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INTRODUCTION

This report describes the econornic analysis of Nebraska's benefits resulting from its

overuse of Republican River water in the years 2005 and 2006. The Supreme Couû entered its

decree ("Decree") approving the Final Settlement Stipulation ("FSS") on May 19, 2003. Thc

years 2005 and 2006 were water-shoft year accounting yeat's under the FSS, and Spronk Water

Engineers ("SWE") has quantified the arnount of overuse by Nebraska in 2005 and 2006. SWE

has also documented a set of actious including well shutdowns, acquisition of sttrface water

supplies, ancl acquisition of unused storage water, which would have brought Nebraska into

cornpliance with the Decree. SWE has documented the irligated acres that would have been

affected by these actions had they been implernented in 2005 and 2006.

This lepofi detennines the economic value of those benefits in present dollars. The ecottomic

value of those benefits is composed of two pa$s, the direct, on-fartn, economic effects ancl the

secondaly effects in the Nebraska businesses and cotnmunities linked economically to those

farlrrs.

ON.FARM DIRECT EFFECTS FROM NOT SHUTTTNG DOWN
WELLS

One action that Nebrasl<a should have taken to meet the requirernents of the Decree was to shut

down irrigation wells near the river. Through the linked effects of river f'lows and allt¡vial
groundwater the result would have been increased flows in the river available to Kansas. This

section determines the on-fam direct elïects that Kansas experienced because it did not reduce

its consurnptive use of Republican River water by shutting down in'igation wells to meet the

terrls of the decree in 2005 ancl 2006.

Required Well Shutdown Acreage

Table I using data prepared by SWtr shows the acres of well iuigation that should have been

shut down in selected connties. The total is l l 5,380 act'es in 2005 and l03,837 acres in 2006'

This land was used to produce irrigated crops. If the wells had been shut down tnost of the lancl

would still have produced crops, but without inigation. This section evalttates the economic

impacts that such a shift frorn irigated to dryland crops would have had on the econotny of
Nebraska.

Figure I is a map of'the Republican Basin in Nebraska, showing the acreage of rrcquirecl well

shutdown by county and year. The map also shows (in orange outline) how the water resource

clistricts overlay the Nebraska counties. The analysis that follows will aggregate the counties

into three districts; the Upper Republican and Middle Republican as shown in the rnap; and the

Lower Republican and Tri-Basin aggregated together and refered to sttbseqttently as the Lower

Republican. (Since there were no required well shutdowns in Kearney County it was excluded

from fufther analysis.)
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Nebraska Benefits -- Novernber 18,20ll

Tables 2 through 7 docu¡nent the natule of dryland ancl irrigated crop procluction in the Nebraska
Republican River basin on lands that would have been affected by the well shutdown. The tables
present data from the United States Departrnent of Agriculture National Agriculfural Statistical
Service (NASS) on crop-acres and yielcls, by year, Çounty and water,.".o,rice district. (NASS is
a well respected soltrce for statistical data on agriculture) Tables 2 and 5,respectively, show the
NASS acres of dryland and imigated crops, try county and region. Tables : an¿ O show the crop
mix percentages for these crops. Tables 4 and 7 show the cróp yields.

Figure 2 presents pie charts showing crop mix by year, by distr.ict and by iq.igated and dryland.
Several results are obvior¡s fi'om the tables and pie chalts. Corn ancl soybeans clearly dominate
the irrigatecl crop tnix, with the soybean share lowest in the upper district and highest in the
lowel districts. The dryland mix is similarly clominated by coin and wheat, with the share of
wheat diminishing from west to east. The share of drylancl milo ancl clryland soybeans, while
tnuch less than wheat and corn, also increases fiom west to east. This NASS clata will be used to
calculate what irrigated crops wele actually grown on the land where wells shogld have been
sltut down, and what dryland alternatives would have been adopted if the la¡rd had been deprived
of well water for irrigation.

Identifying the clops that would lrave been grown in the absence of well water requires taking
into accolrnt the presence of soils that would not have been suitable for dryland clap production.
When lands are tnapped by the Natural Resources Conservation Seryice (NRCS) the ìand units
are classified accor.ding to the following land capability classes:

o Class I (l) soils have slight limitations that restrict their use.

' Clctss II (2) soils have moderate limitations that reduce the choice of plants or require
moderate conservation pmctices.

o Clas,s III (3) soils have severe limitations that rcduce the choice of pla¡ts or require
special conservation practices, or both.

o Cla'gs IV (4) soils have vely severe limitations that restrict the choice of plants or require
very careful management, ol both.

¡ Clls's V (5) soils have little or no hazald of erosion but have othel lirnitations, irnpractical
to remove, that lirnit their use mainly to pastul'e, range, forestland, or wildlife food and
covet.

t Class YI (6) soils have sevele limitations that make them generally unsuited to cultivation
and that limit theil use mainly to pasturc, range, forestland, o. wildlife food and cover.

' Clctss VII (7) sails l.rave vely severe limitations that make them unsuited to cultivation
and that restrict their use mainly to grazing, forestland, or wildlife.

c Class VIII (8) soils and miscellaneous areas have linitations that preclucle their use for
commercial plant production and lirnit their use to tecreation, wildlife, or water supply or
for esthetic purposes. (NRCS, National soil Survey Handbook, section 622, page'à.i

Class I through 4 lands are suitable for both irrigated and dryland crops. However topography
or soil attributes make class 5 and 6 land unsuitable fbr dryland c.opt. SWE tabulated the
acreage of class 5 and 6 land in the area affected by the required well shutdowns in 2005 and
2006. As shown in table I SWE overlaid a CIS map of soil classes with a map of the total area
identified for well shutdown in the groundwafer model. This was done by coLinty. The areas of
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class I through 4 lands were identified, and subtracted from the total rnodel well shutdown

acreage to give the class 5 and 6 land by subtraction. Table 8 shows that much of the land

nnsr-rited for dryland crops is in the upper Republican region -21.5 percenÏ of the 2005 well

shutdown area, and 16.0 percent of the 2006 area. The rniddle and lower regions had smaller

areas of class 5 and 6 land unsuited for drylancl crops'

Table 9 shows the crops actually grown under irrigation in 2005 ancl 2006, based on the NASS

crop rnix from table 6. Table 9 also shows the dryland crops that would have been grown if the

wells had been shut clown, nsing the NASS crop mix fi'om table 3. Note that the table uses the

regional percentages of class 6land fi'om table 8 to specily the percentage of land that would be

fallowed rather than shifted to dryland crops because of inadequate soil capability, The

remaining land deplived of irrigation water would grorv clryland crops. Irrigated alfalfa is

assumed to become dryland allàlfa because it is an established perennial crop not likely to be

either expanded or abandoned under the conditions of a tempot'ary well shutdown. Likewise the

acreage of irrigated wheat would become dryland rvheat, because it very likely would have

already been planted in the fall prior to any decision to shut down the wells. The remaining

crops, colï (and silage). soybeans (and dry beans) and milo (and sunflowers) \Mere allocated

according to the percentages in the NASS dryland data. (Note that the very minor acreages of
silage, dry beans and sunflowers have been aggregated into corn, soybeans and rnilo fol this

analysis.)

Crop Budget Analysís

Table l0 summarizes the NASS 2005 and 2006 yields for irrigated ancl dryland crops frorn tables

4 and 7, aggregatecl by region. lnfbnnation to calculate yields with a yield model as was done

for the Kansas loss analysis was not available for this Nebraska analysis. Consequently NASS
yields were used in the Nebraska crop budget analysis.

Crop cost and return budgets are prepared by rnany land grant ruriversity agricultural extensiou

programs. A new set of crop budgets is generally created for each year. The pritnary ptlrpose of
these crop budgets is as a source of information to help fàmrers ancl others make better

management decisions. A secondary but widely used purpose of these crop budgets is to plovide

a source of crop cost and retrrm infonnation for researchers dealing with farm economic issttes.

The Nebraska crop budgets prepared by the LJniversity of Nebraska (UN) are usecl as a sottrce of
crop cost and retntn infonnation in this analysis.

Tables I I through 16 are the crop budgets forcorn, milo. soybeans and alfälfa. These are based

on the budgets developed by UN extensiou for 2004 and 2006 (no budgets were pr.rblished in

2005). The particular crop budgets used in this analysis were selected (sometimes ti'otn several

alternative possibilities) to represent the situatiou in the Nebraska Republican Basin. For

example there are 3 dryland corn budgets for 2006:

¡ Notill, Bt seed, Continuous, 100 bu yield target, 95 bu actual yield
r Notill, Bt seed, Aftel Soybeans, 110 bu yield goal, 100 bu actual yield
¡ EcoFallow, Bt seecl, 2 crops in 3 years, 85 bu yield goal, 80 bu actual yield

3
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The fìrst was adopted for this analysis because notill is a prominent practice in the region, and
because the clolninance of corn in the region means thaf much of it must havc been in a
continuous corn rotation. Likewise for irrigated corn the choices were:

' Cravity irrigated, Ridge till, BT seed, Continuons, 195 bu yield goal, 180 bu actual yield¡ Pivot. Notill, Bt seed, continuous, r 95 bu yierd goal, l g0 bLr actual yield
¡ Pivot, conventional, Bt seed, continuous, 190 bu yield goal, 175 bu actual yield
¡ Pivot, Notill, after beans,205 bu yield goal, 190 bu actual yield

The first was unl'epresentative because of the prepondemnce of center pivot application systerns
in the region. The fouÉh was unrepresentative because of insufficient tean aiieage and úecanse
the soil nitrogen left by the previous soybean crop would have redt¡ced the fertilizer cost of the
subseqtlent com crop. The second was chosen for this analysis as most consistent with the notill
practices that are comtronly used in the region. In a similar fashion, representative budgets were
chosen for each ofthe other crops.

The crop budgets were adjusted for the diftbrent *op yields used for each of the three regions in
this analysis. Seeding rates, fertilizer use, srop drying and hauling are closely related to ãrop
yields, so the costs for these four iterns were adjusted in proportion to the difièrence between the
base budget yields and the yields in the three regional buclgets. For example UN irrigated corn
basecombudgetfor2006specifiedayieldof lS0bushelsandfertilizercostof$60.i2. fn"
budget fol the upper region uses the yield of 200.8 bushels pel'acre (the 2006 NASS corn yield
fbl the upper Republicarr lrasin repofted in table 7). Fertilizer çost was adjusted in propoftlon to
this yield difference:

$60.12 * 200.8/ t80:$67.0s.

which is the 2006 fèrtilizer cost for corn in the upper Republican shown in table I I .

The set ol'crop budgets includes one for fallowecl land to apply to the class 5 and 6 land which is
assumed to be fallowed rather than dlyland cropped if the associated wells are shut down, The
University of Nebraska did not procluce such a budget. so it was neoessary to create one for this
analysis. The principal cost fol fallowed land is for weed control, implying costs f'or herbicides
and tillage. The only three cost items included in the fallow budgets àre one half the herbicide,
trachinery fuel and oil, and machinery repair ancl maintenance costs froln the dryland wheat
buclgets, for a total weed contlol cost of $5.71 per acr.e in 2005 ancl $7.37 in200ì6.

There are th|ee clitical rows in the crop budgets, the gross returns row, the total spending on
produced inprtts row and the value added row, Cross retru'ns are computed as yieìd multìplied by
price, where the prices are those reported by NASS. Total spending on produced inpgts is the
sum. of the produced inputs in the body of the table. Value aclcied is the gross r.etu¡n rnint¡s the
total spending on produced inputs. The total spending on producecl inputs and the vafule adcled
nunlbers will be used below to compute secondary impacts.

Tables 17 and l8 gather the results û'om the crop budgets and compute the direct econornic
impact of the well shutclown that Nebraska should have undeltaken to deliver water to Kansas.

4
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Table l7 shows the 2005 effects, and table l8 the 2006 effects. Each of the sub-tables has fwo
pafts, a part dealing with the iruigated crops that were actually grown in each of the three regions,

and a paft dealing with the dryland alternatives which would have been grown if Nebraska had

implemented the well shLrtdown. Multiplying the irrigated acrcs by the gross rettlrns per acre,

and summing across gives the irrigated gross retulns fanters actually got ($ I 1.0 million lor the

upper Republican in 2005). Multiplying the acles in dryland alternatives by the gross retttrns per

acre gives the dryland gross returns that would have gotten if the wells had been shut down ($2.6

million for the upper Republican in 2005). Similarly, multiplying acres by spending on produced

irrputs per acre a¡rd value added per acre and sutnming gives total spending on produced inprtts

and total value added for the imigated scenario and the dryland well shutclown scenalio, The

diffèrence in the value added figure (S4.I rnillion for the upper Republicau in 2005) represents

the loss of value added that these farmers would have suffered if their wells had been shttt down.

Altematively it can be viewecl as the Nebraska benetit because thc wells were not in fact shut

down. The diflèrence in spending on produced inputs ($4.2 rnillion for the upper Republican in

2005) represents benefìts to the suppliers of these inputs because the wells were not shut down.

These net changes are summarized in table I 9, which sums the results across the three regions

and the t\ilo years. The benefits to Nebraska were a $33.8 million increment in value addcd ancl

a524.5 million increment iu spending on produced inputs. These were Nebraska's benefits

because it failecl to implement the rcquired well shutdowns in the Republican Basin that would

have allowed it to meet the requircrnents of the decree. These will be terned "On-Faun Direct

Effects" in the secondary effects analysis which follows.

ON-FARM DIRECT EFFECTS FROM NOT ACQUIRING
ADDITIOI{AL CANAL WATER

ln addition to the well shutclowns described in the previous section, Neblaska shotrld have

acquired additional surface water tì'orn canal-based irrigatiort pro.iects to reduce its irrigation

consumptive use as required by the Decree. SWE calculated that Nebraska should have acquired

the canal water supply fì'orn 18,029 acles in 2005 and 20J99 acres in 2006, Table 20 shows

how this adclitional acquisition of st¡rface canal water would have been distlibuted acloss the

regions. Sorne of this land was also selved by comingled groundwater falling within the

gloundwater shutoffarea. so the comingled groundwater area was deducted fiam the affected

area, giving the 12,936 net affècted acres in 2005 and 16,964 net affected actes in 2006.

Tabte 20 also identifìes the acres of each crop that would be afTectecl if this land were shifted

from the irrigated crop mix that was actually grown to the dryland crop mix that would have

been grown in the absence of irrigation water. l'he irligated and dlyland crop mixes ttsed here

are the clop mixes based orr NASS data fiom tables 3 ancl 6. As was done in the well shutdown

analysis, a poftion of the non-irrigated land was allocated to fallolv, because the class 6 soils

would not suppoú dryland crops.

Table 2l aggregates the 2005 dircct economic effects of the Nebraska stu'face water acqttisition,

by region and clop. -lable 22 does the sarne for 2006. The analysis uses the salne set of crop

budgets (tables I I through l6) as were used fbr analysis of the well shutdown alternative. The

per acl'e gross retul'I1s, spencling on produced inputs and value added are rnultiplied lry the acres

5
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of irrigated ctops that were actually grown. Summing these across crops for the lower region in
2005 gives the total gross retuüls, spencling on produced inputs and vaftre added actually
obtained fì'om the ilrigated crops (i.e. $4.0 rnillion gross returns, $2.1 million spending än
purchased inputs, and $ I .9 rnillion value added). Similarly, the per aue gross returns, spending
on produced inputs and value added are multiplied by the acres ôf Orytanã crops that snåut¿ traie
beetr grown. Summing these across crops gives the total gross returns, spending on produced
inputs and value added that would have been obtained lrom these clrylanà .ropt 1i.".'$t.9 rnillion
gross returns' $1.2 rnillion spending on produced inpnts, and $0.7 rtillion value acldecl f'or the
lower region in 2005). The right-most column in the table shows the difference between the two
sums. This is the net change in farm costs and returns resulting from the water buyout (i.e. $2.I
rnillion loss of gross returns, $0.9 rnillion change in spending on produced inputs, and $'1,2
million cl'range in vahre added).

