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Executive Summary 
This report presents the findings of research carried out by the Rural Innovation 
Research Group (RIRG), from the University of Melbourne’s Faculty of Veterinary 
and Agricultural Sciences, examining farmers’ experiences of Phase 1 of the 
Alpine Valleys Dairy Succession Project (AVDSP).   

People involved in ten out of the fifteen farms that participated in the ADVSP were 
interviewed for this research.  The interviews took place in September and October 
2015.  After the farm interviews had been completed, a reflection discussion was 
held with the two project consultants who delivered the AVDSP. 

The key findings from this research are: 
 The approach taken by the AVDSP project, consisting of a one-on-one 

consultation service delivered in people’s homes, succeeded in engaging 
all of the participating farm owners in thinking and acting on their farm 
succession arrangements.  In some cases the participants already had 
succession planning on their agenda as something that they should be 
working on, but had not been able to make a start until this intervention 
became available. 

 The availability of the consultants to work with people in their homes, and 
the ability of the consultants to win the trust of the participating farm 
owners were both critical to the success of the intervention.   

 All the participating farm owners reflected that the AVDSP had assisted 
them to formalise their general ideas and aspirations about the future of 
their farm into a concrete plan with specific next steps.  In several cases a 
key component of this was that the AVDSP enabled the expectations and 
aspirations of different family members to be brought out into the open and 
documented. 

 Farm succession is typically a complex process that takes place over an 
extended period.  Therefore, it is too early to ascertain whether the AVDSP 
has succeeded in assisting farm families to reach agreement on their 
succession arrangements.  However, as a result of the AVDSP project, a 
number of the participating farms have commenced work on aspects of 
their succession arrangements, often with the involvement of other 
professional service providers including lawyers, accountants, financial 
planners and farm management consultants.  Most of the participating 
farms are currently making progress with their succession arrangements, 
but further monitoring of progress and outcomes over the longer term is 
required. 

 Most of the farm owners who participated in the AVDSP would not have 
participated if they had been required to pay the full cost of the service 
($1,500 - $2,000 per farm). 

The following recommendations arise from this research: 
 For the Alpine Valleys Dairy Pathways Project, it will be beneficial to offer 

the Getting Started succession planning intervention to north-east Victorian 
dairy farmers again in 2016.  Many of the 2015 participants chose to 
participate because the project was offered at a time when succession 
planning had become a high priority.  There is likely to be a further cohort 
of farms for whom succession planning is a high priority in 2016.  It will 
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also be beneficial to keep monitoring the progress being made by the 2015 
participants. 

 For the wider dairy industry, it will be beneficial to trial the Getting Started 
succession planning intervention in another dairy region, and with the 
involvement of other consultants.  This will help with exploring the 
conditions under which the intervention could be scaled up. 

 Given the findings about farmers’ current unwillingness to pay the full cost 
of the Getting Started intervention, further investigation is needed of 
possible funding sources and cost-sharing arrangements. 

 Most farms will need support from a range of different professional 
services in order to progress their farm succession arrangements.  The 
dairy industry needs to ensure that these professional service providers 
are available, and have the appropriate skills and networks to be able to 
offer dairy farmers a high-quality service. 
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Introduction 
This report presents the findings of research carried out by the Rural Innovation 
Research Group (RIRG), from the University of Melbourne’s Faculty of Veterinary 
and Agricultural Sciences, examining farmers’ experiences of Phase 1 of the 
Alpine Valleys Dairy Succession Project (AVDSP).   

