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1 Introduction 
1.1 Jason Lynch, I am a senior consultant at Pinion Advisory, an agriculture, farm business 

management, irrigation and natural resource management consulting firm, based at 43 

Formby Road, Devonport 7310. 

1.2 My field of expertise is agronomy, property development, cropping and pasture production 

and agricultural constraint analysis. 

2 Declaration 
 

2.1 This Statement has been prepared in accordance with the Tasmanian Planning Commissions 

Practice Note 14. I have made all enquiries which I believe are desirable and appropriate and 

no matters of significance which I regard as relevant have to my knowledge, been withheld 

from the Commission. 

2.2 I have attempted at all times in preparing this Statement to distinguish between matters of 
fact, professional opinion and submission. 

 

2.3 I declare that I have made all the enquiries which I consider desirable or appropriate, and no 

matters of significance which I regard as relevant have, to my knowledge, have been 

withheld.  

Jason Lynch 
 
Jason Lynch B. App. Sci (Hort) CPAg 
Senior Consultant 
Pinion Advisory  
26 April 2020 
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3 Qualifications and experience 
3.1 I have over twenty years’ experience in agronomy, property development, irrigated 

agriculture, supporting the productivity and sustainability requirements and outcomes for 

cropping, horticulture and pasture based enterprises and property planning. My expertise is 

outlined in my curriculum vitae in Attachment A to this statement. 

3.2 Relevant to this appeal, I have particular experience in property development, nutrient 

management, irrigated crop and pasture production, grazing management, land capability 

assessment, enterprise analysis and constraint analysis of agricultural land for successful 

enterprise development applications and strategic planning.  

3.3 I am experienced in assessing the potential impacts on agricultural land activities, including 

cropping, horticultural and pastoral enterprises, from non-agricultural use. I have 

undertaken work in 25 Municipalities and been engaged by property owners, independent 

planners, surveyors and Councils to undertake agricultural assessments for development 

purposes to determine potential conflict with the Tasmanian and Council Interim Planning 

Schemes. 

3.4 I have worked extensive throughout Tasmania and am very familiar with the management of 

agricultural land and various associated agricultural production systems associated in this 

state. 

3.5 I am familiar with the agricultural production systems and the specific land management 

issues associated with east coast (including climate, crop suitability, pasture production and 

seasonality considerations). My previous work in the area has included working with clients 

on cropping, pasture and horticultural enterprises, irrigation development, constraint 

analysis, providing agronomic support, and property development and management advice 

to dryland and irrigated production systems to manage and improve soil fertility, crop 

protection, irrigation, soil health management and pasture productivity outcomes.   

3.6 During 2016 and 2017 I was contracted by Tasmanian Irrigation for the provision of Farm 

Water Access Plans (FWAPs) which involved individual property assessments to review the 

land capability, soil types present and enterprise suitability in relation to the rollout of the 

Swan Valley Irrigation Scheme (SVIS). 

3.7 As an agricultural consultant I have expertise in the concepts of sustainable use of land and 

water resource management. I have a broad knowledge of land use and development in the 

rural sector.  
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4 Engagement and scope of statement of evidence 
 

4.1 I have been engaged to provide an assessment of the Cambria SAP with respect to the 

Stahmann properties holdings in Swansea and more broadly the potential for this proposed 

SAP to negatively impact the agricultural estate and potential agricultural land use activity in 

this district.  

4.2 In preparing this Statement I have considered information with which I was instructed and 

obtained through my own investigations, comprising: 

4.2.1 Tasmanian Planning Commission – Draft Amendment AM 2018-03 Cambria 

Specific Area Plan (Certified), April 2018 

4.2.2 Grose C.J. (1999) Land Capability Handbook: Guidelines for the Classification of 

Agricultural Land in Tasmania.  2nd Edition, DPIWE, Tasmania. 

4.2.3 Lynch S, 2002, Modelled Land Capability Classes of Tasmania, Freycinet 1:100,000 

map. Department of Primary Industries Water and Environment, Tasmania 

4.2.4 Doyle R, Farquhar D. Tasmanian Viticultural Soils and Geology. DPIWE, Tasmania 

4.2.5 A range of datasets obtained the LIST, Tasmanian Irrigation, Meat & Livestock 

Australia, Department of Primary Industry Parks, Water and Environment. 

4.2.6 Australian Farmland Values 2021. Rural Bank 

4.2.7 Swan Valley Irrigation District Overview Document 

4.2.8 Tasmanian Government, State Policy on the Protection of Agricultural Land 2009 

4.2.9 Property Agronomic Suitability Report, Ag Logic Pty Ltd, June 2017 

4.2.10 The Australian Wine Research Institute (2017) Frost Management in Vineyards. 

4.2.11 Agricultural Development Report – Cambria – Supplemental Report, Ag Logic Pty 

Ltd, March 2019 

4.2.12 Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme, Ireneinc 

Planning and Urban Design, March 2018 

4.2.13 Cambria Farm Water Access Plan (FWAP-SW-007 Cambria), May 2018 

4.2.14 Irrigation Water Resources, AK Consulting, June 2018 

4.2.15 TPC Request for Information regarding Water Access, AK Consulting, September 

2021 

4.2.16 Response to TPC Request for Further Information re Draft Amendment AM 2018-

03 relating to Agricultural Potential of the Site, Ag Logic Pty Ltd, November 2021 

4.2.17 Cambria Green Economic Analysis report prepared by SGS Economics and Planning, 

November 2021 

4.2.18 My own observations of the Stahmann Property (visited in 2017) and Cambria 

(visited in 2017) properties, ongoing provision agronomic advice to clients on the 

east coast and a general working knowledge of surrounding areas including 

properties throughout the Swan Valley Irrigation district and more broadly the east 

coast of Tasmania. 
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5 Executive Summary 
 

5.1 It is my opinion that the proposed Cambria SAP will result in the permanent loss of 

agricultural land and has the potential to negatively impact adjacent and nearby agricultural 

land use activity.   

5.2 The Cambria property currently is used for agricultural land use activity, and this includes 

irrigated and dryland grazing enterprises. 

5.3 Substantial areas of the Cambria property, whilst currently in an undeveloped condition, are 

considered suitable for future agricultural land use activity, including an expansion of the 

current grazing enterprise, potentially cropping and perennial horticultural land use activity.  

5.4 A large portion of the Cambria property is located within the Swan Valley Irrigation District 

(SVID) and accounts for 11% of the total foot print of the SVID, and has a 400 ML water right 

entitlement from the Swan Valley Irrigation Scheme (SVIS) which represents 20% of the total 

irrigation water allocation. The SVIS irrigation scheme is vital to the future agricultural 

productivity and economy of the district and therefore potential non-agricultural land use 

activity and development within SVIS that could negatively impact on the management, 

productivity and sustainability of the associated irrigated agricultural enterprises should be 

avoided and this includes issues such as utilisation of irrigation water and land banking.  

5.5 The Cambria SAP does not appear to comply with the applicable Protection of Agricultural 

Land Policy (PAL) principles 2, 3, 4, 6, 10 and 11. I my opinion the Cambria SAP lacks 

sufficient detail in relation to ensuring the development would be able to comply with the 

PAL policy and more information would be required regarding specific developments (eg 

nature, size, scale, intensity, hours of operation, possible sources of conflict, mitigation 

strategies etc…) 

5.6 A gross margin review of the potential agricultural land use activity was undertaken and 

showed based on a green field development of the property, it would be able to support a 

large scale mixed livestock and perennial horticultural enterprise with positive levels of 

economic performance. The modelled agricultural enterprise meets the key performance 

indicators used to assess economic performance. The opportunity to engage in the type and 

scale of agricultural enterprises outlined in the financial modelling would clearly be of great 

benefit to the broader east coast community in terms of the potential for additional 

employment, flow on benefits for the supply and maintenance of machinery and vehicles 

used, and continue to maintain the position and marketability of the Cranbrook Swansea 

area for the production of high quality cool climate wines.  

5.7 My expertise lies within agronomy and agricultural production, constraint analysis, property 

development and assessing the potential impacts on agricultural land activities, including 

cropping, perennial horticultural and pastoral enterprises, from non-agricultural use.  
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6 Introduction 
 

6.1 This Statement provides information and detail on the potential for the Cambria SAP and its 

potential for negative impacting agricultural land use activity on the property itself and 

nearby and adjacent land holdings, and provides comments on the agricultural reports 

produced to support the proposed Cambria SAP. 

6.2 The Cambria property is located just north of Swansea, covers 3,155 hectares and is 

considered to have a substantial variation in terms of its agricultural suitability for both 

enterprise diversity and overall productivity. 

6.3 A number of reports have been prepared to provide a review of the Cambria property and 

includes: 

- “Property Agronomic Suitability Report – Cambria” prepared by Ag Logic in June 2017 which 

provides a general overview of the property in question and makes various comments 

regarding the potential agricultural land use activities that could be conducted therewith. 

- “Agricultural Development Report-Cambria-Supplemental Report prepared by Ag Logic in 

March 2019. 

- “Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme” prepared by Irenic 

Planning and Urban Design in March 2018. 

- “Response to TPC Request for Further Information re Draft Amendment AM 2018-03 relating 

to Agricultural Potential of the Site” prepared by Ag Logic Pty Ltd in November 2021. 

6.4 The agricultural reports prepared by Ag Logic can be broadly considered as correct and have 

made appropriate findings on the current and future potential agricultural land use 

opportunities that can and could be conducted on the Cambria property. 

6.5 However, despite the AgLogic reports additional information regarding the potential impact 

of the Cambria SAP would be appropriate including; 

- A more detailed description and identification of the potential agricultural land use activity on 
precincts 3 and 4 would be appropriate as the potential land use activity on this ground is not 
sufficiently clear and therefore the subsequent potential negative impact of the potential 
development have not be fully understood and appreciated.  

- The likely under rating of the pastoral land use activity and value of the Cambria property in 
its entirety and how the lower carrying capacity land, such as precinct 4 would support the 
overall total carrying capacity of the property and therefore not diminish the agricultural 
productivity of the property. 

 

6.6 If the Cambria SAP development is undertaken without a detailed analysis it is not possible 

to provide certainty with respect to the negative impacts (or otherwise) of the development 

of the current and future agricultural land use activity which can and could be undertaken, 
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unknown impact on adjacent and more broadly agricultural activity in the district and 

potential economic impact. 
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7 “Property Agronomic Suitability Report – Cambria” June 2017  
 

7.1 The climate data and associated assumptions are valid and considered to be appropriate for 

the Cambria property, and this includes its exposure to frost and accumulation of growing 

day degrees, and this plays a key role in defining the suitability of the Swansea Cranbrook 

area for the production of various broadacre, vegetable and seed crops and horticultural 

enterprise. 

7.2 The climate in the Swansea Cranbrook area is well suited and well recognised for the 

production of premium table wine grapes and the total vineyard production area in the 

district is steadily increasing. Wine produced from vineyards in the district is often awarded 

with medals at Tasmanian and Australian wine shows. 

7.3 The nearest vineyard (covering 20 hectares) is located 1.6km north of Cambria House on 

land adjacent the Cambria properties. 

7.4 The comments associated with the potential for microclimate effects and frost risk due to 

the topography variation across the property are correct, and this would require further 

investigation to determine the exact nature and impact of these conditions. 

7.5 It is acknowledged that frost risk is a major consideration to the productivity of susceptible 

crops in areas of Tasmania subject to risk. It should be noted that the Swansea Cranbrook 

area is subject to, however vineyard have been successfully established and successfully deal 

with frosts each year, and this includes managing for both radiation and advection frost 

events.  

7.6 With a focus on viticulture a number of vineyard operational activities can be adopted to 

minimise the risk the frost damage including: 

- Selection of cultivars with a slightly later bud burst period and subsequently are 

fundamentally less prone to experiencing frost damage that earlier varieties 

- Pruning varieties slightly later in spring which delays bud burst 

- Maintain a low vegetation cover in the inter-row area between the vines 

- Ensure the inter rows are sufficiently moist and firm 

- Adoption of frost prediction meteorological software which allows the timely application of 

various frost mitigation activities such as application of foliar treatments and/or irrigation.  

- Shelter belt design to allow for the free flow of cold air through and past the vineyard 

- Remove and/or modify vegetation and/or infrastructure which may lead to impedance of 

cold air flows  

- Install trellising which does not have a too low wire heights to the ground level 

- Application of foliar treatments which form a protective layer to mitigate the potential for 

frost “burn” 

- Air mixing using fans to move and mix cold and warm air 

- Overhead sprinklers 
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7.7 In is common practice to adopt a mix of different frost mitigation activities to provide the 

best possible outcome and limit the potential for crop damage, and the exact methods will 

be site specific for each different vineyard. 

