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1. Introduction
1.1 Purpose of Price Control

Government control of agricultural prices has the effect of
changing them from the equilibrium levels that would have
been determined by the free market. There are a variety of
reasons why governments do this. Sometimes i1t iIs done in
order to keep food prices down, and iIn this way agriculture
iIs "taxed”™ and resources are transferred to other sectors.
In other cases guaranteed prices have been iIntroduced iIn the
interests of farmers to protect theilr incomes from the
effects of low or fluctuating prices. This broadly is the
position iIn the European Community, for example, where a
battery of supports keeps agricultural producer prices well
above their -market levels.

In Zimbabwe controlled prices were first introduced at the
behest of large scale commercial farmers(@ansen 1982, Muir
1984) and were much extended during the period of
agricultural dislocation and adjustment due to sanctions
(Hunt 1973). It is fair to say that government intervention
in this form has always been seen as protecting rather than
taxing farmers iIn Zimbabwe and iIndeed the process has been
substantially influenced by (large scale commercial) TfTarmers
themse ves.

Whatever the original reason for iIntroducing guaranteed or
controlled prices, however, it iIs obvious that It has given
government a powerful tool with which 1t can affect farmers
decisions about what crops to grow. This fact has not been
lost on government and i1t has sought to direct agricultural
production to certain, more or less, clearly defined ends.
Since independence a number of statements have been made
about government"s objectives iIn the agricultural sector
generally, and with respect to price policy iIn particular.
In general these statements contain the expected iIndications
of government®s desire to support producers incomes,
stimulate rural development and improve equity. More
specifically they always include among governments
objectives the achievement of food self-sufficiency and the
maximisation of export earnings and of the sectors
contribution to overall economic growth. (Chavunduka
Murphy and Muchena)

In the Transitional National Development Plan 1t 1is
recognised (para 11.31) that this involves using price
policy to achieve an "optimal balance in production between
different crops".



1.2 Purpose and Approach of this Paper

The purpose of this paper iIs to examine current producer
price policy with respect to a number of major crops, iIn the
light of government®s objectives of achieving -food self
sufficiency and maximising the agricultural sectors
contribution to foreign currency earnings and economic
growth. The approach adopted is to measure the relative
impacts of government control of prices on different crops
and to examine these iIn the context of the relative economic
benefit of growing these crops for the domestic and export
markets. The objective iIs to access the BITBNT to which
government policy changes tihfe prices which determine farmers
allocations of land and irrigation water resources.

The relevance of this approach is that i1t permits the
examination of a number of major issues iIn relation to price
po icy of:

Is current price policy consistent with stated
government aims? Are there high economic costs in the
policy of self-sufficiency? What price strategy Iis
required to maximise the agricultural sectors
contribution to exports and economic growth?

It would be too ambitious to hope to provide definitive
answers to these questions in this paper. Rather, the
intention iIs to provide an iInput to the debate on these
points and to iIndicate a passible path for further research.

The analysis iIn this paper is culled from work done iIn the
Economics and Markets Branch of the Ministry of Lands,
Agriculture and Rural Resettlement. It is however a
discussion paper attributable only to the authors and
should not be taken to reflecting In any way the views of
the ministry.

2. Methodology
2.1 Border Prices

In a free market the import and export parity prices would
set the upper and lower bands respectively of the prices
which producers would receive for their goods on the
domestic market. A product in surplus would receive a price
at or near the export price while a product iIn deficit would
receive a price nearer the import price. The difference
between the border price and the controlled price therefore
IS a measure of the impact of government control of prices
on that product. Border prices are always used iIn economic
analysis because they are the appropriate indicator of the
opportunity cost of a tradable product including all of the
crops examined 1iIn this paper(Jansen 1982).






costs and benefits of producing different crops can be
determined and compared.

2.3 The Policy Analysis Matrix

Domestic Resource Cost(DRC) Analysis has been widely used 1iIn
recent years In comparative advantage studies. It can be
used to determine which crops it is economically efficient
for a country to produce. It involves comparing the cost of
domestic resources used to produce something with the net
economic value of the output. In determining what It is
economically efficient to produce we can also get some
measure of the opportunity costs i1nvolved iIn producing a
different set of goods. It can therefore be used to examine
the potential contribution of iImport substituting or
exporting strategies to the overall economy. A policy
analysis matrix can be used to examine the relative merits
of growing crops for the domestic, regional, and world
markets and current price policy can then be assessed in the
light of the findings. Domestic resource cost ratios are,
however, not computed in this paper. The results presented
are a preliminary step towards providing policy-makers with_
a means of assessing the trade-offs i1nvolved when setting
producer prices at various levels In order to achieve
specified goals (Muir, 1984; Jansen, 1983).

2.4 Crop Budgets

In order to assess the economic costs and benefits of
producing various crops i1t iIs obviously necessary to start
with a set of crop budgets. As physical input and output
coefficients vary greatly with technology level and
agroecological conditions, it would be desirable to have a
range of budgets reflecting different production conditions.

In this paper three sets of budgets are used - one for
commercial dryland, one for commercial 1irrigated and one for
communal dryland conditions. In each case 1t iIs iIntended to
reflect production costs in the main growing areas.

The dryland commercial budgets used are those developed by
the Farm Management Research Section (FMRS) of the Ministry
of Lands, Agriculture and Rural Resettlement, the irrigated
commercial budgets are adaptations of the FMRS dryland
figures and the communal budgets were developed by Agritex
Farm Management Section.

The commercial overhead models were developed by the author
using, Tfor movable assets, iInformation previously compiled
by FMRS and, for 1irrigation information supplied by
irrigation engineering companies.

2.5 Cost Breakdown



As can be seen in Appendices B (dryland commercial
production), C (irrigated commercial) and D (communal) each
cost element i1s broken down iInto its -forex, tax, and other
elements. Farm labour is treated separately. The foreign
currency content iIn Inputs was estimated after comparison of
import costs against local sales for a number of recent
years for the relevant items. Percent import and tax
contents for each input element - fertilizer, crop
chemicals, etc. - were then estimated and are applied to the
crop budget figures. "Other®™ costs are residual.

The foreign currency and tax figures are believed to be
reasonably accurate for all the cost elements. Most have
been i1nvestigated as fully as available data allows
"Aircraft Hire® and "Other® are, at present, rough
estimates.

Readers familiar with DRC Analysis will observe that the
cost breakdown used iInvolves a distinction between traded
and non traded goods rather than tradable and non tradable.
This is a weakness from a theoretical perspective which,
however, can be dealt with through the use of appropriate
conversion factors. It has the advantage of permitting the
calculation of F"actual®™ foreign currency costs and benefits
in producing the various crops (see section 3).

2.6 Conversion Factors

In adjusting financial values for the economic analysis,
taxes are excluded and the fallowing conversion factors used
for other cost elements.

Foreign Currency Costs and Returns:1.3
Farm Labour:0.5
"Other® Costs:0.9
11
No detailed research has yet been done on appropriate
conversion factors for this country. A foreign currency
premium is adopted because the existing exchange rate Iis
clearly not a clearing price for forex. This does not mean
that the existing exchange rate i1s “wrong®™ but merely that
It does not adequately reflect the value of foreign currency
resources to the economy. The 37/. premium used iIn this
analysis 1s adopted partly because i1t is iIn the range used
by many consultants and others iIn project appraisal studies
(ref) and because 1t "gives an approximate average of the
official and “parallel®™ market exchange rates. The Hlatter
market is very small iIn Zimbabwe and the rate found there 1is
probably extreme.

The 0.5 SCF for labour 1is again iIn line with the figures
used by various consultants iIn project appraisal studies.
Some adjustment is required because minimum wage legislation
clearly pushes farm labour costs above the market
equilibrium levels. Informal iInformation suggests that wage
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For both Dryland and Irrigated commercial production,
Tobacco i1s unsurprising ly, the highest -foreign currency
earner”. For dryland commercial Maize, Soya, Groundnuts
and Cotton -follow In that order with sorghum a long way
behind. For 1irrigated production cotton has the second
highest net forex earnings followed by wheat, groundnuts,
maize, rice and soys.

For communal production groundnuts are the highest foreign
currency earners followed by cotton and maize. Rice Is some
way behind these.

The relatively strong foreign currency earnings of maize as

indicated In these tables is clearly dependant upon the high
border price used of $197 per tonne. This reflects, indeed

understates, the high regional price for maize prevailing 1iIn
the early half of 1988 and does not necessarily reflect the

likely long term trend iIn prices.

This serves to i1llustrate how dependant this type of
analysis iIs to the basis on which output border prices are
calculated. This 1issue 1is discussed further iIn section 6.

The results In this section are of some significance iIn the
light of frequently stated government objective of
maximising foreign currency earningstand savings). However
net foreign currency earnings®™ 1is a variable of limited
value as i1t does not take account of the domestic resources
used In production and it is calculated on the basis of
financial rather than economic prices.

4. Economic/Resource Cost Analysis

In the following “tables 5, 6 and 7, the national return
derived from growing one hectare of each crop is calculated.
The cost of production figures used In these tables are the
financial costs(shown in tables 2, 3 and 4) converted, using
the standard conversion factors(discussed in section 2 .6),
to economic values. These economic costs of production are
deducted from the value of output at producer equivalent
border pricestusing the shadow exchange rate) and the
remainder is the “National Return® per hectare. National
Return 1is therefore the net economic Return to land,
management and, iIn the case of 1Irrigation, water. The
results In each table are ranked by national return. Table
5 refers to dryland commercial production, Table 6 to
irrigated commercial production and table 7 to communal
production.

Table 5, 6 and 7

The most notable feature of Tables 5 and 6 i1s the very wide
range of national return across crops. Tobacco iIs again the
highest and sorghum and rice lowest. The size of this range



suggests that the oppotunity cost of a less than optimum
national basket of output could be very high. However to
look at this issue In more detail 1t Is necessary to
consider the technical subsitutibility of crops and the
whole range of border prices. The question of whether 1t 1is
more desirable to grow a hectare of make or of cotton, for
example depends crucially on whether the maize 1iIs required
for domestic consumption or is surplus maize available for
export to the regional or world markets. The optimum basket
of output can only be determined when changing marginal
returns are considered iIn this way.

4.1 Maize; Self Sufficiency and Trade

In appendix A the World Import <WM) border price of maize 1is
calculated to be Z$369/tonne using World Bank 1988 price
forecasts. This, however, 1is the price for yellow maize and
it 1s conventional to assume a price premium of c. 107. for
white maize iIn the Southern Africa Region. (Observation of
actual prices suggests that the white maize premium varies
widely from year to year).

The WM price for white maize may therefore be around
Z$400/tonne. At this price national return per hectare
would be as follows. )

Cost Per Border Yield National

Tonne Price Return
Dryland Commercial 147 400 6.0 1 518
Irrigated Commercial 156 400 8.0 1 952
Communal 150 400 3.0 750

These very high returns are far ahead of anything calculated
$"for other crops, except tobacco, in tables 5-7. Furthermore
they do not take account of the very high opportunity costs
that would be involved in clogging transport routes with

maize 1mports.

On the figures used in tables 5-7 i1t would also appear that
the production of maize for export to other SADCC countries
iIs also rewarding as national returns from competing crops,
i.e. soya, cotton and groundnuts for world export, are
lower. However It can be argued that the border price used
in those tables reflects o situation of exceptional shortage
in the first half of 1988 and that returns iIn a "normal*”
year would be much lower. In appendix A the Regional Export
(RX) border prices are also calculated on the basis of the
World Bank forecasts. Adjusting for the 107. premium the
border price is then $170(at the shadow exchange rate) and
national returns would be as follows:

Cost Per Border Yield National

Tonne Price Return
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shadow exchange rates respectively. This would give
negative national returns and very low net forex earnings.
If disposal on the world market was the only option then
surplus soya production would not be a viable proposition
for Zimbabwe.

In tables 2-4 and 5-7 soyas are valued at regional export
prices. This parity basis iIs used as tihe Southern African
Region 1is a net importer of vegetable oils and oilseed cake
and i1t i1s therefore likely that surplus oilseeds would be
used to produce oil and cake for the Regional market given
that excess crushing capacity is available In Zimbabwe. On
this assumption, soya has a high dryland national return
(table 7) but, due to the assumption of a poor yield
response, has a relatively low national return under
irrigated conditions(table 8).

It 1s clear that, as with maize, national returns calculated
on the basis of an Import Parity Price would be very high
(under both dryland and irrigated conditions i1t would
surpass every crop except tobacco in Tables 5 and 6).

Again, therefore, there is no doubt that a policy of self
suffucu§pcy in oilseed production 1is justified.

A complication arises from the fact that two major oilseeds,
cottonseed and groundnuts, are to some extent by products -
the former of lint production and the latter of
confectionery nuts production. From tables 6 and 7 1t can
be seen that commercial irrigated cotton and communal
groundnuts, are highly profitable crops. It follows that
the by production of crusher groundnuts and cottonseed
should remain major sources of oilseed supplies. Soya
production on dryland commercial conditions seems the most
suitable basis for producing any additional oilseed
requirement for either the domestic or regional export
markets.

The European confectionery groundnut market has iIn recent
years to be an lucrative market for the CGI"IBB. Despite the
recent aflatoxin problems the Board is optimistic that the
market continues to provide a good prospect for expansion.
This, however, will depend on the right type of nut, In
terms of both variety and quality, being produced. The
border price adopted here assumes that 5%5/7. of nuts are of a
quality that can be sold as seed or as HPS/EtIS. At present
groundnuts from communal suppliers generally achieve poor
grades because they are not of the required standard. If an
improvement iIn these standards can be achieved through the
use of certified seed and better cropping practices the
proportion of confeetionary/seed qualify groundnuts will
also improve and so of course, will the border price (which
iIs a weighted average of confectionary and crusher nut
prices.) The very high national return for groundnuts in
Table 9 (communal production) shows what can be achieved iIn



that sector rather than the present position. However even
at a purely crusher nut border price ot ZS930 (at shadow
exchange rate) groundnuts would still show the highest
national return in communal production.

4.3 Irrigation Water; Maximisation of Return

Over OV. ot the irrigated area iIn Zimbabwe is iIn the hands
ot commercial tarmers. In the commercial irrigated budgets
used tor this analysis the depreciation on the investment 1is
taken i1nto account. The ditterence between the dryland and
irrigated returns tor each crop, theretore, is the return to
irrigation water, not 1irrigation investment. That iIs to say
the i1rrigated national return less the dryland national
return is equal to the return accountable to the scarce
water resource. However water requirements vary -from crop
to crop and it iIs therefore appropriate to work out the
return per 100 mm of water. This is calculated iIn Table 8.

Table 8

The results In Table 8 are ordered by return per 100 mm of
irrigation water. The table shows that the highest response
in terms of national return to irrigation water is achieved
by tobacco followed by cotton, wheat, groundnuts and maize
in that order. Rice iIs further back and soya shows a
negative return. Whille these results are interesting they
are of limited practical use. The crops iIn table 8 would
constitute an ordered list of irrigation priorities only if
we assume that crop areas are given and the only question 1is
which crops to irrigate.

Clearly this 1is unrealistic. Instead we need to consider
the actual cropping programme options available to
irrigation farmers to determine which is most profitable.
In table 9 a number of options are set out for high and low
veld irrigation. The national return to irrigation Iis
calculated as the joint return of the crops iIn the programme
less the highest dryland option available (dryland tobacco
in the case of irrigated tobacco, dryland soyas for all
other highveld options, and nothing for lowveld options)
less an adjustment for irrigation investment to put-single
and double crop programmes on a comparable basis.

Once again tobacco has the highest (highveld) return,
followed by soya/wh*”at and cotton. Other highveld options
have negative returns. For lowveld irrigation only two
options are examined (sugar cane is not included) with
cotton/wheat showing higher return than rice/wheat.

4 3.1 Wheat: Self Sufficiency

It i1s clear that the results iIn table 11 have a direct
relevance to the Governments policy of self sufficiency In
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Cotton 1s profitable for lowveld irrigation. Rice 1iIs not a
desirable option (but sugar cane 1iIs not examined iIn this

paper.)
5. Nominal Protection Coefficients

As i1ndicated iIn section 2.1 we can obtain a measure of the
impact of price control by comparing the producer prices
laid drawn by Government with appropriate border prices.