Table 23 collects these net changes in gross retums, spending on produced inputs anil value
added that resulted because the canal water acquisition was not implemented and sums them
across regions and act'oss years. Table 23 shows that the direct ef'fects of the canal water
acquisition would have been a $2.7 million reduction in spending on prcduced inputs, and a loss
of value added of $4.3 million. These are economic benefìts thai acciued to Nebiaska because it
did not acquire enoLrgh canal water to satisfy its obligations under the Decree.

OI{-FARM DIRECT EFFECTS FROM NOTACQUTRING
ADDTTIONAL UNUSED STORED WATER

The thircl action (only available in 2006) for Neblaska to meet its obligations uncier the Decree
was to acquile unused storccl water fi'om irrigation ploject leser.voirs. Water is commonly held
in storage as insurance against future water shortage. While it may be uncçrtain when this water
will be used, it definitely has a value - the value of the uops that could be produced with that
water in some futttre dty year. Spronk Water Engineers has identified I 9, l-00 acr.e feet of nnused
water that was held unused in t'eservoirs in 2006. Table 24 shows that 16,400 acre feet was held
in Swanson Reservoir, 900 aclt feet in Butler Reservoir and 1,800 acre in Enclers Reseryoir

Water ftom Butler Reservoirwas released fol irrigation use in 2008, ancl Swanson storage water
was released f'or use in 2009. The excess storage held in Enders has not been released fðr use.
Water held in rcservoirs as insut'ance against firture water shortage is subject to evaporation and
seepage losses' Delivering this rùat€r to fields is also subject to Canal losses, which can be very
high in this region' Table24 notes that when Swanson storage was releasecl in 2009, the resuli
was 7,472 acres receiving 5.3 inches of inigation. Wlren Butler storage was released in 2008 the
resnlt was 556 acres receiving 5.4 inches of irr.igation.

This allalysis made a further adjustment to the acreage affected by these releases of stored water
based on two teasons. First, information to identify any overlap úetween the groundwater
shutdown area ancJ the set'vice area of these leselvoirs was not available f'or this analysis.
Second, there is a possibility that fanners woLrlcl choose to concentrate this rather limited alnount
of water on a stlbset of the acreage. For these reasons (and to be conservative) the acreage was
adjusted to the acres that could be served with l0 inches of irrigation water.. With this
adjustment, table 24 shows the acres of crops that could have bãnefitted from that stored water.

6

KS000619



Nebraska Benefits -- November 18, 2011

Because the water was available from stolage, 300 acres of irrigatecl crops were glown in 2008,

and 3,900 acles in 2009. If the water hacl not been kept in storage as insnrance this land wotlld
have had to revert to dryland or fallow use.

The benefits of this storecl water are evaluated using the same apptoach and the satîe crop

budgets as were used for canal water and the well water. The restllts are collected in table 25,

and then st¡rnmalized in table 26. Nebraska benefits fi'om retaining this water in storage are $ 1.0

million in value added and $0.6 rnillion in spending ou plodttced inputs.

TOTAL OI{.FARM EFFECTS FROM \ryELL SHUTDOWN, AND
ACQUISITION OF CANALAND STORED WATER

Table 27 aggregates the results from Nebraska's failure to follow the three strategies that the

state should have followed to meet its obtigations uncler the dectee -- well sht¡tdowns and canal

water acquisition in 2005 and 2006, and acquisition of unused stored watet' in 2006' Surnming

acl'oss years ancl regions, the total efTect is $27.8 rnillion in spendirrg on ptoduced inputs and

value aclcled of $39.1 million. These are the on-fann direct effects that accrtted to Nebraska

because it did not meet its obligations under the dect'ee.

NEBRASKA OFF-FARM SECONDARY BENEFITS

'fhe estimation of the secondary effects of Neblaska benefits will involve solne terms that are

probably unfamiliar to the non-economist. This section begins with an explanation of tet'ms, and

some exarnples.

Explanation of terms

Value Added

Follon'ing standard practice, we measure Nebrasl<a benefìts in terlrrs of "value aclded." Value

added is a broad lreasure of income, computed as the difference between what a producer

receives ftom the sale of output and the cost of produced inputs. ln an agricultural setting, it
measures the value that on-farm "primary factors of production," land, labor and capital, add to

the value of produced inputs. The sum of all the value added by the various industries in a state

eçonorny equals that state's gross state procluot, or GSP.

Consider a simple exarnple. SLrppose a fannel pays $300 to purchase seecl ancl fttel and blings in

a crop which sells for $1,000. The farm labor, land and capital have added $700 to the value of
the purchasecl seed and fuel, so the value added equals $700, For this analysis ofchange in value

adcled in the Nebraska econollly we calculate change in total làrm revenues and change in total

farm proclucecl input purchases. The diffelence between these two indicates the on-farm direct

change in value added, i.e., the irritial change in Nebmska GSP. Fundamentally then, our analysis

aims at estimating the increase in Nebmska CSP as a result of that state's failure to abide by the

Decree.

I
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Secondary Direct and Indirect tmpacts

ln our exarnple, production and sale of $1,000 in crops r.esulted in $700 in value adcled. There
are aclditional effects associated with the $300 spent on produced inputs (in our exanple, seed
and fuel)' Suppose one-third of these, or $100, come frorn sources óutside Nebraska. With these
there are no further effects on Nebraska incolne. The elfects associated with the purchase of
irnported inptrts occur in the states hosting their production.

Things are diffèrent for fhe inputs purchased in-state, two-thir.ds of $300, or $200, in this
example. As with production generally, some portion is claimed as the incomes of primary
factors, i'e., as valne added, while the remaindel goes to purchase inputs, in our example, ihe
itlputs neecled to produce $200 in in-state purchased seed and fuel. Value added in thè dircct
suppliers of agriculture constitutes a seconclary irnpact of agriculture, in this case the clirect
secondary irnpact, sornetirnes termed the direct supply chain effect of agriculture.

The in-state suppliels ofagriculture not only create valne addecl itr their own industries (the
"direct effect"). but purchase supplies oftheir own, creating value added for these ..suppliers of
thesuppliers." Butthentherearestill ñutherroundsofinputpurchases,fromthe,,suppliersof
the suppliers of the suppliers." and this inclirectly creates addiiional incrernents of value added.
The sutn of all these acltlitional effects is ternled the indít.ectsecondar.y irnpact of agriculture.

Fof simplicity, in sttmmary effects tables below we surn the secondary dirrct and indir.ect
irnpacts. So we have the "on-farm clirect" value added, attributable to the contributions of on-
fatm primary factors of production, and secondary clirect and indirect irnpacts, attributable to the
contributions of primary factors in the various industries that directly or indir.ectly supply
agriculture with produced inputs.

Secondary Consumer Spending-Indt¡ced Impacfs

Farm prodr.rction, or change in production, aflects value aclcled in the state econorny as just
described. But the overall effect on value added cloes not end here. A por-tion ofthe vãlue added
91 

farls and in fann supplying industries appears as personal income t,o propefty owners and
labor. Making allowance for taxes, savings and general leakages fr.orn thè 

"óono,ny, 
the change

in perconal iucome t'esrtlts in a change in consumer spencling, ánd this incluces still another rorind
of secondary ofÊfann value addecl effects. We label this fiÀal effect on value addecl the
"secondary consumer-spend irrg induced" effect.

Constructing a Secondary Effects Modet

An IMPLAN Regional Input-Output Model for Nebraska

In applied work, secondary impacts ale calculated using models based on econolnic multipliers,
and so secondary impacts will also be cornmonly referred to as "mgltiplier impacts," or.
"nrultiplier effects."

8
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Secondary irnpacts (i.e,, supply chain direct and indirect effbcts, pltts consrtmer-spending

induced effects) to the Nebraska econorny were calculated using an input-otttput tbn¡ of analysis

that is generally recognized as one of the most widely applied methods in economics (see:

Baumol, William, 2000. "Leontiefs Great Leap Forward." Economic Svstenzs Resectrch, 12,

141-152.). National-level input-ontput rnodels are now maintained by virtually all industrial

countries, including the United States, where input-output analysis was first developed in the

1920s. ln 1973, input-output pioneer Wassily Leontief received the Nobel Prize in Econornics:

"...for the development of the input-output method and for its application to impoftant

economic pt'obletns" (nobel prize.org).

For our analysis we used the IMPLAN regional input-output rnocleling systetn. IMPLAN was

originally clevelopecl in the mid-1980s by the U.S. Forest Service and is now lnaintained by a

private fìnn, MlG, Inc (Formerly Minnesota IMPLAN Grottp, Inc.). lvllG, Inc. produces

complex localized databases, conducts IMPLAN training workshops and distribt¡tes IMPLAN
softwar.e to public and private organizations. The IMPLAN website (IMPLAN.com) lists

hLrndreds of clients, including agencies of both the fèderal and state governments, coileges and

universities, private consultants and research firms, and non-profits. IMPLAN models have been

featurecl in hunclreds of research stLrdies and professional journal publications. In addition, MIG
hosts peliodic users' conferences, in recent years co-sponsored with the Micl-Continent Regional

Science Association. In 2000, IMPLAN models of the Kansas and Colorado econotnies served in

an analysis of seconclary damages in the matter of Kansas v. Colorado (At'[<ansas River) befbre

the Suprcme Courl of the United States,

The IMPLAN model for Nebraska constructed for our analysis is based on data specific to

Nebraska, ancl provides multiplier etfects, and other assorted economic meastll'es, specifically
reflecting the Nebraska ecoÍlolny. T'he data on which MIG, lnc. produces its input-outptlt tables

comes largely from federal sources but with sotne lag in time. A sholtening of that lag in 2008

rneant that IMPLAN could provide 2006 data where f'ormerly 2005 data would be available. As

a r.esult, MIG skippecl 2005 altogether, going straight frorn 2004 data to 2006 data. Accordingly
our analysis of multiplier eft-ects in Nebraska in both 2005 and 2006 al'e estimated using a

Nebraska IMPLAN model for 2006, We are assurning, thereby, that Nebraska input-outptú

rnultipliers exhibited genelal stability across this one-year time span. The professiorral input-

output mocleling literature suppolts this assumption. suggesting general stability in regional
input-output rnultipliers, especially across a rnere one year time span. Moreover, we use detailed

indust¡y rngltipliers only in so fal as these produce our aggregate, i.e., all-indttstry cotnbined,

secondary impacts. Again the professional inpuf-output literature woLrld pledict little error (for a

review of multiplier stability and estimation of aggregate results see: Miller, R.E. and P. Blair.

2009.Inøú-Output Analy.sis: Founclcttions and Extensions. Seconcl Edition. Cambridge
University Press: New York, pages 309 to 3 I I )

Computins Secondary lmpacts Stemminq fi'om Chanses in Farm Input Spending
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This analysis computes the secondary impacts tbr 2005 and 2006, with detail for weU slrutdown,
and for acquisition of canal water, and stored water, The f'ollowing example illustrates the
calculation of secondary impacts (i. e. benefits) of the avoided cosis of wéll shutdown in 2005.

The illustration begins with table 28. The far leïÌ column labeled "original,, simply repeats the
total change in produced inpLrt spending and on-farm direct value acldecl as repofted inthe far left
column (well shutdown) of table 27. These constitute the initial changes in value adcled and
produced input spending from well shutdown in 2005. The first step in estimating the seconclary
(i.e., multiplier) effects of these initial changes is to net ofTthç portion of produced i¡put
ptr|chases that comes fì'om out-of-state suppliels. It is also ne"èusary to "ùridge" the i'arrn input
commodities of table 27"r'epeated on the fàr left of table 28, to standard indusiry categories of
the IMPLAN rnodel. The standald IMPLAN industry categories appear on the far-right of table
28.

The second colu¡nn of table 8 is sub-headed "Mapped." In this column fhe "Original', col¡mn
entry for"ltrigalion Fuel and Oil" is further subdivided into diesel, electricity and natural gas
sources. The detail for this subdivision was obtained from the US Census of Agricultur", Éur,rt
and Ranch lrrigation Sulvey - interpolating between the allocations repofted in the 2003 census
and the 2008 census.

The third colutnn of table 28 is sub-heacled "Wholesale trade Margins Yo.- A farmer will
normally pttrchase inputs such as seed, herbicide, fèrtilizer and such fr.om a fann wholesaler.
The purchase price less the cosf. of conrmodity sold equals the wholesaler's ,.ûlark-up,,, or
"wholesale margin," The column headed "Wholesale Trade Malgins o/o'o shows these mark-up
percents for the outputs of the IMPLAN industries listecl at the fàr-right. These margins wet.e
obtained from the U.S. National Input-Output model for 2006, the móst recent ftlllyãetailed
vetsion of the US rnodel available. The wholesale trade rnalgins used in this analysis are shown
in IMPLAN source suppofting docurnents, and the originals óan be dow¡loaded from
httpl/bea'sov/lndustrylzip/Z}}àdetail.zip (rnember hle: REV_NAICSUseDetail4-24-08,rxt).

Thc colurnn headed "Wholesale Margin" is the margin percent times the initial purchase price,
and thereby equals the net revenue (gross revenue rninus cost ofgoods sold) ofihe wholesaler.
The colutnn headed "Pl'oducer Margin" is the pulchase price minus the wholesale margin, ancl
thus equals the gross revenue of the producers. lmportantly, note that the sum of wholesale
rnargins from the same-named column appears as the proclucer margin of its own IMpLAN
industry, "Wholesale trade." The sum of changes in wholesale rna.gins equals the change in
gross revenues of the wholesale trade sector.

Along with multipliers, a standard element of modern regional input-output models is a set of
"regional purchase coefficients," or RPCs. An RPC f'or a given industry shows the portio¡ of
overall regional dernand f'or the output of that industry that is obtained ir.om suppliers located in
the regiotl. As au exatnple, an RPC of 30% indicates thatT0o/o of the in-state demand for the
pafticular commodity is obtained fì'om out-of-state sources, and 30o/o frorn in-state sourrces. The
colttmn heacled "Regional Purchase Coelficient" shows RPCs obtaineil tì.om the Nebraska
IMPLAN model for the specific industries shown on the far-right cohrmn of table 28.

IO
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The colunln headed "ln-State Spending" is obtained as the product ofthe RPCs and producer

margins. These are the reductions in the revsnues of the various Nebraska industries as a result

of the additional irligation water- i.e,, gtoss input changes from the far light column of table27.
The next step is to feed these into the Nebraska IMPLAN model and thereby calculate secondary

effects.

Using IMPLAN Multipliers to Calculate Secondary Value Added Effects

Table 29 repeats the IMPLAN industries shown on the far-right coluntn of table 28, and it
lepeats the in-state spending calculated in table 28. The three columns to the immediate right of
thesc show "ÍMPLAN Value Added Multiptiers." 'l'hese multipliers are industry-specific, and

they are specitìcally defined for the Nebraska econotny. They reflect, in particular, Nebraska's

unique industry rnix, its exporl and import stnrcture, wages, levels of outpttt, and other factot's

that detennine rnultiplier size.

The multipliers labeled "secondary Direct" are coeffìcients showing the value added portion of
total industry sales. Multiplying in-state purchases by value added coefhcients gives the direct

secondary change in value added. The multipliers labeled "secondary Indirect" are derived fronl

the input-oLrtput multiplier rnatrix. These show the suln of all the additional rounds of value

added effects, beyond the clirect round. The value added by the "suppliers ofthe suppliers," as

described earlier. Finatly, the multipliers labeled "secondary Induced" are derived from the

input-output multiplier matrix, and show the sum of all the value added effects incluced by the

spending of income on consumer goods.