7.8 It should be noted that frost damage can occur to other crops and include direct physical 

damage (eg reduced grain yield of wheat, flowering/fruit damage to olives) and also reduce 

the productivity of pastures. The extent of frost damage caused to crops in this district and 

other regions of Tasmania is an accepted feature of agricultural production systems and 

where possible measures are taken to mitigate the risk and potential damage caused.  

7.9 The assessments of the rooting depth are consistent with my knowledge and observations 

associated with the Cambria property and considerations associated with the topography, 

geology, vegetation and soil types present on adjacent and nearby land. 

7.10 It would be reasonable to state that the assumptions associated with the root depth and 

associated interpretations are fair and reasonable.  

7.11 It is important to note that the reference to the soils with a “shallow” (less than 30cm) and 

“very shallow” (less than 15cm) rooting depth actually forms large extensive areas of the 

duplex soil profile type within Tasmania’s agricultural estate including the northern and 

southern midlands, Bothwell and Derwent Valley which are utilised for pastoral and 

cropping land use activities class 4 and 5 land for both irrigated and dryland production 

systems. 

7.12 The specific soil depth will clearly influence the type of enterprises which can and could be 

conducted on the land, as well as the need to modify production practices such plant 

species/variety selection, soil cultivation methods, raised beds, land drainage, irrigation 

scheduling and plant nutrition management. The ability to deal with shallow soils is well 

appreciated in Tasmanian agriculture and routinely successfully dealt with. 

7.13 It is agreed that soil depth can play a role in limiting and constraining crop growth, however 

production practices, infrastructure and irrigation scheduling are routinely modified to deal 

with this type of physical constraint on a regular and somewhat routine basis. Producers 

have adapted well to deal with shallow soils and regularly are able to successfully grow and 

produce crops in shallow soils which are often considered in a technical sense to be 

unsuitable.  

7.14 It is reasonable to generally accept the western elevated areas of the Cambria property are 

dominated by shallow rocky soils, however without a detailed soil survey it is not possible to 

identify potential pockets of ground with where deeper soil is present and the dolerite rock 
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geology is fractured and could allow for the development of suitable enterprises, eg 

vineyards.  

7.15 The land on the eastern and northern areas of the property has extensive areas of soils with 

a deeper depth which would be used for agricultural land use activity, and consequently 

support viable suitable enterprises such as vineyards and pasture production.     

7.16 The enterprise suitability assessments of the property are appropriate in terms of the 

potential diversity of enterprises including pastoral use, annual cropping and perennial 

horticulture. 

7.17 The overall consideration of the perennial horticulture land use activities including berry 

fruit, viticulture, olives, walnuts and avocadoes are appropriate for the Cambria property. 

7.18 Vineyards further to the north of the Cambria property which have an exposure to similar 

annual frost days and chill hours, are very successful and have systems in place to deal with 

the frost risk associated with the area. The size of the viticulture production area in this area, 

if Tasmania is increasing in size, and over the past 10 years has and continues to see 

substantial growth, and this is anticipated to persist now that the SVIS is operational and the 

wine recognition market of this regional grows. 

7.19 I agree with the sentiment expressed in the AgLogic report that it is highly likely that a 

number of areas on the Cambria property would be considered suitable for the production 

of walnuts. The existing walnut production areas nearby to the north of the Cambria 

property, have been successfully grown since its establishment in 1996. The SVIS has been 

instrumental in addressing one of the key production challenges present in this area, that 

being the reliable supply of irrigation water.   

7.20 It is critical that the specific sites considered suitable for the various perennial horticultural 

crops should be further investigated to provide a more detailed understanding of the 

potential for negative impacts and constraints which could be experienced due to adjacent 

and nearby proposed non-rural related property developments.   

7.21 Those considerations associated with the potential for conflict and fettering which could 

arise from the presence of non-rural and agricultural developments, are many and varied 

and covered in more detail in section 11 of this statement.  

7.22 Broadscale agricultural land suitability mapping is available as ESM- versatility index and 

ESM- versatility index pasture, with maps available which cover the Cambria property. These 

ESM maps can be considered as compilation of the currently available individual 24 

enterprise suitability maps. These ESM versatility maps are shown in Figures 1 and 2. The 

maps indicate that broadly the Cambria property does contain land which can be 
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characterised as suitable for agricultural land use activity, albeit with clear variation in the 

relative suitability and therefore the associated level of intensity.  

 

Figure 1 ESM versatility index with the Cambria property shown (outlined in blue) 

 

Figure 2 ESM versatility pasture map, with the Cambria property (outlined in blue) (source the LIST) 

 

7.23 DPIPWE enterprise suitability modelling provides a conflicting view of the land use activity 

that could be conducted on certain areas of the Cambria property, in particular, the western 
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area. DPIPWE modelling covering table and sparkling wine grape production and olives 

enterprises suitability modelling are shown in Figures’ 3, 4 and 5. 

7.24 Appendices B has the enterprise suitability rules which have been used to base the 

enterprise modelling maps and includes assessing a range of relevant and applicable 

parameters such as soil factors (depth, pH, EC and drainage), topography (slope) and climate 

parameters (annual rainfall, chill hours, growing day degrees and Tmin). Note that the note 

all enterprise suitability maps have been produced with the same methodology, such 

viticulture (sparkling and table wines) are considered based on temperature aspects of 

climate alone.  

7.25 It should be noted that the existing vineyard producing Pinot Noir grapes owned by 

Stahmann Webster located near the Swan River is successfully grown on land which has 

been identified as unsuitable for grape production. This indicates that unless detailed 

assessments are undertaken to evaluate specific production sites it is not possible and/or 

wise to purely rely on less detailed and modelled site suitability assessments.  

 

Figure 3 Table wine production modelled suitability map for the Cambria property (outlined in red) (source The LIST) 
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Figure 4 Sparkling wine production modelled suitability map for the Cambria property (outlined in red) (source The LIST) 

 

 



15 
 

 

Figure 5 Olive production suitability (source The LIST) 

 

7.26 It is important to note that the combination of ESM and specific enterprise suitability maps 

providing valuable guidance on the broad scale suitability of the Cambria property. The 

perennial horticulture enterprise suitability maps, as per for viticulture and olive and does 

provide a conflicted view of the suitability of the agricultural suitability of the Cambria 

property. Only a detailed analysis on a case by case situation could provide the necessary level 

of understanding and appreciation of the potential impacts associated with the loss of 

available land, potential for fettering and creating conflict with non-rural uses.  

7.27 The Ag Logic report proposed that the potential for annual cropping on the Cambria property 

would be limited to a relatively small portion of land adjacent to the Tasman Highway and on 

the land south of the western end of the Swan River Road. 

7.28 Additional possible annual cropping land, marked as “maybe” on map 9 has been identified 

in the central northern area of the property and adjacent to the western side of the Tasman 

Highway opposite Cambria house. 

7.29 It is critical that the specific sites considered possibly suitable for the annual crops should be 

further investigated to provide a more detailed understanding of the potential for negative 

impacts and constraints which could be experienced due to the potential property 

developments, in particular associated with the far eastern area of precinct 4 and 

throughout precinct 3. Without a detailed site assessment in conjunction with more detail 
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on the nature, type and intensity of non-agricultural land use activities being proposed as 

part of the Cambria SAP the potential impact on annual cropping is not possible to assess. 

7.30 The Ag Logic report proposes that wool and meat production on the property would be 

suitable, and this is correct. 

7.31 Pastoral land use activities could be undertaken throughout the Cambria property, although 

this varies in intensity and the level of productivity which can and could be anticipated. 

7.32 Pastoral land use activity is well established in the wider Swansea Cranbrook area and is 

dominated by sheep production enterprises for fine wool, store lamb breeding and finishing 

prime lambs. Since the introduction of the SVIS the potential opportunity to expand the 

scale and intensity of the sheep production on irrigated pastures has increased significantly 

in the district. 

7.33 Extensive properties, such as Cambria, have the potential to utilise higher quality land for 

breeding ewes and finishing prime lambs on improved dryland and irrigated pastures whilst 

the lower quality land is ideally placed for use as run-off pastures for dry ewes and to run 

wethers for fine wool production. The critical step to recognise the integration of different 

classes of land (eg by land capability and carrying capacity) for successful breeding and 

finishing livestock.  

7.34 Integrating the lower quality land, which would not have a particularly high carrying capacity 

is very important in that it allows for an overall higher property total carrying capacity and 

leads to the opportunity for improved pasture management and prioritisation of feed and 

pasture utilisation throughout the year.  

7.35 Maps 10, 11, 12 and 13 provided in the AgLogic report shows existing types of pasture 

already present (improved and native) are broadly correct, however the scope for pasture 

improvement on north eastern areas is likely to be under estimated. The opportunity for 

pasture improvement would be based on a combination of sowing new pasture, building soil 

fertility, fencing paddocks to allow rotational grazing and the adoption of a rotational 

grazing system.  

7.36 The Cambria property carrying capacity has been estimated using a modified French Schultz 

method which considers carrying capacity based on rainfall and then would be discounted 

based on the relative land capability present. It has been assessed the total carrying capacity 
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of the Cambria property is 11,487 dryland sheep equivalent (DSE), with specific carrying 

capacity areas shown in Table 1.  

7.37 A DSE is used as a method of standardising an animal unit and is the amount of feed 

required by a two year old, 50kg Merino wether to maintain its weight. Different DSE ratings 

are applied to different classes of livestock.   

Table 1 Cambria property assessed carrying capacity 

Land Capability Area Size (hectare) Carrying Capacity 

DSE/ha Total (DSE) 

4- irrigated 30 35 1,050 

4 - dryland 573 12 6,876 

5 78 10 780 

6 – east and north 100 4 400 

6 – central west 400 3 1,200 

6- west 1,181 1 1,181 

Total 1,181  11,487 
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8 “Agricultural Development Potential – Cambria – Supplemental 

Report” March 2019 
 

8.1 This report provides detail on the division of the Cambria property as per the Cambria 

Specific Area plan (V1-20/3/2018), commentary on the impact of irrigation, pastoral land use 

activity and of the protection of agricultural land policy. 

8.2 The supplemental report defines the agricultural qualities and enterprise suitability of the 

respective precincts on the property. 

8.3 In 2017 as part of the SVIS, a farm water access water plan (FWAP) was produced which 

included (final draft submitted in May 2017) those areas of the Cambria property which would 

be potential irrigated by water sourced from the SVIS. This report has been labelled as the 

CFWAP. 

8.4 The CFWAP included a detailed assessment of the land capability and biodiversity associated 

with the 598 hectares of land which would be potential irrigated by water sourced from the 

SVIS and included a soil and biodiversity action plan and risk assessment covering water 

quality, soil and biodiversity.   

8.5 Precinct 1, as per the land associated with the Cambria homestead and low lying land to the 

north. 

8.6 Precinct 1 has been identified as the best land on the property and has the greatest 

opportunity for agricultural land use activity in terms of enterprise diversity and production 

intensity and is well suited to broad scale irrigated production systems. I agree with this 

assessment. 

8.7 All of precinct 1 was included in the CFWAP and identified this land to be suitable for the 

irrigated land use activity, and this also includes the land which currently under irrigation (45 

hectares). Land use activity which could be undertaken on this land includes irrigated pasture 

production, surface cropping dry harvest (cereals and poppies, vegetable and grass seed), 

surface cropping wet harvest (peas, beans and broccoli), root crops and horticulture.   

8.8 Even without the application of irrigation water to this land, it could have its level of 

agricultural productivity improved, such as renovating pastures, paddock subdivision, building 

soil fertility levels, excluding native wildlife and upgrading the stock water system 

8.9 Precinct 2, as per the land between the Dolphin Sands development, the Swan River Road, 

and the Swan River itself.  

8.10 An area of precinct 2 was included in the CFWAP, and identified the western portion as class 

4 land (approximately 40 hectares) which is consider suitable for irrigated land use activity. 

Land use activity which could be undertaken on this land includes irrigated pasture 
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production, surface cropping dry harvest (cereals and poppies, vegetable and grass seed), 

surface cropping wet harvest (peas, beans and broccoli), root crops and horticulture. 

