
CaneCONNECTION
Spring 2020

4 

6 

12

15 

Getting control options spot on  
for cane grubs

Assessing the opportunities  
for enhanced efficiency fertilisers

Leasing cane land: things to consider

Three new sugarcane varieties 
released in 2020



WELCOME TO THE 
SPRING 2020 EDITION  
OF  

As we head into September, we start this edition with a rundown on key 
considerations for canegrub control during the prime treatment window 
during September to November.

Enhanced efficiency fertilisers are another hot topic this quarter, with more 
information on the EEF60 project featured on pages 6-7 and also findings 
from one of the projects within the More Profit from Nitrogen program on 
pages 16-17. This project is one of several activities within the sugar industry 
under a broader collaborative program undertaken via the Rural R&D for Profit 
initiative.

In this edition, you also have the chance to catch up on our latest webinars that 
have occurred over the last few months (page 28). If you have a smart phone, all 
you need to do is turn on the camera function and point it at the QR codes on 
this page as if you are trying to take a photo of the code. Most smartphones will 
do the rest and take you straight to the recording of the webinar. Otherwise, all 
of these recordings are available on the SRA website. 

You can also try something a bit different with our quiz on page 23.

We also drop by the Southern Region to look at two projects that have recently 
occurred in that part of the industry, via the Better Informed Business Decisions 
project (page 26) and the Testing Today’s Technology project (pages 8-9; and 
pages 10-11). 

Finally, as you can read on the opposite page, the Sugar Snaps photo 
competition is closing soon. We’d love to have your entries sent to us at 
Photocomp@sugarresearch.com.au and it is a great chance to win some 
excellent prizes, as well as see your photos featured in a 2021 shed calendar.

  

Brad Pfeffer 

Executive Manager, Communications
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WE’RE CALLING ON ALL BUDDING 
AND PROFESSIONAL SUGARCANE 
PHOTOGRAPHERS TO SEND US THEIR 
BEST PICTURES FROM THE INDUSTRY.
WIN A $500 GIFT CARD.

PURPOSE
The purpose of this 
competition is to 
showcase some of 
the best pictures that 
illustrate the hard work, 
beauty, and landscape of 
the Australian sugarcane 
industry.

WHAT WE ARE AFTER
Images that capture the 
depth and breadth of the 
Australian cane industry 
that we can showcase in 
a 2021 shed calendar. 

From the people, to 
harvesting, to farming 
systems, to transport, to 
milling – we want your 
best photographs.

KUDOS
The top three winning 
entries will be published 
in a shed calendar for the 
2021 year. Other entries 
to the competition may 
also be published in the 
calendar at the discretion 
of the judging panel. The 
competition is run by SRA.

This calendar will be 
produced as part of the 
Nutrient Management 
projects, currently being 
delivered in the Burdekin, 
Mackay, Whitsunday, 
Herbert and parts of 
Far North Queensland. 
These projects are funded 
by the Queensland 
Government Reef Water 
Quality Program and the 
Australian Government 
Department of 
Environment and Energy 
(Reef Trust). 

HOW TO ENTER

Email your entries 
to photocomp@
sugarresearch.com.
au by midnight Friday 
September 30, 2020. 
Images should be a high 
resolution jpg, and your 
email needs to include 
your name, contact 
number, address, and a 
brief description of your 
photograph including 
when and where it was 
taken.

PRIZES:

First: $500 
Second: $100 
Third: $50

Terms and conditions 
available at 
sugarresearch.com.au/
sra-information/sugar-
snaps/ 



Many growers will now be deciding whether to treat their ratoons for canegrub. 
Canegrub species differ depending whether you are in the Southern or the 

Central to Northern regions, but September to November is the main treatment 
window; before beetle flights and subsequent egg laying occurs.

Many growers will be aware of the global scrutiny that the insecticide imidacloprid, 
our main method of canegrub management, is under. Australia is not immune from this. 
The Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority (APVMA), is currently 
reviewing the neonicotinoid group of insecticides, including imidacloprid. This review 
is due to be finalised by 2023.

In Queensland, the level of imidacloprid in waterways is being monitored as part of  
the Great Barrier Reef and South East Queensland monitoring programs.

DAF, SRA, CANEGROWERS, ACFA, Bayer and Nufarm are collaborating to promote 
the responsible use of imidacloprid. Bayer Crop Science has recently launched 
its Confidor® Guard User Accreditation Program, with commercial agronomists, 
productivity services and SRA staff participating. Growers are also encouraged to 
participate by viewing the training video. Hover your smart phone’s camera over the 
QR code to see the video.   

SEPTEMBER TO NOVEMBER –  
PRIME TREATMENT WINDOW 
FOR CANEGRUBS IN RATOONS
By Phil Ross, Regional Coordinator, Central

(Above left) Root pruning is a symptom of canegrub 
infestation.  (Above right) Well set up liquid 
imidacloprid / fertiliser applicators – coulter to cut 
to depth, double disc to open the slot, delivery nozzle 
positioned and angled to place insecticide at the base 
of the slot, slot-closing mechanisms

The following information 
focusses on greyback canegrub 
management, which is the 
predominent species occurring from 
Plane Creek through to Mossman.
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Do you need to treat?

Firstly, only treat those blocks that are at 
risk of infestation.

•  How much damage did blocks suffer 
this season?

 -  Blocks that were infested in 2020 
are highly likely to be re-infested  
in 2021.

 -  Look for gaps in your ratoons and 
check the remaining stools to make 
sure canegrubs caused the gaps 
(look for root pruning, gouging), as 
there can be other causes of gappy 
ratoons.

 -  Some blocks and farms historically 
show low or no risk of infestation. 
Often this is due to heavy textured 
soil types. If this is the case, you 
probably do not need to treat these 
blocks.

•  How many more ratoons do you hope 
to get out of a block?

 -  If the block is a young ratoon, and 
has suffered only minor infestation, 
you will probably want to treat it.

 -  If the block is an old ratoon with 
minor infestation and you only 
intend to ratoon it once more, you 
may consider not treating, but it is 
likely that some productivity loss 
will result in its final ratoon.

 -  If the block was heavily infested in 
2020, then it is likely that you will 
need to fallow that block, as high 
productivity losses will already 
have occurred. A block that has an 
average of more than two grubs per 
stool is considered to be heavily 
infested. It is important that fallows 
are clean from cane volunteers.

•  Was the block treated with suSCon 
maxi Intel® when it was plant cane?

 -  suSCon maxi Intel is a controlled 
release formulation of 
imidacloprid, and gives up to 
four years’ control, depending on 
canegrub species. If the block is 
now older than the control period 
and is at risk of infestation, you 
may want to protect it with a liquid 
formulation for the coming season. 
Again, it may depend on how many 
more ratoons you are planning.

•  Other factors that predispose a block 
to infestation:

 -  Blocks adjacent to creek vegetation

 -  Upper slopes

 -  Infestations on neighbouring farms

 -  Lighter texture soils

 -  Early cut cane, particularly cane 
cut as planting material for early 
planting – these ratoons will be the 
tallest when beetles target blocks 
for egg laying.

Decided to treat? Get it right!

Poor application that results in reduced 
canegrub control has compounding 
effects:

• spending money on treating

• losing money from crop losses

•  losing imidacloprid from your farm 
into the creek.

Growers do not intentionally set out to 
do a poor application job. However, in-
field surveys of application have shown 
large differences in applied depth, both 
between applicators and also along the 
row and across the block with individual 
applicators. Other issues identified 
included transferring treated soil to the 
surface from wet fertiliser and soil sticking 
to discs, and poor or no slot closure.

SRA research has demonstrated that 
significantly less imidacloprid is lost in 
surface run-off when applied consistently 
at the correct depth of 100 – 150 mm.

Check that you are achieving the 
following in ratoons:

•  100mm to 150mm application depth- 
check that your coulters/double 
discs/tynes penetrate to this depth 
(with trash removed!). Use the Bayer/
Nufarm Application Depth Gauge or 
an ordinary ruler (to receive a Bayer/
Nufarm depth gauge, watch the online 
video and fill in your details at the link 
on previous page).

•  The insecticide is applied to the base 
of the slot – check the positioning and 
angle of the delivery tube.

•  The slot is fully filled in – check that 
you have a slot closing mechanism and 
that it is effective in your soil types.

•  If you have a combined imidacloprid/
fertiliser applicator, check that the 
liquid is not making the fertiliser 
and soil wet resulting in fertiliser 
and treated soil being brought to the 
surface on the rotating discs –  
if necessary, fit a scraper.

•  Only use imidacloprid for canegrub 
control.

•  Only use imidacloprid on those 
blocks where there is risk of canegrub 
infestation.

Get your applicator checked

A number of productivity service 
companies, Farmacist and SRA are 
participating in a DAF-funded project 
looking at improved canegrub 
management. The stewardship 
collaboration, the publication of the SRA 
Greyback Canegrub Management manual 
and in-field assessments of applicators are 
part of this project. In-field assessments 
of applicators in ratoons will be occurring 
during September and October. This entails 
running an eye over implement designs 
and set-up as well as measuring the 
application depth along and across rows. If 
you would like to be involved, contact one 
of the following project collaborators:

DISTRICT CONTACT

Mossman Mossman Ag Services

Burdekin Burdekin Productivity 
Services

Proserpine Sugar Services Proserpine

Mackay Mackay Area Productivity 
Services / Farmacist / SRA

Plane Creek Plane Creek Productivity 
Services / Farmacist

COVERED DEPTH

Covered depth must be at least 100 mm

SOIL SURFACE DOUBLE DISC 
OPENER SLOT

APPLICATION DEPTH
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Table: List of fertiliser treatments 
trialled at most farms

GROWERS’ COLLABORATION 
REVEALS OPPORTUNITIES 
FOR USING ENHANCED 
EFFICIENCY FERTILISER 
Sixty sugarcane growers trialling 
enhanced efficiency fertilisers (EEFs) 
have helped reveal new opportunities for 
nutrient management. The EEF60 project 
is a collaborative partnership between 
sugarcane growers, CANEGROWERS, 
Sugar Research Australia (SRA), regional 
productivity services and agricultural 
economists from the Department of 
Agriculture and Fisheries (DAF). 

