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|. Executive Summary

This research project explores the financial impact of limited access to early childhood
education and care (ECEC) on Australian family farms. This research reframes ECEC as an
essential service that supports family farm sustainability, workforce participation, and rural

economic development.

New government initiatives, including the “three-day guarantee” and the Building Early
Education Fund, highlight how far Australia must go to attain equitable access to childcare for
all, given the existing structural disparities such as geographic isolation leading to “childcare
deserts”. These disparities are particularly detrimental to farming families, where the absence of
ECEC services often forces one parent out of the workforce or off the farm, reducing both

household income and on-farm productivity.

Using a qualitative, interpretive research design and a position paper framework, this study
draws from secondary data such as scholarly research, government and industry reports and
applies the Sustainable Family Business Theory to analyse the interconnected roles of family
functionality, financial viability, and intergenerational sustainability. Financial modelling created
specifically for this research illustrates how improved childcare access can increase off-farm
household income by up to $64,000 and can increase farm profitability by up to $108,000

annually.

Findings show that ECEC shortages influence farm labour configurations, career progression,
income, farm management decisions and productivity. Recommendations include the equitable
implementation of the “three-day guarantee”, expansion of In-Home Care services, and rural-
specific workforce strategies to attract and retain qualified educators. These can add to the

industry’s Ag2030 Roadmap AU$100 billion goal.

The report concludes that bridging the childcare gap is a strategic economic priority for the
agriculture sector. ECEC access enables stable workforce participation, enhances productivity,
and strengthens long-term farm resilience. Policymakers, industry leaders, and community
advocates must collaborate to ensure ECEC becomes a foundational pillar of agricultural

workforce planning and policy in Australia.



Il. Project Scope

A. Introduction

Access to early childhood education and care (ECEC) varies significantly across Australia, with
rural, regional, and remote (RRR) areas facing critical access barriers; however, the implications
of this inequity for farm business operations and financial sustainability remain under-
researched. Are-elected Labour Governmentin 2025 has committed to a $1 billion Building Early
education Fund to build new ECEC centres to increase accessibility for Australian families
(Department of Education, 2024), with current systemic variances in accessibility depend largely

on geography and socioeconomic status (Hurley et al., 2024).

Research has found that the availability of childcare affects employment rates (Bousselin, 2021);
however, the economic impact of ECEC availability, particularly for RRR communities and
industries such as agribusiness, remains a research gap in an Australian context. Understanding
the financial impacts of limited childcare access on farming families is vital for achieving the
workforce and productivity goals outlined in the Australian Government’s Ag2030 Roadmap
(Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 2022). This research aims to fill the gap by
successfully identifying the effect of ECEC availability on farm finances and to suggest possible

effective solutions, including policy changes.

Research by Becot and Inwood (2023) shows that 48% of US farming families report that access
to affordable childcare is important or very important for the economic viability of the farm
business. Anecdotal research from Australian farming parents supports this claim, citing
impacts on labour division, additional staff requirements, lack of access to off-farm roles,
slowing of career development, and other aspects of their family finances that suffer when ECEC
services are inadequate (Butler, 2024). Researchers and policymakers must understand and
analyse the relationship between ECEC access and the profitability of family farms to support
the ongoing success and financial sustainability of these families. This prosperity, as a collective,
is crucial for the economic strength of the industry, with possible substantial contributions to the

Ag2030 Roadmap.

This research outlines its aims and questions and presents a literature review to provide
background on the research topic. The report will then detail the research approach including
the research design and the theoretical and conceptual framework this research applies. The
findings and discussion section of the report will show how limited childcare access affects

family farm finances in various ways, including labour configurations, secondary incomes, and



farm management practices. The report concludes by presenting recommendations for policy

reform to deliver greater childcare services for farming families in Australia.

B. Research Aim and Objectives

The impacts of “childcare deserts” in an agricultural context is a current research gap, requiring
further investigation to understand the toll inaccessibility takes on Australian farming families
and their businesses. This project aims to examine how limited access to ECEC services impacts
the financial sustainability of Australian family farms, which is an issue with significant
implications for workforce participation, farm productivity, and the long-term viability of the

agribusiness sector.

This research also aims to analyse how secondary income opportunities and changes in farm
management practices contribute to financial strain for Australian family farms with limited

access to childcare services. The research objectives are as follows:

1. Assess the geographic and structural disparities in ECEC access for Australian farming
families.

2. Analyse how ECEC access influences household labour allocation, including off-farm
and on-farm roles.

3. Examine how limited childcare access drives changes in farm management decisions.

4. Quantify the potential financial impact of ECEC access using scenario-based modelling
for different farm and income types.

5. Propose targeted policy and funding reforms to address identified childcare barriers in

farming communities.

C. Research Question and Sub-Questions

The research question is as follows:

How does limited access to early childhood education and care financially impact

family farms in Australia?
Sub questions include:

What is the extent of ECEC availability for farming families across different regions
in Australia?

How does ECEC access affect the labour and roles within family farm households?



How do farming families adapt their farm management practices in limited
childcare access scenarios?

What is the estimated financial impact of ECEC access across typical family farm
scenarios?

Which policy/funding strategies can improve ECEC access for rural and remote

farming communities?

D. Literature Review

Understanding the effect of ECEC services on family farm finances is crucial for both the industry
and the families whose lives are affected by childcare shortages, as suggested by the research
presented in this literature review. This research directly relates to achieving the Ag2030
Roadmap goal of becoming a $100 billion industry. This research will focus on the key issues

outlined in Figure 1 below.

*Rural ECEC disadvantage

*Gendered workforce analysis
Background . . . s
Erspesll * Trends in childcare structures and availability

*ECEC and workforce interactions
*The pressures of balancing childcare in a farming context
Sl ¢ Changes in farm management practices for childcare

Contemporary

eChildcare as agricultural infrastructure
eLabour and financial implications
C“;’::;;F,z‘h“’e eChanges in rural ECEC policy

FIGURE 1: KEY TOPICS FOR THE LITERATURE REVIEW, SHOWING THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT AND CURRENT

IMPLICATIONS OF AVAILABILITY OF ECEC SERVICES FOR AGRICULTURAL BUSINESSES.

Accessing ECEC services is a key social and economic challenge for rural Australia and
agribusinesses. “Childcare deserts” primarily affect agricultural areas, with three children vying
for asingle childcare place across twenty-five per cent of Australia, disproportionately burdening
RRR areas (Hurley et al., 2022; Hurley et al., 2024). Historically, childcare for farming families has
left forty-five per cent of families with ‘less than adequate’ childcare resources (FarmSafe
Australia, 2005), which is comparable to the seventy-five per cent of American farming
households experiencing childcare access challenges (Becot & Inwood, 2023). The Parenthood’s
Impactful report showcases 165 similar case studies of rural and farming families thatface ECEC

shortages (Butler, 2024). One of these stories is that of Kirsty Starling, Kingston SE, SA:



Our farming families have been hit hardest in recent years. Inability to attract staff,
soaring input costs, the lowest red meat prices we’ve seen in decades, drought and
now government intervention into our sheep export trade. We need early learning

access because we need to work (Butler, 2024, p.38).

