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NEIRIDNISiencal Perspective

“NRVESHERFPRASE

PHESENE = Blioad, technical based.
dse 2 — 7050 of T st on WUE including
nemeRdig, mixture of technology and application.
jase 3 - Broader range of issues but more strategic
OCUS. . ’O% Off nds on WUE and 15% on benchmarking.

From 4 pz /. From $1.2 million to $1.4 million
p.a (cash cont tions for projects excluding researcher
contributions)

Phase 4 — currently being scoped. Potentially $2 million.

B\
._:_

=
—

w“c o7 o
ﬂ)

~
=)
=
=)
IC

i

—



-~

= ro)ereiff)

Environmental
Impacts on and
Water Use . Effects of
Efficiency Irrigation
30% 20%

NPIRD
PHASE 3
1999-2002

socio-economic
& institutional
issues
15%

Irrigation
Knowledge and
its Use

20% Feedback
10%

Benchmarking,
Monitoring and



. Systemaltic orrﬁ ses) that underpin increased adoption

anchmarking monitoring &

JL
9.1. Strategic research to underpin benchmarking activities
5.2. Benchmarking activities




Ratiopaleropdata collection

i

CViVAGRIECEHRELONRI data?
- Statist Jcs?
~ CompalauVesan rJJ\/JJJ/}ar arkingp?
~ Prompuon?
S Govermmentaudit / compliance?
- WhatjIs tiieNsest mechanism in each case —
- National scheme: run by central body?

National scheme with multiple collection points?

Additional ABS guestions?

Development and promotion of a structured common

framework?
What is the objective and structure that is most likely
to be successful?
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Catchment System

Benchmarking
Business Boundary

\ 4
Headworks
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Irrigation Supply System

Farms

v

Drainage System

Paddocks

(Surface and Sub-surface)

l.“..............t..................

Downstream Catchment
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SnchimEirinepifigation Distribution

NPIRD Project — Benchma kinq Service providers
CREommeneed piletint 1996 — 6 authorities

“ENeW InMEENVEaIt off date oIIectign with 47 participating
-~ gatieppitiities (about 50% of irrigation in Australia).
BUdger S ZOKN({In additioni to previous investments)
Issues benchn arked —

Industriesioverview

System operational issues (services provided)
Environmental issues (activities and performance measures)

Business processes (including OH&S)
Financial performance measures

Investigation / scoping of on-farm benchmarking
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NPIRD Scoping project
B Aelit wWericsinioe clglelse g '@pn
‘ -
ezm takeholders

SURVEY BIFSGISEIECted I?

Onlyra rgpresen'té'r]/ase mple

Total of SAFenEiarm surveys in the last 5 years.
Overall r"rmny ofi the survey questions were in common,

although no linkages



S UEYSY of dal-iElg) .'o:r chmarking

WV heNCarnied Out the Surv ys’? (some overlap)

- 17 (55%) Wes | '. nk y agricultural industry
gr ific agricultural industry

| _,.9 (zam Were undertaken by Irrigation Supply
AUthorities  (aloene or in conjunction).

17 (55%) were undertaken by government agencies
alone (DRDC and CRC not treated as government).



SUVEVABIReRE AN benchmarking

#

- ded environmental aspects in their



SUVEVABIReRE AN benchmarking

WhEiWastheNeauency of surveys?
/) gl«lrmdc 0rbe underntaken annually.

J A

- o (H0¥s)ieeeur every 2-3 years.
(Syoy)arerunaentaken every 4-5 years.
(25%)) are not planned to be repeated.

- 118 (42%:-58%) are long-term surveys.
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BRalWUE bench arking —
the EMIREMENS /' | ipediments

"L RBobust/ consistent Elic mez surement
B = G generaJJy i component of water balance —
t

polentiaiNoOREEateEst el ‘
— INCONSISENCYAIRN: 'rJrJoJo(

— NEIRBIeonsuUitancy.
Structured national framework
~ Disparate collection with different methods
National champion
Industry fragmenta‘h‘é)n and government withdrawal
Lack of national vision
Common purpose

Common objectives/purpose difficult to establish
Fear of data misuse.
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NPIRIDMIRVESFATIONS

| Scoeping| report on fe |b|||ty of on-farm

nchmarking (r 95“’\( ‘

cond scw,mj ieport — clarification of
rmm; and obj ‘FJ\/' (In progress)

"r'mm' ]nv« nts

Pilot study(s)?
National framework for datai collection and collation?
Supplementary ABS statistics?

'
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“NEEWAGEEESTAUStIarcompare?
"a. il

AUSTRALIA. INTERNATIONAL

‘.

/5% wnarmel 45-100) @ 37% ~
3/ % pIpe -100) .

ON-FARM EFFICIENCY | Rice — 11.5 ML/Ha (99/00) # | Rice — 36 ML/Ha (1999) #
EXAMPLES Cotton — 200-227 kg/ML Cotton — 59-200+ kg/ha *

~ Postel (1986), # RGA pers comm. (2001), @ ANCID benchmarking report
(2001). *Anthony (1998)



Average

Highest

' Dai yd 0 17
ML/Ha ~
PeachyNec SV 10.6
ML/Ha *
Pear 5 6.8
ML/Ha *
Maize n/a 12
a #
itrus n/a 5.5
ML/Ha #
Cotton n/a 117
ML/Ha #

~ DRDC - More Milk and Dollars, * MDBC project 17044, # Schofield and Thompson
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Average Use for MIA hort farms (

Variation in water use per hectare
Pilot Farms (120 from 1800)
MIA 1998

6.2 M_ha)
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Weiter Use Eiflelealey,

™

“NOURlty elfnationalfaata?
—eenerally, peor | |
- Collection moJrJ\/ driven by short term projects
WibiNIBER CONSISLENCY :-
- Speiel _
= [arnooral S E
\ Methodoelogical
Ownership of national data
Held by plethora of organisations / individuals
NLWR Audit has helped