CANEGROWERS manager Burn Ashburner 
said that collaboration between 
researchers and growers is vital to identify 
practical on-farm management options 
that maintain industry profitability, which 
has been a key focus of the EEF60 project.

Growers in the project were given a 
choice of EEFs to trial, alongside three 
other set fertiliser treatments. Many 
growers decided to test either urea with 
nitrification inhibitors or controlled 
release fertiliser (CRF) blends. A few 
growers decided to test liquid fertilisers. 

The project will have one more harvest 
(2020), but preliminary results reveal that 
the grower-chosen EEFs have performed 
as well as urea at the SIX EASY STEPS 
recommended N rate.

The project was designed to test what, 
where and when EEFs can optimise 
performance on sugarcane farms located 
between Mossman and Childers. Key 
indicators used to measure performance 
include cane yield, CCS, sugar yield and 
profitability. 

EEFs were tested at N rates below SIX 
EASY STEPS due to having higher costs 
than urea (per tonne) and their ability 
to better match crop N uptake over the 
growing season (see Table). Applying the 
grower-chosen EEFs (mostly urea with 
nitrification inhibitor, or 80% urea and 
20% controlled release fertiliser blends) 
at N rates 20% below SIX EASY STEPS  
had similar costs to urea applied at SIX 
EASY STEPS.

PRODUCT N RATE

Treatment 1 Urea SIX EASY STEPS

Treatment 2 Urea
20% below  
SIX EASY STEPS

Treatment 3
EEF –  
2/3 CRF*, 
1/3 NI**

20% below  
SIX EASY STEPS

Treatment 4
EEF – 
grower 
chosen

20% below  
SIX EASY STEPS

*controlled release fertiliser (CRF)      

**nitrification inhibitor (NI)
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Preliminary results indicate that 
compared to the urea at SIX EASY STEPS 
treatment (treatment 1):

•  The grower chosen EEFs (treatment 
4) obtained similar yields and 
profitability in the Wet Tropics and 
Burdekin trials; 

•  The grower chosen EEFs (treatment 
4) obtained slightly lower yields in 
the Central region trials (-2.2 tonnes 
of cane/ha TCH)) but profitability 
remained similar;

•  Urea applied at the lower N rate 
(treatment 2) obtained slightly lower 
yield (-1.7 to -2.9 TCH) in the Wet 
Tropics and Burdekin, however, had 
marginally higher CCS (+0.1 unit) in 
the Burdekin; 

•  The 2/3 CRF and 1/3 NI EEFs 
(treatment 3) generally obtained 
similar yields (though slightly lower 
in Central region by -1.3 TCH) but 
profitability was generally lower due 
to higher product costs.

SRA Researcher Julian Connellan said 
more comprehensive data analysis will 
be undertaken following the third harvest 
this year. 

Results from the data analysis will 
provide guidance around what types of 
EEF perform better (nitrification inhibitors 
versus blends of urea and controlled 
release fertiliser); where do they perform 
better (e.g. sandy soils versus clay or 
loam, or particular climates/regions), and 
when do they work best (e.g. applied late 
versus early in the season).

“The results should help identify in 
what situations growers have the option 
of applying EEFs profitably,” said DAF 
economics manager Mark Poggio.  

The EEF60 project is a partnership between 60 sugarcane growers, CANEGROWERS who manage the project, SRA who conduct the 
trials, regional productivity services including BPS, HCPSL, MAPS and Innisfail CANEGROWERS who provide on-ground trial support 
and extension, and agricultural economists from the Queensland Government Department of Agriculture and Fisheries who evaluate 
the profitability of the different fertilisers. Essential support is also provided by the many harvesting operations and mill personnel 
involved. The project is funded by the Australian and Queensland governments.
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It can happen to any farmer. You’ve 
just purchased or leased a new parcel 

of land to expand your cane farm. You 
prepare the farm and plant your chosen 
varieties. You take care of the crop 
with timely irrigation, good weed 
management and insect control. And 
then you stand back and look at your 
crop. This block isn’t performing as well 
as you had hoped. Why?    

Simon Ricciardi, Isis cane grower, had 
this issue with one of his blocks. Despite 
new drainage work and changing the 
irrigation system to a boom spray, Simon 
continued to face challenges with block 
productivity.

In September 2019, under the Testing 
Today’s Technology project, Simon 
had block characterisation survey 
work conducted on this block. Using 
electromagnetic (EM) technology, block 
surveys involve creating maps of soil 

variability and elevation. Combined with 
soil sampling in targeted locations on the 
maps (ground-truthing), these surveys 
may uncover any impediments in your 
block such as compaction and excess 
chloride. 

“I would highly recommend it,” said 
Simon. “This is a bit of a game changer. 
We’re hoping to get bigger gains with 
that information about your land, soil 
structure and capabilities and different 
applications to bring your soil balance to 
the best growing conditions.”

In particular, the Trimble system worked 
for Simon. The Soil Information System 
(SiS), conducted in this project by Bryan 
Granshaw from Vantage NEA, uses a 
highly mobile all-in-one system to take 
EM readings, elevation data, soil physical 
properties such as moisture content, and 
soil samples during one visit to the farm. 

TAKING OUT THE 
GUESSWORK:  
WHAT BLOCK SURVEYS  
CAN DO TO IMPROVE  
YOUR PRODUCTIVITY
By Hannah Russell

The results from Trimble confirmed 
what Simon was thinking. High chloride 
levels on the surface indicated a 
potential problem with the irrigation 
water, combined with a subsurface 
exchangeable aluminium of 21% to 30% 
meant the cane crop would struggle to 
perform well. 

“This work is great because it takes the 
guesswork out of it,” said Simon. “I 
thought the Trimble system was really on 
the high end of the game. The data and 
the information you get and what you can 
do with the information from that system 
is a big tick.”  

(Above) Testing Today’s Technology field day at Simon 
Ricciardi’s block where attendees are watching Bryan 
Granshaw (Trimble) take a soil core. (Over page top) 
Soil cores taken from Simon’s block by the Trimble 
system.  (Over page bottom) Surface chloride map 
generated by Trimble.
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Trimble Surface ChlorideAT THE TIME OF PUBLISHING, 
THE TRIMBLE SOIL 
INFORMATION SYSTEM:

•  Cost: $140 + GST/ha + $120 + 
GST/hr for travel to and from 
nearest SIS provider.

•  Fixed price of $2100 + GST for 
15ha or less.

•  Uses an ‘all-in-one’ system to 
create EM, elevation, and soil 
physical and chemical maps.

•  Takes a set number of soil 
samples according to soil 
variation and block size.

•  Creates a 3D soil database 
of block soil for over 60 soil 
characteristics including 
compaction maps, clay and 
sand content, depth to root 
restriction, plant available 
water, pH and chloride.

•  Access to the online Trimble 
system where data is stored 
for personal use. 

•  Offers a complimentary follow 
up for drainage solutions, 
variable rate gypsum etc.

•  Further analysis will be an 
additional cost. 

•  More information:  
vantage-wa.com.au/services-
post/sis-data-collection/

  230.000 - 410.000 ppm 0.00 ha 

  106.287 - 229.999 ppm 4.86 ha  

  74.550 - 106.286 ppm 4.82 ha 

  34.000 - 74.549 ppm 5.02 ha 

  30.000 - 33.999 ppm 0.14 ha 

N

150 3000

meters

The Testing Today’s Technology project was funded by the Queensland 
Government Water Quality Program via Burnett Mary Regional Group.  
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How can new or improved farming 
practices increase the productivity, 

profitability and sustainability of your 
sugarcane farm? That’s the question 
Ian Dart from Bundaberg Sugar is trying 
to answer by hosting a demonstration 
farm on their Alloway property, south of 
Bundaberg.    

The Southern Region’s growers, millers 
and service providers in the Farming 
Systems Group identified the need for 
a demonstration farm to trial improved 
farming practices in a regional setting 
relevant for the Bundaberg, Isis and 
Maryborough mill areas and to share 
findings with industry. 

As part of Ian’s plan, created in conjunction 
with SRA and DAF, he had block 
characterisation surveys by Vanderfield 
done to better understand what he was 
working with. Four blocks were surveyed in 
September 2019 following harvesting, one 
of which was funded through the Testing 
Today’s Technology project.

“It’s what we didn’t see,” said Ian. “The 
surface was disguising an issue that was 
occurring at depth. Our most significant 

reason for doing it was to ensure that 
we were sampling in the right spots for 
nutrition.” 

Another vital piece of information 
that Vanderfield provided was an 
understanding of the internal hydraulic 
system in each block and the block 
slope for irrigation. Following a more 
comprehensive understanding of the 
information guided by the Vanderfield 
process, the demonstration farm is on the 
road to achieve its objectives.

“The process with Vanderfield was well 
organised and had good procedures. They 
took the surveys and Steve Hegarty came 
at a later date to spend a couple of hours 
analysing the data, which was excellent.”

“I would recommend it to other growers. 
It is quite good value and there were 
valuable pieces of information that came 
out of it,” Ian said. 

The management practices implemented 
on the demonstration farm and the 
results will be monitored and shared with 
industry in coming years.  

BLOCK SURVEYS ON THE 
BUNDABERG SUGAR FARM

BLOCK CHARACTERISATION 
SURVEYS

•  Electromagnetic and elevation 
mapping.

•  Identify block variability  
and slope. 

•  Influenced by moisture,  
iron and clay content, salinity 
and organic matter.

•  Requires ground-truthing of 
maps by taking samples from 
targeted areas highlighted by 
the maps.

