas where these are held each season varies
depending on interesVpriorities

. Spray Pak is being rewritten

. A Code of practice developed for applicators

. Run I 112 days for UNE Cotton Production course

Chemcert courses for cotton & grain's:
In Qld these are run by private providers and TAFE
In NSW Chemcert if only offered through private providers (TAFE no longer involved)
separate course is being developed by TAFE and NSW Ag

BillG - update
. Funded by NHT to work on Cotton and Grains - primarily Goondiwindi and the Downs.
. To date have held 16 Grower workshops, 10-12 Consultant workshops - groundrig

based but also have questions about aerial
. benchmarking (more detail on spray issues than the CRC Survey)
. trailtechniques being developed
. replicated trials conducted on farms with commercial applications
. several articles prepared
. delivered training with Daiby Ag for chick pea & inungbean agronomist accreditation

(also with Pulse Australia, DPI - Tim Nehl)
. Kiin Broadfoot conducted a phone survey about what growers want in spray training.

.

.
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Potential Gaps

increase understanding amonggrowers
and vice versa

Peter H - shed meetings were held on the Downs for aerial operators, consu an s a
growers - agreed on approaches but once the season got busy, most forgot a ou is.
Bill G - CGA have been very supportive but it is difficult to get aerial operators invo ve
Many operators came to the insectresistance meetings but many dont.

Current difficulties include the changing usage of aircraft with Ingard n"wingard (generally
later season use of aircraft only) and the rapid turn-over of people in companies

^. Opportunities for shed meetings with aerial and grounding operators .

Gavin - Cotton Australia are providing recognised training in BMP for resellers

Chris Wicks' work indicates that it is the growers with the best relations with t ei
consultanVapplicator who are performing better.

and consultants of whatthe aerial operators do

C-PASatUQ

* mostly aerial but also some groundrig research
* Wind tunnelresearch facility
o Can test driftfrom huge range of nozzles/adjutants, etc

Nozzle calculator- developed - ready to go to manufacturer*

Large drift studies at AUScott Narrabri- to look at the benefits of changing to Endo LD*

to minimise drift and efficacy, this had worked with chiorpyrifos to reduce drift, not as
good efficacy as expected
Effects of adjuvants
Dr Jamie Nichols is soon to join team and will be working on cotton issues
Extension: some work is industry commercial in confidence work so limited in extension
to date

* C-Pas info is included in the 2 day workshops held for IDO s
* SprayPak
* GRDC funded review of nozzles
* Chemcert

* Commercial applicators technical manual
- AFFA - with technical manual* National Guidelines/principles for spray Application/Drift

* Expect complete by inid year
* CRDC funded review (Steve Parkin) of spray application research
* Industry advisory committee to be estab for C-PAS
* Keen for an information feedback loop.

General

Staff changes in industry has caused a limit of information/knowledge among industry
. How do we getthe information through?

Bill G - Nature of work has been adhoc - a strategic approach is needed to best to use
limited resources.

*

*

*

^. Develop a training course?
With a structured delivery approach? For growers I consultants I operators?
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ACTION:

Run a series of spray technology workshops in conjunction with the launch of the revised
SprayPak. Ie regional/aunch of the new SprayPak.

SprayPak will form the basis of these workshops and associated extension activities
(including newsletter articles, field day demo's, etc) - establishing SprayPak as the
reference material for spray information

Debate as to whether workshops are best run for growers/consultants and operators
together or separately.

Target groups (need all people who are part of it to be involved at some stage)
. Growers - perhaps could be done through IDO'S
. consultants

. operators-AAAAs

. chem. distributors/reps

. IDO'S

Spray Pak could provide the basis of a more strategic approach to spray tech training which
may include:
. Aseries of workshops
. SprayPakinformation
. Additional information (detail)
. Flyins

Eg the endosulfan training exercise -
. I weeksolid of training
. 40workshopsheld

.^. Need to talk with each of the target groups to determine the best approach.

Bruce will talk with the AAAAs to progress this further. Bruce will send a letter from CRDC
to ask people to indicate their interest and ID priorities. Possibly then a SprayPak review
workshop - similar to the IPM Guildelines review - to determine best method of enhancing
adoption, and to create greater industry ownership and commitment.

Rachel will talk with CCA about including a talk about spray technology from Peter, Bill or
Nicolas at one of the forthcoming CGA winter meetings.

Satinity Issues
. the farming systems extension team will consider this issue in the coining year.

Environment Focus TeamMembershjj,
. This team will remain as the "environment' extension team - other skills may need to be

drawn in as needed for other issues.

. The Grimth IDO will join the team once appointed.

. Jamie Nichols (new C-PAS research scientist) to also be a member

. Link with UNE PhD work aboutthe impact of spray drift on native trees
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The"Go AHEAD"InsectTeam

What has been achieved in 2000-2001
IPM Guidelines

. Do Cotton Tales

. ERM Guidelines Poster

Benchmarking Awareness
. Power Point Presentation (In Progress)

Extra Activities

. Bill Dalton x 4 on IPM

. Julie Fenguson x I on AWM

The "Go AHEAD"Insect Team

Feedbackfromfocusteam meetings
- Pretty happy with the way things are going.
- Outstanding Projectisthe Benchmarking

Awareness PowerPoint

- Once completed antargets met plus 4 extra
posters

James Quinn, Insects Focus Team Leader
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The"Go AHEAD"InsectTeam

. Proposed Activities 2001-2002
- Resistance Monitoring

. SUITunary Sheetforrelease of the 2001.2002 IRMS
- Result of this season resistance testing

- Explain key parts of the strategy

. Hencoverpa Resistance Flyer, 2nd Edition

. Aphid Resistance Management Update

- Summer Trap Cropping
. Gay Fitt's Glossary of Tenris
. Fact Finding Mission ONhat crop are most valuable

as refuges/trap crops

The "Go AHEAD" Insect Team

Proposed Activities 2001-2002
- AWM Groups

. List of valuable activities for groups
- Standard core activities which tie in with national or

Industry Issues

. AWM Compatibility with CottonLOGIC

James Quinn, Insects Focus Team Leader



The"Go AHEAD"InsectTeam

Proposed Activities 2001-2002
- Pest and Beneficial Insects

. Beneficial display case for IDO's X referenced with
cherntcal group BDl

- FoodforThought
. Introduction of Twin. IGARD in couple of years

- May need to re-invent the newD. IGARD support groups
- TwinGARD introduced on smaller scale - demo - could

build grower groups around this

James Quinn, Insects Focus Team Leader



ConON INSECTTEAM MEETING

3, ." May 9.00 am
NSWAgriculture, Moree

TonyHeckendoif(ACGRA), Bruce Pyke, Sandra Deustcher, June Fenguson,
James Quinn, Ghris Watson, 81/10a/ton, /rigrid Christiansen, Dallas Gibb (by phone)

Projects from the 2000^2007 Season
- IDO Cotton Tales.IPM Guideline awareness
- IPM Guidelines Poster.

- Power Point Presentation (in progress).Benchmarking Awareness
4 posters - BillDalton X3 on IPM; Julie Fenguson XI AWM.Extra Activities

Once we getthe benchmarking power point done we will have completed alltasks agreed
upon at last season's extension workshop, plus some extra posters developed for this
season's trade show.

ACGRA Priorities

Tony H and Bruce P explained the background of each of the ACGRA Insect Research
Priorities to start discussion of what can be done by the insects extension team. This is not
an exclusive list of priority activities.

2007/2002 Cotton InsectExtension Team Projects
Resistance Monitorino

New person to co-ordinate egg collections - will need to link with this team.
There is a need to getinformation back to industry in a timely fashion - currently there is no
incentive to collect eggs due to the long time lapse before results are received. Quicker
data feedback will be valuable for AWM groups.
Summary sheetforthe release of the 200,12002 IRMS.
Results of this seasons resistance testing
Explain key parts of the strategy and why features have been done?
Who-JQ/BD/BP

Hellooveroa Resistance Flyer, 2"' edition of the one produced in 1996/1997.
Who-JQ/BD

ADhid Resistance Mariaoement Update,
Who - Lewis W/Annie S

Summer Trap Cropping:
Glossary of terms - some confusion overthe terms refuge and trap crop.
Who - Gary F has started this

Whatcroos are most valuable as refuges/trap_orQo__s
Fact Finding Mission - Address the question
Are we at the stage to do anything about summer trap cropping yet?
Pigeon pea agronomy note being prepared - CW
Add to agenda for IPM guidelines review
Some will be included in IPM training video
Who- GF/MD/JF/BD/CW
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AWMcom atIbi/it with CottonLOGIO
Martin Dillon and James Quinn to submit a written report of what is needed for
CottonLOGIC team.

Discuss concept with FisherNVicks Consulting.

Who-MD/JQ

Pest and Beneficial/risects:
Beneficial display case (insect collection) for each IDO which will be cross-referenced with
chemical groups (matching the colour coding of the insects guide).
Feasibility of project as it will require a budget.

Who-JF

Pesticide OdourRanks
Bruce to follow up with AAAAs

AWM

We need a list of valuable activities for groups for those involved in groups - not a recipe
approach but ideas for successful activities.
Standard or core activities that will tie in with National or Industry issues.
This is to be discussed at the extension workshop.
Request from GRDC for list of AWM groups - compile at workshop

Who- IC

Evaluation of AWM

focus groups exercise (similar to that done for IPM 5 years ago) - CRDC are proposing to
do this again - look at changing attitudes to IPM - AWM groups that have worked and those
that haven't.

Incl. adoption of IPM guidelines

Who - BP, JF, IC, IMc

Hellothis Hornne and Stateline
Distribution, funding, frequency?
Some of it is used on Cotton tales

Keep Downs focussed but make it more broadly available (otherwise to difficult to compile)
- perhaps via Cotton CRC web - Lars'links

Foodfor Thought
Tony mentioned the need for forward thinking in regards to the TWINGARD release in a
couple of years'
We may need to re inventthe INGARD/IPM support group process to assist people in the
adoption of this technology.
TWINGUARD will be introduced on a smaller scale - demos - could build grower groups
around this

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June2007 10



Farming System Team Update
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Other Extension articles

. Dave Keny-Irrigated Cotton and Wheat
Stubble, CRC publication

Rotation Document

Gus Shaw and HeIen Dugdale + inputfrom
theFS Team

Outlines Adv and Disadv of rotation crops
on the subsequent cotton crop

Currently at CanC CTim Lester) for pilot
printing
Circulation to 10 selected growers I valley
for comment

Release target before 2001-02 season

. James Quinn- Twin Row Cotton Poster at
the Moree Cotton Trade show

Mark Hickinan, Farming Systems Focusteam leader

;^.^

^
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Future Directions : Certains

. Teleconference held with ACGRA member
and FS team

. Alternative Insecticide Options available for
winter pulse crops to avoid SP use: Leigh
10nkins/ Cameron Tonkin

^R



191 ....@,

. Strategies to manage resistance in Roundup
Ready Cotton- Weed Pat nominated?

Yet To Be Decided On

. Sannity in Cotton areas- extending
infonnation of John Triantafilis and Ian
Gordon via a series of valley infomiation
nights. FS to facilitate

Possibilities: Yet To Be
Decided On

. Investigating the extension messages
available for

- Impact offarming system on microfauna
- Gin trash for Org Matter Vs disease issue
- Soilsodicity and Water Quality of irrigation

water

;^.

Mark Hickinan, Farming Systems Focusteam leader



Cotton

^;*
CRC

Mark Hickinan

FOBox546GUNNEDAH2380
Ph: 02 67429279 or mobile 0427 007422 or Fax0267422940

Farming Systems
Extension Team

Presenton the teleconference:

Peter Morrison (ACGRA Representative), John Marshall(CSD)
Ingrid Christiansen, Gus Shaw, David Larsen, Leigh Jenkins, Mark Hickman
Apologies ; Cameron Tonkin and Jenelle Hare

FARMINGSYSTEMTELECONFERENCE

8, June 2001.

Agendaitems
Overview of current projects forthe Farming systems team.

Pupae Busting in Dryland
Dave Larsen reported on the pupae destruction guidelines for dryland cotton. This
document has been puttogether as a result of a November researcher meeting and it is at
the stage of being passed back to the researchers involved in that initial meeting for
comment. Once cleared, this will then be circulated among the Farming system team for
layout comment etc. then released to the public under the CRC banner.
The aim is to address the conflict between min till I zero till farming and cotton dryland re
resistance management. The document establishes a series of checks and criteria and if
these are metthen no tillage maybe required by the farmer. While other cases will show
they have to cultivation.
Time frame for release: prior to the season but dependent on comments.

Members:

MarkHickman

David Larsen

lonelIe Hare

Leigh Ienkins
Cameron Tokin

John Marshall(CSD)
Peter Morrison

(ACGRA)

Rotation-Advantages andDisadvantagesDocument
Gus Shaw and HeIen Dugdale are working on this and it is with Tim Leister at CRDC for lay
out. The document is targeting what are the adv. and disadv. Of a rotational crop on the
subsequent cotton crop. It outlines lots of areas ranging from WUE to soil structure. Leigh
asked if the document accounts forthe alternative insecticide options available to a rotation
crop say like chickpeas. To ensure SP chemistry is not sprayed in stage I of the cotton
season. Answer was No, so this is a project to be done by team members Leigh Jenkins
and Cameron Tonkin (see Garneron if you are not present you get a job jokes!!).
Time frame for release:

Pilot document will be sent to IDO or the nominated 10 growers in each region for valuation
prior to mass release. Pilot document will be distributed and comments back to Gus by end
of July. Mark H will investigate getting a Draft Draft from Tim Leister for the extension
workshop.

Dave Larsen commented on Wheat stubble document and this is almost signed off by the
CRC and ready for industry release. This document is an overview of how to sow cotton
into standing Wheat stubble . This document is the information known today and this
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technology will certainly evolve with time. It is not a recipe to grow the cotton in this manner
rather a set of guidelines. This topic was an ACGRA priority in relation to soil structure,
reduce pesticide movement, growth rates of cotton and the early season insect benefit
report in the northern areas.

ACGRA Priorities

Peter Morrison gave an overview of the thoughts behind the 5 main priorities. These
priorities were a result of a inid December 2000 phone conference that was after the Dalby
Farming System Forum and before the CRDC projectreview.
Areas:

Impact of farming system on MicofaunaI.

Methods to ameliorate the soil - Gin trash and disease concerns, increasing Organic2.

matter

3. Planting of twin row wheat ( future cotton row free for cotton planting) and associated
benefits : Nutrition, insects and soil

4. Narrow row systems - refine both twin row and UNR
5. Soil Sodicity and irrigation influence. Future management options.

Other issues raised included: Area wide Management of insects, and precision agriculture.

ACGRA Extension priorities
I. Grimth IDO position this should be filled ASAP due to growth of the industry is to the

south. Ingrid informed the group that the position is currently being processed and the
applicant has yet to sign on. Exceptthis person to join the extension workshop in June.
Extension activities to align with research- ensure there is communication flow. Further
comment from Bruce Finney ( Chairman of this group) is to be sought on the matter to
ensure this was the message.

3. Water balance Extension- what was the state of play- Sunil Tennakoon and Stephen
Milroy are developing this and this needs to be identified to the Water Team to ensure
this extension is being developed. (Mark H to contactthe Team Leader for Water)

2.

Future Direction Topics:
Of the topics below give some thought to these as the nextfarming systems project, the
final decision on the selected topic will occur at the extension workshop. If any member
has other topics just circulate them to the team members.

Salinity in the Cotton System
This is the work of Dr John Triantafilis (Syd Uni): suggestion that a senues of regional
shed meetings to be organised to outline his work and whatfinding he has to date. The
farming system team to be the co-ordinators of this tour (Ingrid). Different points of view
for and against were expressed and it was raised that the extension message at this
point may be as simply as a "monitoring and watching brief' ( Gus). Mark H suggested
Ian Gordon should be involved and this may mean that the two researchers need to
meet with Ingrid and Mark to sort out what the best extension message is to be
delivered, ifthis was the Teams preferred option of task. Leigh J raised the concern that
Dept Land and Water dealt with this in the Macquarie and this lead to the idea to link in
with the Dept to develop the extension message. Especially given there are to be 6
salinity teams developed in NSW soon. Cotton needs to tap into this.
Ingrid to contact Dr JT and suggested Ian G to talk aboutthe viability of this.
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Investigation to occur with Researchers into the topics of
~Microfauna and impacts - Mark H to contact resaerchers and see ifthere are any
extension messages or is it stillin resaerch mode.
~Gin Trash vs Disease risk - no nominated person to investigate
~ Sodicity- Ingrid to contact Nilantha on the issue
Once these 3 sub topics are incvestigated they will be reported on at the latest to the
members at the extension workshop for voting

c. Sodicity I Water quality of irrigation water: Extension messages ? Oiutside of soil
pak. This was to be futherinvestigated by Ingrid when she speaks to Nilantha.

Topics Under way:
a. Alternative Pesticide Options in Rotation Crops; As mentioned this is to be tackled

by Leigh and Garneron. Once drawn together and checked with cotton and other
industry researchers then it is to be circulated among the group and develkoped into a
CRC information flier. Leigh to email copy of work to date to mark to see ifthere is a fit
in the Rotation document. Mark H to send copy of DPI Crop Link brochure called
"Know Your enemy'to Leigh

b. John Marshall: Strategies forthe resistance and general management of Roundup
Ready cotton. This topic is to be past onto the Weeds Team, and should be
addressed in the weed pak document.

Other matters:

~ Cotton CRC Web site to have an over haul soon- Dave Larsen for future updates
~ C PAS extension - series of workshops planned
~Ground rig training and certification - Peter Hughes (Environment Team) developing
~ Water team developing HYDROpak to support Hydrologic
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Australian Cotton CRC

WeedsTeam

Progress and Plans 2000-01
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. Research

. Extension

. ACGRA
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ACGRA Priorities

Management ofRR Cotton

Weed management in UNR, min till, trap crops

Role of weeds in Fov spread

Research on specific problem weeds

Development of extension packages for weed
IDandmgmt

31^;^,:^^,,,

. Time Frame

- First edition by next year's conference

- Only some species - starling point

WEEDpak/ID Guide

^.^

. Correctidentification

- Identification Guide

. Management Options
- Link with management(research + best bet)

. BestPractice

- IWM/SamplingIThresholds
- Resistance

- Farm Hygiene

WEEDpak/ID Guide
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David Keny - Weeds Focus TeamLeader



WEEDS ExrENsiON FocusTEAM MEET^NG

Narrabri, 1.6 May 2001.

Present: DavidKe/ly, Gus Shaw, Sarah Kernn, Annie Spora, DavidLarsen, /rigrid
Christiansen, John Watson, Graham Charles, /an Taylor, Stephen Johnson

Apologies: GrantF?oberts, Nicky Soh^^k

Agenda: ACGRApriorities(as listed below)
Activities underway with the research team (brief update)
Set priorities for activities forthe weeds extension team forthe coining year
eg management guide.
Should we merge the research and extension teams?

WEEDpak/JOGuide
There was, and has been to date, considerable discussion regarding the development of a
weeds information kitfor growers.

A few key points of the discussion:
. Weed identification has not been seen as a majorissues by growers (GC);
. Generally there exists a poor knowledge of weeds species (GC);
. Need to be able to identify mature and seedling stages (GC);
. Several existing guides are good but do not cover all weeds of cotton (GC);
. ID is a priority and then biology, ecology and management(GC);
. Focus of WEEDpak on ID (SJ);
. Internetbased(SJ);
. John personally favoured the web based ID guide but ACGRA support was for a hard

copy Ute guide (JW);
. ID is crucial(JW);
. Need an ID guide with easy reference back to control measures (JW);
. The same can be used to produce a hard copy as to publish on the web (DL);
. A hard copy could be produced in an updatable format so that it can be added

to/modified as is currently done with ENTOpak, etc
. A WEEDeck is produced by the national weeds team. Currently the cards available are

primarily environmental/noxious weeds rather than crop weeds. The Cotton CRC could
sponsor pages to be produced forthis WEEDeck (and then obtain those cards desirable
to puttogether a cotton weeds deck). However, this is considerably costly. Look up
httD://WWW. weeds. org. au/identification. htm for more info.

. WEEDpak will need to include ID, Integrated Weed Management and Control
measures/management options;

. Currently we (research) don't have management strategies for most weeds (GC);

. We can't say to do nothing simply because we don't have the research - need
something now. Cotton industry publications are reviewed every 2-3 years so this would
be a start that can be updated. (GS)

. Gather the anecdotal and corporate farm knowledge of weed management together
with research knowledge to compile some "best bets"(GS);

Action: A WEEDpak will be developed which will include
guidelines and best bet management options

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June 2001
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Format

. Several options are possible;

. An ID guide will be produced which will complement a management guide;

. Management notes will not be included with the ID photo guide due to the rapid
changes in weed management advice - with the cost of producing a colourlD guide we
would like to see it valid for a longer period.

. Both hard copy and web based will be needed;

. Possible to include more photos per spp (~ 6) on the web based version than in the
hard copy (2-3);

. Preference is for something that is updateable

. Select actual format by taking copies of several possible options to growers to gauge
their response to each;

. The format may be for a folder that then includes the ID guide and the management
information.

Management Guidelines
Dave and Sarah will arrange workshops in collaboration with other IDOs to gather
information about best management options for a selection of the most common weeds.
These will seek to have participation from growers, consultants, agronomists and resellers.

Timeframe

. GC: plan to do 101yr - eventually will do 50-60 tie 6 years to complete)

. JW: ACGRA would like to see a Weed guide by the next cotton conference
(August 2002)

Who?

. The following table indicates components of the WEEDpak and the people suggested
as responsible for each (those of you not at the meeting please letthe rest of the Weeds
team know if you don't think you will be able to do this).

. Photos are available of a number of weeds species (GC, SJ, IT)

. To make it possible forthis to be ready by next August without excessive loads on
weeds team members, it is suggested to outsource some aspects:

. Scanning of images - send slides away to be scanned commercially to CD;

. Obtain assistance in desktop layout to prepare the ID guide (perhaps Tim Lester
can help here?);

. Additional funds will be needed to coverthese costs;

Notification of New Weeds

Identified as a concern by ACGRA was the need for a system of notifying growers of new
weeds.

Annual weed surveys are currently undertaken by the Weeds research Team.
From these surveys, Ian Taylor can identify weeds that are becoming more of a problem.

Action:Ian will contact Dave and Sarah to discuss weeds that are emerging as a problem
from the surveys. Dave and Sarah will then prepare news articles for Cotton tales, Local
news, Australian Cottongrower and the Cotton CRC Web site to highlight and describe
these weeds.

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June 2007 18



Cobbler's Peg/Bishop's Weed
No work currently planned forthese weeds.

UNR/Minimum Tillage/Trap Crops
Graham has done some work in pigeon pea.

Weed management in chickpea in a cotton rotation needs attention as some of the
herbicides recommended in chickpea are not advisable if cotton is to be planted into the
chickpea block in the same season. Work has been done on weed control in chickpea
elsewhere and it may not be too difficultto getthe info related to managing chickpea as trap
crops I rotation crops with cotton.

Weeds management in UNR systems is a specific research need. Good early weed control
is essential in UNR systems and Roundup ready cotton is forming the basis of this. A 3
year post-doctoral program could be undertaken in this area.

Nutgrass is a problem in wheat stubble - there is a need for a nut grass demonstration trial
around the Brookstead I Dalby area. John Marshallfrom CSD may be doing. this.

Impacts of wheat stubble systems on weeds - Graham's trials coverthis area.

Weeds Teams

It was agreed that the Weeds extension and research teams be merged as a single Cotton
CRC Weedsteam.

