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Welcome to the Farmanco Facts 
Agribusiness edition for 2021.  
We put this newsletter together 
using the most popular and 
relevant articles from our monthly 
newsletters and highlight the key 
industry issues and our suggestions 
for managing these.

2021 has seen some huge changes 
in the agricultural sector.  Good 
seasonal rainfall together with cool 
spring conditions has led to high 
yields for those areas that were not 
frosted or flooded. The year has been 
underpinned with large gains in land 
value and lease prices, increasing 
grain and livestock prices and then 
followed with a late and rapid surge 
in fertiliser and chemical input prices.  

Supply of inputs remains the biggest 
threat to production next season. The 
lack of fertiliser at seeding might be 
a greater risk than the high prices 
we are currently seeing for many 
growers.

2022 will be a year where care with 
the placement and quantity of inputs 
will make a huge difference. It is likely 
to push more growers into using 
basic precision agricultural principals 
to strategically place inputs in order 

to save on costs while maintaining 
productivity. Hedging some of the 
high input costs with forward selling 
of grain is also being used to protect 
against the chances of grain prices 
falling during 2022. Fortunately, the 
cash rate has remained low, although 
there are now some signs of longer-
term rates rising. It will be a very 
interesting budgeting period!

Farmanco has continued to grow 
and change. Laurence Carslake has 
now taken over as Chairman of the 
Farmanco Board. He is joined by 
David Cameron, Ben Curtis and Nigel 
Hennessy. 

We are continuing to develop our 
software and products. We have 
released the iPestbook edition of 
the popular Pestbook, which is 
an intelligent and intuitive way 
of interrogating the vast amount 
of information contained in the 
Pestbook. We have also released an 
app version of Farmanco Facts, which 
allows you to search for articles and 
topics in our back catalogue of issues 
going back to 1996, as well as videos, 
sound files and ad hoc articles.

We hope you enjoy this Farmanco 
Facts Agribusiness edition!

WE WISH YOU

Merry Christmas 
and a Happy New Year!
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KEY POINTS

• Total global wheat stocks are the fifth largest 
on record.

• There is an inverse correlation between global 
wheat stocks-to-use ratio and global wheat 
prices.

• In 2021, global wheat stocks are relatively 
high, but global wheat prices are also high.

• The reason the correlation has been lost is 
because of the shortage of wheat stocks in the 
major exporters.

• The lack of available exportable tonnes of 
wheat has importers concerned, and global 
wheat prices have rallied.

World wheat stocks remain at historically 
high levels, so why have wheat prices been at 
historically strong levels over 2021? A significant 
reason for high prices has been the fact that 
while total world wheat stocks are high, stocks 
that are in the major wheat exporters are at 
record lows.

DEFINITIONS  AND JARGON

'Stocks' — when we use the word stocks, we 
are usually talking about 'ending stocks', which 
means the amount of tonnes left at the end of the 
marketing year.

'Stocks-To-Use Ratio' (STU) = ending stocks ÷ total 
use/consumption x 100.

For example, if you buy milk weekly, you have 1L left 
in the fridge at the end of the week and your total 
milk use for the week is 2L, then your STU for milk 
is 50%.

The STU provides more relevance than a straight 
stocks figure, as it considers the volume of demand. 
As an example, annual global demand for canola 

L O C A T I O N ,  L O C A T I O N , 
L O C A T I O N :  W H E R E  W O R L D 

W H E A T  S T O C K S  A R E 
L O C A T E D  M A T T E R S
B y  M a e  C o n n e l l y ,  r e v i e w e d  b y  R y a n  D u a n e

is roughly 60 million tonnes, while annual global 
demand for wheat is around 750 million tonnes. If 
both commodities had ending stocks of 30 million 
tonnes, this would be a much tighter (4% STU) 
position for wheat than for canola (50%  STU). The 
STU number shows this, while the base stocks 
number in tonnes does not.

Million metric tonnes = Abbreviated to 'mmt'.

GLOBAL WORLD WHEAT STOCKS

Global world wheat stocks for the 2021/22 season 
were estimated at 279.06mmt by the USDA in their 
August 2021 WASDE report. Although global world 
wheat stocks have fallen from the record highs of 
recent years, they are still high in historical terms.

Figure 1 shows total world wheat stocks and stocks-
to-use ratio over the last 20 years. In previous high 
price years such as 2007, global stocks were as 
low as 124mmt to 155mmt, or 55% lower than the 
current stocks level. In 2012, global wheat stocks 
were 176mmt to 103mmt, or 37% lower than today.

Figure 1 also shows that the current estimate would 
be the fifth highest stocks level on record.

Looking at the global wheat stocks-to-use ratio 
in Figure 1, the current STU is also comfortable 
in historical terms. As examples, in previous high-
priced years, the global STU dropped to 20% in 
2007 and 26% in 2012. Historically, an STU of 25% 
or above was considered adequate, while anything 
under this was considered to be tight (and therefore 
bullish for prices).

The current STU of 36% is down from the highs of 
the previous few years. For example, a peak of 40% 
was reached in 2019, but it is still historically high 
and at a comfortable level compared to the tighter 
seasons of the last 20 years.

There is an inverse correlation between the total 
global world wheat stocks-to-use ratio and the 
global price of wheat. Figure 2 shows the average 
Chicago Soft Red Winter (SRW) wheat futures 
contracts (a global benchmark for prices) over 
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Figure 1: Global wheat stocks and stocks-to-use ratio, 2000 to 2022, USDA WASDE data

Figure 2: Average Chicago Soft Red Winter (SRW) wheat futures over calendar year versus USDA global wheat stocks-to-use ratio, 2009-2020

calendar years, versus the global wheat stocks-to-
use ratio for that year from 2009 to 2020.

As the trend line of Figure 2 shows, global wheat 
prices tend to be higher when the global wheat STU 
is lower, and vice versa.

The most recently completed year (2020) is a bit 
of an outlier, with an historically high stocks level, 
but also a relatively high price level. This leads us 
into the second part of this article — why are wheat 
prices currently historically high, when the global 
wheat stock level is also relatively high in historical 
terms?
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L O C A T I O N ,  L O C A T I O N ,  L O C A T I O N :  W H E R E  W O R L D  W H E A T  S T O C K S  A R E  L O C A T E D  M A T T E R S  C O N T :

WHEAT STOCKS IN MAJOR EXPORTERS

The major wheat exporters, as defined in the USDA 
data, are:

• Russia
• EU
• Canada
• Ukraine
• Australia

• Argentina
Although the USDA doesn’t yet 
include them in 'major exporter' 
data, some analysts now also 
include Kazakhstan on this list. 
They have exported up to 8mmt in 
a big production year.

Although there is volatility between 
seasons in these countries, as 
Table 1 shows, the major exporters 
(as defined by the USDA) usually 
account for 72% to 75% of total 
global wheat exports.

Figure 3 shows the wheat stocks-to-use 
ratio in major exporters since 2005 (Source: 
AgResource). In previous years of global 
high prices such as 2007 and 2012, the major 
exporter STU was low.

Figure 3 shows that the current forecast 
for the 2021/22 season is for the major 
wheat exporter stocks-to-use ratio to drop 
to the lowest level on record — 12.5%. This 
compares to the previous low of 13.1% 
in 2007. Unlike total global wheat stocks, 
which are forecast to be the fifth highest on 
record despite production issues on multiple 
continents, the stocks in major exporters 
have been falling since 2019 and are very 
low in historical terms.

Figure 4 (with thanks to 
Lloyd George of AgScientia) 
shows the inverse correlation 
between the major exporter 
(including Kazakhstan) wheat 
STU and the global wheat 
price, using the cheapest 
of Black Sea or French FOB 
prices, from 2013 to 2021.

Unlike Figure 2, which 
showed the stocks/price 
correlation using total world 
stocks and had the most 
recently completed year 
(2020) as an outlier that didn’t 
fit the pattern, Figure 4 shows 

Table 1: Major wheat exporters over the last three seasons (USDA WASDE data).

Figure 3: Major wheat exporter stocks-to-use ratio 2005-2022  
(Source: AgResource).

