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Abstract 
 
MLA wishes to explore how it could support a cooperative or similar collaborative model that could 
support emerging livestock advisors to build their expertise, networks and client base, while accessing 
business support. The overall objective for the project was to determine if a livestock advisor 
cooperative (or similar) model would be feasible for the red meat industry, identifying the potential 
scale of the market, income potential, and resources and investment required.   
 
This study utilised desktop analysis to identify gaps in service delivery for red meat producers, 
identified support and information needs of advisors through a survey and focus groups, and proposed 
a model which builds upon existing successful advisor networking groups, for consideration by MLA 
and advisors working within the red meat sector. 
 
Examination of existing successful models as well as the survey and focus group responses identified 
that a potential collaborative organisation for advisors needs to be independent, member-driven, 
reputable and based on trust.  
 
A relatively high degree of market penetration (circa 30% of the identified national advisor population) 
is required to ensure viability for a multi-region tiered membership model offering enhanced service 
provision and collaboration opportunities, built on a common base of networking events and 
professional development.  Regional networking organisations involving a smaller pool of participants 
with greater voluntary input offer a feasible alternative to a commercial tiered membership model, in 
certain regions with distinct operating and industry environments. 
 
These approaches have the potential to develop and operate in parallel, and if they can be established 
and implemented, the skills base available to the red meat sector is likely to be preserved and 
enhanced.  
 
The interest from advisors in developing and maintaining a network of peers was resounding, and the 
opportunity for increased networking, industry level mentoring and peer to peer learning needs 
further attention.  It is strongly recommended that MLA, potentially working with other RDC’s, 
continues to explore options to expand the existing Livestock Advisor Network, drive engagement with 
participants in capacity building programs, and support opportunities for advisor-driven forums for 
professional development and networking. 
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Executive summary 

Background 

To achieve increased adoption of new practices by red meat producers there is a need to increase the 
number of livestock advisors and their skill base.  MLA sought to explore how it could support a 
cooperative model that could support livestock advisors to build their expertise, networks and client 
base, while accessing business support services, mentoring and professional development.  This study 
identifies gaps in service delivery for red meat producers, identifies some of the support and 
information needs of advisors, and proposes a model which builds upon existing successful advisor 
networking groups, for consideration by MLA and advisors working within the red meat sector. 

Objectives 

The overall objectives for the project were to: 
1. Determine if a livestock advisor cooperative (or similar) model would be feasible for the red 

meat industry 
2. Identify the scale of a potential market for this model  
3. Provide recommendations for the resources, investment and governance approach required 
4. Quantify the scale of income generation that could be achieved with the preferred model 

 
The project has achieved its objectives by identifying the target population for a co-operative model, 
considering their needs in developing a proposed operating model, and undertaking financial and risk 
analysis. 
 
Methodology 

Initially, desktop analysis was used to identify gaps in advisory service delivery across regions.  
Information obtained from this analysis was used to develop survey questions for an online survey 
completed by 64 livestock advisors.  Survey responses in turn were used to develop key discussion 
points within two facilitated focus groups for advisors and producers.  Feedback from both the survey 
and focus groups, as well as data generated from the desktop study, was used to develop the key 
building blocks of a tiered membership organisation.  Having developed an operating model and 
identified key assumptions, detailed financial and risk analysis were undertaken. 

 Results/key findings 

Approximately 20% of livestock producers nationally have been identified as having no access, or only 
limited access, to locally-based advisory services.  Several barriers to the entry of new advisors or 
expansion of livestock advisor businesses were identified, most significantly concerns around 
establishing a viable client base and managing additional staff.  

Livestock advisors working in multiple contexts are eager to overcome professional isolation and share 
knowledge, experiences and technical resources with others.   The main motivations to join a 
cooperative were confirmed as being able to access new networks, resources, and potential clients. 
The major concerns related to cost: benefit, time commitment and cultural fit. 

Examination of existing successful models as well as the survey and focus group responses identified 
that a potential collaborative organisation for advisors needs to be independent, member-driven, 
reputable and based on trust.  
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A relatively high degree of market penetration (circa 30% of the identified national advisor population) 
is required to ensure viability for a multi-region tiered membership model offering enhanced service 
provision and collaboration opportunities, built on a common base of networking events and 
professional development.  To generate positive earnings, a tiered membership model needs to 
rapidly introduce a wider range of services to attract significant numbers of advisors and producers to 
the highest fee categories. 

Regional networking groups drawing upon a smaller pool of participants represent a feasible 
alternative to a commercial tiered membership model. A regional organization is likely to have a 
heavier reliance on volunteer (unpaid) commitment, and to be more restricted in terms of the scale 
and scope of events and services offered. There is potential application for the regional group 
approach in regions with distinct operating and industry environments. 

Benefits to industry 

Given the relatively small pool of established practitioners, the impact of advisor business failures or 
career changes away from advisory work can be significant for the red meat sector.  Both the advisor 
and their client are likely to benefit from improved networks, upskilling and access to resources.  If 
this approach can be developed and implemented on a wider scale, it could enable new entrants to 
upskill and gain both confidence and technical proficiency with guidance from more experienced 
professionals. Further it could offer established advisors or those nearing retirement to change the 
balance of their workload and potentially prolong their involvement.  In each case, the skills base 
available to the red meat sector is likely to be enhanced.  

Future research and recommendations 

In terms of an advisor co-operative, there are two potential strategies which are likely to be applicable 
in different regions:  

1. Expansion of the Regional Group networking approach in regions with small numbers of 
advisors/specific industry needs, as above (such as Western Australia, or north/west 
Queensland and the NT). 

2. Development of a multi-region tiered membership model offering enhanced service provision 
and collaboration opportunities, built on a common base of networking events and 
professional development.   

 
Further detailed consultation with advisors is recommended to explore the potential of these 
strategies, extending beyond the testing of the concept to provide clear details about the resources 
and member commitment which would realistically be required to develop either of these models 
successfully.  
 
Subject to receiving sufficient expressions of interest, the tiered membership model could initially be 
developed as a staged pilot/prototype within a region where capacity exists to support a meaningful   
number of events as well as potential service expansion.  Based on the desktop analysis as well as 
survey and focus group findings, potentially suitable regions for prototype development would 
include: 
1. Central/Southern Qld and Fitzroy Basin 
2. Central West/Tablelands/Northern NSW 
3. Riverina/Murray regions NSW plus northern Victoria 
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However, the first and most important priority for establishment of a pilot project would be the level 
of interest and support from potential advisors within a region.  
 
Overall, the interest from advisors in developing and maintaining a network of peers was resounding, 
and the opportunity for increased networking, industry level mentoring and peer to peer learning 
needs further attention.  It is strongly recommended that MLA, potentially working with other RDC’s, 
continues to explore options to expand the existing Livestock Advisor Network, drive engagement with 
participants in capacity building programs, and support opportunities for advisor-driven forums for 
professional development and networking, beyond existing technical updates. 
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1. Background 

To achieve increased adoption of new practices by red meat producers there is a need to increase the 
number of livestock advisors and their skill base. An innovative but viable livestock advisor and 
extension model is required to ensure that producers are motivated and supported to implement new 
management practices into their business.  Traditionally, formal training and development pathways 
for livestock advisors have been limited, and numbers of agricultural extension officers and advisors 
remain static, with an ageing population.  Retention of advisors within the industry, particularly within 
regional and remote areas, is also challenging.  
 
Whilst other reports have considered nationwide agricultural extension capacity from a whole-of-
industry perspective (Agrifutures 2024), there is limited information available concerning practitioners 
who specialise in working with livestock (i.e. beef cattle, sheep and goat) producers.  This study 
focused upon this group within the broader advisor/consultant population, in order to find out more 
about their needs, challenges and appetite for new networking and collaborative opportunities. 
 
MLA wishes to explore how it could support a cooperative model that could support emerging 
livestock advisors to build their expertise, networks and client base, while accessing business support 
services, mentoring and professional development.  This study identifies gaps in service delivery for 
red meat producers, identifies some of the support and information needs of advisors, and proposes 
a model which builds upon existing successful advisor networking groups, for consideration by MLA 
and advisors working within the red meat sector.  
 

2. Objectives 

The overall objectives for the project were as follows: 
5. To determine if a livestock advisor cooperative (or similar) model would be feasible for the 

red meat industry 
6. Identify the scale of a potential market for this model that would consider the regions, 

advisors and producers who would see value in utilising this type of model  
7. Provide recommendations for the resources, investment and governance requirements to 

develop the preferred model 
8. Quantify the scale of income generation that could be achieved with the preferred model 

 
Objectives 1 and 2 were addressed by initially conducting a desktop analysis to identify the size of the 
livestock advisor population and its geographic spread, as well as areas where the potential demand 
for services, as indicated by producer numbers, is disproportionate to the number of providers.  
Information gained from this analysis was used to develop survey questions and identify issues for 
focus group discussion, which explored the potential value of a co-operative/membership model to 
advisors.  Having obtained valuable feedback from the survey and focus groups, it was possible to 
develop a potential operating model, identify key success factors, and establish underlying 
assumptions, which have enabled financial and risk analysis to be completed to satisfy the 
requirements of Objectives 3 and 4.  
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3. Methodology 

The project was completed in three stages - desktop gap analysis, survey/focus groups and business 
model generation - with methodologies applied in each stage described below.   

3.1   Stage 1: Desktop Gap Analysis 
3.1.1 Definition and Data Selection 
3.1.1.1 Definition of Advisors/Providers 

Livestock advisors can be defined as people who provide regular advice and guidance to red meat 
producers and can be public or private sector advisors e.g. extension officers, consultants, 
veterinarians, livestock agents, agronomists or Natural Resource Management (NRM) officers.  

This varied group of industry professionals provide consultancy services across a number of fields 
including, but not limited to, animal production, breeding, nutrition, agronomy, pasture and grazing 
management, marketing, natural resource management, business and financial management, 
strategy, succession, and staffing. 

Consistent with the intentions of this project, which is intended to examine the value and potential 
viability of an advisor co-operative, the desktop analysis focused upon firms/organisations and 
individuals providing technical and financial consulting services specifically to livestock/red meat 
producers, where these activities are likely to represent a material proportion (>30%) of their total 
business activity.  As such, the following types of organisations/individuals were excluded from the 
analysis: 

• Accounting firms (recognising their significant role in providing financial and strategic 
business advice to many livestock businesses). 

• Soil analytical/agronomy firms with a cropping or horticulture focus. 
• Livestock Agents not classified as Livestock Production Advisors/Specialists by their 

organisation. 
• NRM firms or public agencies with a primary focus on ecology, environmental impact, or 

water quality. 
• Businesses providing ESG reporting and carbon offset initiatives across multiple industries 
• Veterinarians providing primarily clinical services, scanning and pregnancy testing, as 

opposed to herd/flock health consultancy services. 
• Government/district veterinarians and biosecurity officers. 
• Landcare and NRM volunteer groups. 
• Universities, research institutes and individuals primarily focused upon research activities. 

 

3.1.1.2 Limitations of the Desktop Analysis 

The definition above is arbitrary by nature, and in some cases firms or individuals may provide advice 
to industry groups, as opposed to individuals, or may provide services which are not listed within 
publicly available information sources.   Whilst the list provided in Appendix A is drawn from as many 
sources as practicable, it is based on desktop research and industry knowledge, as interviewing 
individual firms was beyond the scope of the study.  In the absence of further detailed investigation 
of individual providers, it is likely to contain omissions.    
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It should also be noted that the definition of roles within State Departments of Primary Industries and 
their equivalents is frequently unclear, with certain States now describing staff as Land Management 
or Natural Resource managers, as opposed to livestock industry development/extension officers as 
previously.  For the purposes of this analysis, unless roles could be confirmed as specifically linked to 
livestock industries, they were excluded as providers.   

3.1.1.3 Data Sources 

Details of firms and providers were sourced from 

• MLA (list of providers delivering MLA training and extension activities 2023-24) 
• Meridian Agriculture (list of participants in the Livestock Consulting Internship program, 

since inception) 
• AgriFutures Report: Australian Extension Capacity and Capability: A Map and Gap 

analysis (Appendix D: Stakeholders in the Australian agricultural innovation system) 
• Organisational and event websites 
• Personal communication with firms and individuals 

The number of livestock (beef cattle and sheep) producers in each State and region was sourced from 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) data sets, which includes farm businesses with a turnover in 
excess of $40,000 per annum.  Unfortunately, due to changes in data collection and reporting, ABS no 
longer reports details of farm businesses by region or local government area, hence the analysis draws 
upon 2022 data sets, the most recent year for which this information is available.  

As noted above, the list of providers generated may contain some omissions, given the limitations of 
a desktop exercise.  Further investigation of the scope of service provision by firms or individuals 
would require personal contact/enquiry which was beyond the scope of this study.  

3.1.1.4 Classification of Groups and Regions 

The broad group of organisations providing advisory services to producers was categorised as follows: 

a) Independent Consultants (i.e. firms or individuals conducting business in a commercial capacity) 
b) Livestock Agents – Livestock production Specialists 
c) Producer Groups/Breed Societies/Other not-for-profit industry groups 
d) Publicly funded (Government)  

In terms of geographic location, providers were allocated to one or more of 54 nationwide National 
Resource Management regions, at the request of MLA, in order to align with existing analyses and to 
reflect the range of environments/production systems where red meat producers are located 
(Appendix A).  

Where large firms were known to have offices in multiple States or regions, these were sub-divided 
into regional/State based groups with advisors within the larger team allocated accordingly to regions, 
wherever possible. 

This approach has certain limitations, namely 

a) Most providers (firms and individuals) operate across multiple regions, particularly in more 
remote/extensive areas.  Hence the number of providers in a particular region may be 
understated.  
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b) Livestock producers in remote regions typically access advice from multiple sources, including 
providers in other States and remote/online resources.  In other words, producers operating 
in regions listed as having zero providers are still able to access certain advisory services.    

c) Whilst regions were allocated based on office or head office locations, individual consultants 
within firms may be based remotely and service clients in other locations. 

d) Whilst certain regions (e.g. the ACT and regions surrounding capital cities) appear in the list 
with no providers, in practice livestock producers in these areas interact with providers 
located in close proximity within surrounding regions. 

Notwithstanding these limitations, when interpreted alongside a practical understanding of regional 
geography, the classification does provide insights into areas which currently have limited service 
delivery, both in terms of firms/organisations and individual advisors.  

3.1.1.5 Classification of Activities 

For the purposes of obtaining basic information about the types of services available, these were 
categorised within each region as follows: 

a) Technical/Market: including animal production, health, nutrition, breeding, pasture and 
grazing management advice, agronomy, farm infrastructure and layout planning, 
market/price information, basic cost-benefit information. 

b) Financial/Strategic: individual farm business and strategic plans, financial budgets and 
forecasts, scenario analysis, capital budgeting, feasibility analysis, succession planning  

c) Group training and extension activities: such as courses, field days, demonstrations and 
seminars. 

The availability of each type of service within each region was identified based on known or published 
activities of firms and individuals operating within the region.  Again, without exhaustive personal 
enquiry, it may be possible that some activities carried out by individual providers may have been 
omitted.  

It should also be recognised that accountancy firms and other providers provide services within the 
Financial/Strategic category to producers, including those in remote regions, and hence service gaps 
identified within this advisory area may not necessarily exist in practice. 

3.1.2 Analytical Process 

For each NRM region and State, the number of firms/organisations within each organisational 
category (refer to 3.1.1.5)  was identified, together with the estimated number of individuals working 
within each organisation.  The service activities provided within each region were also identified, for 
each organisational group (i.e. independent consultants, livestock agents, etc).   

For each region, the number of livestock (i.e. beef and sheep) producers was identified.  Livestock 
producers were selected as the relevant comparative measure, as opposed to total livestock numbers, 
because producers represent the customer base. The number of livestock producers, per region, was 
then divided by the total number of providers and individual consultants, to obtain an indicative ratio 
of Producers/Provider, and Producers/individual Advisor.  An average was calculated, weighted on the 
basis of producer numbers by region, for each of these ratios.  Based on the average and range of 
results, individual region results were then classified as High/Mid/Low, and identified within results 
tables accordingly.    
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3.2  Stage 2: Survey and Focus Groups 

3.2.1 Advisor Survey 

The initial gap analysis report and its recommendations were considered in the design of a livestock 
advisor survey. 

The survey design aimed to address 

• Geographical segmentation based on service provision 
• Potential client demand for advisors versus capacity of advisors 
• The most significant issues and challenges facing individual livestock advisors and their 

firms, at different stages of business maturity 
• The motivations and barriers of livestock advisors to consider involvement in a cooperative 

The survey was distributed via numerous channels, including:  

• MLA’s general Facebook page 
• MLA’s livestock advisor Facebook page  
• MLA’s LinkedIn page  
• Meridian Agriculture’s LinkedIn page  
• Meridian Agriculture’s Facebook page  
• Livestock Consulting Internship program (LCI) Alumni Facebook page  
• Direct emails to employer and intern participants in programs 1-4 of the LCI program.  
• MLA direct email to advisor contacts  

 
In total, 64 advisors completed the online survey, exceeding the target participation of 50 responses. 

Outcomes of the survey were summarised, and the information assisted in defining, confirming or 
outlining unknown information that needed to be tested in focus groups. 

3.2.2 Focus Groups 

Although it was initially intended that two focus groups would be facilitated (one for advisors, the 
other for producers), a decision to host three focus groups was made based on the density of livestock 
advisors across different geographical regions. From the perspective of producer involvement, it was 
assumed that producers may be more motivated to engage with a cooperative if it resulted in more 
advisors being made available to them. Coupled with an identified desire from advisors to gain more 
clients, the under serviced regions may provide the opportunity for a ‘win-win’ situation. The revised 
plan for three focus group sessions focused on” 

1. A livestock advisor focus group 
2. A northern producer group (Queensland, Northern Territory, Western Australia, and northern 

New South Wales) 
3. A southern producer group (the rest of New South Wales, South Australia, Victoria and 

Tasmania) 

Invitations for the advisor focus group were sent to the 37 survey respondents who stated an interest 
to participate. 18 advisors participated in the focus group session held on Monday 19 May 2025. The 
agenda and questions for the livestock advisor focus group are found in Appendix C. 
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Producer invitations were sent via NABRC, SALRC and WALRC, regional drought hubs, the Advancing 
Beef Leaders Alumni Facebook page, and via direct invitation via the Producer Adoption Reference 
Group (PARG), Meridian Agriculture contacts, and by request to several of the participants in the 
advisor focus group to share with their personal client networks.   

Ultimately, seven producers signed up to attend the workshops and so it was decided to amalgamate 
into one focus group session, which was held on Friday 23 May 2025. Of the seven registered to 
attend, only five producers participated in the session. Four of the five participants represented the 
northern and western regions, which were areas considered to be under-serviced and hence of 
interest to the study. The agenda and questions for the producer focus group are found in Appendix 
D. Due to the low attendance, the participants were encouraged to share of their experience 
personally, providing significant insight through their sharing. Although the agenda was followed, 
more in depth qualitative data was able to be gained through the discussion. 

3.3  Stage 3: Business Model Generation and Financial/Risk Analysis 

3.3.1 Existing Advisor Co-operative/Group Models 

Three examples of existing successful co-operative and consultancy group models drawn from 
Australia and the UK were considered in terms of their potential applicability to a livestock advisor’s 
co-operative.  For each existing model, a general overview of their operations is provided, before 
describing their management and governance, membership benefits and features, approaches to 
recruitment, and key features worthy of consideration for future models.  

3.3.2 Business Model Generation 

Key principles and values identified within the survey/focus group work, and which are also apparent 
when examining pre-existing successful models, were outlined and presented as a set of “guiding 
principles” integral to the development of any potential collaborative advisor model.    

The “Business Model Canvas” tool (Osterwalder and Pigneur 2010) was utilised to develop the key 
building blocks of a tiered membership model, in the form of a multi-sided platform designed to meet 
the varied needs of advisors and producers over time. 

 
3.3.3 Financial/Risk Analysis 

As existing advisor networking and professional development groups have well-developed business 
models, in this study we have taken the approach of exploring the alternative tiered membership 
approach in greater depth, from the perspective of “What would it take to viably deliver these events 
and services to members?”  

Key features of the proposed operating model are outlined, and a range of assumptions developed 
which form the basis of a 5-year financial forecast, including cashflow and start-up funding 
requirements.  Sensitivity of earnings to key drivers such as member numbers, fees and sales volumes 
are explored, and scenarios for minimal viable numbers are outlined. Having established the level of 
participation and service demand required to operate the organisation on a profitable basis, the 
implications of this not being achieved and potential alternative pathways are explored in the Risk 
Analysis section of this report. A range of market, operational and financial risks are considered, with 
impacts, outcomes and potential mitigating strategies identified.  Key areas of uncertainty and factors 
critical to success are identified, which form the basis of the conclusions and recommendations.  



