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Planning for labor requirements 
Dear Customers and Friends, 
 
One of the core responsibili�es of planta�on 
managers is ensuring that all essen�al field oper-
a�ons are carried out on �me and at appropriate 
intervals. While this applies across the board—
from weeding to fer�lizing—the highest priority 
remains harves�ng, where any delays directly 
lead to lost crop and reduced revenue. 
 
Yet delivering �mely harvests consistently is far 
from straigh�orward. 
 
A key factor underpinning success is having the 
right labor resources at the right �me. Across 
many regions, par�cularly in Southeast Asia, la-
bor availability remains a persistent challenge. In 
countries like Malaysia, for example, there is a 
structural shortage of people willing to work in 
oil palm planta�ons—an issue made even more 
complex by regulatory and demographic trends. 
 
Even determining how much labor is needed in 
the first place can be difficult. Strong seasonality 
and crop peaks—some�mes concentrated in just 
a few months—mean that fixed labor planning 
models o�en fall short. The number of harvest-
ers required in a peak month may be drama�cal-
ly higher than in an average month, and staffing 
to the average can result in significant losses dur-
ing the peak. 
 
The first challenge is to forecast the volume of 
crop that will be available to harvest. This is 
based on an accurate historical crop distribu�on 
and can also take into account shorter term 
effects or BBC crop forecasts. It is important to 

keep in mind that histori-
cal crop distribu�ons may 
be distorted due to in-
complete harvests, mak-
ing it easy to underes�-
mate the peak crop. Ide-
ally the crop distribu�on 
is computed using data 
from BMP blocks where 
there are no labor con-
straints. 
 
Adding to the complexity is the fact that har-
ves�ng produc�vity (measured in tons per man-
day or hectares per manday) is highly variable. 
Produc�vity is influenced by several on-the-
ground factors, such as: 
 Block topography and accessibility 
 Harves�ng methods (e.g., manual vs. mecha-

nised) 
 Field upkeep and pruning condi�on 
 The volume of fruit available for harvest at the 

�me 
 
This means that even with adequate staffing, ac-
tual field performance can vary considerably 
month to month. Conversely, it is non-trivial to 
accurately es�mate ahead of �me the number of 
harvesters that will be required during the peak 
crop months, even if we have a good crop fore-
cast available. 
 
To address these challenges, data-driven tools 
are becoming increasingly important. Tools such 
as the OMP Resource Use module, which is ex-
plored in more depth in this edi�on’s feature 
sec�on, offer planta�on teams the ability to ana-
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lyze historical labor deployment against agro-
nomic parameters—down to the individual block 
level. This enables more accurate forward plan-
ning, especially around cri�cal periods like crop 
peaks. 
 
Importantly, most planta�on companies already 
maintain detailed records of labor and equip-
ment use through their ERP systems. These da-
tasets can o�en be easily imported into OMP, 
enabling deeper analysis when combined with 
field-level agronomic data. 

With harves�ng being the most �me-sensi�ve 
and economically significant field opera�on, im-
proving labor forecas�ng and planning is essen-
�al—not just for opera�onal efficiency, but also 
for securing the full value of the crop that’s al-
ready in the field. 
 
Warm regards, 
 
Max Kerstan 
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The OMP Field Work and Resource Use modules 

operate on the concept of a “field work job” 

which is essen�ally a field work task such as har-

ves�ng, pruning or fer�lizer applica�on that has 

been formalized with a name and ID code. Field 

work jobs can be created in the form “Define 

field work jobs” found in the “Field Work & Up-

keep” tab of the main menu (Figure 1).  

 

Jobs are divided into different “Job types”, in-

cluding fer�lizer or pes�cide applica�on jobs, 

harves�ng jobs and “normal” jobs. The main 

difference is how the effec�ve schedule for each 

job type is defined. For harves�ng jobs, the 

schedule is given by the annual crop budget en-

tered in OMP CB. For fer�lizer and pes�cide ap-

plica�on jobs, the schedule follows from the rel-

evant recommenda�ons. Finally, for normal field 

work jobs the schedule can be directly entered 

or generated in OMP.  

