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Farm Water Round 2 Case Studies

Summary

In 2014 ten irrigators were interviewed on the costs and benefits of changes made to their farming
systems as a result of irrigation modernisation in the Goulburn Murray Irrigation District under the Farm
Water Program Round 2. This report shows the changes for those ten farms.

This analysis includes the farm benefits as a result of modernisation, including both the change in farm
infrastructure and the benefit from the off-farm GMW modernisation (all farms had a backbone
connection and benefits from the farm and off-farm upgrades cannot be separated). The benefits are
compared with farm costs only. If the GMW modernisation costs were to be included in the analysis the
costs would change?.

It is important to note that this is not a program evaluation of the Farm Water Program, it does not
consider program administration costs or whether the upgrades would have occurred in the absence of
Farm Water; or the timing, cost and scale of future upgrades in the absence of Farm Water. It also does
not include any non-farm environmental benefits (such as downstream salinity or nutrient benefits) that
can be associated with improved irrigation efficiency.

Instead its purpose is to identify and estimate the relative scale of benefits and costs of on-farm irrigation
modernisation as they have occurred in the case studies.

Identifying and measuring specific numbers for the water saved, time saved and production gained for
the upgrade area was difficult. Therefore, estimates of costs and benefits were made and tested with
the landholders based on their experience with the old system prior to modernisation, and the new
system following off-farm and on-farm modernisation. The uncertainty in determining benefits is further
increased when the new system also results in a change in enterprise mix (eg. change from annual
crops to summer /perennial crops).

The analysis was done assuming current crop type comparing the performance of the old irrigation
system with the new irrigation system. The analysis was then repeated accounting for the change in
crop type as well as the change in system. Based on the information collected the findings determined
for the same crop type/mix:

=  Water use savings (reductions for same crop) varied from 1.0 to 5.0 ML/haly, which compared with
the water savings calculator value of 1.9 to 4.2 ML/haly.

=  NPV?2 of the projects from +$987 to $+8,179/ha with a benefit/cost ratio ranging from 1.1 to 3.2.

= There is a wide variation in the changes achieved between farms, but the overall results are
consistent with the results from round 1 case studies?.

Changes in crop type were significant for four farms out of the ten interviewed. When these crop type
changes are accounted for, as per round 1 case studies, the average water savings were negative, but
the farm productivity gross margin gains were increased. This is because farmers with the new more
efficient irrigation systems then adopted higher water use crops with a higher gross margin. When
compared with the analysis for the same crop type the NPV for changed crop type (all ten farms but
with changes to four farms) the result was a lower NPV, (it varied from -$3,757 to +$4,731). This is
different to the round 1 sample where the NPV for changed crop type and same crop type were similar.

1 The cost of GMW modernisation would need to be offset by its other benefits and its own water savings and a value put on this saved water.
2 at 7% over 30 years for surface irrigation and for 20 years for centre pivots
3 Results for Round 1 case studies are shown in the Appendices of this report
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However, it should be noted that the results were for a very small sample and are sensitive to the water
value assumed.

It is important to recognise that while the economic analysis is positive for most case studies, the
benefits assumed will only be achieved if the current irrigated land use continues and has a positive
gross margin. For example, if there is a future drought sequence and irrigation does no occur for some
seasons, then the benefits would be over estimated. Also, unlike business growth through land or water
entittement purchases, few of the case study farmers believed that their property value would have
increased to the same extent as the investment made in infrastructure.

The Farm Water Program by providing infrastructure payments in return for a share of the water savings
changes the balance of farm investment in favour of irrigation upgrades, rather than say land or water
asset investment; and this provides wider environmental benefits and regional productivity gains that
are associated with improved irrigation performance.
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Purpose

The purpose of this report is to undertake an analysis of the costs and benefits of farm irrigation
system modernisation.

The report aims to provide an estimate of the economic value of modernisation by comparing
current practices with the practices that would have occurred without modernisation.

It is important to note that these case studies have been connected to the modernised
backbone, which is a criteria for participating in the Farm Water Program. A rationale for
backbone modernisation is that it can facilitate on-farm modernisation and lead to higher farm
productivity. This study explores the validity of that premise by estimating the costs and
benefits of on-farm modernisation in areas that have benefitted from both on-farm and off-
farm backbone modernisation.

This analysis has been undertaken by comparing farms “with the new technology” versus
those “without the new technology” using examples of upgraded irrigation properties
implemented as part of Round 2 of Farm Water. This includes farms funded by the
Commonwealth’s On-Farm Irrigation Efficiency Program (OFIEP), the Victorian On farm State
Priority Project (VOSP) and the contributions made by the farmers themselves.

It is important to note that this is not a program evaluation, as it does not consider program
administration costs or whether the upgrade have occurred anyway, and if so within what time
period or cost.

Instead its purpose is to identify and determine the relative costs and benefits of farm
modernisation as they have occurred in the case studies.

Method

Case studies

The case studies were selected in conjunction with Farm Water staff to be:

Representative of the types of farm in Round 2. (Whilst the sample was selected to be
representative, a statistical analysis has not been completed to confirm if this is the case)

Able to provide a meaningful comparison of the new system versus the old system
Examples where works have been completed and some experience with the new system

had occurred

Farmers were given the opportunity to review early drafts of their individual write-ups to
provide feedback and ensure accuracy.

Economic analysis

A partial discounted cash flow analysis was undertaken to determine the cost-benefit of the
upgrade. All costs and benefits associated with the change in system were considered.
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It is important to realise that if the upgrade demonstrates a large net benefit or cost, this is not
a measure of the performance of the whole farm business either before or after the upgrade.
The approach has been to: -

1. Examine costs and benefits of the ‘modernised’ system.
2. Examine costs and benefits of the same land if not modernised.

3. Net out costs without modernisation and with modernisation, net out benefits with and
without.

4. Determine a NPV over 30 years, at 7% discount rate. Thirty years was selected to be the
effective life of the system with nil residual value and 7% discount rate was selected to
reflect the risks of commercial farming. Capital costs are assumed to occur in year zero,
whilst benefits and water savings are assumed to occur from year 1 to 30. In the case of
pressurised sprinkler systems such as centre pivots costs and benefits were determined
over twenty years as the life expectancy of these systems is expected to be shorter.

5. Production benefits have been estimated by determining changes in stocking rates or
yields with typical industry benchmarks for gross margins.

Water savings need to consider:
a) The crop mix in the water savings calculator at project acceptance
b) The calculator estimate for the current crop mix

¢) The estimated actual change in water use with the current crop mix as a result of the
upgrade (this was used to assess the benefit of change in water use)

d) Estimated actual water saving allowing for changes in crop yield. This is because higher
crop yields impact on a higher water requirement.*. However, this was not used to assess
the benefits of water savings, as it would be double counting with the productivity gain.

