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1 Introduction  

1.1 Background 

The Silverton Wind Farm is located approximately 5 kilometres north of Silverton and 25 kilometres 
northwest of Broken Hill in the far west of NSW. The Silverton Wind Farm was approved by the then Minister 
for Planning in May 2009. The Wind Farm was declared to be a critical infrastructure project under the NSW 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act), as an energy generating development with the 
capacity to generate at least 250MW. 

Project and Concept Approval was granted in May 2009, pursuant to Part 3A of the EP&A Act. Further 
modification (Modification 3) was then approved in December 2016 in accordance with Clause 8J(8) of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 and the transitional arrangements of the EP&A Act. 
Approval was granted for the modifications to the project approval (08_022 MOD 3) and concept approval 
(08_0022MOD2) subject to the conditions set out in the instrument of approval. 

Condition 18(c) of the Project Approval requires that prior to the commencement of construction, the 
Proponent must prepare a Biodiversity Management Plan for the project, which includes a Goat Management 
Plan for the site. This plan has been developed to satisfy that condition. The Statement of Commitments also 
includes preparation and implementation of a Goat Management Plan across vegetation community types, 
with a particular focus on Porcupine Grass Sparse Woodland (PGSW), a locally restricted and threatened plant 
community characterized by a sparse overstorey of Red Mallee and Gum Coolabah with an understorey 
dominated by hummock grassland. The Statement of Commitments also states that the Goat Management 
Plan is to be developed with input from the Department of Planning, (former) Department of Environment 
and Climate Change, (former) Western Catchment Management Authority, (former) Department of Primary 
Industries, (former) Broken Hill Rural Lands Protection Board and relevant landholders. 

This plan has been developed in consultation with: 

• Department of Planning and Environment 

• Office of Environment and Heritage 

• Western Local Lands Services 

• Department of Industry - Land 

• Blore and Nigel and Greg Lawrence (relevant land lease holderlease holders) 

1.2 Purpose 

The Goat Management Plan provides an overview of the management of goats across the Silverton Wind 
Farm. It was developed by a suitably qualified expert (Dr Rachel Clancy, Environmental Planner, Biosis) and 
provides a description of the grazing pressure and land degradation caused by Feral Goats Capra hircus, as 
well as the impact of Feral Goats on biodiversity. Details are also provided in relation to proposed 
management methods such as fencing and trapped water points. A management approach is outlined, which 
includes goat exclusion periods, trapping, and mustering aimed at reducing the grazing pressure on 
vegetation to improve vegetation extent and health to achieve a net gain in range condition. The 
management of goats across the Silverton Wind Farm will follow an adaptive management approach. This 
approach will allow for the collection of baseline data, followed by annual monitoring for three years and a 
review of the management approach after the initial three-year period toensure there is a net gain in the 
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conservation value of this community. Management actions will be revised following each annual monitoring 
period to continually improve on-ground management and ecological outcomes. 

1.3 Relationship to other plans 

The specific management actions, monitoring and adaptive management responses in relation to goat 
management are described in the implementation section of the Biodiversity Adaptive Management Plan 
(BAMP) (Biosis 2018a). The BAMP incorporates the methods, actions, monitoring and reporting identified for 
the Biodiversity Management Plan, Goat Management Plan, Porcupine Grass Sparse Woodland Recovery 
Plan, Barrier Range Dragon Management Plan and Vegetation Management Plan into one cohesive 
implementation document. This allows for a comprehensive approach to on-ground monitoring and 
management of biodiversity at the Silverton Wind Farm site. The Goat Management Plan is to be read in 
conjunction with the BAMP. 
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2 Feral goats 

2.1 Goats 

Feral Goats Capra hircus pose a significant environmental threat and are listed as a key threatening process 
under the Commonwealth EPBC Act and NSW BC Act. Feral Goats can have substantial impacts on vegetation 
and habitat structure through overgrazing and trampling, are a major contributor to soil erosion and 
compaction, degradation of the surface soil cryptogamic crust, and compete with native fauna for resources 
such as food, water and habitat. The largest populations of Feral Goats in Australia exist in the arid and semi-
arid regions where created watering points and predator control have led to more favourable conditions for 
this species (Parkes et al. 1996). Currently, Feral Goats occur throughout the Silverton Wind Farm and broader 
landscape and have the capacity to reach high densities and cause serious damage if unmanaged.  

Feral Goats are generalist herbivores that browse shrub and tree leaves and stems preferentially, but will also 
consume other plant material including twigs, bark, flowers, fruit and roots, as well as grasses and forbs 
(Parkes et al. 1996; DEWHA 2008; Russell et al. 2011). The ability of Feral Goats to feed on low nutrient fibrous 
vegetation enables them to continue to feed under adverse environmental conditions (DEWHA 2008). Home 
ranges of Feral Goats centre on water sources and where they are unable to extract enough water from 
foliage and dew, individuals need to drink every two to three days during summer (Dawson et al. 1975 and 
Fleming 2004 cited in DEWHA 2008). The creation of artificial watering points in arid and semi-arid rangelands 
of Western NSW has allowed Feral Goats to expand to areas in the landscape that would not have otherwise 
been possible (Fensham and Fairfax 2008). 

During periods of good climatic conditions, harvested goat populations can increase by over 50 per cent 
annually due to a number of advantageous biological traits. These traits include becoming sexually mature at 
an early age, extended breeding seasons (two per year), conception during lactation and high rates of twin or 
triplet births (Parkes et al. 1996).  

2.2 Key threatening process 

Feral goats are listed as a key threatening process in two core acts of Parliament: 

• Competition and land degradation by unmanaged goats (Commonwealth EPBC Act). 

• Competition and habitat degradation by Feral Goats, Carpa hircus Linnaeus 1758 (New South Wales 
BC Act). 

A national threat abatement plan has been prepared by the Commonwealth (DEWHA 2008). Most evidence of 
unmanaged goat impacts on vegetation is anecdotal or is confounded due to the presence of other grazing 
animals such as Sheep Ovis aries, especially by specialist browse takers such as the African breeds Dorper and 
Demara, as well as by Kangaroos Macropus spp.. Grazing by introduced herbivores can have effects such as: 

• A general reduction in vegetation cover. 

• An increase in the amount of bare ground, changes in the composition of perennial and annual 
vegetation through selective grazing of palatable species (Landsberg et al. 1997, Ludwig et al. 1997 
cited in DEWHA 2008). 