J23652 Feasibility Study of Livestock Advisor Cooperative Model 
 

Page 14 of 140 
 

4. Results 

4.1  Stage 1:  Desktop Gap Analysis  
4.1.1. Number of Providers by State and Region 

4.1.1.1 Providers by State and Ratio of Producers to Organisations/Advisors 

The number of providers within each State, by organisational type, is summarised in Table 1.  A 
complete listing appears in Appendix A. 

The total number of organisations of all types providing advice to livestock producers across all regions 
is estimated at 189 firms/groups and organisations, involving an estimated 848 individuals.  It should 
be noted that t exact numbers are difficult to quantify and separate from other generalist providers, 
as described in Section 3.1 above.  This total appears reasonable in the context of previous reports 
which suggested that approximately 3000 practitioners were involved in extension across all forms of 
agriculture nationally, including a substantial proportion involved in specialist cropping roles, 
Landcare, NRM management and agribusiness (Agrifutures 2024). 

As would be expected, provider numbers are higher in the States with more livestock producers (NSW 
and Victoria), although there are inter-regional variations within each State, as depicted in Table 2.  
The mix of providers varies between States, with more publicly-funded advisors operating in 
Queensland, and producer groups delivering more extension activity in NSW and Western Australia.  
It should also be noted that although ABS data indicates low producer numbers in the Northern 
Territory, the size of their properties/livestock businesses and their dispersal over a large and remote 
geographic area creates specific challenges in terms of seeking and procuring relevant consultancy 
services, particularly given low numbers of providers based in the NT.  

When expressed in terms of Producers:Organisation and Producers:Advisor (individual), States with 
smaller producer numbers returned ratios of less than 400 producers per organisation, and relatively 
small numbers of producers per individual advisor (<65).  Despite having the highest number of 
providers, NSW had significantly higher ratios, with 594 producers per organisation, and 159 
producers per individual advisor.  There is considerable variation within regions for the States with 
higher producer numbers, as described in Section 4.1.2 below. 

4.1.1.2 Providers by Region and Ratio of Producers to Organisations/Advisors 

A regional breakdown is provided for each State in Table 2.   When the ratio of Producers:Organisation 
and Producers: Advisors is considered, there are considerable variations around the State means.  
Every mainland State and Territory has regions with no providers listed, with the exception of the 
Northern Territory, which is represented by a single NRM region with a small number of advisors.    

There are some regional peculiarities which need to be taken into account, such as 

• Queensland: no livestock producers listed in the Torres Strait NRM region, and only a very small 
number in Cape York – hence the lack of providers has less impact.  Whilst there are livestock 
producers in the Healthy Land and Water (Greater Brisbane) region, the lack of locally-based 
providers is not particularly concerning given the existence of multiple providers in the 
surrounding Southern Queensland Landscapes and Burnett Mary NRM regions.  

• ACT:  No providers but a small number of producers, likely to be serviced by the surrounding 
South-East LLS, Riverina LLS and Murray LLS areas in NSW. 

• Victoria: The lack of advisors based in the Wimmera is not surprising given the region’s cropping 
focus, and the availability of advisors in nearby regions.    



Table 1:  Providers by State and Ratio of Producers to Providers, by State  

State 
  

Independent 
Consultants 

Livestock Agents 
- Production 
Specialists 

Producer 
Groups/Breed 

Societies//Other 
Publicly funded 

Extension-focused Total 
organisations 

  

Total 
Advisors 

(est.) 
  

Producers
/org. 

  

Producers/ 
Advisor 

(est.) 
  

Total 
Producers 

  Firms  Advisors Firms Advisors Groups  Advisors 
Public 

providers Advisors 

Qld 21 95 3 3 1 12 8 49 33 159 
                               

413  
                               

86  
                          

13,643  

NSW 28 129 8 8 9 26 3 10 48 173 
                               

557  
                            

155  
                          

26,738  

ACT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - - 
                                     

47  

Vic 30 162 3 3 2 9 3 11 38 185 
                               

492  
                            

101  
                          

18,711  

Tas 6 62 1 1 1 1 0 0 8 64 
                               

319  
                               

40  
                             

2,548  

SA 20 120 6 8 1 3 0 0 27 131 
                               

284  
                               

59  
                             

7,664  

WA 15 95 5 6 7 15 1 1 28 117 
                               

246  
                               

59  
                             

6,902  

NT 5 8 0 0 1 1 1 10 7 19 
                                  

28  
                               

10  
                                  

198  
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Table 2:  Providers by Region and ratio of Producers to Providers, by Region 

Advisor Groups by Region     0-250 0-50  
       251-750 51-150   
       >751 >151   
State Number Region Name  Total Firms/Groups Total Advisors Producers/firms Producers /advisors Total Cattle/Sheep producers 
Qld 1 Burnett Mary  3 17                               824                      145  2471 
  2 Cape York NRM  0 0                                    -                             -    35 
  3 Desert Channels Qld  3 7                               273                      117  820 
  4 Fitzroy Basin  5 39                               496                         64  2482 
  5 Gulf Savannah NRM  1 5                               256                         51  256 
  6 Healthy Land & Water  0 0                                    -                             -    1520 
  7 Nth Qld Dry Tropics  5 39                               134                         17  668 
  8 Reef Catchments  3 4                               130                         97  389 
  9 Southern Gulf NRM  3 8                               105                         39  315 
  10 Southern Qld Landscapes  9 39                               458                      106  4125 
  11 Terrain NRM  1 1                               546                      546  546 
  12 Torres Strait RA  0 0                                    -                             -    0 
        33 159                                413                          86                                 13,643  
NSW 13 Central Tablelands LLS  4 16                               730                      182  2919 
  14 Central West LLS  10 32                               409                      128  4090 
  15 Greater Sydney LLS  2 4                                    -                             -    366 
  16 Hunter LLS  1 3                           1,550                      517  1550 
  17 Murray LLS  5 20                               445                      111  2227 
  18 North Coast LLS  0 0                                    -     2029 
  19 North West LLS  4 29                               697                         96  2788 
  20 Northern Tablelands LLS  9 26                               290                      101  2614 
  21 Riverina LLS  10 35                               361                      103  3605 
  22 South East LLS  3 8                           1,137                      426  3410 
  23 Western LLS  0 0                                    -                             -    1139 
        48 173                                557                       155                                 26,738  
ACT 24 ACT NRM   0 0 0 0                                           47  
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State Number Region Name  Total Firms/Groups Total Advisors Producers/firms 
Producers 

/advisors 
Total Cattle/Sheep 

producers 
Vic 25 Corangamite  8 46                                233 41 1864 
  26 East Gippsland  5 14                                112                          40  559 
  27 Glenelg Hopkins  12 51                                303                         71  3635 
  28 Goulburn Broken  1 1                           2,715                  2,715  2715 
  29 Mallee  2 13                                346                          53  691 
  30 Melb Water  1 4                                     -                              -    1433 
  31 North Central  3 19                                855                       135  2565 
  32 North East  4 13                                447                       138  1790 
  33 West Gippsland  2 24                           1,084                          90  2168 
  34 Wimmera  0 0                                     -                              -    1292 
        38 185                                492                       101                                 18,711  
Tas 35 Cradle Coast  1 18                                795                          44  795 
  36 NRM North  3 14                                382                          82  1147 
  37 NRM South  4 32                                152                          19  607 
        8 64                                319                          40                                    2,548  
SA 38 Alinytjara Wilurara  0 0                                     -                              -    2 
  39 Eyre Peninsula  0 0                                     -                              -    852 
  40 Green Adelaide  3 31 

                      209                   26  836   41 Hills and Fleurieu  1 1 
  42 Kangaroo Island  1 7                                270                          39  270 
  43 Limestone Coast  11 50                                192                          47  2491 
  44 Murraylands and Riverland  2 3     
  45 Northern and Yorke  8 38 190 40 1520 
  46 SA Arid Lands  1 1                                232                       232  232 
        27 131                                284                          59                                    7,664  
WA 47 Northern Agricultural Catchments  0 0                                     -                              -    990 
  48 Peel Harvey  1 1                                522                       522  522 
  49 Perth  2 26                                   11                             1  22 
  50 Rangelands  6 14                                   40                          17  240 
  51 South Coast  9 42                                163                          35  1469 
  52 South West  4 6                                478                       319  1912 
  53 Wheatbelt  6 28                                291                          62  1746 
        28 117                                246                          59                                    6,902  
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State Number Region Name  Total Firms/Groups Total 
Advisors 

Producers/firms Producers /advisors Total Cattle/Sheep 
producers 

NT 54 Territory NRM  7 19                                   28                          10  198 
        7 19                                   28                          10                                         198  
       Average 0.003 
   TOTAL   189 848                                292                          64                                 76,450  

       Weighted Average                                451                       107  
Weighted by % 
producers 

 

 

 



When weighted according to the number of producers in each State, the average ratios across all 
States and Territories were estimated at 451 producers/organisation and 107 producers/advisor, 
noting as above the substantial variation around the mean.  

Regional results were classified as Low/Medium/High based on the data population, as follows: 

Producers/org. Producers /advisors 
0-250 0-50 
251-750 51-150 

>751 >151 
 

Areas falling within each category are summarised in Tables 3-6 below and identified on the map in 
Figure 1. 

4.1.1.3 Regions with No Known Locally-Based Livestock Advisory Services Providers 

Table 3 summarises the regions with no known locally-based service providers, noting as described in 
Section 4.1.2 that the impact in some cases is likely to be minimal due to the presence of multiple 
providers within relatively close proximity.  

Table 3:  Regions with no known locally-based providers 

State Region 
Number 

Region Name Total Cattle/Sheep 
producers 

Comment 

Qld 2 Cape York 35 Low number of producers 
Qld 6 Healthy Land & Water 1520 Greater Brisbane – See 

above, providers in 
surrounding areas 

Qld 12 Torres Strait RA 0 No producers 
NSW 18 North Coast LLS 2029 Significant producer 

numbers 
NSW 23 Western LLS 1139 Significant producer 

numbers 
ACT 24 ACT NRM 47  See above – providers in 

surrounding regions 
Vic 34 Wimmera 1292 See above – providers in 

surrounding regions 
SA 38 Alinytjara Wilurara 2 Minimal producers 
SA 39 Eyre Peninsula 852 Significant producer 

numbers 
WA 47 Northern Agricultural 

Catchments 
990 Significant producer 

numbers 
Total Producer Numbers 7896 10.3% of national total 

 

These regions are identified by a red cross in Figure 1. 
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In total, there are 7896 livestock producers within these regions, comprising 10.3% of total livestock 
producers nationally.  If the producers in Regions 6, 24 and 34 are excluded, on the basis of 
proximity to providers in nearby regions, there are still 5047 producers in these more remote areas, 
representing 6.6% of producers nationwide. 

4.1.1.4 Regions with Low/Limited Local Advisory Service Provision 

Table 4 identifies regions which were identified as having a small number of organisations/individuals 
providing services, with single firms or one-person organisations providing services in many cases.  
This group also encompasses regions with a relatively high ratio of producers to providers.  These 
regions are identified in Figure 1 with an orange cross.  

Table 4: Regions with Low/Limited numbers of locally based service providers 

State Region 
Number 

Region Name Total Orgs. Total 
Advisors 

Total 
Cattle/Sheep 
producers 

Comment 

Qld 5 Gulf Savannah 
NRM 

1 5 256 Low producer numbers 
but single provider 

Qld 11 Terrain NRM 1 1 546 Low producer numbers 
but single provider 

NSW 13 Central 
Tablelands LLS 

4 16 2919 High ratio 
producers/providers 

NSW 16 Hunter LLS 1 3 1550 High ratio 
producers/providers 

NSW 22 South East LLS 3 8 3410 High ratio 
producers/providers 

Vic 28 Goulburn 
Broken 

1 1 2715 High ratio 
producers/providers 

Vic 30 Melbourne 
Water 

1 4 1433 Providers in adjacent 
regions 

Vic 31 North Central 3 19 2565 High ratio 
producers/providers 

Tas 35 Cradle Coast 1 18 795 Single provider 
SA 46 SA Arid Lands 1 1 232 Low producer numbers 

but single provider 
 SA 42 Kangaroo 

Island 
1 7 270 Low producer numbers 

but single provider 
WA 48 Peel Harvey 1 1 522 Low producer numbers 

but single provider 
WA 52 South West 4 6 1912 High ratio 

producers/providers 
Total Producer Numbers 19,125 25.0% of national total 

Again, the practical impact of this classification varies according to location – producers on Kangaroo 
Island and Tasmania’s Cradle Coast, for example, can readily access services in adjoining regions.  A 
similar situation prevails in the Melbourne Water, Goulburn-Broken and North Central regions in 
Victoria. However, sparsity of service provision presents more difficulty in northern Queensland, 
northern South Australia and Western Australia. 
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There is a significant producer population within this group, totalling 19,125 (25% of the national 
total).  If Regions 28, 30, 31, 35, 42 and 48 are excluded on the basis of reasonable proximity to other 
regions and providers, there are still 10,825 producers (14.15% of national livestock producers) with 
relatively limited local service provision and/or a high ratio of producers/providers.  

4.1.1.5 Regions with Mid-Range Local Advisory Service Provision 

A larger number of regions fall into the mid-range in terms of service provision (Table 5).  Generally 
these regions are characterised by multiple providers, with more than one advisor per organisation, 
and ratios of producers/providers which generally fall within the mid ranges around State means.  
Note that the NT (Territory) region falls within these benchmarks, however in practice still presents 
challenges in terms of a small number of providers attempting to cover a large geography.  

Table 5:  Regions with Mid-Range numbers of locally-based service providers 

State Region 
Number 

Region Name Total Orgs. Total 
Advisors 

Total 
Cattle/Sheep 
producers 

Comment 

Qld 1 Burnett Mary 3 17 2471 Relatively high 
producers/organisation 

Qld 3 Desert 
Channels Qld 

3 7 820  

Qld 8 Reef 
Catchments 

3 4 389  

 NSW 19 North West 
LLS 

4 29 2788 Relatively high 
producers/organisation 

 Vic 29 Mallee 2 13 691 Relatively high 
producers/organisation 

Vic 32 North East 4 13 1790  
Vic 33 West 

Gippsland 
2 24 2168 Relatively high 

producers/organisation 
 Tas 36 NRM North 3 14 1147 Relatively high 

producers/organisation 
 WA 49 Perth 2 26 22  
 WA 53 Wheatbelt 6 28 1746  
NT 54 Territory NRM 7 19 198 Large region  
Total Producer Numbers  14,230 18.6% of national total 

These regions are identified in Figure 1 with a blue cross.  In total, 18.6% of producers fall within this 
category, and in practice Regions 33,36 and 49 also have reasonable access to providers in adjoining 
regions. 

4.1.1.6 Regions with Upper-Range Local Advisory Service Provision 

Remaining regions could be considered to have mid-high levels of advisory service provision, often 
with a mix of provider organisations, multiple firms per region, and multiple advisors per organisation.  
Within these regions, the ratios of producers/organisation and producers/individual advisor are below 
State averages.  As would be expected, these higher levels of service provision tend to correspond to 
higher numbers of livestock producers within the region. 
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These regions are identified in Figure 1 by a purple/blue diamond, and represent 33,369 cattle and 
sheep producers, a sizable 43.6% of the national livestock producer population.   

Again, there is a specific anomaly where the Rangelands NRM, representing the majority of northern 
Western Australia, has reasonable ratios of Producers:Providers within this analysis, due to low 
producer numbers.  However, similarly to the NT’s Territory region, there are still genuine challenges 
in terms of a small number of providers attempting to cover an extremely large and diverse geography.   

Notwithstanding this, for the majority of the Regions in Table 6, producers have multiple options in 
terms of firms, organisations and individuals providing services to the sector.  

 

Table 6:  Regions with Upper-Range numbers of locally-based service providers 

State Region 
Number 

Region Name Total 
Orgs. 

Total 
Advisors 

Total 
Cattle/Sheep 
producers 

Comment 

 Qld 4 Fitzroy Basin 5 39 2482  
 Qld 7 Nth Qld Dry Tropics 5 39 668  
 Qld 9 Southern Gulf NRM 3 8 315 Small producer 

numbers 
 Qld 10 Southern Qld 

Landscapes 
9 39 4125  

 NSW 14 Central West LLS 10 32 4090  
 NSW 17 Murray LLS 5 20 2227  
 NSW 20 Northern 

Tablelands LLS 
9 26 2614  

 NSW 21 Riverina LLS 10 35 3605  
Vic 25 Corangamite 8 46 1864  
 Vic 26 East Gippsland 5 14 559 Small producer 

numbers, proximity 
to other regions 

 Vic 27 Glenelg Hopkins 12 51 3635  
Tas  37 NRM South 4 32 607 Small producer 

numbers, proximity 
to other regions 

 SA 40 Green Adelaide 3 31 
836 

 
 SA 41 Hills and Fleurieu 1 1  
 SA 43 Limestone Coast 11 50 

2491 
 

 SA 44 Murraylands and 
Riverland 

2 3  

 SA 45 Northern and Yorke 8 38 1520  
 WA 49 Perth 2 26 22 Small producer 

numbers, proximity 
to other regions 

 WA 50 Rangelands 6 14 240  
 WA 51 South Coast 9 42 1469  
Total Producer Numbers 33,369 43.6% of national 

total 
  



 

 
Upper Range Service 
provision 

 
Mid-Range Local 
Service provision 

 
Low/limited local 
service provision 

 
No known locally 
based service 
provision 

NRM Regional Map 
https://nrmregionsaustralia.com.au/regions/ 

 

 

Figure 1:  Map of Australia’s NRM Regions showing availability of livestock 
  

 

https://nrmregionsaustralia.com.au/regions/


4.1.2. Types of Service Provision, by Region and State 

As noted in Section 3.1.5, in the absence of a more exhaustive investigation requiring individual 
provider contact, advisory categories have been broadly categorised within each region into three 
categories, on the basis of known and/or advertised activities: 

a) Technical/Market (T/M): including animal production, health, nutrition, breeding, pasture 
and grazing management advice, agronomy, farm infrastructure and layout planning, 
market/price information, basic cost-benefit information. 

b) Financial/Strategic (F/S): individual farm business and strategic plans, financial budgets and 
forecasts, scenario analysis, capital budgeting, feasibility analysis, succession planning  

c) Group training and extension activities (GT): such as courses, field days, demonstrations 
and seminars.  It should be noted that whilst Group Training Activities may be prevalent 
within a State or Region, they may not cover all topics equally – for example there may be 
more of an emphasis on technical matters than financial or business training.  

A breakdown of service provision by organisation type, per region is provided in Table 8.    Where a 
service type is depicted as available within the analysis, it should be noted that not every organisation 
within each region will deliver the listed service for that region.  However, when considered 
collectively, there is at least one provider, and producers can access the stated service type within the 
region.  

Table 7 indicates the percentage of livestock producers in each State with access to: 

i. None of the three service types  
ii. Technical/Market services only (described as “Tech” in Table 7) 

iii. Financial/Strategic services only (described as “Fin” in Table 7)) 
iv. Group Training services only (described as “Group” in Table 7) 
v. Technical/Market and Financial/Strategic services (”Tech + Fin” in Table 7) 
vi. Technical/Market + Group Training services (”Tech + Group” in Table 7) 

vii. All three service types  

Table 7:  Percentage of Livestock Producers with access to various service types within their 
region, by State/Territory  

State/Territory None Tech only Fin only Group only Tech + Fin Tech + Group All 3 

Qld 11% - - - - 13% 76% 

NSW 13% 10% - - - 29% 48% 

ACT - - - - - - - 

Vic 14% - - - 4% - 82% 

Tas - - - - 45% - 55% 

SA 11% 4% 3% - - - 63% 

WA 22% 28% - - - 3% 47% 

NT - - - - - 100% - 



Table 8:  Service Provision by Organisation type, by Region  

Service Types by Region   
Independent 
Consultants Livestock Agents 

Producer Groups/Breed 
Societies//Other Publicly funded 

State Suffix Number Region Name TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP 
Qld  1 Burnett Mary X X X       X  X 

  2 Cape York NRM         X    
  3 Desert Channels Qld X X X       X  X 

  4 Fitzroy Basin X X X X   X   X  X 

  5 Gulf Savannah NRM          X  X 

  6 Healthy Land & Water             
  7 Nth Qld Dry Tropics X  X       X  X 

  8 Reef Catchments X X X       X  X 

  9 Southern Gulf NRM    X      X  X 

  10 Southern Qld Landscapes X X X X      X  X 

  11 Terrain NRM X  X          
  12 Torres Strait RA    

         

    

Independent 
Consultants Livestock Agents 

Producer Groups/Breed 
Societies//Other Publicly funded 

State Suffix Number Region Name TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP 
NSW LLS 13 Central Tablelands LLS X  X X         

  14 Central West LLS X X X X   X  X    
  15 Greater Sydney LLS             
  16 Hunter LLS          X  X 

  17 Murray LLS X X  X      X  X 

  18 North Coast LLS             
  19 North West LLS X X  X      X  X 

  20 Northern Tablelands LLS X   X   X  X    
  21 Riverina LLS X X X X         
  22 South East LLS X      X  X    
  23 Western LLS             

ACT   24 ACT NRM                         
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Independent 
Consultants Livestock Agents 

Producer Groups/Breed 
Societies//Other Publicly funded 

State Suffix Number Region Name TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP 
Vic CMA 25 Corangamite X X X X        X 

  26 East Gippsland X X     X  X X  X 

  27 Glenelg Hopkins X X X X   X  X X  X 

  28 Goulburn Broken X X          X 

  29 Mallee X X           
  30 Melb Water             
  31 North Central  X  X        X 

  32 North East X X        X  X 

  33 West Gippsland X X          X 

  34 Wimmera             

    

Independent 
Consultants Livestock Agents 

Producer Groups/Breed 
Societies//Other Publicly funded 

State Suffix Number Region Name TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP 
Tas NRM 35 Cradle Coast X X X          

  36 NRM North X X  X         
  37 NRM South X X X    X  X    

    

Independent 
Consultants Livestock Agents 

Producer Groups/Breed 
Societies//Other Publicly funded 

State Suffix Number Region Name TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP 
SA Landscape Board 38 Alinytjara Wilurara             

  39 Eyre Peninsula             
  40 Green Adelaide X X X          
  41 Hills and Fleurieu X X           
  42 Kangaroo Island X            
  43 Limestone Coast X X X X   X  X    
  44 Murraylands and Riverland    X         
  45 Northern and Yorke X X X X         
  46 SA Arid Lands  X           
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Independent 
Consultants Livestock Agents 

Producer Groups/Breed 
Societies//Other Publicly funded 

State Suffix Number Region Name TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP 

WA NRM 47 
Northern Agricultural 
Catchments             

  48 Peel Harvey             
  49 Perth  X  X         
  50 Rangelands X  X    X  X X  X 

  51 South Coast X X  X   X  X    
  52 South West X   X         
  53 Wheatbelt X X  X   X  X    

    

Independent 
Consultants Livestock Agents 

Producer Groups/Breed 
Societies//Other Publicly funded 

State Suffix Number Region Name TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP TECH FIN GROUP 
NT   Territory NRM X  X      X X  X 

 



When considering these results, it should be noted as previously that producers in certain 
States/Territories (Vic, Tas, ACT) and in regions surrounding capital cities can usually access a variety 
of services within reasonable proximity to their region. 