WEEDpak Development

Component

ID Guide

IWM Outline - Shorter version in ID guide;
Longer version in WEEDpak + Web

AgFacts-Weed Control in Cotton; Nutgrass

Species specific management(Best bets)

Management of volunteer cotton - esp. in
dryland

Roundup Ready Management

Herbicide Resistance I Herbicide Groups

Weeds chapter from the dryland production
guide

Farm Hygiene - incl. case study

Weeds + Fusarium

Link to Spray guidelines (I page scan offront
cover + brief comment)

Leaching I Run-off risk and management

Coordinator/ Primary Author

Steve & Graham together with Ian & Anne

Grant & Graham

Available

Dave, Sarah & Ian

Grant & Sarah

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June 2001

Ian & David Moore

Annie

Available - review - Gus

Annie, Steve, BMP, Disease team

Disease team

Ian & Ingrid - info from Ivan Kennedy,
David Waters and Bruce Simpson + BMP
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WATERTEAM MEET, :NG

O'Reiny's, 79June2007

Graham Harris (Facilitator), John Okello-Okanya (Scribe), Andres Spragge, Petersmith, .
Raelene Greenslade, Oarren Springer, PhilGoyne, RachelHolloway, Baffy Swann, David
Williams, Sarah Hood, PaulTindall, MIChaelBange

Main Agenda:
A. Situational briefs:

current status
what worked well
what not worked well
what resources are available

water group extension mission &mission

B. Where to from here:
future plans and focus

issues and concerns

closing issues

C. Joint issues

RWUEl(Water) Team - Queensland: PhilGoyne

Queensland DPI has a specific WUE team for each major industry (Cotton +grains; Dairy,
Horticulture and Sugar cane - each team with a well-defined structure and representation in
the field.

NB: Project milestone report has just been completed (June/01) - Phil Goyne to circ. ulate
copies to members. It provides detailed update of regional activities including the projects
operational linkages with other related institutions such as Cotton Australia, NSW Ag;
NGEA - Toowoomba; and also research centres like CRC; CRDC etc.

NSWAg. Water Team:- Petersmith
Water team structure in NSW Ag is riot well defined (on industry basis) as in Queensland -
instead involvement covers allirrigated enterprises altogether under one umbrella
(including cotton). The cotton crop is also restricted more to the north eastern section of the
State (or next to the Queensland border) - giving it relatively little leverage in the entire
irrigation industry as compared to Queensland

NSW Ag. however has a team of Technical Irriqation Officers to deal with particular
aspects of irrigation including farmer training (ie actual Waterwise on the Farm course
delive ' whilst WUE Officers mainl collect and collate data plus benchmarking. Another
set of officers - Re ional Waterwise on the Farm Facilitators
who work jointly with Irrigation officers to train irrigators on voluntary and free basis.
Facilitators run the program campaigns (promotion), recruit the course participants
(irrigators) and organise venues, actual schedules and facilities forthe training etc

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June 2001



Course format:

Day 3 - SchedulingDay I- Soils
Day 4 - PlanningDay 2 - Systems

(Copy of dataledcourse manuals maybe obtained from Petersmith)

Particularareas offo0us byNSWAg. Water team include:

further development and promotion of the Waterwise on the Farm course

surface/pressurised systems - Peter Smith and Garrv Giddinqs).
- development and promotion of information on Irrigation Systems ( pumps

and pumping efficiencies + centre pivots etc - Barrv Swann_and<^. any
Giddings)

- development and promotion of information on on and off farm measuring
gear(Barrv Swann)

- compiling irrigation list and manual - equipment and services directory -
dealers/su liers DavidWilliams

- develo merit of a water use BMP module Allan Williams
- data collection and benchmarkin WUE officers

Projectperformance andFailures/Hindrances

WHATWORKEDWELL

- pilot pump courses (NSW)
- irrigation workshops -in field (Qld)
- shed meetings particularly (focussing on

scheduling (Old)
- post-harvest meetings (Qld)
- WUE awarenessfield days (Qld/NSW)
-joint operation with consultants and

agribusiness (Old/NSW)
- informalIy catered sessions (Qld)

something new!(Qld/NSW)
(eg *morning breakfast sessions)

- grower receptiveness to/acceptance of
trial results (Old)

-farm walks and bus tours (Qld)

- WUE grower awards night(Old)
- Waterwise on the Farm courses (NSW)
- Laboratory evaluation of equipment(NSW)
- EM 31 for storage - workshop (NSW)

WHATDID NOTWORKWELL

- adoption training (Qld/NSW)
- in-doortype of presentations -

workshops, seminars and information
sessions (Old/NSW)

-farm competitions!(Qld/NSW)
*needs support from growers
*nomination offield days etc

- benchmarking - politics!(Old/NSW)
- incentives!(Qld/NSW)

*old - new conditions and amounts being
reviewed

* NSW - scheme still non-operational(3yrs)

- equipment issues!

(availability, quality + failures)

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June 2001 21



Available resources to the team(s)-include:
* Farm cooperators and sites
* Trials and data

* Water teams (QDPl and NSW Ag)
* Specialised Technical Officers (such as Pat Weldon - NSW Ag)

Waterwise on the Farm courses and notes*

* Specialised technical information on irrigation ( eg pumps and pump efficiencies; on and
off farm run-off measurements etc)

* Strong links with groups such as NGEA (UsQ Toowoomba);IDOs; TAPS; etc
* Scheduling tools manual( being developed - NSW Ag)
* Irrigation software ( eg. Watersched; SILO; Rainman-from Met. Bureau; or Hydrologic -

from OSIRO etc)
* R&Dprojects
* Websites (eg RWUEl- Old; Waterwise on the Farm (NSWAg. );IAA; APEN etc)
* Discussion groups (eg WUE discussion groups - both Old/NSW)
* DNR Library (Donna Beadie -Old; WUAU -at Dubbo NSW)
* Consultants, Agribusiness;researchers
* Tele-conferences

Wheregaps seem to exist:
training resources for growers (time; quality human power and material)

Grower-training
PaulTindall RWUE (DNRM Qld)

Majorfocus:

I. Develop appropriate farmer irrigation management training packages - based
on/similar to the Waterwise on the Farm courses in NSWAg. and/orRiver
Management andCare in SA.
Plan is for 5 packages - regionalIy based and basic to irrigation management
Need for quality packages and delivery techniques (special training may be
required)
Water use team members (likely)to be heavily involved

2. Promote BMP program -for land management planning
Need to achieve simulation/consistency with National requirements.

BMPprogram
RachelHol/oway (ORDO-BMP)
- Water use BMP module draft(to be included in the BMP manual is ready and in

final review.

- Need to circulate copies to the water team - (Phil Govne to contact Allan Williams)

- The Water module has been developed with support from EPA - although it also
requires contribution from oeneral public

- Final copy to be ready by August'01

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June 2007 22



Hydrologicprogram-asa water budgeting tool
MIChae/Bange (OSIRO/Cotton CRC)

developed at Narrabri(CSIRO/Cotton CRC)
based on water balance - based on Sunnil approach
whole-farm/paddock (water management)

Componentareas:

Water budgeting
Soil plant relations - hydropak
Interaction with Oz-cot

Water-use related research projects

Hydrologic works in similar manner as weather stations - but cost is much less
particularly for farmers and management + maintenance is easy.
Whatis importantis proper traininq - to acquire confidence!

Diagrammatic representation:

Soff'Moisture sensor
Waterst;?tu. $^^'a\'ocatibn

Crop I^7ctor

HYDROLOGIC

Time table or Itlinennes) for implementation:

Sunnil's Water budgeting tool/package completed/readyJune'01

Handed over to the WUE teams (Phil Goyne)to look through and for
(testing if possible)

"SILO" completed and ready for application

Hydrologic completed and ready

Dec'01

Dec'01

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June2007

OZ-COT

Seasonal/brecastin9
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NB: Important for prototypes of these tools to be first tested in the field by technical staff
(WUE team) before recommending for grower adoption.

*Team training to be arranged

There is great opportunity to develop/generate new soil-plant relationship models with
hydrologic - opening new area of research completely in irrigation management - and a
need for a Senior Research Position

Also a great opportunity for water use
into/integrated with Oz-Cot

Concern from the Water orouo:

Lack of and untimely Levelinvolvement of Extension componentin whole of the above

Futureplans/activities
WUE team (Qld) met in Biloela (April'01) - plan details for new season are
described in the milestone report. NSWAg group have their plans largely on individual level
(see below); however, they need to geVcome together to share and plan together (if
possible).

NSW Water team also needs strong support and endorsement - from CRDC etc - to
participate in all activities - such as courses, conferences; field days etc (attention: Ingrid
Christiansen; Dallas Gibb and Bruce Pyke)

Most importantlv:

Need for joint planning/sharing/operation (ie extension activities) between the water teams
-(QDPl and NSW Ag. ) - especially:

review of past season(s)
plans and strategies for new season
information and data sharing from trials etc
staff development; conferences and courses etc
new trials and benchmarks

literature, education material; courses and equipment
project evaluation
grower training;functions and events (eg field days, workshops etc)
software

Particularfocus-activities planned by some-NSWAg water groupmembers:
David Williams:

Site storage trials
Pump flow rate calibrations and recycling
Scheduling equipment lisVmanual
Short season strategies for water management

Baffy Swann:
"Measure water to manage the Project"- field day (August'01)
Special software to collect and process data
Flumes for application rates;in and off-field flows (total in and out-flows)

RachaelHolloway:
Finalise water use efficiency BMP module. Draft copies to be supplied to team
members - (Phil Goyne to contact Allan Williams)
Also need for Phil Wright's replacement in the BMP sub-group - (suggestion
Jim Pureelfy

related research projects to be put
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Raelene Greenslade

Deep drainage under limited water supply trial with Mark Hickman
Plant mapping in relation to water

Closing Issues
Set up a coordinatorforthe NSWAg and ODPl water teams.
Meantime - Phil Goyne to be interim

More technical interaction and communication required between the two water teams
(through various ways)for:

share information

avoid duplication/conflicVtime waste
coordinated activities

More regular meetings/gettogether between the teams (in and out of season)
Proposals:

28th Nov'01 - IAA field day at Moree (Peter Smith to confirm)
41516" Sept'01 - Water Budgettools (SILO and Hydrologic)training forthe 2

water groups - at Narrabri(Miehae/Bange to arrange)

Visions and Missions

The group did not have adequate time forthis item in the program - however the few that
came up were:
more integrated research approach (all aspects of production considered)

ability to make impact in the Irrigation Industry
sustainable irrigated cotton
matching water use and productivity
more locally/regionalIy-based research/trials for better guidelines
integration of content and process
etc

Australian Code of Practice in Ifr@ation -completed and released
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WUE Plans 2001-02

QUEENSLAND
- review and plan with grower groups
- Each DEO to establish 4 sites forthis conitng

season

- WatersCHED developed forearly season
evaluation. Training in its use developed and
delivered.

- workwith NR&M Project"Measuring the
Influence of Water Quality on Drainage
through Irrigated Cotton Soils"

inId-terni evaluation report(August 2001)
followed by external audit(September 2001
Benchmarking and systems analysis with
overhead irrigators

Z a;;



NEWSOUTHWALES

.Storage sites (David)

Pump flow calibration for recycling (David)
Scheduling (Dayid)

Shortseason strategies for water management
David)

.Measure Water to Manage It Project(Barry
Swann)

.Development of software for collect and
processing of data from flow metering devices
(Bany Swann)

Developing flumes for deterThining application
rates and flows in and off fields on farms (Barry
Swann) Complete development of BMPmodule
(Rachael)

LITntted water trial and deep drainage (Raeleen
and Mark Hickinan)

Plant mapping in relation to watersupply
(Raeleen)
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Training
RWUE DEO training through Irrigation 2001 and
the APEN Conference

Training activity at Narrabrifor
NSW/Queensland Team members on:

. Whole Farm Water Budgeting toolofSunnil
Tenna1<o0n's

. Sit, O

. HydroLOGIC

Activity planned for 4,5 and 6'' September
2001 at Narrabri.
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Australian Cotton CRC Technology
Resource Centre Distribution

o David Larsen

Distribution of Thinor packages
and fliers cont'd

Direct mail to issue group
- Consultants

- ENTOpak registered users
Emailnotification of PDFon web

- all CRC e-news recipients (800 A)

Distribution of minor packages
and fliers

. Indus!, y MoilLis! 2750

. Depends on impori@rice

. Industry wide special mail(pest
management guide via NSW Ag andTRC
maillisi)

. To industry list via piggyback on other
publication. Black Root RotlS

'paks distribution to date

Packages promoted

Packages distributed free within cotton
industry via
Mobile TRC

- field days

- CottonLOGIC TRC workshops

- Majorconferences and trade shows

Individual requests to TRC

The Major Packages-'paks

. not distributed industry wide

. users have to register
- gives some ownership seeing that there is no

payment

- allows updates 10 registered users
. ENTOpak users have received 3 or 4 additi
. SOILpak users updates on workshops
. NUTRlpak will receive a manual!!!

Technology Resource Centre - David Larsen

Resources currently available
palcs

. ENTOpak 872 registered users (must. ,", unants

. SOILpak, 532 registered users

. MACHINEpak, alot

. NUTRlpak 1/5 orders, hopefully disttibut
at CCA majorconference Dalby- CCA to
distrlbute to other members

. (cottonLOGIC 11/2 registered users)



How do we (as a team) best
distribute and promote the palcs

. Issues

- Mail for the paks a significant cost

- ENTOpak frequently updated better to
disttibute from a single source to maintain
current content

- Registration very important

- handling registrations etc another job

Is training workshopping
needed?-

. NUTRlpak- perhaps a good candidate for
shed meeting launch in regions AWM
groups -& disttibution Introduction would
be of use

. IPM guidelines. Yes- some complex issues
part of IPM course (overlap)

WEEDpak - don't promise untilin our hot
hands!!!! when it gets here as per
NUTRlpak

- Disttibution- a Good excuse for new IDOs

meet clients?

- A burden for established inO's

- CottonTales? Breakdown of user numbers

region to promote awareness

- Leave existing structure

Issues cont'd
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lipM COURSE UPDATE

Bill Dalton

See PowerPoint presentation.

Notes from discussion:

Aim to have 70% of growers participate in the course by 2005.
12-15 growers per workshop.

Note that learning dynamics (the retention of knowledge from different activities) is likely to
be very different with growers compared with other learning groups.

Course structure

2 day inside session and then 2 days in field during the season.
(This has been cutback from the original plan of a 3 day course after feedback from IDOs)

Will growers attend a 2 day course? Some consider yes, others no.

Can IDOsoresentsome sections of the course?
Generally IDOs were not keen to present sections on cotton pests if many consultants are
present - ask a wellrespected consultant in the region to present?
Don't want to presentthe pre-prepared information but would be happy to present a local
angle on some sections.

Targetqroup

The course is nottargeted to consultants - it is a grower focussed course.
It is too basic for consultants.

Risks that consultants could find it too basic and not support it/ downgrade it.
Need to approach carefully to ensure that consultants are supportive of it as a grower
focussed course - Bill to make presentation at CCA seminar in Goondiwindi.
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Australian Cotton CRC
,PM Training Workshops

Cotton^.^FL
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CRC
Bill Dalton

IPM Training Coordinator
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Australian Cotton
,ridustry

. Cotton production in Australia is a high-value
industry with about 90% offibre produced being
exported to Asia, primarily to Indonesia

, The Australian Cotton Industry contributes about
$1.2 billion annually to Ile Australian economy
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Cotton Industry

o The need for heavy usage of insecticide sprays to
combat Hellcoverpa

. Increasingly higher cost of pesticide sprays and
lack of new chemistry

. Development of insecticide resistance

. Public view of the cotton industry regarding its
real/ perceived impact on the environment

. Cross industry contamination
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CRC

^ritegrated Pest
Management(, PM)

Seeks to maintain pest populations below
economic (action)thresholds by making use of all
available, effective and compatible methods of
controlwithouldependence on anyone method

Is system that best meets the requirements of
sustainable development and sustainable
agriculture and is a component of Integrated Crop
Management(ICM)

o

,PM's place in
Sustainable Developmer,

o on

*, Defining, PM

IPM as defined by the FAO:

'Integrated Pest Management (IPM) means a pest management
system that. in the conlex! o11he associated environment and the
population dynamics of the pest species. utilises all suitabl
techniques and methods in as compatible a manner as possibl
and maintains the pest populations allevels below those cousin
economicalIy unacceptable damage or loss

CRC

CRC

IPM In the context o11CM
and suslalnable
development
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Cotton ^PM

Can be defined as a system that integrates
all means of managing pest populations
with the aim of reducing pesticide use
while maintaining profitability, yield, fibre
quality and crop maturity

co I

CRC

IPM Short Course - BillDalton

"'"^PM for the Australian
Cotton ^ridustry

. Is a continuously evolving pest management
philosophy

. The implementation of appropriate management
strategies for both conventional insecticides and
transgenic plants is critical ifthe industry is to
survive in the long term

CRC
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,PM is about Planning
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IPM is about Balance
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Transgenetic B,
ER. Cotton Management

. Is an important strategy forthe sustainability of the
cotton industry

. There are already some early disturbing signs that
Hellooverpamay be developing 'tolerance to
transgenetic Btcotlon
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Industry
Benchmarking

o Has provided strong evidence of a large variation
existing within the Australian cotton industry of the
real cost of insects per hectare

. The use of Btcotlon and the adoption of IPM
strategies within the industry has resulted in
signilicant cost reduction variance per hectare of
cotton grown
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Situation Analysis

. The third yearreview of the CRCfor Sustainable
Cotton Production recommended investigating
the development of a IPM short courseto improv
technology transler

. During 1997the Cotton ExtensionTeam
conducted a subjective anitudinal evaluation of
the adoption IPM within tire Australian cotton
industry

CRC
"

' ' CRC 3rd Year Review
Recommendations

. A comprehensive educational package is
needed winch clarifies the latest best practice
for IPM as identified by industry experts

. Economists should be contracted to develop
economic links to IPM strategies with a short,
medium and longer-terntimefrane

^,. q

ERc'.'Emerging Key Issues

CRC

. There is a positive environment forthe
acceptance and adoption of IPM strategies in the
industry

. There is a lack of clarity about the current best-
practice IPM comprehensive strategy

. Economic issues remain the chief determinants
of managenrent strategies and yields remain trre
primary indicator considered for a successlul
crop

' '"Considering Principles &
c Assumptions

,to .110 to aci, .v. d

Con"nucdl

o0

CRC 3, d Year Review
Recommendations

. An extension program (including grower best
practice groups) assisting growers to 'take
responsibility'for management decisions
should commence and begiven awide profile

. Emphasis needs to be placed on economic
sustainability rather than yield

CRC

Objectives
Idenlin", ion

codae s
nitlpl" .rid
tsu"p"CIE

IPM Short Course - Bill 081ton
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CRC

Management focus
affects ,Frill

Indivldual Field level

Whole Farm Level

Area or

Regional Level
(AWM)
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ER6 Interactive Extension

, Extension activities are a process that involves a
level of interaction between the extension agent
and those with whom they are working andlor;

the facilitation of interaction between a number
of peopleto achieve a positive outcome

o n

CRC

The Four Paradigms
of Extension

Interactive Extension

, Persuasive extension implies that there is a
predetermined 'correct course of action'that needs
to be taken byextension^ target(s)

. Facilitative extension implies that given the
right conchtions, infonnation, mutual interactibn, and
opportunity, people can develop solutions to
problems and take steps in directions that Improve
theirsitua"on

CRC

I^l
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Adult Learning
Princip^es

. Pedagogy is the art and science of training
children

. Andragogy is the science of teaching adults

+ This dinerence between adults and children as
learners has profound implications on the way IPM
training workshops need to be prepared and
delivered

o

Barriers to Adult

Learning

. Adults tend to bring a lot of worries with them to
learning activities

. Barriers to learning may need to be considered
while planning, designing and delivering the
IPM training workshops

CRC

CRC

Snub, Call". 1994

IPM Short Course - BillDa/ton
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,riternal Barriers to

Adult Learning
. Adults are afraid of participation

, Adults are afraid that they might lose their dignity

. Adults often resent authority

. Adults worry about keeping pace with the
demands made uponthem

Social forces & Illiteracy

CRC

3q-



External Barriers to
Adult Learning

. Time of yearnnconvenientworkshop scheduling

. Transport/geographical isolation/limited location

. Workshopduration

. Exorbitantfees & unnecessary prerequisites to
workshops

o Inappropriate learning methods
. Child care availability

CRC

^,. 1.0

Conflict
'incompatiblebehaviourbetween
people who have differentinterests

4 Basic Rules

* Make a distinction betweentlre people and Ih
problem

Concentrate on your and the otlrer party's
interests, riot on defending your position

* Try to find options that satisfy both parties
* Bargain to develop objective criteria

CRC
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CRC

CRC
Australian Qualifications

Framework

Doctor, 00,100

Masters Degree

Grid"to D. ,Ion.

Grid"IOCeMc. 10

coaldo"Degree

Adv. red DPIorr.

DPIorn.

tofuilcale N

Cornmeale 1/1

toriineaie "

Cornncale I

Sanr"., yEdL"Uon SdrodEdL"11^a

I

. As a part ofthe cotton industry self-regulatory
quality assurance process, the cotton industry
has decided that the IPM training workshops
should endorse national competency standards

. Sets outlhe competencies required allhe each
level, and the standards serve as benchmarks
for assessment of the competency
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Recognition for the ,PI!:';"
., tc Training Workshops, ,.^:;

L. v. 15

L. v. 14

L. v. 13

L. v. 12

L. v. 11

. Formal Recognition
- Recognition = Accreditation
- Qualification Nationally Accredited (Subject to

Audit)
- Administered by an RTO (NSW Ag)

. At least one presenter must have
Certificate N in Assessment and
Workplace Training and idealIy allother
presenters 'Train SmallGroups' qualifiedL. v. 11
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Objectives ^dentification
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;^^^; Cotton, ridustry
Reference Group

. Including:
- growers (8)
- consultants (2)
- industry development officers (2)
- CRDC (1)

- CRC (3)

. Metin Goondiwindiin September, 999 and in
May 2000 and by using a facilitative approach the
aims and objectives of the IPM training workshop
were developed

IPM Training Workshop
Objectives

Develop and implement a nationally accredited
(National Competency Standards- RTCA &
VETAB approved) grower shortcourse in IPM for

CRC

CRC

I

the Australian cotton industry

Develop a comprehensive grower focused IPM
reference manual forthe Australian cotton
industry

I'

I
I'

o on

Creating the
tofu "",,, cond. to

o on

,PM Training Workshop
ObjectivesCRC

a T. ,""11n""I, .""

I Have 709', of all Australian cotton growers attend
the IPM course by June 2005

Work with industry researchers and extension
staff to improve the transfer of information to
growers and consultants, which aim to increase
the level of adoption of IPM strategies within the
Australian cotton industry

Objediv"
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CRC Learning Styles

Activists - will learn best from activities where
they can engross themselves in short here-and-now
adjvities such as business games and competitive
teamworktasks

Reflectors -learn bestfrom activities where they
are able to stand back from events and listen and
observe

o

00

CRC

C".. flu"

Learning Pyramid

CRC , Learning Sty^es

Theorists .learn bestfrom adjvities where wha
is being offered is part of a system. model, conce
ortheory

Pragmatist-learn bestirom activities where
there is an obvious link between the subject matter
and the problem or opportunity on the job

Ladi"

Rare

Ado. V""I

Average RetaitionRate

S%

Dan. ",,

OFco"", fop

Tachoi. ,!I'm""cuedL"", e

hadi"by cong

10fo

o on

o

Z",

eveloping the Resources
T. .torn. UV con".,.

Cr""n

Reference Manual

. The draftreference manual currently consists of
10 chapters and basically outlines the following
3 broad sections:

> Wherearewenow?

> Where do we wantto go?
> Howdowegetthere?

CRC
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car Assessment Workbook

. The development of the participants workbook is
being undertaken in collaboration with (NSW
agriculture) staff at Murrumbidgee College of .
Agriculture atYanco in NSW (The RTO)

, Assessment forthe course is based on a
workbookthat contains exercises that when
sansfaclorily completed willfulfilthe learning
outconesforeach section of the course

. ,,

,

.,

,

*.,

*.

