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e How did reduced sheep and cattle e Best types of grasses to sow e Demonstration

numbers affect profit
e Optimum forest management plan e |dentification of markets

e Were the cork trees sown or already on the
farm

e What is the benefit of the forest
management plan

e What grasses were sown

e What are the benefits of the smaller
paddock size

% Ry Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s)

E"ﬂozégglo the European Union only and do not r}ecessarily reflect those of th.e European Union or European Commission . Neither
g gy the European Union nor the European Commission can be held responsible for them.




COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS

INVESTMENT COSTS
Total initial investment costs at start up: low
e Initial authorisation costs (e.g. sanitary, veterinary, etc.)
e Initial advisory costs
e Initial buildings and machineries
» Initial certification costs

e Initial working capital (personal qualification, marketing and promotion, etc.)

ON-GOING COSTS

On-going advisory costs

On-going certification costs

On-going buildings and machinery costs high

On-going working capital high

BENEFITS RELATIVE TO ORIGINAL SYSTEM
o Economic

Reduction in energy consumption (electricity; fuel consumption)

Reduction in input use (fertilizers; pesticides; feed) etc.

Payback period

Product value added

Additional farm income through agroecological/agri-environmental payment schemes
o Environmental

Animal feed self-sufficiency increase

Biodiversity increase

Improved nitrogen cycling

Soil regeneration

Animal health and welfare improvement
o Social

Workload reduction

Engagement of young generation
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