Wellbeing of dairy farmers

Findings from the 2014 Regional Wellbeing Survey Farmers and agriculture report

Introduction

This report provides a summary of the wellbeing of Australian dairy farmers in 2014. It draws on data collected as
part of the Regional Wellbeing Survey, an annual survey of more than 12,000 rural and regional Australians,
including 3,700 farmers®. This summary report looks at the wellbeing of farmers who reported that they produce
dairy milk on their farm.

How ma ny dai ry farmers were Table 1: Australian dairy farmers by location
Surveyed ? Dairy farmers in the % of dairy farms
2014 Regional located in this

A total of 334 dairy farmers took part in the

. . o Wellbeing Survey state, 2013-14°

SL.JFVGY. As shown in Table 1, da|r.y farmers living in New South Wales 3% 11%

Victoria were over-represented in the survey Victoria 87% 68%

responses, and those in Queensland and New Queensland 1% %

South Wales under-represented. To address this, South Australia 3% 4%

data in this report were weighted to correct for Western

geographic over- and under-representation”. Australia 1% 2%
Tasmania 5% 7%

®Data sourcebDairy Australia. 2015. Australian Dairy Industry in Focus, 2C

Wellbeing of dairy farmers
A person with high levels of wellbeing is able to realise their potential, cope with normal life stresses, work
productively and make a contribution to their community. Wellbeing is influenced by many factors, including a
person’s safety and security, their physical and mental health, their relationships and social networks, their access
to goods and services, and the fairness of the society they live in. Farming is also associated with occupation-
specific factors that can challenge wellbeing, including the effects of drought, pest and disease outbreaks, market
fluctuations, rising input costs, regulation of farming, geographic isolation and social isolation.

Table 2: Wellbeing of Australian dairy farmers, 2014

How do dairy
All Dairy farmers
farmers farmers compare to
other farmers?”
Global life satisfaction 73.4 758 oo X

(measured 0-100)

"This assessment is based on whether dairy farNBE Q & O2 NB &
different to those of other Australian farmers, based on calculating a ¢
confidence interval. See the fllarmers and agricultuneport for more detail
(www.regionalwellbeing.org.au’

In 2014, dairy farmers on average reported higher ‘global life
satisfaction” compared to other farmers. ‘Global life satisfaction’ is a
person’s self-rated satisfaction with their life as a whole. A commonly
used measure of wellbeing, the ‘normal’ level of wellbeing typically
falls within a small range: across Australia the average score for
farmers was 73.4 out of a possible 100. Dairy farmers had an average
score of 75.8 — a difference that despite appearing small, is
significantly higher than the average, and reflects many dairy farmers
rating their wellbeing at higher than average levels and fewer

reporting poor wellbeing.

' We defined a farmer asperson who is directly involved in managing a farm. This includes those who both own and manage a farm, those who manage a
farm on behalf of an owner, and both paid and unpaid farm managers.

2See our full report, ‘Schirmer, J., Peel, D. and Mylek, M. 2015. Farmers and agriculture: the 2014 Regional Wellbeing Survey’, for more information about
data weighting. The report can be downloaded from www.regionalwellbeing.org.au


http://www.regionalwellbeing.org.au/

What did the ‘typical’ dairy farm look like in 2014?

Australian farming, farms and farmers

are continuously changing and u Allfarmers Dairy farmers

adapting to new technologies, new 45%

market demands, evolving social 40% T

values, and improved understanding 35% I

of how Australian landscapes operate. 30% |

Australian farmers use a range of @

business structures, have farms E 25% B

ranging from very small to very large £ 20% — =

in terms of both physical area, number 2 15% I -

of workers and value of production, 10% B

and often earn income both on and I

off the farm. 5% B
0% - o ‘ : ‘ ‘

Dairy farmers manage farms that are Negative or nil  <$100,000 $100,000- $400,000- S1 million +

$399,999 $999,999

typically located in high rainfall areas
or irrigated, and managed for Figure 1: Average gross value of agricultural production in 2013-14
intensive production. Reflecting this

intensive production, dairy farmers on average have a larger gross value of agricultural production (GVAP) than
other farmers (Figure 1), with three quarters reporting a GVAP of $400,000 or more in 2013-14. However, a third
reported GVAP of less than $100,000.