Country 2021/22 Forecast 
Wheat Exports

2020/21 
Wheat Exports

2019/20 
Wheat Exports

3-Year 
Average

Argentina 13.50 mmt 10.50 mmt 13.50 mmt 12.50 mmt

Australia 22.00 mmt 23.00 mmt 9.14 mmt 18.05 mmt

Canada 17.50 mmt 27.50 mmt 24.63 mmt 23.21 mmt

EU 35.00 mmt 30.75 mmt 39.77 mmt 35.17 mmt

Russia 35.00 mmt 38.50 mmt 34.49 mmt 36.00 mmt

Ukraine 23.50 mmt 16.75 mmt 21.01 mmt 20.42 mmt

Total World 
Wheat 
Exports

195.03 mmt 201.63 mmt 198.23 mmt 198.30 
mmt

Total Major 
Exporter 
Exports

146.50 mmt 147.00 mmt 142.54 mmt 145.35 
mmt

% of Exports 75% 73% 72% 73%

Figure 4: Major wheat exporter stocks-to-use ratio (x axis) vs Global wheat FOB price (y axis, USD/t) 
— lowest of Black Sea and French FOB wheat price (Source: Lloyd George, Agscientia). Note that 
major exporters in this chart includes Kazakhstan, while all other charts and data in this article 
excludes them from the major exporter list.

2020/21 and 2021/22 fitting the correlation more 
closely. This is further evidence that the current 
market is being driven by the low stocks situation in 
the major exporters, rather than the abundant total 
world stocks situation.
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CONCLUSION

The 2021 wheat market rally was not driven by a low 
total global wheat stocks level, with world ending 
stocks still the fifth highest on record.

The 2021 rally was instead driven by the location of 
the world’s wheat stocks. More than half of 2021/22 
wheat stocks are in major wheat importers including 
China (151mmt or 51% of total global stocks) and 
India (25mmt or 8%).

A lack of exportable milling supplies in the major 
exporters has seen importers become concerned 
about meeting wheat demand and, therefore, the 
global wheat price has rallied. 

Farmanco Marketing Pty Ltd is a Corporate Authorised Representative 
No. 341189 of Primary Financial Services Pty Ltd (AFSL No. 338360). Don 
McTaggart (No. 298483), Ryan Duane (No. 407412), Mae Connelly (No. 
315016) and Adrian Clancy (001283272) are Authorised Representatives 
of Primary F.inancial Services Pty Ltd (AFSL No. 338360). Primary 
Financial Services Pty Ltd is restricted to providing financial services 
to wholesale clients only as defined under the Corporations Act 2001.
General Advice Disclaimer: The information and opinions within 
this document are of a general nature only and do not take into 
account the particular needs or individual circumstances of investors. 
The Material does not constitute any investment recommendation 
or advice, nor does it constitute legal or taxation advice. Primary 
Financial Services Pty Ltd (ABN 37 136 347 610) (The Licensee) does 
not give any warranty, whether express or implied, as to the accuracy, 
reliability or otherwise of the information and opinions contained 
herein and to the maximum extent permissible by law, accepts 
no liability in contract, tort (including negligence) or otherwise 
for any loss or damages suffered as a result of reliance on such 
information or opinions. The Licensee does not endorse any third 
parties that may have provided information included in the Material.

KEY POINTS

• Gross margins are a useful tool to compare 
relative profitability of similar enterprises.

• A positive gross margin means that the 
enterprise is a better option than no 
enterprise at all, e.g., fallow.

• A negative gross margin would need to have 
other rotational benefits that are better than 
fallow to be considered useful.

• High fertiliser prices don’t necessarily favour 
lower fertiliser use enterprises such as 
legumes and livestock.

• Gross margins are useful for short-term 
rotational option comparisons.

• Gross margins do not consider overhead and 
capital costs, and they can be substantial.

• Long term changes to rotations require profit 
analysis, not just gross margins.

It is not often that I use gross margins, preferring 
to consider profit for business analysis and 
comparisons. However, high fertiliser costs are 
an example of where gross margin analysis is a 
suitable tool.

G R O S S  M A R G I N S  A N D 
F E R T I L I S E R

B y  G r e g  E a s t o n ,  r e v i e w e d  b y  E r i c  N a n k i v e l l

WHAT IS GROSS MARGIN AND WHY IS 
IT A SUITABLE TOOL TO LOOK AT THE 
IMPACT OF HIGHER FERTILISER COSTS?

Gross margin is simply the difference between the 
gross income earned by an enterprise and the direct 
costs (or cost of inputs) required for production.

Gross margin is not profit because it does not 
include fixed or overhead costs such as depreciation, 
interest payments, rates, and permanent labour, 
which must be met regardless of enterprise size.

Gross margin budgets are intended to provide 
a guide to the relative profitability of similar 
enterprises. Therefore, gross margin should only be 
used to compare similar production systems.

From a farm economics viewpoint for crop 
production, most overhead costs for each rainfall 
zone remain fairly steady when other crops or 
livestock are produced. The overhead costs for each 
rainfall zone are as follows:

Low Rainfall Zone (LRZ) $108/ha

Medium Rainfall Zone (MRZ) $190/ha

High Rainfall Zone (HRZ) $298/ha

Table 1: Overhead costs by rainfall zone

For a cropping enterprise, even fuel costs are 
similar. In most instances, the same tractor, seeding 
implements, boomspray, and harvester are used 
for a similar amount of time for most of the crops 
grown. For that reason, operational and fixed costs 
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G R O S S  M A R G I N S  A N D  F E R T I L I S E R  C O N T :

are similar for each crop.

Gross margins are a good tool for completing 
tactical decisions such as increasing livestock area 
compared to cropping, where there is no capital 
investment required or consideration of rotational 
benefit such as lupins and canola.

Understanding the gross margin that crops and 
other enterprises can generate allows you to 
allocate the appropriate enterprise mix to your farm 
— that scarce resource.

A good example of practical use of gross margin 
analysis is driven from current high fertiliser prices 
and the consideration of livestock and legumes 
compared to canola and cereals, with the view that 
the lower level of nitrogen fertiliser required for 
sheep and legume enterprise will make them more 
profitable.

Table 2 shows the Farmanco Profit Series 2020 
gross margins.

The results show that lupins recorded the lowest 
gross margin across all rainfall zones and that 

canola produced the largest gross margin, except in 
the MRZ.

We do note a word of caution here. We are using 
averages from the Profit Series. You may well have 
different numbers at your place, so while this is the 
process, be sure to do a rough calculation of your 
own numbers.

Table 3 shows LRZ gross margin calculations and an 
example of how the gross margin is calculated in all 
rainfall zones.

Using Table 2 as a starting point, it is possible to 
compare actual gross margins from 2020 with 
calculated (expected) 2022 gross margins. 

In Table 3, five-year average costs are used, except 
for fertiliser prices that are calculated on the current 
(expected) 2022 prices. Income also uses current 
grain prices available for the 2022 season.

The result of this calculation shows that gross 
margins in 2022 compared to 2020 will be lower 
for wheat (-24%), lupins (-43%), and sheep (-14%), 
while canola will produce a higher (+39%) gross 
margin.

Sheep have the lowest variable costs of the four 
enterprises analysed and you would think this 
might mean they are more profitable. However, 
sheep gross margins are still lower than some of 
the cropping gross margins, making it unlikely you 
would choose to increase the sheep area at the 
expense of the cropping area.

Figure 1 compares gross margins across rainfall 

Enterprise LRZ MRZ HRZ Average

Wheat $218 $376 $604 $382

Canola $277 $372 $771 $458

Lupin $209 $217 $330 $232

Sheep $129 $234 $431 $339

Table 2: Farmanco Profit Series 2020 gross margins. (Profit Series 
2020/21 Pages 84-87 and 111).
Note: Livestock gross margin has been adjusted for $27/ha less 
machinery depreciation.

Low Rainfall Zone - 5 Yr Avg Wheat Lupins TT Canola Livestock Sheep

Yield t/ha 1.54 1.13 0.85 Stocking Rate (DSE) DSE 2.90 

Price $/t $360 $350 $820 Sales hd/DSE 0.44 

Income $/ha $554 $396 $697 Net Sales $/hd $110 

Variable Operating Costs Sales $/ha $141

Wages $16 $16 $16 Wool Cut kg/DSE 3.17

Fertiliser (based on Yield) $160 $51 $171 Wool Price $/kg $8.00 

Pesticide $67 $67 $67 Wool Income $/ha $74 

Fuel & Oil $18 $20 $17 Income $/ha $215 

Repairs & Maintenance $33 $33 $33 Variable Costs

Seed/Seed Treatment $27 $39 $19 Contract, Requisites, etc. $/ha $75 

Contract Costs (Freight & Hay Baling) $8 $6 $4 Fuel, R&M, Water, Pasture Mgmt $/ha $12 

CBH Charges $47 $35 $32 Feed Costs (inc grown on farm) $/ha $22 

Other Crop Costs $11 $8 $14  

Total Variable Costs $/ha $388 $275 $373 Total Variable Costs $/ha $109 

% of Income 70% 69% 54% 51%

Total Variable Costs $/t $252 $243 $439 Total Variable Costs $/DSE $38

Operating Gross Margin $/ha $167 $121 $324 Operating Gross Margin $/ha $106 

Operating Gross Margin $/t $108 $107 $381 Operating Gross Margin $/DSE $37 

Table 3: LRZ gross margin calculations, example of how gross margin is calculated in all rainfall zones.