8.11 Even without the application of irrigation water to this land, those areas of precinct 2 

considered suitable for development could have its level of agricultural productivity improved, 

such as renovating pastures, paddock subdivision, building soil fertility levels, excluding native 

wildlife and upgrading the stock water system. 

8.12 The balance of precinct 2 was identified as particularly poor quality land and has no potential 

for agricultural use activity. Whilst it is agreed this land is of low quality, those areas of cleared 

land do offer grazing potential albeit at a lower carrying capacity of approximately 4 

DSE/ha/year.  

8.13 It is important to note that the 135 hectares of bushland in this precinct has been identified 

as Eucalyptus viminalis and Eucalyptus globulus coastal forest and woodland is recognised as 

a threatened native vegetation community (source TVNC 2014), and the status and condition 

of this vegetation should be determined and confirmed. 

8.14 These areas of native vegetation of precinct 2 should be fenced off and livestock excluded 

from unrestricted access. At times, livestock could potentially be allowed graze in these 
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areas, but this would have to comply with any vegetation management guidelines with 

respect to conservation protocols and the protection of sensitive species.  

8.15 Precinct 3 is a composition of several areas of land on the property largely located on the 

northern central areas of the block, west of the precinct 1 and the airstrip. 

8.16 Precinct 3 has been identified as being of variable quality, ranging from higher quality land 

suitable for annual cropping and perennial horticulture to poorer quality land that would only 

support low intensity pastoral use.  

8.17 Precinct 3 was covered by the CFWAP and has been identified as being suitable for agricultural 

land use activity. 

8.18 Land use activity which could be undertaken on this land includes irrigated pasture 

production, surface cropping dry harvest (cereals and poppies, vegetable and grass seed), 

surface cropping wet harvest (peas, beans and broccoli), root crops and horticulture. 

8.19 Even without the application of irrigation water to this land, it could have its level of 

agricultural productivity improved, such as renovating pastures, paddock subdivision, building 

soil fertility levels, excluding native wildlife and upgrading the stock water system. 

8.20 The agricultural land use potential of precinct 3 is likely being under rated, in particular the 

northern portion of the precinct which would be suitable for vineyards. 

8.21 Precinct 4 is the elevated ground west of the Tasman Highway.  

8.22 Precinct 4 has been identified as being the lowest quality land on the property and only 

suitable for very low intensity pastoral land use activity and largely unworthy of improvement 

and/or future development.  

8.23 I believe this could be further refined and detailed to show the potential land use activity areas 

relating to the development of perennial horticulture enterprises. Dryland pasture production 

on this land theoretically could have a carrying capacity of approximately up to 3 DSE/ha/year. 

However, in reality due to the economics and practicalities of fencing, this land and ensuring 

stock water is supplied to this ground it would not be possible to undertake broadscale 

conversion of this land for pastoral use.   

8.24 More realistic would be development of the best of this precinct 4 land into “runs” which is 

a common use for grazing country with a low carrying capacity where livestock are grazed on 

pasture after it has been rested for extended periods of often 12 months between grazing 

events.   

8.25 Dryland run country in this district would be considered capable of supporting a 3 DSE/ha 

carrying capacity provided it is given a sufficient rest period between grazing events and if 

appropriate care is taken to manage the land for invasive woody weeds and native pastures 
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are allowed to flower, set seed and regenerate before the next grazing event. Please note 

that during drought events this land must be destocked. 

8.26 The opportunity to fully integrate the lower (as per areas of precinct 2 and 4) and higher (as 

per areas of precinct 1 and 3) carrying capacity land on extensive pastoral properties similar 

to the Cambria property is important to the overall productivity and sustainability outcomes.  

8.27 It is important to also consider the possibility that pockets of land which would be 

considered suitable to vineyard development may exist within precinct 4. In order to identity 

those pockets of land which could be suitable for vineyard development would require a 

detailed survey to identify suitable soils, topography and aspect. 

8.28 Within the Cranbrook area and certainly in other areas of Tasmania,a number of vineyard 

blocks have been successfully established on what was previously considered as unsuitable 

due to non-traditional soil types, aspect and topography. On 325 Grange Road (north of the 

Cambria) a vineyard has been established on class 5 elevated (40-60m altitude) stony 

dermosol soils derived from Jurassic dolerite geology.  On the southern central area of 

property title 100096/1 of precinct 4 approximately 20 hectares of class 4 and 80 hectares of 

class 5 land have identified and should warrant further investigation as a possible suitable 

vineyard location.     

8.29 The agricultural land use potential of precinct 4 is likely being likely being under rated. 
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9 Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning 

Scheme 
 

9.1 The “Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme” report provides 

detail on the proposed development of the Cambria property and provides details on the 

strategic and site analysis, concept development, planning scheme provisions and 

amendment and assessment against various land use planning and approvals. 

9.2 I have focussed on the agricultural related sections of this report, as per sections 3.7: 

Agriculture and land suitability and 7.8: The state policy on protection of agricultural land 

2009. 

9.3 The information that forms section 3.7 of the reports draws information from the “Property 

Agronomic Suitability Report – CAMBRIA” prepared by Ag Logic in June 2017, and Figure 18 

on page 40 indicates that land with the greatest agricultural potential is located in the 

central area of the property which is true and correct. 

9.4 However, in my opinion this does undervalue the pastoral qualities and potential which are 

considerable when the property is considered in its entirety.  

9.5 Extensive properties, such as Cambria, have the potential to utilise higher quality land for 

breeding ewes and finishing prime lambs on improved dryland and irrigated pastures whilst 

the lower quality land is ideally placed for use as run-off pastures for dry ewes and to run 

wethers for fine wool production. It is critical to recognise the integration of different classes 

of land (eg by land capability and carrying capacity) for successful breeding and finishing 

livestock.  

9.6 Integrating the lower quality land, which would not have a particularly high carrying capacity 

is very important in that allows for an overall higher property total carrying capacity and 

leads to the opportunity for improved pasture management and prioritisation of feed and 

pasture utilisation throughout the year.  

9.7 The ability and capacity to shift different classes of livestock around properties relative to 

the livestock feed requirements and available feed are successful essential grazing 

management outcomes, both in terms of livestock productivity and sustainability of the 

pasture base. 

9.8 I believe that a more detailed assessment of the agricultural land suitability of precinct 4 

should be undertaken to further refine and identify the area(s) of land that could be used for 

the development of perennial horticulture, and where necessary, establish appropriate 
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buffers to protect this ground and minimise the risk of loss and/or conflict associated with 

agricultural land use activity conducted therewith.   

9.9 Precinct 3 is covered by the CFWAP and has been identified as being suitable for agricultural 

land use activity. 

9.10 Land use activity which could be undertaken on this land includes irrigated pasture 

production, surface cropping dry harvest (cereals and poppies, vegetable and grass seed), 

surface cropping wet harvest (peas, beans and broccoli), root crops and horticulture. 

9.11 Even without the application of irrigation water to this land, it could have its level of 

agricultural productivity improved, such as renovating pastures, paddock subdivision, building 

soil fertility levels, excluding native wildlife and upgrading the stock water system. 

9.12 The agricultural land use potential of precinct 3 is likely being under rated, in particular the 

northern portion of the precinct and due to its relative ease of (cleared land, ease of access 

and in close proximity to irrigation infrastructure) would be considered well suited as land 

for a large scale vineyard development. 
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10 Additional Agricultural Land Use Considerations and Information 
 

10.1 The Swan Valley Irrigation District (SVID) was gazetted in October 2015 and covers a total 

area of 27,964 hectares. 

10.2 Within the SVID is located the Swan Valley Irrigation Scheme (SVIS) which covers 7,800 

hectares and supplies 2,000 ML via pipelines (identified by trading zones) which deliver 

water from the Melrose Dam to properties in and around Cranbrook, Moulting Lagoon and 

Swansea. The scheme is fully subscribed, supplies water at 95% surety over a 120 day 

summer irrigation period since becoming operational in 2018. Refer to Appendix C, Figure 9 

for the SVID map and SVIS trading zones. 

10.3 The SVIS was developed by Tasmanian Irrigation (TI) in response to keen long term interest 

from various producers in the greater Cranbrook Swansea and Moulting Lagoon area who 

struggled with access to reliable irrigation water in an area well known for having variable 

annual rainfall and subject to droughts for extended periods.  

10.4 The inability to ensure reliable access to irrigation water resulted in a high level of variability 

for producers to complete crop and livestock production cycles and vineyards to achieve 

grape yields and quality could be realised. Since the scheme has become operational, the 

confidence of producers in the district has increased significantly and resulted in greater 

investment in irrigation infrastructure, both livestock and crop production systems, vineyard 

expansion and subsequent economic growth.  

10.5 During 2017 prior to the comment of the SVIS farm water access, water plans (FWAP) were 

produced which covered all land which would be potentially irrigated by water sourced from 

the SVIS.  

10.6 A FWAP is a property specific assessment that supports the sustainable use of irrigation water 

supplied by TI and assists with the long term viability of irrigated agricultural land use activity. 

It identifies where TI water is to be applied and details actions to manage potential risks from 

applying it.  

10.7 All land and dams which are supplied with water within schemes built by TI is to be covered 

under a FWAP and is a requirement of the Federal Environmental Protection Biodiversity and 

Conservation Act 1999. 

10.8 The FWAP assessment involved detailed soil, land and biodiversity surveys and I personally 

assessed a large number of the properties within the SVIS for the soils and land survey 

component that included field work to identify the land capability present and assess suitable 

agricultural land use activities which can and could be conducted therewith. 

10.9 The FWAP provided detailed assessment of the land capability and biodiversity associated 

with the 598 hectares of land on the Cambria property which would be potentially irrigated 
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by water sourced from the SVIS and included a soil and biodiversity action plan and risk 

assessment covering water quality, soil and biodiversity.   

10.10 A large portion of the Cambria property is covered by the SVIS and represents approximately 

11% of the entire SVIS footprint. 

 

Figure 6; SVIS area marked (light blue hatching) and the Cambria property shown (dark blue outline) 
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10.11 The SVIS pipeline (identified as the “Main Line”) delivers irrigation water to the Cambria 

property via the main irrigation water pipeline which enters the property on land adjacent to 

the Tasman Highway in precinct’s 3 and 4. 

10.12 As identified in the Ag Logic “Property Agronomic Suitability Report-CAMBRIA” 

approximately 510 hectares of the Cambria have been cleared and developed for agriculture 

and this represents approximately 6.5% of the entire irrigable land associated with the SVIS. 

10.13 The Cambria property has a 400 ML water right in the SVIS, and this represents 20% of the 

total irrigation water allocation. 

10.14 The Swansea Cranbrook area is considered as a low rainfall zone, with a mean annual rainfall 

varying from 580-630mm. 

10.15 The SVIS irrigation scheme is vital to the future agricultural productivity and economy of the 

district and therefore potential non-agricultural land use activity and development within 

SVIS that could negatively impact on the management, productivity and sustainability of the 

associated irrigated agricultural enterprises should be avoided and this includes issues such 

as utilising irrigation water and land banking. 

10.16 The document provided by RMCG (#1362) 20th September 2021 is a well prepared statement 

in relation to how irrigation water provided by SVIS can be used and states 

- SVIS irrigation water can only be used in land within the CFWAP area.  

- SVIS irrigation water cannot be used for domestic purposes 

- The CFWAP has not been prepared with a view to the application of SVIS supplied irrigation 

water to the proposed golf course development  

- The proposed golf course is located outside of the FWAP area  

- Whilst the proposed accommodation area (location #15) is within the FWAP area, SVIS 

irrigation water cannot be used for domestic purposes 

10.17 The intention to link the existing water storage on the Cambria property to be supplied by 

the SVIS and subsequently be potentially used to meet the needs of the golf course and/or 

domestic use would result in contravention of the various supply and delivery agreements, 

therefore would not be compliant and would not be permissible. 

10.18 SVIS supplied irrigation water can only be used on land within the CFWAP and not for 

domestic purposes. 
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11 Land Capability Assessment  
 

11.1 Land capability modelling in conjunction CFWAP land capability assessment (in field 

assessment) of the Cambria property provides a useful guide to the agricultural land use 

activity, in terms of both diversity, frequency and intensity that can and could be undertaken 

on the available land. 

11.2 The land capability modelling is based on the 1:100,000 scale 2002 Freycinet report, which is 

generated by computer modelling and very limited field checking was involved in the 

production of this map. This modelled map indicates the 'most likely' land capability class to 

be found in any particular location.  