On average, dairy farmers reported having fewer farm employees than other types of farmers. However, the
survey did not identify expenditure on contractors, another important source of labour on many farms. Dairy
farms were slightly more often structured as a corporation or family trust, and less often had a sole trader
business structure, compared to other types of Australian farms (Table 3).

Not all dairy farmers live on their main farming property, with 22% reporting that they lived off the farm in 2014.
Dairy farmers earned a higher proportion of their income on the farm and were less likely to have off-farm paid
work, or off-farm income from investments or other sources, compared to other types of farmers.

Table 3: Australian dairy farms in 2014
How do dairy
farmers compare
to other farmers?*

Dairy

All farmers
farmers

Farmers were asked if they Lives on main farm property(%) 7% 78% No difference
lived on their main farming

bl Lives off main farm property (%) 23% 22% No difference
ock, or somewhere else
Average workers employed Average # full time employees 2.8 2.0 @ [ 2 ﬂ S N
on Australian farms Average # part time employees 3.9 3.1 @ [ 26SN
Sole trader (%) 17% 9% [0 [ 26SN
. Family trust (%) 20% 28% B A3IKS
FEN (eSS SAIETD Family partnership (%) 50% 46% Q@ [ 26SN
Company (%) 13% 16% m | AIKS
Average proportion of On-farm income (average %) 65% 85% m | AIKS
ft NYSNID& K2 dza £ Off-farm paid work (average %) 25% 15% @ [26SN
derived on and off the farm  Other off-farm income (average %) 15% 5% @ [ 26SN

tKA&a FaasSaavySyid Aa ol as Rweesigndicasili difSrak tikthoseNiBothdr IAnsiratiaN far@ersy Kagetdh alculating a
confidence interval. See the fllhrmers and agricultuneport for more detail (www.regionalwellbeing.org.at




Determinants of wellbeing, resilience and adaptive capacity

A person’s wellbeing, resilience and adaptive poorer access to any of the resources in Table 4 also
capacity is often better if they have good access to typically reported poorer wellbeing.

‘resources’ that support these things. These
‘resources’ include a good standard of living,
education and skills, a supportive and well governed
community, social contact and connections, a safe
place to live, services and infrastructure, and a
healthy natural environment, amongst others. The
extent to which farmers report having access to
these types of resources — often called
‘determinants’ of wellbeing, resilience and adaptive
capacity - was assessed. Farmers who reported

Dairy farmers on average reported having a
healthier local economy, with better access to
services and infrastructures (including
telecommunications) than other farmers. However,
they reported poorer than average social capital,
being somewhat less likely to get involved in local
community activities or feel a strong sense of
belonging to their local community.

Table 4: Access to resources that help support wellbeing, resilience and adaptive capacity

(2!;::]2327 Dairy farmers How do dairy
unless (measured 17 farmers
. unless otherwise compare to
SR specified) her f ?
specified) p other farmers?
Financial capitalmeasures the  Household financial wellbeing 4.3 4.2 No difference
access households and Community economic
communities have to financial nity 35 3.7 . Sdid
wellbeing
resources.
. General health (measured 1-5) 3.5 3.6 No difference
Human capital: the resources Psvcholoical distress
available to people and v & 16.0 15.7 No difference

. . 10-
communities as a resubf their (mea.sured .0 59)
Confidence in skills and

skills, education, health and ) 5.1 5.1 No difference
. education
more broadly their personal

resilience and capabilities Communlt.y leadership and
collaboration

Institutional capital: the quality, Having a say and being heard 4.6 4.7 No difference
representativeness, fairness an
inclusiveness of local
organisations and, more
broadly, decision making

LINE OSaasSa Ay |
community.