These foundational studies describe the disparities in ECEC access between farming families

and urban counterparts, including geographical isolation, resourcing and cost.

The availability, affordability and flexibility of ECEC services directly affect the productivity and
profitability of farming families. Limited access to childcare contributes to reduced workforce
participation, with one parent (generally women) taking time and resources away from formal
employment and on-farm work, subsequently intensifying the pressures on farm income; one-
third of family farms depend on secondary income (Becot & Inwood, 2023; Butler, 2024). When
exploring these trends alongside changes in farm management, such as farmers missing
farmers’ markets due to a lack of childcare, working limited hours to accommodate caring for
children, employing additional staff, and altering peak work periods (Rissing et al., 2021), these
alterations to family farming operations can negatively impact the farm business and household

finances (Stengel, 2015).

The market-based, for-profit childcare system struggles to remain viable in rural communities
due to low enrolment numbers (Australian Consumer and Competition Commission, 2024). The
government frameworks and funding currently in place uphold this system, which continues to
disadvantage rural and low socio-economic areas of Australia (Butler, 2024). The system needs
reforms to mend its foundational flaws, with recommendations including the removal of the
Child Care Subsidy (CCS) Activity Test, the provision of a ‘stewardship’ role within government
and the introduction of new, innovative funding models for ECEC providers (ACCC, 2024; Butler,
2024).

While qualitative data acknowledges childcare needs for farmers, academics have not yet
analysed the direct connection between childcare availability and farming family finances. Even
major industry reports such as the Ag2030 Roadmap makes no substantive reference to ECEC
access (Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 2022), highlighting a workforce and
value gap that this research examines. By filling that gap, this research repositions ECEC services

as an essential support for the economic sustainability of family-owned agricultural businesses.



This study advances thought leadership by proposing gaps that researchers have previously
overlooked in both research and the invisible difficulties faced by farming families. This thought
leadership reframes childcare as a critical input and support system for farming families and
rural communities. It supports advocates’ calls for individualised policy design to support
families effectively and to influence the future direction of rural policy and agribusiness support

strategies.
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lll. Research Design and Methodology

A. Research Paradigm: Qualitative & Interpretive

This research methodology adopts a qualitative, interpretive paradigm to explore and synthesise
existing literature and secondary data sources (O'Leary & Hunt, 2016). It explores a cross-section
of subjective views and experiences of farming individuals facing issues relating to childcare
services and financial impact on farming families through qualitative secondary data. These
issues involve complex social dynamics, and qualitative methodology helps researchers
understand how individuals construct their realities and how broader social contexts influence

those experiences (Largan & Morris, 2019).

An interpretive approach is relevant to this research as it examines phenomena from the
perspectives of those affected, guided by the researcher’s desire to understand (Bhattacharya,
2008). The researcher identifies patterns in the collected data and provides insightful
interpretations, rather than prescriptive outcomes (Bhattacharya, 2008). The unique responses
from community members warrant rich interpretation to support meaningful change for the

community within the framework of a secondary research study.

B. Research Approach: Position Paper Framework

This research paper adopts a position paper framework (Bowie State University, 2024). Decision-
makers typically use position papers to guide policy choices, often in the context of government
policy (Young Adult Library Services Association, 2025). It assists in building an understanding of
an issue and building support or acceptance for a proposed solution by building the research
around the position the researcher outlines for the paper (Bowie State University, 2024; Young

Adult Library Services Association, 2025).

C. Conceptual and Theoretical Framework

Researchers use frameworks to form a lens through which to view and design research and
generate findings (Largan & Morris, 2019). This research employs both conceptual and
theoretical frameworks to assist in explaining the research findings (Largan & Morris, 2019).
Theoretical frameworks scaffold the study by drawing on accepted concepts and premises

(Varpio, et al., 2020). A conceptual framework describes the current knowledge on a subject,
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highlights research gaps and outlines the guiding research principles for the project (Largan &

Morris, 2019; Varpio, et al., 2020).

This research applies the Sustainable Family Business Theory as its theoretical framework
(Ardyan, et al., 2022). This theoretical framework provides a lens to examine the internal and
external pressures on a family business and its subsequent response (Largan & Morris, 2019;
Yilmaz, et al., 2024). It emphasises that short-term profitability, viability, and family functionality
contribute to overall sustainability and only remain sustainable when economic viability, family
functionality, and intergenerational continuity are balanced in decision-making (Ardyan et al.,
2022; Yilmaz, et al., 2024). In this context, farm families make labour and investment decisions
within the complex dynamics of sustaining family wellbeing and the farm’s economic prospects.
This theory is particularly relevant as it recognises childcare as a critical resource and input for
labour participation, business strategy, and financial resilience in Australian farming

households.

The conceptual framework for this research is illustrated below in figure 2:

Off-farm
Workforce
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Opportunities

Management O
and Design V\’\
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Family Farm
Financial
Sustainability
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/>>
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FIGURE 2: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
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This diagram (figure 2) highlights two opportunities to contribute to financial sustainability for
family farms: workplace participation opportunities and farm management and design. ECEC
access serves as the overarching influence on these inputs. The identified output, ECEC policy
reform, aims to improve the financial sustainability of family farms in Australia. This research

follows this framework to guide its analysis and recommendations.

D. Data Collection and Analysis

The researcher gathered data from multiple sources for this research. These sources include the
MOC library services, scholarly database searches, discussions with research supervisors and
mentors, and via the internet. The researcher vetted all sources to ensure the use of high-quality
information (Largan & Morris, 2019). Primarily, the researcher used forward and backward
chaining to find new, relevant sources for data collation (Largan & Morris, 2019). The researcher
used a combination of scholarly research, private enterprise reports, government resources, and

information from representative groups to explore all angles of this topic effectively.
The analysis of this data was completed in the following steps (Largan & Morris, 2019):

1. Find quality data sources via library services, scholarly searches and internet.

2. Immersion of data: read, reread and think about the sources.

3. Read and assign ‘coding’ to the data manually: highlight and label themes found within
the data sources.

4. Collate ‘coded’ data aligned with research sub-questions through sticky notes.

5. Record the collated data in a database.

6. Form subheadings and arguments from the data collected.

From the literature identified through the literature review (see section Il. D.), the conceptual
framework guided the ‘coding’ process by identifying the overarching themes for coded

information to organise the data and support analysis.

For the simplicity of this report, the research explores only heteronormative family farms,
typically consisting of a husband and wife and their children, generally under the age of 12. This
research acknowledges that single-parent households and same-sex families do operate family
farms, each of which faces their own complexities and difficulties accessing adequate ECEC
services. This research is only the beginning of exploring how childcare access can affect the
farming community, with limitations and further research opportunities discussed later in this
report.
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E. Financial Modelling

The researcher developed two financial models to demonstrate and quantify the possible
impacts of ECEC access in several family farm scenarios. The model provides a structure to view
how ECEC could change the financial position of a farming family. The financial models analyse

two scenarios:

e Off-farm income and no additional off-farm income (appendix 2).
e Mixed-farm enterprise: second partner/parent working on-farm showing changes in farm

profitability, assuming increasing lambing percentages and grain yield (appendix 3).