The Nominal Production Coefficient (NPC) 1s the ratio of the
controlled price to the border parity price(e.g. controlled
price 150, parity price 100 gives NPC of 1.5). It 1s a
simple and straight forward measure of price control which
does not, however, take iInto account the impact which other
Government policies have on product costs and prices.

Table 10 sets out NPC calculations for the major controlled
cMops. The border prices i1s the parity price expressed at
the point of depot i1ntake and 1is, therefore, directly
comparable to the controlled price.

Table 10

Table 10 sets out the NPC calculations for the major
controlled crops and rice (the latter is included because an
official price 1is offered for it.) For border price bases
are used. Firstly current producer prices are compared to
the 1988 border prices at both official and shadow exchange
rates. This provides an opportunity to compare the effects
of price policy alone with the effects of price policy and
exchange rate policy combined. Secondly border prices based
on the world Banks 1995 price forecasts (in 1988 terms) are
used to provide a long term perspective. This allows for
consideration of the fact that current intentional price
relativities are not immutable and may change significantly
over time.

There are a number of features of the table worth noting:

(1) At the official exchange rate and 1988 prices all crops
have NPCs close to or above 1. Official price policy,
therefore, either subsidises or has a neutral effect on
agricultural production. tThis however varies from crop to
crop.

(i1) The subsidising effects of price policy iIs more than
counterbalanced by the tax effect of exchange rate plicy.
Thus NPC.S (i.e. NPC at the shadow exchange arte) 1is below 1
for all crops except rice.

(111) Most world prices are expected to rise above the 1988
levels used iIn the analysis by 1995 but not consistently
across crops. Cotton in particular shows relatively better
long term prospects than other crops.

6 . Private Returns and National Returns



In the following tables, 10, 11 and 12, the private returns
to -farmers are shown -for the crops examined iIn the previous
sections. Costs are the same -financial costs used iIn table
2-4 but output prices are the actual prices paid to
producers this year (tobacco iIs an estimate of the average
<floor price) adjusted for average grade.

Tables 11, 12, 13

By comparing the order of crops sorted by private returns in
Tables 11-13 with those sorted by national return iIn tables
5-7 we can obtain an i1dea of the impact of official policy
on the price signals received by farmers. IT the ranking of
cops by private return is very different from that by
national return we could conclude that price and exchange
arte policy could be encouraging a sub optimal allocation of
land and/or irrigation water resources.

, 7> , 0 + 4 . S I
?- 4 n @

Crop National Private
Tobacco 1 1
Soya 2 2
Maize 3 3
Groundnuts 4 4
Sorghum 5 5

As can be seen from Table 14 for commercial dryland
production national and private profitability are perfectly
aligned. Official price policy accurately reflects, iIn
relative terms at least, the national returns obtained from
various Ccrops.

Table 15 Order of Crops by National and Private Returns
(Communal )

Crop National Private
Groundnut 1 1
Cotton 2 3
Maize 3 4
Rice 4 2

This is also true for -communal production except for the
case of rice, which, as seen iIn Table 10, has the highest
NPC. With this, thus far unimportant, exception official
price policy is again providing the appropriate relative
incentives to maximise national returns.

In the.case of irrigated commercial farming it is best to
examine the relative returns to crop programmes, rather than
individual crops, Table 15 presents the private returns for
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world cotton prices will 1mprove then a temporary subsidy
could be justified. The 1988 -figure used in the analysis is
in any case probably rather conservative (see Appendix A).

The soya price used iIn this analysis iIs based on the
assumption of the availability of regional markets for
oilseeds that would reflect the high transport costs from
world market centres. This i1s a simplyfying assumption 1is
the regional market would probably be for oilseed products
rather than oilseeds themselves. This 1s an important 1issue
as Zimbabwe appears to be moving towards surpluses iIn
oilseed production. It i1s also quite complex because of the
linkages involved in groundnut and cotton seed production
and the need to address the issue of processing capacity and
costs. For these reasons a detailed study of the oilseed
commodity sector is urgently required. Such a study Is now
underway in Economics and Markets Branch.

Production Policy

It has been noted that the policies of self sufficiency 1In
maize and wheat production are broadly supported by this
analysis on purely economic grounds. However, an important
caveate must be entered on the question of wheat In respect
to rising irrigation costs. As these costs increaseli.e. as
cheaper 1irrigation opportunities are taken up) the domestic
cost of wheat production will rise relative to imports and a
point may eventually be reached where expansion of domestic
production is no longer economic.

The question of whether a maize surplus for export to other
SADCC member countries should be produced is more marginal.
Given the realistic need to guarantee domestic supplies and
the relatively low opportunity costs involved, the level of
surplus production required - 200 to 300 000 tonnes - could
be justified. However on current costs, and ignoring
strategic issues, an FOR price of at least Z$178 (at
official exchange rates) would be required to provide
economic justification for this production.

The oillseeds study referred to above should be able to
establish whether economic opportunities exist for expanded
production. OF prime iImportance 1is the possible trade off
with cotton. Likely long term export price developments,
processing capacity (crushing and ginning) and other issues
need to be addressed before a definitive oilseeds policy can
be developed. On the evidence iIn this paper, however, it
would seem that dryland soya and irrigated lowveld cotton
are good economic prospects. Both irrigated cotton and
irrigated soya/wheat are profitable highveld programees but
the trade off betwen the two cannot be satisfactorily solved
without further study.



The communal results musts be treated with special caution
because of the lack of adequate data on which to judge the
repesentativeness of crop budgets (see section 7). However
it 1s not surprising that the results show higher national
and private returns -for groundnuts and cotton than -for
maize. The latter crop iIs the traditional mainstay of
communal agriculture as both a subsistence and cash crop.

In many cases it could profitably be replaced as a surplus
cash crop by either cotton or groundnuts. Cotton production
has been developing well iIn communal areas but groundnuts
have not yet recovered from a long decline due to
unfavourable relative prices. This problem has largely been
resolved by the large price iIncrease granted for 1987/88 and
increased groundnuts production can be anticipated. It i1s
clear, however, that higher levels of production for both
cotton and groundnuts will only be economic i1f adequate
quality standards are achieved. The figures used iIn this
paper assume that communal producers achieve the current
Rational average standard (and therefore price) for both
crops. Lower quality would mean much lower border prices.

Further Work

It 1s the-intention of Economics .and Markets Branch to
undertake more detailed examination of selected topics, such
as the oilseeds review already mentioned, and a more
exhaustive study of comparative advantage over the whole
range of agro-ecological conditions and farming systems.

For the Hlatter study it will Tfirst be necessary to develop a
truly representative set of crop budgets. It 1s recognized
that the conclusions iIn this paper can only be very
tentative given the quality and range of crop budget data
currently available and the simplified methodology adopted.
In particular more accurate data is required for the
communal sector and more work 1Is necessary on establishing
social prices. It would be useful for the Branch to set up
a policy analysis matrix for all the crops in all natural
regions under different technologies.
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TABLE 6; ECONOMIC RESULTS;

CROP TOTAL
cosT
S.C.F.
TOBACCO 1693
COTTON 575
WHEAT 235
S NUT 662
RAIZE 158
SOYA 378
RICE 336
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By comparing the order of crops sorted by private returns 1in
Tables 11-13 with those sorted by national return in tables
we can obtain an idea of the impact of official policy
on the price signals received by farmers. IT the ranking of
crops by private return iIs very different from that by
national return we could conclude that price and exchange
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APPTMOU ?; DRYLAND COMMERCIAL COSTS 27-Sep-e?

28
HOV. ASSETS!
TOTAL PRICE BREAKDOWN PER HA. ALLOCATION
ouahtity he* PRICE FORET TAT OTHER COEFFICIENT
1.00 PIC**>UP 19000 7500.00 2700,00 3800,00 MAIZE 0,0023
1.00 MF 290 TRACTOR 59129 35112.00 9028.00 19989,00 5 *NUTS 0,0092
2.00 XF 265 TRACTOR 171335 91679.00 25955.00 59207.00 S*FLOWER  0,00:6
1.00 ROPE HARROW <1660) 9978 1115.00 1276.00 7087.00 SORSH*JK  €.0C20
2.00 LIGHT 01SC HARROW 8809  862.00 1150.00 6792.00 SOYA 0,0023
1.00 VICOH FERT SPREADER 2659 536,00 912.00 1656,00 ED.BEANS  0,0016
2,00 A ROW PLANTER 39277 2976.00 9309.00 27996,00 WHEAT 0.0023
1.00 3 TIME RIPPER 3929  639.00 512.00 2233,00 COTTON 0.0035
2.0n t ROW CULTIVATOR 8080 616,00 1022.00 6492.00 TOBACCO 0,9069
1.00 PRICE SHELLER 19980 1333.00 2587,00 15560.00
1.00 TRACTOR SPRAY EQUIP 1SS15) 0 0.00 0.00 0.00
2.00 REVERSIBLE 3 DISC PLOUGH 19153  908.00 1759.00 11490.00
1.00 CAMBRIDGE ROLLER <6 ) 0 0.00 0.00 0 W0
1.00 RQTAPY SLASHER 9820 1133.00 769,00 29*8.00
1.00 ROAD GRADER (MOUNTED 6 %~ 2765  137.00 399,00 2239.00
1.00 40) GAL WATER CART 3263  565.00  *76r0Q 2227.00
5,00 TRAILER <5 TCNNE - 161) m16353 1758,00 2223,00 12876.00
t.oc - LAND PLANE 0 0.00 0,00 5.00
1,00 PERT. DIST. SOI 3690 269,00 959,00 2912.00
1.00 POT HOLER 0 0.00 0,00 0,00
WORKSHOP EBU1FNENT 0 0,00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL 919891 161962 59913 197966
DEPRECIATION <12 YEARS) 31983 12197 4993 14397
INTEREST 25900 9792 3625 11977

OVERHEADSi TOBACC3 BARNS
TOTAL FORET TAT OTHER

CEP PERIOD fyearsl 20,00
INVEST, PER HA 2632.50

DEPRECIATION 118.96 20.19 3.55 99.77
INTEREST (118! 159.27 0,00 0.00 159.27
maintenance 131.63 22.28 3.95 105.30

2f
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AFEDIX B [RLAD CMWEROIAL (STS 27363
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STER COST'HA
7

LABOUR BASIC 138,12
TRACTOR OPERATING 141,74
SEES ; iRKOCULANT 64,00
FERTILIZER & LIRE 131.25
CHERI CALS 85.5;
TRANSPORT OFF 14.35
LABOUR PICKI'iS 5,C0
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0,0*3
CONS!NE HIRE 1IE?.CO
rack hire 0.00
IRRIGATION 0,00
LEVIES iA,36
INSURANCE 3,83
("ISC. COSTS 3.07
SUB TOTAL 715.14
FARR INTEREST Ac.AS
TOTAL 761.62
VIiELL H.50

COSTIT
’$
55.2?
56.70
25.60
A3.50
3A.5A

5.75

0.00
51.60
0,03
0.00
5.7A
1.53
1.83

386,06
18.57?

304,65

ITER

LABOUR

FERTILIZER
CHERICALS
TRANSPORT
TRACTOR OPERATING
INTEREST
AIRCRAFT HIRE
COMBINE HIRE
IRRIGATION

OTHER

TOTAL

TOTAL

55,37
*3.50
34.1A
5.75
56.73
13.5?
0.00
51,60
0.00
3A.10

304.65

766 Il

<@ <=A* G&% =@*<[:G89 *@ %GC@E@*

FORET
7t
0.03
16.0!
20.48
I.w
37.43
o.to
0,00
35.80
. 0.30
5.13

RR.PB

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITER

DEPRECIATION
INTEREST

TOTAL

33

TOTAL

28.917
33.37

53.3A

FCREJ

11.18
?.,0i

30.1?

TAT
Z«
0.00
1.A5
3.05
0.63
11,34
4 oc
0.00
5.16
3,03
3.56

35.20

TAT

4,13
3.33

LABOUR
2t
55.27
0.00
0.00
0.00
0,00
0,03
0.50
0,00
0.00
0,00

55.27

OTHER

13.66
11.03

24.63

OTHER
<
0.00
31.04
11.61
3.22
15,37
18.5?
0,00
SO
0.00
86, A3

137.A0









PRODUCTION AND HARDLINE COSTS: HAIZE

VARIABLE COSTS

ITEN COST/HA

VA
LABOUR BASIC 223.91
TRACTOR OPERATING 169,66
SEED b INNOCULANT 37.A6
FERTILIZER L LINE 269.30
CHENICaiS 64.08
TRANSPORT OFF 34.56
LABOUR PICKING 0,00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0,00
CCHBINE HIRE 0.00
PACK HIRE 0.00
IRPISATION 0.00
LEVIES 6,0%
nizuDAurc 7.42
rise, 1.93
SUB TOTAL 814,36
?ARH INTEREST 5-3.93
TOTAL S67.E9
VIELE 6.00

COST/T
it
37.32
23.23
6.24
44,53
10.68
5.76
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.Co
1.01
1.24
0.32

135.73
3,82

1AA.55

o g+——=: SaSSS:3SSS:SIr:iSI=:ISS:S

VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEN

LABOUR

A329 R
CHENICALS
TRANSPORT
TRACTOR OPERATES
INTEREST
AIRCRAFT HIRE
CONBINE HIRE
IRRIGATION

OTHER

TOTAL

TOTAL
it
37.32
44.88
10.68
5.76
23.23
8.32
0.00
0.00
0.00
S.8l

14455

FORET
it
0.00
IN.81
6.4!
1.90
14.70
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1*32

39,15

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

*TEN

DEPRECIATION
INTEREST

TOTAL

TOTAL

14.69
11.85

26.55

FORET

567
4,57

$0.24

TAT
it
0,00
1.35
0.64
0.63
5.66
0,00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.62

8,90

TAT

2,10
1.69

3,79

LABOUR
it
37,32
0.00
.0,00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

37.32

OTHER

6.93
559

12.52

34

OTHER
it
0.00
28.73
3.63
3.23
7.92
3.82
0.00
0.00
0.00
6.86

59.18



AFPENCIT 6: DPVLAKD CGRKEFCIAL COSTS 27-551-83
TijL'l FINANCIAL RESULTS} DRYLAND COWESCIAL PRODUCTION
............... - errnee PER TONNE st = oottt sttt |
CROP TOTAL  FORET TAT LABOUR  OTHER  PARITY  BORDER I FORET
COST CosT CosT cosT COST  FAST?  PRICE I VIELD  PER HA
»
ft:; ?F 171,10 £9.37 12,69 37.32 71.70 RT 19¢ ! 6,00 83565
SGPCKJIR ~ 203.05  70,2! 16.76 26.12 3999  RT 137 ! 6.00 667,17
50VA 35699 1t3,97 3066  552“ 15203  PX 463 I 2.50 822.36
S'NUT 951.17 279.07  71.62 216.03 33666  ut 776 1 « 150 76E.32
“3r TON 37290 30366 66022 173.El 331.32 NT 715 i 175 720.33
TOBACCO  2359.72 A93.93 9666 666.67 1102,70  NT 3500 ! 2.10 6312,82
TABLE 5: ECCNCHIC RESULTS: DRYLAND CCHNERCIAL PRODUCTION
..................... . ..PER TONNE N |
CROP TOTAL  FOREX TAT LABOUR  OTHER  PARITY  BORDER ! NATIONAL
cosT CosT CosT CosT COST  BASIS  PRICE ! VIELD RETURN
3.CF. 1.30 0,00 0.50 0.90 1.30 ! PER HECTARE
«i!CE 167,39  66.20 0.00 13.66 6653  RT 26? ! 6.00 729.63
:CR3KUN 125,31 91,27 0.00 13.06 80.99  RT 255 : 6.00 277,96
$rve 31217 156,66 0.00 2763 136,37  RT 622 ! 250 757.30
5INUT m317.79 362,79 0,00 107.02 36793 NI 1056 ! i50 356.16
prrri) 779.93  376.76 0.00 3660 29366  NT 1006 i 175 396,93
TO5"C3  1767,33  Ai?.(In 0.00 33333 99263 NT 6550 ! 2.0 562255