Key points to emerge from the above analysis are as follows: 

• Publicly funded providers fulfil a significant role in the eastern mainland States in terms of 
delivering group training activities, as well as technical advice through 
media/publications/websites.  Producer groups have a similar role in Western Australia.  

• Livestock Production Specialists working within livestock agencies have a strong presence 
in terms of provision of technical advice, and in practice usually travel outside the regions 
in which they are based. 

• In excess of 45% of livestock producers in every State can potentially access the full range 
of services within their region, with the exception of the NT.  Victoria has the highest 
proportion of producers in this category (82%), followed by Queensland (76%) and South 
Australia (63%).   Note that this does not imply that the providers in these regions possess 
the capacity to deliver the full range of services to all of these producers, merely that the 
services exist. It is highly likely that a market shortfall would exist if the entire producer 
population within these regions attempted to access these services.  

• NSW has a significant proportion of producers (29%) with access to specific technical 
advice and group training, but without known local providers of financial/strategic 
advisory services. As noted previously, this gap may be partially met through advice 
provided by accountancy firms. 

• Western Australia has the highest proportion of producers without access to services, or 
with access to Technical/Market advice only (50% collectively). 

In terms of implications for advisor businesses, multiple variables impact the threshold number or 
producers required for a viable level of service delivery.  These include: 

• The scale and stage of maturity of the livestock businesses in the region – the number of service 
points per year for a family-owned cattle operation with 250 breeders, minimal debt and limited 
expansion options is vastly different from a larger business or early-stage business which is 
expanding, under some pressure financially, employs staff of varying experience etc. 

• The range of services offered –few consultants can rely on direct fees for consultancy services 
from producers, in practice these are usually cross-subsidised by analytical services such as soil 
testing or WEC’s, involvement in industry projects, course delivery, or financial advisor 
commissions, amongst other sources.  Th number of viable clients therefore varies, depending on 
the range of services offered. 

• The size and turnover requirements of the advisor business – a one-person firm with a restricted 
range of services has low overheads and simple insurance needs, and hence a very different 
turnover requirement to a multiple-principal firm with office staff, etc. 

The number of businesses required to ensure viability is likely to exceed those in existence in several 
regions, so regions would need to be considered collectively as zones of operation, not individually.  This 
is no different to existing practice whereby advisor firms tend to cover multiple regions and geographies. 
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4.2  Stage 2: Survey and Focus Groups 

4.2.1 Livestock Advisor Survey 

4.2.1.1 Key Findings 

The average respondent works independently within their business, providing advice or services that 
are related to working directly with beef and sheep producers, in addition to undertaking some 
industry projects.  
 

• 90% of respondents are working with beef producers, 78% working with sheep producers, and 
almost 30% working with goats, wool production, or dairy. 

• 76% of respondents were aged between 30 and 60 
• 65% own a business while almost 40% are employed within a business, noting some crossover 

with business owners who are also employees of that business. 
• Almost 70% are working independently, and  
• 88% are not providing advice in a sales capacity.  
• 86% of respondents earn an income from red meat producers, 62% also derive income 

through industry projects and 45% obtain income through government-related projects.  
 
The range of services provided by the respondents is quite broad, ranging from technical, production-
focused advisory work (pastures, genetics, grazing systems) to business advice (planning, financial 
analysis, human resource management and coaching), in addition to the management of industry and 
government projects. 
 
Just over 50% of respondents were keen to expand the range of services offered to their clients but 
found the key challenges to do so were: 

• available time (48%)  
• identifying viable income streams (46%) and  
• the need to add or manage additional staff (35%).  

 
Respondents also made comments that additional challenges faced in growing their business are  

• marketing expertise  
• managing or finding work for entry-level advisors, and  
• A lack of quality and qualified advisers to be able to add to the business 

 
While 54% of respondents employ staff, most of which operate in client facing advisory roles, there is 
a steady reliance also on employed staff in administrative and bookkeeping roles.  
 
Of the respondents, 66% already operate their own business, yet of the remaining respondents only 
two respondents (3.57%) expressed a desire to start their own livestock advisory business, with 
another 10.71% stating they could consider doing so. It was acknowledged that start-up costs and 
establishing a client base were key barriers. In addition, respondents acknowledged that both an 
increase in knowledge and confidence would be required to run your own business.  
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Of those who would consider starting their own business, it was identified that assistance would be 
needed with managing finances and cash flow (87.5%), marketing and branding support (75%), 
followed by assistance in finding new clients (62.5%). 62.5% of those respondents also agreed that 
administrative support and professional development were needed.  
 
Most respondents (88.68%) are not scaling back their advisory business or intending to exit the 
industry in the next five years. This should be seen in alignment with the age breakdown of all 
respondents, with very few approaching retirement age currently. Yet only 24.49% of respondents 
stated they have a succession plan for the continuity of their business. The common strategy identified 
for succession was based on equipping an existing team member, younger staff or graduates in order 
to take over at some point. As a result, when looking at the value in joining a cooperative, 34% of 
respondents were keen to provide mentoring on advisory and business services to younger advisors.  
 
The biggest challenges faced by livestock advisors were  

• Finding new clients (47.06%) 
• Professional development and training (35.29%) 
• The graphical spread of clientele (35.29%), and 
• Time management challenges (35.29%).  

 
Other limitations faced relate to a lack of willingness by producers to pay for services and the 
challenges/frustrations of gaining successful practice change or adoption by producers. 
 
Regarding an approach to cooperative or collaborative working, there was a strong desire from 
respondents to network with, work alongside, and/or partner with other consultants. 30% of 
respondents stated they would ideally like to do this at least once a week, 41.5% at least once a month, 
and 17% once a year. Respondents were keen to consider how they may undertake joint projects 
(67.92%), share and receive information and/or advice from each other (66.04%) and offer 
complimentary advice or services to their clients (47.17%). Respondents understood the benefits of 
working alongside other advisors, identifying the opportunity for collaboration, enhancing their 
professional capacity, and as a result improving client outcomes. Supportive networks were identified 
as a motivator to reduce isolation. Commentary focused on how the emotional and professional 
support from peers may combat some challenges for sole operators, helping to sustain motivation and 
enhance their own job satisfaction. Respondents stressed the importance of trust and a culture of 
camaraderie in order for this to be achieved. 
 
Without providing information on a cooperative model, respondents were asked if they would be 
interested to join a cooperative - provided the cooperative provided both business support and 
networking opportunities. 46.15% of respondents were agreeable, while 50% stated that they could 
be interested but needed more information. Most of the interest was around accessing networks of 
experts for collaboration opportunities as well as sharing the generation of leads and client referrals. 
Professional development and training followed, then the opportunity for mentoring and coaching 
support.  
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The two major concerns or barriers identified by respondents relate to  
• Cultural Fit: issues of trust, compatibility and reputational risk. Respondents were concerned 

about different values, quality of service standards, and how different approaches may 
damage client relationships or personal reputation. A reluctance to work with others without 
close alignment in terms of standards, integrity and values was highlighted. There is also fear 
of poaching, and competitiveness over clients. In addition, intellectual property and 
confidentiality were mentioned as areas of concern. 

• The Cost: As the financial and operational aspects of a cooperative model were not outlined 
in the survey, this led to some uncertainty from respondents. This lack of detail around how 
the model could function day-to-day, including the individual investment required, clarity on 
governance, decision-making processes and potential liability results in general reluctance. 

 
Regarding the regional or national based cooperative modelling question, respondents were more 
concerned with ensuring the inclusion of advisors they respect, and/or providing different 
complimentary services to their own, than the regional location of other consultants.  
 
While only 24% of respondents stated they would be likely to pay to become a cooperative member, 
another 66% stated they would consider paying a membership fee to access cooperative benefits, 
dependent on the cost and benefits.  

4.2.1.2 Considerations from the survey 

• Respondents generally represented a good demographic spread of advisors across the nation, 
however the survey population may be missing the voice of younger employees. 

• It is a significant challenge for sole operators to build a business beyond themselves, due to the 
added time and investment cost considerations of doing do. This is coupled with a recognition of 
the need to grow new skills in marketing and employee management in order to sustain the 
necessary growth. 

• The pressure for additional consultants to provide income to the business is a constraint that 
limits advisor business growth. 

• There was little desire to start an independent business from respondents who are currently in 
an employment situation. However, this may be due to the demographics, with younger advisors 
potentially missing from the results.  

• The needs identified by respondents when starting a new advisory business are wide and varied. 
The variety of skills required lends to the need to rely on others, or to outsource these skills at a 
cost.  

• A cooperative may provide an opportunity for business succession. Although not a driving force 
for respondents to participate a cooperative, it appears the model may provide a viable 
opportunity to identify possible suiters or an avenue to achieve successful transition. 

• There is a strong desire for networking among advisors. 
• Continuous learning and diversity of perspectives were identified as an opportunity to help drive 

innovation. This may be achieved through accessing a variety of viewpoints or experiences, while 
fostering an attitude of professional growth, and this also assists advisors to stay up-to-date with 
current industry practices. In addition, the peer-to-peer learning environment promotes 
adaptability and better problem-solving generally. 
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• Most of the interest was around accessing networks of experts for collaboration opportunities as 
well as sharing the generation of leads and client referrals. Professional development and training 
followed, then the opportunity for mentoring and coaching support. This suggests that a co-
operative model could have a focus on encouraging greater collaboration, mentoring and general 
support, rather than business service support like bookkeeping, financial management, and 
administrative support.  

• As a result of the need for the right cultural fit through professional relationships built on trust, 
the culture or behavioural aspects of the cooperative members needs to be agreed upon. Issues 
requiring consideration include governance, accesses to cooperative services, and how counter 
cultural fits are managed. 

 

4.2.1.3 Emerging Themes from the Survey 

a) Positive sentiment towards cooperative concept 

Respondent sentiments were positive towards the concept of a cooperative. Respondents were 
motivated by access to resources and the shared knowledge of other advisors, enhancing professional 
growth and new skill acquisition, as well as the professional development and mentoring opportunities 
provided by the concept. 

b) Key Barriers: Time and Cost 

There were two key barriers that need further investigation. Firstly the time required to participate 
effectively. Secondly the financial cost required to participate and access cooperative benefits.  
 
As both time and cost were not outlined in the survey question, further consideration is needed to 
outline both in the focus group activity. These barriers have impact on the modelling of the 
cooperative and the value it delivers for advisors. 

c) Importance of Cultural Fit 

A cautious approach by respondents to participating in a cooperative is based on the uncertainty 
surrounding the cultural fit or like values of other advisors. Some consideration needs to be given to 
governance, membership recruitment and management of participants, as well as the quality of work 
in alignment with cooperative expectations. 
 

4.2.2 Focus Groups 

4.2.2.1 Advisor Focus Group Summary  

Participants in the focus group represented a range of geographical regions, sole traders, business 
owners with employees, as well as several employee participants. Anecdotally, the range of services 
offered by participants also varied, reflecting a broad range of approaches to advisory work. 
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Participants rated professional development and networking as ‘very important’ elements of a 
cooperative model that would motivate them to join (75% and 76% of participants respectively). While 
mentoring was considered ‘very important’ to only 35% of participants, it was considered ‘somewhat 
important’ by the majority (53%) of participants. Respondents stated that professional development 
and training opportunities in addition to the mentoring and intentional networking were vital in the 
design of any cooperative. 
 
Participants were asked to consider the time commitment they could make to participating in a 
cooperative. Sixty percent considered giving between 4 to 8 hours per month a reasonable 
commitment to give or receive training, mentoring or participate in networking activities. 

 
Figure 1 shows a proposed model that was presented to participants for consideration including a 
tiered approach to membership. (See model proposed in Appendix E). Most participants discussed and 
agreed to joining a cooperative at a tier two level accessing ‘training, events, joint projects, 
collaboration opportunities or tender coordination and assistance’ as their preferred tier level.  
 
Participants were asked to offer an amount they were willing to pay for each tier level. The ranges for 
each level were: 

• Tier One: $200-$300 annually 
• Tier Two: $500 to $5,000 (Averaging approx. $2,500) 
• Tier Three: $3,000 to $20,000 (Averaging approx. $6,000 on a small sample size) 

 
Figure 2:  Proposed model presented to both focus groups. 

 

Tiered Membership Approach

IF Incorporated Body: Committee of Management with member representatives

Producer
memberships:
Access to
Services/Expertise
Package fee?

Corporate
memberships????

Tier 3: As for L1 & L2 plus admin/book -
keeping/social media/professional support on a

package or fee-for-service basis

Tier 2: As for L1 plus access to joint
projects/collaboration opportunities, tender

coordination assistance

Tier 1: Training/mentoring/event access

Must-haves: Member-driven, independent, lean operating model
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An Airtasker/Airbnb model of being able to bid on work requested by producers was shared with 
advisors, and although needing more consideration the vast majority (85%) were in favour of 
participating in a model that would bring in more client work for them. 
 
Participants were more cautious when it came to understanding the suitability for corporate or 
commercial members to join a cooperative. 50% stated that it would depend on the person or 
business, while 30% stated that a cooperative should focus on independent advisors or advisory firm 
members. 

 
Participants discussed the benefits of both a nationwide and regional cooperative model, yet 50% 
agreed that a nationally focused cooperative model would provide the best benefits to all. This may 
have been swayed by the nationwide spread of participant in the focus group. 
 

4.2.2.2 Advisor Focus Group Findings  

• The range of participants lends confidence to the information provided being reliable for a broad 
cross section of livestock advisors. 

• The main motivations to join a cooperative were confirmed as being able to access new networks, 
resources, and potential clients. Secondary, was a desire to provide and receive mentoring. 

• There was some reluctance to sign up for a cooperative model that may result a negative cultural 
fit or where the cost: benefit wasn’t clear. These two components hand in hand provide a 
challenge in defining and developing a viable model. 

• The focus group activity confirmed that the previously cited main barriers of cost and time were 
significant issues. Interestingly, the indicated ranges of both time commitment and financial 
investment were higher than expectations. 

• The reluctance of accepting commercial/corporate members speaks to the desire for the right 
cultural fit. 

• Regardless of the cooperative model itself, there was significant interest and goodwill from 
participants to further explore how a national network of livestock advisors could operate in order 
to share skills, expertise and resources. There was a considerable positivity and openness 
between participants to discuss new opportunities for collaboration and networking on both a 
regional and national level. 

 

The poll question data and relevant chat responses can be found in Appendix F. 

4.2.2.3 Producer Focus Group Summary 

80% of participants in the producer focus group were owners or managers of red meat production 
businesses, the other participants represented producers and was able to speak on their behalf. 
 
All participants used private ‘fee for service’ livestock advisory services as well as state government 
expert or extension staff, while 75% also received advice from resellers or sales representatives. 
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‘Value for money’, ‘independence’, ‘service quality’, and ‘relevant experience in the region’ were all 
considered ‘very important’ elements when deciding to use an advisor, yet only 60% stated it was ‘very 
important’ that their advisor was well connected with other experts or colleagues. 
Yet there was an expectation that advisors undertake between 5 to 10 days (40%) or 10 to 20 days 
(60%) of intentional training activities, personal or professional development, and/or getting personal 
support or mentoring participants.  
 
Responses to one poll question stated that only 25% would be ‘more likely’ to engage an advisor 
because they were part of a cooperative, whilst 75% of participants stated that an advisor’s 
engagement with a cooperative would have no impact on their decision to work with them.  Yet, 
respondents outlined that the decision to choose an advisor was heavily reliant on developing a 
relationship of trust. Although the components of a trustworthy relationship were not discussed, 
participants stated that they were ‘more likely’ (60%) or ‘somewhat more likely’ (20%) to use an 
advisor knowing they had established networks of experts or mentors behind them; speaking to the 
aspect of trusted advice based on a communal knowledge. 
 
The cooperative model was presented to producers. Participants stated that ‘gaining access to training 
events’ (60%), ‘access to a range of experts’ (60%), as well as ‘on-call advice’ and ‘joint servicing 
opportunities between consultants’ (both 40%) as useful components of a cooperative that they would 
consider using if offered. 
 
When asked how much they would pay to be become a member of a cooperative that provided access 
to on-call advice, access to training events, as well as a range of experts; 75% of participants were 
happy to pay up to $2,000 annually.  

 
60% of producers would prefer a cooperative to operate regionally versus nationally. Yet 20% agreed 
it didn’t matter where an advisor was based, if the advice was right. The other 20% stated that a mix 
of regional and nationwide approach should be considered. 

 

4.2.2.4 Producer Focus Group Findings  

• Due to the small sample size, the results of the producer focus group cannot be considered 
universal for all red meat producers. However, the in-depth considerations of producers 
participating do provide some insight into the perceived value of advisors and the cooperative 
modelling itself. 

• The sentiment was strong for advisors to be providing quality service at a reasonable cost. Yet an 
expectation that an advisor would be well mentored and operating in a supportive network 
environment was not as highly regarded as a motivating factor.  

• However, there is an expectation from producers that advisors should maintain professional 
development standards as well as an extensive network of experts. Doing so may provide a unique 
marketing advantage over other livestock advisors. 

• However, as participants offered little encouragement for an advisor to participate in a 
cooperative, the marketing of their partnership may be of little benefit beyond the value of 
networking. 
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• The potential for producer memberships enabling access to a wider range of advisory services 
received only cautious support, with concerns raised regarding suitability and quality of advice, 
given the importance of personal relationships and regional knowledge to farm businesses. 

Poll question data can be found in Appendix G. 

 

4.3  Stage 3: Business Model Development 

4.3.1 Existing co-operative and consultancy group models: Applicability and Potential 

4.3.1.1 Crop Consultants Australia 

Overview 
Crop Consultants Australia (CCA) has been in operation since 1986, originally focused upon consultants 
servicing the cotton industry before changing its name to “Crop Consultants Australia Incorporated” 
in 2008.  CCA is the professional network for those that provide agronomic advice to Australia’s cotton, 
grain, pulse and oilseed producers, with the aim of supporting the professionalism and technical 
knowledge of crop consultants.  There are approximately 320 financial members, who have access to 
seminars and workshops, networking events, and online resources including research papers and 
reports.  A fortnightly newsletter “Consultants Catchup” delivers news, research and product 
information, and members also have access to survey data and industry project updates. The 
association also publishes a membership directory, and provides representation at industry forums to 
ensure consultants and agronomists can contribute their views as issues arise and policies are 
developed. 

Management and Governance 
CCA is an incorporated body, run by a Board of up to nine elected members, including independent 
and corporate members. Each Director takes on a specific area of responsibility for the operations of 
the Board and the Association.  The CCA Board is supported in day-to-day operations by the CCA 
Executive Officer.   