The researcher initially used ChatGPT Al to develop the models and to identify the basic variables
that require consideration in an effective financial model. The researcher then adapted the
model to capture the necessary inputs, variables and estimations including estimated time
spent in childcare (with access), average wages of all parties, childcare costs, estimated

increases in agricultural production, commodity prices, etc.

Researched and referenced data for each input variable creates an academically robust model.
The researcher’s supervisor and mentor validated the model with their expertise. Each of these
references are included in the model table in appendix 2 and 3, with a rationale included in its

footnotes.

The model includes a sensitivity analysis to illustrate the impact of low, medium and high levels
of ECEC access (ranging from 20 hours of care to 50 hours of care) on both the income generated
from an off-farm income and changes in farm revenue with increased management (on-farm

income).

F. Ethical Considerations

This research does not require formal ethical clearance as the project is based on secondary
data. Despite this, the researcher has conducted the study ethically in accordance with the
Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research (2018), who govern research in

Australia. The researcher’s ethical use of secondary data includes:

e Full acknowledgement of the owners/creators of the data, including references and

bibliographies. This also extends to the use and influence of Al throughout the
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assessment. These are referenced using the Marcus Oldham College referencing
system.

o Allsourcesofinformation are represented accurately and correctly, to both appropriately
characterise the data presented and to remove the potential influence of bias.

e Use of high-quality information sources that are relevant, timely and complete (O'Leary
& Hunt, 2016).

e Monitor for potential biases within information sources, considering the biases and

lenses used by the author (O'Leary & Hunt, 2016).

This research aims to identify gaps in ECEC availability for rural and farming families,
synthesising new learnings to illustrate how a lack of services can affect a farming business’s
financial position. These findings aim to inform industry leaders and advocacy groups of these
consequences and propose policy reforms for groups to present to the government for ECEC
delivery improvement. The interpretation of these findings reflects the researcher’s potential

biases.

The researcher acknowledges all principles and responsibilities of responsible research
conduct. The researcher also acknowledges R2: research rigour and potential bias (Australian
Research Council, 2018); the researcher is a member of the farming community impacted by
poor access to childcare services and is an “insider” in this research topic, or “insider-
researcher”. The researcher recognises that their position may introduce bias in the
interpretation and projection of data and potentially cause tunnel vision, failing to seek
alternative perspectives. However, the researcher’s contextual understanding and cultural

knowledge offer advantages for the interpretation of new learnings and finding gaps in data.

The use of secondary data allows the researcher to maintain distance from individuals and
minimise potential bias while upholding objectivity standards. The researcher also uses
strategies such as leaning on the formulated research questions and seeking feedback from

lecturers, supervisors and mentors to reduce bias.
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V. Findings and Discussion

A. Background: The Current State of ECEC Accessibility for Farming Families

The Mitchell Institute defines “childcare deserts” as areas with three or more children per ECEC
place and over 20 km to the nearest service and are most common in RRR areas (Hurley et al.,
2024; see Appendix 1: Definitions). Twenty-five percent of Australian children live in “childcare
deserts”, echoed by the US with 67% of farmers experiencing childcare issues, and contrasted
with UK access with less geographical isolation (Hurley et al., 2024; Inwood & Stengel, 2020).
Observing “childcare deserts” and agriculture production spatially illustrates its impact on the

agriculture industry (see figures 3 and 4) (DAFF, 2025).

04 1 Agriculture production zone

Area of agricultural uses

Grazing native
uuuuuu vegetation
Syreame

Y Grazing modified
e pastures

45.18

¥ Cropping including
8 crop/pasture I 2834
rotation

Horticulture | 0.50,

Agricultural land

(7 Grazing native vegetation @ Cropping Other uses
(@) Grazing modified pastures @ Horticulture *  (J Wheat—sheep

FIGURE 3: MAP OF NO. OF CHILDCARE PLACES FIGURE 4: MAP OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION
PER CHILD ACROSS AUSTRALIA (HURLEY ETAL., ZONES IN AUSTRALIA (DAFF, 2025).
2024).

Farmsafe Australia identified this same problem in their 2005 research, showing that this is a
long-standing issue. Farmsafe Australia (2005) found 45% of survey respondents had

“adequate” childcare.

Analysed by region, Hurley et al. (2022) show that RRR areas are a considerable proportion of
“childcare deserts” (shown in figure 5). While Hurley et al. have shown that the “childcare
desert” gap has dropped from 35% to 25% between 2022 and 2024, there are still considerable
changes that need to be made to adequately provide all Australian families with ECEC access

(Hurley et al., 2022; Hurley et al., 2024).

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
million hectares
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Population living in a Proportion of regional area

Regional area childcare desert as childcare desert

Major cities 5360550  [EE

Inner regional 2,028,950 m

Outer regional 1,264,270 m

Remote 248,450
Very Remote 152,740
All of Australia 9054960  [EED

FIGURE 5: PROPORTION OF REGIONS REPRESENTED IN "CHILDCARE DESERTS". (HURLEY ET AL., 2022)

Australian ECEC businesses are primarily for-profit businesses, supported by supply- and
demand-side government funding (e.g. Child Care Subsidy (CCS)) (ACCC, 2024). Driven by this
industry structure, private businesses favour high-population and -income areas where
businesses can access more clients (Butler, 2024). The government supports family accessibility
by supplying government funding to ECEC businesses (supply-side funding) and to families
requiring financial assistance (demand-side funding); there is no incentive for centres to move
into low socio-economic or low population areas (ACCC, 2024). This can be rectified through

dedicated funding and structures for “childcare deserts”.

The recently passed childcare “three-day guarantee” promises three days of childcare access in
a bid to improve ‘universal access’ to childcare (Department of Education, 2024; Hurley et al.,
2024). This involves the removal of the “activity test” (be it working, studying or volunteering) to
qualify for CCS, and building an additional 160 childcare centres to service underserved markets
(Department of Education, 2024; Hurley et al., 2024; Services Australia, 2025). Under this
“guarantee”, families have access to 30 hours of childcare per week (without CCS “activity test”
scrutiny), subject to means testing (Department of Education, 2024; Services Australia, 2024).
For farming families, the addition of 160 ECEC centres in “childcare deserts” is expected to
significantly improve childcare access, with the CCS “activity test” removal an added benefit.
The roll out of the “3-day guarantee” must be equitable and recognise the limitations of current

RRR childcare accessibility.

