
 

 
 

Mid-term Qualitative 
Survey Report 
 

More Profit from Nitrogen (MPfN) 

Coutts J&R / August 2018  



  

 
Coutts J&R / MPfN Mid-term Qualitative Evaluation & Survey Report August 2018 2  

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

This survey report would not have been possible without those who provided their time and feedback 

on the MPfN program. The Science Coordinator, Marguerite White, provided the stakeholder contact 

details and valuable input to the survey design. She also coordinated the handing out of paper 

surveys at the July 2018 MPfN Annual Forum and provided us with the results.  

 

Amy Samson 

Principal Consultant 

 

Ben Coutts 

Principal Data Analyst 

 

Dr Jeff Coutts 

Director  

 

Liesel Rennie 

Lead Researcher 

 

Coutts J&R  

www.couttsjr.com.au 

August 2018 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Disclaimer: This report has been prepared for the exclusive use and benefit of CRDC and solely for the purpose for which it is 

provided. Coutts J&R Pty Ltd should be given due attribution if any part of this report is reproduced, distributed or 

communicated to any third party. We do not accept any liability if this report is used for an alternative purpose from which it is 

intended, nor to any third party in respect of this report. 

 

http://www.couttsjr.com.au/


  

 
Coutts J&R / MPfN Mid-term Qualitative Evaluation & Survey Report August 2018 3  

SUMMARY 

About this report 
This qualitative survey report is 

contributing towards the More 

Profit from Nitrogen (MPfN) 

program mid-term review. 

It summarises the input of 42 

respondents including 26 stakeholder 

telephone interviews and 16 paper 

surveys completed by MPfN project 

team members at the July 2018 

Annual Forum. 

Key messages 

Knowledge and 

understanding 

gains 

 

Overall, respondents were highly satisfied with the MPfN program’s 

progress (avg 8.1/10 n=41) and commented about its relevance to 

industry, the positive research progress being made and its well-

coordinated approach. 

 

Noting that research and project trials are still in progress, it was felt 

by respondents that at this stage of the MPfN program, a moderate 

contribution had been made towards changes in knowledge and 

understanding of the factors influencing nitrogen use efficiency (avg 

5.9/10, n=31). More gains in knowledge and understanding were 

overall rated to have been made in potential NUE strategies and 

technologies (avg 7.1/10, n=33). 

 

Activities that 

enable greater 

knowledge and 

understanding 

At this stage, stakeholders viewed the extension and 

communication activities as quite effective at providing relevant 

research information and engaging industry producers and service 

providers. The value of project level group activities were 

“…they are building the knowledge rate and improving as it’s 

reaching conclusions. It has that potential – we are still working 

our way through” [PMC] 

“The project has done everything it said it would. The data is 

interesting and useful.” [Research project partner – Sugar] 

About MPfN 
MPfN is a four-year partnership between 

Australia’s four major intensive users of 

nitrogenous fertilisers: cotton, dairy, sugar 

and horticulture. Collectively, the program 

aims to bring about increased farm 

profitability and reduced environmental 

impact by increasing nitrogen use 

efficiency (NUE), resulting in a reduction 

of the amount of N required in producing 

each unit of product. 
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 highlighted (e.g. workshops, demonstrations/farm visits and field 

days) for their ability to directly engage with producers.  

 

Additionally, program level activities were thought to promote 

collaborative learning opportunities (e.g. Annual forum) and 

effectively communicate program updates (e.g. Nitrogen Natters e-

newsletter). 

 

Adoption of future 

recommendations 

 

The primary message emerging at this stage of the MPfN program 

is that at the industry level, there will be a need for effective and 

clear communication and extension of relevant research results, to 

help facilitate adoption of program recommendations.  

 

Respondents pointed out that active industry engagement was 

already happening at different levels and that projects were keeping 

it in mind. 

 

A key barrier to adoption was described as industry resistance to 

change – particularly if the value proposition of NUE is not well 

positioned or communicated. Some respondents noted the 

importance of considering industry specific challenges. 

“…The forums have been important, and people are aware of 

what others are doing and conferences and broad disciplines 

can get together. It is the nudge researchers need to go one 

stop beyond their specific focus.” [PMC] 

“Updates, meetings and workshops, getting people together 

and talking about things and learning [has been] really good.” 

[Trial host – Cotton] 

“The program had a requirement to communicate to industry 

from day one.  In the recent meeting all the projects [were] 

keeping that in mind and how they actively [engage] with 

industry - and they are doing pretty well.” 

[Project Leader – Sugar] 

“Well they have to actually get out there and sell it to farmers, 

they have to sell the results and benefits to us. If there is no 

clear benefit there then nobody is going to be interested.” 

[Trial host - Cotton] 
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Indications of 

future profitability 

and productions 

gains  

 

Despite trials still being underway at this stage of the program, 

stakeholders were quite confident that future profitability and 

production gains were effectively being demonstrated by research 

activities (avg 6.9/10 n=41).  

 

A small number of projects (horticulture, sugar) indicated that at this 

stage, research was showing little impact of NUE on yield.  

 

Key Evaluation Questions 
Eight Key Evaluation Questions (KEQs) were provided in the tender document. These have been 

individually addressed below drawing from the survey results.  

1 To what extent are the activities of the program to date contributing 

to increased understanding and knowledge of the factors which 

influence NUE across the four industries and (both at a research 

and service provider/ producer level)? 

 

Given its relatively early stage and based on their level of involvement, survey respondents 

overall rated that the MPfN program was moderately contributing to changes in 

knowledge and understanding of the factors influencing NUE at the industry (average 

rating 5.1/10 n=31), service provider (avg 6.5/10 n=27) and producer level (avg 5.3/10 n=29). 

These levels of ratings are to be expected at this stage of a research program such as 

MPfN with trials and data collection still underway. Respondent comments generally 

indicated a confidence that the program is on track to impact more on knowledge and 

“Complacency in the industry, what they have been doing 

works, so they are not going to change easily. Cost could be 

another factor.” 

[Industry Program/Service Provider - Cotton] 

“In the cherry industry few opportunities for greater production 

and profit through increased NUE, in terms of yield. Possible 

opportunities for increased profit through improvements in fruit 

quality from better timing of N application but increases in 

yield appear unlikely as a result of such.” 

[Research team - Horticulture] 

“[There is a] clear theme throughout projects and industries 

that N applications rates can be reduced without yield 

impacts.”  [Research team – Sugar] 
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understanding as it continues. They are building the knowledge rate and improving as its 

reaching conclusions. It has that potential – we are still working our way through. [PMC] 

Research: There is some evidence provided by respondents that the program is building 

industry knowledge and understanding about soil nitrogen stocks from mineralisation and the 

way it is used by the plant. Examples included a sugar project leader who said that they were 

able to understand the existing nitrogen in the soil and how we use it better across the three 

different catchments. And a dairy project leader who commented about the provision of more 

information on actual nitrogen from mineralisation.  

Industry: At the industry levels, dairy (avg 6.8/10 n=11) and cotton (avg 6.2/10 n=5) rated 

the program’s contribution to increased knowledge and understanding higher on average than 

sugar (avg. 5.4/10 n=9) and horticulture (average rating 4.8/10 n=6). There were a number of 

comments (particularly from horticulture respondents) that it was too early in the trials and 

experiments to know as there has yet to be extension to producers. A horticulture research 

team member said that there were no significant industry specific outcomes yet. 

Some respondents commented about the broader industry contexts in which the program was 

operating. Grower hesitation towards changing practices was cited by sugar and horticulture 

respondents as a potential barrier. There is a lot of uncertainty in the growers to our new 

research. The potential impact would be very good…[Project Leader – Sugar]. A couple of 

dairy respondents pointed out the current economic conditions of the industry and commented 

that NUE might not be a priority. I think we can have an impact on socioeconomic issues and 

nitrogen is not very high [priority]. It might require more work. It is an economic decision 

[Project Leader - Dairy].    

Service providers: Service providers were felt by survey respondents to be important 

targets and key to reaching farmers. In the cotton, dairy and sugar industries, respondents 

rated that MPfN was having a solid contribution to increasing knowledge and understanding of 

the factors influencing NUE in this target audience (avg 6.8, 7.2 and 7.0/10 respectively).  

Many took the opportunity to comment about the importance of effective communication with 

service providers in terms of achieving on-ground change. The communication and 

engagement with service providers is the key to getting reach and practice change [Research 

team – Dairy].  A few respondents from the dairy and cotton industries (3) commented about 

the positive impact of the workshops targeting service providers noting that this is where they 

see pick up. The consultants are looking for any new information that is available… [Research 

team – Dairy].  

While a number of respondents (9) felt it was too early (mostly across the sugar and 

horticulture industries), at least half (4) were confident of the future impacts on service provider 

knowledge and understanding of the factors influencing NUE. Horticulture respondents rated 

the program’s contribution to knowledge and understanding of the factors influencing NUE 

lower at this stage, with most citing that it was too early to comment (avg 4/10). 

Producers: Respondents generally noted that at this stage of the research program it was 

too early to comment about its influence on producer knowledge and understanding of the 

factors influencing NUE. As discussed earlier, particularly in the horticulture and sugar 

industries, projects are not yet at a stage where information can be broadly shared with 
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producers. I think it is too early to comment but definitely relevant for the near future [Trial host 

– Horticulture]. 

A few respondents in the dairy and cotton industries commented that engagement had taken 

place with producers at field days for example but were not sure as to how much information 

had been taken on board. We have done a fair amount of the extension work to get out to the 

growers. Whether they have taken it up or not, I don't know, but the information has been 

provided (Research project partner – Cotton). There was also thought that there could be more 

value in focusing on consultants (Dairy, Cotton). 

A number of respondents in the dairy and sugar industries (6) commented further about how 

more could be done at the industry level to extend and communicate research findings to 

producers. Think more can be done here in dairy and so we have organised a dairy project 

collaboration in a couple of weeks to identify what we need to do [Research team – Dairy]. 

2 To what extent are the activities of the program to date contributing 

to increased understanding and knowledge of potential NUE 

strategies/ technologies across the four industries and (both at a 

research and service provider/ producer level)? 

 Across all four industries, program activities at this stage were thought to have made a solid 

contribution towards increased knowledge and understanding of the potential NUE 

strategies and technologies – particularly at the industry (7.1 avg. n=33) and service 

provider levels (avg. 6.7 n=29). The rating for contribution at the producer level at this stage 

was more moderate (average 5.8/10 n= 31) which is to be expected at this stage of the 

program. While many respondents felt it was too early and that real impact will take some time, 

others highlighted the positive contributions MPFN has already made towards increased 

knowledge, getting conversations going; and helping to use nutrients more efficiently. 

 

Research: There is a clear message across industries that despite it being early days, the 

program is felt to have potential and to already be making a positive contribution in terms of 

increasing knowledge and highlighting the gaps. There [are] a lot of interesting technologies 

coming out now [Trial host – Dairy]. Examples of emerging knowledge included: 

• …the seasonal variations in pastures and nitrogen efficiency  [Project Leader – Dairy] 

• … how critical it is to get the measurements right to prevent losses particularly in 
getting enough moisture or too much moisture  [Trial host – Cotton] 
 

Industry: At the industry level, the dairy and cotton industries rated the contribution of the 

program quite high (avg 7.7/10 n=12 and 7.2/10 n=6 respectively) with sugar and horticulture 

slightly more conservative (avg 6.6/10 n=10 and 6.7/10 n=5). This is most likely a reflection of 

the research stages of the projects across the industries. A couple of sugar respondents 

commented about the broader industry context and pointed out the need for more extension 

and communication of research findings to farmers. They need more extension officers out 

there who can disseminate the information in a way that the producers understand [Trial host – 

Sugar]. 

Service providers: The program was described by respondents across the industries as 

making a positive contribution (despite its early days) to service providers’ knowledge and 
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understanding of potential NUE strategies/ technologies. A dairy respondent said that 

conversations were being started and a sugar respondent noted that they were collaborating 

with service providers. The dairy industry respondents rated the contribution of the program 

quite well (avg 7.3/10 n=12) at the service provider level with cotton (avg 6.4/10 n=5), 

horticulture (avg. 6.2/10 n=5) and sugar (6.3/10 n=7) respondents a little more conservative.  A 

sugar and dairy respondent both noted the need for more skilled service providers within their 

respective industries as…they are the ones that pick up the new angles [Project Leader – 

Dairy]. 

Producers: Similarly, at this stage of the program it was felt across industries that MPfN 

has had a positive impact on engaged farmers and their understanding of Nitrogen strategies 

and technologies. They are definitely beginning to understand and [it] will help them to use 

nutrients more efficiently [Project Leader – Horticulture]. Many noted that it was too early and 

that producers were yet to be engaged. Ratings given by respondents generally reflected this 

sentiment in terms of the program’s contribution to increased knowledge and understanding of 

potential NUE strategies/technologies (avg. cotton 6.6/10 n=5, dairy 5.8/10 n=13, horticulture 

5.8/10 n=5, and sugar 5.1/10 n=8).  