36

35
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20-Dec-8S

PRODUCTION AND HANDLING COSTS: EDIBLE BEANS

VARIABLE COSTS VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEN COST/HA COST/T I TEH TOTAL FOREX TAX  LABOUR OTHER

it It it Z* it it t
LABOUR BASIC 13B.17  138.17 LABOUR 138.17 0.00 0.00 138.17 0.00
TRACTOR OPERATING  141.74 14174 FERTILIZER 138.69 45.77 4.16 0.00 88.76
SEED 1 INNOCULANT 40.98 40.98 CHENICALS 8.25 4.95 0.50 0.00 2.81
FERTILIZER 1 LINE  138.69 138.69 TRANSPORT 5.35 1.77 0.59 0.00 3.00
CHENICALS 8.25 8.25 TRACTOR OPERATING  141.74 73.70 28.35 0.00 39.69
TRANSPORT tiFF 3.35 5.35 INTEREST 55.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 55.05
LABOUR PICKING 0.00 0.00 AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00 CONBINE HIRE 129.00 64.50 12.90 0.00 51.60
CONBINE HIRE 129.00  129.00 IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PACK HIRE 0.00 0.00 OTHER 85.68 12.85 4.10 0.00 68.73
IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00
LEVIES 6.75 6.75 TOTAL 701.93  203.54 50.59 138.17  309.63
INSURANCE 1.80 1.80
HI SC. COSTS 12.21 12.21

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN FER TONNE

SUB TOTAL 62294 62294
FARN INTEREST 40.49 40.49 ITEN 'TOTAL FOREX TAX OTHER
BOARD COSTS
: INTEREST 14.56 DEPRECIATION 50.38 19.44 7.19 23.76
:OTHER 23.94 INTEREST * 40.64 15.68 5.80 19.16
TOTAL *63.43 70193 TOTAL 91.02 35.11 12.99 42.92

YIELD 1.00



20-D*c-88

PRODUCTION AND HANDLING COSTS: SOYA

SSSSSSZSSUSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS

VARIABLE COSTS

ITEM COST/HA COST/T
2* $
LABOUR BASIC 138.17 55.27
TRACTOR OPERATING  141.74 54.70
SEED 4 INNOCULANT 44.00 25.40
FERTILIZER 1 LINE  121.25 48.50
CHEMICALS 85.34 34.14
TRANSPORT OFF 14.38 5.75
LABOUR PICKING 0.00 0.00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00
COMBINE HIRE 129.00 51.40
PACK HIRE 0.00 0.00
IRRIGATIONis 0.00 0.00
LEVIES 14.34 5.74
INSURANCE 3.83 1.53
RISC. COSTS 3.07 1.23
SUB TOTAL 715.14  284.04
FARM INTEREST 44.48 18.59
BOARD COSTS
.*INTEREST 14.54
:OTHER 23.94
TOTAL 741.42 34315

YIELD 2.50

VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEM TOTAL FOREX

It 2%
LABOUR 55.27 0.0p
FERTILIZER 48.50 14.01
CHEMICALS 34.14 20.48
TRANSPORT 5.75 1.90
TRACTOR OPERATING 54.70 29.48
INTEREST . 33.15 0.00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00
COMBINE HIRE 51.40 25.80
IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00
OTHER 58.04 8.71
TOTAL 343.15 102.37

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDONN PER TONNE

ITEM TOTAL FOREX
DEPRECIATION 28.97 11.18
INTEREST 23.37 9.01
TOTAL 52.34 20.19

TAX
4
0.00
1.44
2.05
0.43
11.34
0.00
0.00
5.14
0.00
2.54

23.20

TAX

4.13
3.33

1.47

LABOUR
it
55.27
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

55.27

OTHER

13.44
11.02

24.48

38

OTHER

0.00
31.04
11.41

3.22
15.87
3315

0.00
20.44

0.00
44.78

142.31
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20-D*c-88

PRODUCTION AND HANDLING COSTS: SUNFLONER

sXx:se83sss>!s:55:25::55:5:33::!SSSSCS!IS!!SS ="

VARIABLE COSTS VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEM COST/HA COST/T I TEH TOTAL FOREX TAX  LABOUR OTHER

A it it < Zt it
LABOUR BASIC 83.20 55.47 LABOUR 55.47 0.00 0.00 55.47 0.00
TRACTOR OPERATING 98.79 65.86 FERTILIZER 105.51 34.82 3.17 0.00 67.53
SEED 1 INNOCULANT 37.00 24.67 CHEMICALS 33.19 19.91 1.99 0.00 11.28
FERTILIZER t LINE 15827 10551 TRANSPORT 5.75 1.90 0.63 0.00 3.22
CKEHICALS 4978 33.19 TRACTOR OPERATING 65.86 34.25 13.17 0.00 18.44
TRANSPORT OFF 8.63 5.75 INTEREST 40.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 40.00
LABOUR PICKING 0.00 0.00 AIRCRAFT HIRE 8.65 432 0.86 0.00 3.46
AIRCRAFT HIRE 12.97 8.65 COMBINE HIRE 86.00 43.00 8.60 0.00 34.40
COMBINE HIRE 129.00 86.00 IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PACK HIRE 0.00 0.00 OTHER 74.84 11.23 2.47 0.00 61.15
IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00
LEVIES 8.78 5.85 TOTAL 47527  149.43 30.89 5547 23949
INSURANCE 3.33 2.22
HISC. COSTS 1.76 1.17

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

SUB TOTAL 59151 39434
FARM INTEREST 3B.45 25.63 ITEM TOTAL FOREX TAX OTHER
BOARD COSTS
. INTEREST 14.37 DEPRECIATION 33.59 12.96 4.79 15.84
:OTHER 40.93 INTEREST 21.09 10.45 3.87 12.78
TOTAL 629.96  475.27 TOTAL 60.68 23.41 8.66 28.61
YIELD 1.50

3333=33333=33333=33 3333333=33333 ZSSS33SSZ3S 355335233333333===—=—=



20-Dec-B8

PRODUCTION AND HANDLING COSTS: GROUNDNUTS
D161 1301550 615/ 1T TH#I111IBI 1T TH

VARIABLE COSTS

I TEH

LABOUR BASIC

TRACTOR OPERATING
SEED t INNOCULANT
FERTILIZER 4 LINE

CHEMICALS
TRANSPORT OFF
LABOUR PICKING
AIRCRAFT HIRE
COMBINE HIRE
PACK HIRE
IRRIGATION
LEVIES*
INSURANCE
HISC. COSTS

SUB TOTAL
FARM INTEREST
BOARD COSTS
iINTEREST
:0THER

TOTAL
YIELD

COST/HA
It

321.05
182.55
154.50
175.40
233.98
16.05
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
18.69
4.98
8.12

1115.32
72.50

1187.82
1.50

COST/T
L«
214.03
121.70
103.00
116.93
155.99
10.70
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
12.46
3.32
5.41

743.55
48.33

28.64
88.29

908.81

VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEM

LABOUR
FERTILIZER
CHEMICALS
TRANSPORT
TRACTOR OPERATING
INTEREST
AIRCRAFT HIRE
CQMBINE HIRE
IRRIGATION

OTHER

TOTAL

TOTAL
Z*
214.03
116.93
155.99
10.70
121.70
76.97
0.00
0.00
0.00
212.48

908.81

FOREX
It
0.00
38.59
93.59
3.53
63.2B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
31.87

230.87

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEM

DEPRECIATION
INTEREST

TOTAL

TOTAL

88.17
71.12

159.29

FOREX

34,01
27.44

61.45

TAX
It

0.00
3.51
9.36
118
24.34
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10.30

48.68

TAX

12.58
10.15

22.73

41

LABOUR
It
214.03
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

214.03

OTHER

41.57
33.54

75.11

OTHER
Zf
0.00
74.84
53.04
5.99
34.08
76.97
0.00
0.00
0.00
170.31

415.22

0.00
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20-Dec-88

OVERHEADS MODEL: MOVABLE ASSETS

SS S S» S:SSSS=SESSSSS=SS=S=SSS=SF===S

QUANTITY ITEH

PICK UP

HF 290 TRACTOR
HF 265 TRACTOR

ROHE HARROW (1660)
LIGHT DISC HARROW
VICON FERT SPREADER

1 ROW PLANTER
3 TINE RIPPER
4 ROW CULTIVATOR
MAIZE SHELLER

TRACTOR SPRAY EQUIP (5815)
REVERSIBLE 3 DISC PLOUGH
CAMBRIDGE ROLLER (6")

ROTARY SLASHER

ROAD GRADER .(MOUNTED 6')
400 GAL WATER CART

3.00 TRAILER (5 TONNE - 16")
LAND PLANE

FERT. DIST. BOX

POT HOLER

WORKSHOP  EQUIPMENT

TOTAL

DEPRECIATION
INTEREST (111)

OVERHEADS: IRRIGATION

DAM

DEP PERIOD (years)  40.00

INVEST. PER HA 2800.00
DEPRECIATION 63.00
INTEREST (111) 169.40
MAINTENANCE 14.00

INFIELD

20.00
2800.00
126.00
154.00
14.00

TOTAL
PRICE

19000
59129
171335
9478
8804
2654
34211
3434
8080
19980
0
14153

4820
2765
3268
16S3B
0
3640

419841
31483
25400

TOTAL

r

5600.00
189.00
323.40

28.00

PRICE BREAKDOWN

FOREX

7500
35112
91674

1115

862
586
2476
639
616
1833
0
908
0
1138
187

1758

269

161962
12147
0

FOREX

32.13
0.00
4.76

TAX

2700
9028
25455
1276
1150
412
4304
512
1022
2587
0
1754
0
764
344
476
2223
0
459
0

0

59913
4493

TAX

5.67
0.00
0.84

OTHER

8800
14989
54207

7087

6792

1656
27496

2283

6442
15560

0
11490
0

2918

2234

2221
12876

0

2912

197964
14847
25400

OTHER

151.20
323.40
22.40

43

HOV. ASSETS)
PER HA. ALLOCATIQI

COEFFICIENT
KAIZE 0.002B
G'NUTS 0.0042
S'FLOWER  0.0016
SQRGKUH 0.0020
SOYA 0.0023
ED.BEANS  0.0016
WHEAT 0.0023
COTTON 0.0035
RICE 0.0035
IRRIGATION
PER HA ALLOCATION
COEFFICIENT
WHEAT 0.60

SUMMER CR 0.40



20-D«c-88

PRODUCTION AND HANDLING COSTS:

IRRIGATED HAIZE

SrS:SS:eSS=SSSS3SISISSSSSSSSSSS=SSSSSSSSSSSSrss8sssss

VARIABLE COSTS

ITEM COST/HA
Zf
LABOUR BASIC 237.03
TRACTOR OPERATING  170.95
SEED | INNOCULANT 37.46
FERTILIZER | LINE  333.49
CHEMICALS 66.14
TRANSPORT OFF 42.80
LABOUR PICKING 0.00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00
COSINE HIRE 0.00
PACK HIRE 0.00
IRRIGATION 64.74
LEVIES 9.89
INSURANCE 8.05
HISC. COSTS 1.55
JUD IUIrtL v, 972.10
FARR INTEREST 63.19
BOARO COSTS
. INTEREST
:0OTHER
TOTAL 1035.29
YIELD 8.00

IISSSIIF======E=======-YSSSSSSSSZSSHSSSSSSsSss SISSSSSSXSSS

COST/T
it
29.63
21.37
4.68
41.69
8.27
5.35
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
8.09
1.24

Lov

0.19

121.51
7.90

23.12
19.59

|

VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEM TOTAL FOREX
$ it
LABOUR 29.63 0.00
FERTILIZER 41.69 13.76
CHEMICALS 8.27 4.96
TRANSPORT 5.35 1.77
TRACTOR OPERATING 21.37 11.11
INTEREST 31.02 '
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 '
COMBINE HIRE 0.00 0.00
IRRIGATION 8.09 2.43
OTHER 26.71 4.01
TOTAL 172.12 38.03

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEM TOTAL FOREX
DEP. AND MAINT. 21.87 6.10
INTEREST 25.06 '

TOTAL 46.93 6.10

TAX  LABOUR OTHER
it it it
' 29.63 '
0.41 ' 21.52
0.50 ' 2.81
0.59 ' 3.00
4.217 ' '
' ' 31.02
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 5.66
0.47 ' 22.23
6.24 29.63 98.22
TAX OTHER
1.90 13.88
' 25.06
1.90 38.94
—TI--=-Z--osS=——==—==—==z-o=€o==

44

0.00
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20-D*c-88

PRODUCTION AND HANDLING COSTS:

SSsSS3MSSsssSE83U3ssSsss:XxsC:s:83s:S:SSS::S::!

VARIABLE COSTS

ITEH

LABOUR BASIC
TRACTOR OPERATING
SEED | INNQCULANT
FERTILIZER t LIHE
CHEHICALS
TRANSPORT OFF
LABOUR PICKING
AIRCRAFT HIRE
COHBINE HIRE

PACK HIRE
IRRIGATION

LEVIES

INSURANCE

RISC. COSTS

SUB TOTAL
FARH INTEREST
BOARD COSTS

. INTEREST

: OTHER

TOTAL
YIELD

COST/HA
it
141.02
142.71
64.00
149.75
85.34
15.51
0.00
0.00
129.00
0.00
48.55
16.66
ill
2.75

806.73
52.44

859.17
2.90

CQST/T
I»
51.04
49.21
22.07
51.64
29.43
5.35
0.00
0.00
44.48
0.00
16.74
5.74
1.53
0.95

278.18
18.08

14.56
23.94

334.76

IRRIGATED SOYA

VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEH

LAMM

FERTILIZER
CHEHICALS
TRANSPORT
TRACTOR OPERATING
INTEREST
AIRCRAFT HIRE
COHBINE HIRE
IRRIGATION

OTHER

TOTAL

TOTAL
Zt
51.04
51.64
29.43
5.35
49.21
32.64
0.00
44.48
16.74
54.23

334.76

FOREX
it
0.00
17.04
17.66
1.76
25.59
0.00
0.00
22.24
5.02
8.13

97.45

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEH

DEP. AND HAINT.
INTEREST

TOTAL

TOTAL

54.90
64.75

119.66

FOREX

14.72
0.00

14.72

TAX
it
0.00
0.51
1.77
0.59
9.84
0.00
0.00
4.45
0.00
221

19.36

TAX

4.46
0.00

4.46

46

LABOUR
Zt
51.04
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

51.04

OTHER

35.72
64.75

100.47

OTHER
it
0.00
34.09
10.01
3.00
13.78
32.64
0.00
17.79
11.72
43.89

166.91



47

20-Dec-88

PRODUCTION AND HANDLINE COSTS: IRRIGATED COTTON

C>8CXeSerSIZSSS:SSSZSrSS;r:IZZZI’SZIZSIZI:ISSISSSSSISIZ
VARIABLE COSTS VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEM COST/HA  COST/T ITEN TOTAL  FOREX TAX  LABOUR  OTHER

7f I» 7S It A It It
LABOUR BASIC 35205 117.35 LABOUR 117.35 0.00 0.00 117.35 0.00
TRACTOR OPERATING 21455 71.52 FERTILIZER 91.24 30.11 0.90 0.00 60.23
SEED t INNOCULANT 6.30 2.10 CHEMICALS 89.69 53.81 5.38 0.00 3049
FERTILIZER i LINE 273.71 91.24 TRANSPORT 475 1.57 0.52 0.00 2.66
CHEMICALS 269.06 89.69 TRACTOR OPERATING 7152 37.19 14.30 0.00 20.02
TRANSPORT OFF 14.25 4.5 INTEREST 4652 0.00 0.00 0.00 4652
LABOUR PICKING 0.00 0.00 AIRCRAFT HIRE 48.13 24.06 481 0.00 19.25
AIRCRAFT HIRE 144.38 48.13 COMBINE HIRE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
COMBINE HIRE 0.00 0.00 IRRIGATION 32.37 9.71 0.00 0.00 22.66
PACK HIRE 8.11 2.70 ' OTHER 231.19 34.68. 0.21 0.00 196.30
IRRIGATION 97.10 3237
LEVIES 32.05 10.68 TOTAL 73275  191.13 2613 117.35 39814
INSURANCE 7.33 na
NISC. COSTS 5.64 1.88
SUB TOTAL 142453  474.84 OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE
FARN INTEREST 92.59 30.86
BOARD COSTS ITEN TOTAL  FOREX TAX  OTHER
- INTEREST 15.66
: OTHER 211.38 DEP. AND MAINT. 65.67 19.09 6.11 40.47