In-home care (IHC), another government-subsidised model, offers a recognised childcare option

suited to farming families (Department of Education, 2025). Despite its flexibility for families with
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non-standard work hours, geographic isolation, or complex needs, access to in-home care (IHC)
remains limited due to strict eligibility criteria and a shortage of available places (PWC, 2023;
Department of Education, 2025). Limited to 3,200 places nationally, only 20.6% of these places
(approximately 659 places) are utilised by geographically isolated families (PWC, 2023). A PWC
review (2023) found there were a shortage of educators available for remote roles, a mismatch
with a 162% increase in geographically isolated families accessing IHC services. There is little
incentive for educators to provide IHC care, with higher comparable salaries for other stable

childcare roles (ACCC, 2024).

Accessing IHC in RRR areas comes at a cost: families can access CCS to pay for IHC sessions
(100 hours fortnightly); however, transport, board, and food costs are worn by the family (PWC,
2023). IHC structure also prohibits sharing educators between families (for example
neighbouring cattle stations in remote Queensland), so sharing out-of-pocket costs is not
available (PWC, 2023). IHC is a logical option for farming families to access ECEC services,

subject to policy and funding improvements.

Recognition of childcare as essential support for agricultural workforce mobilisation has only
emerged recently from both the industry and the government. The federal government’s
Delivering AG2030 Roadmap report (2023) discusses new initiatives to attract and retain
agriculture workers, including specialist visas, increased regional health services and reduced
education and training costs. There is no acknowledgement within this report that ECEC access
can potentially improve farming workforce availability and makes no mention of ECEC as
essential community services. The foundations of acknowledging the importance of childcare

services has begun, with Grain Growers CEO Shona Gawel stating:

The lack of accessible, affordable and quality ECEC services has a profound impact
on our GrainGrowers’ members... Withoutreliable ECEC, parents in our sector face
tough decisions, often forcing one partner to forgo work or even leave the industry,
jeopardising their career aspirations, their ability to undertake paid work thus

impacting the long-term sustainability of farming operations... (Butler, 2024, p.3).

Identification of this issue is the first step to resolving it; the second is to measure its impact.
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B. Family Farm Labour Configurations

Family farms have been the prevailing farming business framework for Australian agriculture
since its beginnings (Australian Farm Institute, 2015; see Appendix 1 for definition). As
agricultural trade, policy and technologies change so too do Australian farm businesses, with
smaller farms consolidating into bigger operations to combat declining profit margins and gain
efficiency through economies of scale (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008; AFI, 2015). By 2021,
owner operators made up 33% of the agricultural workforce (down from 56% in 2001), with
salaried workers rising from 35% in 1990 to 58% in 2013 (ABARES, 2020; ABARES, 2023; AFI,
2015). These changes in business structures, industry pressures and demographics lead to
deviations from previously “traditional” norms (Sheridan, et al.,, 2023), leaving open the

opportunity for change.

Of Australia’s 89,000 farming families, 65% generate off-farm income, contributing around 5% of
total income and 14.5% of net farm profit (National Farmers Federation, 2020). Within the off-
farm income pool, 36% is generated by salaries, with women bringing in between 75% and 84%
of all off-farm salaries in Australia (Alders, 2024; National Farmers Federation, 2020; Sheridan &
McKenzie, 2009). Sheridan and McKenzie (2009) estimated that this contribution by farm women
totalled an aggregated $2.7 billion for the Australian economy, also estimating that women
contribute 33.2% of on-farm revenue, approximately $8.5 billion total value (see table 1). These
figures increased between 1996 and 2006, indicating that farm women’s contributions were
growing over time, with the total economic value remaining relatively stable (see table 1)

(Sheridan and McKenzie, 2009).

TABLE 1: COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED CONTRIBUTION OF FARM WOMEN AND MEN TO THE AUSTRALIAN
ECONOMY IN 1996 AND 2006 (ADAPTED FROM: SHERIDAN AND MCKENZzIE, 2009)

1996 Estimates 2006 Estimates
Farm Farm Women's Men's Farm Farm Women's Men's
Women Men Share Share | Women Men Share Share
$m $m % % $m $m % %
On-farm income 4,042 10,489  27.8 72.2 8,558 17,206  33.2 66.8
Off-farm income 1,133 260 81.3 18.7 2,715 551 84.2 15.8
Household work 8,172 3,610 69.4 30.6 11,282 5,962 65.4 34.6
Volunteer/Community 436 315 58.1 41.9 1,046 643 61.9 38.1
Work
Total $13,783 $14,674 48.4% 51.6% | $23,601 $24,362 49.2% 50.8%
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These findings show that while many women hold a farm owner/manager role, women on family
farms largely contribute to off-farm income or unpaid contributions (Sheridan and McKenzie,
2009). Approximately 16,000 women work as unpaid contributing family members on farm,
however this is difficult to quantify (Broad, 2016). The quantification of women’s contribution to
agriculture and the Australian economy is an important step towards recognising the gravity of

their role and influence on farming operations and still requires research.

Farming labour configurations can amplify the effect of limited ECEC access, particularly the
financial impacts on family farms. Whether one or both parents decide to work on the farm will
have an influence on overall farm structure and off-farm work participation. The following two
sections of findings cover off-farm employment and farm management adaptations,

respectively.

C. Workforce Participation and Secondary Incomes

While 43% of Australian family farms generate off-farm salaries, one third of family farms depend
on women’s income for day-to-day survival (Broad, 2016; NFF, 2020). Off-farm income
generation is difficult for young families who cannot access childcare to participate in the labour
market, which is a highly valued risk-mitigation strategy for small-scale farming businesses
(NFF, 2020). Even with this highlighted importance for financial stability, itis common for women
to report career satisfaction as a driver to seek off-farm roles (NFF, 2020). These salaries cover a
range of off-farm earnings (see figure 6), all adding value to the family bottom line. Historically,
levels of off-farm income have increased from 21% to 42% in 1983 and 1995 respectively (Lim-

Applegate, et al., 2002).
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FIGURE 6: RANGE OF SALARIES EARNED AS OFF-FARM INCOME (NFF, 2020)



20

The reality for these families who rely on secondary income for farm finance stability, career
satisfaction and personalfinancial gain, is that it is more likely than not that they will have issues
accessing childcare. This removes them from the workforce for a period and can reduce potential

earnings (see Appendix 2: off-farm financial model).

Childcare serves as a modern support network for working parents to provide care for their
children, enabling workforce participation for both parents. 77% of respondents to the Becot &
Inwood (2023) study changed their farm responsibilities in response to lack of childcare.
Examples of this include ceasing/decreasing hours worked at either an off-farm or on-farm job,

and hiring farm employees (Becot & Inwood, 2023).

The financial modelincluded in this research report shows that 3 days of childcare, can facilitate
an additional $45,000 annually to the household income, or $64,000 with five days of access (see
figure 7, adapted from appendix 2). This is equivalent of $681 per week for the household. As
business owners, families may be encouraged to reinvest wages into the farm and may forgo its
household needs (e.g. lower consumption and savings) (Becot et al., 2024; Broad, 2016); this is
where off-farm wages become essential to the sustainability of the household expenses.
Alternatively, withdrawing more funds from the farm to compensate for a lack of additional

income can impact the farms bottom line.