•  At least two soil cores should 
be taken from each block – 
one from the zone with the 
highest apparent electrical 
conductivity (ECa) and one 
from the lowest ECa zone. 

(Above left) Vanderfield’s DualEM sensor suspended 
above ground.  (Above right) Vanderfield technology. 
(Over page) Soil from High + Low ECa.   

By Hannah Russell
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Vanderfield DualEM 150cm

Layer name DualEM 150cm 
Field name Northern Strip 
Season 2019 
Activity date 24/09/2019 
Min -13.9 
Mean 13.69 
Mode 13.27 
Max 23.47 
SD 1.7 
CV 12.42% 
Total 384.72 
Total Area 28.1 ha
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The Testing Today’s Technology project was funded by the Queensland 
Government Water Quality Program via Burnett Mary Regional Group.  

AT THE TIME OF PUBLISHING, 
VANDERFIELD’S BLOCK 
SURVEYS:

•  Cost: $40 + GST per hectare

•  Uses a DualEM 21S Sensor to 
measure changing apparent 
electrical conductivity (ECa)

•  Measures to four different depths 
(25cm, 75cm, 125cm and 275cm)

•  Creates an elevation map for water 
flow and drainage simulations

•  Includes a complimentary data 
review over the phone with an 
option of an on-farm consultation.

•  Longer consultations for $500 + 
GST (half day) or $1000 + GST (full 
day)

•  Vanderfield will also take soil cores 
for an extra per hour or per day rate
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Leasing farmland provides growers 
with access to increased area to grow 

cane without the large capital cost 
associated with land ownership.

This increase in productive capacity of 
the farm operation however must be 
weighed up against possible limitations 
associated with leased land such as 
capital improvements. The lessee 
for example may not be able to make 
capital improvements such as upgrades 
to irrigation infrastructure without 
permission from the lessor. Alternatively, 
the lessee may not see full benefit from 
capital improvements before the end of 
the lease term.

Leasing land allows a farm business to 
operate more efficiently by spreading 
fixed costs such as labour and machinery 
over a larger crop area. To that end, leasing 
can be used as an add-on to an existing 
owned farm operation to provide better 
use of farm equipment.

Leasing land as an alternative to buying 
allows for more capital to be invested into 
other assets that improve productivity 
such as irrigation and farm machinery.

Leasing land can provide an opportunity 
for farm succession. It provides a means 
to transition land use within a family farm 
operation where some partners look to 
ease out of the business, while others look 
to scale up. 

Farmland lease as a form of land tenure 
is less popular in Australia compared to 
USA and the UK. In the US, an Agriculture 
Census conducted in 2012 found that 
over 60 percent of farmland in the country 
was leased (The ERS report, U.S. Farmland 
Ownership, Tenure, and Transfer (EIB-161, 
August 2016)).

A recent survey found that 28 percent 
of farmers across Australia leased at 
least some of their total operated area 
(Rabobank Rural Confidence Survey, 2019).

The key to striking a fair price for a lease 
needs to allow sufficient opportunity for 
the lessee to make sustainable net returns 
year-in, year-out while the landowner 
receives reasonable income to offset the 
opportunity cost incurred by the land 
owner either not farming or selling the land.  

In the Australian cane industry, several 
methods have been used to determine 
rent for leased land.  

1. Share of Gross Proceeds. This is often 
an agreed percentage of cane revenue. A 
survey of cane growers across Queensland 
and NSW in 2007 found the percentage 
to range from 12.5 to 33 percent of gross 
proceeds. The proceeds to the owner are 
often set up as a deduction lien through 
the mill. These agreements also have 
some arrangement for equitable receipt 
of mill bonuses. These agreements can 
also have provision of a sliding scale of 
percentage depending on sugar price 
(McGuire, 2007).

2. Fixed Rent. This is a set amount per 
annum usually with provision for annual 
increases – sometimes linked to the 
Consumer Price Index. The rate is often 
linked to a percentage of the value of 
the farmland inclusive of improvements.  
Typical rates range between 3-10 percent.  
Some corporate farmland holders use 
a fixed percentage and rental to meet 
shareholder or investor expectations.  
These types of agreements provide stable 
return to the lessor however the lessee 
may be exposed during low sugar prices.

3. Share Farm. This agreement is 
essentially a proportionate share of both 

operating costs and income between the 
owner and the grower.  It is more common 
in NSW than in Queensland (McGuire, 
2007). These agreements make provision 
for share of growing, capital, harvesting 
and other costs between the owner and 
the grower. For these arrangements to 
work there needs to be good planning, 
documentation and communication 
between grower and owner to ensure 
there are no surprises with respect to costs 
and income. The split between grower 
and owner should be fair, recognising 
the risk the grower is taking growing the 
crop balanced against the provision of 
productive land provided by the owner.

The Farm Budgeting Program FEAT (Farm 
Economic Analysis Tool), developed by DAF 
Queensland, is a great tool to assess the 
viability of leasing land. A lease block gross 
margin can allow you to check whether 
the proposition is profitable and how it fits 
with your overall farm operation.

Shaking hands on a lease is okay (or 
COVID-19 equivalent) but you first need 
to discuss, agree, and document the 
terms in a lease agreement. You should 
always seek advice from suitably qualified 
professionals including your agricultural 
consultant, accountant and solicitor. A 
solicitor is best engaged to make sure 
that the intent of the agreed lease terms 
is captured into clauses which provide 
direction if terms of the agreement are 
tested.  

You need to make sure there is a clear 
start and end date for the lease. Many 
land leases also have provision for option 
to extend the lease for a further term.  A 
lease with five-year term plus option to 
extend for a further five years (five plus 
five) is common in the Queensland sugar 
industry.

LEASING CANE LAND –  
THINGS TO CONSIDER
Leasing land has potential to provide benefits to a farm operation. Assessing the benefit not only 
includes the marginal profitability of leasing, but also how this form of land tenure fits with the 
long-term goals for the farm business. By Jerome Gumley, Farm Operations Leader, SRA
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MORE INFORMATION: 

rabobank.com.au/media-releases/2020/200210-a-new-lease-on-land-
leasing-of-ag-land-on-the-rise/

dpi.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0017/104093/leasing-land-
calculating-a-rental.pdf

grdc.com.au/resources-and-publications/grdc-update-papers/tab-content/
grdc-update-papers/2019/06/buy,-lease-or-invest-off-farm

grdc.com.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0029/159347/grdc_fs_fbm-preparing-
a-lease-agreement_lr-pdf.pdf.pdf

farmtable.com.au/build/leasing-overview-farm-table/

McGuire, PJ 2007 Share-farming options for the Australian sugar industry - 
SRDC Final Project Report BSS298 

A longer term provides stability for 
both the lessee and lessor. It provides 
incentive for the lessee to manage the 
land more sustainably as they can realise 
the benefits over a longer term.

You should consider who is responsible 
for insurances such as public liability, 
crop, land improvements, buildings, other 
items (if applicable) and a means to 
ensure these insurances remain current.

Similarly, it should be clear as to who is 
responsible for Council rates, and any 
other levies such as irrigation schemes.  
Further, make sure it is clear who is 
responsible for repair and maintenance of 
improvements on the land such as roads, 
fencing and irrigation infrastructure.

Ensuring the land is managed to a 
reasonable and sustainable standard 
should be considered. An example of this 
would be Smartcane Best Management 
Practise (BMP). Additionally, some 
consideration for returning the land in a 
state at least as good as it was at the start 
of the lease is warranted.

You will also see many leases have 
clauses managing the stage of rotation 
and value of stool in the ground at the 
start of the lease.

This can be provisioned by having terms 
to cover proportion of land under cane 
at various crop stages at the end of the 
lease.  Many leases also set out the 
standard of land to be returned such 
cultivation, fertiliser and ameliorant 
application and percentage of fallow.

Your solicitor will be able to best advise 
as to what provisions should be used in 
the event of default or where dispute 
arises. There are other ‘boilerplate’ 
clauses that should be used in lease 
agreements to make them more robust.

It is a good idea to complete a due 
diligence check on the land you are 
interested in leasing. This covers off 
location, land tenure check, soil types, 
past productivity, access to quality water, 
pest and disease risk, weed status, access, 
distance to siding, distance to main 
farm (for example, more than say 30km 
may be too far) and any forward sugar 
marketing commitments for the land 
under consideration.

Preparation and good documentation 
go a long way towards a beneficial 
arrangement between lessor and lessee.  
Remember, a well-prepared lease avoids 
the risk of signing cheques on the back of 
a court door.  
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Sugarcane growers and millers in the 
Herbert Region, Far North Queensland 
(FNQ), the Southern Region, and New 
South Wales (NSW), will have access to 
three new sugarcane varieties developed 
by Sugar Research Australia (SRA). 

These new varieties were approved 
for release by the respective Regional 
Variety Committees (RVCs) for these 
regions. They are SRA28 (FNQ and 
Herbert), SRA29 (Southern Region) and 
SRAW30 (NSW).

SRA28 – FNQ AND HERBERT

SRA Far North Queensland Plant Breeder, 
Dr Felicity Atkin, said that in SRA’s 
trials SRA28 had shown competitive 
performance with existing varieties 
Q200A and Q208A with respect to cane 
yield and sugar content (CCS), across all 
trial sites and crop classes.

“In our trials, SRA28 has been a reliable 
germinator, but has shown some variable 
germination when long hot water  
treated in a couple of propagations,”  
Dr Atkin said. “Its initial growth is slower 
than most commercial varieties, but it 
has good canopy closure, which is an 
important trait for helping growers to 
control weeds. It stands up straight and 
tall, which makes it good for harvesting.

“It also tends not to flower greatly, which 
is another positive trait for the industry, 
as well as having a good resistance to 
important diseases such as Pachymetra 
root rot and Leaf Scald. It is intermediate 
resistant to smut.”

She said the variety had been tested on 
a range of commercial farms across the 
Herbert and FNQ.