The AVDSP is an activity of the Alpine Valleys Dairy Pathways project.  Its purpose 
is to assist in increasing the number of dairy farm businesses in north-east Victoria 
who have a documented succession plan (Bridge 2015a).  The second of three 
goals of Phase 1 of the project was to “design and trial a practical intervention 
which will assist families with getting started with farm succession planning” (Bridge 
2015a: 5).  This practical intervention was trialled with fifteen farm families over the 
period July to September 2015.  It involved one or more meetings between farm 
owners and one of two project consultants engaged to deliver the intervention, 
during which the consultant completed a workbook called “Getting Started”.  In 
some cases the consultants also met separately with other family members 
including the children of the current farm owners, and their spouses, as part of 
documenting the interests and expectations of relevant parties.  The completed 
workbook for each farm includes an Action Plan of next steps for the farm owners 
to take in progressing their farm succession arrangements. 

Dairy Australia (DA) contracted RIRG to carry out follow-up interviews with the farm 
families who participated in this first phase of the AVDSP, and with the two 
consultants who delivered the project.  The purpose of this work was to gain insight 
into families’ experience of the intervention, in order to inform further development 
of the AVDSP, and to inform further development of succession and transition 
planning activity within the Australian dairy industry more broadly.  The contract 
between DA and RIRG specified three specific research questions for 
investigation: 

1. What features of the intervention facilitated the successful engagement of farm 
families? 

2. Does a short term intervention to set family businesses on the right track assist 
with more businesses reaching agreement on their farm transition 
arrangements? 

3. What lessons emerge from the experiences of both the families participating in 
the trial intervention, and the consultants who delivered the intervention, to 
inform further development and implementation of similar interventions? 

The second question above refers to “transition arrangements”, whereas the 
project title refers to “succession”.  Farm succession is established terminology 
both in Australia and internationally, and refers to the traditional process of farm 
ownership and farm management responsibility being transferred from the older 
generation to a younger generation within a farm-owning family.  The Australian 
dairy industry has recognised that within-family succession is only one of several 
possible change pathways that farm business may follow over time, and that 
transfer of ownership and management responsibility are only a subset of the 
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processes involved in these pathways (DA 2016).  The dairy industry has begun to 
use the term “farm transitions” to encompass a more inclusive understanding of the 
change processes that farm businesses undergo over time.  The AVDSP however 
chose to retain the term succession because at present it is the term that is 
currently more widely understood by dairy farmers (Bridge 2015b).  This report also 
uses the term succession, while recognising its limitations. 
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Method 
At the conclusion of the Getting Started process, the project consultants asked 
each of the participating farm owners whether they would be willing to participate in 
a follow-up research interview with the University of Melbourne.  Twelve of the 
fifteen participating farms agreed to be interviewed, but in the end interviews took 
place on only ten of these twelve farms, due to time and logistical constraints.  The 
interviews took place in September and October 2015.   

Eight interviews were with the current farm owners (older generation) only, and in 
all but one case the farm owners participated in the interview as a couple. One 
interview was with the in-coming younger generation farmer only. On the tenth 
farm both the current farm owners (a couple) and one of their adult children were 
interviewed, in two separate interviews. 

The interviews lasted for up to one hour and were semi-structured around a set of 
prompting questions.  The questions aimed to elicit responses on the following 
themes: 

 Previous experience with succession planning, and the current status of 
succession arrangements; 

 Background to the farm owners’ decisions to participate in the AVDSP 
Getting Started process; 

 Reflections on their experience of the AVDSP Getting Started process, 
including reflections on the role of the consultants; 

 Comments on what steps they expect to take next in progressing their farm 
succession arrangements. 

At the conclusion of the farm interviews a reflection discussion was held with the 
two project consultants (together).  This discussion lasted two hours and covered 
the consultants’ reflections on what had been achieved through the Getting Started 
process for each of the participating farms, reflections on what aspects of the 
process had worked well, and reflections on the challenges and questions that 
arose for the consultants. 

The interviews and reflection discussion were audio-recorded and transcribed in 
full for later thematic analysis.   
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Findings & Discussion 
Key findings from the interviews, in response to the research questions set out in 
the Introduction, are as follows. 