3 To what extent are key stakeholders confident that the activities 

MPfN program will result in proven profitability and reduced 

environmental impact gains for primary producers of the four 

industries? 

 Overall, respondents were confident that the MPfN program will result in proven 

profitability and reduced environmental impact gains for primary producers (avg 7.2/10 

n=38). A number (9) were very confident and commented that the program will achieve its 

profitability/environmental impacts and others (6) felt that profitability/environmental benefits 

had already been demonstrated. Some of the people are looking at split applications instead of 

putting it all up front and that is happening now so there is that change of practice happening 

now [Industry Program/Service Provider – Cotton]. At a broader level, the importance of 

developing and extending research results to facilitate change was again highlighted by 

respondents across industries (6 mentions). Providing we can develop and extend, especially 

to the service provers, updated BMPs & tools to use in N recommendation and decisions 

[Research team - Dairy]. 

Industry: Dairy respondents were particularly confident (avg 8.1/10 n=12) commenting 

about the very good data coming out of the projects and that the program had raised 

awareness and proved the best practices out there. Horticulture respondents were also quite 

confident (avg 7.5/10 n=8) about the program’s potential impact on profitability and reduced 

environmental impact. A horticulture trial host said that they now had confidence in the fertiliser 

they were using.  

Sugar (avg 6.3/10 n=11) and cotton (avg 6.6/10 n=7) respondents expressed a more moderate 

level of confidence. Overall, sugar respondents commented that the research was needed but 

that industry wide change had barriers including the cost of changing technologies, the low 

cost of nitrogen and the need for policy change. One respondent mentioned the need for 

follow-up research. It is not going to have a large immediate impact and [there is a] need for 

follow up research in some areas [PMC].  Cotton respondents noted practice change that is 

happening now and commented that effective communication of research results by the 
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industry would be an important part of the process. A cotton project leader pointed out that it 

was hard selling the profitability message to those who were already profitable.   

Respondents expressed a general assumption that improved nitrogen practices reduced 

usage and decreasing runoff would result in positive environmental impacts. However due to 

the stage of the program there were few examples of environmental impacts being observed 

or measured provided. …as we are only half way through the program, but less nitrogen is 

going into the environment [PMC]. 

 

4 What evidence is there (anecdotal & data derived), at this point in 

time of the MPfN program, that the research activities will 

effectively demonstrate industry opportunities for greater production 

and profit through increased NUE by project end (June 2021)? 

 In general, respondents felt that research activities were effectively demonstrating industry 

opportunities for greater production and profit through increased NUE (avg 6.9 n=41). 

While a number of respondents said that it was too early in the research to provide any 

examples, others observed that trials and research activities were already providing valuable 

data and evidence to support NUE. The emerging theme was thought to be quite clear - that 

application rates can be reduced without yield impacts.  

 

Examples of projects impacting profitability mainly related to producers reducing their 

nitrogen use – particularly at certain times of year (e.g. in Autumn for dairy). Producers were 

noted to be understanding the project messages and starting to embrace practices developed 

as a result of research. Other examples included improved understanding and use of soil 

monitoring, reduction in nitrogen losses, and improved understanding of fertiliser requirements. 

 

Industry: 
Dairy (avg 7.8/10 n=13): Emerging data is thought to be valuable, validating current practices 

and improving understanding of the contribution of fertiliser and nitrogen. More information is 

thought to be needed across soil types and cows (i.e. the contribution of nitrogen from cow 

sources). 

 

Examples include: 

• Reducing autumn N fertiliser rate, as demonstrated in trial results [Research team - 
Dairy] 

• The autumn nitrogen issues - we are getting good feedback and they are saying, we 
get it, and going to change [Project Leader - Dairy] 

• There is a better understanding for the requirements of fertiliser [Research project 
partner - Dairy] 

• There has been direct feedback from farmers of changed practices after updating and 
promoting the new Fert$mart BMPs. Engagement with service providers has 
increased since also… [Research team - Dairy] 
 

Cotton (avg 7.3/10 n=8): Results at the halfway mark indicate confidence in the end of project 

findings with growers already open to the information. The challenge will be implementing the 

project results on farm.  
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Examples include: 

• One of our collaborators is considering reducing N rates albeit by a fairly small 
amount, however, it is still an indication that growers are starting to embrace practices 
developed as a result of research into N management [Research team - Cotton] 

• From our extension work, growers are thinking about when applying the fertiliser 
without generating more risk to themselves. Part of the work is looking to trust the soil 
testing and the existing tools before applying fertiliser [Research project partner - 
Cotton] 
 

Sugar (avg 6.4/10 n=10): There is some confidence in the outcomes of the research which are 

felt to be promising. The question is how to translate the results to growers at the end.  

 

Examples include: 

• The farmers involved in the project are getting a better understanding that they can 
better use what is in the soil before applying more nitrogen. It is an upward trend.  
[Project Leader - Sugar] 

• From my project, we clearly see benefit of EEF sustainable nitrogen supply on 
reduction on fertiliser loss. We can see such a benefit in such high rainfall areas.   
[Project Leader - Sugar] 

• As an adviser, I have gained increased knowledge and have taken this to the producer 
and reduced the inputs and will produced the same crop and less nitrogen into the 
environment will be there.  [Research project partner - Sugar] 

 

Horticulture (avg 6.0/10 n=10): While more figures are needed, there is potential down the 

track for project outcomes to provide the industry opportunities to improve productivity and 

profit. The cherry and mango industries however may have fewer opportunities for improved 

yield from increased NUE based on the findings to date.  

5 To what extent are key stakeholders confident that the MPfN 

program planning, monitoring and reporting instruments are 

assisting to effectively deliver upon the research, communication 

and extension objectives of the program? 

 Project leaders (n=8), research team members (n=16) and the PMC (n=4) were the key 

stakeholders asked about their satisfaction levels with the effectiveness of MPfN’s planning 

monitoring and reporting instruments at supporting the delivery of research, communication 

and extension objectives. Overall, respondents were highly satisfied (8.3 avg. n=27) and made 

positive comments around the program’s coordination and efficiency and the value and 

usefulness of the online M&E database. I am happy with how we are reporting. We have 

program meetings and annual meetings and reporting activities to the database and half yearly 

reports [Project Leader - Sugar]. 

 

Suggestions on improving the effectiveness of reporting instruments moving forward included: 

tweaks to the M&E database; a quarterly reminder to update the database; somewhere to 

share research material; and increasing farmer and service provider engagement with the 

project findings. 

6 What, if any, unintended outcomes (positive or negative) are 

resulting from the MPfN program (whole‐of‐program, research and 

service provider/ producer levels)? 
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 At this mid-stage of the program, emerging unintended benefits mostly revolved around 

research findings, the benefits of collaboration between researchers and engagement with 

producers. There was no mention of any negative unintended outcomes and some 

respondents (4) commented that it was too early to tell.  

Program level: A couple of respondents pointed out benefits emerging around the 

collaboration and communication between researchers. To have the … collaboration 

[between] the researchers from Tassie and the NT - the sharing of learnings and 

commonalities and differences will come to the fore at the end [PMC]. A cotton respondent 

noted the value of researchers talking about the same issue and the benefits this has had for 

them terms of facilitating grower connections. It allows us to better connect with the growers 

and they can ask us questions and the researcher directly and vice versa [Research project 

partner - Cotton].  

Research: The commonality of cross industry research findings around the results of 

overuse of nitrogen was pointed out by dairy and horticulture respondents. Consistent results 

in cotton, sugar, dairy and tree crops that are all showing excess/ overuse of N fertilisers. 

[Research team - Horticulture]. 

A few respondents noted additional overarching program outputs which most projects have 

contributed towards. These take advantage of the opportunity to standardise, where possible, 

the NUE approach on research and measurement and include: an additional project to 

establish a common soil data-set across most of the 35 research sites; establishing standard 

NUE terminology and measurement approach (including remote sensing technology); and 

potential development of products/decision support tools for cross industry use such as 

fundamental work on an easy tool to include potentially mineralisable N in partial budgets. 

[Research team - Sugar]. A couple of dairy respondents noted sophisticated research methods 

including the use of drones. We have use of drone technology as part of many of the projects 

which was not necessarily in the original project [Project Leader - Dairy]. 

Industry: Three respondents across industries (cotton, horticulture and dairy) mentioned an 

increased understanding of the impact/importance of other nutrients and their 

interaction with nitrogen as an unexpected result of their research. Other unintended 

outcomes and learnings at an industry level included: 

Cotton 

• …compounding improvements on how soils are sampled [PMC] 

• Black clays are as prone to chemical impacts of bonded urea as lighter soils are.  
[Research team - Cotton] 

Dairy 

• The residuals were a bit unexpected one year, there was a long dry spell and there 
was a lot in reserve... [Trial host - Dairy] 

• Too much nitrogen then the milk production has a high rate of nitrogens [Project 
Leader - Dairy] 

• N mineralisation is complex and very difficult to model [Research team - Dairy] 
Sugar 

• Urea released nitrogen consistently [and] wasn't affected by weather conditions 
….[Project Leader - Sugar] 
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Horticulture 
 

• We also made maps of mango properties which brought stage 4 forward to stage 1. 

Water use efficiency and a better understanding of irrigation practices [Project Leader 

- Horticulture] 

• Understanding the nitrogen nutrition in mango's is also helping to understand how 

other nutrients impact on the trees ... [Industry Program/Service Provider - 

Horticulture] 

 

Service provider/producer: A couple of respondents (horticulture and cotton) noted that 

the project was providing a catalyst for engaging producers and promoting long term 

change. ...and we are finding out more about nitrogen application at different times of the 

growth cycle critical to the flowering and pruning periods. These are helping engage the 

discussion about nitrogen and the environment and that is a long-term change trigger  

[Industry Program/Service Provider - Horticulture].  

7 What changes in implementation/processes would improve 

program effectiveness and/or impact? 

 The program is being run effectively: Respondents overall felt that the 

implementation of the program and its processes had been very effective (in conducting 

research activities) and were very positive in general about the Science Coordinator (8.8 avg. 

n=21), CRDC Project Manager (8.1 avg. n=15), and RDC Partners (7.7 avg. n=20). Many were 

comfortable with the current approach, felt the program was following the right paths, and 

should run its course as planned.  

 

Focus on communication and extension: A key industry level challenge identified 

by a number of respondents in relation to the adoption of MPfN program outputs, was effective 

communication and extension of research results and project findings. It was believed that 

there was a need for increased focus and effort in the extension and communication of 

program findings and outputs, with more extension officers and more activities that …engage 

with the growers and the support industries. The importance of keeping communication user-

friendly and easy to understand was highlighted, as was ensuring industry relevance of the 

project findings and their applicability to different situations. 

 

Suggestions for industry extension and communication moving forward included: 

 

• aligning messages with profitability; 

• more data to demonstrate that using more nitrogen won't increase yield; 

• distribution information more quickly; 

• alternative extension methods including short advisor workshops and videos; 

• better engagement of service providers in the research; and 

• scientists need to think about extension and involve extension officers/advisers to 
ensure outputs are rigorous and relevant.  

 

The right value proposition: Producer resistance to change and the difficulty in 

convincing industry of the value proposition/benefits of NUE was also a common concern. 

Comments were that the value proposition needed to be right and packaged in a way that 

facilitated easy adoption. It was also noted that it was hard to get people to change when what 
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they have been doing works. Suggestions for how to approach this issue tended to be 

communication focused and included: 

 

• communicate clearly the benefits/savings of using nitrogen more efficiently; 

• government and industry subsidies for EEF technologies; 

• consider alternative messages; 

• increasingly larger body of research; 

• involve more producers in trials; and 

• dissemination of information through multiple sources. 
 

Other suggestions: Respondents also commented on the importance of continuing with 

research and running more trials; ensuring risk management strategies are in place; RDC 

partners are promoting program work; more local grower input in trials; evaluation of impact 

and practice change; and establishing rules of thumb. 

8 What changes should be implemented to improve the ability to 

assess program effectiveness and/ or impact? 

 The program processes and research support are well received and appear to be efficiently 

collating program information. These should be continued to ensure that relevant project 

records are collated and activity feedback recorded. In addition, consideration should be given 

to the following in terms of assessing program effectiveness and/or impact. 

• Ensure narratives are/continue to be collected demonstrating the program impact 

pathways (e.g. illustrating changes in knowledge and understanding, productivity 

benefits, environmental benefits, researcher collaboration etc). The development of in-

depth case study/ies for each industry could also be considered.  

• Conduct an end of program stakeholder survey to capture gains made around NUE as 

a result of the program, changes made during the program, any benefits seen (current, 

short term, and expected indications of longer term) for productivity and the 

environment.               

• Consider running debrief workshop/s at the end of the project with the project teams to 

pull together project learnings and develop next steps for any ongoing research.   

 

Recommendations 
 

1 
Continue the project management approach: The project management team should be 

recognised for its effective and well received approach which has successfully facilitated 

MPfN research activities to date and gained the confidence of team members and a broad 

range of program stakeholders. This approach should be continued for the remainder of the 

program.   

