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1 Introduction  

The Communities in Landscapes project aims to improve management of the Box Gum grassy 

woodlands and derived grasslands through the provision of targeted and relevant information to 

land managers across the range. A key aspect of the project is to identify management strategies 

that effectively integrate production and conservation and to analyse the environmental, social and 

economic impacts of these practices.  

The Benchmark Study of Innovators aims to involve landholders across a wide range of grazing 

management regimes and evaluate the present and potential impact of their management practices. 

To be able to make meaningful comparisons between sites under different management we have 

identified ten paired sites on neighbouring properties that are similar in most aspects other than 

grazing management and have been under the current management regime for a minimum of five 

years. Innovative grazing management practices were characterized as those that aim to integrate 

production and conservation by increasing the component of native perennial grasses in the pasture 

through different forms of strategic grazing, and were compared to more conventional set stocking 

or continuous grazing strategies. Interviews were conducted with participating landholders to collect 

information about the history, nature and apparent impact of their grazing management. In addition, 

a detailed on-site environmental investigation was carried out to measure the impact of grazing 

management on the physical environment in terms of landscape function and vegetation diversity 

and density. Invertebrate surveys will be carried out at a later date and reported on separately. On a 

subset of sites, soil chemical properties and microbial activity and diversity were also measured. 

This report was produced as part of the Communities in Landscapes project and provides the results 

of Landscape Function Analysis, a vegetation survey, and soil chemical and microbial testing carried 

out in May 2010 on a paired site near Gulgong NSW.  

2 Management  

Table 1 summarises the different management regimes on each site on the property as a whole as 

well as for the benchmark paddock in particular. There are some key differences in management 

between the two sites. Grazing management on the innovator site is characterised by short-duration 

high-intensity grazing followed by long periods of rest, whereas on the comparison site grazing 

periods are longer and rest periods shorter. Stocking rates are higher on the innovator site. On the 

innovator site crops are sown directly into pasture without the use of herbicides and with fertilizer 

inputs much reduced in the past 10 years. The comparison site is cropped in a more conventional 

way with higher inputs and introduced pasture species.  
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Table 1. Summary of property type and management on both sites 

 Innovator Comparison 

Property size (ha) 809 384 

No of paddocks 75 8 

Av. paddock size (ha) 12  14-25 

Enterprise Merino stud Merino wethers 

Years of current management 
regime 

10 years (began to change 30 
years ago) 

50 

Practice Rotational grazing and pasture 
cropping 

Set stocked grazing and 
conventional cropping 

Cropping cycle One crop every 4 years, sown 
into native perennial pasture. 
Wheat 2000, oats 2004, cereal 
rye 2009 

One crop every 3-4 years, 
followed by introduced pasture 
phase 

Fertilizer (kg/ha) 1945-1978: 125 kg/ha 
superphosphate per year 
1979 ς 1990s: 100 kg DAP/ha 
under crop only 
Current: 30 kg DAP/ha under 
crop only, moving towards 
organic fertilizer  

1945-1978: 125 kg/ha 
superphosphate per year 
1980s ς 2010: 60 kg/ha 
phosphate-based fertilizer 
under crop only 
 

Herbicide (kg/ha) None Occasionally Roundup before 
cropping 

Pasture type Native - no pasture sown since 
1979 

Sown to sub-clover and/or rye 
grass under crop 

Grazing period per cycle (days) 2-5 30 

Rest period per cycle (days) 80-120 30-60 

Average dse/ha/year 6.2 3.7 

Landholder objectives Regenerate grassland through 
pasture cropping and grazing 
management while generating 
income from wool, sale of stud 
animals, cropping and harvest 
of native grass seed.  

Generate income from wool 
production. 

Specifics of CiL Benchmark paddock ς where different from entire property 

Use of the paddock Part of grazing rotation and 
pasture crop paddock 

Grazing and cropping paddock 

Years of current management 
regime 

10 ς first pasture crop sown in 
2000 

50 

Paddock size (ha) 12.1 14 

Last crop 2009 ς cereal rye 2007 - oats 

Average dse/ha/year 8 3.7 

Landholder comments This paddock is improving from 
a low initial base. Aiming for 
further succession to more 
palatable and productive native 
grasses. 

