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EExxeeccuuttiivvee  SSuummmmaarryy  
What is required? 

The Executive Summary should summarise project objectives, significant results, conclusions and 

recommendations for future actions.  It should answer the questions: 

 why the work was done 

 what was achieved  

 when and how natural resource users and managers can benefit from the work 

 

The Executive Summary should be a lay person’s summary of no more than two pages.  The Executive Summary is 

the most important part of the document in that it will be used to communicate project results and outcomes to 

beneficiaries and the wider community. 

 

The Burdekin River is one of Queenslandôs largest and most economically important river systems, 

supplying irrigation water for intensive sugarcane and horticulture production as well as grazing. Run-off 

from production land has been identified as a source of pollutants to the Great Barrier Reef (GBR) and 

pressure is increasing to monitor and reduce sediment, nutrient and chemical losses from farmlands. 

BBIFMAC, with funding and support from Burdekin Dry Tropics NRM (BDTNRM), has undertaken an 

innovative project that works with the local farming community to monitor and improve the quality of water 

leaving farms. The Lower Burdekin On-Farm Water Quality Monitoring Support Project, better known as the 

WQ Pixel Project, supplies 60 irrigators with free, easy to use water quality monitoring kits to measure 

nitrate, phosphate, conductivity and turbidity levels óon-the-spotô. Water samples taken by farmers are 

collected by BBIFMAC staff and analysed in the laboratory to verify farm results. A secure, password 

protected website has been created to allow farmers to access individual and regional results on the 

BBIFMAC website. 

 

Water quality samples are regularly collected from 60 farms in the Lower Burdekin with over 150 regular 

sampling sites in operation. This represents approximately 10% of irrigated farms in the Lower Burdekin. 

The project's collaborative approach supports irrigators to manage their own farming practices, improving 

efficiency and reducing impacts on the local environment, floodplain ecology and the GBR. 

The primary objective of the project is to provide support to growers in the Lower Burdekin to participate in 

an on-farm water quality monitoring program, with a view to improving their understanding of water quality 

issues and how their farm management practices impact on water quality. 

 

Specific objectives include the following: 

1. Improve awareness of groundwater and surface water quality issues in the Lower Burdekin farming 

community. 

2. Provide an opportunity for growers in the Lower Burdekin to participate in a surface and ground 

water monitoring program of regional significance, with the ability to: 

a. Test on-farm irrigation water quality and implement farm management practices 

accordingly, and 

b. Monitor the success of on-farm best management practices (BMPôs) for water quality. 

3.     Landholders in the Lower Burdekin adopting farm management practices which will improve or 

        maintain surface and groundwater quality parameters within acceptable limits. 

 

BBIFMAC project staff began promoting the project and training growers in February 2008, with all 60 

landholders involved in monitoring on-farm water quality by June 2008. Over 900 samples have been 

analysed in the lab since the first sample was collected in March 2008, from over 150 regular monitoring 

sites across the Lower Burdekin. 

 

The WQ Pixel Project has been successful in raising awareness of water quality issues within the Lower 

Burdekin and other farming regions in Queensland. Previously, most growers lacked the knowledge of how 

to monitor their farm water quality. Laboratory testing of samples was often expensive, time consuming and 

difficult to organise. The WQ Pixel Project provides growers with a simple water quality monitoring kit for 

quick analysis of irrigation water quality, as well as a more accurate laboratory analysis of their water 

samples. BBIFMAC staff provide all growers with the required training through one-on-one, hands-on 

demonstrations, on the farm. Growers are also given on-going support through regular farm visits where 

water samples are collected and transported to the laboratory. These farm visits are often valuable for 

growers as it allows them to discuss results and ask questions, building trust and knowledge between growers 

and staff. 
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Once the laboratory results become available, usually within a week of sample collection, BBIFMAC enters 

them into the central database and reports back to the grower. This is done through the BBIFMAC website 

where growers can login to a secure site and access their own farm results. The website also contains regional 

results and a report card for growers to compare their sample results to others. 

 

The project has empowered growers by providing a simple method to evaluate management practices and in 

some cases, where results are undesirable, adopting practice changes or improvements to their farming 

system. The training and support provided by BBIFMAC is essential for the success of the project, providing 

growers with the information they need to make on-ground changes to their practices where appropriate. It 

also allows growers to monitor and evaluate the outcome of Best Management Practices (BMPs) and their 

effect on water quality. 

 

Voluntary participation was an essential factor in the success of the project. A small number of growers were 

required to join the project to fulfil the requirement of their Land and Water Management Plan (LWMP). We 

found that generally these growers were the least interested in the project and took very few samples. A 

regulatory approach to water quality monitoring on farms would be unlikely to succeed or be very expensive 

to run. Actively engaging growers gives them a sense of ownership and a sustained interest in the results 

coming from their farm. It also improves their knowledge of water quality, giving them the information 

required to take responsibility for own practices.  

 

The trust built between BBIFMAC staff and growers was another essential factor in the projectôs success. 

Without trust, growers can be hesitant to take samples if they are worried there could be repercussions. This 

would reduce the effectiveness of the program and would result in misleading results. 

  

Initially there was a lot of scepticism from growers and industry as to the successful recruitment of 60 

volunteer growers from the Lower Burdekin. However, the strong relationship built between growers and 

BBIFMAC meant that word-of-mouth was the major mode of participant recruitment. There was also a 

noticeable attitude change between the initial growers and those that joined later in the project in terms of 

information sharing and release of individual results. Later participants showed a greater level of trust and 

openness in sharing information to the wider community. 

 

Results from the project have yielded several practice changes and identified areas for future improvements. 

Specific outcomes include: 

· Reduction of applied fertiliser due to substitution of groundwater nitrate as a fertiliser source. 

· Changes in fertiliser application methods, due to identification of unwanted losses in irrigation and 

rainfall run-off water. 

· Identification and evaluation of nutrient losses from irrigations run-off following a legume fallow 

crop. 

· Identification and evaluation of nutrient losses from liquid fertiliser application methods and 

improvement of these methods. 

· Use of the hand-held electrical conductivity meters to accurately mix high conductivity groundwater 

water with low conductivity channel water for effective irrigation. 

· Evaluation of recycle pit effectiveness in retaining nutrients from run-off. 

· Evaluation of water quality from green cane trash blankets (GCTB). 

· Evaluation of cultivation practices and their effect on sediment losses. 

· Evaluation of water quality from alternative crops such as cotton, corn, horticulture and grass/hay. 

· Identification of seasonal trends in run-off nutrient levels both on-farm and across the Lower 

Burdekin region. 

· Evaluation of water quality in five local creek sites through fortnightly ambient and event 

monitoring. 

· Identification of elevated phosphate levels in run-off samples post harvest. 

 

The project has developed strong links to other industry programs such as the Property Management Systems 

Initiative (PMSI), BDTNRMôs Water Quality Improvement Tenders and the Riparian and Wetland 

Protection Program for the Lower Burdekin. BBIFMAC has worked in partnership with these programs to 

promote water quality improvements across the Lower Burdekin. 

 

The success of the project has also seen it branch out to local schools. BBIFMAC has developed a school 

education program, working closely with the Reef Guardian Schools program, to provide Lower Burdekin 

schools with a locally focussed educational program. This allows students to gain hands-on experience in 

water quality monitoring and better knowledge of how the local industry affects the environment. Schools are 

provided with a water quality monitoring kit and sampling program, similar to that performed by farmers, in 

which students regularly sample water quality from a local creek, wetland or groundwater site. BBIFMAC is 
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providing the schools with on-going support to interpret and discuss the results collected. 