2 
Engage with service providers: Service providers are viewed as a vital link in providing 

information to producers and should (continue to) be included with MPfN project activities 

as the program moves from research to implementation.  
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On-ground support for the program outputs will to some extent hinge on the level to which 

service providers feel they have beneficial new information and are equipped to 

communicate relevant messages.  

Consideration could be given to increasingly engaging service providers with the research 

findings as projects continue to mature and the development of an end of program training 

module/workshop covering the benefits of the research findings and any tools. They could 

also play a role working with researchers in developing and delivering findings and practical 

approaches through videos. 

3 
Facilitate the development of relevant and effective messaging: As the research 

begins to produce results, it is recommended that the MPfN program (continues to) engage 

with relevant industry service providers to facilitate the development of clear messaging of 

project findings and the strategic delivery of resources to next and end users.  

Given the specific adoption challenges faced by different industries, service provider input 

will be important to help develop meaningful and specific communication messaging and 

extension approaches.  

4 
Develop communication packages: As the program heads towards completion, 

consideration could be given to the development of industry specific communication / 

extension packages which could potentially include: 

• A set of clear and user-friendly key messages with an overt value proposition – i.e 

clearly aligning NUE with profitability;  

• Written narratives or short case studies showing the benefits seen from on-farm 

trials; 

• Contact lists to help with the organisation of farm visits, workshop speakers etc; 

• Tools/products with clear how-tos; and 

• A series of videos (YouTube) including short case studies, how-tos etc. These 

could potentially involve service and extension providers as presenters. 

  



  

 
Coutts J&R / MPfN Mid-term Qualitative Evaluation & Survey Report August 2018 15  

CONTENTS 

Acknowledgements .............................................................................................................................. 2 

Summary ................................................................................................................................................ 3 

About this report .................................................................................................................................. 3 

Key messages ..................................................................................................................................... 3 

Key Evaluation Questions ................................................................................................................... 5 

Recommendations ............................................................................................................................ 13 

Contents ............................................................................................................................................... 15 

1. Introduction ..................................................................................................................................... 16 

1.1 Purpose of this report .................................................................................................................. 16 

1.2 Background ................................................................................................................................. 16 

1.3 Methodology ................................................................................................................................ 17 

2. Survey Analysis .............................................................................................................................. 18 

2.1 Respondent Details ..................................................................................................................... 18 

2.2 Activities ...................................................................................................................................... 19 

2.3 Knowledge and Understanding ................................................................................................... 26 

2.4 Effectiveness, Confidence & Impact ........................................................................................... 35 

2.5 Project Management ................................................................................................................... 43 

2.6 Looking ahead ............................................................................................................................. 53 

 

  



  

 
Coutts J&R / MPfN Mid-term Qualitative Evaluation & Survey Report August 2018 16  

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose of this report 

This qualitative survey report is contributing towards the More Profit from Nitrogen (MPfN) program 

mid-term review. It aimed to understand if the stakeholders believe the program is on the right track, 

any barriers/issues, and views about next steps. It also sought to capture any early impacts/benefits 

that may be emerging as a result of research/trial work.  

1.2 Background 

MPfN is a four-year partnership between Australia’s four major intensive users of nitrogenous 

fertilisers: cotton, dairy, sugar and horticulture. For each of these industries, nitrogen (N) is a 

significant input cost to producers and a substantial contributor to environmental footprints. 

Collectively, the program aims to bring about increased farm profitability and reduced environmental 

impact by increasing nitrogen use efficiency (NUE), resulting in a reduction of the amount of N 

required in producing each unit of product. 

To achieve improved Nitrogen Use Efficiency (NUE), the program is striving to deliver three major 

outcomes: 

• Greater knowledge and understanding of the interplay of soil, weather, climatic and farm 

management factors to optimise N formulation, rate and timing across industries, farming 

regions and irrigated/ non-irrigated situations; 

• Greater knowledge and understanding of the contribution (quantifying rate and timing) of 

mineralisation to a crop or pasture’s nitrogen budget; and 

• Greater knowledge and understanding of how enhanced efficiency fertiliser (EEF) 

formulations can better match a crop or pasture’s specific N requirements. 

 

The MPfN program is managed by CRDC in partnership with Dairy Australia, Sugar Research 

Australia and Horticulture Innovation Australia. The 10 projects, delivered under the umbrella of 

MPfN, are conducting field and laboratory research activities involving thirty-one collaborating 

organisations, led by the following world-class research organisations: 

• NSW Department of Primary Industries (NSW DPI) 

• University of Southern Queensland – National Centre for Engineering in Agriculture (USQ) 

• Queensland University of Technology (QUT) 

• University of Melbourne (UoM) 

• Queensland Government – Department of Environment and Science (QLD DES) 

• Queensland Government – Department of Agriculture and Fisheries (QLD DAF) 

• Northern Territory Government – Department of Primary Industry and Resources (NTDPIR) 

• University of Tasmania – Tasmanian Institute of Agriculture (UTAS) 
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1.3 Methodology 

The methodology for this qualitative survey was prescribed by the CRDC as a part of the tender 

process with the primary data gathering tool being a telephone survey. The questions were developed 

in consultation with MPfN’s Science Coordinator and were based around the eight key evaluation 

questions discussed in the summary.  

Each of the 10 research project leaders (who were also interviewees themselves) nominated potential 

survey contacts based around their awareness of the overall MPfN Program, direct involvement in 

activities of a particular research project, and capability to provide broader insight into its relevance 

and effectiveness – at this stage of the program. All were made aware of their potential involvement 

by the project leaders. Twenty-six interviews were successfully completed. 

In addition, a paper survey (based on the telephone survey) was developed to be distributed to MPfN 

team members at the July 2018 Annual Forum. These two data sets were then combined to provide 

the resulting qualitative responses. Sixteen responses were collected. 

Please note that the analysis of these qualitative responses reflect the summarised opinions of 

selected individuals about particular elements of the MPfN program and should be treated as such. 

Stratifying these responses too much further will not provide insights that can accurately be said to 

represent broader stakeholder segments. 

Terminology clarification 

In this report, service providers refer to individuals or organisations providing information, training, 

extension, consultancy or application support with respect to farm management decisions, inputs, 

equipment and innovations. The two main groups within this category are:  

1) input suppliers - those who provide information and support directly associated with the 

purchase of products (for example: seeds, fertiliser, equipment); and  

2) extension providers - those individuals (including agronomists), agency or company staff 

(public or private) who facilitate learning and provide technical or management support to 

facilitate on-ground change not linked to input sales.   
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2. SURVEY ANALYSIS 

2.1 Respondent Details 

2.1.1 Role and Industry 

Overall there were 42 respondents – 26 stakeholder interviews and 16 team 

member surveys. 

The diagram below shows a breakdown of respondents by data source (i.e. stakeholder interviews vs. 

team member survey), role in the program (e.g. project leader, trial host, lead agency team member), 

and associated industry (e.g. cotton, dairy, horticulture, sugar). 

Figure 1: Respondent breakdown by source, program role, and industry 
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2.2 Activities 

2.2.1 Effectiveness of extension and communication activities 

Stakeholders interviews 

Overall, interviewed stakeholders felt extension and communication activities (e.g. fields 

days, workshops, project articles) were quite effective in providing relevant information 

and engaging industry producers and service providers (7.8 avg. n=25). Comments 

were mainly positive and described the activities as very effective, informative, and 

important. 

Figure 2: 

 

Figure 3: Avg. n 

  

Stakeholder survey (phone) 7.8 25 

Cotton 7.5 6 

Dairy 8.4 7 

Horticulture 8.3 4 

Sugar 7.4 8 

Industry program/Service provider 7.8 4 

PMC (RDCs) 8.0 4 

Project leader 8.3 8 

Research project partner 5.8 4 

Trial host (producers/growers) 8.8 5 

   

 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• Positive comments: 

o General positive comments – 12 mentions (e.g. very effective; very informative; 

tremendously important; really good; if they don't put that stuff out there you would 

never hear about it; provide a good tunnel of communication and keep them informed 

and updated; getting people together and talking about things and learning was really 

good; it's getting the numbers out to the people; you get the leading growers it is very 

7.8

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

(n=25; 0=not effective and 10=very effective)

Value of field days/workshops/project articles in providing relevant information 
and engaging industry producers/service providers [Stakeholder interviews]

“We achieved our objective engaging 

industry and benefit from industry as 

well. These provide a good tunnel of 

communication and keep them informed 

and updated as well. We always have a 

good participation from growers and 

field officers and good feedback from 

the participants.” 

[Project Leader - Sugar] 
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important; doesn't immediately lead into the practice change but it creates 

awareness; that mix allows the project information to reach a target audience) 

o Value of field days – 6 mentions (e.g. field days are essential; field days are good 

when we get the people turning up; very valuable; need more field days; workshops 

and field days are an asset) 

o Value of articles – 4 mentions (e.g. articles that get a broad readership - if a farm 

consultant reads that article you cover all the farmers anyway; articles can be good 

but don't know what the response to those were; putting information into industry 

publishing; writing the article getting good feedback) 

• Examples of impact: 

o Examples of information/data being provided to producers – assumption that 

this is leading to improved knowledge – 5 mentions (e.g. there is not a field day 

that you have walked out and not learnt something; we have discussed it at the field 

day so information is getting through those channels; reassuring the farmers and 

follow through with more concrete data sheets and concrete things that the farmers 

can look up as guidelines; farmers have got an improved understanding of nitrogen 

but they are still sceptical about the improved fertilisers and they are waiting the final 

results for yield and economic results; typically we see impact around growers asking 

about specific timing and ways of using nitrogen) 

o Positive participant feedback from feedback sheets – 2 mentions (e.g. people 

interested in the project and suggested that they would like it to be applicable across 

more soils in the region; feedback sheets have generally been positive about most 

things - participants normally say they get some take home messages) 

 

Team member survey 

Team members were asked to indicate 

which extension or communication activities 

they had been involved in and rate each 

activity’s effectiveness in disseminating 

research information. All were seen as 

effective, with workshops rated the 

highest (7.6 avg. n=8), followed by 

demonstrations/farm visits (7.4 avg. 

n=5), field days (7.3 avg. n=9), websites/articles (6.6 avg. n=10), and conferences (6.6 

avg. n=12). Only two team members indicated involvement with social media (4.0 avg. n=2), 

while other activities included Hort Innovation Video on the project (7.0 avg. n=1) and one on 

one farm visits (8.0 avg. n=1). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“I took part in the CottonInfo researchers 

tour 2018 to communicate this project to 

industry growers. Feedback received 

from growers suggested that research 

was well received and highly relevant.” 

[Research team - Cotton] 
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Figure 4: 

 
Note: activities excluded from the above chart due to minimal team member participation were Hort Innovation Video on the project (7.0 avg. 
n=1), one on one farm visits (8.0 avg. n=1), and social media (4.0 avg. n=2). 
 
 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• Positive comments: 

o Positive interest/feedback resulting from activities/articles – 2 mentions (e.g. fruit 

grower conference generated considerable interest with much discussion with 

participants following; grower feedback suggested that research was well received 

and highly relevant) 

o Value of collaborating with established industry groups – 1 mention (e.g. 

collaboration via the established Community of Interest Group has increased project 

outputs) 

o Value of communication through industry magazines – 1 mention (e.g. 

communications through the Australian Dairy farmer has been well received and has 

stimulated engagement) 

o Value of one-on-one extension – 1 mention (e.g. farmers really like one on one 

conversations - having a scientist to talk things through) 

• Suggestions – 3 mentions (e.g. need to simplify research findings; possibility to enhance 

cross-collaboration between dairy projects) 

• Issues/barriers – 2 mentions (e.g. increasingly difficult to get dairy farmers to attend field 

days; getting difficult to get usual press to cover activities/project) 
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2.2.2 Satisfaction with project/program progress 

Satisfaction with specific project progress and activities 

Given the stage of their project(s), respondents were highly satisfied with project 

progress and activities (8.1 avg. n=41). Comments were generally positive with 

respondents describing how they were making good progress, satisfied how things are 

going, and had achieved quite a lot. 

Figure 5: 

 

Figure 6: Avg. n 

  

Overall 8.1 41 

Stakeholder survey (phone) 8.4 25 

Team member survey (paper) 7.8 16 

Cotton 7.9 8 

Dairy 8.4 13 

Horticulture 8.3 10 

Sugar 7.9 10 

Industry program/Service provider 7.0 4 

PMC (RDCs) 8.3 3 

Project leader 8.9 8 

Research project partner 8.5 4 

Trial host (producers/growers) 8.5 6 

Research team 7.8 16  

 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• Cotton Respondents: 

o Generally positive – 5 mentions (e.g. going well; pretty much on plan; some useful 

data; achieved quite a lot; real impact; satisfied with results coming from experimental 

work) 

• Dairy Respondents: 

o Generally positive – 5 mentions (e.g. very satisfied with the way they're running it; 

very helpful to me; satisfied how things are going; they are professional scientists the 

work is good; deliverables are being met plus some additional activities) 

8.1

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

(n=41; 0=not at all satisfied and 10=very satisfied)

Satisfaction with specific project/activities (given the stage of the project)

“We have achieved quite a lot. We have 

got some nice data coming out that 

growers can utilise and make decisions 

about nitrogen fertiliser use. There is real 

impact.” 

