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Abstract: Irrigated rice is the largest user of precious global water reserves. Adoption of water-
saving irrigation practices is limited by the associated increased labor demand compared to flooded
rice cultivation. Automated gravity surface irrigation systems have shown the potential to deliver
significant labor savings in traditional flooded rice; however, widespread adoption does not seem
apparent. Furthermore, previously designed systems have not been capable of irrigation control
during both ponded and non-ponded periods. This study aimed to evaluate the performance of an
automated irrigation system for rice with features not previously developed, provide direction for
future systems and analyze the opportunity cost (the value of other on- or off-farm activities that could
be conducted with that time) of time associated with automated irrigation. The automated irrigation
system was found to successfully control 23–31 flush-irrigation events per bay per season in a 9-bay
border-check aerobic rice field for 2 seasons. In addition, successful water control was achieved in
a traditional drill-sown field with 4 flush irrigations followed by 15 weeks of permanent flooding.
Labor savings of 82–88% during the flush-irrigation events and 57% during the ponding period were
achieved with automation when compared to manual irrigation. However, the opportunity cost of
the saved time was found to comprise the greatest benefit. Changing the analysis from using a flat
“cash” cost of time to using opportunity cost of time reduced the payback period from seven to four
years at the traditional ponded-rice site. In the more labor-intensive aerobic rice site, the payback
period was reduced from three years to one year when accounting for the opportunity cost of time
as opposed to only the direct costs. Whilst the payback period is site-dependent and cultivation
method-dependent, these case studies demonstrate that automated gravity surface irrigation can
enable novel water-saving practices in rice and provide substantial economic benefits.

Keywords: water-saving irrigation; water productivity; Oryza sativa; aerobic rice; labor-saving technology

1. Introduction

Increasing global water scarcity is fostering innovative practices aimed at improving
agricultural water productivity, which is the practice of increasing or maintaining the
amount of crop produced whilst maintaining or reducing the amount of water used. Rice is
a highwater demanding crop, compared to other species [1–4], and is the largest water user,
estimated to use between 34 to 43% of global irrigation water and 24–30% of freshwater
resources [2]. Therefore, improving rice water productivity presents an opportunity to
make a substantial impact on worldwide water use. Whilst moving from a traditional
flooded rice system to water-saving irrigation practices, such as alternate wetting and
drying or to aerobic rice with no flooding, has been proven to increase water productivity
in many parts of the world [5–12], adoption in Australia is limited due to lack of cold
tolerant varieties and weed and fertilizer management strategies [3]. Furthermore, a
substantial increase in labor is required for the high frequency irrigation necessary in a

Agriculture 2023, 13, 903. https://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture13040903 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/agriculture

https://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture13040903
https://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture13040903
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/agriculture
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3769-6019
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6885-0883
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0714-6646
https://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture13040903
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/agriculture
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/agriculture13040903?type=check_update&version=1


Agriculture 2023, 13, 903 2 of 16

semi-arid climate. Automated irrigation has been identified as a potential solution to
overcome the labor burden and enable greater adoption of water-saving irrigation practices.
In a global review of automated gravity surface irrigation in rice since 1999, Ref. [13]
found only one system [14] that was tested and deemed adequate for use in a commercial
setting. The commercially available automated irrigation used in a flooded rice farm
in Italy showed substantial economic labor savings, with a payback period of 14 years,
despite no water saving or yield benefits [14]. Whilst the cost for automation was reported
within the range Italian farmers are willing to spend, there is little evidence of widespread
adoption, potentially due to cost or other technical limitations relating to the technology.
Of the systems reviewed by [13], none were found to be appropriate for non-flooded rice
systems, with many found to be unsuitable for commercial-scale ponded-rice systems
due to technical shortcomings. The main limitations identified include a lack of non-
ponded water control, small scale water delivery, unregulated flow control, cumbersome
infrastructure, AC power required, cost, limited connectivity range, manual or no water
threshold configuration and lack of weather and crop forecasting.

A cost-effective and reliable automated irrigation system consisting of the aforemen-
tioned capabilities, when combined with an optimal parameter and threshold to initiate
irrigation during the non-ponded aerobic period, should enable precision water delivery
when required and in the quantity required. Such capabilities are hypothesized to enable
adoption of cost-effective water-saving irrigation strategies. Notably, aerobic rice with no
periods of ponding and strategic ponding involving flush irrigation, with ponding only
during forecast periods of extreme temperatures during sensitive crop phenological periods
(e.g., early pollen microspore until flowering). The purpose of this study is to evaluate the
technical performance of an automated irrigation system comprising most of the charac-
teristics previously described and to assess its ability to control water in water-saving rice
systems in temperate Australia.

In addition to enabling novel water-saving practices, substantial labor savings are
expected with automated irrigation. Water changes (open/close outlets) between bays
occur at any time of day or night, with manual water changes causing significant disruption
of farm duties and lifestyle interruptions, due to the time required to travel to the paddock,
make the change and return [14]. This is particularly so in Australia, given the difficulties
of finding on-farm labor and the size and extensive spread of irrigation farms. Accounting
only for estimated direct labor savings of 85%, without consideration of water or other sav-
ings [15], we estimated the payback of the automated gravity surface irrigation evaluated
in this study to be 8–9 years, depending on the irrigation bay size. This is comparatively
less than the system reported by [14], due to a lower cost per hectare of automation.

Whilst a cost can easily be applied to the direct cost of time and travel associated with
irrigation activities, the non-tangible impacts of irrigation-related disruption to personal
and family life are more difficult to quantify, particularly in an economic context, despite
their importance to farmer health. Inferior physical and mental health in Australian farmers
compared to other rural residents has been reported by [16,17], with [18] finding irrigators
to have among the highest levels of physiological distress nationally. Poor farmer health
is known to have significant flow-on effects to other family members and the commu-
nity [19]. Involvement in physical activity and maintaining work–life balance has been
cited by Australian farmers to improve health [20]. However, these requires significant time
investment in non-farming activities, such as spectating and participating in live sporting
events, hobbies and time away from the farm [20]. Therefore, measuring only the direct
cost savings of automated irrigation does not capture the true benefit of the technology, nor
is it the only driver of adoption. Workforce considerations, reducing farm labor, greater
precision of input costs and data collection and monitoring are reasons cited by Australian
cotton growers to adopt automated technologies, including automated irrigation [21]. Fur-
thermore, growers who were still considering adoption of automated technologies cited
workforce implications as an incentive for adoption. Specifically, reducing workload, labor
costs and number of employees on farm were among the social drivers for technology
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adoption found by [21]. Reducing reliance on low-skilled, seasonal labor contributed
to motivation to adopt automation, as this was perceived to enable more effective task
performance with lower labor costs and result in growers spending more time on other
business-related priorities or time with family [21], a known driver of improving farmer
health [20].