• Loss of soil nutrients (Sparrow et al. 2003 cited in DEWHA 2008). 
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• Changes in the density and composition of the seed bank (Landsberg et al. 1997, Kinloch and Friedel 
2005 cited in DEWHA 2008). 

• Decreased seed production (Letnic 2004 cited in DEWHA 2008). 

• Increased soil erosion (Wasson and Galloway 1986 cited in DEWHA 2008). 

• The disruption of microbiotic soil crusts that play an important role in nutrient cycling (Eldridge and 
Greene 1994 cited in DEWHA 2008). 

2.3 Impacts on biodiversity 

The presence of unmanaged goats is incompatible with management for conservation of biodiversity and the 
maintenance of ecosystem functions such as plant growth and reproduction under favourable seasonal and 
event-based conditions in low rainfall environments. In reserve areas, the desired management outcome is to 
reduce unmanaged goat numbers to a level at which they have no significant impact on these values (DEWHA 
2008). 

2.3.1 Threatened Plant Community – Porcupine Grass Sparse Woodland 

Porcupine Grass Sparse Woodland was first described in 2008 following baseline surveys for the Silverton 
Wind Farm Project (NGH 2008a and NGH 2008b). Characterised by an infrequent canopy of Red Mallee 
Eucalyptus socialis and Gum Coolabah Eucalyptus intertexta growing with a hummock grass understorey of 
Porcupine Grass Triodia scariosa (OEH 2010), it is a distinctive plant community with a distribution restricted to 
the Broken Hill Bioregion. OEH (2017) classify the plant community as critically endangered in New South 
Wales. 
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/threatenedspeciesapp/profileData.aspx?id=20152&cmaName=Broken+
Hill+Complexify   

In addition to the direct impacts of clearing posed by the Silverton Wind Farm, grazing and browsing by goats 
is identified as a significant ongoing threat to the community (NSW SC 2010). There is a lack of apparent 
recruitment within the community, with no evidence of recent regeneration of tree species, which is 
attributed to browsing pressure by goats (OEH 2010). Further discussion on the impact of goats on PGSW is 
provided in the Recovery Plan for the community (Biosis 2018b). 

2.3.2 Threatened Fauna 

The Barrier Range Dragon Ctenophorus mirrityana was recently described as a separate species from the 
Tawny Rock Dragon Ctenophorus decresii (McLean et al 2013), and is currently known from four sites in 
western New South Wales, including the Silverton Wind Farm (Sass and Swan 2010). The species is associated 
with rocky habitats such as outcrops, gorges, escarpments, rock spoils and scattered rock aggregates (Sass 
and Swan 2010; McLean et al. 2013). Grazing pressure and habitat degradation by goats is impacting on 
habitat for the Barrier Range Dragon at Silverton Wind Farm (NGH Environmental 2008c). Grazing pressure 
and trampling results in detrimental impacts to vegetation cover and structure, and a resultant reduction in 
the quality and availability of microhabitat for ground-dwelling fauna, including the Barrier Range Dragon. 
Goat scats have also been found to fill rock crevices, which is likely to reduce the availability of this key 
resource for the Barrier Range Dragon (NGH Environmental 2008c). The combined impacts of goat grazing 
pressure and scats filling rocky crevices is hypothesised as having contributed to a limited and patchy 
distribution of the Barrier Range Dragon at Silverton Wind Farm (NGH Environmental 2008c). In their listing 
determination of ‘Competition and habitat degradation by Feral Goats’ as a Key Threatening Process, the NSW 
Scientific Committee listed 20 threatened species at risk, including the closely related Tawny Rock Dragon. 
Two other threatened reptile species known to occur at the Silverton Wind Farm, Mallee Slender Blue-tongue 

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/threatenedspeciesapp/profileData.aspx?id=20152&cmaName=Broken+Hill+Complexify
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/threatenedspeciesapp/profileData.aspx?id=20152&cmaName=Broken+Hill+Complexify
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Lizard Cyclodomorphus melanops elongatus and Marble-faced Delma Delma australis, are also listed in this 
determination as being threatened by competition and habitat degradation of Feral Goats. 

2.4 Pastoral leases and grazing 

The tenure of the land at the Silverton Wind Farm is Crown Land offered as leasehold under the authority of 
the Western Lands Act 1901. There are four lease holderlease holders associated with the Silverton Wind Farm. 
The land is currently used for grazing purposes, including Feral Goats. Despite the potential for environmental 
degradation resulting from Feral Goats, they are considered to be a commercial resource (Parkes et al. 1996; 
Russell et al. 2011). Pastoralists have identified the value in the sale of Feral Goats as either meat for export or 
live export (Parkes et al. 1996). Although harvesting Feral Goats by pastoralists has led to a reduction in goat 
numbers generally, the focus on goat management has now moved to maintaining goats at a level where 
they remain economically viable. This change in management focus now presents a new set of challenges, as 
the approach often conflicts with conservation management where eradication or suppression at very low 
numbers is the goal (Russell et al. 2011). Lease holders at Silverton Wind Farm are currently taking this 
approach to goat management, where goats have become a commodity and are being managed at levels 
that may be detrimental to the landscape, particularly to the PGSW Critically Endangered Ecological 
Community (CEEC) and endangered Barrier Range Dragon located within Area 7 (Figure 2) of the Wind Farm. 

A goat fence was erected around the PGSW CEEC by lease holder Blore in May 2014 as part of the Mundi 
Mundi Conservation Project funded by the Total Grazing Pressure Program, Western Local Land Services (LLS) 
(Figure 2). The fence was erected to temporarily exclude and manage goats for the purposes of protecting the 
PGSW CEEC and endangered Barrier Range Dragon. The fence also inhibits goats from seeking refuge in the 
steep, rocky terrain during mustering events and acts as a wing to guide goats to the 4 kilometre long wing off 
the Umberumberka Reservoir. Documentation associated with the Mundi Mundi Conservation Project is 
included in Appendix 1. 
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3 Monitoring and adaptive management 

3.1 Grazing pressure 

The presence of too many herbivores in any area leads to overgrazing and land degradation. As was 
mentioned previously, the current impact of goat grazing is not fully understood due to the confounding 
influence of other herbivores contributing to the total grazing pressure at any site. Moreover, because goats 
are generalist herbivores their impacts may be greater than other herbivores during periods of drought 
(DEWHA 2008). The Dry Sheep Equivalent (DSE) for goats ranges from 0.7 DSE for weaners, 0.75 DSE for dry 
does, 1.2 – 1.9 DSE for pregnant / lactating does, and 2 DSE for bucks. Western LLS rated carrying capacity of 
the area is approximately 1 DSE per 5 hectares (approximately), which is approximately 0.26 weaner goats 
per hectare (Silverton Industries 2013, Appendix 1). The total area of the Silverton Wind Farm is 
approximately 35,000 hectares and the fenced area containing the PGSW is approximately 1,300 hectares. 
Therefore, the LLS advised carrying capacity of the fenced area that includes the PGSW is approximately 338 
weaner goats and the broader Wind Farm site is approximately 9,100 weaner goats. 