Total Income Benefit from Childcare Access for Off-Farm
Income ($)

$70,000 $64,878
$60,000
$50,000 $45,041
$40,000

$30,000 $27,220

Profit Increase

$20,000

$10,000
$0

$0
No Childcare Access 2 Days Childcare 3 Days Childcare 5 Days Childcare
Access Access Access

Number of Childcare Days

FIGURE 7: TOTAL INCOME BENEFIT FROM CHILDCARE ACCESS FOR OFF-FARM INCOME (SEE APPENDIX 2)
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The model highlights childcare necessity for farming families, particularly during a cost-of-living
crisis. Making ends meet is getting harder: during the June 2024 quarter, living expenses in
Australia increased twice as fast as inflation, and becomes amplified in remote regions such as
the Northern Territory (Butler, 2024). The impacts of limited childcare accessibility are tangible

for farming families across Australia:

The lack of childcare access has meant that | needed to leave my corporate role and
rely on online side hustles. Dropping from a reliable income of $81,000 a year for four
days’work in an office role to a very irregular payment from the side hustles that can’t

pay for living expenses - KWilliams, Dubbo NSW (Butler, 2024, p. 11)

Having limited childcare access means that secondary income earners withdraw from the
workforce. Mitchell Institute data (Hurley, 2022) show a relationship between female parent
workforce participation and the average childcare places per child nationally (Figure 8 below).
This can be extrapolated to show how women on farms may withdraw from the workforce due to

the lack of childcare.
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FIGURE 8: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FEMALE WORKFORCE PARTICIPATION AND CHILDCARE AVAILABILITY

(HURLEY, 2022).

It is vital that adequate childcare facilities are available for farming families, with multiple care
days necessary to increase employability. Case studies in Impactful (Butler, 2024) show that low

childcare accessibility hinders employment opportunities:
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| can’t go back to off-farm work because | can’t find a company where | can work
remotely or less than two days a week because | can’t get childcare. | can’t travel for
work because I’m the primary carer for my kids - K. Williams, Dubbo NSW (Butler,

2024, p.12).

Where remote and flexible work roles have increased since the COVID-19 pandemic (Law, 2025),
not all roles and careers accommodate such necessities. A “motherhood penalty” exists for
women who have limited time availability, reporting slowed career progression and interruptions
by returning to work later than expected, resorting to informal, flexible, or part-time work or
postponing promotion opportunities due to lack of childcare (Bahar et al., 2023; Torres, et al.,
2024). For the average 25-year-old Australian woman who later has one child, she is likely to earn
55% less in the first 5 years of her child’s life and $2 million less in lifetime wage earnings,
compared to her 25-year-old male counterpart who also becomes a parent (Department of Prime
Minister and Cabinet, 2023). Observing this data with an agriculture industry lens, this evidence
speaks to the loss of future off-farm earning potential for women who have careers outside the

family farm.

Availability and cost of childcare is one of multiple factors that leads to a 55% decrease in a
mother’s earnings in the first 5 years of parenthood (Bahar, et al., 2023). Evidence also shows
that women are willing to sacrifice financial compensation for workplace flexibility (Bahar, et al.,
2023), showing the importance of equitable childcare access for farming families. This is echoed

by the experiences of farming women in Impactful:

It sucks saying no to important roles because of limited childcare, while | watch my
husband say yes. His career has taken off in the last five years since I’'ve had kids
because he has access to childcare- which is me. I’m the default for childcare and

that really impacts my career - Tegan Podubinski, Wangaratta (Butler, 2024, p.17).

Sidestepping leadership roles and career advancement opportunities can have long-term effects
on the family’s projected income and for the industry; data from the Workplace Gender Equality
Agency show only 1.9% of CEO and 18.1% of executive/general manager roles in agriculture,
forestry and fisheries are held by women (Butler, 2024). Accessing childcare can empower
women who wish to progress their career, increase earning capacity, and control the role or
industry they elect to work in. The agriculture industry must realise the potential loss of current
and future wages on individual family farms, and the wider impact, slowing progress towards

AU$100 billion industry as outlined by the governments Ag2030 Roadmap.
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While the financial and professional losses for women on family farms are significant, all family
farms are resilient and adaptive to their circumstances. This includes finding alternatives to value
add to the family finances: through working on-farm. Adaptations to the work-life-family
balancing act play out across all family farming enterprises, contributing to the sustainability of
the business, as modelled by the sustainable family business theory (Ardyan et al., 2022; Yilmaz

etal., 2024).

D. Impact on Farm Operations and Management

The intersection of parenting and farming on a family farm can become a grey area for many farm
owners and managers. The vision of bringing children along to work on the farm is part of the
agriculture idyll (Becot & Inwood, 2024), however this is where safety and productivity can
become compromised, highlighting childcare requirements for farming families where both
parents work on-farm. As caring for children happens simultaneously and in competition to the
farm’s needs, this can alter the structure and trajectory of the farm enterprise (Becot & Inwood,
2024). The sustainable family business theory shows that this flexibility is necessary for the
longevity of the family business or farm (Ardyan et al., 2022; Yilmaz et al., 2024). Financial
modelling for on-farm contribution (see Appendix 3) shows that families with low childcare

accessibility can incur increased external labour expenditure and may sacrifice productivity.

To accommodate for children’s care, strategic farm changes are made including how much work
is completed, when, and by whom, if at all (Rissing et al., 2021). In the US, 77% of farm families
noted that taking care of children sometimes impacts farm work completion, particularly among
families who also experience childcare shortages (Becot & Inwood, 2024). Farmers report

adapting their operations or management structures to allow for the care of their children.

Where caring for children takes resources such as time, energy and money away from the farm,
this often also occurs in a similar time frame to significant farm change through succession,
growth and innovation, also requiring higher resource allocation (Becot & Inwood, 2024; Rissing
etal., 2021). The on-farm financial model (appendix 3) shows that a mixed enterprise can add up
to $108,000 to its bottom line when families have 5 days of childcare access, a crucial increase
to the bottom line of a farming business in development or expansion (Becot & Inwood, 2024;
Rissing et al., 2021). This can change the farm’s productivity and expansion trajectory,
highlighting how ECEC shortages can have lasting effects on family farms (Rissing et al., 2021).

Some farmers report delaying farm growth due to child rearing needs (Rissing et al., 2021).
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When considering childcare options, farm owners may choose for one parent (predominantly the
mother) to fulfill a caring role and alternatively hire an employee for farm labour requirements
(Rissing et al., 2021). Altering parental roles can be complex, including shifting identity and
responsibilities, with barriers lasting beyond early childhood years (Rissing et al., 2020). One
woman described this change, having previously contributed equally to physical fieldwork with

her husband:

It’s very hard for me to jump into working with the crew... I’m not in the farming shape
that | used to be... It became harder for me to feel like | could just jump in because |
felt so far behind the crew. Because | wasn’t out in the field, | didn’t always know

where things were- Anonymous Respondent (Rissing et al., 2020).

