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NOTE TO READER 

 

If you would like a copy of any prior reports cited, please email request to Katie Wells at katie@ 

wellsbusinesssolutions.ca or write to her at Wells Business Solutions, Box 548, Invermere, BC V0A 1K0.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

The report covers the economic analysis portion of the work plan entitled ESI Phase II co-funded by the 

BC Real Estate Foundation, The RDEK Local Conservation Fund and The Columbia Basin Trust. This work 

built on the initial economic analysis tool developed in the previous ESI projects in 2011 and 2012, 

taking those findings and building a more rapid tool prototype that could be used on multiple sites. The 

tool was then applied to 5 sites to test it and analyze the results. The findings from the data collection, 

scenarios are presented, and lead to a suggested method to calculate ESI payments for a larger scale 

program.  

 

Taking the draft tool to the expanded 5 sites proved very informative and provided a cross section of 

farm size (both land and animals) and ESI project impacts. The data was then brought back and reviewed 

with the purposes of both assessing producer economic impacts and developing a process to determine 

producer payments and payment methodology from a producer perspective.  

  

The analysis confirms earlier findings that the potential economic viability of these types of projects is 

encouraging.  It also found that producers are active in managing their ESI projects including the care 

and maintenance required to keep the projects effective. They are also proud to be part of these 

projects and feel that it is a win-win for society and their operations. 

  

Using the data, the rapid assessment tool was further refined using the criterion of ease of use, and 

adaptability on a larger scale. As discussions progressed on other ESI fronts looking at larger scale 

programs, it became apparent that a project must be able to adapt to levels of funding available either 

due to funding changes or # of participants sharing the funding resources. For this reason the tool was 

modified to accommodate fluctuations. It has a baseline rate that is required to cover producer costs 

with a small incentive for participation. A second level is added based on the producer’s relative score in 

five categories of 

a) Farm size (Animals*Area Managed)     

b) ESI Factors (# ESI components that the projects affect) 

c) SF (Amount of contribution that the producer originally contributed to the project) 

d) RISK (The risk on the ecosystem should that ESI project fail or deteriorate) 

e) BMPA (the area of the BMP project as a percentage of total BMP area)  

 

For example a very large operation with only a small ESI impacted low risk project may receive less of a 

payment than a smaller farm with a project that has many ESI benefits and a high risk of impact.  
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The model then allows for input of baselines for participation and then the producer costs (calculated in 

an overview fashion) from the rapid assessment to create a baseline payment which determines the 

minimum requirements to fund the project. Additional revenue can be plugged in and from that relative 

extra payments can be calculated based on the factors above all calculated in relation to the other 

participants.  

 

The next step would be to use this tool with a larger sample size to test calculations and acceptance by 

producers, funders and the public. And, in conjunction with the Environmental Rapid Assessment Tool, 

assess overall effectiveness against the shared objectives of creating and preserving Ecological Services. 

 

SAMPLE GROUP  

The initial farm from the first two studies was Zehnder Farms Ltd. (ZFL) is located in Invermere, B.C.  

Four additional sites were added in the same Columbia Valley region: three in the Brisco area and a 

fourth near Radium, BC.  All ranches were cattle operations varying in herd size from 16 to 350. All 

ranches had completed an ESI project. Each farm receives a $1500 payment to participate in the ESI 

program this year. This figure was somewhat arbitrary, however, important to note here as later on we 

will be looking at more calculated values. 

 

RAPID ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT TOOL DEVELOPMENT 

The first part of this project was to take the spreadsheet used for data collected on the initial project 

that intensively looked at Zehnder Farms back in 2011 and 2012 and determine how to adapt this to be 

a quicker data collection tool that would still give reasonably accurate indicators of impact to a producer 

and to society as a result of the on farm Best Management Project.  

 

These decisions were difficult with only one data point and therefore it was decided to try and apply the 

full tool at the on-site farm interviews and note what data is easily collectible and what is more difficult. 