As well as affecting valuable family and social activities, early-season rice irrigation
in the Riverina region of temperate Australia coincides with highly time-sensitive on-
farm activities: planting, time-critical pre- and post-emergent herbicide application in
summer crops and harvesting of winter cereals. Application of permanent water to rice
generally occurs once rice reaches the three-leaf stage. This is undertaken to reduce
further labor and time pressures associated with more flush-irrigation events as required of
delayed permanent water and aerobic rice. In comparison, farmers report that they only
check permanently flooded rice once daily on the way to or from other farm activities,
and even less so during busy times such as spraying or harvesting. Summer storms are
not uncommon in the Riverina and can downgrade harvest-ready winter cereal quality.
Delaying or slowing harvest and transport activities to conduct irrigation water changes
can lead to substantially delaying harvest completion, increasing exposure to detrimental
weather events.

Hence, the value of time saved by irrigation automation may be better represented
by the opportunity cost of time. Opportunity cost is defined in economic terms, as the
opportunities forgone in the choice of one expenditure over others [22]. In this instance,
the opportunity cost of time saved by automation is the value of an alternate activity to
manually changing water at that time. Whilst the abovementioned alternative social and
on-farm costs are challenging to quantify, this manuscript attempts to measure them in
terms of economic value on two case-study farms to gain a better insight into the benefits of
automated rice irrigation. Whilst the authors acknowledge the subjective nature of valuing
time, this analysis has been conducted to highlight that the opportunity cost of time in
farming is often greater than the cash cost, considering that most farms are multi-enterprise,
farms are rarely overstaffed, and most farmers have family or other social/wellbeing
commitments considered essential by today’s standards. Therefore, it was hypothesized
that the opportunity cost of automated irrigation may well be many multiples of the cash
cost of automation and, therefore, greatly increases the assumed internal rate of return and
decreases the payback period of automated irrigation investment.

This study had two purposes: (i) to evaluate the performance of an automated gravity
surface irrigation system that overcomes many of the technical limitations of previous
systems to enable novel water-saving irrigation practice and (ii) to broadly estimate the
opportunity cost of time associated with manual and automated irrigation in different
rice-growing techniques. In particular, the specific objectives were to:

(i) Analyze sensing and control of water in aerobic and strategically ponded rice systems;
(ii) Critically discuss the real-time water sensing and control of the automation system to

provide direction for future automation systems;
(iii) Compare yields of automated and manually irrigated rice and strategic deep-water

ponded versus traditional deep-water ponded management;
(iv) Describe the labor and travel associated with automated and manual irrigation across

the two sites and cultivation techniques;
(v) Broadly evaluate the opportunity cost of the investment in automated irrigation and

highlight other potential benefits of automated irrigation in rice.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Experimental Site and Instrumentation

The study was conducted across two commercial rice farms, both near Griffith, NSW,
Australia. This temperate rice-growing region typically has hot, dry summers and cool
winters, with average in season (October–April) rainfall of 150 mm and evapotranspiration
of 1150 mm [3].
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Site A:

Site A was used in 2020–2021 (Year 1) and 2021–2022 (Year 2) to evaluate the perfor-
mance of automated irrigation in aerobic rice, c.v. Viand (130 and 120 kg/ha, respectively).
The site was a 34 ha, 9-bay border-check field. Each bay was connected to a water supply
channel with drainage collected at the opposite end and pumped into a recycle dam. An
amount of 220 kg N/ha was applied as urea as thrice split in Year 1 and thrice split or as
basal application prior to planting in Year 2. In Year 1, the first three irrigation events were
conducted manually before installation of automated gravity surface irrigation technology
to enable aerobic rice cultivation. This involved intermittent “flush irrigation” events with-
out any period of permanent flooding. Water management varied between bays and was
scheduled based on soil moisture tension (how tightly water holds to the soil, measured in
units of pressure (kPa), with saturated soil measuring 0 to −10 kPa and more negative num-
bers indicating greater tension). Various soil moisture thresholds were investigated during
the vegetative period—after establishment until panicle initiation. During the reproductive
period, all bays were irrigated every 2–3 days to avoid moisture deficit. Throughout grain
ripening, all treatments were irrigated based on soil moisture tension. Greater detail of the
irrigation thresholds, agronomic management and yield and water productivity results are
provided in [23].

Soil moisture tension was monitored throughout the growing season by two water-
mark sensors (Model 200SS, Irrometer Company inc., Riverside, CA, USA). In Year 1, these
were installed in the middle of bays and connected to low-cost, low-power WiField log-
gers [24]. Data were collected and stored on the logger, with hourly uploads via an on-farm
WiFi network to the Google cloud platform for near real-time monitoring. IoT commu-
nication towers—SensorPro’s (Padman Automation, Strathmerton, VIC, Australia)—were
located in the supply channel and ~100 m from the end of every bay and communicated via
LoRaWAN. The solar-powered IoT communication devices contained a calibrated pressure
transducer to measure water height and were used to sense when irrigation of that bay was
completed. In the second year, the IoT communication towers were used to read the water-
mark sensors and included a capacitance sensor. This enabled monitoring of water down
the bay and measurement of water height via the Padman Automation web/phone app.

Existing concrete outlets were retrofitted with rubber lay-flat inserts that could be con-
trolled manually by winch cable. Installation of solar-powered portable outlet controllers—
AutowinchPro’s (Padman Automation, Strathmerton, VIC, Australia)—enabled automated
irrigation control via the web/phoneapp. A graphical user interface could also be used for
programming outlet controllers, with communication via the LoRaWAN gateway. Images
of the automation infrastructure used at Site A are provided in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Automation infrastructure used at Site A. (A) Padman Automation SensorPro IoT communica-
tion towers used to sense soil moisture tension and water height. (B) Padman Automation AutowinchPro
portable automated outlet controller used to control Padman rubber lay-flat inserts installed to existing
concrete structures (outlet currently closing as water threshold surpassed at IoT sensor).
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Site B:

In Year 2, 2 adjacent 20 ha bankless channel fields each, with 4 bays (~5 ha, flat with
150 mm step in between) were used to compare automated versus manual irrigation.
Furthermore, the site was used to investigate the practicality of strategic deep-water
ponding. This involved application of deep water during the cold-sensitive early pollen
microspore period only in the event of forecast cold weather (<15 ◦C). Management was
traditional drill-sown rice cultivation (c.v. V071, 130 kg/ha), the common irrigation strategy
in temperate Australia [25]. Drill sowing irrigation management in Australia involves dry
seeding followed by 3–4 flush-irrigation events prior to the application of shallow permanent
water (30–50 mm) after the 3-leaf stage, followed by deep water (>250 mm) after panicle
initiation, during the cold-sensitive early pollen microspore period, and then reduced depth
with water coverage maintained until drainage at physiological maturity [26,27].

