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Comparison among Different Pond Breeding Models of Grass Carp Based on Cost-benefit Analysis

GUO Hong-xi, ZHOU Yan, KE Yan-ruo et al (Wuhan Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Wuhan, Hubei 430065 )

Abstract [ Objective ] To analyze the benefits of different pond breeding models of grass carp in Guangdong Province. [ Method ] Based on the
field survey data of 162 cases of grass carp culture in Zhongshan, Foshan, Huizhou, Qingyuan, Shaoguan and other places of Guangdong
Province, the cost-benefit analysis, break-even analysis and sensitivity analysis were used to analyze the cost-benefit situations of four kinds of
pond culture models of grass carp. [ Result] From the economic benefits, the net profit of crisped grass carp culture model was the highest,
followed by fingerling culture model. In terms of cost composition, variable costs were greatly higher than fixed costs, feed cost took the largest
proportion. As for the uncertainty, the breeding model of small grass carp was vulnerable to market fluctuations, and it had less ability to avoid
market risks than the other three breeding models. [ Conclusion ] Suggestions were proposed,such as rationally determining the breeding model,

strengthening scientific feeding, increasing government financial subsidies.
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Table 1 Sample size and distribution

o JOARALRL ;
B?&:Zf(i%lztmo dels Breeding2 scale Nuib%f of
hm households
LB <2.0 6
Fingerling culture 2.0~3.3 12
3.3~6.7 15
>6.7 8
/NEEAFRAE <2.0 11
Small grass carp breeding 2.0~3.3 13
3.3~6.7 16
>6.7 9
PN RS <2.0 7
Large grass carp farming 2.0~3.3 18
3.3~6.7 15
>6.7
[Pyt A <2.0 5
Crisped grass carp culture 2.0~3.3 6
3.3~6.7 11
>6.7 4
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Table 2 Cost composition of different farming models of grass carp

R INFAO SR N RiE | i PR B 5
Fingerling culture Small grass carp breeding Large grass carp farming Crisped grass carp culture
e i BA itk A itk HA itk BA itk
Investment Proportion Investment Proportion Investment Proportion Investment Proportion
I5/hm? % IC/hm? % I5/hm? % IT/hm” %
AR A Wi fh 107 044. 41 21.39 55 793. 69 16.73 68 267. 86 16. 94 164 812.50 31.78
Variable costs ik 322 722.22 64.48 221 232.78 66. 33 250 546.43 62.18 258 750. 00 49.90
W E IR 8 638. 89 1.73 6 203.03 1. 86 16 178.57 4.02 17 250. 00 3.33
[y 4 345.59 0.87 5148.25 1.54 9 660. 00 2.40 2 250. 00 0.43
GRS 14 500. 00 2.90 9 043.79 2.71 24 822. 14 6.16 30 000. 00 5.79
&1 5 AR T HbAH 4 35 683.33 7.13 29 996. 21 8.99 28 090.91 6.97 39 000. 00 7.52
Fixed cost KieT 3 960. 94 0.79 2434.09 0.73 2 894.29 0.72 750. 00 0.14
Hif 2 796. 00 0.56 2 760. 47 0.83 2 164.29 0.54 4 500. 00 0.87
BRE ) 843.75 0.17 912. 86 0.27 285.71 0.07 1218.75 0.24
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Note:The data in the table was calculated based on the survey data
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Table 3 Comparison of the benefit among different farming models of grass carp

. BIA o] AR IRV R R

Breeding model otil mC(;me Nit Prnglt Cost-profit ratio Working cap{lal
J6/hm J6/hm % turnover rate//{xX/a

P 325 Fingerling culture 536 227.78 35 692. 65 7.13 6.07

JNEEAT F75E Small grass carp breeding 350 827.78 17 302. 61 5.19 4.30

KL FEHE Large grass carp farming 427 221.43 24 311.23 6.03 2.67

Wa i 525 Crisped grass carp culture 604 125.11 85 593.75 16.51 1. 00
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Table 4 Break-even analysis of different culture models of grass carp

- T P VARER S ILL N VAR NS BB BT SRS s 2 2
SR Break-even output Breakeven income Breakeven pric Selli ice Diffe e bet break-
Breeding model ¢ p \ n ven price elling price ifference between break-even

kg/hm J6/hm Ju/kg Ju/'kg price and selling pnce//jﬁ/kg
t Fh 324 Fingerling culture 40 681. 66 500 535.13 12.22 12.50 0.28
JNEEAT F75E Small grass carp breeding 32 889. 63 333 525.17 9.64 10. 14 0.50
KEANFRHE Large grass carp farming 30 723. 15 402 910. 19 12.41 13.11 0.70
W A £ 3241 Crisped grass carp culture 26 591. 35 518 531.25 16. 86 19. 50 2.64
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Table 5 Net profit sensitivity coefficients analysis of different culture models of grass carp %
FEFR HEMHE HRPRA TR A A4
Breeding model Selling price Fingerling cost Feed cost Land rent
1 Fh 355 Fingerling culture -150.23 -29.99 -90. 42 -10. 00

N FEAE Small grass carp breeding -202.76 -32.25 -127.86 -17.34
RIAFEHE Large grass carp farming -175.73 -28.08 -103. 06 -11.55
a5 3E5 Crisped grass carp culture =70.58 -19.26 -30.23 -4.56
84k Change rate -10.00 10. 00 10. 00 10. 00
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