INTEREST 72.75 0.00 0.00 72.75

TOTAL 1517.12  732.75
YIELD 3.00 TOTAL 138.42 19.09 6.11 113.22

sassssecssKsssasssiosssssssss [SSSSSSSSSSCA33 sss533 233353353533 S3SSX3S333SS sss'zssss ==FTzE=T=
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20-Dec-88

PRODUCTION AND HANDLING COSTS:

IRRIGATED GROUNDNUTS

ZSSSSS3KSSC:5S5S35:3555:83CSSS«SSCXCSSSS35SS25SSSSS3C»BS

VARIABLE COSTS

I TEN COST/HA

7t
LABOUR BASIC 414.35
TRACTOR OPERATING  257.71
seeD k INNOCULANT  154.50
FERTILIZER t LINE 177.91

CHENICALS 229.09
TRANSPORT OFF 32.21
LABOUR PICKING 0.00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00
CONBINE HIRE 0.00
PACK HIRE 0.00
IRRIGATION 94.63
LEVIES 34.89
INSURANCE 9.30
RISC. COSTS 9.06
SUB TOTAL 1413.65
EARN [INTEREST 91.89
BOARD COSTS

. INTEREST

{OTHER

TOTAL 1505.54
YIELD 2.55

COST/T
zt
162.49
101.06
60.59
69.77
89.84
12.63
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
37.11
13.68
3.65
3.55

554.37
36.03

28.64
88.29

707.34

VARIABLE COST BREAKDONN PER TONNE

ITEM

LABOUR
FERTILIZER
CHEMICALS
TRANSPORT
TRACTOR GPERATINB
INTEREST
AIRCRAFT HIRE
CONBINE HIRE
IRRIGATION

OTHER

TOTAL

TOTAL
$
142.49
69.77
89.B4
12.63
101.06
64.67
0.00
0.00
37.11
169.76

707.34

FOREI
Zt
8.M
23.02
53.90
4.17
52.55
0.00
0.00
0.00
11.13
25.46

170.25

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN PER TOWIE

ITEM

DEP. AND MINT.
INTEREST

TOTAL

TOTAL

85.90
92.57

170.47

FOREI

25.79
0.00

25.79

TAI
7t
0.00
0.69
5.39
1.39
20.21
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
6.06

33.74

TAI

B.42
0.00

8.42

4Q

LABOUR
z!
162.49
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

162.49

OTHER

51.69
92.57

144.25

=

OTHER
zt
0.00
46.05
30.55
7.07
28.30
64.67
0.00
0.00
25.98
138.24

340.86

sa:ss:



APPE

NDIX D: COMMUNAL COSTS

TABLE 4: FINANCIAL RESULTS) COMMUNAL DRYLAND PRODUCTION

PER TONE-———————

CROP

TOTAL FOREX TAX  LABOUR OTHER  PARITY  BORDER
COST COST COST CosT COST BASIS PRICE

SOYABEANS 783.99  123.96 35.00 33494 290.10 WX 448
SUNFLOHER 181.31 90.31 18.77 13583 169.04 NX 700
S'NUT 583.63 76.07 19.04 26795 22057 HI 774
COTTON 801.67 164.23 17.38 39940 220.65 HI 715
TABLE 7: ECONOMIC RESULTS; COMMUNAL DRYLAND PRODUCTION
. . e PER TONNE-----------mmmemeeeee-
CROP TOTAL FOREX TAX  LABOUR OTHER ~ PARITY  BORDER
COST COST COST CosT COST BASIS PRICE
S.C.Fy 1.30 0.00 0.50 *0.90 1.30
SOYABEANS 589.71  161.15 0.00 167.47 261.09 HV 582
SUNFLOHER 337.45  117.40 0.00 67.92 15214 HX 910
G'NUT 431.3B 98.89 0.00 13398 19851 HX 1054
COTTON 611.79 21350 0.00 199.70 19859 HX 1006

(1)

)

©)

NOTES

HE: HORLD EXPORT  RE:REGIONAL EXPORT

TAX + LABOUR + OTHER COST
DRC RATIO =

BORDER PRICE - FOREX COST
NET FOREX PER HA. = (EXPORT PRICE - FOREX COST) X YIELD
S.C.F. = STANDARD CONVERSION FACTOR

COSTS INCLUDED ARE PER TONNE VARIABLE COSTS AND DIRECT OVERHEADS
OF COMMERCIAL FARMS AND HANDLING COSTS OF MARKETING BOARDS

ECONOMIC COSTS AND PRICES IN TABLE 2 ARE THE FINANCIAL
FIGURES IN TABLE 1 MULTIPLIED BY THE APPROPRIATE SCF

20-0tc-88

YIELD

0.80
1.20
1.00
1.00

YIELD

FOREX
PER HA

259.23
731.63
697.88
551.03

NATIONAL
RETURN

PER HECTARE

0.80
1.20
1.00
1.00

-6.17
687.05
622.51
393.90

TOTAL COST

HEIGHTED S

ERR
0.829
0.730

ERR

ERR

ERR

ERR
0.705

ERR

ERR
0.753

MAIZE
MAIZE
G'NUT
G'NUT
SUNFL
SORG.
SORG.
SOYA

ed. a
HHEAT
CoT U
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31 52

APPENDIX D: COMMUNAL COSTS 20-Oec-88
PRODUCTION AND HANOIING COSTS; SOYABEANS
07 _>>
VARIABLE COSTS VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE
ITEM COST/HA  COST/T ITEM TOTAL  FOREX TAX LABOUR  OTHER
it It It It It It zt
LABOUR BASIC 267.95 334.94 LABOUR 334.94 0.00 0.00 334.94 0.00
TRACTOR OPERATING 6250  78.13 FERTILIZER 9505  31.37 2.85 0.00 6083
SEED | INNOCULANT ~ 98.27 122.84 CHEMICALS 32.79 19.67 1.97 0.00  11.15
FERTILIZER t LINE  76.04  95.05 TRANSPORT 20.63 6.81 2.27 0.00 1155
CHEMICALS 2623  32.79 TRACTOR OPERATING  78.13  40.63  15.63 0.00  21.88
TRANSPORT OFF 1650  20.63 INTEREST 4754 0.00 0.00 000 4754
LABOUR PICKING 0.00 0.00 AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00 COMBINE HIRE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
COMBINE HIRE 0.00 0.00 IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PACK HIRE 0.00 0.00 OTHER 169.93 2549  12.28 0.00 132.15
IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00
LEVIES 4.97 6.21 TOTAL 77899 12396  35.00 33494 28510
INSURANCE 0.00 0.00
RISC. COSTS 32.70 40.88
OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE
SUB TOTAL 585.16  731.45
FARM INTEREST 3804 4754 ITEM TOTAL  FOREX TAX  OTHER
DEPRECIATION 5.00 0.00 0.00 5.00
INTEREST 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL 623.20 778.99 TOTAL 5.00 0.00 0.00 5.00

YIELD 0.80



'$$#() * ) + COMMUNAL COSTS

PRODUCTION AND NANDLINS COSTS: GROUNDNUTS

SS3£3SS:I£SSSrsSSS:ISSSSSS3SSSSS52SSSSSSSS3SSSSS

VARIABLE COSTS

ITEM

LABOUR BASIC
TRACTOR OPERATING
SEED t INNOCULANT
FERTILIZER 1 LIME
CHEMICALS ~
TRANSPORT O*FF
LABOUR PICKING
AIRCRAFT HIRE
CCMBINE HIRE
PACKING
IRRIGATION

LEVIES

INSURANCE

M SC. COSTS

SUB TOTAL
FARM INTEREST

TOTAL
YIELD

COST/HA
Zf
267.95
0.00
108.00
118.37
9.45
37.50
0.00
0.00
0.00
13.38
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.02

559.67
18.96

578.63
1.00

COST/T
I»
267.95
0.00
108.00
118.37
9.45
37.50
0.00
0.00
0.00
13.38
0.00
0.00

5.02

559.67
18.96

578.63

20-Dec-B8

VARIABLE COST BREAKDONN PER TONNE

ITEM TOTAL FOREX
Zt
LABOUR 267.95 0.00
FERTILIZER 118.37 39.06
CHEMICALS 9.45 5.67
TRANSPORT 37.50 12.38
TRACTOR OPERATING 0.00 0.00
INTEREST 18.96 0.00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00
COMBINE HIRE 0.00 0.00
IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00
OTHER 126.40 18.96
TOTAL 578.63 76.07

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOHN PER TONNE

ITEM TOTAL FOREX
DEPRECIATION 5.00 0.00
INTEREST 0.00 0.00
TOTAL 5.00 Q.0C

TAX
ZI
0.00
3.55
0.57
4.13
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10.80

19.04

TAX

0.00
0.00

0.00

53

LABOUR

267.95
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

267.95

OTHER

5.00
0.00

5.00

OTHER
Zt
0.00
75.76
3.21
21.00
0.00
18.96
0.00
0.00
0.00
96.64

215.57
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L. Introduct ion

1.1 Purpose of Price Control

\
Government control of agricultural prices has the effect of
changing them -from the equilibrium levels that would have
been determined by the free market. There are a variety of
reasons why governments do this. Sometimes it is done 1in
order to keep food prices down, and in this way agriculture
is "taxed®™ and resources are transferred to other sectors.
In other cases guaranteed prices have been introduced 1in the
interests of farmers to protect their incomes from the
effects of Ilow or fluctuating prices. This broadly is the
position in the European Community, ¥for example, where a
battery of supports keeps agricultural producer prices well
above their -market Ilevels.

In Zimbabwe controlled prices were first introduced at the
behest of large scale commercial Tfarmers(Jansen 1982, Muir
1984) and were much extended during the period of
agricultural dislocation and adjustment due to sanctions
(Hunt 1973). It is fair to say that government intervention
in this form has always been seen as protecting rather than
taxing TFfarmers in Zimbabwe and indeed the process has been
substantially influenced by (large scale commercial) farmers

themselves.

Whatever the original reason for introducing guaranteed or
controlled prices, however, it is obvious that it has given
government a powerful tool with which it can affect farmers
decisions about what crops to grow. This fact has not been
lost on government and it has sought to direct agricultural
production to certain, more or less, clearly defined ends.
Since independence a number of statements have been made
about government®"s objectives 1in the agricultural sector
generally, and with respect to price policy 1in particular.
In general these statements contain the expected indications
of government®s desire to support producers incomes,
stimulate rural development and improve equity. More
specifically they always include among governments
objectives the achievement of food self-sufficiency and the
maximisation of export earnings and of the sectors
contribution to overall economic growth. (Chavunduka
Murphy and Muchena)

In the Transitional National Development Plan it is
recognised (para 11.31) that this involves using price
policy to achieve an "optimal balance in production between
different crops™.



1.2 Purpose and Approach of this Paper

The purpose of this paper is to examine current producer
price policy with respect to a number of major crops, 1iIn the
light of government™ s objectives of achieving -food self
sufficiency and maximising the agricultural sectors
contribution to -foreign currency earnings and economic
growth. The approach adopted 1is to measure the relative
impacts of government control of prices on di-f-ferent crops
and to examine these in the context of the relative economic
bene-fit of growing these crops -for the domestic and export
markets. The objective 1is to access the BITBNT to which
government policy cnanges tllg prices which determine -farmers
allocations of land and 1irrigation water resources.

The relevance of this approach is that it permits the
examination o-f a number of major issues in relation to price
policy of:

Is current price policy consistent with stated
government aims? Are there high economic costs in the
policy of sel f-sufficiency? What price strateg” is
required to max imise the agricultural sectors
contribution to exports and economic growth?

It would be too ambitious to hope to provide definitive
answers to these questions iIn this paper. Rather, the
intention is to provide an input to the debate on these
points and to indicate a passible path for further research.

The analysis 1in this paper is culled from work done iIn the
Economics and Markets Branch of the Ministry of Lands,
Agriculture and Rural Resettlement. It Is however a
discussion paper attributable only to the authors and
should not be taken to reflecting in any way the views of
the ministry.

2. Methodology
2.1 Border Prices
In a free market the import and export parity prices would

set the upper and lower bands respectively of the prices
which producers would receive for their goods on the

domestic market. A product 1in surplus would receive a price
at or near the export price while a product in deficit would
receive a price nearer the import price. The difference

between the border price and the controlled price therefore
is a measure of the impact of government control of prices

on that product. Border prices are always used 1in economic
analysis because they are the appropriate indicator of the

opportunity cost of a tradable product including all of the
crops examined iIn this paper(Jansen 1982).
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costs and bene-fits of producing different crops can be
determined and compared.

2.3 The Policy Analysis Matrix

Domestic Resource Cost(DRC) Analysis has been widely used in
recent years in comparative advantage studies. It can be
used to determine which crops it is economically efficient
—-for a country to produce. It involves comparing the cost of
domestic resources used to produce something with the net
economic value of the output. In determining what it 1is
economically e-f-ficient to produce we can also get some
measure of the opportunity costs involved in producing a

dif ferent set of goods. It can therefore be used to examine
the potential contribution of import substituting or
exporting strategies to the overall economy. A policy

analysis matrix can be used to examine the relative merits
of growing crops -for the domestic, regional, and world
markets and current price policy can then be assessed in the
light of the -findings. Domestic resource cost ratios are,
however, not computed 1in this paper. The results presented
are a preliminary step towards providing policy-makers with_
a means of assessing the trade-offs iInvolved when setting
producer prices at various levels iIn order to achieve
speci-fied goals (Muir, 1984; Jansen, 1983).

2.4 Crop Budgets

In order to assess the economic costs and benefits of
producing various crops it is obviously necessary to start
with a set of crop budgets. As physical 1input and output
coefficients vary greatly with technology level and
agroecological conditions, it would be desirable to have a
range of budgets reflecting different production conditions.

In this paper three sets of budgets are used - one for
commercial dryland, one for commercial 1irrigated and one for
communal dryland conditions. In each case it is intended to

reflect production costs iIn the main growing areas.

The dryland commercial budgets used are those developed by
the Farm Management Research Section (FMRS) of the Ministry
of Lands, Agriculture and Rural Resettlement, the irrigated
commercial budgets are adaptations of the FMRS dryland
figures and the communal budgets were developed by Agritex
Farm Management Section.

The commercial overhead models were developed by the author
using, Tor movable assets, information previously compiled
by FMRS and, Tfor irrigation information supplied by
irrigation engineering companies.

2.5 Cost Breakdown



As can be seen 1in Appendices B (dryland commercial
production), C (irrigated commercial) and D (communal) each
cost element is broken down into its -forex, tax, and other
elements. Farm labour is treated separately. The -foreign
currency content in iInputs was estimated after comparison of
import costs against Ilocal sales -for a number of recent
years for the relevant items. Percent import and tax
contents for each 1input element - fertilizer, crop

chemicals, etc. - were then estimated and are applied to the
crop budget figures. "Other® costs are residual.

The fFforeign currency and tax Tfigures are believed to be
reasonably accurate for all the cost elements. Most have
been investigated as fully as available data allows
Aircraft Hire"™ and <"Other®" are, at present, rough
estimates.

Readers familiar with DRC Analysis will observe that the
cost breakdown used involves a distinction between traded
and non traded goods rather than tradable and non tradable.
This is a weakness from a theoretical perspective which,
however, can be dealt with through the use of appropriate
conversion TfTactors. It has the advantage of permitting the
calculation of “actual®™ Tforeign currency costs and benefits
in producing the various crops (see section 3).