Numbers of goats and numbers and types of other herbivores (e.g. kangaroos) need to be taken into account, 
as well as prevailing climatic conditions in determining appropriate stocking rates. It follows that in poor 
seasons, where palatable species are in short supply, a stocking rate below that considered to be appropriate 
will be applied and vegetation monitored for evidence of an improvement or deterioration in condition. A 
major problem exists, however, with monitoring absolute Feral Goat population numbers. The animals are 
highly mobile but are not dispersed evenly across arid rangelands. Efforts to census Feral Goat populations 
have to date been impossible to establish (David Morgan pers comm). One method of providing relative 
estimates of Feral Goat populations has been to count scat numbers at designated plot sites. At mine sites 
west of Pooncarie this has been undertaken routinely in association with mining vegetation rehabilitation and 
conservation offset monitoring. Reduced scat numbers at designated long-term monitoring sites have been 
directly correlated with lower numbers of Feral Goats captured during herding and trapping exercises (Sluiter 
2015). 

In a recent study in the rangelands of north-western NSW, Russell et al. (2011) demonstrated that Feral Goat 
dispersion and distribution are affected by their proximity to water and goat numbers can be significantly 
reduced at a local scale by manipulating their access to artificial watering points. In their study, despite no 
response in living vegetation after a goat exclusion period of 12 months, there was an increase in litter and a 
decrease in bare ground (Russell et al. 2011). Goats are generalist, browsing herbivores that can feed on low 
nutrient fibrous vegetation (including litter), allowing them to continue to feed under adverse environmental 
conditions. Increased litter therefore is the first stage in recovery from goat impacts. Increased litter provides 
better seed germination conditions than bare ground and improved landscape function (Russell et al. 2011).  

3.2 Trapped water points and other water sources 

The Silverton Wind Farm area is currently being managed for grazing purposes by four lease holderlease 
holders. Two lease holderlease holders (including Silverton Industries) have seven trapped watering points 
within or adjacent to the Wind Farm (Figure 2). The trapped watering points include a permanent spring in a 
creekline, as well as several troughs and dams. A four kilometre fenced wing off the Umberumberka 
Reservoir is also used to funnel goats into yards. The trapped watering points are being used to actively 
manage goat numbers in the area. Currently, when goat numbers are observed to be in excess of 100, they 
are mustered onto fencing wings using aerial mustering and yarded, or trapped at the watering points. 
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During cooler months when surface water is available, active mustering is required as trapped water points 
alone are not sufficient to reduce goat numbers (Silverton Industries 2013, Appendix 1).  

3.3 Fencing 

When used in strategic locations, fencing can be used to guide / funnel goats during mustering events, 
exclude goats from watering points, limit / exclude access and contain trapped animals. Goats push through 
traditional strained wire fencing, which results in an increased effort required for effective containment 
(Freudenberger and Barber 1999). Goat fences can be expensive to establish and maintain (DEWHA 2008), 
particularly in the rocky, hilly landscape of the Silverton Wind Farm. Goats tend to test the lower third of the 
fence, especially the gap between the ground and the bottom wire, so fences need to be constructed to ‘goat 
standards’. 

Fences will be constructed using the following materials: 

• 8/90/30 Hinged Joint 

• steel posts and droppers 

• bottom barb wire running with bottom of Hinged Joint 60 millimetres from the ground 

• plain wire running with the top of Hinged Joint 

• plain wire running 200 millimetres above the top of the Hinged Joint. 

Fence strainer stays can provide escape routes, so these will be constructed using round galvanised pipe 
angle stays, or boxed end assemblies. Floodgates will also be necessary for drainage lines and flood ways. 
These are to be constructed using 10 millimetre wire rope cable with 1.8 metre chain wire. Lengths of timber 
are attached vertically to the chainwire, extending from the wire rope to the bottom of the chain wire every 3 
metres. A NSW Agriculture fact sheet for goat fencing is included in Appendix 2.  

3.4 Management approach 

Complete removal of Feral Goats from the broader landscape is well beyond the capacity of techniques and 
resources currently available (DEWHA 2008). There are a number of management approaches that are 
currently used for controlling goats. These control methods are discussed briefly below, including their 
applicability and how they will be implemented at the Silverton Wind Farm site. The primary control methods 
will be exclusion periods for the PGSW area (utilising the existing goat fence), trapping at existing water points 
and mustering. Other control methods exist that have not been discussed in detail in this plan (e.g. Judas 
Goat) as they have not been deemed appropriate at this point, but may need to be included in the revision of 
the BAMP in three years (Biosis 2018a).  

3.4.1 Exclusion periods and trapping 

Trapping goats at water points is an effective way to remove goats from the landscape during periods where 
the availability of alternative water sources is limited. There are currently seven trapped water points within 
or adjacent to the Silverton Wind Farm (Figure 2). The water points are surrounded by goat proof fencing, 
incorporating one-way entrances (rocky ramps) that allow access into the water point but prevent the goats 
from exiting. Goats become accustomed to walking through an open gate adjacent to the watering point to 
drink and so when the gate is closed, they will readily walk up the rocky ramp and jump into the water point. 
Animals will be provided with adequate food, water and shelter while in the trap. Trapped wildlife will be 
released immediately and goats removed to temporary holding paddocks, or to abattoirs for destruction or 
live sale (DEWHA 2008). 
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Since the construction of a goat fence around the PGSW CEEC in May 2014 to exclude and manage goats for 
the purposes of protecting the PGSW CEEC and endangered Barrier Range Dragon, an average of 
approximately 500 goats have been grazed in the PGSW plot. When goats are grazed in the PGSW, they are 
harvested approximately every two months. Since 2014, goats have been excluded during the following 
periods: 

• June 2014 to April 2015 

• September 2015 to February 2016 

• August 2017 to December 2018.  

This equates to 33 months out of 55, approximately 60% of the total time since fence construction. 