Social capital: théevel of social Spending time with friends and

5.0 5.0 No difference

Equity and inclusion 4.2 4.3 No difference

. ) . 4.4 4.3 No difference
cohesion, trust and cooperation family
between peoplepften referred  Getting involved in the local
G2 Fa GKS W3t dz community 3.2 2.9 @ Lower
communities togeher. Sense of belonging 5.6 5.3 @ Lower
. . . A t i d .
Physical capital: The physical . icess © sefvices an 4.3 4.6 b Higher
characteristics of the place a infrastructure
. . Access to telecommunications 3.2 3.4 b, Higher
person lives can influence that . .
LISNE2Y Q& 68ff0 Crime and safety 4.7 4.9 No difference
Landscape and aesthetics 5.4 55 No difference
Natural capital: the natural
resources in a region, and the Per(':ewed health of the local 48 50 v Higher
ecosystem services they environment
provide.

CKA& a2aSaaYSyid A& o0FaSR 2y gKSUGKSNI RIFANE T N¥YSNHEQ based artRculatingn o5
confidence interval. See the fllhrmers and agricultuneport for more detail (www.regionalwellbeg.org.au)




The changing Australian farm business

Australian farmers are continually changing how Dairy farmers were slightly more likely than other
their farm operates. In the 12 months prior to farmers to be planning to increase the area they
completing the survey in October 2014, dairy farmed or to lease out land in the next five years,
farmers were more likely than other farmers to have and less likely to be planning to increase off-farm
bought or leased new land, invested in their farm, income or sell all their land.

and improved their efficiency of irrigation (Figure 2).

m All farmers Dairy farmers

Bought land
Sold land
Leased new land
Leased out land
Invested

=
—
|_|
Postponed investment
Found new markets
Changed type of produce =
Reduced pI’OdUCﬁOh
Reduced on-farm employees
Increased on-farm work
Increased off-farm work o
Reduced on-farm work —
Shared expenses with other farmers
|_|

Reduced use of inputs
Reduced area irrigated

Increased area irrigated

Improved efficiency of irrigation e

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%
% farmers who did this in the previous 12 months

m All farmers Dairy farmers

Likely to sell all land

Likely to sell part of land

Likely to lease out land

Likely to reduce off-farm income

Likely to increase off-farm income

Likely to intensify enterprise

Likely to increase area farmed

Likely to change production to reduce workload

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%
% farmers planning to do this in the next 5 years

Figure 2: How are dairy farmers changing their farms?




Barriers to farm development

Farmers were asked if any of a number of barriers was increases in the cost of purchasing water

had prevented them from developing their farm allocation and difficulty obtaining labour (Figure 3).

business the way they wanted to in the last five When the number and severity of barriers was

years. Similar to other farmers, many dairy farmers added up across all the barriers listed in Figure 3,

reported rising input costs and falling prices as the dairy farmers on average reported slightly fewer

biggest barriers experienced. This was followed by barriers than other farmers, with an average

rising electricity costs, which was an issue more ‘barrier’ score of 38 compared to 42 for all

commonly reported by dairy farmers than others, as Australian farmers (out of a maximum possible 119).
m All farmers Dairy farmers

Rising input costs e.g. fertiliser, fuel
Falling prices for the goods you produce

Drought

e —— R
Lack of adequate telecommunications infrastructure “
Red tape - regulations affecting farm management _
Increased fixed charges on permanent water entitlements
O —

Rising electricity costs

Reduced water allocation for one or more seasons
(irrigators only)

Green tape - environmental regulations

—
Increases in cost of purchasing temporary water (irrigators
only) 1
Difficulty obtaining labour |

Other natural disasters e.g. flood, bushfire, storm damage

BN
Lack of access to markets —
e
—
—
—
=

Pest, disease or weed invasion causing substantial damage

Lack of demand for the good you produce

Lack of support from the supply chain, for example from
markets / cooperatives

Difficulty accessing affordable finance
Difficulty transporting produce to market