Useful paddock for cropping 
and grazing ς other land 
elsewhere used for finishing 
lambs. 
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3 Landscape Function  Analysis  

Landscape Function Analysis (LFA) is a procedure for thŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ Ψǎƻƛƭ ƘŜŀƭǘƘΩ ŀƴŘ 

reflects the capacity of the soil to act as a habitat for plants.  LFA is easy to learn and needs only 

simple field equipment, yet is based on careful scientific research. It was developed over 30 years by 

David Tongway and other CSIRO scientists. It is being widely used around the world and we believe it 

has great potential for use by landholders. LFA involves assessing the soil surface for 11 indicators of 

soil health  (Fig 1) and, using a specially designed computer program, assesses how well each site is 

functioning in terms of:  

¶ stability (is the surface eroding or at risk of erosion? Is material being lost or likely to be 

lost?)  

¶ water infiltration (what is the likelihood that water that falls will soak in or run off? Will the 

flow of water be slowed down?) and  

¶ nutrient cycling (is there evidence that the water and nutrients are being used and cycled by 

plants?).  

Fig 1. Contribution of soil surface indicators to the three indices of Stability, Infiltration and 

Nutrient Cycling 

 

Stability, Infiltration and Nutrient Cycling are expressed as numbers in a scale from 0 to 100, with 

higher values indicating better function.  By comparing these values to reference sites, you can work 

out how well a site is functioning. If you do LFA regularly, you can collect evidence for how your 

landscape is changing over time.  

Indicator 

1.  Rainsplash Protection 

2.  Perennial Vegetation Cover 
 

3a. Litter Cover 

4. Cryptogam Cover 

 

6.  Erosion Type and Severity 

7.  Deposited Materials 

   8.  Soil Surface Roughness 

9.  Surface Nature 

10.  Slake Test 

11.  Soil Surface Texture 

STABILITY 

INFILTRATION 

NUTRIENT   
CYCLING 

3b. Litter cover, origin and degree of 

decomposition 

Indicator 

 5. Crust Broken-ness 

 

STABILITY 

INFILTRATION 

NUTRIENT   
CYCLING 
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A landscape with high functionality has a high retention of vital resources such as water, topsoil and 

organic matter. Dense patches of perennial grasses cause overland water flow to slow down, 

ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǿŀǘŜǊ ƛƴŦƛƭǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ άǎƛŜǾƛƴƎ ƻǳǘέ ǘƻǇǎƻƛƭΣ ƭƛǘǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŜŘǎΦ 5ŜƴǎŜ ǇŜǊŜƴƴial grasslands 

therefore have high landscape function.  

By contrast, landscapes with a low functional status tend to lose or leak existing material resources, 

fail to capture sufficient incident rainfall and are unable to capture new replacement materials.  A 

reduction in the size, number, spacing or effectiveness of perennial grass patches may be an 

indication of degradation. Degraded grasslands with few perennial grass patches are unable to retain 

resources flowing across the landscape and therefore have low functionality. 

The LFA indicator values do not absolutely indicate the functional state of a site. Rather, it is a tool to 

monitor change over time, or to compare the functionality between sites in a particular landscape. 

For this study, initial benchmark data was collected to facilitate potential long-term monitoring.  

The following sections show the functional zones we found on the sites, the values the LFA process 

gave them and whether the differences in functionality between sites were significant or not.  

 

3.1 Landscape organisation  

Table 2 outlines the position in the landscape of the 50 metre monitoring transects on each site that 

were used to conduct Landscape Function Analysis. The position of the transects in the landscape 

and their slope was very similar on both sites. Their direction and aspect differed slightly due to 

variable local topography but this is unlikely to have an impact on the data. 