11.3 The Freycinet modelled map shows on the property west of the Tasman Highway and in the 

Dolphin Sands area, as per precinct 2, is dominated by class 6 land, whilst the central area, 

as per precinct 1 and 3, is covered predominantly by class 4 land with smaller areas of class 5 

and 6 land. Figure 7. 

11.4 THE CFWAP provided a detailed assessment on the land capability of the land within the 

FWAP and largely provided confirmation of the Freycinet land capability mapping. 

11.5 The currently recognised reference for identifying land capability is based on the class 

definitions and methodology described in the Land Classification Handbook, Second Edition, 

C.J Grose, 1999, Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment, Tasmania.  

11.6 Most agricultural land in Tasmania has been classified by the Department of Primary 

Industries and Water at a scale of 1:100,000, according to its ability to withstand 

degradation. A scale of 1 to 7 has been developed with Class 1 being the most resilient to 

degradation processes and Class 7 the least. Class 1, 2 and 3 is collectively termed “prime 

agricultural land”. For planning purposes, a scale of 1:100,000 is often unsuitable and a re-

assessment is required at a scale of 1:25,000 or 1:10,000. Factors influencing capability 

include elevation, slope, climate, soil type, rooting depth, salinity, rockiness and 

susceptibility to wind, water erosion and flooding. 

11.7 Class 4 land is defined as: 

Land marginally suitable for cropping because of severe limitations which restrict the range of 

crops that can be grown, and/or make major conservation treatment and careful management 

necessary. Cropping rotations should be restricted to one to two years out of ten in a rotation 

with pasture or equivalent to avoid damage to the soil resource or are limited by severe 

climatic conditions such that there is a very high risk of crop failure or yield decline in most 

years. This land is well suited to intensive grazing. 



28 
 

11.8 Class 5 land is defined as: 

This land is unsuitable for cropping, although some areas on easier slopes may be cultivated 

for pasture establishment or renewal and occasional fodder crops may be grown. The land 

may have slight to moderate limitations for pastoral use. The effects of limitations on the 

grazing potential may be reduced by applying appropriate soil conservation measures and land 

management practices 

11.9 Class 6 land is defined as:   

Land marginally suitable for grazing because of severe limitations. This land has low 

productivity, high risk of erosion, low natural fertility or other limitations that severely restrict 

agricultural use. 

 

 

Figure 7; modelled land capability of the Cambria property, class 4 (green), class 5 (brown), class 6 (blue) and class 7 (lilac) 

11.10 It would be appropriate to undertake a detailed land capability assessment of the Cambria 

property which is not subject to the CFWAP area and this would better define the type and 

location(s) of possible agricultural land use activity 

11.11 Without a thorough property wide detailed land capability assessment, it is particularly 

difficult to identify those areas of the property which can and could be subject to 

interference and consequently experience negative impacts and fettering from adjacent 

and/or nearby non-rural land use activity.  

11.12 Whilst extensive areas of the Cambria property are undeveloped in terms of agricultural land 

use activity, it is important to note that any future agricultural land use activity must be 

considered when determining the possible future impact on non-rural development and 
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potential constraints it could impose and/or the potential need for buffers and strength of 

mitigation strategies required.   
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12 Conflict and fettering of agricultural land use activity 
 

12.1 The potential for conflict and fettering which could arise from the presence of non-rural and 

agricultural developments are many and varied. 

12.2 Loss of suitable land where agricultural development could occur and result in either the loss 

of entire production areas and subsequent inability to engage in certain agricultural land use 

activity or to the extent where the amount of land available results in enterprises lacking 

scale and becoming uneconomic and non-commercial undertakings.  

12.3 Actions which result in the permanent loss and/or diminished ability for agriculture to 

undertake are fundamentally one of the biggest threats to Tasmanian agricultural 

production systems.   

12.4 Non-rural use of land, such as residential purpose occurs adjacent to and/or nearby 

agricultural land use activity often one of the key crop production activities which suffers is 

the inability and/or diminished capacity to apply agricultural chemicals.  

12.5 Land managers take seriously their occupational health and safety obligations and the use 

and application of agricultural sprays must abide by the Tasmanian Code of practice for 

ground and aerial spraying 2014 and any applicable agricultural chemical label requirements. 

In many farming districts of Tasmania likeminded land managers have similar crops and 

production systems and co-exist happily and are able to manage potential spray drift issues 

with forward planning and good organisation.  

12.6 However, when non-rural use of land occurs then land managers face significant challenges 

in being able to undertake the routine application of crop protection products and simple 

issues such as the mere sight of spray rigs and air mist blasters can result in conflict and lead 

to particularly complicated approach to the spray application timings. 

12.7 In agriculture odours producing activities, such as from production practices and from 

various inputs (fertilisers, compost and crop protection products) and livestock are a 

common feature. People who have not been exposed to and/or unaccustomed to 

agricultural odour may complain and force a change in production practices and/or type(s) 

of products used. An example would be used of composts and/or animal manure based 

fertiliser which by its very nature has an odour associated with it and are not suitable for use 

near residential dwellings. 

12.8 Agriculture often involves the noise emissions machinery used to prepare ground, spray rigs 

and air blast/misting units used to apply crop protection products, irrigation pumps, vehicles 

used by staff, stock dogs and livestock, and crop protection activities such as the use of gas 

guns and rifles. Noise is unavoidable emission from agricultural production systems, and for 

people unaccustomed to rural noises this can be confronting and force a change to 
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agricultural production practices, modification of the timing activities and the need to 

purchase new equipment for the sole purpose of reducing noise emissions. 

12.9 Clearly those noises associated with livestock cannot be prevented so in the worst case 

scenario livestock production activities must be completely changed, such as shifting 

livestock away from weaning paddocks that may now be in close proximity to residential 

dwellings. 

12.10 At times due to legal requirements, it may be necessary to change agricultural production 

practices, with the best example being the ability to undertake crop protection activities 

such as imposed by legal requirements for setback distances for shooting and the number 

and operation of gas guns used to scare birds from crops. 

12.11 Crop protection activities are a normal and routine activity and can require the use of 

firearms and/or gas guns, and the alternative options can be very costly and/or unsuitable. 

Gas guns can be replaced by laser deterrents, however this adds significant cost to the 

enterprise and increases the complexity of operational activities. The use of gas guns is 

restricted in a number of peri-urban agricultural interface areas of Tasmania where 

previously they were widely used with good success. 

12.12 Animal welfare issues such as the incidence and severity of toxoplasmosis caused by 

domestic cats and dog menace to sheep and cattle is often poorly understood and little 

appreciated by non-agriculturally aware people. Domestic cats and dogs which are not 

appropriately controlled can lead to devastating consequences for livestock managers and 

result in significant loss of livestock productivity.  

12.13 Agricultural enterprises are often required to be operated outside of normal business hours. 

Early starts and late finishes are a common feature of agricultural enterprises, and this can 

be difficult from non-agriculturally aware people who operate on a more business hours 

base timeline. Ground preparation, crop sowing, irrigation management, shifting livestock 

and crop harvesting can and does occur at all hours and very much on a 7 days a week basis.    

12.14 It is important to consider the potential for disturbance caused by non-rural uses which 

could impact agricultural land use activities due to increased traffic flows and noise 

emissions which can disturb livestock, driving without due care on roads which may be used 

by heavy machinery and tractors and spreading weeds due to biosecurity incursions.  

12.15  Shared roads, as per rights of way, used by agricultural and non-rural can be particularly 

difficult to manage appropriately and could be a major source of conflict between users. 

Potentially these roads may not be fit for purpose (eg lane and shoulder width, markings and 

speed limits), allowing safe passing and then significant time and effort is required to 

upgrade these roads to make them fit for purpose.  

12.16 Non-agriculturally aware people can find themselves exposed to common livestock handling 

activities such as weaning of livestock and the humane destruction of sick and injured 

animals if they live adjacent to and/or in close proximity to rural properties. Weaning is an 
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annual event for all livestock breeders and results plenty of noise from young animals for a 

period of time and this can cause significant disruption to what may have been a quiet area. 

Destruction of livestock is rare but unavoidable if livestock are suffering, and when firearms 

are used this can be very confronting for people not used to such events. 

12.17 Weed incursions can occur from non-rural to agricultural land such as broadleaf weeds (eg 

thistles), woody weeds (eg gorse), garden plants (eg foxgloves) and grass weeds (eg Serrated 

tussock). Weed incursions result in added time and cost to clean and manage the weed 

situation. It is important to note that when land previously used for agriculture becomes 

converted for non-rural use, abandoned ground can be quickly infested with weeds and 

present a major problem. 

12.18 Of major concern currently is the spread of Serrated Tussock, which is a declared Noxious 

weed under the Noxious Weeds Act 1964 in Tasmania and requires prompt eradication in 

order to limit its spread and result in significant pasture degradation and loss of productivity. 

Serrated Tussock is present on the Glamorgan Spring Bay area and land which is not 

correctly managed and/or land managers which are unfamiliar with identifying and/or 

dealing with this weed pose a significant liability to all land holders and more broadly the 

Tasmanian pastoral industry. 

12.19 In terms of being able to successfully deal with and manage conflict and fettering issues 

between agricultural and non-rural land use/users is complex and requires extensive work 

and good will to be shown between all parties involved. Without detailed land management 

plans from non-rural land users it can be very difficult for agricultural land managers to 

adequately plan and make provision for mitigating their responsibility to ensure conflict 

does not arise. 

12.20 In terms of possible mitigation strategies in order to lessen the potential for conflict and 

fettering between agricultural and non-rural land use activities will depend upon the 

specifics of each situation, and this includes the enterprise(s) involved, scale and intensity of 

both uses (agricultural and non-rural), topography of the land, climate (eg wind direction), 

infrastructure present (eg irrigation schemes) and any natural buffers which are present. 

12.21 Mitigation strategies should not encumber the agricultural enterprise with a requirement for 

them to modify and/or adjust production practices and/or land use activities to 

accommodate non-rural land use activities, unless the agricultural land use practices are 

non-routine and/or outside of what is considered to be normal operation and management 

practices and processes. 

12.22 Often preferred setback distances between agricultural and non-rural uses are based on 

200m wide separation distances, however this can be moderated back on the presence of 

existing and/or new vegetation plantings of sufficient and appropriate design (width and 

species composition), topography and issues relating to the type, scale and intensity of the 

agricultural enterprise(s) being undertaken. It is very important to recognise that future 
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changes to the current agricultural land use activities  should be factored in to any mitigation 

strategies, and this could also include those required for undeveloped agricultural land.         

12.23 In relation to the Cambria SAP potential development it is difficult to provide a clear and 

accurate assessment of the potential for conflict and fettering between adjacent and nearby 

land managers due to inability to comment and/or work to assist with the provision of 

mitigation strategies without knowing detailed development plans, such as the need for 

buffers, establishment for shelter belts and the associated inevitable long establishment 

timelines.   

12.24 Of major concern is the potential for the need and desire by the proponent to use the right 

of access present on the Stahmann property to permit access to the central northern areas 

of the Cambria property (west of the Tasman Highway). The potential for conflict and 

negatively impact the operations and management of the Stahmann property could be 

considerable, such as issues relating to biosecurity incursions (namely weeds), trespass and 

security sensitivities, interruption and modification of timing of crop protection activities (eg 

application of crop sprays), drainage and run-off from the round surfaces onto adjacent and 

surrounding land and additional cost associated with installing and maintaining new fences 

and gates.  

12.25 Additionally if sensitive developments (eg dwellings) are located within a 200m setback of 

the boundary with the Stahmann property this would potentially require the modification 

interruption of routine operation and management activities being conducted. Activities 

such as crop protection activities involving the use of gas guns and firearms would have 

been significantly curtailed. Noise producing activities involving the use of plant and 

machinery may have to be moderated leading to reduced operating hours all in effect to 

avoid the potential for conflict with non-agricultural land use activity.  

12.26 In terms of suitable mitigation activities which would or could be undertaken in order to 

mitigate the potential for conflict between agricultural and sensitive land use activity would 

be dependent upon the nature of both activities including intensity and scale. Measures 

such as the preservation of extensive vegetation buffers of an appropriate height and 

density, avoiding sensitive use which could disrupt normal agricultural land use activities 

such as noise and light emissions, potential for trespass issues and management of 

biosecurity considerations. The lack of detail associated with possible sensitive use 

development plans means it is not possible to make definitive recommendations and/or 

assessments of the proposed mitigation measures and strategies.   
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13 Protection of Agricultural Land Policy 
 

13.1 An assessment is required to ensure that the proposed development does not conflict with 

the principles outlined in State Policy of the Protection of Agricultural Land 2009 (PAL 

Policy).  The purpose of the PAL Policy is to conserve and protect agricultural land so that it 

remains available for the sustainable development of agriculture, recognising the particular 

importance of prime agricultural land. 