[Research project partner - Cotton] 
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• Horticulture Respondents: 

o Generally positive – 4 mentions (e.g.  Very satisfied; no concerns and happy where 

the projects are going; doing extremely well pleased with grower interaction) 

o Suggestions – 1 mention (e.g. needs to be more associated with industry) 

o Issues/barriers – 1 mention (e.g. rock in the site has prevented installation of 

lysimeters to trace leaching of nitrate - some practical difficulties in taking as many 

soil samples as would be liked given no lysiometers, as a result of not wanting to 

deplete added 15N and difficulty in removing samples from sampler containing heavy 

clay) 

• Sugar Respondents: 

o Generally positive – 7 mentions (e.g. making good progress in our project; 

everything in the program is planned from the very beginning; highly relevant to 

industry and the results will be useful; field work has been very good; satisfied from 

the information that I get; researchers have done excellent work - level of reporting 

has been very good and good collaboration; work proceeding well but a bit slower 

than expected) 

o Suggestions – 2 mentions (e.g.  bigger budget - more money we could have taken 

some more extra sites; may have to change direction a little bit - coated fertiliser can 

lose just as much as when it isn't coated) 

 

 

Satisfaction with overall program progress 

Given the stage of the overall program, respondents were highly satisfied with program 

progress to date (8.0 avg. n=41). Comments reflected the high ratings, with respondents 

very satisfied and describing the program as excellent and well-coordinated and progressing 

very well in terms of quality and schedule. 

Figure 7: 

 
  

8.0

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

(n=41; 0=not at all satisfied and 10=very satisfied)

Satisfaction with overall program progress to date (given the stage of the program)
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Figure 8: Avg. n 

  

 

Overall 8.0 41 

Stakeholder survey (phone) 8.1 26 

Team member survey (paper) 7.7 15 

Cotton 7.4 8 

Dairy 8.5 12 

Horticulture 8.1 10 

Sugar 7.7 11 

Industry program/Service provider 6.5 4 

PMC (RDCs) 8.3 4 

Project leader 8.8 8 

Research project partner 8.0 4 

Trial host (producers/growers) 8.3 6 

Research team 7.7 15 

   

 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• General positive comments – 16 mentions (e.g. program is progressing very well in terms of 

quality and schedule; going really well; excellent and well-coordinated; quite productive and 

well run very relevant; done everything it said it would; very satisfied; all going along nicely; 

achieved what we set out to do on the research station; all teams appear to be making solid 

progress; great update via email and good face to face activities) 

• Positive but always room for improvement – 3 mentions (e.g. not a 10 as we could have 

had a little bit more adoption - didn't have enough effort on the ground; there are places we 

can improve and we could assess them later) 

• Positive despite some delays/issues – 3 mentions (e.g. delays in the finding the student for 

the cotton project; in dairy we have had a dry summer and pasture deaths; going to have 

some with technical problems, but it has done really well) 

• Value in cross-project collaboration/linkages – 3 mentions (e.g. managed to get cross-

project collaboration going and in a lot of ways individual cross-sectional learning - it is always 

important component in the program; good opportunity for team experts to discuss and cross-

project standardise methods; especially meeting opportunities - i.e. partner forum - put our 

research activities into broader perspective) 

  

“It is going well - we have managed to get 

cross-project collaboration going and in a 

lot of ways individual cross-sectional 

learning.” 

[PMC - Cotton] 

It has been excellent and well-

coordinated.” 

[Project Leader - Sugar, 9] 
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2.2.3 Particularly helpful activities (stakeholder interviews) 

Asked to detail any activities, information, or 

communication which they felt had been 

particularly effective, many stakeholders 

highlighted the value of project level 

group activities such as workshops and 

field days in engaging directly with producers. Program level activities were also seen as 

valuable, including the annual forums, communication initiatives such as the Nitrogen 

Natters newsletter and media releases, and collaborative cross-program and cross-industry 

activities.  

 
COMMENTS 

 

• Value of project level group activities such as workshops and field days in engaging 

directly with producers – 12 mentions (e.g. yearly R&D updates and seminars are effective 

because they invited industry; smart blends of some communication at field days; workshops 

on the tour - beneficial feedback and got some good information back; workshops are really 

good and very valuable; field days one or twice a year - extremely positive and we should 

keep doing them; Nutrition cotton irrigation tour allowed us to present our research to the 

growers and allows them to talk to us directly; field days are the way they really relay their 

information to the masses) 

• Annual forums – 4 mentions (e.g. forums have been important and people are aware of what 

others are doing; get to interact with people from other industry - would not have happened 

naturally; able to look at the data from other projects and talk about it scientifically - not a lot 

of the projects have got these meetings and they have been particular good) 

• Communication initiatives – 4 mentions (e.g. Nitrogen Natters has been effective to bring 

the project together; quite effective media releases and regular updates in industry magazines 

and newsletters - resulting in researchers contacting us and groups chasing up) 

• Collaboration/information sharing with other programs/projects/industry – 3 mentions 

(e.g. collaboration with CottonInfo is definitely effective; project is effective and useful and 

shares information across trials and across the industries; exposure to the research from 

other fields of cotton and horticulture adds to a bit more than just one industry) 

• Praise for the program coordinator – 3 mentions (e.g. Marguerite has been doing a good 

job in the project to get people to liaise with each other) 

• Other helpful project level activities – 7 mentions (e.g. milestone reports have been 

effective and delivered on time; day to day development with the scientists have been 

effective; on farm trials have been good as farmers can see in a real situation; plenty of the 

activities have been helpful) 

 

  

“The field days are the way they really 

relay their information to the masses” 

[Trial host - Dairy] 
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2.3 Knowledge and Understanding 

2.3.1 Factors which influence nitrogen use efficiency (NUE) 

To date, respondents believed the program and project activities had moderately 

contributed towards changes in knowledge and understanding of the factors which 

influence nitrogen use efficiency. Comparatively the largest contribution was seen to be at 

the service provider level (6.5 avg. n=27), followed by industry level (5.9 avg. n=31) and 

producer level (5.3 avg. n=29). Many comments noted that it was still too early in the 

program to see changes with project trials and research still in progress. Respondents were 

optimistic that the program will contribute significantly as it progresses. 

Figure 9: 

 

a) Industry level 

Figure 10: Avg. n 

  

 

Overall 5.9 31 

Stakeholder survey (phone) 6.2 20 

Team member survey (paper) 5.5 11 

Cotton 6.2 5 

Dairy 6.8 11 

Horticulture 4.8 6 

Sugar 5.4 9 

Industry program/Service provider 5.5 4 

PMC (RDCs) 7.0 3 

Project leader 6.9 7 

Research project partner 5.5 2 

Trial host (producers/growers) 5.5 4 

Research team 5.5 11 
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“Not yet - project is in lab trial stages and 

can't make much impact until field trials 

are completed.” 

[Research team - Sugar] 

“They are building the knowledge rate 

and improving as its reaching 

conclusions. It has that potential – we are 

still working our way through.” 

[PMC - Horticulture] 
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COMMENTS 

 

• Too early/trials and research still in progress – 9 mentions (e.g. haven't got any data from 

the trial back; not extended to growers yet; early days and the experiments haven't been 

completed; only got two seasons of data so far - premature to expect too much; insufficient 

results yet; project is in lab trial stages and can't make much impact until field trials are 

completed; just need more data to come out) 

• General comments on the program's contribution to industry 

knowledge/understanding – 7 mentions (e.g. building the knowledge rate and improving as 

its reaching conclusions; able to provide more information on actual nitrogen from 

mineralisation; very good understanding in the sugar project the existing nitrogen in the soil; 

able to assist sugar to identify the unknowns in N supply; play a part of the overall process, 

contributing important knowledge and understanding combined with other information; 

provided information and data to growers and actively promoting the work to the industry) 

• Issues/barriers: 

o Difficulty assessing exact contribution/impact – 2 mentions (e.g. can't give a high 

score as the industry is pretty big and there are so many growers and in various 

regions) 

o Grower hesitation/uncertainty – 2 mentions (e.g. a lot of uncertainty in the growers 

to our new research; industry uptake not as high as it should be purely because 

farmers are hesitant) 

o Other issues/barriers – 5 mentions (e.g. nitrogen is not going to nail it; nitrogen is 

not very high of an issue - it is an economic decision; new model is not working - they 

need more extension officers; not the tools out there that can deliver what they are 

supposed to) 

 

b) Service provider level 

Figure 11: Avg. n 

  

 

Overall 6.5 27 

Stakeholder survey (phone) 6.9 16 

Team member survey (paper) 5.9 11 

Cotton 6.8 4 

Dairy 7.2 11 

Horticulture 4.0 5 

Sugar 7.0 7 

Industry program/Service provider 6.3 4 

PMC (RDCs) 6.0 1 

Project leader 7.2 6 

Research project partner 7.0 2 

Trial host (producers/growers) 7.3 3 

Research team 5.9 11 

   

 

“Workshop targeting service providers 

worked well.” 

[Research team - Dairy] 

“Will increase as the project goes on. Just 

within the service providers we are 

working with at the moment.” 

[Research team - Horticulture] 
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COMMENTS 

 

• Too early: 

o Trials/research still in progress – 5 mentions (e.g. too early to comment; project is 

in lab trial stages; insufficient results yet; premature to expect too much; adoption of 

suggested changes is a bit of a way off yet) 

o Confident of future impacts/will increase as project continues – 4 mentions (e.g. 

not so much yet but will come; will increase as the project goes on; it has that 

potential we are still working our way through; going to be introducing our solutions to 

them and I think the producers will come on board and a good potential for impact) 

• Positive comments: 

o Positive impact of workshops targeting service providers/consultants – 3 

mentions (e.g. workshop targeting service providers worked well; consultants are the 

ones that have turned up to the workshops looking for any new information that is 

available; a lot of those people are the consultants and have come along to our 

meetings) 

o General comments on contribution – 2 mentions (e.g. would say we contributed; 

seem to be following with keen interest) 

o Importance of targeting service providers and their role in reaching farmers – 4 

mentions (e.g. communication and engagement with service providers is the key to 

getting reach and practice change; consultants remind [farmers], they are the inter-

graters; easier than having to talk to the farmer - less complicated, simpler 

conversation, less things to take into account) 

 

c) Producer level 

Figure 12: Avg. n 

  

 

Overall 5.3 29 

Stakeholder survey (phone) 5.8 18 

Team member survey (paper) 4.5 11 

Cotton 6.0 6 

Dairy 5.7 12 

Horticulture 4.3 4 

Sugar 4.7 7 

Industry program/Service provider 4.8 4 

PMC (RDCs) 5.0 1 

Project leader 6.5 6 

Research project partner 6.0 3 

Trial host (producers/growers) 5.8 4 

Research team 4.5 11 

 

  

 

“I feel it is still too early days to comment 

on this however I expect that the 

program will contribute significantly as it 

progresses and more publications and 

extension activities come out of this 

work.”  

[Research team - Cotton] 

“Some farmers are very well informed, 

those that have been associated with the 

project - others not so well informed. It is 

too early to make district wide 

predictions.” 

