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Executive Summary 

Introduction 
Traditionally, government has managed biosecurity risks through legislation and enforced 
compliance. However, biosecurity policy in NSW is placing more emphasis on collaborative 
approaches where government, industry and the broader community working together to 
manage biosecurity risks: a policy based on the concept of “shared responsibility” with an 
emphasis on self-management by industry and producers. However, achieving effective farm 
biosecurity relies on landholders to be motivated; to have the knowledge and skills; and to 
have the required resources.  
 
One of the goals stated in the Biosecurity NSW Strategic Plan is to “Improve community 
engagement in biosecurity management” (Strategy Goal 1).This project contributes to 
Strategy Goal 1 through 1.5: “Improve the understanding of social factors influencing 
implementation of biosecurity practice”. This report documents the approach and the findings 
from social research undertaken to enable NSW DPI staff and others to improve 
engagement with rural landholders in the NSW Northern Rivers in relation to the Cattle Tick 
Program (CTP). 
 
Research methods 
The research team drew upon a mix of qualitative and quantitative data. The qualitative data 
were gathered through semi-structured interviews conducted between August 2015 and 
January 2016. Quantitative secondary data (e.g. population and household census, farm 
census) were sourced to identify social and demographic characteristic and trends, and farm 
financial performance.  
 
The geographic areas of interest for the collection and analysis of secondary data included 
the Kyogle, Tweed, Lismore and Richmond Valley LGAs. Data for the Tweed LGA has been 
presented for Pumpenbil, an area that is predominantly used for grazing.  
 
The twenty-seven semi-structured interviews were the principal source of data for this 
research. Participants included fourteen beef producers and five dairy producers, four 
service providers and four CTP operational staff. Producers were purposefully selected in 
consultation with CTP staff based on criteria that included enterprise type (dairy, stud, beef-
store, vealers, growing out), scale (large/commercial, small/part-time), location (coastal, 
inland), ownership type (resident, absentee) so as to capture the different perspectives held. 
 
Key findings and implications 
The key findings and their implications are presented as summaries below:  
 
1. Changes and trends in property and socio-economic characteristics in the Northern Rivers 
 
 Beef is the most valuable livestock commodity in the Northern Rivers. The largest increase in the value of 

beef production has been in the Kyogle and Tweed LGAs. The value of dairy production has increased 
slightly although farm numbers have declined (133 farms in 2010-11 to 93 in 2016-17). 

 High turnover rate of rural land with an estimated 50% of properties changing ownership over 10 years. 
 Substantial subdivision of productive agricultural land for rural lifestyle activities has taken place within the 

past 30 years. 
 Substantial increases (up to 300%) in land values over the past decade.  
 Change in property ownership substantially involves new owners into the LGAs. 
 Most of those new owners operate beef properties.  
 Increasing proportion of part-time farmers from health care or education sectors. 
 These new owners often have little knowledge or experience of cattle tick. 
 Almost half the number of beef properties have a herd size of less than 100. 
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 There is insufficient scale to achieve an ”acceptable living standard” requiring producers to have other 
income streams. 

 Increased agistment prices on leased land associated with the rise in cattle prices. 
 The rural population in the Northern Rivers is stable but ageing. This is associated with an increase in the 

proportion of 55+ year cohort.  
  In-migration of educated, financially well-off population who are expected to have different values, attitudes 

and expectations. 
 Rural industries are faced with a reduced workforce with a decline in younger age groups. 

 
Implications of the changes and trends in property and socio-economic characteristics for the CTP 
 

1. It is expected that with the continued decline in the dairy industry new entrants will mostly be beef 
producers. Although the dairy industry is well organised and connected in networks, this is not the case for the 
beef industry which makes engaging with beef producers more problematic.  
 2. High turnover rate of properties results in a loss of local knowledge, further breakdown of networks and the 
degradation of social norms (which may be positive or negative). 
3. New landholders entering the beef industry are buying the land by choice: not just inheriting the land. These 
new landholders are most receptive to implementing change at the time of purchase, providing the opportunity 
to engage with these landholders in property planning (e.g. upgrading fences and installing good yards).  
4. New owners who are non-farmers have different motivations, values, capacities and attitudes. The CTP 
needs to understand and address their interests and needs (e.g. to learn about stock handling). 
5. New owners who are non-farmers typically access information from different sources to full-time farmers, 
including local stores and stock agents.  
.6 With the subdivision of land more landholders are working off-farm making it difficult to contact them during 
work hours and the normal working week.  
7. The increasing number of educated retirees is a potentially important element of volunteer networks. 
8. As land prices increase (up 300% in a decade) it will be increasingly difficult for full-time producers to 
purchase land for grazing enterprises. There will be increased interest in leasing land and the current trend of 
moving cattle around the Northern Rivers is likely to increase.  
9. Most of the new part-time landholders are expected to be cattle producers who trade rather than breed and 
this will increase stock movements.  
10. The CTP will always be engaging new rural landholders unfamiliar with the cattle industry and cattle tick.  
11. Part-time farming is a reality in the Northern Rivers and can be a sensible strategy as it limits the cost of 
labour inputs, provides another income stream for families and, importantly, opportunities for tax free capital 
gains over time. 
12. While there will be more part-time livestock producers, many of these will focus on being profitable and 
apply sound management principles to farming. These part-time farmers will also be keen to learn about 
farming, including about cattle tick. 

13. The rural work force may continue to decline because of high labour costs, but this trend may be offset 
with the use of contractors for fencing, pasture establishment, fertilising and, possibly, cattle tick control. 

 
2. Changes and trends in landholders, relationships and management practices  
 
 Northern Rivers has transitioned to a multi-functional (multiple values expressed) rural landscape. 

Extensive subdivision of rural land has increased the number of properties, and, therefore, the number of 
neighbours for most holdings.  

 As part of this multi-functionality many full-time farmers (FTF) have been replaced by part-time farmers 
(PTF) and non-farmers (NF). This complexity is compounded by the subgroups within each of the three 
major landholder types.  

 Within FTF subgroups include “cattlemen”, dairy farmers, semi-commercial and “wheelers & dealers”; NF 
include groups of “absentee” and “resident”; and within PTF subgroups include “retirees/lifestylers, “younger 
generation” and “next generation”.  

 These different producer types will hold different values and beliefs, possess different knowledge and skills 
in cattle tick management and use different sources of information. 
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 Strength of the relationship between producers and their neighbours is typically weak; “cattlemen” and dairy 
farmers socialise within their groups, but other groups are less integrated with neighbours and other 
producers.  

 CTP staff are respected and trusted by producers.  
 Service providers (rural stores and stock agents) are in contact with the multiple producer types; Stock 

agents are often decision-makers or a key influence on the decisions of those operating smaller properties. 
 Some producers are embarrassed when ticks are detected on their property suggesting there are positive 

social norms encouraging the adoption of CTP practices.  
 The condition of boundary fences is constrained by the dissected nature of the physical landscape, the 

behaviour of livestock and wildlife, the limited interaction between neighbours, and the financial cost of 
upkeep. 

 A realistic assessment suggests that the CTP needs to accept straying of stock across properties as 
unavoidable.  

 A high level of skill is required in detecting cattle tick. Those skills relate to cattle handling, tick detection 
and identification.  

 Many of the more recent producers are not aware of the need to examine for cattle tick; some recent 
producers contract their animal health management. 

 Difficult to determine the source of an infestation with any certainty; “wheelers & dealers” often accused of 
spreading ticks.  

 Producers view paralysis tick as a more serious issue because immediate economic losses.  
 

Implications of the changes and trends in landholders, relationships and management practices for the 
CTP  
 

14. The high level of trust and respect the CTP staff has established makes it easier for them to work with 
landholders and accomplish CTP objectives (including by inviting them on-property). The qualities that 
underpin this social capital suggest that CTP staff could successfully implement initiatives to engage more 
part-time farmers and non-farmers. 
15. The CTP needs to understand and respond to the multiple producer types (and groups). Producers in the 
Northern Rivers vary in their commitment and capacity to effectively manage cattle tick. They also differ in 
their underlying values, including the values they attach to their properties.  
 16. The first time a producer (or their neighbours) experience a cattle tick infestation is an important 
opportunity for CTP engagement with landholders. CTP staff need to consider the type of landholder(s) they 
are about to work with and their values, attitudes and capacities (knowledge, skills, financial and time 
constraints).  
 17. This research has identified the scope and to a limited extent, the nature of important differences between 
landholder types in the Northern Rivers. A more detailed quantitative study based on a landholder survey will 
provide a more detailed understanding of those producer types.  
 18. With typically weak relationships between neighbours, there is less opportunity to rely on social capital 
(e.g. information networks, reciprocal relationships, social norms) to accomplish CTP objectives. Interventions 
can develop social capital but that typically takes time and considerable skill. 
 19. CTP program typically focuses on individual landholders experiencing a cattle tick infestation. It may be 
more effective to consider engaging a set of neighbours. 
20. Rural stores and stock agents are important sources of information and network hubs (existing and 
potential), particularly for new and absentee landholders. These are, therefore, potentially important for CTP 
engagement with producers. 
21. While maintaining boundary fences in good condition is a critical part of the CTP, there are important 
constraints imposed by the physical and social landscape. There are ways to improve boundary fence 
security, but the CTP should be structured around the reality that boundary fences are often permeable to 
stock. 
22. Improving the commitment and ability of producers to detect and identify cattle tick is key to increasing 
self-reporting of cattle tick infestations. Additional effort needs to be made to engage critical landholder 
types/groups through appropriate platforms and activities.  
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23. An important first step in effective engagement of landholders is to identify their priorities. It is clear that 
many landholders are more concerned about paralysis than cattle tick. We acknowledge that paralysis tick is 
the responsibility of LLS. CTP and LLS may be more effective if they work together. An example could be a 
two hour demonstration on a property at different locations and on the weekend. 

 
3. Views held by interviewees in regards to CTP policy and the Program’s operation 
 
 Acceptance of the rationale for the CTP policy and the operational program by most producers. 
 CTP seen to benefit both producers outside and inside the Northern Rivers. 
 Producers do not trust other producers to self-manage an infestation and believe that the government 

should oversee the eradication program. 
 Limited awareness of the contemporary thinking about reducing the role of government in managing 

economic activity (i.e. producers should accept more of the responsibility for cattle tick management). Our 
assessment is that at this time, most producers would not accept increased responsibility for cattle tick 
management. 

  There is a diversity of views about what a producer should contribute to the cost of cattle tick management. 
Most considered the cost of their time and hired labour as the most significant burdens for producers.  

  Role and responsibilities of CTMAC questioned; lacks a 2-way communication mechanism to enable 
producers to contribute to CTMAC and for CTMAC to communicate to producers. 

 Operation of the CTP affected by inadequate resourcing; staff numbers and loss of permanent experienced 
staff.  

 Recognition of high risk areas (known hotspots); properties close to the Queensland border and/or 
adjoining State Forests and National Parks.   

 Concern that only adjoining properties are notified; should be a wider geographical notification to enable 
other producers to be more vigilant. A neighbourhood approach also has potential to increase awareness 
and knowledge of cattle tick management and build local networks supportive of CTP. 

 Penalties for non-compliance are inadequate and not sufficiently enforced.  
 Producers and service providers were most concerned about the threat of resistance from the over use of 

Cydectin® as the chemical of choice. 
 The Kirra inspection and treatment facility thought to be poorly located and unable to provide safe treatment 

of animals. 
 Management of tick fever outbreaks is judged to be poorly co-ordinated leading to unnecessary cost for 

producers, including from increased risk of higher stock losses.  
 Limited learning opportunities in cattle tick management for producers.  

 

Implications of the views held in regards to CTP policy and program’s operation for the CTP 
 

24. All producers believe government must take the lead in managing cattle tick. This has implications for 
NSW DPI.  
25. While producers in the Northern Rivers accept the rationale for the CTP policy and operational program 
there is a need to keep on demonstrating that it is a sensible rationale. That rationale should identify the public 
and private benefits of the CTP.  
26. There appears to be limited recognition by producers that the role of government in society is changing 
and that the NSW government is likely to expect producers to accept more responsibility for cattle tick 
management. There is a risk in devolving greater responsibility for cattle tick management without actively 
engaging producers and other key stakeholders (e.g. stock agents, local stores, vets). A sudden change 
would likely produce a backlash and undo the trust and co-operation in the CTP built over decades.   
27. The role of the CTMAC needs to be reviewed and/or clarified to key stakeholders and communicated to 
producers.  
28. Appropriate resourcing appears to be an issue for the operation of the CTP. There has been an increase 
in the number of producers and engagement has been complicated by the increased diversity of landholder 
types and the degradation of important social networks. It appears unlikely that an effective program can be 
implemented without additional resources/support for CTP staff.  
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29. High risk areas should be the focus of strategic planning for the CTP. 
30. Penalties need to reinforce the seriousness of the cattle tick threat. Evidence suggest that the current 
penalties are too lenient and not being applied. 
31. Resistance to Cydectin®, the Kirra treatment and inspection facility is a safety issue for CTP staff and 
animals and the management of tick fever are serious issues concerning producers. A way of demonstrating 
that the CTP are trustworthy and capable is to relocate the Kirra station especially with its safety issue for the 
staff and the public. 
32. The management of tick fever outbreak needs to take a co-ordinated and collaborative approach with key 
stakeholders to establish clear guidelines about roles and responsibilities.  
33. The opportunity to acquire new knowledge and skills is a powerful motivation for landholders to engage in 
programs. As it currently operates, the CTP provides limited learning opportunities for producers. 

 

Recommendations 

The research team recommends that: 

1. CTP stakeholders use this report as the basis for a review of the CTP, 

preferably by an independent consultant. That review to be completed by 

October 30, 2017.  

2. Within 3 months of the review of the CTP (by January 30 2018), NSW DPI 

employ one new staff member to lead CTP. This new leader of the CTP (in co-

ordination with CTP stakeholders) will, in the first instance, develop and 

implement a new strategic plan. The appointed person will lead the process of 

change within the CTP.  

3. The new strategic plan should indicate how the CTP can be integrated with 

other government initiatives and other organisations. 

4. The CTP strategic plan and annual work plans identify priorities for 

engagement across geographic “hot spots” and landholder types. 

5. The CTP strategic plan and annual work plans identify objectives and 

strategies for engaging different landholder types. 

6. The new CTP leader identifies strategies for engaging neighbours of 

properties where cattle ticks are identified. 

7. The new CTP leader aims to engage every new landholder in a “hot spot” 

close to the time of change of ownership. 

8. The new CTP leader considers using local rural stores as a “platform” for 

engaging new and non-farmer landholders. Consideration to be given to their 

needs for information and training. For example, cattle handling, yard design, 

fencing skills, access to property planning workshops, access to trusted 

contractors. 

9. For the 2017/18 year, CTP resource and support a social benchmarking survey 

(e.g. 2000 randomly selected landholders). 
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10. By end of August 2017, CTP engage an expert to review scientific literature to 

inform discussion about the risks of changing the current treatment plan for 

eradicating on-property infestations; and identify future research needed to 

underpin the CTP. 

11. By end of August 2017, CTP staff develop a project that will pilot “trusted” 

landholders to take a greater role in the delivery of the cattle tick eradication 

program and reduce the requirement for supervision by CTP staff of every 

treatment round. 

12. By December 31, 2017, all existing CTP program records should be shifted 

from paper-based to electronic (i.e. computer) systems.  

13. CTP staff immediately should begin collecting background data about each 

landholder engaged (during farm inspections; field days; workshops). 

14. Publications with advice about chemical use for different animal husbandry 

challenges should be reviewed and the most relevant to the Northern Rivers 

made available as whole reports and fact sheets distributed at workshops/field 

days and on the internet. 

15. Within six months, CTP staff develop new protocols for the use of chemicals 

during tick control that provide for the use of a mix of products. 

16. CTP staff to immediately develop a strategy to engage producers around 

effective management of tick fever (and cattle tick) once the new Biosecurity 

Bill is passed.  

17. CTP needs to prioritise the re-locating the Border Treatment and Inspection 

facility as a matter of urgency.  

18. CTP needs to ensure that under the new Biosecurity Act that on-the-spot fines 

reflect the seriousness of the breach. 

19. The existing CTMAC should be invited to review their role as part of the review 

of the CTP. 
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1. Research Context 

Biosecurity is the means by which the NSW government manages the impacts of pests, 

diseases and weeds in the landscape. Traditionally, government has managed biosecurity 

risks through legislation and enforced compliance. However, biosecurity policy in NSW is 

placing more emphasis on collaborative approaches where government, industry and the 

broader community working together identify, minimise, respond and manage biosecurity 

risks: a policy based on the concept of “shared responsibility” with an emphasis on self-

management by industry and their producers. Achieving effective farm biosecurity relies on 

landholders to be motivated (‘want to’, priorities, perception, values, attitudes), have the 

knowledge and skills (‘know how’, awareness, understanding, capability) and the resources 

(‘can do’, finance, time, labour). 

 

One of the goals stated in the Biosecurity NSW Strategic Plan is to “Improve community 

engagement in biosecurity management” (Strategy Goal 1). In particular, this project will 

contribute to Strategy Goal 1 through 1.5 “Improve the understanding of social factors 

influencing implementation of biosecurity practice”.  

 

This report documents the approach and findings from social research undertaken in 

2015/16 to enable NSW DPI staff and others to improve engagement with rural landholders 

in the geographic areas of interest to the Cattle Tick Program (CTP). In the following 

sections we provide an introduction to the CTP; an overview of the theoretical frameworks 

employed to structure the research; a summary of the data collection and analysis; the 

research results that include changes and trends in property and socio-economic 

characteristics, changes and trends in landholders, relationships and management practices, 

views on the CTP and the Program’s operation; a summary of the key findings, the 

conclusions drawn and, finally, the recommendations to improve engagement with 

landholders. 

 

1.1 Cattle Tick 

Cattle tick (Rhipicephalus (formerly Boophilus) microplus) is the most serious external 

parasite of beef and dairy livestock in Australia. Cattle tick can also be found on horses, 

sheep, camel, alpacas, deer and buffalo. The annual direct costs of cattle tick in southern 

Australia includes the cost of quarantine, lost productivity, veterinary costs and chemical 

treatment costs. For untreated clinically affected cattle the annual weight loss due to ticks is 

estimated at 15 kg with fertility conception rates reduced by 10% (GHD Pty Ltd 2015). 

Indirect costs include labour costs associated with mustering and treatment and the capital 
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costs for infrastructure (Sackett et al. 2006). There are also animal welfare issues when ticks 

affect the health of cattle. In NSW which is the focus of this research, cattle tick is estimated 

to cost the industry about $30M per year (Personal Communication: Paul Freeman).  

 

The program has been effective in that most of NSW remains free of cattle ticks; there are 

few deaths each year from tick fever (because the density of ticks is low in infected areas); 

and the number of properties under stock movement restrictions is relatively small and 

mostly confined to areas adjacent to infected areas in Queensland (Figure 1). Cattle tick 

outbreaks in this region are relatively common with an expected number of annual 

detections from 40 to 80. However, the potential for cattle tick to spread south remains, as is 

illustrated by recent outbreaks near Kempsey (Figure 1.1) and that threat is likely to be 

heightened by climate change allowing ticks to move into southern NSW and Victoria. 

 

Figure 1.1  Cattle tick infestations 1997-2008 
 

 



3 
 

 

Cattle tick can transmit the disease ‘tick fever’ (often referred to as ‘redwater’) caused by the 

Babesia and Anaplasma intracellular parasites which can be lethal to cattle, in particular, for 

the highly susceptible Bos taurus. Babesia bovis is responsible for about 80% of tick fever 

outbreaks in Australia. Although the incidence of tick fever is now less than it was prior to the 

1970s, there are a few deaths each year (typically 20-30 head per year) as a result of tick 

fever. 

 

Cattle tick probably entered Australia through Darwin from south-east Asia in 1872. It first 

appeared in NSW at Tweed Heads in 1906 with the first known case of tick fever appearing 

a decade later. The current distribution of ticks closely resembles that of 1906 indicating that 

climate (warm humid summers and cool dry winters) primarily limits the distribution of ticks 

within Australia (Figure 1.2).  

 

Figure 1.2 Distribution of cattle tick in Australia 
 

 

 

Other ticks of significance for beef producers in northern NSW are the paralysis tick (Ixodes 

holocyclus) associated with paralysis and the bush tick (Haemephysalis longicornis) 

associated with Thieleria. The distribution of the main ticks found in Australia is shown in 

Figure 1.3 below.  
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Figure 1.3  Distribution of the four main ticks in Australia; paralysis tick, bush tick, cattle tick and brown 
dog tick 
 

 

 

 

Cattle ticks mainly occur from late spring to mid-winter: numbers increase rapidly from 

summer to autumn reaching a peak on the NSW far north coast from late autumn to early 

winter before declining with colder temperatures. There are 4 stages in the life cycle of cattle 

tick: larvae, nymphs, adults and eggs (as shown in Figure 1.4). The cattle tick spends the 

parasitic stage of its life on a single host. This stage takes about 21 days during which the 

tick changes from the larval stage (7 days) to a nymph stage (7 days) and then to an adult. 

After 7 days the adult female cattle tick engorged with blood then drop onto the pasture 

laying up to 3000 eggs before dying. Adult males remain on cattle for two or more months 

mating with females. The eggs hatch to produce larvae which infest the pasture until picked 

up by a suitable host. The non-parasitic stage can see eggs and larvae surviving on pasture 

for around 2 months in summer and up to 8½ months in winter. The life cycle of the cattle 

tick is shown in Figure 1.4 below.  
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Figure 1.4  Life cycle of the cattle tick 
 

 

 

1.2 The Cattle Tick Program: a summary 

The Cattle Tick Program (CTP) has a long history in northern NSW where there are currently 

about 500,000 beef and dairy cattle (NSW has 5.3 M head of beef cattle valued at $1.6B 

across 14,000 farm enterprises). The management of cattle tick is based on a complex 

system of surveillance, detection, control (quarantine and chemical treatment) and 

eradication. Surveillance is undertaken by CTP staff with inspections carried out at the 

Casino abattoirs: at the permanently quarantined Murwillumbah, Lismore, Casino and 

Grafton saleyards; and via inspection of “at risk” herds. When cattle tick is detected either by 

CTP staff (saleyards 33%; response team 50%) or by an owner self-reporting (10%) the 

infested property and adjoining properties are quarantined: probably around 10% self-

treating. In addition, all properties in common management/ownership of the infested 

properties are also quarantined and inspected. However, there can be a snowballing effect 

as adjoining holdings of an infested property are inspected and if cattle tick is found on an 

adjoining holding that property is quarantined and adjoining holdings are inspected for cattle 

tick. The work load for CTP staff to manage a single outbreak can rapidly escalate.  

 

An eradication program is implemented in agreement with the landholder and the clearance 

process takes about 18 months to complete. The property may be further quarantined for 

another 12 months if the eradication program is not successful. Furthermore, if properties 

have received stock from infested properties they are also inspected and quarantined if 
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deemed “at risk”. The eradication program agreed to by the producer is recorded via an 

extensive paper system from detection to release. Appendix 1 provides an example of the 

paperwork required and maintained by CTP to eradicate an infestation.  

 

In the early years effective treatment relied on a generation of powerful chemicals with 

unacceptable residue legacies. Those chemicals can no longer be used. A new generation 

of effective drenches and pour-on treatments were developed but there are concerns about 

tick resistance to these chemicals and there are no alternatives on the horizon. It is therefore 

important that landholders faithfully follow the eradication steps associated with quarantine 

and that cattle tick outbreaks outside current infected areas are quickly contained and 

eradicated.  

 

The Cattle Tick Program underpinned by legislation and regulations outline landholder 

responsibilities (e.g. erecting and maintaining effective boundary fences; notifying outbreaks; 

not selling infected stock; complying with restrictions on the movement of cattle and other 

directives of DPI staff to treat stock); the steps and criteria to be met to lift a quarantine 

notice; and setting out arrangements for sharing the costs of on-property treatment of 

infected stock between government and private landholders (e.g. at present, 25% 

producer/75% government).  

 

2. Engaging rural landholders 

Rural landholders are key stakeholders in the CTP: their management actions directly 

influence the effectiveness of the program; and in turn, the success of the program affects 

their family’s health and livelihoods, the health of their animals, and how they are perceived 

in the wider community and the social acceptability of their livestock industries.  