The final set of table 29 columns show the overall change in Nebraska value added as a result of
that state's 2005 and 2006 use of water in violation of the Decree. The "On-Farm Direct"
column shows the change in value adcled on farm incotne account, i.e., the $12,952,636 nttltrbel'

shown as change in on-fann value adcled in the well shutdown column of table 27. Figures in the

other colulnns are cornpnted as the ptoduct ofchange in in-state spending and the appropriate

value adclecl rnLrltipliers. These then constitute the secondary direct and indirect effbcts. and

secondary consumer-sper,ding indL¡ced effècts on Nebraska value added frorn its avoidance of
well shutdowns in 2005.

Summary of Secondary Effects

'l'abte 30 summarizes the effect of Nebraska's excessive water tlse in 2005 and 2006' The table

distinguishes between wells that should have been shut down, canal water that should have been

acqr.rired, and storecl water that should have been acquired'

The "On-Farm Direçt" row inclicates the gain in value added taken directly from table 27 (also

shown for well shutdown in the on-farm direct impacts column of table 29). As described

earlier, this valLre is computed as the difference between the change in gross farm receipts and

the change in flarms' procluced input purchases. F-or the well shutdown in 2005 example, the on-

farm direct impact is a valtte added of roughly $13.0 million.

lt
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The "Secondary Direct and Indirect" row of table 30 shows gains in value added stemrni¡g from
the action of direct ancl indirect rnultiplier effects within the Ñebr.aska economy. Value ad-cled
increases in the Nebraska industdes that supply affectecl farmers, and in the châin of industries
that supply the suppliers' For the 2005 well shutdown example, table 29 shows direct secondary
impacts of $3.38 million and indirect secondary impacrs of $SZZ rhousand _ which totals roughiy
$4.0 million in secondary direct and indirect irrrpacts as shown in table 30.

Finally, table 30 shows a $5.0 million increase in value acldecl fiom consumer-serving inclustries,
and industries that supply the consumer-serving industries. This is the same $5,0 million shown
as the total of the "secondary Induced" column of table 29. The other columns of table 30 are
filled in by value added numbers cotnputed in the other working tables availa6le in the
spreadsheet version of tables 28 and29.

Some analyses of secondat'y impacts adjust the total to accor¡nt for the r.eemployment of
pt'oductiott inputs in alternative uses through tirne. This issue was addresseå try or. nay Supalla
(Plofessor Erneritus of Agricultural Economics at the University of Nebr.aska) in his anãlysis of
irrigation consumptive use reduction in the Platte and Republicãn Basins (Supalla, et al.,
"Econotnic and State Budget Cost of Reducing Consurnptive Use of lrrigation Water in the
Platte and Republican Basins," prepared for the Nebraska Department oiNatural Resources,
Attgust, 21,2006). Professor supalfa's explanarion of secondary impacts is as follows:

"The ofT-fbrm costs, also called secondary costs in the economics literature are
transitory becatlse most of the resources involved eventually find alternative
etnployment. This is why the principles ancl guidelines used by federal agencies for
evaluating water projects do not allow project applicants to count secondãry benefits or
costs (US Water Resource Council, 1983). The federal agencies assulne that the labor
and other tesoltrces which become unemployed as a result of some change in irrigation
(which is called a secondary effect) will eventually move on to alternative emplolment
and eam as tnuch or tnore than they earnecl before the change in irrigation. Státewide off-
fartn costs are indeed zero if the resources which are displaõed wheñ irrigation is reclucecl
could imrnediately find comparably productive alternative employment within Nebraska.
But unfortunately some resources are immobile, and in ail cases ii rnay take solne time
before alternative employment can be secured. ln addition'some of the resources
involved may shift to tlses outside the community or to another state. When this happens
there is a long-term economic cost at the community and/or state level.,'

"Most economists cotrtend that secondary benefits and costs shor¡lcl be ignored in
econornic analyses because they are both transitàry and difficult to estímate.... we
djsagree' In an agricultural state such as Nebmska there is likely to be some lasting effect,
if orrly because some of the people ancl resour'çes involved may need to leave the stâte to
find alternative etnployment. In this analysis we assume that off-far.m costs at the state
level decrease linearly during the fir'st l0 years fiam 100 percent of the multiplier effects
described above in yeaÍ one to 15 percent in year 10, ancl then rernain at 15 pãrcent for
the indefinite future." (Supalla, et al,, 2006, pages g and 9)
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In the Arkansas River case (Kansas v Colorado), only 20 o/o of secondary impacts was counted as

damages. ln that case, the damages were long term - the Kansas Arkansas River Basin had been

deprived of the watel to which it was entitled f'or many years, so there was ample time for inputs

to have been reemployed elsewhere. The 20 percent fìgure used in the Arkansas River case

agrees approximately with Supalla's I 00 percent in year one, declining to I 5 percent in year I 0,

and l 5 percentthereafter.

I¡ the prese¡t case, the excess consurnptive water tlse in Nebraska was yeaf by year, not

pennanent. Nebraska farmers could hope that next year they would have their watel back' They

werc not likely to move major aurounts of resources out of fanning to reemploylnent elsewhere.

This analysis follows the irnplication of Professor Supalla's conclusion - that 100 percent of
secondary impacts in the first year ofwaler overuse, 2005 and 2006, count as benefits to

Nebraska.

Table 30 indicates that in 2005, Nebraska GSP was $23.8 rnillion larger than it would have been

if it had taken the required actions to meet the requirements o1'the l)ecree. In 2006, the figr.rre

was some $38.1 milliort larger.

INDUCED EFFECTS IN NEBRASKA OF A NEBRASKA
PAYMEI\T TO KANSAS

If Nebraska is ordered to disgorge its benefits f'r'om overuse of Republican River water to Kansas

this will cause adclitional consumer spending-induced valne added losses in Nebmska' Thus the

amoqnt Nebraska should pay Kansas is equal to the on-fal'm clitect plus the secondary direct and

indirect portion of the ber-refits (shown on the "subtotal" row of Table 30), but not the additional

seconclary consutner spending-induced benetìts (shown on the "secotrdary Consumer Spending-

lnclucecl" row of Table 30). Payment of the on-farur direct plus secondary direct and indirect

secondary benefits will create consumer-induced effects of its own and the best tneasure of these

woulcl be thc secondary consumer'-spencling induced impacts showrt in table 30, thus removing

the entire econornic benefits Neblaska gained by using this water.

TIME VALUE OF MONEY

A funclamental principle of economics is that past events have a pl'esent value which is

calctrlable through an appropriate rate of compounding representing the time value of money.

Likewise a future event has a present value, calculable with an apptopriate discottnt rate. That is,

a dollar that should have been received in the past is not the salne as a dollar in hand today and

differentyetfromthevalueofaclollarreceivableinthefutute. Thepastdollarcouldhavebeen
put to procluctive r¡se through tirne, making it r.vorth more than the dollar today. The dollar in
hand can be put to productive use through tirne, making us value it more than a dollar receivable

in the future. 'fhe productive usefulness of a dollar at any point in time is either to pay off debts

or invest in productive enterprises. Thus the measure of the useftrlness of a dollar is the greater'

o1'cost paid for borowed capital or returns to reinvested capital. All rnoney exchanges in cunent

clollars for past or futurc events can, as a l'undamental principle of economics or ftnance, be

adjusted for time with an appropriate discount or compounding rate. As a mattet'of economic
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principle, compounding a past valtte to a current (2012) value is a neutral proçess that does not
result in either a windfäll for.the payee or a penalty for the payor.

In this case, it is necessary to compound historic Nebraska benefìts to aZ0l2 value to have a just
settlemelrt of such benefits in the present. Another corollary of the curent value r.ule is that dèlay
for any reason in disgorging past benefits can be properly accounted for by appropriate
compounding.

lnterest rates for colnpottnding past events to a current value must be chosen to repr.esent the
appropriate time value of money fbr the parties involved. For example, in money iending, the
chosen interest rate will depend upon such factors as the length of ti.,e ioan, the óredit rat-ing of
the borrowet', the amount of collateral for loan security, tax nrles for interest payments received
ancl paid' and the anticipated rate of inflation. The cost of borowed capital is one possible
measure lbr the opportr.rnity cost (best alternative use) of capital. The other is the return to
invested capital' Since eftìcient use of bon'owed capital reqirires that retums to capital
investment exceed the cost of borrowing, an entrepieneul tising borrowed capital ior business
operations or investment must, in theory, gain rnore fì'om the Jse of that capital than it cost irr
order to tnaintain a profitable business. ln any case, the opportunity cost of'-capital will be the
higher value of eithel the cost of bon'owing or the rate-of-retum to invested cápital or a
combination of these two costs il'marginal funds are potentially applied to both uses.

When estimating the present value of past events, it is cornmon that the intetçst rates for
compounding will vary through time. This occnrs because the above described factors affecting
interest rates will also be changing. For example, in determining the present value of past
Nebraska bcnefils it is rrecessary to choose nominal interest rates thai are appropriate'for the
varying conditions frorn 2006 to the present.

Nomillal interest rates are expressed in current values and contain a prernium t'or anticipated
inflatio¡r. Differcnces irt nominal interest rctes at any point in time r"fle"t tl.r" effects of'-two basic
phenomena, r'isk and taxes. The effect of risk on interest lates is to increase their level. Risk to
the lender is inf'luenced by the security of the loan, the credit wolthiness of the borLower, and the
length of the borrowing period. As the plobability that a lender will be unable to collect all
capital and interest payments due in a timely mannel increases, the greater is the risk of loss and
the higher rnttst be the interest rate to account for this risk. In gen.ral, a loan secured by real
propefiy (home ol land) will incur a lower interest rate than an unsecured loan. Creclit ðard
borrowers are ar a tnuch greater risk of loan clefault than, say, horne buyers and therefore incur a
much higher interest rate for borrowed capital.

Fartners in the study area are likely to encounter lnole than one nornilral inter.est rate in their
concluct of business due to the length of the loan period and the level of security of the loan. The
interest rate on an unsecured loan for annual opercting expenses will contain a þremium f-or risk
of loan default, whereas, secured loans for investments in land will likely face à lower interest
rate than that for annual operating capital. It is common fol each farm toobtain and use both
shoft-tem and long-term capital in both secured and unsecured form, thereby facing more than
one level ofinterest cost for fänn operations.
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'lhe o'cost ofcapital" for a business to use as the discount rate in capital budgeting is generally

considerecl to be the weighted average after-tax costs of detrt and equity capital, using the

respective ratios of debt and equity to total assets as the weights The expected retttlrs to equity

capital, inolucling both current rctulns and capital gains, nonnally must exceed the average cost

oldebt by a sufficient margin to account for the bonower's gt'eater risk in managing equity

capital. This condition mt¡st hold in the long run in order for it to be feasible and profitable to

borrow capital for business operations. This plinciple applies equally to a farm business.

Unfort¡nately for this study, it was not possible to fìnd reliable meastlres of the costs of equity

for fanns in the stucly region for the period of analysis. As a conservative meastlre of interest

r.ates fbr compounding past benefits to a cun'ent value, the cost of debt capital is ttsed to

repr.esent both the cost of debt and the cost of ec¡uity capital. Since the t'eturns to equity capital

must exceed the cost of clebt f-or long terrn profitability, using debt costs alone will understate the

tnre cost ofcapital and, thus, reflect a consetvative valuation apploach.

A conservative and reaclily available measure of the cost of debt which also takes into accortnt

the effect of taxes is the interest rate on high glade tax tiee municipal bonds. Recent interest

rates for high grade rnunicipals are published by the Council of Economic Advisols' Rates fbr

the relevant tirne period are shown in tabte 31. Interest rates only through October'8th lvere

available at the time this report was compiled. Table 31 implicitly asstrmes that the 201 I

average rate of 4.372 percent will persist through Janttary 1,2012. Since these rates are

publiihed weekly, near-cunent rates can be obtained to update present valttes to whatever clate is

needed for this case.

Choosirrg the interest rate on high grade tax tþe municipal bonds as the componnding factor in

this analysis is a conservative choice for several reasoÍls. Interest rates on other forms of debt are

generally higher, becanse these other f'orms of clebt have higher risk. Also the retttrns on equity

capital lvill be higher tharr the interest late on debt if the enterprise is profitable.

Using the interest rate f'or high glacle tax tiee municipal bonds, table 3l shows that the 2005

clirect and secondary benefits calculated above would be multiplied by L300 to get a plesent

value in 2011 clollars valuecl as of January 1,2012. The 2006 direct and secondary benefits

wot¡ld be rnultiplied by 1.245 to get a January 1,2012 pl'esent vahle. Since the benefits fì'om the

excess stored water were actually lealizecl in 2008 and 2009 (although the deoision to retain it in

storage was made in 2006) the direct and secondary berretìts from using this water would be

rnuttiplied by I .138 (for benefits realized in 2008) and 1.078 (f'or benefits lealized in 2009) to get

a January 1,2012 present value

TOTAL NIEBRASKA BENEFITS

Table 32 repoffs the same srunlnal'y benefit valnes as in table 30 but compounded forward to

January 1,2012 dollars using the cornpounding factors from Table 31. Since all the dollar

figures now represent a common year it is possible to stuìl them togethet' into an aggregate

Nebraska benefit estimate for both years.
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Table 32 shows the final result, $80,1g7,CI21 in January l,ZAlZ dollars, representing tlre gains to
theNebmska economy resulting firffn overuse of Republican River water io ZOOS uñ¿ zOõe, io
excess of the limits setby the decree. The table also shows $61,870,31g as tlrenecessary
paytn€nt by- Nebraska to disgorge these benefîß to Kansas. As noted above, a payment eqüalto
the primary plus the secondary direct and indirect gains (the $61 .9 millionl *ilfi"äi*"
se-e-9rdaw eotsurner-speading induced inpact losses in Nebraskao rnakingup the other $18..3
million neeessary to completo the disgorgemeût of the Nebr.aska benefTts.
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Table l: Wellshutdown Acreage Needed
to meet Required Consumptive Use Reduction

2005
Ghase
Dimdy

Frontior
Hayes
Hltchcock
Lincoln

Counties

Furnas
Gosper
Hartan
Phelps
Webster

1 15,380 103,837

Source: SWE Nebraska Gains report, table 2
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Table 2: Nebraska Planted Dryland Acreage, from NASS