 

The project has raised interest outside of the Lower Burdekin with several regions across Queensland 

developing similar monitoring projects based on the WQ Pixel Project. The project also attracted interest 

from as far away as South Korea and Germany during its presentation at the International Riversymposium in 

September. 

 

The results collected to date have helped to form an impressive picture of the water quality coming from 

farms in the Lower Burdekin. With over 900 samples already collected, there are many individual stories to 

be told from the data. Every farm has its own unique water quality history and these results are invaluable to 

both farmers and industry in helping to improve water quality in the future. Continued monitoring through 

the WQ Pixel Project over the following years is essential to gain a better understanding of the effects of 

improved farm management practices on water quality. Monitoring will continue to identify areas of concern 

so that growers can continue to improve their practices. Having the ability to simply and quickly check water 

quality from irrigation and rainfall events gives the grower greater control over farm management and peace 

of mind that they are doing the right thing. 

 

Due to the success of the WQ Pixel Project in raising awareness of water quality issues and becoming a 

catalyst to promoting improved farm practices, it is recommended that similar projects be developed for other 

farming areas with intensive irrigation or high run-off levels. This will help to empower farmers, without 

forcing regulation, and will be instrumental in building solid, knowledgeable and informed farming 

communities with an understanding of the link between farm practices and water quality. 

 

 

 

PPrroojjeecctt  IImmpplleemmeennttaattiioonn  
What is required? 

  

aa))  RReessoouurrcciinngg    

DDiissccuussss  aannyy  lliimmiittaattiioonnss  oonn  tthhee  aaddeeqquuaaccyy  aanndd  aapppprroopprriiaatteenneessss  ooff  rreessoouurrcceess  uusseedd  iinn  tthhiiss  pprroojjeecctt..  WWoouulldd  yyoouu  rreessoouurrccee  

tthhee  pprroojjeecctt  ddiiffffeerreennttllyy  nneexxtt  ttiimmee??  
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Project resources were generally excellent. Some of the limitations experienced are listed below. 

 

 Availability of equipment from suppliers. 

In the initial stages of the project we had several long delays with delivery of equipment from our suppliers. 

This slowed the implementation and distribution of kits to growers substantially, with some growers having to 

wait over a month to receive their kits. This was remedied later in the project by better management and 

changing suppliers. For the test strips, we decided to source the kit contents directly from the manufacturers in 

the US, which reduced costs by about half and also reduced delivery time. Unfortunately there were no local 

manufacturers for the majority of the equipment required. 

 

 Effectiveness of phosphate strips and faulty nitrate strips 

Most of the test kit contents worked as planned with the exception of the phosphate strips. The initial batch we 

ordered was faulty, and even working strips were unreliable in many cases. The main problem with the strips 

was their inability to identify phosphate when it was detected in the lab samples. In some cases the strips would 

work well, but in others they would not pick up high phosphate levels identified in the lab analysis. The reason 

for this is not totally clear, but it is probably due to dissolved organic phosphates in the samples, whereas the 

strips only pick up inorganic orthophosphate. We have looked at other rapid test methods such as the Hach 

colorimeter used by Herbert growers, however these test kits are much more expensive and time consuming for 

growers - the test takes 8 minutes to get a results. After talking to several growers about whether they would 

use this method, most said it would take too long and they wouldnôt use it. The reliability of the test kit is also 

questionable and would probably have the same problems identified with the test strips. 

We also had some issues with nitrate strips going bad. The strips became faded and gave no reading. However, 

it was easy to identify a faulty strip due to its discolouration and growers were informed to discard any faulty 

strips. It is likely that excessive heat caused the strips to go óoffô, so we instructed growers to keep their strips in 

a cool place. Any faulty strips were quickly replaced and working strips consistently gave accurate readings. 

 

 Funding for lab sampling. 

Funding for the lab samples was an issue for several reasons. The lack of knowledge of what was required for 

the lab analysis in the original proposal was the main factor for this. Initially there was no allowance for sample 

filters, which posed as a substantial but essential cost for quality assurance reasons. 

Another issue arising from the initial contract was that only 1 in 5 phosphate samples were to be analysed in the 

local laboratory. The reason for this is not fully understood but it is likely that phosphate was regarded as less 

of an issue in run-off and groundwater due to its ability to bind to soil particles. However, in the initial stages of 

the project there was a need to verify the accuracy of the phosphate strips with the lab analysis. A faulty batch 

of strips compounded this issue. Thus, it was decided that every sample would be tested for phosphate initially 

and this would be reviewed later in the project. Due to the recurring inaccuracy of the phosphate test strips we 

decided to continue testing every sample for phosphate in the lab. This has been beneficial for both the growers 

and the overall project, providing more detail in the data and allowing a better evaluation of phosphate levels in 

irrigation water. Although the extra cost involved is significant we have been able to fit it into the budget due to 

the slow initial uptake of kits and consequent lack of samples in the initial stages. Recently, phosphate results 

from run-off samples have been showing an interesting trend, with many samples showing elevated phosphate 

levels in irrigation run-off post harvest. The reasons for this are not entirely clear but it is likely that sugars and 

organic matter are contributing to it. Without testing every sample for phosphate in the lab we may not have 

seen this trend occurring. The unreliability of the phosphate test strips would not have been sufficient to 

highlight this issue. 

We also under-budgeted for the cost of general lab consumables. These were important for efficiency and 

accuracy in the lab; however no funding was allocated to this area. Equipment such as pipettes, sanitation 

equipment, replacement test tubes, calibration of equipment, standard solutions and filters are all needed in the 

lab. 

The ACTFR laboratory verification was under-budgeted. This was partly due to the administration cost of $25 

involved each time samples were analysed as well as only allowing $20 per sample, when in fact it cost $36 for 

the Nitrate and Filterable Reactive Phosphate tests to be done on each sample. Each time we took a batch of 

five samples to the lab it cost $225 (incl. GST), with the budget only allowing $100 for this number of samples. 

Originally we planned to have growers take the samples for ACTFR, however after learning the process 

involved it was decided that BBIFMAC staff would take the samples to reduce the possibility of error and 

reduce the workload on the growers. 

 

 Number of kits available for growers. 

The number of kits available to growers was set at 60, which was an appropriate level for the pilot stage of the 

project. However, after June 2008, when all 60 growers were involved, we continued to register interest in the 

project from growers even with the cessation of any advertising or promotion of the project. If we had 
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continued with promotion it is likely we would have had many more growers volunteer to participate and more 

kits could have been distributed. This would have meant other budget items would also need to be increased 

such as laboratory analysis. 

 

 Number of sampling sites for growers. 

The number of sites allocated for each grower to sample was set at two per farm. However this presented 

limitations for many growers depending on their farmôs demographics. Most growers wanted to sample more 

than one paddock on their farm. However, when growers were using groundwater to irrigate there was a need to 

sample the water going onto the paddock as well as the run-off. This is due to the fact that most of the 

groundwater used in the Lower Burdekin contains some nitrates and in some cases phosphates, and this level 

can vary considerably over time. Thus, testing both groundwater and run-off consisted of two sampling sites. 