 

Table 2. Geographic setting of the monitoring transects 

 Innovator Comparison 

Transect compass 
bearing 

48° 23° 

Position in landscape Mid-slope Mid-slope 

Soil Light granite Light granite 

Slope 4° 4° 

Aspect NE N 

Vegetation type Native perennial pasture 
dominated by Bothriochloa 
macra 

Mixed pasture dominated by 
annual grasses 

Land use Rotational grazing and pasture 
cropping 

Set stocking and conventional 
cropping 

State of soil surface Close to 100% ground cover, 
spongy and friable soil 

Some bare ground 
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LFA transect overview 

  

There were no signs of resource loss along either of the LFA transects, so no inter-patches were 

identified. Two patch types were identified on both sites, one dominated bȅ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎŜǎ όά!ƴƴǳŀƭ 

ƎǊŀǎǎ ǇŀǘŎƘέύ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ŘƻƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǇŜǊŜƴƴƛŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎŜǎ όάtŜǊŜƴƴƛŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎ ǇŀǘŎƘέύΦ CƛƎǳǊŜ н ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ 

proportion of these two patch types, or functional zones, on the transect with the mean length of 

each patch type in brackets. On the innovator site 82.9% consisted ƻŦ άtŜǊŜƴƴƛŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎ ǇŀǘŎƘέΣ 

ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ǎƛǘŜ ά!ƴƴǳŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎ ǇŀǘŎƘέ was the dominant functional zone (88.1%). 

Fig 2. Proportion of functional zones on each site and average patch/interpatch length (m) 

 

3.2  Soil Surface Assessment of functional  zones 

For each of the functional zones the soil surface was assessed to enable the generation of indices of 

stability, infiltration and nutrient cycling. Figures 3a-c show the values for each of the three indices 

for the different functional zones identified. For each LFA index the results for the different 

functional zones were compared within as well as between sites to test for significant differences in 

functionality.   
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On the innovator site, the Stability Index is signƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŦƻǊ άtŜǊŜƴƴƛŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎ ǇŀǘŎƘέ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ 

ǘƻ ά!ƴƴǳŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎ ǇŀǘŎƘέ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǎƛǘŜΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ȊƻƴŜǎ 

on the innovator site in Infiltration and Nutrient Cycling Indices. On the comparison site, the only 

index that shows a significant difference between functional zones is Nutrient Cycling. In other 

ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇŀǘŎƘ ǘȅǇŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǎƛǘŜǎΦ  IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ 

be noted that the comparison transect appears to be meta-stable, supported by seasonal conditions 

(high recent rainfall) and data could be quite different in a drier time.  

If we compare the indices for each zone between sites, the difference in functionality is much 

ǎǘŀǊƪŜǊΦ άtŜǊŜƴƴƛŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎ ǇŀǘŎƘέ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ǎƛƎƴificantly higher Stability (Fig 3a) and Infiltration (Fig 3b) 

LƴŘŜȄ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƻǊ ǎƛǘŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ǎƛǘŜΦ ά!ƴƴǳŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎ ǇŀǘŎƘέ Ƙŀǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ 

values for all three Landscape Function Indices on the innovator site than on the comparison site (Fig 

3a-ŎύΦ Lƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ {ǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ bǳǘǊƛŜƴǘ /ȅŎƭƛƴƎΣ ά!ƴƴǳŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎ ǇŀǘŎƘέ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƻǊ ǎƛǘŜ ŀƴŘ 

άtŜǊŜƴƴƛŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎ ǇŀǘŎƘέ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ǎƛǘŜ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀōƭŜΦ  

Fig 3.  Landscape Function Indices of Functional Zones on Innovator and Comparison sites 
(a) Stability Index of functional zones, (b) Infiltration Index of functional zones and (c) Nutrient Cycling Index of 
functional zones.  Bars that do not share a letter are significantly different (P<0.05).  

a)  

 

b) 

 

c) 
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3.3 Contribution of functio nal zones to the whole site  

The proportion of each functional zone (Fig. 2) and the LFA indices for each individual zone (Fig. 3a-c) 

can be combined to calculate the relative contribution to the whole site of each functional zone and 

the overall LFA indices for the whole site (Fig 4a-c).  