 
  A

G
RI

BU
SI

N
ES

S 
 2

02
1 

   
   

   
 

7

Figure 1: Comparison of gross margins across rainfall zones for 
wheat, canola, lupins and sheep 2020 vs 2022.

zones for sheep, canola, wheat and lupins.

In cropping context, although lupins have a $110/
ha lower fertiliser cost, the gross margin is still below 
wheat and canola. Therefore, the most profitable 
focus is to grow as much wheat and canola as 
possible as these are the two most profitable 
enterprises, even after consideration of the cost 
savings.

The chart suggests that sheep gross margins 
improve as you move into the higher rainfall zones, 

relative to options such as lupins. Therefore, the 
legume area might be sacrificed for an expanded 
canola or sheep area.

For some, the decision might be to move to more 
pasture in place of a legume. The tendency to be 
drawn to this is based on the fact that the pasture 
will also produce a cheap source of nitrogen at a time 
when fertiliser prices are high. However, be mindful 
here that an increase in pasture will necessitate an 
increase in phosphorus fertiliser to be productive. 
The increased pasture area also needs more sheep 
— either funded by reducing sales of sheep OR by 
buying in more sheep. Then, when all is said and 
done, the nitrogen price in two years could well be 
back to a long-term normal. Take time to consider 
a change in your livestock/pasture percentage by 
looking at the long-term cash flow and profitability 
impacts. If nothing else, this might cause you to 
modify the rate of change in either direction. 

While gross margins are a helpful planning tool for 
short-term decisions, long-term recording of gross 
margins and enterprise profits will enable you to 
make better long-term management decisions. 

KEY POINTS

• The world is moving to lower carbon 
economies.

• There is pressure on larger companies to 
reduce emissions.

• They will pass this pressure on to their 
customers.

• There are opportunities for agricultural 
businesses to profit in this environment.

• You need to be able to measure where you are 
before you can see where you need to go.

A S  T H E  W O R L D  M O V E S  T O 
L O W  C A R B O N  E C O N O M I E S , 

W H A T  D O E S  T H I S  M E A N 
F O R  A G R I C U L T U R E ?

B y  K e i t h  S y m o n d s o n  a n d  S t a c e y  B e l l

BACKGROUND

Over the past few months, the issue of climate 
change has once again returned to the front 
burner (pardon the pun). In April, as host of 
the 40-nation climate summit, US President Joe 
Biden opened the event by urging all attending 
leaders to 'overcome the existential crisis of our 
times'. If you open any paper or look at any social 
media channel, discussions abound on reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions.

Whichever side of the fence you’re on, it’s clear 
that most of the world believes in manmade 
climate change, that the consequence of this is an 
existential threat to humans, and that governments 
are acting accordingly (or if you’re cynical, at least 



 
  A

G
RI

BU
SI

N
ES

S 
20

21

8

A S  T H E  W O R L D  M O V E S  T O  L O W  C A R B O N  E C O N O M I E S ,  W H A T  D O E S  T H I S  M E A N  F O R  A G R I C U L T U R E ?  C O N T :

trying to give the perception of acting accordingly).

Currently, Australia appears to be sitting on the 
wrong side of history in regard to this discussion. 
We were excluded from a list of almost 80 leaders 
invited to speak at a climate summit hosted by the 
UK’s Prime Minister Boris Johnson last year, where 
organisers made it clear that Australia lacked the 
climate action to earn a place. While Scott Morrison 
did better this year at the President Biden-led 
climate summit, Australia still only made it to 22nd 
place in a field of 40 (just after Bhutan).

GOVERNMENT PRESSURE TO REDUCE 
EMISSIONS

At the end of 2019, I wrote an article for Farmanco 
Facts on carbon emissions in agriculture. In the 
article, I pointed out that governments around 
the world are increasingly looking at greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions in many industries and it was 
very likely that at some point, they would start to 
legislate, particularly in industries where it was felt 
that action was not being taken to reduce emissions. 

It looks like this is coming to pass, with increasing 
focus on GHG emissions. Even if Australia’s 
government does not act, the actions of other 
governments and perhaps more importantly, 
customer sentiment, in many of our client markets 
is changing, with potential for a major impact. 

Since the election of President Biden, the US has 
not only re-joined the Paris Agreement, it has also 
committed to cutting its GHG emissions in half by 
2030. Along with these actions, it is ramping up 
pressure on other countries to do more. Over the 
past few months, the UK has promised a 78% cut 
from 1990 levels by 2035, Japan a 46% cut by 2030, 
the EU a 55% cut by 2030, and Canada a 40% to 45% 
cut from 2005 levels by 2030. Australia was notably 
conspicuous by its silence during the climate 
change summit. Quite literally, for the first part of 
Scott Morrison’s speech, his mic was on mute, with 
Morrison sticking to the Abbott-era 2030 emissions 
pledge. In June at the G7, an ABC headline stated, 
'Australia left isolated on climate after G7’s pledge 
to end support for coal-fired power stations'. The 
climate statement issued by G7 nations, while not 
designed to single out Australia, highlighted our 
current outsider position on climate change.

However, it’s likely that international pressure and 
State-led initiatives will inexorably push the federal 
government to fall in line with the rest of the world. 
Examples of these include Victoria announcing a 
plan to cut the state’s greenhouse gas emissions 
in half by 2030, including $20 million to reduce 
emissions in the agricultural sector and $15.3 
million for a carbon farming program.

INVESTOR-LED PRESSURE TO REDUCE 
EMISSIONS

Perhaps more importantly is the investor-led 
push on climate change. This type of pressure on 
Australian companies is starting to force boards to 
adopt more sustainable business practices to meet 
climate change goals. 

At the start of 2020, the CEO of Blackrock, Larry 
Fink, put sustainability at the heart of its investment 
portfolio. Blackrock is the world’s largest asset 
manager and one of AGL’s biggest shareholders. It 
backed a resolution from the Australasian Centre for 
Corporate Responsibility (ACCR) to bring forward 
the closure dates of AGL’s main coal-fired power 
stations. This is a significant outcome considering 
AGL is Australia’s largest electricity generator and 
largest carbon emitter. Support for shareholder 
resolutions on climate change put to Woodside and 
Santos AGMs in regard to resolutions relating to the 
Paris targets achieved 50.16% and 43.39% of the 
vote, respectively. Boards of large companies tend 
to sit up and take notice when shareholder-backed 
resolutions hit 15%+.

SO, WHAT DOES THIS MEAN FOR 
AGRICULTURE?

Firstly, the countries who take our products are 
gearing up for low carbon economies. On one end 
of the scale, they may require any producers (both 
domestic and international) to make commitments 
to do the same. Even if it is not legislated, consumers 
in those countries are likely to vote with their feet by 
selecting products from companies and countries 
that can show they are making efforts to reduce 
their carbon footprint. Major economies won’t 
spend hundreds of billions of dollars transitioning 
to a low carbon economy and then allow producers 
from other countries to undercut their producers, 
because those producers do not have the same 
burden of legislation. Trade barriers will come up 
on the basis of methodologies of production. At the 
opposite end of the scale, it is quite possible that 
certain countries might use a weaponised approach 
to imports, tying it to political aims and claiming 
that because Australian farmers are not trying to 
reduce their emissions, they shouldn’t get access to 
those markets.

Secondly, companies will be under pressure from 
shareholders to meet emissions targets. At the 
moment, that might just apply to their own 
operations. An example is CommBank reducing 
its direct emissions by 52.5% since 2009. But what 
happens when companies apply these types of 
targets to their suppliers and maybe even their 
customers? In future, as part of refinancing, will you 
be expected to provide a plan of what you’re doing 
to reduce your own emissions? If you can prove you 
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are measuring emissions 
and doing something 
about them, will you be 
regarded as a ‘carbon 
conscious’ grower and get 
better rates? 

