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1. INTRODUCTION

The major objective of this study was to assess the
relative profitability of prune production in the two areas, the
Murrumbidgee Irrigation Area and at Young. Prunes are grown
mainly around the town of Griffith which is at the western end
of the M.I.A. At Young there are several small settlements some
miles from Young such as Kingsvale, Prunevale, Maimuru, Wirrimah,
Monteagle and Waterview, where prunes are grown. These settle-
ments are separated by grazing areas. ’

1.1 ACREAGE AND PRODUCTION

- Table 1 sets out total production of prunes for both
areas over a number of years.

Table 1

Prune Production: 1949—1968(1)

M.I.A. YOUNG

tons tons

1949 700 527
1950 560 1,214
1951 776 1,284
1952 309 - 1,487
1953 1,017 1,638
1954 983 1,730
1955 840 1,068
1956 826 1,388
1957 843 395
1958 1,256 812
1959 1,055 1,521
1960 1,405 1,818
1961 ﬂ 1,322 2,290
1962 1,035 1,786
1963 1,725 2.804
1964 1,386 2,789
1965 2,234 2,193
1966 1,573 ‘ 1,106
1967 2,644 2,630
1968 1,045 144

TOTAT ACREAGE (2) (3)
A1l Varieties 1,483 25749.5

Sources: (1) N.S.W. Dried Fruits Board Annual Reports.

(2) 1Irrigation Research Extension Commission
Fruit Tree and Grape Vine Census,
December, 1967.

(3) C.H. Mort, "A Prune Planting Survey at
Young", Agricultural Gazette of
New South Wales, Vol. 79, Part 5
(May, 1968) pp.
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The total acreage of prunes on the M.I.A. (both
varieties D'Agen and Robe de Sergeant) was 1,483 acres. TFor
Young 2,749.5 acres with 2,595.8 acres actually under prunes.
(ThlS latter figure excludes vacant spots in plantings).

It was observed that 61 per cent of M.I.A. prune
growers had less than 5 acres of D'Agen variety prunes. '
Robe de Sergeant amounted to a total 206 acres which would mean
on average, less than 1 acre of Robes per farm. The majority
of M.I.A. growers do not grow Robe de Sergeant. : .

: At Young only 7 per cent of growers had less than
5 acres of D'Agens. Sixty two per cent had between 5 and 20
acres. Robe de Sergeant trees were more numerous at Young.
Out of 112 growers 101 had some Robes planted. Fifty per cent
of growers had less than 5 acres of Robes.

1.2 RAINFALL

(a) YOUNG

No ralnfall records were avallable for the. 1nd1v1dua1 o
- prune growing districts around Young; Prunevale, Klngsvale, S
Vaterv1ew, Malmuru and’ erlmah ' LI e :

The nearest town where ralnfall data is recorded on a
regular bas1s is at the Young Post Office. ‘Wirrimah, for exam-
ple, is some 18 miles from Young so that variation is likely to
f occur., Wirrimah is the furtherest from Young of the establlshed

prune grow1ng districts. :

'Rainfall data for the Young Post Office recordlng

statlon is set out in Table 2, extracted from the Bureau of
Meteorology Rainfall Statlstlcs (1966) '

(b) M. I A.»

) Agaln no ralnfall records are avallable for the 1nd1v1d—*“'*‘:”””

ual prune growing districts around Griffith. However, in this
study all but one of the farms are in the Hanwood area 7 miles
approx1mately from Griffith - the other is at Iake Wyangan 10
miles approximately from Griffith in the opposite direction to
~Hanwood. In these cases although there may be some variation in
. rainfall, it is unlikely to be as great as that possible in: the
Young distrlcts° "Rainfall data for Griffith Post Office is set

~out in Table 2, extracted from the same source as for Young Post
Office. ' o i :

Bureau of Meteorology, Rainfall Statlstlcs, Australla,
(Melbourne, 1966). ‘
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Table 2