Mulgrave grower John Ferrando has an 
SRA Final Assessment Trial (FAT) on his 
property and has been a collaborator with 
SRA variety trials for more than 35 years.

“This new variety SRA28 is on the edge 
row of our FAT and was looking good,”  
Mr Ferrando said to SRA earlier this year. 

(Left) Maryborough’s Bryce Cronau with SRA29. 
Picture by Marija Tromp, SRA.

More information on new varieties, 
along with recently released 
varieties in other regions is available 
in the SRA Variety Guides, which are 
available on the SRA website and 
have also been distributed to SRA 
Members in hardcopy format. 

Scan the QR code with the camera 
on your smart phone to go straight 
to the SRA Variety Guides

“It has had a tough season so had a slow 
start, but it now has a bit of moisture 
under it and looks to be a nice stand of 
cane.”

He said these on-farm trials were 
valuable in helping gather information 
for farmers and millers in a range of 
conditions, and he congratulated the 
local SRA plant breeding team on their 
thorough work constructing the trial and 
gathering data. 

SRA28 will be available for distribution to 
growers for planting this year in FNQ, and 
2021 in the Herbert. 

SRA29 – SOUTHERN REGION

SRA Southern Region Plant Breeder, Mr 
Roy Parfitt, said that in SRA’s trials SRA29 
had produced good tonnes of cane per 
hectare with sugar content equal to the 
existing major varieties of the region.

“In our trials, SRA29 kept good 
productivity in ratoons, after being 
tested out to the third ratoon crop. 
Overall it has good disease resistance, 
and good fibre characteristics to allow 
efficient processing within the region’s 
sugar mills,” Mr Parfitt said.

He said the variety had been tested on a 
range of farms across the Southern Region. 

Maryborough farmer Bryce Cronau has 
seen the variety in a trial located on land 
leased by MSF Sugar and he said that 
SRA29 showed good promise as a new 
variety option within the Southern Region. 

“In that trial, it had tough conditions with 
the season and soil type, but it has come 
through looking good with a strong stool. 
So this variety has definitely shown it  
can stand up to the tough times,”  
Mr Cronau said.

The variety will be available for 
distribution to growers for planting  
next year. 

SRAW30 – NSW

This variety carries the ‘W’ in its name to 
recognise that it was jointly developed 
by the SRA and Wilmar Sugar sugarcane 
breeding programs.

SRA NSW Region Plant Breeder, Mr Roy 
Parfitt, said that in SRA’s trials SRAW30 
had been tested in very challenging 
growing conditions. “This new variety 
was plant into a two-year trial in a frost 
and flood-prone area, and in that trial its 
performance was average.”

“However, it was also included in the NSW 
two-year trial program which included 
four two-year trials which had seven 
harvests in total. Of the seven harvests, 
it ranked first in five harvests and 2nd in 
the other two harvests.”

Mr Parfitt said SRAW30 is a good yielding 
cane with average to good CCS as a 
two-year old variety. It does not have 
one-year data from NSW although it 
performed just under the average of the 
standards as one-year-old in the Herbert.

The variety will be available for distribution 
to growers for planting 2021.  

THREE NEW 
SUGARCANE VARIETIES 

RELEASED IN 2020 
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(Below left) Nitrogen fertilisers were applied in the experimental plots using a variable rate fertiliser 
box at Ingham. (Below right) A decision tree for selection of nitrogen fertilisers based on possible 
agronomic and environmental benefits and costs. U: urea; PCU: polymer-coated urea; PCU+U: blended 
PCU and urea; NI+U: urea with a nitrification inhibitor. This information should be treated as a guide 
only, and growers should seek advice before making decisions. (Over page left) Post Harvest Deep 
Soil Sampling at Tully Site.  (Over page right) Nitrogen supply from conventional urea and soil may 
not align with crop N demand, and is susceptible to losses during the high rainfall season. EEFs should 
improve synchronicity between fertiliser N availability and crop N uptake.

RESEARCH 
PROGRAM 
TARGETING 
IMPROVED NUE IN 
SUGAR INDUSTRY: 
PROJECT 2
Sugarcane research into increased Nitrogen Use Efficiency 
(NUE), and options for improved profitable use of Nitrogen 
(N), have been the focus of three research projects of the More 
Profit from Nitrogen (MPfN) Program. By Marguerite White

The research of the MPfN Program has 
seen ten projects across the sugar, 

dairy, cotton and horticulture industries 
generate a greater understanding of 
the factors that affect nitrogen use and 
application in agricultural industries.

In this edition of CaneConnection, we 
feature the second cane industry project, 
MPfN: Smart Blending of enhanced 
efficiency fertilisers to maximise sugarcane 
profitability, led by the Queensland 
Department of Environment and Science 
(QDES) in partnership with leading 
regional research partners.  

Dr Weijin Wang was responsible for 
managing three seasons of trials, 
conducted across the 2016 to 2019 growing 
seasons, on six sites in the Bundaberg, 
Mackay, Ingham, Tully and Innisfail areas. 

“Ultimately, poor nitrogen use efficiency 
(NUE) in sugarcane cropping is 
problematic for growers as losses are a 
wasted input cost and a hit to efforts to 
maximise yield potential,” Dr Wang said. 

“For the industry, it is also associated with 
environmental impacts and, therefore, 
raises social licence concerns.

“Traditionally, application rates of N fertiliser 
to sugarcane crops generally range from 
130 to 250kg N/ha, approximately half 
of which may be lost through gaseous 
emissions, leaching and/or runoff following 
large rainfall or irrigation events.”

The project aimed to investigate whether 
enhanced efficiency fertilisers (EEFs) 
such as Polymer Coated Urea (PCU) and 
nitrification inhibitor-impregnated urea 
(NI+U) could increase NUE as a new 
management practice.  

“We understood that the N release pattern 
of fertilisers often differed from crop 
N uptake dynamics and, together with 
the high cost of EEFs, this made use by 
growers difficult to justify.”
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This project was supported by 
funding from the Australian 
Government Department of 
Agriculture, Water and the 
Environment as part of its Rural R&D 
for Profit program, the Queensland 
Department of Environment and 
Science, Queensland Department 
of Agriculture and Fisheries, Sugar 
Research Australia, Herbert Cane 
Productivity Services Limited, 
Farmacist Pty Ltd, ICL Specialty 
Fertilizers and Incitec Pivot Ltd.

TIME (MONTHS)

“The research focus was on measuring the 
NUE benefits of EEF/urea blends versus 
urea alone, whether N application rates 
can be reduced when blended with EEFs 
and the associated cost implications - 
negative or positive - and determining 
the optimal blend ratios. It was important 
to replicate this work across regions to 
factor regional differences in climate, 
weather and soil types.” 

Twelve treatments were included in 
each field trial to measure the effects 
on sugarcane yield, sugar productivity, 
fertiliser NUE and profitability. The 
measurements that were deployed 
included:

•  Soil samples from the 0-20cm or 
0-90cm depths collected multiple 
times during each crop growing 
season to monitor soil mineral N 
dynamics under different fertiliser 
formulations and blends (PCU, 
NI+U and urea) assessed at the 
recommended SIX EASY STEPS rate 
and sub-optimal rate;

•  Plant samples from the treatments 
receiving urea and PCU at the 
recommended rates were also taken 
to measure whole-season crop N 
uptake dynamics; and

•  N release dynamics from PCU products 
were monitored for comparison with 
crop N uptake. 

“The outcomes demonstrated that EEFs 
offer significant environmental benefits 
compared to normal urea, but their yield 
benefits vary substantially between 
different sites and from year to year at 
the same site. A farm profit benefit of 
using an EEF may therefore be limited 
to specific soil and climatic scenarios,” 
concludes Dr Wang.

Some of the more detailed findings 
include:

•  Soil mineral N (ammonium (NH4+) 
and nitrate (NO3-)) contents generally 
declined to very low levels within 
2-3 months after application of urea 
particularly for late harvested crops in 
the Wet Tropics, demonstrating the risk 
of substantial N loss during the early 
crop growing season following high 
rainfall events in summer.

•  Use of PCU consistently sustained 
higher mineral N contents in soil during 
the mid- to late season compared to 
normal urea and NI+U treatments.

•  N release dynamics of the PCU 
fertilisers did not differ significantly at 
different sites. So N supply from PCU to 
crops at different stages of the crop-
growing season can be predicted with 
good accuracy.

•  Substantial movement of fertiliser N 
into deep soil occurred following high 
rainfall events but was significantly 
lower in the PCU treatments than in 
urea-only treatments.

•  NI+U effectively slowed down 
formation of NO3- (more susceptible 
to loss) from NH4+ (more stable) in 
most circumstances and, based on 
separate studies, significantly reduced 
emissions of nitrous oxide (N2O, a 
potent greenhouse gas) from soil. 

•  Applying N fertiliser in-excess of 
the recommended rate seldom 
increased yield and thus compromised 
profitability.

•  Yield responses to EEFs and different 
blending ratios of PCU to urea varied 
with site and seasonal conditions.

“Whilst this is not the prescriptive 
guidance growers may be seeking, it 
does show that profitable use of EEFs 

is possible and there are certainly 
environmental benefits. A large part of 
predicting when these opportunistic 
windows may arise is knowing the site 
conditions and having good weather 
forecasts. Ideally, integration of N 
recommendation tools with accurate 
weather modelling systems would be 
beneficial for the industry.”

Dr Wang reiterates that the decision on 
use of EEFs depends on many factors. In 
terms of N supply and demand, use of PCU 
by itself should be able to meet crop N 
requirements during the early cropping 
season. Therefore, the benefit of blending 
with urea would mainly be limited to cost 
saving rather than improved N supply. 

The choice of fertiliser formulations needs 
to be assessed accounting for N loss risks, 
soil N availability, crop N demand, the 
PCU N release dynamics and costs. For 
fields with high N loss risks during the 3-4 
months after fertiliser application, PCU 
or NI+U can be used. If the N loss risks are 
considered low, use of normal urea will be 
a more economical option. 