Membership Benefits and Features 
A key feature of the Association is the range of membership options available, which are linked to 
career stage and variable commitments to professional up-skilling – for example, Professional 
Members commit to 30 hours of up-skilling per year, with Young Professionals expected to complete 
50 hours of up-skilling activity each year.  Submission of annual records of up-skilling activity entitles 
these members to start the application process to obtain Chartered Agriculturalist (Cag) recognition 
through the Ag Institute Australia.  The CCA logo is also available to eligible members for business 
stationery and uniforms to promote and recognise their commitment to up-skilling.  All up-skilling 
records are revied annually by the Board to ensure that standards are maintained. 

The organisation also offers membership categories to industry members (i.e. those employed within 
the industry who do not wish to submit annual records of up-skilling activity) as well as recent 
graduates (at a reduced rate) and students (free, to encourage participation within the profession).  
Life membership is offered to members who have made considerable contributions to the Association, 
via an annual nomination process (Table 1).  All membership categories receive the same level of 
benefits including voting rights, except students and members under the age of 18 years who are not 
entitled to vote. 
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Table 9:  Crop Consultants Australia (CCA) Membership Categories and Fees 

 

Features potentially applicable to a Livestock Advisor’s Co-operative 
• Provision of training events at subsidised rates for members and access to technical resources, 

which are centrally coordinated and disseminated 
• Structured approach to membership and professional development, linked to the Ag Institute 

Australia 
• Linkages with student and graduate members 
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4.3.1.2 The Farm Consultancy Group (UK) 

Overview 
The Farm Consultancy Group (FCG) is a membership group for experienced farm management 
consultants, formed in the UK in 1997.  All members are involved in farm business management 
consultancy, with some having additional technical specialist skills such as organic production, 
Countryside Stewardship schemes, dairy nutrition etc.  The Group covers a wide area within the UK, 
stretching to Staffordshire and Lincolnshire as well as a substantial presence across South-West 
England and Wales.  

Management and Governance 
FCG is a Limited Company comprising 8 member businesses and 13 individual shareholders, plus a 
further 14 employee consultants operating within the individual member businesses.  Membership is 
available by invitation only, and after serving as an Associate Member for 12 months, members may 
be offered the opportunity to become shareholders, providing that certain criteria are met.  The 
Company has a Board drawn from the shareholder group, comprised of three directors and a company 
secretary, with the Chairmanship rotated on a biannual basis.  

Membership Benefits and Features 
The Farm Consultancy Group has a strong emphasis upon the provision of technical and marketing 
support for its members, through the provision of technical and specialist agricultural software, 
training, discounted professional indemnity insurance, social media and public relations.  The group 
meets at least six times per year for training activities and business visits, with additional training and 
support offered to less experienced consultants. Members and their employees have access to farm 
budgeting and accounting packages developed by a sister company (FGC Accounting Ltd) as well as 
technical software applications.  FGC provides a monthly newsletter to clients and maintains a social 
media presence which enables individual consultants to reach a wider audience, supported by strong 
branding and group advertising.   

Full members and associates currently pay an annual fee of £2,200 (+ UK VAT). This covers meeting 
and training meeting expenses, PR & Marketing and other operating expenses of the group.  Note that 
individual members operate their own offices, with their own administration and finance staff.  

As the member businesses operate independently under the FCG “umbrella”, clients still experience 
personal service and individual relationships but have additional backup/reassurance provided by the 
presence of a larger organization with a respected brand. For consultants, FCG promotes the ability to 
be part of a support network without forgoing independence and interestingly offers the potential for 
consultants to benchmark their individual businesses against their peers.  Membership also offers the 
ability to members and their staff to access high-calibre training providers at a reasonable shared cost, 
and to offer joint upskilling opportunities for less experienced staff.   

Whilst the group offers a powerful marketing presence, there is also a shared culture of collaboration, 
problem-solving and sharing of client services. There is a long-standing emphasis within the group 
upon collective business and technical knowledge, networks of contacts and information within FCG 
and its employees, with sharing of articles, spreadsheets, and research on specific topics encouraged 
to reduce duplication of effort.  FCG promotes the opportunity for individual consultants to tap into 
existing skillsets within the group to enhance their services to clients, and members may also refer 
clients on or provide introductions.  
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Recruitment and Progression 
FCG has a highly structured approach to recruitment and member progression, which has developed 
over time to ensure that prospective members are compatible in terms of culture and business 
activities, as well as commercially successful with the potential to enhance FCG’s reputation.  Potential 
members are introduced to the group by the Recruitment Manager, before being invited to submit a 
CV and business plan, after which they are interviewed by the FCG Membership Sub-Group. New 
members need to be able to demonstrate: 

1. A potential client base 
2. References from existing clients 
3. Complimentary skills to group 
4. A complimentary geographic spread 
5. High professional standards 
6. A satisfactory and realistic budget for their business 

If these criteria are met, the Membership Sub-Group may recommend approval, however the 
agreement of all shareholders is required before an invitation is extended. 

Similarly clear criteria exist for progression from Associate Member to Shareholder status, including 
the presence of a solid client base, references, and a track record of contribution to the Group during 
their Associate Membership, including meeting attendance and promotional activities.  

Features potentially applicable to a Livestock Advisor’s Co-operative 
The emphasis upon commercial viability of potential members, coupled with the relatively small size 
of the company and stringent entry criteria, has enabled the development of a close network of like-
minded professionals with uniformly high expectations.  This is generally considered to have 
contributed to FCG’s strong brand and reputation within the UK agriculture sector.  Whilst this model 
may not be entirely transferable to a wider Livestock Advisor network operating across a more diverse 
industry landscape in Australia, several aspects are worthy of consideration, including 

• The strong emphasis upon member participation and contributions to management, 
governance and information transfer 

• Clear criteria for membership and progression which helps to ensure compatibility and uphold 
the reputation of FCG 

• The focus on consultant business growth, through group marketing and cross-promotion of 
services 

• The commitment to the provision of specialist technical resources and training, which would 
normally be beyond the reach of individual consultants 

• The shared tools and resources available to the group, including access to sister and spin-off 
companies (accountancy and labour hire) which have developed in tandem with the FCG. 
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4.3.1.3 South Australian Livestock Consultants 

Overview 
Given reduced support for publicly-funded extension services in South Australia, as in other areas of 
the country, independent livestock consultants play an important role in delivering technical and 
business management advisory services for the State’s livestock producers. In 2010, a need to develop 
a professional support network for a growing cohort of independent livestock consultants in South 
Australia was identified and South Australian Livestock Consultants (SALC) was formed, with the aim 
of improving consulting services to, and building the capacity of the broadacre livestock industry.  

The authors gratefully acknowledge the contribution of the SALC group and of Elke Hocking in 
particular, for preparing and collating responses to a series of questions.  These responses are 
discussed below and drawn upon in subsequent sections of this report.  

SALC’s vision is “A growing and evolving group that achieves value for members through industry 
representation, social interaction, mentoring, collaboration and professional development”.  The 
group aims to build their own professional capacities, as well as the capacity of the wider South 
Australian livestock industry through developing and mentoring new consultants, developing 
networks and promoting the value of consultancy services. SALC also acts provides a representative 
“voice” for SA livestock consultants, acting as an independent conduit of information and evidence-
based advice to industry, RDC’s and government. The group hosts an annual SA Livestock Advisors 
Update conference each year, attended by professionals working across the livestock industry.  

Currently, SALC consists of 17 livestock and business consultants, representing 19 businesses, including 
both sole trader businesses and representatives of larger firms. Group members work with individual 
producers, grower groups and the broader livestock industry applying a diverse range of skills in the 
fields of 

• Livestock industry development and capacity building 
• Group facilitation 
• Adult education 
• Animal husbandry technical skills  
• Livestock infrastructure design 
• Business management skills 
• Family facilitation/mediation and succession planning 
• People management and employment 
• Research and management of both individual and collaborative projects. 

Member businesses operate individually and most of their work is generated, managed and invoiced 
separately from the co-operative structure.  Occasionally clients approach SALC via the group’s 
website or other channels, and in these cases, there is an open call to all SALC members, and it is left 
to individual consultants to respond directly to the client proposal, either as an individual consultant 
or in a consortium with other SALC members.  Competition between members or client poaching is 
not considered to be an issue, due to a general surplus of work and limited spare capacity within the 
group. 

The annual membership fee is $230/year which covers administration costs, venue hire for meetings 
and occasional speaker costs. 
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Management and Governance 
Having initially commenced operation as an informal group with events organized through individual 
consultant businesses, SALC transitioned to an incorporated body in 2020, with each member business 
having voting rights.  There is a four-member executive with a rotating chair and secretary, plus an 
honorary treasurer responsible for financial management and reporting.  The group has employed an 
Administration Officer to handle routine administrative tasks. The group meets four times per year, in 
addition to their annual conference, and the responsibility of arranging and chairing these meetings is 
rotated amongst the membership.  Whilst administration requirements have become more onerous 
as the organisation has grown, since incorporation SALC has appointed an Administration Officer to 
assist with the administrative load. 

This structured approach, with existing governance in place, was cited by one member as one of the 
attractive features of SALC, as it ensures that the organization will continue to be driven, as opposed 
to relying upon ad-hoc gatherings.   

Membership Benefits and Features 
 SALC enables its members to maintain a high level of technical competence by implementing 
professional development activities for the group. These activities also support SALC members to 
further develop their skills to successfully run their small businesses, and to develop a network of 
complementary professional services that enhance their business offerings.   

Aside from professional development, the overwhelming theme identified in terms of membership 
benefits was that of overcoming isolation, by being able to share ideas and approaches with people of 
similar business type and structure. The ability to collaborate, ask for help, and obtain honest and 
relevant business advice from people in a similar situation was highly valued, as was the role of the 
network in troubleshooting, boosting confidence and maintaining enthusiasm for work.  Mutual trust 
and respected relationships between members that support peer-to-peer learning are key factors. 

“I think the original reason that SALC came into being still applies. ‘Smoky’ Brian Ashton felt isolated…as 
a lone livestock consultant and suggested we get together. The collegiality that followed was the glue 
that held SALC together and the opportunity to share in the cost of professional development and ideas 
to grow and promote business followed”.   

A wide range of other benefits associated with membership were identified, including promotion, 
access to business opportunities, diversification of income streams, reducing business risks, keeping 
up to date with industry programs, better flows of information to and from funding bodies, and the 
ability to draw upon different skillsets to run courses or deliver projects.  The opportunity to “give 
back” to the industry by providing mentoring services to university students is also an attraction, with 
several SALC members mentoring students each year, as well as offering work experience placements.   
SALC also works closely with the Agricultural Institute of Australia (AIA) to encourage new and aspiring 
consultants into the industry, attending university networking functions alongside AIA to promote 
careers in agriculture and industry linkages.  

As the group has developed, more formal opportunities for professional development have emerged.   
Similarly to Crop Consultants Australia, SALC encourages their members to become accredited with 
the Agricultural Institute of Australia as either CPAg (Certified Practicing Agriculturalist) or CAg 
(Chartered Agriculturalist), through structured professional development programs.  SALC also 
encourage memberships to the Australasia Pacific Extension Network (APEN) and the Australian 
Association of Animal Sciences. 
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Recruitment and Progression 
Although the individual requirements differ from those of the Farm Consultancy Group (FCG), SALC 
also has clear criteria for membership eligibility and ongoing involvement with the organisation:   

• Members must have a proportion of their clients within SA (or work on projects that service 
the SA red meat and wool industry). 

• Government employees are eligible, provided they have no conflict of interest if the group 
lobbies the Government. 

• A person is eligible for membership if the advice they provide to clients regarding the purchase 
of product(s) or equipment is based on the needs of the client, and not influenced by 
commission received from sales. 

• There is a maximum of two members per business 

There is an expectation that members will attend 75% of face-to-face meetings over a rolling 2-year 
period, in the absence of reasonable extenuating circumstances.  Online consultant highlights 
meetings are exempt, however it is compulsory to submit a brief written report twice a year for these 
meetings.  There is also an expectation that members will actively contribute to the group, by being 
involved in working groups such as the SALC Executive Committee and annual Livestock Advisor 
Update Organising Committee, as well as contributing to the roles and responsibilities of SALC 
meetings and events.  Members should regularly undertake professional development, networking 
and education through SA Livestock Consultants Group forums, as well as other avenues. 

Prospective members need to be nominated by an existing member of the group, and the intakes of 
new members are limited to twice per year in February and August. New applications are received by 
the Administrative Officer, but a letter introducing the new member to SALC must also be provided to 
the Administrative Officer by the nominating member, endorsing them as potential members.  The 
Executive committee undertakes an initial screening process and makes a recommendation for 
approval or raises concerns for further discussion/investigation if required.  Their recommendation is 
then sent to the membership for approval or otherwise.  

The strict membership guidelines are considered essential in ensuring a good “cultural fit”, and it is 
notable that the core membership of SALC has remained very consistent over the last ten years.  
Where members do not meet the criteria for the group, such as actively contributing to group 
meetings, they are required to withdraw from the group, but in practice, members in this situation 
tend to “self-identify” and withdraw of their own accord.   Other reasons for leaving the group are 
varied, including retirement, not meeting membership criteria, or inability to commit sufficient time 
to meetings to gain value from membership.  However, these individuals frequently still attend the 
annual SALC Livestock Advisor Update, which is open to all professionals working within the livestock 
industry.    

Features potentially applicable to a Livestock Advisor’s Co-operative (Other Regions) 
The SALC model contains many valuable learnings when considering the development of a wider 
advisor co-operative.  There is no substitute for real-world experience, and the success of SALC over a 
15-year period, as well as the excellent reputation of the group and its events, are testament to the 
considerable effort, commitment and goodwill invested by its members since its inception.   
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Features of the SALC model which are important considerations for potential/future Livestock Advisor 
organisations include: 

• The “organic” development of the organisation over time, from an informal group focused 
upon technical updates through to an incorporated body actively seeking to influence industry 
and government.   Members believe that it was essential to build up relationships and trust 
between members before committing to a specific governance structure.  

• In addition to technical upskilling, the value obtained from the network in terms of business 
advice, support, and access to opportunities – which grew from shared experience and trust.  

• Clear goals which extend beyond the development of individual members and their businesses 
to a wider focus upon building capacity across the SA livestock sector, as well as strengthening 
linkages with government and industry bodies.  

• Activities and linkages which complement the work of other organisations, such as AIA, rather 
than competing or replicating. 

• The strong commitment required from individual members to active participation in SALC’s 
management and operations, and the level of accountability required in terms of reporting. 

• Similarly to the UK Farm Consultancy Group, clear criteria for membership eligibility and the 
requirement for prospective members to be introduced/endorsed by existing members and 
to undergo an initial screening process, which helps to ensure compatibility and common 
purpose. 

 

4.3.2 Summary of Existing Models 

The preceding three examples, whilst having multiple features and values in common, also have some 
variances in their focus, activities and geographic reach (Table 10). The Farm Consultancy Group has 
some distinct features, such as group “umbrella” marketing, a shareholding structure and a focus upon 
shared IP, which differentiate it from the local examples – although members cite many of the same 
benefits to involvement.  

Crop Consultants Australia (CCA) and South Australian Livestock Consultants (SALC) represent two 
distinct approaches in terms of organizational size, focus areas and geographic spread.  The CCA model 
relies upon a broader base of membership to offer a wide range of resources and events, than the 
region-specific SALC approach.  Both groups are well-established and successful, and it could be argued 
that either approach could be utilised successfully to improve training and networking opportunities 
for livestock advisors across other regions  
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Table 10:  Summary of Advisor Group focus areas, activities and geographic reach  

 

Organisation Number of 
members 

Regional/National Access - training and 
events 

Technical resources 
and organisational IP 

Networking Professional 
Development 

Co-working and 
shared projects  

Crop 
Consultants 
Australia 

320 
National, but 
eastern States 
focus 

Available across large 
membership group 

Yes, centrally 
coordinated resources Organised events 

Accredited 
through 
linkages with 
AIA 

Informal  

Farm 
Consultancy 
Group (UK) 

8/13 
shareholders 

Multiple areas 
within UK but 
relatively small 
geographic area 

Restricted to small 
membership group 

Yes, centrally 
coordinated resources 
with specific IP 

Informal between 
members 

Internally 
organised Regular 

South 
Australian 
Livestock 
Consultants 

17 Regional 

Some open access 
(annual Livestock Advisor 
Update) but other 
activities within small 
membership group only 

Yes, shared amongst 
membership group 

Organised events 
and informal 
between 
members 

Accredited 
through 
linkages with 
AIA 

Regular 
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4.3.3 Development of an expanded Livestock Advisor Co-operative Approach 

4.3.3.1. Essential Principles and Values 

When considering the options available for a new Livestock Advisor collaborative model, there are 
some key principles and values which have been identified within the survey/focus group work, and 
which are also apparent when examining pre-existing successful models: 

• Independence – of both the organisation and its members (i.e. freedom to act without undue 
influence from commercial interests or industry/government bodies) 

• Member-driven – the organisation must be initiated, grown and developed through member 
effort, to ensure that it meets their needs and is sustainable over time 

• Reputable – in terms of the conduct of the group, the services provided and the composition of 
the membership 

• Based on Trust – a key “building block” for successful networking, collaboration, co-working 
and mentoring 

If these values/criteria are not achieved in practice, the organisation is unlikely to deliver lasting 
benefits to the target population of livestock advisors, and by extension to the red meat industry.  
These guiding principles need to be integral to the development of any potential collaborative advisor 
model.    

4.3.3.2. Extending the Focus and Scope  

Given that the survey and focus group consultation revealed specific interest in generating business 
leads and referrals, as well as co-working and mentoring opportunities, it may also be useful to 
consider a tiered membership model which offers an extension of the existing approaches – namely 
targeted/differentiated service provision and collaboration opportunities built on a common base of 
networking events and professional development.  

An advantage of this approach is that over time, it could extend across multiple regions, with a broad 
membership base enabling greater income potential and a larger pool of potential mentors, trainers 
and collaborators. Such a model, once established, could also incorporate producer members seeking 
access to expertise and resources.  An example of a tiered membership approach, with different 
membership categories, appears in Figure 3. 

An earlier version of the proposed model (Figure 2) was presented to the focus groups during the 
consultation process, which incorporated a third/upper tier of membership offering access to 
packaged support services.  Based on the feedback obtained from the focus groups, where a strong 
preference for Tier 2 membership was indicated, it was decided to simplify the model to incorporate 
two membership tiers, and to make packaged support services available as an add-on option to Tier 2 
members, on a fee-for-service basis. 
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Figure 3:   Potential Advisor Group Operating Model:  Tiered Membership

Fee for Service Packages: Access to admin/book-
keeping/social media/professional support on a 

package or fee-for-service basis

Tier 2:  Associate Members: As for T1 plus access 
to mentoring opportunities, joint 

projects/collaboration opportunities, tender 
coordination assistance, producer enquiries

Tier 1: General Advisor Membership: 
Training/PD/event access

Incorporated Body: Committee of Management with member representatives

Must-haves: Member-driven, independent, reputational protection, lean operating model

Producer memberships: Access 
to accredited services/expertise 

community
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A tiered membership organisation has both advantages and limitations, when compared to a regional 
networking group, which are summarised in Table 11  below.  

Table 11:  Advantages and limitations of a “Regional Networking Group” versus “Multi-region 
Tiered Membership” approach  

Regional Networking Group – focused on 
events and training 

Multi-region tiered membership model offering 
a range of services to members 

Advantages/Opportunities 

• Common industry background and 
environment 

• Smaller size – easier to build 
“collegiate” atmosphere 

• More agile, less managerial and 
administrative commitment 

• Lower cost structure 
• Opportunity for specific 

training/events to meet local demand 
and address regionally specific issues 

• Likely to foster client referrals and 
collaboration via informal networking 
over time  

• Ability to link with AIA to formalize 
professional development and access 
opportunities beyond the group 

 

Advantages/Opportunities 

• Can tailor services/commitment 
/benefits to different needs 

• Can stage the offering – introduce new 
services and opportunities as the 
membership grows and networks 
develop 

• Ability to introduce more stringent 
membership requirements/progression 
criteria for higher tiers whilst preserving 
a broad base of general members 

• Larger pool of members and income, 
offers options for more services and 
employed officers 

• Wider scope of activity and influence 
• More providers across regions offer 

scope for producer memberships and 
commissioned work 
 

Limitations/Risks 

• Difficult to develop or enforce 
membership criteria in an informal 
group – risk of incompatibility or 
dominant influences  

• Limited scope for wider range of 
activity, depending on numbers 
involved and income generated 

• May struggle to operate in areas with 
limited advisors (lack of critical mass) 

• Will require ongoing voluntary 
contribution to organizational efforts 
– may not be evenly shared or 
sustainable  

Limitations/Risks 

• Membership is likely to be more 
dispersed, with fewer points of 
commonality 

• Personal recommendation method may 
be less effective in promoting 
compatibility amongst members in a 
larger group 

• Networking opportunities are likely to be 
more structured/formal, less personal, 
potentially less effective 

• Higher financial risk if member numbers 
decline 

• Requires start-up funding unless strong 
volunteer input in early stages 
 

Subject to the necessary interest and commitment from potential members, there is potential 
application for the Regional Group approach in certain regions of Australia with distinct operating and 
industry environments, such as Western Australia or far North Queensland and the Northern Territory.   
This opportunity arises due to the combination of limited advisor numbers (conducive to a closer-knit 
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group relying on informal networking) and the very distinctive features of their environments and 
production systems, which require specific solutions and skills.  