Thirdly, companies, 
especially in oil, gas and 
mining, will look to offset 
their carbon emissions. 
This could happen 
either indirectly through 
carbon credits or directly 
by buying up tracts of 
farmland and growing 
trees. As an example 
of how this type of 
behaviour may impact 
farming in the future, non-
bank lender, Resimac, has 
announced it has planted 
35,000 trees through 
its Carbon Conscious 
program (https://www.
mortgagebusiness.com.
au/breaking-news/15001-
l e n d e r - p l a n t s - 3 5 -
0 0 0 - t r e e s - i n - c a r b o n -
offset-program). It has 
committed to plant a 
native Mallee Eucalypt 
tree in the Australian 
Wheatbelt region for 
every new loan settled by 
Resimac. Now, let’s just 
put that into perspective. 
One mature tree absorbs 
approximately 22kg of CO2 
in a year, so 35,000 trees 
absorb 770t. The average 
American citizen produces 
20,600kg of CO2 a year, so 
this number of trees will 
eventually absorb the 
carbon produced by 37 American citizens a year. By 
comparison, Australians only produce 17,000kg a 
year, a bit better than our American counterparts. 
It needs to be taken into consideration that these 
calculations are for mature trees. Young trees absorb 
about a quarter of this amount, so a company that is 
building its reputation on its carbon consciousness 
is currently helping to sequester the carbon 
emissions of around 10 Americans a year, showing 
that a little cleverly marketed carbon consciousness 
goes a long way. 

WHAT CAN WE DO?

During President Biden’s initial address at the climate 

summit, he stated that it was 'a moment of peril but 
also a moment of extraordinary possibilities'. He’s 
right, this is actually a moment of great commercial 
opportunity for agriculture. 

WHERE DO WE START?

If you actually want to do something beneficial, 
as opposed to just giving the perception of doing 
something beneficial, you need to have data to 
determine where to make changes of the greatest 
benefit to both your business and the environment. 
I think a lot of businesses are jumping in at the 
wrong end of this issue. Before you can deal with 
a problem, you need to know where you stand. 

Figure 1: Calculated t/CO2e/year for two Australian farms using a range of carbon calculators with 
farmer collated data presented by Kondinin Group.

Figure 2: Farmanco carbon audit example.



 
  A

G
RI

BU
SI

N
ES

S 
  2

02
1

1 0

A S  T H E  W O R L D  M O V E S  T O  L O W  C A R B O N  E C O N O M I E S ,  W H A T  D O E S  T H I S  M E A N  F O R  A G R I C U L T U R E ?  C O N T :

As I pointed out in my previous article, a lot of the 
information and predictions on carbon emissions in 
agriculture are based on models, as opposed to real 
data. This is often extrapolated from a small number 
of farms and/or data points over a relatively short 
period of time. 

HOW TO CALCULATE YOUR CARBON 
EMISSIONS

The methods for calculating carbon emissions are 
still in flux. There are several methods and more 
becoming available all the time. The Kondinin Group 
did an excellent piece of research that they presented 
with grain growers at a Carbon Calculators webinar, 
where they took the main calculators on the market 
and compared the results across two farms. (https://
www.graingrowers.com.au/wp-content/uploads/
Carbon-Calculator-webinar-slide-deck.pdf) 

As you can see, there are quite big differences 
between the various calculators. These differences 
become less important when you look at relative 
emissions over time, between enterprises, and even 
less important if you are able to compare a lot more 
farms against each other. Trends start to emerge 
on what is making a difference to your emissions 
levels, especially if you can track emissions down to 
an enterprise level.

MEASURING AND BENCHMARKING 
CARBON EMISSIONS

Over the past three years, Farmanco has been quietly 
working on an R&D project focusing on carbon 
emissions, how to measure them and researching 
the best methods to help our clients manage their 
emissions footprint.

We decided that you need to start somewhere. We 
are using the latest version of the carbon calculator 
from the University of Melbourne (GAF 9.3) to 
calculate emissions at a farm enterprise level. We’ve 
started doing carbon audits (see figure 2) as part 
of an R&D project through Farmanco Research, to 
identify the highest carbon producing enterprises.

This information helps direct you toward the areas 
of the business with the highest emissions. We are 
also beginning to integrate this information with 
other data that we collect during a farm review, to 
let you see what impact making changes might have 
on your carbon emissions and profitability. The next 
stage will be to run this through our benchmarking, 
so that you can see what hundreds of other farms 
could do, or in some cases do, to manage their 
emissions. 

If you’d like to learn more about what Farmanco is 
doing in this space, please contact Stacey Bell at 
stacey@farmanco.com.au or call (08) 9295 0940.

CARBON CREDITS

Something that has become apparent to us 
through our period of research in building these 
tools is that the key focus of many companies is 
how to monetise the production of carbon credits 
for your (and their) business. While the process of 
earning carbon credits can be beneficial for the 
environment, it can also be fraught with danger for 
those looking to become involved in the space in 
the hopes of benefitting from an economic gain.

In 2012, the Clean Energy Act 2011 came into 
effect, setting a price for emissions produced at 
$23/t and outlining compensation and initiative 
packages. The scheme required entities responsible 
for greater than 25,000t of greenhouse emissions 
per year to obtain emissions permits, or purchase 
carbon credits to offset this production from the 
government, unless issued free as part of industry 
assistance measures. As part of the scheme, the 
transport and agricultural industries were two of the 
exempt industries. In 2014, this Act was repealed.

There is currently no clear policy guiding the value 
of carbon credits (or debits). So, while you may 
sign a contract to dedicate a certain area of your 
property to producing carbon credits for an external 
buyer, how do you know if you are getting a good 
return for this investment? Even more importantly, 
what happens when legislation is implemented to 
take into consideration emissions outputs by all 
industries, and for this to have a rate assigned to 
be taxed? There is danger that in your haste to take 
advantage of this present carbon space, in fact, you 
are not future proofing your business.

A loss comparison point might be looking at 
carbon credits as being similar to cryptocurrency 
(e.g. bitcoin). Both are something that people 
know exist, both are something that the majority 
of people have little information, knowledge or 
understanding of, and both are something that 
people can make money from. However, where they 
differ is that cryptocurrency has a set of regulations 
and guidelines governing their purchase and sale 
and operates solely through an exchange, similar to 
the stock exchange. At present, the carbon credits 
system does not have either of these in place in 
Australia, leaving consumers to try and navigate 
their way through a private market or a direct to 
government sale.

An exercise we could do is look at cryptocurrency 
and apply the market movements of bitcoin 
through the last eight years to the carbon market, 
as an example of what could happen.

As of 7 June 2013, bitcoin mining had been 
operational for five years. To invest in this 
cryptocurrency, you would have needed AU$124 to 
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Figure 3: Bitcoin data courtesy of XE.com

Figure 4: Average Auction price of Carbon Credits on the EEX market. 
https://www.eex.com/en/

purchase a single bitcoin. Fast forward to 24 June 
2021 and that same individual bitcoin is worth 
$43,089 after peaking at $81,356 midway through 
April 2021.

Currently, we are potentially sitting in the 2013 
position, where a single carbon credit may only be 
purchased for $124. If you were to sign up today to 
receive payment for a set number of carbon credits 
produced by your business, you may get $124 per 
unit. However, if we fast forward eight years into 
the future (2029), those credits may then be worth 
the staggering $81,356 per unit that a single bitcoin 
was worth in April 2021. This would mean that your 
business missed out on income worth potentially 
thousands due to jumping in early with the thought 
that you’re getting money for jam.

The other danger is that in the meantime, legislation 
could be introduced determining what a unit 
of carbon credit is worth. Along with this, there 
may also be a set of industry standards produced 
through modelling that the legislation is built from. 
This means that your business may not look the 
same as when you contracted those carbon credits 
through the private market.

At the very least, you might not get the true potential 
value from your contracted emissions offset. In 
other words, you signed a contract to be paid less 
than what they are worth. As carbon credits are a 

c o m m o d i t y 
sold via 
auction on 
a number of 
e x c h a n g e s , 
locking your 
b u s i n e s s 
in to sell a 
set number 
of carbon 
credits at a 
set price for a 
set period of 
time (e.g. 100 
years) may 
prevent your 
business from 

achieving its true potential as a carbon credit 
producer. Figure 4 shows the growth in the 
carbon credit price on the European Energy 
Exchange (EEX) since 2012. Considering that the 
Australian government set the value of a carbon 
credit at $23 in 2012, if that price had still been in 
place today, Australian carbon credit producers 
would receive approximately $18 below what 
the commodity was worth.

At worst, there is the possibility that you may 
over contract your ability to offset the emissions 
for both yourself AND the company you are 

contracted with. This may cause you to have to 
pay for your own emissions and/or some of those 
contracted to your property by the external business 
at a higher rate than what you are earning from the 
contract you have signed.