[Project Leader - Sugar] 
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COMMENTS 

 

• Too early: 

o Trials/research still in progress – 7 mentions (e.g. project is in lab trial stages; 

insufficient results yet; too early for farmers yet - will come later with field research; 

my ratings reflect the stage of the R&D; premature to expect too much; too early to 

have had much impact; more pending) 

o Confident of future impacts/will increase as project continues – 4 mentions (e.g. 

too early to comment but definitely relevant for the near future; early days to comment 

however I expect that the program will contribute significantly as it progresses; has 

that potential we are still working our way through; [change] will come when the 

second year [and more data] comes in) 

o No changes/evidence of impact/outcomes yet – 3 mentions (e.g. I don't think a 

whole lot has changed since the start of the project; no significant industry specific 

outcomes yet; hasn't filtered that far yet) 

• Issues/barriers: 

o Need for more extension/better communication of research findings to farmers 

– 6 mentions (e.g. industry needs a new model to get the information out there to the 

farmers; need more communications in dairy to deliver research findings to 

producers; more can be done here in dairy; don't think I have seen much information 

that had been sent out to growers; farmers not associated with the project not so well 

informed; only had two field days here and think a lot more could be done) 

o Producers lacking confidence/incentives to change – 3 mentions (e.g. while the 

farmers don't want to change the resellers aren't going to make them; farmers are 

hard to change in their ways unless there is a lot of good reasoning; producer needs 

to fit it into their whole system and they are juggling many different things - they have 

to prioritise) 

o Have engaged farmers but unsure of impact/uptake – 3 mentions (e.g. a lot of 

farmers are turning up at some of these field days - what proportion of that do they 

take home?; Not sure how many people would be taking on this as the adoption of 

suggested changes is a bit of a way off yet; have done a fair amount of the extension 

work to get out to the growers - whether they have taken it up or not I don't know) 

 

2.3.2 Potential NUE strategies and technologies 

Program activities were thought to have contributed towards increased knowledge and 

understanding of the potential NUE strategies and technologies – particularly at the 

industry level (7.1 avg. n=33) and service provider level (6.7 avg. n=29). While many 

respondents felt it was too early in the program and real impact will take some time, others 

highlighted the positive contributions already made to increase knowledge, getting 

conversations going; and helping to use nutrients more efficiently. 
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Figure 13: 

 

a) Industry level 

Figure 14: Avg. n 

  

 

Overall 7.1 33 

Stakeholder survey (phone) 7.2 23 

Team member survey (paper) 6.9 10 

Cotton 7.2 6 

Dairy 7.7 12 

Horticulture 6.6 5 

Sugar 6.7 10 

Industry program/Service provider 6.0 4 

PMC (RDCs) 7.0 4 

Project leader 7.7 7 

Research project partner 7.8 4 

Trial host (producers/growers) 7.3 4 

Research team 6.9 10 

   

 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• Program has already made a positive contribution – 10 mentions (e.g. that is what I 

covered in 6 different workshops - opportunities for change was from 40 to 70%; lot of 

interesting technologies coming out now; significantly increased the knowledge already; very 

much for and more potential in the future; more knowledge of the seasonal variations in 

pastures and nitrogen efficiency; it is showing a gap in knowledge - it highlighted the gap; 

been a positive contribution - a lot of this information has been out there already from us; the 

program is doing a good job of that) 

• Too early/trials and research still in progress – 7 mentions (e.g. real impact of this will 

take some time; it is early days; still in the early stages of the project and only finished one 
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“The real impact of this will take some 

time.” 

[Research project partner - Dairy] 

“It has been a positive contribution - a lot 

of this information has been out there 

already from us. It is validation of what 

they are doing.” 

[Project Leader - Dairy] 
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year of the trials so far; too early to tell for our project at the moment; project is in lab trial 

stages; analysis of recently excavated trees should provide results in the year ahead that can 

potentially make such a contribution; is a work in progress to uncover some important 

questionable DNA) 

• Need for more extension/better communication of research findings by industry to 

farmers – 2 mentions (e.g. need more extension officers who can disseminate information in 

a way producers understand; helping growers decide what blend [of information] might be 

useful - combined to manage environmental outcomes and be more palatable) 

 

b) Service provider level 

Figure 15: Avg. n 

  

 

Overall 6.7 29 

Stakeholder survey (phone) 6.7 20 

Team member survey (paper) 6.7 9 

Cotton 6.4 5 

Dairy 7.3 12 

Horticulture 6.2 5 

Sugar 6.3 7 

Industry program/Service provider 6.5 4 

PMC (RDCs) 7.0 3 

Project leader 7.7 6 

Research project partner 6.3 3 

Trial host (producers/growers) 5.5 4 

Research team 6.7 9 

   

 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• Program has already made a positive contribution – 5 mentions (e.g. getting 

conversations going; have collaborators from Mackay and Ingham and they are service 

providers and regional consultants; significantly increased the knowledge already; we are 

providing service providers; if we include government as a service provider as an extension I 

would say yes) 

• Too early/trials and research still in progress – 5 mentions (e.g. early days; project is in 

lab trial stages; results in the year ahead that can potentially make such a contribution; not 

filtered down to that stage yet; they will follow) 

• Value of/need for (more) skilled service providers – 2 mentions (e.g. need a lot more 

people out there who can understand the farmer and can provide the information that they 

need; they are the ones that pick up the new angles) 

• Need to (appropriately) communicate results – 2 mentions (e.g. a lot of that 

communication work is still to be done; use caution in what you communicate and not give 

false hope) 

 

“Significantly increased the knowledge 

already but need the final conclusions to 

be drawn.” 

[PMC] 

“A lot of that communication work is still to 

be done.” 

[Project Leader - Dairy] 
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c) Producer level 

Figure 16: Avg. n 

  

 

Overall 5.8 31 

Stakeholder survey (phone) 6.2 21 

Team member survey (paper) 4.8 10 

Cotton 6.6 5 

Dairy 5.8 13 

Horticulture 5.8 5 

Sugar 5.1 8 

Industry program/Service provider 5.3 4 

PMC (RDCs) 7.0 3 

Project leader 7.0 8 

Research project partner 3.5 2 

Trial host (producers/growers) 6.5 4 

Research team 4.8 10 

   

 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• Program has positively impacted engaged farmers – 7 mentions (e.g. they are definitely 

beginning to understand and will help them to use nutrients more efficiently; those that are 

involved a 10, but they are a portion of the growers; significantly increased the knowledge 

already; has been a positive contribution; has sharpened our minds and made us a bit more 

aware of potential losses; getting there; both groups attending the same workshops - we are 

going to be building on that) 

• Too early: 

o Information/outputs are not at a producer level yet – 4 mentions (e.g. have not 

delivered the tools yet; information is not at the producer level yet; strategies are not 

yet fully developed - maybe more contribution by end of the project; will contribute 

significantly as it progresses and more publications and extension activities come out 

of this work) 

o Trials/research still in progress – 3 mentions (e.g. early days; project is in lab trial 

stages; results in the year ahead that can potentially make such a contribution) 

• Issues/barriers: Difficulties engaging producers – 3 mentions (e.g. with the growers, there 

are just so many in the sugar area; I am an agronomist - it's been tried and very hard; still 

have a long way to go) 

• Suggestions: Need to (better) communicate research findings – 2 mentions (e.g. let them 

know about our work and provide most current information in this area; we need to 

communicate it) 

 

 

“These strategies are not yet fully 

developed – maybe more contribution by 

the end of the project.” 

[Research team - Dairy] 

“It has sharpened our minds and made us 

a bit more aware of potential losses, so 

we are a bit more aware of it.” 

[Trial host - Cotton] 
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2.3.3 Specific insights/light bulb moments 

Asked to identify any specific insights or light 

bulb moments occurring as a result of their 

involvement with the MPfN program, many 

respondents described increased 

knowledge and understanding of various 

technical aspects relating to NUE – 

including mineralisation, different nitrogen 

types and mixes and their effects, the 

influence of soil moisture, and the impact of 

application and timing on yield. The value of 

interaction and collaboration with people 

from other organisations and industries 

was also highlighted, with respondents 

benefiting from the realisation that problems 

are very similar between industries and openly discussing what it means across the different 

industries. 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• Increased technical knowledge/understanding of NUE: 

o Understanding nitrogen mineralisation – 5 mentions (e.g. increased knowledge on 

N mineralisation factors and potential NUE indices; Effect of carry-over summer N 

mineralised into autumn; many small insights into mineralisation; estimating soil in 

mineralisation is a difficult problem - how we might do it practically) 

o Awareness of different nitrogen (fertiliser) types/mixes/products and their 

effects – 5 mentions (e.g. more aware of the different types of nitrogen being applied 

to mangos; understanding of the dynamics of the product mixers - interesting better 

understand the advice to be given to producers; better understanding on EEFs; role 

of ammonium based fertilisers in influencing soil organic carbon dynamics; how urea 

effects soil chemistry within the concentrated bond) 

o Influence of soil moisture on nitrogen response – 4 mentions (e.g. influence of 

soil moisture on N response and NUE - links strongly to understanding immobilisation 

and mineralisation; interesting to see how field moisture effects EEF fertilisers - 

helpful for farmers operating in the high rainfall zone) 

o Impact of nitrogen application/timing on yield/production – 3 mentions (e.g. put 

all of your nitrogen up front in cotton results in decreased yields compared to split 

applications; time lag in terms of fertiliser applied to the impact of productions; time of 

year when nitrogen is best applied for the growth – some times of the year you’re just 

wasting your money putting fertiliser out) 

o Understanding the reasons for low nitrogen fertiliser response in autumn – 2 

mentions (e.g. reasons for low/nil N fertiliser responses in autumn; the autumn flat 

responses - no response without water) 

“Many small insights into mineralisation, 

particularly as a result of 2018 partner 

forum” 

[Research team - Horticulture] 

“Interaction with people and researcher in 

other industries and annual program 

meetings – very good to talk to people 

from different industries and see what 

they use.” 

[Project Leader - Sugar] 
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o Impact of irrigation/rain on nitrogen levels/loss – 2 mentions (e.g. irrigation 

management has significant influence on nitrogen losses; variability and nitrogen 

levels supplies through irrigation water) 

o Other understanding gains – 3 mentions (e.g. effectiveness of nitrogen tracking 

methods; N producing soil processes are underrated and under measured; nitrogen 

left over after cane harvesting) 

• Other insights: 

o Value of interaction/collaboration with people from other 

organisations/industries with similar issues/challenges – 6 mentions (e.g. 

specific N problems are very similar between industries; very good to talk to people 

from different industries and see what they use; majority of nitrogen specialists in the 

room at the same time and openly discussing what it means across the different 

industries; people from CSIRO and Dept of Primary Industry NSW which has been 

very beneficial for cotton nitrogen research;  happy all the partner research agencies 

have common goals related to upgrading Nitrogen Use Efficiency; many small 

insights into mineralisation - particularly as a result of 2018 partner forum) 

o Limited impact/benefit of nitrogen changes for particular industries – 3 

mentions (e.g. nitrogen in Dairy is not very effective; limited benefit to reducing N 

usage [for mangoes] and very little economic benefit - difficult message to 

communicate to growers; trials in NSW showed that what they were doing previously 

and what they are doing now is not much different) 

o Bringing together nitrogen data to develop a coherent/simplified message – 2 

mentions (e.g. basically getting numbers and come up with something more 

simplified; opportunity to bring together data on N demand, N supply and modelling to 

develop coherent message for the dairy industry) 

o Other insights – 4 mentions (e.g. work is entirely relevant to everyday on the farm; 

impact of nitrogen on fruit quality is not broadly understood; the need to translate 

research into new useable innovations; site history is a crucial factor and may mask 

treatments effects) 
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2.4 Effectiveness, Confidence & Impact 

2.4.1 Demonstrating industry opportunities for greater 

production and profit through increased NUE 

Research activities were seen to be quite effective at demonstrating industry 

opportunities for greater production and profit through increased NUE (6.9 avg. n=41). 

Respondents observed that trials and research activities were already providing valuable 

results and evidence to support NUE with a clear theme that application rates can be 

reduced without yield impacts. The challenge of communicating and translating research 

results into useful information and practical tools was highlighted, with some respondents 

noting the importance of considering industry specific challenges and barriers.  

Figure 17: 

 

Figure 18: Avg. n 

  

 

Overall 6.9 41 

Stakeholder survey (phone) 7.2 25 

Team member survey (paper) 6.4 16 

Cotton 7.3 8 

Dairy 7.8 13 

Horticulture 6.0 10 

Sugar 6.4 10 

Industry program/Service provider 7.3 4 

PMC (RDCs) 7.8 4 

Project leader 7.5 8 

Research project partner 8.0 3 

Trial host (producers/growers) 6.2 6 

Research team 6.4 16 

 

  

 

 

 

 

6.9
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(n=41; 0=not effective and 10=very effective)

Effectiveness of research activities at demonstrating industry opportunities for 
greater production and profit through increased NUE

“Clear theme throughout projects and 

industries that N applications rates can be 

reduced without yield impacts.” 

[Research team - Sugar] 

“At present we are half way through and 

there are some nice results showing 

improved nitrogen efficiency in crop 

yield. In two more years, people in the 

industry will be confident on what we 

have found.” 