These barriers, caused by insufficient ECEC services, can change the fundamental structure of
farm labour makeup. Hiring labour (whether permanent or casual/seasonal) can come with its
own costs to the business. Finding high calibre staff can take time, money and resources, with
further investments in on-boarding and training (RIRDC, 2005). During the hiring process, farmer-
parents will consider the children’s needs and may be influenced by an employee’s ability and

willingness to assist with childcare alongside their farm role (Rissing et al., 2021).

Hiring external labour for the farm can be more costly to the business than childcare, with an
average of $133 per day or $665 per week (before CCS) for childcare (ACCC, 2024) or $35 per
hour (or $1525 per week) for non-family labour (People In Ag, 2023). It is important for families to

have access to childcare to reduce farm labour costs, as this impacts overall profitability.

Net Annual Profit Increase with ECEC Access
for On-Farm Scenario ($)
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FIGURE 9: NET PROFIT INCREASE WITH ECEC ACCESS FOR ON-FARM SCENARIO ($) (SEE APPENDIX 3)
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According to the on-farm financial model (see Appendix 3), farms can save between $60,000 and
$106,000 in labour (considering both on-farm staffing and bookkeeping services) when families
access childcare services, allowing both parents to work on the farm and business. In addition
to saving money on external staffing, the on-farm labour financial model shows a potential

increase in production due to additional management and labour availability.

By optimising cropping operations timeliness across seeding, spraying and spreading, up to 30%
in productivity uplift can be observed (Gill & Fleet, 2020), achieved by having extra labour to
organise and execute in-field operations. This, again, is only achieved with childcare services
freeing up both parents to complete operations on-farm. In modest productivity uplift scenarios
of 5-15% yield increases on a 2.5-tonne cereal crop average, an increase of $34,000-$115,000 to

the farms bottom line can be observed.

Peak labour periods such as lambing require increased monitoring of ewes, lambs, pastures,
shelter and waters, particularly where ewes are split into smaller mob sizes across more
paddocks (Meat & Livestock Australia, 2022). With additional family labour (available due to
childcare accessibility), an increased lamb survival rate of up to 7% can be observed (Meat &
Livestock Australia, 2022). This on-farm model showed a modest 1%, 3% and 5% increase in
lamb survival rates, leading to an increase in profitability of $5,000-$26,000. In these two
production systems, the availability of childcare has a measurable impact on the profitability

and sustainability of a farming business.

The time allocated to childcare in the absence of ECEC services can affect the overall day-to-day
running of the farm including operations, management and planning, when hiring additional farm
labour is not a financially viable option. With few options available, many farming parents choose
to bring children into the working environment around jobs they deem “low risk” (Becot, 2022).
Safety of the children aside, the presence of children while working can have a negative effect on
productivity and efficiency, particularly when children are young (Becot & Inwood, 2024). Other
examples of management changes for the farm due to ECEC shortages include missing farmers
markets due to lack of care or changing annual planting timing to ensure there are no clashes
with scarce childcare (e.g. summer or school holidays) and peak work periods such as harvest

or picking (Rissing et al., 2021).
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When looking more broadly at childcare as a financially beneficial service for farming families,
staff members employed by the families will also benefit from local childcare services. As shown
in Figure 10, access to ECEC services improves employee availability and workforce stability,
offering financial benefits to farm owners through better retention and reduced onboarding costs

(Miller et al., 2016; Murfet, 2023).

Employer Benefits of Child Care

72.97%
67.57%
56.76% 56.76%
29.73%
Workers Available More Available More Stable Less Concern Decreased Jeopardy
More Hours Woaorkers Workforce About Child Safety ~Child Labor

FIGURE 10: REPORTED BENEFITS OF ECEC SERVICES FOR EMPLOYEES, AS PERCEIVED BY EMPLOYERS

(MILLERETAL., 2016)

An example of innovation to accommodate lack of childcare for farmer-parents is a change in
paddock layout, with one family creating a “near field” and a “back field” for proximity to the
house and caring needs, rather than optimising land use for soil type, land classification or ease
of stock handling (Rissing et al., 2021), which can hinder productivity and profitability. These
findings demonstrate that access to reliable childcare is a strategic resource that shapes labour,

productivity, and long-term profitability for Australian family farms.

E. Challenges and Limitations

Limitations of the study

This study faces various limitations that impact the depth and scope of the research. Broadly,
the use of secondary data alone has narrowed this report to only observe the findings of other
researchers and organisations that share an interest in this topic. As this is a niche topic that

applies to relatively few Australians, there has not been a large portion of work completed to
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explore how ECEC access affects farming families, nor their subsequent finances. As a result,
this report has drawn conclusions from international sources, created generalised financial
models and inferred data that more broadly applies to RRR families to show how accessibility of
ECEC can affect the finances of a farming family. The use of international data has allowed

parallels to be drawn in this research; however direct applicability may be limited.

This study also has a broad overview approach, which lacks depth in the analysis of families from
different ethnic backgrounds and languages, single-parent households, families with gender
diversity and same-sex couples, different agricultural industries, business structures or

delineation between farms in regional areas versus rural and remote situations.

Limitations of the financial model

While the financial model has been correctly referenced, vetted by peers and supports the
findings of this research, it has its own limitations. The model shows generalisation and does not
explore the complex realities of individual farms and their unique requirements. The model uses
averages forincome for all parties, does not reflect seasonality requirements of labour, does not
account for farm sizes and lacks depth in analysing a cross section of agricultural businesses. It
also assumes that the second parent/partner in the business is also of equal or greater skill than
that of the casual farm labour, bookkeeping specialist, and the farm manager themselves. This
is not always the case, and unskilled personnel contributing to the farm can be of higher cost to

the business overall.
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V. Recommendations

A. Policy and Funding Reforms

To create change for the agricultural industry, transformation of fundamental government policy
structures is required. The findings and discussion of this research report support the need for
change in both funding and policy structures. The following reform suggestions aim to relieve the
pressure on an imperfect system and address “childcare deserts” to increase the availability of

care for farming families across the country.

Equitable establishment of new “three-day guarantee”

The passing of the new “three-day guarantee” for childcare and removal of the childcare subsidy
activity test offers potential for universal childcare across the country (Klapdor, 2025). However,
this guarantee may be pointless for the farming families who are unable to access any ECEC
services at all. The guarantee must be rolled out equitably and effectively to create real change

for “childcare deserts”. The following policy suggestions will assist in its implementation.