Difficulty accessing training courses

Lack of opportunity to learn about new or innovative ways
of farming L.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
% farmers who rated these as large or very large barriers

Figure 3: Barriers to farm development experienced in the last five years
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Drought and extreme weather events

Experiencing drought and other extreme weather
events is common for many farmers, and can have a
profound effect on both the farm business and the
farming household. Farmers were asked if in the last
five years they had experienced drought, heatwaves,
severe storms, floods, cold snaps, bushfire or a
cyclone. In total, 75% of farmers had experienced
drought, 64% a heatwave lasting several days, 52% a

severe storm that caused damage, 46% a flood, 40%
an unusual cold snap, 35% a bushfire and 8% a
cyclone in the last five years. Dairy farmers were less
likely than other Australian farmers to report having
experienced any of these in the last five years, with
the exception of floods (Table 5).

Table 5: Experience of drought and extreme weather events

How do dairy
farmers compare
to other farmers?*

All Dairy
farmers farmers

Drought (%)

75.0% 63.9% Q@ [26S!

Cold snap e.g. frosts when you don't normally

have them (%)

39.7% 16.2% @ [26S!1

Proportion of
farmers whohad

Heatwave (several days in a row that were

experiencedhis in

their local regiorin

the last 5 years

much hotter than average for your region) (%) 63.6% 55.3% @ [26St
Bushfire (%) 35.3% 27.8% @ [26S]
Cyclone (%) 7.8% 1.3% @ [26S1
Seve.re storm (that caused damage such as trees 51.9% 51.1% @ [2681
coming down) (%)

Flood (%) 46.3% 49.0% il AIKSI

)
i34
A
>
Qx
Q)
Q¢
(0}

daYSyid Aa o0laSR 2y 6KSGKSNI RFANE Tl N¥YSN& Q basdd arEculaticgD5e5

confidence interval. See the fliarmers and agricultuneport for more detail (www.regionalwellbeing.org.at




Farm finances

Farmers were asked to self-rate how profitable their farm was in 2013-14. Most farmers considered their profit to
be the amount earned for their household and for investing in the farm, after covering farm expensesS,
something potentially better referred to ‘household income plus profit’, but referred to in this report as ‘profit’.
In 2013-14, 49% of Australian farmers reported making a profit on their farm, while just under 20% were breaking
even and 32% were making a loss on the farm. Dairy farmers were more likely than other farmers to report a
good year of returns on the farm, with 63% reporting their farm made a profit, and 24% that it made a loss
(Figure 4).

Dairy farmers typically reported

m All farmers Dairy farmers
having a higher level of farm
0,
debt than most other farmers, 70%
and were more likely than 60% BE .
other farmers to have applied
for aloan in the last year and to 50%

have used multiple forms of
collateral for loans in the last

40% - |
I
five years. However, they were 30% - —
also more likely to be reducing T
0, - —
their farm debt, and reported 20%
better than average cash flow 10% . |
(Table 6).
0% = T T T T 1

Farmin high  Making aloss Breaking even Making a profit Satisfied with
financial stress farm financial
performance

% farmers

Figure 4: Farm financial performance reported by farmers in 2013-14

Table 6: Farm financial characteristics, 2013-14
How do dairy

All farmers fal:l)':reyrs farmers compare
to other farmers?*
Negative or nil (%) 28.7% 11.4% @ [26SNH
<$100,000 (%) 14.2% 6.8% @ [26SND
Total farm debt $100,000-$399,999 (%) 17.6% 14.2% @ [26SND
$400,000-$999,999 (%) 18.4% 33.0% b | AIKE
$1 million + (%) 21.1% 34.6% m |h&r3
Farm debt changes in last Debt decreased (%) 24.3% 33.3% B | AITKE
year, and ability to service  Debt increased (%) 22.5% 23.6% No difference
debt Difficult to service debt (%) 26.3% 17.9% @ .Sdd¢
Accessing finance Applied for loan (%) 25.7% 35.6% il AITK S
Applicants who were rejected (%) 8.6% 11.5% No difference
Farm (%) 39.8% 49.3% bl AIKSDH
Types of collaterals farmers Water entitlements (%) 5.5% 13.7% rbl_ AIKSH
have used for loans in the las Own house (%) 10.2% 13.7% No difference A
five years Equipment (%) 10.1% 16.4% il AIKSTH
Other property (%) 5.6% 8.2% No difference
Other (%) 8.2% 11.0% No difference
Farm business cash flow Poor cash flow (%) 34.0% 26.0% @ .Sdd¢
status Good cash flow (%) 29.0% 43.8% b . Saa¢