, .

, ,
4"

I'
\

},

. . I

.

,"'* .

, :,~

^,

^~

,

40



Cuddering
Prinapl" .rid
bump, 10, "

Sill"lion An. I'Si,

o on

o on

The ,PM Training
Workshops

, Cotton production is an annual activity

. It is planned that the workshop program will be
sympathetic with the cotton production cycle

. An 'extended learning program' over a period o
approximately 6 months will allow learning
activities throughoutthe cropping season and
review of progress towards nominated goals

CRC

The ,PM Training
Workshops
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Will growers be prepared to attend a workshop o
more than one day in duration

'Workshop Fatigue'

Timing is critical

, Will growers choose to leave the responsibility o
IPM decision making with entirely with the
consultant

rkshop Risks



Coneidering
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Situtl", Anal, ",

CRC

. Can be defined as 'the systematiccollection of
infonnation to assist in decisionmaking

. Before any evaluation process can be
developed, it is important to firstfocus on why
the evaluation is being conducted and whatis it
trying to achieve (Owen's, Bennet's, etc)

. The Australian cotton industry and the practice of
IPM are both dynamic systems

, It is essential to ensure that the workshops reinai
relevant, current and focused

. There is a need to design the IPM training
workshops to allow ongoing reviewand evaluatio

Eval"at, on

Evaluation

Growers will benefitfrom a clear definition o11PM
andt, re knowledge of what has been achieved by
others will encourage fur. Irerinnovation and
adoption

it is anticipated that the shared learning
environment of the IP" training workshops will
develop an interest and motivation in growers to
implement IPM strategies

Conclusion

IPM Short Course - Bill Dalton
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EXTENSION TEAM TRIALS

Facilitated by MarkHickman

Whattrials are currently being done in each valley?
We have a large investment(time/resources)in trial work - how can we maximise the
effectiveness of trials in achieving extension goals?

Farming Systems
UNR and Twin Row

Vetch

CRC Farming systems site
Wheat Stubble

P Nutrition

Tillage

Herbicide options

insectManagement
Earliness

Plant compensation
Fruit retention

Trap cropping

2000-2001.

DKJQ MH JackC

MKDK

JH GS

DKCDJQ

CD MH

CD

MK

Predator release

Late Season threshold

IPM System

Trials planned for 2001, -2002

Late Season Gemstar

Area wide R&D

Crop Oils

DiseaseManagement
Fusarium management

Disease Focus groups

Defoliation
Cutout Pix

In season Pix

MK

KR DKJQ SKJH GS MH

KR DKJQ MH

KR CD MHJQ

MH - TwirlUNR? DK

DK

DK

DK

DKJQ MH

JQ

MH - Herbicide damage

DKJQ MH

CDMH

DK

MH DK Gwydir(+ fruitremoval)

MH Gwydir(case study on chickpeas and
early sorghum) R Sequiera

DK (with Paul Grundy)
MH DK

Gwydir - Ingard, Traps, Conv in wheat DK
- with predatorrelease

Gwydir DK (+Paul Grundy)
MH

Rob Mensah - Gwydir, Warren

Spray Technology

Spray Spectrum sw

Biopesticide application SW

Aerial Application of gemstar pH

Air Assisted technology pH

Deflectors pH

KR SKGS

GS

JQCD MH

MK-Aventis
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Varieties

Variety site

Variety trial inspections

Water Management
WUE

Polyacrylamides (PAM)for
WUE

Scheduling tools

Distance uniformity -
irrigation

Application rates in furrow

Storage site (EM)
BenchmarkWUE

Deep drainage

Subsuriace drip vs furrow

Capacitance vs Neutron
probe
Callibration/test Mano

Buddy

Drip system

Centre pivot in corn
WUE in Faba bens

JH

IDO's

JOSHASBS DSSC DW
RG

JO SH

JO DW RG DSSCSHAS

JO DS SH BS

IDO's

JO SCSH DS

DW

water team

AscD

DSSHAS

CD BS

MH
DK

JQ
KR
MK
CD
GS
SK
JH
pH
SW
JO
DS
As

SH
SC
BS
DW
RG

= Mark Hickman (Upper Namoi)
= Dave Kelly (CQ)
= James Quinn (Gwydir)
= Kirrily Rourke (Macquarie)
= Mascha Raymond (Koneweg)(Macintyre)
= Craig Dunn (Bourke)
= Greg Salmond (Downs)
= Sarah Keriin (St George)
= Jenelle Hare (Downs)
= Peter Hughes (Spray technology)
= Simon White (spray technology)
= John Okello-Okanya (Emerald)
= Darren Springer(Biloela)
= Andres Spragge (Downs)
= Sarah Hood (St G)
= Sandy Cameron (ex Goondiwindi)
= Barry Swann (Dubbo)
= Dayid Williams (Griffith)
= Raelene Greenslade (Gunnedah)

Jack C = Jack Cooper(NSW Ag, plant density research)

BS

BS

JOAS

As

sc
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Maximising the Effectiveness of Extension Trials

DemonstrationPurpose of extension trials:
To gain local data
Developgrowerconfidence in newideas

Activities to involve growers and maximise the impact of trials and demonstrations:
Grower based trials - use of local direction

On-farm participatory trials

Link existing sites with grower groups

Use smaller group (eg AWM)to run localised demonstrations/trials
Feedback essential

Field days 20-200 people -at end of something -timeliness

Workshops - broader awareness of trials before they're done (eg spray application)

Focus groups I shed meetings

Results/outcomes (interim orfinal) extended through:
. Newsletters - Cotton Tales I Waterworks

. Trial book

. Media

. Meetings

Improve recording of whatinnovative growers are already doing

Increase cross linkages to enhance effectiveness

Will always have some apathy - how do we involve the bulk of growers?
Apathetic and Lagards I Bulk I "Go ahead"team

Questionnaire I Phone poll

One-on-one consultation

Similar problems vsgrower needs - can a common thread be raised - eg wheaVcotton
Issues to consider:

Every valley is different and will benefit from different styles.

All are individuals - a range of methods are needed to meet all needs.

Timeliness and clear purpose

Relevance

Group dynamics play a role - match the method I process to the group

Balance between industry need and local priority

Volume does not = effectiveness

Overall coordination of group/team - updated through the season

Protocols will help with coordination

Communication within the extension team needs to increase.
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AREAW, :DE MANAGEMENT

A brainstorming and group session gathered ideas aboutfacilitating area wide management
groups - from each other's experiences: what works well and what doesn't work?

This session raised a lot of different ideas, issues and options. Key topics raised are listed
below. More information on these is detailed in the document"Area Wide Management for
Cotton Growing Regions" which has been compiled from this session (contactingrid for a
copy).

Activities that workwellwithAWMgroups
Benchmarking

Coordinated Trap Cropping

Group Trials - eg Gemstar, Pupae Busting, Trap Crops
Guest Speakers
Grower Presentations

Farm Walks

Beneficials ID and sampling
Release of Beneficials

Pupae Sampling techniques

Results of sampling

Information Package delivery eg BMP, ENTOpak
Issue specific meetings - eg Water, Nutrition

Bus trips - Local/ other regions

Spray Application Courses

Training - email/internet

Discussion about what's working and not working - growers discussing how they approach
difficult situations.

Setting goals forthe group eg. Delay pyrefhroid use until 1'' Feb
Discussion about whether goals were achieved or not, why, revise and resetforfollowing
season

Two gene cotton demonstration sites I support groups

Updates from rep's I Reseller's product updates for future shornalls
Discussion around IPM Guidelines

Use of virus in sorghum

Good management in grain crops (eg. Checking, spraying on economic thresholds, using
selective products to preserve beneficials)
DISCUSSION!!!
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Planning/meeting operation
Set program at end of each meeting

Inputfrom everyone present at start of meeting - about a question everyone will know the
answer to

Rotate venues

Good grower coordinator

Breakfasts, beers, sausage sizzle
Good communication

Objectives I Mission statement for group (goals)
Venue I Hosts

Difficulties to overcome/avoid

Dominators - including consultants I rep's

Self managed - is it possible?
Weather

Poor communication

Number of rep's
Perceived alliances

Pushing issues that the group aren't interested in

Feeling among some growers of being there because "have to be"

Nori-attendees (including other growers with crops)
Idea that it is a "silver bullet"

Pushing non-AWM issues
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NATURALRESOURCE MANAGEMENTISSUES

Demonstrated sustainable management of natural resources will increasingly become a
major part of any land management activity.

What are the majorissues in natural resource management at a national scale? Which of
these issues impact on the cotton industry/ which issues may the cotton industry impact
on? Whatis our role as extension agents in this area?

Australia's Major Environmental Issues identified by the
extension team

Pollution trading

Salinity

Air quality

Fertility decline

Soil biota

Soil structure

Sodicity

Water quality - riverine - including
pesticides

Monoculture impacts

Erosion

Resistance

Pesticide residues

Catchment WUE

Disease

EMS (Environmental Management
Systems)

Water allocation - diversions

Native vegetation

Flora and fauna

Biodiversity loss

Weeds

Rural communities

GMO impact on soil/cropping systems
Groundwater decline

Deep drainage

Economic sustainabi!ity

Urban pressure

Land rights

Marketforces

Coordination and implementation of
catchment strategies

Greenhouse

Community perceptions

Energy - non-renewables

Ethical productionA

EffluentA

Acid sulfate soils*

Tourism*

* These were not considered to be an issue forthe cotton industry

A These are regarded as potential opportunities
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Smallgroup feedbackon each of these issues

Fertility Decline
Understanding the Issues

Loss of productivity - yield/profit

Rising costs of fertiliser

Long term sustainability of soil/farm

Use rotations

Acidity - availability of nutrients

Management tools - fertiliser replacement

Iiming, replace small nutrients

Soiltest maximicro

Accepted that problem exists

Managed by using fertiliser (limited understanding of impacts of long term use of fertilisers)

Role of Extension team

Advice

Awareness

Encourage rotations that reduce fertility decline

Training

Access information

Alternative use - fertiliser, cropping

Long term strategies other than phosphorous

Strategies match application of fertiliser on demand

Improving efficiencies in application of fertiliser

SOILpak

Disease

Grower understanding

Notfully aware of the implications.

Only become aware once disease is present on their own place.

Role of Extension

Increase awareness

Develop management strategies for rural community
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Energy
Grower understanding

Driven by hip pocket

Role of Extension

Not much that can be done

Ethical Production

Grower understandihg

Not high - more driven by economics

Will become more aware once premium becomes available

Role of Extension

Improvements of BMP

IPM based production

Soilstructure

Growers are very aware.

Grower understanding is varied

Some management techniques being implemented eg minimum tillage

We need to extend to growers the need to conserve soil structure and biodiversity in the
soil as it related to structure and fertility

Understanding the Issue

Conservation farming

Minimum tiliage

Controlled traffic

Stubble retention

Deep ripping

Role of Extension

Trials

Farm walks

Focus farmer/ case study

Develop BMP

Interact with other dep'ts (eg DLWC, QDPl, universities, researchers)

SOILpak

Diseases related to hardpans

Poor moisture conservation

Poor nutrition

Lack of soil health (OC9"0, worms, etc)

"Rip, bash and burn"farmers

Conventional cultivators
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Catchmentmanagementplanning
Impacts on future and further farm development

Role of irrigation in catchments - limited, reduced I capped

Impacts on wetlands I natural ecosystems

Impact on infrastructure development

Consultative process including growers/irrigators and other stakeholders - community,
NGOs, Gov't

Role of Extension

Aware of policies impacting development and irrigation and farm practices

Links with other stakeholders and agencies (Landcare, DLWC, etc)

Good information of impacts of differentfarming systems and irrigation practices -
access to information for different organisations

Water Allocation

Growers are I!^.!:!! aware

Growers' understanding of the environmental impacts of this is limited. Eg to river health,
environmental flows, turbidity

Need to implement management to maximise water use efficiency - better storages, use o
high flows

Role of Extension

We need to extend allrelevantinfo and a balanced approach

Extend notjust economic importance to grower and communities but also impacts
downstream

DeepDrainage
Salinity, sodicity, groundwater residues (pesticides and nutrients)

Role of extension

WUE improvements

Assist with managing reduced water allocation

Water Qua"ty
Farmers in denial - facts exist

Not managing the issue

Role of Extension

Education - awareness of problems and potential impacts

Moving water to better soiltypes - we can assist them to identify soiltypes

Improve irrigation management so there is no excess deep drainage (above the
Ieaching fraction) that mobilises saltthat can be transported into rivers.
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PesticideResidues

Growers very aware of it- being forced to become more aware due to economic issues
residues in beef, etc. (Helix, Endo, DDT)

Management of/ssue:

BMP - Spray drift management

Legislation eg Endo

AWM groups and education and/or promotion of options.

Industry researchers - AGRI & multinationals

Role of Extension

Projects such as AWM - targeting identified problems, economic benefits.
BMP - will help with facilitation

Dissemination of relevanVupdated information

Community Perceptions
Most growers very aware of community concerns, a large proportion are not concerned re
participate in BMP, etc

Management of/ssue

Yes, some do - re BMP, community involvement, AWM, education program - pushed
by/from industry

Role of Extension

EXchange information between community and growers

Promote the "good things"the industry does

Educate community Iinitiate forums

Promote interaction I facilitate interaction

LandRights
- Western leasehold land

Access to land

Production region being limited

Those impacted on are aware

Conflict between who actually owns the land vs using the land - watchdog vs owner

Role of Extension?

No

Government level allegallevel controlthe issue when the problem develops
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TEAM DYNAMICS

Dallas led a discussion to revisit some team concepts introduced atlast year's workshop.

Teams vs working groups as a mode to consider team performance.

Is the cotton extension team a self-managed team - some in the team consider yes, others
nO.

The "bouncingba""theory!
Each stage is needed for a team to achieve its desired outcomes.

Why?

\ Trust \

,!;,., Goal '^,.

Thinkaboutwhatteams we workin. ..

. Cottonextensionteam

. National Focusteams

. Localteams

. Managementteam

. AreaWide Management

. etc

^

Suece s

Commitment

I
Imple entation

I

\
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ROLEOFExrENSiONTEAM

Several members of the team had asked prior to the workshop for clarification of whatthe
role of the extension team is - whatis expected of us from our funding bodies and
management?

In an attempt to clarify this, a strategic planning session was included in the extension
workshop. Before this could be done, it is important to be clear aboutthe activities
undertaken by individuals in the extension team in different regions and with different roles.

Whatarethe KeyActivitiesofCotLon Extension Team?
In many ways the activities of the cotton extension staff have changed considerably since
the firstindustry development officers started. Initially the roles were very much trial based
- conducting local trials to ground testthe research from AGRI and elsewhere to overcome
the "my valley's different" barrier and to gather localised information. Refer to Cotton
Extension Review 1995 CRDC/CRC - distributed by Bruce post workshop.

Some members of the team asked - Has the focus of the role of IDO changed in this time?
Is the industry ICRDC ICRC expecting differentthings from IDOs and the extension team
as a whole?

Feedback from key stakeholders prior to the workshop indicated NO - the focus is stillthe
same butthe technique that is best used may be different. With a greater move towards
IPM we are now dealing with more complex systems, in these cases group based activities
(such as AWM groups) may prove to be more effective than trial work alone.

Some keypoints from discussion with R&D leaders:
> Choose the technique that will best achieve the outcome for each issue (ie trials,

information delivery or groups). This also means taking into account which techniques
you personally are most effective at delivering.

> Local ownership of your extension activities is crucial. Ensure that local cotton
growers have inputinto what activities you are doing each year.

> Close the loop - ensure your are providing feedback to researchers about what
research needs are being identified in your valley, emerging issues, etc.

The specialised roles generally have more specific objectives. Since the National
Extension Team commenced the water team has been included. These programs have
their own specific objectives butthe same principles apply. Local industry involvement,
appropriate selection of techniques and feedback to researchers will help ensure the roles
are effective.

Cotton Extension Roles

Industry Development Officers
District Agronomists
Water Extension team

Specialised support - CottonLOGIC, Technology Resource Centre, IPM Training and
support, Spray Technology, BMP, Coordination

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June200i 54



KeyActivities of extension staffidentifiedatextension workshop

Area Wide Management groups
Benchmarking
Trials

Data Collection and Coordination eg Pheremone traps
Field Days
Workshops
One on one

Information eXchange
Cotton Tales
Media
Pak's
Trial Books
Courses
etc

National Extension Focus Teams

Meetings
Visitors

Professional development/training
Technical updates

These keyactivities can be broadv orouoedinto:
. TrialsandDemonstrations

. Meetings and Field Days

. Information EXchange

. Groups(incl. AWM)

. Your own skills development

Howis timeallocatedbetween tasks/issues?

Dallas asked everyone to individually complete a form indicating the proportion of time
spent on each activity and how important(relatively) they consider the industry in their
valley perceive that issue. Everyone was also asked to rank how relevantthey consider
different extension methods to be in promoting information about each key issue. Results
included on the following page.

The form also gathered feedback about how the extension team as a whole can help
individuals with these activities. As summarised overleaf.
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Extension Focus and Activities
Compiled by DallasGibbfromfeedbackfrom CottonExtension Teammembers

Extension Activity

4.5

4.0

3.5

3.0

2.5

2.0

Trials I Demo'

Importance Time spent
444.6

204.0

194.4

93.5

63.7

4.1 3

Note: These figures do notinclude members of the water extension team as many
of this group had not been present at this time/filled out the forms. Therefore the
actual time spent on water issues by team as a whole would be far greater.

'*Importance"is a ranking I-5
Time spent is a % of time spent on the issue.

Importance

^,-Timespent

Insect Management
Farming Systems
Disease Management
Weed Management
Environmental Managem't
Water Management

eetings/field Information
eXchangedays

25

National Focus Activities

20

15

10

Groups

5

o
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Trials I Demo's

Meetings/field days
Information eXchange
Groups

Extension Activities

Importance Time spent(%)
244.0

223.6

213.4

142.4

5.0

4.0

co

= 3.0
CG
^
o

a. 2.0
E

Activities by National Objective

^

I. O

0.0

Ranking of each style of extension method with respect to its relevance in
promoting the key issues.

Trials I Demo's

ginsect

Farming Systems
.Disease

.Weed

.Water Management

Groups
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Key Issues, Extension approaches and help with activities

Howcan we asa teamincreaseourperformance?

Insect Management

Regional Insect Management
Resistance Management
Resistance testing
IPM techniques
Number of growers adopting IPM
Beneficials

Hard/soft alternatives

Adoption of AWM
Research on application techniques for ground application - refer envir. section. for detail
Reduction of pesticide dependence
IPM - individual farms and area wide scale

Dynamic controlthresholds
Exploring suite of management options in IPM
Growers with improved appreciation of IPM
Adoption of AWM 11PM tools in insect management
Range of tools available for IPM - importance of these and reasons behind decisions made
Increased use of trap crops
Area wide management - non-cotton growers cooperating with cotton growers
Pesticide efficacy, Targeting Itjining Itechniques, Condition monitoring, Application selection (details
in envir section)

ExtensionA roach
TRIALS/DEMONSTRATIONS

HeI from rou for our activities

Trial protocols
Beneficial sampling and ID
Sampling of wheat stubble trial
Not seen as the vector unless growers want
assistance

Large scale IPM system trial
Pupae busting comparisons
Info Resources
Access to researchers

Need various ideas acceptable to local group

MEETINGSAND FIELD DAYS Materials to show at field days & meetings
Guest speakers from successful groups to get
the ball rolling
Evaluate pupae busting
Info resources

Guest speakers
Coordination of when each valley is holding
meetings/field days

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June200i

B Who?
Researchers
Julie F

Insectteam

Insect Team

Insectteam

eg Lewis W, Julie F
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Insect Management Cont'd
INFORMATION EXCHANGE

GROUPS(AWM)

Pro-formas for Cotton Tales
As new R&D evolves directinfo link to IDO, etc
Info for Cotton Tales
Trial book
Info resources

Approval of Cotton Tales
Available info
Provide results from other districts and research
Happen at AWM group meetings
Need newsletter

Support for comparative analysis work
Guest speakers - successful valley grower
Info on IPM adopted by other AWM groups
Info resources

Guest speakers
Funding for benchmarking?
Network with other AWM groups
On farm group demo's
Need support staffforthe extra AWM groups
that are forming
I group established in Hillston - need IDO to
coordinate in all areas - Hay, Condobolin,
Hillston with DAS & Scott Hardwick

Attend meetings as guest speakers on spray
application

Increase knowledge of beneficials - ID and role
of each

ID what other AWM groups do and what my role

Confidence, process of running a group
Comparative analysis - how to?
Learning allthe time
Cotton Course, CCA meetings, etc

Tap into existing BMP groups for AWM
Growers want more input to IRMS - Some
growers need to realise importance of IRMS
Protocols, Labour, Guest speakers
Em 10 another economist to heI Ziau!

YOUR OWN SKILLS

Insectteam

Insectteam

OTHER

Insectteam

Is

Upper level management

Insectteam

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June2007

CRDC/Cotton CRC
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Farming Systems

Pupae controltechniques

Cotton into wheat stubble

Soil structural decline

Trap crop agronomy

Rotations (link with disease management)
Wheat stubble trials

Nitrogen rates

Improved production system for coolseason areas - UNR/WheatfTwin

Salinity management

Fertility management

Local Farming Systems Explored and developed to suitlocal conditions and needs

Adoption of sustainable rotations in the dryland cotton system

Soil structure

Soilfertility - roles of P, K and N

Benefits of rotations

Sustainable farming practices that don't promote increase in diseases, weed problems and insect
pressure

UNR, Twin row

Sowing into stubble
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Farming Systems Cont'd
Issue/ Extension Help/coordination required
A roach
TRIALS/DEMONSTRATIONS Assist with finding cooperators

Protocols and handy hints to get around
problems.
Rotation crops - focus farm/grower case study
Labourfor running trials & data collection -
NOT causal $ eg shared Tech. Assistant
Info resources

Researcher cooperation
Many years needed for rotations trials - bus
trips to other areas may be best
Many trials running in area - need to be
documented - a trial book may be priority for
new IDO - consult with growers

MEETINGSAND FIELD DAYS

INFORMATION EXCHANGE

Guest speakers, experts to explain how
Field day on trial site - guest speakers
Info resources

Ideas from the focus group for field days
A lot more info to share

Trials are not currently being utilised for
extension (Hillston)

Help in distribution of information
Communicate with other DAS ~rotations
Fact sheets I Media

Industry wide info sheet eg DK's wheat stubble
Guest speakers
Info resources

At meetings

GROUPS(AWM)

By Who?

Farming Systems team
Farming Systems team

YOUR OWN SKILLS

Farming Systems team

OTHER

Groups need kick starting if to do this
Guest speakers

Researchers

What are the implications of rotation crops
previous research
More interaction with farming systems
researchers in both Qld and NSW

Constant development
Cotton Course

Farming Systems team

Some presentations for IDOs to access to share
with growers

TRC

Farming systems team
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Disease Management

Observing what's happening in the field - in crop monitoring by growers and agronomists for early
recognition.

Fusarium hygiene

Fusarium and Black Root Rot management

Adoption of disease management strategies to minimise spread of Fusarium wilt and BRR

Create awareness of disease precaution

Create awareness of disease management

Farm hygiene

Disease prevention

BBT management

Protocols to minimise spread of Fusarium wilt & adoption/use of these

Black Root Rot control/management

Other disease prevention

Number offarms with disease - prevention protocol
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Disease Management
Help/coordination requiredIssue/ Extension

A roach
Be told what's going on before season starts -TRIALS/DEMONSTRATIONS

sharing of info relating to trials
Demo of available equipment
Continue collaboration with Natalie Moore in
regards to monitoring spread/incidence of
Fusarium & trials which look at products &
rotations to reduce Fusarium levels
Group informed about research trials - better
communication between researchers/extension

MEETINGS AND FIELD DAYS

INFORMATION EXCHANGE

Most effective in raising interest in disease ingmt
Collaborate with Cotton Australia (BMP) & CGAs
Baseline info

Guest speakers
Disease management options from latest
research

Promote info on washdown bays, products,
designs - sponsorship to run
Need experts/pathologists to talk
Run a disease wrap up every year- winter
Researchers/gurus visiting area for field day

By Who?