 

The purposes of engagement through the CTP might therefore include some of the following 

overlapping objectives which, in turn, provided direction for the social research undertaken: 

1. Raise awareness and knowledge of biosecurity threats and the risks they pose to 

stakeholders and the wider public; 

2. Build trust in biosecurity agencies and staff so the stakeholders and the wider public 

respond quickly and appropriately when emergencies arise; 

3. Establish social norms around the acceptance of “shared responsibility”; 

4. Enable DPI/LLS to effectively scan and be advised of potential/actual threats and 

vulnerabilities; and 

5. Support stakeholders to take effective action to prevent or minimise biosecurity threats. 
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Engaging rural landholders in the CTP is challenging because there is: 

1. Considerable diversity in the landholders across the region (e.g. values, beliefs, 

personal norms, attitudes, trust in DPI and CTP staff, level of knowledge/ management 

skills, resident/absentee landholder, scale of operation, commitment to farming as a 

business, profitability, sources of information, engagement in platforms); 

2. The cattle tick threat is just one of a set of issues (affecting farm/property, family, 

themselves) they need to evaluate, prioritise and address; 

3. The capacity (based on human, social and economic capitals) of individuals/families or 

enterprises to respond to the cattle tick threat will vary from one landholder to another and 

for each, over time;  

4. There are limits to the efficacy of compliance (willingness or ability to enforce) based on 

legislation and regulation;  

5. There is limited understanding of the motivations and capacities of the different rural 

landholder cohorts (e.g. full-time, part-time, non-farmers; long-term and recent owners; 

resident and absentee owners; dairy/cattle/ other livestock; coastal, inland) to underpin 

effective engagement; and 

6. The resources available to the Cattle Tick Program have been scaled back over time 

(e.g. from $30 million to $4 million per year) and the expectation is that landholders will 

take more responsibility for cattle tick control.  

 

2.1 Rural landholder risk interpretation and decision-making  

To develop interventions that address the challenges of engaging rural landholders in 

programs, including to achieve compliance or practice change, researchers have drawn 

upon established theory [e.g. the Theory of Planned Behaviour, (Ajzen, 1991); or those 

related to risk interpretation or communication (Mazur & Curtis, 2006; Trettin & Musham, 

2000); and concepts such as social capital which includes trust, social norms (Curtis & 

Lefroy, 2010). There is also considerable empirical research examining the influences on 

rural landholder decision making and risk interpretation.  

 

Some of the key lessons are that risk interpretation is socially constructed and not a straight 

forward calculation based on the probability of an event/action multiplied by the likely impact 

of that on something of value (Mazur & Curtis, 2006; Mendham & Curtis, 2014). Often there 

is a mismatch between perceptions of risk and measurable probabilities of risk (Bortterill & 

Mazur, 2004). Rather, risk assessments are intrinsically subjective and value laden 

influenced by social, psychological and political factors (i.e. includes personal experience, 

memory and formed opinions) (Slovic, 1999). It is also now widely understood that lay 
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people interpret risk differently to experts. For example, lay people typically give greater 

weight to events that have low probability but potentially catastrophic outcomes (Bortterill & 

Mazur, 2004). That is, it can be expected that a lay assessment of risk will deviate from a 

“rational” technical risk assessment.  

 

It is clear that approaches to engagement that rely on providing more evidence or more 

detailed explanations in a one-way communication process is unlikely to change lay 

“irrational” interpretations of risk. Contemporary risk communication theory emphasises the 

socially constructed nature of risk, the value of different forms of knowledge and a greater 

level of meaningful public participation in decision making (Slovic, 1999) and, in practice, 

supports two-way communication as the best approach to effectively engage stakeholders 

(Trettin & Musham, 2000).  

 

Risk aversion describes an individual’s tendency to take or avoid risks in their decision 

making (Pannell et al., 2006). Empirical evidence suggests that farmers vary widely in their 

personal degree of risk aversion and this affects their tendency to adopt an innovation or 

practice (Abadi Ghadim, Pannell, & Burton, 2005). Those who are strongly risk averse are 

prepared to sacrifice income to avoid risk or uncertainty.   

 

Another lesson is that there are important personal factors such as values, beliefs and 

personal norms that program managers cannot readily influence but that they need to 

understand if they are to effectively engage rural landholders. For example, some 

landholders hold strong views about the sanctity of private property rights and are unlikely to 

be receptive if the program implementation impinges on their capacity to make decisions 

about what happens on their property. 

 

Rural landholders are not homogenous, and while it can be argued that every landholder is 

different, it is also important for researchers to provide advice that program managers can 

act upon. Social researchers have responded to this challenge by identifying different 

cohorts of landholders (refer to the section on community-types below); gathering 

information from those cohorts about their values and aspirations, trust in agency staff or 

agency, their capacity to adapt, and current or intended behaviour; and then structuring 

advice to program managers about how to effectively engage each cohort. As is explained 

later, that is the approach adopted in this social research project.  

 

We also know that cost-sharing is effective where a mix of public and private benefits will 

accrue from landholders’ actions; where landholders are being asked to meet (i.e. adjust to) 
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a raised duty of care (e.g. for the environment or animal welfare), or landholders simply have 

insufficient funds to comply with existing rules. However, it is important to be able to 

demonstrate the relative share of private and public benefits; to consider the extent that a 

public investment will lead to “additionality” (i.e. an outcome beyond that which landholders 

would have contributed without public investment; or they were required by their duty of 

care). 

 

It is also clear that interventions that engage and build human capital (e.g. knowledge or 

skills) and social capital (e.g. build trust, create networks, develop new rules/regulations, 

establish social norms), including through public awareness campaigns, but especially 

through participation in field days and trials, involvement in short courses and group 

discussions can be effective. With the CTP, there is also the legacy (positive and negative) 

of prior engagement, including a network of relationships between staff and landholders and 

staff and other stakeholders; and levels of trust (i.e. willingness to rely) in those 

relationships. 

 

Rural communities are not homogenous and can be structured by many attributes, including 

the ownership of property, access to water, stage of life, gender, occupation and religion. It 

is for this reason that social researchers are typically wary of the use of the concept of 

community, including because it can become meaningless if applied at inappropriate scales 

(e.g. the Murray-Darling Basin community). For social researchers, community typically 

embraces groups of people where there are personal interactions or “ties that bind”. A useful 

classification developed by Harrington et al (2008) identifies communities of place (i.e. inside 

and outside a locality), identity (e.g. ethnic groups, indigenous), practice (e.g. occupations) 

or interest (e.g. recreation groups, groups concerned about animal welfare). The concept of 

stakeholder (i.e. all those with something at stake such as all those involved in an industry 

supply chain) can include communities but typically extends beyond. Both concepts were 

considered in developing the research approach for this study, including the approach to 

data collection (who we interviewed), and the advice to be provided about engagement. 

 

2.2 Lay definitions of key social concepts 

According to the Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) behaviour is directly 

determined by intentions (i.e. motivational factors e.g. attitudes toward the behaviour and 

subjective norms with respect to the behaviour) together with perceptions of control over the 

behaviour (non-motivational factors including availability of opportunity and resources, e.g. 

information, skills, time, money and cooperation of others).  
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 Values: guiding principles/what is important to people 

 Beliefs: what we think is true 

 Norms: how we/others think we ought to behave. These can be personal or social 

norms. 

 Attitudes: what we think should happen in relation to a specific social issue. 

 Social cohesion: agreement on goals and strategies, shared preferences and values, 

high levels of co-operation and trust. 

 Knowledge: grasp of the facts, understanding of the process. 

 Skills: ability to implement or perform a task. 

 Trust: willingness of those who are vulnerable to rely on others, which in part 

depends on the trustworthiness of those seeking to be trusted. Trustworthiness is 

based on assessments by others of our ability, benevolence and integrity. 

 Institutions: “rules of the game” (i.e. not the same as organisations). 

 Threat: something that could be harmful. 

 Risk: exposure to harm or loss of something of value. 

 Vulnerability: Exposure, sensitivity and capacity to respond. 

 

3. The region of interest: Northern Rivers LGAs 

As the Northern Rivers was our region of interest to the CTP we examined census data for 

four Local Government Areas (LGAs): Kyogle and Tweed bordering with Queensland and 

Richmond Valley and Lismore to the south as shown in Figure 3.1. Kyogle LGA is the largest 

by area at 3,589 km2, followed by Richmond Valley at 3,051 km2, then Tweed at 1,307 km2 

and Lismore at 1,267 km2.  
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Figure 3.1  The Northern Rivers LGAs of interest: Kyogle, Tweed, Richmond Valley and Lismore  

 
 

The Kyogle and Tweed LGAs are of particular interest as within these two LGAs are 

particular hotspots for tick infestations and both border with Queensland. The landscape of 

the Kyogle LGA features extensive river alluvial floodplains of the Richmond River with 

narrow tributary floodplains draining from steep hills (e.g. Collins Creek and Lynch’s Creek) 

and significant areas of steep forested hill and mountains, notably the Border Ranges 

National Park and the Richmond Ranges. The Tweed LGA is also characterised by alluvial 

river floodplains and areas of forested hill and mountains, notably Mount Warning National 

Park. The landscape of the Richmond Valley and that of the Lismore LGA is characterised 

by extensive river alluvial flood plains.  

 

4. Data collection and analysis 

The research team drew upon a mix of qualitative and quantitative data. The qualitative data 

were gathered through 27 semi-structured interviews conducted between August 2015 and 
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January 2016. Quantitative data were sourced from ABS Population and Housing Census 

(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2001, 2006 and 2011) for social and demographic 

characteristic and trends; Pritchard et al (2012) for property ownership description and 

trends, and NSW DPI analysis of Australian Bureau of agricultural and resource economics 

and sciences (ABARES) farm census data for farm financial performance. 

 

The analysis of secondary data provides useful contextual information. The geographic 

areas of interest for the collection and analysis of secondary data included the Kyogle, 

Tweed, Lismore and Tweed LGAs. For this report data for the Tweed LGA has been 

presented for Pumpenbil, an area that is predominantly used for grazing. Pumpenbil was 

selected because the farming industries in other parts of the LGA are dominated by sugar 

cane and horticulture.  

 

Twenty-seven semi-structured interviews conducted between August 2015 and January 

2016 were the principal source of data for this research. Participants included fourteen beef 

producers and five dairy producers, four service providers and four CTP operational staff. 

Producers were purposefully selected in consultation with CTP staff based on criteria that 

included enterprise type (dairy, stud, beef-store, vealers, growing out), scale (commercial, 

part-time), location (coastal, inland), owner (resident, lessee) so as to capture the different 

perspectives held (Table 4.1). An information sheet (refer to Appendix 2) was developed 

providing a synopsis of the project and the process to ensure the anonymity of the 

interviewees and the confidentiality of the information provided.  

 

Table 4.1 Characteristics of the beef and dairy producers and service providers interviewed.  
 

Interviewee Income LGA Farm operation 
PB1 
25 years 

Farm income Kyogle 600 ha, 350 breeders, Hereford cows x angus bull to angus 
infusion x charolais bull, steers sold as store weaners @ 10 
months @ 250 kg LWT, heifers sold as vealers @ Casino 
saleyards, cull cows @ Casino saleyards,calve May to August, 
Rhodes grass, setaria & creeping bluegrass pasture 
 

PB 2 
Cattle trader 

+ off-farm 
income 

Lismore Steer trading enterprise, consultant to commercial producers, 700 
to 800 steers, leased land run young steers purchased as 
weaners (15-18 mths old) then moved west to mid-400kg feeder 
steer sold to feedlot at 2 yrs 
 

PD 3 
4th generation 

Farm income Tweed Milking 240 cow, 199ha, 50% H-F, %50 FX, kikuyu oversown with 
ryegrass and chicory 
  

PB 4 
2nd generation 

+Off-farm 
income 

Kyogle 200 ha, 12-15 angus bulls sold by direct purchase, 20-25 steers 
sold as stores @ 300-350 kg LWT, 15-20 heifers retained for 
breeding, 80 breeders, premium paid for black angus, ryegrass & 
oats on flats and Rhodes grass, setaria & Shaw creeping vigna on 
the hills 
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PD 7 
3rd generation 

Farm income Kyogle Milking 250 cows, 340 ha, Jersey, tropical grass + annual 
ryegrass 
 

PS 8 
4th generation 

Service 
provider 

Lismore Agribusiness 45 years, producer,124 ha family land + leased 
area, vealer market, 120 breeders, manages livestock for 
absentee landholders and those who work off-farm 
 

PB 9  Beef 
producer  

Lismore 320 ha, 240 limousine breeders + 120 commercial breeders, 

PD 10  
4th generation 

Farm income Tweed 80 ha milking area,120 milkers H-FX, 70-80 head replacements, 
50-60 bull calves as vealers on 60 ha + 40 ha leased for 
replacement heifers, kikuyu-setaria oversown with ryegrass  
 

PB11 
3rd generation 

Farm income Kyogle 376 ha + 500ha leased (300 ha eucalypt plantation NSW 
Forests), 200 ha lease short-term, 80 heifers+steers,70 cows 
+calves, Brahman x Hereford cow F1, weaner steer & light vealer 
heifer, steers to feedlot market, improved pasture and winter 
crops 
 

PB12 
3rd generation 

Family 
partnership 
with son 

Kyogle 1260 ha, 1200 head, 260 breeding cows, Hereford cattle, some 
angus bulls, some sold as store weaner @ 250-300 kg, older 
cattle @ 400 kg to feedlot, clover and oats, native pasture, EU 
accredited provides a bonus of 20 c/kg/calf 
 

PB 13 
3rd generation 

Family 
partnership 
with son 

Kyogle 
 

467 ha, Herford cattle, grow own replacement cows,250 cows, 
100 heifers, 14 bulls, 115 steers sold as weaners in April at 
300kg+, sell cull heifers, EU accredited 
  

PB 14 
4th generation 

Farm income Tweed 92 ha Tweed plus 107 ha Kyogle, EU accredited, Kyogle British 
breeds running up to 80, 50-60 steers @ 307 kg to Casino weaner 
sale (March) + Angus X steer calves, Angus X cows at Cudgera 
Ck as a closed system, rears own cows to build herd for EU 
market  

PD 15 
30 yrs 

Farm income  Richmond 
Valley 

Milking 255 cows, producing 1.9 ML, 198 ha, calving 290/year, H-
F, kikuyu oversown with ryegrass, prairie grass 
 

PB 16 Beef 
producer 

Tweed 88 ha, 75 breeders, Limousin 

PD 17 Dairy 
producer 

Kyogle 1350 ha, 2 properties, 1 property to grow ha +run dairy heifers & 
steers, 1 property for milking herd, H-F X Jersey, 480 milkers, 
total mixed ration, home-grow maize silage, barley silage, hays & 
sorghum + grain, protein, by products  
 

PB 19 + off-farm 
income 

Tweed 120 ha, setaria with other tropical grasses + grain, 120 breeding 
Angus cows, 90% sold at saleyards as weaners 9-10 months old 
with remainder to wholesaler or feedlot, premium for Angus in the 
market, closed system  

PB 20 
2nd generation 

Beef 
Producer 

Tweed 90 Angus, sold as vealers or store cattle, 72 ha, closed system, 
bull purchased 

PB 21 
4th generation 

Farm income Tweed 4 properties-104 ha, 24 ha, 32 ha, 112 ha held within family 
partnership plus 5 agistment areas around the district- 80, 40, 60, 
120, 32,400 breeder herd F1 Brahman X, Charolais bull, buy in 
heifers-agents or personal contact, leased areas mix of absentee 
& those living on-farm 
 

PS 22 Service 
provider 

Richmond 
Valley 

Agribusiness, 26 yrs, providing advice on animal health beef, 
dairy and hobby farmers, 66 ha running 60 cows & calves  
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PS 23 Service 
provider 

Lismore Agribusiness, providing advice on animal health) beef, dairy, 
hobby farmers (10 to 40 head) 
. 

PB 24 + off-farm 
income 

Kyogle Certified organic, 400 ha, backs on to NP scrub growing area, 104 
ha outside Kyogle paspalum/kikuyu /prairie grass finishing area, 
South Devon x Charolais, 200 head, sold to butchers, closed 
system, all year calving 
 

PB 25 family 
farm manager 

Farm income Richmond 
Valley 

520 ha, 350-400 breeders, sole operator, vealer market to 250 kg, 
direct consignment to meat company or store market depending 
on market, limousine x droughtmaster, native pastures (some 
setaria & Rhodes grass) with molasses in winter 
 

PS 26 Service 
Provider 

Kyogle Agribusiness, producer, 120 ha family farm, 120 Brahman X 
Charolais breeders, 60 heifers, 15 horses, vealer, re-stocker 
market (feedlot) 
 

Four CTP staff   Surveillance, operational and management 
 

An interview guide was designed for producers to focus on their attitudes about roles and 

responsibilities in relation to cattle tick control, to elicit their cattle tick management practices 

and skills and to provide an opportunity to offer their suggestions to improve the CTP 

program (Table 4.2).  

 

Table 4.2  Interview guide for beef and dairy producers.  
 

1.  
Background information: Landholder type (absentee/resident) 2. Experience in beef production. 3. How important 
is the farm to you (only income, off-farm income, lifestyle-weekender, love the rural landscape/being a farmer)? 4. 
Do you belong to any industry organisations, government agencies or associations? Is this a family business 
(father/son)? (Who is the decision-maker in the family?) Do you employ contractors? Do you manage multiple 
leased properties?  
 

2.  
Description your farm operation How do you run your enterprise (purchase stock from within or outside cattle tick 
zone or Queensland, stud stock, sell stock for slaughter or to other producers within or outside cattle tick zone, )? 
What are the physical characteristics of your farm (farm size, no. of paddocks, herd size, breed, stock management, 
grazing management)? What is the condition of boundary and internal fences? Who is responsible for maintaining 
the boundary fences? 

3.  
Knowledge of cattle tick program Have cattle tick been found on your stock? Who found the ticks? (who 
identified- yourself, an inspector or another, on your property or at the saleyards) What was your reaction to the 
notification of a tick infestation? Whose fault was it? (neighbours/yourself) What action was taken following 
identification? (I acted/left to govt.) What did you have to do? How did the eradication affect your business? How did 
it affect adjoining neighbours? 
 

4.  
Attitude towards role and responsibilities Do you actively look for ticks on your stock? Is it the role of 
yourself/leaseholder/ government inspectors to manage ticks? Would you be prepared to accept some refinements 
of the program such as full cost recovery of chemicals if landholders fail to notify an infestation?  
 

5.  
Management skills and practices Do you actively look for ticks on your stock? Do you find it difficult to identify 
male and female ticks? Do you know where to look for cattle ticks on stock? What strategies do you have in place to 
make sure your cattle are tick free? Do you treat for bush and paralysis ticks? Would it be reasonable to add 
treating for cattle tick?  
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6.  

Cattle tick is a biosecurity concern to other NSW producers. Previously dipping was compulsory and was 
managed by the govt. Llike many other government programs managing cattle ticks is now considered to be a 
shared responsibility. Do you agree with the statement? How do you think the program could be improved to 
achieve better management (timeliness in identifying infestation, landholders being proactive, landholders need 
more training)?  
 

7. Concluding remarks: Provide a summary of what was said. Any further comments.  
 

 

The interview schedule was modified for service providers and CTP operational staff as 

shown in Table 4.3.  

 

Table 4.3  Interview guide for service providers and CTP staff.  
 

1.  
Describe your role in the cattle tick program Can you briefly outline your background. What is your 
current role? Do you think the level of detection improved over the years? Who mainly detect the ticks 
and where? What is the process when an infestation is detected? 
 

2.  
Landholders management and cattle tick operational staff 
Do you think landholders actively look for cattle ticks on their stock? How do you think landholders view 
the program? What is the relationship between cattle tick staff and landholders?  
 

3.  
Landholder training What training do you provide to landholders? Is the training formal or informal? 
Who does the training?  
 

4.  
Compliance to self-management What is the basis for the program (eradication, containment)? What 
would happen if the program was no longer a regulatory/compliance program? How do you think the 
cattle tick program could be better managed? What changes in the current program would encourage 
landholders to accept more responsibility in managing ticks?  
 

5.  
Concluding remarks: Provide a summary of what was said. Any further comments.  
 

 

With the permission of participants all interviews were recorded using a digital voice 

recorder. The median time for the interviews was approximately 75 minutes. The recorded 

interviews were downloaded and transcribed verbatim. The word count for the interviews 

was around 10,000 words. The software program, QSR NVivo 10, was used as an 

organisational tool to analyse the collected data by creating tree codes.  

 

5. Property characteristics and trends in Northern Rivers LGAs 
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Data were obtained from a number of sources including NSW DPI (land parcels and property 

numbers), Pritchard et al. (property ownership trends) and local land valuers (rural land 

values). The following sections provide a detailed property analysis and trends in the rural 

population of the four Northern Rivers LGAs. Currently, there are around 6375 property 

owners who hold a Property Identification Code (PIC) (i.e. those with livestock) in the 

Northern Rivers with 1562, 1335, 1469, and 2009 property owners in Kyogle, Tweed, 

Richmond Valley and Lismore LGAs, respectively. Kyogle and Richmond Valley LGAs have 

a significant number of larger holdings (>240 ha) compared to Tweed and Lismore LGAs 

which are dominated by smaller holdings (40-120 ha) (George Nastase, personal 

communication).  

 

In a recent analysis of the Northern Rivers beef industry Luckie et al (2015) found that the 

number of beef properties and total herd number has been in decline in all Northern Rivers 

LGAs. Furthermore, they expected that this trend is likely to continue in light of the ongoing 

competition for land use (commonly for rural residential) in the region and the need for 

property consolidation to achieve appropriate economies of scale to remain viable.  

 

5.1 Property ownership trends 

The NSW Land and Property Management Authority records land ownership in terms of 

individual land parcels (i.e. areas of land with a unique title). Pritchard et al (2012) used this 

database to measure the rate of change of rural land parcels > 4 ha in NSW over a four-year 

period (2004/5-2007/08). The study excluded NSW coastal LGAs which meant that data was 

only available for Kyogle LGA in our study.  

 

According to Pritchard et al (2012) there was an estimated 246,000 ha of non-urban land in 

the Kyogle LGA. Of particular importance for landholders managing cattle tick in the Kyogle 

LGA is the extensive area that is classified as State Forest and National Park land, 

particularly the Border Ranges which forms the Queensland Border (Figure 5.1).  
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Figure 5.1 Kyogle LGA with green shading to indicate national park land.  
 

 

 

In the Kyogle LGA the turnover rate over the four year study period was estimated at 5.4% 

per annum which was slightly higher than the state-wide turnover rate estimated at 5.0% per 

annum. Between 2004 and 2008, 21% or 52,428 ha of non-urban land changed ownership 

(Pritchard, et al., 2012). About half of all transactions involved a changeover (i.e. the 

purchaser does not own land in the LGA, the seller retains no other land in the LGA).  

 

There was some aggregation (i.e. the purchaser is an existing landholder in the LGA) with 

fragmentation (i.e. the purchaser does not own land in the LGA, the seller still retains land in 

the LGA) playing a minor role.  
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Government, Indigenous and Community played no role in property transactions. About 

three quarters of all transactions involved private individuals rather than corporates (25% of 

annual land transactions).  

 

In summary, over the next decade more than half of the non-urban land in the Kyogle LGA 

can be expected to change ownership and that this will substantially involve new owners 

who may or may not have experience with cattle or knowledge about cattle tick. 

 

5.2 Land values 

Present estimates of land values have been provided by local land valuers. In the Kyogle 

LGA vacant rural land along creek flats were estimated to be valued from $10,000 to 

15,000/ha: less improved land valued around $5,000/ha. The value of improved vacant rural 

land in Kyogle LGA has increased more than three fold over the past 15 years: from around 

$3,500/ha to more than $11,000/ha (Anon).  

 

As for Kyogle LGA, it would be expected that the increases in vacant land values over the 

past 15 years would be similar for Richmond Valley LGA and that these increases would be 

even higher for Lismore and Tweed LGAs. In the Richmond Valley LGA alluvial land along 

the river was estimated to be valued at $11,000 to $12,000/ha: land further west was valued 

at around $4,000 to $5,000/ha. In the Pumpenbil area in the Tweed LGA values for blocks of 

land 40 to 60 ha, mostly flat to undulating land previously used for dairying are up to 

$14,000/ha: steeper and poorer land in the Tweed LGA was valued at around $10,000/ha.  

 

The sale of land from failed managed investment plantation schemes is providing an 

opportunity for cattle producers in the Kyogle and Richmond Valley LGAs to purchase or 

repurchase this land for $1,500-$3,500/ha depending on the country plus costs to re-

establish pasture and graze beef cattle.  

 

Importantly for livestock producers is that the price of agistment has increased associated 

with the rise in cattle prices. For example, the price has increased from $2.50 to $3.50/$4.00 

per week for cow and calf (up to 6 months old).  

 

6. Landholder social and demographic trends  

From 2001 to 2011, in the LGAs of interest there has been the slight decline in the rural 

population in Kyogle (from 6437 to 6334) and Tweed (Pumpenbil only, 2006=496, 
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2011=441) with a slight increase in Richmond Valley (from 8590 to 9686) and Lismore (from 

1438 to 15292).  

 

The ABS Population and Housing census data indicates that the rural population in the 

LGAs is ageing. From 2001 to 2011, the median age in the rural population in Kyogle has 

increased from 39 to 45 years, Tweed (Pumpenbil only, 2006=40 years, 2011=49 years), 

Richmond Valley has increased from 38 to 42 years and Lismore (data not available). The 

ageing is the result of a noticeable decline in the proportion of the population in the 20 to 54 

years cohort and an increase in those aged 55+ years. (Refer to Section 23 Appendix 1 for a 

detailed description of population trends for each of the four LGAs). Table 6.1 shows the 

population structure of the non-urban populations in 2011 for the LGAs of interest.  