13.2 The PAL Policy is guided by 11 principles.  These principles are discussed in detail below.  

Note that no one principle should be read in isolation from the others to imply a particular 

action or cause and that generally the principles are to be implemented through the 

planning scheme as it states in the PAL Policy. 

13.3 Overall, in my opinion the Cambria SAP lacks sufficient detail in relation to ensuring the 

development would be able to comply with the PAL policy and more information would be 

required regarding specific developments (eg nature, size, scale, intensity, hours of 

operation, possible sources of conflict, mitigation strategies etc…). As the Cambria property 

is located within the SVID and SVIS it should require a particularly high level of detail in order 

to ensure both the current and future agricultural land use activity on the property itself is 

preserved and also that of adjacent and nearby properties as well.  

13.4 Please note that no prime agricultural land is present on the Cambria property and/or has 

been identified in the Swansea Cranbrook district and plantation forestry is not part of the 

proposed development and therefore no response to principles 2, 3, 4, 6, 10 and 11 is 

required 

13.5 Principle 1 states “Agricultural land is a valuable resource and its use for the sustainable 

development of agriculture should not be unreasonably confined or restrained by non-

agricultural use or development”. 

13.6 The “Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme” response to 

statement principle 1 states that development masterplan has been designed to minimise 

impacts on viable agricultural land. 

13.7 As previously stated, I have considered that the agricultural assessment of the Cambria 

property conducted by Ag Logic undervalues the potential pastoral productivity which is 

considerable when the property is considered in its entirety, and also does not provide a 

sufficient level of detail with respect to the specific location of land suitable for potential 

perennial horticulture and annual cropping land use activity. 

13.8 A more detailed assessment of the land on the property, in particular precinct 4, should be 

undertaken to further refine and identify the area(s) of land that could be used for the 

development of perennial horticulture, and where necessary, establish appropriate buffers 
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to protect this ground and minimise the risk of loss and/or conflict associated with 

agricultural land use activity conducted therewith.   

13.9 An example of this would apply precinct 4 where having pockets of higher quality land could 

lay adjacent to lower quality ground, and it must be evaluated, understood and appreciated 

that non-agricultural development on and/or close by could render the higher quality land 

subsequently unavailable and/or constrained for future agricultural use.   

13.10 Potential issues that could arise and create conflict between adjacent and nearby land 

owners, residents and visitors in rural areas include but is not limited to; 

- Noise complaints relating to the use and operation of farm machinery, moving livestock, bird 

scarers, all of which can and do occur at any time of the day and throughout the year 

- Odour complaints such as relating to livestock and the use and application of organic based 

fertilisers and soil amendments 

- Trespass onto adjacent farm land, particularly during sensitive times of the year such as 

lambing, crop establishment and harvesting 

- Dog menace to at risk livestock, such as ewes and lambs 

- Surface water run-off  

- Biosecurity issues relating to weeds and inappropriate management of livestock and/or 

adequately attended on crops on nearby and adjacent land 

- Safety issues relating to farm machinery and vehicle movements, electric fences and 

livestock 

13.11 The lack of proposed non-rural land use activities within the proposed Cambria SAP means it 

not possible to provide an accurate assessment of how the potential development activities 

could impact agricultural land, actual quality of the agricultural land and those areas which 

can and could be developed for future agricultural land use activity. 

13.12 Principle 5 states “Residential use of agricultural land is consistent with the Policy where it is 

required as part of an agricultural use or where it does not unreasonably convert agricultural 

land and does not confine or restrain agricultural use on or in the vicinity of that land”. 

13.13 The “Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme” response to 

statement principle 5 states that the potential for residential use would be integrated into 

the broader activities on the site and this includes a continued operation of the agricultural 

activities as an attraction of the site. 

13.14 The agricultural assessment of the Cambria property needs further refinement to provide 

more detail on the location and suitability of land for potential agricultural land use activity, 

in particular, precincts 3 and 4 for perennial horticulture and annual cropping and the 

possibility for conflict and constraints of the agricultural activities that can and could be 

conducted on this land. 

13.15 The lack of proposed non-rural land use activities within the proposed Cambria SAP means it 

is not possible to provide an accurate assessment of what specific potential developments 
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would and could be integrated into agricultural land use activities conducted on the 

property, what agricultural land use will be conducted on the property, and what would be 

the negative impact of the residential developments on future agricultural land use activity 

(eg loss of available land and constraints imposed on the diversity, scale and intensity of 

enterprise(s)).  

13.16 The lack of detail regarding the potential development associated with land within precinct 4 

is concerning, and in order to better deal with it, would require a detailed agricultural 

assessment of this land, identification of possible pockets of land which can and could be 

developed for future agricultural use, and the subsequent negative impacts and constraints 

imposed by the proposed development on this land. 

13.17 Similarly, the lack of specific information in relation to the proposed developments within the 

Cambria SAP means it is very difficult to provide a detailed assessment and review of the 

potential for negative impacts on adjacent and nearby agricultural land in terms of both 

constraint and fettering of routine and normal agricultural land use activities undertaken at 

present and also in the future. 

13.18 Principle 7 states “The protection of non-prime agricultural land from conversion to non-

agricultural use will be determined through consideration of the local and regional significance 

of that land for agricultural use”. 

13.19 The “Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme” response to 

statement principle 7 states that the land is not identified as significant agricultural land and 

that due to limitation created by the soil classification means that significant agricultural use 

would not be feasible or appropriate.   

13.20 Sufficiently large areas of the Cambria property, as per precincts 1, 3 and potential sections 

of precinct 4 are and would likely to be well suited to significant agricultural land use 

activities, that being for premium table wine grape production.  

13.21 The CFWAP identified land suitable for irrigated cropping and pastoral and horticultural use 

on the Cambria property. 

13.22 The Cambria property was first settled by Europeans in the mid-1830s and is currently still 

used for agricultural land use activities based pastoral use for sheep production on dryland 

and irrigated pastures. 

13.23 The Tasmanian agricultural sector is experiencing strong economic growth and value of land 

has increased by approximately 25.3% growth since 2019. (Rural Bank Tasmania, Tasmania: 

Australian Farmland Values 2021) due to increased market demand, limited supply of 
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suitable properties, strong commodity prices, low interest rates and strong producer 

confidence.  

13.24 The northern Tasmanian agricultural sector is experiencing strong economic growth and 

value of land has increased by approximately 21% growth since 2019. (Rural Bank Tasmania, 

Tasmania: Australian Farmland Values 2021). 

13.25 Rural properties of sufficiently large enough scale to operate as a standalone agricultural 

business which are considered suitable for cropping, pastoral use and perennial horticulture 

with access to irrigation water resources in the Swansea Cranbrook area are very limited, 

and more broadly this is the case right across the East Coast and wider Tasmania. 

13.26 Since the emergence and recognition of the premium quality table wine grape production 

sector in the Swansea Cranbrook area in conjunction with the establishment of the SVIS it is 

reasonable to consider that land values have risen accordingly for properties within this 

district. Similarly, land located within other Tasmania Irrigation schemes have risen in value 

in conjunction with the other drivers associated with the recent rise in agricultural land 

values 

13.27 The further expansion and prominence of viticulture in this district should not be limited 

and/or constrained by non-agricultural related development, which could either result in the 

loss of agricultural land and/or constraint existing and future agricultural development. 

13.28 All recent vineyard developments on the East Coast have been closely associated with the 

access to a reliable supply of irrigation water, and therefore land suitable for viticulture 

which is subject to a favourable climate and access to irrigation water is something which 

must be protected. This includes expansion of existing vineyards within the SVIS, Cressy 

Beach and north of Bicheno.    

13.29 The proposed Cambria SAP does appear to apply sufficient protection of non-prime 

agricultural land from conversion to non-agricultural use based on the recognised prominence 

of this district for both local and regional significance for agricultural use.  

13.30 The lack of detail regarding the potential development associated with land within precinct 4 

is concerning, and in order to better deal with it would require a detailed agricultural 

assessment of this land, identification of possible pockets of land which can and could be 

developed for agricultural use as per vineyard development, and the subsequent loss of this 

land and/or negative impacts and constraints imposed by the proposed development on this 

land. 

13.31 Principle 8 states “Provision must be made for the appropriate protection of agricultural 

land within irrigation districts proclaimed under Part 9 of the Water Management Act 1999 
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and may be made for the protection of other areas that may benefit from broad-scale 

irrigation development”. 

13.32 The “Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme” response to 

statement principle 8 states that land has been identified that would support irrigated land 

use. 

13.33 The agricultural assessment of the Cambria property needs further refinement to provide 

more detail on the location and suitability of land for potential agricultural land use activity 

in particular precincts 3 and 4 for perennial horticulture and annual cropping and the 

possibility for conflict and constraints of the agricultural activities that can and could be 

conducted on this land. 

13.34 The Cambria property is located within the Swan Valley Irrigation District (SVID) and 

associated Swan Valley Irrigation Scheme (SVIS). The entire Cambria property represents 

11% of the SVID, and as identified in Ag Logic’s “Property Agronomic Suitability Report – 

CAMBRIA” the 510 hectares of available cleared and developed agricultural land comprises 

6.5% of the SVIS. 

13.35 On a local basis the Cambria property represents a sizeable proportion of the both the SVID 

and SVIS, and the permanent loss of agricultural land and associated potential for 

constrained and confinement of primary production could be anticipated to have a 

significant negative impact.  

13.36 At present broad scale irrigation is conducted on precinct 1 and it is likely that additional 

irrigation development could be undertaken on a portion of precinct 2 and throughout 

precinct 3. 

13.37 The CFWAP identified land suitable for irrigated cropping and pastoral and horticultural use 

on the Cambria property. The CFWAP covered precincts 1 and 3 and a portion of precinct4. 

13.38 The lack of detail regarding the potential development associated with land within precinct 4 

is concerning, and in order to better deal with would require a detailed agricultural 

assessment of this land, identification of possible pockets of land which can and could be 

developed for irrigated agricultural use, and the subsequent negative impacts and constraints 

imposed by the proposed development on this land. Whilst not all of precinct 4 is covered by 

the SVID there is the opportunity to extract water from the waterways which flow through 

the property. The precinct 4 land which does lie within the SVID can be irrigated with water 

sourced from the SVIS but this would require an expansion of the CFWAP area assuming that 

TI irrigation can be supplied and the contractual obligations are able to be met. 

13.39 As noted above in part 9, the document provided by RMCG (#1362) 20th September 2021 

identifies how irrigation water provided by SVIS can be used. 

13.40 The intention to link the existing water storage on the Cambria property to be supplied by 

the SVIS and subsequently be potentially used to meet the needs of the golf course and/or 
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domestic use would result in contravention of the various supply and delivery agreements, 

therefore it would not be compliant and would not be permissible. 

13.41 The proposed Cambria SAP does not appear to apply sufficient protection of agricultural 

land within SVID irrigation districts and other land which may benefit from broad-scale 

irrigation development 

13.42 Principle 9 states  “Planning schemes must not prohibit or require a discretionary permit for 

an agricultural use on land zoned for rural purposes where that use depends on the soil as 

the growth medium, except as prescribed in Principles 10 and 11.” 

13.43 The “Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme” response to 

statement principle 9 states that the use status for the proposed development is consistent 

with the existing zone. 

13.44 The Cambria property is zoned as agriculture and rural under the Tasmanian planning 

scheme. 

13.45 The Cambria SAP appears to have the intent of prioritising non-agricultural land use 

activities on land zoned as agricultural and rural.  

13.46 As set out in the PAL definitions in section 7: 

- “Agricultural land” means all land that is in agricultural use or has the potential for 

agricultural use, that has not been zoned or developed for another use or would not be 

unduly restricted for agricultural use by its size, shape and proximity to adjoining non-

agricultural uses. 

- "Agricultural use” means “use of the land for propagating, cultivating or harvesting plants or 

for keeping and breeding animals, excluding domestic animals and pets. It includes the 

handling, packing or storing of fresh produce for dispatch to processors. It includes 

controlled agriculture and plantation forestry.”  