GROUPS(AWM)

Good info available

More one sentence messages to promote
DISEASEpak
Best Practice

Updates - Fusarium management, BBT
Promote info on washdown bays, products,
designs
Need precise info on disease to extend - still a
bitfuzzy
"Cotton Sheet" (newsletter) resurrected by IDO

YOUR OWN SKILLS

DiseaseTeam

OTHER

Disease has been discussed but focus is on

insects, farming systems & water
Workwith CGA
Baseline info

Possible vectorif group wants
Videos?

Teach us to ID diseases to provide diagnostic
service

Aim to improve allthe time
Disease identification skills and other disorders

Whatis available - eg equipment, literature

One-on-one available to identify problem
areas/sources

Link into BMP working groups
Most problem fields rotated out of cotton unti
answer is found

Disease team

Disease team + research

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June 2001
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Researchers
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Weed Management

Application techniques
Overuse of residual herbicides

Host weeds for Fusarium control - ID and control

Adoption of sustainable crop rotations to control/ limitthe development of problem I resistant weeds
in the cotton production system

National issues

WEEDpak development

Local increased awareness of IWP

Identification of key species

Herbicide and farming options to reduce RR cotton volunteers

Integrated approach to weed control

Weed ID and management guide

Control of volunteer cotton (including RR)

Best management of weed species

Trap crop weed management

New growers brought up to speed in weed control

Pesticide efficacy, Targeting Itjining Itechniques, Condition monitoring, Application selection
Control of weeds coining up on new cotton soilthatin the past has only been used for grazing
Bathurst Burr
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Weed Management
Issue/ Extension Help/coordination required
A roach
TRIALS/DEMONSTRATIONS

MEETINGSAND FIELD DAYS

Researcher cooperation
No real help - more grower involvement forthis
Herbicide trials, in crop and fallow + other
management options - biocontrol
Demo plots
Need to document what new growers are
already doing for benefit of new growers

Roundup trial used in field day - guest speakers
Speakers - researchers
Visits by researchers
Relay to researchers and Monsanto the need to
have this info to be extended

Field day at trial sites- tap into ACRl weed team
Nutgrass control

Not getting much info
Grant R good help with writing up a trial
WEEDpak
Brochure for ID of hosts weeds & methods of
control

Weed ID & management guides
Links with researchers

1-2 page CRC news note on options re ifrotating
with sorghum use Starene, etc
Cotton Tales
Media

Options for growers

INFORMATION EXCHANGE

GROUPS(AWM)

YOUR OWN SKILLS

By Who?

OTHER

Focus farm

Don't have anything which will help growers
Always aiming to improve
Ensure those IDO/DAS not accredited become

accredited - notes are good
Options available for control
Need help on herbicides & rates & weed ID

Weedsteam
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Environmental Management

Research on application techniques for ground application - refer envir. section for detail
Pesticide application - driftissues vs coverage needs

River health - importance offlows

Riparian zone

Salinity

Water quality

Generate and nurture applied knowledge of growers and pesticide applicators in ground application
technology

Salinity management

High risk systems/areas

Herbicide and insecticide drift reduction

A lot of the other issues are Cotton Australia & BMP related

Water quality

Spray drifVodour problems

Water availability

Environmental quality under sustained irrigated cotton and grains production

River quality - no residues

Spray drift management - no breaches, fish kills, etc

Pesticide efficacy, Targeting Itjining Itechniques, Condition monitoring, Application selection
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Environmental Management
Help/coordination requiredIssue/ Extension

A roach
TRIALS/DEMONSTRATIONS

MEEriNGS AND FIELD DAYS

Funding for ground application trials
Cooperation of researchers
Protocols fortrials
Simulated herbicide drift trial

Funding for extensive application trials - create
interest & support info.

More extension personnelto extend ground
application research findings
Cooperation of researchers
Baseline info (SPRAYpak)
Spray application workshops
Coordination of when each valley is holding
meetings/field days

More extension personnelto extend ground
application research findings
Baseline info (SPRAYpak)
Cotton Tales on Spray drift
Newspaper articles
Ranking of insecticides by odour
Confidence in non-smelly chemicals
Big issue for product selection
More updated technical application info from trial
work

INFORMATION EXCHANGE

GROUPS(AWM)

By Who?

YOUROWN SKILLS

OTHER

Identify growers currently implementing relevant
management practices and share this info -they
may be able to act as guest speakers
Attend meetings as guest speakers on spray
application

Environment Team

Peter Hughes

OK - always try to get better
Consult with envir groups eg EPA, spray group
Improved presentation skills

Need new, useful info generated that is relevant
to applicators and growers and fills current gaps
in our own knowledge and skills
Have run some small spray app'n workshops on
my own
Due to not being involved with spray rigs on a
regular basis do not have a good knowledge of
system.
Tie in with survey work being done ie Janelle
Montgomery
Investigate efficacy with the use of LDP in each
area - if achievable control, holds beneficial
attributes in relation to drift, etc

Environment team
Environment Team
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Water Management
You can improve yourWUE!

Stored soil water can be an important part of this

Liase/collaborate with WUE officer

Bestlocalirrigation management practices

Evaluate efficiency of current systems

Trialing limited water options forthe Breeza plain

Irrigation scheduling practices adopted in grains & cotton

Measurement of all aspects of water on-farm as a basis of objective assessment & improvement

Declining water resources (mainly groundwater)

River/groundwater salinity & potential impacts

Irrigation strategies to improve WUE

Recycling

WUE

Issue/ Extension
A roach
TRIALS/DEMONSTRATIONS

Help/coordination required

Practical solutions or monitoring equipment in
the field is an essential component
As per WUE officer
No good without extending through
workshops/field days/meetings
Liaise with water team - IDOs facilitate
Casual staff

Timely equipment availability
Working equipment
Local demo sites

Interested farmer groups
Training in monitoring equipment for water ontoff Andres, NGEA
field

If it is to be industry specific - need industry
funding support
Limited water experiment to assess alternative
irrigation strategies - BMPs
Mark Hickman already assisting with malldemo
work that enables a holistic approach to cotton
Irrigation officer

In conjunction with trials
Irrigation course for cotton
Paul Dalton or Peter Smith to assist

Light pro with OHT I Multimedia projection unit
Forward planning
Promotional facilities

Cooperation of Cotton IDO in organisation of
events

MEETINGSAND FIELDDAYS

By Who?

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June 2001
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Water Management Cont'd
INFORMATION EXCHANGE Water works not promoted enough?

NSW grower in Border Rivers region not aware
of project(due to Border issues QLD RWUE
was not able to work in NSW part of valley)
IDO may need to do this if water is an issue that
valley is unsure if acceptable?
Pro-forma for use

Decision support
I to I or group approach
Information access (research & trials)
Support from ACRl on HydroLOGIC, water
budgeting tools
Funding of technical interchange sessions with
extension/research people
Production regrading water use
Mark H helps with communication via Cotton
Tales, Cotton Trial Book, etc and communicating
with growers

Formatfor Comparative Analysis
Information to be presented at meeting
Involve in group activities of water team
Potential link for extension meetings (use of
existing structure)

GROUPS(AWM)

YOUR OWN SKILLS Water issue of WUE more focussed around

WUE officer - will help facilitate.
Training in information technology
Training in group facilitation
Decision support
Professional training in extension &
communication & irrigation
Formal training in irrigation management
through Charles Stun University
Cotton agronomy skills - UNE &/or cotton IDOs
Assistance required to produce manual & pass
on skills

To educate & increase awareness of riverine

salinity and impacts on cotton production - need
info on saltimpacts on cotton

OTHER

Raelene/water team

Water Team

Put main research results in water section of
BMP manual?

Growers asking about pre-watering vs watering
up on seedling vigour and yield
Integrated approach - to come with time
Regular phone interview
Regular Cotton Tales from other areas
Regular monthly reports from other areas
Evaluation

Clerical assistance required to convert
knowledge "in head" to digital format

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June2007
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Strategic Planning

Bruce Pyke introduced CRDC's new Strategic Plan and Annual Operating Plan:
. CRDC is under increasing pressure to report on "outcomes"(ie change) as opposed to

butputs" (eg field days, etc);
. In recent years investment in extension has grown substantially;
. The framework forthe extension program is based on the 1995 Review of Extension

(copies of which Bruce has subsequently mailed to everyone);
. Role of IDOs is regionalIy driven - coordination, validation and education;
. The review identified a need to improve coordination and synergy at a national level -

reason for creation of the NGEC role;
. Links between researchers and extension officers expected to be strong - a two way

loop with the questioning of research by IDOs as now occurs.
. TRC to be a strong resource provider.

References: CRDCStrategicPlan
CRDC Annual Operating Plan
Cotton CRC Strategic Plan
Cotton Extension Review Aug/Sept1995

Cotton Extension Team Vision

(Ie whatfuture would we like to see forthe cotton industry?)

A brainstorming session to gather a united view for where the extension team would like to
see the industry in the future came up with the following ideas:

A competitive, profitable and environmentally sustainable cotton industry
... receptive to change
... valued part of the Australian economy and community
... satisfying market demands

A economicalIy, environmentally and socially sustainable cotton industry.
A sustainable, profitable and environmentally conscious Cotton Industry. .
A cotton industry that has. ..
... responsible and efficient management of resources
... contributing to the Australian economy
... valued by an accepting community
... meeting a market need.

After discussion aboutthe wordsmithing (and frustration over how involved this can be!), it
was decided that the following words capture the above vision of the extension team:

A more sustainable, competitive andprofitable cotton industry providing increased
economic, environmental andsocialbenefits toregionalcommunities andthe nation.

(CRDC Vision statement - CRDC Strategic Plan 1998-2003)

So the logical step was taken and the extension team chose to adoptthe CRDC Vision
Statement. This is ideal as it means that the members of the extension team share the
same vision as the industry has determined with CRDC.
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Mission of the National Cotton Extension Network

de what!^ our role in achieving the vision?)

The extension team broke into smaller groups based on theirroles (IDOs; DAS, Spray
Application & IPM and Water) to develop a clear picture of the role of the extension team.
With a member of each group taking on the role of a key stakeholder(grower, consultant,
environmental/community rep, Regulator, Buyer/ginner)the aim was to develop a rounded,
agreed view of our role.

Feedbackfrom this session:

Ensure we access and generate alithe information and support stakeholders/the cotton
industry to ensure the sustainable rate of adoption for management techniques to gain
desired change.

Communicate

Change - responsive to stakeholders - initiate and facilitate change
Participatory
Content

Pivotal (central link)
Proactive
Seek and evaluate

Access, generate and promote information and tools necessary to support the active
participation of all stakeholders in the ongoing adoption of improved management practices.

Mission Impossible!!
Assist the cotton industry to continually improve profitability and sustainability through:

coordination of extension and research
education

implementation

To facilitate a more sustainable, competitive, profitable cotton industry providing increased
economic, environmental and social benefits to regional communities and the nation.

A team of resource providers and facilitators who are independent conduits for change for
the Australian cotton industry and the broader community.

Role of extension team in industry?
. Resource provider, adapVdovetailresearch into production systems.
. Provide and environment condusive to change.
. Conduit, facilitator, link, vehicle, deliverers.
. Independence, non-biased, uricorrupted, immune to bribery.
. Concernforcommunity issues.
. Keep outofregulatory processes
. Production of high quality cotton.
. Educators of growers, industry and community.
. Trialfacilitator.

. Promote industry in local community.

. Supportindustrynetwork.

. Encourage communication between growers.
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ViewofGrowerPerspective:
. Timely and relevant support and information
. Sensitivity
. Notwaste my time
. Coordination of resources, information and activities
. Facilitation of leaning and progress
. Twowayprocess
. Up to date
. Notbiased

. Help me to grow cotton more profitably

. Secure info for future (resources, market access)

. What's"New'

. Listen to my problems/needs

. Linktoresearchers

. Be GOD!!

. Dotrialsforus

. Funding submissions

. Awealth of knowledge

. Grower'semployees

. Local contact - 1st point of callfor independent info

. Cheapconsultant

. Too national outcomefocussed

View of Environmentalist^"Community Perspective:

. Stop cotton producerspolluting

. Stopsucking riversdry!

. No cotton farms near towns

. But want your money forthe community

. Natural(organic)cotton

. What do they think of us/who are we?
Part of the problem I biased
Shield to industry
Tool to changing attitude/practices
Nori tree hugging land rapists
Public servants

Biased industry reps
. What do they wantfrom us:

Relay concerns about environmental issues
Recognition of environmental concerns
Transparency of auditing process and industry
Be part of regulatory process
Be part of education process
What are you doing aboutthe rogues?

View of Regulatoi/Government Perspective:

. Conforming to CAPS, WAMPS, LWMPs

. "Improved efficiency'

. Mandatory legislation

. We wantto licence

. Whole of government- everyone
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Want us to implement promises the industry made RE selfregulation - BMP,
PAMPs, IPM
Industry is abiding by current legislation

Extension Perspective:

. Targeted group, welldefined

. Method of presentation - suitable target group

. Aids used need to be suitable to target audience

. Message is regional results - gather data

. Suggested changes that fit in with the vision

. Continuity of staff

. Keep of jobs (trust)

View of Buyei/Ginner Perspective:

. Grower to be shareholders

. Securepremiums$

. Sponsorship/funding

. Quality product

Cotton Extension Network Mission Statement

Needs further comment from extension team and R&D leaders but something along the
lines of:

Through close links with industry and with research providers, access, generate and
promote relevantinformation and coordinate activities as suited to local conditions to
enhance management practices in each cotton growing region.

By maintaining close links with industry andwith research providers, access,
generate andpromote locally relevantinformation andpracticalknowledge,
coordinate activities andfaci"tote communication between stakeholders to enhance
cotton growing practices in each region.

Comments on this????

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June 2001 73



TRAINING NEEDS
. Workplace Certificate N Training - NSW Ag (Martin Forbes) Toowoomba TAFE

What RPL do we qualify for? Quite a bit often - need to discuss individually with
trainer.

The course is offered in manyregions, anddifferently'in each -best to organise
locally,

. Adultlearning I extension (brief)

. CottonLOGIC

. Masterscourse

. Microsoft Access - checklocaloptions

. Cotton Production course (UNE)

. Irrigation management certificate course (CSU) - Distance Ed.

. BMPupdates

RESOURCES
. Time

. $$ to attend training courses NB in NSWAGprofessionaldevelopmentcourses are
offered free of charge to extension staff. In Q/d, a range of courses maybe
funded throughyourexistingprojectprovidedyou have the funds available.

. IDMguidelines

. IPMguidelines

. Another faxline

. DifferentlDO at Emerald!(vote forQuinny!)

. Video/Internetlinkups

. IPM extension officer for NSW

. Visual aidequipment

. Data projectors for each RWUE valley

CooRD^NAT^ON
. Sprayworkshops

. CottonLOGICworkshops

. Organiccottontour

. IPMworkshops/training

. Knowledge of other districttrials and group activities.
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EVALUATION ACT^VITIES

Evaluation of extension activities provides a mechanism to gain feedback about the
effectiveness of extension activities. Are they achieving their goals? Can they be
improved. This is important both at a personal levelfor us to be able to continually improve
our activities and also at a program level. CRDC and the Cotton CRC are making a
significant investment in extension and it is important for the boards to be able to gauge
how effectiveness this investment is.

A few months before the workshop, each member of the extension team was asked to
conduct a simple evaluation of an extension activity. These were done with quite some
interest - congratulations to everyone forthe effort that went into these. The feedback at
the extension workshop was a popular part of the workshop as it gave us all an opportunity
to hear about specific activity that each member of the team has conducted and also how
effective it was. It also gave us all an opportunity to improve our evaluation skills by
hearing aboutthe approaches each person took and theirfeedback on that technique.

Presentations of these at the workshop outlined:
. The extension activity evaluated;
. The style of evaluation used and;
. The results of the evaluation.

These evaluations provide excellentfeedback about how different extension activities have
been received and improvements that can be made. The next phase of evaluation is to
research how effective our extension programs are at achieving change - attitudinal and
practice change. The extension team will undertake a study of the Cotton Industry attitudes
towards IPM and area wide management in October 2001 together with the Rural
Extension Centre. This will compare againstthe similar study conducted in 1997 to assess
how much has changed in attitudes towards IPM and what are some of the things that have
helped this to occur.

Main topics evaluated by the team this year:
* Trials * Focusgroupanalysis
* Fieldday * Pheremonetrap network
* CropJudging o Workshopeffectiveness
* AWMgroup * Currentpractice
* Comparative analysis
* Newsletters I information delivery

(fax/website)

Evaluation techniques used
* Surveys (written questionnaire)

fax out
mail out

At group meeting
* Group discussion (reflection

activities)
* Narrative

* Personal reflections
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* Constant evaluation during workshop
delivery
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Evaluation of an AWM group

Macquarie Valley (Gin Gin AWM) .. 81510. .
KirrilyRourke

Groupdiscussionsession-everyonewasaskedtocommentont eirviews g p,
what has been achieved and what hasn't, future of the group. Led by o c u

FEEDBACK/COMMENTS

. Communication good

. Stillearlydays
Involve dryland farmers also
Meetings worthwhile
Good process
Sprays notreduced
Varietal selection and Ingard (better expression) = spray reduction
Need to involve larger farms/corporates nearby vs area already too ig
Include aerial operators to improve timing of sprays & application
Need to develop strategy for winter crops and pupae control
Communication re spray failures - consultants important
Some people in the area do not get on - mediation required
Cotton area next year 12300ac, 130ac spring trap crops planned

Season review survey (completed at the end of the meeting)
See summary survey for responses (pages 3-4).
Not allgroup members completed the survey
Not all survey respondents included comments on the back.

Evaluation technique

People responded well to group discussion
Each member was asked to comment while notes were taken

. Main points put on whiteboard as discussion progressed
Different view points were raised
Main focus appeared to be on the communication process
Survey completed at the end of the meeting - some had to leave eary so is
rushed (notideal)
Generalagreementwithgeneralfunctioningof thegroup ..
Some differing views on how the group should be run in terms of leadership acii a to
and composition of group
Some saw a need for more time in the field
More than just a catch-up session
Some valuable insights regarding "what does AWM mean to you .
Dryland farming seen as a limiting factor to achieving goals, also Iac o scienc .
Generally group was keen to review the season and look forward to u ure invo
and working together.

. A very positive process generally

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June2007



Please reflect on the following aspects of this AWM Group:
I strongly agree, 2 agree, 3 undecided, 4 disagree, 5 strongly disagree
Please circle one

Meetings generally:
Were known about did ou etthefaxes
Were held at convenienttimes/locations
Were well or anised

Wereofa ro nate Ien th

Covered relevantto ics
Involved rou memberswell

Included a ro riatedetailed information
Utiliseda ro natehandouts
Incor orated enou h field visits
Were attended to have a few beers and catch u

Were worth attendin

Your suggestions on how meetings could be improved
. Outline focus of meetings on faxout(priorto meeting)

Gin Gin Area Wide Management Group

REVIEWOF SEASON 2000/200,

The Group as a whole:
Interacts well to ether
Shares leadershi res onsibilities
Needs an externalfacilitator NSW A
Needs contributions from all members
Is ca able of workin to ether
Sets relevant and achievable oals

Contains a ran e of skills and ex erience
Is able to achieve a consensus when re uired

Hasan a ro riate make-u of members/area

Has a commitment to achievin its oals

Has a commitment to IPM

Rangeofresponses
12345

I2345

12345

12345

12345

12345

12345

12345
12345
12345

12345

Average
I. I

I. 7

1.5

1.6

1.5

1.8

1.8

2.0

2.9

2.7

1.5

Your suggestions on how the group could be improved

. Getallparties to attend

. Guestspeakers - shortandrelevant

What does "areawide management" mean to you?

. Reducing reliance on chemical, ' eventually cheaper, more sustainable way to grow
crops

. Strategicplanning -growers aware of whatagronomists are trying to achieve

. Cooperatibn for financial andphysiologica/rewards

. More than whatyou do on your own farm

. Synchronisingmanagementandimp/ementingbesttechniques

. Uniting together

Rangeofresponses
I2345

I2345
I2345
I2345

I2345

12345

I2345
12345

12345
I2345

I2345

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June 2007

Average
7.5

2.3

2.3

7.4

7.4

7.8

7.5

7.8

2.3

7.9

2. I
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What do you see as the major benefits of AWM

. H^yheryie/ds;greenycontro/

. Improving

. Achieving goals andmeetihg with other growers

. Communication, reducedpesticideuse

What do you see as the majorlimitations to successful AWM?
o Notdoing whatwe setoutto do
. Renegadegrowers;drylanders
. Involving allgrowers
. Dollandcropping in area; needforfinancialbene17ts
. Lackofsciencebehind whatwe7'e doing; commitment to AWMgoals

Everyone said YESDo you wantto be part of this group?

What would you like to see happening in this AWM group next season?

. More cooperation betweenagronomists

. Regularmeetings involving allgrowers in the area

. Startnow(not?'Iext'season)

. Similartothisseason

Any other comments?N/a
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Extension Evaluation Of The

Upper NamoiValley Crop
Competition

2000-01 Season

Mark Hickinan

Survey details

IAItendance poor due to rain postponeme
and sorghum harvest Total=22

IGrowers(10), Consultants (4) Others (8)

Isurvey Questions targeting:
- Reason to attend the day

- Has the day stimulated change
- Format of the day and future support

Format

IBus tour of growers to judge finalist

IEach site : Crop inspection 20min and
grower discussion 20min

Iscore sheets completed
IWinners announced at the Grid of the day

.,

6

@

@
a

Change
90% of people felt the day provided ideas for management
cliange

Motivation

1100 % agreed the day was an informativ
use of there time

co. d,

01. ....

01h. ,

TOPICS Attendee, Thoughtthey Would Address
As A Result 01Th. Field Day

HUIrlll"I

PI,

V, n. 1.1

100*

co*

co*

Ion

co*

co%

cot

co*

20%
In

it

In. ",

Impli"I

T, lagd. ,11

Evaluation of Crop Competition Bus Tour- Mark Hickman

o%

or. ,., Gin" CUI". ni 011. .

DLLp, .n,

.C""". a*
akani
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91 % of people werehappy
with the format

by. .. loplnlnon For Tin. *.". in
Th. Crop

,,
,,

",

oToo Iorig
.Too SI""

DA"4.10

~,. combo"in. ,"ni
Lh, .n"I, 101h. 910. .,

. Too Short

S

Conclusion

IThe day was a success ,Iachieved my goals

IMinorchanges will be made
- Length of day

- Timing in the season to avoid clashes with
sorghum

Comments

191 % willsupport histype of day again

loveranthemes were positive coriuments
about content and faciliation

11 cornmon negative theme was the day wa
too long

ITo counteractthis, either reduce finalist
Grimes since distance is set by farms OR
start early morning and finish earlier

Evaluation of Crop Competition Bus Tour- Mark Hickman 80



I have chosen to evaluate the Upper Namoi Crop judging bus tourthat was held on April 3
2001. In previous years, the judging of local crops had been conducted by a small panel of
agronomists and independent assessors. However, following a grower survey, the
respondents wished to change the formatforthe 2000-01 competition.

The aim of the new format was to encourage a higher level of grower involvement, as well
as providing the members on the day an opportunity to eXchange management
experiences. This would then provide the bases for growers to adopted new practices and
challenge their own farming practices.

The actual tourformat involved growers on the bus judging the entries that made the final
division in both the irrigated/dryland division. Each grower on the bus tourjudged the crop
using the attached judging sheet. The process involved each final entry to have an
estimation yield and examining of the crop. Following the crop walk, the growers had the
opportunity to interview the owner of the crop and raise issues related to the management
of the crop. Each session was 15-20 minutes.