Also with 5 sites, we could see themes developing of consistent impacts and those that are more site 

specific.  

 

Sample site information sheets taken to each interview are found in Appendix A. 

 

ON-SITE DATA COLLECTION 

The author reviewed the Regional ESI Site Selection Forms for each farm and then spent approximately 

half a day at each site in the late fall with each producer touring their project and then answering the 
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questions and filling in the site information sheets.  The data sheets were then taken back to the office 

and reviewed with additional notes and comments.  

PROCESS DEVELOPMENT  

From the interviews it became apparent that  

 

• It is easy to tell quickly if the farmer has experienced QUALITATIVE benefits from the 

implementation of the project.   

• It is much more difficult for the producer to provide actual figures to provide a QUANTITATIVE 

estimate.  This is due to several variables most of which is operational change itself. For 

example, a farmer knows that the project has decreased animal mortality. But to ask him/her 

how many cows are saved each year is much more difficult. For example, one farmer lost 13 in 

one year and none in any other years. So he did not want to say 0 or 1 or even 13. Just that the 

project has reduced the risk of losing animals from drowning.  

• There is already a lot of inherent fluctuation in farming in this region that makes hard data 

difficult. For example with the recent BSE crisis, herd sizes have fluctuated greatly over the past 

5 years. Some producers are still slowly reducing their herd size while others reduced and are 

now building back up with the increasing market.   

 

The author noted, however, that during the data collection process, the concept of relativeness 

developed as a way to think more about these assessments in a practical manner for an ESI program. 

 

Taking the data collected and thinking about a larger scale program and how it might be implemented, 

the author worked to develop a short Rapid Assessment Process based on the findings that were most 

easily gathered from the 5 sites.  In addition, the author reviewed the Rapid Assessment tool that David 

Zehnder was using for the environmental assessments and sought ways to develop the economic tool 

component as a separate module that could be added to the same process. 

 

This led to several iterations, the final one being found in Appendix B.  

 

The first tool developed in the first two in-depth analysis of the first site took many hours to review and 

develop in addition to time spent to work with the producer to get comfortable estimating numbers and 

then verifying and adjusting in the second year. This process is not practical on a larger scale with more 

farms and a program to administer and deliver.  

 

This process did, however, clearly help us understand the types of impacts that a producer might see 

(both costs and benefits) in order to create the framework for the rapid assessment protocol. Had that 

work not been done, we would have likely not been able to narrow it down to the more practical tool 

created with this project.  
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ANALYSIS 

Taking the data collected from the on-farm interviews and tours and applying it to the Rapid Assessment 

Prototype yielded interesting and usable results. First of all the data is there to assess all sites on a 

relative basis (land mass and herd size, BMP size, input costs, etc) and then a way to assess RISK and ESI 

effects on a more qualitative but relative basis.   

 

As this tool came together, the process by which to propose payment determination also evolved. While 

perhaps not the final solution, for it must be reviewed by others for input and also tested on more sites, 

the following payment model evolved: 

 

Baseline Requirements 

At a minimum the producer should receive a payment equal to their net cost if any plus a minimum 

incentive to participate (the concept discussed in the panel model of still needing to incent on a neutral 

project as neutral does not naturally incent). 

 

From the data collection, it is apparent that some sites have net costs while others have net benefits to 

maintain their BMPs.  The formulas suggested account for those differences in the initial base payments. 

 

The results of these calculations provide a framework for the Minimum Payment level a program must 

have to deliver a regional program and allow the incentive amount to be determined regionally.   