The western field was manually irrigated using pre-existing winch cable-controlled
rubber lay-flat stops. Automated outlet controllers—AutowinchSense (Padman Automation,
Strathmerton, VIC, Australia)—were installed to the winch cable-controlled rubber flaps
and undershot sluice gate outlets on the eastern field. The AutowinchSense devices operated
as per the AutowinchPro’s; however, they communicated via CAT-M1 and also measured
water height using a calibrated pressure transducer. Images of the automation infrastructure
used at Site B are provided in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Automation infrastructure used at Site B. (A) Manually controlled pre-existing rubber
lay-flat outlet (open). (B) AutowinchSense installed to pre-existing rubber lay-flat (closed). (C) Autow-
inchSense installed on sluice gate to automated field with manual winch on the manually irrigated
field (both closed).

In this study, four flush-irrigation events preceded shallow permanent water, which
was applied from the three-leaf stage until just after panicle initiation, when deep water
(>250 mm) was applied to all bays in the manually irrigated field. Flush irrigation water-
height thresholds were set at the time of first irrigation. When water had flooded Bay 1, the
outlet between Bay 1 and Bay 2 was opened. In the manually irrigated field, a float was
installed near the outlet to easily monitor water height visually, as per standard industry
practice. During permanent water, the manual outlets were partially opened to allow water
to trickle over the rubber outlets. Similarly, in the automated field, upon completion of
irrigation in the first bay, the sensor-measured water height value was recorded and set
as the “minimum” threshold on the web app for subsequent flush-irrigation events and
during permanent ponding; the “maximum” threshold of 50 mm was used in Bays 2–4 for
the first month of permanent flooding from December 5 until January 6. A higher initial
maximum water threshold was set in Bay 1 to allow for a buffer whilst the automated
irrigation was refined. Substantial rainfall on January 6 increased water height across all
bays before deep water (>250 mm) was applied to Bay 4 after panicle initiation, as per
the manually irrigated field. At the same time, moderate depth water was applied to Bay
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3 (>100 mm) and shallow water maintained in Bay 1 and Bay 2 of the automated field
and used to investigate the feasibility of strategic deep-water ponding. Based on forecast
nighttime temperatures <15 ◦C in the proceeding 4 days, strategic deep water (>250 mm)
was applied to all bays on January 31. Water levels gradually dropped throughout February
once the cold-sensitive early pollen microspore period had passed, with minor top-up
irrigation events in March before drainage in the last week of March.

The Padman Automation web/phone app was used to monitor soil moisture tension
at Site A, as well as water advancement and height at both sites. Furthermore, thresholds
and text message alerts could be configured using the web app, as well as “pairing” outlet
controllers to each other and to in-field sensors. Thus, when predetermined thresholds
were surpassed, outlet controller commands were initiated to open/close the respective
outlet to the desired point. An app-based notification system was used to notify the user of
command completion and when thresholds were surpassed, whilst critical text message
alerts were sent in the event of command/device failure. Field layouts are provided
in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Both field sites were located near Griffith in the NSW Riverina. Site A (left) was a nine-
bay border check field. Site B (right) was two bankless channel fields, each with four bays, with
automation installed in the easterly field. Dots identify rubber lay-flat outlets, whilst triangles depict
undershot sluice gates and diamonds resemble IoT communication structures. Automated irrigation
infrastructure is indicated in green color, whilst manual infrastructure is indicated in orange. Blue is
used to show the supply channel and storage dam at Site A. At Site B, Bay 1 was connected to the
supply channel and drainage was carried out via Bay 4 outlet.

2.2. Opportunity Cost Analysis

Travel time and cost dedicated to irrigation activities were recorded, collected during
various irrigation events throughout the irrigation season and reported in AUD. Travel



Agriculture 2023, 13, 903 7 of 16

costs were calculated at AUD 0.78/km [28]. Cash cost of labor was calculated at AUD 40/hr
as per the estimated cost of farm labor used in the economic analysis previously conducted
by [15]. The upfront cost of automation used in the analysis was AUD 576 and AUD 700/ha
at Site A and Site B respectively, as calculated previously by [15]. Opportunity cost of time
was segmented into low (AUD 40/h), medium (AUD 150/h) and high (AUD 500/h) and
it was calculated based on time of day, unless other high-value on- and off-farm duties
were undertaken (Table 1). The value of labor during the day was estimated based on
the perceived nuisance to farmers. The value of reference farm duties was conservatively
estimated based on industry contract rates provided in Appendix A [29–32].

Table 1. Value of time used in the opportunity cost analysis. Costs were based on the perceived
nuisance to farmers and conservative industry contract rates provided in Appendix A [29–32].

Cash Cost Opportunity Cost

Labor Travel Low Med High

Price AUD 40 AUD 0.78/km AUD 40 AUD 150 AUD 500
Hours 7 am–5 pm 5 pm–12 am 12 am–7 am

Reference points Standard farm laborer Standard farm
laborer

Skilled farm
service provider

Farm machinery
contractor

Alternate activities Standard farm laborer Standard farm
activities

Machinery
maintenance,

scheduled exercise

Seeding, harvest,
spraying, school

holidays

2.3. Rice Yield Analysis

The rice yields reported from Site A in Year 1 were calculated from an area of 1 to
1.8 ha (harvested with a commercial combine harvester) and in Year 2 from an area of
28 m2 (harvested with a plot harvester) and reported at 14% moisture. Water productivity
calculations are reported in [23]. Crop yields from Site B were estimated using yield monitor
data from a harvester and reported at 14% moisture. Yield monitor data was processed
in QGIS (Version 3.10) with polygons created for each replicate. The zonal statistics tool
available in QGIS was used to obtain the mean and standard deviation data for yield. Lack
of blocking limited the use of statistical analysis at Site B.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Performance of Automation System to Manage Irrigation Water