 

In the “Resource requirements” sec�on you can 

define expected resource use rates for the se-

lected job. Resources are divided into four main 

categories: “Labor”, “Fuel”, “Material”, and 

“Equipment”, and the individual items can be 

defined in the OMP picker defini�ons area. 

 

The job types also differ slightly in how you can 

define the resource use rates. For general field 

work jobs, rates can be defined on a per hectare, 

per block or per palm basis. For jobs related to 

harves�ng or applica�on of fer�lizer or pes�-

cides, rates can also be defined per ton of fruit 

harvested or ton of fer�lizer/pes�cide applied. 

Note that it is also possible to enter non-

constant expressions for these rates if desired. 

For example, you could enter an expression to 

Field Work and Resource Use in OMP 
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Figure 1: "Define field work jobs" form. 
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model higher rates of labor use for the jobs of 

pruning or bunch cu�ng for blocks with older, 

higher palms. 

 

For “normal” field work jobs, you can set up a 

work programme in terms of how many rounds 

or cycles of a certain job should be carried out 

per year. For example, Figure 2 shows 4 rounds 

scheduled for the job “Path circle weed man”, 

star�ng in months 1, 4, 7 and 10 and each round 

las�ng 3 months. On the other hand the job 

“Leaf sampling” is scheduled for one cycle in the 

year, beginning in month 7 and las�ng un�l 

month 10, while “Interrow manual” weeding is 

scheduled for 2 cycles of 3 months dura�on 

each, star�ng in months 1 and 7. In this way you 

have finely grained control over when exactly 

each kind of job should be carried out, in par�cu-

lar making it easy to schedule more field work 

for months outside the crop peak or outside fer-

�lizer applica�on months.  

 

OMP can then generate a detailed work schedule 

by job, block and month based on these rounds. 

Essen�ally OMP spreads out the work to be done 

to the individual blocks in such a way that the 

total area to cover is roughly even in each of the 

months in the defined work round. The order in 

which blocks are processed follows the field up-

keep index that you can enter within the OMP 

block characteris�cs data, so that you will not 

receive a work plan that proceeds through the 

blocks in a sensible way and does not “jump 

around” between different corners of the planta-

�on.  

 

Of course, it is highly likely that you will want to 

apply somewhat different field upkeep opera-

�ons in different areas of your planta�on. For 

example, you may want to do several rounds of 

pruning in older blocks whereas young immature 

blocks will not require any pruning yet. To sup-

port this, you can assign your blocks to so-called 

“field work units” in OMP. You can define as 

many or as few field work units as you need de-

pending on how homogeneous the planta�on 

blocks are. The field work rounds can be defined 

separately for each field work unit. If you already 

have a field work schedule planned outside of 

OMP, you can of course also skip the assignment 
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Figure 2: Defining field work rounds. 
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to field work units and rounds and instead im-

port the work schedule by month, job and block 

directly into OMP. 

 

Recording of actual field work carried out is 

straigh�orward: simply record the hectares done 

by job, block, date and op�onally work team ID. 

Many planta�ons have already established 

strong rou�nes and systems for recording actual 

field work data for their ERP and payroll systems, 

in many cases including app-based mobile data 

recording with details of work done by individual 

workers. The OMP field work module is not in-

tended to replace or reproduce such data collec-

�on systems. Instead, available data can be im-

ported or automa�cally pushed into the OMP 

database. This gives you addi�onal data analysis 

op�ons, in par�cular for comparing the actual 

work progress versus the schedule or for com-

paring with other agronomic parameters, with-

out increasing the data collec�on workload. 

 

OMP will calculate a detailed resource use budg-

et by job, block, month and resource type by 

evalua�ng the resource use rates defined in the 

job defini�ons in conjunc�on with the following 

data. 

 For “normal” jobs, the specified field work 

schedule of the area to cover by block, job 

and month. 

 For harves�ng jobs, the crop budget output 

and/or the area of the blocks with budget 

output > 0. 

 For fer�lizer applica�on jobs, the fer�lizer 

recommenda�ons and/or the area of the 

blocks with recommenda�ons > 0. 

 For pes�cide applica�on, analogous to the 

fer�lizer case. 