Goats will be excluded from the fenced PGSW area from June to January (inclusive) each year for the next 
three years, at which time the BAMP will be reviewed to ensure there is a net gain in the conservation value of 
this community (Biosis 20108a) unless climatic conditions are such that ground cover increases significantly. If 
there is greater than 40 % ground cover of annual species, the lease holder will allow seed production to 
occur, and then reserves the right to utilise the vegetation as feed. Goats will be excluded when the cover of 
these annual species falls to less than 40 %. 

If grazing is to be initiated during the exclusion period: 

• The lease holder (Silverton Industries) will notify GE operational staff/project ecologist that ground 
cover is greater than 40 % and seeding of ephemeral species has occurred. 

• Photopoint monitoring will be initiated and submitted to the project ecologist on a fortnightly basis to 
confirm the level of vegetation cover is maintained above 40%. 

Further exclusion of goats will be needed if the results of on-going monitoring indicate that the PGSW is not 
recovering to the desired level, or if the climatic conditions are poor (e.g. low rainfall). On-going mustering will 
also need to occur in the fenced PGSW area to actively remove any stray goats during the exclusion period. 

GE Renewable Energy will monitor the grazing and mustering of goats in PGSW in conjunction with the Llease 
holder’s reporting obligations and as part of the Weekly Monitoring Checklist. GE discussed this issue with the 
Lease holder and the Lease holder has indicated to GE that he will comply (to the extent possible) with GE 
requests concerning exclusion periods and mustering. The Lease holder noted during discussions with GE 
that in accordance with the terms of the Crown Lease, he holds an unequivocal and unrestricted right to 
graze and muster livestock including goats over the lands. 

Should GE determine that the agreed exclusion periods and mustering methods are not being met by the 
Lease holder or if the review of goat management in 2021 indicates that the reduction of grazing is 
insufficient to achieve a net gain, GE will request The Crown (DI Lands) and DPE provide clarification whether 
the Project Approval (08_022 MOD 3) or The Crown lease conditions should take precedence. 

3.4.2 Mustering 

Mustering of goats at the Silverton Wind Farm site usually involves a combination of aerial and ground 
mustering. Aerial mustering using helicopters or gyrocopters is required due to the steep, rocky terrain, in 
combination with motorbikes and dogs. Prior to the construction of the goat exclusion fence, goats would 
seek refuge in the steep terrain of the PGSW area. Gyrocopters could not safely access the area due to the 
presence of strong updrafts. Lower goat densities can now be achieved by combining mustering and 
trapping.  

The presence of the goat exclusion fence around the PGSW area means that the area can be closed off and 
goats cannot seek refuge from the mustering event. During the goat exclusion period, on-going ground 
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mustering will need to occur in the fenced PGSW area to actively remove any stray goats. At low densities 
however (less than one goat per square kilometre), it is recognised that mustering alone becomes 
uneconomical (Henzell 1984 cited in DEWHA 2008).  

If the results of on-going monitoring indicate that the PGSW is not recovering to the desired level, and goats 
are still present inside the exclusion zone, contingency control methods will need to be implemented. This is 
discussed further in Section 3.4.3 and 3.4.4 (below).  

3.4.3 Judas goat 

The Judas goat technique involves exploiting the sociability of goats. A radio or global positioning system 
(GPS) collar is attached to a goat, the goat is released in the expectation that it will join up with other goats 
and is tracked along with the herd it has joined. Judas goats are generally used where population density is 
low and herds are small or hard to find, or to locate survivors of other control campaigns (Parkes et al. 1996) 
and to monitor areas thought to be free of goats (Taylor and Katahira 1988). The Threat Abatement Plan for 
goats in Tasmania (developed by the Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service) advocates this technique, as 
unmanaged goats in Tasmania occur in small isolated groups in terrain that is difficult to access (Gaffney and 
Atkinson 1995). However, this technique is expensive because it requires specialised equipment and skilled 
staff, and is warranted only in areas where goat densities need to be extremely low, or where total 
eradication of goats is a feasible option. While this approach has not been deemed appropriate at this point, 
Judas goat will be considered further in the revision of the BAMP through the adaptive management 
approach.  

3.4.4 Financial considerations 

The established exclusion fencing allows very cost effective management of goats with the PGSW area. 
Therefore, even if the market is such that the goats are sold for pet food, there is sufficient financial return to 
the lease holder to continue removing goats from the area. 

However, in the unlikely event that the price for goats drops significantly there may be no incentive for lease 
holderlease holders across the Silverton Wind Farm site to actively control the Feral Goats. If this occurs, the 
lease holderlease holder will identify this financial trigger point and notify GE operational staff that trapping 
and mustering activities will cease and an alternative arrangement will be negotiated with GE. More intensive 
management will also be considered if goat numbers are too low to undertake active mustering inside the 
PGSW exclusion period, but monitoring suggests that goats are still active inside the exclusion area. 

3.5 Adaptive management 

The management of goats across the Silverton Wind Farm will follow an adaptive management approach. 
This approach will allow for the collection of baseline data, followed by annual monitoring for three years. 
Management actions will be revised following each annual monitoring period to continually improve on-
ground management and ecological outcomes. A detailed review  in consultation with OEH after the initial 
three year period will ensure the management approach is appropriate to achieve a net gain in the 
conservation value of PGSW. This cycle of ‘do, monitor, evaluate and respond’ is the foundation of adaptive 
management and is widely applied to terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem management (Kingsford et al. 2011). 

Adaptive management relates to maintenance and improvement of vegetation extent and health to achieve a 
net gain in condition by the management of grazing pressure from goat populations and impacts on episodic 
recruitment events and vegetation health. Adaptive management follows a MERI cycle – Monitoring, 
Evaluation, Reporting, and Improvement. The MERI framework is discussed in the BAMP (Biosis 2018a) and 
will be further developed with the site manager.  
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4 Summary of management actions 

The primary goat management actions will include exclusion periods for the PGSW area (utilising the existing 
goat fence), trapping at existing water points (in PGSW and greater Wind Farm area) and mustering. The 
existing exclusion fencing makes management of goats highly cost effective. In the unlikely event that the 
primary methods fail or become unviable, the lease holders will notify GE and alternative control options will 
be negotiated. 

Monitoring will begin with baseline data collection (Spring 2018) followed by a program of management 
actions, on-going annual monitoring and adaptive management responses. Baseline and on-going 
monitoring data collection will include goat scat counts within the PGSW fenced area and estimates of goat 
populations from lease holderlease holders within the Silverton Wind Farm site. Confirmation of GPS 
locations of the goat exclusion fence and all trapped watering points will also be undertaken during the 
baseline monitoring. Vegetation condition in relation to grazing pressure from goats will also be monitored; 
details are provided in the BAMP (Biosis 2018a). The following table provides a summary of the proposed 
goat management actions for the Silverton Wind Farm site including the area containing PGSW, as well as the 
corresponding monitoring actions and responses to be implemented as a result of the monitoring outcomes. 