This meant only one block could be sampled for these farms (based on the contract), reducing the information 

gained about their farm practices. For growers using channel water for irrigation this was less of an issue, as it 

is generally regarded that channel water is very low in nutrient levels and thus the grower can be confident that 

little nutrient will be present in the water being applied to the paddock. Several growers were allowed more 

than 2 sites, especially early in the project when there were very few growers participating and it was thought 

we may not find 60 growers to participate. This is the reason there is about 150 sites being sampled instead of 

the proposed 120. Many growers have chosen to change sample sites during the project due to various reasons, 

thus we have over 200 different sites in the database. 

We also found that some growers wanted to compare two different management practices, such as zero till and 

traditional cultivation in terms of water quality effects. This was encouraged, as it is exactly what we are trying 

to promote by evaluating and improving management practices through monitoring. The limitations of the 

original project plan do not support this; however we made exceptions in these cases due to the value it 

presented to the grower and the wider farming community. 

 

  

bb))  MMeetthhoodd  aanndd  AApppprrooaacchh  

DDiissccuussss  aannyy  aaddvvaannttaaggeess  oorr  ddiissaaddvvaannttaaggeess  ooff  tthhee  wwaayy  iinn  wwhhiicchh  tthhee  pprroojjeecctt  wwaass  ccaarrrriieedd  oouutt..  IIff  rreelleevvaanntt,,  ddiissccuussss  tthhee  

eeffffeeccttiivveenneessss  aanndd  ssuuiittaabbiilliittyy  ooff  yyoouurr  aapppprrooaacchh..  WWoouulldd  yyoouu  ccoonndduucctt  tthhee  pprroojjeecctt  ddiiffffeerreennttllyy  nneexxtt  ttiimmee??  

  

There were many advantages to the design and approach of the project that contributed to its success. These 

are listed below. 

 

 Working closely with growers on a one-on-one basis 

This allowed us to relate to growers and provide detailed training on the use of the kits. Working one-on-one 

with growers is recommended for any future projects as it allows the training to be personalised and helps 

build rapport between grower and project staff. It allows the grower to undertake the training on their own 

farm, allowing hands-on demonstrations to be tailored to their own farming system. This helped growers 

become comfortable with the procedures involved in sampling within the familiarity of their own farm. It 

also allowed project staff to become familiar with the growerôs own personal situation, assisting the 

development of site selection and a suitable sampling regime. 

 

 Coordination of grower results on a central database 

Collection of data from growers and storage on a central database has been a key element to the success of 

the project. The database contains a wealth of information about each grower, their farm details and water 

quality results. The accumulation of this data provides an impressive picture of the results from the region as 

a whole and can be analysed in many different ways. 

The field record sheets filled in by growers are collected during each farm visits and the recorded information 

entered into the database. The results from the test strips are compared to the lab results for each sample 

which allows us to evaluate the accuracy of the test strips. The growers also record their fertiliser and harvest 

details on the field record sheet, which allows evaluation of water quality with regard to fertiliser types, 

application methods and harvest methods (GCTB or burnt). The results collected so far have been valuable in 

identifying methods that are desirable and those that are not. Once sample results are entered into the 

database they are reported back to the growers via the website, email, phone or delivered during the next 

farm visit. 
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 Voluntary participation by growers 

Voluntary participation by growers has been important for the success of the project and collection of 

meaningful data. Without growerôs willing participation it is expected that fewer samples would be collected 

and less care taken when collecting samples. There is a genuine interest from growers in gaining meaningful 

results from the project and this is demonstrated by the participation rate and number of samples already 

collected by growers. Any growers that have lost interest have been replaced by growers on our waiting list, 

so that all kits are being used to full capacity. 

There are several growers who have become involved in the project as a requirement of LWMPs. We have 

found that these growers are often the least interested or inactive with taking samples. This has implications 

if similar programs will require farmers to monitor water quality through a similar program. We have seen 

that encouraging voluntary participation and making growers aware of the benefits of water quality sampling 

is much more effective than forced regulation. In the latter stages of the project, several of the growers on 

LWMPs have become more involved due to some interesting results from fertilised and harvested paddocks. 

In many cases growers who have been relatively inactive earlier in the project have had a large shift in their 

attitude once an interesting or elevated result has been collected from their farm. This has resulted in growers 

taking more interest and employing a regular monitoring regime to continue monitoring the paddock in 

question. 

 

 Regular follow-up contact through phone calls and farm visits 

Making regular contact with farmers was important to maintain interest in the project. Project staff contact 

growers on a fortnightly basis to organise sample collections and touch base with growers. In many cases this 

reminds growers to take samples and endorses the continuing interest of BBIFMAC staff in the project. 

Regular contact provided a chance to built rapport and answer any questions or concerns of growers. If 

farmers had water samples to collect, BBIFMAC staff would visit the grower the following day. This not 

only allowed staff to collect the samples but also to replace equipment in the kits, discuss results with 

growers, and update growers on the project news and results. It helped BBIFMAC staff become familiar with 

the growers and their farms and further improved the relationship between farmer and project staff. 

 

 Collection of grower samples by project staff for lab analysis 

Collection of the frozen samples for lab analysis is another essential part of the project. Without the provision 

of this service by BBIFMAC there is little likelihood the project would have got off the ground. Growers are 

very busy and water quality monitoring, although an important farm management practice, is not as critical as 

other farm practices in the growers eyes. Thus, any extra work that takes up considerable time will not be 

employed by the grower. Thus, it is important to make the process as simple as possible for the grower, and 

reduce the time it takes for them to carry out the sampling. Collection of samples by project staff makes the 

practice simple. All growers have to do is take their sample from the paddock during the irrigation, do the 

simple test strip analysis and freeze the water sample. The rest of the work is then done by project staff and 

the laboratory. 

 

 Prompt feedback of results via website or email 

Having the ability to report results back to growers over the secure website allows quick feedback of results 

in an impressive display. Previously the results were emailed to growers in a similar format to the website. 57 

out of the 60 growers have email access and about half have already signed up for the website access since it 

became available in August 2008. Prompt feedback keeps the growers interested and means they are more 

likely to continue sampling. 

 

 Use of the local laboratory for sample analysis 

Having a local laboratory to analyse grower samples has meant that a larger number of samples could be 

tested and feedback of results is much faster than using a certified lab. Although there is a slight sacrifice in 

precision of results, the reduction in cost of analysis has allowed the project to remain viable with 60 growers 

involved. Each sample costs $12 to analyse for nitrate and phosphate through the local lab whereas the 

ACTFR lab cost is $36. This presents a huge saving. For the purpose of this project, which is focused on 

raising grower awareness and promoting best management practices, there can be an allowance made for 

lower precision than with a certified lab. The local laboratory results are verified by sending 1 in 20 samples 

to ACTFR for comparison. Results have shown similar readings from both labs.  

 

 Partnerships and linkages with other programs and institutions 

The partnerships and linkages built with various stakeholders during the project provided mutual benefit and 

in many cases contributed to the success of the WQ Pixel Project. Some organisations and projects that 
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worked closely with BBIFMAC for the WQ Pixel Project are listed below: 

 BDTNRMôs Lower Burdekin Water Quality Improvement Tenders ï assisted to promote and 

recruit several growers to participate in the project. BBIFMAC also helped to promote the 

tenders to growers involved in the WQ Pixel Project. 