Corn
Counties

Chase
Dundy
Perkins

Total

Frontier
Hayes
Hitchcock
Lincoln

Willow
Total

Franklin
Furnas
Gosper
Harlan
Phelps
Webster

Total

Nebraska Republican

2006

497,500 75,700 130,900 684,400

Counties Wheat
Chase
Dundy
Perkins

Totâl

Middle
Frontier
Hayes
Hitchcock
Lincoln
Red Willow

Franklin
Furnas
Gosper
Harlan
Phelps
Webster
Nuckolls

Alfalfa
Sunffower Total

68,000
69,900

324,600

1 15,100
78,7ú

132,300

84,800

556,900

64,200
156,700

44,500
83,900
24,900

106,800

151

632,900

31,400 23,400 71,100 1,514,400

Alfalfa

59,700
57,700

277,700

115,400
69,300

121,40A
71,600

500

516,200

61,200
150,700

39,600
u,400
24,600

107.400
200

, 100

Nebraska Republican 459,500 91,100 142,500 619,400 15,200 24j00 63,200

16,000
I 8,000
56,000

0
0

1,200

4,400
4,600

0

2,700
2,400
9,500

1,800
1,300
1,400

100
100

500

1

2,
1 18. 100

42,000
41,500

90,000 1,200 9,000 201,600 14,600 4,500 3,

38,000
24,000
33,500
31,000

2,000
0

0
2,600

14,000
9,700

14,000

4,500

52,600
37,700
80,800
26,100

800
900
000

2,500
2,1 00

700
3,700

3,12,900
2,300

1

1

16,
500 000

169,000 7,800 61,200 266,900 12,900 10,800 28,300

20,500

60,000
18,500
36,000
1t,000
4'1,500
52,000

10,800

3,s00
2,000
4,700
6,000

12,500
27,400

5,900
12,000
5,000
6,700
1 ,100

10,500
19,500

't8,400

67,900
16,600
32,000
4,800

31,700
44,500

900
2,000

U

0

0
1,000

0

1,900

1,600
500

1,600

0
1,100
1.400

5,800
9,900
1,900
2,900
3,000
8,500
7.100

238,500 66,700 60,700 215,900 3,900 8,100 39,100

17,000 0

17,000 0
57,500 900

4,100
6,200

0

34,000
31,500
97,000

2,100
1,400
3,300

1,600

0
'1,100

900
1,600

500
900 10,300 162,500 6,800 2,70091,500

41,000
21,000
32,000
25,000

1,300

0
0

2,700

16,000
1 1,500
16,000

4,900

50,000
33,000

69,000
23,500

1,300

0
1,300

0

3,800
1,900
1,600
3,500

000

1

1

12,000
900

159,500 6,400 70,400 238,500 6,800 12,300 22,300

17,000

50,000

17,000
33,000
10,000

36,000
45,500

12,500

4,500
1,900

5,900
6,600

18,200
u.200

6,300
1 7,000
3,800
6,500
1,100

8,600
1 8.500

1 8,500
67,000
'15,000

34,000
3,800

34,500
45.600

500
100

0
U

0

0
0

1,200
2,000

900
2,000

0
1,400
'1,600

5,200
9,1 00
1,000
3,000
3,100
8,700
7,800

1,

208,500 61,800 218,400 9,100 37

Source: National Agricultural Statistical Service

I ,4'15,000
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Table 3: Nebraska Dryland Crop Mix, from NASS

2005

Chase
Dundy
Perkins

Region Average

% w/o Wheat & Alfalfa 1

Counties
Frontier
Hayes
Hitchcock
Lincoln

Region

% w/o Wheat & Alfalfa I

Lower
Franklin
Furnas
Gosper
Harlan
Phelps
Webster

Region

% w/o Wheat & Alfalh 1

2006

u
Chase
Dundy

Region

% Mo Wheat & Alfalfa 1

Middlè
Frontier
Hayes
Hitchcock
Lincoln
Red Willow

Region

% w/o Wheat & Alfalfa i

Counties
Franklin
Furnas
Gosper
Harlan
Phelps
Webster
Nuckolls

Region Average

% w/o Wheat & Alfalfa r

I Mix of Corn, soybeans, milo only
Source: Table 2

23.5o/o

25.80k

27.7%

75.4%

33.0%
30.5%
25.3%
36.6%
29j%
30.3%

64.60/o

31.9%
38.3%
41.6o/o

42.9o/o

40.2%

38.9%
u.2%
37.7o/o

63.1%

Coan

29.50k

aa oo/^

81.ô%

35.5%
30.3%
26.4o/o

34.9Yø

30.97o

62.5o/o

27

33.2%
42.9%
39.1o/o

40.7%

33.5o/o

29.7o/o

33.6%

57.2%

0.0%
0.00/o

0.6%

1.0%

1.7o/o

0.0o/o

0.0%
3.10/o

1.4o/o

3,0%

16.8o/o

2.10k
4.5Yo

5.6%
24.1o/o

18.0%

17.7o/o

0.0olo

0.0%

O.3o/o

0.8%

Milo

6.6%

2.8o/o

23.60/0

12.2o/o

12.3o/o

10.60/o

5.3%

11.0%

32.4%

7.7%
11.2o/o

8.0olo

4.4o/o

9.8%

9.60/o

19.2o/o

6.9olo

10.7o/o

0.0%

3.7o/o

17.6o/o

13.9%
16.6%
13.2%

6.8%
15.S%

10.3o/o

11.3o/o

9.6%
7.7Yo

4.5%
8.07o

12.

10.0%

19.9o/o

61.81o

59.4o/o

45.7o/o

47.9%
61.1o/o

30.8%
47 .7o/o

4.0o/o

3.4o/o

1o/o

2,5o/o

2.9o/o

1.4olo

1.1%

3.4o/o

1.4o/o

1.3o/o

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%
0.9%
0.0%

1.10/o

0.07o

1.1%

0.0%

0.7Yo

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

Oats
¿.O-lo

1.9o/o

0.7o/o

2.20/o

2.7o/o

O.5o/o

4.4o/o

3.0%
1.0o/o

1j%
1.9o/o

0.0%
1.0%

0.9o/o

2.7o/o

0.0%

3.3Vo

2.7o/o

1.3Yo

4.9o/o

1.1o/o

2,0o/o

1.3o/o

2,3%
2.4o/o

0.oo/o

1.3o/o

1.0%

Atfalfa

3.0%

1.10/o

2.7o/o

3.7o/o

1.1o/o

18.90/"

6.3%
4.3o/o

3.5%
12.0%

8.0%

B.2o/ø

Alfalfa

1.5o/o

2.9Yo

0.30/o

1.7%

1.2%
16.8%

3.5%

8.5olo

6.0%
2.5o/o

3.6%
12.60À

8.1ô/o

62.1o/0 4.5o/o 1

47

28.7o/o

43.3Yo

37.3o/o

38.11o
19.3olo

29.7o/o

29.30/,

M.1þ/o 0.6%

Wheat Sunf,ower

57.01o
u.6%
60,5%

2.4%

2.1
Àa

2.3o/o 1.9o/o 5.1o/o

2.4o/o 1.0% 1.1þ/o

1.1

0.0%
0.0%
3.8%
1.7Vo

20.4o/o

3.0%
4.8o/o

7.0%
26.8%
16.9%
22.3%
13.5%

23.0o/o

433%
47.6o/0

56.8%
32.8o/o

44.5o/o

37.9o/o

40.3o/o

15.4o/o

32.1o/o

3,6% 46.2o/o 13% 2 4% 4.3%

2.5% 35.0%

35.2% 0.3% 1.5% 6.10/o

KS000636



Table 4: Nebraska Dryland Yields, from NASS

2005

Corn
Alfalfa

Oate
#lac¡e

1764
1625

1,313.0 80.2 3.2

Milo W
bu/acre tonslacrebu/acre

Chase
Dundy
Perklns

Míddle
Frontier
Hayes

Hitchcock
Lincoln
Red Willow

Lower
Franklin
Furnas
Gosper
Harlan
Phelps
Webster
Nuckolls

Chase
Dundy
Perkins

Region Average

Region Average

Region Average

2006

85.6 39.4

Corn
bu/acre

61

47
Jþ

51

43
49

3.3
3.2

90
ôÃ

54

36
36

56
84

49
38

39

43

43.485.3

Milo

48.2 18.0 70.3 31.9

þþ

61

54

61

72

94
62
77

95

75

97
s9

20

3'r

56
72
81

60
74.2

1556

1 595
2092
2137

1 083

1255

1170

1,193.5

Sun-

87

85
63
62
60

15

tb
21

47

30
17

47
33

3.7

3.1

2.5
2.7
3.9

63.5 22.4 70.2 43.0 1,768.2 72. 3.0

69.0 3.4

Alfalfa
Oatsn

79

77

54
73

5'l

61

45
43

44

47

40
42
42

85

58
92
72

91

94

75.
39
21

29
Jb
35

42

2.826.5

36

28
26
26
42

64
50

69
Ão

45.8

6B

65
43
53
40

56

60
67

68
70
78

Wheat
bu/acre

21

22
26.9

bu/acre
13

tons/acre
2.4
2.9
1,5

â

3.8
3.6
3.6

4
3

3.4

3.4
2.9
3.2
2.3
5-b

to
3.4
1.9

3.2
3.3
2.8
2.4

bu/acre
5r
42

1322
1201

Region

Middle
Frontier
Hayes
Hitchcock
Lincoln
Red Willow

to

17

Region Average

Lower
Franklin
Furnas
Gosper
Harlan
Phelps
Webster
Nuckolls

Region Average 66.4 33.6

42.7 19.0 45.6 24.7 1,091.8

'13

13.0 2-5

35

53

54.4 15.3 56.8 32.6 1,245.4

1376

1468

1200
145564.

38
24
32
37
40
31

86
49

64
75

78
Ãô

76

óo

30.9
31

35
óÞ

34
38.1

69.8 U1 .|,375.3 U3 2.9

Source: National Agricultural Stat¡sticaf Service
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Table 5: Nebraska Planted lrrigated Acreage, from NASS

2005

Chase
Dundy
Perk¡ns

Total

Frontier
Hayes
Hitchcock
Uncoln

Counties
Franklin
Furnas
Gosper
Harlan
Phelps
Webster

Total

Nebraska Republican 1,007,500 330,500 15,300 68,100

2006
Counties Milo Wheat

Chase
Dundy
Perkins

M¡ddlê

Total

Counties
Frontier
Hayes
Hitchcock
Lincoln
Red Willow

Lowe¡

Furnas
Gosper
Harlan
Phefps
Webster

Sugar- Dry
b€ets Beans

4,800 39,100

Sugar- Dry
Bêâns

177,300
83,100

141

401.700

60,800
50,000
30,700

229,1 00
47 700

41 8,300

65,400
86,600
89,800

256,500
55,800

7M,740

1,534,700

94,000

403,100

62,700
53,800
28,600

231,900

421,800

98,100
62,900
87,000
88,200

257,700
59,100

Total 71

Nebraska Republlcan 956,500 379,600

1 26,000
58,000

8,100
4,600

0 15,000
0 8,500

3,400 21

0 6,400

11

0 32,40A 4,800 33,300 11,700294,000 25,500

37,000
32,000
19,500

167,000
28,500

15,000
4,700
4,300

32,900
9,800

3,400
2,800
I,900

n

2,300

3,400
2,300
2,200
6,900
3,300

0

0

U

0

0

0
4,500

0

1,300
n

2,000
3,700
2,800

21,000
3,800

284,000 66,700 10,400 18,100 0 5,800 33,300

55,500
38,000
56,500
51,000

157,000
34,500
37,000

36,200
'15,700

25,000
31,300
90,000
17,500
22,600

1,200
0

1,000
1,400

500
0

800

2,1 00
5,"100

1,900
2,000
3,700
1,300
1,500

0
0
0

0

0
rì

0

0

U

0

0
0
U

0

3,100
6,600
2,200
4,'100

5,300
2,500

600

0 o 24,400429,500 238,300 4,900 17,600

125,000
&,500

7,900
5,1 00

3,800 13,900
0 5,0003,300

0 13,000
1't.500
11

294,500 28,600 5,500 35,500 5,700 23,400 9,900

36,500
36,500
17,000

1 57,000
25.500

16,200
4,200
4,000

44,300
9.1 00

4,300
3,600
2,100
3,600
3,200

4,000
6,000
3,000
7,500
4,000

0
0

0

0
0

0
0
0
0
0

1,700
3,500
2,500

I 9,500
3,000

0 30,20016,800 24,500272,500 77,800

49,000
30,000
54,000
46,000

147,000
30,000
33.500

41,500
19,500
29,100
35,100

100,400
23,800
23,800

2,000
2,400

0
1,300
1,200

500
500

3,500
5,000
2,000
2,000
3,700
2,500
2,400

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
U

0
0
0

0

0

2,100
6,000
1,900
3,800
5,400
2,300

700

00273,200 7,900 21,100

Source: National Agricultural Statistical Service

30,200 81,100 5,700 23,400 62, 1,538,800
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Table 6: Nebraska lrrigated Crop Mix, from NASS

2005
Counties Gorn Milo Wheat

Chase
Dundy

Regíon

Middle Countíes
Frontier
Hayes
Hitchcock
Lincoln

Region Average

Lower Count¡es
Franklin
Furnas
Gosper
Harlan
Phelps
Webster
Nuckolls

Region Average

2006
Counties

Chase
Dundy
Perkins

Region Average

Middle Counties
Frontier
Hayes
Hitchcock
Lincoln

Region Average

Lower Counties
Franklin
Furnas
Gosper
Harlan
Phelps
Webster
Nuckolls

Region Average

Source Table 5

73.2o/o 6.30/o 0,0% 8.1o/o 1.2yo

69.8%
.Bo/o

60.9%
64.0o/o

63.5o/o

72.9%
59.7%

24.7o/o

9.4%
14.0o/o

14.40/o

20.5o/o

5.6%
5.60/o

6.2o/o

0.0%
4.8%

36.9%
24.0o/o

28.9o/o

34.9o/o

35.1o/o

31.4o/o

36.2o/o

60.'1% 33.3% 0.70/o

74 4.60/o

5.5o/o

9la/o

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

1.20k

0.0%
1.2o/o

1.6%

0.2%
0.0%

0.Qo/o

3.5o/o

6.9o/o

6.7Yo

7.30/

1.60/o

1o/o

2.9Yo

3.8%
0.0o/o

1.5o/o

0,5o/o

O.8o/o

0.8%

8.5To

1A.2%

6.3%

s.6%
4.6%
7.2%
3.0%
6.9%

2.1%
7.Bo/o

2.2o/o

2.2%
1.4%

2.3o/o

2.4o/o

Wheat
7.8o/o

12.20/o

7.70/o

6.4o/o

11.2%

14.5%

3.2o/o

8.5%

3.6o/o

7.9o/o

2.3To

2.3%
1.AYo

4,2%
Q OO/-

Sugar-

1.90/o

0.0%

0,0%
0.0%
0.0o/o

4.0%

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0o/o

2.3o/o

O.Oo/o

1.3o/ô

0.0%
0.0o/o

0.0%
0.0olo

0.0To

0.oo/o

0.0o/o

0.00/o

0.0o/o

Q.0To

0.0o/o

Dry
Beans
12.0o/o

7.7%
4.Oo/o

0.QYo

9.0%
0.Oo/o

0.6Yo

0.0o/o

0.0%
0.0To

0.0To

0.0%
0.0%
0.0o/o

8.4%
5.3%
3.2%

0.0o/o

0.Oo/o

0.o%
0.0%
0.Oo/o

0.Oo/o

0.0%
0.0%
0.)Yo

0.0%
0.0%

Alfalfa

2.0%
Þ. / ",/o

1.8o/ô

3.3o/o

7.44/o

9.1o/o

9.2o/o

8.0%

3.2o/o

10.10/o

2.5%
4.60/o

2.1o/o

4.5Yo

1.0%

1.7%
4.9a/o

1.8o/o

6.5o/o

B.7o/o

B.4o/o

6.7o/o

2.1o/o

9.5o/o

2.2o/o

4.3%
2.1%
3.9%
1.10/o

8.30/o 2.9%

Red

67.90/o 15.9o/o 25% 4.3o/o 0.0To 14% 8.0Yo

56.60/o

58.14/o

65.2%
56,8%
61.20/o

61.8olo

75.1Yo

68.60lo

58.2o/o

67.8o/o

59.4o/o

67.7o/o

56,9%

49.9o/o

47.7o/o

62.10/o

52.20k

57.0o/o

50.8%

4.7o/o

5.4o/o

10.9%

25.8%
7.8%

14.Oo/o

19.10/o

20.sa/o

42.3%
31.Ao/o

33.4o/o

39.8%
39.0%
40.3o/o

39.1o/o

2.5o/o 0.0o/o 0.0% 3.4%

Sugar- Dry Alfalfa

73.1o/o 7j% 1.40/ 8.8% 1,4o/o 5.8% 2.5a/o

64.6To 18.4o/o 4.0% 5.87o 0.0% 0.Oo/o 7.2o/o

54.6% 38.3% 1.10/0 3.0% o.o% o.o% 3.1%
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Table 7: Nebraska lrrigated Crop Yields, from NASS