1. What features of the intervention facilitated the successful engagement of farm 
families? 

It is well documented in the scholarly and policy literature, both in Australia and 
overseas, that farm succession planning is a difficult process for many farm 
families to engage in, and one that is often avoided or delayed (Barclay et al. 2007; 
Lobley et al. 2012; Sappey et al. 2012).  This can have adverse consequences for 
family members, for farm businesses and for agricultural industries (Lobley and 
Baker 2012).  A seminal study by Lansberg (1988) found that there is often a 
specific resistance within family farms, as in family firms more generally, to 
beginning the process.   

By the time this research was commissioned, there was already evidence that 
Phase 1 of the AVDSP had generated strong engagement from farmers.  46 % of 
dairy farmers in the Alpine Valleys region completed and returned an initial survey 
concerning the current status of their farm succession arrangements, more than a 
third of those responding to the survey requested assistance from the project, and 
fifteen farm owners went on to participate in the Getting Started process (Bridge 
2015a).  It is in this context that the question arises as to what features of the 
intervention facilitated this strong engagement. 

The most common response from the interview participants as to why they chose 
to opt in to the Getting Started process was that the invitation to participate came 
at the right time: when thoughts about succession arrangements were uppermost 
in their minds, and when they already had a sense that it was time to take some 
action.  Some commented that they had known for some time that they needed to 
act on succession issues, and it was the opportunity to participate in this project 
that finally prompted action: 

Our son had just said, “Look, I think I want to come home”, and that [survey] 
came around about the next day, so I ticked the box [and chose to 
participate] (Interview 7). 

It’s just hard to know what to do, but the time’s come where I’ll have to do 
something (Interview 4). 

It could have come sooner.  It could have come a couple of years earlier.  
[…] We’ve sort of been thinking [about the need for succession planning] for 
a certain time now (Interview 9). 

They also commented that the initial survey was quick and simple to complete, and 
the option to participate further seemed like a small and low-risk first step: 

Succession planning is something we sort of didn’t really have any 

information about, just what the procedures were and that sort of stuff.  So 

we thought we’d just get involved in it and just see what [will] come of it 

(Interview 6). 
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I had been thinking about what to do, but then that came and I thought I’d 

give it a go (Interview 4). 

For others, the Getting Started process offered a way to access new ideas and a 
fresh perspective in order to make progress with a succession planning process 
that was already underway: 

We’ve done a lot of work in trying to make sure that everyone’s being looked 

after with what their intentions are. […]  And that seems to be going quite 

well but it’s just getting a different perspective and different sort of ideas. 

That was the main sort of idea behind it (Interview 5). 

Some people mentioned that they had known the consultant who worked with them 
on this project for a long time and that gave them additional confidence to opt in, 
and some people noted that it was a process coming from industry rather than 
government or private businesses, and that gave them confidence: 

Like, probably over the years we haven’t had a lot to do with [that 

consultant] but we know him, who he is and so on, and so you sort of seem 

to relate to them a bit (Interview 2). 

Oh, I think I have more trust in the Murray Dairy, Dairy Australia and 

definitely the Alpine Valleys [Project]. Having those three logos [on the 

correspondence], that definitely gave me a lot more trust in it (Interview 5). 

There are further observations about the particular attributes of the consultants, 
and how they contributed to the successful engagement of farm owners, later in 
this report. 

It was also very attractive to farm owners that this was a service that would come 
to them, in their homes, and at a time that worked for them, and that it was a free 
service. 

2. Does a short term intervention to set family businesses on the right track assist 
with more businesses reaching agreement on their farm transition arrangements? 

