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ABSTRACT

The main objective éf the “Cost Benefit Analysis Drinking Water Manufacturing”
study was analalyze the feasibility of running a drinking water business in Chiangmai’s
metropolitan area by comparing two sources of raw water, underground and tap water.

Comparing the drinking water dperations from two sources of raw water at the
maximum production capacity of 12,000 liter per day, the followings were discovered. From the
underground source of water the IRR rate was 39.60 %, the NPV around 9,917,551 baht, B/C
ratio at 1.26, N/K. ratio at 4,32 and payback Iﬁeriod 1.44 years. From the tap water it was found
that the IRR rate was36.85 %, NPV about 8,979,115 baht, B/C ratio at 1.23, N/K ratio at 3.10
and payback periﬁd 1.54 years.

When a sensitivity analysis was carried out with an underground water as a source of
water and the cost of production was increased by 10% and 20% with discount rate of 9, 12 and
15% it was found that all IRRs were higher than loan interest rate of 9%, the NPVs were higher
than zero, and both B/C ratios and the N/K ratios were higher than 1.

In conclusion, it was feasible to invest in manufacturing of drinking water. The
sensitivity analysis showed that using underground water the drinking water business would yield

a higher profit