The estimated actual change in water use ((c) above) was valued at $1,500/ML saved>®. This
reflected the market value of Victorian High Reliability Water Shares at the time works were
completed. It should be noted that this value fluctuates over time. This value was applied to
all water savings regardless of the % transferred to the Commonwealth and the % retained on
farm.

The benefit of farm labour savings have been estimated using a standard $25/hour rate® with
the farmers experience to date on time savings with the new system compared to the old
system. In reality this saving may not be cash saving, if the time saving does not reduce labour
expenses, but it is a real benefit in terms of lifestyle and/or ability to expand the operation.

This analysis takes the viewpoint of change in costs and benefits at the farm level. It does not
discriminate if capital costs have been subsidised by any grants the farmers obtained through
the Farm Water Program. Therefore, the grant payments towards capital costs have not been

4 See FAO Irrigation & Drainage Paper 66 Crop Yield Response to Water, 2012 for more information on this topic.

5 The market price of high reliability water shares in Northern Victoria was lower in 2012/13 than in 2011/12, with a median of $1,500/ML versus
$1,800/ML.  Reference  http://waterregister.vic.gov.au/images/documents/Water%20Trading%20Annual%20Report_2012-13%20version2.pdf
accessed 23/2/14

8 This is slightly above farm labour award rates. A high rate has been adopted to reflect the time saved for the business owner doing most of this
work. Note FLH 8 as of 14/2/13 was $19.97/hour on

https://extranet.deewr.gov.au/ccmsv8/CiLiteKnowledgeDetailsFrameset.htm?KNOWLEDGE REF=216329&TYPE=X&ID=3487003589121842088
889912894&DOCUMENT_REF=375115&DOCUMENT_TITLE=Pastoral%20Award%202010&DOCUMENT_CODE=MA000035
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included as a benefit in the analysis, as they are included in the total costs of the farm
investment. This is because we are interested in the benefit/cost of the investment as a whole,
regardless of whether it has received a grant payment. The analysis does not include other
costs beyond the farm gate that are associated with the administration of the Farm Water
Program.

The analysis was completed considering extra costs, revenue forgone, cost savings and farm
productivity gains as a result of the upgrade using partial budgets. A whole farm analysis was
not completed.

Identifying costs and benefits

A key uncertainty in the base case for a program evaluation, is whether the upgrade would
have occurred anyway, and within what time period and cost. This question is not evaluated
in this study. Instead its purpose is to identify and determine the relative scale of benefits of
farm modernisation as they have occurred in the case studies.

Determining the production, water use and labour requirement for the project area without the
upgrade is a major challenge in this type of analysis. The case studies focussed on the change
to these values as a result of modernisation. It was assumed that the relative gain as a result
of modernisation continues over 30 years and that any other technological changes that may
have occurred in the absence of the project that improves production/labour/water use would
equally apply to both cases (with and without), such that the scale of the benefits remains the
same. In reality, adoption of new practices is more likely on upgraded areas, as these areas
are less limited by low irrigation efficiency and more likely to be intensively used. i.e.
production benefits may be underestimated.

A comparison of “with modernised irrigation system” versus “without irrigation system” is not
as simple as it first appears. Many changes occur on a farm from one season to the next
season and other significant changes to the farm system are made. For example, farms
change size, change crop mix, upgrade dairies, experience different seasonal conditions,
change personnel, all of which impacts on costs and income. Often these changes are inter-
related.

Irrigation farms in northern Victoria experienced very low water availability during the drought
and are now experiencing much higher water availability. This has had a significant impact on
the farm system. In particular, people have moved back into perennial pastures and summer
crops, while during the drought they focussed their limited water on annual pastures and winter
cereals.

This had made it impossible to do a simple “before upgrade” versus “after upgrade”
comparison as there are large changes to the farm irrigation mix and scale that are beyond
the impact of the irrigation system but need to be considered.

It was also difficult to assess actual productivity benefits as experience with the new system
is limited and there is little data on the benefits that are only now being realised. This report
should be considered as representing preliminary findings, which require confirmation over
time.

The data collected in our interviews was used to untangle the impacts and list the additional
benefits and costs that can be allocated to the upgrade using partial budgeting.
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Benefits have been calculated according to the specific changes made on farm. In some cases
this has been through increased cow numbers and a margin per cow has been used to
determine the benefit. In other cases it is through less bought in feed or increased yield of
crops. In these cases the value of the additional feed or crop has been used to assess the
benefits (less any additional costs associated with the increased production). The specifics
are documented in each of the individual case studies.

In order to address these information gaps the approach has been to interview the farmers,
use their data where it is available and fill gaps by developing costs and benefits based on
their experience to date supplemented with industry generic data.

Identifying and measuring specific numbers for the water saved, time saved and production
gained for the upgrade area is difficult. Therefore, estimates of costs and benefits were made
and tested with the landholders based on their experience with the old system and the new
system. The uncertainty in benefits is further increased when the new system results in a
change in enterprise mix (eg. change from annual crops to summer /perennial crops).

The analysis of benefits also does not account for the fact that farms are dynamic and will
change crop mix from year to year according to market demands, water prices and individual
circumstances. It assumes that the experience of the first year is representative for the next
thirty. This may overstate benefits, if there are droughts or flooding events or other serious
crop losses. On the other hand, it also does not account for future productivity gains that may
occur as the irrigator improves their system or “bumper” years when prices or yields are well
above the experience from the first year.

Two types of analysis have been carried out

In last years analysis two types of analysis were undertaken to compare “with” versus “without”
upgrade scenarios.

The first analysis involved comparing the two scenarios with a standard crop mix that reflected
the current mix (method 1).

However, it should be recognised that in some cases irrigating the current crop mix with the
previous irrigation system would not be practical. Irrigating current crops with higher water
requirements with the old system would mean very high water use, high labour requirement
and lower production and because of this may have been uneconomic. That is often why the
old systems were mainly used for low water use crops such as annual pastures and annual
crops.

In these cases an important benefit of the new system is to enable more flexibility in choosing
the crop type. It allows the farmer to move to higher water use crops such as perennials and
summer crops, whereas previously this would not have been a practical option.

Therefore, a second analysis (method 2) was undertaken to estimate the cost-benefit with a
different crop mix of the old system versus the new system. This recognises that
modernisation has enabled the adoption of more intensively irrigated crops such as perennial
pastures, lucerne and summer crops on areas that with the old system would only have been
used for annual crops.
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In these cases upgraded systems have enabled people to move to a higher proportion of
perennials and summer cropping (which have a higher water requirement) from land that
would only ever be used for annual pastures/crops. When compared to the previous analysis
this:

= Reduces the change in water use (due to higher water use crops now being selected the
change in water use can be negative),

= Increases the productivity gain (more yield t/ha from the new higher water use crops) and

= Reduces the labour savings (more work per ha with the new crop versus the old crop).
Goulburn-Murray Water modernisation

The purpose of this analysis has been to evaluate the cost/benefit of farm modernisation,
which is a different question to the cost/benefit of total system modernisation.