What is most concerning about this trend of 
signing contracts to offset emissions of an external 
business is the willingness for companies to jump 
on the bandwagon of promoting these emission 
credit schemes without completing any form of 
audit on the existing business, their existing carbon 
outputs and their ability to support an external 
company’s emissions. As this is an environmental 
issue, accepted by the broader population and 
then commercialised, there is a real possibility for 
agricultural businesses to come off second best 
in this space, due to the lack of due diligence 
undertaken by many companies.

Farmanco is committed to assisting clients to assess 
their current position in terms of carbon emissions 
and carbon credits through the integration of 
available best practice carbon calculators into our 
current IP. We are producing an auditing system that 
is easy for our clients to understand and developing 
a benchmarking series to determine what is best 
practice for carbon emissions. This will allow clients 
to determine where they sit in relation to other 
businesses in their markets.  
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G L Y P H O S A T E  R E S I D U E S  I N 
G R A I N  A N D  S O I L

B y  D a v i d  C a m e r o n ,  r e v i e w e d  b y  L a u r e n c e  C a r s l a k e

KEY POINTS:

• AMPA is the abbreviation for 
aminomethylphosphonic acid, a product of 
glyphosate degradation.

• AMPA can have low levels of herbicidal activity, 
but it is tolerated well enough by most crops 
we grow. It can be absorbed through the roots, 
translocated through the plant and into the 
seed during grain fill.

• Lupins are a more sensitive crop and AMPA 
levels in sandy soils can affect early growth.

• Low PBI soils and applications of phosphorus 
fertiliser can release glyphosate and AMPA 
from binding sites in the soil, which can lead to 
AMPA uptake.

• Glyphosate and AMPA can chelate trace 
elements, making them less available.

• Rhizoctonia may be more of an issue when 
high rates of glyphosate are used.

Glyphosate is an incredible herbicide. It is 
affordable and, until recently, has been highly 
effective. Because of this and a shift in farming 
systems and the weeds present, we use large 
volumes of it and at different crop stages. This 
comes with consequences.

AMPA

If you haven’t heard much about the chemical 
known as aminomethylphosphonic acid (AMPA), 
you will in the future. 

AMPA is the first product of the microbial 
degradation of glyphosate and it is usually present 
with glyphosate as it breaks down in the soil. It is 
considered to have a low level of herbicidal activity, 
so low that many of the plants we grow can tolerate 
and even translocate it to the grain, where it can be 
detected.

AMPA is important when considering maximum 
residue levels (MRLs) because the Australian 
Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority 
(APVMA) define glyphosate residue as the sum of 
glyphosate and AMPA detected.

GRAIN RESIDUES

The MRL  set for glyphosate, is a combination of the 
glyphosate and AMPA concentrations. See Table 1 
for Australian and Codex MRLs.

Crop
Australian MRL Codex MRL

(mg/kg) (mg/kg)
Barley 20* 30*

Canola 20 30

Lupin 5 0

Wheat 5 30

• The barley MRL in Australia changed to these 
levels in 2020, following RoundUp Ultramax 
being registered in ‘FEED BARLEY ONLY’. There 
is no recognition of a malt barley MRL, but the 
maltsters/brewers prefer ‘NO GLYPHOSATE’ and 
there is no registration for use.

In 2018 it became apparent to WA grain growers 
that AMPA from the soil was being detected in grain. 
The levels of residue were well below the Australian 
MRL, but there was some confusion as to how 
these residues were occurring. In that season, feed 
barley, which was not crop-topped with glyphosate 
and was legitimately delivered as glyphosate free, 
returned positive test results for AMPA. Further 
investigation found that this occurred on crops 
grown on lighter sandy soils, not heavier soils with 
higher phosphorus buffering index (PBI). These 
levels were of little consequence since they were 
extremely low (well below the MRL) and not enough 
to affect germination of the seed.

HERBICIDE RESIDUE SURVEY

In 2015 Mick Rose from NSW DPI surveyed soils 
from 40 paddocks across Australia and found that 
glyphosate and AMPA were the most commonly 
detected residues, AMPA was present in every 
topsoil sample taken (0-10cm). Glyphosate and 
AMPA, along with other herbicides were also 
frequently detected at 10-30cm. In many paddocks 
the glyphosate quantities were greater than 
would be expected from a single spray, indicating 
accumulation over time. This was present in all 
states, but it was especially the case in WA, where 
the estimated loads were also higher. This is 
thought to be because of the sandy soil types, low 

Table 1: Glyphosate MRLs for Australian grains.
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organic matter, dry summers and cool winters, 
which can lower the microbial activity. (Rose, M and 
Van Zwieten, L).

CROP SENSITIVITY

AMPA has a low level of phytotoxicity, but when 
there is enough in the soil, plants will be affected. 
This can be expressed as reduced biomass, but there 
may be other indirect effects relating to disease and 
nutrition.

Of the crops we grow, lupins are the most sensitive 
and cereals are amongst the most tolerant. Work 
by Mick Rose and Lukas Van Zwieten show how 
lupins and wheat are affected by glyphosate (and 
AMPA) in the soil. In this experiment, a sandy soil 
from Wongan Hills with a low P sorption (PBI of 
15) had rates of glyphosate mixed through the top 
5cm, one month prior to planting. The rates ranged 
from 1/3 of label rate to 27 times the label rate. The 
reduction in biomass was measured after six weeks 
and compared to the same treatments which had 
20kg/Ha of P added.

Figure 1 shows the wheat tolerated more than 27kg/
Ha of glyphosate in the soil, while the lupins had a 
significant reduction of biomass at 12kg/Ha. When the 
phosphorus was applied, the wheat had a significant 
reduction of biomass at 12.5kg/Ha and the lupins at 
3.5kg/Ha. This is 7.77L/Ha of glyphosate 450g/L. We 
could be getting close to these rates when we have 
a high frequency of use and dry conditions.

THE IMPLICATIONS OF PHOSPHORUS

Glyphosate and AMPA are phosphorus based 
molecules that bind to reactive sites in the soil 
like clay, iron and aluminium, components of the 

phosphorus buffering index (PBI). Sandy soils 
typically have a low PBI, so there are limited sites for 
glyphosate or AMPA to bind.

When water soluble phosphorus is added to the 
soil, the phosphorus can displace the glyphosate 
or AMPA on the soil binding sites, allowing the 
glyphosate and AMPA to move into the soil solution, 
where it can be taken up by the plants or bind with 
other nutrients such as trace elements. 

This could be a contributor to manganese supply 
issues, especially in lupins. (This is in addition 
to practice change over time which affect 
manganese availability, including increasing pH, 
lower manganese applications and increased crop 
removal).

DISEASE IMPLICATIONS
The frequency of crops being affected 
by rhizoctonia is increasing, especially 
in lupins. There are reasons, such as 
reduced cultivation, more intensive 
cereal cropping and drier seasons, 
however, glyphosate has been 
implicated for doing this in the past. 

In the 1980s there was a lupin crop that 
suffered establishment issues where 
glyphosate was used, but not where 
Spray.Seed® was used. This situation, 
along with some international work 
showing other crop establishment 
issues, led Bill MacLeod from the 
Western Australian Department of 
Agriculture, to compare lupin disease 
and crop establishment differences 
between glyphosate and Spray.Seed®. 
He conducted seven experiments 
over 1988 and 1989, comparing 
two rates of glyphosate (RoundUp® 
360g/L @ 800mL/Ha and 2L/Ha) with 

Figure 1: Growth response of lupin and wheat to glyphosate applied to soil one month 
prior to sowing. P fertiliser (20 kg/ha) was added at sowing to half the pots. 

Figure 2: Photograph of lupin biomass reduction with increasing 
glyphosate applied to the soil with and without applied phosphorus.
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2.5L/Ha of Spray.Seed®. 
Of the seven trials, three showed the pleiochaeta 
root rot assessment increased significantly 
when glyphosate was used, and two showed the 
rhizoctonia hypocotyl rot assessment significantly 
increased when glyphosate was used. There was a 
strong trend for the Spray.Seed® treatment to have 
more healthy plants per m2 than the glyphosate 
treated plots, and this was significant in three 
trials. One of these went on to show a significant 
difference in yield. This challenges the use of 
glyphosate in summer and knockdown spraying 
ahead of lupins. Talk to your agronomist about 
considering alternatives.
SUMMARY
Our soils are being treated with significant 
volumes of pesticides, which have their intended 
consequences, but they also have unintended 

consequences, as we have seen with glyphosate. 
Plant back periods address this issue for many 
herbicides, but not all of them.
Sandy soils with low cation exchange, low PBI, low 
organic matter and low rainfall mean you have less 
buffering capacity, so many of these issues will show 
up here first. Trifluralin, diuron and diflufenican are 
other herbicides which the Rose and Van Zwieten 
survey identified as being more of an issue for WA 
than the other states.