Recorded Rainfall at Griffith and Young

Griffith Rainfall Young Rainfall

Long Normal | Rain- Long ~Normal
Period Rain= days Period | Rain-
Average fall per 2 fall

1 3 | month s 3

inch inch days | inch inch

205 219
167 196
201 231
198 223
214 230
282 261
243 249
239 250 |
209 196
237 270
187 214
200 177

January 109 107
February 107 126
March 138 168
April 128 134
May 140 | 136
June 163 - 145
July ! 128 127
August 155 133
September 123 111
October 170 180
November 115 114
December 127 114

—_—
UI-JWOW0—=—0w0wVJuuru

—_
VIO OO =00V~

TOTAL 1,603 1,595

®
~

2,582 2,716

O
N

Long Period Average, all years (1914-1964).

Long Period Average, all years (1872-1964).

Standard Period Normals of Rainfall 30 years (1931-1960).
Average Number of Raindays per month (1931-1960).

Source: Bureau of Meteorology, Rainfall Statistics Australia,
' (Melbourne, 1966).

- 1.3 GENERAL

. For those not acquainted with the cultural practices
prune orchards Appendix C set out in table form the cultural
practices carried out by each grower on his prune enterprise.

A brief description of the practices and the differences between
each area follows. ‘ '

2. DATA SOURCES AND COLLECTION

2.1 METHOD

It was decided that rather than a complete survey case
studies would be made of about seven farms in each region. Hence
any results physical and financial are not necessarily fully
representative of the "average" situation for either area.

2.2 TFARM SELECTION

Farms were selected on the basis of prune acreage with

some assistance from two Departmental fruit officers at Young and
Griffith2. . |

®Messrs. K. Way (Young), P. Gault and J. Mellis (Griffith).




There are case studies for seven orchards at Young and
six M.I.A. orchards. A seventh grower on the M.I.A. was inter-
viewed but was found to be completely atypical of M.I.A. horti-
cultural farms and therefore deleted. :

2.3 PHYSICAL DATA

Bach grower was asked to provide information on the
physical characteristics of his farm such as acreage, enterpri-
ses, fruit type, etc.

Physical details of farm size and acreage were checked
against the I.R.E.C.3 Horticultural Farm Inventory for M.I.A.
orchards, and the prune tree health survey of young orchards.

A detailed record of the cultural programme undertaken
on prunes was collected from each grower. Growers were asked
about cultivation and pruning practices, labour costs for
pruning and harvesting, amount and type of fertilizers and sprays
applied. This_information has been used in the preparation of
gross margins.?

2.4 TFINANCIAL DATA

: Production and financial information for 3 years was
obtained. In most cases data was collected for the financial
years 1965/66, 1966/67 and 1967/68, (i.e. Prune Pools 66, 67 and
68). However, since income tax returns were the major source of
information on expenditure and returns, some farms have the year -
1964/65 rather than 1967/68 as their returns for 1967/68 were
unavailable. ' '

' On two farms, one on the M.I.A. and one at Young,
neither 1967/68 nor 1964/65 was readily available so that only
two years financial results are presented. Appendix A sets out
in detail for each farm cash expenditure and returns for three
years under consideration.

Permission was sought from each grower to inspect his
income tax records and returns. These provided the most complete
source of data available on cash expenditure and returns. The
use of income tax returns as a source of financial data can give
problems, particularly concerning accuracy of data. However,
where no other reasonably accurate records are available, then
tax returns and the profit and loss statement are the only
alternative, particularly for statements of expenditure and income.

2.5 DEPRECIATION

: At the interview a machinery inventory was taken of at
least the major items of equipment. This was done to assess
depreciation and total farm investment.

3Irrigation Research and Extension Committee.
4Department of Agriculture Mid Western Region.

5S.A. Hodgkinson, Case Studies of Prune Production on the
Murrumbidgee Irrigation Area and at Young, Fart 1l - Gross
Margins (Division of Marketing and Agricultural Economics,
Miscellaneous Bulletin No. 14, November, 1970).