This analysis includes the farm benefits as a result of modernisation, which includes the both
the change in farm infrastructure and the benefit from the off farm GMW modernisation. This
is because all farms had to have a backbone connection and the benefits from the two
upgrades cannot be separated.

The benefits are compared with farm costs only. If the GMW modernisation costs were to be
included in the analysis the costs would change”.

The data collected in this report would be useful to inform an evaluation of the benefits of
overall modernisation, although caution is needed to draw broad regional conclusions given
the small sample size, the preliminary nature of the experience to date and the uncertainty in
estimates.

7 The cost of

GMW modernisation would need to be offset by its other benefits and its own water savings and a value put on this saved water.
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3 Summary of Results
3.1 Estimating costs and benefits assuming current crop mix (method 1)
Results of the analysis are presented in Table 3-1. To enable an easy comparison between
annual and capital costs all capital items have been converted to an equivalent annual cost
per ha at 7% over 30 years (or 20 years for centre pivots).
The table lists lowest, average, highest and median values for:-
= additional capital costs associated with the upgrade,
= additional annual costs associated with the upgrade
= estimated change in water use ML/haly,
0 using the calculator at the time of project proposal,
0 using the calculator with current crop mix
0 water savings assuming no change in yield with current crop mix
0 water savings based on experience to date with current crop mix and allowing
for change in yield (this value is used to calculate the economic benefit of
water saved).
o value of saved water (benefit).
= additional annual benefits
o0 saved channel operation and maintenance costs, - chemicals, - labour, -wear
and tear on equipment and - contractors
0 other saved labour (mostly in irrigation operations)
0 increased value of production
0 benefits sensitivity tested at -25% and +25% of above estimated benefits
including water value.
= Benefits-Cost equivalent annual value/ha, Net Present Value/ha and Benefit/Cost ratio with
sensitivity testing at -25% and +25% of the benefits.
The results show that assuming the same crop mix, the three biggest benefits are the value
of saved water, the value of saved labour and the increased productivity.
There is a wide range in results. The individual case study chapters provide more detail for
the specific farms and Appendix 1 aggregates the information from the individual farms to
allow observation of the ranges.
It is important to recognise that while the economic analysis is positive for most case studies,
the benefits assumed will only be achieved if the current irrigated land use continues and has
a positive gross margin. For example, if there is a future drought sequence and irrigation does
no occur for some seasons, then the benefits would be over estimated.
RMCG Consultants for Business, Communities & 8
Environment
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Table 3-1 Method 1 - Change in costs and benefits with current crops as a result of the
upgrade for ten round 2 case studies using 1 years of experience

The sensitivity to plus or minus 25% of the total benefits is indicated by the change in NPV
and benefit cost ratios. This shows that as would be expected, the results are sensitive to the

benefits assumed.

The variability across the case studies for a range of parameters is shown in the graphs below

(Figures 3-1 to 3-3).

RMCG Consultants for Business, Communities &
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Change in costs and benefits lowest average highest median
Area upgraded ha 28 66 140 57
Additional Costs
Capital per ha per ha per ha per ha
Tolal estimaled cost imigation works £ 2966 | $ 5108 | § 8452 | § 4,688
other costs fencing stock water elc [ - (3 256 | § 1,071 | $ -
lost production during upgrades [ - 3 313 (¢ 7141 % 225
Other non imigation capilal required as a result of upgrade eg. new dairy [ - 3 - [ - 3 -
total capital cost of works [] 29086 | 3 5677 [ % 9,030 | % 5,513
equivalent annual cost of capilal 7%, 30 years or 20 yrs pivot, nll residual value [] 241 | § 478 [ ¥ 798 | § 458
Annual
addilional power cosis $y ¥ - ¥ g0 (¥ 288 % 55
additional repairs and maintenance $y [ - 3 56 | % 323 |3 -
Total additional costsly [] 241 | § 624 | § 1354 | § 506
Additional Benefits
Capial
ML/Maly |Waler savings calkulalor eslimated prior o works 1.0 25 4.2 24
ML/aly |Waler saving calculator with cument crop mix 1.9 27 4.2 23
ML/Maly |water saving adopted for assessment of water value excludes saving used for additional yield 1.0 26 50 23
market value of water saved $1,500/ML annualised value $fy E3 121 (3 324 | % 639 | $ 286
saved channel structure replacement cosis - not cosled [ - 3 - [ - [] -
Annual
saved channel cosis -3 20| 3 31( 78| 3 27
saved labour $fy [ 5|3 1668 [ § 473 | § 145
saved vehicle use and saved other cosis $fy [ 113 [AE] 28| 3 5
- saved pumping cosis on waler saved $fy [ - 3 113 g3 -
- saved variable water charges at $7_11/MLjy [] 73 185 36| % 16
increased production $fy [ - [ 346 [ ¥ 720 | ¥ 353
Other savings due 1o non imigation capiial eg. new daiy 3y E] - 3 - E] - ¥ -
(3 z
Total additional benefitsfy [] 321 915 [ § 1517 | § 841
sensilivity test -26% benefils £ 241 | § 686 | § 1,138 | $ 630
sensilivity test +25% benefils [ 401 | $ 1144 [ $ 1,896 | $ 1,051
Benefits-costiy [] 803 292 [ % 659 | § 157
NPV $ 987 |§ 3509 |35 8179 |5 2915
B/C ratio 1.1 1.6 3.2 1.3
Sensitivity testing
-25% benefits Benefits-cost/y -3 217 | § 63| % 418 -4
-25% benefits NPV -3 2294 8 800 | § 5,191 -52
[-25% benefits BAC rafio [1X:Z] 119 238 0.9
+25% benefis Benefits-cost/y £ 161 | § 472 | § 900 317
+25% benefis NPV £ 1,996 | $ 6218 | $§ 11,825 4841
+25% benefis BAC ratio 1.40 1.98 396 1.65
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$1,600 -

51,400

$1,200 +—

$1,000 ——

5800 T— 1 Total additional bensfitsfy

¥ Total additional costs/y
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$400

$200

Figure 3-1 Total additional costs/ha/y and total additional benefits/haly for the 10 case
studies interviewed (method 1)