 

Table 6.1  Structure of the non-urban population, 2011: Kyogle, Tweed (Pumpenbil), Lismore and 
Richmond Valley (analysis of ABS 2011 Population and Housing census data) 
  

Age group (yrs), 
 non-urban 
population 

% Kyogle 
 

% Tweed 
(Pumpenbil) 

 

% Lismore % Richmond Valley 

<20  27 
(n=1701) 

20 
(n=88) 

28 
(n=4214) 

29 
(n=2767) 

>20  73 
(n=4633) 

80 
(n=352) 

72 
(n=11078) 

71 
(n=6919) 

20-34  14 
(n=651) 

12 
(n=41) 

14 
(n=1572) 

16 
(n=1132) 

35-54  41 
(n=1881) 

46 
(n=162) 

45 
(n=4953) 

40 
(n=2736) 

55-65  26 
(n=1201) 

26 
(n=91) 

24 
(n=2696) 

22 
(n=1513) 

65+ 
 

19 
(n=900) 

16 
(n=58) 

17 
(n=1857) 

22 
(n=1538) 

 

 

From 2001 to 2011, the level of education attained within the rural population has increased 

substantially with a noticeable increase in those holding graduate and post graduate 

qualifications; for Kyogle LGA (from 348 to 589), for Tweed LGA (Pumpenbil, 2006 =49, 

2011=58), Lismore LGA (from 1596 to 2296), and Richmond Valley LGA (from 354 to 617). 

Table 6.2 shows the education level attained post-school in 2011 for the non-urban 

population aged 15+years in the LGAs of interest. (Refer to Section 23 Appendix 1 for a 
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detailed description of the trends in post-school qualifications for the non-urban population 

aged 15+years for each LGA of interest).  

 

 

 

 

Table 6.2  Non-school qualification non-urban population aged 15+ years, 2011: Kyogle, Tweed 
(Pumpenbil), Lismore and Richmond Valley (analysis of ABS 2011 Population and Housing census data). 
 

Education level 
non-urban population, 
2011 

No. of residents aged 15+ years  

Kyogle 
 

Tweed 
(Pumpenbil) 

Lismore Richmond 
Valley 

Postgrad. degree 64 5 341 63 

Grad. Dip./Grad. Cert. 80 11 311 66 

Bachelor degree 445 42 1644 488 

Advanced diploma 360 30 1081 420 

Certificate 1022 85 2754 1792 

Not stated 499 0 936 688 

Not applicable 78 30 220 114 

Total 2548 203 7287 3631 

 

There has been a decrease over time (2001-2011) in the proportion of those in the workforce 

who are employed full time in AFF (agriculture, forestry and fisheries); Kyogle LGA from 29 

to 22%, Tweed LGA (Pumpenbil, 2006 =22%, 2011=22%), Richmond Valley LGA from 18 to 

13%, and Lismore LGA from 16 to 11%. Refer to Section 23. Appendix 1 for a detailed 

description of the trends in workforce in AFF for the non-urban population aged 15+years for 

each LGA of interest. Most commonly those aged 15+ in the non-urban population of the 

LGAs of interests are employed in the health care and social services or education and 

training sectors as shown in Table 6.3.  

 

Table 6.3  Employment sectors by year, non-urban population aged 15+ years, 2011: Kyogle, Tweed 
(Pumpenbil), Lismore and Richmond Valley (analysis of ABS 2011 Population and Housing census data) 
(ABS 2011 Population and Housing census data). 
 

Year % employed in AFF  % employed in other sectors  

Kyogle Tweed, 
Pumpenbil 

Lismore Richmond 
Valley 

Kyogle Tweed, 
Pumpenbil 

Lismore Richmond 
Valley 

2001 

 

29 

(n=669) 

 

(n=N/A) 

16 

(n=934) 

18 

(n=557) 

71 

(n=1602) 

 

(n=) 

84 

(n=4898) 

72 

(n=2468) 
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2006 

 

26 

(n=647) 

22 

(n=43) 

13 

(n=857) 

16 

(n=575) 

74 

(n=1854) 

78 

(n=157) 

87 

(n=5809) 

84 

(n=3038) 

2011 

 

22 

(n=552) 

22 

(n=38) 

11 

(n=769) 

13 

(n=491) 

78 

(n=1932) 

78 

(n=136) 

89 

(n=6120) 

87 

(n=3419) 

(N/A=not available) 

 

In 2011, around 10% of the rural population in the LGAs of interest lived at a different 

address one year ago. When the timeframe was extended to five years ago around 30% of 

the rural population had changed address. However, around a third of the movements (i.e. 

32% of the 30% were remained within the boundary of the combined LGAs).  

 

7. Farm financial performance  

7.1 Value of livestock commodities 

The value of livestock commodities for the LGAs of interest for 2005-06 and 2010-11 

Australian Bureau of agricultural and Resource Economics and Sciences (ABARES) 

agricultural census data is shown in Table 7.1 

(http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/aagriculture/resources/lup/analysis-census-data) (cited March 

2016). During the period 2005-06 to 2010-11 the value of beef production has increased in 

all the LGAs of interest with greatest increase evident in the Kyogle LGA (7% per annum) 

followed by Richmond Valley LGA (5% per annum). The value of beef production is 

substantially higher than for milk production, indicative of the decline in the dairy industry.  

 

Table 7.1  Value of livestock commodities for 2005-06 and 2010-11 for Kyogle, Tweed, Lismore and 
Richmond LGAs (ABARE census data 2005-06, 2010-11).  
 

Year and 
Enterprise 
 

Commodity 
Total value 

Kyogle 
($) 

Tweed 
($) 

Lismore 
($) 

Richmond V 
($) 

2005-06      

Cattle 62,900,000 24,500,000  6,600,000 15,500,000 16,300,000 

Milk 33,600,000 11,900,000  3,400,000  9,600,000  8,700,000 

Total value 96,500,000 36,400,000 10,000,000 25,100,000 25,000,000 

2010-11      

Cattle 85,400,000 37,800,000  9,900,000 17,400,000 20,300,000 

Milk 38,700,000 15,400,000  3,400,000 11,200,000  8,700,000 

Total value 124,100,000 53,200,000 13,300,000 28,600,00 29,000,000 
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Table 7.2  In 2010-11, no. of livestock (beef and dairy), no. of farms (beef and dairy) and mean herd size 
(beef and dairy) for Kyogle, Tweed, Lismore and Richmond Valley LGAs (ABARE census data, 2010-11).  
 

 Kyogle 
LGA 

Tweed 
LGA 

Lismore 
LGA 

Richmond 
Valley LGA 

     

Beef cattle 
nos. 

95,788 25,528 42,618 54,053 

No. of farms 547 321 537 486 

Mean herd size 175 76 79 111 

     

Dairy cattle 
nos. 

9032 2,145 6,874 5,256 

No. of farms  44 22 40 27 

Mean herd size 205 98 172 196 

 

Landholdings in the Tweed and Lismore LGAs are carrying the smallest breeding herds (less 

than 100) and make up 45% of the total number of beef farms in the four LGAs of interest. 

Based on the data in Table 7.2 it would appear that many properties are operating at a scale 

that would not be viable if beef cattle production was the sole source of income. For dairying, 

there has been little increase in the value of milk production from 2005-06 to 2010-2011.  

 

From 2005-06 to 2010-11 the number of beef cattle and dairy cattle declined in the four 

LGAs of interest. Within this period the number of beef cattle fell by 19% in Lismore LGA 

which was almost twice the fall in numbers for the other three LGAs. In terms of dairy cattle, 

Tweed and Richmond Valley LGAs experienced the great decline (around 25%) with Kyogle 

and Lismore LGAs experiencing a much smaller decline (<10%). 

 

7.2 Farm financial performance 

Barr (2014) proposed that the “acceptable standard of living” concept could be represented 

by the median Australian disposable income. Using ABS data on household income and 

income distribution Barr (2014) calculated the 2011 median weekly Australian disposable 

household income (gross income–tax liability) to be $1430. In 2011 the median weekly 
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household income was $714 for Kyogle LGA, $677 for Pumpenbil, $729 for Lismore LGA 

and $789 for Richmond Valley LGA.  

 

These data suggests that without other income streams, many families on properties in this 

area would be experiencing a lower standard of living than the national median. This 

conclusion is consistent with reports by Luckie et al. (2015) and Thompson and Martin 

(2014) that families operating small (4 ha) to medium (120 ha) beef producing properties 

require supplementary off-farm income to remain viable. It also suggests that property 

owners may not have the financial ability to maintain their boundary fencing to an acceptable 

standard nor the capital to purchase additional land for agricultural production at elevated 

non-agricultural land prices.  

 

8. Summary of changes and trends in property and socio-economic 

characteristics and implications for the CTP 

A summary of the changes and trends in the livestock industries in the Northern Rivers: 

property and socio-economic characteristics is provided in Box 8.1. This is followed by Box 

8.2 which outlines the implications of these changes and trends for the operation of the CTP. 

 

Box 8.1 Summary of changes and trends in property and socio-economic characteristics  
 

 Beef is the most valuable livestock commodity in the Northern Rivers. Notably, the increase in value is in 
the Kyogle and Tweed LGAs. The value of dairying has increased slightly although farm numbers have 
declined (133 farms in 2010-11 to 93 in 2016-17). 

 High turnover rate of rural land with an estimated 50% of properties changing ownership over 10 years. 
 Substantial subdivision of productive agricultural land for rural lifestyle activities has taken place within the 

past 30 years. 
 Substantial increases in land values over the past decade.  
 Change in property ownership substantially involves new owners into the LGAs. 
 . Most of those new owners will operate beef properties.  
 Increasing proportion of part-time farmers from health care or education sectors. 
 These new owners often have little knowledge or experience of cattle tick. 
 Almost half the number of properties have a herd size of less than 100. 
 There is insufficient scale to achieve an ”acceptable living standard” requiring producers to have other 

income streams. 
 Increased agistment prices on leased land associated with the rise in cattle prices. 
 The rural population in the Northern Rivers is stable but ageing. This is associated with an increase in the 

proportion of 55+ year cohort.  
  In-migration of educated financially well-off population who are expected to have different values, 

attitudes and expectations. 
 Rural industries are faced with a reduced workforce with a decline in younger age groups. 
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Box 8.2  Implications of the changes and trends in property and socio-economic characteristics for the 
CTP 
 

 1. It is expected that with the continued decline in the dairy industry new entrants will mostly be beef 
producers. Although the dairy industry is well organised and connected in networks, this is not the case 
for the beef industry which makes engaging with beef producers more problematic.  

  2. High turnover rate of properties results in a loss of local knowledge, further breakdown of networks and 
the degradation of social norms (which may be positive or negative). 

 3. New landholders entering the beef industry are buying the land by choice: not just inheriting the land. 
These new landholders are most receptive to implementing change at time of purchase providing the 
opportunity to engage with these landholders in property planning (e.g. upgrading fences and installing 
good yards).  

 4. New owners who are non-farmers have different motivations, values, capacities and attitudes. The CTP 
needs to understand and address their interests and needs. 

 5. New owners who are non-farmers typically access information from different sources, including local 
stores and stock agents.  

 .6 With the subdivision of land more landholders are working off-farm making it difficult to contact them 
during work hours and the normal working week.  

 7. The increasing number of educated retirees is a potentially important element of volunteer networks. 
 8. As land prices increase (up 300% in a decade) it will be increasingly difficult for full-time producers to 

purchase land for grazing enterprises. There will be increased interest in leasing land and the current 
trend of moving cattle around the Northern Rivers would be expected to increase.  

 9. Most of the new part-time landholders are expected to be cattle producers who trade rather than breed 
and this will increase stock movements.  

 10. The CTP will always be engaging new rural landholders unfamiliar with the cattle industry and cattle 
tick.  

 11. Part-time farming is a reality in the Northern Rivers and can be a sensible strategy as it limits the cost 
of labour inputs, provides another income stream for families and, importantly, opportunities for tax free 
capital gains over time. 

 12. While there will be more part-time livestock producers, many of these will focus on being profitable 
and apply sound management principles to farming. These part-time farmers will also be keen to learn 
about farming, including about cattle tick. 

 13. The rural work force may continue to decline because of high labour costs, but this trend may be 
offset with the use of contractors for fencing, pasture establishment, fertilising and, possibly, cattle tick 
control.  

 

9. The Landholders in the Northern Rivers 

Previously, the Northern Rivers could be characterised as a productivist agricultural 

landscape. Over the past 30 years the area has transitioned to a multifunctional rural 

landscape associated with the subdivision of a substantial amount of rural land and the 

replacement of long-term owners (i.e. farmer by occupation) with a new cohort of 

landowners who may or may not be farmers and are increasingly part-time.  

 

“When I was going to school everybody made a living of their land literally one or two went 

off farm to make a living. Now it’s the other way around. There is one or two making a living 

off the land and all the others going somewhere for a job. We have peak hour here morning 
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and afternoon” (PD 7). There are only a small percentage of farms left now “that can stand 

on their own two feet”.  

 

As one service provider explained: “As farmers get older into retirement…if they have no 

children interested in taking over the family farm…often times they have three or four kids so 

it’s not viable. Some will subdivide the block and keep the house and a couple of hundred 

acres…or they just subdivide the whole farm so what was once one farm might end up as 

six” (PS 22). 

 

“We had four neighbours and 15 years later we had 12-14 neighbours … properties around 

us were sold and cut up…it’s only lifestyle not a living” (PD 7). “It used to be a dairy farm of 

460 acres. Now he is going to have two 100 acre blocks and then he has cut three blocks off 

the back. Five blocks from one farm” (PB 4). 

 

According to one service provider around 90% of beef producers around the Kyogle-Casino 

district would have some form of extra income derived either on-farm from diversification or 

off-farm from working in local towns. In contrast, further out from Kyogle towards the areas of 

Woodenbong, Bonalbo and Mallanganee around 20% of producers would have some form 

of off-farm income. There was very much a general view held by many of the interviewees 

that “hobby farmers were pretty casual…it’s not their main source of income…chewing the 

grass, pay the rates and a few bills…go behind Casino it’s their main source of income they 

are a bit more particular about their cattle”.  

 

9.1 Landholder types 

Although agriculture remains the dominant land use in the Northern Rivers, other values are 

important drivers of economic and social change in the region. The landscape is 

characterised by heterogeneity: multiple landholders, multiple land uses and a changing 

demographic with in-migration for retirement or lifestyle. Although beef production is still a 

major agricultural industry, there are substantial differences in scale and intensification of 

beef enterprises, and, as a consequence, significant cultural change can be expected: 

change in values, beliefs, and behaviour.  

 

The longer-term producers interviewed noted how much the social structure had changed 

from the time they went to school: from everyone making a living off their land to almost all 

now having to work off-farm. “It’s changed. When we came here there [were] quite a few 

farms that people made their entire living off…quite diligent. We would be one of the very 

few now…most of them have off-farm jobs. The farms have been cut up…we’ve got a lot of 
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neighbours on the creek…It goes from 5 acres up…100 acres…the largest of the properties 

now. That’s the thing. We have a lot of lifestyle people who have moved in which makes it 

difficult…people don’t care as much. They don’t 7 in 1. They don’t have a program. It’s just a 

hobby. Just keeping the grass down…It’s not that they are depending on the cattle for an 

income. It’s just a nuisance for them if they become quarantined” (PB 1).  

 

From the interviews multiple livestock producer types could be identified according to the 

size of land held, their ties to the land, herd size and income source. “In my opinion the beef 

producer that runs more than 100 say are more committed and they would realise that if you 

get cattle tick and you lose cattle with red water it is a big cost” (PB 1). In contrast, the 

smaller landholders show “a lack of knowledge, lack of interest and largely rely very heavily 

on someone to do it [herd management] for them… most of those don’t do anything with 

their cattle” (PB 2). One government agent explained how “you’ve got all these different 

groups…different mindsets…different stock owners. The easiest ones to manage are the 

commercial stock owners who are there to make a living”. 

 

Information provided in Table 9.1 describes the cohorts of livestock producers identified in 

the Northern Rivers and their defining attributes. 

 

Table 9.1 Identified cohorts of livestock producers in the Northern Rivers and their defining attributes  
 

Cohorta 

 
Occupation  
 

Area (ha)  
 

Ties to land 
 

Herd size 
 

Income source 
 

FTF, 
“cattlemen” 

Beef 200-1000 Strong, generational, 
mostly purchased  

300-1000 Farm sole income 

FTF, dairy 
farmers 

Dairying 200 Strong, mostly 
generational, mostly 
purchased 

255 milkers Farm sole income 

FTF, semi-
commercial 

Beef producer 120+ Strong, recently 
purchased 

120 Off-farm income, 
investments, one 
partner works full 
time on-farm 

FTF, “wheelers 
& dealers”  

Beef producer Variable None, mostly leased 400-700 Farm only 

NF, “absentee” Business 
investor 

Variable None, purchased Variable Off-farm income, 
investment  

PTF, “retirees/ 
lifestylers” 

Retiree 40-50  Varies, purchased 30 Off-farm income 

PTF, “younger 
generation” 

Professional, 
trade 

80-100  Varies, recent 
purchase  

50-60 Off-farm income, 
both work 

PTF, “next 
generation” 

Professional, 
trade 

120 ha  Strong, generational, 
purchased 

120 Off-farm income, 
both work 

aFTF, full-time farmers; PTF, part-time farmers; NF, non-farmers  
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In the Northern Rivers, the number of “cattlemen” and dairy farmers whose main source of 

income is derived from the farm now make up a small proportion of the total number of 

livestock producers. Commonly, these full-time producers manage land that has been held 

by the family for generations: “the farm is of prime importance to us all” (PB 20). There is 

also a cohort of part-time producers whose family has held land for generations. However, 

that land has been subdivided amongst the “next generation” of family members and this 

cohort needs to supplement their income as the size of the held blocks are not large enough 

to be commercial. It is these two groups and some of the cattle traders who would be very 

aware of the presence of cattle tick in the region having experienced or were aware of the 

time of compulsory inspections and dipping programs. However, most of the producers in 

the other identified cohorts with their short history would be expected to have a much lower 

level and, possibly, a total lack of awareness of cattle tick.  

 

9.2 Relationship between producers 

The strength of the relationship between producers and their neighbours is typically weak: 

they do no socialise with each other. “Socialise. No. Might see them at a sale” (PB 4). “We 

are on good nodding acquaintance but we don’t socialise” (PB 19). “We have a good 

relationship. We don’t mix socially…You can’t fight with your neighbour. You’ve got to get 

along” (PB 12). The relationship is based on the need to communicate by telephone in 

relation to farm matters, most notably, fencing or straying stock. “Plumbers, concreters, 

carpenters, teachers… got good relations with all of them though. We leave messages on 

their phone and they get back to us. We don’t have any problems with them” (PB 1). “We 

don’t socialise with our neighbours but we communicate with them. Like there is no 

animosity but it’s much different. The whole area has changed in that most people are living 

in this area are working out of the area. There were three families working on this farm and 

now one family runs two farms” (PB 9). A view held by a CTP staff member that those more 

recent producers with an urban background “just want to stay in their own little shell and 

don’t want to mix with their neighbours” (AT 5).  

 

“For someone like us that depends on our cattle for our entire income it is a big loss if we 

lose any cattle. We are probably more inclined to look at our cattle more than others” (PB 

14). This quote sums up how the full-time producers view the way they manage their cattle. 

A view shared by some of the longer-term producers in regards to small producers: “Talk 

about those small holdings with a few head of cattle they are the ones that breed all the ticks 

for you. They have no facilities to do anything with them and they don’t dip them” (PD 7). “A 

mix of people living on the property and people coming on the weekend. Farmers’ 

nightmares they are” (PB 14). “I notified one bloke that I get on well with I rang him up and 
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said, I’ve got ticks. You had better be on the lookout on yours. The others are pretty average 

farmers. No matter what I told them they would do nothing about it anyway” (PB 11). “Years 

ago when I was growing up people stayed on their farms for 25, 30, 40 years. Now farms 

might change every five years and you get new people come in all the time. They might have 

been farmers down south but they don’t have ticks down there and when they come up here 

it’s a different ball game” (PB 4). 

 

However, another producer found that some small producers nearby were “really quite 

particular about their stock Then you have other blocks in the valley that are just agisted 

because people haven’t got the time to run their own stock. Then you get the situation where 

someone agists it with no real interest in it and cattle continually get out. So that is a worry” 

(PD 10). One service provider spoke about one of his best clients: “We’ve got one of our 

best animal health blokes for cattle…is only running 60 head of cattle…he is on the farm full 

time…his cattle always sell top price”.  

 

Another service provider reflected on how the Northern Rivers was in the past and present: 

“In years gone by when it was a farming community you knew all your neighbours and they 

are all friends…probably go to the local hall and do some work on the hall. All the farmers 

would be there between milkings and those sorts of things happened [in my parents’ 

generation]…You don’t see your neighbours. You’re not at home. I’m at work. They’re at 

work. You’re flat out on a weekend doing your work on the farm. Occasionally, you will 

socialise with some of them but not all of them…not genuine farmers” One producer spoke 

about when he first started dairying in the early 1990s: “It was a very active time in the [dairy] 

industry…very good support…very much a social outlet…there was quite a unification in 

dairy industry at that particular time. There were farm walks and quite a lot of field days…we 

were keen to learn”.  

 

Producers when they were younger were engaged in industry matters. “We would organise 

meetings if we had a serious issue that we wanted to discuss…and get the politicians and 

the department people to come to that meeting…[but now] a lot of people involved with the 

beef group are smaller farmers. They haven’t got the same commitment or the same outlook 

on the problems that face us as an industry because they are coming from a different 

outlook” (PB 1). There are a number of grower groups of which the larger producers are 

members. However, there doesn’t seem to be the same opportunity for the smaller 

producers to engage with other producers.  

 

9.3 Relationship between producer and CTP staff 
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Historically, there have been very strong ties between producers and the tick inspectors, 

commonly known as “tickies”. There is a legacy of reciprocity and trust between the longer-

term producers and the CTP. For example, in the 1980s every herd in the then quarantine 

zone was examined twice a year by an inspector assigned to a designated area. Although 

stock owners were present, it was the inspectors who carried out the examinations and 

determined if the cattle were clean: “it was all supervised in those days” with producers 

taking a passive role in the detection process. As a result, the inspectors were well known 

and in a sense “became part of the family” in managing an infestation or examining cattle 

prior to their movement off the property.  

 

A common theme was the high regard that tick inspectors are still held by producers in 

carrying out their duties to manage an infestation. “If you are helping them they are good to 

you and our bloke was a trooper” (PB 11). “The tick department have been absolutely 

wonderful. I have no complaints…We try our hardest to work in with them and they try their 

hardest to work in with us” (PB 1). “I couldn’t speak more highly of the staff…right from 

Wollongbar…couldn’t fault any of them” (PB 9).”The co-operation of the tickie was 

outstanding and he was a good cattleman” (PD15). “They were very accommodating. 

Absolutely. Everyone knows that they have a vital job. We all don’t want this tick around” (PB 

19). “They knew I had an unusual situation [organic status] they tried to accommodate 

me…they showed flexibility” (PB 24). 

 

9.4 Relationship between producers and their service provider 

The service providers which include the rural stores and the stock agents would have some 

contact with most beef and dairy producers in the Northern Rivers. Hobby farmers with 10-

40 head are an important part of the business of rural stores as are the operators of bigger 

holdings. Absentee landholders can form more than 10% of a rural stores business. The 

service providers have the opportunity to have regular contact with livestock producers and 

“usually, once you build that rapport if you offer the right advice and they build a trust with 

you” (PS 23). One stock agent told that me that as part of their business they also offer a 

service to absentee owners and others working off-farm to manage their cattle including 

animal health as well as sale and purchase of livestock. For example, he managed the beef 

herd on around 10 properties as did one of his work colleagues.  

 

Within a rural store at least one staff member would specialise in the sale of and the 

provision of information relating to animal health products. They would provide advice 

around: “What sort of drench they should be using...What options have they’ve got as far as 

[buffalo] fly control…all your big producers know what they are doing…They have been 
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doing it for a long time. Then if there are any new products on the market you make them 

aware whether they can fit into their program. If they have got any real technical questions 

we will get into contact with one of the reps from one of the animal health companies.”  

 

In regards to the smaller and absentee landholders the service providers believe that “a lot 

of hobby farmers that seem to be coming into the area they don’t have any idea really. Need 

to be pointed in the right direction” (PS 22). The landholders who are members of the 

“younger generation” group are seen as an exception by service providers as they are keen 

to learn about how to manage their stock using best practice. “They come in and learn as 

much as they can…Some will ask about cattle tick. You basically say if you get cattle tick 

you become the problem of DPI...We don’t have to worry about it. That is probably not the 

right attitude.”  