 

Additional Incentive/Reward Payments 

The second part of the payment is an additional payment catering to those factors deemed important to 

parties involved: 

• Achievement of the ESI objectives (per list provided in the earlier reports) 

• Mitigation of financial risk to the producer 

• Ability to focus/incent based on funder priorities 

• recognize producers who had larger capital outlays 

 

The calculation suggested for these results are all relative and thus allow any level of funding to then be 

divided according to the amount of funding available. The criteria in the examples shown are all 

weighted equally, however, in application; this could be changed to suit the region. (For example, if a 

particular ESI objective such as species at risk was a priority, higher points values could be given for 

those and affect the relative payment outcome). 
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Table 1 –Sample Sites Rapid Assessment Outcome Data 

 

  

SAMPLE SITES 

SYMBOL Description Site 1 Site 2 Site 3 Site 4 Site 5 Total 

AU Animal Units 176 16 364 99 54 709 

MA-a Managed Acres - owned 3000 300 1227 320 500 5347 

MA-b Managed Acres - leased 0 160 3500 0 0 3660 

AA Animal Acres Calc 528000 7360 1720628 31680 27000 2314668 

ESI ESI Impacts 7 8 2 6 7 30 

CI Cost Increase$/year 525 4170 0 175 496 5366 

CD Cost Decrease$/year 1197 0 100 640 1000 2937 

RI Revenue Increase$/year 3180 0 0 5440 1800 10420 

RD Revenue Decrease$/year 0 180 0 0 0 180 

RISK RISK Factor Rating 9 8 6 12 11 46 

ELIG Eligibility Rating 1 1 1 1 1   

SF Self Funded Portion Capital($) 13000 4000 2000 2870 4400 26270 

BMPA BMP Acreage 15 56 2 56 40 169 

TOTAL PROJECT FUNDING  (TPF) 

     

 $       10,000  

AMT NEEDED FOR BASE PAYMENT (BASE)  $       563   $     4,850   $        375   $         750   $     688   $          7,225  

EXTRA FUNDING LEFT AFTER BASE P's (EFP) 

     

 $          2,775  

EXTRA PAYMENT ALLOCATION (EXTRA)  $       725   $         523   $        623   $         454   $     450   $          2,775  

TOTAL PRODUCER PAYMENTS (TPP)  $    1,288   $     5,373   $        998   $     1,204   $  1,138   $         10,000 

 
TPF =   Total Project Funding  = Total Funds Available  

(used $2,000/site = $10,000 for this example) 

INCENT =  Base Incentive Amount = $500 for this example 

BASE =   Maximum of 1) Base plus net losses or 2) Base (if no losses) 

EXTRA =  (ESI/ESI Total) * (AA/AA Total) * (SF/SF Total) * (BMPA/BMPA Total) * EPF * ELIG *125 

EPF =   Extra Project Funding = Initital Funds less BASE Amounts required. 

AA =   AU *(MA-a+MA-b) 

TPP =   Total Producer Payments = BASE + EXTRA 

 

For the actual project, each producer received an equal payment of $1,500. With this proposed process, 

the allocations would change. Site 2 would receive substantially more than the other farms. This is 

primarily due to reimbursement of the high cost that producer incurs each year to maintain fences. 

Conversely Site 3 would receive less because although he has a large operation, his BMP is small and 

does not affect many of the ESI outcomes or have much risk.  
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Looking at the sites in the context of the data collected, these payments allocated in this way make 

more sense.  And should the program have to increase or decrease funding or share the funding across 

more sites, these formulas automatically adapt. 

 

The following Two scenarios show how the calculations would change to still divide the same pool of 

funds with a change in scenarios. The producer’s inputs are the same as Table 1 so have not been 

repeated here. 