13.47 Additionally, “resource development” and “resource processing” would also be appropriate 

for agricultural land provided it complements the definition of; 

- “use of land for propagating, cultivating or harvesting plants or for keeping and breeding of 

livestock or fish stock. If the land is so used, the use may include the handling, packing or 

storing of produce for dispatch to processors. Examples include agricultural use, 

aquaculture, bee keeping, controlled environment agriculture, crop production, horse stud, 

intensive animal husbandry, plantation forestry and turf growing….use of land for treating, 
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processing or packing plant or animal resources. Examples include an abattoir, animal 

saleyard, cheese factory, fish processing, milk processing, winery and sawmilling.  

13.48 Under the Glamorgan Spring Interim Planning Scheme 2015 the Cambria property is zoned 

as Significant Agriculture and Rural Recourse, and therefore the land is zoned for rural 

purposes. I understand effectively the same zoning applies now under the Tasmanian 

Planning Scheme – Glamorgan Spring Bay.  

13.49 Agricultural land use activity such as greenhouses used for controlled environment 

agriculture, and whether the production system relies on the use of soilless media or for soil 

based production systems, would be recognised and consider as the use of land for rural 

purposes.    

13.50 On the Cambria property land precincts’ 1, 2, 3 and 4 have been identified as suitable for 

agricultural land use activity. A particular emphasis on precincts 1 and 3 and smaller portion 

of precinct 2 which included in the CFWAP, and subsequently identified and considered to 

be suitable for irrigated agriculture including cropping, pasture and perennial horticulture.  

13.51 The lack of detail regarding the potential development associated with land within precinct 4 

is concerning, and in order to better deal with and would require a detailed agricultural 

assessment of this land, identification of possible pockets of land which can and could be 

developed for agricultural use as per vineyard development, and the subsequent loss of this 

land and/or negative impacts and constraints imposed by the proposed development on this 

land. 
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14 Agricultural investment and gross margin analysis 
 

14.1 An investment and gross margin analysis has been prepared to provide information on the 

potential economics associated with developing the Cambria property for more diversified 

and intensive agricultural land use activity. 

14.2 It is not possible to model all potential agricultural land use activities which can and/or could 

be undertaken on the property and therefore an intensified sheep breeding and finishing 

enterprise and a vineyard development has been reviewed. This mix of a sheep breeding and 

finishing enterprise and vineyard development is similar to that conducted on other 

comparable size large properties on the east coast, as per the Gala Estate (nearby in 

Cranbrook) and Kelverdon (south of Swansea). 

14.3 The methodology used on the preparation of the investment and gross margin analysis has 

been used for many years, is widely accepted and used in the Tasmanian agricultural sector 

and is used by the Department of Natural resources and Environment Tasmania (formerly 

the Department of Primary Industry Water and Environment) as the financial model for the 

“Farm Business Planning Tools” for the “Gross Margin Analysis Tool” and “Profitability of 

Irrigated Perennial Crops”. 

14.4 The assumptions used in the preparation of the Cambria agriculture development 

investment and gross margin analysis are based on a green field development, with capital 

investment required to cover farm improvements, TI water purchase and a 300 ML dam 

storages, irrigation scheme infrastructure, vineyard infrastructure, plant and machinery and 

livestock. 

14.5 The assumptions relating to the basis of the agricultural enterprises include: 

- Dryland grazing area covering 225 hectares 

- Irrigated centre pivots covering 50 hectares 

- 1,200 breeding ewes 

- 160 replacement ewe lambs bred annually 

- 1350 prime lambs finished and sold annually 

- 125 hectares of vineyard established a 4 year period 

- The Pinot Noir/Chardonnay grapes produced by the vineyard would be sold as a bulk 

commodity (non-processed)  
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14.6 The location of the irrigated land use activity for the proposed pasture and vineyard 

developments are shown in Figure 8. 

 

Figure 8 Proposed irrigation developments on the Cambria property, with the centre pivots (shown in blue) and vineyard 
(shown in green) 

14.7 A 7 year period profitability analysis of the combination of the sheep and vineyard 

development has been provided, with an additional seperate 20 year investment analysis of 

the vineyard    

14.8 The mixed enterprise would require the employment of 3 full time labour units, as per a 

vineyard manager, farm manager and leading hand with allocations made in the budgets for 

seasonal and contractor labour as required. 

14.9 The seasonal and contract labour requirements would include activities such as shearing 

sheep, transport of livestock, land preparation, vine planting and vine canopy management 

(eg pruning and trellising). 

14.10 In summary the financial investment required to accomplish these developments would be 

$7,962,000 over a 4 year period. 

14.11 Due to the nature of the mixed enterprises being considered, the profitability of the total 

business unit is initially negative (year 1 net annual profit of -$137,753) and progressively 
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improves over time such that by year 7 the annual net profit is $1,051,465, with the return 

on equity in year 1 is -7.0% and by year 7 is 41.5%. 

14.12 Table 2 provides a summary of the financial performance of the combination of the sheep 

and vineyard enterprises. 

Table 2 Summary of the financial performance of the combined sheep and vineyard agricultural enterprises 

 

 

 

14.13 Whilst during the development phase the financial performance of the total business is 

poor, it substantially improves over time and by year 7 the key performance indicators of 

return on assets (ROAM) at 14.1% (considered strong once >4%), return on equity (ROE) at 

41.5% (considered strong once >4%) and net profit (before finance costs) at $1,538,034 

(considered strong >$90,000). 

14.14 To successfully undertake these enterprises would require the use of approximately 630 ML 

on an annual basis. 

14.15 The Cambria property has a 400 ML SVIS water right and 1,151 ML of allocation from the 

various waterways which flow adjacent to and through the property. A 300 ML dam is 

proposed and costed in the financial budgets, whilst an existing 50ML dam is already present 

(dam ID 5542).  

14.16 Due to the reliance on irrigation water to support both the sheep (as per the prime lamb) 

and vineyard enterprise sensitivities have been placed on the storage and supply of 

irrigation water. It has been assumed that the SVIS irrigation water (400ML) is able to 100% 

utilised on an annual basis whilst the dam stored water extracted from water adjacent 

to/and or flowing through the property is on  65% utilisation in recognition of the potential 

for periodic low river flows and inability to completely fill the dams every year. 

14.17 The irrigated development is confined to the land covered by the CFWAP and allows 

complete freedom to use the SVIS irrigation water.  

14.18 Please note that only a small portion of land available in precinct 4 has been included in the 

financial assumptions, as per access to dryland grazing for the sheep. The potential for 

agricultural development, including dryland and irrigated developments, is an unknown 

FY2022 FY2023 FY2024 FY2025 FY2026 FY2027 FY2028

Projections:

Gross Profit ($) 317,365 317,402 578,382 1,288,285 2,057,934 2,854,595 3,408,215

Enterprise Costs ($) 95,295 95,276 203,844 497,871 816,688 1,146,690 1,376,031

Total Gross Margin ($) 222,070 222,126 374,538 790,413 1,241,246 1,707,905 2,032,183

Overhead costs
3

($) 246,723 289,039 509,992 524,029 533,047 542,381 548,868

EBIT ($) -24,653 -66,912 -135,453 266,384 708,199 1,165,524 1,483,315

ROAM (%) -0.6% -0.9% -1.5% 2.5% 6.7% 11.0% 14.1%

Finance costs ($) 113,100 239,850 347,850 431,850 431,850 431,850 431,850

Net Profit ($) -137,753 -306,762 -483,303 -165,466 276,349 733,674 1,051,465

Net Cashflow ($) -25,043 -37,413 -80,833 321,077 762,894 1,220,197 1,538,034

ROE (%) -7.0% -11.4% -17.8% -6.5% 10.9% 28.9% 41.5%
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quantity at this stage and only with a thoroughly detailed assessment could this be 

quantified. 

14.19 The financial models are attached in Appendix D. 

14.20 As identified in the financial modelling used to assess the Cambria property’s development 

from its current state (eg limited agricultural use in both intensity and diversification) the 

property has the potential to be a profitable large scale agricultural business.  

14.21 The opportunity to engage in the type and scale of agricultural enterprises outlined in the 

financial modelling would clearly be of great benefit to the broader east coast community in 

terms of the potential for additional employment, flow on benefits for the supply and 

maintenance of machinery and vehicles used, and continue to maintain the position and 

marketability of the Cranbrook Swansea area for the production of high quality cool climate 

wines.  

14.22 It would reasonable to consider that with respect to prominence and available resource base 

(eg land, water, soils and climate) associated with the Cambria property the loss of 

agricultural could be consider as a significant loss to the community. In this situation the loss 

of agricultural land could lead to a reduction in the opportunity for agricultural based 

employment, stifling of the opportunity to continue the growth and development of the 

districts grape growing and wine making industry, a general weakening of the SVIS and 

overall diminish the agricultural productivity and rural landscape values in the municipality. 

Whilst at present the Cambria property has a limited amount of agriculture conducted on, 

the future potential for diversification and intensification of livestock and perennial 

horticulture is significant and should not be discounted as having a minor loss to the 

community.     
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15 Appendices 
 

Appendix A:  Jason Lynch professional profile 
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Appendix B:  Agricultural enterprise suitability rules 

 

Figure 9; olives crop production land suitability rules (source https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/Documents/OLIVES.pdf) 
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Figure 10; wine grape crop production land suitability rules (source https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/Documents/WINE_GRAPES.pdf) 
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Appendix C:   
 

 

Figure 11 SVID map and SVIS trading zones 
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Appendix D 

 

 

 

Performance Summary

FY2022 FY2023 FY2024 FY2025 FY2026 FY2027 FY2028

Total Assets Managed
1

($) 4,240,000 7,256,390 9,216,891 10,547,270 10,547,577 10,547,882 10,548,209

Liabilities
2

($) 2,262,000 4,572,000 6,507,000 8,012,000 8,012,000 8,012,000 8,012,000

Total Equity ($) 1,978,000 2,684,390 2,709,891 2,535,270 2,535,577 2,535,882 2,536,209

Equity % (%) 47% 37% 29% 24% 24% 24% 24%

Effective area (ha) 401 401 401 401 401 401 401

Vineyard area planted (ha) 0 45 90 125 125 125 125

Grapes produced (T) 0 0 121 324 580 846 1,030

Irrigation utilised (ML) 255 390 525 630 630 630 630

Breeding ewes (hd.) 1,200 1,194 1,196 1,196 1,197 1,197 1,198

Sheep/lamb sales (hd.) 1,546 1,545 1,538 1,540 1,541 1,542 1,543

Wool cut (greasy) (kg) 9,814 9,820 9,801 9,811 9,816 9,822 9,827

Total Dry Matter utilised (tDM) 1,203 1,202 1,202 1,203 1,204 1,205 1,206

Feedbase % surplus (%) 16% 13% 10% 8% 8% 8% 8%

Total DSE (DSE) 4,010 4,007 4,008 4,011 4,014 4,016 4,019

Gross Profit ($) 317,365 317,402 578,382 1,288,285 2,057,934 2,854,595 3,408,215

Enterprise Costs ($) 95,295 95,276 203,844 497,871 816,688 1,146,690 1,376,031

Total Gross Margin ($) 222,070 222,126 374,538 790,413 1,241,246 1,707,905 2,032,183

Overhead costs
3

($) 246,723 289,039 509,992 524,029 533,047 542,381 548,868

EBIT ($) -24,653 -66,912 -135,453 266,384 708,199 1,165,524 1,483,315

ROAM (%) -0.6% -0.9% -1.5% 2.5% 6.7% 11.0% 14.1%

Finance costs ($) 113,100 239,850 347,850 431,850 431,850 431,850 431,850

Net Profit ($) -137,753 -306,762 -483,303 -165,466 276,349 733,674 1,051,465

Net Cashflow ($) -25,043 -37,413 -80,833 321,077 762,894 1,220,197 1,538,034

ROE (%) -7.0% -11.4% -17.8% -6.5% 10.9% 28.9% 41.5%
1 
Value of all operating assets including land leased

2 
Total additional investment capital required

3 
Includes plant and equipment depreciation costs 

Projections:
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Step 1: Resources Allocation

FY2022 FY2023 FY2024 FY2025 FY2026 FY2027 FY2028

(1) Land

Total Farm Area 401             401             401             401             401             401             401             

Effective Area* (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha)

Dryland crops* refer crop table below

Dryland improved pasture 225             225             225             225             225             225             225             