 BDTNRMôs Riparian and Wetland Protection Program for the Lower Burdekin ï promoted 

the project to participants. 

 BSES ï extension, technical support and promotion of project to growers. 

 BPS & DPI&Fôs PMSI program ï mutual promotion of project and water quality 

improvement workshops such as Ask GB spray workshops. 

 DPI&Fôs Demo Farms project ï sharing and discussion of results and project promotion. 

 ACTFR ï provided project support and information on water quality sampling and laboratory 

procedures. 

 DNR&Wôs Land and Water Management Plans ï referred growers required to do water 

quality monitoring to the WQ Pixel Project. 

 GBRMPA & BDTNRMôs Reef Guardian Schools Program - worked with the WQ Pixel 

Project to develop school educational programs for land based water quality. 

 BDTNRM, SRDC and MAFIAôs Evaluating Alternative Irrigation project ï provides water 

quality data from overhead sprinkler system and furrow irrigated block. 

 Canegrowers ï Water Quality Monitoring Field Guide produced for growerôs easy reference.  

 CSIROôs Lower Burdekin Knowledge Platform ï information from the project is to be 

included on the LBKP website to inform people of the work being done in the Burdekin 

with regards to water quality monitoring. 

 

 Fast identification of farm management issues 

The WQ Pixel Projectôs test kits provided growers with a rapid and easy method to identify water quality 

issues relating to farm management. This is backed up by laboratory analysis, providing growers with an 

accurate indication of their irrigation water quality. This allowed a sound method for evaluating management 

practices. Results from the lab were important, as the test kits were only used as an indicator and were not 

always accurate, whereas the lab results could be relied upon to give a definitive result. Thus it was important 

to obtain the lab results quickly for growers so they could evaluate the amount of nutrients being lost from 

the paddock and adjust their management practices accordingly. Many growers were surprised by results 

obtained throughout the project and it was evident that it raised their awareness significantly and as a 

consequence, made them evaluate their management practices. 

 

 Rapid results backed up by accurate lab results and verification from ACTFR to identify any lab issues 

Rapid turnaround in the laboratory allowed us to give feedback to growers quickly which would not have 

been possible if samples were sent to a certified laboratory. However, the use of the ACTFR laboratory as a 

verification of the local laboratory results was important and helped to identify any issues with the local lab 

process. The ACTFR results identified that the local lab results were reading slightly lower and thus the 

photometer machine was sent for calibration. Without this verification on a regular basis there can be little 

confidence held that the local laboratory is obtaining accurate and consistent results. 

 

 Effectiveness of test kits 

The effectiveness of the test kit contents helped growers to identify issues on-the-spot, and was important for 

the success of the project. The nitrate strips, conductivity meters and turbidity tubes were, in most cases, 

reliable and gave a good indication of water quality. However the phosphate strips were very unreliable and 

would not be recommended for future projects. A better method for measuring phosphate would be desirable. 

The ability to obtain a rapid result with the strips and their low cost meant that growers often used them to 

evaluate other areas of the farm outside the scope of the project. This was recommended to growers for the 

nitrate strips due to their reliability, and has helped many growers to get an indication of nutrient loads in 

run-off and groundwater across their farms. 

 

 Word-of-mouth through trust with growers 

The trust built between project staff and growers meant that after the initial stages of project promotion there 

was very little need to actively recruit growers. The initial 20 growers took much time and effort to recruit, 

with promotional activities and advertising having little effect on uptake. However, through word-of-mouth 

from participating growers and industry, the majority of the next 40 participants approached BBIFMAC to 

become involved in the project. This was a positive result and revealed the value of the project to growers. 

 

 Training program improving skills and knowledge of growers 
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The training program provided by BBIFMAC has helped to greatly improve the knowledge and skills of 

growers in the Lower Burdekin. The majority of participants had little understanding of water quality and 

how it was related to environmental issues or farm management. The comprehensive training program was 

developed to provide growers with the skills to effectively monitor their water quality as well as educate the 

grower on the effects of poor water quality and the benefits of reducing nutrient and sediment in run-off. The 

growers were provided with simple instructions to carry out the monitoring process and on-going support was 

provided by BBIFMAC staff. 

The ability of BBIFMAC staff to effectively evaluate and provide extension support to growers was 

important. One of the most common questions from growers was, ñwhat does my result mean?ò Without 

expert extension staff, growers would not be able to interpret their results effectively. BBIFMAC has 

developed a report card for growers which can be accessed through the BBIFMAC website for interpreting 

water quality results. Growers have found this handy for self evaluation of their water quality, however 

project staff are still required for advice on water quality issues. 

 

 Promotion of results to the farming community and industry 

Promotion of project results to the farming community and industry has lead to improved knowledge and 

understanding of water quality across the Lower Burdekin region. Growers have the ability to assess their 

own results and compare then to others in the area. Results have been promoted through a number of avenues 

including the BBIFMAC website, information sessions, newsletters, media releases, conferences and 

presentations. In many instances it has helped to raise awareness about water quality issues within the 

community and industry, provoking some interesting and productive discussions about farm management 

practices. Many of the positive results from the project have also been communicated back to growers and 

industry, highlighting the good work being done by growers and in many cases results have shown 

surprisingly low levels of nutrients in water samples across the region. 

 

 Promote awareness in local and wider areas 

The project has promoted awareness, not only within the Lower Burdekin but in other farming areas in 

Queensland, around Australia and Internationally. Other Queensland farming catchment areas have been 

developing programs similar to the WQ Pixel Project and have consulted with BBIFMAC to develop their 

programs. As a result of BBIFMACôs presentation at the International Riversymposium in September, interest 

has been expressed from delegates in South Korea and Germany with regards to the WQ Pixel Project. 

 

 Use of the AidIT system for monitoring and evaluation 

The AidIT monitoring and evaluation system has provided an easy and comprehensive method for recording 

project outputs. The system is simple to use and provides an easily accessible source for evaluating project 

progress and reflecting on past accomplishments. Further refinement of the system could see it become a 

valuable monitoring and evaluation tool for future projects. 

 

 

Disadvantages encountered through the projectôs approach include: 

 

 Snapshot sampling 

There are inherent limitations to the data collected by growers in the project. The fact that samples only 

provide a snapshot of water quality at the point in time when the sample was taken can lead to 

misrepresentation of results. Minimising the effect of this has been an important part of the development of 

the project. Growers are instructed to fit the sampling regime into their normal farm routine, as extra effort 

involved in regularly taking samples outside of their routine is likely to result in reduced effectiveness and 

lower participation rates. However, growers are informed as to the best time to take samples and are 

encouraged to comply with these suggestions wherever possible to gain the greatest value from the project.  

Studies such as the Demo Farms project and work by Gary Ham indicate that nutrient levels in run-off are 

highest toward the end of the run-off period. Growers are informed of this and are encouraged to take 

samples toward the end of the run-off period if possible. Growers also record the time run-off samples were 

taken so that results can be better analysed. 