 

Table 2. Original Example Payments from Table 1 

($500 per year incentive payment and $10,000 total funding) 

 

 

SAMPLE SITES 

Site 1  Site 2 Site 3 Site 4 Site 5 Total 

TOTAL PROJECT FUNDING (SAMPLE) 

     

 $       10,000  

AMT NEEDED FOR BASE PAYMENT*  $       563   $     4,850   $        375   $         750   $     688   $          7,225  

EXTRA FUNDING LEFT AFTER BASE P's 

     

 $          2,775  

EXTRA PAYMENT ALLOCATION**  $       725   $         523   $        623   $         454   $     450   $          2,775  

TOTAL PRODUCER PAYMENTS  $    1,288   $     5,373   $        998   $     1,204   $  1,138   $       10,000  

 

 
Table 3. Same Scenario as Table 2 but incentive payment increased to $1,000 

 

 

SAMPLE SITES 

Site 1  Site 2 Site 3 Site 4 Site 5 Total 

TOTAL PROJECT FUNDING (SAMPLE) 

     

 $       10,000  

AMT NEEDED FOR BASE PAYMENT*  $    1,125   $     5,350   $        750   $     1,500   $  1,375   $       10,100  

EXTRA FUNDING LEFT AFTER BASE P's 

     

-$             100  

EXTRA PAYMENT ALLOCATION** -$         26  -$          19  -$          22  -$           16  -$       16  -$             100  

TOTAL PRODUCER PAYMENTS  $    1,099   $     5,331   $        728   $     1,484   $  1,359   $       10,000  

 
By changing the payment, it becomes apparent that 10,100 would be required as a base payment which 

exceeds the budget. Thus the funders could decide to increase the payment or reduce the base to stay 

on budget 

 
Table 4. Same Scenario but incentive payment decreased to $250 

 

 

SAMPLE SITES 

Site 1  Site 2 Site 3 Site 4 Site 5 Total 

AMT NEEDED FOR BASE PAYMENT*  $       281   $     4,600   $        188   $         375   $     344   $          5,788  

EXTRA FUNDING LEFT AFTER BASE P's 

     

 $          4,213  

EXTRA PAYMENT ALLOCATION**  $    1,101   $         794   $        946   $         689   $     684   $          4,213  

TOTAL PRODUCER PAYMENTS  $    1,382   $     5,394   $    1,133   $     1,064   $  1,027   $       10,000  
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This time more funds are available for the extra payment allocations based on priorities. This changes 

the distribution of funds.  

 

In each scenario producers are getting their annual out of pocket costs back at a minimum. We would 

argue that a minimum incent payment would also be required to ensure participation. This also would 

ensure that, as is seen in these examples, that if one producer has high costs, that it still leaves funds for 

everyone else 

SUMMARY & NEXT STEPS 

The project was able to take the results from one site and reapply the process on 4 additional sites as 

well as confirm the initial findings.  The project was then able to narrow down the data collection 

process into a draft rapid economic assessment tool that is ready to be tried and validated with a larger 

sample size.  The project also provided a draft framework for contemplating producer payments in a 

manner that is flexible and changeable to suit regional and funder priorities and adapt to funding 

available. 

 

Recommendations for next steps include: 

• Determine if funding can be sought to apply this tool to the 8 sites surveyed as part of the 

ARDCORP project to further validate and refine the tool for economic assessment.  

• Apply the tool to more demonstration sites to gather the input data. 

• Run scenarios for expected funding amounts, number of participants and ESI priorities and test 

for bugs with the tool. 

• Get the survey put into a drop down questionnaire format that takes the answers and calculates 

the values to reduce processing time and manual error potential. 

• Integrate this tool as a section of the environmental rapid assessment tool so that it can be 

delivered by one individual at the time of the ESI assessment (eg. An Environmental Farm 

planner). 

• Send concepts contained in this report for peer review and discussion amongst ESI Provincial 

Working Group and incorporate any and all feedback. 