The intent of this article is to raise awareness of 
glyphosate in the grain and soil and the nutrition 
and disease implications which come from this. 
Please contact your agronomist to discuss this 
further. 
References:
Rose, M & Van Zwietman, L et al. (2016) Herbicide residues: are they an 
issue? 
MacLeod, B. (1987 & 1988) Herbicide interactions with hypocotyl rot of 
lupins.

Wheat Prov. Average Forecast

Grade Prices (FIS) 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 5 Yr 10 Yr 22/23 
Budget

H1 13.0% $329 $305 $316 $310 $290 $295 $317 $339 $337 $330 $324 $317 $330

H2 11.5% $322 $297 $310 $295 $280 $285 $312 $332 $330 $325 $317 $309 $320

ANW1 10.5% $344 $319 $300 $315 $295 $340 $310 $325 $323 $325 $325 $320 $305

ANW2 10.5% $317 $299 $290 $295 $275 $302 $295 $308 $308 $305 $304 $299 $295

APW1 10.5% $319 $291 $303 $290 $265 $270 $305 $326 $325 $321 $309 $302 $310

APW2 10% $317 $289 $301 $288 $262 $260 $305 $320 $316 $311 $302 $297 $300

ASW1 10% $292 $281 $293 $285 $250 $250 $294 $317 $310 $302 $295 $287 $290

AGP1 $277 $259 $274 $270 $235 $235 $289 $305 $299 $290 $284 $273 $270

Feed $257 $239 $215 $230 $190 $190 $251 $274 $255 $243 $243 $234 $230

Grade Spreads to APW1 Prov. Average Forecast

12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 5 Yr 10 Yr 22/23 
Budget

H1 13.0% $12 $16 $15 $22 $25 $25 $12 $13 $12 $9 $14 $16 $20

H2 11.5% $5 $8 $9 $7 $15 $15 $7 $6 $5 $4 $7 $8 $10

ANW1 10.5% $27 $30 ($1) $27 $30 $70 $5 ($1) ($2) $4 $15 $19 ($5)

ANW2 10.5% $0 $10 ($11) $7 $10 $32 ($10) ($18) ($17) ($16) ($6) ($1) ($15)

APW1 10.5% Adj. Adj. Adj. Adj. Base Base Base Base Base Base Base Base $0

APW2 10% ($2) ($2) ($2) ($2) ($3) ($10) $0 ($6) ($9) ($10) ($7) ($5) ($10)

ASW1 10% ($25) ($8) ($8) ($3) ($15) ($20) ($11) ($9) ($15) ($19) ($15) ($13) ($20)

AGP1 ($40) ($30) ($27) ($18) ($30) ($35) ($16) ($21) ($26) ($31) ($26) ($27) ($40)

Feed ($60) ($50) ($86) ($58) ($75) ($80) ($54) ($52) ($70) ($78) ($67) ($66) ($80)

NOTE: The prices in this table are the median price for the entire time period that prices were available for each season. 2021/22 provisional prices 
are the median price for the time period (to date) that prices have been available for this season. They do not reflect current prices.

B U D G E T  P R I C E S  2 0 2 2
W E S T E R N  A U S T R A L I A

HISTORIC AND FORECAST GRAIN PRICES $/TONNE

G L Y P H O S A T E  R E S I D U E S  I N  G R A I N  A N D  S O I L  C O N T :
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Other Grains (FIS) Prov. Average Forecast

12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 5 Yr 10 Yr 22/23 
Budget

Barley Malt (may require 
ISCC) $287 $276 $281 $280 $230 $275 $295 $265 $266 $279 $276 $273 $275

Barley Feed $259 $238 $266 $240 $190 $250 $290 $260 $257 $260 $263 $251 $265

Lupin $334 $325 $325 $330 $270 $300 $350 $345 $375 $325 $339 $328 $325

Canola - non GM ISCC 
Can1 $583 $549 $513 $570 $555 $550 $568 $602 $626 $800 $629 $592 $700

Canola - GM ISCC CAG1 $539 $473 $520 $515 $510 $520 $529 $555 $750 $573 $546 $650

OAT1 $243 $208 $275 $320 $230 $195 $350 $314 $292 $270 $284 $270 $270

OAT2 $235 $188 $225 $300 $190 $175 $335 $296 $280 $250 $267 $247 $250

Hay — Delivered Processing Plant Prov. Average Forecast

12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 5 Yr 10 Yr 21/22 
Budget

Export Oaten Top Grade $245 $180 $200 $230 $230 $180 $300 $350 $280 $170 $256 $238 $180

Average Price All Grades $197 $156 $161 $210 $200 $160 $275 $325 $240 $140 $228 $208 $150

Use the data to put the expected values of the three components of price (i.e., wheat futures, exchange 
rate and basis) into historical perspective and the stocks to use ratio to give a view as to supply/demand 
pressure. Currently, Farmanco is estimating/budgeting an APW1 FIS for 2022/2023 of approximately 
$310/t (AUD).  Use the exchange rate/wheat futures matrix to help determine a reasonable range.

   C O M P O N E N T S  O F  F I S  W H E A T  P R I C E  —  
D E T E R M I N I N G  A N  E S T I M A T E  F O R  2 0 2 2 / 2 0 2 3

MONTHLY NEARBY WHEAT (CBOT)

HISTORICAL EXCHANGE RATE OF THE AUSTRALIAN DOLLAR AGAINST THE US DOLLAR
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B U D G E T  P R I C E S  2 0 2 2  W A  C O N T :

Historical FIS Basis Current 
Estimate

Crop Year 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 5 Yr 
Av.

22/23

Chicago FIS 
Basis ($A/
mt) DEC

11 19 16 15 26 43 36 34 49 61 42 25 -20 32 30

Chicago FIS 
Basis (A$/
mt) MAR

2 8 4 13 24 36 31 27 44 53 37 21 -25 26 25

Stocks to 
Use

30% 30% 28% 26% 26% 31% 34% 35% 38% 39% 40% 37% 35% 38% 35%

Wheat 
Futures + FIS 

Basis c/bus

APW Wheat Estimated FIS Cash Price AUD$/mt

Exchange Rate — Value of AUD in US Cents

63 65 67 69 71 73 75 77 79 81 83 85 87 89 91

400 $233 $226 $219 $213 $207 $201 $196 $191 $186 $181 $177 $173 $169 $165 $162

450 $262 $254 $247 $240 $233 $227 $220 $215 $209 $204 $199 $195 $190 $186 $182

500 $292 $283 $274 $266 $259 $252 $245 $239 $233 $227 $221 $216 $211 $206 $202

550 $321 $311 $302 $293 $285 $277 $269 $262 $256 $249 $243 $238 $232 $227 $222

600 $350 $339 $329 $320 $311 $302 $294 $286 $279 $272 $266 $259 $253 $248 $242

650 $379 $367 $356 $346 $336 $327 $318 $310 $302 $295 $288 $281 $275 $268 $262

700 $408 $396 $384 $373 $362 $352 $343 $334 $326 $318 $310 $303 $296 $289 $283

750 $437 $424 $411 $399 $388 $378 $367 $358 $349 $340 $332 $324 $317 $310 $303

800 $467 $452 $439 $426 $414 $403 $392 $382 $372 $363 $354 $346 $338 $330 $323

850 $496 $480 $466 $453 $440 $428 $416 $406 $395 $386 $376 $367 $359 $351 $343

900 $525 $509 $494 $479 $466 $453 $441 $429 $419 $408 $398 $389 $380 $372 $363

Sheep Prices (gross)

Class Mar ¼ Jun ¼ Sep ¼ Dec ¼

CFA Ewes (1) $80 $80 $80 $80

CFA Ewes (2) $120 $120 $120 $120

Ewe Hoggets $120 $120 $120 $120

Wether Hoggets $120 $120 $120 $120

Shipper Wethers $140 $140 $140 $140

Rams $80 $80 $80 $80

Slaughter Lambs

Prime Lambs (3) $140 $140 $120 $115

Store Lambs (4) $90 $90 $70 $65

(1) Slaughter Grade Ewes 50 kg lwt. 
(2) Sound mouths. Suitable for breeding.  
(3) $/kg Carcass Weight on 20-22kg Carcass. 
(4) $/kg Carcass Weight on 12-16kg Carcass.
Note: These are gross prices. Selling costs of 5% need to be 
included as costs in cash flow.