“This assessmentis®S R 2y SKSGKSNJI RFANE FTINYSNEQ d02NBa 6SNB AAIYATAOAHD
confidence interval. See the fllarmers and agricultuneport for more detail (www.regionalwellbeing.org.at

3 When farmers seifate their profitability, farmers often define profitability differently to economic definitions: most farmers include
the income their household earnsofin the farmas part of their profits, whereas economic definitions consider profits to be thaus
left after the farmer has taken an income for themselir@en their farm. Because of this, we reporsabstantiallyhigher proportion @
farmers as making grofitQhan would be the case when usistrict economic definitions of profitability.
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Markets and prices

Australian farmers sell into a range of .

markets, and the price they receive for = All farmers Dairy farmers

their produce is determined in many 90%

different ways. Concerns are regularly 2 80% =

raised about the impact of low or no ﬁ 0% [
farmgate price growth on the financial 2 ’

viability of farms and the wellbeing of g 60% —
farm families, particularly when coupled E 50% T —
with rising input costs. Across Australia, -g 20% |
63.6% of farmers felt they had good E 30% [
access to information about their E

markets, 74.5% that they had no choice | € 20% - —
in the prices they received for their * 1% - —
produce, and only 31.2% that they were 0% : :
able to negotiate prices with some or all Can negotiate prices ~ Have good access to  Have no choice in price
of their buyers. with buyers market information received

Figure 5: Choices and information about market and pricing

Dairy farmers were less likely than other farmers to report having good access to market information or being
able to negotiate prices with buyers, and more likely to report having no choice in the prices they received for
their produce. They predominantly sold produce to (i) a cooperative, (ii) a processor with whom they had no
contract, or (iii) a processor under contract. Prices were most commonly reported to be set by the buyer (43.8%),
while between 10% and 17% reported prices being set using a pool, forward selling or futures market (Table 7).

Table 7: Markets and price setting mechanism
How do dairy

All farmers fal:::re‘:'s farmers compare

to other farmers?*
Auction (%) 37.0% 3.2% @ [26SD
Broker/trading company (%) 21.7% 2.2% @ [26S8D
Abattoir (%) 20.5% 9.7% @ [26S8D
Other farmers (%) 14.0% 7.5% Q@ [ 29 53\
Markets and market brokers Processor, under contract (%) 10.2% 15.1% m | AIK €
farmers sell produce to Processor, no contract (%) 9.1% 30.1% m | AIKE
Cooperative (%) 8.2% 38.7% m | AIKE
Direct to consumer (%) 6.3% 3.2% @ [26SD
Other buyers (%) 5.5% 0.0% @ [26SD
Direct to retailer (%) 4.5% 1.1% @ [26SD
Spot price (%) 45.2% 9.5% @ [26SNH
Price | set (%) 35.5% 9.5% @ [26SND
Price setting mechanisms for Pool (%) 12.9% 16.6% rb . | A3KSE
farm produce Futures market (%) 11.0% 11.8% No difference i
Price set by buyer (%) 8.1% 43.8% nn | AIKS
Forward selling (%) 7.6% 14.2% b | ATKE

Other (%) 2.3% 1.2% No difference

CKAA | AaSaaYSyld A& oF&aSR 2y HKSUKSNI RIFANE Tl NIYSNHEQ based BrtElculatingn s
confidence interval. See the filarmers and agricultuneport for more detil (www.regionalwellbeing.org.au




Irrigation and water trade

Many dairy farmers are irrigators. Irrigating dairy farmers were more likely than other irrigators to have increased
their use of water allocation trade in the last five years (Figure 6). In the 12 months to October 2014, dairy
farmers were more likely than other irrigators to have purchased additional water allocation and water
entitlements, and less likely to have sold any of their water allocation (Table 8).