2.6 Conversion Factors

In adjusting financial values for the economic analysis,
taxes are excluded and the Tfallowing conversion factors used
for other cost elements.

Foreign Currency Costs and Returns:1.3
Farm Labour:0.5
"Other® Costs:0.9

No detailed research has yet been done on appropriate

conversion TfTactors for this country. A foreign currency
premium is adopted because the existing exchange rate 1is
clearly not a clearing price for forex. This does not mean

that the existing exchange rate is “wrong®™ but merely that
it does not adequately reflect the value of foreign currency
resources to the economy. The 307 premium used 1in this
analysis 1is adopted partly because it is in the range used
by many consultants and others 1in project appraisal studies
(ref) and because it gives an approximate average of the
official and “parallel®™ market exchange rates. The latter
market 1is very small 1in Zimbabwe and the rate found there is
probably extreme.

The 0.5 SCF for labour 1is again in line with the figures
used by various consultants in project appraisal studies.
Some adjustment 1is required because minimum wage legislation
clearly pushes farm labour costs above the market
equilibrium levels. Informal information suggests that wage



*

o A, . ,400, /1 1/ . ,
5 X7 +, 4 * ( 1010 ., 0
++ 2/ ., 4 X> +, 4 /1 1/ ,.
+, +I, * o+ 0,14, 0,
N N
I .o 4 A e
/[ . oo1.. ,.,/, ++ + ., G I0(
. , ., . Bl 4. ,00 ,
I (( , L /, . L /, 1. =
J,,0, K1 ,; 1./ . 0., .1
, 4 , +., 5.11. ! 5+ G L.
, 1 G ,,/ ++ + . ( 6(< 1,(

, .01, 5; K1, N
1,10 . 4+, D 4 5, o + J,.
++ 5 ( G -!, , , do,, 4
., V1. A0 0, ++ 2., 0%1, 5 !

1 ( I 4 1 ., I+ +
, .~ ., ,.5,, + 1,0 , ..

oo, , G ( , K1., 1 o= e
1, boxon * 0 + 4., 00,,
, 1., J,0 5 * N
1 5 , .5, ,0 1.,, *~, .

+ 002
c(o - /.
, C($ C(8 , 1, !
+ +, | L, *0 . /.. ( I ++, 11
. 0 Lt * x(+ 0 4 5!
5 1, ., / , 10 .1,
.4 0 ;o 1.1, 1 N |
Gl1.1,5 5 ; !'+,01 4 4 + , + .1
o, 1. O+ ,+ 4 . .1 i
1. I+ , .1, K1 .4 * 0 1,(
Lk ,.G ,* 1, 4 *
, C L >, 0o+ 1. , 5
1, , C($ . +,,., 0 . +
21, ( I 15 1, , ,. 02, :
, 5 40,2 .2, 0/ 1 2 e
*1,1 , 0.1, , L ,.0, 1, 4
, * o+ L0, 15 ¢( ! g , o+,
oo+ 1,0 ,2 LI+, 4 04, +,
I , C , . /1, 4 + 1. ;
., L 1, *., 0+ 1. , >
M+ 1. ( + , ! . , 4 .
0,2, * 4+ 0



For both Dryland and Irrigated commercial production,
Tobacco 1is unsurprising ly, the highest -foreign currency

earner” . For dryland commercial Maize, Soya, Groundnuts
and Cotton -follow in that order with sorghum a long way
behind. For irrigated production cotton has the second

highest net -forex earnings -followed by wheat, groundnuts,
maize, rice and soys.

For communal production groundnuts are the highest foreign
currency earners TfTollowed by cotton and maize. Rice 1is some
way behind these.

The relatively strong foreign currency earnings of maize as

indicated in these tables 1is clearly dependant upon the high
border price used of $197 per tonne. This reflects, indeed

understates, the high regional price for maize prevailing in
the early half of 1988 and does not necessarily reflect the

likely long term trend in prices.

This serves to illustrate how dependant this type of
analysis is to the basis on which output border prices are
calculated. This issue is discussed further 1iIn section 6.

The results iIn this section are of some significance in the
light of frequently stated government objective of
maximising foreign currency earnings(and savings). However
net foreign currency earnings®™ 1is a variable of limited
value as it does not take account of the domestic resources
used iIn production and it is calculated on the basis of
financial rather than economic prices.

4. Economic/Resource Cost Analysis

In the following tables 5, 6 and 7, the national return
derived from growing one hectare of each crop is calculated.
The cost of production figures used in these tables are the
financial costs(shown in tables 2, 3 and 4) converted, using
the standard conversion factors<discussed 1iIn section 2.6),
to economic values. These economic costs of production are
deducted from the value of output at producer equivalent
border prices(using the shadow exchange rate) and the
remainder 1is the “National Return® per hectare. National
Return 1is therefore the net economic Return to land,
management and, in the case of irrigation, water. The
results in each table are ranked by national return. Table
5 refers to dryland commercial production, Table 6 to
irrigated commercial production and table 7 to communal
production.

Table 5, 6 and 7
The most notable feature of Tables 5 and 6 is the very wide

range of national return across crops. Tobacco is again the
hi ghest and sorghum and rice lowest. The size of this range



suggests that the oppotunity cost of a less than optimum
national basket of output could be very high. However to
look at this 1issue 1In more detail it is necessary to
consider the technical subsitutibility of crops and the
whole range of border prices. The question of whether it is
more desirable to grow a hectare of mai-ze or of cotton, for
example depends crucially on whether the maize 1is required
for domestic consumption or is surplus maize available for
export to the regional or world markets. The optimum basket
of output can only be determined when changing marginal
returns are considered 1in this way. .

4.1 Maize: Self Sufficiency and Trade

In appendix A the World Import (WM) border price of maize is
calculated to be Z$369/tonne using World Bank 1988 price
forecasts. This, however, 1is the price for yellow maize and
it is conventional to assume a price premium of c. 107. for
white maize in the Southern Africa Region. (Observation of
actual prices suggests that the white maize premium varies
widely from year to year).

The WM price for white maize may therefore be around

Z%$400/tonne. At this price national return per hectare
would be as TfTollows. )
Cost Per Border Yield National
Tonne Price Return
Dryland Commercial 147 400 6.0 1 518
Irrigated Commercial 156 400 8.0 1 952
Communal 150 400 3.0 750

These very high returns are far ahead of anything calculated
-far other crops, except tobacco, 1in tables 5-7. Furthermore
they do not take account of the very high opportunity costs
that would be involved in clogging transport routes with
maize 1imports.

On the Tfigures used in tables 5-7 it would also appear that
the production of maize for export to other SADCC countries
is also rewarding as national returns from competing crops,
i.e. soya, cotton and groundnuts for world export, are
lower. However it can be argued that the border price used
in those tables reflects o situation of exceptional shortage
in the first half of 1988 and that returns in a "normal”
year would be much lower. In appendix A the Regional Export
(RX) border prices are also calculated on the basis of the
Wor Id Bank forecasts. Adjusting for the 107. premium the
border price is then $170(at the shadow exchange rate) and
national returns would be as follows:

Cost Per Border Yield National

Tonne Price Return
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shadow exchange rates respectively. This would give
negative national returns and very low net forex earnings.
If disposal on the world market was the only option then
surplus soya production would not be a viable proposition
for Zimbabwe.

In tables 2-4 and 5-7 soyas are valued at regional export
prices. This parity basis is used as tihe Southern African
Region 1is a net importer of vegetable oils and oilseed cake
and it is therefore likely that surplus oilseeds would be
used to produce oil and cake Tfor the Regional market given
that excess crushing capacity is available iIn Zimbabwe. On
this assumption, soya has a high dryland national return
(table 7) but, due to the assumption of a poor yield
response, has a relatively Ilow national return under
irrigated conditions(table 8).

It is clear that, as with maize, national returns calculated
on the basis of an Import Parity Price would be very high
(under both dryland and irrigated conditions it would
surpass every crop except tobacco in Tables 5 and 6).

Again, therefore, there 1is no doubt that a policy of self
sufficiQPcy in oilseed production is justified. .
A complication arises from the fact that two major oilseeds,
cottonseed and groundnuts, are to some extent by products -
the former of lint production and the latter of
confectionery nuts production. From tables 6 and 7 it can
be seen that commercial 1irrigated cotton and communal
groundnuts, are highly profitable crops. It fallows that
the by production of crusher groundnuts and cottonseed
should remain major sources of oilseed supplies. Soya
production on dryland commercial conditions seems the most
suitable basis for producing any additional oilseed
requirement for either the domestic or regional export
markets.

The European confectionery groundnut market has in recent
years to be an lucrative market for the CGI1B. Despite the
recent aflatoxin problems the Board 1is optimistic that the
market continues to provide a good prospect for expansion.
This, however, will depend on the right type of nut, Iin
terms of both variety and quality, being produced. The
border price adopted here assumes that 557. of nuts are of a
quality that can be sold as seed or as HPS/EMS. At present
groundnuts from communal suppliers generally achieve poor
grades because they are not of the required standard. If an
improvement in these standards can be achieved through the
use of certified seed and better cropping practices the
proportion of con feetionary/seed qualify groundnuts will
also improve and so. of course, will the border price (which
is a weighted average of confectionary and crusher nut
prices.) The very high national return for groundnuts Iin
Table 9 (communal production) shows what can be achieved 1in



that sector rather than the present position. However even
at a purely crusher nut border price of Z$930 (at shadow
exchange rate) groundnuts would still show the highest
national return in communal production.

4.3 Irrigation Water: Maximisation o-f Return

Over 90V. of the irrigated area in Zimbabwe 1is in the hands
of commercial -farmers. In the commercial irrigated budgets
used -for this analysis the depreciation on the iInvestment 1is
taken into account. The difference between the dryland and
irrigated returns -for each crop, therefore, 1is the return to
irrigation water, not 1irrigation investment. That 1is to say
the irrigated national return less the dryland national
return is equal to the return accountable to the scarce

water resource. However water requirements vary -from crop
to crop and it is therefore appropriate to work out the
return per 100 mm o-f water. This 1is calculated in Table 8.
Table 8

The results in Table 8 are ordered by return per 100 mm o-f
irrigation water. The table shows that the highest response
in terms of national return to irrigation water is achieved
by tobacco -followed by cotton, wheat, groundnuts and maize

in that order. Rice 1is -further back and soya shows a
negative return. While these results are interesting they
are of limited practical use. The crops in table S would

constitute an ordered list of irrigation priorities only 1if
we assume that crop areas are given and the only question i
which crops to irrigate.

S

Clearly this is unrealistic. Instead we need to consider
the actual cropping programme options available to
irrigation farmers to determine which is most profitable.
In table 9 a number of options are set out for high and Ilow
veld irrigation. The national return to irrigation is
calculated as the joint return of the crops in the programme
less the highest dryland option available (dryland tobacco
in the case of irrigated tobacco, dryland soyas for all
other highveld options, and nothing for lowveld options)
less an adjustment for 1irrigation investment to put single
and double crop programmes on a comparable basis.

Onee again tobacco has the highest (highveld) return,
followed by soya/wh”at and cotton. Other highveld options
have negative returns. For lowveld irrigation only two
options are examined (sugar cane is not included) with
cotton/wheat showing higher return than rice/wheat.

4 3.1 Wheat: Self Sufficiency

It is clear that the results in table 11 have a direct
relevance to tne Governments policy of self sufficiency Iin
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Cotton 1is profitable for Ilowveld irrigation. Rice 1s not a
desirable option (but sugar cane 1is not examined 1in this

paper.)
5. Nominal Protection Coefficients

As 1indicated 1in section 2.1 we can obtain a measure of the
impact of price control by comparing the producer ,prices
laid drawn by Government with appropriate border prices.

The Nominal Production Coefficient (NPC) 1is the ratio of the
controlled price to the border parity price(e.g. controlled
price 150, parity price 100 gives NPC of 1.5). It is a
simple and straight forward measure of price control which
does not, however, take into account the impact which other
Government policies have on product costs and prices.

Table 10 sets out NPC calculations for the major controlled
0-0pS. The border prices is the parity price expressed at
the point of depot intake and 1is, therefore, directly
comparable to the controlled price.

Table 10
Table 10 sets out the NPC calculations for the major

controlled crops and rice (the latter is included because an
official price is offered for it.) For border price bases

are used. Firstly current producer prices are compared to
the 1988 border prices at both official and shadow exchange
rates. This provides an opportunity to compare the effects
of price policy alone with the effects of price policy and
exchange rate policy combined. Secondly border prices based
on the world Banks 1995 price forecasts (in 1988 terms) are
used to provide a long term perspective. This allows for

consideration of the fact that current intentional price
relativities are not immutable and may change significantly
over time.

There are a number of features of the table worth noting:

(i) At the official exchange rate and 1988 prices all crops
have NPCs close to or above 1. Official price policy,
therefore, either subsidises or has a neutral effect on
agricultural production, i1 This however varies from crop to
crop.

(ii) The subsidising effects of price policy is more than
counterbalanced by the tax effect of exchange rate plicy.
Thus NPC.S (i.e. NPC at the shadow exchange arte) is below 1!
for all crops except rice.

(iifi) Most world prices are expected to rise above the 1988
levels used 1in the analysis by 1995 but not consistently
across crops. Cotton 1in particular shows relatively better
long term prospects than other crops.

- Private Returns and National Returns
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In the -following tables, 10, 11 and 12, the private returns
to -farmers are shown -for the crops examined 1iIn the previous
sections. Costs are the same -financial costs used in table
2-4 but output prices are the actual prices paid to
producers this year (tobacco is an estimate of the average
floor price) adjusted for average grade.

Tables 11, 12, 13

By comparing the order of crops sorted by private returns in
Tables 11-13 with those sorted by national return in tables
5-7 we can obtain an idea of the impact of official policy
on the price signals received by farmers. If the ranking of
cops by private return is very different from that by
national return we could conclude that price and exchange
arte policy could be encouraging a sub optimal allocation of
land and/or 1irrigation water resources.

Table 14 Order of Crops By National and Private Returns.

(Dryland Commercial)

Crop National Private
Tobacco 1 1
Soya 2 2
Maize 3 3
Groundnuts 4 4
Sorghum 5 5

As can be seen from Table 14 for commercial dryland
production national and private profitability are perfectly
aligned. Official price policy accurately reflects, in
relative terms at least, the national returns obtained from

various crops.

Table 15 Order of Crops by National and Private Returns
(Communal)

Crop National Private
Groundnut 1 1
Cotton 2 3
Maize 3 4
Rice 4 2

This 1is also true for tommunal production except, for the
case of rice, which, as seen in Table 10, has the highest
NPC. With this, thus far unimportant, exception official
price policy 1is again providing the appropriate relative
incentives to maximise national returns.

In the. case of 1ir.rigated commercial farming it is best to
examine the relative returns to crop programmes, rather than
individual crops, Table 15 presents the private returns for
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world cotton prices will improve then a temporary subsidy
could be justified. The 1988 figure used 1in the analysis 1is
in any case probably rather conservative (see Appendix A).

The soya price used in this analysis 1is based on the
assumption of the availability of regional markets for
oilseeds that would reflect the high transport costs from
world market centres. This is a simplyfying assumption 1is
the regional market would probably be for oilseed products
rather than oilseeds themselves. This is an important issue
as Zimbabwe appears to be moving towards surpluses in
oilseed production. It is also quite complex because of the
linkages involved in groundnut and cotton seed production
and the need to address the issue of processing capacity and
costs. For these reasons a detailed study of the oilseed
commodity sector is urgently required. Such a study 1is now
underway in Economics and Markets Branch.

Production Policy

It has been noted that the policies of self sufficiency in
maize and wheat production are broadly supported by this

analysis on purely economic grounds. However, an important
caveate must be entered on the question of wheat in respect
to rising 1irrigation costs. As these costs 1iIncrease(i.e. as

cheaper 1irrigation opportunities are taken up) the domestic
cost of wheat production will rise relative to imports and a
point may eventually be reached where expansion of domestic
production is no longer economic.