2005

Chase
Dundy
Perkíns

Frontier
Hâyes
Hitchcock
Lincoln
Red Willow

Lower
Franklin
Furnas
Gosper
Harlan
Phelps
Webster
Nuckolls

Chase
Dundy

Middle

Front¡er
Hayes
Hitchcock
Lincoln
Red Willow

Lower
Franklin
Furnas
Gosper
Harlan
Phelps
Webster
Nuckolls

Counties

Rêgion Average

Region Average

2006

Region

Counties

Milo Wheat
bu/acre bu/acre

70.6
bJ

99
100

113

119

Dry
Beans

Alfalfa

bu/acre tons/acre
2335 4.7
3022 5

2332 5.1

bu/acre
191

187
184

bu/acre
58

57

23.6

18.2

66.2 22.0 2,466.5 4.9

Sugar-

Sugãr-
beets

2220

2400

Region Average 187.6 57.0

Counties
166

186

190

177

60
61

61

61

57

50
59
67
50
67
62
48

57
55
57
5B

60

60
55
5B

59
62
63
60

4.7
5.8
5.4
4.4
4.9

2,260.3 4.7178 3 57.8 101.6 60.1

98

186

176
195

188

205
187

123

193.8 60.3 123.0 58.7

Corn

110
141
'i08

5.8
5.1

5,3
5.9
5.1

5.8
4.8

bu/acre
84.6

67
78

62.8 107.6 76.9

5.4

Dry
Beâng

bu/acre tons/acre
2U7 3.8
2896 4.6

28.4

24.1

27 .0 2,457.4 4.7

4.2

Alfalfa

61

65
202
200
200

bu/acre

106

200.8

180

197

187

180
'187

Region Average 183.4 56.8 112.4 61.2

Countíes

111

111

118
111

114

4.4
4.5
4.3

4
5.'1

52
8'l
40
61

u
61

59
56
bJ

67

66
66
70
bó
u

52.
183

167

193
1U
192
175
171

59
u
62

5B

60.3
59

100

u
0

120
108
96

113

5.6
4.3

5

4.2
4,6
5.2

4

Region Average '185.0 59.2 100.2 63.0

Source: National Agricultural Statist¡cal Servíce

4.6
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Figure 2: Nebraska Crop Mix by Region and year
(Soqrcg¡.NASS)
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Table 8: Republican Basin Glass 5 and 6 Land

2005 lVlodel Acres
llllodel in Excess of

Reduction Non-lrrGlass Percentage
Acres l-4 Acres Class 5&6

2006 llllodel Acres
llÍodel in Excess of

Reduction Non-lrrGlass
Acres l-4Acres

Percentage
Class 5&6Gounties

Chase
Dundy

Total

Counties
Frontier
Hayes
Hitchcock
Lincoln

Willow

Lower

Total

Counties
Franklin
Furnas
Gosper
Harlan
Phelps
Webster

T

Nebraska Republican

Source: SWE Nebraska Gains report, tables 9 & 10

27,739 4,440 16.00/o

19478
8261

281 I
1622

460
114
201
284
422

0

0

14.5o/o

19.60/o

4.9%
2.9o/o

2.00/o

13.6%
3,5o/o

4.10/o

O.2o/o

0.6%

0.0olo

Oo/o

1.40k

9330

3952

10099

2085
12053

37,s19 1,481 3.9%

11276
9843

9815

5505
2140

38,579

115,380 10,284 8.9% 't03,837 6,462 6.20/o

459
23

59

541

20.Ao/o

25.9o/o

23.914
8,433

4,774
2,181

32,347 6,955 21.5olo

8,459
5,1 31

10,226
2,993

10,579

269
327

424
736
516

3.2o/o

6.4o/o

4.1o/o

24.6%
4.9%
6.1o/o37,388 2,272

4.3o/o11,165 476

105

0

2.9o/o

0.9olo

354
122

12,232
13,993

1.7o/o

0.0%
6,147
2,108

45,645 1,057 2.3o/o

KS000642



Table 9: Crop Acres Changes Resulting from Wellshutdown

2005

Upper
Middle
Lower

T

2006

Upper
Middle
Lower

Afiected

Acres Cornl t Milo wheat
Alfalfä Class 6

Fallowed
6,955
2,272

4,440
1,481

il1

Corn
16,477
19,710

16,453
19,468

220
910

162
781

5,144
9,902

3,560
10,924

2,609
1.618

2,M3
2,179

Atfalfa

942
2,976

681

2,686

Milo2 Wheat

124 1

10,2U 62,635 8,526 23,108 5,351 5,477

77

095 1 140 1

103,837 65,945 25,262 2,300 5,762 4, 6,462 56,323 9,143 21,579 5,762 4,567

1 lrrigated corn includes a snnll acreage of sugar beets, soybeans includes dry beans.
2 Dryland milo includes a snrall acreage of sunflor¡rærs and oats
Source: Tables 1, 3, 6 and I

24,061
25,3U
27,430

4,735
6,480

15,219

0
930
313

2,609
't,618

1.124

942
2,976
1.558

76,876 26,434 1,243 5,351 5,477

20,658
u,239
21,048

3,578
6,920

14,7æ

378
1,494

427

2,443
2,179
1.14A

681

2.686
1.200

32,U7
37,388
45,645

1 15,380

27.739
37,519
38,579

KS000643



Table {0: NA$S Grop Yields and Priees

ÇropYnlds:

Middle

Illllo Hay

Tons/ãöre
4.9
4.7

4.7
4.2

3.0
2.8

3.4
2.9

3,2
2.5

2005
2006

193.8
185.0

Vbu
1"9¿

3.00

85.6
66.4 140.2

1.7'l
3.10

58.7

63.0

$/bu
3.36
4,67

00.3
59.2

5.4
4.6u.1

't23.

Groo Prices:

$/bu
5.55
6.05

$/tcn
50.CIo

91.00

€ource: Tables 4, 7, and l{alional Agriculüral Sþüstics $ervice

Bu/acre
66.2 31.9
76.9 24.7

60,1 43.0
61.2 32.6

70.2
56.8

101.6
112.4

Eu/acre
nla 70.3

107.6 45.6

57.8
56.8

22.4
15.3

Eu/acre
5f.0 18.0

62.8 19.0

63.5
v.4

178.3
183,4

B¡¡/acre

187.6 48.2

200.8 42.7

KSo00644



Table 11: Neb¡aska Corn Budgets

Univ of Neb¡aska Budget page
lnchæ lrrigation

PER ACRE
l.Eld per acre

Gr6s Returre

PRODUCED
Seed
Herbicide
lnsect¡cide/Fungicide
Felilizer and Lime
Hauling
Dry¡ng
llihchinery Fuel and O¡l
fvbchinery Repa¡rs ãnd ñtaintenance
lrr¡gation Fuel and O¡l
lrrigation Repairs and Maintenance

Spend¡ng on $/acre
Value Added $,/acre

Sourcs: Tabb 10, t¡ebraska Crop Budgeb

2004
Pivot
UN Base Base

2006
Pivot
UN Base

M¡ddle
Base

10

95.0

Lorer

0 0

66.4

285.00 128.07 .163.30 199.09

42.7
3.00

54.4
3.00

'111.47

16.60
128.28
35.O2

'145.36

53.73

41.69
33.12

6Al2
9.50

24.70
6.20
6.38
0.00
0.00
0.00

18.73 23.89 29.12
33.12 33.12 33-.12
4.65 4.65 4.65

27.D2 34.45 42,00
4-27 5.44 6.64

11.19 14.15 17.25
6.20 6.20 6.20
6.38 6.38 6.38
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00

.60 230.70
1 1 1.59 129.92

00.67
Ât

114.24
7.68

300.57 282.54
267-57122..57 270.82

14

I

J.UU

180.0 185.0

3.00
183.4
3.00

200.8
3.00

540.00 602.55 550. 1 1 555.06

60.76
27.59

6.25

60.12
18.00
46.80

9.00
7.28

37.40
5.86
0.00

67.80
27.59

6.25
67.08
20.08
52.2.
s.00

37.40
5.86
0.00

61.90
27.59

6.25
61.25
18.34
47.68

9.00
7.28

37.40
5.86
ooo

27.59
6.25

61.80
'18.50

48.11

9.00
7.28

37.40
5.86
noo

000

'10

0

1.92

63.5
1.921.92

90.0
1.92

172-80 92.46 121.93 164.35

22.O0

28.81

5.40
18.00

3.50
5.22
0.00
0.00
0.00

11.77
28.81

20.57
18.28
,qo

9.ô3
3.50

0.00
0.00
0.00

15.s2

28.81

20.57

24.11
3.81

12.70
3.50
s.22
0.00
0.00
000

20.92
28.81

20.57
32.50

5.14
17.12
3.50

0.00
0.00
nûn

1212

tÕ

12

1.52
178.3 193.8

1.92

187.6
1.92

155.0
1.92

257.60 360.18 342.29 372_14

33.00

25.94
24-10
41.52
9.30

31.00
6.50

26.06
7.81

0.00

39.94
25.54
24.'tO

11.26

37.52
6.50

26.06
7.81

0.00

37.96
25.94
24.10
47.76
'10.70

Jþ.þO

6.50
8.23

26.06
7.81

0.00

41.27
25.94
24,10
51.92
'f 1.63
Jö. /þ
6.50
8.23

26.06
7.A1
o00

KS000645



fable 12: Nebraska Soybean Budgets

2øO4

Base

2006

UN Base
P¡vot

uN Bæe
Dryland

UN Base
Dryhnd

fvÌddle

Ljniv of Nebræ¡e Budget Page #
lnchæ lrr¡gation

INCOiiE PER ACRE
Ypld per acre

Gross Returns

ON PROÐUCED INPUTS

Seed
Herb¡cide
lnsecticide/Fungicide
Fertilizer and Lime
Haul¡ng
Drying
t¡hchinery FEland O¡l

i/hch¡nery Repairs and lvh¡ntenance
l¡r¡gation Fuêl and Oíl
hr¡gation Repairs and i/þintenance

Spending on Produced lnputs S/acre
Value Addêd S/acre

sources: Table 10, ¡,lebraska crop Budgeb

28
0

33.60
13.92

2.'t1
0.00

3.50
0.00

7.40
6.30
0.00
0.û0

0.00

18.24

13.92

2.11
0.00
1.90

0.00
7.40
6.30
0.00
0.00

65.39
138.13

45.94

46.60
49.87
65.08154.

0 0

35.0 19.0 15.3
6.05 6.05

211.75 114.95 92.55 203.s1

14.69

13.92
2.'11

0.00

1.53
0.00

7.40
6.30
0.00
0.00

32.29
'13.92

2.11
0.00
3.3ô

0.00
7.40
6.30
0.00

0.00
0_00

86.17
,ro al

86.68
234.O7 54.87

49.10

75.42

108.17
271.79

105.12
244.53

332.75 379.97 349.65 358.31

29.42

10.85
2.11

0.00
5.78
0.00
7.40
6.30

37-40
5.86

28.00
10.85

2,11
0.00

5.50

0.00
7.40
6.30

37.40
5.86

0.00

10.85
2.11

0.00
6.28
0.00
7.40
6.30

37.40
5.86

2.11

0.00

0.00
7.40
6.30

37.40

JI

30

59.2

6.05

9o

57.8
6.05

62.8
6_05

55.0
605

15.43

17.67
2.20

0.00

1.08
0.00
3.66
4.99
0.00
0.0û
0.00

19.23
17.67

2.20
0.00

1.35
0.00
3.66
4.99
0.00
0.00
0.00

33.81

17.67
2.20
0.00

0.00
3.66
4.99
0.00

0.00
0-00

30.00

2.20

0.00
2.10

0.00
5.ôb

4.99
0.00
0.00
0.00

39.418.0

30
0 00

22.4

5,55
35,0
5_55

194.25 99.90 124.5? ?18.91

I 8

60.3

I

5.55
55.0

5.55

305.25 316.11 32D.75 334.69

30.00 31.07 31.52

17.67 17.67 17.67

2.20 2.20 2.20

0 00 0-00 0.00

3.30 3.42 3.47

0.00 0.00 0.00

3.88 3.88 3.88

5.37 5.37 5.37

17.37 17.37 17.37

5.20 5.20 5.20

0.00 0.00 0.00

32.89

2.20

0.00

0.00

5.37
17.37
5.20

0.00

KS000646



Table 13: Nebraska M¡lo Budgets

Univ of Neþrasle Budget Page #
lnchs lrrigation

lNcoirE
per acre

bßhel
GrN Retutns

SPENDING ON INPUTS
Sæd
llerb¡cide
Insect¡cide/Fungic¡de
Fert¡lizer and Lime
Hauling
Drying
ft/hch¡nery Fueland O¡l
l\ibchinery Repa¡F and ft¡hirfenancè
lrrigation Fuel and Oil
lrrigâtion Repairs and lvhintenance

Spend¡ng on Produced lnputs $/acre
Value Added $/acrê

Sources: Table 10, ilebrâska Crop Budgets

2004
Bæe

2ft05
BaseUN Bæe

Dryþnd
Base

Pivot
Lorer Lomr

20
0 0

1'15.O

3.10
45.6
3.10

56.8
3.10

69_8

356.50 't41.31 176.12 216.45

5.O4

32.15
1.41

1 1.50
0.00
5.43
c.J/
0.00
0.00
0.0t

85.06

98.93
87.70
91-1 1

82. 69.32

50.91

69.27

50.78
131.67
201.89

133.99
214.59

75.58
65.73 92.85

92-1A

124.27

z.OQ 2.49 3.06
32.15 32.15 32.15
1.41 1.41 '1.41

24.66 30.74 37.7A
4.56 5.68 6.98
0.00 0.00 0.00
5.43 5.43 5.43
5.37 5.37 5.37
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0_00

128.

at

6

3 10
100.2112.4

3-10
107.6

3.10

'140.0

3.10

434.00 333.56 348.58 310.67

5.04
36.68

1-41

48.',tz

14.00
0.00
7.02
6.09

24.94
3.91

0"00

3.87
36.68

1.41

36.98

10.76
0.00
7.O2

24.94
3.91

0.00

4.O5

36.68
1.41

38.65
11.24
0.00
7.O2

6.09
24.94

3.91

0.00

3.61

36.68
1.41

34.45
10.o2
0.00
7.O2

6.09
24.94

3.91

0.00

00

2'l
0

85.3
171

70-2
1.71

70.3
1.7'l

105.0
1.71

17e.55 120.23 1m.04 145.84

5.76 3.86
28.21 28.21

1.06 1.06
38.22 25.59
6.30 4.22
0.00 0.00
2.60 2.60
3.78 3.78
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

3.85
28.21

1.06
25.55

4.21
0.00
2.60
3.78
0.00
0.00
0.00

4.68
28.21

1.06

31.O4

5.12

0.00
2.60

0.00
0.00
0.00

24
b 6

100.2

1.7'l

't01.6

1.71

'107.6

1.71

140.0
't-71

239.40 184.00 173.80 171.37

8.64
t¡,40
1.06

38.52

8.40
0.00
4.91

13.03

6.64
13.46

1.06
29.61

6.46
0.00
4.91

13.03

0.00

6.27

13.46
1.06

27.97
6.10
0.00
4.91
5.99

13.03
3.91

0.00
3.91

4.91

13.46
1.06

27.57
6.01

KS000647



Table 14: Nebraska Wheat Budgets

Univ of Neb¡aska Budget Page #

Yield per aæ
Priæ bElÞl
Gross

ON PROI

l-þrbic¡ßle
lnEecticiddFur¡gicide
Fertilizer and Lime
Hauling
Dryin9
Mach¡nery Fuel and o¡l
ltãchinery Repairs ild lt¡binf enance
lrr¡gation Fuel and oil
lrdgation Repa¡rs ild l¡laintsæce

Spend¡ng on Froduæd lnputs $/acrc
ValueAdded $/acre

Sourcs: Table 10, NebEsi€ Crop BudgeE

105.97
s5.90

63.20
43.98

80.10

4.9

2M
Basè Baæ

2006

UN Base
Pivol

Base

i,Íddle Lower M¡ddle Lmer Ldêr

0 0

159.95 112.96 1 155.65

34.1

4.57

14.01

5.01

4.11

45.31

3.41

0.00
4.95
4-77
0.00
0.00

&1.36

48.59

a1.57
74.O8

14.40 10.17
5.0'1 5.01
4.11 4.11

Ð-cÞ o¿.oo
3.50 2.47
0.00 0.00

4.95 4.95
4.77 4.n
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

0

32.6

5.01

4.11

3.26
0.00
4.95
4.77
0.00
0.00
0-00

70.10
1 1 1.53

1 1 1.05

170.66

180.56

149.66
130.04 135.81

19.20

12.60
80.'t6

8.00
0.00
4-55
4.77

33.25
a.¿u
ooo

1A.44

6.76
1260
n.o1
7.69
0.00
4.95
4.77

5.m
0-00

14.69
Þ./Þ

12.60

61.33
6.12
0.00
4.95
4.77

5.20
0.00

15.12

6.76
12.60
63.12
6.30
0.00
4.95

4.n

0.0c

I III

63.C

4.5i
61.2
4.57

76.9
4.57

80.0

365.60 35'1.22 279.70 2A7.87

40
0 00

43.4

J-æ

43.O

3.36
31.9
3.36

35.0
J.JO

117.60 107.18 144.64 145.89

'18.00

4.96
3.42

32.96
2.10
0.00
247
3.99
0.00
0.00
0-00

16.41

4.96
3.42

30.04
1.91

0.00
2.47
3.99
0.00
0.00
0_00

22.14
4.96
3.42

44.54
2.58
0"00
247

0.00
o.00
0.00

4.96
3.42

40.89
261
0.00
2.47

3.99
0_00

0.00
0.00

44
I III

æ.2
J.JO

58.7

3.36
60.180.0

J.óO

268.80 222.58 201.88 197.34

24.OO

8.16
13.36

43.36
4.80
o.t0
3.44

5.20
0_00

19.87
8.16

IJ.JO

35.90
3.97
0.00
3.44
4.