The aim of my evaluation of the filed day was focused on a few key areas. Firstly, what
motivated the participants to attend? What did the participants get from the exercise?
Finally, I wanted an evaluation people's thoughts on this formatforfuture competitions.

EVALUATION OFCROP, UDGl"G FIELD DAY

MarkHickmanlDOGunnedah

RESULTS

The questionnaire handed to growers on the day is attached as Appendices.

The results were broken into several classes. The first class was an overall category that
contains the responses from each person that returned the survey. After these answer very
grouped together, a further investigation of the answers was conducted. These responses
were divided into the classes of grower, consultanVagronomist and "other'.

On a negative note the day was only attended by 22 people due to clashes with sorghum
harvest and other industry events in the valley. This was unavoidable, since the day had
been already postponed due to rainfallthe week prior. Despite this, the participants on the
day provide good feedback to the survey questions.

Effective Use of Time

Was the bus tour an informative use of your time?

Results: An overwhelming 1009', of people thoughtthe day was very informative.

Motivation

This question required participants to rank a list of 3 possible reasons for what motivated
them to attend the day. A score of I(highest) was the primary reason for the applicant to
3(lowest).

Overallthe main priority for attending was to look at management of crops across the
district, followed by comparison of crops and finally as a social day (figure I).



809",

709',

609",

50%

40%

309'.

20%

to%

O%

Figure I. . Motivotion to attendjielddoy

The growers attending the field day numbered 10, the consultants numbered 4 and other
categories had 8 people attend the day. Figure 2 shows the growers and other people
(workers etc)that attended were more interested in management ideas. Consultants were
primarily there to compare the district crops. Figures I and 2 highlights the need to ensure
you identify allthe target audiences and where possible catered for them the design of a
field day. Ifeelthe balance between the crop inspections and the grower addresses to the
group met a significant proportion of motivation of each person.

Figure 2 -Reoson to ottendby group

100%

909".

80%

7091,

60%

50%

40%

309"o

209",

I 09"o

09'o

ri=22

Overall
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Compare crops
. Social
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Field Days Ability to Initiate Change

This evaluation tried to establish ifthe day of crop judging provided any participan s wi e
stimulation to change or alleastinvestigate changing management practices on eir a.
The result indicated 909". of people feltthe bus tour had provided them wit i eas w to
they were willing to investigate fortheir own farm or business.

A follow on question, was to identify which particulartopics these ideas cou e cass
as. The results appear in figure 3. The main topics these ideas were in e ar
till age/soil, followed by irrigation, insects and varietal choice.

weeds

Disease

Other

Nutrition

Pix

V netal

Insect

Irrigation

Tiliage/soil

TopicsAttendeesThou htt ey ould
As AResu tofT e ield D y

Figure 2. . Overalltopic breakdown

When the same question was broken into the categories, it was found that growers were
primarily focused on insects, followed by irrigation topics and varietal choice (figure 4)..
While consultants (figure 5) and other people (figure 6) were more focused on tillage/soil

A noteworthy point is, in all 3 classes the variety and irrigation topics constantly ran e
within the top 3 topics. SurprisingIy, insects did not rank at all in possible issues the
consultants mighttry next season, as a result of this day. The actual farms that were
visited ranged significantly in their pest strategies. Either the consultant group dismissed
the information or already they have adopted similar pest strategies as seen on the day.

O%

Issues.

10%

ddress

209", 309", 40% 1509^".



Nutrition

Pix

Varietal

Irrigation

Insect

O . 09'0

Figure 3. . Grower Topics

weeds

Pix

Other

Insect

Nutrition

Disease

Irrigation

Varietal

Tiliage/soil

0.09",

5.0% I0.09', 15.0%

Topics Consultants Thoughtthey
Would AddressASAResultOfThe

Field Day

20.0% 25.0%

Figi, re 4. ' Consultant Topics

30.09', 35.0%
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Disease

Nutrition

weeds

Pix

Other

Insect

Varietal

lingation

Till age/soil

0.0%

Figure 5. . Remainder of people

Format of the Field Day

A series of questions within the survey were focused on the format of the bus tour an
that was allocated to each entry site. The results showed 90.5 ^, of participants were appy
with format of the day. When asked, whatthey thought of the time spent at eac si e in
relation to the in-crop inspection and grower presentation session the majority o growers
felt it was adequate. As seen in figures 7 and 8

OverallOj>inion ontime Spent
Overall Opininon For Time Spentin Listening to the grower

The, Crop

59^'. 59",59^',

10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%

909",

FigL, re 6 Time in the crop

60.0%

^IToo long
Too Short

.Adequate

9, ^,

86'1;,

Figure 7 Time toIking to growers

I^IToo long

Too Short

.Adequate



To estimate the crops final yield judges were asked to count bolls with a linear metre and
then convert these numbers using a scoring sheet with some calculations into points for
yield. These simple calculations can be seen in the score sheet attached in the appendix.
From the survey, 95.29". of the group said the task was easy to perform.

Future Support and Comments

919', of participants said they would support this type of day again in the future. This was
an encouraging result. However, there was one strong theme that appeared in the
comment section. 'The day was too long". The actual bus tour covered a major section of
the valley, since the finalists in the crop competition determined the locations. Hence it was
impossible to limit the distance that needed to be travelled using this format. This tour
travelled from the Goren Lake region (70km south of Gunnedah) to Boggabri(35km North
West of Gunnedah) and finally to the Breeza plains 05km South East of Gunnedah).
Overallthe judging panel visited 5 properties. The day started at loam and finished with a
roast split dinner at the final property at 6.30pm with growers being returned to their
vehicles in Gunnedah by 8.30pm. The grower comments realised the distance was a
problem, but felt the day was too long. Suggestions were to "start early and finish earlier'
This would then remove the need for dinner.

Other comments suggested the day was of great value and people appreciated the
opportunity to share ideas with other growers. One comment reinforced the low numbers
were a result of the harvest in the valley, some grower apathy and notthe field day format.

Conclusion

In analysing the questionnaire Ifeelthe day was well received. I was particularly interested
as to why people attended the day and was happy to identify the differences between the
growers and consultants. This is important when designing a field day to know what
motivates your target audience.

The next cropjudging event to be held in the valley willful/ow a similarformat. However, if
possible I will start the day earlier or see if the crop competition organisational committee
will allow only 2 entries for the ifrj^jation and 2 for the dolland to be in the final. This will
ensure the day is shortened as requested. Note: distance between entries plays a large
role in this decision, butthis process needs to be transparent before the entries are called
for.
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UPPER NAMOICOTTON CROPJUDGING

Bz, s Tour gwestio, zincire

Please mark one box only per questions unless specified.

QiOccupationl. IGrower I^Agronontist/Consultant I^Other
NoQ2 Did you find attending this field day an informative use of your time Yes

Q3. What was your motivation to attend this field day?
Please rank these from most to leastimportant, with I = most important.

To compare crops within the region with your own crop

To observe managementstrategies which you may use to refine your own crop management

.

.^ .^,, ^.
Q4. Hasthis bus tour provided you with ideas to improve your own production system?

Social Interaction

Q5 Ifthe answer to Q4 is Yes, then what aspects of your operation are you considering changing as a result of
the information you have received today? (you can tick more than one)

Tillage I Soil management

Insect Management

Disease Management

Use of Growth Regulator

.

.

.

.

.

Weed Management

Nutrition

Irrigation

Varietal Choice

Other (please specify)

.

Q6. Whatis your opinion of the bus tour format?

Please turn over

Liked

.

Disliked

.

Uncertain

.



Q7. In general, what was your opinion of the balance between the time spent doing the crop exaintnation an
listening to Grower management comments?

Crop Exaimnation Time Grower Management Continents

TOOLong

Too Short

Q8. How did you find the process of judging the crops using the pointsystem .

Adequate

Q9. Would you support future bustours to judge local crop competitions?

.

.

.

Hard

No

Easy

Yes

Comment Section.

Are there any positive or negative coriuments you would like to make concerning t e ay .
....................................

...............................

.

.

.

Thankyou for your assistance .

Please ensure you hand this form in before you leave

OR

.....................

.....................

fax it back to Mark Hickman fax : 67422940.

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June 2007



PHEROMONET^i^'S

. Whaewasit?

- Pheronibne traps to catch Hencoverpa moths
oth . armiger@ andH. p""c!iger@

T o1 spersit
a^', t?er. e

-BORDERRIVE

. TexaslBonsha, %( SIte)
^;1308gabilib Psites

Goon, iwindi- ini, !6sites)
. Mungindi 6 sites

An evaluation

.

Pheromone

trapping results
Example of

resentation.

PERROMONE TRAPS: An evaluation

. Who wasinvolved?

- Consultants/Agronomistsusug checkers
- Growers

- Department ofP 'mary Indust^;es
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-Total gServices

. Ho myc 'd't'cost?
- 25*trapsat $23.72 each
- 50 lures at $7.65 each

- Initial cost to set u was 975g70

- Additional Iu us ater In eason $244!70

O ^, I, co T$122 ~
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, ,
, 11
, I

. Personal evaluation

- From feedback daring
season & observations

re

me In

. Surveyevalua 10n
- From fax outsurvey of

consulianis

- 11 questions on somey.
- 8 responses (the main

consult I

Evaluation ofPheremone Traps- Mascha Korteweg

5a. Did you use the resdlts in making
recommendations to your clients?

Sometimes 2N03Yes 3

5b. Did you share the results with your
clients? They were interested 2

They werenotinterested 2o1Yes 6

6. Do you consider it valuable to continue
collecting trap results?

Yes6 Nol Don'tknow
7. Would you usePher;;;tonetra tsults

in conjunction with othe crop .
NosYes 5

Whicl, crops? Corn, Chickpea:;Sorghum, Faha beans, Pigeon PCa$

8ct



@. Should there be one personorcompany
to comate data & cd8^'dinate monitori^g?

No apin, 6n 2es5* NO I

9. Whatis the bestmonth o begin
monitoring?

truly A g. Sep2 Octl Myearl
O. Wha is the bestmo OStop
uno itonrig?
e I March4 April n't SIC

ne year, an ' so,I. W you^10ni
hen will you sta 9

Not2 Startin jin varied ul -Sep

Only halfofthe consultants said the trap
results were worthwhile, yet most will
continue to monitor traps. Trap results
coining into the DPIwere not re
consisterum itairtict
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d edothe oils
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.
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I^*
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An evaluation on the use of PHEROMONETRAPS in the Border
Rivers Region

Mascha Korteweg

(This is a shortened version of the presentation with the main points and a conclusion added.

What was it?

Pheromone traps to catch H. armjgera and H. punct^7era moths

Two traps per site

Where wasit?

BORDER RIVERS

Texas/Bonshaw (I site)

Boggabilla 02 sites)

Goondiwindi- Boomi(6 sites)

Mungindi(6 sites)

Howmuch did iteost?

TOTALCOST$, 220~

Surveyevaluation of consultants:
8 consultants in the Border Rivers responded

MAINPOINTSFROMSURVEY

Were the pheromone trap results worthwhile toyou?
Sometimes 3NO IYes 4

Was the data presented in an easy to understand format?
Yes 8

Did the data reflect what was happening in the field?

Sometimes 4N02Yes 2

Did you use the results in making recommendations to your clients?
Sometimes 2N03Yes 3

Did you share the results with your clients?

They were notinterested 2 They were interested 2NO IYes 6

Do you consider it valuable to continue collecting trap results?
Don't know INO IYes 6

Would you use Pheromone trap results in conjunction with other crops?
N03Yes 5

Which crops?

Corn, Chickpeas, Sorghum, Faba beans, Pigeon peas.



Whatis the bestmonth to begin monitoring?

Julyl Aug3 Sep2 Octl Allyearl

Whatis the bestmonth to stop monitoring?

Febl March4 Aprilt Don't stopl

Will you monitornextyear, andifso, when will you start?

Yes 6 Starting times varied July - SepN0 2

in conclusion:

Only half of the consultants said the trap results were worthwhile, yet most will continue to
monitortraps. Trap results coining into the DPI were riot regular or consistent, making it
difficult to get data out every week eg. during flooding. The most consistent and dedicated
of the consultants is also the only one who has firmly decided to discontinue with trap
monitoring.

This evaluation lead to the conclusion that there are varying views on the benefits and use
of pheromone trap results across the region. There may be a need for some informal
education on how pheromone trap results should be interpreted. The need to assess cost
and time versus gain has also become obvious.
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EVALUATION OF
DavidKeny

Preamble

Cotton Tales is a newsletter designed for the CQ
Cotton industry, principalIy targeted at growers and
consultants it is distributed on a needs basis daring
the year.

Why Evaluate CQ Cotton Tales

I. It is one of my main extension tools, serving
the following purposes:

. Up-to-date"industry"inforrnation

. information on current crop events

. Provide a 'base line' of infonnation within

local industry.
. Saveresearcherstime
. Getresearchinfonnationflowing

2. It requires a high amount of input from me
and other people:

. A lot of time and effort (eg 15% of time)

. Cost(130faxes)

Need to make it relevant- good use of resources

Distribution:

At present it is distributed directly to 200 recipients.

These can be categorised as follows:

Occupation:
. Growers

. Research/Extension

. Agribusiness

. Consultants

. Applicators (Ground &Airy

. Other

Location:
. Local

' OutsideCQ

Distribution Method:
. Fax

. E-mail

. Mail

=;^Cor^0"^A. ^^ ^ "^"'^!^'*""' ^
CRC . D. vidKellv DEOCoi, on DPIEmer. IdPhm49837411FX0749837459 26". y200,

There were some key questions that I wanted
answered:

. How valuable/ useful do the target audience
find it?

. Is it being senttoo often/ not often enougli?
' Can I get more people on the e-mail?
. Whattopics are most useful?
' Presentation- is it easy to read?

Method:

' Questionnaire sent out with Cotton Tales (200)
. Promoted as being quickto complete.
' 9Questions
. Nofollow-up for responses.

Responses:

. Total 34%(681200)

Of responses:

. Growers

. Research/Extension

. Agribusiness

. Consultants

. Applicators
(Ground & Air)

' Other

66%
14%
I19'.
5%

2%
2%

The aims of my survey were asfoMows
. To be simple
. Toprovide some quantitative data
. Provide opportunity for comment!'suggestions

Results:

Responses (total)
66% 66%
10% 14%
10% 11%
10% 5%
,% 2%

I% 2%

Usefulness:

';How "sat"!is Colto" t"Ies toyo""

Respondents were asked to Rank 1-5
(5 being most useful)

Average of allscores was 4.5.
Breakdown of each rank is as follows.

87%

13%

65%

30%

5%

70%

o 6091'"

g. 50%

' 40%

8, 307.

5 20%

10%
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It is important to also consider this question in
relation to the occupation groups as stated earlier,
especially considering that I considered my primary
audience to be Growers & Consultants. The results
show that these 2 groups are the ones that found
Cotton tales most useful.
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. 60%
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Gores

Comments regarding usefulness
"Overallits very good"

"I feelits very useful the way it is '

"This is one of the main ways I keep up with what
is happening around CQ-"

"Useful, up-to-date stuffin a small dose that can be
d dak 'Iinafewminutes"read and taken in easily in a few minutes

80%

^
o
o
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a 40%
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o 20%
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o

o%

"Tends to bond the district I reckon because
everyone has the same opportunity to be inforrned"

"Good as it is- short and to the point- only a couple
of minutes to read- Ideal"

Comments regarding frequency:

"When there is a need and relevant issues (eg trap
crop timelines, problems to be aware of etc)"

"Ifthey become more frequent they loose impact

"It keeps thing up to date when weekly

"The timeliness of infonnation is the most useful
aspect of the newsletter

"Timing is generally good as it matches major
decision points in the season

cola"ts

3%

Less frequent Same as now

"Useful, up-to-date stuffin a small dose that can be
read and taken in easily in a few minutes"

Distrubution- How often

At present Cotton Tales is distributed every I-2
weeks daring the cotton season, depending on need.
Daring the off season the distribution is less
frequent. In the year 2000-01, at total of 34 issues
were distributed.

3%

More

frequent

Content- whatis most useful.
Cotton Tales covers a broad range of issues.

",,"font aspects do yo"find "s, :/'"12"
Respondents were asked to Rank I-5 (5 being most
useful)

'!How ofte" do yo" think Cotton rules showld be
of istrib"ted?"

The following graph shows most people are
with the current distributiongenerally happy

frequency.
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Other aspects that people found useful::
"I\Iutrition info"

what is happening"Topical comments
currently"
"Green manure crops"
"Crop progress
"Disttict updates"
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Suggestions regarding content:

"Should provide day Degrees and ETC rates for
Emerald forthe week gone during the season"

"Should provide insect pressure updates during the
season- eg. Numbers of sprays and what chemicals

"Some topics not useful for dryland"
"More content on dryland ifpossible"

"More infonnation on Dawson area"

"List day degrees for each month"

"more charts comparing heat units for this season
againstthe average of all seasons

"Include raingi'own cotton data, more field reports
of raingiown"

"Small section for wanted to buy/ sell/ hire"

"More info on pre/ post herbicides"

Suggestions regarding presentation:
"Would like to see it remain as one page

"Make it 2 pages long"

"Colour"

"Lose the boxes"

"Have a section on top for key dates that need
attention (eg trap crop planting timing etc)"

"Should be printed as a smallbook at the end of the
season as well'

"Put in book fonn at the end of the season and
distributed to glowers and consultants

Presentation/ Format

Being a I-page newsletter that provides up- to date
information, presentation is very important.

';170w easy is Cotton Tales to read?"

Respondents were asked to Rank I-5 (5 being
easiest)

Average4.7

100%

co
co

co 80%
o
Q.
co

E! 60%

Changes in distribution:

The question was asked if people wanted to be
taken off the distribution list or change the way that
they received cotton tales:
. Nobody wanted to be taken off the distribution

' All extra 14 people wanted to receive it on e-
mail.

. This allowed 8 people to be taken off the fax

^
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a 40%
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Comments regarding presentation
"Current formatis informative and concise"

"One page fonnatis easy to read and wellset out'
"Small pieced of information- easy to read"
"The new PDF format has been excellent- much
tidier and easier to print"

"The PDF files is much better than word'

'I particularly like the use of the PDF fomiat to get
around problems with Ms Word changing page
numbers etc"

list.

I87,

5

Conclusion:

The feedback was gnerally positive regarding the
usefulness, frequency, content and presentation of
Cotton Tales.

ITeceived many good suggestions, particularly:
. Importantdates(reminders)
. More crop progress data (ie day degrees)
. More drylandcontent.

4

47.

3

o%

2

o%

.

Validates that it is a valuable tool

Wasthe Evaluation useful?

Yes!

' It answered allquestionslwanted
. Validation for currentsystem
. Allowed positive feedback

NB. Some other quality suggestions received
in the survey.
"More pictures of nude models in it"
"Should have competitions and giveaways in it'
"Havejoke of the week'
"Should have your picture on it"
"Easy to read unless [chink]"



Activities Evaluation - CRC

Dryland Farrulng Systems Trial,
Warra, QLD.

bg the 'Boring' and Tile Duck'

@ FOUowed previous trial protocols in
great detail
. Realisation - Much data conected but for

whatreason????

- Research. Exlenslon - What??n

-Huge time and effort was invested at the
trial site - Return????

- Relevarice o10ur activities????

-Pustulalrecords - many were found to be
unusable

'991'00 Cotton Season

Background To Our Evaluation

3'981'99 Season - Loss cystqo: Trials
suffered

::; Prior to '991'00 Season - JHore
tro, usIerred to Project

-Research Background
- "Leant tire Trial'- (3x2.5 ha plots of cotto
- Prepare for Big '001'01 season - steep

learning curve

Trial Protocols Defined

::; Farming Systems Project meeting
August 2000 I Brisbane)
. For '001'01 Season 19x2.5 ha plots of

cotton)

- Detennined datawas required & to be
conected

-Timetable for site activities

- Extra funds for site/crop management

Vibes From CO-OPerator

@ Concerns from trial cooperator were
expressed verbally
. Perceiued lock of interest intrre mainom

o11 concerned: Bushups could see
benefitsforthatrownforrnbg maintaining
the trial

@ Our great efforts were aimed to re-
establishing confidence and commitment
with a new CanC Board Member

Evaluation - Farming Systems Trial- Greg Salmond and 16nelle Hare

Evaluation

Tit!o Purposes
. I. Our ProjectTeam lieJH & CSi

-Measure of pertomiance; plan future
activities

. 2. Extension Workshop Activity - June
2001

100



Evaluation

*;Two Parts

. Farintng Systems Trial

. Extension Activities re the use of the

mallresults

Part Two - BrigalowTopcrop
Group

Two Activities a'. Neate - EODolbg)

Formulalk - 8/2/01

- CRC Farming Systems Trial Warra. BSD
Trial Jandowae

Shed meeting '12/6/01
-presentation and discussion of season's

results

-Evaluation sheet

Part One - WadaTrial

*; NorrottuefromJ<ff'Bidstrup:-

. "Good to see that the malts back on
track, und the interest being shown
init again I'm Derg hopp!I with
how thtngs ore nowprogresstng. "

Results of Evaluation

(continued)

@- 80% respondents - sucessfully
controlled weeds with rotations

<1 Problem weeds - (1) sesbariia, (2)
barnyard grass (3) regrowth cotton

@ Preference -information from Warra Trial

-(11 Farmwalk at site (2) Group
meetings/guest speaker (3) Trial booklet

@ FarmwalkTopic - Soil nutrition/soil
fertil, ty

Results of Evaluation

a 70% respondents - Dryland cotton producers >
5 years

c 60% respondents - platmed rotation to address
soil fertility decimie

a 80% respondents - Farming SystemsTrials
assist plannmg rotations

a 80% respondents - Paddock records to evaluate
economics of rotations

a 33% respondents - Gram legumes regularly in
rotations

Evaluation - Farming Systems Trial- Greg Salmond and 16nelle Hare

Where to From Here

BrigalowTopcrop Group:
. Targetted alertsion actiutttesfor 2001/02
. Onloomdemorrstrotions - Group members
. Group discussions andJonnu, o1ks

Farmwalks - Farming SystemsTrialwith
other regional groups
. distribution of results and infomnation

- Economics of rotation options

^01



COTTONGROWERSGROUP

. INSECTICIDEUSAGE

COMPARATIVE

ANALYSIS

EVALUAnON

1999/2000

. lanesQ", un. Collon Indus"y
Develop, rent Omcer- Gwyd, I Valley
Australian Cotton CRC. NSW
Agricullue

. Only insecticide data collected

. Also needed to incorporate insect pressure
- (Borrowed from Cotton Conference

Proceedings)

. Average egg density perlRMS Stage and
the season.

INTRODUCTION

5 Cotton Growers

Approached by Grower Group (already a
member)

Needed to be very simple and easy

Highest and Lowest yielding fields selected
from Conventional and INGARD fields

Wanted to look at the usage of insecticides
between group members

INTRODUCTION

.,

Published

- Comparative Analysis Booklet
- Summary Sheet

- Summary Presentation Meeting

Shortsurvey in summary meeting

10 respondents replied to survey (100%)

INTRODUCTION

.Evaluation of Cotton Comparative Analysis - James Quinn

Taken from the NSW Agriculture Budget
Booklet

Substitute Actual Insecticide Costs and
Yield into this table.

Insecticide Cost/Yield figure shows slight
positive trend. Encouraging, if it didn't the
we would be in realtrouble.

There is some variation in these results.

GROSS MARGIN

.102



GROSS MARGIN
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Shows the benefit of IPM.
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DIFFERENCESBETWEEN

IRMSSTAGES

DIFFERENCESBETWEEN
IRMSSTAGES

High GM vs High Yield fields.
1st flower retention (HGM-70%/HYF-45%)
33 IPM BDl points difference, stages I&2

$287.34 difference in insecticide costs.