$2,000

$1,800

$1,600

$1,400

““increased production $/y

$1,200

s saved labour Sfy

$1,000

L market value of water saved $1,500/ML annualised

value $/y
$800

smm=Total additional costs/y

$600

Figure 3-2 Total additional costs and split of additional benefits (into labour savings,
water savings and increase in gross margin production gains) for the 10 case studies
(method 1)
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6.0
5.0
4.0 A
B Water saving calculator with current crop mix
3.0 1
W water saving adopted for assessment of water value
excludes saving used for additional yield
2.0 4
10 A
- A
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Figure 3-3 Estimated water savings for the 10 case studies (method 1).
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3.2 Estimating costs and benefits with changed crop mix (method 2)
The previous analysis (method 1) did not account for the fact that the modernisation on some
farms has enabled the adoption of more intensively irrigated crops such as perennial pastures,
lucerne and summer crops on areas that with the old system would only have been used for
annual crops.
Estimating the crop mix with the old system depends very much on the state of the old system.
In some instances the upgrade was from unlasered or old style irrigation areas that were too
labour intensive to irrigate perennials or summer crops. In these cases the crop mix with the
old system would be predominantly annual pastures, which have a lower irrigation requirement
than the summer irrigated crops now adopted (perennial pastures and summer cropping).
In general, where re-lasering was not required, no change in crop mix is likely. This is because
these areas were already at a modern standard and a change in crop mix would be less likely
to be facilitated by the upgrade. The changes to the analysis changes when allowing for the
benefit of changed crop type are described in Table 3-2 and Figure 3-4.
Table 3-2 Change in costs and benefits allowing for more perennial pastures/summer
crops as aresult of the upgrade
Attribute Change in analysis with for Impact on analysis compared to same crop
different crop mix (more mix
perennial pasture/summer
crop with upgraded system
compared to non-upgraded)
Capital costs of Same No change
upgrade
Water saved Need to allow for less Lower water use reductions (is negative when the
summer irrigation (higher additional crop irrigation requirement exceeds
water requirement) with estimated savings).
previous system This impacts on the market value of saved water.
Pumping cost savings, and water charge savings.
Channel maintenance Less maintenance required Theoretical decrease in maintenance savings.
costs with less summer irrigation on | But this is a very minor component of the overall
previous system cost/benefit and has been left unchanged.
Saved labour and Less labour required with less | Decrease labour /vehicle savings. Due to the
vehicle savings summer irrigation on previous | individual farm differences this has been
system estimated on a case-by-case basis.
Farm productivity Higher productivity gain as Increase farm production gains. Due to the
more production from individual farm differences this has been
summer irrigated area estimated on a case-by-case basis. From
previous stocking rates and pasture mixes. And
change in annual/summer crop mixes.
RMCG Consultants for Business, Communities & 12
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current e.g. labour for irrigating®. Big savings for current
crop mix crop mix (B-C) both perennial pastures, smaller
system old crop savings (A-C) allowing for move to from annual to
current mix perennial pastures.

Figure 3-4 Changes in parameters as a result of crop type changes and irrigation

system changes

From the graph above the previous analysis (section 3-1) compared the difference between

B and C. This analysis compares A and C.

They show that for the same costs per ha, total benefits are lower and the mix of benefits

changes:
= On average water savings are negative

= |abour savings are smaller

= The reduction in labour and water saving benefits is offset to some extent by the
corresponding increase in production gain (gross margin) from the crops with a higher

water requirement.

= The difference between the two approaches is sensitive to water value. For example, using
a lower water value than $1,500/ML® saved would improve the benefit-cost ratio for the

method 2 analysis and worsen it for the method 1 analysis.

8 The relative differences will vary with the parameter and farm. For water use typically B>C>A and dry matter yield C>B>A if there has been a major

change in crop type.
9 ($1,500/ML at 7% over 30 years is equivalent to an annual value of $121/ML/y)
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Table 3-3 Method 2- Change in costs and benefits with changed crops as a result of
the upgrade for ten round 2 case studies using 1 years of experience (sample of ten with 4

farms having changed crop type)

Change in costs and benefits lowest i haghest i
Area upgraded ha 28 66 140 57
Additional Costs
Capial perha perha perha perha
Total estmated cost imgation works 3 2986 | § 5108 | 3 3452 | 3 4,688
Tost production durng upgrades 3 — (3 373 | 3 7id | 3 295
other costs fencing stock water efc 3 - 3 256 | § 1,071 | 3 -
Other non imgation capital required as a result of upgrade eg. new dairy 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 -
total capital cost of works E] 2986 | $ 5677 | $ 8039 | 3 5,513
equialent annual cost of capital 7%, 30 years, ni residual value 3 241 | 3 478 | § 798 | 3 458
Annial
addiional power costs $i 3 - 3 90| 3 288 | § 55
addiional repairs and mantenance $y 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 -
Total additional costsly 3 241 | § 624 | 1,354 | $ 506
Additional Benefits
Captal
MLUMha/y |[Change n water use - 6.8 |- 0.6 4.5 i3
Annual maiket value of water saved $1,500M L ar ised value $/y - 8220 |- 54 .5 6394 154 5
saved channel costs 3 2|3 3|3 B3 27
saved labour $# ] [EAE3 135 | § 479 | § 110
saved vehicle use $iy 3 113 713 22| 3 5
—saved pumping costs on waler saved $y 3 - 3 113 8|3 -
- saved vark water chamges at $7.11/MLiy 3 48 |3 4|3 323 9
ncreased production $iy 3 - 3 608 | $ 1,426 | 3 458
3 -
Total additional benefitsly [ 256 | § 729 | § 1,517 | § 654
Benefits-costly -3 303 | § 106 | $ 447 | $ 139
NPV 3 3757 (3 118 |3 4731 |3 1148
B/C ratio 0671 iir 149 128

In summary, this analysis (method 2) results in a lower NPV and lower benefit/cost ratio than
assuming the same crop type (method 1). This is different to the round 1 survey, which had
similar results between method 1 and 2 (See Appendix 1 and Appendix 2).

These results are sensitive to the water value assumed and show lower than actual benefits
when the actual water market price is lower than the assumed value, which was the case in

the season surveyed.

This highlights another complexity in this type of analysis, as the crop mix will change
according to water market price from season to season, and as a result it is difficult to define
the water saving, productivity and other benefits in such a dynamic system.

Also, only four farms identified significant crop type changes and so the sample is very small

and these results should be treated with caution.

Unlike business growth through land or water entitlement purchases, few of the case study
farmers believed that their property value would have increased to the same extent as the
investment made in infrastructure. This illustrates that a less risky investment to expand, is to
invest in additional land and/or water entitlement assets that may appreciate and if necessary
be sold; rather than purchase new irrigation systems, which depreciate and cannot be easily
sold. However, the case studies show that upgraded irrigation systems provide labour
efficiency, more flexibility (quality of life or able to do other jobs around the farm) which is
difficult to fully quantify. A couple of the early case studies saw farmers get a new lease of life
with the change, as they were not constantly chasing water all summer long. Business
expansion via investment in additional land assets, water assets or irrigation upgrades will

depend upon the individual circumstances, level of profit and appetite for risk.

RMCG Consultants for Business, Communities &

Environment
Page

14



Appendix 1 - Case study details Method 1

Farm Water Round 2 Case Studies

Table 12-4 Round 2 — Year 1 Change in costs and benefits for the 10 case studies interviewed assuming current crop mix comparing
with versus without the new irrigation technology.