As part of the project outcomes, a decision 
tree for the selection of N fertilisers based 
on potential environmental, agronomic and 
economic benefits of EEFs was developed.  

CO(NH2)2

SOIL MINERAL N 
(NH1+  NO3-)

CROP N 
UPTAKE

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

FERTILISATION
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The Herbert region is rapidly 
becoming one Australian sugar 

cane industry’s regional leaders in the 
adoption of alternative harvesting 
practices (AHP). Change is in the air as 
harvesting contractors and their grower 
groups start to investigate practices to 
minimise cane loss out of the extractor 
in order to realise potential average 
yield gains of 5 percent. 

It is widely recognised that full adoption 
of AHP practices has the potential to 
deliver an additional 1.2 million tonnes 
of cane and 164,000 tonnes of sugar 
valued at over $69 million (an additional 
$2.86/t of cane) for industry.

This significant growth in yield and 
revenue can be achieved without any 
increase in area under cane. In the 
2017 and 2018 seasons, SRA and the 
Department of Agriculture and Fisheries 
(DAF) ,funded by the Rural R&D for profit 
program “Adoption of practices to mitigate 
harvesting losses”, delivered an adoption 
program to strengthen the knowledge, 
skills and capacity required for practice 
change in the harvesting sector.

Results from 95 fully randomised and 
replicated green cane trials (over 12 
sugarcane regions between Harwood and 
Mossman) indicated both cane and sugar 
yields for the recommended practice 
were on average 5.2 percent (2017) and 
5 percent (2018) higher than standard 
harvester operator practice.

The project undertook a series of in-depth 
and detailed costing comparisons with 

selected contractor groups to understand 
how the adoption of AHP affects a 
harvesting contractor’s commercial 
operation. There is widespread 
acknowledgement in the industry that 
harvesting contractors are generally 
trying to deliver the best outcome for 
their growers in a very constrained 
environment. 

This environment places pressure 
on harvesting groups to harvest at 
high product flow rates to ensure bin 
allotments are filled and throughput 
maximised during a season. It is 
understandable that growers and their 
harvesting contractors may be concerned 
that a reduction of flow rate into the 
machine will see a spike in harvesting 
costs greater than additional revenue 
generated from yield gains and validating 
if economic constraints exist is pivotal 
in the adoption of alternative harvesting 
practice.

Results from these economic evaluations 
across the industry indicated the 
increased cane and sugar yields 
generated by the recommended practice 
improved average grower gross revenue 
by $181/ha (4.8 percent). Reduced 
ground speeds did increase the average 
cost of harvesting by $61/ha (excluding 
any additional incentive payments to 
the harvesting contractor) but after 
deducting the additional harvesting cost 
(including fuel and levies) from the gross 
grower revenue results indicated an 
average net benefit of $120/ha for  
the trials.

ALTERNATIVE 
HARVESTING 
PRACTICES  
CAUSING A BUZZ 
IN THE HERBERT 
REGION
By Carol Norris – SRA Harvesting Adoption Officer

In 2017 and 2018 Herbert contractors 
and growers embarked on a harvesting 
fact-finding tour to the Isis region, a 
region well advanced in the adoption of 
AHP. An important outcome of the tour 
was the desire among Herbert growers 
and contractors to validate research 
outcomes in a real-life scenario. 

In the 2019 season the SRA / DAF 
harvesting team, with support from 
Wilmar Sugar, Herbert Cane Productivity 
Services Limited and Herbert River 
Canegrowers delivered the industry’s 
first month long commercial harvest 
demonstration round in the Herbert 
region. Two volunteer harvesting 
groups alternated between commercial 
(standard practice) and recommended 
(AHP) settings across their entire contract 
for one round during the 2019 harvesting 
season (round three of five rounds).  
The project included a total of 12 
trial runs for nine growers between 
both groups. Wilmar Sugar provided 
the resources for individual mill 
analysis on each full rake for the entire 
demonstration round in order to compare 
yield data between commercial and 
recommended settings. 

Results suggested that in a normal day-
to-day commercial operation, average 
cane yield per hectare increased by  
4.9 percent and average sugar yield per 
hectare increased by 5.2 percent (both 
significant) when the contractors  
moved from standard to recommended 
practice. 
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These outcomes closely align to the 
percentage yield increase observed 
across the 95 field demonstration trials 
conducted in 2017 and 2018. 

A key objective of the program was to 
understand the cost implications for the 
harvesting contractor, and resultant net 
revenue benefit for the grower (after 
compensating the harvesting contractor 
to move to recommended practices). 
Harvesting cost comparisons included a 
comprehensive and meticulous analysis 
of the 12 trials.

This included identifying the full 
spectrum of costs (machinery 
depreciation, labour, fuel, maintenance), 
drawing upon trial data and requiring 
a substantial amount of operational 
information collected from the 
respective harvesting operations.

Total grower revenue was calculated 
using a five-year average sugar price 
($418/t) yield and CCS results (for each 
trial), together with the cane payment 
formula specific to the Herbert mill 
area. Net grower revenue included 
total grower revenue minus harvesting 
costs (including fuel) and levies. Actual 
harvesting costs and levies were $37/
ha higher for the recommended setting. 
This was largely due to reduced harvester 
ground speeds but offset by higher yields 
arising from lower extractor fan speeds.  

Despite the higher harvesting costs, 
recommended settings obtained 
significantly higher total revenue ($150/
ha, +4.7 percent). This resulted in an 

overall net benefit of $114/ha (+4.4 
percent higher net revenue to the grower 
after taking into account the $37/ha 
increase in harvesting cost), in adoption 
of recommended settings

The Herbert work proved to be game 
changing in the region as the process 
confirmed that adapting and aligning 
harvesting practices to crop and paddock 
conditions does positively impact yield 
and economic outcomes in a day to day 
real life scenario. However, implementing 
alternative harvesting practices can be 
difficult, and the use of real time monitors 
are proving extremely effective in 
providing in field validation of harvesting 
operations.

At the time of writing, eight yield and 
cane loss monitors were now installed on 
harvesters in the Herbert, driven largely 
through the support of Wilmar Sugar, who 
has subsidised the installation of four 
monitors in the region. These monitors 
enable the harvester operator to assess 
cane loss and adjust harvester settings 
instantaneously within the paddock to 
better improve the yield and quality of 
cane delivered to the mill. 

The adoption of alternative harvesting 
practices is steadily growing in the 
Australian sugar cane industry, with the 
Herbert being one of the early majority 
regions. The final focus of the Harvesting 
Team is the proposed development and 
promotion of a harvesting predictive 
tool. This tool will be crucial for the 
broader adoption of AHP and allow 

both contractors and growers to make 
informed decisions on harvesting 
practices.

In closing, special acknowledgement must 
be given to the participating harvesting 
contractors – Dwayne and Damien Morelli 
and Mark Chiesa for their involvement 
in this critical demonstration. Finally, 
our grateful thanks go to Wilmar Sugar, 
Herbert Cane Productivity Services 
Limited and Herbert River Canegrowers. 
Without the vital input and support 
from all participants, this project and its 
positive outcomes would not have been 
possible.  

Further enquiries: 

Phil Patane  
(SRA Harvesting Adoption Officer 
and Project Leader) 
T 0431 818 482 
E PPatane@sugarresearch.com.au

Carol Norris  
(SRA Harvesting Adoption Officer) 
T 0459 861 482 
E CNorris@sugarresearch.com.au

Brendon Nothard  
(DAF Senior Agricultural Economist) 
T 0475 973 226 
E Brendon.nothard@daf.qld.gov.au

(Above left) Herbert Tour participants - 2018 Isis 
region tour.  (Above right) Ollie Rowan (front) in the 
harvester with Damien Morelli.
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SRA has an internal program of funding 
small projects to develop innovative 

ideas which may lead onto larger work. 
One project funded in this program was 
inter-row levelling. For growers using 
furrow irrigation or growers wishing to 
maintain consistent grades for surface 
drainage, soil movement during the crop 
cycle usually means that at the end of 
the crop cycle, the crop beds must be 
removed and the whole paddock re-
levelled to the required gradients. The 
whole of paddock levelling process 
diminishes the soil health benefits 
of permanent beds. This project was 
developed out of the need to maintain 
permanent beds throughout on-going 
crop cycles.  Therefore, the project was 
focused on levelling the paddock in the 
inter-row spaces (Figure 1).  

Discussions with industry stakeholders 
involved in the project identified the two 
key issues:

•  GPS or laser for the levelling 
technology.

• Implement for the levelling operation.

Both GPS and laser are very well-
developed technologies for levelling 
operations. The main advantage of GPS 
over laser is the flexibility afforded by GPS. 
Further with today’s satellite coverage 
GPS has sufficient vertical accuracy to 
allow consistent and reliable levelling. 
GPS levelling packages are “off the shelf” 
and offered by a variety of providers.  

Whole of paddock land levelling is 
typically carried out using a trailed 
bucket or scoop implement. One solution 
for inter-row levelling was to construct a 
scoop sized for the inter-row space – the 
implement could consist of one or more 
scoops so as to provide multiple row 
operation. Consultation with the project 
stakeholders suggested that rather than 
building a special implement for the 
inter-row levelling it would be more 
economical to use an existing implement, 
specifically the bed former.  

The project stakeholders advised that 
from experience the plough type bed 
former has the ability to cut, carry and 
deposit soil which is required for inter-
row levelling. The other big advantage of 
the bed former is that most growers will 
have bed formers, so inter-row levelling 
could be done using existing equipment.  

A bed former is usually a three point 
linkage implement i.e. the implement 
is directly attached to the tractor via 
the two hitch lift arms and the top link 
arm. The issue encountered was that GPS 
levelling control programs are typically 
set up for trailed implements rather 
than implements attached via the three 
point linkage arms.  For most tractors 
GPS levelling control programs cannot 
operate the tractors’ three point linkage 
systems (some late model tractors are 
being released with custom three point 
linkage controls which may be accessible 
by GPS control programs).  