A summary of performance criteria/tasks, responsibilities and timing are provided in Table 1. Many of these 
actions are duplicated in the Vegetation Management Plan (Biosis 2018c) and PGSW RP (Biosis 2018b). All 
performance criteria are compiled in the BAMP (Biosis 2018a). 

Table 1 Management actions, monitoring and responses for goat management 

Management action Monitoring Response Responsibility  

1.2 Mapping of 
existing goat 
management 
infrastructure 

Position of existing goat 
control fencing and 
associated infrastructure 
to control access to water 
and facilitate mustering 
will be accurately 
mapped. 

Shapefile prepared and submitted to 
GE and OEH/DPE. 

Project Ecologist or GE 
operational staff. 

1.3 Estimate Feral 
Goat populations 

Collection of landholder 
population estimates 

All four landholders contacted to 
gather baseline information about 
goat populations and management 
Records from landowner discussions 
to be documented. 

Project Ecologist or GE 
operational staff. 

1.4 Baseline 
vegetation monitoring 

Establishment of 20 
permanent plots to 
monitor PGSW vegetation 
condition and grazing 
pressure. 

Vegetation monitoring quadrats 
established and baseline survey 
completed in spring 2018 
Preparation of annual monitoring 
report. 

GE/ Project Ecologist. 

2.21 Monitor fencing 
and work with 
General Purpose  
lease holder to 
maintain fencing to 

Fence lines will be 
inspected quarterly and 
documented via 
inspection checklist.  

Inspection checklists submitted. 
Document completion of fencing. 

Fence lines will be 
inspected quarterly and 
documented via 
inspection checklist.  
Repairs will be made 
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Management action Monitoring Response Responsibility  

exclude Feral Goats Work with lease holder to 
ensure fences will be 
maintained through 
agreement with the lease 
holder. 

within 2 weeks. 

2.2.2 Implement any 
required additional 
fencing to exclude 
Feral Goats 

Additional fencing 
implemented for areas of 
sensitive vegetation as 
required where 
restoration measures 
implemented under the 
VMP are impeded. 

New fences will be implemented as 
required. 
Fence lines will be inspected quarterly 
and documented via inspection 
checklist. 

GE operational staff / 
fencing contractor. 

2.4 Goats excluded in 
PGSW area  

Surveillance monitoring 
of exclosure at monthly 
intervals. 
Inspection report 
submitted. 

No Feral Goats within the exclusion 
fencing from June to January unless 
cover of ephemeral flora species is 
greater than 40%  
• Goat fenced closed 

• All goats removed via trapped 
watering points 

• Active mustering as required 

If there is greater than 40 % ground 
cover of annual species, the lease 
holder will allow seed production to 
occur, and then reserves the right to 
utilise the vegetation as feed. Goats 
will again be excluded when the cover 
of these annual species falls to less 
than 40%. 
If monitoring shows signs of grazing 
pressure during exclusion period – 
initiate active on ground mustering to 
eliminate goats within PGSW area. 

Project Ecologist 
(monitoring) 
lease holder Blore (goat 
exclusion and 
mustering) 
GE Operational Staff. 

2.5.1 Ensure reduced 
stocking of Feral Goats 

Surveillance monitoring 
of exclosure at monthly 
intervals. 
Inspection report 
submitted. 

Achieved maximum stocking rate of 
approximately 0.26 weaner goats 
per hectare (Section 3.1 pg 10) 
• Active trapping at trapped 

watering points 

• Initiate mustering when observed 
goat numbers exceed 100. 

Lease holder Blore (goat 
exclusion and 
mustering) and GE 
operational staff. 

2.5.2 Ensure reduced 
stocking of Feral Goats 

Surveillance monitoring 
of exclosure at monthly 
intervals. 
Inspection report 

Feral Goat control managed by GE 
contract staff if lease holder Blore 
ceases management. 

GE contract staff / GE 
operational staff. 



 

© Biosis 2018 – Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting  16 

Management action Monitoring Response Responsibility  

submitted. 

2.5.3 Clarity on lease 
precedence 

Clarification provided by 
The Crown (DI Lands) and 
DPE. 

If adequate management of Feral 
Goats cannot be achieved through 
negotiation, GE will request The 
Crown (DI Lands) and DPE provide 
clarification whether the Project 
Approval (08_022 MOD 3) or The 
Crown lease conditions should take 
precedence. 

GE. 

2.6 Feral Goat 
population monitoring 

Collection of lease 
holderlease holder 
population estimates. 

All four lease holderlease holders 
contacted to gather baseline 
information about goat abundance 
and harvesting activities. 
Records from landowner discussions 
to be submitted to GE and OEH/DPE. 

Project Ecologist or GE 
operational staff. 

2.7 Feral Goat 
population monitoring 

Scat counts in subplots 
during vegetation 
monitoring program. 

Decrease in goat scat abundance 
Documented in annual vegetation 
monitoring report submitted to GE 
and OEH/DPE. 

Project Ecologist. 

2.26 Review of BAMP Comprehensive review of 
BAMP and supporting 
management plans. 

Review all monitoring data and assess 
the response of biodiversity values to 
modified site management.  
Update management 
recommendations as appropriate in 
consultation with OEH to ensure there 
is a net gain in the conservation value 
of PGSW, 
Reviewed BAMP and supporting plans 
submitted to OEH. 

GE/ Project Ecologist. 

Note: These are a subset of required actions for the operational phase of the wind farm.  
All actions are collated in Appendix 3 of the BAMP. 

Annual and on-going results of the monitoring, responses and management actions will be included in the 
reporting framework described in the BAMP (Biosis 2018a). If following the initial three year monitoring 
period there is no improvement of vegetation extent and health, and a net gain in condition is not achieved 
by the management of grazing pressure from goat populations, total exclusion of goats from the PGSW will 
be considered. 
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Fences are being used successfully to contain all
breeds of  goats in many environments. They are one
of  the first improvements intending goat owners
should consider for without good fencing goats will
roam. This not only upsets neighbours, but also
disrupts stock breeding programs.

This Agfact covers the following points in relation to
fencing for goats:

• behaviour,

• conventional fences,

• electric fences, and

• upgrading existing fences.