The existing SALC model presents an excellent case study example for the formation and development 
of such groups, which would be extremely valuable to others considering a similar approach.   

For other regions, or for advisors seeking additional opportunities and services, the tiered membership 
approach has the potential to deliver value to a broad range of advisors through differentiated service 
provision, and may also offer opportunities for producer involvement.   

As existing organisations have well-developed business models, in this study we have taken the 
approach of exploring the alternative tiered membership approach in greater depth, from the 
perspective of “What would it take to viably deliver these events and services to members?”.  Having 
established the level of participation and service demand required to operate the organisation on a 
profitable basis, the implications of this not being achieved and potential alternative pathways are 
explored in the Risk Analysis section of this report.  

4.3.3.3. Application of the Business Model Canvas tool 

The Business Model Canvas approach (Osterwalder and Pigneur 2010) provides a shared language for 
describing, visualising, assessing and changing business models.   It defines a business model simply 
as “how an organisation creates, delivers and captures value”, described through nine basic building 
blocks which cover the four main areas of a business: customers, offer, infrastructure and financial 
viability.   Defining the nine building blocks for any business helps to identify its strategy, which in turn 
determines structure and systems.  Each building block is briefly described in Table 12, with key 
questions and characteristics listed, as an introduction to the key elements within the Business Model 
Canvas.    

These building blocks and questions have been considered in the context of the potential tiered 
membership organisation for livestock advisors, to further develop the concept.  A prototype Business 
Model Canvas for a tiered membership approach appears in Figure 4. 

Note that the Business Model Canvas is designed as hands-on tool which is designed to foster 
understanding, analysis and discussion.  It is most valuable when presented in a large format, amongst 
a group where people can work on each element, draw diagrams and connections and start to 
“visualise” the proposed business model. As such, Figure 4  represents an initial model outline which 
could form the basis for further consultation and discussion.  
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Table 12:  The nine Building Blocks of the Business Model Canvas    
Building Block Definition Key questions Characteristics/Options 
Customer Segments Groups of people to reach or service For whom are we creating value? 

Who are our most important customers? 
• Different needs 
• Different channels 
• Different relationships 
• Different margins 
• Different willingness to pay 

Value Propositions How the company solves customer 
problems or meets customer needs 

What bundles of products or services are 
we offering to each customer segment? 

• Quantitative – price, speed of service, accessibility 
• Qualitative – product design innovation, customer 

experience, risk reduction 
Channels Touch points: how the business 

reaches its customer segments to 
deliver its value proposition 

How do customer segments want to be 
reached? How will we deliver to them and 
support them? 

• Communication 
• Distribution/Sales 
• After-sales support 

Customer 
Relationships 

Relationships developed within each 
customer segment 

What sort of relationships do our 
customers expect? 

• Self-service 
• Personal assistance 
• Dedicated support  
• User communities 

Revenue Streams Income generated from Customer 
Segments 

For what value are customers really 
willing to pay? How do they want to pay? 

• One-off transactions vs recurring revenues 
• Usage or subscription fees 
• Licensing 
• Fixed or dynamic pricing 

Key Resources Assets required to make the business 
model work 

What resources do our value propositions 
require? 

• Physical 
• Financial 
• Intellectual 
• Human 

Key Activities The most important actions which 
make it work   

Which activities create and deliver value? • Production 
• Problem-solving 
• Providing a platform 

Key Partnerships The network of suppliers and 
partners that make it work 

Which key resources do we acquire from 
partners/suppliers?  Which key activities 
do they perform? 

• Optimise resources 
• Extend capability 
• Reduce risk 

Cost Structure Operating costs - driven by 
resources, activities and partnerships 

What are the most important costs 
inherent in the model? 

• Cost driven – minimize through minimal offer, 
automation and outsourcing 

• Value driven – focus on value creation, loyalty and 
premium service provision 
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Key Partnerships  
Outsourcing/External 
Suppliers and Partners 

Key Activities  
Which deliver value – the most important 
things which make it work 

Value Propositions (VP)  
Solve customer problems/satisfy 
customer needs  

Customer Relationships
  
Within each segment 

Customer Segments 
Needs & behaviours justify 
a distinct offer 

Member 
businesses/individuals 

Providers of admin and 
other support services  

Industry partners, e.g. 
MLA and other industry 
groups    

Providers of 
accreditation and 
training services  

Website/platform 
support    

Facilitate member relationships and 
trust    

Screening/reputational protection 

Identify training/PD priorities and 
coordinate/deliver relevant activities 

Facilitate sharing of opportunities, 
enable connections, and support 
collaborative processes  

Deliver/outsource/coordinate delivery 
of quality support services  

Networking and Mentoring - 
knowledge transfer, backup, 
transition 

Training and PD - accessible, 
relevant, useful 

Tenders/project team coordination - 
access, complementary skills, 
administrative support   

Referrals and collaboration - client 
opportunities, sharing of expertise 

Support service packages - free up 
time to focus on higher value work 

Access to expertise beyond existing 
channels - accredited, wider 
networks, new service options  

 

Customisation Approach 

Foster sense of 
belonging/network 

Personal assistance 

User communities and co-
creation 

Automated registration to 
events 

 
 

 
Younger/less 
experienced advisors 
seeking 
mentors/advisors as 
mentors   

Advisors seeking 
training/PD   

Advisors seeking 
collaboration/shared 
projects/referrals  

Advisors seeking 
business support 
services   

Producers seeking 
access to accredited 
service providers, via 
referral or tender 
approach 

Multi-Sided Platform 

Key Resources  
Assets required to deliver value/make the 
model work  

Channels Touch Points: 
Communication 
/distribution/sales 

Intellectual: Industry knowledge, shared 
resources 

Human: networks, skills, ability to meet 
service needs, voluntary contributions
  

Technological: Platform/database 

Direct - direct/personal 
comms, website, online 
training delivery 

Indirect - via industry 
groups, RDC's 

Cost Structure Revenue Streams: from successfully delivering VP’s 
User-pays events with cost recovery objective 
Minimise overheads 
Flex resources to match volume/demand for services 
Governance and membership approvals driven by members as voluntary 
contributions 
 
 

Aim: Recurring revenues 
Subscription fees 
Longer-term - licencing of group IP/training products for member use? 
External funding or industry sponsorship in line with organisation 
objectives/values 
Static pricing, product/feature dependent, not demand-driven 

Figure 4:  Business Model Canvas:  Tiered Membership Model for Livestock Advisors



J23652 Feasibility Study of Livestock Advisor Cooperative Model 
 

Page 51 of 140 
 

4.3.3.4. Proposed Operating Model 

Having explored the nine building blocks, it is possible to define the proposed business model as a 
multi-sided platform offering customised services to distinct groups of members, aiming to generate 
recurring revenues and encouraging a user-pays approach for higher levels of service delivery, whilst 
minimising overheads.  

Key features of the tiered membership operating model are modelled as follows: 

Overview 
• Independent entity funded primarily through member subscriptions, event fees and service 

provision on a fee-for service basis 
• Member-driven and managed, with support staff 
• Flexible options for commitment/involvement 
• Referral and approval process for membership progression  
• Higher participation/contribution expectations linked to membership tiers offering 

collaboration/co-working opportunities 
• Informal and formal networking and mentoring options 
• Staged roll-out of service offerings 

Membership options 
• Membership fees linked to tier of membership 
• Tier 1: General Advisor Membership - offers access to training and professional development 

events, both online and in-person, informal networking and mentoring between members 
and access to shared/industry resources 

• Tier 2:  Associate Membership - As for T1 plus access to formal mentoring and networking 
opportunities, joint projects/collaboration opportunities, tender coordination assistance, 
access to producer enquiries 

• Mentor/Senior Associate Membership – available to suitably experienced Tier 2 Associate 
Members who provide formal mentoring services  

• Upon successful establishment and if agreed by members – option of Producer memberships, 
providing access to accredited service providers 

• Membership coordinated and administered internally by employed Administration officer 
(option to outsource initially) 

Membership Progression 
• Initially, founding members may opt for Tier 2 participation, at a reduced fee, with the 

expectation that they form the inaugural committee of management and participate in the 
organisation’s early development 

• Once established, Tier 2 membership would be available after 12 months of Tier 1 
participation 

• Participation expectations and code of conduct to be developed by Management Committee 
• Once established, recommendation/reference required from 2 existing members for Tier 2 

membership 
• Tier 2 membership applications to be approved by membership sub-committee and referred 

to Management Committee for endorsement  
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Events, training and professional development 
• Open to all members 
• Mixture of online (webinars) and face-to-face training opportunities 
• Reduced/subsidised cost of attendance 
• Annual conference/workshop 
• Option to log activities for accreditation through linkage with Ag Institute Australia 

Support services 
• Provision of admin/book-keeping/social media/professional support on a package or fee-for-

service basis to Tier 2 members, on a cost-plus margin basis 
• General professional support, administration and project co-ordination services provided in-

house by employed Support/Project Officer/s, book-keeping packages co-ordinated internally 
but outsourced to professional providers  

Collaboration and Referral Opportunities 
• Central coordination of project, tender, client referral and collaboration opportunities for Tier 

2 members, via expressions of interest 
• Administrative support for project proposals and project teams on a fee-for-service basis 

Management and Governance 
• Structure dependent upon the organisation’s planned activities and focus, but likely to be 

structured as an incorporated body as a separate legal entity, to enable staff to be employed 
and to reduce potential liability of members 

• Committee of management to be elected from Associate Membership, with committee 
members contributing their time on a voluntary basis but reimbursed for out-of-pocket 
expenses 

• Honorary Chair, secretary and treasurer positions rotated every two years 
• Sub-committees for membership and event organisation (voluntary, with paid support staff) 
• Participation in governance and/or management functions expected as a requirement of 

membership 

Staffing 
• Administration and project support staff employed on a part-time basis or contracted as 

appropriate, to match demand for services 
• To minimise overheads, staff to work from own offices or business premises, with allowance 

for office expenses  

Activity Groups 
• To assist in analysis, key business activities are grouped into categories as follows: 

o Membership, events, training and development  
o Co-working and project management, Producer Services  
o Packages and Professional Services Support   
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4.3.3.5. Financial Model 

Staged Development  
To allow the organisation and member relationships to become established before launching activities which 
carry greater financial or reputational risk, a staged offering of products and services is proposed.  The timing 
of introduction and the forecast growth in memberships and services provided is summarised in Table 13, as 
follows: 

Table 13:  Staged service/product offerings: Years 1-5  

Year of Operation 1 2 3 4 5 

Tier 1 General Advisor Memberships 45 80 100 120 140 

Tier 2 Associate Memberships 35 70 95 95 95 

Mentor/Senior Associate Memberships  10 14 25 25 

Producer Memberships  60 130 155 155 

Online Webinars 6 8 10 10 10 

Training Days (in-person) 2 3 4 4 4 

Annual conference  1 1 1 1 

General professional support hours 20 50 75 100 120 

Social media packages   15 35 40 

Client admin and comms packages   12 25 30 

Book-keeping packages   6 25 30 

 

Total advisor membership numbers at Year 3 (209) represent 24.6% of the estimated total of 848 individuals 
providing livestock advisory services to producers (refer to desktop gap analysis).  This is forecast to increase 
to 260 advisor members in total by Year 5, representing 30.7% of the estimated advisor population.  It is 
conceivable that the organisation could also attract individuals from related professions not previously 
included within the definition of “advisor”, such as researchers and rural bankers.  However, this level of 
participation represents a significant target, and should these member numbers not eventuate, the scope 
and features of the organisation would need to change to ensure viability, which is discussed further in the 
Risk Analysis section of this report.  

Note that in practice, the decision to offer a wider group of products or services, and the timing of the 
offering, would be determined by the Committee of Management.  The suggested product volumes and 
timing contained in Table 5 represent initial assumptions for modelling purposes.  

Key Assumptions 
Projected membership numbers, events and service volumes appear above in Table 13.  Other key 
assumptions in terms of pricing and staffing are summarised in Table 14.  
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Table 14:  Key Assumptions: Pricing and Staffing 

Year of Operation 1 2 3 4 5 

Pricing 

Inflation Rate 2.5% 

Mark-up on out-sourced services 10% 

Rebate on Mentor/Senior Associate Membership 30% 

Tier 1 General Advisor Membership Fee ($) 250 250 250 275 275 

Tier 2 Associate Membership Fee ($) 650 850 1,500 1,500 1,500 

Mentor/Senior Associate Membership Fee ($)  595 1,050 1,050 1,050 

Producer Membership Annual Fee ($)  750 1,000 1,025 1,050 

Trainer/presenter fees/day ($) 2,000 2,050 2,101 2,154 2,208 

Training day fee/member participant ($) 90 100 100 100 100 

Conference fee/member participant ($) 150 150 175 175 175 

Social media package ($) 1,200 1,230 1,261 1,292 1,325 

Client admin and comms package ($) 1,200 1,230 1,261 1,292 1,325 

Book-keeping package ($) 1,800 1,845 1,891 1,938 1,987 

Other professional support services ($/hr) 175 179 184 188 193 

FTE salary: admin/coordination ($) 79,000 80,975 82,999 85,074 87,201 

FTE salary: project/tender management ($) 95,000 97,375 99,809 102,305 104,862 

Staff office expense contribution/FTE ($) 1,200 1,230 1,261 1,292 1,325 

Staffing 

Membership/Event coordination: FTE 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Project/co-working administration, Producer services 0.2 0.4 0.8 1.0 1.2 

Support services – FTE   0.8 1.3 1.3 

 

Forecast fees are based upon precedent examples (CCA, SALC), as well as indications gained from focus group 
consultation and survey responses.  A 30% rebate/discount is applied to Tier 2 members providing formal 
mentoring services or support to the organisation, in recognition of their contribution.   
 
Forecast fees are not inflation-adjusted but instead incorporate some introductory discounts in the 
organisation’s early years. To encourage initial participation, Tier 2 membership is discounted in Years 1-2 of 
operation, and producer members are also offered an introductory discount in Year 2.  Note that these fee 
assumptions are applied for financial modelling purposes, but in practice, fee structures would need to be 
developed by the organisation’s committee of management, based upon their understanding of the target 
market and objectives.  Multiple options could be explored, such as a “founding member” rate instead of 
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introductory rates, to which a permanent discount could be applied over time. This alternative approach 
could potentially avoid or mitigate the risk of membership losses if the Tier 2 rate reverted to the full fee 
amount after an introductory period as currently modelled. 
 
Fees for packaged services are based upon the estimated weekly/monthly/annual hours to deliver the 
package, with other professional fees and staffing requirements based upon existing examples of secretariat 
services/project management carried out by professional services firms, including Meridian Agriculture.   
 

Financial Projections: Operating Income, Expenditure and EBIT 
Projected income, expenditure and EBIT appears in Table 7.  The forecast cashflow statement and 
balance sheet appear in Table 8 and Table 9 respectively. 

Table 15:  Forecast 5-Year Operating Income, Expenditure and EBIT  

Operating Forecast 
Year 1:  
26/27 

Year 2: 
27/28 

Year 3: 
28/29 

Year 4: 
29/30 

Year 5: 
30/31 

INCOME           
Tier 1 Advisor Membership $11,250 $20,000 $25,000 $33,000 $38,500 
Tier 2 Advisor Membership $22,750 $59,500 $142,500 $142,500 $142,500 
Tier 2 - Professional Support $0 $5,381 $13,789 $22,615 $25,112 
Mentor/Senior Associate Membership $0 $5,950 $14,700 $26,250 $26,250 
Package fees income/Professional support $3,500 $8,969 $59,176 $144,842 $175,506 
Producer Membership $0 $45,000 $130,000 $158,875 $162,750 
Training event fees (in-person) $1,350 $5,000 $6,000 $10,000 $12,000 
Conference fees $0 $6,000 $10,500 $14,000 $14,000 
Sponsorship/External (Training) Funding $0 $10,000 $15,000 $20,000 $20,000 
TOTAL INCOME $38,850 $165,800 $416,666 $572,081 $616,618 
EXPENSES           
Membership, events, training and 
development           
Wages  $23,700 $48,585 $82,999 $85,074 $87,201 
Staff travel/subsistence reimbursement $5,000 $6,000 $8,000 $10,000 $10,000 
Consumables/Printing/Postage $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,250 $1,500 
Speaker expenses $7,000 $12,300 $15,759 $16,153 $16,557 
Conference Costs - venue/catering $0 $12,000 $15,000 $18,000 $18,000 
Consumables           
Total Expenses - Events & Training $36,700 $79,885 $122,759 $130,478 $133,258 
Co-working and project management, 
Producer Services           
Wages $19,000 $38,950 $79,848 $102,305 $125,835 
Total Expenses - Co-working/Projects $19,000 $38,950 $79,848 $102,305 $125,835 
Packages and Professional Services 
Support           
Wages $0 $0 $66,400 $110,597 $113,362 
Outsourced services - book-
keeping/finance $0 $0 $10,212 $43,614 $53,645 
Total Expenses - Professional Services $0 $0 $76,612 $154,211 $167,007 
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Operating Forecast 
Year 1:  
26/27 

Year 2: 
27/28 

Year 3: 
28/29 

Year 4: 
29/30 

Year 5: 
30/31 

Gross Margin           
Events, training and development -$24,100 -$38,885 -$66,259 -$53,478 -$48,758 
Co-working and project management, 
Producer Services $3,750 $70,931 $206,442 $221,685 $204,527 
Packages and Professional Services 
Support $3,500 $14,919 -$2,735 $16,881 $34,749 
Total Gross Margin -$16,850 $46,965 $137,448 $185,088 $190,518 

Fixed Operating Expenses 
Year 1:  
24/25 

Year 2: 
25/26 

Year 3: 
26/27 

Year 4: 
27/28 

Year 5: 
28/29 

Staff office/admin expense contribution $600 $1,230 $3,278 $4,264 $4,636 
Telephone and internet $2,400 $2,460 $2,522 $2,585 $2,649 
Management Committee Expenses $3,000 $3,075 $3,152 $3,231 $3,311 
Rent $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
IT Support and subscriptions $10,000 $10,250 $15,000 $15,375 $15,759 
Insurance and Workcover $6,500 $8,000 $13,000 $15,000 $15,000 
Accounting and professional fees $10,000 $11,500 $12,500 $15,000 $15,000 
Consumables, postage, sundries $2,000 $2,050 $2,101 $2,154 $2,208 
OD interest $300 $500 $500 $800 $500 
Depreciation- equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total Fixed Operating Expenses $34,800 $38,565 $51,553 $57,608 $58,564 
Total Operating Costs  $90,500 $157,400 $330,770 $444,602 $484,664 
EBIT  -$51,650 $8,400 $85,896 $127,480 $131,954 

 

Key points to note from the projections 
• The organisation incurs an operating loss in Year 1 (circa 52k), before delivering a (modest) positive EBIT 

of $8,400 in Year 2.   
• The introduction of full fees for Tier 2 Associate members in Year 3, coupled with assumed growth in 

Tier 2 Associate membership numbers and greater demand for professional/co-working support, is 
forecast to deliver a significantly higher EBIT from Year 3 onwards. 

• In this forecast, the organisation effectively subsidises the cost of training/PD events, workshops and 
conferences from other activities, with these Tier 1 activities producing a negative Gross Margin over 
the 5-year forecast period.   The cost of coordinating membership and events is relatively high (0.3 
increasing to 1.0 FTE over time) and fee income is modest, due to low attendance fees and conservative 
attendance predictions.  For these activities to break-even, attendance fees would need to rise 
significantly, and/or the organisation would need to secure external sponsorship or funding. 

• Fee-for-service packages made available to Tier 2 members from Year 3 onwards are modest 
contributors to earnings, until Year 5 when a higher uptake of support packages is forecast. 

• The introduction of Producer memberships in Year 2, and associated fee income, is attributed to Tier 2 
(Co-working/Project Management and Producer Services).  This potentially represents an important 
source of revenue to the organisation, with enquiries and requests coordinated by employed staff.  

• In the absence of Producer memberships and services, earnings would be reduced by approximately 
100-120k across Years 3-5, which would translate to an operating loss in Year 3, and only marginally 
positive earnings in Year 4 and Year 5. 
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• The forecast relies heavily upon a lean overhead operating model, with no business premises – instead 
remote staff would receive a contribution towards their office expenses, phone and internet expenses.  
Other overheads and professional fees increase in line with business activity over time, but total fixed 
operating costs represent less than 10% of income in Year 4-5. 