W All irrigators

Irrigating dairy farmers

Increased use of water allocation trade in the h ‘

last 5 years

Easy to access information

Easy to trade permanent water

Easy to trade temporary water

Water trade market is fair for all users

Water access rights are secure

0%

20%

% farmers who agree

40%

60% 80%

Figure 6: Views about and use of water trade

Table 8: Use of water trade in 2013-14

. How do dairy
Dairy
All farmers farmers farmers compare
to other farmers?*
Bought water entitlements (%) 9.4% 15.7% m | AIKS
Water entitlement Planned to buy entitlement but didn't (%) 12.6% 18.2% m | AIKSE
trade in 12 months  Sold water entitlement to government (%) 8.8% 10.8% m | AIKSE
to October 2014 Sold water entitlement to private buyer (%) 7.0% 5.4% No difference
Planned to sell entitlement but didn't (%) 7.1% 4.9% @ [26SD
Bought allocation (%) 24.4% 48.2% m | AIKS
Water allocation Wanted to buy allocation but didn't (%) 8.1% 15.1% m | AIKSE
trade in 12 months  Sold allocation (%) 22.3% 10.2% @ [26SD
to October 2014 Wanted to sell allocation but didn't (%) 7.1% 3.6% @ [26SD
Carried over water (%) 49.6% 51.5% No difference

CKA& | AaSa3aYSyid A& o6FaSR 2y gKSGKSNI RFANE Tl N¥YSNEQ based aricBlculatinga s
confidence interval. See the fllarmers and agricultuneport for more detail (www.regionalwellbeing.org.at




Natural resource management & regenerative farming

Most Australian farmers engage in
natural resource management (NRM)
activities intended to reduce problems
such as weed and pest invasion, to
protect water quality, and promote
natural vegetation growth on parts of
their farm. Across Australia, 40% of
farmers were engaged in NRM at the
time of doing the survey, and only 6%
had never engaged in NRM on their
farm.

Dairy farmers were slightly more likely
than other farmers to be actively
engaging in NRM at the time they
complete the survey, to have planted
trees on their farm in the last five years
or fenced riparian areas. They were less
likely than other farmers to have worked
with others to reduce feral animals or
invasive weeds, or to have encouraged
regeneration of native pastures.

In recent years, regenerative farming
approaches, in which systemic changes
are made to farm management, has
become more common in Australia,
particularly amongst livestock graziers.
Dairy farmers were slightly less likely
than other farmers to manage their farm
using regenerative practices (Table 9).

Planted trees for shade or shelter

Worked with others to reduce feral
animals

Planted trees for environmental
purposes

Changed grazing practices to improve
ground cover

Encouraged regeneration of native
vegetation

Worked with others to reduce
invasive weeds

Actively encouraged regeneration of
native pastures

Used new technology to reduce use of
fuel, chemicals or fertilisers

Fenced riparian areas

Reduced amount of inorganic fertiliser

M All farmers

Dairy farmers

|

T

I

0%

20%

S|

40%
% farmers who did this

60% 80%

Figure 7: NRM activities farmers had undertaken during 2009-2014

Table 9: Farmer engagement in natural resource management and regenerative farming
How do dairy