This is our current estimate of budget prices for 2022. These have been developed by looking back at historic 
prices and forward at world and domestic markets. Your individual situations will affect these estimates, 
e.g., freight, quality premiums/deductions, so take these into consideration. If you have any queries, please 
give us a call.

LIVESTOCK & WOOL PRICES FOR BUDGETS IN 2022

Wool prices are quoted on a cents per kilogram greasy price as this is the way 
it is recorded in most growers' cashbooks. To this end, you will need to ensure 
growers allow for selling costs (15c/kg) and wool tax (2% or around 10c/kg). 
Total costs around 25c/kg.  
Note:  These prices assume 78% of the clip is fleece wool and that the 
remainder of the clip is worth 50% of the fleece price.

Wool Yield

55% 57% 59% 61% 63% 65% 67% 69% 71%

M
ic

ro
n

19.0 817 847 877 907 936 966 996 1,026 1,055

19.5 773 802 830 858 886 914 942 970 998

20.0 729 756 782 809 835 862 888 915 942

20.5 700 725 751 776 802 827 853 878 904

21.0 671 695 719 744 768 793 817 841 866

21.5 651 675 698 722 746 769 793 817 840

22.0 631 654 677 700 723 746 769 792 815

22.5 624 647 670 692 715 738 760 783 806

23.0 617 639 662 684 706 729 751 774 796

23.5 605 627 648 670 692 714 736 758 780

24.0 592 614 635 657 678 700 722 743 765
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Cattle Prices (gross)

Class kg LW $/kg LW $/hd

Cull Cows 450 $2.20 $990

Breeders 500 $2.50 $1,250

Heifers 450 $2.50 $1,125

Bulls 600 $2.50 $1,500

For Slaughter kg LW $/kg LW $/hd

Vealer Steer 250 $3.50 $875

Vealer Heifer 250 $3.50 $875

Yearling Steers 350 $3.50 $1,225

Yearling Heifers 350 $3.50 $1,225

Grown Steer 550 $3.50 $1,925

Current values as of mid-December have now dropped to harvest lows as large parts of SE Australia 
continue harvest amid what is, for most, the second record crop. Current lows were last seen in August 
prior to the majority of the market becoming concerned with the potential of a wet harvest on the back of 
La Nina forecasts and a shortage of quality grain, similar to what was seen in 2016 when a large percentage 
was downgraded to SFW1 and AH9. These concerns, along with increasing Russian export tax, reduced 
production out of the US and Canada, downgraded quality from the rain impacted European harvest, and 
increased Chinese wheat demand, have fuelled markets higher. Going forward, these key factors have the 
potential to underpin values and will have the capacity to strengthen values in the new year. For now, 
buyers are confident they can access quality grain as export opportunities arise and therefore do not need 
to own in the short term, even though Australian wheat and barley is some of the cheapest available, 
although downgraded grain values are likely to come under pressure.

B U D G E T  P R I C E S  2 0 2 2
N E W  S O U T H  W A L E S ,  V I C T O R I A  A N D 

S O U T H  A U S T R A L I A

WHEAT (Delivered Port) Budget

Newcastle

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 5 Yr Av 2022

APH2 +$22 +$12 +$34 +$38 +$15 +$15 +$1 +$17 +$17 +$17

H2 +$7 +$0 +$19 +$13 +$5 +$5 +$2 +$10 +$7 +$7

APW1 $290 $305 $234 $290 $430 $400 $292 $350 $352 $300

ASW -$15 -$3 -$16 -$16 -$10 -$10 -$13 -$50 -$20 -$20

AGP -$30 -$5 -$26 -$35 -$20 -$15 -$18 -$70 -$32 -$32

Feed -$60 -$77 -$30 -$25 -$53 -$100 -$58 -$58

Melbourne

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 5 Yr Av 2022

AH1 +$14 +$18 +$21 +$40 +$15 +$15 +$7 +$17 +$19 +$19

AH2 +$8 +$7 +$17 +$22 +$6 +$6 +$4 +$10 +$10 +$10

APW1 $275 $280 $228 $280 $420 $390 $280 $350 $344 $300

ASW -$18 -$15 -$19 -$13 -$10 -$10 -$9 -$50 -$18 -$18

AGP -$30 -$7 -$32 -$35 -$20 -$15 -$11 -$70 -$30 -$30

Feed -$76 -$70 -$30 -$25 -$87 -$100 -$62 -$62

Note: Prices are 'delivered port'. Use GTA locational differentials as a guide to adjust back to silo based prices.
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B U D G E T  P R I C E S  2 0 2 2  N S W ,  V I C  &  S A  C O N T :

CANOLA — Note: Prices Quoted before Oil Bonification Budget

Newcastle

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 5 Yr Av 2022

Non GM $503 $510 $540 $550 $630 $640 $590 $870 $656 $625

GM $465 $463 $500 $520 $610 $585 $545 $855 $623 $600

Spread -$38 -$47 -$40 -$30 -$20 -$55 -$45 -$15 -$33 -$25

Melbourne

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 5 Yr Av 2022

Non GM $495 $535 $546 $550 $610 $640 $588 $870 $652 $625

GM $465 $500 $505 $520 $590 $585 $545 $855 $619 $600

Spread -$30 -$35 -$41 -$30 -$20 -$55 -$43 -$15 -$33 -$25

BARLEY Budget

Newcastle

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 5 Yr Av 2022

Malt $247 $292 $225 $280 $430 $360 $240 $320 $326 $298

Feed $232 $252 $175 $230 $420 $350 $242 $300 $308 $280

Spread -$15 -$40 -$50 -$50 -$10 -$10 $2 -$20 -$18 -$18

Melbourne

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 5 Yr Av 2022

Malt $262 $280 $221 $280 $420 $350 $222 $320 $318 $298

Feed $247 $240 $171 $230 $410 $340 $223 $300 $301 $280

Spread -$15 -$40 -$50 -$50 -$10 -$10 $1 -$20 -$18 -$18

Typical Local Silo Differentials

Based on GTA Locational Differentials

New South Wales Victoria South Australia

Location Natural Port $/t Location Natural Port $/t Location Natural Port $/t

Ardlethan Port Kembla $42 Berriwillock Melbourne $34 Ardrossan Port Giles $10

Barmedman Port Kembla $39 Charlton Melbourne $27 Balaklava Wallaroo $15

Brocklesby Melbourne $35 Donald Geelong $28 Bordertown Outer Harbour $33

Condobolin Port Kembla $51 Elmore Melbourne $21 Bowmans Outer Harbour $12

Coolamon Port Kembla $40 Hamilton Portland $14 Coonalpyn Outer Harbour $27

Deniliquin Melbourne $31 Horsham Geelong $29 Cummins Port Lincoln $9

Finley Melbourne $31 Murchison East Melbourne $20 Gladstone Wallaroo $18

Forbes Port Kembla $42 Murtoa Portland $27 Jamestown Wallaroo $22

Gilgandra Newcastle $38 Ouyen Melbourne $43 Maitland Wallaroo $9

Henty West Melbourne $39 Rainbow Portland $33 Naracoorte Portland $20

Junee Sub Port Kembla $38 Sea Lake Melbourne $36 Pinnaroo Outer Harbour $31

Lockhart Melbourne $41 St James Melbourne $26 Roseworthy Outer Harbour $10

Manildra Port Kembla $36 Stawell Geelong $25 Streaky Bay Thevenard $14

Narrandera Port Kembla $47 Warracknabeal Portland $29 Wallaroo Wallaroo $21

Oaklands Melbourne $34 Westmere Geelong $19

Parkes Sub Port Kembla $40 Woomelang Geelong $36

Rand Melbourne $38 Yarrawonga Melbourne $30

Temora Sub Port Kembla $36

Trundle Port Kembla $46

Wyalong Port Kembla $42
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OTHER GRAINS — Prices Quoted At Port (Melbourne) Budget