Note: some case studies had inadequate production data to estimate water use efficiency t/ DM/ha or t dry matter/ML.

The following tables are from the Round 1 case studies and have been included for information.

Change im costs and bemelits 1 2 3 4 5 [] T [] 9 10 [lowest average hghed median
|Area ded ha 28 k] % 48 32 kil 116 F{] [ 140 28 &6 140 Ed
[Additional Costs
Capital perha per ha per ha per ha per ha per ha per ha per per ha per ha perha per ha perha lperha
[Total d cost iy works 3 7761 [ § 4250 | § 4250 | § 5125 | § 5188 [ § 6452 | § hott | § 411 [ § 3008 | 5 2986 | § 2986 | ¥ 108 | 3 8452 | 3 4,688
other costs fencing stock waler elc 1071 167 - - 469 - - 657 - - -] - -] 206 | 3 1071 | ¥ -
lost production dumg upgrades 207 - 625 244 - - (1] T4 652 - 313 714 25
Other non mngaiion capial equied as a resull of upgrade eg. new daxy - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
[total capstal cost of works 9,039 4417 A8TS 5,369 5,656 8452 6578 5,743 3,659 2,986 298 5877 8,839 5513
equivalent annual cost of capiial 7%, 30 years or 20 ys pvol, nil resadual value % 356 460 413 A6 98 58 463 295 241 241 478 798 458
[Anaual
addional power cosls $fy 3 55 % 162 % 288 | % 56 | % 333 73 58 | § - 3 915 - L] K] 2885 |3 55
addiional s and man y 3 - 3 - 3 156 [ § - 3 - 3 323 |3 [N FLAE] - ] - 3 - L] 56| % 323 |3 -
Total addiional costsfy L] 783 |3 58 [ 3 904 | § 489 [ § 13 (5§ 13M 3§ 667 [ § 453 | 3 3M |5 241 | § M1 3 243 1354 (2]
[Additional B emclits
Capital
MLhaly |Waler savings calulator esimated pror in works EL] 23 21 31 24 4.2 26 19 14 1.0 10 25 42 24
MLhafy Waler saving caloulalor with current crop mix L] 23 23 15 22 42 31 19 27 24 19 27 42 23
MLhaly [waler saving adopled for of waler value saviyg used for addibonal yweld 50 13 28 17 13 45 35 10 30 15 10 26 50 23
market value of water saved 315000 value ¥y 3 6 | % 158 % 397 | % 210 [ 3 151 % 539 [ % 419 | % M3 363 | § 181 [ ¥ 213 3243 630 [ 3 786
saved channel cods - nol cosied 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 -
[Anaual
saved channel cosls 18 n Fa 13 8 (5] 17 29 - 32 13 2 31 78 7
saved bour $fy 125 (7] AT9 131 176 50 159 31 273 89 55 188 473 145
saved velscle use and saved other costs 34 n ] 13 T [ 2 1 14 3 1 1 ] 28 5
- saved g cosis on waler saved $iy - - - - - - - - - 5 - 1 E] -
- saved vanable waler charges at 37 11/MLYy 3 EHE] LEE] 2 (% 12 % 93 QK] %3 K] 21 (5 ml¥ 7|3 183 3|3 16
mcreased production $fy 3 [T NE] 4403 | 3 47 |3 206 | 3 200 | 3 ™ |3 126 | ¥ 500 | § 03 |5 - L] - L] 346 | ¥ a3 353
Other savings due ip non capilal eg. new damy 3k 3 - ] - 3 - ] - ] - ] - 3 - 3 - 3 - $ L] - L] - L] L] -
3 -
Total additional ] 1389 | § 568 | § 130 |3 640 | § 622 | § 1517 [ § 6 | § LE- N ] 963 | § 321 | § 321 3 915 [ 1517 [ 3 847
sensivily test -25% benefils 3 142 | § 51 | § 1013 [ § 460 | § 466 | § 1138 | § 560 | § EHE] 2 |3 241 | 3 241 | 3 686 | ¥ 1138 | 3 630
sensiivily test +25% benefils 3 1736 | § 835 |3 1589 [ § 800 [ § 7% 18% [ § B3| 1169 [ § 124 | § 41 [ 35 4013 1143 1896 | 3 1.051
Bescfis costly 3 606 | § 150 [ § M7 [ § 151 [ § 128 [ § 163 [ § 80 [ § 452 [ § 659 [ § 81T [ § 58§ 297 [ § 58 [ § 157
}WP\I 3 7516 [ § 1865 [ § 4731 [ § 1819 | § 1593 | § 174 [ % LT 5613 [ § 8179 [§ 1000 [ § B7 |3 3509 [ 3 179§ 2,975
|BAC raio 18 13 15 13 13 11 11 19 32 13 [E] 16| 327 13
Sens ifivily tesfing
-25% benells Benelis—costly L] 259 |3 173 109 [-3 CEE] 7|3 2H7 -3 107 | 3 219 % 18 [§ a5 H7 |3 63| % 418 4
-20% benells NPY L] 3208 1§ X8 (3 1153 [F 107 -3 3% [§ Z2M[§ 1327 |3 22§ 51H | § J[§ 22M[§ B0 3 5191 52
[25% Benelis |BAC rafio 33 97 117 (2] (1] [i2:]] [i2:]] 145 735 100 [i2:]] 119 738 [
+25% benelits Benelis—costly - E] 37 |3 7843 3123 284 [ 3 23 6 | 3 686 | 3 900 [ ¥ 167 [ 3§ 161 [ 3 4723 500 317
+25% benelits NPV L] 1825 [ § 397§ 8310 | § 3.866 | § 3522 (% 5743 [ § 3302 [ % 8514 | § 11166 [ § 1996 | § 199% | § 6218 [ § 11825 4841
+25% benelits B ratio rz 161 187 164 158 140 140 242 396 167 140 198 396 165
old system yield | Dhaly 11.00 17 00 13.00 790 12.00 1500 T 700 .34 17,00 1200
new sysiem yeld t DMhaly 1500 19.00 1500 860 16.00 AL 10.00 60 1480 AN 1500
bon gan per ha | DWhaly A00 200 200 070 100 A 00 5.0 300 [ 27 500 235
old system waler use eficiency | DALY (3] 112 112 080 073 1.10 0.60 060 087 112 080
new sysiem water use eficiency t DMML 1.15 137 170 1.00 133 1.50 1.10 1.0 131 170 133
produdion gan per MLt DMAML 054 025 058 0.2 0.60 040 0.50 020 04 0.60 050

RMCG Consultants for Business, Communities & Environment
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Farm Water Round 2 Case Studies

Table 13-5 Round 1 — Year 1 Change in costs and benefits for the 12 case studies plus 7 Vic Dairy Australia assuming current crop mix
comparing with versus without the new irrigation technology.