Based on the forecast earnings, start-up funding of $55,000 would be required at the commencement of 
operations as working capital (Table 16).  
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Table 16:  Statement of Forecast Cashflows 

Statement of Cash Flows Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 

Operations           
Net Profit Before Tax -                 51,650                     8,400                    85,896                 127,480                    131,954  
Add back: Investor Leases                          -                            -                             -                            -                              -    
Add back: depreciation                          -                            -                             -                            -                              -    
Add back: bank interest                        300                        500                         500                        800                          500  
Less: Non-Cash Inventory gain (Add back Loss)           
Less increase (decrease) in working capital                     2,583  -                  3,003  -                   3,875  -                  2,079  -                    224  
Less taxation                          -                            -                             -                            -                              -    
    
Net Operating Cash Flows -                 48,768                     5,898                    82,521  126,201                   132,231  
Investing           
Additions - Property, plant and equipment           
Net Additions - Transferable Investments           
Less: Sale of Capital items           
Less: Start-up capex allowance           
Net Investing Cash Flows                          -                            -                             -                            -                              -    
Financing           
New Funding Invested                   55,000          
New Loan capital drawn down           
Dividends received            
Less: Bank Interest  -                      300  -                     500  -                      500  -                    800  -                       500  
Less: Repayment of Bank Financing            
Less: Repayment of Investor Capital           
Less: Other Dividends Paid           
            
Net Financing Cash Flows                   54,700  -                     500  -                      500  -                    800  -                       500  
         
Net Cash Movement                     5,933                     5,398                    82,021                 125,401                    219,470  
Opening cash                          -                       5,933                    11,330                   93,351                    218,751 
Closing cash                     5,933                   11,330                    93,351                 218,751                    350,482  
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Table 17:  Forecast Balance Sheet 

Balance Sheet ($) (Closing) Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 
Current Assets           
Cash                     5,933                   11,330                    93,351                 218,754                    350,482  
Receivables (5% of sales)                     1,943                     8,290                    20,833                   28,604                     30,831  
Inventories            
Other                           -                            -                             -                            -                              -    
Total Current Assets                     7,875                   19,620                  114,184                 247,356                  381,313  

Non-Current Assets           
Investments           
Property, Plant & Equipment           
            
Total Non-Current Assets                          -                            -                             -                            -                              -    

TOTAL ASSETS                     7,875                   19,620                  114,184                247,356                   381,313 
            
Current Liabilities           
Payables (assume 5% of Op Costs)                     4,525                     7,870                    16,539                   23,094                     24,233  
Interest Bearing Liabilities                          -                            -                             -                            -                              -    
Provisions           

Total Current Liabilities                     4,525                     7,870                    16,539                   23,094                     24,233  

Non-Current Liabilities           

Interest Bearing LTL                          -                            -                             -                            -                              -    

Investor Loans           

Total Non-Current Liabilities                          -                            -                             -                            -                              -    

TOTAL LIABILITIES                     4,525                     7,870                    16,539                   22,230                     24,233  

Equity           

Contributed Equity                   55,000                   55,000                    55,000                   55,000                     55,000  

Revaluation Reserves 0 0 0 0 0 
Retained Profits (Losses) -                 51,650  -                43,250                    42,646                170,125                   302,080 
            
TOTAL EQUITY                     3,350                   11,750                    97,646               225,125                   357,080 
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To generate a positive financial return, the tiered membership model needs to progress rapidly to 
introduce a wider range of services, and to attract significant numbers of both advisors and producers.  
In practice, the rate of expansion may be limited by market demand and operational constraints, 
which would delay earnings and result in higher working capital requirements to fund initial deficits.  
Should the organisation not proceed to the point of offering extensive professional service support, 
earnings are likely to reflect the modelled position in Year 2, i.e. at best marginally positive EBIT. 

4.3.3.6. Sensitivities, minimum viable numbers and scenarios 

As noted above, improvements in forecast EBIT are linked to the introduction of Producer 
memberships and expansion of co-working and professional support services from Year 2 onwards.  
Earnings are also strongly linked to membership participation and fee income, as key revenue sources 
and drivers of demand for services. 

Sensitivity analysis was carried out to determine the impact of variable numbers of Tier 1 and Tier 2 
memberships, as well as different levels of fee income, on membership income and EBIT (Table 18 and 
Table 19 respectively).  Projected performance in Year 3 was used as the basis of analysis, as at this 
stage the organisation could be regarded as established, with full fees being charged.  

Table 18:  Impact of variable member numbers and fee income on membership income 

Year 3    Fee 

Tier 1 membership income 25000 200 250 300 500 

Member numbers 
50 10,000  12,500  15,000  25000 

100 20,000  25,000  30,000  50000 

150 30,000  37,500  45,000  75000 

Year 3    Fee 
Tier2 membership income 142500 750 1000 1500 2000 

Member numbers 
50 37,500  50,000  75,000  100,000  

95 71,250  95,000  142,500  190,000  

150 112,500  150,000  225,000  300,000  
 
Table 19:  Impact of variable member numbers and fee income on EBIT 

Year 3    Fee 

EBIT Impact   200 250 300 500 

Member numbers 
50 70,896  73,396  75,896  85,896  

100 80,896  85,896  90,896  110,896  

150 90,896  98,396  105,896  135,896  

Year 3    Fee 
EBIT Impact   750 1000 1500 2000 

Member numbers 
50 -19,104  -6,604  18,396  43,396  

95 14,646  38,396  85,896  133,396  

150 55,896  93,396  168,396  243,396  
 



J23652 Feasibility Study of Livestock Advisor Cooperative Model 
 

Page 61 of 140 
 

Given the significantly higher cost of Tier 2 membership, both membership income and EBIT are more 
sensitive to changes in Tier 2 membership fees and participation, than variations in Tier 1 participation 
or fees.  When considered in isolation, i.e. assuming that Tier 2 remains constant, EBIT remained 
positive across a range of Tier 1 member numbers (50 – 150) and fees ($200 - $500).  However, EBIT 
was negative when Tier 2 membership declined to 50 members, at a reduced membership charge of 
$750 - $1000, assuming that Tier 1 income was unchanged. 

Whilst multiple combinations of Tier 1, Tier 2 and Producer memberships can be explored within the 
financial model, with corresponding variations in staffing requirement, the model EBIT in Year 3 is 
close to break-even with 70 Tier 1 members, 50 Tier 2 members and 120 Producer members.  In the 
absence of Producer members, approximately 140 Tier 1 members and 120 Tier 2 members are 
required in order to break-even at Year 3, assuming constant event activity levels and demand for 
professional support/co-working services.  This represents approximately 30% of the national 
livestock advisor population, as identified from the desktop analysis.   

Volume scenarios (i.e. the impact of increasing/decreasing memberships and sales of service 
packages) are explored further in Table 20.  By Year 3, EBIT remains positive even when impacted by 
a 30% reduction in sales volumes across all membership/service categories. 

Table 20:  Impact of changes in sales volumes of memberships and service packages on EBIT 

EBIT Baseline   -$51,650 $8,400 $85,896 $127,480 $131,954 
Scenarios: 
Volume  

Year 1:  
26/27 

Year 2: 
27/28 

Year 3: 
28/29 

Year 4: 
29/30 

Year 5: 
30/31 

-30% T1 -$55,025 $2,400 $78,396 $117,580 $120,404 
-20% T1 -$53,900 $4,400 $80,896 $120,880 $124,254 
-10% T1 -$52,775 $6,400 $83,396 $124,180 $128,104 
10% T1 -$50,525 $10,400 $88,396 $130,780 $135,804 
20% T1 -$49,400 $12,400 $90,896 $134,080 $139,654 
30% T1 -$48,275 $14,400 $93,396 $137,380 $143,504 

         
-30% T2 -$58,475 -$9,450 $43,146 $84,730 $89,204 
-20% T2 -$56,200 -$3,500 $57,396 $98,980 $103,454 
-10% T2 -$53,925 $2,450 $71,646 $113,230 $117,704 
10% T2 -$49,375 $14,350 $100,146 $141,730 $146,204 
20% T2 -$47,100 $20,300 $114,396 $155,980 $160,454 
30% T2 -$44,825 $26,250 $128,646 $170,230 $174,704 

         
-30% Producers -$51,650 -$5,100 $46,896 $79,817 $83,129 
-20% Producers -$51,650 -$600 $59,896 $95,705 $99,404 
-10% Producers -$51,650 $3,900 $72,896 $111,592 $115,679 
10% Producers -$51,650 $12,900 $98,896 $143,367 $148,229 
20% Producers -$51,650 $17,400 $111,896 $159,255 $164,504 
30% Producers -$51,650 $21,900 $124,896 $175,142 $180,779 

         
-30% Packages -$52,700 $5,709 $68,143 $84,027 $79,303 
-20% Packages -$52,350 $6,606 $74,060 $98,512 $96,853 
-10% Packages -$52,000 $7,503 $79,978 $112,996 $114,404 
10% Packages -$51,300 $9,297 $91,813 $141,964 $149,505 
20% Packages -$50,950 $10,194 $97,731 $156,448 $167,056 
30% Packages -$50,600 $11,091 $103,648 $170,932 $184,606 
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4.3.3.7. Funding Requirements and Options 

As noted above, the deficit produced in the first year of operations results in a start-up funding 
requirement of $55,000, based on the stated assumptions within the model. 

Subject to the necessary interest and commitment from potential advisor members, several options 
could be explored to secure this capital requirement, including (but not limited to): 

• A foundation share issue, whereby intending Tier 2 members contribute funds for preference 
shares – for example, 100 shares @ $550  

• Industry or government funding contributions/training grants 
• Crowd funding 
• Loan capital 
• A combination of the above methods, including matching funds with industry sources such as 

RDC’s and the Future Drought Fund 

 

4.3.3.8. Risk Analysis 

As with any new business financial forecast, the above projections are subject to multiple variables 
and assumptions, which may not be borne out in practice. There are multiple sources of risk, and the 
ability of the organization to co-exist alongside existing advisor networks also needs to be considered.  
The most significant identified risks fall into the broad categories of market risk, operational risk and 
financial risk as detailed in Table 21, together with an assessment of their potential impact and options 
for mitigation within the proposed model approach. 
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Table 21:  Risk Analysis 

Risk Category Risk Identified Likelihood Impact Potential Outcomes Mitigation options  

Market 

Tier 1 perceived to 
duplicate existing 
advisor organisations 
= lack of interest 
/participation in Tier 
1 General Advisor 
membership  

Low-medium Medium   • May curtail range of events and 
resources available, and also 
reduce pool of potential Tier 2 
members 

• Focus on a restricted service offering (number of 
events) but maintain focus on event quality and 
professional linkages to still deliver value to a smaller 
membership group.  

• Focus on specific regions with stronger demand. 
 

Tier 2 membership 
value not clear or 
members lack trust = 
lack of interest 
/participation by 
Advisors in Tier 2 
membership 

Medium- 
High 

High • Limited networking and co-
working occurs, collaboration 
limited to exclusive group, less 
demand for services. 

• Networks likely to function 
informally, reduces role for 
oganisation but still potentially 
valuable for members.   

• Scale back support service offering and co-
working/tender support resources to match demand – 
flexible staffing model essential.  

• Focus of oganisation reverts to 
training/resources/event organisation instead of 
facilitating collaboration and client referrals.  

Tier 2 membership 
numbers decline over 
time as advisors 
discover compatible 
colleagues and 
develop networks 
independently 

Medium High • Tier 2 members revert to Tier 1 
membership to preserve access 
to resources 

• Collaboration takes place 
externally. 

• Aim to deliver value through other channels such as 
high-quality support and coordination services at a 
competitive cost, to preserve member involvement. 

• Alternatively, scale back support service offering and 
co-working/tender support resources to match 
demand. 

Limited market 
appetite for support 
packages  

Medium Low • As margin on package delivery is 
low, limited financial impact – 
resources could be scaled back 

• Ensure that the organisation is well-established and 
that a clear need for these services is identified by 
members before deploying resources. 

Limited appetite for 
Producer 
memberships due to 
caution re advisor 
compatibility/skills 

High Medium-
High 

• Reduced revenue from Producer 
memberships 

• If reduced options for new client 
lead generation – potential 
decline in Tier 2 membership 

• Offer producers access to some events, resources and 
support services to broaden the value proposition 

• Facilitate producer-advisor collaboration on projects 
• Pilot program for small group of producers initially 

(subsidised) 
• Provide advisor reviews/referees to assist producer 

confidence and willingness to engage 
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Operational 

Difficulty in sourcing 
staff with the 
required range of 
skills and flexibility 

Medium-
High 

High • Poor member experience in 
terms of event management, 
project and tender support, and 
coordination – resulting in loss 
of members 

• Consider a range of resourcing options – e.g. 
professional association and conference managers, 
contracting services from existing advisor 
organisations and providers of secretariat services 

• Staged introduction of new activities and products 
Variable levels of 
volunteer 
commitment and 
motivation from 
management 
committee and sub-
committees 

Medium Medium-
High 

• Governance and oganisational 
oversight compromised 

• Event management impacted 
• Lack of direction and leadership 
• Staff frustration and 

disillusionment 
• Conflict between paid and 

unpaid contributors 

• Start small in terms of scope of activity and 
geographic spread, learn from early activities before 
expanding 

• Founding members need to be highly motivated, with 
a realistic understanding of the commitment involved 

• Participation and accountability expectations need to 
be clearly communicated 

• Share the load – seek help across a range of members 
for specific tasks 

• Seek in-kind support/coordination input from industry 
organisations and leverage or co-brand existing 
industry activities  

Financial 

Income lower than 
forecast and pattern 
of income 
unpredictable 

Medium-
High 

High • Liquidity impacted 
• Scale of operations curtailed – 

reduces organisation 
attractiveness 

• Flexible funding arrangements 
• Worst-case scenario budgeting - ensure sufficient 

start-up funding for two years 
• Start small in terms of scope of activity and 

geographic spread, leverage other industry activities 
to reduce event costs initially 

 Cost of service 
provision is higher 
than budgeted if 
multiple providers 
involved 

Medium-
High 

High • Liquidity impacted 
• Scale of operations curtailed – 

reduces organisation 
attractiveness 

• Flexible funding arrangements 
• Proactive procurement and budgeting  
• Review range of services provided 
• Review membership fees and willingness to pay 
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In summary, many of the risks detailed in Table 21 arise from uncertainty regarding 

• The level of genuine appetite for a fee-based collaborative organisation amongst advisors 
• Whether this appetite translates into willingness to commit volunteer time and effort into 

setting the organisation up with a solid foundation 
• Whether advisors can develop a sufficient level of trust and confidence in fellow members to 

overcome geographic, age or other barriers to facilitate widespread co-working and 
collaboration within the organisation 

• Whether producers would be willing to participate in network-building and develop trust in 
advisors where no previous relationship exists  

These are significant questions, which need to receive positive endorsement and commitment from a 
wide range of advisors and producers if the concept is to succeed, even in a modified form. Whilst the 
initial reaction from the surveyed population and focus groups has been positive, it is important to 
remember that this group was self-selecting and a degree of bias towards the concept of a co-
operative organisation is likely.   

Questions regarding the mix of products and services, the timing of service introduction, the optimal 
mix of providers and financing options are all resolvable, but only if the overall concept has sufficient 
support and commitment from participants.  

  

5. Conclusion  
  

5.1  Key findings 

Desktop Gap Analysis 

• A significant proportion of livestock producers nationally have been identified as having no 
access, or only limited access, to locally-based advisory services.  In total, more than 15,000 
producers or approximately 20% of all producers nationwide fall into this category, when 
those with ready access to services in adjacent regions are excluded.   

• Note that these producers may still be accessing useful and relevant advice from providers 
located at some distance from their operations, via remote/online access.  

• Producers in under-serviced regions are also less likely to be able to access a full suite of 
advisory services, encompassing technical and financial advice alongside a range of group 
training, field days and demonstrations. 

• In excess of 45% of livestock producers in every State can potentially access the full range of 
services within their region, with the exception of the NT.  Victoria has the highest proportion 
of producers in this category (82%), followed by Queensland (76%) and South Australia (63%). 

• Analysis has confirmed previously held views and anecdotal reports of specific gaps in terms 
of service provision, particularly in far north Queensland, the NT, northern Western Australia 
and the western/rangeland regions of NSW and South Australia 
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Survey and Focus Group Findings    

• Through both survey and focus group activity, advisors communicated there is little drive from 
potential new entrants to establish themselves in independent advisory businesses, due to 
the uncertainty around developing a client base that would ensure financial stability.  

• For both established advisors and recent entrants, establishing a large enough client base was 
the major concern in expanding their business. Recruiting and managing staff was a key 
challenge, acknowledging the people management and administrative skills required for this 
to occur successfully. 

• The main motivations to join a cooperative were confirmed as being able to access new 
networks, resources, and potential clients. Secondary, was a desire to provide and receive 
mentoring. 

• There was some reluctance to sign up for a cooperative model that may result a negative 
cultural fit or where the cost: benefit wasn’t clear.  Potential admission of 
corporate/commercial members also raised concerns in terms of cultural fit.  

• The barriers (for both new entrants and established advisors) to entering a cooperative were 
both the cost and time commitment required – however the indicated ranges of both time 
commitment and financial investment were higher than expectations. 

• In addition, respondents to both survey and focus groups acknowledged the risk in finding and 
working with others according to a cultural fit, that may impact on the ability to network or 
mentor others well; as well as the potential messaging it may send to clients. 

• Regardless of the cooperative model itself, there was significant interest and goodwill from 
participants to further explore how a national network of livestock advisors could operate to 
share skills, expertise and resources. New opportunities for collaboration and networking on 
both a regional and national level were viewed positively. 

• The potential for producer memberships in a co-operative model enabling access to a wider 
range of advisory services received only cautious support from producers, with concerns 
raised regarding suitability and quality of advice, given the importance of personal 
relationships and regional knowledge to farm businesses. 

• Producer respondents also indicated that an advisor’s participation in a cooperative would 
not impact their decision to work with them.  As such, any advisor hoping to use the 
organisation of a cooperative to build a client base would likely be unsuccessful. 

• The value proposition of a cooperative for producers may initially be found in accessing 
training and regionally specific events. Through mutual networking, evidence of mentoring, 
and the advanced expertise available to producers; a cooperative based advisor may gain 
work from a producer member after developing a relationship based on trust. 
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Business Model Development 

• Examination of existing successful models as well as the survey and focus group responses 
identified that a potential collaborative organisation for advisors needs to be independent, 
member-driven, reputable and based on trust.  

• In seeking to develop a model which does not compete with existing offerings, and which 
offers an extended range of services to meet some of the identified advisor needs, the analysis 
suggests that income generated from the provision of training/upskilling and professional 
development opportunities alone is unlikely to cover the costs of provision, unless external 
funding and volunteer input is sourced, or member numbers and participation are higher than 
model estimates.   

• A relatively high degree of market penetration is required to ensure viability for a tiered 
membership organisation post the start-up phase (circa 30% of the identified national advisor 
population).   

• To generate positive earnings, a tiered membership model needs to progress rapidly to 
introduce a wider range of services, and to attract significant numbers of both advisors and 
producers to higher-cost fee categories, over and above the base membership category.  The 
likelihood of this occurring in practice is determined by several key success factors, including  

o The degree of commitment, leadership and innovation within the founding member 
group 

o The ability to ensure member compatibility and commitment to service standards 
o The willingness of the membership group to develop a degree of trust and a 

collaborative approach across regional and industry divides, to create networks and 
foster opportunities 

o The quality of support staff/services and the ability to maintain business flexibility 
• The most significant risks identified arise from uncertainty regarding advisor appetite for a 

fee-based collaborative organisation, and their willingness to commit time, develop trust and 
facilitate collaboration and co-working  

• Positive endorsement and commitment from a wide range of advisors and producers is 
required if the concept is to succeed, even in a modified form 

• Subject to receiving sufficient expressions of interest, the tiered membership model could 
initially be developed as a staged pilot/prototype, before expanding across multiple regions.  
Suggested criteria for the prototype would involve a region or State which: 
• Is not currently well-serviced in terms of advisor networks  
• Has a committed population of advisors working in a wide range of employment/business 

contexts (>50 to provide critical mass for participation) 
• Has a strong level of producer demand for services (potentially facilitating the 

introduction of producer members at a later date) 
• Based on the desktop analysis as well as survey and focus group findings, potentially suitable 

regions for prototype development would include: 
1. Central/Southern Qld and Fitzroy Basin 
2. Central West/Tablelands/Northern NSW 
3. Riverina/Murray regions NSW plus northern Victoria 

• Regionally-based networking groups drawing upon a smaller pool of participants represent a 
feasible alternative to the tiered membership approach, but are likely to rely more heavily 
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upon volunteer (unpaid) commitment, and to be more restricted in terms of the scale and 
scope of events and services offered to members.  

• There is potential application for the regional group approach in certain regions of Australia 
with distinct operating and industry environments, such as Western Australia or far North 
Queensland and the Northern Territory.   This arises due to the combination of limited advisor 
numbers (conducive to a closer-knit group relying on informal networking) and the very 
distinctive features of their environments and production systems, which require specific 
solutions and skills.  