The Getting Started process was designed to be a short term intervention, 
consisting of just one or two meetings between a consultant and the farm owners, 
(and in some cases additional meetings with other family members) aimed at 
documenting the current status of the farm and its succession arrangements, and 
identifying a set of next steps to be taken.  Farm succession is known to be a 
highly complex process involving many different but related elements (personal, 
family, financial and legal), and it has often been noted that succession is “a 
process, not an event” (Leach 2012: 200).  It is therefore pertinent to ask whether a 
short term intervention does indeed assist farm families to reach agreement on 
succession (or other transition) arrangements.  Two themes within the interview 
data speak to this question.  The first concerns the reflections of the participating 
farm owners on whether the process had been helpful or useful.  The second 
involves the reflections of both the participating farmers and the consultants on 
what concrete steps were taken, or outcomes achieved, through participation in the 
Getting Started process.  These two themes are discussed in turn below. 
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The farm owners who chose to participate in the Getting Started process varied 
greatly in the extent of farm succession thinking and planning that they had 
engaged in prior to the participation in the AVDSP.  Several farms had taken no 
specific steps previously, whereas others had done a lot of prior work.  Despite this 
variation in starting positions, all the farm owners interviewed felt that the activity 
had been useful and helpful: 

I certainly think it’s a good grounding to give us an idea of where we’ve got 

to go or what we’ve got to do and we’re going to pull other people into it as 

well over a period of time (Interview 1). 

Well, it's helped us make decisions on a few things (Interview 3). 

Well I think the first step’s probably the biggest step because without that 

step you don’t know which pathway you’re going to be looking to take.  It 

now defines a pathway I think (Interview 10). 

Some participants commented that the Getting Started process had allowed them 
to open up issues for discussion that they knew had to be discussed, but which 
had previously seemed too difficult to engage with: 

You have to be upfront and you have to think about things that maybe some 

people don’t want to think about really. […]  It’s very easy to put it in the too 

hard basket (Interview 10). 

This question was also approached in the interviews by asking the farmers whether 
they thought the service they had received represented a useful investment of 
Dairy Australia resources.  Again, the response was universally positive: 

I think Dairy Australia have got on the right track [with this service] and I 

think they’ve got to keep going (Interview 1). 

Beyond these general reflections that the process had been useful, both the 
participating farmers and the consultants were able to identify specific outcomes or 
progress that had occurred in each farm’s succession process.  The nature of the 
progress differed due to the variation in the individual circumstances of each farm.  
Examples included: 

 farm owners having more knowledge of the range of possible pathways forward 
(yet still not being ready to actually make a decision on which pathway to 
proceed with); 

 knowing more about children’s expectations and aspirations and hence being 
able to consider the options – and decide on next steps - with this knowledge in 
mind; 

 having a known and documented process underway to increase the 
involvement in the farm of an identified successor; 

 knowing more about aspects of the transition process that had not previously 
been thought through in sufficient detail, and a reflection that this extra level of 
detail in the planning would enhance the chances of success; 
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 identifying specific next steps and timeframes as part of a planning process that 
was already underway; 

 new relationships established or work planned with other appropriate 
professionals that are needed to progress the agreed next steps (farm 
management consultants, legal, financial).  A particular example in this category 
that occurred in more than one case was a recognition of the need to 
understand more about the farm’s business performance and profitability. 

This range of outcomes is reflected in the following quotes from the interviews: 

Well, I had the plan of moving into town and […] that's what we're moving 

towards. But, [the consultant] put it into a more of a step‐by‐step, […] do it 

as a step process more than a bang (Interview 3). 

[Our son is] becoming more involved. He’s getting a computer so he can 

check on the herd program and the milk reports are going to be emailed to 

him as well these days, so he’s sort of starting to get his brain back around 

the day‐to‐day running of the farm (Interview 7). 

Our accountant will be pulled into it.  I’ve got other issues on the farm which 

has come out of this as well. We’re going to bring one of those people into it 

as well, like probably not on the succession side of it, but as to how the farm 

can be run more profitably.  And this has probably come out of this [project] 

as well (Interview 1). 

[Now] we have a good understanding of what each of our children thinks in 

regard to what we’re doing so I think that makes me feel happier that they 

understand where we’re up to and they’ve given their understanding to us 

as to what their expectations are in terms of the future in regard to the 

farming operation (Interview 10). 