Material costs vary with time and location, therefore
comparisons of  cost have not been made. But, to
make costing easier, a list of  materials used per
kilometre is given for each type of  new fence on flat
ground. In hilly country more posts and other
material will be needed.

The term ‘prefabricated fencing’ describes materials such
as Hinged Joint®, Ringlock®, and wire netting.

Behaviour
Goats are intelligent, inquisitive animals who tend to
test a fence more than other stock. Any fault in a
fence is soon detected by goats. In particular goats
test the lower third of  the fence—especially the gap
between the ground and bottom wire.

It is important to maintain the bottom wire close to
the ground and at an even distance above it. Surface
irregularities like gilgais, gullies or stump holes need
to be filled or blocked. A bottom selvage wire and
correct wire tension are good deterrents to goats

going under fences. Gaps under gates caused by
washed out wheel tracks may need to be filled.

The climbing habit of  goats—particularly kids—means
fence lines must be clear of  rocks, stumps, fallen
timber, earth works or anything on which goats will
climb and play. Any raised vantage point will provide a
stage from which goats may clear a fence.

Domesticated goats rarely jump fences from the
ground—except when they are being severely
pressured, such as by dogs.

Fence strainer stays can also present an easy escape
route. Large section angled stays on strainer posts need
to be protected to prevent kids running up these and
jumping out—round galvanised pipe angle stays are
suitable. A boxed end assembly may be used when
building new fences for goats.

Goat fencing
Agfact A7.2.1, third edition 2003
Roger Lund, Senior Technical Officer,
(Engineering) Division of Plant Industries
Trevor May, Former Special Livestock Officer
(Goats) Division of Animal Industries

Goats will test a barrier—particularly the bottom third
of the fence.
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Fences that contain crossbred ewes and lambs will,
with some attention to detail, be suitable for goats.
However, one type of  prefabricated fencing—often
called pig netting and described as 8/80/15*—can be
a problem with horned goats. In this type of  fence
where the vertical wire pickets are 150 mm apart,
goats can easily get their head and horns through but
may have difficulty in getting them out. A goat could
become caught and die. Therefore, we do not
recommend the use of prefabricated fences with
vertical pickets less than 300 mm apart. This spacing
allows goats to twist their heads more easily to free
themselves.

Horn tipping may completely overcome the problem
of  goats getting caught in 150 mm picket spacings.
Even with the wider picket spacing some problems
can occur where a steel post reduces the free space
between wire pickets.

Special buck paddocks should be provided for males
during the non-breeding season. Prefabricated
material such as 7/90/30 or 8/90/30, and electric
wires on outriggers are suitable.

Conventional fencing
Three designs are suitable for goats. Two are suitable
as boundary fences with prefabricated 7/90/30 or 8/
90/30. The other fence is adequate for internal
fencing. The designs suggested are also suitable for
sheep and cattle.

 “8/80/15” prefabricated fence means 8 wires, 80 cm
(800 mm) high, with vertical wire pickets at 15 cm
(150 mm) intervals ...
“7/90/30” prefabricated fence has 7 wires, 900 mm
high, with pickets at 300 mm intervals, and so on.

A boxed end assembly with offset electric wire on a
new prefabricated fence. This is the best type of
fence-end for goats–there is no large inclined stay for
them to climb, only the strand of twisted wire
(arrowed).
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Boundary fences: 7/90/30 or 8/90/30
It is important that a boundary fence allows an
absolute minimum of  movement by stock pressure.
The fence described in Diagram 2 will contain most
kids. It features:

• Steel posts 1650 mm,

• droppers 1070 mm,

• bottom selvage wire about 25 mm above the
ground with bottom of  prefabricated fence
attached at 1.5 m intervals,

• top selvage wire,

• one additional barbed wire above the fabricated
wire for additional height. Materials required to

build 1 km of these fences are:

• five rolls 8/90/30 or 7/90/30,

• two coils 2.5 mm high tensile plain wire for

the selvage wire,

• two reels of  high-tensile barb wire,

• steel posts 1650 mm (to suit terrain),

• droppers 1070 mm (to suit terrain),

• suitable end strainer assemblies (see text).

Subdivision fences
6/70/30
The design in Diagram 3 will control the movement

ABOVE: A 8/90/30 prefabricated boundary fence.
Distances between posts and between droppers is the
maximum for a uniform surface.

Diagram 2.

BELOW: A 6/70/30 prefabricated subdivision fence.
Distances between posts and between droppers is
the maximum for a uniform surface.

Digram 3
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of  all adult stock, however some very young kids may
get through. Young stock that penetrate this fence will
usually return to their paddocks.

This fence is cheaper to erect than the boundary fence
described above. It features:

• steel posts 1650 mm,

• droppers 940 mm

• bottom selvage wire 25 mm above ground with
bottom of  prefabricated fence attached at 1.5 m
intervals,

• top selvage wire,

• two additional wires are used above the
prefabricated wire for extra height.

Materials required to build 1 km of this fence are:

• five rolls 6/70/30, two coils of  2.5 mm high-tensile
plain wire, top and bottom selvage and additional
top wire,

• two reels of  high-tensile barb wire,

• steel posts 1650 mm (to suit terrain),

• droppers 940 mm (to suit terrain),

• suitable strainers (end assemblies).

Electric wires offset near the bottom and top of an old fence to give a very secure barrier around a buck
paddock.

Close vertical pickets can cause problems with goats
getting caught in the fence.
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Alternatives to using barb wire include a suitably
insulated electric wire, or a horse sighter wire.

Other designs
Previous recommendations for goat proof  fences
included an 8/115/30 prefabricated fence which did
not require plain wire above the prefabrication to get
extra height. This style of  fence is quick and easy to
build and is therefore a favoured design where a
number of  small subdivision paddocks are required.

However, kids of  up to 12 kg body weight can get
through the gaps between the third and fourth wires
from the bottom. With internal fences this may not be
a great problem but in boundary fences it is
undesirable. This problem can be overcome by
running an additional plain wire through the middle
of  the gap between wires three and four, and tying
securely to the fabricated material.

This style of  fence is very viable and has proved to be
very effective around areas where kangaroos are a
problem, such as forests. It does not necessarily stop
the roos but they get a clear view to jump the fence
and are therefore less likely to get caught in a top wire.

In some cases where there are a number of  small
paddocks it may be desirable to be able to climb
through a fence. Unlike some other designs, the
8/15/30 is impossible to climb through and one
should not climb over a fence for this practice
damages the wires.