 

 Grower reliability and time constraints on sampling times 

Grower reliability is often a disadvantage to gaining valuable results for the project. The major issue is 

growers forgetting to take samples when irrigating, which results in gaps in farm data and reduced 

effectiveness of the sampling regime. BBIFMAC tries to reduce this impact by contacting each participant 

fortnightly. This serves as a reminder to growers to take samples and also indicates that we have an ongoing 

interest, building rapport with the growers. 
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Another issue is growers being too busy to take samples or not being able to access sampling sites due to 

rainfall. This means that many rainfall run-off events arenôt sampled. We encourage growers to take samples 

during rainfall events, however sites need to be accessible without causing damage to farm roads or being 

unsafe.    

 

 Accuracy of results 

The accuracy of the test strip results, especially phosphate, can cause problems with growers. In many cases 

the phosphate strips have produced false negatives, with the lab result returning a high phosphate reading. 

This results in growers asking questions about which reading is accurate and can cause confusion for 

growers, who lose faith in either the test kits results or the lab results. We are debating whether to remove the 

phosphate test strip from the kit and are looking to find a more reliable instant test. Currently we are advising 

growers that the phosphate strips can be unreliable and to trust the lab test result. The local lab results have 

shown good correlation to the ACTFR lab results but in some cases of elevated levels the local lab has read 

slightly lower than ACTFR. For the purpose of raising grower awareness by identifying water quality issues, 

the local lab results have been quite acceptable with their accuracy. 

 

 Lab analysis ï get it right from the start 

Due to flaws in the initial proposal for lab funding and lack of consultation with ACTFR about testing 

procedures there has been several issues raised with the quality control of the local lab. During the early 

stages of the project there were many modifications made to the lab procedures to make them more robust 

and less likely to produce error. ACTFR staff raised concerns about the laboratory testing procedures and 

after consultation we modified some of the procedures to improve the quality control of our local lab. Some 

of these modifications stretched the budget for the lab, such as the need for filters at $1 per sample. In the 

future it would be desirable to go through this consultation process during project development, so that any 

issues can be ironed out and budgets can be better managed. 

 

 Collection of lab samples for ACTFR analysis 

In the original project plan, growers were required to take samples for analysis by ACTFR. However, after 

learning of the procedure required for taking samples we decided that BBIFMAC staff would take all the 

samples for simplicity and quality control reasons. The procedure involved in sampling requires some 

expertise and would require extra time commitments from the grower. This was thought to be outside the 

scope of the project for growers, considering the project was designed to make sampling as simple as 

possible. Thus, BBIFMAC staff have been taking the samples from creek and farm sites in the Lower 

Burdekin. 

 

 Only reaching pro-active growers 

The demographics of the participating growers are likely to be skewed toward those growers who are 

proactive and more likely to uptake best management practices. This may affect results; however it is hard to 

predict the level of this effect. 

 

 Skewed results due to focus on nitrates in groundwater, fertiliser run-off, and pro-active growers 

There is a focus by participants on the monitoring of groundwater nitrate levels in areas where it is known to 

be elevated. This not only affects the area results for groundwater samples but also the run-off samples, 

considering that any groundwater high in nitrates used for irrigation will also leave the paddock as run-off. 

For this reason the elevated levels for nitrate in run-off samples is often contributed to by groundwater nitrate 

and is not a true indication of nitrogen losses from fertiliser on the paddock. In fact, when comparing nitrate 

levels for groundwater and run-off in the delta region (where groundwater is predominately used by most 

growers to irrigate), there is a net uptake of nitrate across the paddock. This means that groundwater nitrate 

levels on average are higher than the level in run-off. This is a positive result for the region and highlights 

that farming can often have a positive influence on water quality. For the few farmers that are monitoring 

turbidity, we often see a similar scenario, where irrigation water from supply channels has a higher sediment 

load than the water in the farm run-off. Thus is some cases the crops are acting as filters for nutrient and 

sediment. 

 

  

  

cc))  PPrroommootteerrss  aanndd  BBaarrrriieerrss  ttoo  PPeerrffoorrmmaannccee  
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WWeerree  tthheerree  aannyy  eexxtteerrnnaall  ffaaccttoorrss  tthhaatt  aassssiisstteedd  oorr  iimmppeeddeedd  tthhee  ppeerrffoorrmmaannccee  ooff  tthhee  pprroojjeecctt??  IInn  tteerrmmss  ooff  iimmppeeddiimmeennttss,,  

wweerree  tthheessee  aannttiicciippaatteedd,,  aanndd  hhooww  ddiidd  yyoouu  rreessoollvvee  tthheemm??  

  

External factors promoting performance: 

 

 Weather 

Weather has had both a positive and negative influence on project performance. During periods of high rainfall 

there is a significant reduction of samples collected by growers, due to sampling site accessibility issues and 

cessation of irrigation. Growers that can access sample sites will collect rain run-off samples however most 

sites become inaccessible after heavy rain. After rainfall, irrigation is often postponed for several weeks until 

soil moisture levels have dropped further reducing sample collection. 

However during extended periods of dry, warm weather, irrigations are performed regularly and the number of 

samples collected by growers increases significantly. 

 Fertiliser prices 

The rise in fertiliser prices has had a significant influence on grower participation in the project. Due to higher 

operating costs, growers are more concerned about nutrient losses from the farm. These losses can be 

significant and not only is it money down the drain through lost fertiliser but there is the likelihood of 

production losses too. Thus, growers are keen to monitor water quality so they can identify any losses and 

improve management practices accordingly.  

 Schools 

The interest shown by local schools was an unexpected positive to the WQ Pixel Project. Initially we were 

approached by Burdekin Christian College to provide the school with a water quality monitoring kit, similar to 

the ones used by growers. We offered to provide the students with a demonstration on the use of the kits and 

explain why they are used and the importance of water resources in the Lower Burdekin. The visit was 

successful and the students now have a regular monitoring program where they monitor the frog pond, and run-

off from the school gardens. Due to the success of this project we were provided with some funding from 

BDTNRM for community engagement which allowed us to provide other schools with kits and an educational 

package. The demonstration for students has been refined and enhanced and we are now working with the Reef 

Guardian Schools program to promote awareness in schools of local water quality issues. The schools are 

provided with kits as well as a monitoring program and on-going support similar to the WQ Pixel Project farm 

support. Currently BBIFMAC has visited Maidavale State School, Clare State School and Gumlu State School 

and is planning to visit more schools in 2008 and 2009.  

 Reef Rescue 

The focus on the improvement of water quality to the GBR through the Federal Governments Reef Rescue 

program has increased the awareness of growers to the issues of water quality. This has helped the WQ Pixel 

Project by increasing its relevance to improving farm management practices and promoting improved water 

quality on farms. Farmersô interest and attitude towards water quality has increased significantly since the start 

of the year and this is expected to continue with the injection of grant money to on-ground projects over the 

next 5 years. 

 Greater awareness from other projects 

Other projects operating in the Lower Burdekin have also helped to promote the WQ Pixel Project and 

contributed to its success. These are listed in section B ï Methods and Approach. 

 

Impediments affecting performance: 

 Weather 

See above. 
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 Negative attitudes 

Negative attitudes expressed by some farmers and industry representatives have threatened to compromise the 

WQ Pixel Project. In most cases the issues raised by these people have been unfounded and have arisen as a 

result of lack of knowledge of the project specifics. BBIFMAC project staff have been happy to openly discuss 

any concerns raised and in most cases these have been resolved quickly. The main concern is the scientific 

soundness of the project, but this is not the direct objective of the project and these issues have been considered 

previously. 