Difference by Stage
. Slage I= $122.65 and -27 IPM rank
. Stage 2= $ 31.74 and -7 IPM rank
. Stage 3= $104.45 and +InnM rank

350 co

300.00

250.00

an 00

150.00

ICO

50 co

0.00

.Evaluation of Cotton Comparative Analysis- James Quinn
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EVALUATIONSUMMARY

Aims of the survey
- The interest the comparative analysis generate

- If it met grower expectations

- The value of aspects of the comparative
analysis

- Ifthe comparative analysis challenged
insecticide usage

- If ihey wanted to coniinue with the coinparati
analysis

- Comments on how the comparative analysis
can be improved

'10s



EVALUATIONSUMMARY

. Grower Expectations
- Soft and Hard Programs comparative yields

- Soft and Hard Programs and insecticide numbe

- Gross margins of both Soft and Hard Programs

- Compare insecticides with neighbours

- Relationship between IPM and retention
- Assess value for money in insect management

- Compare insect pressure and IPM Programs

EVALUATIONSUMMARY

Challenging Insecticide Usage
- All but I - Yields are OK

Improvement comments
- Get variables more uniform

- Quaniify figure on insect pressure
- Increase size of data set

- More variables(N & H20)

- Address the reason why a spray is used

WHERETOFROMHERE

. Reporting back
- Table

. Allow growers to see
Iheirrcsulis compared
10 Highest CM and
Higher I Yielding Fields
in daia SGI

. Compare Ihc farm
avenge wiih Ihe group
average

WHERETOFROMHERE

. Continue for Ihe

2000/2001 season

- Increase Ihe data set
size

. Eliminaie one off
occurrences
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- Use Larval equivalent
to replace egg density

. Based on CottonLoolC :
threshold

. applicaiion BDl
superimposed

.Evaluation of Cotton Comparative Analysis- James Quinn
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. Reporting Back
- Figures
- Larval Equivalents
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COTTONGROWE GROUP
INSECTICIDE USAGE Co PARATivE

ANALYSIS EVALUATION.

A comparative analysis type report was conducted on the insecticide usage o Ive cotton
growers within the Gaydir Valley in the 1999/2000 season. The group selected two fields
from each property based on yield. Both the highest and lowest yielding fields were
submitted from each property to enable a variable range of results to be analysed. Bqt
INGARD and conventional cotton fields were entered to examine these pro uction
systems.

The Beneficial Disruption index (BDl) was applied to insecticide application and fields
compared on average egg densities per insecticide Resistance Management stage.
Economic data was substituted into the NSW Agriculture cotton gross margin budgets or
2000.

Presentation of the Pesticide Usage Comparative Analysis consisted of a sunninary
booklet published by the Cotton CRC and NSW Agriculture. This comprise a
comparative analysis sheet, which enabled the growers to compare the values or t eir
fields with the top yielding, the highest gross margin and the group average. ina y, a
summary meeting was conducted which explained aspects of the insectici e usage
comparative analysis, as well as allowing for evaluation and group iscussion o e
comparative analysis.

Results seen in the comparative analysis were similar to t OSe seen in
benchmarking and comparative analysis studies done in the cotton in ustry, wi more
Integrated Pest Management friendly insecticide programs having greater gross margins
than those that followed a harder spraying program.

The data is presented graphicalIy in figure I below, in which gross margin is p ot e
againstthe Beneficial Disruption Index. There is a slight negative trend seen, s owing
the decrease in gross margin as the Beneficial Disruption Index increases.



Figure I
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This analysis did a great dealto help dispel beliefs that integrated Pest Management
friendly production systems meant that yield was sacrificed. It was seen in this
comparative analysis that there was no relationship between yield and Beneficial
Disruption index. This can be seen in figure 2.

Yield compared with BemencialDisruption IndexFigure 2
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Evaluation of Project

A short survey of growers and consultants/agronomists was conducted to evaluate the
comparative analysis. This was done after the SUITmiary meeting. The in4jor aims of the
evaluation survey were to ascertain thoughts on:

I. The interest the comparative analysis generated
2. Ifit met grower expectations
3. The value of the aspects of the comparative analysis

Ifthe comparative analysis challenged insecticide usage4.

Ifthey wanted to continue with the comparative analysis5.

A conrrnentssection on how the comparative analysis can be improved6.

In sections I and 3 of the survey, growers were asked to score their thoughts and
coriument on a sliding scale of I to 5, I being the lowest and 5 the highest. Sections 2, 4
and 5 were strait^l:It Yes or No answers, with explanation required if a No answer wasrecorded. The 6 section asked for colluiients or suggestions to improve the comparative
analysis in future years,

filthe first question, respondents were asked to rank how interesting they found the
Comparative Analysis. All average rank of 4.7 was recorded which was very
encouraging.

The second question asked whether or notthe comparative analysis metthe expectations
of the growers and consultants. Respondents said that the comparative analysis mettheir
expectations.

These expectations were:

I. To find outifsoftinsecticides yielded more or less than harder insecticides
2. To look at number of insecticide applications in soft and hard options
3. To look at the gloss margins of soft options versus hard options
4. Compare insecticide strategy with the neighbours
5. To see the relationship between ERM and I position retention
6. Assess whether we are getting the best value formoney in insectmanagement
7. Being able to compare insect pressure with IPM programs

Section 3 of the evaluation broke down the components of the comparative analysis.
Figure 3 below shows how each of the components scored in the comparative analysis.
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Figure 3
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There are a couple of sections that did differ from the nonn. Firstly, the comparison
between the highest yielding and highest gross margin fields. This anaysis GPe
explain many aspects of the comparative analysis. Both fields were o t e same. vari y
but had two different management regimes. There were large differences in o
insecticide costs and BDl points in Stages I and 2 of the Insectici e esisan
Management Strategy.

There are three components that did not rate as highly as the other sections. ese were
the egg density and control variability, IRMS stage relationships and insecticide costs an
BDl.

There was much discussion and argument with regard to the egg density an contro
vanability. Many in the group thoughtthatthe average egg density did not y
represent the insect pressure of fields. Group members thought a new insect pressure
system needed to be developed, as larval pressure was nottaken into account.

There was little interest in the IRMS stage relationship. Growers and consultants fe tt at
different varieties and planting dates negated dates within the growing season.

It was taken for granted that as the BDl increased and insecticide costs increase ,
growers were more interested in the relationship between the BDl, yiel s an gross
margins

These three sections could be dropped from the comparative analysis, wit greaer
emphasis placed on othersections.

A major aim of the comparative analysis was that the results wou c a enge
insecticide usage patterns used by growers in the group. All but one o t e respon en s

~~I
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said that the comparative analysis has challenged their current insecticide usage. One
grower said it did not challenge his insecticide usage because his yield results were still
OK and therefore his insecticide usage was adequate to achieve these yield results.

The final question in the evaluation survey was to assess the feeling in the group that the
comparative analysis was worthwhile continuing and what aspects would make it better
or be able to extract more valuable infonnation. All respondents agreed that the
comparative analysis was worth continuing. Many conrrnents were given on how the
comparative analysis could be improved and these are listed below.

I. To get variables more unitfonn, planting date, nitrogen
2. Put a quantitative figure on insect pressure
3. Quantity the effects of mites and aphids
4. Increase the size of the data setto eliminate the effects of one off events
5. Compare more variables, nitrogen levels and irrigation
6. Address the idea of looking at the reason a spray is used.

Conclusion:

The insecticide usage comparative analysis was an interesting project, which as, egan
to develop an interest in benchmarking and comparative analysis within the group.
Encouraging results were achieved in the conventional cotton section for the promotion
of ERM friendly practices. INGARD results were not as desirable and will have to be
carefully managed and further analysis in the future. Allrespondents wish to continue the
use of comparative analysis in the future and in many cases to expand the data set to
include more fields and variables.

Like many projects, the comparative analysis has generated a lot of new questions om
the growers to further develop it into a powerful tool. Taking a quote from one of the
growers "Excellent report that has asked many questions and began to offer a ew
answers.

It has been highlighted in the final coriument section that there are a few areas that could
be improved in the future. Notchly, the method in which insect pressure is represented
and the incorporation of other variables such as nitrogen and irrigation into the
comparative analysis.
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James Quinn
Cotton Industry Development Officer
POBox209

Moree, 2400.

Dear Group Member,

The booklet accompanying this letter is the result of the comparative analysis done on
last season's insecticide usage. I hope you find it an interesting read as it was very
interesting compiling this report. Also included is a copy of your fourfields and how they
ranked against other fields in the comparative analysis. This will allow you to gauge
where how you compared amongst your peers. Obviously the average refersto the group
average and the Top 25% is the average of the top fields in the comparative analysis.

Major Points:
Conventional Cotton

o Large variation in insecticide usage, although egg pressure densities were very similar
across allfields entered.

. Insecticide costs increased asthe IMP rank also increased, however it should be noted
that the highest yielding field did have the highest insecticide costs.
The field with the highest gross margin had the second lowest ERM rank.
There was no relationship with IPM rank and gloss margin, butthere was a positive
relationship between insecticide cost and yield.

INGARD Cotton

. The inclusion offields of Variety SiCot 1891 clouded results, as this variety was
managed for its lack of efficacy of the Bt gene.

. The reduced number of insecticides applied and also better efficacy of applied
insecticides allowed the highest yielding field to be the highest gross margin field in
INGARD Cotton. Therefore the extra yield gained from applying insecticides
compensated forthe extra costinvolved.

Continuing this comparative analysis into this season will allow you to compare not only
yourselfwith your peers forthe coming seasonbut will enable you to compare this years
to last seasons results. This could be useful in detennining your progress compared to
your peersthrough subsequent cotton growing seasons.

Ifyou require further copies of the report please infonn me and Iwill forward you extra
copies.

.

.

Regards,

James Quinn
Cotton Industry Development Officer
Australian Cotton CRC

NSW Agriculture



Cotton Growers Group Insecticide Usage Comparative Analysis.
EVALUATION SURVEY

(This survey should nottake more than 10 Minutes)

The insecticide usage comparative analysis was a very interesting and enjoyable project, I
hope you also found it interesting. This survey is designed to provide information and
feedback to be used in filmre yearsto refine and develop the comparative analysis to fully
meet your needs.

Did you find the comparative analysis interesting:

Did the comparative analysis meet your expectations:

Whatwere your expectations:
I.

2.

3.

4.

What aspects of the comparative analysis did you find interesting:
5 4 3Entire comparative analysis:
5 4 3Conventional cotton comparative analysis:
5 4 3INGARD cotton comparative analysis:

Comparison between high gin and high yield fields:

Gross margin analysis:
ERM rank analysis:
Egg density and control variability:
ERMS stage relationships:
Seed treatment analysis:

Insecticide costs and ERM rank:
1st flower retention:

Evaluation and summary meeting:

Did the comparative analysis challenge your currentinsecticide usage:
IfNo: Why?

Very Interesting
5 4

Yes/No

3
Notinteresting
2 I

Do you feel it would be worth while to continue examining insecticide usage amongstthe
group:

IfNo: Why?

Continents, How do you think the comparative analysis be changed to make it more
interesting:

5

5

5

5

5

Notinteresting
2 I

2 I

2 I

4

4

4

4

4

3

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

5

5

5

4

4

4

3

3

3

2

2

2

Yes/No

\12



GW^^11, ^!^!!^\on^;pinParative

Grower

Planting Date

2. Discount fields adversely affected by external factors on cods).
3. Any number offields perform may be included

Property

Insecticide Program
Soil Applied Insecticide
Stage, Type

I HIM/A

2 HIM/A

3 HIM/A

4 HIM/A

5 HIM/A

6 HIM/A

Stage2 Type
I HIM/A

2 HIM/A

3 HIM/A

4 HIM/A

5 HIM/A

6 HIM/A

7 HIM/A

8 HIM/A

9 HIM/A

YeslNO Type

nalysis

1st Flower Fruit Retention
Cost

Variety

Field

Stage3 Type
I HIM/A

2 HIM/A

3 HIM/A

4 HIM/A

5 HIM/A

6 HIM/A

7 HIM/A

Stage I Insecticide Costs

Band %

^

^

%

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

^

^

First Defoliation Date:

Stage 2 Insecticide Costs

^

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

^

^

^

^

Stage 3 Insecticide Costs

Yield

^

^

^

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

Ground/Air

^

^

^



Cotton CRC web site & response
to Cotton CRC ONews

how many horses drink)

Dave Larsen with

assistance Tony Pffiefer

Overall picture:
Daily visittrends May 2000 to April 2001

. Visit

- A series of consecutive requests from a user o
an Internet site

' User

- Anyone who visits the site at least once

. Hit

- Access 10 a single page

..^

SomeTerms

Publications mentioned in Cotton

CRCeNewsN0.3

. BLACKROOTROTUPDATEMARCH

2001

. PUBLICATIONS PAGERE

ORGANISATION

. GVB Update

27 February 2001

A crc enews was posted to over 600
industry email addresses
- What was the background level of use of the

site

- Did the posting of the email affect hits to the
site?

hiin 11coiion. ni. CSiru allulPublicaV

Evaluation of Cotton CRC website - David Larsen

. DFFil B

Reminders mentioned in Cotton

CRCeNewsN0.3

Regional Cotton Tales by cotton industry
IDOs on line since last November

. USEFULCOTTONCRCWEB SITE

BROWSINGTIP
W h

I ICF



Detailed look at 2 months data

. First date analyzed 02/02/2001

. Last date analyzed 3/13/2001

Black Root Rot access

. IASsets/PDFFiles/BRRUodOl. Ddf 107 0,219',

Weekly requests per visi

, .,

a
Z 300
,

' 200
,
.

a

, 100
E
"

.
e

3 "' ,
" "

^ 13 15 ^ ^ ^ 5 5 ^
. ""

3333 3'3^3

Green Vege Bug access

./Assets/PDFFiles/GVBOO. Ddf 51

Publication page (re
organised)

. IPublicaVindex. htm 1,167

Evaluation of Cotton CRC website - David Larsen

0.1 091*

2,319',

Changes/updates Page

./News/chanqes. htm 206 0.41 9, '.



Media releases top 10

IPublicaVArticles/NUTRlpak. htm 109 0.22%
IPublicaVArticles/SalinOl. htm 105 0.21%
IPublicaVArticles/FunoDise. htm 96 0.19%
IPublicaVArticles/NthRes. htm 780.15%
IPublicaVArticles/BRRRes. htm 720.14%
IPublicaVArticles/orcOOrev. htm 700.14%
IPublicaVarticles/ITAward. htm 700.4%
IPublicaVArticles/Yeata^tnn. 70 0.14%
IPublicaVArticles/ECOSoft. him 690.4%
IPublicaVArticles/crseAwd. htm 660.3%

. CRC enews is stimulating a segment of
those notified to visit the site

Some Cotton Tales Information

Conclusions

IASsets/PDFFilesfrales/
IASeisiPDFFiles!'Talesloopt^^! 69 0.49'.
IASseis/PDFFilest'rales100 01UQ0019. PDF48 0.09%
IA
in SIPDFRl
Asse PDFFilst'ral O I

DFFil

Assets!PDFRl

A

A

I O I

DFFil al

A ISIPDFFil

I SI

DFFilest'r Ies!

DFFil

11 01 PDF25 0.05%
2. of

IKR 11

22. di 18 0.04%

Ie

k 24. of 12 0.02%

34 0.07%

IJ I

IR

ID 23. d1 11 0.02%

1/4 0.03%

Forthe future look into reporting
toolsin order to make more

meaningful reports

I 12 0.02%
all2 0.02%

. follow through on next e news

. eg strike perday Iweek on a given file

. include question in grower survey -access to
CRC page

Evaluation of Cotton CRC website - David Larsen a
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Early season tipping outtrial
evaluation

The original surveywas to evaluate a field day held at
Dimnbandito look at among other subjects, the early
season tipping outtrials.

Itended up being more of an overall evaluation of
growers opinions and attitudes to a number of issues
induding

- pestthresholds

- the value of the tipping outtiial

- whether the same or similar trials should continue

.TPM and growers willingness to be involved with AW"

The survey was sentt0 ,. 7 growers of
which only It attended the field day.
Of these ,.,. only 6 replied.

After consultation with Ingrid the
following set of questions was
included in the survey.

It is riot a comprehensive setof
questions aboutany one issue. But
in order to get a response I didn't
want anything too detailed as
growers would riotfillit out.

When designing the survey the objective
was to keep itsimple so that it would be
easy and quickto answer.

The survey was faxed to Dinenbandi
growers with the option offaxing the
completed survey in orwaiting untill
followed up with a phone call.

Even those that received a follow up phon
calldid riotcomplete the survey over the
phone buts. illsaid that they would
complete it and return it later.

Survey design

Q"esti0" 2.

Mind thresholds

-thresholds ranged from 0.5 - 51m

- one grower relied totally on visual effec
with no number recorded

- another stated that minds had never

been a problem on his farm

- allsaid that decisions were made in

consultation with tip damage

Responses to questions

Questto, , I.

A look at henothis thresholds revealed

- 85% used the industry standard of 2 very
small-sinalVm

- 15% used 11m

I also found that a number of growers stillrely
on their consultants and were unaware of the

thresholds that they used

Evaluation of tipping outtrials - Sarah Kernn

Question 3.

Spraying for Ihrips

- halfofthe growers said that they never
sprayed for thrips during the early
season stage

- the other responses were sometimes
depending on visual effect or not usually

- only one stated that they usually sprayed
for Ihrips

I I?.



Questto, , 4.

The majority of growers in the area viewed last
seasons results and samples of this years
damage in al.

Q"estt0" 5.

Two growers replied that the maltesults
challenged their current approach.

The others that responded 'no' may be already
practicing the idea of allowing greater tip
damage or have no intentions of it

Q"estt0" 7.

100% said that the early season tipping
outtrials are very useful.

Q"erri0" 6.

In response to whether you would do anything
differently next season only two responded
with the type of response I was after, to a
positive response.
Responses were:

-be prepared to accept a greater
amount of tipping out
-AWM

A third response - be more aware of potential
threat to yield.

Owestt0" 9-

What benefits growers saw from allowing a
higher level of tipping out or allowing a
higher threshold to be used.

Responses included:
-less chemicaVpesticide usage
-more benticials/ higher predator
levels maintained

-keeping softer chemistry for later i
the season

-improved cotton industry image

Q"erri0" 8.

The maiorlty saw value in repeating the early season
tipping out trial

One responded 'n0' 10 repealing this particular I'mI as it h
been conducied for two years with similar results

The second halfof Ihis question was directed at whether
there were difrerent trials they would like to see
conducied

The majority answered 'yes' bui not all gave a suggestio
of a Irial. Those that did suggested the following:

-IPM
-A look at beneficial insects
-Fruit retention trials

Evaluation of tipping outtrials - Sarah Kernn

Question 10.

The majority responded 'yes' to practicing
integrated pest managemenL

Those that responded 'yes' used the following
components of IPM:

-Ingard cotton
-Pest:predator ratios
-Softinsectiddes

-Holding off sprays
-Pupae busting
-Resistance managementstrategy
-Follow strictlPM guiddines
-Delaying use nthard chemistry
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Question 11-

100% of responses saw a benefit in working
as an area as opposed to an individual farm
when it came to pest management

Q"es!ion 12.

100% of growers said 'yes' to being interested in
being involved with AWMwith other growers
and consultants.

These lasttwo questions gave a positive outlook to the
idea of developing area wide management groups this
season. This hasnt been the case

It will still be valuable 10 continue plant
compensation in als/demonstrations and to
expand them to look at fruit retention

From the survey allresponses indicated that they
would like to be involved with AWM but after two
meetings an actual AWM group will not go ahead this

Outcom

For future mais should also to set up on
different properties 10 allow greater
involvement from growers

season

Instead interested growers will implement measures
but will not be involved in actual group meetings to
discuss. Although there are several growers who will
be involved with the benchmarking study being
conducted by Chris Wicks forthe season just finished.

A look at beneticals also seems to be a common
Interest

A comment from one of the inal

cooperators in relation to the in al results

"believes it will be integral to insect pes
management nextseason"

Evaluation of tipping outtrials - Sarah Kernn



Early season tipping out trial evaluation
Sarah Kernn

An overall evaluation of growers opinions and attitudes to a number o issues inc u g
pestthresholds
the value of the tipping out trials
whether the same or similartrials should continue
IRM and growers willingness to be involved with AWM

Survey design

Objective was to keep it simple so that it was easy and quick to answer wi que
too detailed so that growers would answer them.

The survey was faxed to Dirranbandigrowers with the option offaxing the coinp e e y
waiting untillfollowed up with a phone call.

I received 6 replies.The survey was sent to 17 growers of which only 11 attended the field ay.

See attached for survey format.

Responses to questions

Question I.
A look at helinthis thresholds revealed
- 859', used the industry standard of 2 very small-small/in
- 159', used Vin
I also found that a number of growers stillrely on their consultants and were unaware o
thresholds that they used.

Question 2.
Mirid thresholds
-thresholds ranged from 0.5 - 51m
- one grower relied totally on visual effect with no number recorded
- another stated that minds had never been a problem on his farm
- all said that decisions were made in consultation with tip damage

Question 3.

Spraying forthrips
- half of the growers said that they never sprayed forthrips during the early season stage
-the other responses were sometimes depending on visual effect or not usua y
- only one stated that they usually sprayed forthrips

Question 4.

The majority of growers in the area viewed last seasons results and samples o t is years a g
trial.

Question 5.

Two growers replied that the trial results challenged their current approach.
The others that responded 'no' may be already practicing the idea of allowing greater tip am age or
have no intentions of it.

that were not

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June 2001 120



Question 6.

In response to whether you would do anything differently next season only two responded with the
type of response I was after, re a positive response.
Responses were:

be prepared to accept a greater amount of tipping out
AWM

A third response - be more aware of potential threat to yield.

Question 7.
100% said that the early season tipping outtrials are very useful.

Question 8.

The majority saw value in repeating the early season tipping outtrial

One responded 'no' to repeating this particulartrial as it has been conducted fortho years wit simi ar
results.

The second half of this question was directed at whether there were differenttrials they would like to
see conducted.

The majority answered 'yes' but not all gave a suggestion of a trial. Those that did suggested t e
following:

IPM

A look at beneficial insects

Fruit retention trials

Question 9.

What benefits growers saw from allowing a higher level of tipping out or allowing a higher threshold to
be used.

Responses included:
less chemical/pesticide usage
more benticials/ higher predator levels maintained
keeping softer chemistry for later in the season
improved cotton industry image

Question 70.

The majority responded 'yes'to practicing integrated pest management.

Those that responded 'yes' used the following components of IRM:
Ingard cotton
Pest:predator ratios
Soft insecticides

Holding off sprays
Pupae busting
Resistance management strategy
Follow strict IPM guidelines
Delaying use of hard chemistry

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June 2007 121



Question 77.

1009, '0 of responses saw a benefitin working as an area as opposed to an individual farm when i
came to pest management.

Question 72.

1009', of growers said 'yes' to being interested in being involved with AWM with other growers and
consultants.

These lasttwo questions gave a positive outlook to the idea of developing area wide management
groups this season. This hasn't been the case.

From the survey allresponses indicated that they would like to be involved with AWM but after two
meetings an actual AWM group will not go ahead this season.

Instead interested growers will implement measures but will riot be involved in actual group meetings
to discuss. Although there are several growers who will be involved with the benchmarking study
being conducted by Chris Wicks forthe season justfinished.

Outcomes

It will still be valuable to continue plant compensation trials/demonstrations and to expand them to
look at fruit retention.

For future trials should also to set up on different properties to allow greater involvement from
growers.

A look at beneficals also seems to be a common interest.

A comment from one of the trial cooperators in relation to the trial results,
"believes it will be integral to insect pest management next season

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June2001 122



Survey - Early Season Tipping Out Trials

This survey relates to the presentation of the tipping outtrial held at "Trafalgar Dirranbandi on
Tuesday 6'' March. The survey is being used to evaluate the usefulness of the trial, to gauge grower's
opinions and to determine possible directions for future trials or demonstrations

I. What henothisthreshold do you usually use
during the planting to squaring phase
(circle one)
11m

21m

41m

Other (please state)

2. Whatthreshold do you usually use for Intrids
during the planting to squaring phase (circle one)
0.51m

11m

21m

Other

Is this in consultation with tip damage?