The innovation for this project was a 
system to allow GPS levelling control 
of a three point linkage implement. The 
project considered several options, 
eventually building a prototype concept 
attached to a two row bed former. Note 
that this work was carried out at SRA 
Central. We did not have a plough type 
bed former, but did have a two row 
scraper type bed former which was 
suitable for the trials (Figure 2).

To test the levelling system the control 
program was set to provide a uniform 
gradient between A and B. The measured 
results are shown in Figure 3 – the 

“Before” elevations include two raised 
sections; these raised sections are mostly 
removed in the “After” elevations.

The project was able to test the system 
to a limited degree in the Central district 
where the testing showed that the 
concept of a GPS controlled three point 
linkage worked, and that the bed former 
type implement could be used to level 
the inter row space. The next step is to 
test the system in the Burdekin in full 
paddocks, some with fixed gradients  
and others with multiple gradients (along 
the row). 

The main message is that while the 
project has shown that inter-row levelling 
can be achieved, large scale testing of 
the system is required in order to build 
confidence in the system.  

INTER-ROW LEVELLING  
WHILE MAINTAINING 
PERMANENT BEDS
By Matt Schembri, Adoption Officer, SRA Mackay

(Figure 1) Inter-row space located between the cane stool beds.  
(Figure 2) Measured ground heights along AB line for test of control system.
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Q208A remained as the most widely 
grown variety in Australia in 2019, 

representing 25.9% of the crop and a  
2% reduction from 2018. 

Q240A has continued its rise in 
popularity in both Queensland (21.6%) 
and NSW (10.6%) and is now the second 
most widely grown variety in both states 
(up from third in NSW in 2018).

There was very little change in the 
other varieties making up the top five 
in Queensland: Q183A (12.4%), KQ228A 
(10.3%) and Q232A (5%). 

In NSW, Q232A (9.3%) is in third place, 
overtaken by Q240A, and followed by 
Q183A (8.8%) in fourth and BN83-3120 
(5%) in fifth. The top five varieties grown 
in Australia account for 74.4% of the 
total crop.

In the Burdekin and Southern regions, 
Q240A continued its dominance as the 
number one variety, representing 34.8% 
and 34.4% of the crop, respectively. 
Q208A remained the most popular 

Q240A CONTINUES TO 
RISE IN POPULARITY

variety in the North (35.3%), Herbert 
(31.2%), and Central (29.8%), although 
there was a slight decrease from the 
2018 crop as Q240A became more widely 
grown in these regions. Q208A is also the 
dominant variety in NSW (35.6%), where 
it increased by 1.7% in 2019.

In the Northern region, Q200A (14.2%) 
and KQ228A (9.1%) were the next most 
widely grown varieties after Q208A. In 
2019, Q253A (10.3%) became the second 
most widely grown variety in the Herbert 
region, up from 6% in 2018, followed 
by Q232A (9.2%) and Q200A (8.2%). 
The three varieties that dominated 
the Burdekin for many years, KQ228A 
(20.4%), Q183A (19.3%), and Q208A 
(13.1%), made a major contribution 
to the crop but Q183A and Q208A 
decreased in importance as Q240A 
increased. In the Central region, Q240A 
increased in popularity up to 23.9% in 
2019 and at this rate it will challenge 
Q208A for dominance in coming years. 
Q183A (19.3%) continued to increase 
in popularity in the Central region and 

together with Q208A and Q240A these 
three varieties contribute 73% of the 
Central region crop. In the Southern 
region, Q208A (18.7%) and KQ228A 
(15.4%) were the next most widely  
grown varieties after Q240A.

Varieties to look out for in coming years 
that continued to show significant 
increases in tonnes harvested in 2019 
were: Northern: Q253A, Q250A and 
Q252A; Herbert: Q253A, SRA5A and 
Q250A; Burdekin: Q232A; Central: SRA9A, 
SP80-1816; Southern: Q252A; and  
NSW: Q254A, SRA2A.

The 2019 Australian sugarcane harvest 
came in at 30.048 million tonnes of cane 
(compared to 32.5M tonne in 2018, with 
an average yield of 82.4 tonnes of cane 
per hectare (TCH) (2018: 85.8TCH) and a 
CCS of 14.09 (2018: 14.30). The hectares 
harvested decreased slightly to 364,647 
tonnes, compared to 378,509 in 2018.   

  Q208A - 25.4%   
  Q240A - 21.6%        
  Q183A - 12.4%  
  KQ228A - 10.3%  
  Q232A - 5.0%   
  Q200A - 4.2%  
  Q253A - 3.4% 
  Q242A - 2.9%    
  Q250A - 2.3% 
  Q252A - 1.9%

  Q208A - 35.6%   
  Q240A - 10.6%        
  Q232A - 9.3%  
  Q183A - 8.8%  
  BN83-3120 - 4.9%     
  Q211A - 4.8%        
  KQ228A - 4.2%  
  Q242A - 3.0%  
  Q244 - 2.6%  
  Q254 - 2.2% 

  Q208A - 25.9%   
  Q240A - 21.0%        
  Q183A - 12.2%  
  KQ228A - 10.0%  
  Q232A - 5.3%  
  Q200A - 4.1%         
  Q253A - 3.2% 
  Q242A - 2.9%  
  Q250A - 2.1% 
  Q252A - 1.8% 

Queensland

NSW

Australia

QUEENSLAND

NSW

AUSTRALIA
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Answers:
1. Brisbane (Redlands). 2. Indian Ocean Dipole. 3. Picture A. 4. Rockhampton. 5. Jonathon Thurston. 8. Plant Health Assurance Certificate. 9. 
Numbers. 10. Water. 11. 1611 metres. 12. Harwood. 13. Q240A 14. Perennials. 15. Sugarcane leaf with symptoms of orange rust.  16. February 3. 
17. Soil testing regularly. 18. 2006, Isis. 19. 4854. 20. Stuart Law. 21. 500kg/ha. 22. Politician and sugarcane farmer, Harry Bruce (1884-1958). 23. 
Moreton Mill. 24. Brad Arthur. 25. Frost damage. 

1. What is the location of Queensland’s first ever commercial sugar mill?

2. In weather and climate terminology, what is the IOD?

3. Which of these photos represents symptoms of iron deficiency in a sugarcane leaf?

A B C

4.  The Tropic of Capricorn runs through which Queensland city?

5.    Who player scored the winning points in the 2015 NRL grand final between the Brisbane Broncos and  
the North Queensland Cowboys? 

8.    When moving machinery across sugarcane biosecurity zone boundaries, you require a PHAC.  
What does PHAC stand for? 

9.  After what are all the streets in the Burdekin town of Home Hill named?

10.  Through what medium is the sugarcane disease, chlorotic streak, spread?

11.  What is the height of Queensland’s highest mountain, Mt Bartle Frere?

12.  What is the name of Australia’s southern-most operational sugar mill?

13.  What was the second most popular sugarcane variety grown in Australia in 2019?

14.  What do you call plants that grow back each year on their own? 

15.  What is this a picture of? 

16.  On what date did Cyclone Yasi hit the Queensland coast in 2011?

17.  What is “step three” of the SIX EASY STEPS nutrient management guidelines?

18.  In what year was sugarcane smut detected on the east coast of Australia, and in what region?

19.  What is the postcode of Tully?

20.  Who captained the Queensland Bulls to win the 1994/1995 Sheffield Shield?

21.  How many kilograms of fertiliser per hectare are equal to four bags (50kg bags) per acre?

22.  After whom is the Bruce Highway named?

23.  What was the name of the Sunshine Coast sugarcane mill that ceased milling cane in 2003?

24.  Who is the coach of the Paramatta Eels NRL side?

25.  Which type of damage has this sugarcane sustained?  
 

TEST YOURSELF  
WITH OUR SMOKO 
BREAK SUGAR QUIZ
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Sugarcane growers in the Central 
and Wet Tropics regions have been 

inspired to improve soil health, through 
projects that have been operating in 
these respective regions. 

Growers and advisors in these regions had 
already had a keen interest on an existing 
project focussed on soil health in the 
Herbert and Burdekin regions. Seeing that 
work of their ‘neighbours’, each region 
worked collaboratively to develop locally 
relevant projects that emulated the same 
core project principles and methods of the 
existing project.

Investment was secured from SRA and 
the Australian Government’s National 
Landcare Program, to support two-
year projects, along with further grant 
support for the Central project from the 
Queensland Department of Agriculture 
and Fisheries. 

KNOWLEDGE 
ON LOCAL 
SOIL HEALTH 
INDICATORS  
BUILDS ACROSS 
REGIONS
By Marguerite White, Wet Tropics  
& Central Soil Health Projects Coordinator 
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(Over) Zoe Eagger of Farmacist (right)delivers the 
new SHET to SRA Adoption Officer for Proserpine, 
Molly O’Dea, and Sugar Services Proserpine Manager 
Frank Millar.  (Above) Soil sample from an IFS paired 
site showing rich colouring and aerated, friable 
characteristics. 

For more information on soil 
health, visit the SRA website: 
sugarresearch.com.au/soilhealth

Twelve months on, both the Soil Health 
Project- Central (SHP-C) and Wet Tropics 
Soil Health Project (WTSHP) have 
delivered results from year one via two 
focused areas of research and extension.  

The first of these is using local “Paired 
Sites”, consisting of a site where more 
conventional management practices are 
used and another where principles of 
the Sugar Yield Decline Joint Venture 
improved farming system (IFS) have been 
fully implemented for at least two crop 
cycles. 

These sites help the team to measure the 
impact of long-term farming practices on 
soil health, root development and crop 
production. Ideal pairs were chosen to 
ensure they shared the same soil series, 
microclimate, variety and similar crop 
class.