Figures 4a ς c show that the innovator site has significantly higher values than the comparison site 

for all three overall Landscape Function Indices. This is primarily a result of both sites having one 

highly dominant patŎƘ ǘȅǇŜ όάtŜǊŜƴƴƛŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎ ǇŀǘŎƘέ ŀƴŘ ά!ƴƴǳŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎ ǇŀǘŎƘέ ƻƴ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƻǊ ŀƴŘ 

comparison sites respectively) (Fig 2), and the dominant patch type on the innovator site having 

significantly higher functionality for all three Landscape Function Indices than the dominant patch 

type on the comparison site (Fig 3a-c).  

Fig 4. Contribution of functional zones to the whole site  
(a) Overall Stability Index, (b) Overall Infiltration Index and (c) Overall Nutrient Cycling Index, on innovator 
(innov) and comparison (comp) sites. In each figure, different letters between bars denote a statistically 
significant difference (P<0.05). 

 
(a)                  (b) 

    

(c) 
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4    Vegetation   

4.1 Plant species diversity and abundance  

On each site plant species diversity (number of different plant species) and plant basal cover were 

assessed along the LFA transect and two more 50m parallel transects spaced 10m apart. At every one 

metre interval along the three transects the plant species intersecting the metre point across its 

basal parts was recorded. This resulted in a maximum of 150 plant records per site, with data points 

recorded as litter or bare soil if no basal hits were made. Plants were identified according to the list 

of species and genera in Table 3 and amalgamated into species groups.  

Species diversity was very low on the innovator site with a total of 6 species identified compared to 

19 on the comparison site (Fig 5). On both sites the species/area curve did not level off after 150 

sampling points indicating that actual diversity was likely to have been higher than recorded.  

Fig 5. Species/area curve 

 

LFA summary: The difference between the 

sites is largely due to the dominant patch 

type (perennial grass patch) covering most 

of the transect on the innovator site and 

functioning better than all other zones. The 

dominant patch type on the comparison 

site (annual grass patch) covers most of the 

site and functions lower than the lowest 

functioning zone on the innovator site. As a 

result the innovator site is more stable, 

more capable of retaining water and more 

able to cycle nutrients. This is mostly due 

to higher perennial grass and litter cover. 
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Species composition and species group abundance differed greatly between sites (Table 3 and Fig 6). 

Native perennial grasses were the dominant species group on the innovator site (87.6%) and annual 

grasses on the comparison site (41.5%). On the innovator site, the native perennial grass 

Bothriochloa macra (Red grass) was very dominant (73.3%), while on the comparison site the 

introduced annual grass Eragrostis cilianensis (Stink grass) had the highest basal cover (19.3%). 

Native forbs were not recorded on either of the sites. Total basal cover was higher on the innovator 

site than the comparison site. 

 

Table 3. Proportion of species/species groups in % basal cover (n=150 points) 

Scientific name Common name Innovator Comparison 

Native perennial grasses    

Bothriochloa macra Red grass 73.3 4.0 

Austrodanthonia spp. Wallaby grass 1.3 1.3 

Paspalidium distans Spreading panic grass 10.0  

Panicum effusum Hairy panic  4.0 

Digitaria brownii Cotton panic  5.3 

Cynodon dactylon  Couch grass  0.7 

Sporobolus spp. Rat-tail grass  7.3 

Chloris truncata Windmill grass  0.7 

Eriochloa spp. Cup grass, Spring grass  2.7 

Introduced perennial grasses    

Paspalum spp. Paspalum  1.3 

Setaria parviflora Pigeon grass  6.0 

Annual grasses    

Eragrostis cilianensis Stink grass 6.0 19.3 

Urochloa piligera Hairy armgrass  13.3 

Eragrostis parviflora Weeping lovegrass  3.3 

Weedy forbs    

Hypochaeris radicata Flatweed, Catsear  0.7 

Malva spp.* Mallow  2.7 

Thistle Thistle 2.0  

Arctotheca calendula Capeweed  0.7 

Alternanthera pungens Khaki weed  3.3 

Salvia spp. Sage  0.7 

Legumes    

Trifolium subterraneum Sub clover 4.0 8.7 

TOTAL  96.7 86.0 

* Tentative identification 
Note: % basal cover does not add to 100% due to bare soil or litter in between plants 
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Fig 6. Proportion of species groups (% basal cover) 