 Suppliers 

Slow supply of essential equipment for the project was a major impediment during the early stages of the 

project. Sourcing more reliable suppliers and ordering equipment much earlier has reduced this impact. 

 Lab 

Slow turnover of samples from the lab has been an issue on a few occasions. This has usually occurred when a 

high number of water samples have been collected. In the future we will look at training a lab assistant to cover 

these peak times. The lab analysis has also been slowed at times due to equipment supply issues, which have 

mostly been rectified. 

  

  

dd))  CCoommmmuunniiccaattiioonn  aanndd  AAddooppttiioonn  ooff  OOuuttppuuttss::  

Outline any communication activities that have been conducted and any that are planned (beyond this project).  

Include an assessment of: 

 the extent to which communication has assisted engagement in the project and  uptake of outputs or results 

arising from the project 

 What additional (if any) communication has to happen to get the full benefit from the project? 

 

 Info sessions 

Two information sessions have been held throughout the year to inform growers and industry of the current 

results from the project and provide specific examples of management practice effects on water quality. The 

info sessions were held at the Queens Hotel on the 30
th

 May and 27
th

 October 2008. The sessions were well 

attended with about a third of project participants attending on both occasions. The information sessions were 

followed up with a project update sent out to growers and industry, with an update of the projects progress and 

results. 

 Advertising 

In the initial stages of the project, several methods of advertising was done to promote the project to growers. 

The advertising campaign had mixed success and attracted fewer growers than was expected. Advertising 

methods included; adverts in local and regional media, presentations at workshops and CPI meetings, adverts in 

industry newsletters, and emailing grower lists. The advertising was important to attract the initial 20-30 

growers for the project. Later participants mostly became involved through word-of-mouth or referrals from 

industry.  

 International Riversymposium 

The project was communicated at the 11
th

 International Riversymposium from 1
st
 ï 4

th
 September in Brisbane. 

A 15 minute presentation was done on the WQ Pixel Project to symposium delegates. On the final day of the 

symposium a training session was held for Effective stakeholder engagement, partnership development and 

capacity building approaches for river and wetland health. Adam was one of three facilitators for the session 

and drew on his experiences from the WQ Pixel Project to identify ways to engage the community. A 15 

minute presentation on the techniques used for the WQ Pixel Project was presented to participants. The session 

was well received by all and participants commented on the usefulness of having specific examples to refer to. 

A copy of the powerpoint presentation along with the audio file can be found on the Riversymposium website. 

 

 Presentations 

Presentations were performed to promote the project to growers and industry during the early stages. These 
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included presentations at several Focus on Water workshops, grower CPI meetings and the Water Quality Field 

Day held in Ingham on the 3
rd

 April. These were important in signing up interested growers as it gave us an 

opportunity to demonstrate the importance of the project and talk face-to-face with growers. 

 

 Media articles 

Numerous media articles have been published looking at the WQ Pixel Project. These will be included in the 

supplementary information attached to the report. In the early stages of the project, these articles were 

important to raise awareness about the project, whereas in the later stages they helped to communicate 

information about the project to interested stakeholders. Articles have appeared in Canegrowers magazine, NQ 

Register, Ayr Advocate, NQ Fruit and Vegetable Grower and on the ABC website. 

 

 Papers 

A paper was written for the International Riversymposium and can be found on the symposium website. It 

focused on the benefits of the project to the region and the importance of building skills and knowledge within 

the farming community.  

 

 Website 

The BBIFMAC website contains a wealth of information about the project along with a secure login for 

individual growers to access their results. The WQ Pixel section contains results from local creek sampling 

sites and will soon contain results for the Lower Burdekin region for the community to access. Results taken 

through the school monitoring program will soon be added also, where schools can compare their results to 

other schools in the region. Project reports, newsletters, media articles and the Water Quality Report Card for 

growers are also found on the website. 

 

 NQ Field Days ï Townsville 

BDTNRM invited BBIFMAC to display the WQ Pixel Project at its display tent for the NQ Field Day on the 

14
th

 and 15
th

 May 2008. Several growers showed interest on the day and 8 kits were distributed to growers as a 

result of sing-ups from the day. 

 

 Newsletters 

Each month the WQ Pixel Project releases a newsletter aimed at participants. It provides growers and industry 

with an update of the projects progress and raises any issues that have surfaced at the time.  It is a good way of 

reaching all growers and helps to keep them informed of any changes to the project. 

 

 Future communications 

BBIFMAC is planning to hold a forum with the support of BDTNRM for discussion of the results from the first 

year of the WQ Pixel Project. The forum will also involve ACTFR and DPI&Fôs Demo Farms project along 

with any other relevant water quality information collected from the area. The forum will provide an 

opportunity to disseminate the data collected to industry and government stakeholders and aims to raise 

discussions about the results and future paths for research. Results from the WQ Pixel Project have identified 

areas for further investigation and these will be discussed at the forum. Some of the results have been surprising 

and are already provoking discussions within industry and growers. 

All other communication activities will be continued with the new funding available to BBIFMAC for the 

project. 
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ee))  AAcchhiieevveemmeenntt  ooff  PPrroojjeecctt  MMiilleessttoonneess  ((SScchheedduullee  22  iinn  CCoonnttrraacctt))  

List the planned project milestones (from Schedule 2 of your Contract or Funding Agreement) and indicate their final status. Where they have not or only 

partially been achieved, provide reasons for this. Where appropriate, provide evidence (as attachments to your Progress Performance Report) to confirm the 

achievement of the milestone(s). 

 

Milestone 
No 

Milestone Date Due for 
Completion 

Status e.g.: - 

 Achieved & Date 
Achieved 

 Not Achieved 

 Partially Achieved 

 Superseded 

Additional comments and (if applicable) remedial actions. 

(If milestone has not been addressed, please state action taken, how milestone will be met and the expected 
date when the milestone will be met) 

1 

 

Develop contract 15 Nov 2007 Achieved ï 15 Nov 2007  

2 

 

Begin Implementation 1 Dec 2007 Achieved ï 1 Dec 2007  



\\bbifmac-sec\data\pixel project\progress reports\final report\final-performance-report-wq-pixel.doc      Page 15 of 23  
Version 2.0   Revision Date: 1 May 2008 

3 

 

Appointment of 

Project Officer and 

Field technicians 

Continue recruitment 

of landholders and 

begin 

initiation of 

monitoring and data 

collection for 

evaluation of project 

through eM&E 

31 Jan 2008 Achieved ï 31 Jan 2008  

4 

 

Continue recruitment 

of landholders and 

continue 

initiation of 

monitoring and begin 

and data collection 

for evaluation of 

project through eM&E 

1 Mar 2008 Achieved ï 1 Mar 2008  

5 Continue 

implementation 

15 May 2008 Achieved ï 15 May 
2008 

 

6 Continue 

implementation and 

complete evaluation of 

project 

1 Dec 2008 Achieved ï 1 Dec 2008 See attached files for evidence 

General comments on achievement of project milestones (if applicable): 
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AAcchhiieevveemmeenntt  ooff  PPrroojjeecctt  OOuuttppuuttss  ((PPrroojjeecctt  OOuuttppuuttss  TTaabbllee  iinn  PPrroojjeecctt  PPllaann))  

List the planned project outputs (from the Project Outputs Table in Project Plan) and indicate ÛÏÌɯÕÜÔÉÌÙɯÖÍɯȿÖÜÛ×ÜÛɯÜÕÐÛÚɀɯÈÊÏÐÌÝÌËȭ Where they have not been 

achieved, provide reasons for this, your proposed remedial action, and propose a revised date. Where appropriate, provide evidence (as attachments to your 

Progress Performance Report) to confirm the achievement of the output(s). The first four columns of information should be found in your Project Plan (contact 

your Program Coordinator for further information). 