[Research project partner - Cotton] 
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COMMENTS 

 

• Positive comments: 

o Trials/research providing good data/evidence to support NUE – 11 mentions 

(e.g. clear theme throughout projects and industries that N applications rates can be 

reduced without yield impacts; nice results showing improved nitrogen efficiency in 

crop yield - In 2 more years people in the industry will be confident on what we have 

found; necessary trials they have been conducting; amount of nitrogen they are 

putting on and how much is being lost; validating current practices; has improved our 

understanding in the contribution of fertiliser and nitrogen; research demonstrated the 

opportunities to do that and increasing our understanding across systems; we have 

got some very valuable data; good opportunity if the results in the coming season 

agree with previous season to share and extend to growers) 

o General positive comments – 5 mentions (e.g. very effective; pretty confident; all 

going well; there will be opportunities for most; confident it will have a positive 

outcome they are targeting exactly the right thing) 

o Program already demonstrating good industry engagement – 3 mentions (e.g. 

very good industry engagement that will be obvious at the end and done well to date; 

information communicated via the series of field days has been very well received; 

program has a requirement to communicate to industry from day one - projects are 

keeping that in mind and doing pretty well) 

• Issues/barriers/challenges: 

o Challenge will be to communicate/translate research findings and provide 

practical/valuable tools – 4 mentions (e.g. translating that down the track will take a 

little bit of time; need to spend more time thinking about value proposition; we can 

probably do it better is the message we are getting) 

o Industry specific considerations – 3 mentions (e.g. dairy projects are covering 3 of 

the core issues but they are missing the cow; dairy farming system fit is missing and 

much needed; farmers will take longer to adapt - in our industry [horticulture] there is 

more change than any other industry) 

o Research is showing limited/no yield increases in horticulture – 3 mentions (e.g. 

research showing there are no benefits for most mango systems; research rarely 

demonstrates increased yield; in the cherry industry few opportunities for greater 

production and profit through increased NUE in terms of yield) 

• Too early to communicate research/findings as trials/research still in progress – 5 

mentions (e.g. nothing at this point of time; won't have figures on that for another couple of 

years; still too early in the project to be able to extend much about the findings; too early to 

provide conclusive evidence of better strategies to growers; hasn't showed any increase in 

production as it is early days) 
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Improving the effectiveness of research activities 

Suggestions on what could improve the effectiveness of research activities moving forward 

were varied, though the need for more and continued research into specific key areas 

and the importance of successfully communicating and extending research results 

were common themes. Other suggestions included: continue organisation/industry 

collaboration; test things that can easily be adopted; have a wrap-up conference/forum; 

maintain project momentum; ongoing funding to capitalise on investment; increased 

engagement with individual producers; benchmark BMP; plan ahead an extra year; 

undertake a whole farm level system analysis; assist projects review methodology; and 

ensure laboratory projects are contributing to other projects. 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• Need for more/continued research on specific key areas – 5 mentions (e.g. how the 

nitrogen is used at different times of the crop cycle; continuing research in a variety of soils 

and climatic conditions; lab-based research on mineralisation rates; add lysimeter component 

to better understand N balance in the system; focus on how one could produce rapid research 

on nitrogen mineralisation beyond the scope of the current project) 

• Importance of successfully communicating/extending research results – 4 mentions 

(e.g. publish some of the progress results; it’s just about getting it out to people; more 

extension of project outcomes required; work out what the messages are we want to 

communicate towards the end of the investment) 

• Importance of continued collaboration/coordination between different 

industries/organisations – 2 mentions (e.g. continued collaboration between departments 

makes it a great project; more communication within the different industry groups for dairy - 

ensure we get comparable data in different locations; have a wrap-up conference/forum 

perhaps engaging a wider audience including industry) 

• Other suggestions (1 mention each): continue organisation/industry collaboration; test things 

that can easily be adopted; maintain project momentum; ongoing funding to capitalise on 

investment; increased engagement with individual producers; more water – going into drought 

and that is the challenge; benchmark BMP; plan ahead an extra year; undertake a whole farm 

level system analysis; the three dairy programs were developed independently and then a 

model was funded on top of that – it could be duplication; assist projects review methodology; 

and ensure laboratory projects are contributing to other projects. 
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2.4.2 Confidence program will result in proven profitability and 

reduced environmental impact gains 

There was a fairly high level of confidence that the MPfN program will result in proven 

profitability and reduced environmental impact gains for primary producers by the end of 

the program in 2021 (7.2 avg. n=38). Comments mostly reflected the high ratings with 

respondents reiterating their confidence in achieving future profitability and environmental 

gains as well as providing examples were practice change was already occurring – including 

people looking at split applications and fertilisers being used more effectively. The 

importance of communicating and extending research results was again highlighted, with 

many respondents (mainly those who provided lower ratings) wary of the difficulties in 

achieving industry wide practice change. 

Figure 19: 

 

Figure 20: Avg. n 

  

 

Overall 7.2 38 

Stakeholder survey (phone) 7.1 24 

Team member survey (paper) 7.2 14 

Cotton 6.6 7 

Dairy 8.1 12 

Horticulture 7.5 8 

Sugar 6.3 11 

Industry program/Service provider 6.8 4 

PMC (RDCs) 8.3 4 

Project leader 7.5 8 

Research project partner 7.5 4 

Trial host (producers/growers) 5.3 4 

Research team 7.2 14 

 

  

 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• Confident to very confident (7-10 rating): 

o Program will achieve profitability/environmental impacts – 9 mentions (e.g. very 

confident; pretty confident; definite gains there for the reef; pretty confident all the 

7.2

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

(n=38; 0=no confidence and 10=high confidence)

Confidence that the MPfN program will result in proven profitability and reduced 
environmental impact gains for primary producers by the end of the project (2021)

“Providing we can develop and extend, 

especially to the service provers, updated 

BMPs & tools to use in N 

recommendation and decisions.”  

[Research team - Dairy] 

“Some of the people are looking at split 

applications instead of putting it all up 

front – so there is that change of practice 

happening now.” 

[Industry Program/Service Provider - 

Cotton] 
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research activities are really needed; pretty confident there is a lot of very good data 

coming out of the projects; presuming  next seasons data agrees with the previous 

and show that data to industry we should get adoption change; reduced 

environmental impact is very possible if recommendations for improved timing of N 

applications are an outcome) 

o Program has already demonstrated profitability/environmental benefits – 6 

mentions (e.g. definitely achieved a bit of that; confident that it has raised awareness 

and proved the best practices - fairly well established now; now have confidence in 

the fertiliser that we are using; people are looking at split applications -  that change 

of practice happening now; only half way through the program but less nitrogen is 

going into the environment; urea products are now being used more effectively)  

o Importance of communication/extension of research results – 6 mentions (e.g.  

important part of this process will be effective communication of research; providing 

we can develop and extend, especially to the service provers, updated BMPs & tools 

to use in N recommendation and decisions; still contingent on us getting the 

messages right; need follow up research in some areas if we can translate that into a 

more effective strategies and good communication; people are fairly set in their ideas 

already - trying to improve the profitability when they are already profitable; all 

depends on farmer uptake) 

• Moderate confidence (4-6 rating): 

o Difficulty of industry wide practice change: changes take time/costs 

involved/benefits need to be proven – 7 mentions (e.g. changes take considerable 

time to implement across the industry;  time is not long enough - you have to have 

research results and communicate that; has to be substantial productivity gains to 

generate more profit - a larger link to policy would facilitate industry-wide change; 

difficult to induce widespread practice change around fertiliser application due to low 

cost of N fertiliser; it can but we have to change our direction a bit; growers don't 

have a good understanding of nutrients and it is not possible to gauge as it would 

take 5 years to make a difference for the mango tree) 

• No confidence (0-3 rating): 

o No recommendations/incentive to change yet – 1 mention (e.g. not really 

confident at the moment as there have been no recommendations - nothing to make 

us change) 

 

2.4.3 Examples of profitability gains and environmental impacts 

Profitability gains 

Examples of projects impacting profitability 

mainly related to producers reducing their 

nitrogen use – particularly at certain times 

of year (e.g in Autumn for dairy). Producers 

were seen to be understanding the project messages and starting to embrace practices 

developed as a result of research. Other examples of profitability impacts included improved 

understanding and use of soil monitoring, reduction in nitrogen losses, and improved 

understanding of fertiliser requirements. 

“Less fertiliser use in certain times of the 

year will result in less fertiliser being used 

and that lowers costs.” 

[Trial host - Dairy] 
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COMMENTS 

 

• Reduction in nitrogen usage – 8 mentions (e.g. we think about how much nitrogen would be 

in there already with the first application; reduction of nitrogen in Autumn; reducing autumn N 

fertiliser rate; less fertiliser use in certain times of the year; autumn nitrogen issues -  good 

feedback saying, we get it, and going to change; one of our collaborators is considering 

reducing N rates albeit by a fairly small amount - indication that growers are starting to 

embrace practices developed as a result of research; as an adviser, I have gained increased 

knowledge and have taken this to the producer and reduced the inputs - will produce the 

same crop and less nitrogen into the environment) 

• Improved understanding/use of soil monitoring – 3 mentions (e.g. farmers involved in the 

project are getting a better understanding that they can better use what is in the soil before 

applying more nitrogen; growers are thinking about when applying the fertiliser without 

generating more risk to themselves - trust the soil testing and the existing tools before 

fertilising; cheaper and rapid methods of monitoring soil N take up) 

• Reduction in nitrogen losses – 2 mentions (e.g. the odd person looking at when they apply 

their N to reduce losses; clearly see benefit of EEF sustainable nitrogen supply on reduction 

on fertiliser loss) 

• Improved understanding of fertiliser requirements – 1 mention 

• General observations of (potential) impacts/changes – 5 mentions (e.g. verbal 

communications that they might change their approach - growers are aware of some of the 

issues and are looking into it; some new technologies being implemented on farm and are 

helping nitrogen use; better understanding with all the information going around; direct 

feedback from farmers of changed practices after updating and promoting the new Fert$mart 

BMPs; developing as much as we can around fertilisers so they are not wasting as much and 

developing a range of practices) 

• Too early/not yet: still waiting on results/data – 7 mentions (e.g. still producing data; 

awaiting results; maybe later when the project will have more data; project is a novel fertiliser 

- can't jump from research to product; no it is too premature for that) 

 

Environmental impacts 

There was a general assumption that 

improved nitrogen practices reducing 

usage and decreasing runoff would 

result in positive environmental impacts. 

There were few examples of environmental 

impacts being observed or measured at this 

stage. 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• Assumption that improved nitrogen practices such as reduced nitrogen use and 

decreased runoff will have environmental benefits – 17 mentions (e.g. lower rate of N at 

the lower part of the field to reduce N run off into the environment; less fertiliser use in certain 

times of the year will result in less fertilise being lost and that’s good for the environment; 

“If you stick to best practice and reduction 

of nitrogen, you can assume there is less 

nitrogen going into the environment.”  

[Project Leader - Dairy] 
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many growers who apply nitrogen at the wrong time of year and lose it when it rains; if you 

stick to the best practice and nitrogen reduction you can assume there is less nitrogen going 

into the environment; a lot of fertiliser could disappear very quickly after the rainfall; indirectly 

improve the nitrogen efficiency and reduced nitrogen in the environment;  the interaction 

between N and irrigation practices - this understanding is important with regards to N loss; 

reduced inputs will produced the same crop and less nitrogen into the environment; because 

we have been environmentally aware we are using best fertiliser procedures; Increasing 

awareness among service providers and some leading farmers that N application rates 

should ideally vary across the growing season) 

• General comments on environmental benefits – 6 mentions (e.g. more likely appropriate 

environment impacts rather than profitable outcomes; they do mention it but not a big part of 

our project; we have better environmental outcomes; some positives coming out but we are 

not going to change the world in 24 hours; hopeful but not formal assessments or surveyed 

yet for that answer) 

• Too early/not yet/still waiting on results/still producing data – 5 mentions (e.g. too early 

to say; maybe later when the project will have more data; still producing data; not yet - 

products available now are not capable of delivering the expectations) 

 

2.4.4 Unexpected outcomes resulting from MPfN activities 

There were a number of unexpected outcomes resulting from MPfN activities including: 

various unexpected research findings; the role of other nutrients and their interaction with 

nitrogen; improved engagement and connection with producers; valuable collaboration 

between different researchers; commonality of results across industries; and the 

development of new decision support tools and products. More unexpected outcomes are 

detailed in the comment summary below. 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• Various unexpected research findings – 6 mentions (e.g. improvements on how soils are 

sampled on its ability of the supply of nitrogen to improve confidence is something that could 

be important in the long run; urea released nitrogen consistently wasn't affected by weather 

conditions; black clays are as prone to chemical impacts of bonded urea as lighter soils are; 

residuals was a bit unexpected one year; N mineralisation is complex and very difficult to 

model) 

• Understanding the impact/importance of other nutrients and their interaction with 

nitrogen – 3 mentions (e.g. interaction with nitrogen and phosphorous in cotton was 

unexpected; helping to understand how other nutrients impact mango trees; importance of 

other nutrients, especially adequate K & S) 

• Project research methods/findings a catalyst for producer engagement – 2 mentions 

(e.g. finding out more about nitrogen application at different times of the growth cycle critical 

to the flowering and pruning periods - these are helping engage the discussion about nitrogen 

and the environment and that is a long term change trigger; value added is putting the 

different researchers together (phosphorous and nitrogen) - it has been powerful and allows 

us better connect with the growers) 
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• Value of collaboration/communication between researchers – 2 mentions (e.g. value 

added is putting the different phosphorous and nitrogen researchers together; Collaboration 

of researchers from two different horticultures and from Tassie and the NT - sharing of 

learnings and commonalities and difference as a team instead of individually will come to the 

fore) 

• Commonality of research findings across industries – 2 mentions (commonality of 

mineralisation across industries; consistent results in cotton, sugar, dairy and tree crops all 

showing excess/over use of N fertilisers) 

• Development of decision support tools/products – 2 mentions (e.g. work on an easy tool 

to include potentially mineralisable N in partial budgets; project outputs will fit with the 

reshaping and the remodelling into series of tool boxes and development of a modular - will 

be significant and valuable contribution) 

• Unexpected use of drone technology – 1 mention (e.g. use of drone technology as part of 

many of the projects which was not in the original project) 

• Mapping of properties that led to improved water use efficiency and improved 

understanding of irrigation practices – 1 mention 

• Improved research approaches/methodology – 1 mention (e.g. increasing the 

sophistication of approaches and methodology regarding the mass balance of N pathways) 

• Increased service provider awareness of dairy Fert$mart N BMPs – 1 mention 

• Observations of practice change as a result of research findings – 1 mention (e.g. 

people have changed or looking at changing during the crop growing periods due to 

information collected) 

• Too early/not yet/still waiting on results/data – 4 mentions (e.g. maybe later when the 

project will have more data; can't really tell yet because it is too early because the results 

haven't come in as yet; possible but need another season of data to prove it) 
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2.5 Project Management 

Note: This section only includes responses from project leaders (n=8), research team members 

(n=16), and PMC members (n=4). These 28 respondents are referred to as project management 

respondents in the following section. 