 

One service provider in the Richmond Valley LGA told me that with the larger producers 

“ticks do not come up as a specific topic because once somebody’s got ticks it’s taken out of 

everybody’s hands...the DPI handle it all”. When questioned if he thought that large 

producers looked for cattle tick he replied, “Honestly, probably not. I don’t hear anyone 

saying they muster their cattle specifically to check to see if they have cattle tick”. Another 

service provider said,” I don’t get too much into that…because the CTP is handled by you 

guys”. In regards to cattle tick “you would ask if they are looking for a rotation drench if they 

have been in the CTP”. Another service provider in the Lismore LGA told me “that quite often 

people come into me and say, I need something to treat cattle tick. I say, really are you sure 

it cattle tick…I would recommend them to contact you guys as soon as they possibly could 

and don’t move any cattle off the property. I think there certainly is a need for education. I 

don’t have any material. That would be handy” (PD 23). Another service provider in Kyogle 

LGA “had material from the tick department…sitting on the counter all the time. We are 

pretty keen for not only longer term farmers but even new farmers that have moved into the 

area, hobby farmers to take those cards and have them in their wallet. If they are in the 

cattle yards with their cattle to look for ticks and pick the tick up if they’ve got them and do 

something about it” (PS 26). Like the other service providers, this service provider also tells 

his clients: “If you think you’ve got ticks or you’ve got ticks then go tell the tick staff. Don’t 

hide it. They will find out eventually…That’s one thing that we are very positive about here”. 

 

In conversation with producers, service providers are often informed by them if they are in 

quarantine. “You understand who’s in ticks and who’s not in ticks. So you know where ticks 

are around the district. I don’t know how many farmers would know their neighbours or 

adjoining neighbours are in ticks” (PS 29).  
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9.5 Shame associated with being quarantined 

Some producers felt there was a stigma associated an infestation detected on their property. 

“Some farmers pride themselves on their management. If they get a tick they feel 

embarrassed about it. If they don’t know where it came from it makes it even worse. Maybe 

not so much now” (PS 8). They caused “the chaos in the area” as the adjoining holdings are 

“locked up until everyone is checked”. “You are probably the worst in the world because they 

are going to be involved in it…They are pretty dirty on the person” (PS 8).This can create 

tensions with some neighbours, particularly those who do not want any interference from 

government. For others, notably recent entrants into the beef industry they are “worried that 

if they report themselves they are going to get into trouble. They are going to get a fine…we 

[service providers] reiterate to them they are not in trouble if they’ve got ticks” (PS 26).  

 

However, there appears to be a cohort of individuals including some “cattlemen” who simply 

aren’t concerned if their livestock are detected with cattle tick at the saleyards. They claim 

ignorance, “I thought they were bush ticks or they weren’t there yesterday…that old story is 

the same as it has been for 20 years” (AT 18).  

 

10. Boundary fences 

“It’s easy to say, Yes, look have secure boundary fences but maintaining that situation on a 

day to day basis is not quite as easy as it is to say that should happen” (BP 2). ”No one can 

say no cattle ever come in” (PB 13). “Mostly four barb. If you want to keep your cattle at 

home. You will always have a few strays no matter what you do. You’ve got creeks and 

rogues” (PD 7). “No matter how good your fences are you will always have an animal that 

will get through” (PS 8). There are a number of factors that impact on securing boundary 

fences and these relate to the physical environment, the behaviour of livestock and wildlife 

and the relationship between neighbours. In addition, it was reasonably common for 

producers to also have leased blocks with the owners reluctant or unable to spend money on 

fencing and, as a result, the fences are just continuously patched.  

 

In general, the boundary fences surrounding dairy farms appeared to be better maintained 

than was the case for beef producers. For dairy and some beef boundary fences were four 

to five barbed wires with an electric fence as well. In Lismore LGA, it is a requirement to 

have a five barbed boundary fence to keep stock inside the property. Most beef producers 

commonly had four or five barbed wired boundary fences.  
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Only two producers interviewed explicitly spoke of having secure boundary fences as an 

important part of farm biosecurity. An organic beef producer viewed boundary fencing as “an 

essential part of quarantine” (PB 24). Another producer running dairy cattle said: “It [has] 

always been our responsibility to fence… just to make sure our biosecurity is as good as it 

can be…I tend to operate on protecting my own business” (PD 15).  

 

10.1 Landscape 

The nature of the Kyogle landscape makes it more difficult to secure and maintain boundary 

fences compared with the Tweed Valley. In the Kyogle LGA there are steep forested hill and 

mountainous areas that border significant areas of National Parks together with narrow 

tributary floodplains draining from the steep hills into the Richmond River. The Tweed LGA 

landscape is flatter featuring wide alluvial floodplains draining from foothills and low ranges 

into the Tweed River. Although the ruggedness of the landscape is a significant factor, also 

important is that creeks are subject to frequent flooding and in the timbered areas trees can 

fall across fences, wildlife can damage fences and wild dogs can chase cattle causing them 

to break through fences.  

 

As one producer in the Kyogle area explained: “We do have a lot of creek frontage...creates 

big problems when trying to keep stock in. We haven’t fenced [all] the creek off...fence the 

areas that the cattle tend to go into the creek...you can’t get 100% fencing of the creeks. It’s 

just not possible” (PB 1). “I’m on the low side of the bank and if I fence mine the next flood 

it’s all gone. The neighbour has fenced the high side…but where the worst part is he hasn’t 

fenced yet…I can’t push him to do that. I have kept stock out of there because I don’t want 

them to have ticks” (PB 9). In this area there are numerous creeks in which the cattle cannot 

get up and down the banks but there were places are they can cross to access water for 

drinking.  

 

Installing a flood fence where creeks bounded a property was a common practice. A flood 

fence consisted of three barbed wires loosely tied to steel posts allowing the flood waters to 

wash around and then were pulled back up once the flood has past. However, it frequently 

gets covered with fast flowing water and goes down stream. A producer in the Tweed 

explained about the impact of floods: “Last January I fixed all these creek fences six times in 

seven weeks. The last time I was pretty well over it” (PB 21).  

 

10.2 Straying stock 
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The straying of stock is considered to be a major contributor to the spread of ticks and to 

subsequent outbreaks onto adjoining holdings. This can be deliberate in the case when feed 

is short and cattle are allowed out onto the roadside mixing with other neighbouring cattle. 

As a result, there can be infestations all along particular roads. It can also be the case in 

steep areas where small landholders have bought land and run a few head of cattle: “cannot 

afford to fence or don’t want to do the hard work”.  

 

“The reality is that straying stock is part of life for the average beef cattle producer…there is 

a lot of contact along the boundary fence…if you want to find the neighbour’s cattle or my 

cattle you would find most of them there” (PB 2). The problem of straying stock reveals that 

no matter how good a boundary fence is livestock will break through either because there is 

better feed in the neighbour’s paddock or a bull is attracted to the neighbour’s cows. “Over 

the years obviously we are getting incursions through no fault of anybody…straying cattle” 

(PB 25). Another situation is where the neighbours are working full-time off their property. 

“The neighbours on my northern boundary cause me the most problem with straying 

stock…It’s mostly bulls they buy…jump on the fence and smash it down…mostly they are 

not at home” (PB 16). 

 

A typical situation that producers find themselves in when leasing a block is explained by the 

following example. “We adjoin a block and the fellow brings his cattle in and because we 

have heifers down there and he quite often has a bull that will get through the fence. We 

tried to get him to ring us when he is going to have the bull in that adjoining paddock so we 

can shift the heifers… The boundary fence needs replacing but the place is for sale …they 

are reluctant to put money into it” (PD 10). However, it is still the case that “the majority of 

fencing infrastructure on beef cattle properties on the Northern Rivers is old…just a fact of 

life…very few beef cattle producers would have the capital available to put up miles of new 

fencing” (PB 2).  

 

There was a difference in how producers viewed the straying of stock onto their property and 

this appeared to depend on their relationship with their neighbours. “The other neighbours…I 

mean once in a blue moon one of their animals might get in. If they do they are onto it 

straight away” (PB 16). In contrast, “He has got properties everywhere and is always in 

quarantine with ticks…shifting on a weekly basis. I always have to put their cows back out. 

They never ever come…got them once” (PD 3).  

 

10.3 Good fences make good neighbours 



34 
 

A common problem faced by many producers was the failure of their neighbours to 

contribute equally to the cost of replacing boundary fences whether in-kind or with cash. “We 

don’t get much help on that [boundary fencing] but we have worn that expense…$10,000 a 

year” (PD 15). This is compounded by the fact that many of the larger landholdings are 

surrounded by smaller landholdings which are subject to frequent property turnover making 

these owners reluctant to invest in the fencing infrastructure. Negotiations between 

neighbours in many cases could be summed up by the following quotes: “It’s not all sweet 

and easy going like but common sense prevailed” (PD 7); “A little bit of badgering” (PB 24); 

“We usually get the job done…It ends up being 50/5 but I know it’s a phone call every time. 

It’s just something I’ve got to do” (PB 21); and, “We got a lot of different neighbours. Some 

are them are good and some not so good. But we’ll make sure they [boundary fences] are 

right…you can’t start squabbling with your neighbours over it or you are in real trouble if your 

stock won’t stop in your paddock” (PB 12). “We’ve got a really good relationship with one 

boundary on the river...the other boundary isn’t such a good working relationship” (PS 26).  

 

The discussion around boundary fencing and neighbours could be quite contentious. “We 

have had no assistance from any neighbour all the years we have been here” (PB 1). “I’m 

the only one who maintains it [boundary fence]. I’ve put up all new barb wire fences in the 

last two years…$15,000…I’m not one to fight. I just go and do it if there is a problem. Just fix 

it. I hate whinging people. Just put up with the cost” (PD 3).  

 

Less common were those producers for whom boundary fencing management was not an 

issue. “Where we had agisted [cattle] we had done about 500 m of it and then the neighbour 

just said you done that so I will do the rest” (PB 14). “Half and half. You come to an 

agreement if some bloke supplies the post and some bloke supplies the wire. That’s the way 

it has always been” (PB 13). “Boundary fences have never been an issue for me because 

good fences make good neighbours…repair a fence or replace a fence there is never any 

argument” (PD 17). “Most people are fairly good. They will come to the party. Either get rid of 

the beast if it’s a rogue or fix the fence if it is broken” (PD 7). “We have just done a boundary 

on the southern side…just go halves…get a contractor in…our neighbours have been here 

all their lives…the farm is prime importance to us all” (PB 20). 

 

For several producers there was mixed success in replacing his boundary fences. “One 

[boundary fence] is about to happen and we will share the cost. Another one the neighbour 

agreed to pay half but has never paid” (PB 19). Or “They did rebuild part of that fence and I 

have done part of it. There is one last section that I know that they won’t do anything about” 

(PB 16).  
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Although one of the objectives in the CTP is the requirement of producers to maintain 

boundary fences to prevent the spread of cattle ticks to adjoining holdings, there are limits to 

achieving this objective. “Not a 100% proof” (PB 9). Firstly, there is the physical nature of the 

landscape and the risk of frequent fast flowing floods. Secondly, there is problem of stock 

straying onto adjoining holdings irrespective of the quality of the fencing. Thirdly, there is the 

failure of producers to successfully negotiate a 50/50 split of the cost of fencing.  

 

11. Detecting cattle ticks 

“The stockowner detections this year and last year have been up around the 10% …there 

are a lot of people out there that should be looking a lot harder…means roughly 90% by our 

staff….saleyards surveillance accounts for about 33%...often one or two of the neighbours 

come in as a consequence…50% by the response staff…10% stockowners not disclosing” 

(AT 6). “The cattle tick I got he detected it on his herd and self-reported. He didn’t try to get 

away with it” (PB 19). “I would suggest to you now that 99% of property owners do not look 

for cattle tick even in the season…don’t even bother when they are getting them ready for 

market. They don’t even think about it… They might see bush ticks on cattle and discard 

it…don’t worry about it” (PB 9). “If you don’t look you don’t find. To rely on farmers to find 

ticks on cattle is not always beneficial…We can check our cattle when we sell them but 

unless you really study those cattle and scratch them properly you can miss ticks very easily 

especially when there are only a few”, one long-term producer informed me. Two important 

factors that influence the low level of self-reporting: firstly, the ability to know where to 

examine a beast for ticks and secondly, the ability to correctly identify the different ticks 

found in the Northern Rivers (Refer to Photographs 1 and 2).  

 

Photograph 1 Tick inspector examining livestock for cattle tick  
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“These self-inspections…people don’t do it. People don’t even know what a tick looks like 

half the time” (PD 3). “A terrible lot of new people coming out of the cities they haven’t got a 

clue what a dog tick or paralysis tick or cattle tick is and what damage they do” (PD 7). “Our 

biggest concern would be the smaller holdings. They don’t seem to be as aware as they 

should be...potential issues for us” (PB 20).  

 

However, for many of the long term producers who had grown up with dipping cattle one of 

these producers explained “my parents told me about previous outbreaks of tick fever and 

how devastating it can be. So we always made tick control a high priority”. Another producer 

in a known “hot spot” has continued to dip as a preventative treatment and has never had an 

infestation told me: “We don’t even see a bottle tick on ours at the moment. They are as 

clean as but you do look around the tail and flank. Have a look to see if there is anything 

there…we are diligent…we don’t want to be infested” (PB 20). There is also the problem that 

producers can be tick free for long-periods and as one long-time producer said, “We’ve 

should have had enough experience to pick those ticks. It’s a paddock that has bush ticks 

but because we had been tick free for many years” (PD 7). 

 

There was a view that there were with more infestations detected than in the past when 

there was compulsory then voluntary dipping when “it was pretty rare to have a tick”. In 

those days, “there was probably more people who were farmers. They took a bit more care 

and they still had the habit of dipping for quite a few years then they weaned themselves off 
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it because it got too hard or they didn’t get time. Properties were sold and new owners came 

in and didn’t want to do it…I think the methods of detection…either through the saleyards or 

the abattoirs…are just as good as when they were doing compulsory dipping. I don’t know 

whether you can do much more about it” (PS 8).  

 

11.1 Skill in detecting ticks 

The ability of landholders, even for those most experienced, to check and detect ticks on 

stock is not an easy task. “It is easy to miss a tick if they are small. Even the trained tickies 

will miss them. I think it is difficult to expect all landholders to see ticks that might be there, 

especially ones that don’t have a lot of contact with cattle” (PB 1). “Even the tickies at times 

have trouble identifying” (PB 16).The tick inspectors use a magnifying glass at times to 

assist them with identification. “The tick inspectors were undertaking an inspection and we 

were running them up the crush and pulling these ticks off and humming and arrhing and 

getting the magnifying glass out. In the end they said, No, it wasn’t. If the people who are 

trained in it find it hard to detect how is it for the general farmer who knows nothing about 

it…I don’t think most farmers would know what one looked like. A tick is a tick. Probably 

mistake it for a bottle tick.” (PS 8). “I had suspicions…I was really worried about them. I went 

through their little chart and it didn’t fit” (PB 24). “I think it’s unfair to expect everybody who 

owns cattle to be able to readily identify cattle tick…when you’ve got absentee 

landlords…when you’ve got people who have no option but to work off their farm every day 

you can’t get the same degree of control over what’s going on with your cattle when you are 

here every day” (PB 16). About half of the producers interviewed were confident in their 

ability to identify a cattle tick on their livestock with the remainder indicating a degree of 

uncertainty.  

 

Photograph 2 Cattle tick found above the udder 
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As one experienced cattle producer explained: “We can check our cattle when we sell them 

but unless you really study those cattle and scratch them properly you can miss ticks very 

easily, especially when only a few… if we see a tick we can identify a cattle tick…You would 

be surprised at the number of landholders that cannot identify a cattle tick” (PB 1). Another 

experienced cattle producer was somewhat uncertain. “I’ve got pictures and things to look at 

but I wouldn’t guarantee if several ticks were put in front of me…I know the characteristics to 

look for…I would be unsure” (PB 16).  

 

The dairy producers interviewed were far more confident in their ability to find ticks on their 

milking cows and could distinguish between cattle tick and other ticks. This may relate to the 

fact that in milking twice a day they have the opportunity to examine their herd far more 

frequently compared to the beef producer. “In the dairy I can identify cattle tick pretty easily” 

(PD 10). “Every time we see ticks we look at them and try and identify them…whether they 

have red legs or white legs” (PD 15). “I have found them every time” (PD 3). However, with 

dry stock and heifers which are not managed as closely it is in this situation where a dairy 

herd has commonly been quarantined.  

 

As shown in the photograph below detecting cattle tick on a beast requires skill in handling 

livestock at close quarters in the yards.  

 



39 
 

11.2 Practice of deliberately concealing an infestation or a border crossing 

It was not uncommon for interviewees to talk about some producers practicing self-control of 

cattle tick prior to sending them to the sale yards or the abattoir. It was referred to as being a 

“cultural thing”: they do not want to be regulated. One of the consequences of self-managing 

is the opportunity for a single tick infestation to rapidly escalate into multiple infestations 

around the district and contributing to the operational cost of the CTP.  

 

“We have stockowners out there that we know aren’t disclosing and supressing…makes it 

hard for the neighbours who don’t know there are ticks next door or they leave those 

paddocks or when they leave that paddock and someone else puts cattle in that paddock 

without knowing there is cattle ticks there and next thing they are all under…that’s the 

hardest part to prove” (AT 6).  

 

As one service provider told me: “People will self-control. They are asking for a product. I’ve 

got some worms. You know what they are going to do with that product. I know farmers are 

doing that…using Cydectin® as the cattle are going on the back of the truck to make sure 

there is no ticks on their cattle when they get to the saleyards…across the Northern Rivers it 

would have to be over 10% it might be as high as 20% if not the day prior within a week of 

going…paying $4 [a beast to do so] when buying through the shop” (PS 26). 

 

Almost all producers as did the CTP staff and service providers interviewed appeared to 

know of a producer(s) who concealed infestations. “The minute they find out they are 

spraying them every day…those dishonest ones just walk away and laugh at you…Like that 

neighbour [the cattle trader] saying I should have just put my foot on it [rather than self-

report]” (PD 3).  

 

There is also the problem of the bringing cattle illegally across the Queensland border. “He 

had this little trailer and he would continually turn up with these cows. You wouldn’t know 

whether he went through the tick gates or not” (PB 9).  

 

11.3 Source of infestation 

It was very common for producers to not know what the source of the infestation was and 

where the infestation came from. “It’s a detective game often to find the source” (PB 19). 

“You don’t know where they come from” (PD3). “We are a closed herd…It was all a 

mystery…It was unusual…the tick was found in a paddock that had no strays…then we 

started treatment and found a tick or two on other animals from different paddocks…I think 
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there is probably a lot to learn about ticks and how they survive and how they spread” (PB 

1). “That’s a hard one to work out if you have an outbreak with 4 or 5 properties involved. 

Where did it come from? How did it get there? There is no guarantee that the first one found 

with ticks is the originator…Some people you know are dragging them around the district 

that’s a different matter. But if you end up getting a tick and you have introduced cattle or 

bought cattle that have been dipped no-one knows where it has come from” (PS 8). “That’s 

why finger pointing is so hard. We weren’t the first place to go in but the infestation were all 

pretty well advanced” (PB 24).  

 

Unlike most producers, one producer was quite definite about the source of the infestation. “I 

would say we are very confident the ticks came from the neighbours” (a cattle trader). 

Another producer when he was quarantined as an adjoining holding “was a bit annoyed but 

not surprised because of the way they deal with cattle. I was half expecting that sooner or 

later it would happen”. Cattle traders were referred to as the source of an infestation by 

several producers when they were brought into the eradication program. 

 

“There are a lot of old wives’ tales out there” (PS 8). “People have a lot of theories” (PD 7). 

There were two common theories proposed by interviewees: 1.) wildlife carry them but the 

tick doesn’t attach, and 2.) water from flood and storm events can carry the larvae.  

1.) “We are close to the Queensland border and that’s where they are having the biggest 

problem to get rid of ticks. So whether it is ibis or cockatoos or these birds that follow the 

feed around and whether they can carry a few larvae and land in your paddock…We had 

army worm for quite a while last autumn and I reckon I had 1 000 ibis on one of my 

paddocks for days…but it could be wild dogs, it could be wallabies…hills are full of them” 

(PD 7). “Feral animals…There is red deer seen periodically. That’s what we have put it down 

to” (PB 12). “There is a lot of animal movement especially in our part of the world. It’s 

wildlife” (PB 24).  

 

2.) Flood events. “There was 14 properties after a flood all become infested. All in a row. 

Every single one of us…My grandfather told me back in the 70s they had a massive tick 

outbreak. Had tick fever after a flood” (PD 3). “You get a heavy storm so it is quite feasible 

that larvae could be washed down into where our cattle camp…where we run our dry cows” 

(PD 15). 

 

While many producers interviewed operated as a closed herd on land they mostly owned, 

the situation for a cattle trader was very different as on cattle trader explained. “We are 

moving them around all the time. They usually stay in one paddock for two weeks and they 
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get moved around to other paddock in that place. The other places they are moved around a 

couple of agistment paddocks. Get moved backwards and forwards…got to keep doing that 

to keep them going”.  

 

11.4 Extent of problem with other ticks  

Most producers and their service providers viewed paralysis tick as a major concern as 

young stock are particularly susceptible and is very prevalent in the area. “Paralysis ticks are 

a big problem. The main tick talked about...Kyogle is a fairly big hot spot for paralysis ticks 

but they are basically everywhere” (PS 22). Control programs are commonly implemented as 

many producers run cows and calves in spring which is paralysis tick season. “Cattle tick is 

not a big issue for me. Like I have never lost cattle to tick fever…but the paralysis tick hits 

me in the back pocket because my calves die through ticks” (PB 21). “Paralysis tick will kill a 

calf real quick. We lost one early in early September” (PB 4). “We do have paralysis ticks 

and bush ticks which some years do become quite a big problem. We over spray with 

chemical if they get bad enough…They are obvious…you might lose a calf…even older 

cattle…It is quite an important thing that you have to look out for” (PB 1). “We do look for dog 

ticks quite regularly as well as paralysis ticks. As I said that’s important so come 

June/July…I will definitely will look at the calves and make sure there is no paralysis on 

them. You can pick up other ticks as well” (PB 25). 

 

One of the dairy producers told me: “I’ve always kept the dip on my place nearly 20 years 

now. I’ve always done a program for myself to keep not only the cattle tick out but also the 

dog tick and paralysis tick. I get very few dog ticks and other people that haven’t been 

dipping for the last 20 years they’re driving them mad. Your cattle do build up a bit of 

immunity but if you have got them too bad the little calves are dead before you know what 

you are doing. If you’ve got beef cattle that’s a year’s production gone. If you’ve got cattle 

tick and you end up with red water it will take them out pretty quick too…never had it”.  

 

One service provider held the view “You don’t seem to worry about ticks too much. I don’t 

think anyone does until you get caught with them”. He went on to further explain that the 

pour-ons used for worm control and the ear tags for buffalo fly help to suppress the tick 

problem. His believed as did other service providers that “people were more worried about 

paralysis ticks than cattle tick”.  

 

12. Summary of changes and trends in landholders, relationships 

and management practices and implications for the CTP 
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A summary is provided in Box 12.1 of the changes and trends in landholders in the Northern 

Rivers: the different cohorts, relationships and management practices. This is followed by 

Box 12.2 which outlines the implications of these changes and trends for the functioning of 

the CTP.  

 

Box 12.1  Summary of changes and trends in landholders, relationships and management practices   
 

 Northern Rivers has transitioned to a multi-functional (multiple values expressed) rural landscape. 
Extensive subdivision of rural land has increased the number of properties, and, therefore, the number of 
neighbours for most holdings.  

 As part of this multi-functionality many full-time farmers (FTF) have been replaced with part-time farmers 
(PTF) and non-farmers (NF). This complexity is compounded by the subgroups within each of the three 
major types.  

 Within FTF subgroups include “cattlemen”, dairy farmers, semi-commercial and “wheelers & dealers”; NF 
include groups of “absentee” and “residents’; and within PTF subgroups include “retirees/lifestylers, 
“younger generation” and “next generation”.  

 These different producer types will hold different values and beliefs, possess different knowledge and 
skills in cattle tick management and use different sources of information. 

 Strength of the relationship between producers and their neighbours is typically weak; “cattlemen” and 
dairy farmers socialise within their groups, but other groups are less integrated with neighbours and other 
producers.  

 CTP staff are respected and trusted by producers.  
 Service providers (rural stores and stock agents) are in contact with the multiple producer types; Stock 

agents are often decision-makers or a key influence on the decisions of those operating smaller 
properties. 

 Some producers are embarrassed when ticks are detected on their property suggesting there are positive 
social norms encouraging the adoption of CTP practices.  

 The condition of boundary fences is constrained by the dissected nature of the physical landscape, the 
behaviour of livestock and wildlife, the limited interaction between neighbours, and the financial cost of 
upkeep. 

 A realistic assessment suggests that the CTP needs to accept straying of stock across properties as 
unavoidable.  

 A high level of skill is required in detecting cattle tick. Those skills relate to cattle handling, tick detection 
and identification.  

 Many of the more recent producers are not aware of the need to examine for cattle tick; some recent 
producers contract their animal health management. 

 Difficult to determine the source of an infestation with any certainty; “wheelers & dealers” often accused of 
spreading ticks.  