17.s7
5.20
0.00

1A-A2

8.16
IJ.JO

32.56
3.60
0.00
3,44
4.25

17.37
5.20

8.16

KS000648



Table 15: Nebraska Alfalfa Budgets

2004
UN Base UN Base

2006
UN Base
Pivot

UN Base
Dryland

un¡v of Nebræka Budget
lnches lrrigation

ACRE
per acre

Gros Returns

ON
Seed
Herbicide
Insect¡cide/Fung¡c¡de
Fert¡lizer and L¡rre
Hauling
Dryíng
fì/hch¡nery Fuel and Oil
¡lhchinery Repa¡rs and lib¡ntemnce
lrrigat¡on Fuel and Oil
lrrigat¡on Repairs and ftib¡ntenance
WãteÌ
Spend¡ng on Produced lnputs
Value Added $/acre

Sourcæ: Table 10, Nebraska Crop Budgets

o0

5

0

4.0
91.00

2.5
_00

2.8 2.9

364.00 229.02 254.43 266.11

176.17
69.93

165.80
17.O5

l4é. /o

'17.05

'135.12
103.45
324.43

102.42

281.11
27.91

201.11
27.91

226.52
27.91

238.20

0.00

2.60
1.28
0.00
0.00
0.00

10.74
'13.29

0.00
0.00

0.00
2.60

0.00
0.00
0.00

10.74

13.29
0.00
0.00

0.00
2_60

1.28
0.00
0.00
0.00

10.74

13.29
0.00
0.00

0.00
2.60
't.28
0.00
0.00
0.00

10.74
'13.29

0_00

0.00
0.

317

tÞ ¡Þ

Þ

16

91.00

6.0

91.00
4.6

9'r.00

4.7
91.00

546.00 427.88 383.53 420.65

0.00

12.98

't2.75

0.00
0.00

'16.36

to aõ

.46
8.18
0.00

0.00
12.98
1.24
9.99
0.00
0.00

tb-Jb
29.20
25.46

8.18
0.00

0.00
12.98

1.28

0.00
0.00

16.36
29.20
25.46

8.18
0.00

0.00
12.98

1-28
9.82
0.00
0.00

16.36
29.20
25.Æ
8.18
0.00

0 00

3.03.24.0
50.00 50.00 50.00 50 00

200.00 160.81 152,17 171.28

0.00
2.60
2.78
0.00
0.00
0.00

6.82
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
2.60
2.78
0.00
0.00
0.00
4.85
6.82
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

2.60
2.7&
0.00
0.00
0.00
4.85
6.82
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
2.60
2.78
0.00
0.00
0.00
4.85
6.82
0.00
0.00
0.00

¡E16

6
lo

50 00
4.96.0

50.00 50.00 50-08

300.00 246.45 235.74 270.25

0.00
a.44

1.65

0.00
0.00

12.44
25.67
8.18

0.00

0.00
4.44
1.65
8.01

0.00
0.00
5.89

12.44
25.67

ö- tö
0.00

0.00

t-þ5
7.66
0.00
0.00
5.89

12.44
25.67

0.00

0.0c
8.44
1.65

8.78
0.00
0.00
5.89

't2.44

25.67
8.18
0.00

KS000649



Table 16: Nebraska Fallow Budgeb

Univ of Ncbrasl€ Budget Page #
lnches lrrþatlon

INC'IT'F ÞtrR ACRE

Yield per acre
Price per bushel
Gross Returns

$eed
HerbicidE
lneecticidelFungicide
Fertilker and Lime
Hauling
Drying
Itiachihery Fuel and Oil
üachinery Repairs and llliaintenanee
frrþation Fuel and Oil
lrrigation Repairs and lllhintenance

Spending on Produced lnputs
ValueAdded $Iacre

Sources: Table 10, Nebraska Crop Budgeb

2005
Fallow

0.00

2.48
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
1.24
2.00

0.00
0.00

5.

-5"71

2006
Fallow

0.00

0.00

2;51
0.00
0.00
û.00
0.00
2.48
2.39
0.00
0.00
0.00

7.37
-7.37

KS000650



Table l7: Nebraska Well Shutdown Effects for 2005, by Region and Crop

Upper Corn'
Acres
Gross Returns

Herb¡cide
lnsætic¡de/Fùng¡cile
Fert¡lizer and Lire
Hauling
Drying
¡{ach¡nery Fuel and Oil
Mach¡nery Rqpairs and Maíntenance
lrrigation Fuol and O¡¡
l.r¡gat¡o¡ Repairs ãnd Ma¡ntenance

D¡str¡ct

on
Totalvalue Added

Acræ
Græ Returns

Herbicila
lnsæticide/Fung¡cide
Fenilizer and Lire
Haul¡ng
Dry¡ng
Maçhine¡y Fuel and Oil
Machine.y Repa¡rs and Ma¡ntenance
lrr¡gat¡on Fuel and O¡l
lrr¡gatbn Repa¡rs and Maintenanæ

Distr¡ct

on
TotaMalue Added

rqc¡es
G¡oss Returns

INPUTS

Herbic¡dê
hsæticite/Fung¡clie
FertilÞer and Lire
Hauling
Drying
tilachiæry Fuel and O¡l
Mach¡æry Repa¡rs and Ma¡ntenance
lrr¡gation Frel ând Oil

and Maintenance

on
Tqtalvalue Added 3,563.717 3.751,413 27.92A 104.070 310.470

I lrigated corn includes a srEll acreage of sugar beeb, soybæns includes dry beans.

' Dryl, 'ilo includs â smll acræge of sunflorers and @ts
Sou( J¡esg.1t-16

Afalfâ
Milo'

0.00 92.46 99.90 120.23 107.18

50-91 43 98

-39,713 -13s,376 12,055 26t.917 114.7s1

0.00 121.93 124.52 120.04 144.64

2.44
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1,24
2.00
0.00
0.00

17.6'I
2.20
0.00
1.08
0.00

4.99
0.00
0.00

28.21
1.06

4.22
0.00
2.60

0.00
0.00
0.00

24.21
1.06

25.55
4.21
0.00

0.00
0.00

3.42
æ.o+

'1.91

0.00
2.47

0.00
0.00

4.96

40.9
2.58
0.00
2.47
3.99
0.00
0.00

20,57

2.49
9.63
3.50
5.22
0.00
0.00

2.20
0.00
1.35
0.00
3.66
4.99
0.00
0.00

2.44
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

.68

-12.973 151.41s tß,612 æ2.768 104.415

0.00 164.35 21a.y 145.&t 145.89

2.44
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.24
2.00
0.00
0.00

24.41
20.57
24.11

3.81
12.70
3.50
5.22
0.00
0.00
0.00

24.41
20"57
32.50
5.14

17.12
3.50

0.00
0.00
0.00

'17.67
2.20
0.00

0.00
3.66
4.99
0.00
0.00

1.06
31.04
5.12
0.00
2.60

0.00
0.00

4.96
3.42

40.89
2.61
0.00
2.47

0.00
0.00

-5.71 30.5/ 1s22
702

360.18 316.11 1&r.00 222.5A 246.45 10.

25.9
24.10
50.25
11.24
37.52
6.50
4.23

26.06
7.81
0.00

17.67 13.ß
2.20 1.06
0.00 29.61
3.42 6.46
0.00 0.00
3.88 4.91
5.37 5.99

17.37 13.03
5.20 3_9'1

3.97
0.00
3.44
4-25

17.37
5.20

8.44
1.65
8.01
0.00
0.00
5.89

12.44
25.67
8.18
0.00

2æ,811

902,724
1æ.292

66.214
1ô5.981

0 290.989
0 289.725

5,716,9s9 404,028
2.949226 l,0æ,720

2,976 37.388
235.74 11.957.063

1,618
201.48

sil
173.4O

o,ru
320.75

25.ffi
342.29

25.
24,1u

47.76
10.70
35.66
6.50

7.41

17.67
2.20
0.00
3.47
0.00

0.00

13.46
f.06

6.10
0.00
4.91
5.99

'13.03

3.9't
000

8.16

32.æ
3.60
0.00

4.25

5.20

8,44
'1.65

0.00
0,00
5.89

12.44
25.67

2æ,U1

293,

2æ,143
493,497

171,445
155,152

76,47'l
84,688

þ,ffi.]w 561,703
2,832,571 1,516.803

1,558 .15.64a

270.29 15,æ9.272197.34
15,219
334.69

zt,æD
372.14

25.
24.10
51.92
I 1.6'3

6.50
8.23

26.æ
7.81

17.67
2.20
0.00

0.00
3.88

17.37

0.00

13.46
1.06

27.57
6.01
0.00
4.91
5.99

3.91
0.00

8.16

3.52
0.00

4.25
17.37

4.44
1.65
8.78
0,00
0.00
5.89

12.44
25.67

333,517

89.24

-6,035 808.485 1,140,656 559,067 73,318

KS000651



Table 18: Nebraska Well Shutdown Effects for 2006, by Region and Crop

com' Milo

AcrG
Gros Returns

Herbìcide
hsecticiderFungicile
Fêrtilizer and Lim
Haùl¡ng
Drying
irhchinery Fuel and Oi¡
i¡lachiìery RepaiF and Ma¡ntenance
lrr¡gation Fuel and O¡l
lrrigat¡on and lÀintenance

on

on
Totafvalue Added

G¡6 Retlms

ON

Seed
Herbb¡le
lnsect¡c¡detFungk¡de
Fert¡lizer and Lirc
Hauling
Drying
¡Íachinery Fuel and Oil
lrach¡nery Repai.s and lllaintenanæ
lrrigation Fuel and O¡l

end lra¡ntenance

on

on P¡oduced lnputs
Totalvalue Added

Gros Returns

Herb¡cide
Insect¡cilerFung¡c¡de
FertilÞer and Liæ
Haul¡r9
ÞryinS
ùhch¡nery Fuel ând O¡l
lhchinery Repa¡.s and llllâintenance
lrr¡gal¡on Fle¡ and O¡l
h¡þat¡on ãnd lvti¡ntonance
Water

on Produced lnpuls
Added 5,7AO,49 3,725j22 77,930 1F¿4,A5? 380'739

1 lrigaÞd corn ¡rcludes a w! æreage of sugar beeb, soybeare includ$ dry beans.
2 Dryland mìb ¡ncludes ¿ smll acreage of sunfbrers and oats

Sources: Tables 9, 11-16

-16.792 36,402 1.014,306 152,769

Alfâlf¿ Alhlfa

118,704 137,006

Net Change
from W€ll
ShutdilnCorn

-43,927 273.100 10,532

269,t78
234,008

12,022,144

1,21A374
-42.569
76,070

9A2,143
367¡26
896,t67
8r,589
6,746

1.014,450
1il,741

142
7,219,962

11,730,931

-182,211
79,129

599,077

338,U2
880,093
103,509

7A.673
1,343,473

221,74'l
0

7,060,121

'10,'t75,354

-249,211
50,806

222,621
271.930
660,494
80,510
45,868

1,418,479
227,271

0

2,497,300
68',|,704

74,974
608.504

on

2.51
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
2.48
2.39
0.00
0.00
0.00

33.12
4.65

42.OO

6.64
17.25
6.20

0.00
0.00

32.29
13.92
2.'11
0.00
3.36
0.00
7.40
6.30
0.00
0.00

32.15 5.01 2.60
1.41 4.11 1.28

37.7A 45"31 0.00
6.98 3.41 0.00
0.00 0.00 0"00

5.43 4.95 10.74
5.37 4.77 13.29

0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00

352.051

0-00

128,403
1,176,567

0.00
2.51
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
2.4A

0,0û
0.00

33.12
4.65

34.45

5.44
14.15
6.20
6.38
0.00
0.00

'13.92

2.11
0.00
1.53
0.00
7.4
6.30
0.00

0.00
0.00

't.4'l
30.74

5.68
0.00
5.43
5.37
0.00
0.00
0.00

5.01
4.1'l

43.37

3.26
0"00
4.95
4.77
0.00
0.00

0.00
2.60
1.28
0.00
0.00
0.00

10.'r4
't3.29

0.00
0-00

1,

15 '1,030.451

119,970

893
0.00

1,290 34,931
266.11 7,763,341

'1,140

155.ô5
7,0s5

216.45
8.200

203.51
20,Æ3
199.09

2.51
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2.ß
2.39
0.00
0.0û

18.73

33.12
4.65

27.O2
4.27

1 t_10

6.20
6.38
0.00

0-00

18.24
13.92

0.00
'1.90

0.00
1.40
6.30
0.00

0.00

32.15 5.01
1.41 4.11

24.66 32.88
4.56 2.47

0.00 0.00

5.43 4-95
5.37 4.n
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

2.60
1.28
0.00
0.00
0.00

10.74

0.00
0.00
0-00

'f82,609

92,779
612,596

781
o.0o 163.30 92.55 176.12 ',148.98 254-43 6'1A3372

162
114.950-00

5,964 681 29,26?
229.02 3,060,66¿

2,4433,560
141.31

16.453
12a.O7

27.59
6.25

61.25

18.34
47.ô8

9.00

37.40
5.86
0.00

I 0-85
2.11
0.00

0.00
7.4
6.30

37.40

5.86

36.68 6.76
't.41 12.60

38.65 61.33
't1.24 6.12

0.00 0-00

7.02 4.95
6.09 4.77

24.94 33.25

3-91 5.20

12.98

8,96
0.00
0.00

'16.36

29.20
25.46
8.18
0.00

4.05

317.991

221,741

844,2q
199.099

1,699,971
514.600

1,155,607

275,114
755,140

326,'t 56
283,392320,676

6,848,313 727,470
6,485,609 '1,692,198

427
310.67

í200 38,57€

420.65 17,938,695
1,140

247.47
14.764
358.31

21,cr'.4.49
555.06

27.59
6.25

61.80
18.50
48.11

9.00
7.24

37.40
5.86

10.85
2.1'l
0.00
5.92
0-00
7.40
6.30

37.4Ð
5.86

36.68
1.41

34.45
10.o2
0.00
7.O2
6.09

24.94

15.12

12.æ
63.12

6-30
0.00
4.95
4.77

33.25
5.20

0.00
12.98

1.28
9.E2
0.00
0.00

16.36
29.20
25.46

8-18 227,271

't,399.