3. Do you spray for thrips during the early season
stage (circle one)
Usually
Never

Sometimes (explain)

8. Is there value in repeating this early season
tipping outtrial next season (circle one)
Yes

No

Are there other trials you are interested in
seeing conducted (circle one)
Yes

No

Ifyes what

4. Did you view last years trial results and samples
of this years damage treatments (circle one)
Yes

No

5. Do these results challenge your current approach
(circle one)
Yes

No

9. What benefits, ifany, do you see from allowing
a higher leveloftippi"g out or allowing a
higher threshold to be used

6. Will you do anything differently nextseason
(circle one)
Yes

No

If yes what

7. Do you think that it is valuable having these trials
(circle one number)

Very useful
5

10. Do you currently practice any aspects of
Integrated PestMa"agement
Yes

No

If yes what

11. Do you see any benefitin working as an area as
opposed to working as an individual farm
when it comes to pest management
(circle one number)

Benefit

4

National Cotton Extension Workshop, June 2001

3

12. Are you interested in beconinng involved in
areawidemanagementwith other growers and
consultants (circle one)
Yes

No

Unsure

2

5

Not useful

4 3

Thank you for completing the survey.

You can either fax the completed survey back to me
on 4632 3892 or send it to DPI, PO Box 310, St
George4487
Alternatively I will contact you later in the week or
next week and you can answer it overthe phone
Sarah Kernn

2

NO Benefit
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Evaluation of Focus Group Analysis
SarahHood

Stakeholdersin the StGeorge Irrigation Areaappreciatebeingpartofthe research,
development andextension of water use efficiency in theirarea. They arealso
willing to takeaproactive rolebysuggestingactivities that would be of assistance to
this process.

100% of respondents would attendji, rthergro"PIOc"s analysis.
Stakeholders at the meeting suggested soilPits andPre Irrigation workshops and 100%
of respondents would supports!, ch events.

Stakeholders in the St George Irrigation Area would support a more intense group focus
analysis of the benchmark results that were presented.

100% of respondentsfo"rid the benchmarkd"to Ms<f"land 71% of the respondents went
on to request more i^10nn"tion aboutthe current data. Ih"ve listed some of these
requests.

"Divide the ii!formation up into soiliypes and management practices. More replication
is needed. "

"Provide details on trialsites, like row length etc. "
"Iwo"!d like to know more aboutthe one that seemed odd. Ihave been thinking about
more andmoy be you metered the water into the headditch but did notfoctorin head
ditch losses. "

This has implications for data presentation in further focus group analysis. It may even be
useful to suggest to the trial site cooperatorif he Ishe could give a run down of the farm,
paddock, irrigation system and management priorto the presentation of the individual,
aggregated and averaged results.

Stakeholders in the St George Irrigation Area see value in the project and are beginning to
take ownership of it.

54% of those invited aliended the meeting. 31% had" legitimate reasonfornon-
attendance (iepickingffzolidoys/breakdown/sick). 15% did notprovide a reason.
86% of respondents believe that the irrigation issues generated through the meeting ore
applicable to them. The other 14% added two extra issues.
"The most importantthingforme nextseoson is to try griddo more
measurement. .. Measure more so Icon work out which of the above (Issues List)that I
need to know more about. " This response demonstrates some ownership of und
participation in the issues ident!jied.



Rural Water Use Efficiency
Season 00/01

Dawson/Callide

Evaluation

Danen Springer
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Evaluation Exercise

Extension Workshop
18- 211une 2001

Spray application workshop
andfluoro dye nightshow

Allparticipants are surveyed
through a written questionnaire

A two page survey is handed out
at the start of each workshop as
we are introducing
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Preliminary Aim of Survey

I) Develop database of participants

. Enablesend out of info updates andfuture
activities in their area

2) Develop benchmark of current practises

. Long term evaluation of changein practice

. Info gained including; type of rig used,
operating speed, volume, pressure, nozzle
configurations, nozzle type used during the
season etc.

MainAim of Survey

Workshop Ei, ^incztio, a
(<ffecttve"ess of workshopfromgrowersfeedb@ck)

I) Fom, alEvaluation

Reverseside of survey sheet

Broad, open ended (general) questions

+ maximisefeedbackofparticipants

+ will becomespecificintime

Whatdid you like about the workshop?

What didn't you like aboutthe workshop?

Whatsuggestions do you have for improvements in the future?

What other info or exercise would you like to have
seen/undertaken in this workshop?

.

.

Ql.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.
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2) Informal Evaluation

Noted how participants acted (through body
language) and the way they interacted with each other

.

+ Gaugewhatwasofi"toresttothemand
their levelof understanding orconcepts and theories which
were explained

Whatdid weiind?

Wh ., rin, ," In. , , "". ""U, "unk I h "dun, ",..."in, fib , ,
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Ql.

A

Whatdid you like aboutthe workshop?

Informal but informative (XIO)+..

+ Nozzletypes, selection, pro's&con'sdiscussed (X5)

Viewing different nozzlesetups (X3)

+ goodcommunicationbothways(X3)

Whatdidn'tvou like aboutthe workshop?

Too long+..

+ Introlittlelongwinded

+ Noaerialoperatorsprese"t

Rain (X3) and ino beer at lunch

->

Q2.

A

->

Q3.

A

Whatsuggestions do you haveforfutureimProvements?

Manual which relates more to workshop topics(X2)

Shorter (sessions with more hands on activities)

Continue running with updates on new technology

Trial data on twinjet nozzles

No rain (X2), more beer and don't invite Tucky!

Q4

A

What other info/exercise would you like in workshops?

Most answers where based on not being able to view setups
with UV dye due to rainy weather(X4).

Info from contractors on varioussetupsthey currently use.

Evaluation of spray workshops- Simon White
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Evaluation as a whole was uite OSitive butthis did not mean
we couldn'tillI^

What we gained and what worked bestforus.

I) Gain list of participants from IDO, DBO or consultant who is
organising.

Contactsample of and getbackground on whattheirfamning
system involves (cotton, mixture, dryland, irrigated, rute
mounted, 3 pointlinkage or selfpropelled etc)

Develop list of topics of interest(fulfiltheir identified needs)

2) At start of workshop, hand outsurvey and discusslist of
topics gathered and ask for any further additions.

Includeissues we consider important but may have been
overlooked and explain why.

3) During workshop work through each of the topicslisted and
keep informalIy evaluating if we are on the righttrack.

Ifa funday workshop, plan time and activities to gain balance
between theoretical topics and practical exercises

4) Return to shed after viewing UV dye to discuss as a group
what we have seen and asker further questionsfrom the field
inspection

5) Encourage the completion and return of thesecond halfofthe
survey so we can hem constantimprovementin how we conduct
our workshopsftlV demos.

Evaluation of spray workshops- SImon White
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Possible suggestion in future-

Splitsurvey from evaluation to enable anonymity of
feedback.

Change of questionsto be more specific and clearer

By wording and by topic

e. g. Whatsuggestions do you haveforfutureimprovements?

to How could this info have been presented to you better

or 1sthere any further infonnatio" you would have liked to
of received on nozzle types.

NOTE:'The size and time spent on the survey reflectsthe
type and extentofquestions asked.

^

Evaluation of spray workshops- Simon White
I^'^-



Currently we survey all participants though a written survey form which is handed out at
the start of each workshop when we are getting things organised or during the barbecue
when people are eating before the night show.

initial aim of Survey
I. To develop a database of all participants contact details whom have attended a

Spray Application Workshop. This would enable us to send out updates and also
inform them of other activities in their area which they may like to be involved with.

2. To obtain benchmark of current practises used in cotton. Details include the type of
machine they have and the various setups they use during the growing season.
Setup details outlined nozzle type, pressure, volume, speed and configuration.

Main Aim (evaluation).'To increase the effectiveness of our workshop from growers
feedback.

Spray Workshop Evaluation
Simon White

Our evaluation exercise of workshops came through two main methods.
I. Informal evaluation. Durin the worksho andduringthedyedisplaywe noted
the way participants acted (through body language) and the way they interacted. This
enabled us to gauge what was of interest to them and theirlevel of understanding of
concepts/theories which were explained.

Outcome

What we noted was, once out in the paddock, we were approach mainly by individuals
because by nature, people tend to spread out overthe paddock to view the dye. It was
often that various participants ask us the same question and also asked questions by
individuals which maybe of benefit to the whole group.

2. Formal evaluation. This came after the d e display as the reverse side of our
survey sheet. Although the questions which were given were broad and open ended.
This was intended by us to maximise as much comments and feedback as we could out
of the participants. Questions asked to complete were:

What did you like aboutthe workshop?
What didn't you like aboutthe workshop?
What suggestions do you have for improvement in the future?
What other information or exercise would you like to have seen/undertaken in this
workshop?

Outcome

Warren Workshops (24th, 25th & 26th)
Daylong workshops conducted. Demo displays were carried out using WSP due to wet
weather- and therefore unsuitability of UV dye.
Feedback from surveys-from 26 returned

What did You like abouttheworkshop?

Very useful info from a bioke that knows, useful practical info
Well presented
Good audience participation
Relaxed atmosphere, allowing everybody some inpuVgood communication both ways x3



Interesting inter- discussion
Able to discuss whatever we liked

Small group size x 4
Informal and informative x to
Grass roots level

Broad range of subjects/covered autopics well x 2
Nozzle types, selection, pro's and con's discussed x 5
Seeing different nozzle setups x 3
Demo with sprayers on water sensitive paper
Options for conditions
Good review of water rates and drift management
Wellinformed on allissues

Efficacy work interesting

What didn't vou like aboutthe workshop?

Too long
Introduction a little long winded
Rain x 3
No beer allunch

There were no aerial operators present

What su estions do ou have for jin rovementin the future?
Shorter

Keep the up to date trial work maybe in the handout notes x 2
NO Rain x 2

Follow with night check with fluoro dye
Continue running these workshops with updates on new technology
Trial data on twinjet 015
Don't invite Tucky
Too many field days happening (3 this week), suggested amalgamation
Whatotherinformation orexercise would oulike to havesee/undertaken in this
workshop?

More broadacre advice for ground rig notjust cotton
Spray rig set-up (Accepting that this was unable to happen due to weather conditions)
Night show with UV dye in small groups x 2
Manual more related to workshop topics- helps in note taking
More information, from maybe different contractors on different spray application and
nozzle setups for band spraying etc
Have a look at patterns for different nozzles
Formal feed back from these workshops as a whole was quite positive, butthis did not
mean we could notimprove.

Whatwegainedandwhatworksbestforus.

Rewording of questions - Whattopics were of least benefit to you.
This would enable us to spend more time on importantissues and less or no time on
unimportant or irrelevant issues.

We decided to started each workshop by listing issues which had previously been
flagged as important by the sample of growers which we spoke with prior to the
workshop on the phone. In doing this we also added any other issues which we raised
as important. We believe this small edition to the workshop format worked well and
enabled us to ensure we covered allissues important to the participants. We still discuss
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issues which may not have been mentioned but believed to be of importance to us
such as drift. At the end of the workshop we would revisitthe list to check we had
covered allthe issues and everyone was satisfied with the discussion.

The informal evaluation noted there was much discussion once we have gone outinto
the paddock and looked at the UV dye steps. In the past we have broken as a group
from the paddock at the end of the workshop. In the latest workshop we conducted we
allretumed back to the growers shed and continued discussions on what we had seen.
This we believe worked well and allowed growers to individually question whatthey had
seen and allow the whole group to benefitfrom the response. Also because of the open
nature of our workshops it allowed discussion to develop among the participants.
It also allows us to suck down an extra beer before going home!

As a result of our evaluation exercise it is intended at each workshop we will:

I) Prior to the workshop, gain a list of contact details of participants from the IDO, DEO
or consultant who is organising. From these people gain a broad background of the
growers attending and whattheirfarming system involves. Such as cotton, grains,
dryland, irrigated, main spray rig used (ute mounted, 3 pointlinkage, selfpropelled
etc).

2) Contact a sample of the participants coining and develop a list of topics of interest
from them.

3) At the start of the workshop hand outthe survey as previously and while people are
filling in the front page, discuss the list of topics we have gathered and ask for any
additions to the list by the participants.

4) Add to the list developed any issues that were overlooked which we believe are
important and explain why.

5) During the workshop we would methodicalIy work through each of the topics listed
and keep informalIy evaluating if we were on the righttrack .

6) Once we have viewed the UV dye in the paddock we return to the shed were we
can discuss as a group what we have seen and other questions that have risen as a
result of the field inspection.

7) Encourage the completion and return of the second half of the survey for so we may
be in constantimprovementin how we conduct our workshops/UV demos.



An Exercise In Meta-Evaluation Of Logical Framework
ApproachesL. !^E^)

(AsA PartOfConductingA Clarative Evaluation).
Bill Gordon

Abstract:

A meta-evaluation of logistical framework approaches (LFA's) was used to develop the key
questions for conducting a clarative evaluation based on a project proposal. The meta-evaluation
conducted involved triangulation of evaluators, and of LFA's (by manipulating the levels of horizontal
and vertical logic within the frameworks).

The major outcomes were two-fold;

. the process demonstrated the impact of manipulating logic within the framework and identified
'gaps' within information provided in the proposal, and

identified a number of different approaches that evaluators actually employ in completing
logistical frameworks.

1.0 Context of the Evaluation.

The intent of the learning project was to conduct a clarative evaluation (Owens Form B)
to assist in developing a planning and evaluation framework for the National Heritage
Trustfunded project 'Keeping Pesticides on Farm in the Upper Condamine and Border
Rivers Catchments. ' To facilitate this outcome a meta-evaluation of logistical framework
approaches (LFA's) and a quasi-experiment were conducted to assist in identifying the
key questions used to focus the evaluation. At the time of writing, the project had gained
funding based on the objectives outlined in the proposal, however it had not
commenced.

2.0 Introduction.

Scriven (1991), as cited by Dart (1995) stated that evaluation is about determining the
merit or worth of the object that is being evaluated. The object can be a program,
project, a product, a policy or a one of event. More specifically, van den Ban & Hawkins
0996, p. 202) suggest that evaluation is about determining whether we have achieved
goals and whether these goals could have been achieved more effectiveIy in a different
way. In line with these definitions a meta-evaluation may be seen as the determination
of the value or worth of an evaluation strategy.

2.1 Logistical Framework Approaches (LFA)to Evaluation

A popular approach for identifying whether project goals have been achieved is the
Logistical Framework Approach (LFA). LFA's have been utilised for project planning and
evaluation in a number of situations, ranging from international aid projects through to
evaluation of extension activities with farmers.
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A logistical framework typically consists of a matrix with category headings on the
vertical and horizontal axes. The vertical columns relate to the inputs and objectives of
the project and the horizontal categories incorporate how each of the objectives or
inputs are measured (see appendix one for examples of logistical frameworks). At the
intersection of each of the horizontal and vertical categories details are recorded, eg.
whatthe objective is, how it will be achieved, and how the outcome will be measured.

2.1. , Strengths and Weakness of LFA's

Gasper (1997) stated that LFA was "a good servant, but a bad master. " As a toolthe
LFA is useful for developing and evaluating projects - it can act as a good servant.
However if the framework dictates the outcome of the evaluation it can easily become
the bad master.

According to Gasper(, 997) some of the strengths of the LFA are it

. "ISVisuallyassessable,

. Gives measurablereferencepoints

. Provides a concise overview of project objectives.

. Can encourage examination of the interconnections and assumptions

. Is adaptable to a range of situations, and it

. Provides reference pointsfor monitoring and appraisal"

He further points outthat some of the problems with using a LFA are:

. "The Objectives can be oversimplified

. It may downgrade lessquantifiableobjectives

. The indicators may be poorly applied or misused, and

. It may result in difficulties in separating the influences of complementary
factors. "

2.1.2 LFA's and Evaluation Theory.

Evaluation theory (and practice) has undergone numerous changes in recent decades,
with new 'generations' of theoretical and practical approaches arising. At the same time
logistical frameworks have also evolved, and aspects of each phase of development in
evaluation are reflected in theirformat and usage.

Shadish et. a1. (1995) reviewed the various approaches, identifying developmental
phases in program evaluation and the main 'actors' involved in each phase. These
include:

First 'Generation' Evaluation, described as essentially logic driven and based on
measurement. It included the use of strategies such as program logic to testthe implicit
assumptions, advocated by individuals such as Wholly (1979). The use of logic links is
essential in assigning the levels in the vertical logic, and also the horizontal logic within
logistical frameworks.

Second 'Generation' Evaluation, described as predominantly theory driven and largely
objectives based. The emphasis was placed on the use of social science theory, initially



advocated by individuals such as Chen & Rossi (1987), who later modified their
approaches.

Third 'Generation' Evaluation included the segregation of aspects of the evaluation,
such as implementation theories and program theory, and was regarded as largely
judgement driven. Chen (1990), as cited by Shadish et. a1 (1995), further refined this
approach to incorporate normative and causal theory. This approach is also reflected in
the works of Carol Weiss and to a certain extent Owen and Rogers (1999).

Information gathered during the investigation outlined in this report has demonstrated
that LFA's are useful for developing both normative models for project planning and
causal models for evaluation frameworks. Similarly, meta-evaluation techniques proved
useful for developing a clarative evaluation.

Fourth 'Generation' Evaluation. Described as a tailored approach to evaluation, as
advocated by Rossi and Freeman (1993), with less emphasis on the theory driven
aspects of evaluation. The idea of a tailored approach is easily incorporated within
LFA's, as the vertical and horizontal logic can easily be manipulated to suitthe purpose
of the evaluation.

Note: The term "generation'in this report is applied as a descriptor for a general group
of similartheories and approaches, not in the same context as Guba and Lincoln (1989)
whose application of the term in forth generation evaluation refers to a constructivist
approach to evaluation, which in itself may be considered a partly theoretical and partly
tailored approach.

3.0 Objectives of the Evaluation and Meta-Evaluation.

The evaluation and meta-evaluation (including quasi-experiment) were employed to
facilitate outcomes at several levels, these include:

. To utilise a LFA for planning and evaluation.

. To conduct a meta-evaluation of LFA's, examining the impact of manipulating the
horizontal and vertical logic on the attribution of project objectives.

To conduct a quasi-experiment to triangulate the meta-evaluation (both methods and
evaluators).

To utilise the results of the above processes in developing the key questions for a
clarative evaluation, and

To conduct a clarative evaluation to facilitate the development of a project plan and
evaluation strategy.
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4.0 Methodologies Employed in this Learning Project.

Fiqure I: A roach Used in this Learnin Pro^Ct.

Exposed to Approaches to Evaluation (Residential)

Decide an Approach for learning project.

ntif to icfor EvaluationIdentify topic for Evaluation.

Review of Literature on Approaches to Evaluation.

Determine Form of the evaluation - A Clarative Evaluation.

Identify the Key Questionsforthe Clarative Evaluation
Two Processes were used.

Personal Evaluation +
4'' ~^

Meta-Evaluation of LFA's

Develop Techniques I Frameworks.

Trial Techniques Individually

Return to Author with Key Questions and Interview (to identify assumptions and
intentions).

Ne Step . Develop Indicators and Mean^of Verification & Testlmpact of Utilising

Triangulation of Approaches and
Evaluators.

+.
Identify Gaps in Logic I Assumptions.

Interpretthe Results of the Meta-
Evaluation.

I

Different Indicators.

Determine Project Objectives.



A logistical framework approach was employed, which was conducted as a personal
activity and triangulated using six other evaluators. The logframe model was used as the
base design forthe activities undertaken (see appendix I for example). The logframe
model consists of fourlevels of vertical logic;inputs, activities, purpose and goals, and
four levels of horizontal logic; goal or activity statement, narrative summary, means of
verification and assumptions.

Three other frameworks were developed by making alterations to either the vertical logic
or the horizontal logic, or a combination of the two (included in appendix I).

4.1. , Manipulating the Vertical Logic.

The four levels vertical logic in the logframe model were replaced with the 8 levels of
Bennett's hierrachy as identified by van den Ban and Hawkins (, 996, p. 206). The
horizontal logic remained the same as the original logframe model(see appendix I).

4.1 The Meta-Evalution:

4.1.2 Manipulating the Horizontal Logic.

The horizontal logic in the original logframe model was replaced with categories
developed by Funnel1(1997). This expanded the horizontal logic to include additional
categories, such as:internal and external factors affecting the evaluation and success
criteria. The expanded horizontal logic was applied to the original logframe model and to
the framework incorporating Bennett's hierarchy.

4.1.3 The Quasi-Experiment: Triangulation.

In an attempt to maximise the rigour and validity of the meta-evaluation was triangulated
in two ways, firstly by methods (LFA's mentioned above) and secondly by the evaluators
completing the activity.

Each evaluator was to asked to use the project proposal forthe NHT project'keeping
pesticides on farm' to complete each of the fourlogistica!framework models. For each
'box' (intersection between vertical and horizontal logic) in the framework the evaluators
were required to complete one of the following tasks:

Where possible identify and transcribe the relevantinformation from the proposal
into the appropriate box,

If unclear make a comment aboutthe information available in the appropriate
box, and,

If no information was available I apparent place a cross in the box

Each of the six evaluators included in the quasi-experiment had been exposed to
evaluation techniques through attendance at the residential component of the
'Evaluation' subject conducted by the Rural Extension Centre, University of Queensland,
Gatton Campus.
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At the completion of the personal evaluation and the meta-evaluation exercise a gap
analysis was conducted. The 'gap' analysis consisted of collating the results of the
quasi-experiment to identify areas ('boxes') within each of the frameworks that individual
evaluators found information lacking or not available in the project proposal.

The information obtained as a result of the 'gap' analysis was used to formulate the key
questions forthe clarative evaluation. Each time an evaluator identified an area within
the horizontal or vertical logic where information was unclear or absent a question was
formulated. The subsequent questions then formed the basis of a semi-structured
interview that was held with the author of the project proposal.

4. ,. 4 The Clarative Evaluation - Identifying the Objectives.

5.0 Outcomes of Methodologies Employed.

The overall process proved extremely valuable in providing additional insights and
perspective's for the clarative evaluation. The inclusion of differing levels of vertical logic
within the LFA's helped identify a number of possible outcomes that can resultfrom
manipulating the vertical and/orthe horizontal logic. A summary of the outcomes
achieved from the meta-evaluation are included in table one below.

Table I : The influence of Manipulating the Vertical and Horizontal logic within
LFA's

Approach

Basic

LogFrame

Basic Logframe
Using Bennett's

. Increase

vertical logic

Contains 4 levels of vertical logic.
( I input, 3 Output )

Description.

Basic Logframe
adapted from

Funnell

. Increasein
horizontal

logic

Contains 718 levels of vertical logic.
(3 input, 4/5 Output)

Contained 4 levels of vertical logic,
but with additional categories in the
horizontal logic. E. g. Internal and
External factors, Activities and
resources for each level.

Increasing both
vertical and

horizontal logic.

Inputs can be accounted for, but
higher order goals can become
confused.

Some gaps detected due to confusion

OUTCOME

Combines both the 718 levels of
Bennett's with the increased

number of horizontal categories.

Can lead to greater distinction
between the types of inputs and
outputs. Hence more specific
indicators and validation.

Gaps still appear, but clarification is
sim Iified.

This can assist in identifying
assumptions and factors not
considered in the basic logframe.
Again, more gaps appear, butthis can
lead to greater clarification.

A difficult exercise that tends to

produce overlaps in the gaps
identified.

It is quicker and easier to increase the
vertical and horizontal separately for
the or OSe of clarification.