 Producers view paralysis tick as a more serious issue because immediate economic losses.  
 

 

Box 12.2  Implications of the changes and trends in landholders, relationships and management 
practices for the CTP  
 

  14. The high levels of trust and respect the CTP staff has established makes it easier for them to work 
with landholders and accomplish CTP objectives (including by inviting them on-property). The qualities 
that underpin this social capital suggest that CTP staff could successfully implement initiatives to engage 
more part-time farmers and non-farmers. 
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 15. The CTP needs to understand and respond to the multiple producer types (and groups). Producers in 
the Northern Rivers vary in their commitment and capacity to effectively manage cattle tick. They also 
differ in their underlying values, including the values they attach to their properties.  

  16. The first time a producer (or their neighbours) experience a cattle tick infestation is an important 
opportunity for CTP engagement with landholders. CTP staff need to consider the type of landholder(s) 
they are about to work with and their values, attitudes and capacities (knowledge, skills, financial and time 
constraints).  

  17. This research has identified the scope and to a limited extent, the nature of important differences 
between landholder types in the Northern Rivers. A more detailed quantitative study based on a 
landholder survey will provide a more detailed understanding of those producer types.  

  18. With typically weak relationships between neighbours, there is less opportunity to rely on social 
capital (e.g. information networks, reciprocal relationships, social norms) to accomplish CTP objectives. 
Interventions can develop social capital but that typically takes time and considerable skill. 

  19. CTP program typically focuses on individual landholders experiencing a cattle tick infestation. It may 
be more effective to consider engaging a set of neighbours. 

 20. Rural stores and stock agents are important sources of information and network hubs (existing and 
potential), particularly for new and absentee landholders. These are, therefore, potentially important for 
CTP engagement with producers. 

 21. While maintaining boundary fences in good condition is a critical part of the CTP, there are important 
constraints imposed by the physical and social landscape. There are ways to improve boundary fence 
security, but the CTP should be structured around the reality that boundary fences are often permeable to 
stock. 

 22. Improving the commitment and ability of producers to detect and identify cattle tick is key to increasing 
self-reporting of cattle tick infestations. Additional effort needs to be made to engage critical landholder 
types/groups through appropriate platforms and activities.  

 23. An important first step in effective engagement of landholders is to identify their priorities. It is clear 
that many landholders are more concerned about paralysis than cattle tick. We acknowledge that 
paralysis tick is the responsibility of LLS. CTP and LLS may be more effective if they work together. An 
example could be a two hour demonstration on a property at different locations and on the weekend. 

 

 

13. Cattle tick policy and the operational program 

13.1 Cattle tick policy 

There was an acceptance of the rationale for the CTP by most beef and dairy producers 

interviewed that there was a need to keep cattle tick under control. “I think it is very important 

that we do keep looking for ticks in this area... They [ticks] have gone to other areas too with 

cattle… they have turned up further down the coast and out on the Ranges” (PB 1).  

 

There was an acceptance by producers of the CTP as it stands (surveillance, detection, 

control and eradication) and if cattle tick were detected on their livestock they would be 

quarantined and they would enter into an eradication program. “I find the program is pretty 

good. I accept it” (PB 25). “It's important we keep the program going…I’m quite happy with 

the current process” (PS 8). “I truthfully don’t have any problems with the program… or the 

regulations associated with it...the sooner [the better] if you can get a property quarantined 

and manage the tick infestation” (PB 9).  
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Another producer believed that the program was a success when you considered the 

number of cattle in the Northern Rivers and the number of infestations “it’s really not that 

big…significant enough…understandably [landholders] get a sense of complacency” (PB 

25). One service provider believed “that cattle tick will always be here but it had been 

controlled to a large extent. If you looked at the figures, the number of holdings and the 

number of cattle on those holdings infested compared to the general livestock it’s only a 

small percentage…It hasn’t got away”. 

 

One older producer who had experienced the policy changes since the 1980s commented: “I 

think as far as the overall policy goes in my time it’s the easiest to live than we have ever 

had…We have gone through some terrible things here. It was a closed tick area…it doesn’t 

seem to have made much difference after a lifetime…I think it works fairly well…it does for 

us” (PB 12).  

 

There was a substantial benefit to beef and dairy producers in the Northern Rivers to retain 

the existing program as it’s not only helping to contain ticks within the region but it is also 

controlling ticks entering from Queensland. “Our cattle have got no immunity whatsoever. I 

suppose if they just through the gates open and its open slather… some people would go 

out and needle their cattle so they would have immunity just like a 5 in 1 injection” (PS 8). 

Another producer who had experience in south-east Queensland said: “I’m quite supportive 

of the CTP because if the ticks really got going in the area and tick fever became an issue it 

would be very difficult to manage especially if you are not allowed to use blood…if it was 

handed to individuals to control ticks…somebody next door ignored their 

responsibilities…you [experience] a tick fever outbreak I want more control than that” (PD 

15).  

 

A commonly held view was that without government intervention cattle tick numbers “would 

go wild” (PB 11) rapidly spreading to the rest of NSW and for those cattle not previously 

exposed to ticks would die from tick fever. Therefore, the program provides a benefit to 

those beef producers outside the Northern Rivers. “I don’t know how the rest of NSW would 

feel about open the gates and said well here they come. They will go right to the border 

Victoria over a period of time if you let them. You could imagine the weaner cattle leave here 

and go south… if there was not compulsory to dip before leaving the saleyard there would 

be weaners down there with ticks on them. It wouldn’t take long. It’s important to keep the 

program going.” (PS 8).  
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“I’ve struggled with the fact that we are doing this for the benefit of the whole state. How you 

get the rest of the state excited about it you never will until a massive outbreak of tick fever” 

(PB 25). “It’s a bit rough we’ve got to pay if we get caught with ticks. We are holding the line 

and we are the ones bearing the brunt of it all. Like we are protecting the south” (PB 21) and 

“We don’t get any pats on the back from industry” (PB 24). “It’s just not a north coast 

problem at all…What we do is protect them…There are plenty of examples of ticks being 

found in other parts of the state…What we are doing is beneficial to every livestock owner in 

the state. I think everyone should contribute…I think the government should contribute a 

certain part. A healthy livestock industry is beneficial to everybody in the state” (PB 16). “I 

think it is to the benefit of those producers [outside the Northern Rivers] that the tick is 

monitored within the top northern part of the state…I’d be against getting rid of the 

system…it would be nice to get rid of this northern self-reporting system. It would save the 

government money…you look after the tick problem yourself like Queensland” (PD 17).  

 

Even when interviewees believed that producers should take more responsibility, there was 

a consistent message that producers could not be trusted to self-manage cattle ticks and 

that some form of government intervention was required. “Farm biosecurity unless 

everybody thinks that way things will fall down…If producers look after their own tick 

control…most of the beef producing areas in NSW will have ticks” (PB 13). “I fully support 

people managing the tick themselves. I don’t think it is a government role to do that although 

I do think that there should be regular random inspections of herds…government has an 

auditing role” (PB 19).  

 

One notable producer clearly recognised the change in government policy from providing 

free services to individual producers to a user pays system. “I think the world is moving 

to…you are responsible for your own operation. I think the difficulty is when you come in as 

an adjoining holding. If you have got a genuine infestation I think I could live with having to 

pay all the costs…We’ve probably lived in a world where we have been nursed to a large 

degree. If you look at the advisory world the advisors are not available now. If you want help 

you pay for it” (PD 15). Another producer believed “I think if the government ever decides it 

is going to go 100% {cost of chemical] to the farmer there would be some yelling but you 

have to be realistic and accept that the management of cattle ticks is part of the farmer’s 

responsibility. You can’t argue against that really…[However,] there are regular outbreaks 

and it’s virtually impossible to identify how they got there and even the best of farmers 

they’ve still got cattle tick” (PB 16). 
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However, one landholder suggested that if the program ceased “there would be an outcry 

about it but a lot of people who have been in quarantine for a lot of years would probably say 

bring it on. It’s not a production issue…[though] people have lost cattle through tick fever” 

(PB 2).  

 

 

13.2 Cattle Tick Ministerial Advisory Committee (CTMAC) 

Critical comments in relation to the roles and responsibilities of the CTMAC were made in 

conversation by a few producers. “How many people know who is on it…the farmers should 

know…they are putting the producers point of view to the government…are we getting any 

feedback?” (PB 12) “The abandonment of the [Tick] Board has had a major impact and the 

current Advisory Committee has no impact whatsoever” (PB 9). The concern was “there is 

absolutely nothing coming out in terms of information…we don’t know whether they are 

advising to close the whole program down” (PB 9). In contrast another producer viewed the 

CTMAC as being important in being an avenue to communicate concerns directly to NSW 

Biosecurity senior management and to the Minister. “I would very much hope it stays. It’s 

one of the only avenues we’ve got to have that line of communication…we need to have 

representation…we need to have a say…[although] there is no feedback” (PB 25).  

 

The CTMAC appears to operate in isolation as it receives no feedback from the advice it 

provides to NSW Biosecurity and the Minister for Primary Industries. There, also, appears to 

be no mechanism to allow the Committee to communicate to the producers in the Northern 

Rivers. “I wonder if this ministerial [committee] was to appease a political outcome…we’ve 

got rid of the tick control board where you had all sorts of say and feedback” (PB 25). 

 

13.3 Level of CTP staffing 

Some of the producers and service providers interviewed indicated that CTP staffing was 

inadequate to meet the need for an effective and efficient surveillance and eradication 

program. “The Tick Department have reduced their numbers and are really busy at the 

moment. They [the staff] are run off their feet” (PB 20). This issue in particular affected the 

effectiveness of managing an infestation and controlling cattle tick. “You can’t get a Tickie for 

donkey ages…If you talked to the average guy out there he would say, what ticks 

everywhere but the tick department is short on staff and resources to do anything about 

it…those two things add up to more infestations in the future” (PB 2). “The abattoir rang and 

said those cattle you sent in they are infested…it was a definite staffing problem…took two 

months [for an inspection]” (PB 24).  
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A frequent comment was in relation to the casualisation of tick inspector workforce, the loss 

of experience (associated with the recent voluntary redundancy) and the lack of a 

succession plan to replace permanent CTP staff near retirement. “They can’t employ anyone 

as permanent any more. Go forward 15 years where are the experienced cattle people in 

NSW going to be?...You can put a casual on and he learns…then he goes and gets a job 

somewhere else…that continuation of expertise” (PB 13). “A lot of experienced fellows are 

gone and are going that’s the thing” (PB 12).  

 

Another criticism relating to CTP staffing was the length of time taken to receive the release 

letter once a property had completed the program and was clear: in several cases the 

release letter was received four or five months after the property was clear of cattle ticks. 

 

14. Managing cattle tick infestations 

It is recognised by long-term landholders that the risk for infestation increases if the property 

is in close proximity to the Queensland border or if the property adjoins timbered/scrub 

country: often referred to as “hot spots”. “Pigabeen. They have got no option but to be 

treating all year-round…they have got a lot more rural residential…there are some real black 

spots across the north coast” (PB 16). “We dip every three weeks…[The dip] It’s still 

managed by the tick department because the other properties join the border fence and it’s 

such a hotspot here” (PB 20). 

 

 There is the unknown for producers as to if and when they could have a cattle tick 

infestation on their property: they never know when they could be placed in or released from 

quarantine. “Just because there is an infestation today on a property it doesn’t mean that 

you [as an adjoining] that you are going to be infested today…there is a fair probability that 

you will be infested in 12 months-time after the spring rise” (PB 9). There was also the case 

that several producers experienced where one tick was found on one beast which put the 

property into quarantine and then to complete the treatment program only to find one tick 

again on a beast and to be quarantined again with a second treatment program.  

 

Another concern raised was that when an infestation was detected only the directly adjoining 

properties were notified. It was felt that if those producers on the same road had been 

alerted there was an infestation nearby they would have been more vigilant with examining 

their own cattle. “I don’t think it’s satisfactory that us neighbours down the road from him and 

downstream from him on the creek should have been notified purely to make us more 
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vigilant with our own cattle…if you don’t notify your neighbours well you think everything is 

ok…you aren’t looking as hard as when you know there are ticks in the vicinity there was a 

straying animal out of that farm” (PB 16).  

 

Producers views about the process of eradicating cattle tick on their property varied 

substantially: “It works out well”, “It’s frustrating”, and “They have done everything 

possible…they believe they have complied and then they get a breakdown…you’re on the 

end of a big stick when your caught” (PB 2). However, failure to impose penalties, lack of 

operational staff, lack of funding and the potential for chemical resistance were issues that 

most concerned most producers and service providers.  

 

Producers in quarantine are still able to run their business as they would normally but it 

means they must be organised if they wish to move cattle off their property. It is likely they 

need to book a week in advance for a tick inspector to be available for inspecting the stock 

to be moved.  

 

14.1 Penalties for non-compliance 

Although the government has the legislative power to impose penalties there is the 

perception that the CTP fails to use those powers. “The power is there [to penalise]. I don’t 

think it is enforced. They have done a few in the past where it has been absolutely blatant. I 

think the Department has lost because the other team lawyered up pretty well” (PB 25). 

 

The fine of $550 does not act as a deterrent to the illegal movement of cattle across the 

Queensland Border without coming through tick control. The severity of the penalty needs to 

be increased, particularly, when the cost to the producer in managing an infestation is 

significantly higher in comparison to the penalties that can be imposed.  

 

14.2 Cost of the treatment program 

One producer believed that by “having a 25% charge its putting some responsibility back 

onto the producer. Otherwise they say it’s not costing us anything it doesn’t matter if we get 

ticks…it puts the responsibility there for them to do something about the prevention” (PB 9). 

For many producers, however, it was not the cost of the chemical but the extra work load 

associated with managing an infestation. “Everyone whinges about the cost of the chemical 

but it’s probably insignificant compared to the cost of running a bona fide beef business” 

(PB11). It is the cost of employing labour ($200 per day for 2 days per treatment to help 

muster and assist on treatment day), the time lost not doing other management activities 
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and, frequently, the cost of installing new stock yards to make it easy to treat the livestock. In 

addition, if stock needed to be moved between properties there is the extra time and cost for 

the cattle to be dipped at one of the saleyards. Some estimates for managing an infestation 

(12 to 13 treatments) was around $10,000 to $15,000 including the cost of chemical and the 

other costs associated with employing labour and new infrastructure. For dairy farmers there 

was the additional cost associated with a loss of production estimated at 1,000L (@ 57c/L) 

for each treatment. For another producer who made hay he was unable to sell because of 

the risk of cattle tick larvae in the baled pasture.  

 

Other producers felt that the 25% contribution to the cost of chemicals was significant for 

those producers running 500 to 600 cows and having to drench them every three weeks for 

13 treatments. For those producers who still had a dip the cost was about $70 for each 

treatment as against $400-$500 paying 25% of a chemical.  

 

14.3 Chemical resistance 

A major concern raised by many producers and their service providers was the frequent and 

long term use of Cydectin® and the fear for resistance from over use of the chemical. “We 

are going to end up with resistance the same as Queensland had” (PB 9). If “we lose our 

ability to manage Acaricides…it’s going to be a difficult solution” (PD 15). “It’s not just the tick 

resistance it’s the drench resistance” (PD 10). As one service provider explained: “We are 

always trying to make sure our customers don’t use the Mectin family over and over and 

over…We talk about it quite a lot. If the product stops working it’s no good for anyone” (PS 

23). However, Cydectin® is the preferred chemical by producers because it has a nil 

withholding period and can be safely used on calves.  

 

“At the moment we are mostly using Cydectin®…I do have concerns…if you keep using the 

same chemical eventually what you are trying to kill will build up resistance…does worry me 

the fact that we use the same chemical every three weeks. We have had 13 treatments. We 

try and use other chemicals but they have withholding periods which makes it a bit 

difficult…the withholding period is longer up to 42 days and for calves suckling on mothers 

you can’t sell those calves for 4 months so that restricts the use of that chemical.” (PB 1) 

 

The problem of completing one eradication program only to find the livestock have been re-

infested soon after requiring another period of quarantine and eradication. “It frightens the 

hell out of me…I worked out those cattle had 28 treatments of Cydectin® in a 2 year 

period….One of our biggest problems with the tick industry is we only have a small group of 

chemicals…getting smaller. If we don’t use them carefully we are in a lot of strife” (PB 11). 
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Other producers expressed strong views in regards to CTP allowing the extensive and long-

term use of Cydectin®. “[We proactively manage] to avoid ML [Macrocyclic lactone of which 

Cydectin® is a member of this chemical group] resistance in roundworms. If you wanted to 

show a program that totally disregards that you would look at the way Cydectin® is used in 

the cattle tick control program...the DPI knows categorically that there is ML resistance in 

roundworms. It’s appalling and the manufacturers of the drugs can tell you the same. I have 

spoken to some and they would say that just it beggars belief that we go out there talking 

about using ‘tailcutter’ or ‘exit’ drenches [where a long-acting drench has been used and it is 

close to the end of the product’s period of persistent activity] and doing… worm egg 

reduction testing and why [bother] because tickies will turn up here every 3 weeks with the 

same chemical.” (PB 2) 

 

Service providers also voiced their concerns about producer’s overuse of Cydectin® which is 

registered for worm control at six month intervals. “I’ve have a bee in my bonnet about is the 

use of Cydectin®. I know they have to use a chemical to control them [cattle tick] but 

Cydectin® on a beast every 3 weeks for 13 treatments. It’s a disaster waiting to happen as 

far as immunity and resistance...there are blokes I know that out of the last 10 years have 

been in quarantine for 7 years. Something is not working. It’s just become a fact of life for 

them now…they know they’ve got them and they don’t seem to be able to get rid of them.” 

(PS 22). “We are always trying to make sure our customers don’t use the Mectin family over 

and over and over…It's important for our business just as much it is for them [producers] at 

the end of the day. If the product stops working it’s no good for anyone.” (PS 23) 

 

One producer believed that the CTP should continue to manage the chemical treatment in 

an eradication program as he believed that farmers could not be trusted to follow correct 

procedure giving examples of producers’ management of chemicals for buffalo fly and 

worms. “I have very little confidence in farmers managing Acaricides and tick control under 

their own steam…farmers are infamous for their ability to take short cuts…not view things as 

a long term strategy. I don’t have a lot of problem with some professional guidance from the 

Tick Board and having some control of those chemicals…we need to be very careful if you 

are going to hand them back to the farmers…we would then have to have a strategy where 

somebody can insure themselves against a tick fever outbreak. Whether we come in and 

start vaccinating cattle with blood so that if the situation does get out of control we are not 

going to have a complete crash in our production system” (PD 15).  
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Several producers raised the concern that using Cydectin ® was already causing problems 

with worm resistance. One beef producer in quarantine had a group of day old calves which 

had been treated with Cydectin ®. After weaning they had been grazing on ryegrass but 

“they looked average”. Tests showed they had high resistance. Cydectin® only just covers 

brown stomach worm. One dairy producer claimed he has lost 40 heifers about 12 months 

old as well as managing sick heifers over a two-year period to worm resistance. He had 

previously been quarantined and had 30 treatments every 21 days before the infestation was 

eradicated. “They have got to get away from Cydectin® and just using one product all the 

time. Everyone tells you that you have got to rotate things otherwise they build up resistance 

and look what has happened. They have got to do something.” The other problem 

encountered by this dairy producer was Cydectin® from the previous 21 day treatment was 

detected in his milk by his milk processor. He said, “Like that could break us over night. A 

real big risk. I don’t want to do it [be in a quarantined] ever again”. 

 

14.4 Kirra inspection and treatment station 

Another issue raised was stock crossing the Queensland/NSW Border and the need to for 

inspection and treatment. The use of cameras to detect stock movement was considered as 

being effective monitoring tool with the follow-up phone call. The problem is the existing 

location of the inspection station is unsatisfactory and needs to be re-located just off the 

Motorway. The relocation to a more suitable location may reduce the workload of staff in the 

follow-up process and reduce the likelihood illegal crossings.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photograph 3 Kirra inspection and treatment station 
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14.5 Chemical analysis for dips 

Another issue raised was the need to improve the time it takes when a dip sample is 

submitted for analysis. “I think the chemical analysis should come back to the users…it takes 

a long time to get the results because they have to go through Brisbane…too long…2 or 3 

weeks. There is always an excuse. They have lost it or something happened…sometimes it 

takes even longer. It has to be improved on…you’re ready to dip again but you’re not sure of 

the concentration” (PB 20).  

 

15. Management of recent cases of tick fever 

It was a view held by some of the long-term producers that the newer entrants into the 

industry had not experienced the “devastation of tick fever”. “The big issue is that people do 

not realise…99% of our cattle have absolutely no resistance to tick fever. That’s the big 

thing…while ever it is not an issue who worries about it” (PB 11). One service provider also 

thought that “People don’t worry about it [cattle tick] because we are not losing a lot of cattle 

from tick fever…there have been some deaths but not many probably for the number of 

cattle that have been infected”. 

 

Two landholders, one a beef producer and the other a dairy producer, were interviewed who 

had recently experienced tick fever in their livestock. The two cases outline their experience 

with the government agencies following the deaths of their livestock. In both cases the cattle 
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were not seen on a daily basis and there were further losses before it was diagnosed as tick 

fever.  

 

15.1 Case one: Twenty beef cattle died 

Producer found cattle dead on his uninhabited property, mustered and found numerous 

cattle ticks then self-reported to CTP. The vet from New England LLS took blood samples 

which proved inconclusive. Another vet took blood samples and there was doubt about the 

strain of tick fever. Cattle were vaccinated though the drug is not registered in NSW. A 

dipping program using Tactic® was instigated: dipping every 21 days for 5 months, then 

break for 2-3 months over winter, and then re-commenced dipping every 21 days in 

September requiring a total of five labour units for each dipping.  

 

“[The process] I think it took a lot of coordinating. We got it done quickly but it seemed to be 

very disjointed...We had to get a vet from Glen Innes probably to come and do it…then you 

got the tick program…coming out of Kyogle…then we had to get the vaccine from Brisbane 

and that had to come via a vet in Killarney because we had to have a Queensland vet…got 

to be carried from Brisbane to Killarney…to get the information it just seemed quite 

disjointed...all the phone calls…We just found it wasn’t easy...a lot of people wouldn’t have 

been able to carry it through...Like Paul [Freeman] helped where he could…it’s not his job to 

co-ordinate all these things. I think they all did the best they could…Like the cattle were 

dying there... no one has seen the devastation of tick fever and most of my life when we 

found ticks that’s a nuisance to do all this dipping…but once it hits you, you can lose 20 

cows it changes…the cows would have been worth …probably $1200 a head.” (PB 12) 

 

15.2 Case two: Fourteen dairy heifers died  

It started with the death of a dairy heifer. As there was no fence between the neighbour’s 

paddock and our paddock our “beautiful mob of heifers” with neighbour’s permission were 

grazing on this adjoining paddock. It was later determined that the neighbour, an absentee 

landholder from Queensland, had illegally crossed the State Border with vaccinated Dexter 

cattle in a covered trailer. 

 

The PP Board vet [now retired] did a blood test but not a tail smear. “So we got the results 

from the PP Board vet on the [Easter Thursday] before Good Friday and he said ‘it was 

definitely not tick fever. Then over Easter [it started] going absolutely berserk. It wasn’t just a 

case of the cattle dying fast it was that they were so out of control. These were heifers that 
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would eat out of your hand and rub up against you so quiet and placid and they just went 

into these mad cows. 

 

Over Easter we rang the PP Board vet. We rang our own vet and she said there was no 

point until you get results. All the pathologies were closed over Easter. Every time we had 

another death we left any message on the PP Board vet’s phone. It wasn’t his fault. He 

handled it poorly…how the tick fever was picked up was our vet did a tail smear and within 

an hour we knew the result… [The PPB vet] said he had done the training for cattle tick, a 

weekend course. He said to us that he had no practical experience.  

 

The most appropriate way to pick it up is with a tail smear but you can also pick it up with a 

blood test…If he had done the tail smear there is a possibility he might have picked it up the 

week before...It shouldn’t have to wait for business hours to open before you can diagnose 

whether there is tick fever or not…I think if we possibly could have gotten onto someone 

from the Tick Board if we had known it was tick fever but we were told by the PP Board vet 

that it definitely wasn’t tick fever.  

 

Reading between the lines at the time I think that the lines of responsibility were a bit blurred 

because once we were diagnosed with tick fever the Tick Board stepped in…The treatment 

is with the Imazsol® which has a two week withholding period…We wanted to be 100% sure 

that the cattle actually had tick fever before we treated them…it was so expensive…it was 

$300 or $400 a bottle…we also had the problem of when we were diagnosed with tick fever 

there was no Imazol® anywhere…24hours to get the vet drug. 

 

One of the things that appalled me with our outbreak was we were the only case of tick fever 

at the time and no staff from the tick department were allowed to come and see firsthand 

what tick fever symptoms were, how the cows reacted.. None of the tick staff had ever seen 

a case of tick fever. They had seen plenty of cattle tick…I just thought that was really 

appalling when you’ve got staff all around this area and none of them were allowed to come 

and see firsthand…it did get political.  