A set of 52 soil physical, chemical 
and biological assays, along with root 
diagnostic measurements have been 
completed with the assistance of local 
productivity services partners in addition 
to MSF Sugar in the north and SRA 
Adoption in the Central. Across the two 
years a total of ten pairs in the SHP-C and 
nine pairs in the WTSHP will be subject to 
this suite of tests. 

“These measurements are taken to provide 
growers and advisors with robust data that 
assesses the impact of different practices 
on soil health across different soil types 
and management histories,” said WTSHP 
Project Manager, Charissa Rixon of T.R.A.P 
Services.

“Collectively, SRA’s Soil Health Program 
projects are striving to determine soil 
health indicators that more easily allow 
growers and advisors to identify potential 
constraints and monitor the outcome 
of adopted practices to address those 
constraints over time.” 

Farmer Adrian Darveniza was an IFS site 
in a pair located at South Johnstone 
this season. His farming system consists 
of wide-row, controlled traffic, fallow 
cropping and minimal tillage. He says he 
became interested in the project because 
he heard that an IFS improves soil health, 
but he didn’t have data from his own 
property to prove whether he was making 
a difference.

“I was a bit worried nothing had changed 
at all but Charissa showed me the results 
of indicators that can red-flag compaction, 
such as soil bulk density, effective rooting 
depth and water infiltration which were all 
significantly better than the conventional 
site. I’m thankful, though not surprised, 
this all shows in the data,” he said  

In the Central Region, within the project 
managed by Farmacist agronomist, 
Zoe Eagger, the data is delivering key 
messages. 

“Overall it demonstrated that on average 
there is a 32 percent increase in rooting 
depth on the IFS sites and greater water 
holding capacity.  This means that 
compaction is less of a constraint to 
production at these sites,” Zoe said. 

This snapshot is only a small indication 
of the extent of data generated and 
interpreted for the Central Region, but 
it demonstrates the strength in having 
reliable data to indicate whether practices 
can make a difference. 

“Over the past 20 years our family has 
continuously made improvements to 
the way we farm, and soil health has 
always been at the forefront of our 
considerations,” said Sam Deguara, an IFS 
site in North Eton.

“The results we received for our site in the 
project have ground-truthed our practices 
and reinforced we are on the right path 
with our farming system. Improving our 
soil health has not only improved our 
productivity, but we have been be able to 
farm more efficiently.”

Across both regions, benefits in being 
paired with a neighbour has resulted 
in positive dividends for those 
contemplating a transition, such as Don 
Cavallaro at Tully. 

“This data provides a direct comparison 
between two different farming systems,” 
Don said. “I’ve seen the good results of my 
neighbours just across the headland and 
with the tests that have been done here I 
can now choose practices that best suits 
me.” 

Work is almost complete on the 
more complex soil biological assays 
for the sites, which is completed in a 
specialised laboratory at the University 
of Queensland. Delicate root sampling, 
scanning and analysis using WinRHIZO, 
a quantitative image analysis system 

specifically designed for measurement of 
root parameters such as colour, diameter, 
length, volume and surface area is almost 
complete for the year one paired sites. 

The second focus area of both regional 
projects has been in the development, 
training and use of the Soil Health 
Extension Toolkit (SHET), featured in 
the last edition of CaneConnection. The 
SHET provides a practical assessment 
of soil health using a small subset of the 
soil physical, chemical and biological 
indicators measured in the more 
comprehensive paired sites investigations. 

“The range of instruments in the SHET 
allows advisors to collaboratively 
identify potential soil constraints side-
by-side with a grower and commence 
the discussion on soil health,” said Zoe 
Eagger who has been responsible for 
preparing and distributing the SHET to 
trained advisors in the central region. “We 
conducted training in March this year, with 
the assistance of SRA staff involved in the 
Herbert and Burdekin Soil Health project. 
It has been eagerly received as a way to 
monitor changes over time with growers, 
though we have just commenced the trial 
and validation phase in the Central region.”   

Along with all projects of SRA’s Soil Health 
Program, these regional projects are 
adding to the growing wealth of resources 
now housed on the Soil Health Toolbox, 
prepared to reflect differing needs and 
local conditions. Those interested in 
becoming a paired site for the next season, 
or keen to register interest in having 
the SHET used on their property, should 
contact their local trusted advisor.  
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Growers and other industry 
stakeholders in the Southern Region 

have identified the need to better 
understand the cost of production and 
to use this information to improve both 
short- and long-term decision-making for 
improved productivity and profitability.

Given this, the Southern Region 
Agribusiness Panel, which consists of 
industry stakeholders from three mill 
areas, successfully applied to Burnett 
Mary Regional Group (BMRG) to fund a 
small project to collect regionally-specific 
crop production and financial data. 

The project aimed to:

•  determine the costs of production and 
associated yield for a range of cane 
production systems in the Southern 
Region; and

•  support interested growers to use this 
information to assess and improve 
their own productivity, profitability 
and sustainability.

In August 2019, growers in the region 
were invited to be an integral part of the 
project as collaborators. As a result, nine 
collaborating growers in the Southern 
Region discussed their cane production 
system and associated costs and 
yields with the contracted agricultural 
consultant, Steven Smith. Twelve cane 
production scenarios were collated using 
the collaborator data and information. 

These consisted of 10 irrigated and two 
dryland scenarios (Figure 1).

To date, a small number of growers 
and service providers beyond the 
collaborating group have seen the data 
and discussed how it might apply to on-
farm decision-making and management.

Data

Project information was analysed with the 
collated data presented as gross margins, 
cost structure and cost of production. 

As an example of the data obtained, for 
the 10 irrigated scenarios, the highest 
proportion of costs were associated with 
irrigation and harvest (Figure 2). Under 
dryland conditions, harvest costs and 
nutrient management were a much greater 
proportion of overall variable cost than 
that of the other cost categories (Figure 3).

Insights

Given the small dataset, care does need 
to be taken when interpreting the results. 
Despite this, some valuable insights have 
been identified by growers and industry 
service providers.

Project data, together with their own 
financial information, was viewed by 
growers as: 

-   being able to support day-to-day 
management decisions to gain 
efficiencies, and

USING FINANCIAL & 
PRODUCTION DATA 
FOR MORE INFORMED 
DECISION MAKING
By Veronica Chapman, Adoption Officer, Southern Region

This project received funding from 
the Queensland Government Reef 
Water Quality Program. 

-   input into longer term investment 
decisions such as ‘do I need to consider 
upgrades or changes in infrastructure 
to maintain profitability?’.

The data will also help industry service 
providers in the region to identify extra 
support that growers may require to make 
us of project findings.

Where to from here?

The Project findings will be used as a 
foundation for ongoing work in the 
Southern Region to better understand 
and use financial data for more informed 
decision-making.

The project team is grateful to the 
collaborating growers for their willingness 
to invest their time in the project and for 
contributing their production information, 
costs and yield data. 
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Key points
Scenario details

•  Nine collaborating growers provided 
production practices, input costs and yield 
data for twelve different cane production 
scenarios in the Southern Region

•  The scenarios were chosen to be 
representative of cane production 
practices in the region

•  There were ten irrigated and two dryland 
scenarios

Findings

•  There are a wide range of cane production 
practices used in the Southern Region

•  Input costs, yield and gross margin 
varied between the production scenarios 
investigated

•  Collaborating growers, and other growers 
who have seen the project outputs, are 
keen to explore how the project findings 
relate to their own business and to identify 
where efficiencies could be gained 

FIGURE 1 PROJECT OUTLINE  

  Land preparation & planting      Nutrient management    
  Weed & pest management      Irrigation - energy & water   
  Maintenance      Harvest

The People

The 
Scenarios

The Data

The Insights

9 collaborating growers

Agribusiness Panel

Consultant

12 cane production 
scenarios - consisting of 
10 irrigated and 2 dryland 
scenarios

Production practices 

Costs

Yield

Understanding the data

Understanding how to use it 
in decision-making

FIGURE 2 

Variable cost 
structure 

for irrigated 
scenarios 

investigated

FIGURE 3 

Variable cost 
structure 

for dryland 
scenarios 

investigated
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With the cancellation of the majority of our Grower Updates 
this year due to COVID-19 related travel restrictions we 

moved our research updates to an online format.

Our grower updates provide growers and industry stakeholders 
with the opportunity to learn more about SRA research 
topics and projects, discuss the information being presented 
and provide input and feedback. This year’s series allowed 
attendees from any cane growing region to participate without 
the need to travel – right from the desk in your home or office.

GROWER  
UPDATES  
ONLINE

Each webinar was recorded and hosted on the SRA website to 
allow those who couldn’t participate on the day to watch it later 
or, for those who did participate, to view it again.

To stay informed of upcoming events and  
webinars, ensure you keep an eye out for details  
in our enewsletter. You can subscribe here:

We look forward to getting back out to the 
regions and catching up with you in person.