2.5.1 Satisfaction with planning, monitoring and reporting 

instruments 

Project management respondents were highly satisfied that MPfN's planning, monitoring 

and reporting instruments effectively support the delivery of research, 

communication and extension objectives (8.3 avg. n=27). Comments were positive and 

reflected the high ratings with respondents commenting positively about program’s 

coordination and efficiency and the usefulness of the online M&E database. Suggestions on 

improving the effectiveness of reporting instruments moving forward included: tweaks to the 

M&E database; a quarterly reminder to update the database; somewhere to share research 

material; and increasing farmer and service provider engagement with the project findings. 

Figure 21: 

 

Figure 22: Avg. n 

  

 

Overall 8.3 27 

Cotton 8.3 4 

Dairy 7.8 9 

Horticulture 8.3 7 

Sugar 8.9 7 

PMC (RDCs) 8.8 4 

Project leader 8.1 8 

Research team 8.2 15 

   

 

 

 

 

 

8.3

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

(n=27; 0=not satisfied and 10=very satisfied)

Satisfaction that MPfN's planning, monitoring and reporting instruments effectively 
support the delivery of research, communication and extension objectives

“It is efficient and coordinated and 

managed well.” 

[PMC - Dairy] 
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COMMENTS 

 

• General positive comments – 6 mentions (e.g. happy with it; works well; It is efficient and 

coordinated and managed well; it is pretty good and Marguerite is excellent at her job) 

• Praise for data capture tools/M&E database – 5 mentions (e.g. efficient way of capturing 

stuff; applaud online system; M&E database is quite useful -  easy for me to get reports and 

see what is going in there; it is a good way of capturing all the information but it is not always 

clear on where to put the information; effectively reduced our individual need to be reporting 

on that) 

• Limited impact – 1 mention (e.g. don't think it has that much effect - not directly impacting) 

 

Suggestions on improving the effectiveness of reporting 

instruments moving forward 

 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• General praise – 4 mentions (e.g. it is very effective for what it does; no and I have a few 

other projects I am comparing it too; I am happy with how we are reporting; pretty happy with 

the formality of the program) 

• Suggestions: 

o Fixes/tweaks needed to the M&E database – 3 mentions (e.g.  things a little 

ambiguous - I ended up putting the publication into the wrong category; KPI wasn't 

accepting the one I wanted; some clarity of what types of the material you could put in 

each section) 

o Quarterly email reminder to update the database – 1 mention 

o Need to include link in communications – 1 mention 

o Need somewhere to share research material – 1 mention 

o Greater level of farmer and service provider engagement with the project 

findings – 1 mention 

 

2.5.2 Satisfaction with communications plan and science 

coordinator assistance 

There was a high level of satisfaction that the MPfN communications plan and 

assistance provided by the Science Coordinator effectively supports projects in 

promoting research activities, outcomes, and potential benefits to producers (avg. 8.6 

n=27). Comments particularly highlighted the importance of the science coordinator role, 

with many respondents praising the excellent and proactive support received and assistance 

in preparing communication materials. 
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Figure 23: 

 

Figure 24: Avg. n 

  

 

Overall 8.6 27 

Cotton 8.3 3 

Dairy 8.5 10 

Horticulture 9.0 7 

Sugar 8.3 7 

PMC (RDCs) 8.7 3 

Project leader 8.8 8 

Research team 8.4 16 

   

 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• General positive comments – 3 mentions (e.g. pretty good; been good; well structured) 

• Praise for Science Coordinator: 

Satisfied with the quality/level of support – 8 mentions (e.g. very good at what she 

does; done a great job; very happy with the support received over the past two years; 

very satisfied with the Science Coordinator support; provided excellent support; really 

good role and proactive program manager and coordinator) 

Valuable coordination of internal/external communications activities/materials – 4 

mentions (e.g. doing great job with communication with all the project leaders, news items 

and research matters; newsletters useful and having someone proactive getting onto 

things; excellent job in bringing researchers together and to contributors and internal 

newsletters and preparing materials for our communications group; lot of support in terms 

of getting our materials and the process we need to follow to get the material before we 

do any extension activities) 

• Issues: 

o Not fully aware of the communication plan requirements of the project – 1 

mention 

o Concern with quantity/relevance of information being provided – 1 mention (e.g. 

seems to be too much material coming out and not what I need - we are flooded with 

stuff hard to get through it all) 

 

 

8.6

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

(n=27; 0=not satisfied and 10=very satisfied)

Satisfaction with MPfN communications plan and Science Coordinator assistance 

“We as a team are very happy with the 

support received over the past two years 

and gratefully acknowledge the support of 

the Science Coordinator.” 

[Research team - Cotton] 
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2.5.3 Effectiveness of communication activities 

While all communication activities were 

seen to be effective, comparatively, 

articles in industry newsletters (8.1 avg. 

n=28) and information sheet/MPfN 

booklet annual update (8.0 avg. n=26) 

were rated the most effective – followed by 

project branding (7.7 avg. n=25), templates 

for guidance (7.6 avg. n=25), and lastly the website for central sign-posting (6.8 avg. n=21). 

Comments were positive with respondents very happy and describing communication 

activities as appropriate and working well. A couple of suggestions to improve project 

communications included ensuring website metrics are being monitored and used as well as 

using social media to keep the public (growers) informed about what is going on. 

Figure 25: 

 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• General positive comments – 9 mentions (e.g. it is good and working well; I am happy; very 

good - well done; appropriate for where the project is at; communicating pretty successfully I 

think; communication has been better than most - promotion and communication for field days 

has been quite good; Marguerite works really hard at the communication side of things; 

Marguerite makes it interesting for the industry newsletter) 

• Suggestions: 

o Need to ensure website metrics are being monitored/used – 1 mention 

o Use social media to keep public informed of program activities – 1 mention 

o Include URL for M&E database – 1 mention 
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“In this case the communication has been 

better than most external and internal. 

Promotion and communication for field 

days has been quite good.” 

[Project Leader - Dairy] 
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2.5.4 Issues or opportunities impacting activity completion 

Many respondents indicated there were 

no major issues to report, with their 

projects seen to be progressing well and on-

track. Of the issues raised, contracting 

delays were the most common, with some 

projects needing to obtain extensions and 

make variations to milestones and delivery 

dates. Climate and seasonal issues had 

impacted a few projects with drought and 

high temperatures a challenge for some 

research trials. Other issues identified 

included: slow analysis resulting from 

equipment issues; difficulty communicating 

economic benefits of NUE to producers; challenges related to a case study farm; the need 

for further lab-scale studies; and the difficulties working within the government framework. 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• Positive comments: 

o No major issues/everything on-track – 7 mentions (e.g. no major issues - nothing 

concerning or problematic; project has been great work from people who put it 

together; nothing specific - research is never fast; the system is well set up and we 

are on time; no real issues - the team has been able to focus on modelling needs, get 

on, and complete the work) 

o Value of collaboration/discussion with other industries – 1 mention (e.g. 

collaboration/discussion regarding techniques/issues in other industries resulted in 

revision of some techniques and data analysis) 

• Issues/barriers: 

o Contracting delays – 6 mentions (e.g. issue at the beginning with delays on the 

contracts signed - messed up all the milestones and added an extra year; delays in 

the original contracting; to get a student in resources was held up; contracting delay - 

it is horrendous; biggest issue has been with contracting - such a delay and we 

missed out first season; contract establishment between collaborators) 

▪ Solutions: made variations to project milestones/delivery dates; given a 

project extension 

o Climate issues/seasonal conditions – 3 mentions (e.g. we can't control the weather 

and there is no perfect season anymore; climate issues and resources for cotton; 

severe summer drought and high temperatures leading to death of perennial rye 

grass on dryland trial and requiring re-sowing of the site and loss of time) 

▪ Solutions: Plots were re-sown; considering low-level irrigation; looking at 

other methods of addressing research questions 

“No real issues, the team has been able 

to focus on modelling needs, get on, and 

complete the work.” 

[Research team - Dairy] 

“The biggest issue has been with 

contracting. It was such a delay and we 

missed out first season. That was the 

biggest issue.” 

[Project Leader - Sugar] 
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o Issues/costs/time associated with analysis – 2 mentions (e.g. access/instrument 

failure to in-house analysis; relocation of the lab which slowed-down analysis of soils 

- currently trying to catch-up) 

▪ Solutions: Reducing number and type of analysis 

o Difficulty communicating limited economic benefits of NUE/nitrogen a low 

priority for producers – 2 mentions (e.g. may be difficult to communicate with 

growers as the research is showing there may be limited economic benefit to 

growers) 

o Difficulties with case study farm – 1 mention (e.g. not so easy taking on a case 

study farm - not the modelling results we thought we needed) 

o Field trials prompted need for further lab-scale studies – 1 mention 

▪ Solutions: Extension to final report requested and granted 

o Difficulties working within government framework – 1 mention 

o Too busy – 1 mention 

o Need for more data/presentation of data to industry – 1 mention (e.g. more data 

to present at industry workshops and meetings) 

 

2.5.5 Effectiveness of collaboration activities between MPfN 

program partners 

Collaborative activities between MPfN 

program partners to date were seen to be 

highly effective. These included the Annual 

Partner Forum (rated the most effective at 

8.8 avg. n=27), followed by informal email 

conversations between project leaders (8.3 

avg. n=19), quarterly Nitrogen Natters 

newsletter (8.1 avg. n=28), collaborations 

facilitated by the Science Coordinator (8.0 

avg. n=22), Project Management Committee 

(8.0 avg. n=23); MPfN program booklet and website (7.5 avg. n=28); N mineralisation 

measurement webinar (7.0 avg. n=22); and the project team contact list (6.9 avg. n=24). 

Comments on these activities were positive with respondents happy with everything and 

feeling it is at the right level. Suggestions on how the collaboration could be further improved 

included: increased opportunities for cross-industry and cross-organisational collaboration; 

more regular project leader meetings/webinars; budget allocation for collaborative activities; 

and ensuring all partners attend the annual forum. 

 

 

 

 

“Happy with it – It is at the right level. 

Balanced don't do less but don't do more.”  

[PMC - Horticulture] 

“Really like to see more use of the 

webinars and shorter research updates.”  

[PMC - Sugar] 
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Figure 26: 

 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• General positive comments – 5 mentions (e.g. very different project it is good; happy with it 

- it's at the right level; well carried out; we are happy with everything; between the programs 

has been excellent) 

• Suggestions: 

o Increased focus/opportunities for cross-industry/organisation 

collaboration/communication – 3 mentions (e.g. stimulating that type of activity and 

knowledge sharing that is useful for all industries; one project which doesn't appear to 

collaborate with the others) 

o Need for more regular project leader meetings/webinars – 3 mentions (e.g.  

teleconferences updating instead of just waiting for the annual meetings; more use of 

the webinars and shorter research updates; would like to have a project meeting with 

all the programs involved to discuss any issues) 

o Budget allocation for collaborative activities – 1 mention (e.g. set aside the 

budget for collaboration straight to the individual project) 

o Need for all partners to attend annual partner forum – 1 mention 
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What could further assist ongoing collaboration 

Asked what could further assist ongoing collaboration between program partners, some 

respondents commended the current approach and were happy with the way we are 

collaborating. Others highlighted the importance of maintaining the momentum and 

continuing the collaboration and communication between projects and organisations. 