 

We went through the treatment phase which was every 21 days…We had to put on extra 

staff for that day which was really taxing when we lost so many cattle out of the herd. 

Financially, it was quite burdensome…We worked out it cost us roughly $250,000 in lost 

production, lost calves, extra labour, vet bills and we ended up with an old herd because we 

had lost a whole years replacement heifers. For the next couple of years with an older herd 

you have more mastitis issues…We had to spend another $30 or $40,000 on buying in stock 
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to replace…all the existing stock that survived once you needle them with Imazol® they slip 

their calves so you had another 25 head that missed the lactation because once they got the 

tick fever they didn’t come back into milk…you were paranoid about cattle getting sick unless 

they were identified straight away…huge mental strain. We haven’t spoken too much about it 

after it because it hurt too much” (PD 10).  

 

16. Learning opportunities to promote cattle tick 

Currently, there were limited learning opportunities to promote cattle tick management in the 

Northern Rivers. Within the CTP there is no formal extension and education program to 

support producers in relation to managing for cattle tick: the skill in detection and 

identification. “We don’t tend to get much education into people until we have contact with 

them when there is an infestation…we do give them information and run them through a few 

things” (AT 6).  

 

One service provider told me that “Most of your big blokes are fairly switched on…they keep 

abreast of things…a lot of them are part of grower groups. Then LLS have field days every 

now and then. They are very popular and people go to them to get information”.  

 

There appears to be a lack of formal producer networks in the Northern Rivers and one 

producer believed this was a result of “the disjointedness [of the industry] that comes from 

the absentee and off-farm income issue. I said things that worked well was having breakfast 

meetings. You turn up at 7 o’clock and have a sausage and talk about whatever the topic is 

of the day and your gone by 9’oclock. They seem to work really well in other areas but not 

here”.  

 

One producer reflected “I just think it wouldn’t hurt for it to be discussed or to be talked about 

more often in a friendly manner”. It’s more the case, “if Joe Blogs has got an infestation they 

will start talking about it at the saleyards but when they leave the saleyards that’s where it 

stays…they don’t go home and check their cattle…just doesn’t happen” (PB 9). This 

producer went on to say, “It’s just an adhoc conversation in isolated areas. There is no 

information coming through highlighting infestations and what property owners should do to 

protect their stock from it and how to identify them, who should they contact and the pros 

and cons associated with it. In the last nine years… there is absolutely nothing coming 

through”.  
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Frome these two case studies, there is the need to ensure that Veterinarians in the Northern 

Rivers are trained so that they have the competencies to diagnose tick fever and to conduct 

the appropriate tests. Secondly, the roles and responsibilities of the government agencies 

involved in managing a tick fever outbreak needs to be clearly understood by those 

government agents. This will enable an action plan to be rapidly implemented and that the 

producer is fully informed of the procedures and processes and the personnel involved in 

managing an outbreak. 

 

17. Summary of views on CTP policy, Program’s operation and 

implications for the CTP 

A summary is provided in Box 17.1 of views on CTP policy and the program’s operational 

processes and procedures. This is followed by Box 17.2 which outlines the implications of 

these views for the functioning of the cattle tick program. 

 

Box 17.1 Summary of views held in regards to CTP policy and program’s operation 
 

 Acceptance of the rationale for the CTP policy and the operational program by most producers. 
 CTP seen to benefit both producers outside and inside the Northern Rivers. 
 Producers do not trust other producers to self-manage an infestation and believe that the government 

should oversee the eradication program. 
 Limited awareness of the contemporary thinking about reducing the role of government in managing 

economic activity (i.e. producers should accept more of the responsibility for cattle tick management). Our 
assessment is that at this time, most producers would not accept increased responsibility for cattle tick 
management. 

  There is a diversity of views about what a producer should contribute to cost of cattle tick management. 
Most considered the cost of their time and hired labour as the most significant burdens.  

  Role and responsibilities of CTMAC questioned; lacks a 2-way communication mechanism to enable 
producers to contribute to CTMAC and for CTMAC to communicate to producers. 

 Operation of the CTP affected by inadequate resourcing; staff numbers and loss of permanent 
experienced staff.  

 Recognition of high risk areas (known hotspots); properties close to the Queensland border and/or 
adjoining State Forests and National Parks.   

 Concern that only adjoining properties are notified; should be a wider geographical notification to enable 
other producers to be more vigilant. A neighbourhood approach also has potential to increase awareness 
and knowledge of cattle tick management and build local networks supportive of CTP. 

 Penalties for non-compliance are inadequate and not sufficiently enforced.  
 Producers and service providers were most concerned about the threat of resistance from the over use of 

Cydectin® as the chemical of choice. 
 The Kirra inspection and treatment station was thought to be poorly located and unable to provide safe 

treatment of animals. 
 Management of tick fever outbreaks are judged to be poorly co-ordinated leading to unnecessary cost for 

producers, including from increased risk of higher stock losses.  
 Limited learning opportunities in cattle tick management for producers.  
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Box 17.2  Implications of the views held in regards to CTP policy and program’s operation for the CTP 
 

 24. All producers believe government must take the lead in managing cattle tick. This has implications for 
NSW DPI.  

 25. While producers in the Northern Rivers accept the rationale for the CTP policy and operational 
program there is a need to keep on demonstrating that it is a sensible rationale. That rationale should 
identify the public and private benefits of the CTP.  

 26. There appears to be limited recognition by producers that the role of government in society is 
changing and that the NSW government is likely to expect producers to accept more responsibility for 
cattle tick management. There is a risk in devolving greater responsibility for cattle tick management 
without actively engaging producers and other key stakeholders (e.g. stock agents, local stores, vets). A 
sudden change would likely produce a backlash and undo the trust and co-operation in the CTP built over 
decades.   

 27. The role of the CTMAC needs to be reviewed and/or clarified to key stakeholders and communicated 
to producers.  

 28. Appropriate resourcing appears to be an issue for the operation of the CTP. There has been an 
increase in the number of producers and engagement has been complicated by the increased diversity of 
landholder types and the degradation of important social networks. It appears unlikely that an effective 
program can be implemented without additional resources/support for CTP staff.  

 29. High risk areas should be focus in strategic planning for the CTP. 
 30. Penalties need to reinforce the seriousness of the cattle tick threat. Evidence suggest that the current 

penalties are too lenient and not being applied. 
 31. Resistance to Cydectin®, the Kirra treatment and inspection station is a safety issue for CTP staff and 

animals and the management of tick fever are serious issues concerning producers. A way of 
demonstrating that the CTP are trustworthy and capable is to relocate the Kirra station especially with its 
safety issue for the staff and the public. 

 32. The management of tick fever outbreak needs to take a co-ordinated and collaborative approach with 
key stakeholders to establish clear guideline in roles and responsibilities.  

 33. The opportunity to acquire new knowledge and skills is a powerful motivation for landholders to 
engage in programs. As it currently operates, the CTP provides limited learning opportunities for 
producers. 

 

18. Interviewee suggestions to improve CTP 

The problem: “You can only educate people when they need to know. You’ve got a major 

outbreak and there is cattle dying everywhere people would then take notice but until that 

happens…No don’t worry about it. Not my problem I haven’t got them. It’s not they are being 

arrogant. They are just not worrying about it” (PS 8). 

 

1. Several producers suggested that the detection of cattle tick could be improved by an 

annual inspection of cattle in known hot spots like Pigabeen valley and some areas around 

Kyogle such as Old Koreela. Others appreciated that random inspections were probably not 

cost effective.  

2. Several producers and service providers suggested that cattle tick should be included as 

part of a biosecurity message when LLS hold their beef industry field days. These days are 

well supported by producers and their service providers. These field days also provide an 
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opportunity for social interaction. However, there needs to be provision for those that are 

working off-farm and cannot attend daytime events during week days.  

3. The Rural Stores have contact with most livestock producers in the Northern Rivers 

including importantly the absentee and smaller landholder groups. The animal health staff 

indicated they were interested in receiving training about cattle tick and the operation of the 

program. Training could also be provided to stock agent as they are also in contact with 

absentee and small landholders.  

4. One producer mentioned that he had attended a series of activities and lectures by Tweed 

Shire Council around sustainable farming practices which could have included cattle tick 

management. 

5. One service provider suggested there was a need to notify a wider geographical area 

when an infestation is found not just adjoining holdings. With the smaller holdings within a 

30km radius there could be 50 landholders. If there was some notification that ticks had 

been found in the area then landholders can be more proactive.  

6. One producer suggested that if the following three key management practices were 

implemented: 1. correct strength of chemical, 2. 100% muster when yarding cattle for an 

animal health treatment, and 3. appropriate boundary fencing then the risk of an infestation 

would be reduced.  

7. Several producers implemented an induction program in which purchased cattle are kept 

separate from existing stock. “The first thing you are going to do is an induction…they get a 

5 in 1 vaccine, a mineral supplement meal and a drench. I reckon the cattle coming in on 

that scenario are absolutely low risk” (PB 11). 

8. A recent entrant who had his first infestation told me, “I knew very little about ticks. I think 

the department would do itself a great favour if it produced some kind of publication…They 

give us little cards so that we can recognise them…If you knew more about that you could 

understand more” (PB 19). 

 

19. Summary of the key findings 

The analysis of the interview data identified three main categories of farmers and within 

those were subgroups, a total of eight different producer types: 

1. Full-time farmers (“cattlemen/dairy farmers”, semi-commercial, “wheelers & dealers”); 

2. Part-time farmers (“retirees/ lifestylers”, “younger generation”, “next generation”) 

3. Non-farmer (“absentee”) 

The key findings about these different producer types are shown in Table 19.1.  
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In the past almost all producers worked full-time on farm but with the subdivision of 

landholdings into smaller blocks most producers require an off-farm income by one or both 

partners. Furthermore, this change has led to a social break down in the traditional “farming 

community” with neighbouring producers less likely to socialise with and support one 

another. This lack of social cohesion means that social norms less likely to influence 

producers to improve their cattle tick practices. However, there is some stigma (i.e. 

embarrassment) attached to having cattle ticks suggesting that social norms exist and could 

have some influence.  

 

Table 19.1 Key findings about different producer types.  
 

Producer cohort Key findings 
 

FTF, 
“cattlemen” 

Person attributes: Highly skilled and experienced, diligent about animal health, hold 
traditional family farm values (raising a family and looking after the land), strong 
connection to the land, strong occupational identity, sole income from farming 

 Property: Commercial operation, generational + purchased land, carrying 300-1,000 
head, Often retained cattle dip 

 Attitude towards CTP: Positive, accept eradication program, want CTP to have a role in 
managing ticks, do not trust fellow producers to manage cattle ticks 

 Knowledge of CTP: Reasonable 
 Trust in CTP staff: Trusted and respected 
 Community connection: Socialise mostly within “cattlemen” group 
 Sources of information: Rural stores, discussion group, LLS field day 

 
FTF, dairy 
farmers 

Personal attributes: Highly skilled and experienced, diligent about animal health, hold 
traditional family farm values (raising a family and looking after the land), strong 
connection to the land, strong occupational identity, sole income from farming  

 Property: Commercial operation, generational + purchased land, carrying 225-250 
milkers 

 Attitude towards CTP: Positive, accept eradication program, want CTP to have a role in 
controlling cattle tick, do not trust fellow producers to manage cattle ticks 

 Knowledge of CTP: Reasonable 
 Trust in CTP staff: Trusted and respected 
 Community connection: Socialise mostly within “dairy” group 
 Sources of information: Rural stores, discussion groups, dairy industry activities 

 
FTF, semi 
commercial 

Personal attributes: Developing skill and expertise, knowledge seeker, diligent about 
animal health, cares about the held land, probably still identifies with previously held 
professional/trade, off-farm income, farm cost neutral  

 Property: Purchased land, farm run as a business, carrying 120+ head, insufficient scale  
 Attitude towards CTP: Positive, accept eradication program 
 Knowledge of CTP: Poor until 1st infestation  
 Trust in CTP staff: Trusted and respected 
 Community connection: Not developed, recent entry 
 Sources of information: Rural stores, LLS field days 

 
 
FTF, “wheelers 
& dealers” 

 
Personal attributes: Highly skilled and experienced, sole income from farming, strong 
rural identity  
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 Property: Mixed-purchased with substantial leased land, carrying 400-700 stock  
 Attitude towards CTP: Mixed-positive/negative towards CTP  
 Knowledge of CTP: Reasonable 
 Trust in CTP staff: Mostly trusted to somewhat suspicious  
 Community connection: Variable 
 Sources of information: Rural stores, LLS field days 

 
 
PTF, “retirees, 
lifestylers” 

 
Personal attributes: Lack skill and experience, off-farm income, don’t have a strong 
rural identity, rely on others for herd management 

 Property: Recently purchased land, carrying 30 head 
 Attitude towards CTP: Positive, accept eradication program 
 Knowledge of CTP: None until 1st infestation  
 Trust in CTP staff: Trusted and respected 
 Community connection: Not developed, recent entry 
 Sources of information: Rural stores, stock agents 

 
 
PTF, “younger 
generation” 

 
Personal attributes: Developing skills and expertise, knowledge seeker, diligent about 
animal health, off-farm income, seeking rural identity 

 Property: Purchased land, carrying 50-60 head 
 Attitude towards CTP: Positive, accept eradication program 
 Knowledge of CTP: None until 1st infestation 
 Trust in CTP staff: Trusted and respected 
 Community connection: Not strong, developing 
 Sources of information: Rural stores, LLS  

 
 
PTF, “next 
generation” 

 
Personal attributes: Experienced, diligent about animal health, strong connection to the 
land, off-farm income, strong rural identity 

 Property: Generational, carrying 120 head  
 Attitude towards CTP: Positive, accept eradication program 
 Knowledge of CTP: Reasonable  
 Trust in CTP staff: Trusted and respected 
 Community connection: Socialise with family in rural community 
 Sources of information: Rural stores, LLS 

 
 
NF, “absentee” 

 
Personal attributes: Lacks skill and experience, off-farm income, lacks rural identity, 
relies on others for herd management 

 Property: Purchased land, variable cattle numbers 
 Attitude towards CTP: Positive, accept eradication program 
 Knowledge of CTP: None until 1st infestation 
 Trust in CTP staff: Trusted and respected 
 Community connection: None 
 Sources of information: Rural stores, stock agents, internet 

 
 

 

There are four key elements in the cattle tick control program: surveillance, detection, control 

and eradication which contribute to on the effectiveness of the program to manage cattle tick 
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infestations in the Northern Rivers. The key findings for each of these elements are outlined 

in Table 19.2. 

 

Table 19.2  Key findings in relation to the four program elements: surveillance, detection, control and 
eradication 
 

Program element Key findings 
Surveillance  “A key platform was that infestations would be picked up at the saleyards and 

abattoirs…a key link in the chain…must not be understaffed”  
 Many smaller producers are probably not aware of the need to examine cattle 
 Many small producers probably do not have the infrastructure to examine cattle 
 Producers’ assessment of the risk of an infestation of cattle tick is low 
 Producers’ assessment of the risk of contracting tick fever is lower than for cattle tick 
 Larger producers do not regularly undertake surveillance of cattle tick 
 Cattle dips are in common use by “cattlemen” as a preventative treatment 
 Paralysis tick pose a bigger economic risk  
 

Detection  CTP staff are skilled at detecting cattle tick at the saleyards, abattoirs and on farm  
 Many producers lack the skill and confidence to detect and correctly identify cattle 

ticks 
 Non-reporting of infestations by producers is viewed as prevalent in the region 
 

Control  Potential to use social norms to influence behaviour change in producers 
 Issues exacerbated by the number of neighbours that must be negotiated 
 Achieving 100% boundary fencing limited by the physical nature of the landscape  
 50/50 sharing of costs to maintain boundary fences often contentious 
 Preventing the straying of stock is impossible and often contentious 
 

Eradication  Government controls the process of eradication, 13 treatments every 21 days 
supervised by an inspector at each treatment 

 Producers role is to choose chemical for the treatment program and present 100% 
muster 

 Chemical of choice by most producers is Cydectin® as nil withholding period 
 Cost incurred for labour, installing new yards and time more significant than paying 

25% of chemical cost  
 Potential for resistance to Cydectin® a major concern for producers and service 

providers 
 Practice of self-control can escalate the extent of an infestation and cost to 

government  
 Treatment program has a greater impact on dairy than beef businesses  
 Roles and responsibilities of government agencies in managing tick fever cases 

confusing 
 CTP internal record keeping system appears out-dated, unable to analyse and 

evaluate the program over time 
 

Producers can contribute to the effectiveness of the CTP by implementing practices that can 

reduce the risk of a cattle tick infestation on their property. Once an infestation is detected on 

their property, however, they enter into a compliance program as directed by the CTP to 
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eradicate the infestation. The key producer findings that relate to the CTP elements: 

surveillance, detection, control and eradication are outlined in Table 19.3.  

 

Table 19.3  Key landholder findings in relation to the four elements: surveillance, detection, control and 
eradication of the CTP program  
 

Operation phase 
 

Producer cohort Key findings 

Surveillance/ 
prevention 

FTF, “cattlemen”  Operates a closed production system 
 Commonly, implements an annual dipping program 
 Any cattle introduced to the property undergoes an induction 

program 
 

 FTF, “dairy 
farmer” 

 Operates a closed production system 
 Heifers and dry cows often located away from main farm, less 

opportunity to observe 
 

 FTF, “semi 
commercial” 

 Operates a closed production system 
 Would be vigilant if knew the risk 
 

 FTF, “wheeler & 
dealer” 

 Operates an open production system, buying and selling stock 
 Acknowledges there is a high risk with cattle tick but business 

requires frequent stock movement around the region 
 

 PTF, “retirees, 
lifestylers” 

 Operates an open production system 
 Does not actively carry out surveillance 
 Relies on others for herd management 
 

 PTF, “younger 
generation” 

 Would be vigilant if knew the risk, works full-time off-farm 

 PTF, “next 
generation” 

 Would be more vigilant if had the time, work full-time off-farm 

 NF, “absentee”  Does not actively carry out surveillance or relies on others for 
surveillance  

 
Detection FTF, “cattlemen”  “When the cattle are in you just have a look” 

 Observes cattle when yarded for animal health treatment  
 Observes cattle when yarded for transport and sale 
 Skilled in detecting ticks 
 Able to identify cattle tick 
 

 FTF, “dairy 
farmer” 

 Twice daily opportunity to observe milking cows for ticks 
 Skilled in detecting ticks 
 Able to identify cattle tick 
 

 FTF, “semi 
commercial” 

 Not skilled in detecting and identifying cattle tick 

 FTF, “wheeler & 
dealer” 

 Skilled in detecting ticks 
 Able to identify cattle tick 
 



63 
 

 PTF, “retirees, 
lifestylers” 

 Not skilled in detecting and identifying cattle tick, willing to learn 

 PTF, “younger 
generation” 

 Not skilled in detecting and identifying cattle tick, willing to learn 

 PTF, “next 
generation” 

 Skilled in detecting ticks 
 Able to identify cattle tick 
 

 NF, “absentee”  Not skilled in detecting and identifying cattle tick, probably not 
interested in learning 

 
Control FTF, “cattlemen”  “It has been our responsibility to fence, we’ve worn the cost” 

 Secures boundary fences with four barbed wires 
 Actively manages straying stock  
 But “You’ve got creeks and rogues” 
 

 FTF, “dairy 
farmer” 

 “It has been our responsibility to fence, we’ve worn the cost” 
 Maintaining fences is a high priority 
 Secures boundary fences with four barbed wires 
 Actively manages straying stock 
 

 FTF, “semi 
commercial” 

 Maintains boundary fences with four barbed wires 
 Actively manages straying stock 
 But “You’ve got creeks and rogues” 
 

 FTF, “wheeler & 
dealer” 

 Securing boundary fences on leased land reliant on land owner, 
often just patches fences 

 Manages straying stock within sphere of influence, relies on 
others to be informed that stock have strayed 

  
 PTF, “retirees, 

lifestylers” 
 “Cannot afford to fence or don’t want to do the hard work” 
 “A little bit of badgering, it’s a phone call every time”  
 Reluctant to invest in fencing as these properties are subject to 

frequent turnover 
 

 PTF, “younger 
generation” 

 “mostly they are not at home…they are out during the day” 
 Often not available to manage straying stock 
 

 PTF, “next 
generation” 

 “mostly they are not at home…they are out during the day” 
 Often not available to manage straying stock 
 

 NF, “absentee”  Not available to manage straying stock 
 

Eradication FTF, “cattlemen”  “Once somebody’s got ticks it’s taken out of everybody’s 
hands…the DPI handle it all” 

 Must comply with directives from the CTP 
 Able to choose chemical in treatment program 
 Must present 100% muster at each treatment day 
 Must have satisfactory infrastructure for treatment application 
 Must have boundary fences in “good condition” 
 

 FTF, “dairy 
farmer” 

 “Once somebody’s got ticks it’s taken out of everybody’s 
hands…the DPI handle it all” 
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 Must comply with directives from the CTP 
 Able to choose chemical in treatment program 
 Must present 100% muster at each treatment day 
 Must have satisfactory infrastructure for treatment application 
 Must have boundary fences in “good condition” 
 

 FTF, “semi 
commercial” 

 “Once somebody’s got ticks it’s taken out of everybody’s 
hands…the DPI handle it all” 

 Must comply with directives from the CTP 
 Able to choose chemical in treatment program 
 Must present 100% muster at each treatment day 
 Must have satisfactory infrastructure for treatment application 
 Must have boundary fences in “good condition” 
 

 FTF, “wheeler & 
dealer” 

 “Once somebody’s got ticks it’s taken out of everybody’s 
hands…the DPI handle it all” 

 Must comply with directives from the CTP 
 Able to choose chemical in treatment program 
 Must present 100% muster at each treatment day 
 Must have satisfactory infrastructure for treatment application 
 Must have boundary fences in “good condition” 
 

 PTF, “retirees, 
lifestylers” 

 “Once somebody’s got ticks it’s taken out of everybody’s 
hands…the DPI handle it all” 

 Must comply with directives from the CTP 
 Able to choose chemical in treatment program 
 Must present 100% muster at each treatment day 
 Must have satisfactory infrastructure for treatment application 
 Must have boundary fences in “good condition” 
 

 PTF, “younger 
generation” 

 “Once somebody’s got ticks it’s taken out of everybody’s 
hands…the DPI handle it all” 

 Must comply with directives from the CTP 
 Able to choose chemical in treatment program 
 Must present 100% muster at each treatment day 
 Must have satisfactory infrastructure for treatment application 
 Must have boundary fences in “good condition” 
 

 PTF, “next 
generation” 

 “Once somebody’s got ticks it’s taken out of everybody’s 
hands…the DPI handle it all” 

 Must comply with directives from the CTP 
 Able to choose chemical in treatment program 
 Must present 100% muster at each treatment day 
 Must have satisfactory infrastructure for treatment application 
 Must have boundary fences in “good condition” 
 

 NF, “absentee”  “Once somebody’s got ticks it’s taken out of everybody’s 
hands…the DPI handle it all” 

 Must comply with directives from the CTP 
 Able to choose chemical in treatment program 
 Must present 100% muster at each treatment day 
 Must have satisfactory infrastructure for treatment application 
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 Must have boundary fences in “good condition”  
 

 
Note: I have made some personal judgements from my interpretation of the interview data and from 
conversations with key informants 
 

The purposes of engagement through the CTP can include some of the following 

overlapping objectives: 

1. Raise awareness and knowledge of biosecurity threats and the risks they pose to 

stakeholders and the wider public; 

2. Build trust in biosecurity agencies and staff so the stakeholders and the wider public 

respond quickly and appropriately when emergencies arise; 

3. Establish social norms around the acceptance of “shared responsibility”; 

4. Enable DPI/LLS to effectively scan and be advised of potential/actual threats and 

vulnerabilities; and 

5. Support stakeholders to take effective action to prevent or minimise biosecurity threats. 

 

Table 19.4 outlines the level at which suggested objectives for engagement are being 

achieved. 

 

Table 19.4  Key landholder findings in relation to possible engagement objectives.  
 

Engagement purpose  
 

Landholders *Key findings 

Raise awareness and knowledge 
of biosecurity threats and the risks 
they pose to stakeholders and the 
wider public 

FTF, 
“cattlemen” 

 Awareness of cattle tick and link to tick fever is 
strong. Knowledge and understanding of the risk 
of an infestation is reasonable.  

 
 FTF, “dairy 

farmer” 
 Awareness of cattle tick and link to tick fever is 

strong. Knowledge and understanding of the risk 
of an infestation is reasonable.  

 
 FTF, “semi 

commercial” 
 Awareness of cattle tick and link to tick fever is 

poor. 
 Knowledge and understanding of the risk of an 

infestation is poor. 
 

 FTF, 
“wheeler & 
dealer” 

 Awareness of cattle tick and link to tick fever is 
strong. Knowledge and understanding of the risk 
of an infestation is reasonable.  

 
 PTF, 

“retirees, 
lifestylers” 

 Awareness of cattle tick and link to tick fever is 
poor Knowledge and understanding of the risk of 
an infestation is poor 
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 PTF, 
“younger 
generation” 

 Awareness of cattle tick and link to tick fever is 
poor.  