Increase available infrastructure in underserved markets

Infrastructure is a significant barrier to entry for new facilities, through investment in purchasing
or building a suitable centre (IBISWorld, 2025). Providing pre-approved government-owned
buildings to house an ECEC service in “childcare deserts” may encourage both private and not-
for-profit businesses to enter these under- or unserved markets. ECEC businesses often cite high
cost of service provision as a barrier to entering new markets (ACCC, 2024), therefore it may be
viable for governments to remove this barrier with low or no rental fees to reduce “childcare
desert” areas. This is one strategy that is being trialled by the federal government, through the
AU$1 billion ‘Building Early Education Fund’ that will build and lease buildings to increase the

supply of services in outer suburbs and regional areas (Department of Education, 2024).

Increase funding for new businesses in “childcare desert” areas

In addition to proving buildings and facilities, new and innovative funding models can help
encourage providers to set up in RRR areas, as the current “one size fits all” approach has failed
many Australian families (Butler, 2024). Further examination or expansion of the IHC funding

model or program could be a solution.

New attraction and retention strategies for staff
Lack of qualified staff in RRR areas is a genuine barrier for all businesses and is even more

pronounced in RRR areas where population density is low (ACCC, 2024). The introduction of



29

incentives to relocate to regional areas, such as those used in Victoria for the allied health and
nursing and midwifery fields or housing incentives used for teachers in RRR areas, can assist to
fillthese gaps (Victorian Department of Education, 2021; Victorian Department of Health, 2025).
Incentives include scholarships, grants and professional development programs (Victorian
Department of Health, 2025). In 2024, the federal government announced increases to the
national award rate for the childcare workforce, with up to 15% increases over the next two years
(Department of Education, 2024). This should help attract and retain new workers in the

childcare sector.

Establish a “stewardship” framework

The government has an obligation to oversee the ECEC “three-day guarantee” in underserved
markets such as the ones experienced by farming families. In alignment with the ACCC (2024)
policy recommendations, a stewardship role (for an appropriate body), should actively anticipate
and manage ECEC sector issues, including quality assurance of childcare centres, identify
trends within the market for feedback, implementation of the government support frameworks
and regulations, and rollout of supply- and demand-side funding. For farming families, the
stewardship role should ideally monitor the reduction of “childcare deserts” and develop and

implement new strategies to turn these areas into “oases” (Hurley et al., 2024).

B. Farming-Specific ECEC Reforms

Improve accessibility to In Home Care services
IHC childcare services are a viable option for farming families to access care in isolated and
remote locations. The review by PWC (2023) poses several suggestions to improve IHC

accessibility. These include reforms that are advantageous for farming families:

e Tailoring IHC programs to be remote/isolated family specific, including tailoring funding
models

e Expand eligible qualifications for educators to broaden the workforce pool

e Greater support for workforce pipeline

e Provide ‘block’ funding to providers to maintain economic viability

For farming families, it will be crucial that more educators are available to provide care, out-of-
pocket costs are reduced for families, and requirements for eligibility be eased to allow more
families to access the program. The option to share an educator between families (where child

to educator ratios allow) would be a more efficient use of resources.
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Develop a Rural ECEC Workforce Framework
Introduce a targeted rural workforce strategy including wage subsidies, locally accessible
training, and culturally safe programs—especially for First Nations educators. Address

workforce shortages with incentives for recruitment and retention in remote locations.

C. Further Research Opportunities
This research has highlighted the prospect of further research. As this study has suggested,

primary research into this topic presents an exciting opportunity for progress and increased

productivity for family farms and the agriculture industry. Some further research topics include:

e Modelling the impact of childcare on family farms across agricultural industries and
varying levels of remoteness.

e Exploring the impact of childcare access on corporate farms and other agricultural
businesses.

e Impact of childcare policies on the ECEC landscape across RRR regions.

e ECEC as employment tools: how ECEC availability effects labour recruitment and
retention on farms.

e Effect of childcare access on children’s safety on farms.

e Effects of childcare access on diverse family types and diverse backgrounds.

e Long-term impacts of ECEC on women’s career progression in agriculture.

Any of these suggested research topics could be relevant for PhD studies, a Nuffield Scholarship

topic or for institutions/representative bodies to complete for their constituents.
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VI. Conclusion

This research demonstrates that limited access to ECEC significantly constrains the financial
sustainability of Australian family farms. Through a review of literature, policy analysis, and
financial modelling, the evidence shows that inadequate ECEC access reduces workforce

participation (particularly for women), disrupts farm operations, and limits productivity gains.

In RRR areas, “childcare deserts” lead to unrealised productivity and financial gains. Farming
families may forgo off-farm income, restructure farm labour inefficiently, or delay enterprise
development to adapt to childcare shortages. These impacts shape the viability and resilience of
both individual family farms and the agricultural sector. Access to ECEC improves workforce
stability, lowers labour costs, and supports timely management decisions on-farm. This aligns
with the industry’s Ag2030 Roadmap goal of enhancing productivity, profitability, and workforce

participation.

Applying the Sustainable Family Business Theory, this research positions childcare as an
essential input into farming operations. Financial models developed for this research indicate
that ECEC access can increase household income by over $64,000 annually and improve farm

profitability by up to $108,000, depending on enterprise, labour type and care availability.

Policies such as the government’s “three-day guarantee” and infrastructure investments under
the Building Early Education Fund are promising reforms. However, these must be implemented
equitably to address the unique challenges of farming families and communities. Tailored
solutions, such as expanding In Home Care and developing a rural ECEC workforce framework,

are critical.

Stakeholders from government, industry, and community groups must reframe childcare as a
foundational enabler of workforce participation, not just a social service. Advocates,
researchers, and policymakers must collaborate to alleviate this issue, ensuring that ECEC
becomes part of the national agricultural policy and workforce planning. In doing so, we can
support the intergenerational sustainability of family farms and unlock hidden financial potential

for family farmers who live and work on the land.
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IX. Appendices
A. Appendix 1: Definitions of Key Terms

Childcare

For the purposes of this report, the definitions “Early Childhood Education and Care”, or ECEC, and
“Childcare” are organisations or businesses that provide childcare services primarily to children
under the age of 12(IBISWorld, 2025). These definitions are inclusive of long daycare, family daycare,
occasional care, outside school hours care and vacation care (IBISWorld, 2025). Only certified,
accredited services are included in this definition, and other informal forms of care are specified
withinthe report. Note thatthe terms “Early Childhood Education and Care” and “Childcare” are used
interchangeably.

Childcare Deserts

According to research by the Mitchell Institute (Hurley et al., 2022; 2024), a “childcare desert” is
defined as a geographic area where there are three or more children for every one childcare place,
and where families often live more than 20 kilometres from the nearest early childhood education and
care (ECEC) service. This definition highlights both supply inadequacy (too few places relative to
demand) and geographic inaccessibility, making it especially relevant to RRR communities across
Australia. The Mitchell Institute has mapped these deserts nationally, showing they are most
prevalent in agricultural and low-population-density areas.
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Family
This research defines a family is as a household unit engaged in the operation or management of a
family farm, typically consisting of one or two parents or guardians and their dependent children.

Family Farms

Family farms are defined in this report as farms that are owned and operated by a family in one
household. The farm business may be multigenerational, or employ non-family staff members,
however the management of the farm is under the control of the primary family. Itis the primary family
that is the focus of this report.