• Use as basis  for 5 year pilot program starting point for program funding model 

 

 

### 
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APPENDICES  

 

Appendix A:   On-site Farm Data Collection Sheets 

1. General Farm Information Gathering Sheet 

2. ESI Impact Calculations Worksheet 

3. Additional Producer Questions for their input moving forward 

 

 

Appendix B:   Proposed Rapid Assessment Tool 

1. Proposed Rapid Assessment Tool for Producer Payment Calculations 

2. Supporting Calculation Worksheet for Estimating Producer Cost or Benefit 

3. Calculation Worksheet for Producers in regional Project 
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Appendix A1: General Farm Information Gathering Sheet (page 1 of 4) 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

FARM: FARM TYPE:

CONTACT:

DATE OF INTERVIEW:

Avg Weight (kg)

Current 

Value$/kg Est Value ($) How sold or used?

 (a) (b) (a) * (b) Lowest $/lb Highest $/lb

AT1

AT2

AT3

AT4

AT5

AT6

Value Range last 10 years

Animal  Type Description
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Appendix A1: General Farm Information Gathering Sheet (page 2 of 4) 

 

 

 
 

Units/Acre

Current 

Price$/Unit Income$/Acre How sold?

 (a) (b) (a) * (b)

Lowest 

$/unit

Highest 

$/unit unit = 

CT1

CT1

CT1

Units/Acre

Current 

Price$/Unit Income$/Acre How sold?

 (a) (b) (a) * (b)

Lowest 

$/unit

Highest 

$/unit unit = 

NCT1

NCT2

NCT3

Value Range last 10 years

Value Range last 10 years

DecriptionExisting Crop Type

Potential New Crop 

Types Decription
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Appendix A1: General Farm Information Gathering Sheet (page 3 of 4) 

 

 

units/project

Current 

Price$/Unit Income$ How sold or used?

 (a) (b) (a) * (b)

Lowest 

$/unit

Highest 

$/unit

FV1

FV2

Labour Rate$/hr Estimated rise each year

Manager percent

Laborer percent

FARM INFO

Acres owned

Acres rented

Years in family

Years as a farm

Anomolies on farm?

Forage Value Decription

Value Range last 10 years
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Appendix A1: General Farm Information Gathering Sheet (page 4 of 4) 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Project Details

Capital Cost Total $ Project description:

Producer Contr Total $

Ext Contrib Total $

Life Span Years

R&M Estimate per year (4%/yr) Acres lost to forage total acreas in project

Who funded Year of installation upgrades required
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Appendix A2:   ESI Impact Calculations Worksheet (Page 1 of 4) 

 

For Project where an animals are kept out of an area in order to preserve water quality, land quality and provide habitat for other animals and crops for non foraging use.

Benefit to: Code Benefit Category

Sub 

Code Achieved by: How Calculated

Add'l 

Income

Red'd 

Expense

Increase 

in Asset 

Value

Producer P1

Improved Nutrient 

Recycling

A Improved Productivity _____Extra (unit measure)/Acre of Crop/yr * 

______$/____(unit measure) for that crop x x

B Increase Manure Sales

___ Tonnes Manure/yr * ___$/Tonne x

C Reduced Fertizilizer Costs

___ Tonnes Fertilizer/yr * ___$/Tonne x

Producer P2 Improved Management

A Reduced Labour Herding Animals

___minutes/herding event saved * # events/yr x

B Reduced Labour Finding Animals ___minutes/finding animals/event saved * # 

events/yr x

C Reduced Labour Inspecting Herd

___minutes/inspecting event saved * # events/yr x

Producer P3

Reduced Animal 

Accidental Mortality

A
 ____#AT1/10 yrs est saved from water course related 

deaths (falling/drowing)/10 yrs * $_____Avg Value  

per animal x x

B
 ____#AT2/10 yrs est saved from water course related 

deaths (falling/drowing)/10 yrs * $_____Avg Value  

per animal x x

C
 ____#AT3/10 yrs est saved from water course related 

deaths (falling/drowing)/10 yrs * $_____Avg Value  

per animal x x

D

add more AT's as required x x

Reduced  Mortality from accidents



ESI Phase II Economic Analysis   December 2013 

For WDFI Project:    ESI Phase II Ecological Goods & Services Project 

   

 

 

   