One of the benefits of it was that we were actually able to just define our 

next steps. […] We know where we’re up to now. We actually put a timeline 

on it (Interview 8). 

There are a number of farms where the Getting Started process highlighted an 
issue of mismatched expectations between family members that the farm owners 
had not known about before, so there is a sense in which the project appears to 
have made the succession planning process more complicated rather than simpler. 
However the issue was always present and would have arisen at some point in the 
future in any case.  By revealing the issue now, the Getting Started process has 
improved the opportunity for it to be proactively addressed: 

By going through the process things have been brought out and the decision 

that I’ve got to make is going to be more difficult […] as to what we’re going 

to do with the farm (Interview 1). 

On one farm the owners expressed some frustration that the Getting Started 
process had not taken them far enough along the pathway of action.  While they 
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reflected that the process been generally helpful and informative, at the end of the 
process they still weren’t confident that they would be able to make further 
progress: 

It’s a pity in a way that the whole process can’t go further than just 

information.  […] Because even now, like we’ve gone through this and it 

gives you the information and some options, but we still haven’t got around 

to doing anything about it (Interview 6).  

The interviews that are the basis of this report took place very soon after the 
completion of the Getting Started process.  As noted above, by this time many farm 
owners had already begun implementing some of the steps set out in their Getting 
Started action plan.  However the interview data strongly suggest that the 
succession or transition process is not simple, and will not happen quickly, for any 
of the farms: 

It certainly got me thinking of where I can go or where we can go, but to try 

and resolve it is going to be a long term thing.  It’s not going to be short 

term (Interview 1). 

And I don’t imagine that some of those steps will be easy but at least we’ve 

got a foundation to work on and I think that will make the continuing 

process somewhat easier than if we hadn’t had [those] initial conversations 

and survey with Dairy Australia funding it (Interview 8).  

Many of the farms will have to work through a range of negotiations and decisions, 
and are likely to confront a range of hurdles to progress, both expected and 
unexpected.  It is thus too early to judge whether the Getting Started process has 
assisted with “more businesses reaching agreement on their farm transition 
arrangements”. A more appropriate question to address at this time is whether the 
Getting Started process has initiated new activity within families and farm business 
on farm succession, so that some progress is being made.  This has occurred for 
the vast majority of the participating farms. 

3. What lessons emerge from the experiences of both the families participating in 
the trial intervention, and the consultants who delivered the intervention, to inform 
further development and implementation of similar interventions? 

In light of the findings above that Phase 1 of the AVDSP was successful in (a) 
engaging farm families in discussions about succession and (b) initiating new 
activity towards succession planning, it is pertinent to reflect further on the 
experiences of both the participating farm owners and the project consultants to 
identify learnings that can inform future similar initiatives.  There are relevant 
learnings concerning (a) the role played by the consultants, (b) the design of the 
Getting Started process, (c) farmers’ willingness to pay for this type of intervention. 

The role of the consultant 

Several farm owners commented that the design of the Getting Started process as 
a one-on-one service with a consultant who came to visit people in their homes 
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was one of its most useful features.  For some this was because a one-on-one 
service provided specific and tailored responses to individual farm situations: 

The fact that [the consultant] came out, he could tailor it to what we 

wanted to do.  I think that was the good thing about it, so he could sort of 

read the situation and sort of get the information that we needed and steer 

us that way a little bit.  I think just giving us [a] report it wouldn’t happen. It 

wouldn’t get done, it’d be pushed aside (Interview 5). 