Our 2020 series of webinars so far

NAME OF 
WEBINAR

PRESENTER RECORDING 
OF WEBINAR 

Explaining yellow 
canopy syndrome 
(YCS)

Gerard Scalia, 
Sugar Research 
Australia

What causes 
yellow sugarcane

Gerard Scalia, 
Sugar Research 
Australia

Satellite and 
ground based 
remote sensing 
for yield and 
nitrogen mapping

Andrew Robson, 
University of New 
England

Ag Info online 
seminar

Dr Lukas Van 
Zwieten, 
Department of 
Primary Industries 
Professor Terry 
Rose, Southern 
Cross University

Productivity 
improvements 
through energy 
innovation in the 
Australian sugar 
industry - Key 
findings from 12 
case studies

Jon Welsh,  
AgEcon 
Janine Powell, 
AgEcon

NAME OF 
WEBINAR

PRESENTER RECORDING 
OF WEBINAR 

Productivity 
improvements 
through energy 
innovation in 
the Australian 
sugar industry - 
Finance options 
and barriers to 
adoption 

Jon Welsh, AgEcon 
Janine Powell, 
AgEcon

Value adding: 
converting 
bagasse into 
animal feed

Dr Mark Harrison, 
Queensland 
University of 
Technology

Biosecurity 
Webinar 1 - 
Epidemics are 
inevitable: 
learning from  
past events

Dr Rob Magarey, 
Sugar Research 
Australia

Biosecurity 
Webinar 2 – 
Diseases: major 
threats and 
current research

Dr Nicole 
Thompson, Sugar 
Research Australia

Biosecurity 
Webinar 3 –  
Pests: major 
threats and 
current research

Dr Kevin Powell, 
Sugar Research 
Australia

To come
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PROJECT TITLE PROJECT 
NUMBER

R&D 
PROVIDER(S)

CHIEF 
INVESTIGATOR END DATE

  Key Focus Area 1 (Variety Development)

Exploiting introgression for the development of productive & 
regionally adapted varieties for NSW

2013/022 Sunshine Sugar Roy Parfitt 30/06/2020

Implementing and validating genomic selection in SRA breeding 
programs to accelerate improvements in yield, commercial cane 
sugar, and other key traits

2017/002 UQ Ben Hayes 01/07/2022

Validating root system traits for enhanced nutrient capture in 
challenging environments

2018/002 CSIRO Anne Rae 01/09/2021

Genetic analysis and marker delivery for sugarcane breeding 2018/005 CSIRO Karen Aitken 30/06/2022

Validating high-throughput phenomics technologies for 
sugarcane clonal selection

2019/002 SRA Sijesh Natarajan 30/09/2022

  Key Focus Area 2 ( Soil health, nutrient management and environmental sustainability)

More profit from N: enhancing the nutrient use efficiency  
of intensive cropping and pasture systems

2015/907 CRDC Multiple 30/06/2020

SIX EASY STEPS - continuing perspectives in time and space 2017/004 USQ Bernard Schroeder 01/02/2022

Measuring soil health, setting benchmarks and driving practice 
change in the sugar industry   

2017/005 SRA Danielle Skocaj 01/08/2022

Seeing is believing: managing soil variability, improving crop yield 
and minimising off-site impacts in sugarcane using digital soil 
mapping

2017/014 UNSW John Triantafilis 01/10/2020

Implementation of root system diagnostics to deliver a field-
based measure for root health

2018/003 CSIRO Anne Rae 01/08/2021

Establishing sugarcane farming systems to improve soil health 2018/008 SRA Barry Salter 01/03/2023

Development of commercial molecular biological assays for 
improved sugarcane soil health and productivity

2018/009 SRA Rob Magarey 30/06/2020

Complete nutrient management planning for cane farming 
2016/804/
RP161

SRA/Farmacist Jayson Dowie 30/12/2020

Improved water quality outcomes from on-farm N management
2016/805/
UQ_NESP

SRA Danielle Skocaj 10/12/2020

Cane farmer trials of enhanced efficiency fertiliser in the catchments 
of the Great Barrier Reef

2016/807
CANEGROWERS 
/ SRA

Barry Salter 31/12/2021

Australian sugar industry soil health benchmarking in the Central 
region of Qld - increasing profit and transforming soil health 
practices through cooperative industry research, extension and 
adoption

2019/903 Various Phil Ross 31/10/2021

Australian sugar industry soil health benchmarking in the Wet 
Tropics region of Qld - increasing profit and transforming soil 
health practices through cooperative industry research, extension 
and adoption

2019/904 Various Marguerite White 31/10/2021

RESEARCH PROJECT INVESTMENT

29

Ca
ne

CO
N

N
EC

TI
O

N
 /

Sp
ri

ng
 2

02
0



  Key Focus Area 6 (Product diversification and value addition)

Biorefineries for Profit – Phase 2 (R&D for Profit Round 4) 2019/902 QUT Ian O’Hara 30/03/2021

PROJECT TITLE PROJECT 
NUMBER

R&D  
PROVIDER(S)

CHIEF  
INVESTIGATOR END DATE

  Key Focus Area 3 (Pest, disease and weed management)

Modern diagnostics for a safer Australian Sugar Industry 2017/809 SRA Nicole Thompson 01/06/2022

Solving Yellow Canopy Syndrome 2014/049 SRA Gerard Scalia 31/12/2020

Keeping our chemicals in their place - in the field 2017/008 SRA Emilie Fillols 01/07/2021

Moth Borers – how are we going to manage them when they 
arrive?

2018/010 SRA Kevin Powell 01/08/2021

RSD detection at the sugar factory – disease detection blueprint 2019/003 SRA Rob Magarey 30/06/2022

Leaf sucrose: The link to diseases, physiological disorders such as 
YCS and sugarcane productivity

2015/016 SRA Gerard Scalia 01/06/2020

Investigation of biotic causes of yellow canopy syndrome 2016/064 UQ Andrew Geering 01/02/2020

Boosting Diagnostic Capacity for Plant Production Industries R&D 
Providers: Led by GRDC with multiple partners

2019/905 04/08/2022

  Key Focus Area 4 (Farming systems and harvesting)

Southern Sugar Solutions 2017/012 DAF Neil Halpin 01/01/2021

Development of commercial molecular biological assays for 
improved sugarcane soil health and productivity

2018/009 SRA Rob Magarey 01/06/2021

Smarter Irrigation for Profit Phase 2 2019/901

Cotton 
Research and 
Development 
Corporation

Multiple 20/06/2022

Harvester losses assessment by real-time Machine Vision Systems 2019/004
University 
of Southern 
Queensland

Cheryl McCarthy 01/01/2022

Adoption of practices to mitigate harvest losses - Phase 2 2019/951 SRA  Phil Patane  01/05/2020

  Key Focus Area 5 (Milling efficiency and technology)

Online analysis systems to measure the available nutrients  
in mill mud

2016/019 SRA Steve Staunton 01/09/2020

Reducing boiler maintenance costs and deferring capital 
expenditure through improved technology

2016/020 QUT Floren Plaza 01/06/2021

Investigations to mitigate the effects of juice degradation in 
factory evaporators on sugar recovery and quality, corrosion and 
effluent organic loading

2017/007 QUT Darryn Rackemann 01/03/2022

Improved strategies to process soft canes 2019/005 QUT

Pan design and operational changes to suit Australian pan stages 
operating on low pressure vapour

2018/012 QUT Ross Broadfoot 01/11/2022

Evaluate the performance of the falling film tube evaporator at 
Bingera Mill

2019/201 
Bundaberg 
Sugar

Neil Sichter 22/05/2020

Evaluate the suitability of the fixed element crystalliser for 
widespread adoption in Australian sugar factories

2019/202 Sunshine Sugar Daniel Rojo 22/05/2020

Reducing surging in shredders 2019/204 MSF Sugar Peter Chohan 30/06/2020

Australian Sugar Industry Training – Development of factory 
training modules – Phase 2

2019/006 QUT David Moller 30/06/2022

Strategies to minimise impacts of processing existing soft cane 
varieties, and industry cost/benefit analysis

2019/005 QUT Floren Plaza 01/05/2021
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  Key Focus Area 8 (Collaboration and capability development)

Combining controlled release and nitrification inhibitor properties 
to deliver improved fertilizer  N use efficiency in high risk 
environments

2016/101 UQ Chelsea Stroppiana 31/03/2020

Development and modelling of novel controlled release fertilisers 
for improved nutrient delivery efficiency

2016/102 UQ Ian Levett 01/09/2020

Integrated standardised competency based training for Sugar 
Milling operations

2017/013 QUT David Moller 01/12/2019

Re-evaluating the biology of the sugarcane root system: new 
knowledge allows for assessment of production impacts and 
implications for yield decline

2017/101
Southern Cross 
University

Anders Claassens 01/09/2021

Microwave sensors for sugarcane sugar analysis 2017/102 UQ Scott Thomason 01/09/2021

Characterising N use efficiency in sugarcane 2018/102 UQ Anoma Ranagalage 01/06/2022

Sugar milling R&D capability development program 2018/015 QUT N/A 30/09/2023

Improved strategies to process soft canes 2019/005 QUT Floren Plaza 1/05/2021

Building a sugar industry economic model to quantify and 
prioritise global trade policy and market access initiatives for the 
Australian sugar industry

2018/501 SRA Harjeet Khanna 0/06/2023

PhD Scholarship - Genetic solutions for determining fibre quality 
traits in sugarcane

2019/102 UQ Angela O’Keeffe 30/06/2023

A new high throughput method for screening for root-knot and 
root-lesion nematode resistance in sugarcane

2019/401 CSIRO Karen Aitken 1/03/2021

Enhancing the resilience of sugarcane with photoactive carbon 
nanodots

2019402
Griffith 
University

Qin Li 1/01/2021

PROJECT TITLE PROJECT 
NUMBER

R&D  
PROVIDER(S)

CHIEF  
INVESTIGATOR END DATE

  Key Focus Area 7 (Knowledge and technology transfer and adoption)

Pathways to water quality improvements in the Myrtle Creek sub 
catchment (Funding provider: Queensland Government Department 
of Environment and Science)

2017/810/
EHP17066

SRA Phil Ross 17/05/2020

Cane to Creek 2.0. Funding provider: Partnership between Australian 
Government Reef Trust, Great Barrier Reef Foundation with support 
from SRA.

2018/803 SRA Belinda Billing 31/03/2021

Optimising productivity, variety recommendations and mill 
operations through analysis of mill data

2016/032 SRA Jo Stringer 01/02/2021

Reviving GrubPlan to ensure appropriate use and application of 
imidacloprid for control of cane grubs

2019802 SRA Phil Ross 30/1/2020

Complete Nutrient Management Planning for the Russell-
Mulgrave and Lower Barron catchments

RP222C SRA Daryl Parker 31/10/2021
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