Wire netting fences built to control rabbits and wild
dogs have been used by some producers for goat
control. Although several sizes of  netting are available,
the two most commonly used are referred to as either
rabbit or dog netting.

While these have a specialised role, they are far more
expensive to build than the other fences described.
These fences can be modified using a number of
electrified wires resulting in a fox proof  fence. This
design is described in the Agfact A5.7.10 Fencing for
geese.

Further details
Selvage wires are additional plain wires attached to the
bottom and/or top to strengthen prefabricated
fencing. They are of  greatest importance when fences
are built over uneven ground.

Selvage wires are also very useful when it is necessary
to hang a skirt off  the bottom of  a fence when
crossing deep depressions. Bottom selvage wires are
also recommended in conventional goat fences to stop
goats from forcing their way under.

Wire tension is an important factor in fence
performance and life. Maintenance of  wire tension
relies heavily on the use of  suitable end assemblies.
Our recommendation is to use 2.5 mm high-tensile
wires for selvage wires, with additional plain wires run
above the prefabricated section.

The correct tension for 2.5 mm plain wire is 2.0 kN
and for prefabricated wire fencing is 1.0 kN per line
wire. It is virtually impossible to achieve the correct
tension without the use of some type of tension
gauge.

Post spacings given in the diagrams are for fences built
on even surfaces. When a fence goes over a hill or
through a gully more posts will be necessary. More
posts are needed over a hill to maintain the correct
height of the fence while more posts and/or tie-
downs are necessary when crossing a gully to keep the
fence down.

Permanent electric fences
Two types of  electric fence are recommended—one
for boundaries and one for subdivisions. The two
designs are known to work in a wide range of
environments for control of  goats and other livestock.

Electric fences are effective when well built and
maintained and when stock have been trained to them.
If  stock have had no previous experience of  electric
fences, then they may go through. Usually, one contact

Electric wires offset near bottom and top of an
existing fence around a training paddock.
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with a live wire and suitable earthing is sufficient
training for most stock.

Electric fencing can offer cost savings over
conventional fencing and can be easy and quick to
build. Depending on the design they may also offer a
measure of  control over some vertebrate pests.

To be effective and give good service they do have to
be built correctly using a design suitable for the
specific application. It is also good practice to check
the fence voltage regularly and at a number of  points
around the property where this is applicable.

A ‘cheap’ electric fence will soon let you down.

Each fence design consists of  plain wires that are
alternatively earthed or energised. For full design
details refer to Agfact E2.1 Permanent Electric Fencing.

Six line boundary electric fence
This design will stop the movement of  almost all
animals. It is certainly effective against all domestic

livestock and will provide a measure of  control over
other animals such as kangaroos, feral pigs, wild dogs,
and foxes. It features:

• line posts can be spaced up to 20 m over uniform
surfaces—closer over undulating ground,

• line posts are either 1650 mm steel posts with
insulators, specialised timber or fibreglass,

• timber or fibreglass droppers can be spaced at 6.6 m
intervals on uniform surfaces—closer over
undulating ground,

• wires are alternatively earth or live with the bottom
wire earthed.

Materials required to build 1 km of this fence are:

• four coils 2.5 mm high-tensile wire,

• minimum 50 line posts and 100 droppers, with
insulators if required,

• three bullnose insulators at each strainer,

• Accessories like cable clamps, underground cable,

DIAGRAM 4. A six line permanent electric fence.

DIAGRAM 5. A four line permanent electric fence.
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line switches and earth stakes are also required—
don’t forget to include the cost of  an energiser.

Subdivision four-wire electric fence
This fence will control the movement of  adult stock,
it does not have the security of  the previous design.
Therefore it is suggested as being suitable only for
sub-division fencing. It does control all livestock
trained to electric fencing. Features:

• line posts spaced every 20 m over uniform surfaces,

• line posts are either 1350 mm steel posts with
insulators, specialised timber or fibreglass, 2.5 mm
HT fence wire droppers

• droppers spaced at 6.6 m intervals over uniform
surfaces,

• wires are alternatively earth or live with the bottom
wire earthed.

Materials required to build 1 km of this fence are:

• three coils 2.5 mm high tensile wire.

• line posts, droppers, insulators if  required,

• two bullnose insulators at each strainer.

•  Accessories like cable clamps, underground cable.

Specialised hardwood posts and droppers—either iron
bark or creosote treated hardwood products—have
excellent insulating properties. In most soil conditions
these hardwood posts can be driven and are suitable
to use as main line posts.

Fibreglass post are also suitable in a wide range of
conditions. However, in soils that are too hard, or in
rocky conditions, steel posts may need to be driven.
Electrified wires need to be attached to steel posts by
an insulator. Hardwood droppers may be tied to steel
posts as insulators. Other types of  insulators are
available, but are often more expensive than hardwood
droppers.

Wire tension, as with conventional fencing, is of  great
importance. Therefore adequate end assemblies—
strainer posts—must be used.

Boxed end assemblies are normally recommended
because goats cannot climb up these. Wires should be
strained to the correct tension which is 2.0 kN for
each 2.5 mm high tensile wire. A tension gauge is
necessary to achieve the correct tension.

Other electric fence designs
Another design that has been used with success in the
pastoral areas of  NSW is a five wire electric fence.
This fence has the top, middle and bottom wires
electrified with the remaining wires earthed. Wire

spacings used in this fence are—from the ground—
125 mm, 125 mm, 150 mm, 175 mm and 200 mm,
to give an overall height of  775 mm.

Electrified bottom wires are acceptable in areas
where pasture growth is not prolific.

Temporary Fencing. Electric fencing can be
used for temporary fencing, for example dividing a
crop paddock for strip grazing. Special woven wire
and rewind reels are available for this purpose.
Multiwire electric fences are suitable for use as
semipermanent subdivision fences, for example to
divide a large paddock for a period of  two years to
aid in scrub control.

Earthing
Effective earthing is essential to ensure electric
fences work efficiently under all conditions. The
designs discussed in this Agfact are earth return
systems where all non electrified wires are
connected to the earth pole of  the energiser and
suitable earth stakes. It may be necessary to have
extra earthing stakes along the fence particularly in
low rainfall areas. It is not enough to rely on the
animal’s contact with the soil surface to make the
earth. In most environments poor earthing occurs
when the soil surface dries out.

Special care is needed over undulating land and rocky
outcrops.
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Energisers
Choose an energiser carefully, ensuring that it is big
enough to maintain a good voltage all year round.
Although goats soon learn to respect electric
fencing—equally they soon learn when it is off  or not
working effectively.