5.1 Outcomes of the quasi-experiment and personal evaluation.

Key questions identified as an individual conducting a personal evaluation greatly
differed from those generated in the meta-evaluation. They were fewer and typically
related to the experience of the evaluator, eg. different evaluators had different
assumptions and prior knowledge of the topic and the author.

The use of a number of other evaluators to triangulate methods also identified a number
of different approaches that individuals can use to complete logistical frameworks.
These approaches are outlined in table 2 below.

Table 2: Approaches to Evaluation Using LFA's

Approach

Too Hard
Basket.

Peripheral

Individual does not understand some I all of

the jargon or concepts in the framework or
the project proposal.

Description of Approach.

Read Between
the Lines.

Individual only looks at the document at a
superficial level, and only translates
information that is clearly stated under similar
headings to the evaluation framework.

Question and
Consult.

Individual uses all of the information available

in the project proposal to make their own
assumptions as to whatthe objectives mean.

Individual reads document, identifies gaps in
logic or assumptions and consults with others
and the author to develop the planning and
evaluation framework.

Creative
License.

The evaluator needs
further instruction to

proceed.

OUTCOME

6.0 Implications for Logistical Framework Approaches for Clarative Evaluation
(My Learning's).

A number of implications forthe use of LFA's for planning and evaluation were identified
as a result of the processes undertaken. My learning's about evaluation have taken
place at two levels; the first level it concerns the approaches that individuals take to
evaluation, and the second is how 'tailoring' an approach can lead to different outcomes

Individual reads the proposal, and develops
activities and evaluation based on their own

interpretation of the objectives.

Will probably conduct and
measure the activities

without considering the
higher order objectives.

May resultin the
selection of inappropriate
indicators and intended
oals not achieved.
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Learning's About Evaluation and How People Approach it.

. I believe the keys to successful evaluation are:

Having the Motivation to conductthe evaluation,
Knowledge of the various approaches to evaluation,
Having an understanding of evaluation theory and the topic being evaluated,
The flexibility and skill to modify approaches or techniques as required.

Individuals conducting an evaluation need to have motivation to complete the task.

Without having a legitimate motivation for conducting an evaluation it is likely that the
evaluation will not fulfilits purpose. This fact was demonstrated by the variety of
outcomes arrived at by the individuals involved in the quasi-experiment. Apart from
skill and understanding, motivation plays a large role in the potential outcomes of an
evaluation.

Potential evaluators need to be ex OSed to and understand , a ran e of techniques
and evaluation theories before they can adequately conduct an evaluation.

Mere exposure to techniques does not necessarily imply an understanding of what
evaluation is about, or the implications of using differenttechniques. The example of
conducting the meta-evaluation highlighted the inexperience and or lack of
understanding of some of the evaluators included in the quasi-experiment.

Evaluators need to have a variety of evaluation tools at their disposal, and the ability
to selectthe most appropriate one fortheir purpose from these. If the evaluatorfeels
comfortable and confident with a single approach, they should have the skill and
knowledge to be able to modify or adaptthis approach to suittheir needs.

Manipulating the vertical and horizontal logic in the LFA's used in this activity
reinforced the fact that no single approach is suitable for all purposes. It also
illustrates that tailoring the evaluation can lead to more valuable and meaningful
information being obtained.

tis essential to have a clearidea of what it is you are going to evaluate.

Without some understanding of what the project or program you are going to
evaluate is about, there is little chance of the evaluation providing useful information.
Hence one of the most important forms of evaluation has to be the clarative
evaluation, since it identifies and clarifies what the project or programs aims and
objectives are.

Learning's Aboutthe Impact of'Tailoring' an Approach.

By the term 'tailoring' the evaluation I am referring to the entire process, not just the
modification of individual techniques.

. I believe evaluation and meta-evaluation should not be seen as separate and
discrete processes when conducting a clarative evaluation (and perhaps all
evaluations).



The meta-evaluation activity conducted in this project yielded the most valuable
information, since it assisted in identifying many of the key questions used in the
clarative evaluation, which was the original aim of the project.

Evaluation should not be about merely filling in boxes, which is often the outcome of
utilising a logistical framework approach.

Evaluators should notbe dictated to by the evaluation framework.

By using a single evaluation framework and concentrating solely on the categories
present it is possible to miss many of the intended outcomes of a project or program.
Manipulating the various levels of vertical and horizontal logic in the quasi-
experiment clearly identified information that would have been overlooked had a
single logframe model been used in the meta-evaluation.

Forthe purpose of conducting the initial stages of the clarative evaluation increasing
the vertical logic was more beneficial than increasing the categories within the
horizontal logic. Since the vertical logic directly corresponds to the project's inputs,
outputs, goals and objectives it provides an excellent basis for developing the key
questions necessary for conducting a clarative evaluation.

However, once the objectives have been clarified the additional horizontal categories
can lead to a clearer explanation of the logic links between the objectives and
ultimately the indicators that measure their implementation. This may also be the
case with monitoring activities undertaken in established projects, where once the
vertical logic is established, then the horizontal logic assumes greater importance.

I do not believe that there is a single framework that is suitable for all purposes,
hence I would not attempt to propose one' Rather Itend to think that a tailored
approach, which should include meta-evaluation, is a practical solution for many
situations.

Recommendations.

. Authors of project proposals should consult widely before developing project
objectives to ensure more than one perspective is reflected in the project proposal.

A situation analysis should accompany project proposals to avoid misinterpretation
of the projects intended goals and objectives.

A clarative evaluation should be undertaken to develop a planning and evaluation
strategy for a project before any other activities commence.

Evaluators must have the skill and motivation to complete the task.

No single framework is applicable to all situations.

.

.

. A tailored approach to evaluation, which may include activities such as meta-
evaluation and triangulation, is useful in gaining alternative perspectives.
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EFFECTOFDROPLETSPECTRUM

myOZLESELECnON)ONTHE

EFFICACYOFCERTAIN

INSECnCIDESAND FUNGICIDES.
By

Bill Gordon

Senior Development Extension
Officer(PesticideManagementl.

We know that larger droplets help in
reducing off targetlosses, the question we
have set out to answer is how will the use

of a larger droplet spectrum effect produc
efficacy ?

co""SI. "acnemm"

Background

This work has been completed as a part of IL
aN"tio"at Heri, @ge Trust

funded project,

Background

'Keeping Pesticides on Farm in the Upper
Cond"mine andBorderRtverAre"s. '
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. Currently information aboutthe types of
dropletspectrums produced by various
hydraulic nozzles at differing pressures is
available from nozzle manufactures.
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. The dropletspectrums produced are
classified according to the British Crop
Protection Council(BCPC) standards.
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Example of BCPC classifications
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. We have used this information to select

the nozzle types and droplet spectrums
used in a series of trials

- t;

. Trials were designed to see ifdifferent
dropletspectrums produced any
differences in efficacy.
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Some Trials conducted during 2000 - 2001
. EffectorNozzleType (Dropletspectrum) on Gemstar@

Eineacy against Heliocoverpa sp. in Chickpeas.

. Effect of NozzleType (Dropletspectrum) on Ergot
Controlin Sorghum using Bayfidan. @ + Bond @

. Effect of NozzleType (Dropletspectrum) on the
Emcacy of an ingestion active insecticide (Rimon)
against Henocoverpa sp. in Cotton.

. Efreet orNozzle Type (Droplet Spectrum) on the
Efficacy of an ingestion active insecticide (Steward)
against "eliocoverpa sp. in Cotton.
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SomeTrials conducted during 2000 - 2001 ^
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. Effect of Nozzle Type (Droplet Spectrum) on
Gemstar@ mmcacy against Henocoverpasp. in
Chickpeas.
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Some Trials conducted during 2000 -
2001
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Main Implications from Gemstar Trial

Effect of Nozzle Type (Droplet Spectrum)
on Ergot Controlin Sorghum using
Bayfidan. @ + Bond @

I:

. Fan type nozzles used in this trial provided
significantly higher levels of infection than a
hollow cone nozzle.
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. No significant differences in the fan type
nozzles used. - very fine, fine and medium
spectrums.
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Spiny Depositand Injection Ratings For Ergot
Controlon Sorghum
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Main Implications from Ergot Trial.

. Fan type nozzles provided significantly lower levels
of ergot infection than the hollow cone nozzle.

. Increasing pressure from 5 bar t0 7 bar did riot
significantly improve levels of spray depositor
control.
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Some Trials conducted during
2000 - 2001
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Effect of NozzleType (Dropletspectrum) on the
Eineacy of an ingestion active insecticide ORimon)
against Henocoverpa sp. in Cotton.
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Main Implicaiions from Rimon Trial
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Main inPIications from Rimon Trial

Mortality in bioassays conducted on
leaves showed significantly lower
mortalities on leaves sprayed with hollow
cone nozzles when compared with some

of the ran type nozzles ( with fine and
medium dropletspectrums).

queen, I. ridecoe, rin*n
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Field mortalities coased on total larvae)

were not significantly different with
different nozzle setups.
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me Trials conducted during
2000 . 2001
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Effect of Nozzle Type (Droplet

Spectrum) on the Efficacy of an
ingestion active insecticide (Steward)
gainst Henocoverpa sp. in Cotton.
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Results From Steward Trial in Cotton
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Implications from Steward Trial.

. Field mortalmes were not significantly
different with different nozzle setups.

Implications from Steward Trial.

. RESULTSFROM BIOASSAYSSHOWED

Implications from Steward Trial.

Queersl. "e"cm""n

. For leaves collected 3 days after spraying
some differences in mortality after 3 days,
with the larger droplets ( medium, and larger
fines ) showing higher mortallies

. These results suggest larger droplets may be
providing a greater residual on crop

RESULTSFROM BIOASSAYS

. For leaves collected immediately after
spraying ... some differences in mortality
after 2 days. but no differences after 3 days

. After 2 days higher mortaliiies were seen
when product was applied with a fine
dropletspecirum

Suitable conditions for pesticide application
are essential. .. However. ..

TAKEHOMEMESSAGES

Given. ..... that both medium spectrums and
fine spectrums are providing equivalentlevels ~
of controlover time. ...

. Flat ran type nozzles have consistently
outperformed hollow cone nozzles.

When using natfans, both Fine and Medium
Dropletspectrums have provided equivalent
levels or control in the field. .....

( provided that application volumes are in line with
manufacturers' recommendations. )

queensl. "ahemme"

TAKEHOMEMESSAGES

With some products we may havesome
options to minimise losses due to evaporation
and drift by using a medium droplet
spectrum.
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. But remember. ..... with some products,
a fine dropletspectrum may provide a
more rapid mortality,

whereas persistence on crop may be
improved with the use of a medium
dropletspectrum.

TAKEHOMEMESSAGES
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VARIOUS ISSUES RAISED

Privacy Act
This was raised by Raelene as it is causing difficulties with access to and use of
databases (in particular concern regarding contact details for growers). Need to clarify
with NSW Agriculture regarding the use of CGA databases. There have been some
comments from NSW Agriculture that names on databases need to be contacted to ask
if they still wish to be on that list.

^^*- Dallas to clarify.

Beneficial Disruption Index (BDl)
This is the new name forthe Spray rank/IPM Score developed by Lewis Wilson, Rob
Mensah, Martin Dillon and Dave Murray as an estimate of the level of disruption to
beneficials.

The name has been changed to overcome confusion about a higher score being
better.

^ridustry List

- Keeping it up to date

Lars to send a copy of the list to IDOs for feedback I updates
Included with this will be a list of who (growers, managers, consultants, etc) has what
information resources from the TRC

Extension Notes for INFOpaks
A set of training/facilitator's notes to be developed for new INFOpaks
Including summaries, Cotton Tales articles, etc
Ingrid will work with relevant researcher on these.

Industry Benchmarking Survey

GeolfMclntyre

Data being input at the moment at DPI Brisbane.
Issues with different product names for pesticides - group to allocate.



WHEN

Monda

12:30

1:30

78June

2 pin

LUNCH

Welcome/Introductions/ Expectations

Focus team reports What has been achieved in 2000-2001

Feedback from focus team meetings.
Proposed activities 2001-2002.

3:15

3:30

4pm

AFTERNOONTEA

Evaluation - General

Evaluation feedback

4:20

Tuesda

8am

SUNSETDRINKS-the era

79June

8:30

8:45

9:15

Evaluation Feedback

Evaluation feedback Coinp. Analysis

Benchmarking and Comparative Analysis, BDl

Catchment Management and Natural Resource Management

MORNINGTEA

General feedback on evaluation activities

Explain: the extension activity you evaluated
the response to this activity
the evaluation technique you used and ideas about
feedback from another team member on presentation style

loam

James Quinn
Greg Salmond
Mark Hickman

Dave Kelly
Peter Hughes

Whole team

Each team member
will do one overthe
4 days

2 @ 15 mins

Jim Q

Jim Q, Ingrid, team

Bobbie Brazil



WHEN
10:30

IDOS/DA'SISPRAYTEAM

EoWHY/IsS SWHAT

Whattrials did you do? How did they go?
How did you involve growers? 9', of time spent on trials?
Can results be of value to other areas - coordination?

11:15

Trials 2000-2001

Difficulties I challenges
Your season in summary - what went well, what

not so well? What can we do differently?
How much time to you spend on each type of

activity?
What can be better coordinated? @ I(;;^

Objectives for extension - "Mission"

LUNCH- A KTOMORANSFALLS

AWM Groups- How did they go?
Developan AWM What worked/what didn't?
"toolkit" Challenges I achievements.

Where to next year?
Resistance discussions

12 pin

12:30

1:30

Links to other extension activities (AWM Ifocus teams/etc)?

3:30

4pm

4:30

AFTERNOONTEi4.

Evaluation Feedback

5:30

WATERTEAM

A

IPM Short Course

Evaluation feedback

6pm

11:15

CLOSEDAY2

+ Mike Ban e

Water Extension activities

Situtation Analysis
-what hasworked well?

what riot so well?

Whatresources (incl
training) are available?

Objectives for water extension
"Mission"

o

Whole team - esp.
IDO's and Water-
brief overviews

I:30

X2 @15mins

Whereto now?

Linkswith HYDROpak, HYDROlogic and
training materials

Water BMP
Watersched

Bill Dalton

X 2 @15 mins

4pm Water Extension activities for 2001-2002 -

opportunities for collaboration.

Coordination planning



Wednesda 20June

WHEN

8am

8:30

9:30

WHAT ISSUES/W^IY?

Water team feedback on activities to date and plans

Evaluation Feedback

VISION for Extension
team

10:30

11 am

Your aspirations for
2001-2002

MORNING^'7~EA

NSWAg/ODPl To ensure aspects are incorporated into each team member's work
Progression criteria plan will help them meettheir progression requirements.

Strategic planning for extension team cont'd

LUNCH

Evaluation feedback

Spray trial updates

TEAM BUILDING EXERCISE

Plans for 2001-2002 Whole team plans + individual plans.
Match to industry priorities (incl your local priorities)
Linkages/collaboration. Training needs.

11:30

12:30

1:30

What are our core objectives?
Industry Priorities?
What do the CRDC and CRC board consider to be our key objectives?
How can we best achieve the goals?
Where do we focus our efforts?
What would you like to achieve?

2:30

2:45

5pm

WO

Water team to
nominate

4 X 15 mins @

Whole team

Facil:Ingrid

Dallas I Geoff

4 X 15 mins

Bill Gordon

Arranged by O'Reilly's



Thursda 27 June

WHEN

11:45

Barn

9am

WHAT

Training Priorities

Trials 2001-2002

loam

10:15

10:30

Evaluation feedback

via in

Evaluation rap up

Focus Groups-AWM/IPM +Water?

MORNI GTEA

TRC
+

CottonLOGIC

11:45

Where to next year? Set priorities. Coordinate between districts.

12:30pm

Note: We will ask 2 people from the group to provide constructive feedback (individually) on presentation style following presentations.

Resources currently available
How do we (as a team) best distribute and promote the pak's
Is training/workshopping needed?
Eg NUTRlpak, !PM guidelines, WEEDpak

Evaluation of changing attitudes to IPM and AWM

4 X 15 mins@

Bruce

Bruce I Ingrid

Lars
&

Sandra



ConoNCRC EXTENSIONTEAM200i
FirstNameLastName OfficePhone MobilePhone

Evan Brown (02) 6960 1353 0427 107057
Ingrld Christiansen (02) 6799-2402 0428/95485
Bill Dalton (07) 4671-6715 0407 1/3 096
Sandra Delrtscher (02) 6799/589 0427254 103
Craig Dunn 0427 269 993

Julie Fenguson (07) 4693-2486 0428323408
John Francis (02) 6895-1012
Dallas Gibb (02) 6799-1547 04,3278592
Garry Giddings (02) 6881-1278 0427201 890

GordonBill (07) 5460 1289
Phil Goyne (07) 4661-2944 0408 711 140
Raelene Greenslade (02) 6742-9234
Jenelle Hare (07) 46690825 0427372 331
Graham Hams (07) 4688-1559 0427929 103
Mark Hickman (02) 6742-9279 0427007422
Rachel Holloway (02) 6792-4088
Sarah Hood (07) 46253299 04,7722407
peter Hughes (07) 4688-1564 0417723259
Leigh Jenkins (02) 6847-4507 04192774BO
David Kelly (07) 4983-7411 0409499691
Sarah Kentn (07) 4625-3299 0408710969
Mascha Raymond Maternity Leave from 28 Sept2001
David Larsen (02) 6799-1534
Geoll MCIntyre (07) 4669-0801 0419667451
John Okello-Okanya 07 4983 7433 0428 15,601

MyIes Parker (02) 6960-1320 0427007418
Bruce Pyke (02) 6792-4088 0418328775
Gaydir Valley 100 (02) 6752-5111 0427 401 543
Course Coordinator (02) 6773-3758 04,7223 179
Kimly Rourke (02) 6847-4507 0408447483
Greg Salmond (07) 4669-0815 0427035793

SchickNicky (02) 6799/5/1
Gus Shaw (02) 6742-9236 0427401473

SmithPeter (02) 6763-1262 04/1/28 437
Anne Spora (07) 4671-6711 0428 879 900

(07) 4669-0824 0418/89582SpraggeAndres

Darren Springer (07) 4692-9148 0408703783
Barry (02) 6881-, 281Swann

Cameron Tonkin (02) 6828-1288 0427401 996
WatsonChris (02) 6799-1548 0427007495

Simon While (07) 4669-0817
01ivia Whileoak (07) 4671-67/4 0428886723
David Williams (02) 6960-1322 042740165t
Stephen Yeales (08) 8944-8484

Role HostOr@antsatlon AddreeAddress2

Industry Development Officer NSW Agrlcullure PO Box 1087

National Cotton Exiension Coordinator CottonCRC/ODPI ACRI Locked Bags9
IPM Training Coordinator ODPl Locked Bag 2
Cotton Logic CSIRO Plantlnduslry ACRI Locked Bag 59
Districl Coordinator Consultant PO Box654

Development Exlerrsion Officer- IPM grains ODPl PO Box160

Dialrld Agronomist NSW Agriculture PO Box300

Program Leader- Plant Fibres + CRC Program LNSW Agriculture Locked Bag 59
lingation Officer Engineer Asst NSW Agriculture PO Box865

Senior Research Officer in Pesticide Application CPAS. University of Queensland - Gallon
Prtnc Res Scientist- RWUE Coordinator QDPl Hermits Ms 508 Yangan Rd
WUE Officer NSW Agriculture PO Box546

Development Technical Officer ODPl PO Box993

SeniorExiension gronomlst ODPl PO Boxt02

Industry Development Officer NSW Agriculture PO Box546

Project Coordinator BMP CRDC PO Box282

Development Extension Officer- RWUE ODPl PO Box3iO

Srir Development Exlension Officer ODPl PO Box 102

Dislticl Agronomisl NSW Aghcullure PO Box 183

Industry Development Officer ODPl LMB6

Industry Development Officer ODPl PO Box 310

t

TRC Coordinator Cotton CRC INSW AgACRI Locked Bag 59 Narrabri NSW

Principal Ex!ension Officer + CRC Program Leac ODPl PO Box993 Dalby Q

Development Extension Officer- RWUE ODPl LMB6 Emerald Q

Distrlct Agronomisl- Hillsion NSW Agriculture PO Box 1087 Grimlh NSW

Research and Ex!errsion Manager CRDC PO Box282 Narrabri NSW

Industry Development Officer NSW Agriculture PO Box209 Moree NSW

Lecturer- Cotton Produdion Systems UNE School Agronomy and Soil SciArmidale NSW

Industry Development Officer NSW Agriculture PO Box 183 Warren NSW

Industry Development Officer ODPl PO Box993 Dalby Q
Research Liaison Cotton CRC ICSIRO FAGRI Locked Bag 59 Nambri NSW

Technical Specialist NSW Agrlculture PO Box546 Gunnedah NSW

Irrigation Officer NSW Agriculture RMB944 Tamworth NSW

Trainee Industry Development Officer NSW Agriculture Locked Bag 2 Goondiwindi QLD
TechncalOMcer- RWUE ODPl PO Box993 Dalby Q

Development Exlerrsion Officer- RWUE ODPl LMB I Biloela ResearcQ

lingation Advisory Officer NSW Agriculture PO Box865 Dubbo NSW

Dislrld Agronomisi NSW Agriculture PO Box249 Walgetl NSW

Distrlct Agronomist NSWAgriculture AGRI Locked BaglooO Narrabri NSW

Development Exlension Officer ODPl PO Box993 Daiby Q

Development Exlerrsion Officer- RWUE ODPl Locked Bag 2 Goondiwindi Q

Irrigation Extension NSW Agriculture PO Box1087 Grimlh NSW
Research LiaisorVCoordinalion Officer CSIRO Plantlnduslry TERC Private Bag 44 Winnellie NT

Town State

Gritfith NSW

Narrabri NSW

Goondiwindi Q

Narrabri NSW

Bourke NSW

Pinsworth Q

Condobolin NSW

Narrabri NSW

Dubbo NSW

Lawes Q

Wantck Q

Gunnedah NSW

Dalby Q

Toowoomba Q

Gunnedah NSW

Narrabri NSW

SIGeorge Q
Toowoomba Q

Warren NSW

Emerald Q

SIGeorge Q

Posteode Fax

2680 02 6963 0255

2390 02 6799 1582

07 4671 27824390

2390 02 6799 1582

2840

4356

2877

2390

07 4693 1847

026895 2688

02 6799 1503

2830 02 6881 1295

07 5460 1283

07 4992 3468

02 6742 2940

07 4662 4966

07 4688 1199

02 6742 2940

02 6792 4400

07 4625 3892

07 688 1199

02 6847 3664

07-49g3 7459
07 4625 3892

Updated
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evan. brown

ingridc@in
bill. daiton@

sandrad@

cdunn@lisp
fengusjm@
10hn. francis
dallasg@in
garry. giddin
b. gordon@
goynep@d
raglene, gre
harej@dpi.
granam. har
mark. hickm

rachel@crd

hoodso@dp
hughesp@d
leigh. jenkin
kellydg@pr
keriins@dpi

4343

4370

2380

4405

4350

2380

2390

4487

4350

2824

4720

4487

2390

4405

4720

2680

2390

2400

2351

2824

4405

2390

2380

2340

4390

4405

4715

2830

2832

2390

4405

4390

2680

0821

02 6799 1582

07 4662 4966

07-4983 7459

02 6963 0255

02 6792 4400

02 6752 4859

02 6773 3238

02 6847 3664

07 4662 4966

02 6799 1503

02 6742 2940

02 6763 1222

07 4671 2782

07 4662 4966

07 4992 3468

davidl@inv.

MCInlyg@d
okelloj@dpi

myIesparke
bruce@crd

quinnj@agri
groth@met
Idrrily. rourk
salmong@d
nickys@inv
gus. shaw@
peter. smith
sporaa@dpi
spragga@d
springd@d
bairy. swan
cameron. 10

chrisw@inv

whitesc@d

o11via. white

david. willia

stephen. yea

02 6828 2274

02 6799 1582

07 4662 4966

07 4671 2782

02 6963 0255
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