Interviewees identified a number of specific attributes of the consultants and the 
way they carried out the work that contributed to its usefulness.  Central to this was 
the consultants’ ability to create an environment of trust that allowed difficult and 
often highly private matters to be discussed with an external party: 

[The AVDSP consultant] was very cautious of how he went about it and 

when he asked a question he put a fair bit of thought behind it.  And once he 

found out what we were like, […], we’re not too forthcoming.  I’ve had 

dealings with [other consultants] but I don’t know whether I could sit down 

with either of them and go through this process (Interview 1). 

 was very good – well, we felt we trusted him (Interview 2). 

One factor that contributed to the establishment of trust was the consultants’ ability 
to demonstrate understanding of dairy farming and the dairy industry, or of small 
business more generally.   

It has to be someone who knows the industry and can convince you straight 

away that they’ve got a handle on the issues of farming (Interview 2). 

It was good to speak to someone that could understand our language, you 

know. Because it's not just a 9 to 5 job. But, he understood that (Interview 

3). 

There was also a less tangible aspect of the consultants’ interpersonal skills, 
expressed by one interviewee as an ability to “deal with people”:  

From the consultants’ perspective, one of the challenging aspects of their role was 
how to set the boundary around the work that it was appropriate for them to do 
within the Getting Started process.  In emerged in the debriefing meeting that the 
two consultants set different boundaries, and this provides another source of 
learning.  One consultant described his approach as one of setting a “strict” 
boundary based on what he understood to be content of the service as set out in 
the funding agreement. He saw his role as to (i) provide information to the client 
about what is involved in succession planning and (ii) to document the current 
situation of the farm in the form of the Getting Started report.  He did not see his 
role extending to supporting the client in taking the next steps listed in the Getting 
Started report. He saw the Getting Started process as being something quite 
different to, and of a much more limited scope than a full succession planning 
process.  It was an initial discussion that would identify the range of issues that 
would need to be addressed if the family decided to proceed to a full succession 
planning process. He reported that, in a small number of cases, setting this 
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boundary left him feeling frustrated, because he knew that he had not done enough 
to get the farm succession process moving for that particular family. 

The second consultant’s interpretation was that his involvement should continue 
until one or more of the next steps set out in the Getting Started document were 
actually underway. In many cases the agreed next step was to start work with 
another advisor of some kind (e.g. an accountant, a lawyer, or a farm management 
consultant), and so the consultant saw his role as continuing up until that next 
relationship was established and the next piece of work was under way.  This way 
of setting the boundary reflects a different perspective on the nature of the 
succession process and the role of a service liked Getting Started within it: it sees 
the Getting Started process as a first phase of action, with the intention that it 
should also initiative further action that allows progress on succession to continue. 

Another factor that influenced the first consultant’s decision to set a firm boundary 
around the service was his concern that this industry-subsidised initiative should 
not compete with commercial services offered by private business in the region.  
The evidence to date, however, is that the Getting Started intervention has in fact 
generated new business for these services. 

A further concern on the part of the consultants that was raised in the reflection 
discussion was that there is the potential for the interests of a particular farm family 
and the interests of the wider dairy industry to be divergent. For example the wider 
dairy industry might prefer to see a particular parcel of land remain available for 
milk production, whereas the life plans of the owners of that land might be best 
served by the land moving to an alternative use. Both consultants felt strongly that 
they would only be willing to be involved in an activity like this on the basis that the 
interests of the farm family come first, rather than the interests of the dairy industry. 
However they also commented that: 

 Many dairy farm families themselves have a strong personal commitment 
to the dairy industry, and so are often keen to consider options that allow 
them to remain involved with the industry in some way. 

 The dairy connection is made explicit in the promotional material for the 
activity. Potential participants who have an aversion to the dairy industry 
may decide not to participate because of this connection, and that is OK. 

 Having consultants involved in the activity who understand what options 
might be available within dairy means that these options are available for 
consideration, where they might not be if the consultant did not have this 
specialist knowledge. This does not constitute a conflict of interest. 

There are some examples amongst the Phase 1 participating farms where a 
conflict of interest could possibly have emerged. In each of these cases the 
interests of the family formed the basis of the agreed next steps, and in some 
cases the family themselves expressed a preference for options that retained a 
dairy link. 