The question of whether a maize surplus for export to other
SADCC member countries should be produced 1is more marginal.
Given the realistic need to guarantee domestic supplies and
the relatively low opportunity costs involved, the level of
surplus production required - 200 to 300 000 tonnes - could
be justified. However on current costs, and ignoring
strategic 1issues, an FOR price of at least Z$178 (at
official exchange rates) would be required to provide
economic justification for this production.

The oilseeds study referred to above should be able to
establish whether economic opportunities exist for expanded
production. Of prime importance 1is the possible trade off
with cotton. Likely 1long term export price developments,
processing capacity (crushing and ginning) and other issues
need to be addressed before a definitive oilseeds policy can

be developed. On the evidence 1iIn this paper, however, it
would seem that dryland soya and irrigated lowveld cotton
are good economic prospects. Both irrigated cotton and

irrigated soya/wheat are profitable highveld programees but
the trade off betwen the two cannot be satisfactorily solved
without further study.



The communal results musts be treated with special caution
because of the lack of adequate data on which to judge the
repesentativeness of crop budgets (see section 7). However
it Is not surprising that the results show higher national
and private returns -for groundnuts and cotton than -for
maize. The latter crop is the traditional mainstay of
communal agriculture as both a subsistence andcash crop.

In many cases it could pro-fitably be replaced as a surplus
cash crop by either cotton or groundnuts. Cotton production
has been developing well 1in communal areas butgroundnuts
have not yet recovered -from a long decline dueto

unfavourable relative prices. This problem has Ilargely been
resolved by the large price increase granted -for 1987/88 and
increased groundnuts production can be anticipated. It is

clear, however, that higher levels of production for both
cotton and groundnuts will only be economic if adequate
quality standards are achieved. The figures used iIn this
paper assume that communal producers achieve the current
Rational average standard (and therefore price) for both
Ccrops. Lower quality would mean much lower border prices.

8. Further Work

It is the™intention of Economics and Markets Branch to
undertake more detailed examination of selected topics, such
as the oilseeds review already mentioned, and a more
exhaustive study of comparative advantage over the whole
range of agro-ecological conditions and farming systems.

For the latter study it will first be necessary to develop a
truly representative set of crop budgets. It iIs recognized
that the conclusions iIn this paper can only be very
tentative given the quality and range of crop budget data
currently available and the simplified methodology adopted.
In particular more accurate data is required for the
communal sector and more work is necessary on establishing
social prices, It would be useful for the Branch to set up
a policy analysis matrix fTor all the crops in all natural
regions under different technologies,






NAIZE

A

49

NAIZE

#it
),

)
$)

#)
177
)/

#/

M
4l

7

1

i
Yot

ANG=BO P G=6
0 NG=BO > G=6
., =Q>G5@B P G=6

0 -RG=0= =>S

>>

87

# #

#)
#

F6%J
Y "
#) )
i "
# #7
m #)
# /
) ,
) #it
#)
7 #l
) )%
H #
7 #
TIér
H I
H )
: 7
) #)

G=P(SGA6, P ?>BO

#H#$ D
#,
) SN
) F
'$
pap ITV
EASIS
Y W
#) \H
v WK
07
7 K5
)
# !
#" WK
$
#)

BORDER

)$$
#,

)
7

X
)
)

it

v V. v

1#$
E($$
1%
#.$
#,
7$$

#3$
#M$S
)5S
#$$

19

I#)
)

*

7

7/

HIHS
#,/
#$
#7

Y7

$
M
77



TABLE 5; ECONOMIC RESULTS: DRYLAND COHNEBCIfiL PRODUCTION

CROP

COST
S.C.F.
TOBACCO 1763
SUVA 31"
KAIZE 197
COTTOH 730
5 "HUT 316
5QP5HUK 185
TABLE 6: ECONOMIC
CROP TOTAL

COST
S.C.F
TOBACCO 1693
COTTON 575
WHEAT 235
S NUT 662

r 156

SOYA 376
RICE 336
TABLE 7 ECONOMIC
CROP TOTAL

COST
S.C.F.
8 NUT 397
COTTON 533
MAIZE 150
PICE 275
ch warld f.ptr
X -ah
RT: legi=1
PR

FORET
COST

1.30

692
ab5
69
3*5
363
31

RESULTS;

FORET
COST

RESULTS:

FORET
COST

1.30

92
199
92
5A

--... PER TONNE-----
TAT  LABOUR
COST CoST
0.00 0.50
0 333
0 SB
0 1?
0 37
0 107
n 13

OTHER
COST

992
137
65
299
393
81

PARITY
BASIS

NT
RT

NT
NT

RT

IRRIBATED COMMERCIAL PRODUCTION

U Tave

TAT LABOUR
COST COST
0.00 0,50

0 265
0 59
0 el
0 31
0 15
o 26
0 il

AL DRYLAND PRODUCTION

TAT  LABOUR
COST COST
0,00 0.50

n 539
0 203
0 27
0 106

OTHER
COST

0.9C

S93
E39
173
393
83
=209

OTHER.
COST

0.90

173
190
31
115

+;ar pHict - o @t xyisH

PARITY
BASIS

NT
AT

AT
RT
RT
*K

PARITY
BASIS

NT
NT
RT
NK

BORDER
PRICE

*.30

9550
622
267

1006

1059
255

BORDER
PRICE

9550
1006

BORDER
PRICE

1.30

1059
1006
267
909

- oy =

- e
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NATIONAL
YIELD RETURN

PER HECTARE

2.10 5923
2.50 757
6.00 730
1.75 395
1,50 359
9.00 273

NATIONAL

YIELD RETUPK

PER HECTARE

3,00 6721
c.co 1292
5.50 1361
2.55
3.30 939
2.90 VIg
9.50 329
NATIONAL

YIELD RETURN

PER HECTARE

1.00 655
1.00 9E2
3,00 356
1,00 133
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RP SRIG RMAD NET IlHR RETURN

recurn  RETURN  RETURN NV1 100 PA
TCRAOXO 3721 5«23 3298 AD 325
QOIMON iHIGhmO) IE92 3% 897 250 359
COTTON iLOHVELDY 1292 0 122 550 Mg
WHEAT 1041 0 1041 40 177
RANDNIS 99 A 445 375 172
VAZE DA 730 174 150 Ha
RICE ILOUVELS? 329 0 32? 750 M
A 714 757 -A3 100 -A3

NET RETURN irriostij.n return - dryland return
I.H.R.; irrigatin' nater requirenent

TABLE ?j NATIONAL RETURN TO IRRIGATION HATER BY (RCP FRORAWME

0203 IRRIG DRMAND IRR NET ILHR RETURN
RETURN  RETURN  INVEST  RETURN 100 KM

S.highveld

TOBACCO 3721 5A23 297 3001 AQO 750

SOYA  WHEAT 1775 my c 1013 70? 145

COTTON 1292 297 238 250 95

GROUNDNUTS 979 =57 297 ; 375 -15

"AIZE 90A 757 297 -150 150 -1C0

J

2,'oMeld

COTTON / WHEAT 2353 0 0 2353 1150 205

RICE / WHEAT 1390 0 1390 1350 103

NET RETURH irrigation return - dryland return - irrigation investment ajjustaent
LW.R:s irrigation Mater requirement

TABLE SO NOMINAL PROTECTION COEFHICIENTS 1933

FS957-  snsnsp  BOROER  actual 1

S('gfé PRICE PRICE.3 PRICE ! ar NFC.S

usinn 1933 figures |
RICE m 313 &M 40 i 1,59 1.A?
1ROUNDNIS ur Ti4 105A Q0 i 1.2? 3.95
seed cotton 1\ 715 i cot 30 1.19 0.35
BROAU' RT 13" 255 195 ! 1.04 0.77
TCRAo NY 3BOF *550 3500 ! i 0.77
VWHEAT HP 48 A73 K 0.99 0178
MAIZE »r 197 247 195 i 0.9? 0.72
A a1 A3 422 420 1 0.94 0.43

|

uwsi.no 1’?" finures \
»?CE HV 353 A 40 1 1.70 1.32
SKRHM 132 270 195 i 1.07 0.72
VAIZE RT 190 232 195 | 1.03 ae|
TCEAODO 1J 3500 AB5? 3H0 « 1 0.74
BSOUNDNUTS I 1037 141a 1000 1 2.92 0.71
Vi FT 533 73 40 1 it 05"
K 45 572 45 v./A3 0:.6"
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By comparing the order of crops sorted by private returns 1in
Tables 11-13 with those sorted by national return in tables
5-7 we can obtain an idea of the iImpact of official policy
on the price signals received by farmers. IT the ranking of
crops by private return is very different from that by
national return we could conclude that price and exchange



TABLE 16: PRIVATE

CROP

(1,
TCBACCO
COTTON
SOYA " WHEAT
GROUNDNUTS
NAIZE

£.lo*veid
RICE / WHEAT
COTTON / WHEAT

RETURN TO IRRIGATION WATER BY CROP PRCSRAWe

IRRI6  DRYLAND
RETURN  RETURN
AGA2 2395
690 v?
2B7 v?
385 v?
118 IvV?
1383 0
77 0

IRR
INVEST

32A
32A

32A
32A

0

NET LW .R
RETURN *
1923 500
219 250
H3 730
-56
-353 150
1383 1350
977 1153

RET RETURN: irrigation retern - dryland -&turn - irrigation
S.W.R.: irrigation watsr reguirewnt

RETURN/
ICO NN
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{MARKETING BOARD INPORT AND EIP3RT PRICE FORECASTS FOR 1983 *

PARITY FOR BORDER
TEST BASIS PRICE PRICE
COFFEE K/AJ EUR HT 4200 4059
R TE BA TX.0Y u*
fUSTLA 369
& & S;L:: (
S I0™IF I( Z; 2i 197
(9 < 5"? 53?
1tp W) 233 -
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PSRITYDB.HKI ~ 27-Sep-33

€

3GPR PRICE OF RICE

RELISHED BANGKOK
FREIGHT

PORT CHARGES

RAILAGE

W FRICE: POLISHED
PROCESSING

HR BR!CEi PADDY RICE

BORDER PRICE OF COTTON

LINT PRICE

PREISHVPGRT

«-ATLAS-

; OR LINT

LINT VAL PER TOME (MB
s-Et VAL PER TONNE Ri«
"-FCCESSINS/HANDLINS

me P-IIE: SEED COTTON

'ORDER ECU!'VALENT PRODUCER PRICES USED

PARITY
BASIS
COFFEE «T
RICE UN
*meat UH
RAIZE RT
5CKWS RI
&) RT
GROUNDNUTS HT
"ED QOITCH ul

' WB1969

956
35
23
33

35
313

WE1928

2739
£17
120

0F0
«M
191

211
793

1933
PRICE

9058
318
368
197
187
998
779
715

UBI995

513
35
23
33

GCA
35

353

UBS995

3379
217
525

TF

OF7
168
211

1210

BOARD

00/
67F
191
211
715

IN ANALYSIS

5995
PRICE

5390
353
965
190
132
533

1087

1210

25

* WORLD SANK FORECASTS OF: 12/1737
«* BALANCE OF PAYMENTS ESTIMATES OF:9/1?a8
I 1995 PROJECTIONS AT L9tf PRICES

CALCULATION
BASIS FOR 1988 PRICES

BOARDi

W.BANK 1788i NO BOARD FIGURE

BOARDi

BOARD]

GOAPDi

UBANK :968i BOARD FIGURE ETCtFTIOKAL

55X BOARD * 95« UBANK 1988: CONFECTIONARY AND OIL VALUE RESPECTIVE!
BOARDI
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PRTEGI  ELSpR

a°PEKr-1X tt: CALCULATION OF BORDER EQUIVALENT PRODUCER PRICES AT SHADCW EXCHANGE RATE

titEnsmmitfstssss«ttsnsuxsm sttttisttsssass«etissisius«sssss:x":s:msit«8sssiM

BORDER PRICES BASES ON WORLD BANK 1983 PRICES* AND BOARD TANSPQRT COSTS

PRICE FREIGHT PORT CHG RAILAGE BOARD BEST 1IN NX Pl
COFFEE 6590 205 21 106 142 MW EUR 6837 6019 6485
RICE - see calculation below - BANGKOK 409 0 0
WHEAT 349 39 23 86 42 AUSTLA 496 160 232
KAIZE 196 64 23 86 43 N. ANER 369 -17 154
30RGHUN 185 64 23 36 39 N. ANER 357 -21 146
SCYA 5A5 182 21 94 39 NW EUR 8472 203 622
S*NUTS 318 132 21 94 117 NW EUR 1121 397 317
COTTON - see calculation below - KW EUR 0 1147 n
NATE US i 0.44 ) SHADOW FACTOR] 1.3
IRATE SA RANDt 0.95 ;

BORDER PRICE:S BASED ON WORLD BANK 1995 PRICESM AND BOARD TANSPORT COSTS

PRICE FREIGHT PORT CHG RAILAGE BOARD DEST wn wr Rl
COFFEE 7562 205 21 106 142 MW EUR 7900 7031 7546
RDCE - see calculation below - BANGKOK 455 0
VAT 425 39 23 36 42 AUSTLA 572 3 353
NAIZE 29? 64 23 86 43 N, ANER 471 ©3 o+ 256
SORGHUM 284 64 23 86 39 N. ANER 456 73 245
SOYA 656 182 21 X 39 NU EUR 959 313 733
S*NUTS 984 182 2? 94 117 NW EUR 1237 563 983
COTTON - see calculation below — NW EUR 0 1685 C
IRATE US ti 0.44
IRATE SA RANG] 0.95

1995/1988 CON7.t 1.07

MARKETING BOARD IMPORT AND EXPORT PRICE FORECASTS FOR 1938 *

PARITY FOR  BORDER
DEST BASIS PRICE PRICE

COFFEE MW EUR Wi 5460 5313 *Private estimates -y Board ting staff.
RICE BANGKOK WN Not official.
WHEAT AUSTLA WN. 479 473
MAIZE SADCC RI 312 269
saecc Pl 224 255
avt sacc Sl T, 712
rrirv,:\75 NW EUR ux 1365 1249

“FT T fti nwELF =l . J 4 /
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APPENDIX Bi DRYLAND COHNERCIAL COSTS

PRODUCTION AND HANDLING COSTS: TOBACCO
istiutsm nm sm m ss //0O/M/0&0/

VARIABLE COSTS

COST/HA  COST/T

Z*

LfiJOL? SASIC doo 666.67
TIACTOR OPERATING  *50.03  21%.29
"EEC | IKNCCUANT 630 256
FERTILIZER LIRE 42300 *201A3

CLERICALS 49500 23571
TF.ArSFORT OFF 55.00 26.17 o
LABOUR PIPING 0.00 0.00 '
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00
CORBIKE HIRE 0.00 0.00
FACT HIRE 35.00 16.67
IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00
LEVIES 26000 123.3!
INSURANCE -GV ic*2?
COAL 34200 162.36
SOB TOTAL 3853.00 133476
5  INTEReST 250A5 163.11
- ¥103.45 1777.57

A 2.10

— — e m — —

—_ - s =

27-Sep-R8

VSRIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEN TOTAL  FOREX TAX

7t 7t 7t
LABOUR 666:67 n.¥ o0
FERTILIZER 20143 6647 " 6.0*
CHEMICALS 23571 141p»3 1414
TRANSPORT 26.17 8,6* 2.83
TRACTOR OPERATING ~ 214.29 11143 42,86
INTEREST 14311 0.CO .
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00 WoHH
COMBINE HIRE 0.00 0.00 WoHH
IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00 0.00
OTHER 450.48 73.57 0.27
TOTAL 479) 40154 6621

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

| TEH TOTAL FORET %
DEPRECIATION 22255 to . 11* 13.34
INTEREST 159.20 32.20 11,71
TOTAL 385.35 925 30.25

LABOUR
zt
666.67
H HH
0.00

H HH
C.00

H HH

H HH
H'HH

H HH

H HH

666.67

OTHER

144.06
115.19

25?7 25

OTHER
VA

H HH
123.91
80.14
14.-67
60,00
143.11
0.00
3.00

H HH

416,62

3*3.45
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APPENOIT B: DRYLAND CORRERCIAL COSTS

PRODUCTION AND HAKDLINS COSTS; SOYA

VARIABLE COS*S

:TER

LABOUR BASIC
TRACTS* OPERATING
3EEI t .NKOCULANT
FERTILIZE* & LIRE
CHERI CALS
"RAKSFrOFT OFF
LABOUR ?2I~KI*J5
AIRCRAFT HIRE
CORBIE HIRE

FACE HIRE
IRRIGATION

LEVIES

I SSUANCE

fISC. COSTS

SUB TOTAL
FARR INTEREST

TOTAL
Y9

COMT"HA
It
139,17
i*ij
66.00
121.25
95. SA
1A.35
0.C0
0.0
1E2.00
0.C0
0.00
16.36
3,53
3.07

715.16
60.68

761.62
2.50

C0STa
it
55.27
56.70
25.60
63.50
36,16
5.75
0,00
0.00
51,60
0.00
0.00
5.76
1.53
1.23

296.06
18.5?