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 5 Yr Av 2022

Lupins $410 $430 $400 $310 $550 $650 $350 $430 $458 $400 

Field Peas $419 $413 $460 $334 $550 $540 $350 $400 $435 $370 

Faba Beans $420 $425 $230 $300 $800 $800 $350 $450 $540 $400 

Chickpeas $480 $850 $850 $800 $700 $650 $500 $500 $630 $500 

Lentils $825 $1,300 $708 $500 $550 $420 $550 $850 $574 $650 

Oats 1 $220 $240 $220 $160 $400 $500 $250 $250 $312 $250 

Oats 2 $200 $220 $200 $140 $380 $480 $200 $230 $286 $230 

Hay (First Grade) $230 $220 $170 $450 $300 $200 $200 $264 $200 

Hay (All Grades) $210 $200 $150 $425 $265 $170 $175 $237 $175 

Lucerne Hay $270 $250 $175 $475 $350 $300 $250 $310 $250 

Sorghum $330 $280 $240 $210 $380 $430 $320 $300 $328 $300 

Maize/Corn $330 $366 $331 $210 $230 $350 $350 $350 $298 $330 

Cotton $480 $512 $500 $539 $547 $500 $530 $625 $548 $530 

Rice $482 $515 $484 $527 $540 $411 $470 $550 $500 $550

Cattle Prices (gross)

Class kg LW $/kg LW $/hd

Cull Cows 500 $3.00 $1,500

Breeders 500 $5.00 $2,500

Heifers 450 $3.50 $1,575

Bulls 700 $3.00 $2,100

For Slaughter kg LW $/kg LW $/hd

Vealer Steer 250 $3.75 $938

Vealer Heifer 250 $3.75 $938

Yearling Steers 350 $3.64 $1,273

Yearling Heifers 350 $3.52 $1,232

Grown Steer 550 $3.52 $1,935

Sheep Prices (gross)

Class Mar ¼ Jun ¼ Sep ¼ Dec ¼

CFA Ewes (1) $200 $200 $200 $200

CFA Ewes (2) $250 $250 $250 $250

Ewe Hoggets $280 $280 $280 $280

Wether Hoggets $180 $180 $180 $180

Shipper Wethers $140 $140 $140 $140

Rams $100 $100 $100 $100

Slaughter Lambs

Prime Lambs (3) $220 $220 $220 $220

Store Lambs (4) $160 $160 $160 $160

(1) Slaughter Grade Ewes 50 kg lwt. 
(2) Sound mouths. Suitable for breeding.  
(3) $/kg Carcass Weight on 20-22kg Carcass. 
(4) $/kg Carcass Weight on 12-16kg Carcass.
Note: These are gross prices. Selling costs of 5% need to be 
included as costs in cash flow.

LIVESTOCK PRICES FOR BUDGETS 
IN 2022

Note: Wool prices are quoted on a cents per kilogram greasy price as this is 
the way it is recorded in most growers' cashbooks. To this end, you will need to 
ensure growers allow for selling costs (15c/kg) and wool tax (2% or around 10c/
kg). Total costs around 25c/kg.  Note also that these prices assume 78% of the 
clip is fleece wool and that the remainder of the clip is worth 50% of the fleece 
price.

WOOL PRICES (GROSS CENTS/KG GREASY - 
WHOLE CLIP)

Wool Yield

55% 57% 59% 61% 63% 65% 67% 69% 71%

M
ic

ro
n

18.0 793 822 851 879 908 937 966 995 1,024

19.0 759 786 814 841 869 897 924 952 979

19.5 720 746 772 798 824 850 877 903 929

20.0 695 720 746 771 796 821 847 872 897

20.5 680 705 730 755 779 804 829 854 878

21.0 671 695 719 744 768 793 817 841 866

21.5 622 644 667 689 712 735 757 780 803

22.0 573 594 614 635 656 677 698 718 739

22.5 548 568 588 608 628 648 668 688 708

23.0 524 543 562 581 600 619 638 657 676

23.5 499 517 536 554 572 590 608 626 645

24.0 450 467 483 499 516 532 549 565 581
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www.farmanco.com.au

HEAD OFFICE - MUNDARING 
2 Hartung Steet,  MUNDARING WA 6073    
PO Box 260, MUNDARING, WA 6073    
Phone:      (08) 9295 0940    
Email:            mundaring@farmanco.com.au

Rob Sands, Management Consultant 
Mobile:                            0427 380 973 
Email:                   rsands@farmanco.com.au
 
Greg Easton, Management Consultant 
Mobile:                                      0428 832 020  
Email:                geaston@farmanco.com.au

Stacey Bell, Management Consultant & 
Project Officer 
Mobile:      0416 204 507
Email:                   stacey@farmanco.com.au

Peter Borstel, Agronomist
Mobile:                                          0427 427 492   
Email:                     pborstel@farmanco.com.au

Alice Butler, Precision Ag Consultant
Mobile:                                          0488 347 929   
Email:                       abutler@farmanco.com.au

Keith Symondson, CEO
Mobile:                                          0447 370 131 
Email:      keith@farmanco.com.au

Eve Kent, Bookkeeping Principal
Mobile:      0408 737 682 
Email:       eve@farmanco.com.au

Georgia King, Product Manager
Mobile:      0498 661 080 
Email:   gking@farmanco.com.au

ALBANY 
Suite 5/30 Graham Street, ALBANY                           
PO Box 1772, ALBANY, WA 6330 
 
Brent Pritchard, Agronomist 
Mobile:                                          0488 428 333  
Email:      brent@farmanco.com.au 
 
Don McTaggart, Grain Marketer 
Mobile:                                          0427 387 300   
Grain Marketing Hotline:  (08) 9295 0222    
Email:      don@farmanco.com.au

ALBURY - WODONGA 
Suite 3/485 Swift Street, ALBURY 
PO Box 446, ALBURY, NSW 2640 
 
Eric Nankivell, Management Consultant 
Mobile:                                             0428 914 263  
Email:            enankivell@farmanco.com.au 
 
Adrian Clancy , Grain Marketer  
Mobile:      0417 690 117    
Email:                   adrian@farmanco.com.au 
 
BEVERLEY 
Cornerstone Building, Office 3, 
141 Vincent Street, BEVERLEY, WA, 6304 
PO Box 457, BEVERLEY, WA, 6304 
 
Blake O'Meagher, Agronomist 
Mobile:                        0499 166 160 
Email:                    blake@farmanco.com.au 
 
DOWERIN
34 Stewart Street, DOWERIN
PO Box 65, DOWERIN, WA 6461 
Phone:     (08) 9631 1007

David Ward, Management Consultant 
Mobile:                                             0428 953 327  
Email:                  dward@farmanco.com.au 
 
DONGARA

Ben Stewart, Precision Ag Consultant 
Mobile:                        0427 232 707  
Email:             bstewart@farmanco.com.au 
 
MOORA 
PO Box 420, MOORA, WA  6510

David Cameron, Agronomist 
Mobile:                        0458 696 724  
Email:           dcameron@farmanco.com.au 
 
Mike Monaghan, Management 
Consultant 
Mobile:                                      0488 019 242 
Email:     mmonaghan@farmanco.com.au

ESPERANCE 
Unit 1, 113 Dempster Street, ESPERANCE 
PO Box 528, ESPERANCE, WA 6450    
Phone:      (08) 9071 3655    
Email:                 esperance@farmanco.com.au 
 
Ben Curtis, Management Consultant 
Mobile:                                          0400 975 537 
Email:                       bcurtis@farmanco.com.au 
 
Mae Connelly, Grain Marketer                                
Mobile:                                          0428 387 300 
Grain Marketing Hotline:  (08) 9295 0222     
Email:    mae@farmanco.com.au 
 
Tab Meerman, Bookkeeper                                
Mobile:                                          0439 925 856 
Email:      tab@farmanco.com.au 
 
KOJONUP 
Unit 2, 88 Albany Highway, KOJONUP             
PO Box 181, KOJONUP, WA 6395 
 
Chris Robinson, Agronomist 
Mobile:                                          0427 336 294  
Email:    chris@farmanco.com.au 
 
Mark Lawrence, Agronomist 
Mobile:                                             0459 351 503 
Email:   mark@farmanco.com.au 
 
MT LAWLEY 
Unit 5/ 58 Walcott Street, MT LAWLEY             
PO Box 40, MT LAWLEY, WA 6929 
 
Ryan Duane, Grain Marketer 
Mobile:                                          0429 387 343 
Grain Marketing Hotline:  (08) 9295 0222     
Email:     ryan@farmanco.com.au 
 
Sherrie Littlefair, Bookkeeper 
Mobile:                                      0427 720 209 
Email:                 sherrie@farmanco.com.au 
 
PINGELLY 
PO Box 200, PINGELLY WA 6308 
 
Laurence Carslake, Agronomist/
Management Consultant 
Mobile:                        0407 441 157  
Email:              lcarslake@farmanco.com.au

C O N T A C T  U S
A n A l y s e  —  I n n o v A t e  —  G r o w

Seasons
GREETINGS