 

 

Output Title Standard 
Output 
Code 

Output Unit of 
Measure #1 (/#2)  

Expected 
number 

of output 
units 
(over 
whole 

project)  

Actual number of 
output units achieved 

during the project 

Reasons for Overall Variance  

 

Water quality monitoring test kits 

N/A Esky containing 

EC meter, nitrate 

& phosphate 

strips, sampling 

bottles, field 

record sheets, 

60 67 3 growers sold farms so kits were redistributed to growers on 
waiting list. 4 kits were produced for schools. 

 

Project Officer and Field Technicians 

CB 5.2  1 & 2 x .3 

FTE 

1 Project Officer 

1 Field Technician 

Single Field Technician used instead of 2 part time technicians ð 
agreed by BDTNRM 

 

Monitoring program 

Participating growers 

 Lower Burdekin: 

predominantly 

cane growers and 

hort and graziers 

receiving 

incentive grant 

$$$ 

60 60  

Sites 

 

RA 1.1 30 bores, 25 tail-

water recycle pits, 

15 drainage 

systems, and 50 

individual runoff 

points, 3 phase 

120 268 Many sites have become redundant due to various reasons such 
as blocks becoming fallow  and growers leaving proj ect. About 
150 sites are currently being monitored. The extra sites are due to 
growers wanting to monitor more sites on their farms.  
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analyisis of 

parameters 

Water quality database 

 

CB 4.4 Salinity, nitrates, 

turbidity, 

phosphates 

1 1  

Training package 

 

CB 2.1 Workshop 1/20 2/56 2 training and info workshops don e with a total of 56 attendees. 

Training package 

 

N/A One-on-one 

training 

40/1 67/1 63 initial grower visits including training completed  plus 4 school 
visits with training  

Training package 

 

CB 1.2 Water quality 

monitoring 

booklet 

1 1  

WQ results reports RA 2.3 Quarterly 3 3  

Initial site visits 

 

N/A Explain the 

project, the role 

of BBIFMAC and 

BDTNRM and 

benefits of 

participation 

60/1 67 63 initial grower visits completed, plus 4 school visits 

Landholder agreements signed CB 3.2  60 63 3 growers sold farms and kits were transferred to new growers  

General comments on progress towards project outputs (if applicable): 
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PPrroojjeecctt  IImmppaacctt  

 

aa))  OOuuttccoommeess  

 Describe the outcomes achieved to date. Include an assessment of: 

 How the expected benefits compared with those predicted at the start of the project, as outlined in the Project 

Proposal. 

 The likely impact for natural resource management in the Burdekin Dry Tropics and elsewhere and, where 

possible, the cost and potential benefits. 

 What more has to happen to get the full benefit from the project? 

 Any unanticipated (adverse and beneficial) outcomes and/or impacts of conducting the Project and/or 

implementing its findings. 

 

Outcomes from the project include: 

· Improved awareness of on-farm water quality issues within the farming community and industry 

bodies. 

· Enhanced skills and ability for farmers to carry out water quality monitoring and evaluate 

management practices on their own farm. 

· Ability of farmers to evaluate and adopt best management practices through farm water quality 

results. 

· Reduction of applied fertiliser through utilisation of groundwater nitrate as fertiliser. 

· Changes in fertiliser application methods, due to identification of unwanted losses in run-off 

water. 

· Identification and evaluation of nutrient losses from plant cane following a legume fallow crop. 

· Identification and evaluation of nutrient losses from liquid fertiliser application methods and 

improvement of these methods. 

· Accurate mixing of high conductivity groundwater water with low conductivity channel water 

for irrigation through the use of the hand-held EC meters. 

· Evaluation of recycle pit effectiveness in retaining nutrients from run-off. 

· Evaluation of water quality from green cane trash blankets as an alternative to burning cane. 

· Identification and evaluation of tilling practices and their effect on sediment losses. 

· Evaluation of alternative crops for growers diversifying from sugarcane. 
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· Evaluation of sediment levels in run-off water and adoption of improved management practices 

to reduce sediment losses. 

We have seen many extra benefits come out of the WQ Pixel Project compared to those outlined in the 

project proposal. Through small alterations to the project structure, we have been able to maximise the 

effect it has had on evaluating and improving water quality on Lower Burdekin farms. One such 

modification has been the testing of all phosphate samples in the lab, instead of the original proposal of 1 

in 5. This change has allowed us to identify important trends that show elevated phosphate levels after 

harvest. The exact reasons for this are unclear and warrant further investigation. Without the 

modification to the project this phenomenon may not have been identified. Another additional benefit has 

been the identification of nitrate in groundwater and subsequent use of the groundwater nitrate to fertilise 

crops in place of traditional fertiliser. This was not originally expected to be a benefit arising from the 

project but it benefits both growers and the environment and would not have been investigated by many 

growers without involvement in the WQ Pixel Project.   

The project has had a large impact on the Burdekin Dry Tropics region, especially those under intensive 

agriculture, as it has reached a large proportion of farmers in the region, helping to promote awareness of 

water quality issues and increase the skills and knowledge of farmers. This allows farmers to self-assess 

their water quality, empowering them to take control over their own management practices. The 

development of similar projects outside the Lower Burdekin would provide further benefit to farming 

regions and help to improve water quality on farms across Queensland and Australia. The project has 

been relatively inexpensive when you assess the number of growers supported by the project and once 

set-up can be continued and expanded at little cost. It is estimated that after the initial stages of the 

project set-up, once the kits are distributed and farmers trained, it would only require 1 full time staff 

member for every 50 growers in an area similar to the Lower Burdekin. This is much more efficient and 

cost effective than a regulatory approach and it also provides the farming community with much needed 

skills and knowledge to evaluate their own practices. 

To obtain the full benefit from the project it should be continued for several years. This will allow 

growers and industry to assess the impacts of practice change on water quality over time and evaluate 

whether adoption of best management practices has been successful in improving water quality. Further 

expansion of the project will also allow a greater area to be monitored, strengthening the value of the 

data and increasing the communityôs skills and knowledge. We have seen that the greatest improvements 

come about when growers understand why they got a certain result. If we can educate growers in the 

effects of management practices on water quality and the benefits of good water quality, we can bring 

about the greatest change. 

  

bb))  AAddooppttiioonn  

In the initial stages of the project, convincing growers and industry to adopt the WQ Pixel Project was 

challenging. There was a lot of scepticism from growers and industry bodies about the ability to recruit 

60 growers to participate in the project. Participation was voluntary, which meant growers needed to be 

convinced there was a benefit for them in participating. The partnerships built between BBIFMAC and 

government and industry bodies in the Lower Burdekin were essential for the success of recruiting 

participants. The project was promoted to growers by many of these bodies and helped to raise awareness 

and interest for the project within the farming community. 