 Knowledge and understanding of the risk of an 
infestation is low.  

 
 PTF, “next 

generation” 
 Awareness of cattle tick and link to tick fever is 

strong.  
 Knowledge and understanding of the risk of an 

infestation is reasonable.  
 

 NF, 
“absentee” 

 Awareness of cattle tick and link to tick fever is 
poor  

 Knowledge and understanding of the risk of an 
infestation is poor. 

 
Build trust in biosecurity agencies 
and staff so the stakeholders and 
the wider public respond quickly 
and appropriately when 
emergencies arise 

FTF, 
“cattlemen” 

 Built trust in the CTP and the staff.  
 Capacity to respond to a tick infestation and an 

outbreak of tick fever. 
 

 FTF, “dairy 
farmer” 

 Built trust in the CTP and the staff.  
 Capacity to respond to a tick infestation and an 

outbreak of tick fever. 
 

 FTF, “semi 
commercial” 

 At first infestation opportunity to build trust in the 
CTP and the staff.  

 Capacity to respond to a tick infestation and an 
outbreak of tick fever.  

 
 FTF, 

“wheeler & 
dealer” 

 Ranges from trust in the CTP and staff to 
avoidance of the staff.  

 Capacity to respond to a tick infestation and 
outbreak of tick fever.  

 
 PTF, 

“retirees, 
lifestylers” 

 At first infestation opportunity to build trust in the 
CTP and staff. 

 Capacity to respond to a tick infestation and but 
not to an outbreak of tick fever.  

 
 PTF, 

“younger 
generation” 

 At first infestation opportunity to build trust in the 
CTP and staff. 

 Capacity to respond to a tick infestation and an 
outbreak of tick fever.  

 
 PTF, “next 

generation” 
 Built trust in the CTP and the staff.  
 Capacity to respond to a tick infestation and an 

outbreak of tick fever. 
 

 NF, 
“absentee” 

 At first infestation opportunity to build trust in the 
CTP and staff. 

 Capacity to respond to a tick infestation and but 
not to an outbreak of tick fever.  
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Establish social norms around the 
acceptance of “shared 
responsibility” 

FTF, 
“cattlemen” 

 Cohesive social group, recognise the notion 
“shared responsibility” in their management 
practices  

 
 FTF, “dairy 

farmer” 
 Cohesive social group, recognise the notion 

“shared responsibility” in their management 
practices  

 
 FTF, “semi 

commercial” 
 Group of individuals, lack social cohesion 
 Potential to build social norms 
 

 FTF, 
“wheeler & 
dealer” 

 Group of individuals, lack social cohesion. 
 Unlikely social norms would be effective 

 PTF, 
“retirees, 
lifestylers” 

 Group of individuals, lack social cohesion 
 Potential to build trust but limited by frequent 

property turnover 
 

 PTF, 
“younger 
generation” 

 Group of individuals, potential to form a “younger 
generation/next generation network  

 PTF, “next 
generation” 

 Group of individuals that could form a network 

 NF, 
“absentee” 

 Not connected to industry.  
 

Enable DPI/LLS to effectively scan 
and be advised of potential/actual 
threats and vulnerabilities 

FTF, 
“cattlemen” 

 Have the capacity to liase with DPI/LLS and self-
report 

 
 FTF, “dairy 

farmer” 
 Have the capacity to liase with DPI/LLS and self-

report 
 

 FTF, “semi 
commercial” 

 Does not have the capacity to liase with DPI/LLS 
and self-report 

 
 FTF, 

“wheeler & 
dealer” 

 Have the capacity to liase with DPI/LLS and self-
report 

 
 PTF, 

“retirees, 
lifestylers” 

 Does not have the capacity to liase with DPI/LLS 
and self-report 

 
 PTF, 

“younger 
generation” 

 Does not have the capacity to liase with DPI/LLS 
and self-report 

 
 PTF, “next 

generation” 
 Have the capacity to liase with DPI/LLS and self-

report 
 

 NF, 
“absentee” 

 Does not have the capacity to liase with DPI/LLS 
and self-report 

 
Support stakeholders to take 
effective action to prevent or 
minimise biosecurity threats 

FTF, 
“cattlemen” 

 Have the capacity to minimise biosecurity threats 
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 FTF, “dairy 
farmer” 

 Have the capacity to minimise biosecurity threats 
 

 FTF, “semi 
commercial” 

 Have the capacity to minimise biosecurity threats 
 

 FTF, 
“wheeler & 
dealer” 

 Have the capacity to minimise biosecurity threats 
 

 PTF, 
“retirees, 
lifestylers” 

 Does not have the capacity to minimise biosecurity 
threats 

 
 PTF, 

“younger 
generation” 

 Have the capacity to minimise biosecurity threats 
 

 PTF, “next 
generation” 

 Have the capacity to minimise biosecurity threats 
 

 NF, 
“absentee” 

 Does not have the capacity to minimise biosecurity 
threats 

 
*Many of these findings are based on personal judgements from reading the interview transcripts 

20. Conclusion 

The Northern Rivers has transitioned from a productivist agricultural landscape to one that is 

multi-functional in that the landscape is managed by a heterogeneous group of landholders 

who have different values, livelihood strategies and enterprise types. As a consequence of 

this transition over the past 30 years, there has been a fundamental change in the structure, 

working practices and culture of the livestock industries, most notably in the beef industry. 

 

Changes in structure: Although the total rural population in the Northern Rivers has 

remained relatively stable, around half of the non-urban land in the Northern Rivers has 

changed ownership and this has substantially involved new owners. These new landholders 

are likely to be well-educated part-time farmers who may or may not have experience with 

cattle or knowledge about cattle tick. Furthermore, given the size of their holdings and 

returns from cattle over the past decade, most landholders in the Northern Rivers would 

need to rely on some form of supplementary income to meet an “acceptable standard of 

living”. In this region, part-time farming is a sensible option as it provides an income stream 

for families and over time provides a tax free capital gain. 

 

In transitioning to a multifunctional landscape there has been extensive subdivision of rural 

land within the Northern Rivers with properties carrying a herd of less than 100 representing 

close to half the total number of beef properties. Associated with this subdivision has been a 

substantial increase in the value of improved vacant rural land which is making it 

increasingly difficult to expand enterprises by purchasing additional land. One response by 

farmers has been to agist land, often across multiple holdings. Combined with the increased 
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number of part-time farmers who are traders rather than breeders, there is increased 

movement of stock across the Northern Rivers, and increased opportunities to spread cattle 

tick. 

 

Changes in working practices: Although there are some traditional farming families (i.e. the 

“cattlemen” and dairy farmers) that have maintained a voluntary dipping program, most 

producers rely on the CTP for surveillance and detection of cattle tick on their livestock. A 

practice that has emerged is the deliberate concealment of an infestation leaving adjoining 

holdings at increased risk of cattle tick on their property.  

 

Even though Cydectin® is the chemical preferred by almost all producers to eradicate 

infestations, the industry is vulnerable to resistance emerging in their treatment of cattle tick 

and other areas of their animal health program. This is exacerbated by the fact that some 

properties are almost continually in quarantine, not just the 12-13 treatments every 21 days.  

 

The role of rural stores and stock agents are an important point of contact for all landholders 

in the Northern Rivers. They play an important role as network hubs and information sources 

and, in particular, with the new landholders for whom the rural stores and stock agents are 

often the first point of contact.  

 

Changes in culture: There has been a replacement of full-time farmers with non-farmers and 

part-time farmers and within these major groups are subgroups. These multiple producer 

types have different values and beliefs, attitudes towards the CTP and perceptions about the 

risk of cattle tick and tick fever, and skill in handling cattle and knowledge about cattle tick.  

 

Although “the ties that bind” the traditional farming families still exist to some extent, the 

relationship between producers and their neighbours are typically weak leading to a lack of 

social cohesion, particularly, within the beef industry. As a result, it is less likely that social 

norms can be used to increase producers’ commitment to cattle tick management. However, 

some producers do feel embarrassed when cattle tick are found on their property and the 

use of personal norms may have some effect in increasing surveillance and detection, and 

improving self-reporting. 

 

Added to these changes in structure, working practices and culture are several 

environmental factors that contribute to the spread of cattle tick. These factors include the 

nature of the physical landscape, the prospect of frequent flood events and the extensive 

area of State Forest and National Park land that adjoin beef properties. The ability to secure 
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boundary fencing to contain stock is constrained by the environment and, as such, will 

always be permeable. 

 

Although NSW biosecurity policy has shifted to a more collaborative approach, the notion of 

increased self-reliance does not appear to have been clearly articulated to producers and 

other key stakeholders involved in servicing the livestock industries in the Northern River.  

The CTP is still viewed as a “command and control” program managed by government, 

particularly, in regards to the Program’s eradication component in which there is little or no 

opportunity for producers to demonstrate their ability to responsibly self-manage an 

infestation on their property. At the same time, the current program does not recognise the 

diversity amongst landholders and the different needs they have if they are to engage in 

cattle tick management.  

 

The expectation that landholders move to greater self-reliance is problematic given the 

nature and extent of the changes in the livestock industry in the Northern Rivers. 

Furthermore, the CTP with its extensive history of compliance does not provide sufficient 

opportunity to empower producers to take more responsibility for their cattle tick 

management. In the next section we provide some suggested interventions that may assist 

in improving the level of self-reliance and at the same time increase the cost/benefit ratio of 

the CTP. 

 

21. Recommendations 

Cattle Tick control remains a high priority for most landholders, industry and government. At 

present the Cattle Tick Program is managed by NSW Biosecurity as a stand-alone animal 

health issue. Over the past 20 years or so the CTP budget has been substantially reduced 

(i.e. from $30 million per year to $3 million per year). However, there has been little change 

in the strategic direction of the CTP.  

 

1. CTP stakeholders use this report as the basis for a review of the CTP, 

preferably by an independent consultant. That review to be completed by 

October 30, 2017.  

 

The CTP staff are highly regarded by landholders and industry. However, staffing levels 

have been reduced over time and the required extension skills to engage landholders are 

not evident in existing CTP staff. Re-orienting the CTP as recommended below will require 

at least one new staff member with the required skills to lead the CTP. That person should 
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be capable of coordinating the development and implementation of a new strategic plan and 

to oversee the operational management of the CTP and to focus on engagement. Our view 

is that the additional cost of this staff member will be more than recouped through the 

leverage able to be obtained for the Program (i.e. through engagement with other 

stakeholders). 

 

2. Within 3 months of the review of the CTP (by January 30 2018), NSW DPI 

employ one new staff member to lead CTP. This new leader of the CTP (in co-

ordination with CTP stakeholders) will, in the first instance, develop and 

implement a new strategic plan. The appointed person will lead the process of 

change within the CTP.  

 

The CTP is not sufficiently integrated with other government initiatives or those of industry 

that promote ‘best practice’ animal husbandry. An opportunity to leverage the diminished 

CTP resources to achieve CTP objectives is being missed, as is the opportunity to establish 

the CTP (and DPI) commitment to supporting the range of producer values/interests (i.e. not 

just the things CTP is interested in). Examples include: 

 Local governments produce notes for new land owners about their responsibilities.  

 Industry groups (e.g. dairy, MLA) and Landcare have producer groups engaged in 

“dialogue, learning and action”. 

 LLS manages tick fever, sometimes regarded as a higher priority issue than cattle 

tick.  

 Meat processors are committed to reducing the impact of ticks on cattle hides. 

 

3. The new strategic plan should indicate how the CTP can be integrated with 

other government initiatives and other organisations. 

 

The CTP recognised that there are geographic “hot spots” for cattle tick and that greater 

investment of effort is required there. CTP staff are also aware that landholders are different 

in terms of their commitment to CTP program objectives. However, the program is heavily 

geared towards management of outbreaks and to a large extent, applies a consistent 

approach to managing those events. We suggest that the constrained CTP budget and the 

ongoing trends of subdivision, non-farmer (by occupation) landholders and owners with little 

local knowledge means that the existing approach to producer engagement is no longer 

appropriate.  
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The CTP needs to acknowledge the importance of producer engagement as a way of 

preventing cattle tick outbreaks and to the extent possible, take up opportunities to manage 

outbreaks with fewer resources committed by government. Engagement needs to be 

structured around the different landholder types and their needs, taking in to account their 

enterprise scale and type, values, attitudes, knowledge and skills, sources of information, 

trust in agencies and the extent they are integrated within their local communities and 

connected to industry organisations. Some specific recommendations include: 

 

4. The CTP strategic plan and annual work plans identify priorities for 

engagement across geographic “hot spots” and landholder types. 

5. The CTP strategic plan and annual work plans identify objectives and 

strategies for engaging different landholder types. 

6. The new CTP leader identifies strategies for engaging neighbours of 

properties where cattle ticks are identified. 

7. The new CTP leader aims to engage every new landholder in a “hot spot” 

close to the time of change of ownership. 

8. The new CTP leader considers using local rural stores as a “platform” for 

engaging new and non-farmer landholders. Consideration to be given to their 

needs for information and training. For example, cattle handling, yard design, 

fencing skills, access to property planning workshops, access to trusted 

contractors. 

9. For the 2017/18 year, CTP resource and support a social benchmarking survey 

(e.g. 2000 randomly selected landholders). Data collected will benchmark CTP 

intermediate objectives (e.g. awareness of cattle tick, knowledge, management 

skills, maintenance of fences and yards, reporting outbreaks) to underpin CTP 

evaluation; and inform effective engagement of landholder types.  

 

The CTP represents a long-term commitment by government to cattle tick management. The 

trends identified above, the nature of the cattle tick threat and the risks resulting from the 

regional environment suggest that cattle tick eradication as a CTP objective is problematic: 

the importance of a long-term commitment to control therefore remains. Given the 

considerably reduced CTP budget, consideration needs to be given to the level of risk that is 

acceptable in terms of managing cattle tick impacts. In part, those considerations will involve 

a review of the limited and perhaps dated scientific literature; but there also needs to be 

discussion within government and with key stakeholders about achieving an acceptable 

balance between costs to government, imposition of protocols that are onerous for 
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landholders and the negative impacts of cattle tick on profitability and animal health. Some 

specific recommendations include:  

 

10. By end of August 2017, CTP engage an expert to review scientific literature to 

inform discussion about the risks of changing the current treatment plan for 

eradicating on-property infestations; and identify future research needed to 

underpin the CTP. 

11. By end of August 2017, CTP staff develop a project that will pilot “trusted” 

landholders to take a greater role in the delivery of the cattle tick eradication 

program and reduce the requirement for supervision by CTP staff of every 

treatment round. 

 

In developing the pilot project for “trusted” landholder the CTP staff will need to identify 

criteria for selecting “trusted” landholders, the steps that can be “handed over”, the extent of 

supervision required by CTP staff, how to monitor progress (e.g. text message dates of 

steps and phone pictures of activities, a random sample of field inspections) and the 

potential saving of such an approach.  

 

Many areas of the CTP can be updated to reflect contemporary best-practice program 

management. For example: 

 

12. By December 31, 2017, all existing CTP program records should be shifted 

from paper-based to electronic (i.e. computer) systems.  

13. CTP staff immediately should begin collecting background data about each 

landholder engaged (during farm inspections; field days; workshops). 

 

This information should include their property size, enterprise type, breeder/trader, 

occupation, age, gender, length of property ownership, resident/absentee owner, condition 

of fences and yards, knowledge of and commitment to cattle tick management). Over time, 

this data base will enable the program coordinator to identify the landholder types being 

engaged and discuss with CTP staff how best to engage them. 

 

CTP reliance on Macrocyclic Lactones (ML) (e.g. Cydectin®) to control cattle tick has been 

identified as a major threat for the long-term success of the CTP. The ML group of chemicals 

are widely used throughout Australia for internal and external parasite control in livestock 

and the continued high intensity use of these chemicals for cattle tick control does pose the 

risk that resistance will emerge and threaten the effectiveness of MLs across the board.  
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It is acknowledged that the limited availability of plunge dips and the residue implications of 

many chemical products is a constraint when designing eradication programs but many 

producers are still concerned. That concern undermines trust in the CTP and CTP staff. 

There are DPI publications that identify appropriate chemicals for different animal husbandry 

challenges. 

 

A related issue is the high level of landholder concern about tick fever. Currently, the vaccine 

is only able to be used on an animal being exported out of NSW. Approval to deregulate the 

tick fever vaccine in NSW is contained in the new Biosecurity Bill and will be permitted once 

the regulations and biosecurity manual are passed by the NSW government.  

 

14. Publications with advice about chemical use for different animal husbandry 

challenges should be reviewed and the most relevant to the Northern Rivers 

made available as whole reports and fact sheets distributed at workshops/field 

days and on the internet. 

15. Within six months, CTP staff develop new protocols for the use of chemicals 

during tick control that provide for the use of a mix of products. 

16. CTP staff to immediately develop a strategy to engage producers around 

effective management of tick fever (and cattle tick) once the new Biosecurity 

Bill is passed.  

 

The location the Kirra Inspection and Treatment facility is no longer appropriate with the 

opening of the Motorway south of the Queensland Border. Re-locating a border clearance 

facility to a larger site with easier access and closer to the Motorway would reduce the 

likelihood of illegal Border crossings; reduce the workload of CTP staff in the follow-up 

process; and reduce the likelihood of introducing cattle tick into NSW. More importantly, is 

the safety issue for CTP staff, the general public and their livestock at the Kirra location in 

suburban surrounds. The re-location of the facility would indicate to producers and the 

general public that the CTP is committed to managing cattle tick. 

 

17. CTP needs to prioritise the re-locating the Border Treatment and Inspection 

facility as a matter of urgency.  

 

The current penalties for the illegal movement of cattle tick across the Queensland Border 

needs to be revised. A current fine of $550 is not a sufficient deterrent. 
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18. CTP needs to ensure that under the new Biosecurity Act that on-the-spot fines 

reflect the seriousness of the breach. 

 

Finally, the CTMAC was established around 2010 to provide advice to the Minister 

specifically in relation the cattle tick and its management in NSW.  

 

19. The existing CTMAC should be invited to review their role as part of the review 

of the CTP. 
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23. Appendix 1 

23.1 Kyogle LGA non-urban  

For the years 2001, 2006 and 2011, Kyogle LGA non-urban total population = 6437, 6430 
and 6334, respectively, median age =39, 42 and 45 years, respectively 

 

Table 23.1  For the years 2001, 2006 and 2011 and for each age cohort, as a proportion of Kyogle LGA 
non-urban population (analysis of ABS 2001, 2006 and 2011 Population and Housing census data) 
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2001, 2006, 2011).  
 

Age group (yrs) 

 

% Kyogle LGA non-urban population 

2001 2006 2011 

<20 

 

33 

(n=2112) 

30 

(n=1922) 

27 

(n=1701) 

>20 

 

67 

(n=4325) 

70 

(n=4508) 

73 

(n=4633) 

20-34 

 

17 

(n=720) 

15 

(n=666) 

14 

(n=651) 

35-54 

 

51 

(n=2212) 

48 

(n=2170) 

41 

(n=1881) 

55-64 

 

15 

(n=658) 

20 

(n=913) 

26 

(n=1201) 

65+ 

 

17 

(n=735) 

17 

(n=759) 

19 

(n=900) 

 

Table 23.2  Non-school qualification in 2001, 2006 and 2011 in Kyogle LGA non-urban population aged 
15+ years (ABS, 2001, 2006 and 2011 Population and Housing census data).  
 
Education level 

Kyogle LGA non-
urban population 

No. of residents aged 15+ years 

2001 2006 2011 

Postgrad. degree     27     58     64 

Grad. Diploma and 
Grad. Certificate 

    65     76     80 

Bachelor degree    256    404    445 

Advanced diploma    251    275    360 

Certificate    724    920   1,022 

Not stated    468    504    499 

Not applicable 2,971?     77     78 

Total 4,762 2,314 2,548 
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Table 23.3  Employment categories in 2001, 2006 and 2011 in Kyogle LGA non-urban population aged 
15+ years (ABS 2001, 2006 and 2011 Population and Housing census data).  
 

Kyogle LGA 
non-urban 
population 
aged 15+ 
years  

% employed in AFF  % employed in other sectors 

 

2001 

 

2006 

 

2011 

 

2001 

 

2006 

 

2011 

15-34 yrs 

 

13 

(n=86) 

14 

(n=90) 

14 

(n=75) 

10 

(n=156) 

21 

(n=385) 

21 

(n=402) 

35-64 yrs 

 

71 

(n=475) 

66 

(n=427) 

63 

(n=346) 

86 

(n=1379) 

77 

(n=1425) 

76 

(n=1471) 

65+ yrs 

 

16 

(n=108) 

20 

(n=130) 

24 

(n=131) 

4 

(n=67) 

2 

(n=44) 

3 

(n=56) 

Total 
employed 

n=669 n=647 n=552 n=1602 n=1854 n=1932 

 

In 2011, in non-urban Kyogle LGA the largest employer was agriculture, forestry and 

fisheries (AFF) at 22% followed by health care and social services and then education and 

training. In 2006, 26% were employed in AFF followed by health care and social services 

and then education and training. In 2001, 29% were employed in AFF followed by health 

care and social services and then education and training. Around 70% of those employed in 

AFF state their occupation as managers with 30% identified as labourers. 

From 2001 to 2011 there has been a 20% increase of those not employed in AFF in non-

urban Kyogle LGA, from 1602 to 1932. 

 

Population movement 

In 2011, 12% of the non-urban population in the Kyogle LGA lived at a different address one 

year ago (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011). When the timeframe was extended to five 

years ago 31% of the population had changed address. However, around a third of the 

movements (i.e. 32% of the 31% in 2011) over the five years were within the same statistical 

area level 2).  
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23.2 Tweed LGA (Pumpenbil) 

From 2001-2011, ABS Population and Housing census data shows a decline in the 

population aged 54 years and below in Tweed Shire’s rural areas and a significant upwards 

ageing trends in the 55-64 and 65+ age groups. This trend suggests that the rural population 

is ageing ‘in place’ and that rural areas are also experiencing in-migration from retirees 

(Tweed Shire Council Tweed Rural Land Strategy Options Paper). Pumpenbil, a rural area 

(138 km2) in the north-west of the Tweed Shire that is predominantly grazing land 

exemplifies this trend in ageing of the rural population as shown in Table 22.4. For the years 

2006 and 2011, Pumpenbil total population = 496 and 441, respectively; median age=40 and 

49 years, respectively (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2006, 2011). 

 

Table 23.4  For the years 2006 and 2011 and for each age cohort, as a proportion of Pumpenbil 
population (analysis of ABS 2006 and 2011 Population and Housing census data).  
 

Age group (yrs) 

 

% Pumpenbil population 

2006 2011 

<20 

 

27 

(n=135) 

20 

(n=88) 

>20 

 

73 

(n=362) 

80 

(n=352) 

20-34 

 

19 

(n=67) 

12 

(n=41) 

35-54 

 

54 

(n=196) 

46 

(n=162) 

55-64 

 

7 

(n=61) 

26 

(n=91) 

65+ 

 

10 

(n=38) 

16 

(n=58) 

 

With the decline in dairy production (and also banana production) there has been a 

significant change to less intensive production (often accompanied with a change in land 

ownership). For example, livestock agistment and land leasing are viewed as options to 

improve returns from farming land (Tweed Shire Council Tweed Rural Land Strategy Options 

Paper). 
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Table 23.5  Employment in agriculture, forestry & fishing (AFF) and other employment, 2006 and 2011 in 
Pumpenbil (ABS, 2006 and 2011 Population and Housing census data).  
 

Pumpenbil population 
of working age 
employed 

% employed in AFF % employed in other sectors 

2006 2011 2006 2011 

15-34 yrs 

 

21 

(n=9) 

8 

(n=3) 

29 

(n=45) 

11 

(n=15) 

35-64 yrs 

 

60 

(n=26) 

82 

(n=31) 

61 

(n=95) 

87 

(n=118) 

65+ yrs 

 

19 

(n=8) 

11 

(n=4) 

10 

(n=17) 

2 

(n=3) 

Total employed  n=43 n=38 157 136 

 

In 2006 and 2011, the main employment was in AFF followed by health and social 

assistance. Main occupation in AFF was manager indicating that no full-time labour was 

employed on farm. 

 

Between 2006 and 2011 there has been an increase in holders of higher education 

qualifications perhaps reflecting that inward migration of people into the area are either 

‘professionals’ working in urban areas or highly educated ‘retirees’. 

 

Table 23.6  Non-school qualification in 2006 and 2011 in Pumpenbil population aged 15+ years (ABS, 
2006 and 2011 Population and Housing census data) 
 
Education level in 
Pumpenbil 
population 

No. of residents aged 15+ years 

2006 2011 

Postgrad. degree   6   5 

Grad. Diploma and 
Grad. Certificate 

  6  11 

Bachelor degree  37  42 

Advanced diploma  23  30 

Certificate  85  85 

Not stated  52   0 

Not applicable   4  30 

Total 213 203 
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23.3 Lismore LGA non-urban  

For the years 2001, 2006 and 2011, Lismore LGA non-urban total population = 14380, 
15143 and 15292, respectively; median age for 2011 was 39 years. 