Soil moisture data was successfully collected using data loggers which enabled
scheduling of irrigation during the vegetative period. The IoT communication towers
and outlet controllers successfully connected to the LoRaWAN gateway located 2 km away
at Site A and good CAT-M1 connectivity was achieved at Site B. Successful pairing of
devices ensured the outlet controllers open and closed when thresholds were surpassed.
Integration of soil moisture monitoring by the IoT communication towers and the addition
of capacitance sensors as wet/dry sensors were found to greatly enhance usability in Year 2
as all data could be monitored on the one platform. CAT-M1 devices were considered
more appropriate at Site B due to the small number of devices. The increased number of
devices at Site A was considered too costly for individual connectivity, with the LoRaWAN
gateway preferred by the growers as they wanted to invest in a larger number of devices
in the future. Across the 9-bay field at Site A, a total of 264 flush-irrigation events were
conducted in Year 1, and 207 flush-irrigation events carried out in Year 2. The number of
irrigation events conducted per bay at each site is presented in Table 2. It must be noted
that neither the layout nor cultivation strategy implemented at Site A was standard for
rice in the region. Nevertheless, such high-frequency irrigation as required in aerobic rice
cultivation would not have been feasible without automation.
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Table 2. Total number and type of irrigation events conducted across both sites.

Site Year Flush-Irrigation Events Weeks of Ponding

Site A Year 1 30–34 * -
Year 2 23 -

Site B Year 2 4 15
* The first three irrigation events were conducted manually, with the total number of irrigation events varying due
to irrigation treatments, as outlined [23].

Overall, the automation system was found to control outlets and maintain water
height within desired parameters, with outlets opening and closing as programmed when
desired water height thresholds were met. Outlet controllers were fully opened (100%) at
the commencement of an irrigation event at Site A, and fully closed (0%) to reset the encoder
counter before unwinding to 40%. This ensured the supply channel did not overflow in
the event of a subsequent outlet failing to open. At Site B, upon reaching the maximum
threshold during a flush irrigation, the outlet of the first bay was opened 100% to drain the
upper bay and irrigate the lower bay. Whilst the farm manager reported a preference for
gradually opening the outlets to avoid downstream washouts, this practice was not always
undertaken by hired labor in the manually irrigated field. To align with grower preference,
the automated outlets were successfully programmed to open to 50% for 3 min, then 75%
for 3 min and, finally, to 100%. This method was found to avoid any downstream washouts
due to high flow rates and satisfied the grower requirements, with regulated flow not a
feature of previous automation systems [13].

Refinements were made throughout the season at Site B to reduce frequency of irriga-
tion events to minimize the risk of device failure or overloading the supervisory system
unnecessarily. For example, once the minimum water height threshold was reached in
Bay 3, the outlet controller from Bay 2 was initially programmed to gradually open to
100% to fill Bay 3, before closing to 0% when Bay 3 reached the maximum water height
threshold. Due to the proximity of the outlets and sensors (100–150 m) in this field layout,
this approach was found to immediately drop the water height below Bay 2 minimum,
triggering the opening of Bay 1, as programmed. The high-water flow into Bay 3 caused
the maximum threshold to be quickly surpassed (within 20 min), triggering the closure
of Bay 2 outlet. However, as the water dissipated through Bay 3 within a few minutes of
closure, the minimum threshold was again reached, causing another cascade of irrigation
events. Whilst there was no technological or systematic limitation to the frequency of
irrigation events using the automation infrastructure, such high frequency of commands
was considered unnecessary whilst not appropriately irrigating the field. To overcome this
identified issue, programming the outlet controllers to open between 60–70% (standard
practice in the manually irrigated field) was found to greatly reduce the frequency of
commands and ensure effective irrigation as water was able to evenly dissipate throughout
the bay before reaching the maximum water height threshold at the downstream sensor.
Furthermore, rather than closing to 0% when the maximum threshold was surpassed, up-
stream outlets were “closed” to 30–45% to enable a trickle of water to flow over the outlet.
The amount of trickle-over required to keep up with evapotranspiration was estimated on
one of the weekly checks of the automated field. The text message alert functionality of the
supervisory system was used to notify the user if too much trickle-over caused the water
depth to surpass 10 mm over the maximum threshold, at which point a command was sent
by the user to close the outlet to 0% and for it to be re-opened when the minimum threshold
was reached. This trickle-over irrigation approach, to keep up with evaporative demand,
is standard practice for manually irrigated rice. Adopting the trickle-over approach was
found to successfully maintain water height within the desired water depth for each bay
whilst minimizing the number of commands. This ability to control flow rate to gradually
increase water height is considered necessary in both flooded and non-flooded rice systems.
Masseroni et al., (2018) [14] reported the limited functionality (fully open or fully closed) of
gates to cause a larger than optimal water height fluctuation when water-height sensors
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were installed at the far end of the field, with narrowing the range of water height found
to be an acceptable workaround. Similarly, fully opened or closed outlets were found to
be limiting in this study, highlighting the need for variable flow control. A self-learning
process was suggested by [14] to reduce the number of gate openings and closings, a
proposal supported by findings presented here. The water heights and outlet position for
each bay at Site B can be seen in Figure 4.

The supervisory system successfully captured and displayed data for monitoring or
downloading if required, with an intuitive web and smartphone application. Commands
could be configured based either on time or when thresholds from other outlets or IoT
towers were surpassed. This pairing feature between devices offered much flexibility in how
irrigation could be conducted. Furthermore, outlet controllers could be programmed on
site using the graphical user interface, a useful backup option in the case of communication
network failure or a malfunctioning smart device. In addition, the automated outlet
controllers could easily be removed within seconds, providing a fail-safe option in the
event of device failure, or if casual farm laborers were unfamiliar with the operation of the
automation system. Such functionality has not been incorporated in previous automation
systems [13], limiting their use in the event of device or communication failure. As rice
is grown in rotation with other crops in Australia, field rotation is a regular occurrence
between seasons [3]. The portability of the automated outlets and IoT sensing devices used
in the current study is considered an advantage over the equipment previously used in
automated rice systems [33].

Positive and negative alerts were found to be a valuable function in alerting the
user when thresholds were surpassed, or in the rare instances when an irrigation outlet
controller failed to execute a command. The negative text alert functionality enabled the
user to resend new commands to the device in the rare instance of failure. However,
once the automation had been operating for a period of time and trust in the system had
been established, the positive text message alert function notifying the user that a specific
command had been executed successfully was found to be an annoyance and, therefore,
was turned off. The multi-tier alert function enabled critical alerts (device failure) to be sent
as a text message, whilst non-critical app-based notifications were used to notify the use of
successful command execution. A similar alert function in automated rice irrigation was
pioneered [34] in Brazil and used in Italy, as detailed by [33].