Initially there was little interest shown by growers in the project despite the extensive promotion that was 

being done. The initial growers involved in the project were signed up at seminars where the project was 

presented. Some were also referred through industry partners such as BDTNRM, BSES, Growcom and 

the DNRW. After much difficulty in recruiting the initial 30 growers, the last 30 growers were much 

easier to recruit and most approached BBIFMAC through word of mouth from other growers or referrals 



\\bbifmac-sec\data\pixel project\progress reports\final report\final-performance-report-wq-pixel.doc      Page 20 
of 23  
Version 2.0   Revision Date: 1 May 2008 

from industry bodies. Participation rates have stayed high throughout the project with only a few growers 

dropping out, usually due to selling of the farm.  

Growers interested in participating were contacted and an initial farm visit was arranged. During this 

visit the project was explained to the grower and the use of the kits was demonstrated. The grower then 

decided whether they wanted to participate in the project. The success rate of initial visits to grower 

participation was 100%. This indicates the appeal and value the project has to growers. The majority of 

growers are still taking regular samples with only about 5 growers being inconsistent with their sampling 

regime. 

Although the project is voluntary for all participants, a small proportion of grower who were referred to 

the project, did so because they were required to have a water quality monitoring program for their 

farmôs land and water management plan. Generally these growers have been the least reliable with taking 

samples and in several cases it appears as though they are just doing the bare minimum required to stay 

involved in the project. So it appears that making it compulsory for growers to participate in such 

projects is ineffective in producing the desired results. The aim of the project is not to regulate growers 

but to give them the opportunity to take control of their management practices pro-actively. In most cases 

this has occurred and the majority of participants show a great interest in the results from their water 

quality samples. Part of the reason for this increasing interest within the Lower Burdekin farming 

community is the considerable increase in the cost of fertiliser inputs. Any fertiliser lost from the 

paddock in run-off or rain water means significant money and production losses. With the current small 

profit margins and financial difficulties experienced by many growers, having a low cost, simple method 

of evaluating nutrient losses from the paddock can be critical in staying profitable. 

There has also been a growing awareness in the farming community of the environmental concerns faced 

in the Lower Burdekin. Growers are increasingly taking responsibility for their effects on the wider 

environment and looking at ways to reduce their impact by uptake of BMPs. The Federal Governmentôs 

pending Reef Rescue package will inject a significant amount of money to improving the water quality 

on farms in catchments draining into the GBR lagoon. With the increasing political, community and 

media focus on improving the water quality entering the GBR, there will be an increasing need to 

monitor and evaluate the effects of management practice changes on water quality. 

The financial and environmental issues faced by growers demonstrates the WQ Pixel Project (and similar 

projects that allow growers to cheaply and easily evaluate management practices) is becoming 

increasingly relevant as an essential farm management tool. 

 

 

CClloossiinngg  ccoommmmeennttss  

The pilot stage of the project has been relatively successful and exceeded most peopleôs expectations. 

Many lessons have been learnt in the initial stages of the project that will be valuable in the design of 

further projects, both in the Lower Burdekin and in other regions. The results obtained by growers are 

invaluable to assessing management practices both for individual growers and for the entire region. The 

collection of this data over several years will provide growers and industry with an excellent picture of 

the change in health of the regionôs water quality. The pending Reef Rescue and Caring for Our Country 

funding will provide substantial support to further develop the WQ Pixel Project and will help to 

promote farm practice changes aimed at significantly improving water quality leaving farms. Measuring 

the success of these changes will be important in evaluating the success of the program and the WQ Pixel 

Project will provide this service as well as provide data on farm water quality prior to the practice 

changes. 

BBIFMAC staff have been working closely with growers in improving water quality and have listened to 

the concerns and suggestions for further expansion and improvement of the project. These have been 

factored into the new project plans, and include: 

- The ability to monitor pesticides in run-off water after a spray application. 
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- The ability to test water used for mixing pesticides, so that it can be done accurately and efficiently. 

- Soil testing to provide integrated monitoring and evaluation of farm sites. 

Further expansion of the current project, as well as introduction of similar projects in other regions would 

be beneficial to improvement of on-farm water quality and evaluation of management practices. The 

project is highly adaptable and can easily be modified to suit a variety of farming situations.  With the 

increasing pressure on water resources across Australia it is important for farmers to have a cheap and 

effective method of evaluating their water quality and subsequently improve management practices.  

RReeccoommmmeennddaattiioonnss    

What recommendations would you make as a result of the project, including suggestions for further work? 

Recommend any appropriate activities or other steps that may be taken: 

 to further develop or exploit the projects outputs, methods, technology, etc. 

 for the future presentation and dissemination of the project outcomes. 

 to fill important knowledge gaps. 

  

SSeeee  pprroojjeecctt  iimmppaacctt  sseeccttiioonn  ffoorr  iinnffoorrmmaattiioonn..  

  

TTaakkee  HHoommee  MMeessssaaggeess  

What are the take home messages from this project? 

Develop a strong project plan. 

Work closely with farmers and provide continuous support throughout the project. 

Build rapport and trust with your stakeholders and build mutual partnerships. 

Competent extension staff are very important for the success for the project. 

Provide feedback to growers ASAP to maintain interest and allow problems to be addressed. 

Be willing to accept suggestions and act on them. 

Constantly re-evaluate and improve project methods. 

Growers need to be supplied with knowledge and skills so they can manage problems 

effectively. 

Participants generally want to improve management practices but often lack the knowledge 

and support to make it happen. 

Constantly provide information about the progress of the project to stakeholders. 
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LLiisstt  ooff  PPuubblliiccaattiioonnss  

List and attach copies (electronically if possible) of all articles, newsletters and other publications from the project. 
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FFiinnaanncciiaall  AAccqquuiittttaall    ((TThhiiss  wwoorrkksshheeeett  mmaayy  aallssoo  bbee  ddoowwnnllooaaddeedd  aass  aann  eexxcceell  ddooccuummeett))  

BDTNRM will only respond to this statement if more information is required 

From: To:

Funding Body: Burdekn Dry Tropics NRM

Contract Title:

BDTNRM Contract Number:

Your Reference:

A.  Contract Funding Details:  GST Exclusive 

 GST 

Inclusive 

Total contract amount -$                 -$               

Received to date -                 

Amount outstanding -$                 -$               

B.  Statement of Income and Expenditure:

Budget Per 

Contract Actual

Income

Contract income from Burdekin Dry Tropics NRM -$                 -$               

List other income sources (if any)

Total Income -                   -                 

Expenditure   List expenditure categories as per contract

Equipment purchased >$1,000

Total Expenditure -                   -                 

Excess of Income over Expenditure / (Expenditure over Income) $0 $0

C.  Details of Equipment Purchased >$1,000 and included in above expenditure statement:

Budget Per 

Contract Actual

-$                 -$               

-$                 -$               

D.  Details of In Kind Contributions   Attach additional report if space is insufficient.

Description of In Kind Contributions

Budget Per 

Contract Actual

-$                 -$               

-$                 -$               

E.  Certification

Signature Date

Details of Person Certifying this Financial Report

Name

Title

Organisation

Contact Phone No:

I certify that the information disclosed in this Financial Report is in accordance with the books and records 

maintained by <Insert Name of Your Organisation Here> and all expenditure has been incurred in 

accordance with the contract requirements.

<Insert Name of Your Organisation Here>
Financial Report With Respect to Contact Obligations

FOR THE PERIOD

Description of Equipment

GST Exclusive