 

Table 23.7  For the years 2001, 2006 and 2011 and for each age cohort, as a proportion of Lismore LGA 
non-urban population (analysis of ABS 2001, 2006 and 2011 Population and Housing census data) 
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2001, 2006, 2011).  
 

Age group (yrs) 

 

% Lismore LGA non-urban population 

2001 2006 2011 

<20 

 

31 

(n=4506) 

29 

(n=4420) 

28 

(n=4214) 

>20 

 

69 

(n=9874) 

71 

(n=10723) 

72 

(n=11078) 

20-34 

 

21 

(n=2041) 

17 

(n=1869) 

14 

(n=1572) 

35-54 

 

52 

(n=5143) 

50 

(n=5342) 

45 

(n=4953) 

55-64 

 

14 

(n=1376) 

19 

(n=1995) 

24 

(n=2696) 

65+ 

 

13 

(n=1314) 

14 

(n=1516) 

17 

(n=1857) 

 

 

Table 23.8  Non-school qualification in 2001, 2006 and 2011 in Lismore LGA non-urban population aged 
15+ years (ABS, 2001, 2006 and 2011 Population and Housing census data) 
 

Education level 

Lismore LGA non-
urban population 

No. of residents aged 15+ years 

2001 2006 2011 

Postgrad. degree     184     263     341 

Grad. Diploma and 
Grad. Certificate 

    234     249     311 

Bachelor degree    1178    1,443    1,644 

Advanced diploma    753    911    1,081 

Certificate    1892    2,435   2,754 

Not stated    1134    973     936 

Not applicable    5578?     244     220 

Total 10953 6518 7287 
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Table 23.9  Employment categories in 2001, 2006 and 2011 in Lismore LGA non-urban population aged 
15+ years (ABS 2001, 2006 and 2011 Population and Housing census data). 
 

Lismore 
LGA non-
urban 
population 
aged 15+ 
years  

% employed in AFF  % employed in other sectors 

 

2001 

 

2006 

 

2011 

 

2001 

 

2006 

 

2011 

15-34 yrs 

 

17 

(n=155) 

13 

(n=114) 

9 

(n=73) 

27 

(n=1307)

24 

(n=1408) 

21 

(n=1271) 

35-64 yrs 

 

67 

(n=629) 

70 

(n=596) 

67 

(n=512) 

72 

(n=3522)

74 

(n=4289) 

76 

(n=4669) 

65+ yrs 

 

16 

(n=150) 

17 

(n=147) 

24 

(n=184) 

1 

(n=69) 

2 

(n=112) 

3 

(n=180) 

Total 
employed 

n=934 n=857 n=769 n=4898 n=5809 n=6120 

 

In 2011, in non-urban Lismore LGA the largest industry of employment was in healthcare 

and social assistance, followed by education and training and then agriculture, forestry and 

fisheries (AFF) at 13%. Around 80% of those employed in AFF state their occupation as 

managers with 17% identified as labourers. This was similar for 2006.  

 

From 2001 to 2011 there has been a 25% increase of those not employed in AFF in non-

urban Lismore LGA, from 4898 to 6120. 

 

Population movement 

In 2011, 10% of the non-urban population in the Lismore LGA lived at a different address 

one year ago (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011). When the timeframe was extended to 

five years ago 30% of the population had changed address. However, around a third of the 

movements (i.e. 22% of the 30% in 2011) over the five years were within the same statistical 

area level 2.  
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23.4 Richmond Valley LGA non-urban  

For the years 2001, 2006 and 2011, Richmond Valley LGA non-urban total population = 
8590, 9281 and 9686, respectively, median age = 38, 41 and 42 years, respectively. 

 

Table 23.10  For the years 2001, 2006 and 2011 and for each age cohort, as a proportion of Richmond 
Valley LGA non-urban population (analysis of ABS 2001, 2006 and 2011 Population and Housing census 
data) (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2001, 2006, 2011). 
 

Age group (yrs) 

 

% Richmond Valley LGA non-urban population 

2001 2006 2011 

<20 

 

32 

(n=2753) 

31 

(n=2863) 

29 

(n=2767) 

>20 

 

68 

(n=5837) 

69 

(n=6418) 

71 

(n=6919) 

20-34 

 

21 

(n=1238) 

18 

(n=1128) 

16 

(n=1132) 

35-54 

 

45 

(n=2638) 

45 

(n=2861) 

40 

(n=2736) 

55-64 

 

16 

(n=905) 

18 

(n=1172) 

22 

(n=1513) 

65+ 

 

18 

(n=1030) 

19 

(n=1236) 

22 

(n=1538) 

 

Table 23.11  Non-school qualification in 2001, 2006 and 2011 in Richmond Valley LGA non-urban 
population aged 15+ years (ABS, 2001, 2006 and 2011 Population and Housing census data) 
 

Education level 

Richmond Valley LGA 
non-urban population 

No. of residents aged 15+ years 

2001 2006 2011 

Postgrad. degree   40     49     63 

Grad. Diploma and Grad. 
Certificate 

  45     61     66 

Bachelor degree  269    494    488 

Advanced diploma  272    323    420 

Certificate 1099   1457   1792 

Not stated  707    723     688 

Not applicablea 3885?     110     114 

Total 6317 3217 3631 
a persons do not have a post school qualification 
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Table 23.12  Employment categories in 2001, 2006 and 2011 in Richmond Valley LGA non-urban 
population aged 15+ years (ABS 2001, 2006 and 2011 Population and Housing census data). 
 

Richmond 
Valley LGA 
non-urban 
population 
aged 15+ 
years  

% employed in AFF  % employed in other sectors 

 

2001 

 

2006 

 

2011 

 

2001 

 

2006 

 

2011 

15-34 yrs 

 

21 

(n=119) 

14 

(n=78) 

13 

(n=65) 

31 

(n=770) 

29 

(n=887) 

26 

(n=900) 

35-64 yrs 

 

62 

(n=343) 

65 

(n=376) 

62 

(n=303) 

68 

(n=1673) 

69 

(n=2092) 

71 

(n=2426) 

65+ yrs 

 

17 

(n=95) 

21 

(n=121) 

25 

(n=123) 

1 

(n=25) 

2 

(n=59) 

3 

(n=93) 

Total 
employed 

n=557 n=575 n=491 n=2468 n=3038 n=3419 

 

In 2011, in non-urban Richmond Valley LGA the largest industry of employment was in 

manufacturing (Casino meatworks), followed by healthcare and social assistance and then 

agriculture, forestry and fisheries (AFF) at 14%. Around 67% of those employed in AFF 

stated in 2011 their occupation as managers with 17% identified as labourers.  

 

From 2001 to 2011 there has been a 39% increase of those not employed in AFF in non-

urban Richmond Valley LGA, from 2468 to 3419. 

 

Population movement 

In 2011, 10% of the non-urban population in the Richmond Valley LGA lived at a different 

address one year ago (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011). When the timeframe was 

extended to five years ago 32% of the population had changed address. However, around a 

third of the movements (i.e. 27% of the 32% in 2011) over the five years were within the 

same statistical area level 2.  
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24. Appendix 2 

Information sheet:  
Social research supporting efforts to improve the NSW Cattle Tick 
Program 
 
Dr Katrina Sinclair, Social Researcher, NSW DPI 
Professor Allan Curtis, Social Researcher, Charles Sturt University 
 
The Program 
The Cattle Tick Program has a long (early 1900s) history on the NSW far north coast where 
there are currently about 500,000 cattle. The program has been effective in that most of 
NSW remains free of cattle ticks; there are few deaths each year (typically 15-30 head per 
year) from tick fever (because the density of ticks is low in infected areas); and the number 
of properties under stock movement restrictions is relatively small and mostly confined to 
areas adjacent to infected areas in Queensland. However, the potential for cattle tick to 
spread south remains, as is illustrated by recent outbreaks near Kempsey and the Hunter 
Valley, and that threat is likely to be heightened by climate change allowing ticks to move 
into southern NSW and Victoria.  
 
In the early years of the Cattle Tick Program effective treatment relied on a generation of 
powerful chemicals (arsenicals, organochlorines and organophosphates) with unacceptable 
residue legacies. Those chemicals can no longer be used. A new generation of effective 
tickicides were developed but there are concerns about tick resistance to these chemicals 
and there are no alternatives on the horizon. It is therefore important that landholders 
faithfully follow the eradication steps associated with quarantine and that cattle tick 
outbreaks outside current infected areas are quickly contained and eradicated. Apart from 
the potential impacts of tick fever, tick infestations result in economic losses related to 
impacts on weight gain and treatment costs. There are also animal welfare issues when ticks 
affect the health of cattle. 
 
The Cattle Tick Program is underpinned by legislation and regulations identifying landholder 
responsibilities (e.g. erecting and maintaining effective boundary fences; notifying outbreaks; 
not selling infected stock; complying with restrictions on the movement of cattle and other 
directives of DPI staff to treat stock); the steps and criteria to be met to lift a quarantine 
notice; and setting out arrangements for sharing the costs of on-property treatment of 
infected stock between government and private landholders (e.g. at present, 25% 
producer/75% government for chemicals but no recovery of staff time and expenses).  
 
Rural landholders are key stakeholders in the Cattle Tick Program: their management 
actions directly influence the effectiveness of the program; and in turn, the success of the 
program affects their livelihoods and the health of their animals. This research will gather 
information that will support efforts to improve the cattle tick program.  
 
Participation is voluntary 
Dr Sinclair will interview a range of stakeholders such as producers, service providers, 
government agents and industry representatives to provide a variety of perspectives about the 
cattle tick program. As a stakeholder in the beef and/or dairy industries, we would like to invite 
you to participate in this research. Participation is entirely voluntary.  
 
Participant’s role 
If you agree to participate, Dr Sinclair will interview you face-to-face, asking general questions 
about your background, your farm operation and how you manage for cattle tick, your 
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knowledge of the cattle tick program and your ideas about how to improve the program. We 
anticipate that the interview will last about an hour. If you agree, Dr Sinclair will make an audio 
recording of the interview. The audio recording will allow the research team to go back to your 
interview to ensure we have properly understood your ideas.  
 
Participant’s anonymity  
If the research team want to use any information or quotes from your interview we will ask 
for your permission to do that and in any publications your identity would not be revealed. 
Please feel free to contact Dr Sinclair or Professor Curtis, at any time to discuss your 
participation in this research project. Please note that your participation is entirely voluntary 
and that you are free to withdraw your participation in the research at any time, and will not 
be subjected to any penalty or discriminatory treatment. The research team has been 
engaged by the Cattle Tick Program to conduct this research. We are not employed by NSW 
Biosecurity.  
 
Contact Details: 
 

Dr Katrina Sinclair 
NSW Department of Primary Industries 
1243 Bruxner Highway 
Wollongbar  NSW  2477 
Tel:  02 6626 1227 
Mob:  0429 012 318 
Email: katrina.sinclair@dpi.nsw.gov.au 
 

Prof Allan Curtis 
Graham Centre for Agricultural 
Innovation 
Charles Sturt University 
PO Box 789 
Albury  NSW  2640 
Tel:  02 6051 9730 
Mob:  0407 486 776 
Email: acurtis@csu.edu.au 
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25. Appendix 3 

Social Research to support the Cattle Tick Program 
 
Notes following the Feb 12 workshop at Wollongbar 
Notes prepared by Prof Allan Curtis (CSU) and Dr Katrina Sinclair (DPI) 
With Paul Freeman, Therese Wright and Larry Falls attending 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Purpose  
 
These notes draw on the discussion at the half-day workshop to identify a framework for 
social research that will provide advice enabling DPI staff (and other stakeholders) to 
“Improve community engagement in biosecurity management” (Strategy Goal 1). In 
particular this project will contribute to Strategy Goal 1 through 1.5 “Improve understanding 
of social factors influencing implementation of biosecurity practice”. 
 
That framework will provide the basis for an agreement between the parties to begin the 
social research with Phase 1 (see below) by early April 2015. 
 
1.2 Scope 
 
The focus will be on gathering information to enable DPI staff and others to improve 
engagement with rural landholders in the areas of interest to the Cattle Tick Program.  
 
The budget is limited, at least initially, but these notes will provide an outline of a 
comprehensive research approach that will involve 2 phases: 

1. a series of landholder and other stakeholder interviews; and 
2. a survey of a representative sample of rural landholders, including the northern and 

southern cattle tick areas and the various “types” of landholders. 
 
1.3 Timing 
 
With the agreement of the parties, Phase 1 to begin June 2015, with preliminary results 
discussed at a workshop in October 2015 and a final report submitted December 2015. 
 
1.4 Roles and responsibilities 
 
DPI staff (those at the first meeting at this stage), with Prof Curtis, comprise the project 
Steering Committee. 
Prof Curtis will lead the social research team with Dr Sinclair as the Project Manager and key 
researcher. 
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2. ENGAGING RURAL LANDHOLDERS IN THE CATTLE TICK PROGRAM 

 
2.1 The Program: a summary 

 
The Cattle Tick Program has a long (early 1900s) history on the NSW far north coast where 
there are currently about 500,000 cattle. The program has been effective in that most of NSW 
remains free of cattle ticks; there are few deaths each year (typically 20-30 head per year) 
from tick fever (because the density of ticks is low in infected areas); and the number of 
properties under stock movement restrictions is relatively small and mostly confined to areas 
adjacent to infected areas in Queensland. However, the potential for cattle tick to spread 
south remains, as is illustrated by recent outbreaks near Kempsey and the Hunter Valley, and 
that threat is likely to be heightened by climate change allowing ticks to move into southern 
NSW and Victoria.  
 
In the early years of the Cattle Tick Program effective treatment relied on a generation of 
powerful chemicals (arsenicals, organochlorines and organophosphates) with unacceptable 
residue legacies. Those chemicals can no longer be used. A new generation of effective 
drenches and pour-ons were developed but there are concerns about tick resistance to these 
chemicals and there are no alternatives on the horizon. It is therefore important that 
landholders faithfully follow the eradication steps associated with quarantine and that cattle 
tick outbreaks outside current infected areas are quickly contained and eradicated. Apart from 
the potential impacts of tick fever, tick infestations result in economic losses related to 
impacts on weight gain and treatment costs. There are also animal welfare issues when ticks 
affect the health of cattle. 
 
The Cattle Tick Program is underpinned by legislation and regulations identifying landholder 
responsibilities (e.g. erecting and maintaining effective boundary fences; notifying outbreaks; 
not selling infected stock; complying with restrictions on the movement of cattle and other 
directives of DPI staff to treat stock); the steps and criteria to be met to lift a quarantine 
notice; and setting out arrangements for sharing the costs of on-property treatment of infected 
stock between government and private landholders (e.g. at present, 25% producer/75% 
government for chemicals but no recovery of staff time and expenses).  
 
2.2 Engaging rural landholders in the Cattle Tick Program 
 
Rural landholders are key stakeholders in the Cattle Tick Program: their management actions 
directly influence the effectiveness of the program; and in turn, the success of the program 
affects their livelihoods and the health of their animals.  
 
Engaging rural landholders in the Cattle Tick Program is challenging because there is: 
1. considerable diversity in the landholders across the region (e.g. values, beliefs, personal 

norms, attitudes, trust in DPI and Cattle Tick Program staff, level of knowledge/ 
management skills, resident/absentee landholder, scale of operation, commitment to 
farming as a business, profitability, sources of information, engagement in platforms); 

2. the cattle tick threat is just one of a set of issues (affecting farm/property, family, 
themselves) they need to evaluate, prioritise and address; 

3. the capacity (based on human, social and economic capitals) of individuals/families or 
enterprises to respond to the cattle tick threat will vary from one landholder to another 
and for each, over time;  
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4. there are limits to the efficacy of compliance (willingness or ability to enforce) based on 
legislation and regulation;  

5. there is limited understanding of the motivations and capacities of the different rural 
landholder cohorts (e.g. full-time, part-time, non-farmers; long-term and recent owners; 
resident and absentee owners; dairy/cattle/ other livestock; coastal, inland) to underpin 
effective engagement; and 

6. the resources available to the Cattle Tick Program have been scaled back over time (e.g. 
from $30 million to $4 million per year) and the expectation is that landholders will take  
more responsibility for cattle tick control.  

 
To develop interventions that address the challenges of engaging rural landholders in 
programs, including to achieve compliance or practice change, researchers have drawn upon 
established theory (e.g. the Theory of Planned Behaviour; or those related to risk 
interpretation or communication; and concepts such as social capital which includes trust, 
social norms); and considerable empirical research examining the influences on rural 
landholder decision making. A key lesson is that there are important personal factors such as 
values, beliefs and personal norms that program managers cannot readily influence but that 
they need to understand if they are to effectively engage rural landholders. We also know that 
cost-sharing is effective where a mix of public and private benefits will accrue from 
landholders’ actions; where landholders are being asked to meet (i.e. adjust to) a raised duty 
of care (e.g. for the environment or animal welfare), or landholders simply have insufficient 
funds to comply with existing rules. It is also clear that interventions that engage and build 
human capital (e.g. knowledge or skills) and social capital (e.g. build trust, create networks, 
develop new rules/regulations, establish social norms), including through public awareness 
campaigns, but especially through participation in field days and trials, involvement in short 
courses and group discussions can be effective. With the Cattle Tick Program, there is also 
the legacy (positive and negative) of prior engagement, including a network of relationships 
between staff and landholders and staff and other stakeholders; and levels of trust (i.e. 
willingness to rely) in those relationships. 
 
2.3 Probable objectives for engagement of rural landholders in the program 
 
The CSU social research team has considerable expertise in program evaluation. As a first step 
in the evaluation process, program managers are expected to explain the “logic” of their 
programs. That is, they are asked to identify the chain of actions expected to achieve the 
target(s) they have identified as their objective(s). To an extent, this note is a preliminary 
attempt to do that for the Cattle Tick Program, but additional notes may need to be prepared, 
drawing on existing program documents or discussions with staff. For example, it is important 
to identify the objectives of engagement (see the notes below).  
 
If the way forward can be clearly identified, program managers may identify best-practices 
(BP) to be implemented, either by landholders or through the activities of the staff or 
contractors. For example, the Cattle Tick Program has identified erecting and maintaining stock 
proof boundary fences; using holding paddocks to monitor the tick status of cattle introduced 
to a property (which would also limit the infected area); regularly inspecting for cattle tick 
infestations from January to June; and timely notification to DPI of any cattle tick infections 
as BP to be undertaken by landholders. Other BPs are enshrined in legislation and regulation, 
including steps to be taken by DPI staff and landholders to eradicate tick infestations. For 
example, there are rules around the number of times cattle on an infected property must be 
treated and the time between treatments.  
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What then might be the different objectives DPI could have for engagement with rural 
landholders in the Cattle Tick Program? For each of those objectives we identify the key 
topic(s) that might be investigated to support (and perhaps evaluate) effective engagement. In 
broad terms, those engagement objectives could include: 
1. Raising awareness of the Cattle Tick Program amongst rural landholders, including the 

rationale for the Program. The desired outcome would be a high level of acceptance of the 
program (i.e. it is socially acceptable) amongst the key landholder cohorts. Information 
gathered will suggest ways to effectively build that awareness and commitment amongst 
key landholder cohorts (Social acceptability; Awareness; Values; Beliefs, Norms, 
Attitudes) 

2. Feedback from landholders to inform Cattle Tick Program implementation, including 
about emerging issues, ways to improve the program delivery. (Issues; Implementation 
strategies) 

3. Building relationships with landholders and their industry bodies based on trust and 
establishing the Tick Program Staff as being trustworthy (capable, benevolent and 
operating with integrity). Where trust exists, program staff are able to act more quickly, 
partners will respond more positively and be prepared to forgive mistakes. (Values; Trust 
and Trustworthiness) 

4. Engaging landholders in Cattle Tick Program best practice (BP) management (see above 
for examples). (Implementation of BP; Confidence in efficacy of BP; Values; Beliefs; 
Attitudes; Personal and Social Norms; Occupational identity and other ways to identify 
landholder types; Issues; Knowledge; Trust; Risk interpretation; Involvement in local 
organisations; Sources of Information; Long-term plans). 

 
3. APPROACHES TO DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

 
3.1 Introduction 
 
The research approach needs to be focussed on gathering information that will support the 
engagement objectives above (2.3); be available to program managers in a timely fashion; 
involve program staff in all steps; be readily accepted as sound; and be readily undertaken by 
others in the future. Given the limited budget available, any research design needs to be 
relatively inexpensive and represent “value for money”.  
 
The social researchers suggest a two-phase approach, with a first phase to be completed in 
2015 and the second phase commenced in the latter part of 2015 subject to funds being 
available. The first phase will involve a series of interviews that will address the need for 
information to support the key engagement objectives; and provide sufficient insights to 
enable the research team to draft a survey when the second phase of research is approved. 
 
3.2. Phase 1: Interviews with landholders and other stakeholders. 
 
Semi-structured interviews will be conducted with a purposeful sample (based on landholder 
characteristics) of landholders (up to 30 interviews) and key stakeholders, such as program 
staff (e.g. Larry), industry leaders, stock and station agents, transport operators and local vets 
(10 interviews). 
 
Data collection for the landholders will focus on the following topics: 
1. Why their property is important to them (Values) 
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2. Knowledge of Cattle Tick Program (extent of threat; responsibilities of landholders; steps 
in process once infestation identified) 

3. Attitudes about landholder and government agency roles and responsibilities in relation to 
cattle tick control (including ideas about how to improve the program; and acceptability 
of a limited number of possible refinements identified by DPI, such as full-cost recovery 
if landholders fail to notify they have an infestation) 

4. Management skills and practices, including ability to identify female and male cattle ticks 
and implementation of BP 

 
Phase 1 will begin with landholder and stakeholder interviews from June 2015. Preliminary 
results will be available ahead of a workshop with the Steering Committee in October 2015 
and a final report submitted December 2015. 
 
Dr Sinclair and Prof Curtis will undertake the interviews (mostly Dr Sinclair). With the 
permission of informants, all interviews will be audio-taped. Dr Sinclair and Prof Curtis will 
analyse those data to identify key results and provide their interpretation of the how those 
results should inform the engagement objectives of the Cattle Tick Program. Those results 
and interpretations will be supported by evidence (without attribution to informants) provided 
in a Technical Report. The social researchers will also discuss the results and their 
interpretations with program staff during the research process. A draft Technical Report will 
be submitted to DPI for review by program staff. 
 
Budget: 
One working day needs to be allocated for each interview(40 in total) to allow for the time to 
arrange, travel to and conduct and make a preliminary interpretation of the interview 
recording (typed transcripts will not be made). Additional time (10 days will be required to 
undertake data analysis (i.e. identify key ideas related to the different engagement 
objectives). Another 15 days will be required to draft and finalise the Technical Report and 
present/discuss results and their interpretation with program staff/ Steering Committee. That 
is, a total of approximately 65 days work (50 for Dr Sinclair and 15 for Prof Curtis). 
 
Assuming DPI programs can agree to absorb the salary costs associated with Dr Sinclair’s 
contribution, the cash costs should be less than $30K for Phase 1. Those costs will include 
travel and accommodation costs for Dr Sinclair ($10K) and Prof Curtis ($5K), and cash 
payment to cover part of Prof Curtis’ contributions ($7.5K). Other costs will include 
materials for the research team, publication of a technical report and publication and postage 
of a summary for all informants ($5K) 
 
 
3.3 Phase 2: a survey of up to 2000 rural landholders 
 
With the results of phase 1, the social research team will be able to develop a draft 12-page 
survey booklet that can be pre-tested and then mailed to a random sample of rural landholders 
in the northern and southern Tick Control Program areas. It is expected that the survey topics 
will include the following: issues of concern; long-term plans; values; beliefs; personal 
norms; trust in program staff; attitudes in relation to possible changes to the program; 
knowledge relevant to the program; occupational identity; tick control BP; and a limited 
range of social and farming variables (age, involvement in local organisations, property size, 
profitability, on and off-property work). These data would enable results to be provided for 
all respondents, or specific landholder types or geographies (see below for notes about 
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spatially-referenced data) for all of the topics above. Analyses can also be undertaken to 
compare cohorts and to explore the relationships between topics related to engagement 
objectives (e.g. knowledge of the program; implementation of desired management practices 
or BP; social acceptability of proposed revisions to the program). 
 
Professor Curtis has extensive experience implementing similar surveys and can draw on 
bank of items covering many of these topics. His experience suggests that a response rate 
between 50% and 60% can be achieved. 
 
With the participation of LLS (negotiated by DPI) a mailing list (based on a random sample) 
can be easily prepared. The survey data would be spatially-referenced (i.e. tied to each 
property location) and it is therefore possible, while protecting the identity of individuals, to 
combine data according to different geographies.  
 
The total costs of this work would typically be between $100K and $120K. Around $50K of 
that cost could be deducted if Dr Sinclair’s salary was funded from within DPI. 
 
Such a survey is developed and implemented over a period of 3 months and it takes another 5 
to 6 months to complete the data analysis and interpretation and preparation of a draft 
technical report. 
 