 

Note: % basal cover does not add to 100% due to bare soil or litter in between plants 

4.2 Mature perennial g rass basal cover  

To assess the density of mature perennial grass plants that have established a long-term perennial 

presence and are providing landscape function by capturing vital resources, we used the Wandering 

Quarter (WQ) or the Point Centered Quarter (PCQ) technique, depending on the density of mature 

perennial grass plants (both native and introduced) with a minimum butt size of 4 cm2 on each site. 

Both techniques rely on measuring the distance between target plants either while walking along in 

the direction of the transect (WQ) or at every 2.5 m point along the transect in the four quadrants 

around each sample point (PCQ). For each target plant we also measured the breadth and width of 

the grass butt close to the soil surface.  

On the innovator site, mature perennial grass plants were spaced closer together and had a larger 

butt size than on the comparison site (Table 4). As a result, basal cover of mature perennial grass 

plants was 18 times higher on the innovator site than on the comparison site.  

Table 4. Basal cover of perennial grass plants with a minimum butt size of 4 cm2 

 Innovator Comparison 

Mean distance b/w plants (m) 0.20 0.74 

No. of plants/ha 260308.2 18143.6 

Mean basal area (cm2) 15.9 12.3 

Basal cover (m2/ha) 414.2 22.4 

5 Soil chemical and physical properties  

Soil samples were collected along the LFA transect at the dominant perennial grass species and from 

in between perennial grass plants. The dominant perennial grass plant was determined based on 

basal area and abundance.  

On each site, 15 target plants of the dominant perennial grass species with a minimum butt size of 4 

cm2, were marked and soil samples taken from right underneath the plant (UP) at three depth 

intervals; 0-2cm, 2-5cm and 5-10cm (Fig 7). Another 15 samples at the same depth intervals were 
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collected at inter-plant locations (IP), in between sampled grass plants and the next perennial grass 

plant with at least 10cm to the next perennial plant on either side (Fig 7).  

 
Fig 7. Sampling locations and depth intervals for UP and IP soil samples 

 

 

 
On both sites UP samples were collected at Bothriochloa macra (Red grass) plants and IP sample 

locations were mostly litter covered. The samples were analysed for pH, soil conductivity, available 

phosphorus, total carbon, total nitrogen and bulk density. 

Table 5 shows the results of the soil chemical and bulk density analyses and whether differences 

between sites were statistically significant.  

5.1 What does this mean? 

Soil pH - The soil on the innovator site was strongly acidic (pHw 5.4 ς 5.7) and very strongly acidic on 

the comparison site (pHw<5.3). At pHw levels below 5.3 toxic aluminium or manganese becomes 

more available, limiting plant growth.  Soil pH levels of around 6.5 are considered ideal for soil 

chemical reactions to occur without causing toxicity problems.  

Salinity - Both sites had a low soil salinity rating based on their soil texture and conductivity.  

Phosphorus - Soil available phosphorus levels (extractable Bray 1) were low on both sites consistent 

with the relative lack of fertilizer inputs on both sites for the past decades. Research indicates that 

diverse perennial native pastures only persist when the available soil phosphorous is below 

approximately 20mg/kg, which was the case on both sites.  

Carbon - Measured total carbon levels were the same as organic carbon levels due to the low pH on 

both sites. Total carbon was higher on the innovator site for all three depth increments with the 

difference decreasing with increasing depth.  

2 cm 

5 cm 

10 cm 

 

 cm 

IP UP 

2 cm 

5 cm 

10 cm 

 

 cm 