Dryland unimproved 125             80               35               

Dryland other - bush

Irrigated cash crops refer crop table below

Irrigated forage / pasture refer crop table below 51               51               51               51               51               51               51               

Irrigated Grapes -              45               90               125             125             125             125             

Total Effective Area 401             401             401             401             401             401             401             

Total waste/ineffective -              -              -              -              -              -              -              

Total Farm Area 401             401             401             401             401             401             401             

OK OK OK OK OK OK OK

(2) Water

Water Supply Rainfall: 670 mm (ML) (ML) (ML) (ML) (ML) (ML) (ML)

Farm storages 350             350             350             350             350             350             

TI water 400             400             400             400             400             400             400             

Bore / other

Total Water Supply 400             750             750             750             750             750             750             

Water Demand (ML) (ML) (ML) (ML) (ML) (ML) (ML)

Irrigated cash crops -              -              -              -              -              -              -              

Irrigated forage / pasture 255             255             255             255             255             255             255             

Irrigated Grapes 3.0            -              135             270             375             375             375             375             

Total Water Demand 255             390             525             630             630             630             630             

Spare Water 145             360             225             120             120             120             120             

Surplus Surplus Surplus Surplus Surplus Surplus Surplus

(3) Feedbase

FY2022 FY2023 FY2024 FY2025 FY2026 FY2027 FY2028

Feed Available (tDM) (tDM) (tDM) (tDM) (tDM) (tDM) (tDM)

Dryland crops* see part (4) -              -              -              -              -              -              -              

Dryland improved pasture utilisation 4.0 tDM/ha 4.0 tDM/ha 4.0 tDM/ha 4.0 tDM/ha 4.0 tDM/ha 4.0 tDM/ha 4.0 tDM/ha

Dryland improved pasture 900             900             900             900             900             900             900             

Dryland unimproved 1.0 tDM/ha 125             80               35               -              -              -              -              

Dryland other - bush 0.0 tDM/ha -              -              -              -              -              -              -              

Irrigated cash crops -              -              -              -              -              -              -              

Irrigated forage / pasture 8.0 tDM/ha 408             408             408             408             408             408             408             

Irrigated Grapes -            -              -              -              -              -              -              -              

Agistment off-farm (head) 0 hd 0 hd 0 hd 0 hd 0 hd 0 hd 0 hd

Agistment off-farm (feed) 3.3 tDM/hd -              -              -              -              -              -              -              

Purchased feed hay / silage

Purchased feed grain / pellets

Total Feed Available (tDM) 1,433          1,388          1,343          1,308          1,308          1,308          1,308          

Sheep Feed Required FY2021 FY2022 FY2023 FY2024 FY2025 FY2026 FY2027

Sheep on hand at start (tDM/hd) (hd) (hd) (hd) (hd) (hd) (hd) (hd)

Breeding ewes 0.60          1,200          1,194          1,196          1,196          1,197          1,197          1,198          

Ewe replacements 0.25          200             207             206             206             206             206             207             

Trade lambs 0.30          1,380          1,380          1,373          1,375          1,376          1,376          1,377          

Rams 0.55          24               25               25               26               26               26               27               

2,804          2,806          2,800          2,803          2,805          2,806          2,808          

Purchases:

Breeding ewes

Ewe hoggets

Store lambs/wethers

Trade lambs

Rams 5                 5                 5                 5                 5                 5                 5                 

Births ex PT: Total % 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115%

Ewe lambs 690             687             688             688             688             688             689             

Wether lambs 690             687             688             688             688             688             689             

Deaths:

Breeding ewes 3.0% 36               36               36               36               36               36               36               

Ewe hoggets 4.0% 8                 8                 8                 8                 8                 8                 8                 

Rams 3.0% 1                 1                 1                 1                 1                 1                 1                 

Sales:

Breeding ewes 14% 162             161             161             162             162             162             162             

Ewe hoggets PT 0% -              -              -              -              -              -              -              

Ewe lambs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

-              -              -              -              -              -              -              

Store lambs/wethers 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

-              -              -              -              -              -              -              

Trade lambs 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

1,380          1,380          1,373          1,375          1,376          1,376          1,377          

Rams 15% 4                 4                 4                 4                 4                 4                 4                 

Total sales 1,546          1,545          1,538          1,540          1,541          1,542          1,543          

Sheep on hand at end

Breeding ewes 1,194          1,196          1,196          1,197          1,197          1,198          1,199          

Ewe hoggets retained 30% 207             206             206             206             206             207             207             

Trade lambs 1,380          1,373          1,375          1,376          1,376          1,377          1,378          

Rams 25               25               26               26               26               27               27               

2,806          2,800          2,803          2,805          2,806          2,808          2,810          

Total Sheep feed required (tDM) 1,203          1,202          1,202          1,203          1,204          1,205          1,206          

Total Feed Required (tDM) 1,203          1,202          1,202          1,203          1,204          1,205          1,206          

Feed Surplus / Deficit (tDM)               230               186               141               105               104               103               102 

Projections

Total Dry Matter Available
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Step 2: Enterprise Gross Margins

Details from step 1 FY2022 FY2023 FY2024 FY2025 FY2026 FY2027 FY2028

Sheep Gross Profit ($/hd) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($)

Value on hand at start:

Breeding ewes $250 300,000           298,500           298,925           299,045           299,183           299,318           299,475           

Ewe hoggets $220 44,000             45,540             45,316             45,375             45,395             45,415             45,434             

Trade lambs $0 -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Rams $500 12,000             12,350             12,650             12,850             13,000             13,150             13,300             

356,000           356,390           356,891           357,270           357,577           357,882           358,209           

Stock Sales

Breeding ewes $140 22,680             22,568             22,596             22,610             22,624             22,624             22,638             

Ewe hoggets $220 -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Ewe lambs $130 -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Store lambs/wethers $130 -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Trade lambs $190 262,200           262,200           260,908           261,250           261,364           261,478           261,592           

Rams $120 432                  444                  456                  468                  468                  468                  480                  

285,312           285,212           283,960           284,328           284,456           284,570           284,710           

less Purchases

Breeding ewes $250 -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Ewe hoggets $220 -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Store lambs/wethers $120 -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Trade lambs $150 -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Rams $2,500 12,500             12,500             12,500             12,500             12,500             12,500             12,500             

12,500             12,500             12,500             12,500             12,500             12,500             12,500             

Value on hand at end: ($/hd)

Breeding ewes 250              298,500           298,925           299,045           299,183           299,318           299,475           299,630           

Ewe hoggets 220              45,540             45,316             45,375             45,395             45,415             45,434             45,461             

Trade lambs -               -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Rams 500              12,350             12,650             12,850             13,000             13,150             13,300             13,400             

356,390           356,891           357,270           357,577           357,882           358,209           358,491           

Wool sales 3.5 kg/hd 9,814 kg 9,820 kg 9,801 kg 9,811 kg 9,816 kg 9,822 kg 9,827 kg

(25 micron price /kg greasy) $4.50 /kg 44,163             44,190             44,103             44,149             44,174             44,198             44,223             

plus increase in value on hand 390                  501                  379                  307                  305                  327                  281                  

Total Sheep Gross Profit 317,365           317,402           315,942           316,285           316,434           316,595           316,715           

Sheep Enterprise Costs ($/hd)

Agistment

Animal health $8 22,432             22,446             22,401             22,425             22,437             22,450             22,463             

Breeding costs $2 5,608               5,611               5,600               5,606               5,609               5,612               5,616               

Fodder $300 /t -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Freight 2.0% 5,706               5,704               5,679               5,687               5,689               5,691               5,694               

Irrigation costs $25 /ML 5,738               5,738               5,738               5,738               5,738               5,738               5,738               

Pasture & Feed costs $5 /dse 20,051             20,034             20,038             20,055             20,068             20,082             20,096             

Purchased fodder* $0 /dse -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Selling costs - wool 4.5% 1,987               1,989               1,985               1,987               1,988               1,989               1,990               

Selling costs - meat 5.5% 15,692             15,687             15,618             15,638             15,645             15,651             15,659             

Shearing & crutching $4 /dse 16,041             16,027             16,031             16,044             16,055             16,065             16,076             
Wool packs & Sundry $0.50 1,402               1,403               1,400               1,402               1,402               1,403               1,404               

Total Sheep Costs 94,657             94,638             94,490             94,581             94,632             94,681             94,735             

Total Sheep Gross Margin* 222,708           222,764           221,452           221,703           221,803           221,914           221,980           

Total DSE (DSE) 4,010               4,007               4,008               4,011               4,014               4,016               4,019               

Sheep Gross Margin per DSE ($/DSE) 56                    56                    55                    55                    55                    55                    55                    

 Total DSE all livestock                4,010                4,007                4,008                4,011                4,014                4,016                4,019 

 DSE/hectare                     10                     10                     10                     10                     10                     10                     10 

 DSE/ha/100mm                    1.5                    1.5                    1.5                    1.5                    1.5                    1.5                    1.5 

 kgDM/ha/100mm                   448                   447                   448                   448                   448                   448                   449 

*irrigated pasture / forage costs are allocated to livestock enterprise costs

(3) Total Business Gross Margin

 FY2022  FY2023  FY2024  FY2025  FY2026  FY2027  FY2028 

($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($)

Livestock Gross Margins

Beef -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Sheep 222,708           222,764           221,452           221,703           221,803           221,914           221,980           

Crop Gross Margin

Dryland crops -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Irrigated cash crops -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Irrigated forage/pasture -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Other Income / Activity

-                   -                   

-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Vineyard - % of full yield 0% 0% 11% 29% 52% 75% 92%

Vineyard Gross Profit $27,000 /ha -                   -                   262,440           972,000           1,741,500        2,538,000        3,091,500        

Total Other Income / Activity -                   -                   262,440           972,000           1,741,500        2,538,000        3,091,500        

Vineyard Direct Costs $11,185 /ha -                   -                   108,716           402,653           721,419           1,051,371        1,280,659        

Other Enterprise / Activity Gross Margin -                   -                   153,724           569,347           1,020,081        1,486,629        1,810,841        

Total Business Gross Margin 222,708 222,764 375,176 791,051 1,241,884 1,708,543 2,032,821

Includes any margin contributed to the business from off-farm & non-farm activity - eg. contracting, farm-stay accomodation, 

royalties, etc.

Enterprises / Activity
Total Business Gross Margin
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Step 3:  Capital Investment

Assets Managed as at end: FY2022 FY2023 FY2024 FY2025 FY2026 FY2027 FY2028

Land & Improvements     ($/unit) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($)

Dryland arable $10,000 /ha 2,250,000              2,250,000              2,250,000              2,250,000               2,250,000               2,250,000               2,250,000               

Dryland unimproved $5,000 /ha 625,000                 400,000                 175,000                 -                          -                          -                          -                          

Dryland other - bush $2,500 /ha -                        -                        -                        -                          -                          -                          -                          

Irrigated area (land only) $15,000 /ha 765,000                 765,000                 765,000                 765,000                  765,000                  765,000                  765,000                  

Waste/ineffective $600 /ha -                        -                        -                        -                          -                          -                          -                          

Water Resources $1,500 /ML 600,000                 1,050,000              1,050,000              1,050,000               1,050,000               1,050,000               1,050,000               

Houses, yards, etc.