488,339
1,012,545

326,956

70,478
221,023

416.917

441,081
49,833
76,412

387,081

972,563
6.209,1 l5
6,238,307

2.686 37,519
383.53 17.914,303

2,',t19
279.70

1,454
348.58

6,920

349.65
24.234.4O

550.1 1

378
333.56

641 21,13f,

427.88 15,082,81C
2,443

351.22
3,578

37S.37
20,658.02

602-55

27.59

67.08
20.08
5?.22

9.00

7.24
37.4

5.86

10.85
2.11
0.00

6.28
0.00

7.40
6.30

37.4Ð
5.86
0-00

36.68
1.41

36.S8

10.76

0.00
7.02
6.09

24.94

3.91
0.00

6.76
12.60
77.01

7.69
0.00
4.95
4.77

33.25
5.?0

't2.æ
1.28
9.99
0.00

0.00
16.36
29.20
25.46

8.18

1.594,739
460,235

't,078,777
238,297

1,014,450
16',1,781

-6,580 1.096,269 1.132,684 881,641 84,472

33,483
245,763 6,5ô4,804

KS000652



Table 19: summary of Nebraska well shutdown Effects by Region and year

2æ5

Lower

Gross Returns

SPENDING ON INPUTS
Seed
Herbicide
lnsecticide/Fungicide
Fertilizer and Lime
Hauling
Drying
n¡bchinery Fuel and Oit
lìlhchinery Repairs and lllhíntenance
lrrigation Fuel and Oil
lrrigation Repairs and lì/hintenance
Water

Mddlê Lower

Nebraska
Net Change

from Well

58,300,211

5,802,490
-579,447
833,534

3,449,2æ
1,566,133
4,2146,089

561,644
508,179

6,488,667
1,426,132

0

24,502,æ7
33,7W,523

Total Spending on Produced lnputs
Totalvalue Added

Sources: Tables 17, '18

4,236,233
4,144,574

3,698,747
3,866,296

3,484,166
4,941,76

'11,419Jß
12,952,636

4,842J82
7,219,962

4,670,810
7,060,121

3,610,549
6,5A[,804

'13,083,541

12,022,144 11,730,93.1 .t0,175,354 
33,928,428

1,218,378
-42,569
76,O70

982,143
367,426
896,167
81,589
46,746

1,014,450
161,781

0

1,209,055
-'182,211

79,129
599,077
338,272
880,093
103,509

78,673
1,U3,473

221,741

0

881,780
-249,211

50,806
222,621
271,930
660,494
80,510
45,868

1,418,479
227,271

0

3,309,213
473,591
206,005

1,803,840
977,628

2,436,7U
265,608
171,288

3,776,402
610,793

0l

8,380,807 7,565,043 8,425,932 24,371,783

899,931

80,709
270,292
799,01 1

22.,829
74,Oæ
97,841

108,995

778,7Tt
233,811

0

805,334
€0,854
221,779
519,888
183,286
6il,747
98,502

117,037

890,688
268,U1

0

788,O12

-125,310
135,458

326,527
182,390
610,550

99,693
I 10,858

1,M2,800
313,188

0

2,493,277
-105,455
627,528

'1,&í426
588,505

2,009,335
296,036
336,891

2,712,2æ
815,339

0

KS000653



Table 20: Crop Acres Ghange Resulting from ÀdditÌonal Canal Water Acqulsition

lr¡qated Crôpe
Áftucted

2005

filHdle

Total

Class 6 Alfalfa

0
93

o
115 955

7

Çor¡

37

o
110
Æ

0
66

7,415 1,886 2,420 U7

38
173

0
Æ

0
80ô

0
536

0

1n
389

Uppcr
l¡[ddle

0
1,888

0
136

604Total 9,¡145 6,

Sources: Tabþs A 6and SWE I'lebraska Ciains report, Þbte I

242 555 3,2813;211

2893 4,068 116 V7 511

0
1,220
8.25

0
346

5.769

0
75

'|.67

o
110
ß

0
135

469

0
38 66

n1

00
1,038 2ffi

0

1,625
11.&7
12,936

15-076

0

1,888

0
566

4.538

5,093

0
0

3.835

KS000654



Table 21: Effects of Additional canal water Acquisition for 200s, by Region and Grop

M¡ddle Republican
lrri¡ated Acros Affected bv Canel Water Acqu¡sit¡on

Alfalfa trrigated Chss 6
Corn' Milo Wheat

Gross Returns

SPENOING ON INPUTS

Herbic¡de
lnsecticide/Fungicide
Fertilizer and Lime
Hauling
Drying
Machinery Fuel and O¡t
lvlachinery Repa¡rs and fVbint6nancc
lrr¡gation Fuel and Oil

and llllaintenance

on
Total Value

Lower Republican

Gross Returns

ON

Herbicide
lnsecticide/Fung¡c ide
Fert¡lizer and L¡rne
Hauling
Drying
l/bch¡nery Fuel and Oil
ll/bchlnery Repairs and lyhintenance

Fuel and Oil
Repairs and ly'hintenance

Added
on 29.427

Total Valuê Added 890,598 937,504 6,979 26,008 77,589

2.105.698

-3 1,316
33,852
81,601
45,580

152,581
24,914
27,704

260,603
78,268

0

-1,508 202.046 285,058 139,715 18,323 60,062 703,695 1,2U,981

Corn

-531 6,192 2.806

AtFafü
Wheat

4,270 16,447 49,

Net Change

Surface
Water

309,376

-2,489
9,070

21,261
7.496

26.776
4.428
4.786

36,425
10,974

28,048
20,561 158.114

on

1 lrrigaled corn includes a small acreage of sugar beets, soybeans Ìncludes dry beans.z Dryland milo includes â srmll acreage of sunflorrrers and oäb
Sources: Tables 20, 1'l-16

66 122 1,529
144.æ 152.17 179.614

40537
124.52 120.M

93
0.00

806
121.93

2.48
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.24
2.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

28.81
20-57
24.11

J.Õ I

12.70
3.50
5.22
0.00
0.00
0.00

17.67 28.21 4.96
2.?0 1.06 3.42
0.00 25.55 40.54'1.35 4.21 2.58
0.00 0.00 0.00
3-66 2.60 2.47
4.99 3.78 3.S9
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0"00 0.00

2.60
2.78
0.00
0.00
0.00
4.85
ô.82
0.00
0.00
0.00 0

7

36,178
17,656

50.78 64.54 1

17.05
12

5.71
-5.71

l,W 2,015 281 389 11,407
218.91 145.4 145.89 171.28 1,89?,380

2ti4
0.00

6,609
164.35

2.48
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.24
2.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

28.81
70.57
32.50

5-14
17.12
3.50
5.22
0.00
0"00
0.00

2.20
0.00

0.00
3.06
4.99
0.00
0.00
0.00

28.21
t-w

31.04
5.12
0.00
2.60

0.00
0.00

4.96
3.42

40.89
2.61
0.00
2.47
3.99
0.00
0.00

2.60
2.78
0.00
0.00
0.00
4.85
6.82
0.00
0.00
0-00

113,

282,974
144.201
288,825

49,361

80.67 17.05
65.23 1il.23

76.49
ô9.35

64.70133.78
30.57

5.71
-5.71

265
320.75 201.88 235.74 488.990't73.80

1,038
u2.29

25.94
24.10
47.76
10.70
35.66

b-5u
8.23

26.06
7.81

17.67
2.20
0.00
3.47
0.00
J.Òõ

5.37
17.37
5.20

'13.46

1.06
27.97

ô.10
0.00
4.91

1 3.03
3.91
0.00

8.16
13.36
J¿.CO

3-60
0.00
3.44
4.25

17.37
5.20
0.00

8.44
1.65
7,6ô
0.00
0.00
5.89

12.44
25.67
8.18

'A
53,

1 1,990
36,425
10,974

11
82.

165.80 2071'11.59 2U.O7

8.512
20.182

7,011
ô,345

3,144
3,463

22,971
62,030

239.492
1'15,839

389 11.407
270.29 3.998.078

zót
197.U

78
171.37

3,803
334.69

6,855
372.14

25.94
24.10
51.92
1 1.63
38.76
6.50

26.06
7.81

17.67
2.?A
0.00
5.OZ

0.00
3.88
5.37

17.37
5.20
0.00

13.46
L06

27.57
6.01
0.00
4.91

13.03
3.9'l
0.00

8.16
tJ.s
31.83

3.52
0.00
3.M
4.25

17.37
5.20
0.00

0.00
8.44
1.65
o. ¡Õ

0.00
0.00
5.89

12.44
25.67
8.18

94,941
265,

4
251,658

71.05 2,059,402
199.23 1.938.677

1U.76
92.5989.24

88.20
246.49

242.22
125.92

KS000655



Table 22: Effects of Additional Canal Water Acqu¡silion for 2006, by Region and Grop

lrriqated Acres Afü cted þ!_geqq!l4g!gllggg¡!!
Net Change

SurÍace

WaterMiddle Republican
Corn'

Gross Returns

SPENDING ON

Herb¡cide
lnsectic jde/Fungic¡de

Fertilizer and L¡lIÞ
Hauling
Drying
llibchinery Fuel and Oil
Itlbchinery Repairs and üÞintenance
lrr¡gation Fuel and Oil
lrr¡gation Repaire and i/ta¡ntenance
Wãter D¡strict Assæsænt

Value

Total

Lower Republican

Gross Returns

SPENDING ON PRODUCED

Herbicide
lnæctic¡de/Fung¡cide
Fertilizer and Lire
Hauling
Drying
llbchinery Fuel and Oil
Libchinery Repairs and lllaintenance
lr¡gation Fuel and Oil
lrrigat¡on Repairs and fllbintenance
Water D¡str¡ct Assessment

Total on 61 1,516

Total Value Added 2,227,620 1,455,713 30,454 60,513

1 lrrigated corn includes a smatl acreage of sugar beets, soybeans includes dry beans.
2 Dryland m¡lo includes a smll acreage of sunflorers and oals
Sources: Tables 20. 11-lô

Alfðlh lrrigated Chss 6
Fallowed

48,421
148,786

Milo'
Alfalta Dryland

Total

-845 33,425 1,785 49,733 7,688 30,621 ',l

,468 253.039
-2,571 424,174 438,264 341,129 33,010 111,671 1

596,989

-7.871
4,'121

31,444
17,240
44,643
5,448
4,201

07,605
1 1,158

0

357,508

4,004,381

-s3,461
20,326
91,336

107,085
259,468

32,333

5*,317
88,814

0

1,426,971
2,577,410

2.5'l
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2.39
0.00
0.00
0.00

33.'t2
4.65

42.O4
6.64

17.25
6.20
6.38
0.00
0.00

13.92
2-1'l
0.00
3.36
0.00
7.4Ð
o.Ju
0.00
0.00
0.00

32.1 5
1.41

37.78
6.98
0-00
5.43
5.37
0.00
0.00
0.00

5.01
4.11

45.31
3.41
0.00
4.95

0_00

0.00

2.60
1.28
0.00
0.00
0.00

10.74
13.29
0.00
0.00

95,436

398,212
49,706

455,443
83,749

81.57 27.91
740A 238.20

92.18
124."7

65.39
138.13

145.36
53.73

7.37
-7.37

2.51
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
2.48
110

0.00
0.00
0.00

23.89
33.12
4.65

34-45
5.44

14.15
9.20
6.38
0.00
0.00
0.00

14.69
13.92
2.11
0.00
1.53
0.00
7.40
6.30
0.00
0.00
0.00

2.49
32"15

1.4'l
30.74

5.68
0.00
5.43

0.00
0.00
0.00

13.41

5.01
4.11

43.37
3.26
0.00
4.95
4"77
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
2.60
1.28
0.00
0.00
0.00

10.74
13.29
0"00
0.00
0.00

26,168
50,555

5,898
54,100

8,655
13,509
1 1,388
1 1,801

0
0
0

0.00

-7.37 70.10 226.5?

0.00 199.09 203.51 2',16.45 155.65 266.11 3.005,748

115 955
0.00 163.30

536 1 10 135 1.E8E

176.12 148.98 254.43 304,480
38

92-55

469 15,476
420.65 7,019J29

446
287.87

to/
310.67

5,769
358.31

8,225"38
555.06

6.25
61.80
18.50
48.11
9.00
7.28

37.40
5.86

10.85
2.11
0.00
5.92
0.00
7.40
6.30

37.40
5.86
0.00

36.68
1.41

34.45
10.02
0.00
7.02
6.09

24.94
âôl

0.00

6.76
12.60
63.12
6.30
0.00
4.95
4.77

33.25
5.20

12.98
't.28

0.00
0.00

'16.36

29.20
25.46

8.18
0.00

546,

395
127,769
113,059
554,317
88,814

0

103.28 3,087,042
317.37 3,923,087

152.06
135.81

128.12
182.54

105.99
252.32

284.24
270.82

27-59
6.25

61.25
18.34
47.68

9.00
7.28

37.40
5.86

10.85
2.11
0.00

0.00
7.40
6.30

5.86
0.00

36.68
1.41

38.65
11.24
0.00
7.02
6.09

24.94
3.91
0.00

b. /b
12.60
61.33

6.12
0.00
4.95
4.77

33.25
5.20

12.98
1.28
8"96
0.00
0.00

I O.JO
29.20
25.46

58,15'1

10,01

58
0

11.1

tô

'l244.53 214.59
13,844
38,000

16,413
14,261

1Q,076
16,137

36,607344,615
326,363

1J5 -r,ööö

383.53 901,469
75

348.58
lru

279.70
348

349.65
1.219.72

550.1 1

lnputson

KS000656



Table 23: Summary of Effects of Additional Ganat Water Acquisition

2005

Middle

2006

Middle Lower

Net Change
from Canal

Water

7,016,444Gross Returns

SPENDING ON PRODUCED
Seed
Herbicide
lnsecticide/Fu ngicíde
Fertilizer and Lime
Hauling
Drying
ilhchinery Fuel and Oit
Nlachinery Repairs and Maintenance
lrrígation Fuel and Oil
lrrigation Repairs and ll/laintenance
Water District Assessment
Total Spending on Produced lnputs
Total Value Added

Lower Total

151,262 870,717 1,021,979
158,114't,234,981 1,393,095

639,337
-135,136

67,368
225,642
177,402
483,467
66,723
55,465

918,950
'189,214

0
239,481 1,426,97 1 1,666,452
357,508 2,577,410 2,9U,91

Sources: Tables2l &22

Table 24: Crop Acres Ghange Resulting from Additional Sto¡ed Water Acquisition in 2006

Sugar- Dry rufafa

2,688,431
4,328,013

Class 6
Fallowed

156

12

0

Acres Fullv lrriqated Crops
Year Receiving Acres @
Used Water Corn

Butbr
Enders

Total 19100 J 7qt

Sources: Tabþs 3, 6 and SWE Nebraska Gains report, narritire on page 4 of tef

Unused
Storage Alfalfe

M¡lo Whêãt Corn
2,055

156

0

2U
21

53

87
82

b

0

230
17

786 170 247 0 0 168 2,211 89 1,240 247 305

596,989 4,004,381 4,601,370

61,49'1

-7,871
4,121

31,444
17,240
44,M3
5,448
4,201

67,605
11,158

0

u7.982
-93,461
20,326
9'1,336

107,085
259,468

J¿,JJ.>

18,773
íil,317

88,814
0

409,472
-101,331

24,446
122,780
124,326
304,1 10

37,781
22,974

621,922
99,972

0

309,376 2, 105,698 2,4',t5,074

32,935
-2,489
9,070

21,261
7,496

26,776
4,028
4,786

36,425
10,974

0

't96,930

-31,316
33,852
81,601

45,580
152,581
24,914
27,704

260,603
78,268

0

229,864
-33,804
42,922

102.862
53,076

179,357
28,U2
32,491

297,028
89,242

0

730
55

0

12
n

230
17

0

0
0

0

0
0

0

284
21

0

2,558

U

194
3,960

0
300

3_J

5.4
0

7,472
556

0

16400 2009
900 2008

1800 Not tÀed

KS000657



Table 25: Effects of Additional Stored water Acqu¡sition, by Reservoir and crop in 2006

Swanson Reservoir Cornr Mlo

Class 6

Fallowed

Alfalfa

Net Change
from Stored

Water

1,547.364

-19,O21
8,352

106,498
44,686

1 10,796
1,1,134
8,505

141,805
23,405

0

93,875

Græ R€durns

SPËNDING ON PRODUCED INPUTS

Totál
Total

on

Herb¡cide
lnsæticide/Fung¡c¡de
Fert¡lÊer and L¡m
Haul¡ng
Dry¡ng
fuachinery Fue¡ and Oil
l'/bch¡nery Repa¡E and ll/b¡rÉenanæ
lrrþat¡on Fuel and O¡l
lrrl¡at¡on Repairs and fua¡ntenance

on
Total Value Added

GrG Returß

Herb¡cide
lnsectic¡derFungicide
Fert¡lizer and Lire
Haul¡ng
Dry¡ng
lJhch¡nery Fuel and Oil
fi¡lachinery Repairs and libintenÐæ
lÍþatbn Fuel md O¡l
lrigat'þn Repairs and flih¡ntsance

on

Côrn

-1,151 34,108

-a7 5,455

Milo2 Wheat

4,112
c,é@ 75,7A5 11,1n 57,022 182,306 954,181

-1,442

4,794
2,707
7,043

a44
&5

10,751

2,202
6,043 291 AJfi 1,223 4,869 19,868 56,450

Value Added 51,900 1q&2 2,566 2,264

1 lrrigated cdn includes a smìl acræg€ of sugar beets, $ybæns includes dry beans.