3.2. Rice Yield

Aerobic rice yield in the most frequently irrigated treatment exceeded 8.1 t/ha with
irrigated water productivity of 1.0 t/ML and total water productive of 0.85 t/ha in Year 1,
with greater detail provided in [23]. In Year 2, no difference in yield was observed between
the broadcast or basal application of nitrogen, achieving 10.0 t/ha with irrigated water
productivity of 2.1 t/ML and total water productivity of 1.2t/ML in Year 2. Comparatively,
no previous aerobic rice research in this environment has achieved total water productivity
above 0.8 t/ha [35–38], with aerobic rice production at commercial scale previously consid-
ered unviable due to the relatively high labor demands compared to permanent flooding
and risk of detrimental drought stress.

Harvest monitor rice yields from Site B are presented in Table 3. Whilst the automated
irrigation field yielded 8% higher than the manual field, it is unlikely that this was due
to irrigation management but rather to pre-existing soil constraints from previous land
leveling. In the automated field, no yield implications resulting from strategic deep-water
ponding are evident. Results from this trial demonstrate the opportunity for deep water to
be applied strategically to fields using automated irrigation in the event of forecast cold
temperatures during sensitive periods, provided that adequate flow rate is available to
deliver sufficient water depth in time.
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Table 3. Yield monitor results (t/ha) from Site B. Mean values ± standard deviation.

Bay Manual Automated

Bay 1 10.0 ± 1.03 11.7 ± 1.01 *
Bay 2 11.1 ± 1.02 12.4 ± 1.05 *
Bay 3 11.6 ± 1.12 12.0 ± 1.18
Bay 4 11.8 ± 1.18 11.8 ± 1.19

* Denotes bays with strategic deep water applied, as opposed to moderate to deep water applied for the whole
duration of early pollen microspore to flowering.

3.3. Direct Labor and Travel Cost Benefits of Automated Irrigation

Irrigation was found to cause considerable disruption to both on- and off-farm activi-
ties, particularly during a flush-irrigation event, as timely water changes are necessary to
avoid over-irrigation and unnecessary tailwater. An example of the travel, labor and daily
interruption associated with a single flush-irrigation event at both Site A and B is provided
in Figure 5.
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indicated in orange, whilst non-essential water checks in blue. “Water checks” were often occasions
when the farmer went to close the inlet of one bay and open the next inlet, but irrigation was not
complete and was required to return later.
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Labor and travel across multiple irrigation events are provided in Table 4, where
it can be seen after the initial pre-emergent irrigation, a 82–88% reduction in time was
associated with automated irrigation, compared to manually irrigated fields when flush
irrigating. This is similar to assumed irrigation management-related labor savings of 85% as
reported by [15]. Distance and time to complete a water change varied depending on if the
farmer was coming from the house/workshop (3.5 km and 5 km each way for Site A and B,
respectively), or from farther, as is often the case at other farms. Therefore, the economics of
automation will vary between sites. At times, irrigation was not complete upon arrival at
the field, with the irrigator having to wait until it was complete or returning later. The labor
benefits of automation during permanent flooding were less pronounced (57%) than during
a flush irrigation, as daily app checks were combined with weekly physical inspections of
the field.

Table 4. Average time taken (minutes) and distance travelled (km) for an individual irrigation event
at both sites.

Irrigation Event Manual Automated

Site A Time Distance Time Distance
Irrigation 1 (set thresholds for season) 180 65 104 35
Irrigation 2–4 115 68 14 0
Permanent water monitoring (1 week) 105 70 45 10
Site B
Irrigation event 420 167 77 7

3.4. Opportunity Cost Analysis of Automated Irrigation

Whilst the layout and cultivation method (aerobic rice) used at Site A is not standard
practice in Australia, the analysis was conducted to explore the benefits of automation
over non-automated fields. The authors acknowledge the economic analysis will vary
between individual sites, depending on how farmers value time and on cultivation methods.
Therefore, the opportunity and cash cost of time and travel cost, under both automated
and manual irrigation at both sites, provided in Figure 6, are unique to these individual
case studies.
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Figure 6. (A) Site A: Cash cost and opportunity cost of manual and automated irrigation. A: Site A,
for one flush-irrigation event across the nine-bay field on the left axis. (B) Site B, flush irrigation 1,
flush irrigations 2–4 and 1 week of daily check during permanent flooding on the middle axis; the
seasonal data is provided on the far-right axis.

For a single irrigation event at Site A, automation saved AUD 2300 of opportunity
cost of time and travel cost over a single manual irrigation event, compared to AUD 350
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of cash cost of time saving and travel cost. At Site B, automation saved AUD 406–450
per event of opportunity cost of time and travel cost for flush-irrigation events, compared
to AUD 73–AUD 121 per event of cash cost of time plus travel cost. Depending on the
number of irrigation events (30 and 23 in Year 1 and 2, respectively), this equated to
AUD 53,000–70,000 (AUD 1600–2000/ha) of opportunity cost of time and travel cost benefit
over the whole season compared with cash cost savings and travel cost of AUD 8000–11,000
(AUD 240–310/ha). At an initial investment cost of automation of AUD 700/ha [15],
the payback period of automation was recouped within 1 year when accounting for the
opportunity cost of time, as opposed to 3 years when only the cash cost was included.

In the traditional rice system, Site B, automation saved AUD 3300 (AUD 160/ha) of
manually irrigated opportunity cost of time and travel cost, compared to a cash cost of time
and travel cost saving of AUD 1700 (AUD 85/ha) for the season. Thus, the payback period
on capital investment of AUD 580/ha is reduced from 7 to 4 years.

3.5. Potential Further Benefits of Automated Irrigation

In this analysis, no opportunity cost benefits of automation were observed during
permanent flooding at Site B, as the time of day of daily water checks was not critical, with
daily checks occurring on the way to or from other farm tasks, with opportunity cost of
time deemed low. However, this analysis was limited to a single field, which required
only 15 min to travel to and check. It is conceivable that the time to check multiple fields
(conducted on this farm by another family member) may increase the commitment of high
opportunity cost time. Furthermore, consideration of automation to enable farmers to leave
the farm for an extended time was not included in this analysis. Permanent flooding of
rice occurs over the summer festival season, with farm staff generally provided annual
leave, whilst the manager generally cannot leave the farm despite family holiday pressures.
Automation could enable irrigators to leave the farm, providing considerable mental relief
and precious time with family. Holidays, hobbies and involvement with groups and teams
were reported as self-management strategies to assist in the improvement of Australian
farmers’ physiological wellbeing [20]. Extended periods off farm may be considered very
valuable by some irrigators, depending on individual prioritization of activities.