The consultants felt that this question of conflict of interest would become of 
greater importance if other stakeholders (e.g. banks or milk companies) were to 
become involved in funding the service. A written declaration of principles, agreed 
by all parties, should be considered. 
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Lastly, the consultants agreed that having access to each other as a source of peer 
support (on both technical and emotional levels) was an important and valuable 
feature of the Phase 1 activity. 

The design of the Getting Started process 

Other comments made by the participating farmers about the Getting Started 
process included: 

 The sequence of questions in the interview was logical, and the questions 
were effective in encouraging useful thinking about succession issues; 

 It was very useful that the consultant was able to talk to farm owners’ 
children independently; 

 It was useful to get all parties’ needs and priorities down on paper in a 
formal way, rather than having to rely on assumptions; 

 The final Getting Started report is a good document to support further 
activity, including family discussions and discussions with other 
professionals. 

Farmers’ willingness to pay 

On the question of willingness to pay, most of the participating farm owners 
commented that they are happy in general to contribute to the cost of services they 
use. However, if this initiative had involved an up-front cost, most would not have 
proceeded. If the cost was >$1,500 then most likely nobody would have opted in. If 
it was $500 - $1000 there may still have been five or so participants. However, now 
that people have been through the process they can see that it is valuable.   
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Conclusion 
This study suggests that a short-term intervention delivered as a one-on-one 
consultation service can assist dairy farm families to either get started, or to take 
the next step, in their farm succession process.  Key lessons that could inform 
further development and implementation of similar interventions include: 

 The availability of the consultants to work with people in their homes, and 
the ability of the consultants to win the trust of the participating farm 
owners were both critical to the success of the intervention.   

 All the participating farm owners reflected that the AVDSP had assisted 
them to formalise their general ideas and aspirations about the future of 
their farm into a concrete plan with specific next steps.  In several cases a 
key component of this was that the AVDSP enabled the expectations and 
aspirations of different family members to be brought out into the open and 
documented. 

 Farm succession is typically a complex process that takes place over an 
extended period.  Therefore, it is too early to ascertain whether the AVDSP 
has succeeded in assisting farm families to reach agreement on their 
succession arrangements.  However, as a result of the AVDSP project, a 
number of the participating farms have commenced work on aspects of 
their succession arrangements, often with the involvement of other 
professional service providers including lawyers, accountants, financial 
planners and farm management consultants.  Most of the participating 
farms are currently making progress with their succession arrangements, 
but further monitoring of progress and outcomes over the longer term is 
required.   

 Most of the farm owners who participated in the AVDSP would not have 
participated if they had been required to pay the full cost of the service 
($1,500 - $2,000 per farm). 

The following recommendations arise from this research: 
 For the Alpine Valleys Dairy Pathways Project, it will be beneficial to offer 

the Getting Started succession planning intervention to north-east Victorian 
dairy farmers again in 2016.  Many of the 2015 participants chose to 
participate because the project was offered at a time when succession 
planning had become a high priority.  There is likely to be another cohort of 
farms for whom succession planning is a high priority in 2016.  It will also 
be beneficial to keep monitoring the progress being made by the 2015 
participants. 

 For the wider dairy industry, it will be beneficial to trial the Getting Started 
succession planning intervention in another dairy region, and with the 
involvement of other consultants.  This will help with exploring the 
conditions under which the intervention could be scaled up. 

 Given the findings about farmers’ current unwillingness to pay the full cost 
of the Getting Started intervention, further investigation is needed of 
possible funding sources and cost-sharing arrangements. 

 Most farms will need support from a range of different professional 
services in order to progress their farm succession arrangements.  The 
dairy industry needs to ensure that these professional service providers 
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are available, and have the appropriate skills and networks to be able to 
offer dairy farmers a high-quality service. 
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