 

It is obvious that having an accurate es�mate of 

resource requirements for upcoming field opera-

�ons is very important in order to ensure that all 

required resources are available on �me and in 

sufficient quan��es. This applies par�cularly to 

things like harves�ng labor, where having too 

few harvesters can immediately lead to non-

recoverable crop losses. 

 

Actual resource use can be entered into OMP by 

resource type, date, job and block. The specifica-
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Figure 3: Field work done versus schedule including round and year to date values. 
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�on of job and block are op�onal, in case the re-

source use cannot be clearly appor�oned to a 

specific job or block. For example, assume a cer-

tain truck is always refuelled at the division fuel 

sta�on but this truck is then used for various 

field upkeep jobs in various blocks in the division. 

In this case the informa�on on how many litres 

of diesel were issued to the truck may be readily 

available, but appor�oning the litres precisely to 

the specific jobs and/or blocks would require 

manual es�mates. On the other hand, for other 

kinds of resources the fully detailed informa�on 

may be readily available, for example worker 

mandays are o�en available by job, block and 

date. The flexible data entry system allows ap-

propriate recording in any case.  

 

Most planta�ons will already have detailed digi-

tal records of their resource use in the shape of 

ERP systems. In this case, the data can be im-

ported into OMP or automa�c data transfer 

mechanisms can be set up that pull the data 

across into OMP on a scheduled bases. Having 

the actual resource use data available in OMP 

opens up addi�onal analysis and repor�ng possi-

bili�es, from straigh�orward actual vs. budget 

reports to more detailed analysis comparing the 

resource use against other agronomic parame-

ters stored in OMP. For example, using OMP QW 

you could analyse specifically how the harves�ng 

labor use for different harves�ng jobs (e.g. bunch 

cu�ng, loose fruit collec�on) varied between 

blocks with different topography and field up-

keep standards, and even over �me between low 

crop and peak crop months. This kind of infor-

ma�on is in turn very helpful to improve the 

budge�ng for future years in order to op�mize 

your resource use even more. 
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Figure 4: Resource use actual vs. budget report. 
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From the developers desk 
A selec�on of the on-going developments and plans which are part of our constant efforts to con�nue 
to improve Agriso� products. 

 Addi�onal block-level field for soil gravel con-
tent 

 Fourth row of data on form and report 
“Monthly/YTD produc�on” 

 Func�on to load queries from other OMP QW 
data file 

 Allow for month-to-month changes in OMP-GIS 
base maps 

 Improved data analysis for resource use rates 
 Op�ons to see more informa�on on number of 

rounds and average round length on harves�ng 
produc�vity data analysis form 

 GIS mapping for tracks of OMP FS surveyors 
 In OMP FS app compare current posi�on to 

stored posi�on of predefined points 
 New reports for leaf nutrients versus cri�cal 

and op�mal leaf nutrient levels 

Upcoming general  
improvements 
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Oil extrac�on module 

 New module focusing on oil yields, oil extrac-
�on rates and milling losses 

 Standalone WPF applica�on independent of 
Microso� Access 

 Overall OER monitoring by comparing oil output 
to FFB harvest  

 Recording of mill loss rates at different stages of 
the milling process via direct measurement of 
losses 

 Control charts and monitoring tools for mill 
losses 

 Bunch analysis results for individual sample 
bunches for OER benchmark  

 Bunch grading (e.g. ripe, underripe, overripe 
bunches) at mill ramp or in the field 

 Correla�on of different results with each other 
and where possible with other field/block pa-
rameters e.g. palm age, plan�ng material, sea-
sonality 

OMP 10.5 release 
 Addi�onal grouping op�ons for various forms and reports 
 New chart for mul�-year trends of harves�ng produc�vity parameters 
 Automa�c synchroniza�on of daily and monthly produc�on data tables, regardless of which �me level data 

was entered or edited at 
 Func�on for “number of points surveyed” in OMP Field Survey expressions 
 Op�on to impor�ng FS results with ques�ons in columns 
 Report for the number of blocks and area where a certain pes�cide was applied per month 
 Possibility to select columns to update in back-end APIs 
 New block-level field for water table depth 
 Newly redesigned nutrient balance report 
 Func�on to copy field work job defini�ons and round defini�ons to other year 