One of the manual water change events documented in Figure 5A took almost 2 hours
and involved travelling 70 km, as the farmer was applying a critical post-emergent herbicide
to another summer crop on a distant farm. After making the water change and returning to
the prior task, weather conditions had changed, with the task not able to be completed for
several more days. For this analysis, time was valued at AUD 500/hr, the estimated cost of
spraying. However, the true value of the reduction in yield, as reported by the farmer, due
to reduced herbicide efficacy from delayed application, was likely far greater than AUD
500/hr. Accounting for such instances or for wheat quality downgrades due to delayed
harvest, could easily justify a valuation much higher than the opportunity cost used in
this analysis. In addition to the drivers to adopt technology on farm outlined by [21], both
farmers involved in the current study cited the opportunity for automation to prolong
their farming career, due to the lifestyle benefits they experienced, as a reason to invest in
automated irrigation.

In addition to the potential lifestyle and labor benefits already outlined, water savings
as a result of automation are possible, although not measured in the current study. It can be
seen in Figure 5B that during the first four flush-irrigation events at Site B, the automated
field finished irrigation, on average, four hours earlier than the manually irrigated field.
Whilst this study did not measure water use between fields, or bays, at a flow rate of
25 ML/day and average water cost in excess of AUD 130/ML [39], a four-hour reduction in
time required to irrigate due to timely irrigation changes associated with automation would
likely reduce water use and provide further economic benefits. Percolation loss reduction
is another potential benefit resulting from the flexibility of water management enabled
by automated irrigation. Percolation losses (the vertical movement of water beyond the
root zone to the water table [40]) are related to soil type, with higher percolation losses
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on coarser textured (sandy) soils compared to heavier, clay/loam soils [41]. Percolation
losses are increased with increasing depth of water [42]. Therefore, both aerobic rice,
strategic ponding (aerobic rice with deep water applied only if deemed necessary), and
strategic deep-water ponding (shallow ponding with deep water applied only if deemed
necessary) in traditional flooded rice systems, as opposed to applying deep water regardless
of forecast conditions, offers the potential to reduce percolation losses, another potential
benefit enabled by automated irrigation. Nevertheless, adequate flow rates are required to
ensure that enough water can be applied across the field before the onset of cold conditions,
with incorporation of weather forecasting, similar to [43], a likely benefit to the system.

These outlined water-saving opportunities enabled by automated irrigation are most
likely to provide the greatest benefit to farms with coarser soil types and deep groundwater
tables where percolation and water use is highest; northern Coleambally, NSW, is an
example [44]. Here, farms are increasingly growing other crops, such as cotton, due
to reduced water use providing higher returns per megaliter of water [45]. However,
reintroducing water-saving rice in rotation may offer substantial agronomic advantages,
such as weed and disease prevention and reduced reliance on herbicides [46].

4. Conclusions

This study evaluated the performance of automated gravity surface irrigation used
for the first time for aerobic rice cultivation and to enable strategic deep-water ponding in
a traditional rice system. The automated irrigation and sensing system built upon previ-
ous schemes to successfully manage water in both irrigation systems within the desired
parameters. Notable characteristics not incorporated in previous systems include: (i) the
ability to control water in non-ponded periods due to water advance and soil moisture
sensing, (ii) portability of self-powered sensing and outlet controllers and (iii) outlet con-
trollers capable of regulating commercial scale flow rates. This system controlled over
470 flush-irrigation events in aerobic rice across 2 seasons. Such high-frequency flush
irrigation is not viable without automation. Further, the system was able to dynamically
control water in ponded-rice fields, with the ability to apply strategic deep-water during
cold sensitive periods demonstrated for the first time. Incorporation of weather forecasting
and a self-learning approach to the degree of opening of outlet controllers may further
enhance system functionality. Labor savings of 82–88% were found during flush-irrigation
events, with a 57% reduction in labor achieved during permanent flooding. Considering the
opportunity cost of time saved—the value of other on- or off-farm activities possible during
that time—as opposed to cash costs, reduced the payback period from seven to four years in
the tradition ponded-rice system. At the aerobic rice site, the payback period was reduced
from three to less than one year when considering the opportunity cost of time. Although
the economic will vary with sites and cultivation strategy, this research demonstrates the
ability of gravity surface irrigation to enable novel water-saving rice practices which result
in substantial economic labor savings and likely water-saving benefits.
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Appendix A

Seeding summer crops = AUD 400–500/h (AUD 40–50/ha at 10 km/h × 10 m) [5].
Harvest of winter cereals = AUD 600–750/rotor h exc. diesel [4,6,7].
Spraying summer crops = AUD 330–640/h (AUD 11–16/ha @ 30–40 ha/h exc. diesel,

chemistry) [4,5].

References
1. Bouman, B.A.M.; Humphreys, E.; Tuong, T.P.; Barker, R. Rice and Water. Adv. Agron. 2007, 92, 187–237. [CrossRef]
2. GRiSP (Global Rice Science Partnership). Rice Almanac, 4th ed.; International Rice Research Institute: Los Baños, Philippines, 2013.
3. Humphreys, E.; Lewin, L.G.; Khan, S.; Beecher, H.G.; Lacy, J.M.; Thompson, J.A.; Batten, G.D.; Brown, A.; Russell, C.A.; Christen,

E.W.; et al. Integration of Approaches to Increasing Water Use Efficiency in Rice-Based Systems in Southeast Australia. Field Crops
Res. 2006, 97, 19–33. [CrossRef]

4. Pimentel, D.; Berger, B.; Filiberto, D.; Newton, M.; Wolfe, B.; Karabinakis, E.; Clark, S.; Poon, E.; Abbett, E.; Nandagopal, S. Water
Resources: Agricultural and Environmental Issues. BioScience 2004, 54, 909–918. [CrossRef]

5. Bouman, B.A.M.; Tuong, T.P. Field Water Management to Save Water and Increase Its Productivity in Irrigated Lowland Rice.
Agric. Water Manag. 2001, 49, 11–30. [CrossRef]

6. Carracelas, G.; Hornbuckle, J.; Rosas, J.; Roel, A. Irrigation Management Strategies to Increase Water Productivity in Oryza Sativa
(Rice) in Uruguay. Agric. Water Manag. 2019, 222, 161–172. [CrossRef]

7. Hatta, S. Water Consumption in Paddy Field and Water Saving Rice Culture in the Tropical Zone. Jpn. J. Trop. Agric. 1967, 11,
106–112.