• Should these more remote regions demonstrate the necessary commitment and interest in 
establishing regional networking groups, the experience of the SALC group in establishing and 
developing a highly successful networking, professional development and advocacy group 
would be extremely valuable.  Subject to their capacity and willingness to participate, it would 
be logical to involve SALC in any further development of the regional group concept.   

5.2  Benefits to industry 

The study has confirmed that livestock advisors working in multiple contexts are eager to overcome 
professional isolation and share knowledge, experiences and technical resources with others.  There 
is strong evidence to suggest that the ability to network, ask for help, and obtain honest and relevant 
business advice from people in a similar situation is highly valuable to advisors, many of whom operate 
as sole traders.  Given the relatively small pool of established practitioners, the impact of advisor 
business failures or career changes away from advisory work can be significant for the red meat sector, 
particularly in more remote areas.  Mechanisms for both personal and business support, as explored 
in this study, should be prioritised, as a means of assisting new entrants and maintaining the viability 
and enthusiasm of existing practitioners. 

Focus group work revealed an expectation from producers that advisors should maintain professional 
development standards as well as an extensive network of experts, yet lack of time and 
resources/necessity to earn income was cited as a major reason for advisors’ non-participation in 
training and professional development activities.  Deficiencies in training and upskilling for advisors 
have serious implications for the red meat industry, as advisory clients may not have access to up-to-
date information and research findings, or may not be sufficiently challenged or stimulated.  This 
situation is likely to worsen over time, given the ongoing reduction in public extension services and 
reliance upon private providers, many of whom are operating at capacity.   Both the advisor and their 
client are likely to benefit from improved networks, upskilling and access to resources, but there is a 
clear need for training and networking opportunities which are perceived by advisors to add genuine 
value to their businesses, over and above the financial impact of attending.   

A collaborative advisor model has been demonstrated to offer multiple business benefits including 
business promotion, access to opportunities, diversification of income streams, keeping up to date 
with industry programs, and the ability to draw upon different skillsets to run courses or deliver 
projects.  If this approach can be developed and implemented on a wider scale, it could enable new 
entrants to upskill and gain both confidence and technical proficiency with guidance from more 
experienced professionals, thus improving their chances of long-term participation in the industry.  In 
turn, co-working options may enable established advisors or those nearing retirement to change the 
balance of their workload and potentially prolong their careers, whilst offering the opportunity to 
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“give back” through mentoring and involvement in industry projects.  In both cases, the skills base 
available to the red meat sector is likely to be enhanced in both the short and long term. 

 

6. Future research and recommendations  

The interest from advisors in developing and maintaining a network of peers was resounding, and the 
opportunity for increased networking, industry level mentoring and peer to peer learning needs 
further attention.  As a starting point, it is strongly recommended that MLA, potentially working with 
other RDC’s, continues to explore options to expand the existing Livestock Advisor Network, drive 
engagement with participants in capacity building programs, and support opportunities for advisor-
driven forums for professional development and networking, beyond existing technical updates.  

The insights shared by the producer focus group participants provided useful insights into the areas 
of training, skills and resources that are considered valuable in their decision making when appointing 
an advisor to consult with, or provide services to, their business. Further market research with a wider 
range of producers across multiple regions would be valuable to explore how to promote or provide 
respected credentials to advisors, which could potentially improve the confidence of producers in 
potential service providers.  

In terms of an advisor co-operative, there are two potential strategies which are likely to be applicable 
in different regions:  

1. Expansion of the Regional Group networking approach in regions with small numbers of 
advisors/specific industry needs, as above (such as Western Australia, or north/west 
Queensland and the NT). 

2. Development of a multi-region tiered membership model offering enhanced service provision 
and collaboration opportunities, built on a common base of networking events and 
professional development. 

 
Importantly, these strategies can be developed in parallel and potentially operate in combination over 
time.  For example, a geographically dispersed regional advisor group could focus their efforts upon 
online training events and resource sharing at a low cost, without requiring access to business support 
services.  This regional group could also become affiliated with a national body, which could provide 
a forum for more formal professional development and resource sharing, as well as wider 
collaboration and mentoring opportunities.  
 
In exploring the potential for either strategy with specific regional or interest groups, consultation 
with advisors should extend beyond the testing of the concept, to provide clear details about the 
resources which would realistically be required to develop a tiered membership organisation across 
multiple regions.  As an alternative, the time and financial commitment associated with smaller-scale 
regional networking groups should also be made clear, drawing upon precedent examples. Subject to 
their capacity and willingness to participate, it is strongly recommended that the experience of SALC 
be drawn upon when exploring the potential for further regional networking groups.  It is also 
recommended that concrete expressions of interest be required before investing significant 
resources, given the importance of member participation and commitment.  
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Subject to receiving sufficient expressions of interest, and depending on the geographic distribution 
of interest, the tiered membership model could initially be developed as a staged pilot/prototype.  
Suggested criteria for the prototype would involve a region or State which: 

• Is not currently well-serviced in terms of advisor networks  
• Has a committed population of advisors working in a wide range of employment/business 

contexts (>50 to provide critical mass for participation) 
• Has a strong level of producer demand for services (potentially facilitating the 

introduction of producer members at a later date) 

Based on the desktop analysis as well as survey and focus group findings, potentially suitable regions 
for prototype development would include: 

4. Central/Southern Qld and Fitzroy Basin 
5. Central West/Tablelands/Northern NSW 
6. Riverina/Murray regions NSW plus northern Victoria 

However, the first and most important priority for establishment of a pilot project would be the level 
of interest and support from potential advisors within a region.  

The pilot approach has the advantage of providing a limited-scale “testing ground” with a group whose 
commitment is indicated at the outset, and where capacity exists to support a meaningful   number 
of events as well as potential service expansion.  A pilot program also reduces the extent of financial 
exposure, as the scale of networking and training events can be matched initially to available funds.  
After 12-18 months of operation, the cost structure associated with the provision of training and 
networking opportunities should be well established, and the implications for fee structures will 
become apparent.  At this stage, the demand for service expansion should be able to be determined 
with greater certainty and a business case prepared, prior to the introduction of higher tiers of service 
provision and support.   
 
Should it become apparent that the appetite for higher levels of service provision and co-working 
support is limited, then at least the pilot project should still have developed an improved means of 
delivery for member-driven networking and training events.   
 
If the organisation can be successfully established as a pilot, with appropriate management and 
governance processes in place, expansion to other regions becomes feasible as the market develops.  
This could take the form of transformation into a national body (as has occurred with Crop Consultants 
Australia) or the setup of several regional sub-groups which feed into a national coordinating body.  
 
Consideration also needs to be given to avoiding duplication or fragmentation of advisor offerings as 
the prototype is established.  For example, MLA would need to consider how its existing Livestock 
Advisor Network group would function alongside the prototype, and how to best support the 
emerging model alongside existing groups.   
 
Should the market, operational and financial risks involved in the tiered membership model prove too 
great upon further investigation, there is still a strong desire from several advisors across the nation 
to have a network with other advisors. There is a need for an advisor network that encourages the 
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development of professional skills, knowledge base, and general networks; limits the effects of 
isolation through an opportunity for mentoring, sharing of experiences, and other professional 
support; or the possibility of working towards business transition through association with others in 
network. A cooperative for networking alone is unlikely to be financially viable without significant 
volunteer input or external funding, however at a minimum it is recommended that some 
consideration is given to a means of supporting a national network of advisors. With some facilitation, 
which may be at an industry level, establishing a network may organically address some of the 
abovementioned elements outlined in this study. 
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8. Appendices 

8.1  Appendix A 

Please refer to attached excel file ‘J23652 Appendix A Extract’.  
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8.2 Appendix B - Advisor Survey Raw Data 

Q1 What is/are the main region(s) you service? (tick all that apply) (The following regions are based 
on nationwide NRM regions) 

Answered: 74 Skipped: 0 

Answer Choices Responses 
ACT - Australian Capital Territory 5.41% 4 
Marine & Coastal - OceanWatch 
Australia 

0.00% 0 

NSW - Central Tablelands 13.51% 10 
NSW - Central West 16.22% 12 
NSW - Greater Sydney 4.05% 3 
NSW - Hunter 6.76% 5 
NSW - Murray 10.81% 8 
NSW - North Coast 5.41% 4 
NSW - North West 14.86% 11 
NSW - Northern Tablelands 10.81% 8 
NSW - Riverina 21.62% 16 
NSW - South East 13.51% 10 
NSW - Western 13.51% 10 
NT - Territory 14.86% 11 
QLD - Burnett Mary Regional Group 8.11% 6 
QLD - Cape York 4.05% 3 
QLD - Desert Channels Queensland 10.81% 8 
QLD - Fitzroy Basin Association 13.51% 10 
QLD - Gulf Savannah 9.46% 7 
QLD - Healthy Land & Water 5.41% 4 
QLD - North Queensland Dry Tropics 13.51% 10 
QLD - Reef Catchments 9.46% 7 
QLD - Southern Gulf 10.81% 8 
QLD - Southern Queensland 18.92% 14 
QLD - Terrain 2.70% 2 
QLD - Torres Strait Regional Authority 1.35% 1 
SA - Alinytjara Wilurara 2.70% 2 
SA - Eyre Peninsula 6.76% 5 
SA - Green Adelaide 4.05% 3 
SA - Hills and Fleurieu 10.81% 8 
SA - Kangaroo Island 8.11% 6 
SA - Limestone Coast 14.86% 11 
SA - Murraylands & Riverland 10.81% 8 
SA - Northern and Yorke 10.81% 8 
SA - South Australia Arid Lands 10.81% 8 
Tas - Cradle Coast 5.41% 4 
Tas - NRM North 9.46% 7 
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Tas - NRM South 10.81% 8 
Vic - Corangamite 10.81% 8 
Vic - East Gippsland 10.81% 8 
Vic - Glenelg Hopkins 10.81% 8 
Vic - Goulburn Broken 9.46% 7 
Vic - Mallee 5.41% 4 
Vic - Melbourne Water 2.70% 2 
Vic - North Central 12.16% 9 
Vic - North East 14.86% 11 
Vic - West Gippsland 8.11% 6 
Vic - Wimmera 6.76% 5 
WA - Northern Agricultural 
Catchments Council 

6.76% 5 

WA - Peel-Harvey Catchment council 2.70% 2 
WA - Perth 5.41% 4 
WA - Rangelands 13.51% 10 
WA - South Coast 8.11% 6 
WA - South West 8.11% 6 
WA - Wheatbelt 10.81% 8 
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Q2 Which of the following red meat production types do you do you provide services or advice to? 
(tick all that apply) 

Answered: 74 Skipped: 0 
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Q3What services do you offer to red meat producers? 

Answered: 65 

Skipped: 9 
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Q4: What are the main services offered by other advisory business to red meat producers in your 
region? 

Answered: 60 

Skipped: 14 
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Q5 What type of services do you believe need to be offered by advisors to address the needs of red 
meat producers in the region that currently are not available to them? 

Answered: 59 

Skipped: 15 
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Q6 Which of the following statements would you suggest is most accurate 

Answered: 67 

Skipped: 7 

 

 

 

 

Q7 Based on your experience would you state that livestock advisors in the regions(s) you service are 
more competitive or cooperative? 

Answered: 64 

Skipped: 10 
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Q8 What characteristics of the market lead you to rate it this way? 

Answered: 60 

Skipped: 14 
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Q9 What is your age? 

Answered: 67 

Skipped: 7 
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Q10 Describe your role in the business (tick all that apply) 

Answered: 67 

Skipped: 7 

 

 

Q11Describe your business structure 

Answered: 67 

Skipped: 7 

 

 

 

 

 

Q12 Are you an individual working as part of a multi-consultant advisory firm? 



 

Page 90 of 140 
 

Answered: 66 

Skipped: 8 

 

 

Q13 Are you providing advice in a sales capacity? 

Answered: 67 

Skipped: 7 

 

 

 

 

Q14 Are you working with producers in another capacity (e.g. agent, broker, banking) 

Answered: 66 

Skipped: 8 
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Q15 If yes please describe 

Answered: 13 

Skipped: 61 

 

 

Q16 Which of the following best describes your business stage 

Answered: 61 

Skipped: 13 
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Q17 What percentage of income to the business comes from 

Answered: 67 

Skipped: 7 
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Q18 Which of the following statements best describe your business situation with the range of 
services offered 

Answered: 63 

Skipped: 11 

 

 

 

 

  



 

Page 97 of 140 
 

 

Q19 If looking to expand the business, what do you see are the challenges faced in order to 
successfully achieve this? (tick all that apply) 

Answered: 55 

Skipped: 19 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q20 Do you, or does your business employ staff? 

Answered: 63 

Skipped: 11 

 

 

 

 

Q21 If yes how many people are employed in these roles? 
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Answered: 27 

Skipped: 47 
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Q22 What is the average years' experience of these employees 

Answered: 23 

Skipped: 51 
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Q23 Do you have a desire to start your own livestock advisory business? 

Answered: 65 

Skipped: 9 

 

 

Q24 If yes, what is currently preventing you from doing so? 
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Answered: 10 

Skipped: 64 

 

 

Q25 If Yes, what help do you see you’d need in order to get established?(tick all that apply) 

Answered: 13 

Skipped: 61 

 

 

Q26 If no, what would hold you back from doing so? 

Answered: 8 

Skipped: 66 
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Q27 Are you scaling back your advisory business or intending to exit in the next five years? 

Answered: 61 

Skipped: 13 

 

 

 

 

Q28 Do you have a succession plan or options for your clients to maintain continuity of service as 
you scale back or exit? 

Answered: 55 

Skipped: 19 

 

 

 

 

 

Q29 If yes, what is your planned strategy? 

Answered: 12 

Skipped: 62 
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Q30Given your situation, would you see any value in joining a cooperative to 

Answered: 58 

Skipped: 16 
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Q31 What are the biggest challenges you face as a livestock advisor? (tick all that apply) 
Answered: 58 
Skipped: 16 
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Q32How often would you network with, or work alongside, or partner with other consultants? 

Answered: 60 

Skipped: 14 

 

 

Q33 What sort of activities? (tick all that apply) 

Answered: 60 

Skipped: 14 
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Q34 What do you find are the benefits of working alongside other advisors? 

Answered: 53 

Skipped: 21 
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Q35 Would you be interested in joining a cooperative of advisors that provides shared business support and/or 
networking opportunities? 

Answered: 58 
Skipped: 16 
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Q36 What aspects of a cooperative would be most valuable to you? (tick all that apply) 
Answered: 57 
Skipped: 17 
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Q37 Would you prefer a cooperative model that focuses more on: 

Answered: 55 

Skipped: 19 

 

 

 

 

 

Q38 Are there concerns you have that might prevent you from joining a cooperative? 

Answered: 57 

Skipped: 17 
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Q39 What characteristics of a cooperative would be important to you? (tick all that apply) 

Answered: 55 

Skipped: 19 

 

  



 

Page 114 of 140 
 

Q40 Would you be willing to pay a membership fee for access to cooperative benefits? 
Answered: 56 
Skipped: 18 

 

 
Q41 If yes or maybe, what monthly fee would you consider reasonable? 

Answered: 43 
Skipped: 31 
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Q42 Which of the following options do you see could be feasible in a cooperative model (Tick all elements that you 

believe could be applicable considering a cooperative may be a hybrid of elements) 

Answered: 51 

Skipped: 23 
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Q43 What services (available to you or clients) or particular outcomes would make a cooperative membership of 
value to you? 

Answered: 42 

Skipped: 32 
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Q44 Is there anything else you’d like to add about the challenges of, opportunity to join, or 
considerations in design of a livestock advisor cooperative 

Answered: 26 

Skipped: 48 
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Q45 Would you be interested in participating in an online focus group to discuss potential 
cooperative models? (A time and date has not been set to date) 

Answered: 55 

Skipped: 19 
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Q46 If yes, please let us know your name and email address below and an invite will be sent once 
details are confirmed. 

Answered: 35 

Skipped: 39 
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8.3 Appendix C – Advisor Focus Group Agenda 

 

Section Who Question Tool 
Intro BR/SL Project Background – SL 

Focus Group Agenda – BR (polls and discussion 
and chat) 

 

BR Where are you? Chat 
BR What role do you play? Owner, Employee, Sole 

Trader, or Partner 
Poll 

Survey 
results 

BR Survey Summary – Motivations, Barriers, Needs Slide 

Motivations: 
Access 

 Which of the following skills or expertise would be vital 
to access in a cooperative? 

Poll 

Motivations: 
Access 

 Are there other skills or expertise that would be 
important for you? 

Discussion 

Motivations: 
Development 

 Being involved in an advisory co-op, how important 
would each of the following three motivations be to 
you? (PD, mentoring, networking) 

Discussion 

  We had some comments from the survey that being  
part of a cooperative may increase the likelihood of a 
successful transition of a business. This may occur 
through mentoring another advisor.  
Does this ring true for anyone here? or would a 
cooperative provide a means for succession of client 
work? 

Discussion 

Motivations: 
Development 
/Barrier: 
Time 

 If you were part of a coop, what sort of time 
commitment would you see as reasonable to give 
towards giving or receiving PD, mentoring and 
intentional networking? (per month) 

Poll 

Barriers: 
Time 

 If you were part of a coop, what sort of time 
commitment would you see as reasonable to give 
towards the management or day to day operations of 
the cooperative on a volunteer basis? (per month) 

Poll and 
discussion 

Model intro BF Present overview of suggested model Slide 
 BR Initial clarification questions Discussion 
Tier model 
and cost 

 What tier would you consider signing up for? Poll 
 What is the highest tier level you would consider 

signing up for? 
Poll 

 Is anything missing from the tier system that would 
encourage you to consider a higher level? 

Discussion 

 How much would you pay to be a member at tier one? 
(annually) 

Poll 

 How much would you pay to be a member at tier two? 
(annually) 

Poll 
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 How much would you pay to be a member at tier 
three? (annually) 

Poll 

 Would you prefer to pay one higher once off annual 
fee, or smaller fee with added on costs per service, 
event, etc 

Poll 

  EXPLAIN AIRTASKER: Would you engage in an 
airtasker/AirBNB type model? 

Poll and 
discussion 

Barrier: Cost  Are there any other questions or comments regarding 
cost? 

Discussion 

 BR Do you see any benefit in any umbrella marketing, or 
stay in charge of your own marketing? If its 
somewhere in the middle, to what level or detail would 
the cooperative focus? 

Discussion 

Needs: 
Cultural Fit 

 Networking/Collaboration: What number of advisors 
should be the minimum participating in the coop in 
order for the collaboration and co-working to function 
well? 

Discussion 

Needs: 
Cultural Fit 

 How do you feel about commercial/corporate 
members joining the cooperative? (resellers, larger 
firms, sales and advise driven staff in feed or fert 
companies, other sorts of advisors not directly ag 
related) 

Poll and 
discussion 

Needs: 
Cultural Fit 

 Should the cooperative be regionally or nationally 
focused? 

Poll 

MLA  Where do you see the benefit of MLA involvement? 
What could that involvement look like? 

Discussion 

  Any additional questions or considerations?  
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8.4 Appendix D - Producer Focus Group Agenda 

 

Section Who Question Tool 
Intro BR/SL Project Background – SL 

Focus Group Agenda – BR (polls and 
discussion and chat) 
 
What is an advisor? 
Livestock advisors can be defined as people 
who provide regular advice and guidance to 
red meat producers and can be public or 
private sector advisors e.g. extension 
officers, consultants, veterinarians, livestock 
agents, agronomists or Natural Resource 
Management (NRM) officers.  
 

 

BR Where are you? Chat 
BR What role do you play in your business? 

Owner, Owner/Manager, Employed 
Manager, Other Employee, Contractor, 
Other 

Poll 1 

  Do you use a consultant or advisor? 
- Yes, private fee for service 
- Yes, state gov expert or extension 

staff (free) 
- Yes, resellers or sales from 

company 
- Yes, other 
- No 

Poll 2 – multiple options 

  What types of services do you use them for? Discussion 
 BF In your region, do you think producers have 

adequate access to advisors or not?  
 
 
 
 
 
Do you believe this just in your region or 
further beyond? 

Poll: 
- There are not 

enough 
advisors 

- There is 
adequate 
amount of 
advisors 

- There are too 
many advisors 

 
Discussion  

 BF Are there services you cannot access that 
you want or need? 

Discussion? 
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  How important are each of the following 
elements when deciding to use a consultant 

- Independence 
- Service quality 
- Value for money 
- Relevant experience for their region 
- Ability to form a long term 

relationship 
- Is well connected with other experts 

or colleagues 

Poll 3 
Very important 
Somewhat important 
Not important at all 

  Of those mentioned, which is the most 
important element for you? 

Chat 

  How do you judge an advisor’s expertise 
and ability to assist you? 

Discussion 

  In order to remain relevant and competitive, 
how many days per year to do believe an 
advisor should be spending undertaking 
intentional training, personal and 
professional development, and getting 
personal support and mentoring? 

Poll 4 
1-5, 5-10, 20-20, 
20+days 
 

  How much more likely to use an advisor if 
you knew they had an established network 
of other experts and mentors behind them? 