[Channe i costs and bondis- case skudy marber

[Arca wpgraded ka 77
| Additional Cost=
Capial per
TTobal eclmaied (o= WIGAID S Woll=: 358 5390 £ £] L0060
losdl prodecion. Guig W pgA tes 1,750 - 38 = 1327 350 ELrd - 172 - 518 700 8 3 - - - 360 = = T 137 790
ofieer cosls Encag siock walerclc "7 435 437 333 1229 500 943 - - - nrz - 333 109 [§ 465 714 - 160 - - 438 | 3 1,29 435
((Fiker non ingalon Caplisl required A= a resall of Bpgiade £g_ Bewdaiy ~ - 3568 ~ ~ ~ - - = - - = ~ - - - ~ = = 0 EL 3 =
capital cost of works 1326 3696 715 | 1 5,000 T35 243 [ § 6189 3465 15488 44 339 [T1=] T575 | § 15 743 71m 4353 3,706 ZA3 5982 5706 [ ]
equivalest aaaual cost of apial 7%, 30 yea s, nl residusl walse 590 258 587 403 583 194 439 FIi] 616 326 486 273 537 [SERE] 576 572 1 T0Z T 400 707 537
(Aol T
|addiional power cosls Sy 3 2 ¥ 135 35 30(% 12 3 als LHE] (HE] 3 2|3 - 3 16 [ § 52§ 403 |3 [HE] FEE] 24 [ ¥ 1] 3§ = ¥ 75 408 | § 16
addiional repairs and mamie nance Sy 3 - k] - 3 - k] - k] - 3 ERE] - k] - k] - k] - 3 - k] - k] - k] - 3 - 3 - 3 - k] 4% A ¥ - ¥ Z|¥ E- A -
otal additional costsfy ] i | 5 e | 3 21 | § LHE] HE] 212 | § 86 | § | § o6 | 5 - BE] 4% [ § 2 | § 558 | § 1,027 [ § ] E] 557 | § 3 | 5 e | § 22| ¥ 3 | 3 097 | § 553
; 37307 $27m $7.756 37,231 §7403 34,764 310,150
|Adddstional Benets: ¥ 6pi3 |3 M05I6 (3 4502 (5 BE |5 6% (3 45 [§ 568
Topia
M LAaly Waler savings caloulsion eslimale d prios o works (S0°% of i was i asiened) 23 23 18 22 21 24 2% [E] 14 23 11 11 37 33 23 28 23 33 ag 2.3 38 Z24
LAaly [Waler saving callon lslor wilh cawesl cop mix 32 25 18 13 17 15 25 16 13 12 20 13 22 23 23 28 13 33 12 27 38 20
MLAaly | waler saving cslimaled adgwsie d for addilion al yeld 39 1.7 48 31 39 40 59 23 53 39 29 12 33 47 13 23 51 6.7 12 3.7 6.7 36
MLAaly [unier =aving adople d Br a==ecament ofwaler value exdedes saving w=ed br addlioaal yield 17 [E] 1] 17 25 25 30 1] 20 12 17 12 22 24 34 13 23 21 36 a5 20 36 20
|masked valme of walersaved 51,3001 alue $y E] 242 | ¥ 126 |3 15 | § 242 | ¥ 35 (5 363 | § 435 | § 3 ¥ 256 | § LR} 245 | ¥ 175 | § 39 |5 351 (5 493 |5 29 |3 26 [ ¥ 30 |5 ¥ EEIE 285 | § 520 | § 286
saved chansel shechae repla cemesl cogls - wol cogded 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - [] - [] - ¥ - [] -
| Annoal
saved chanmcl cogls
|-iabowr Sy 3 2 ¥ - 3 2(¥ 30(% [HE] [AE] EHE] EAE] 21 | § - 3 - E] - E] 12 [ § [HE] CRE] EEE] 15 [ ¥ CHE] - ¥ - ¥ 0¥ K 7
Chemicals. E] EAE ] 17 5 415 LEAE] 313 - E] 7[5 EAE] ERE] - E] - E] - E] 3[5 [HE] EAE] EAE] - E] 2% - ¥ - ¥ LK} 7§ z
-wear and fear on i Sy E] LI 93 LAE] 3|5 335 - E] 7% 7% 3% - E] - ¥ - ¥ 45 [HE] LEE] 2[5 - ¥ 6|5 - ¥ - ¥ LK} A 4
-comradiors Sy 3 23 | 5 - 3 325 - 3 35 - 3 7% - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 (TR} [HE] 47 |3 43 - 3 LHE] % | § - ¥ 12 5§ E]
(oflker =aved Iaboar Wy E3 400 | § - HE] EAE] 4215 2 HE] 1233 42 |5 E3 606 | § FilE] - E3 - E3 Hi 5 129 3 26 [§ k2 HE] E3 7[5 - ¥ — ¥ 35 606 [ § il
saved vehick: wee Sy 3 - 3 435 45 - 3 9s FAE] 1% 3 11§ 135 - 3 - 3 0% 61§ - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - ¥ - ¥ [] 61 | § T
| - zawed pumping cosls on waler saved iy [3 5 - - - 3 - - - - - - 3 - (s - - - 5 - - 7 [ -
- =awed vasable waler chames at 37 HAMLY 2 [3 [3 12 13 18 Fal -~ LE] L] 12 E] 16 -~ k3 24 13 16 15 F-3 — EE] E-J 13
mceaszed produdion Wy "7 A7 238 H7 [5L3 200 377 200 1,061 500 643 - 396 466 [ § 377 36T - 130 50 — E-3 1.067 Eird
Ofiver savings dee I noa g alon apial eg. sew dary Sy - - 31 - _ _ _ Z Z Z Z Z - - - - - - - o7 I87 —
[Total addsthonal benefitsfy £} 1135 [ § 55 [§ X D] 1276 | § ™5 1038 | § L] 2087 | § ™ [§ ECHE] LHE] 23 |5 1035 [ § L BE] % 5 387 | § ™ |5 1,358 ws | § A3 Zo07 | § 03
Henelitz costly E] Sy HY [ 3 BT |5 ELIE] LA lE] LA AE] i3k 135 133 |5 ELBE] ELE] LBk} E= 2k LRE] E- K] E Bk} EL K] 3IH |5 L ] X5 ¥ E-AE] T30 ¥ ko]
Ll 3 6§ 3463 |3  Ao0i [ 2 [§ E3M |3 66 (3 G2 [§ 1|3 170 [3 4E8 (3 SIS 12 |3 4iH |3 0[5 4M0 3 4T (3 O[3 3aW |3 6007 [§ A0 §  40[§ 5T [§ 3%
BX” ralin 136 185 145 108 2N n 203 145 326 214 186 064 157 1 157 166 065 133 166 264 174 34 1.66
(oM sysiem yieH  DM/haly 530 1078 630 5.70 430 320 9.10 5.00 10.70 1300 504 300 nse 1050 1030 712 1400 500| 266 1430 S70
mewsy=tem yield T DMMaly 10.00 HI0 1o 1000 1550 1060 1270 10.00 80 1300 1000 10.00 1225 1080 1030 930 2100 T80 a0 .00 1080
[produdion gaim perka TDMAaly 170 a8z 480 130 120 240 360 500 120 (1] 136 200 aTs a00 (1] 258 700 800 235 700 205
(oM sy<iem waler uze eficeacy TDMMILY (12 108 [E{] (1] [L¥] 050 (1] [E{] (1] 130 (X7 100 (13 [E]1] (13 (12 030 830 [X:] 730 280
mewsydem waler wse clicescy tDMAML 100 129 130 092 104 030 1.10 120 100 150 120 140 120 110 im 1.10 160 280 120 1.00] 110
[produdioa gaim per MLt DMML [ [F:] (1] 023 [F>] 030 050 110 [F:] [F:] 045 040 [ k3 a13 [1-3 045 030 806] 033 7.10] LE]