Prepared by: Wells Business Solutions   Page 16 of 23 

 

Appendix A2:   ESI Impact Calculations Worksheet (Page 2 of 4)

 

Benefit to: Code Benefit Category

Sub 

Code Achieved by: How Calculated

Add'l 

Income

Red'd 

Expense

Increase 

in Asset 

Value

A  ___ #AT1/10 yrs est saved from water course 

illnesses /10 * $_____Avg Value  per animal x x

B  ___ #AT2/10 yrs est saved from water course 

illnesses /10 * $_____Avg Value  per animal x x

C  ___ #AT3/10 yrs est saved from water course 

illnesses /10 * $_____Avg Value  per animal x x

D

add more AT's as required x x

E Reduced Supplies cost for treating disease
 ___ reduction in #animals yr treated for water 

related illnesses (eg scours)  * $_____Avg Value 

treatment per animal per event x

F Reduced Veterinary Costs

reduction in costs per year x

A Decreased Mortality (see P4 for calcs)

see P4 x x

B Decreased Sickness (see P4 for calcs)

see P4 x x

 ___ lbs increase in weight gain in AT1 * $_____Avg 

Value per lb of AT1 x x

 ___ lbs increase in weight gain in AT2 * $_____Avg 

Value per lb of AT2 x x

 ___ lbs increase in weight gain in AT3 * $_____Avg 

Value per lb of AT3 x x

add more AT's as required x x

Reduced Mortality from disease

Reduced Animal 

Disease/Sickness
Producer P4

C Increased Weight Gain from Clean Water

Improved Stock Watering 

Quality and Accessibility
P5Producer
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Appendix A2:   ESI Impact Calculations Worksheet (Page 3 of 4)

 

Benefit to: Code Benefit Category

Sub 

Code Achieved by: How Calculated

Add'l 

Income

Red'd 

Expense

Increase 

in Asset 

Value

Producer P6 Reduced Plant Mortality

A Improved Crop Productivity (CTx) _____Extra (unit measure)/Acre of CT1/yr * 

______$/CT1(unit measure) for that crop x x

add more CT's as required x x

B Alternate Crop Income (NCTx) _____ (unit measure)/Acre of New Crop NCT1/yr * 

______$/NCT1(unit measure) for that crop x x

Producer P7

Improved Animal Weight 

Gain

A Additional Weight Gain

see P5C x x

___ reduced labour/yr in shelter building, R&M * 

____Rate. x

___ reduced materials cost/yr in shelter building, 

R&M x

B Decreased Mortality (see P4 for calcs)

see P4 x x

C Decreased Sickness (see P4 for calcs)

see P4 x x

A Decreased Erosion at Water Course Realty Assessment Before and After

x

B Improved Water Quality

x

C
Increased bio-versity and less invasive 

plants
x

TOTAL INCREASED BENEFIT ESTIMATE $/YR

Producer

Producer P8
Improved Animal Heat 

Load Management

Improved Aesthetic 

Appeal of Farm
P9

A Reduced in Shelter Building Costs
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Appendix A2:   ESI Impact Calculations Worksheet (Page 4 of 4) 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

For Project where an animals are kept out of an area in order to preserve water quality, land quality and provide habitat for other animals and crops for non foraging use.

Benefit to: Code Benefit Category

Sub 

Code Achieved by: How Calculated

Societal S1

Specific Downstream 

Benefits A Reduced Sediment reduced dredging

B Erosion Loss Reduced or Eliminated Monitoring

C Increased Water Quality Reduced Water Purification Costs, Monitoring

D Lower Terrestrial Weed Recruitment Scientific Surveys over time to assess changes

E Fewer Water Weeds Scientific Surveys over time to assess changes

F Improved Fishery Scientific Surveys over time to assess changes

G Improved Flood Mitigation Monitoring

H

Reduced Plant Mortality from exc nutrient 

loading Scientific Surveys over time to assess changes

Societal S2

Community Benefits 

(Preservation) A Habitat Preservation incl Species at Risk Scientific Surveys over time to assess changes