A mains operated unit is preferred because it does not
rely on batteries. That is not to say that battery or
solar units will not do the job—just that they need
regular attention and size for size a solar unit is more
expensive.

There are also a number of  variations in energiser
design. The most common types simply deliver a
single high pulse every second. Others charge each
wire with an alternate positive and negative current . . .
others use random high voltage pulses. The important
point is that the energiser should maintain an effective
deterrent to the goats—and where necessary
vertebrate pests.

Upgrading existing fences
Many producers buying goats may modify existing
fencing rather than build new fences. Those most
frequently in need of  upgrading are plain wire fences,
prefabricated fences and old fences.

Plain Wire Fences. In purely grazing areas many
fences have been built of  plain wire, with or without
one or more strands of  barbed wire. In areas that have
traditionally run only cattle, the fences may be
multistrand barb wire.

Such fences can be easily goat proofed by tying
prefabricated fencing directly onto them. However, in
hilly country this is expensive and often difficult.

When the fence is sound it may be possible to add
electrified wires on stand-off  insulators. To control
goats, additional wires near the bottom and top of  the
fence are necessary. The relative merit of  using
electrified wires on each side of  a fence needs to be
assessed against cost.

Location of  the electric wires is important. The
bottom electric wire needs to be placed about 250 mm
above ground and about 250 mm out from the fence.
The top electric wire is located below the existing top
wire and about 25 mm from the fence.

Plain wire fence. If  all main line posts are bored
native hardwood—gidgea for example—then it may
be possible to insulate selected wires and electrify
these. However, most fences contain some steel posts
and these need to be insulated.

Barbed wire in a fence that is to be electrified is no
longer necessary as a deterrent to stock and is in fact
dangerous. It is best to remove and discard the barbed
wire. Replace or strengthen end assemblies that cannot
carry the extra load of  additional electrified or plain
wires, or prefabricated material.

DIAGRAM 6. Upgrading conventional fencing for
goats, using 2.5mm HT electrified wires. The wires are
250 mm above ground level and 250 mm from the
fence. The insulated offsets are spaced about 20 m on
level ground.

Porcelain insulators and a wire outrigger used on goat
proof fence.
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The suitability of  various techniques, types of
equipment and their placement varies with the existing
fence.

Existing prefabricated fences may require
relatively little improvement, depending largely on the
type of prefabrication that has been used. A single
off-set electrified wire about 250 mm off  the ground
generally will be quite sufficient.

With netting fences that are in good repair, the
addition of an electrified wire on stand-off
insulators—located between the top of  the netting
and the top wire—is usually sufficient.

If  the base of  the netting is weakened and not stock
proof  it may be necessary to use foot netting to cover
holes. It is difficult to place an electrified wire near the
bottom of holed wire netting, for there are often long
ends of  wire than can touch the electrified wire. This
causes it to earth giving voltage loss.

A single barbed wire attached to the bottom of  the
fence is another option which may not only
discourage the goats from pushing under, but also
offers a wire on which to tie the netting. Netting
fences in very poor condition may be a candidate for
re-building.

A single, off-set electrified wire placed about 250 mm
up from the ground will eliminate the problem of
goats becoming caught in prefabricated fences using
patterns with narrow vertical picket spacing, such as
8/80/15.

Other prefabricated fence patterns can have problems
with animals passing through because either:

•  the spacings between horizontal wires are too wide
or

•  the spacings between vertical pickets are too wide.

Overcome the problem by running an additional plain
wire across the space that is too wide—this is most
often the second or third space from the bottom.
Again, the addition of  a single offset electrified wire
250 mm up from the ground is also satisfactory.

If the prefabricated section is too far off the
ground—higher than about 25 mm—an additional
bottom wire may be necessary. The addition of  at least
a bottom selvage wire is an advantage in fences that
do not have them. Details such as creek crossings also
need to be checked to ensure that minimum clearances
are maintained.

Aged, poor condition fences
Due to broken or rotted posts, or perhaps washaways,
many fences are barely adequate to control sheep
movement, let alone goats. Some fences can be
refurbished relatively cheaply by dummying broken
posts, or building new strainers or the addition of  new
wires.

Addition of either prefabricated fencing or electrified
wires can stock proof  fences only if  these fences can
be stood-up and strained to the correct tension. The
cost and time involved to repair an old fence must be
weighed against the cost of  erecting a new
replacement fence-or even the need for the particular
fence at all.

Old fences, past salvage, should be removed
completely. If  left lying around they are not only
unattractive but are a nuisance when mustering, can be
dangerous to people and stock—and they can help
teach stock bad habits.

A polythene outrigger is used here to hold an electric
wire clear of a prefabricated fence.
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Other considerations
Legal obligations. Every person owning, or who is
in charge of, stock has a legal obligation to restrain
their stock from straying on to roadways, crown lands,
quarantined areas or other protected land. There are a
number of  acts covering this subject, such as the
Stock Diseases Act, which can render the owner liable
to a fine or, in the case of  a road accident, a
compensation claim.

It is also important to confine stock not only for legal
reasons, but also to maintain good relations with
neighbours. Therefore effective boundary fencing is a
very important subject when considering any stock
enterprise.

DISCLAIMER
The information contained in this publication is based on
knowledge and understanding at the time of writing
(November  2003.) However, because of advances in
knowledge, users are reminded of the need to ensure that
information upon which they rely is up to date and to check
currency of the information with the appropriate officer of
New South Wales Department of Agriculture or the user’s
independent adviser.

Trees. Goats are particularly destructive to trees and
therefore consideration needs to be given to tree
guards.

A single adult tree can be protected by wrapping the
trunk up to 2 m high with a number of  wraps of  wire
netting or even corrugated iron. Young single trees
need careful guarding with quite substantial steel mest
or similar, as the goats will stand on the mesh or even
butt it in to get to the foliage.

The most effective and cost efficient method of
protecting or establishing trees is to make a tree lot,
ensuring that the fence will keep the goats off  the
trees. The 8/90/30 prefabricated design is quite
suitable however the fence must be at least 3 m from
the nearest trunk. If  it is too close the goats will stand
on the fence and lean over to get to the trees,
eventually breaking down the fence. In this case some
electrification will prove to be most effective.

Goats can be grazed where there are scattered adult
trees, or where there is considerable regrowth without
guarding, provided a careful eye is kept on the amount
of  damage being done to the trees. Careful attention
to bark and foliage ensures goats can be grazed
without permanent damage to the trees.
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A tree lot protected from stock by a sound electric
fence.
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