Suggestions on what could further assist collaboration included: more meetings between 

dairy projects; increase frequency of collaborative events; more discussion time at the 

annual forum; introductory webinar for new project members; improved communication 

between projects and partner researchers; improved relationship between researchers and 

industry; improvements to the proposal application process; and improved budget. 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• General positive comments – 4 mentions (e.g. doing as much as they can; all very good; 

happy with the way we are collaborating; Partner Forum good for forming connections within 

MPfN) 

• General comments on continuing/maintaining collaboration/communication between 

projects/organisations – 4 mentions (e.g. continue with the communication collaboration 

focus when you have shared objectives; keep the momentum and enthusiasm high; everyone 

to be able to get together to provide resources; more communication will keep everyone 

informed in activities) 

• Suggestions: 

o More meetings between dairy projects – 2 mentions (e.g. need within commodity 

workshops too (dairy) - suggesting after the forum for the 3 dairy projects; further 

meetings of the dairy project teams to exchange information and have cross-project 

agreement on recommendations, activities, messages and methods) 

o Increased frequency of forums/workshops/meetings – 1 mention 

o More time at annual forum for discussion on issues and solutions – 1 mention 

o Introductory webinar for those who recently joined the project – 1 mention (e.g. 

to give them an overview of the MPfN electronic resources, etc.) 

o Improved communication between projects and their partners – 1 mention (e.g. 

only had the opportunity to engage with the one subproject - information may not be 

flowing through to my level effectively) 

o Improved relationship between researchers and industry – 1 mention 

o Improve project proposal application process – 1 mention (e.g. reduce 

competition for funding and time taken to complete applications) 

o Improved budget – 1 mention 
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2.5.6 Effectiveness of support received in conducting research 

activities 

The Science Coordinator (8.8 avg. n=21), CRDC Project Manager (8.1 avg. n=15), and 

RDC Partners (7.7 avg. n=20) were all seen as highly effective in supporting research 

activities to date. Respondent comments were positive and reflected the high ratings. The 

Science Coordinator was felt to be responsive, effective, and helpful; the CRDC Project 

Management were noted to be good to work with and provide whatever is needed; and the 

RDC Partners were said to be very helpful and supportive. 

Figure 27: 

 

 

Science Coordinator 

Figure 28: Avg. n 

  

 

Overall 8.8 21 

Cotton 8.0 3 

Dairy 8.8 10 

Horticulture 8.8 4 

Sugar 9.5 4 

PMC (RDCs) 9.0 2 

Project leader 9.1 7 

Research team 8.6 12 
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“Good to be reminded we are part of a 

bigger project, to stay on track, help in 

writing-up outcomes and impacts for 

industry (we get lost in the science).” 

[Research team - Horticulture] 
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COMMENTS 

 

• General positive comments – 10 mentions (e.g. very good; very happy; endless support as 

needed excellent never struggled; reporting is timely and well-coordinated; always responsive 

and helpful - she is excellent value; very quick to respond to any enquiries; worked hard to 

bring the leaders together and to engage more broadly) 

 

RDC Partners 

Figure 29: Avg. n 

  

 

Overall 7.7 20 

Cotton 7.5 4 

Dairy 7.9 8 

Horticulture 5.7 3 

Sugar 8.8 5 

PMC (RDCs) 7.5 2 

Project leader 8.1 8 

Research team 7.4 10 

   

 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• General positive comments – 4 mentions (e.g. Dairy Australia is excellent; very good and 

very supportive; very helpful; pretty well managed; very helpful and helped me contact those 

who are the most helpful; appreciated the further allowance from CRDC to enable the lab-

scale study to be completed) 

 

Project Manager (CRDC) 

Figure 30: Avg. n 

  

 

Overall 8.1 15 

Cotton 7.3 3 

Dairy 7.5 4 

Horticulture 8.3 4 

Sugar 9.0 4 

PMC (RDCs) 8.7 3 

Project leader 8.6 5 

Research team 7.4 7 

   

 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• General positive comments – 7 mentions (e.g. Allan is great; very good; good to work with 

and straight to the point; gives important overarching information; whatever we have needed) 

“Very helpful and helped me contact 

those who are the most helpful through 

that contact list.” 

[Project Leader - Sugar] 

“He gives important overarching 

information, nice to know he is there.”  

[Project Leader - Sugar] 
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2.6 Looking ahead 

2.6.1 Issues and barriers encountered or foreseen in the 

adoption of MPfN program outputs 

The major challenges encountered or 

foreseen in the adoption of MPfN 

program outputs related to the 

communication and extension of 

research results and project findings. 

Many respondents highlighted the 

importance of effectively communicating and 

extending project research, with the issue of 

grower and industry resistance to change 

reinforcing the importance of demonstrating 

the value proposition and benefits of 

nitrogen use efficiency practices. Some of 

the strategies suggested to address these 

challenges included: aligning messages with 

profitability; clearly communicating the benefits/savings of using nitrogen more efficiently; 

involving more producers in trials; better engaging service providers in the research; and 

disseminating information through multiple sources and using alternative extension methods. 

A full summary of issues/barriers and suggested strategies is included in the comment 

section below. 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• Communication/extension of research results/project findings: 

o General comments highlighting the importance of effective 

communication/extension of research results – 8 mentions (e.g. perception that 

the more things we apply the higher yield - will continue to do the field days and 

meetings and brochures and presentations; explaining some of the outcomes -  there 

is a lot of messaging coming out; getting it around and showing people the data; more 

aggressive in the marketing and delivering of that information; just the usual 

extension such as communication and good data set to provide clear guidance; 

increasingly difficulty in getting farmers to attend extension activities; barrier not to 

allowing sufficient time for extension at the end) 

▪ Strategies to address these: align messages with profitability; more data to 

demonstrate that using more nitrogen won't increase yield; get information 

out quicker; alternative extension methods - short advisor workshops, videos; 

maintain momentum 

o Grower/industry resistance to change and difficulty convincing 

industry/farmers of the value proposition/benefits of NUE – 12 mentions (e.g. 

need to nail the value proposition; industry complacency - what they have been doing 

works so they are not going to change easily; trying to improve nitrogen efficiency to 

“We are trying to improve nitrogen 

efficiency to those that are using a lot of 

nitrogen and not finding that 

economically impeding their production 

at all. They don't see that they are 

affecting their bottom line. It is a hard 

sell to try to improve the efficiency of 

the nitrogen and cut back and they are 

reluctant to do that while prices are 

good.” 

[Project Leader - Cotton] 



  

 
Coutts J&R / MPfN Mid-term Qualitative Evaluation & Survey Report August 2018 54  

those using a lot of nitrogen and not finding that economically impeding their 

production at all; low price of N and low incentive for growers to adopt EEFs; no 

economic or limited benefit to reduce N inputs in the mango industry; difficult adoption 

- need to be packaged in a way that is easy to adopt; large enough change for little 

effort - if  you have to put effort into it then it doesn't happen; the confidence for the 

farmer to make change; if it’s going to require a fair bit of capital to change our 

management I can see a problem; grower resistance; reluctance by some growers to 

adopt new practices; industry pushback here because they weren't involved) 

▪ Strategies to address these: communicate clearly the benefits/savings of 

using nitrogen more efficiently; government and industry subsidies for EEF 

technologies; consider alternative messages; increasingly larger body of 

research; involve more producers in trials; dissemination of information 

through multiple sources 

o Ensure communication of research is user-friendly and easy to understand – 3 

mentions (e.g. dissemination of work in the words they can understand; constraints 

with the farming system as they couldn't understand the research; will struggle to get 

an understanding of mineralisation in dairy) 

o Ensure project findings are industry relevant and cover many different 

situations – 3 mentions (e.g. make the project findings relevant to mango industry; 

cover wide enough situations that they might experience in the field; make research 

findings more applicable) 

▪ Strategies to address these: expand research to other soil types to give 

growers confidence; include agronomist in research team; regular 

consultation with scientists with background in agronomy and work in target 

regions 

o Project has limited extension opportunities – 3 mentions (e.g. not an extension or 

industry demonstration project; extension was a minor component - therefore limited 

reaching the wider audience; limited opportunity for extension of results in dairy) 

▪ Strategies to address these: better engagement of service providers in the 

research; scientists need to think about extension - seek advice from 

extension officers/advisers to ensure outputs are rigorous and relevant 

o Importance of developing decision support tools – 1 mention (e.g. some sort of 

tool is needed - not in a fact sheet as it is not going to get practice change) 

• Other Issues/Barriers: 

o Low sugar price – 2 mentions 

o Potential for trial delays – 1 mention (e.g. if some of the trials are delayed it would 

be a barrier) 

o Importance of clear project goals/knowing when to finish research – 1 mention 

(e.g. researchers could go on asking questions but we need to know when to finish) 

▪ Strategies to address these: Reference group to clearly define research 

priorities 

o Language and terminology across research areas – 1 mention 

o Projects need more time for scholarship and analysis – 1 mention (e.g. required 

to write-up scientific reports that change the science on what extension and adoption 

are based) 

▪ Strategies to address these: Allocate some time in budgets 
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o Complexity of managing nitrogen using BMP – 1 mention 

o Needs to be combined with other research programs to realise potential – 1 

mention 

▪ Strategies to address these: Involvement of the project leaders with other 

delivery mechanisms - financial support to enable them to participate 

o Slow release nitrogen or inhibitors not as strong as it could be – 1 mention 

 

2.6.2 Suggestions to ensure MPfN delivers maximum outcomes 

and benefit 

Asked to provide suggestions on what MPfN 

needs to do differently or better to deliver 

maximum outcomes and benefits, many 

respondents were comfortable with the 

current approach, felt the program was 

following the right paths, and should run 

its course as planned. Other respondents 

believed that at an industry level there 

should be an increased focus and effort in 

the extension and communication of 

program findings and outputs, with more 

extension officers and more activities that 

actually engage with the growers and the support industries needed. The importance of 

continuing with research and running more trials was also noted. Other suggestions 

included: ensuring risk management strategies are in place; RDC partners promoting 

program work; more local grower input in trials; evaluation of impact and practice change; 

and establishing rules of thumb. 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• General positive comments: continue as planned/no changes needed – 10 mentions 

(e.g. comfortable with how we are going; following the right paths; doing pretty well - can't see 

any areas we particularly need to change; doing a good job; have done enough - it's all run 

very well with great outcomes; doing the best we can; let the program run its course as 

planned; stick to the plans - government and CRDC will get tick of approval at the end of the 

program; doing what it is asked to do) 

• Suggestions: 

o Increased extension/communication of program findings/outputs – 11 mentions  

(e.g. more extension officers and more activities that actually engage with the 

growers and the support industries; linking the research to extension; involve an 

extension officer from each industry; ramp up to grower extension activities now;  

next step to be up taken by farmers; combined all dairy extension program -  

incorporating agreed outcomes/recommendations from all dairy projects; get out 

there and sell it to farmers;  more communications needed delivering results to 

“I think they have done enough, it's all run 

very well with great outcomes.” 

[Trial host - Horticulture] 

“Well they have to actually get out there 

and sell it to farmers, they have to sell 

the results and benefits to us, if there is 

no clear benefit there then nobody is 

going to be interested.” 

[Trial host - Cotton] 



  

 
Coutts J&R / MPfN Mid-term Qualitative Evaluation & Survey Report August 2018 56  

producers; researchers getting their key messages across the different industry 

research groups with a consistent message; assist researchers in the sort of 

packages and delivery information to end users) 

o Need for more research/data/trials – 5 mentions (e.g. strategies enabling more 

trials to be run - only so many people we have that can run these trials; more 

research; follow-up trials in different soil types; watch what the good farmers are 

doing and then put the science into it) 

o Ensure risk management strategies are in place – 1 mention (e.g. deal with risks if 

they lose resources at the end then that would be a challenge) 

o Ensure RDC partners are promoting the program work – 1 mention (e.g. making 

sure the RDC are talking up the work) 

o More local grower input on trials/trial planning – 1 mention (e.g. make sure they 

are covering the right issues and are relevant to the industry) 

o Evaluate impact/practice change – 1 mention 

o Establish rule of thumb/industry practices – 1 mention 

 

2.6.3 Any other comments about the MPfN program 

Asked to provide any other comments 

relating to MPfN, some respondents took the 

opportunity to provide general praise for the 

program, remarking that it was great to be 

involved, extremely well managed, and a 

good example of how to deliver a rural not 

for profit program. Other respondents valued 

the collaborative nature of the program, 

appreciating the contact with other 

researchers, enjoying the interactivity from industries and people in other states and 

describing it as the real strength of the project. 

 
COMMENTS 

 

• General positive – 5 mentions (e.g. great to be involved; work has been done very 

professionally and I have confidence in their findings; extremely well managed and put 

together - good example of how to deliver a rural not for profit program; Marguerite has done 

a great job Allan has lead the program really well - expectations have been met; for what I 

have been involved in it has been very beneficial) 

• Value/benefit of the collaborative aspect of the program – 5 mentions (e.g. impressed by 

the calibre of the people involved and appreciate being in contact with the other researchers;  

collaboration has been a big aspect and the real strength of the project - Marguerite bringing 

everything together has been great; enjoy being part of the program and involved with 

industry and enjoy the interactivity from industries and people in other states in terms of 

addressing the industrial issues;  good experience with the symposium and you get to meet a 

lot of other people) 

“Overall I enjoy being part of the program 

and involved with industry and enjoy the 

interactivity from industries and people in 

other states in terms of addressing the 

industrial issues. It is very well 

coordinated.” 

[Project Leader - Sugar] 
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• Continued and increased collaboration/communication/engagement with industry – 2 

mentions (e.g. better communication and more engagement with industry; collaborate with 

industries you might not collaborate with before) 

• Need for increased collaboration between different research organisations – 1 mention 

 

 

 

  