B Genetic Diversity Preservation Scientific Surveys over time to assess changes

C

Recreational, Cultural and Multiple Use  

Preservation Usage Counts and Surveys

D

Increased Community Expertise in 

Agricultural BMP's Maintain a database

Societal S3 Carbon Sequestration A Increased Carbon Sequestration

How Producer Might see 

benefit

$4.2-$11.55/acre in offsets if 

program available

a) Compensation Payment 

(per acre or lump sum) to 

maintain or implement 

project to realize these 

improvements 

b) Increase premium on 

product if selling to local 

market and recognized for 

providing these societal 

benefits (awards, etc)
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Appendix A3:  Additional Producer Questions for their input moving forward  

 

 

 

 

Would you have done this project if you had not had funding support for project costs? 

 

 

 

What other types of support would be helpful? 

 

 

 

If an annual payment to meet certain ecological requirements were offered would this be an 

incentive to you? 

 

 

 

Is the annual support payment helpful to you and does it go towards maintaining the project 

now? 

 

 

 

 

Other comments/insights re: ESI projects  

 

 

 

 

And how producers/society might work together to achieve societal benefits with minimum 

neutral and hopefully positive producer benefits? 
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Appendix B1:  Proposed Rapid Assessment Tool for Producer Payment Calculations (Page 1 of 2) 

 
 

SITE NAME: DATE COMPLETED

ID Selection Response/CommentsScoring Score instruct Value

Cow-Calf y/n

Value Added Beef y/n

Crops y/n

Other Animals y/n

Gravel y/n

Christmas Trees y/n

Recreational Use y/n

Other (specify) y/n

E2 actual #animal Units actual # AU

E3 actual #acres actual # MA-a

E4
actual #acres

actual # MA-b

E5 yes/no 1 or 0 ELIG

E6 # years actual #

E7 actual #acres actual # BMPC

E8 actual in dollars actual #

E9 actual in dollars actual # SF

Preservation (P) , 

Mitigation (M) ,Restoration 

(R ) or None (0)

Water Quality (reduced sediment, 

water treatment costs) P     M     R                  0 P,M,R or 0

Air Quality P     M     R                  0 P,M,R or 0

Improved Riparian Habitat P     M     R                  0 P,M,R or 0

Species at Risk Habitat Preservation P     M     R                  0 P,M,R or 0 ESI

Genetic Diversity Preservation P     M     R                  0 P,M,R or 0

Recreational, Cultural, Multiple Use P     M     R                  0 P,M,R or 0

Fewer Weeds

Improveed Fishery

Erosion Control P     M     R                  0 P,M,R or 0

Flood Control P     M     R                  0 P,M,R or 0

Carbon Sequestration

Improved expertise in Agriculture BMP

Other (specify in notes) P     M     R                  0 P,M,R or 0

Year in place

# acres affected by BMP

Total Capital Expenditure 

E1 Type of Operation

Number of Animal Units

# Farmed Acres Owned

# Farmed Acres Leased not included in 

any other ESI Project

BMP in place

Question

click all 

that apply

Tally total 

Number 

of P,M or 

R's

Portion self funded

Ecological Services Effects. BMP has 

affected the follwing Ecological 

Services

E10
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Appendix B1:  Proposed Rapid Assessment Tool for Producer Payment Calculations (Page 2 of 2) 

 

 
 

 

SITE NAME: DATE COMPLETED

ID Selection Response/CommentsScoring Score instruct Value

Increase Decrease

loss of grazing/feed # animal days of feed* $/day actual $

Change in Herd Mgmt Time # days per year * Hrly Rate actual $

Change in Mtce& Repair Time # days per year * Hrly Rate actual $

Change in M&R Costs $ per year actual $

Change in Vet and Animal Health costs$ per year actual $

Change in interest charges from Capital$ per year actual $

change in animal mortality

 $ change per yearfrom 

change in death rate actual $

change in animal health 

 $ change per year from 

change in animal weights actual $

Change in Crop Sales

$ change in crop sales per 

year actual $

Change in other revenue streams actual $ change per year actual $

Low (L) Medium (M) High 

(H) None(0)