Poll 5  
Not more likely, 
somewhat more likely, 
much more likely 

  We are looking at developing a model where 
individual advisors can join together in a 
cooperative organisation: to work together, 
undertake training, provide each other 
mentoring and support, as well as potentially 
assisting in tasks such as marketing, 
bookkeeping and other administrative roles.  
 
As a producer, we want to know what would 
be valuable to you in engaging with a coop. 

 

  If you could also become members, what 
sort of services would you like to be able to 
access from the advisor members? 
 

Chat 

  What sort of things would be useful for you 
as a producer if you had access to advisors 
in a cooperative? 

- On call advice 
- Access to training 
- Accessing a variety of experts 
- Joint servicing (two or more advisors 

working together on your issue, plan, 
etc) 

Poll 6 
- On call advice 
- Access to 

training 
- Accessing a 

variety of 
expertise 
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- What else? 
  Would you be more or less likely to engage 

with a consultant who is part of a 
cooperative? 

Poll 7 
Less likely, the same, 
more likely 

 Bryony DESCRIBE AIRTASKER MODEL: 
How attractive is this airtasker model? 
As a producer, put out a request via an 
online portal/post and be open for available 
consultants in the cooperative to reach out 
to you?  

Discussion 

  How much would you pay to be a member 
of a cooperative if it offered a package like 
this: 

- Three on call session with an advisor 
of your choice 

- Access to group training days 
- on an annual basis? 

Poll 8 
Up to $500  
Up to $1,000  
Up to $2,000  
$2,000+  
 

  We are looking at various models that could 
operate on both regional and national levels. 
 
How important to you is it that a cooperative 
operates regionally vs nationally. 
  

Poll 9 
Within my region 
Nationally 
Both 
Doesn’t matter as long 
it’s the right advice 

  Other thoughts?  
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8.5 Appendix E – Proposed model shared during Focus Groups for discussion 
and consideration 
 
 
  

p: 03 5341 6100 I e: info@meridian -ag.com.au I www.meridian -ag.com.au

Livestock Advisor Co-op
Potential Model Approaches

Co-operative
• Democratic, owned and controlled

for collective benefit
• Self-help, equality, solidarity
• Shared investment, operational and

financial risk

Tiered Membership Service Model
• Likewise set up for member benefit,

but range of offerings to meet
different needs

• If larger/more dispersed –
incorporated body with management
committee (elected)

Co-operative or Tiered Membership service-based model?

Existing successful examples (SALC,
FCG, others)

Relies upon member effort/time
contributions

May have wider geographic scope
Will still rely upon member

contributions and participation

Tiered Membership Approach?

IF Incorporated Body: Committee of Management with member representatives

Producer
memberships:
Access to
Services/Expertise
Package fee?

Corporate
memberships????

Tier 3: As for L1 & L2 plus admin/book-
keeping/social media/professional support on a

package or fee-for-service basis

Tier 2: As for L1 plus access to joint
projects/collaboration opportunities, tender

coordination assistance

Tier 1: Training/mentoring/event access

Must-haves: Member-driven, independent, lean operating model
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8.6 Appendix F - Advisor Focus Group Polls and chat comments 
 

Poll Question Responses Percentiles 
Where are you located? Barossa, South Australia 

Kojonup, Western Australia 
Rockhampton, QLD 
Dubbo, NSW 
Tamworth, NSW 
Casterton, Victoria 
Great Southern, Western Australia 
Rockhampton, QLD 
Toowoomba, Queensland 
Melbourne, Victoria 
Dubbo, NSW 
Pittsworth, QLD 
Yass, NSW 
Rockhampton, QLD 

 

What role do you play in your 
business? 

Sole Trader x 7 
Owner with employees x 4 
Other x 3 
Employee x 2 

44% 
25% 
19% 
12% 

Which of the following skills or 
expertise would be vital to 
access in a cooperative? 

Professional Development/ Training x 10 
Mentoring and intentional networking x 10 
Find new clients x 5 
People Management x 4 
Marketing x 3 
Administrative tasks x 2 
Grant/Tender Writing x 1 

83% 
83% 
42% 
33% 
25% 
17% 
8% 

Being involved in an advisory co-
op, how important would each of 
the following three motivations 
be to you? 

Professional Development 
Very Important x 12 
Somewhat important x 2 
Not at all Important x 2 

 
75% 
12.5% 
12.5% 

 Mentoring 
Very Important x 6 
Somewhat important x 9 
Not at all Important x 2 

 
35% 
53% 
12% 

 Networking 
Very Important x 13 
Somewhat important x 3 
Not at all Important x 1 

 
76% 
18% 
6% 

If you were part of a coop, what 
sort of time commitment would 
you see as reasonable to give 
towards giving or receiving 
training, mentoring and 

1-2 hours x 2  
2-4 hours x 3 
4-8 hours x 9 
8-20 hours x 1 

13.5% 
20% 
60% 
6.5% 
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intentional networking? (per 
month) 
Would you engage with an 
"Airtasker/AirBNB" model? 

Yes x 11  
No x 2 

85% 
15% 

How do you feel about 
commercial/corporate members 
joining the cooperative? 
(resellers, larger firms, sales and 
advise driven staff in feed or fert 
companies, other sorts of 
advisors not directly ag related) 

Stick to independent advisors or advisory 
firm members x 3 
It depends x 5 
Anyone could join x 2 

 
30% 
50% 
20% 

Should the cooperative be 
regionally or nationally focused? 
 

Regionally focused with advisors working 
within the region x 2 
Regionally focused with advisors 
potentially working across multiple regions 
x 1 
National focused, no borders x 3 
 

 
33% 
 
17% 
50% 

What is the highest tier level you 
would consider signing up for 
and how much would you pay 
(annually)? 

Tier 1 x 2 (Range $200 to $300) 
Tier 2 x 4 (Range $500 to $5,000) 
Tier 3 x 2 (Range $3,000 to $20,000) 

25% 
50% 
25% 
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8.7 Appendix G - Producer Focus Group Polls 
 

Poll Question Responses Percentiles 
What role do you play in your 
business? 

Owner x 1 
Owner/Manager x 2 
Other x 1 

25% 
50% 
25% 

Do you use a consultant or 
advisor? 

Yes, private fee for service x 4 
Yes, state gov expert or extension staff 
(free) x 4 
Yes, advice from a resellers or sales 
representative from a company x 3 

100% 
100% 
 
75% 

How important are each of the 
following elements when 
deciding to use a consultant? 

Independence 
Very Important x 4 
Somewhat Important x 1 
Not important 

 
80% 
20% 
0% 

 Service quality 
Very Important x 4 
Somewhat Important x 1 
Not important 

 
80% 
20% 
0% 

 Value for money 
Very Important x 5 
Somewhat Important 
Not important 

 
100% 
0% 
0% 

 Relevant experience in the region 
Very Important x 4 
Somewhat Important x1 
Not important 

 
80% 
20% 
0% 

 Ability to form a long term relationship 
Very Important x 4 
Somewhat Important x 1 
Not important 

 
80% 
20% 
0% 

 Is well connected with other experts or 
colleagues 
Very Important x 3 
Somewhat Important x 2 
Not important 

 
 
60% 
40% 
0% 

In order to remain relevant and 
competitive, how many days per 
year to do believe an advisor 
should be spending undertaking 
intentional training, personal and 
professional development, and 
getting personal support and 
mentoring? 

1-5 days x 0 
5-10 days x 2 
10-20 days x 3 
20+ days x 0 

0% 
40% 
60% 
0% 

How much more likely to use an 
advisor if you knew they had an 

Much more likely x 3 
Somewhat more likely x 1 

60% 
20% 
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established network of other 
experts and mentors behind 
them? 

Not any more likely x 1 20% 

What sort of things would be 
useful for you as a producer if 
you had access to advisors in a 
cooperative? 

On call advice x 2 
Access to training and events x 3 
Access to a range of experts x 3 
Joint servicing x 2 
Other x 3 

40% 
60% 
60% 
40% 
60% 

Would you be more or less likely 
to engage with a new consultant 
who is part of a cooperative? 

More likely x 1 
What have no impact on decision x 3 
Less likely x 0 

25% 
75% 
0% 

How much would you pay to be 
a member of a cooperative? 

Up to $500 x 0 
Up to $1,000 x 1 
Up to $2,000 x 3 
$2,000+ x 0 

0% 
25% 
75% 
0% 

How important to you is it that a 
cooperative operates regionally 
vs nationally? 

Doesn’t matter as long it’s the right advice 
x 1 
A mix of both x 1 
Prefer a nation wide group x 0 
Prefer a regionally based group x 3 

20% 
20% 
0% 
60% 
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8.8 Appendix H – Tiered Membership model – Financials  
 

   LAC: MEMBER-DRIVEN 
Inflation 

Rate: 
 

2.5% 
Wage 

inflation 2.5%   Comments/Assumptions            

  Assumptions/Forecast 
Year 1:  
26/27 

 Year 2: 
27/28 

Year 3: 
28/29 

Year 4: 
29/30 

Year 5: 
30/31              

   Tier 1 Advisor Membership   

 

        

Enables access to 
training/development, 
online (free) and in person 
(small charge) events             

   Advisor members - South 25  45 70 85 100              
   Advisor members - North/Remote 20  35 30 35 40              

   Tier 2 Associate Membership   

 

        

Enables access to all Tier 
1 events plus shared 
marketing/promotion, 
access to co-working 
opportunities, referrals, 
producer enquiries, co-
ordination & assistance 
with tender applications 
(charged per hour) 

           
   Advisor members - South 20  45 60 60 60            

   Advisor members - North/Remote 15 

 

25 35 35 35            
   Professional support - tenders - hours    30 75 120 130              

   Mentor/Senior Associate Membership   

 

        

Available to Associate 
Members who provide 
mentoring services (fee 
rebate)            

   Advisor members - South    6 8 15 15              
   Advisor members - North/Remote    4 6 10 10              
   Fee for Service Packages                         

   Social media packages   

 

  15 35 40 

Business support services 
charged per service (10% 
markup on outsourced 
services)            

   Client admin and comms packages      12 25 30              
   Book-keeping and basic finance packages      6 25 30              
   Professional support hours - general 20  50 75 100 120              
   Producer members            Annual fee enables up to 

5 requests to be circulated 
within advisor network 

           
   Producer members - South    25 50 60 60            
   Producer members - North/Remote    35 80 95 95            
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additional services to be 
contracted privately.  
Access to conference 
sessions/open webinars. 

   Events/Training/PD                         
   Online/Webinars 6  8 10 10 10              
   Training Days 2  3 4 4 4              
   Training Day participants 15  50 60 100 120              

   Annual Conference   
 

1 1 1 1 
Annual conference 
charged separately             

   Conference participants    40 60 80 80              
   Staffing                         
   Membership/Event coordination: FTE 0.3  0.6 1.0 1.0 1.0              
   Project/co-working administration 0.2  0.4 0.8 1.0 1.2              
   Support services - FTE      0.8 1.3 1.3              

   Prices 
Year 1:  
26/27 

 Year 2: 
27/28 

Year 3: 
28/29 

Year 4: 
29/30 

Year 5: 
30/31              

 

Mark-up on 
out-sourced 
services Tier 1 Advisor Annual Fee 250 

 

250 250 275 275              

 10% Tier 2 Associate Annual Fee 650 
 

850 1,500 1,500 1,500 
Reduced Yr 1 & 2- to 
encourage participation            

 

Rebate on 
Mentor/Senior 
Associate 
Membership Mentor/Senior Associate Annual Fee   

 

595 1,050 1,050 1,050              

 30% Producer Annual Fee   
 

750 1,000 1,025 1,050 
Introductory Yr  2- to 
encourage participation            

   Trainer/presenter fees/day 2,000  2,050 2,101 2,154 2,208              
   Training day fee/member participant 90  100 100 100 100              
   Conference fee/member participant 150  150 175 175 175 Day attendance only            
   Social media package 1,200  1,230 1,261 1,292 1,325 Subject to fair use policy            
   Client admin and comms package 1,200  1,230 1,261 1,292 1,325 Subject to fair use policy            
   Book-keeping and basic finance package 1,800  1,845 1,891 1,938 1,987 Outsourced            
   Other professional support services/hr 175  179 184 188 193              

   FTE salary: admin/coordination 79,000 
 

80,975 82,999 85,074 87,201 
Inclusive of 
superannuation            

   FTE salary: project/tender management 95,000 
 

97,375 99,809 102,305 104,862 
Inclusive of 
superannuation            

   Staff office expense contribution/FTE 1,200  1,230 1,261 1,292 1,325              
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 P&L Operating Forecast 
Year 1:  
26/27 

Year 2: 
27/28 

Year 3: 
28/29 

Year 4: 
29/30 

Year 5: 
30/31              

   INCOME                        
   Tier 1 Advisor Membership $11,250 $20,000 $25,000 $33,000 $38,500              
   Tier 2 Advisor Membership $22,750 $59,500 $142,500 $142,500 $142,500              
   Tier 2 - Professional Support $0 $5,381 $13,789 $22,615 $25,112              
   Mentor/Senior Associate Membership $0 $5,950 $14,700 $26,250 $26,250              
   Social media packages $0 $0 $18,911 $45,229 $52,983              
   Client admin and comms packages $0 $0 $15,129 $32,307 $39,737              
   Book-keeping and basic finance packages $0 $0 $11,347 $48,460 $59,606              
   Professional support hours $3,500 $8,969 $13,789 $18,846 $23,180              
                            
   Package fees income/Professional support $3,500 $8,969 $59,176 $144,842 $175,506              
   Producer Membership $0 $45,000 $130,000 $158,875 $162,750              
   Training event fees (in-person) $1,350 $5,000 $6,000 $10,000 $12,000              
   Conference fees $0 $6,000 $10,500 $14,000 $14,000              
   Sponsorship/External (Training) Funding   $10,000 $15,000 $20,000 $20,000              
   TOTAL INCOME $38,850 $165,800 $416,666 $572,081 $616,618              

   EXPENSES 
Year 1:  
26/27 

Year 2: 
27/28 

Year 3: 
28/29 

Year 4: 
29/30 

Year 5: 
30/31              

   Events, training and development                        
   Wages  $23,700 $48,585 $82,999 $85,074 $87,201              
   Staff travel/subsistence reimbursement $5,000 $6,000 $8,000 $10,000 $10,000              
   Consumables/Printing/Postage $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,250 $1,500              
   Speaker expenses $7,000 $12,300 $15,759 $16,153 $16,557              
   Conference Costs - venue/catering   $12,000 $15,000 $18,000 $18,000              
   Consumables                        
   Total Expenses - Events & Training $36,700 $79,885 $122,759 $130,478 $133,258              

   
Co-working and project management, 
Producer Services                        

   Wages $19,000 $38,950 $79,848 $102,305 $125,835              
   Total Expenses - Co-working/Projects $19,000 $38,950 $79,848 $102,305 $125,835              

   
Packages and Professional Services 
Support                        

   Wages $0 $0 $66,400 $110,597 $113,362              

   
Outsourced services - book-
keeping/finance $0 $0 $10,212 $43,614 $53,645              
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   Total Expenses - Professional Services $0 $0 $76,612 $154,211 $167,007              
   Gross Margin                        

   T1: Events, training and development 
-

$24,100 -$38,885 -$66,259 -$53,478 -$48,758              

   
T2: Co-working and project management, 
Producer Services $3,750 $70,931 $206,442 $221,685 $204,527              

   
Packages and Professional Services 
Support $3,500 $14,919 -$2,735 $16,881 $34,749              

                            

   Total Gross Margin 
-

$16,850 $46,965 $137,448 $185,088 $190,518              
   Cross-check -$16,850 $46,965 $137,448 $185,088 $190,518              

   Fixed Operating Expenses 
Year 1:  
24/25 

Year 2: 
25/26 

Year 3: 
26/27 

Year 4: 
27/28 

Year 5: 
28/29              

   Permanent/non-allocated wages $0 $0 $0 $0 $0              
   Staff office/admin expense contribution $600 $1,230 $3,278 $4,264 $4,636              
   Telephone and internet $2,400 $2,460 $2,522 $2,585 $2,649              
   Management Committee Expenses $3,000 $3,075 $3,152 $3,231 $3,311              
   Rent                        

   IT Support and subscriptions $10,000 $10,250 $15,000 $15,375 $15,759 
 Website/platform 
development Yr 3             

   Insurance and Workcover $6,500 $8,000 $13,000 $15,000 $15,000              
   Accounting and professional fees $10,000 $11,500 $12,500 $15,000 $15,000              
   Consumables, postage, sundries $2,000 $2,050 $2,101 $2,154 $2,208              
   OD interest $300 $500 $500 $800 $500              
   Depreciation-  equipment                        
   Total Fixed Operating Expenses $34,800 $38,565 $51,553 $57,608 $58,564              
   Total Operating Costs  $90,500 $157,400 $330,770 $444,602 $484,664              

   EBIT  
-

$51,650 $8,400 $85,896 $127,480 $131,954 $302,080            
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  Cash Flows Statement of Cash Flows Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5              
    Operations                        

    Net Profit Before Tax 
-          
51,650  

             
8,400  

           
85,896  

         
127,480  

         
131,954               

    Add back: Investor Leases 
                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-                 

    Add back: depreciation 
                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-                 

    Add back: bank interest 
               
300  

               
500  

               
500  

               
800  

               
500               

    
Less: Non-Cash Inventory gain (Add back 
Loss)                        

    Less increase (decrease) in working capital 
             
2,583  

-           
3,003  

-           
3,875  

-           
2,079  

-              
224               

    Less taxation 
                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-                 

    Net Operating Cash Flows 
-          
48,768  

             
5,898  

           
82,521  

         
126,201  

         
132,231               

                             
    Investing                        
    Additions - Property, plant and equipment                        
    Net Additions - Transferable Investments                        
    Less: Sale of Capital items                        
    Less: Start-up capex allowance                        

    Net Investing Cash Flows 
                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-                 

                             
    Financing           Total            

    New Funding Invested 
           
55,000          

                                                                  
55,000             

    New Loan capital drawn down                        
    Dividends received                         

    Less: Investor Interest/Leases 
                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-                 

    Less: Bank Interest  
-              
300  

-              
500  

-              
500  

-              
800  

-              
500               

    Less: Repayment of Bank Financing                         
    Less: Repayment of Investor Capital                        
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    Less: Other Dividends Paid                        
                             

    Net Financing Cash Flows 
           
54,700  

-              
500  

-              
500  

-              
800  

-              
500               

                             

    Net Cash Movement 
             
5,933  

             
5,398  

           
82,021  

         
125,401  

         
131,731               

    Opening cash 
                  
-    

             
5,933  

           
11,330  

           
93,351  

         
218,751               

    Closing cash 
             
5,933  

           
11,330  

           
93,351  

         
218,751  

         
350,482               
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Balance 
Sheet                          

 
Year 0/   

Opening Balance Sheet ($) (Closing) Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5              
   Current Assets                        

 0 Cash 
             
5,933  

           
11,330  

           
93,351  

         
218,751  

         
350,482               

 0 Receivables (5% of sales) 
             
1,943  

             
8,290  

           
20,833  

           
28,604  

           
30,831               

 0 Inventories                         

   Other  
                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-                 

                   -    Total Current Assets 
             
7,875  

           
19,620  

         
114,184  

         
247,356  

         
381,313               

                            
   Non-Current Assets                        
   Investments                        
   Property, Plant & Equipment                        
                            

                   -    Total Non-Current Assets 
                  

-    
                  

-    
                  

-    
                  

-    
                  

-                 

                   -    TOTAL ASSETS 
             
7,875  

           
19,620  

         
114,184  

         
247,356  

         
381,313               

                            
   Current Liabilities                        

                   -    Payables (assume 5% of Op Costs) 
             
4,525  

             
7,870  

           
16,539  

           
22,230  

           
24,233               

                   -    Interest Bearing Liabilities 
                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-                 

 0 Provisions                        

                   -    Total Current Liabilities 
             
4,525  

             
7,870  

           
16,539  

           
22,230  

           
24,233               

   Non-Current Liabilities                        

                   -    Interest Bearing LTL 
                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-                 

 0 Deferred Tax Liability                        
 0 Investor Loans                        

                   -    Total Non-Current Liabilities 
                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-                 
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                   -    TOTAL LIABILITIES 
             
4,525  

             
7,870  

           
16,539  

           
22,230  

           
24,233               

   TA - TL Cross-check 
            
3,350  

          
11,750  

          
97,646  

        
225,125  

        
357,080               

   Equity                        

                   -    Contributed Equity 
           
55,000  

           
55,000  

           
55,000  

           
55,000  

           
55,000               

 0 Revaluation Reserves 0 0 0 0 0              

 0 Retained Profits (Losses) 
-          
51,650  

-          
43,250  

           
42,646  

         
170,125  

         
302,080               

                            

                   -    TOTAL EQUITY 
             
3,350  

           
11,750  

           
97,646  

         
225,125  

         
357,080               

     
                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-    

                  
-                 
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