Dairy farmers compare
All farmers farmers to other farmers?*
Proportion of farmerengaging ¢ oo doing NRM (%) 39.6% 43.9% m | AIKSNI
in natural resource
management activities on their )
o Have never done NRM (%) 6.0% 6.5% No difference
Use of natural resource Landcare group (%) 36.0% 257% @ [ 26 SNJ
management and water relatec NRM grant (%) 30.0% 189% @ [ 2 4 SNJ
supportin the lastfive years Water infrastructure grant (%) 19.7% 252% , | A IKSNJ
Regenerative farming No regen?ra!tlve farming 17.9% 19.8% m, | A IKSNJ
characteristics (%)
Many regenerative farming 17.3% 153% @ [ 26 SNJ

characteristics (%)

tKAE FaasSaavySyid Aa

0l aSR 2y ¢KSiK &nhtlokbsk of.BtheFAustdidh Nein@rs, HaBad NdScalculatBg\as

confidence interval. See the fllhrmers and agricultuneport for more detail (www.regionalwellbeing.org.at
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Accessing grants, support and services

Many farmers access government programs, services, grants and/or support payments, including some intended
to support farmers in difficult times, and others intended to support preparedness and self-reliance in the longer
term. Dairy farmers were more likely than others to use farm management deposits (FMDs), as shown in Table
10. FMDs provide a risk management tool to help farmers cope with uneven income in different years, and are a
key preparedness and self-reliance strategy for coping with difficult financial times. Dairy farmers were also more
likely than other farmers to report having accessed the rural financial counselling services in the last three years,
highlighting that while many dairy farmers reported being in good farm financial health in 2013-14, one third
reported experiencing financial difficulties on the farm.

Table 10: Use of government programs or support in the last three years
How do dairy

All Dairy
farmers farmers farmers compare
to other farmers?
Use of assistance related t¢ Farm management deposits (%) 39.2% 48.1% B | AIK!
farm finances in the last Centrelink (%) 9.9% 8.2% No difference
three years Rural financial counselling service (%) 14.6% 19.7% B | AIK!

tKAE 33S53aYSyid Ad o0F&SR 2y 6KSGKSNI RIFIANE FI N¥YSNHQ based arcBicutingaS
95% confidence interval. See the feirmers and agricultureeport for more detail (www.regionalwellbeing.org.at

Leaving the farm

The number of farmers in Australia has declined substantially in recent decades. Little is known about the
wellbeing of farmers who are planning to leave farming, or of what happens to farmers after they leave farming,
and the Regional Wellbeing Survey is examining this. Of the farmers who participated in the 2014 Regional
Wellbeing Survey, 26% reported being likely or very likely to leave farming in the next five years, and 67% unlikely
or very unlikely. Dairy farmers were similar to other farmers, although more reported being ‘neither
likely/unlikely to leave’ than the average, suggested dairy farmers are slightly less likely to have definite plans for
when they will leave farming compared to other types of farmers (Table 11).

Table 11: Likelihood of leaving farming
How do dairy

All farmers fa[::r:Z's farmers compare

to other farmers?
Likelihood of leaving Unlikely to leave (%) 66.9% 63.2% Q@[ 26 SN
farming in the next five  Neither likely/unlikely to leave (%) 7.5% 12.9% n | AIK!
years Likely to leave (%) 25.6% 23.9% @[ 26 SN

tKAA | 234S3aaYSyid A& o0l&SR 2y 6KSGKSNI RIFANE FI N¥YSNAE Q based arcBculatingRMG
confidence interval. See the fllhrmers and agricultuneport for more detail (www.regionalwellbeing.org.at
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More information

The information in this summary was drawn from our
Farmers and agricultureeport. The full report, which
examines \ellbeing of all Australian farmers, can be
downloadedat www.regionalwellbeing.org.aurhis
website also provides accessdther reportsfrom

the Regional Wellbeing Surydgcusing on the
wellbeing ofpeople living il dza G NI € A | Qa
regional areas

NIzt

Data from the Regional Wellbeing Survey can be used
to support nore detailed analysesf different groups

or regions. Please contagsif you are interested in
more specific analysis of the survestal.

Many people and organisations help support the
Regional Wellbeing Survey, through promoting the
survey to their networks, participating in survey
development workshops, and funding the survey.
Please contact us if you would like to joiet>100
orgarisations who are supporting and partnering in
the survey.
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