Note case studies 6 and 8 were cropping farms and water use efficiency t dry matter/ML have not been calculated. All other farms were irrigated pastures.
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Table 13-6 Round 1 — Year 2. Change in costs and benefits for the 10 case studies reinterviewed in
mix comparing with versus without the new irrigation technology

Farm Water Round 2 Case Studies

second year assuming current crop

RMCG Consultants for Business, Communities & Environment

Page 17

Change im costs amd bemelits 1 3 4 5 T [] 10 " 12 [lowest average Mhighest median
|Area ded ha 120 115 126 120 B 53 144 [2] I 58 E5 82 144 96
[Additional Costs
Capital per per ha per ha per perha per ha per ha perha per ha per ha perha perha perha lperha
[Total cost works ] 6101 | § 321 | § 2619 | ¥ 4167 [ § 4800 [ § 4868 | § 3465 | 3 4044 [ § 5390 | § 3190 | § 261% | § 4190 | 3 6101 | 3 4105
lost p on during ] 1250 | § - 3 19 |3 - ] 1327 | § EIfAE] - ] - ] 519 |3 2M |5 - L] 3[7 | 3 1327 | 3 199
other cosls fencing stock waler elc ] 47 | 3 435 | § 437 |3 3 |3 1229 | 3 93 |3 - ] - ] "7 s - £ - L] “Hf |3 129 | 3 426
Other non med as a resull of upgrade eq. new damy [ - 3 - 3 398 |3 - [ - [ - [ - [ - [ - [ - 5 - L] 397 |3 3968 | § -
[total capital cost of works - 7768 ([$  356% (3 8533 |% 5000 (% 73% |5 6189 [ 3465 (3 A4 b G610 [$ 3300 [§ 339 | $ 557 |[$§ 5537 | §  5E5eS
equivalent annual cost of capiial 7%, 30 years, nd residual vake 3 626 | § X8 |3 649 [§ 403 |5 593 [ % 49 [ § FIEHE ] 26 [ 3 4M [ § 73 |3 73| % M]3 649 [ 3 4B
Annual
addional power costs iy ] 24 |3 18 | 3 ELNE] 2% |3 123 [ HE] [HE] 2|3 - ] 16 | § - L] 15| 3 393 14
addiional repairs and mai Wy [ - 3 - 3 - 3 - [ - [ - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - L] - L] - L] -
Total additional costsfy 650 | § 316 | § 588 [ § 43 |3 605 [ § 506 | § F_ 2l 328 | § 49 3 0 [ § 7543 %59 [ 3 58 (3 457
[Additional B emclits
Capital
MLhaly |\Waler savings esimated prior i works (50% of this 28 28 18 22 21 25 [E] 23 11 11 ['E] 20 28 22
MLhaly |\Waler saving calculalor with cument oop mix 32 25 18 18 17 25 16 12 20 19 12 20 32 18
MLhaly | waler saving esls d adpusted for addional veld 39 17 48 31 EE] (] 23 39 29 12 12 33 &8 31
MLhaly waler saving adopled for of water value saving used for addibonal yeeld 17 (k] [K] 17 25 EL] 05 12 17 12 ['E] 15 3.0 13
market value of waler saved $1.800ML vale $ 3 M2 % 126 | § 15 (% M2 1% 5§ 435§ 3% 71 245 % LR FAEE ] He | ¥ 35 [ 208
saved channel codls - not costed ] - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 -
[Anaual
saved channel cosls
-labour $fy ] 2 |3 - 3 20 | % EHE] [HE] ELRE] 71% - ] - ] - £ - L] "3 313 ]
- h [ FAE] 173 4% 73 3|3 7|3 IAE] - [ - [ - E] - 3 CAE] 7|3 3
-wear and lear on [27 3 [AE] 93 [HE] [HE] ERE] 7|3 73 - [ - [ - E] - 3 EAE] EAE] 7
-contraciors $y 3 283 - 3 32 |3 50 (3 ERE] 7|3 - [ - [ - [ - E] - 3 1213 EE] 7
other saved labour $fy ] 400 | 3 209 | § 9 | ¥ 423 24 | 3 142 | § m |3 213 ELHE] - £ - L] 131 | 3 400 | 3 103
saved vehide use ¥y 3 - 3 43 43 - 3 LR E] 119 6% 119 - 3 - E] L] FAE] EAE] 7
] -
- saved costs on waler saved ] 5 - - - - - - - - - 1 5 -
- saved vanable waler charges at 7 TIAMLy 12 [ [ 12 18 P4l - [ 12 9 - 10 21 10
E d hon $/y 148 Hr 317 p.3d 614 377 Feil] 500 27 - - 297 614 272
Other savings due lo non apialeg. new damy $y - - 381 - - - - - - - - 38 381 -
Total addiional besclit=fy ] 866 | § 595 [ § 982 | § 669 [ § 1276 | § 1030 [ § 2[5 701 [ § 575 [ § 185 185 [ § 778 [ § 1776 [ § &35
Bescfiscostfy 3 26 | § FZERE ] 2% (3 20 [ § 671 [ § 54 % 128 343 [LHE] 15 [-§ 185 | § 27 | 3 [ZilE] 268
NPV ] 2580 | § 3463 | § 3661 | ¥ 2979 | 3 5324 | 3 6502 | § 1591 [ § 45638 [ § 10M |3 1299 -3 129¢ | 3 334 | 3 8324 |3 2,993
|BAC rabo 133 1.68 143 156 1 203 145 214 1.16 064 064 157 214 151