306.65

27-Sep-98

VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TORRE

ITER

LABOUR

FERTILIZER
CHERICALS
TRANSPORT
TRACTOR OPERATING
INTEREST
AIRCRAFT HIRE
CORBINE HIRE

PRI SATI OR

OTHER

TOTAL

TOTAL
JA
55.27
*9.50
36.16
5.75
56.70
19.5?
0.0
51.60
0.00
36.10

306.65

FORET
JA
C.Co
16.0!
EC.68
1.99
27.63
0.C0
0.00
25.50
.0.00
5.12

«8.73

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITER

DEPRECIATION
INTEREST

TOTAL

TOTAL

28.97
2337

52.36

FORET

11.18
9.01

20.19

TAT
It
0.C0
1.65
2.05
0.63
11,36
C.oc
€.00
5.16
0,00
2.56

23.20

TAI

6,13
3.33

167

Ji

LABOUR
t
Tic.
€.00
0.00
0.C0
0,00
0.03
0.00
€.00
€.00
0,03

55.27

OTHER

13.66
11.02

E6.63

OTHER
it
0.€0
31.06
11.61
3.22
15,9?
19.59
0.00
S0 ,66
0.00
26,63

127.63

-0.00



APPENDIX Bi DRYLAND COMERCI6L COSTS

PRODUCTION PHD HANDLING COSTS: SORGHO*

5885Sr8:5555:5:555555S35SSXSSS35:SSSS»SSSSCSSS

VARIABLE COSTS

ITEH

LABOUR BASIC
TRACTOR OPERATING
SEED  IKHOCULAHT
FERTILIZER L LINE
C t«ICALS
TCANS?CRT OFF
LABOUR PICKING
AIRCRAFT HIRE
CONIINE HIRE
PACK HIRE

S0PTION
LEVIES

NI3C. COSTS

TOTAL
*ABh 1UTEPEST

TOTAL
YIELD

11StS:S:SSSN"SSSSSSSXx3sissBstssstsx«issB&rcsszn:s8»ssssssnTi«ssss:s:ssarss3sssssszssscta«SSXXXs

COST/HA
It
106.66
120.27
A.AO
206,53
30.03
23.01
0.00
27.19
in.oo
0,00
0,00
6.66
wt'd
1.77

655.78
*2.63

698.61
*.00

COST/T
It
26.12
30.07
1.10
51.63
7.51
575
0.00
6.97
32.25
C.00
0,00
1.16
ft @
0,66

163.*5
10.66

176.60

77-S*p-8B

VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

I TEN

LABOUR

FERTILIZER
CHEN1CALS
TRANSPORT
TRACTOR OPERATING
INTEREST
AIRCRAFT HIRE
CONIINE HIRE
IRRIGATION

OTHER

TOTAL

TOTAL
it
26.12
51.63
7.51
5.75
33.07
10,66
6.97
32.25
0.00
3.65

17A.60

FORET
it
0.00
17.06
6.50
1.90
15.66
0.00
3,69
16.13
0.00
0.55

59.26

OVERHEAD COST WAHICVN P'« 1CMC

ITIN

DEPRECIATION
INTEREST

TOTAL

TOTAL

15,76
12.70

28.66

FCREI

6.07
6.70

10.97

TAX
it
0.00
1.55
0.65
0.63
6.01
0.00
0.70
3.23
0.09
0.11

12.63

TAI

2.25
1.81

6.06

LABOUR
it
26.12
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.C0
0.00
9.00
0.90
0.0G

26.12

OTHER

7.62
5.99

13.61

32

OTHER
Zt
0.00
33.06
2.55
3.22
8.62
10,66
2.79
12.90
0.00
2.99
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PRODUCTION AND HARDLINE cosTs: RAIZE
Sssssstsrsmxststsntsststssstttsts

VARIABLE costs

HEN COST/HA
It

LABOUR BASIC 223.91
TRACTOR OPERATING  169.66
SEEP 6 INNOCULANT 37.96
FERTILIZER L LINE 269.30
CHENICALS 69.08
TRANSPORT OFF 39.56
LABOUR PICKING $1$$
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00
CCNPIME HIRE 0.00
PACK HIRE 0.00
IRRIGATION 0.00
LEVIES 6.0&
P@rz= 7.92
rise, costs 1.93
SUB TOTAL 819.36
X 52.93

867.29

ELI 6,00

COST/T
It
37.32
23.23
6.29
99.88
10.68
5.76
0.00
0.00
0.00
$I5$
0.CO
1.01
1.29
$1

135.73
8.82

199.55

:tsss:zss:s:ZSsirssssrsrsrsi :sss::s:isss!

VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEM

LABOUR

A329 R
CHEMICALS
TRANSPORT
TRACTOR OPERATES
INTEREST
AIRCRAFT HIRE
COMBINE HIRE
IRRIGATION

OTHER

TOTAL

TOTAL FORET TAT
It It It
37.32 0.00 0.00
99.83 19.81 1.35
10.63 6.91 0.69
5.76 1.90 0.63
23.23 19.70 5.66
8.32 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 $I$$
0.00 0.00 $I$$
0.00 0.00 $I$$
6.81 1.32 0.62
199.55 39.15 3.90

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEM

DEPRECIATION
INTEREST

TOTAL

TAl
#1 i #$
11.35  .9.57 #r
n, #s!" N

LABOUR
It
37.32
0.00
X1.00
$I$$
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
$I$$

37.32

6.93
559

12.52

34

OTHER
It
0.00
28.73
3.63
3.23
7.92
8.82
0.00
$I$$
$I$$
6.66

59.18

SSftttS

-0.00



APPENDIX 8: DRYLAKO CG™HEPCIAL COSTS

TABLE 2i FINA«CIAL RESULTS} DRYLAND CONKESCIAI PRODUCTION

CROP

cosT CosT

xi; i 171,10 1939
SOPOKW  203.05  70.21
SOYA 35699  1tS,97
SINUT 95117  279.07
C3r TON 37290 303.64
TOBACCO ~ 2359.72  493.90
©:RL? 5: ECCNCNIC RESULTS:
CROP TOTAL  FOREX
o1  COST cosT

S.C.F. 1.30
«iie 117,39 64.20
=3R3KUR 125.31 91.27
SDv: 319.17 154,66
R 317.77  362.72
V] 777.98 39474
Tri;:n 176983 AiP;@%

TOTAL FORET

E?-Set-8S
...... PER TONNE.. . . !
TAT LABOUR  OTHER PARITY  BORDER I
CoST cosT COST  BASIS  PRICE !
>
12,89 37.32 71.70 RT 19" 11
16.74 26.12 3999  RT 137
30.66 55.29  152.03 RT ug i
71.42  c¢li.0o3 33664 Ut 774 «
6422 173.21 33132 AT 715 i
96,46 666.67 110270 M 3500 i
DRYLAND CCMERCIAL PRODUCTION
PER TONNE. ..ottt [
TAT LABOUR  OTHER  PARITY  BORDER '>
CosT COST COST  BASIS  PRICE
0.00 0.50 0,90 1.30 !
0.00 13.66 6453  RT 26? I
0.00 13.06 80.99 RT 255 i
0.00 27.63 136.87 RX 822 1
0.00 107.02 34773 MK 1054 I
0.00 36.60 298,64 MK 1006 -
0.03 33333 99243 N 4550 1

36

WIELD

6.00
4,00
2.50
1.53
1.75
2.10

FORET
PER HA

835.65
467.17
822.34
712.32
920.33
6312.8?

NATIONAL

VIELD RETURN

PER HECTARE

6.00
*09
2.50
1,50
1.75
2.13

729.63
2711 2™
757,30
354.14
371,93
5422.55

35
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37

20-Dec-8B

PRODUCTION AND HANDLIN6 COSTS: EDIBLE BEANS

6/;;C10/0;;:/;;1;;/ &;6;;/11= ;11;&B ;/11;;&lI1;
VARIABLE COSTS VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

I TEN COST/HA COST/T 1TEN TOTAL FOREX ' TAX  LABOUR OTHER

Zt VA Zt Zt Zt Zt Zt
LABOUR BASIC 138.17  138.17 LABOUR 138.17 0.00 0.00 138.17 0.00
TRACTOR OPERATING  141.74 141.74 FERTILIZER 138.69 45.77 4.16 0.00 88.76
SEED t INNOCULANT 40.98 40.98 CHENICALS 8.25 495 0.50 0.00 2.81
FERTILIZER 4 LINE 13949  138.69 TRANSPORT 5.35 1.77 0.59 0.00 3.00
CHENICALS _ 8.25 8.25 TRACTOR OPERATING  141.74 73.70 28.35 0.00 39.69
TRANSPORT ofr 5.35 5.35 INTEREST 55.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 55.05
LABOUR PICKING 0.00 0.00 AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00 CONBINE HIRE 129.00 64.50 12.90 0.00 51.60
CONBINE HIRE 129.00 129.00 IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PACK HIRE 0.00 0.00 OTHER 85.68 12.85 4.10 0.00 68.73
IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00
LEVIES 6.75 6.75 TOTAL 70193 20354 5059 138.17 309.63
INSURANCE 1.80 1.80
HISC. COSTS 12.21 12.21

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDONN FER TONNE

SUB TOTAL 62294 62294
FARN INTEREST 40.49 4049 ITEN TOTAL FOREX TAX OTHER
BOARD COSTS
. INTEREST 14.56 DEPRECIATION 50.38 19.44 7.19 23.76
: OTHER 23.94 INTEREST ' 40.64 15.68 5.80 19.16
TOTAL *63.43  701.93 TOTAL 91.02 35.11 12.99 42.92

YIELD 1.00



20-Dcc-BS

PRODUCTION AND HANDLINe COSTS: SOYA
Q77 >80

VARIABLE COSTS

ITEl COST/HA COST/T
2% Zt
LABOUR BASIC 138.17 55.27
TRACTOR GPERATIN6 141.74 56.70
SEED i INNOCULANT 64.00 25.60
FERTILIZER 1 LINE 121.25 48.50
CHENICALS 85.34 34.14
TRANSPORT OFF 14.38 575
LABOUR PICKING 0.00 0.00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00
CONBINE HIRE 129.00 51.60
PACK HIRE 0.00 0.00
IRRIGATIONA: 0.00 0.00
LEVIES 14.36 5.74
INSURANCE 3.83 1 v
RISC. COSTS 3.07 1.23
SUB TOTAL 715.14 286.06
FARM INTEREST 46.48 18.59
BOARD COSTS
#INTEREST 14.56
:OTHER 23.94
TOTAL 761.62 343.15

YIELD 2.50

VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

I TEN TOTAL FOREX

it it
LABOUR 55.27 s s
FERTILIZER 48.50 16.01
CHENICALS 34.14 20.48
TRANSPORT 5.75 1.90
TRACTOR OPERATING 56.70 29.48
INTEREST . 33.15 0.00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00
CONBINE HIRE 51.60 25.80
IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00
OTHER 58.04 8.71
TOTAL 34315 10237

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDONN PER TONNE

ITER TOTAL FOREX
DEPRECIATION 28.97 11.18
INTEREST 23.37 9.01
TOTAL 52.34 20.19

TAX
it
0.00
1.46
2.05
0.63
11.34
0.00
0.00
516
0.00
2.56

23.20

TAX

4.13
3.33

1.47

LABOUR
Zt
55.27
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

55.27

38

OTHER
Zt
0.00
31.04
11.61
3.22
15.87
33.15
0.00
20.64
0.00
46.78

162.31
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20-D»c-88

PRODUCTION AND HANDLING COSTS: SUNFLOHER
2;&DM//13; ; ;;;6;6;/;C;;1;;H>/HD/;IHI/;;;&;

VARIABLE COSTS

ITEM COST/HA

it
LABOUR BASIC B3.20
TRACTOR OPERATING 98.79
SEED 1 INNOCULANT 37.00
FERTILIZER 1 LIKE  158.27

CHENICALS 49.78
TRANSPORT OFF 8.63
LABOUR PICKING 0.00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 12.97
CONBINE HIRE 129.00
PACK HIRE 0.00
IRRIGATION 0.00
LEVIES 8.78
INSURANCE 3.33
RISC. COSTS 1.76
SUB TOTAL 59151
FARH INTEREST 38.45
BOARD COSTS

. INTEREST

: OTHER

TOTAL 629.96
YIELD 1.50

/11 11B&/1/116A112;

COST/T
7t
55.47
65.86
24.67
105.51
33.19
5.75
0.00
8.65
86.00
0.00
0.00
5.85
9 In

1.17

394.34
25.63

14.37
40.93

475.27

/IA 6; 1B;HHBBH;1

VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

I TEN TOTAL FOREX

it it
LABOUR 55.47 0.00
FERTILIZER 105.51 34.82
CHENICALS 33.19 19.91
TRANSPORT 5.75 1.90
TRACTOR OPERATING 65.86 34.25
INTEREST 40.00 0.00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 8.65 4.32
CONBINE HIRE 86.00 43.00
IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00
OTHER 74.84 11.23
TOTAL 475.27  149.43

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEN TOTAL FOREX
DEPRECIATION 33.59 12.96
INTEREST 21.09 10.45
TOTAL 60.68 23.41

+ o+

TAX  LABOUR
It Zt
0.00 55.47
3.17 0.00
1.99 0.00
0.63 0.00
13.17 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.86 0.00
8.60 0.00
0.00 0.00
2.47 0.00
30.89 55.47
TAX OTHER
4.79 15.84
3.87 12.78
8.66 28.61
B3;6;&1

40

OTHER
it
0.00
67.53
11.28
3.22
18.44
40.00
3.46
34.40
0.00
61.15

239.49

0.00



41

20-Dec-8a

PRODUCTION AND HANDLING COSTS: GROUNDNUTS

re #SB L % # & $

VARIABLE COSTS VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITER COST/HA COST/T ITER TOTAL FORET TAX  LABOUR OTHER

Zt Zt Zt Zt Zt It Zt
LABOUR BASIC 321.05 214.03 LABOUR 214.03 0.00 0.00 21403 0.00
TRACTOR OPERATING 10255 121.70 FERTILIZER 116.93 3859 351 0.00 74.84
SEED | INNOCULANT 15450 103.00 CHENICALS 155.99 93.59 9.36 0.00 53.04
FERTILIZER t LIRE 17540 11693 TRANSPORT 10.70 3.53 1.18 0.00 599
CHENICALS 23398 15599 TRACTOR OPERATING  121.70 63.2B 24.34 0.00 34.08
TRANSPORT OFF 16.05 10.70 INTEREST 76.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 76.97
LABOUR PICKING 0.00 0.00 AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00 CONBINE HIRE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
CONBINE HIRE 0.00 0.00 IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PACK HIRE 0.00 0.00 OTHER 212.48 31.87 10.30 0.00 170.31
IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00
LEVIES," 18.69 12.46 TOTAL 90881 230.87 4868 21403 415.22
INSURANCE 498 3.32
RISC. COSTS 8.12 541