8. Tabbal, D.F.; Lampayan, R.M.; Bhuiyan, S.I. Water Efficient Irrigation Technique for Rice. Philipp. J. Crop Sci. 1993, 18, 21.
9. Kato, Y.; Okami, M.; Katsura, K. Yield Potential and Water Use Efficiency of Aerobic Rice (Oryza Sativa L.) in Japan. Field Crops

Res. 2009, 113, 328–334. [CrossRef]
10. Chlapecka, J.L.; Hardke, J.T.; Roberts, T.L.; Mann, M.G.; Ablao, A. Scheduling Rice Irrigation Using Soil Moisture Thresholds for

Furrow Irrigation and Intermittent Flooding. Agron. J. 2021, 113, 1258–1270. [CrossRef]
11. Xiaoguang, Y.; Bouman, B.A.M.; Huaqi, W.; Zhimin, W.; Junfang, Z.; Bin, C. Performance of Temperate Aerobic Rice under

Different Water Regimes in North China. Agric. Water Manag. 2005, 74, 107–122. [CrossRef]
12. Xue, C.; Yang, X.; Bouman, B.A.M.; Deng, W.; Zhang, Q.; Yang, J.; Yan, W.; Zhang, T.; Rouzi, A.; Wang, H.; et al. Effects of

Irrigation and Nitrogen on the Performance of Aerobic Rice in Northern China. J. Integr. Plant Biol. 2008, 50, 1589–1600. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

13. Champness, M.; Ballester, C.; Filev-Maia, R.; Hornbuckle, J. Smart Sensing and Automated Irrigation for Sustainable Rice Systems:
A State of the Art Review. In Advances in Agronomy; Sparks, D., Ed.; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2023; pp. 259–285.

14. Masseroni, D.; Moller, P.; Tyrell, R.; Romani, M.; Lasagna, A.; Sali, G.; Facchi, A.; Gandolfi, C. Evaluating Performances of the
First Automatic System for Paddy Irrigation in Europe. Agric. Water Manag. 2018, 201, 58–69. [CrossRef]

15. Smarter Irrigation for Profit. Smart Irrigation Control in Rice Growing Systems. Smarter Irrigation for Profit Phase II Fact
Sheet: Rice. Available online: https://smarterirrigation.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/Smart-Irrigation-control-in-
rice-growing-systems_Case-Study_July-2021.pdf (accessed on 6 June 2022).

16. Miller, K.; Burns, C. Suicides on Farms in South Australia, 1997–2001. Aust. J. Rural Health 2008, 16, 327–331. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
17. Brumby, S.; Willder, S.; Martin, J. The Sustainable Farm Families Project: Changing Attitudes to Health. Rural. Remote Healthc.

2009, 9, 1012. [CrossRef]
18. Wheeler, S.A.; Zuo, A.; Loch, A. Water Torture: Unravelling the Psychological Distress of Irrigators in Australia. J. Rural Stud.

2018, 62, 183–194. [CrossRef]
19. Brumby, S. Rural Directions for a Better State of Health. In Living Longer on the Land–Sustainable Farm Families in Broadacre

Agriculture; Brumby, S., Wilson, B., Willder, S., Eds.; Rural Industries Research Development Corporation: Canberra, Australia,
2008.

20. Woolford, D.D.; Smout, M.F.; Turnbull, D.; Gunn, K.M. Male Farmers ’ Perspectives on Psychological Wellbeing Self-Management
Strategies That Work for Them and How Barriers to Seeking Professional Mental Health Assistance Could Be Overcome. Int. J.
Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 12247. [CrossRef]

21. McDonald, N.; Fogarty, E.; Cosby, A.; McIlveen, P. Technology Acceptance, Adoption and Workforce on Australian Cotton Farms.
Agriculture 2022, 12, 1180. [CrossRef]

22. Encyclopaedia Britannica. Opportunity Cost. Encyclopaedia Britannica. Available online: https://www.britannica.com/topic/
opportunity-cost (accessed on 10 June 2021).

23. Champness, M.; Ballester, C.; Hornbuckle, J. Effect of Soil Moisture Deficit on Aerobic Rice in Temperate Australia. Agronomy
2023, 13, 168. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2113(04)92004-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fcr.2005.08.020
https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2004)054[0909:WRAAEI]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-3774(00)00128-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2019.05.049
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fcr.2009.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1002/agj2.20600
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2004.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-7909.2008.00771.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19093978
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2017.12.019
https://smarterirrigation.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/Smart-Irrigation-control-in-rice-growing-systems_Case-Study_July-2021.pdf
https://smarterirrigation.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/Smart-Irrigation-control-in-rice-growing-systems_Case-Study_July-2021.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1584.2008.01011.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19032203
https://doi.org/10.22605/RRH1012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.08.006
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph191912247
https://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture12081180
https://www.britannica.com/topic/opportunity-cost
https://www.britannica.com/topic/opportunity-cost
https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy13010168


Agriculture 2023, 13, 903 16 of 16

24. Brinkhoff, J.; Hornbuckle, J.; Quayle, W.; Ballester Lurbe, C.; Dowling, T. WiField, an IEEE 802.11-Based Agricultural Sensor Data
Gathering and Logging Platform. In Proceedings of the 2017 Eleventh International Conference on Sensing Technology (ICST),
Sydney, Australia, 4–6 December 2017; pp. 1–6.

25. Sunrice Grower Services; Leeton, NSW, Australia. Rice Water Productivity. Personal communication, 2022.
26. NSW DPI. Rice Growing Guide, 2nd ed.; Ward, R., Ed.; NSW Department of Primary Industries: Yanco, Australia, 2021.
27. Dunn, B.; Smith, J.; Ford, R. Management of Drill Sown Rice; Primefacts Yanco, Australia. Available online: https:

//static1.squarespace.com/static/5a03c05bd0e62846bc9c79fc/t/5b45a10df950b713d5ee95c6/1531289872052/Management+
of+drill+sown+rice+2018-19.pdf (accessed on 16 September 2020).

28. Australian Tax Office. Motor Vehicle and Car Expenses. Available online: https://www.ato.gov.au/Individuals/
Income-and-deductions/Deductions-you-can-claim/Transport-and-travel-expenses/Motor-vehicle-and-car-expenses/#:
~:text=Centsperkilometremethod,-Underthecents&text=Asinglerateisused,2018-19and2019-20 (accessed on 15 September 2022).

29. GRDC. Contract Harvest Agreements: Documenting a Contract Harvest Agreement–What You Need to Know. Farm Bus 2017,
1–4.