'? Dryland m¡lo ¡ncluds a smllacreage of sunîorers and oats

Sourc6: Tabþs 24, 11-16

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
2.44
2.39
0.00
0.00
0.00

33.12
4.65

u.45
5.44

14.15
6.20

0.00
0.00

13.92
2.11
0.00
1.53
0.00
7.40
ô.30
0.00
0.00
0.00

2.49
32.15

1.41
30.74

5.68
0.00
5.43

0.00
0.00
0.00

5.01
4.11

0.00
4.95
4.77
0.00
0.00

2.60
1.24
0.00
0.00
0.00

10.74
13.29
0.00
0.00

I,

4,265

I,4'l'l

148,98 254.43 49,4810.00 163.30 92.55

87
176.12

2U156
0.00 '112.95 29.02

3,96tJ
526,472

1,'153
141.31

82
114.9512A.07

0.00
2.51
0.00
0.00
0.00
0_00

0.00
0.00
0.00

4,65
27.02

4.27
11.10
6.20
6.38
0.00
0.00
0.00

13.92
2,11
0.00
1.90
0.00
7.40
6.30
0.00
0.00

1.41

24.66
4.56
0.00

5.37
0.00
0.00

5.01
4.11

2.47
0.00
4.95
4.77
0.00
0.00
0.00

2.60
't.28

0.00
0.00
0.00

10.74
13.29
0.00
0.00

108,5s4
12,663
91,510
14,753
72,806
24,142
25,059

10.

768,978 79,014
n2,s93 198,528 s1.e89

39,257
41,532

20,768
31.845

3UU21'12

383.53 143,356349.65 348.58

17
279-70550.11

61.90
27.59

6.25
61.2s
18.34
47.64

9.00
7.28

37.40
5.86

10.85
2.1'l
0.00
5.74
0.00
7.40
6.30

37.40
5.86

1.41

38.65
11.24
0.00
7.02
6.09

24.
3.91
0.00

14.69
6.76

12.60
61.33

0.00
4.95
4.77

5.20

12.94
1.24
8.96
0.00
0.00

16.36
29.20
25.46

8.18
10,751

1,774
0

230730
379.97

3,VbU
2,073,836

284
427 Aa

158
333.56

2,558.42
602.55

27.59
6.25

67.08
20.08
52.22
9.00

37.40
5.86
0_00

10.85
2.11
0.00
6.28
0.00
7.40
6.30

37.40
5.86

3.87

1.41
36.98
10.76
0.00
7.02
6.09

12.60
77.01

7.69
0.00
4-95
4.77

5.20
0.00

12.98
1.28
9.99
0.00
0_00

16.36
29.20

89,532
21,O'15

198,008
59,438

KS000658



Table 26: summary of Effects of Addftional stored water Acquisltion in 20o6

Groes Returns

ON INPt¡TEi
Se€d
Herbicide
lnsect¡cidelFungbide
FertilÞer and Lir¡e-
Hauling
Drying
lúaohinery Fuel and Oil
lllachinery Repairs and llÞintenanoe
lrrigation Fuet and O¡l
lrrigation Repairc and lltraintenance
Water
Tstal on Produced ¡nputs
Total Value Added

Souroe: Table 25

$wanson

593,

954,181

Efisc-ts
from $tored

1,64

-20,Æ3
8;985

111,293
47,393

117,839
11,978
9,150

15¿556
25,179

630,609
1,010,631

93,1,y7,3&
0

157,V¿3
-15,Q21

8,352
106,498
44,686

110,7s6
11,1U
8,505

141,805
23,406

0

844
645

4,
2,

-1,42

10,751

1,n4

KS000659



Table 27: Summary of Nebraska On-Farm Direct Benefits in 2005 & 2006

Canal
WaterWell

Shutdown

11,419,146
12,952,636

1,021,979
1,393,095

12,441,125

14,U5,732

Well
Shutdown

13,083,541
20,u4,887

Benefits

Stored
Water

630,608

1,010,631

Total
Nebraska

Benef¡ts
66,957,894

0

0

6,608,525
-735,046
909,887

3,786,201
1,790,928
5,047,395

640,345
572,793

7,560,172
1,640,525

0

27,821,726
39,136,167

Gross Returns

SPENDING ON PRODUCED INPUTS

Seed
Herbicide
lnsecticide/Fun gicide
Fertilizer and Lime
Hauling
Drying
Itllachinery Fuel and Oil
Ulachinery Repairs and lllhintenance
lrrigation Fuel and Oil
lrrigation Repairs and Maintenance
Water District Assessment
Total Spending on Produced lnputs
Total Value Added

Sources: Tabþ 19, 23and26

Canal

Water

1,666,452 14,749,993

2,9U,918 23,779,804

1,U1,239
0

0

166,698
-20,463

8,985
111,293
47,393

117,839
1 1,978
9,150

152,556
2s,179

0

33,928,428 4,601,370 38,529,798

3,309,213
-473,991
206,005

1,803,840
977,628

2,436,754
265,608
171,288

3,n6,402
610,793

0

449,472
-101,331

24,446
122,780
124,326
304,1 10

37,781
22,974

621,922
99,972

0

3,718,686
-575,323
230,451

1,926,620
1,101,954
2,740,865

303,389
194,262

4,398,324
710,765

0

24,371,783 2,415,074 26,786,857

2,493,277
-105,455

627,528
't,æ5,426

588,50s
2,009,335

296,036
336,891

2,712,2æ
815,339

0

229,864
-33,804
42,922

102.862
53,076

179,357
28,942
32,491

297,A28
89,242

0

2,723,141
-1 39,260
670,450

1,748,288
641,581

2,188,692
324,978
369,381

3,009,292
904,581

0

KS000660



Table 28: Nebraska Benefíts from Not Shutting Down Wells in 2005 (part 1)

Change Ín Valuê Added
and Produced

lnput Purchases

Whole-
sale P¡oducer

SPENDING ON
Seed
Herbicide
hlsecticide/Fung ícide
Fertilizer and Limê
Hauling
Dry¡ng
Machinery Fuel and Oil
lbch¡rEry Repa¡rs and llfiãint
lrrigation Fuel and O¡l {Deisel)
lrrigation Electricity
lrr¡gation Natrual Gas
lrrigation Repairs and Ma¡nt
Water Dist¡ict Assess¡nent
Whoþsaþ Trade l\lA

NA
795,828

Added

TOTALS 24,371,783 24,371, 795,828 11,419,146

Sources: From Table 27 except as noted below
r/ spreadsheet file "IMPLAN source Nleb 06.x1s," wDrksheet ,'energy"

z spreadsheet file "IMPLAN source l,,leb 06.x1s,,, worksheet "margins,,
3/ 

spreadsheet file "IMPIAN source Neb 06.Ís," worksheet ,,lMpLAN 
Neb,'

R

I
ø
ID
ß
ã

([l

6
t-

1t

Reg¡onal
Purchase

Coefficient 3

0.250941

0.253304
0.253304
0.?1 8661

0.915700
0.689547

0.ot6217
0.660900

0.0062't7
0.816800

0.931 100
0.660900

1.000000

0.8301 06
l\lA

ln-State

660,621
t.lA

5,615,300

IMPLAN
lndustry
Code IMPLAN Narne

16.8o/o

25.3%
25.3%

9.9o/o

l.lA
t\¡A

5.7%
l\lA

5.7%
NA

ÀlA

N¡A

l\lA

r\IA

l\lA

419,120
(26,627)
158,45't
163,062

16,756

65,068

2,O74,157
(78,828)
Æ9,t77

1,482,364
588,505

2,009,335

279,280
336,891

1,084,537

1,209,124
353,535
815,339

520,490
(1e,e67)

1 18,819
324,136

538,894
r,385,531

1,736
222,651

6,742
987,613
329,177
538,858

farming
and other agr¡cultural chemical man
and other agr¡cultural chemical n¡an

fert¡l¡zer manutacturing
transportation

l8 Agr¡culture and forestry support services
142 Petroleum Refineries
¿t85 Comrnercial machinery repair and ma¡ntenance
142 Petroleum Refinerþs
30 Power generation and supply
31 Natural gas dbtribut¡on

mach¡nery repair and maintenance
State and local governrrnt enterprises

trade

2,493,277
(105,4ss)
627,528

1,æ5,426
588.505

2,009,335
296,036

336,891
2,712,264

2,493,277
(10s,4s5)
627,528

1,æ5A26
588,505

2,009,335

296,036

336,891
1,149,605

1,209,124
353,535

815,339

l\lA

815,339

KS00066r



Table 29: Nebraska Benefits from Not Shutting Down Wells in 2005 (Part 2)

ln-State

|MPLAN Value Added

Multiplíers rr

Secondary Secondary Secondary
Direct lndirect lnduced

Value Added Effects:
Detail and Summary

On-Farm Secondary Secondary Secondary
Direct Direct lndirect lnduced

ITl/PLAN

lndustry
Gode IMPLAN

485
499

390

Na¡re

Grain farming
159 Pesticide and other agricultural chemical n¡an

r59 Pesticide and other agr¡cultural chemical man

156 Nitrogenous fertilizer rnanufacturing
Truck transportation

18 and forestry support services

31

Petroleum Refinerþs
Comrnercial rnachinery repair and rnaintenance

Petroleum Refineries
Power generation and sUPPV

Natural gas dbtribution
Gornrercial nnchinery repaír and n¡aintenance

Other State and local governnent enterprises

Wholesaþ trade
Value Added

TOTALS 5,615,

Sources: fable27, e)cept as noted below
1/ spreadsheet file "IMPLAN source l.leb 06.rs," ri\,Þrksheet "IMPLAN l-leb'

249,965
(6,128)

36,468
57,285

242,243
1,004,060

158

104,363

614
802,823
186,026

252,579

64,570
(3,757)

22,357
57,569

103,386
87,953

177

27,001
686

38,1 59

28,525
65,348

72,090
(1,605)

9,548
24,496

111,381

537,042
74

36,025
285

112,116
40,570
87,188

44,978 84,887 133,574
037

12,952,636 3,375,433 576,859 5,01 1,826

0"48025

0.30692
0.30692
0j7673
0.44952
0.72468
0.091 07
0.46873
0.09107
0.81289
0.56s12
0.46873
0.39015
0.67357
l\lA

0.12406
0.18816
0.18816
0.17761
0.19185
0.06348
0.10174
a.12127
0.10174
0.03864
0.08665
0.12127
0.18456
0.12850
I\lA

0.13850
0.08036
0.08036
0.07557
0"20668

0.38761
0-04283

0.16180
0.04283
0.11352
0.12325
0.16180
0-15259

0.20219
0.29716

520,490
(19,967)

118,819
324]36
538,894

1,385,531

1,736

222,651
6,742

987,613
329,177
538,858

660,621

]\lA

KS000662



Tahle 30: Nebraska Total Benefits, Nominal Dollars

Benefrts:

On-Farm Direct

Subtotal

Total

2006
¡n Total

24,M4,887 2,934,918 1,0't0,631 tu4,75q,436
119 5,561

25,s53,06 3,668,905 1,2s0,030 30,351,941

21,916,7* 2,281,999 24,19€, 33,'t28,523 4,619,794 1,596,193 38,978,34rì

Beneffts in 2005

G¡nal
Well Water

in 2006

Canal
Wetêr

Beneñts
from

Stored
Water

Realhed200.5

Tstal
Weil

$ources: Tables 26, 27 andÞ and ofter r,rorking hbles in lhe elecfonic spreadshget wrsion of tables 2gl29

1,393,095 14,U5,732
s68.797 4.321.089

12,952,636

3,962,292

1,761,S93 18,666,8A1

520,106 5.531.932

16,904,928

5,0'f 1,æ6

KS000663



Table 31; Compounding Factors for Past Nebracl€ Benefits

Rat-. for
Hlgh Grade 2005 20t6

BenefiF
Realized in

2008

Benefib
Realized in

200s

2011

2010

1.O44

1.090

1.143
't.'196

1.2Æ

1.M4
1.094

1.145
1.193

1.046
1.090 1.M2

1.087

Jan
Feb

[¡Þr
Apr
f\tlay

Jun
Jul
Aug
sep

1Aræ 1.300 1,U5 1.1

Source: Cou¡cil of Economic A&isols, Economic Indieatore September 2011

5.02
4.92
4.7
4-71

4,34
4.22
4.U
3.9?
3,79

480
4.&
4.f8

KS000664



Table 32: Nebraska Total Benefits, January 1,2012 Dollars

l,Vell

Shutdown

Canal
Water 2005 Well

Shutdown

Canal
Water

Butler
Storage
Beneñts
Realized

Swanson
Storage
Benefits
Realized
¡n 2009

Total
Nebraska2006

TotalBenefits:
On-Farm Direct

Direct and lndirect

Subtotal

Consunrer
Total 28A95,153 2,966,949

+ This is the portion of Nebraska total benefits that should be paid to Kansas
Sources: 26,30 and 31

49,362,114

702
41,248,973 5,752,196 100,826 7,622,925 Æ,724,915 80,187,02r

61,870,319

1,037,526 30,710,455
225.238 6.890.124

64,229

13,325

3,654,323

789,390

25,954,377

5,882.171

31,816,548

9,432A2s

4,443,713

1,308,483

77,555

23,277

1,262,764 37,600,580

360.t6r 11.124.U0

18,651,659

5,618,081

1,811,238

479,493

16,840,420

5,138,587

2,290,732 24,269,739

676,2!7 7,192,363

21,979,OO8

6,516,145

KS000665