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

SUB TOTAL 1115.32 74355
FARR INTEREST 7250 48.33 ITER TOTAL FOREX TAX OTHER
BOARD COSTS
iINTEREST 28.64 DEPRECIATION 88.17 34.01 12,58 41.57
:OTHER 88.29 INTEREST 7112 27.44 10.15 3354
TOTAL 1187.82 90881 TOTAL 159.29 61.45 22.73 75.11
YIELD 150

SSSSISSS SSSSSSSSSSSSS! 5 =2==2&&&'&&&&&
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20-Dec-88 MZ1-n

OVERHEADS MODEL: MOVABLE ASSETS
M=HK

QUANTITY ITEM
1.00 PICK UP
1.00 MF 290 TRACTOR
2.00 HF 245 TRACTOR
1.00 ROME HARROW (1440)
2.00 LIGHT DISC HARROW
1.00 VICON FERT SPREADER
2.00 4 RON PLANTER
1.00 3 TINE RIPPER
2.00 4 RON CULTIVATOR
1.00 MAIZE SHELLER
1.00 TRACTOR SPRAY EQUIP (5615)
2.00 REVERSIBLE 3 DISC PLOUGH
1.00 CAMBRIDGE ROLLER (4°'l
1.00 ROTARY SLASHER
1.00 ROAD 6RADER .(MOUNTED 4')
1.00 400 GAL HATER CART
3.00 TRAILER (5 TONNE - 14%)
1.00 LANS PLANE
1.00 FERT. DIST. BOX
1.00 POT HOLER

WORKSHOP  EQUIPMENT

TOTAL

DEPRECIATION
INTEREST (112)

OVERHEADS: IRRIGATION

DAM

DEP PERIOD (years)  40.00

INVEST. PER HA 2800.00
DEPRECIATION 63.00
INTEREST (HZ) 169.40

MAINTENANCE 14.00

INFIELD

20.00
2800.00
126.00
154.00
14.00

TOTAL
PRICE

19000
59129
171335
9478
8804
2454
34211
3434
8080
19980
0
14153
0
4820
27145
3248
16831
0
3440
0

0

419841
31488
25400

TOTAL

5600.00
189.00
323.40

28.00

PRICE BREAKDOWN

FOREI

7500
35112
91474

1115

B62
=S

2476

639
616
1833
0
908
0

1138

1B7

1758

269

161962
12147
0

FOREX

32.13
0.00
4.76

TAZ

2700
9028
25455
1276
1150
412
4304
512
1022
2587
0
1754
0
764
344
476
2223
0
459

59913
4493

TAX

5.67
0.00
0.84

OTHER

8800
14989
54207

7087

6792

1656
27496

2283

6442
15560

0
11490
0

2918

2234

2221
12876

0
2912
0
0

197964
14847
25400

OTHER

151.20
323.40
22.40

43

MOV. ASSETS:
PER HA. ALLOCATIOI
COEFFICIENT
MAIZE 0.002B
G*NUTS 0.0042
S'FLOWER  0.0016
SORGHUM 0.0020
SOYA 0.0023
ED.BEANS  0.0016
WHEAT 0.0023
COTTON 0.0035
RICE 0.0035
IRRIGATION
PER HA ALLOCATION
COEFFICIENT
WHEAT 0.60

SUMNER CR 0.40












2Q-Dec-88

PRODUCTION AND HANDLING COSTS:

cases cccc

VARIABLE COSTS

ITEM

LABOUR BASIC
TRACTOR OPERATING
SEED | INNOCULANT
FERTILIZER KLINE
CHENICALS
TRANSPORT OFF
LABOUR PICKING
AIRCRAFT HIRE
COMBINE NIK

PACK HIRE
IRRIGATION

LEVIES

INSURANCE

NISC. COSTS

SUB TOTAL
FARN INTEREST
BOARD CGSTS

. INTEREST
:OTHER

TOTAL
YIELD

Katca:8t: :csss3s=aa 1x:1SSa: ——mmmemrem=

COST/HA
Z1
352.05
214.55
6.30
273.71
269.06
14.25
0.00
144.38
0.00
8.11
97.10
32.05
7.33
5.64

1424.53
92.59

1517.12
3.00

COST/T
Z1
117.35
71.52
2.10
91.24
89.69
4.75
0.00
48.13
0.00
2.70
32.37

10.68
111

At *1

1.88

474.84
30.86

15.66
211.38

732.75

IRRIGATED COTTON

2=sS*rsssrssr=s=iirs=ssss=3s

VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEN

LABOUR
FERTILIZER
CHENICALS
TRANSPORT
TRACTOR OPERATING
INTEREST
AIRCRAFT HIRE
CONBINE HIRE
IRRIGATION

' OTHER

TOTAL

TOTAL FOREI
Z1 it
117.35 0.00
91.24 30.11
89.69 E-
4.75 1.57
71.52 37.19
46.52 0.00
48.13 24.06
0.00 0.00
32.37 9.71
231.19 34.68-
732.75 19113

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN PER TGNNE

ITEN

DEP. AND HAINT.
INTEREST

TOTAL

TOTAL FOREI
65.67 19.09
72.75 0.00
138.42 19.09

SzZssszsse

TAI
VA
0.00
0.90
5.38
0.52
14.30
0.00
481
0.00
0.00
0.21

26.13

TAI

6.11
0.00

6.11

3ZSZSSS ZSSSZSSSSS=2=2Z2—=x

LABOUR
Z|
117.35
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

117.35

OTHER

40.47
72.75

113.22

47

OTHER
VA
0.00
60.23
30.49
2.66
20.02
46.52
19.25
0.00
22.66
196.30

398.14

000
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PRODUCTION AND HANDLING COSTS:
SIIIESIIIIICSIISEDhICSsIllliZzES

VARIABLE COSTS

& 3T&
JA]
LABOUR BASIC 95.10
TRACTOR OPERATING  120.20
SEED  INNOCULANT  38.80

FERTILIZER - LINE  314.37
CHEMICALS 31.20
TRANSPORT OFF 49.54
LABOUR PICKING 0.00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00
COMBINE HIRE 138.47
PACK HIRE 8.94
IRRIGATION 275.74
LEVIES 0.00
INSURANCE 0.00
MISC. COSTS 21.89
SUB TOTAL 1114.29
FARM INTEREST 72.54
BOARD COSTS

- INTEREST

:0THER

TOTAL 1188.05

YIELD 4.00

3T
zt
15.85
20.03
4.47
52.73
5.20
11.59
0.00
0.00
23.08
1.49
45.94
0.00
0.00
3.45

184.05
12.09

19.50
12.14

229.78

IRRIGATED RICE

VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

&

LABOUR

FERTILIZER
CHEMICALS
TRANSPORT

TRACTOR OPERATING
INTEREST

AIRCRAFT HIRE
CONBINE HIRE
IRRIGATION

OTHER

TOTAL

It
15.85
52.73

5.20
11.59
20.03
31.59

0.00
23.08
45.94
23.75

229.78

8%
It
0.00
17.40
3.12
3.83
10.42
0.00
0.00
11.54
13.79
3.56

63.65

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEH

DEP. AND MAINT.
INTEREST

TOTAL

TOTAL

32.83
36.36

69.21

FOREX

9.55
0.00

It
0.00
0.52
0.31
1.28
4.01
0.00
0.C0
2.31
0.00
0.65

9.07

zt
15.85
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

15.85

OTHER

20.23
36.30

56.61

&
It
0.00
34.81
1.7
6.49
5.61
31.59
0.00
9.23
32.11
19.54

141.21



20-Dec-88

PRODUCTION AND HANDLING COSTS:

IRRIGATED 6ROUNDNUTS

ssx:si3Kssc=::sssssers»sssiuicms8Szxisszsxcse«r<if

VARIABLE COSTS

ITEN COST/HA
Zt
LABOUR BASIC 414.35

TRACTOR OPERATING  257.71
SEED 1 INNOCULANT  154.50
FERTILIZER t LINE  177.91

CHENICALS 229.09
TRANSPORT OFF 32.21
LABOUR PICKING 0.00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00
CONBINE HIRE 0.00
PACK HIRE 0.00
IRRIGATION 94.63
LEVIES 34.89
INSURANCE 9.30
NISC. COSTS 9.06
SUB TOTAL 1413.65
FARN INTEREST 91.89
BOARD COSTS

: INTEREST

:OTHER

TOTAL 1505.54
YIELD 2.55

COST/T
it
162.4V
101.06
60.59
69.77
89.84
12.63
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
37.11
13.68
3.65
3.55

554.17
36.03

28.64
88.29

707.34

VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEN

LABOUR

FERTILIZER
CHENICALS
TRANSPORT
TRACTOR OPERATING
INTEREST
AIRCRAFT HIRE
CONBINE HIRE
IRRIGATION

OTHER

TOTAL

TOTAL
it
142.49
69.77
89.84
12.63
101.06
64.67
0.00
0.00
37.11
169.76

707.34

FOREI
Zt
.M
23.02
53.90
4.17
52.55
G.00
0.00
0.00
11.13
25.46

170.25

OVERHEAD COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE

ITEH

DEP. AND HAINT.
INTEREST

TOTAL

TOTAL

BH.9Q
9257

178.47

FOREX

25.79
0.00

25.79

TAX
Zt
0.00
0.69
5.39
1.39
20.21
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
6.06

33.74

TAX

8.42
0.00

8.42

49

LABOUR
it
162.49
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

162.49

OTHER

51.69
92.57

144.25

“— =

[N

OTHER
Zt
HHH
46.05
30.55
7.07
28.30
64.67
0.00
0.00
25.98
138.24

340.86

= cis



50

APPEND]] D: COMMUNAL COSTS 20-D«c-80

TABLE 4: FINANCIAL RESULTS) COMMUNAL DRYLAND PRODUCTION
------------------ MR % 33333333

CROP TOTAL FOREX TAX  LABOUR OTHER  PARITY  BORDER FOREX
COST COST COST CosT COST BASIS PRICE YIELD  PER HA
SOYABEANS 783.99  123.96 35.00 33494 290.10 HX 448 0.BO  259.23
SUNFLOHER 181.31 90.31 18.77 13583 169.04 NX 700 1.20 73163
6'NUT 583.63 76.07 19.04 26795 22057 HX 774 1.00 697.B8
COTTON 801,67 164.23 17.38 39940 220.65 HI 715 1.00  551.03
TABLE 7: ECONOMIC RESULTS; COMMUNAL DRYLAND PRODUCTION
e, PER TONNE-----------mmmemmeeee-
CROP TOTAL FOREX TAX  LABOUR OTHER ~ PARITY  BORDER NATIONAL
COST COST COST CosT COST BASIS PRICE YIELD RETURN
S.C.F.* 1.30 0.00 0.50 *0.90 1.30 PER HECTARE
SOYABEANS 589.71  161.15 0.00 167.47 261.09 HH 582 0.80 -6.17
SUNFLOHER 337.45  117.40 0.00 67.92 15214 HX 910 1.20  687.05
6'NUT 431.38 98.89 0.00 13398 19851 HX 1054 1.00 62251
COTTON 611.79 21350 0.00 199.70 19859 HX 1006 1.00 39390
TOTAL COST
NOTES
HEIGHTED S
(1) HE: UORLD EXPORT RE:RESIONAL EXPORT ERR MAIZE
0.829 MAIZE
TAX & LABOUR + OTHER COST 0.730 6'NUT
(2) DRC RATIO = ERR G'NUT
BORDER PRICE - FOREX COST ERR SUNFL1
ERR SORG.
(31 NET FOREX PER HA. = (EXPORT PRICE - FOREX COST) X YIELD ERR 50RG.
0.705 SOYA
(4) S.C.F. = STANDARD CONVERSION FACTOR ERR ED. H
ERR HHEAT
(5) COSTS INCLUDED ARE PER TONNE VARIABLE COSTS AND DIRECT OVERHEADS 0.753 COT U

OF COMMERCIAL FARMS AND HANDLING COSTS OF MARKETING BOARDS

(6) ECONOMIC COSTS AND PRICES IN TABLE 2 ARE THE FINANCIAL
FIGURES IN TABLE 1 MULTIPLIED BY THE APPROPRIATE SCF
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APPENDIX D: COMMUNAL COSTS 20-Oec-88
PRODUCTION AND HANOIING COSTS; SOYABEANS
liaitaaiicamiziiiiiizaiinsssizexs
VARIABLE COSTS VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE
ITEN COST/HA COST/T ITEN TOTAL FOREX TAX  LABOUR
It If It It It Z4
LABOUR BASIC 267.95 334.94 LABOUR 334.94 0.00 0.00 33494
TRACTOR OPERATING 62.50 78.13 FERTILIZER 95.05 31.37 2.85 0.00
SEED | INNOCULANT 98.27 122.84 CHENICALS 32.79 19.67 1.97 0.00
FERTILIZER 6 LINE 76.04 95.05 TRANSPORT 20.63 6.81 2.27 0.00
CHENICALS 26.23 32.79 TRACTOR OPERATING 78.13 40.63 15.63 0.00
TRANSPORT OFF 16.50 20.63 INTEREST 47.54 0.00 0.00 0.00
LABOUR PICKING 0.00 0.00 AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00 COMBINE HIRE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
CONBINE HIRE 0.00 0.00 IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PACK HIRE 0.00 0.00 OTHER 169.93 25.49 12.28 0.00
IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00
LEVIES 4.97 6.21 TOTAL 778.99  123.96 3500 33494
INSURANCE 0.00 0.00
HISC. COSTS 32.70 40.88
OVERHEAD COST IREAK8OM PER TOME
SUB TOTAL 585.16  731.45
FARN INTEREST 38.04 47.54 ITEM TOTAL FOREX TAX OTHER
DEPRECIATION 5.00 0.00 0.00 5.00
INTEREST 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL 623.20 778.99 TOTAL 5.00 0.00 0.00 5.00
YIELD 0.80

>> >>)>>B )>> >)7 > )B >)>>

OTHER
L
0.00
60.33
11.15
11.55
21.88
47.54
0.00
0.00
0.00
132.15

285.10
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APPENDIX D: COMMUNAL COSTS 20-Dec-88
PRODUCTION AND NANDLING COSTS: SROUNDNUTS
$:32525:::rcz:5:555Cs:sSSS3ESssixcs33CX3£=rs8
VARIABLE COSTS VARIABLE COST BREAKDOWN PER TONNE
ITEM COST/HA COST/T ITEH TOTAL FOREI TAX  LABOUR OTHER
Zl Zl Zt ’t it it it
LABOUR BASIC 24795  247.95 LABOUR 247.95 0.00 0.00 24795 0.00
TRACTOR OPERATING 0.00 0.00 FERTILIZER 118.37 39.04 3.55 0.00 75.74
SEED t INNOCULANT  108.00 108.00 CHEMICALS 9.45 5.47 0.57 0.00 3.21
FERTILIZER 4 LIME  118.37 118.37 TRANSPORT 37.50 12.38 4.13 0.00 21.00
CHEMICALS .. 9.45 9.45 TRACTOR OPERATING 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TRANSPORT OFF 37.50 37.50 INTEREST 18.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 18.94
LABOUR PICKING 0.00 0.00 AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
AIRCRAFT HIRE 0.00 0.00 CONBINE HIRE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
COMBINE HIRE 0.00 0.00 IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PACKING 13.38 13.38 OTHER 124.40 18.94 10.80 0.00 94.44
IRRIGATION 0.00 0.00
LEVIES 0.00 0.00 TOTAL 578.43 74.07 19.04 24795 21557
INSURANCE 0.00 0.4
M SC. COSTS 5.02 5.02
OVERHEAD COST BREAKDONN PER TONNE
SUB TOTAL 559.47 55947 -
FARM INTEREST 18.94 18.94 ITEH TOTAL FOREX TAX OTHER
DEPRECIATION 5.00 0.00 0.00 5.00
INTEREST 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL 578.43  578.43 TOTAL 5.00 0.0C 0.00 5.00
YIELD 1.00
$:5::58555:3SStS::SSXSizSss:ssSsssssszsssnuts:iis:iizss:imisis3nu2»c3ivzs«xiii:z»is:ss2ss:szzsss:szx3