Farm development from below -                        2,060,000              3,995,000              5,500,000               5,500,000               5,500,000               5,500,000               

Total 4,240,000        6,525,000        8,235,000        9,565,000          9,565,000          9,565,000          9,565,000          

Livestock          

Cattle -                        -                        -                        -                          -                          -                          -                          

Sheep -                        356,390                 356,891                 357,270                  357,577                  357,882                  358,209                  

Plant & Machinery -                        300,000                 550,000                 550,000                  550,000                  550,000                  550,000                  

Produce on Hand eg. hay, silage

Current assets

Total Assets Managed 4,240,000              7,181,390              9,141,891              10,472,270             10,472,577             10,472,882             10,473,209             

Liabilities

Term Loan 1

Line of credit from below 2,212,000              4,522,000              6,457,000              7,962,000               7,962,000               7,962,000               7,962,000               

Overdraft

Equipment Finance

Other Creditors

Total Liabilities 2,212,000              4,522,000              6,457,000              7,962,000               7,962,000               7,962,000               7,962,000               

Subtract value of land leased:

Net Worth 2,028,000              2,659,390              2,684,891              2,510,270               2,510,577               2,510,882               2,511,209               

Percentage Equity 48% 37% 29% 24% 24% 24% 24%

Capital Expenditure FY2022 FY2023 FY2024 FY2025 FY2026 FY2027 FY2028

Farm improvement ($/unit) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($)

Pivot irrigators $6,000 /ha 306,000                 

New fences (wallaby) $11,000 /km

Swan Valley Irrigation rights $2,000 /ML 800,000                 

Dam construction $1,000 /ML 300,000                 

Pumps and mains $75,000 /km 150,000                 

Land clearing $1,000 /ha

Total Farm Improvements 1,556,000              -                        -                        -                          -                          -                          -                          

Livestock:

Cattle -                        

Sheep 356,000                 

356,000                 

Vineyard:

Land preparation $1,000 /ha -                        45,000                   45,000                   35,000                    -                          -                          -                          

Packing/machinery shed $1,000 /ha 125,000                 

Irrigation system $7,000 /ha -                        315,000                 315,000                 245,000                  -                          -                          -                          

Vines & guards $13,000 /ha -                        585,000                 585,000                 455,000                  -                          -                          -                          

Trellising $14,000 /ha -                        630,000                 630,000                 490,000                  -                          -                          -                          

Vineyard netting $4,000 /ha -                        180,000                 180,000                 140,000                  -                          -                          -                          

Contingency 10% $4,000 /ha -                        180,000                 180,000                 140,000                  -                          -                          -                          

Total Vineyard Developments -                        2,060,000              1,935,000              1,505,000               -                          -                          -                          

Plant & machinery

Tractor & sprayer & slasher & buggy 250,000                 

Tractor & sprayer & slasher 200,000                 

Vehicle 50,000                   50,000                   

Total Plant & Equipment 300,000                 250,000                 -                        -                          -                          -                          -                          

Total Capital Expenditure 2,212,000              2,310,000              1,935,000              1,505,000               -                          -                          -                          
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Step 4: Profitability

FY2022 FY2023 FY2024 FY2025 FY2026 FY2027 FY2028

Total Total Total Total Total Total Total

Total Business Gross Margin ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($)

Beef Gross Margin                   -                     -                     -                     -                     -                     -                     -   

Sheep Gross Margin         222,708         222,764         221,452         221,703         221,803         221,914         221,980 

Crop Gross Margin                   -                     -                     -                     -                     -                     -                     -   

Vineyard                   -                     -           153,724         569,347      1,020,081      1,486,629      1,810,841 

Total Business Gross Margin 222,708        222,764        375,176        791,051        1,241,884     1,708,543     2,032,821     

Overheads Total Total Total Total Total Total Total 

Tractor Plant & Vehicle Operating ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($)

Fuel 6,000 6,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000

Repairs 30% 1,800 1,800 3,600 3,600 3,600 3,600 3,600

Total Tractor, Plant & Vehicle Operating 7,800            7,800            15,600          15,600          15,600          15,600          15,600          

Repairs to Structures & Improvements 2% 4,454            4,455            7,504            15,821          24,838          34,171          40,656          

Permanent Wages 2.0 FTE 2.0 FTE 3.0 FTE 3.0 FTE 3.0 FTE 3.0 FTE 3.0 FTE

Vineyard manager $100,000 per FTE 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000

Farm Manager $85,000 per FTE 85,000 85,000 85,000 85,000 85,000 85,000 85,000

Other $65,000 per FTE 65,000 65,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000

Total wages/drawings 150,000        150,000        315,000        315,000        315,000        315,000        315,000        

Insurance

General 0.3% of asset val. 13,992 23,699 30,168 34,558 34,560 34,561 34,562

Workers compensation 4.5% if wages 6,750 6,750 14,175 14,175 14,175 14,175 14,175

Total Insurance 20,742          30,449          44,343          48,733          48,735          48,736          48,737          

Admin & General Overheads

Accounting/advisory 5,000 5,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 7,000

Office expenses 1,000 1,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000

Electricity - general not inc. irrigation 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500

Rates & land tax 0.10% of land val. 4,240 6,525 8,235 9,565 9,565 9,565 9,565

Scheme water - fixed charges $125 /ML 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000

Telephone & internet 1,500 1,500 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000

Other 500 500 500 500 500 500 500

Depreciation (Capital Replacement) 10% 0 30,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000

Total Admin & General Overheads 63,740          96,025          127,235        128,565        128,565        128,565        128,565        

Total Overheads 246,736        288,729        509,682        523,720        532,737        542,071        548,558        

EBIT (Earnings before Interest & Capital) -24,028 -65,965 -134,506 267,331 709,146 1,166,472 1,484,263

Return on Total Capital Managed -0.6% -0.9% -1.5% 2.6% 6.8% 11.1% 14.2%

Finance costs Rate

Cost of funds (%)

Term Loan 1 4.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Line of credit 5.0% 110,600 226,100 322,850 398,100 398,100 398,100 398,100

Overdraft 4.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Equipment Finance 5.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other Creditors 3.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Interest 110,600        226,100        322,850        398,100        398,100        398,100        398,100        

Land lease insert annual cost: 0 11,250 22,500 31,250 31,250 31,250 31,250

Total Finance Costs 110,600        237,350        345,350        429,350        429,350        429,350        429,350        

Net Profit -134,628 -303,315 -479,856 -162,019 279,796 737,122 1,054,913

Return on Equity -6.6% -11.4% -17.9% -6.5% 11.1% 29.4% 42.0%

Cashflow Total Total Total Total Total Total Total 

Add back depreciation 0 30,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000

Deduct increase in inventory 390 501 379 307 305 327 281

Net Operating Cashflow -24,418 -36,466 -79,885 322,024 763,842 1,221,144 1,538,981

Deduct debt servicing

Net Cashflow 24,418-          36,466-          79,885-          322,024        763,842        1,221,144     1,538,981     
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Step 5: Investment Summary

Discount rate: 5% Total Area 125.0 ha

Year 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Developed area

Planted 125.0 ha

Production area NPV

Ha producing 1,332 ha 0.0 45.0 45.0 90.0 125.0 125.0 125.0 125.0 125.0 125.0 125.0 125.0 125.0 125.0 125.0 125.0 125.0 125.0 125.0 125.0

Production

Estimate yield profile 0% 0% 11% 29% 52% 75% 92% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Total production (t)

Total tonnes 0 0 121 324 580 846 1,030 1,125 1,125 1,125 1,125 1,125 1,125 1,125 1,125 1,125 1,125 1,125 1,125 1,125

Price

$/tonne 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000

Income ($)

Annual income 0 0 364,500 971,999 1,741,498 2,537,997 3,091,497 3,374,997 3,374,997 3,374,997 3,374,997 3,374,997 3,374,997 3,374,997 3,374,997 3,374,997 3,374,997 3,374,997 3,374,997 3,374,997

Capital costs 0% salvage

General farm improvements 1,556,000        260,000           -                   -                   0

Vineyard development -                   2,060,000        1,935,000        1,505,000        -                   -                   0

Plant & machinery 300,000           250,000           -                   -                   -                   -                   0

Total 1,856,000        2,570,000 1,935,000 1,505,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Variable costs

Grape production 0 324,900 324,900 649,800 902,500 902,500 902,500 902,500 902,500 902,500 902,500 902,500 902,500 902,500 902,500 902,500 902,500 902,500 902,500 158,700

Harvesting & freight 0 0 19,300 102,700 255,500 372,300 453,500 495,000 495,000 495,000 495,000 495,000 495,000 495,000 495,000 495,000 495,000 495,000 495,000 495,000

Overhead costs 0 220,953 234,991 244,008 253,343 259,829 259,829 259,829 259,829 259,829 259,829 259,829 259,829 259,829 259,829 259,829 259,829 259,829 259,829 259,829

Net cash flow (BT) (1,856,000)       (2,570,000)       (2,480,853)       (1,719,691)       (24,509)            330,156           1,003,368        1,475,668        1,717,667        1,717,667        1,717,667        1,717,667        1,717,667        1,717,667        1,717,667        1,717,667        1,717,667        1,717,667        1,717,667        1,717,667        2,461,467        

Cumulative cash flow (1,856,000)       (4,426,000)       (6,906,853)       (8,626,544)       (8,651,053)       (8,320,897)       (7,317,529)       (5,841,861)       (4,124,194)       (2,406,526)       (688,859)          1,028,809        2,746,476        4,464,144        6,181,811        7,899,479        9,617,146        11,334,814      13,052,481      14,770,149      17,231,616      

Discount factor 5% 0.952 0.907 0.864 0.823 0.784 0.746 0.711 0.677 0.645 0.614 0.585 0.557 0.530 0.505 0.481 0.458 0.436 0.416 0.396 0.377

Discounted surplus / deficit (1,856,000)       (2,447,619)       (2,250,207)       (1,485,534)       (20,164)            258,686           748,729           1,048,730        1,162,585        1,107,224        1,054,499        1,004,285        956,462           910,916           867,539           826,227           786,883           749,413           713,726           679,739           927,701           

Cumulative discounted cashflow (1,856,000)       (4,303,619)       (6,553,826)       (8,039,359)       (8,059,523)       (7,800,838)       (7,052,109)       (6,003,379)       (4,840,794)       (3,733,570)       (2,679,072)       (1,674,787)       (718,326)          192,590           1,060,129        1,886,356        2,673,240        3,422,652        4,136,379        4,816,118        5,743,819        

Internal rate of return 10.5%

Years to Break Even 13

Net Present Value $5,743,819
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Income Assume Pinot Noir/Chardonnay and Still/Sparkling $/planted ha

Note:

Nominated gross price/tonne $3,000

Yield per ha 2,700 vines/ha @ 3.3 kg/plant 9.0 t/ha

Gross value $27,000/ha $27,000

Total income $27,000

Production Costs NB These are not recommendations

Nutrition Soil 0.3 Lime 3.00 t/ha $50 /t 45

1 NPK 0.25 t/ha $750 /t 188

1 Potassium Sulphate 50.00 kg/ha $550 /t 28

2 Calcium Nitrate 50 kg/ha $460 /t 46

Foliar 4 Nitrogen/Trace 6.0 l/ha $7.00 /l 168

480

Crop protection

Weed spot spray 3 Basta 2.0 l/ha $31.00 /l 186

Insects 1 Abamectin 200 gm/ha $433.00 /kg 87

2 Success Neo 200 gm/ha $567.00 /kg 227

1 Dipel 500 gm/ha $600.00 /kg 300

Fungicides 12 Copper or similar 2.0 l/ha $22.40 /l 538

12 Various fungicides 1.0 l/ha $44.40 /l 533

1,870

Irrigation

Electricity & repairs 12 Applications 20.0 mm $75 /ML 225

Water cost

Assume Tasmanian Irrigation Scheme (Fixed + variable) 3.0 ML/ha $150 /ML 450

Tractor & plant - fuel & repairs

Mowing 4 2.0 hrs/ha $20 /hr 160

Spraying 28 2.0 hrs/ha $20 /hr 1,120

Irrigation Drip 2.0 hrs/ML $20 /hr 120

1,400

Casual labour ie in addition to Manager

Pruning and training 1 50.0 hrs/ha $35 /hr 1,750

Canopy management 1 30.0 hrs/ha $35 /hr 1,050

Other 0 0.0 hrs/ha $35 /hr 0

2,800

Total Production Costs 7,225

Harvesting & Freight

Harvesting

Casual labour 0 0.0 hrs/ha $35 /hr 0

Tractor & plant - fuel & repairs 0 0.0 hrs/ha $20 /hr 0

Harvesting - machine contract 3.0 hrs/ha $400 /hr 3,600

3,600

Packing and transport

Freight 500 kgs/bin 18 bins $20/bin 360

Total Harvesting & Freight 3,960

Total variable costs $11,185

Gross margin $15,815

Income $/ha -10% 10%

Grape sales 27,000 24,300 29,700

Total income $27,000 24,300 29,700

Variable costs

Nutrition 480

Crop protection 1,870

Irrigation 225

Water cost 450

Tractor & plant - fuel & repairs 1,400

Casual labour 2,800

Harvesting 3,600

Packing and transport 360

Total variable costs $11,190 11,190 11,190

Gross margin $15,810 13,110 18,510

-17% 17%

WINE GRAPE GROSS MARGIN

Wine grape summary
Price

Nutrition
4%

Weedicides/Pesticides
17%

Irrigation
1%

Water cost
3%

Tractor & plant - fuel & 
repairs

13%

Casual labour
26%

Harvesting
33%

Packing and transport
3%

Wine grape variable costs