Level of exposure of producer to:

Commodity effect (cattle prices) L      M    H       0

failure if don’t keep M&R 100% L      M    H       0

Social knowledge of site L      M    H       0

affect watershed outcomes L      M    H       0

Total = CD

Total =RI Total =RD

Total = CI

RISK

E11

E12

Sensitivity (Risk/Volatility) Factors

Question

total all 

lines using 

1 for Low, 

2 for Med, 

3 for High, 

0 for 0, 

BMP has affected following Farm 

Economics

REVENUES

COSTS
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Appendix B2:  Supporting Calculation Worksheet for estimating Producer Cost or Benefit  

 

 

 

Calculations 

      

 

AA Animal Acre Score = AU * (MA-a + MA-b) 

 

  

   

 

ESI Ecological Impacts Score = ESI  

 

  

   

 

BASE Baseline Payment = Maximum ($500, (CI-CD+RD-RI)* RISK/5 * ELIG   

   

 

BMPC BMP Capital Contribution = Maximum ($1, SF) 

 

  

   

         

         

         

         

  

Payment =  BASE   calculated above 

  

         

   

EXTRA    calculated below 

  

         

   

TOTAL   BASE + EXTRA 

  

         

         

  

Farm ESI Rating     farm AA score SF BMPC POT $ ELIG 

 

  

GROUP ESI Total    GROUP AA Total Group SF Total 

Group 

BMPC 

   

         

  

where POT = Initial Funds less BASE Amounts Required. 
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Appendix B3: Calculation Worksheet for Producers in Regional Project 

 

 

SYMBOL Description Site 1 Site 2 Site 3 Site 4 Site 5 Total

AU Animal Units 176 16 364 99 54 709

MA-a Managed Acres - owned 3000 300 1227 320 500 5347

MA-b Managed Acres - leased 0 160 3500 0 0 3660

AA Animal Acres Calc 528000 7360 1720628 31680 27000 2314668

ESI ESI Impacts 7 8 2 6 7 30

CI Cost Increase/year 525 4170 0 175 496 5366

CD Cost Decrease/year 1197 0 100 640 1000 2937

RI Revenue Increase/year 3180 0 0 5440 1800 10420

RD Revenue Decrease/year 0 180 0 0 0 180

RISK RISK Factor Rating 9 8 6 12 11 46

ELIG Eligibility Rating 1 1 1 1 1

SF Self Funded Portion Capital 13000 4000 2000 2870 4400 26270

BMPA BMP Acreage 15 56 2 56 40 169

TOTAL PROJECT FUNDING (SAMPLE) 10,000$       

281$       4,600$     188$        375$         344$     5,788$         

4,213$         

1,101$   794$        946$        689$         684$     4,213$         

1,382$   5,394$     1,133$    1,064$     1,027$ 10,000$       

Total Project Funding = Total funds available (assumed $2000 per site for this example)

INCENT = Base Incentive Amount = $500 for this example

BASE = Maximum ($INCENT, (CI-CD+RD-RI))* RISK/8 * ELIG

AA = AU *( MA-a+MA-b)

EXTRA = ESI AA SF BMPA EPF ELIG 125

ESI total AA total SF Total BMPA total

where EPF = Extra Project Funding = Initial Funds less BASE Amounts Required.

SAMPLE SITES

AMT NEEDED FOR BASE PAYMENT*

EXTRA PAYMENT ALLOCATION**

TOTAL PRODUCER PAYMENTS

EXTRA FUNDING LEFT AFTER BASE P's
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