30. Knight, A.; Fairview Agriculture Company, Junee, Australia. Cost of Farming Operations. Personal communication, 2022.
31. Fiddler, D.; Debortoli Wines, Griffith, Australia. Cost of Farming Operations. Personal communication, 2022.
32. Australian Custom Harvesters. Suggested Harvesting Rates for 2022. Suggested Harvester Rates. Available online: https:

//customharvesters.org.au/harvest-rates/ (accessed on 10 January 2023).
33. Masseroni, D.; Uddin, J.; Tyrrell, R.; Mareels, I.; Gandolfi, C.; Facchi, A. Towards a Smart Automated Surface Irrigation

Management in Rice-Growing Areas in Italy. J. Agric. Eng. 2017, 48, 42–48. [CrossRef]
34. Pfitscher, L.L.; Bernardon, D.P.; Kopp, L.M.; Ferreira, A.A.B.; Heckler, M.V.T.; Thomé, B.A.; Montani, P.D.B.; Fagundes, D.R. An

Automated Irrigation System for Rice Cropping with Remote Supervision. In Proceedings of the International Conference on
Power Engineering, Energy and Electrical Drives, Malaga, Spain, 11–13 May 2011. [CrossRef]

35. Dunn, B.; Dunn, T. Rice Variety Nitrogen and Agronomic Management; Agrifutures Australia: Wagga Wagga, Australia, 2021.
Available online: https://agrifutures.com.au/product/rice-variety-nitrogen-and-agronomic-management/ (accessed on 10
January 2023).

36. Muirhead, W.A.; Blackwell, J.; Humphreys, E.; White, R.J.G. The Growth and Nitrogen Economy of Rice under Sprinkler and
Flood Irrigation in South East Australia-I. Crop Response and N Uptake. Irrig. Sci. 1989, 10, 183–199. [CrossRef]

37. Heenan, D.P.; Thompson, J.A. Growth, Grain Yield and Water Use of Rice Grown Under Restricted Water Supply in New South
Wales. Aust. J. Exp. Agric. 1984, 24, 104–109. [CrossRef]

38. Blackwell, J.; Meyer, W.S.; Smith, R.C.G. Growth and Yield of Rice Under Sprinkler Irrigation on A Free-Draining Soil. Aust. J.
Exp. Agric. 1985, 25, 636–641. [CrossRef]

39. BOM. Australian Water Markets Report: 2020–21; Bureau of Meteorology: Melbourne, Australia, 2022; p. 302. ISSN 2207-1733.
40. Wickham, T.H.; Singh, V.P. Water Movement through Wet Soils. In Soils & Rice; The International Rice Research Institute: Los

Banos, Philippines, 1978; pp. 337–358.
41. Humphreys, E.; Meisner, C.; Gupta, R.; Timsina, J.; Beecher, H.G.; Tang, Y.L.; Yadvinder-Singh, Y.-S.; Gill, M.A.; Masih, I.; Zheng,

J.G.; et al. Water Saving in Rice-Wheat Systems. Plant Prod. Sci. 2005, 8, 242–258. [CrossRef]
42. Verruijt, A. Darcy’s Law. In Theory of Groundwater Flow; Macmillan Education UK: London, UK, 1970; pp. 6–13. [CrossRef]
43. Inoue, K.; Nakazono, K.; Kanno, H. An Automatic Irrigation System for Direct Seeding Rice Cultivation. J. Agric. Meteorol. 1999,

55, 127–135. [CrossRef]
44. van der Lelij, A. Causes and Effect of Deep Percolation Losses in the Murrumbidgee Region. In Irrigation Efficiency Seminar;

Australian National Committee International Commission on Irrigation and Drainage: Sydney, Australia, 1979; pp. 1–8.
45. Fell, J.; Frilay, J.; Greenville, J.; Westwood, T. Australian Rice Markets in 2020; ABARES Agricultural Outlook: Canberra, Australia.

Available online: https://www.agriculture.gov.au/abares/research-topics/agricultural-outlook/rice (accessed on 10 January
2023).

46. Rosenberg, S.; Crump, A.; Brim-DeForest, W.; Linquist, B.; Espino, L.; Al-Khatib, K.; Leinfelder-Miles, M.M.; Pittelkow, C.M. Crop
Rotations in California Rice Systems: Assessment of Barriers and Opportunities. Front. Agron. 2022, 4, 806572. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5a03c05bd0e62846bc9c79fc/t/5b45a10df950b713d5ee95c6/1531289872052/Management+of+drill+sown+rice+2018-19.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5a03c05bd0e62846bc9c79fc/t/5b45a10df950b713d5ee95c6/1531289872052/Management+of+drill+sown+rice+2018-19.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5a03c05bd0e62846bc9c79fc/t/5b45a10df950b713d5ee95c6/1531289872052/Management+of+drill+sown+rice+2018-19.pdf
https://www.ato.gov.au/Individuals/Income-and-deductions/Deductions-you-can-claim/Transport-and-travel-expenses/Motor-vehicle-and-car-expenses/#:~:text=Cents per kilometre method,-Under the cents&text=A single rate is used,2018-19 and 2019-20
https://www.ato.gov.au/Individuals/Income-and-deductions/Deductions-you-can-claim/Transport-and-travel-expenses/Motor-vehicle-and-car-expenses/#:~:text=Cents per kilometre method,-Under the cents&text=A single rate is used,2018-19 and 2019-20
https://www.ato.gov.au/Individuals/Income-and-deductions/Deductions-you-can-claim/Transport-and-travel-expenses/Motor-vehicle-and-car-expenses/#:~:text=Cents per kilometre method,-Under the cents&text=A single rate is used,2018-19 and 2019-20
https://customharvesters.org.au/harvest-rates/
https://customharvesters.org.au/harvest-rates/
https://doi.org/10.4081/jae.2017.585
https://doi.org/10.1109/PowerEng.2011.6036452
https://agrifutures.com.au/product/rice-variety-nitrogen-and-agronomic-management/
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00257952
https://doi.org/10.1071/EA9840104
https://doi.org/10.1071/EA9850636
https://doi.org/10.1626/pps.8.242
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-00175-0_2
https://doi.org/10.2480/agrmet.55.127
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/abares/research-topics/agricultural-outlook/rice
https://doi.org/10.3389/fagro.2022.806572

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Experimental Site and Instrumentation 
	Opportunity Cost Analysis 
	Rice Yield Analysis 

	Results and Discussion 
	Performance of Automation System to Manage Irrigation Water 
	Rice Yield 
	Direct Labor and Travel Cost Benefits of Automated Irrigation 
	Opportunity Cost Analysis of Automated Irrigation 
	Potential Further Benefits of Automated Irrigation 

	Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	References