Off-Farm Income

Off-farm income is defined as a source of income that comes from anything other than produce from
the farm (National Farmers Federation, 2020).

Rural, Regional and Remote areas

Rural, regional and remote (RRR) areas are defined by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) using
five categories of remoteness: major cities, inner regional, outer regional, remote and very remote
areas of Australia (ABS, 2023; Hurley et al., 2022). The colloquial “RRR” abbreviation includes all
statistical remoteness areas except major cities. This includes the classifications included by Hurley
et al., (2022). Figure 1 shows where these areas lie in Australia.
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B. Appendix 2: Off-Farm Income Model'
Category No Childcare Access Childcare Access References

Low Average High

| No.ofChildcare Days (days/week) [V 2 3 5

| ChildcareHours (hrs/week) [y 20 30 50

| Woman's Time on Childcare (hrs/week) 0 30 20 0

| Woman's Time on Off-Farm Work (hrs/week) ¢ 15 25 37.5

. @000 ]

15 25 37.5

$ - $ 3890 $ 3890 $ 3890  (ABS,2024)

$ : $ 58350 $ 97250  $ 1,458.75

$ - $ 30,342.00 $ 50,570.00 $ 75,855.00

. @000 ]

| Annual Farm Manager Wage ($) [ 115,000 $ 115,000 $ 115,000 $ 115,000  (Agritalent, n.d.)

$ 115,000 $ 145342 $ 165570  $ 190,855

. @000 ]

$ - $ 13396 $ 13396 $  133.96  (ACCC,2023)

0% 78% 74% 68% (Services Australiz, 2025)

| Childcare Cost per Day After Subsidy ($) & : $ 3002 $ 3544 $ 4222

| TotalChildcare Cost Per Week ($) . $ 6005 $ 10633 $  211.09

| TotalChildcare Cost Per Year ($) § : $ 312246 $ 552913  $ 10,976.55

. 000000 ]

$ 115,000.00 $ 145,342.00  $ 165,570.00  $ 190,855.00

$ - $ 142,219.54  $ 160,040.87  $ 179,878.45

Total Income Benefit from ChildcareAccess($)| $ - | $ 27,219.54 $ 45,040.87 $ 64,87845 | |

% Household Income Increase Due to ECEC 0% 19% 28% 36%

' This off-farm financial model illustrates the potential impact of varying levels of ECEC access on farm family financial outcomes. It compares a baseline (no childcare access) to a modelled scenario showing the impact of childcare on the
number of hours worked off-farm, therefore the financial impact this has on the family finances. Input data (see references column) show the average hourly wage of a woman in Australia in 2025 and average wage of a farm manager in
Australia, with the final input showing the average cost of childcare services in Australia and the childcare subsidy calculation based off household income. This model aims to quantify the financial impact of these changes based on average
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Appendix 3: On-Farm Labour Contribution Model?

Category No Childcare Access Childcare Access References
Low Average High
0 2 3 5
0 20 30 50
50 30 20 0
0 15 25 37.5
0000000000000 ]
2.42 2.54 2.66 2.78 (Gill & Fleet, 2020)
745 745 745 745 (GRDC, 2021; GRDC 2025)
1802.90 1893.05 1983.19 2073.34
$ 326.00 $ 32600 $ 326.00 $ 32600  (Booth, N., 2025)
$ 587,745.40  $ 617,132.67  $ 646,519.94 $ 675,907.21
$ : $ 29,387.27  $ 58,774.54 $ 88,161.81  (MLA, 2023)
I
2157 2157 2157 2157
125% 125% 125% 125% (Sheep Connect SA, n.d.)
Lamb Survival Rate (%) 88% 89% 91% 93% (Sheep Connect SA, n.d.)
2373 2400 2454 2508
$ 193.00 $ 193.00 S 193.00 $ 193.00  (Oldfield, J., 2025)
s 457931  $ 463135  $ 473542 S 483,950
$ -8 5204 $ 15611 $ 26,019
0000000000000 |
37.5 37.5 37.5 37.5
0 5 15 30
$ 35.00 $ 3500 $ 35.00 $ 35.00 (People in Ag, 2023)
S 131250  $ 1137.50 S 787.50 S 262.50
$ -8 17500  $ 52500  $ 1,050.00
0000000000000 ]
10 10 10 10
0 10 10 10
$ 100.00 $ 10000  $ 100.00 $ 100.00  (Numble, n.d.)
S 100000 $ = [ =[S -
$ -8 100000  $ 1,000.00  $ 1,000.00
0000000000000 |
S 231250 S 2,137.50 S 178750 S 1,262.50
$ -8 1,175.00 $ 152500 $ 2,050.00
|



https://grdc.com.au/resources-and-publications/grdc-update-papers/tab-content/grdc-update-papers/2020/02/integration-of-time-of-sowing%2C-crop-seed-rate-and-herbicides-for-the-control-of-annual-ryegrass-and-brome-grass?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.peopleinag.com.au/awards-2020-update/

Category (Continued) No Childcare Access Low Average High References

$ - $ 115,000.00  $ 115,000.00 $ 115,000.00  (Agritalent, n.d.)
$ -8 S - s -

$ -8 115,000.00  $ 115,000.00  $ 115,000.00
- ]

S = 13396 S 13396 S 13396 (ACCC, 2023)

0 84% 84% 84% (Services Australia, 2025)
S - 2189 S 2189 S 21.89

S Sk 4379 S 6568 S 109.47

$ - s 2,277.02  $ 341553  $ 5,692.55

- 0000000000000 ]

$ 1,045,676.50  $ 1,080,267.53  $ 1,120,062.33 $ 1,159,857.12

S Sk 61,100.00  $ 79,300.00 S 106,600.00

Net Annual Profit Increase with ECEC Access ($) s 32,314.01 | S 70,970.30 | s 10848807 | ]
% Farm Profit Increase DuetoECEC| $ - | 3% 6% 9%

2This on-farm contribution financial model illustrates the potential impact of varying levels of ECEC access on farm family financial outcomes. It compares a baseline (no childcare access) to a modelled scenario
showing the impact of childcare on the number of hours worked on-farm, therefore highlighting the financial impact this has on the family finances and farm bottom line. Variables chosen in this scenario are
increasing wheat yield and lambing percentage with increased management due to additional labour from second parent availability. Wheat prices used in this model are the most current spot ASW wheat price at
Geelong, and lamb prices use the 10-year average trade lamb price to account for the 2025 inflated market prices due to drought conditions. Other input data (see references column) show the average hourly wage
of a farm worker, bookkeeper and average wage of a farm manager in Australia, with the final input showing the average cost of childcare services in Australia and the childcare subsidy calculation based off
household income. This model aims to quantify the financial impact of these changes based on average and generalised information. Itis intended as an indicative tool to support the research findings and should
not be interpreted as a precise forecast for all families and farm types.
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