Farm Water Round 2 Case Studies

Appendix 2 - Case study details Method 2

Table 12-7 Change in costs and benefits for the Round 2 -10 case studies assuming different crop mix with versus without the new

technology.
Change im costs and bemelits 1 2 3 4 5 [ T [] 9 10 [Jowest average hghed median
|Area ded ha F] 36 96 48 k7] kil 16 F{] [£] 140 28 &6 140 Ed
[Additional Costs
Capital per ha per ha per ha per ha per ha perha per ha per ha per ha per ha perha perha perha \perha
Total esis d cost imgation works ] FELGHE] 4250 | 3 4250 [ 3 5125 | § hits | 3 G452 | § hitt | § 4171 | § 3008 | 5 2986 | § 2,986 | ¥ 108 | 3 8452 | 3 4688
o<t p n durmg ] 207 | § - ] 625 | § 244 | % - ] - ] 690 | 3 4 (3 652 | 5 - £ - L] 313 | 3 714 |3 25
other costs fencing stock waler elc 1071 167 - - 469 - - 857 - - 3 - 3 256 | § 1071 | § -
Other non angalion capial requaed as a esull of upgrade eg. new damy - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
[total capstal cost of works 9039 AT A8T5 5,369 5556 8452 6,578 5,743 3,659 2,986 2,985 5877 8,839 5513
equivalent annual cost of capiial 7%, 30 years, nd resdual value 78 356 A6 433 456 98 548 463 295 241 241 £78 798 458
Anaual - - - - - - - - - -
addional power costs 3 ] 9 | § 162 | § 208 |3 S | § EHE] 234 |3 8 | § - 3 9% £ - L] 90| 3 288 |3 £
addional s and mas W 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 5 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 -
Total additiomal costsfy ] 783 [ § 518 [ § a9 [ § 489 [ § 935 135 | § 667 [ § 483 [ § 3 | § 241§ H1 [ ¥ 24 [ ¥ 1354 [ § 586
[Addatiomal Bemclits
Capital |
MLhaly |Change m waler use - 50 13 28 17 13 45 |- 417 638 [- 30 15 |- 638 |- (X 45 13
Anniual markel value of water saved 31,500/ annuabsed value ¥y = 604 156 397 palz] 151 639 |- 492 |- 822 |- 363 181 |- 8224 |- LIE] 6394 1545
saved channel costs 3 18 28 26 73 T8 [ 17 Fa] - 32 % 29 31 78 7
saved bow $ 5 18 &7 479 131 176 59 78 157 136 [ERE. 18 135 473 710
saved vehcle Sy ] 28 4 13 T 8§ 2 1 7 3 1 T 7 28 5
- saved g cods on waler saved §y 5 - - - - - - - - - [ - 1 & -
- saved vanable waler chamges at $7 11y 5 36 k] 20 12 9 32 - 29 |- 48 - 21 11 [ 48 |3 [l 32 [
E d Bon S5y ] 1,093 403 A17 pai 200 20 11145 1426 500 - - 608 14826 458
5 -
Total additional bemclitsfy § 430 | § 668 | § 1.9 | § [ HE ] 622 [ § 157 | § 689 | § g [ § 25 | § 321 [ § 75 | 3 77e | § 1517 [ 3 54
Bemelits costfy $ 303 % 190 [ § ar |3 EET I ] 128 | § %3 [ § 22[5% 265 |§ /B[S 81 [§ 383 [ 3 108 | § "7 139
NPV 5 3757 [ % 1865 [ § 4731 [§ 1879 [ § 1593 [ § 174 15§ 217 [ § 2,762 |5 599 [ S 1000 [-¥ 3757 | § 1148 [ % L0311 % 1148
|BAC raio 06 13 15 13 13 11 10 14 038 13 a6t 117 149 128

note: yellow cells highlighted indicate changed crop type and changed values.

The following table from the Round 1 case studies and have been included for information
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Farm Water Round 2 Case Studies

Table 13-8 Round 1 — Year 1. Change in costs and benefits for the 19 case studies including the change in crop mix with versus without
the new technology.

Change in costs s bondis- case Shdy number T 1 F| 3 4] 5] 6] 7] 3] El| 0] | 12] 1] | 3] 4] 5] 6] 10 [lowes average 2
[Area wpgmaed ka T 170 15 1% L 5] 50| | T4 | =l 77| 2] 51| | i3] L) 0] 50| T £ £ 750 77
| Addsli anal Costs
Capeal peria perhia perka perka peria perha perha perka peria perka peria perka peria peria perka peria perka peria perka [perha ha lper
[Tolal clmaled ood mpakon woiks 5658 3261 2619 4067 4,500 1563 568 3AGS (X 00 5,390 3190 AR 6551 |5 7,223 6429 7100 |5 3833 8529 7,563 4068
[ [bsiprooedos omsg womdes 1750 158 1327 350 3T B 127 B GE] 200 28 — 3 N 360 — — 790
[cllser cosks ey el T T L1 i) 17 500 L&) - - - Litd - =3 TS |5 65 Lill - 150 - - B
[Olcraoe ew daiy - THE B B - B B B B B - - B B B - -
|tvtal capital cost of woric: E T3 (3 35% |3 T 3 500 | § 7356 | § 2413 | § 6189 | § 3465 | § 2 K] E ] &A% [ § 339 [ § 6663 [ § 7875 | § 7,796 | § | § 710 |5 4353 | § 3006 | § 2F13 | § [ H [}
equivalent anna al cosf ofoapiind 75, 30 ye ars, all residual value E] E] E] 552 [ § 493 [§ E] LR LR FIEAE] 616 | § 3% | § 4% | 3 FIEHE] 837§ 619 [§ E] 576 [ % 512§ EINE] T2 [ § oA L] ] 537
| A nnal
addloanl power cosls Wy E] AR} LLEE] E-HE] 30 (% 127§ ERE] LAE] 5% E] 2§ - E] 163 273 408 [ % 513 7[5 43 A[Ss LIAK] - E] [} E] 15
| = E] 3 - 3 - H] - 3 - H] - 3 95 - 3 - H] - H] - 3 - H] - 3 - 3 - H] - 3 - H] - 3 45 2|3 - [] [ [] -
[ Total sddional costsly 5 CLEE] 3% |5 [Z:HE] a3 5 K] 22 [ § 6 | § 74§ CAE 32 3 2K > 3 59 [§ 184§ = HE] 553§ W7 [ § E 2K s £ 7z [ § £ £ =5
| Addst anal Iluld‘il
Capeal
LA i waier g wecd oo addiiomal yedd |- 09 o7 17 o7 o1 70 23 10 12 17 12 22 |- 52 34 18 23 |- 04 |- 73 |- 78 |- 34 a7
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Note nine properties (2, 4, 10, 11, 12) and (Dairy Australia 1, 3, 4, 5) are not expected to have changed crop mix significantly as a result of the
upgrade and their results have not been modified.

Note: Method 2 for the round 1 - ten case studies that were re-interviewed in year 2, has not been conducted.
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