(1) Machinery

Although income tax returns were used as a record for
general farm expense items, the depreciation on plant and
equipment as recorded for tax purposes was not used. Tax de-

~preciation rates do not generally reflect the true life of the
implement.

In compiling the machinery inventory, the farmer was
asked to assess its present clearing sale value. In an attempt
to avoid over valuatlon, partlcularly of older plant, growers
were requested to give a price estimate not of what they would
sell at (i.e. items value to them) but the price at which they
thought others would purchase.

Depreciation was calculated on thelr value for 1tems
concerned at the following rates:-

Tractors
Dehydrators
Orchard Sprayers
Pruning Platforms
Balers

Other implements
(Cultivation
Equipment etc.)

Fruit Case Presses
Staplers

Fruit Graders
Stationary Engines
Prune Boxes, etc.

5 per

Structures

~—r Nt e e S N P N g g

3 per cent

The values obtained of these items were used to cal-
culate the investment in plant and equipment for inclusion in
total farm capital investment.

(2) Structures

It is debatable as to whether structures (buildings)
. should be depreciated on the M.I.A. when in fact farms continue
to appreciate. However as this does not appear to be the case

in the Young area structures in both areas have been depreciated
for conformity.

On the M.I.A, it may be that the land with its poten-
tial for horticultural production appreciates rather than the
structures (Improvements) placed upon it.

(3) Orchard Plantings

Fruit tree plantings depreciate over time. It is
difficult to assess a-monetary value for.orchard depreciation
when the productive potential of a tree can be greatly influ-
enced by its management, apart from factors such as age,
.tree health, etc.




No depreciation on orchard plantings has been in-
cluded for either area. Degree and rate of depreciation of
trees is likely to be reflected in production. ‘

(4) Fencing

No allowance for depreciation of fencing in either
area was made. Many growers in the M.I.A. have removed their
fences entirely over the past few years.

Depreciation on fences for Young area farms was
ralso excluded. The fences in question are not of a high
standard nor on most farms are large amounts involved. Ex-
clusion of depreciation on these items will make very little
material difference to the results observed. Depreciation on
fences is generally charged at 3 per cent per annum and since
the present day value of these fences is low, it would not
amount to a very great sum.

2.6 PROPERTY VALUATIONS

The Valuer General's Department at Young provided
valuations of farms in the Young district. These farms were
valued in 1967 but the valuations were up-dated by the Valuer
General to 1968 values. The values represent the Improved
Capital Values on a freehold basis. (These farms are held
under various leases from the Crown and many farmers have not
converted.) /

Property valuations for the M.I.A. are based on .
valuations done for rating purposes in 1964. These are of
course somewhat out of date, but it is considered that values
may have doubled or risen by half as much as the original 1964
improved capital valuation based on sales of comparable prop-
erties in the area. .

The Rural Bank Valuer at Griffith' considers that
the general rise in values is of the order of 40 per cent
for the larger farms. Values of smaller farms have risen
further due to the nature of the market for horticultural
farms in the area. (That is a strong demand amongst migrant
farmers with small capital resources for farms.)

1

R. Stannard, Rural Bank, Griffith - personal cqmmunication.'




Table 3

M.I.A. Orchard Acreages

Total Variety

Acreage

Other Fruit

~ Balance

D'Agen Robes

49 16.66 25
5.55 NB| trees

Navels"
Valencias
Peaches
Plums

)
-

Headlands,
etc.

Grapes

SN

Apples

Peaches
Apricots

Vv | Jhwbh o

e o o

Ul
o O
NN

Plums

Pears

Balance
grapes

O
N - N

Approx. 5
acs. head-
lands
buildings
etc..

Peaches

Grapes
. n

Balance .
unplanted,
etc.

Valencias

Navels
Apricots
Apples
Peaches
Grapes

7T acres
lost in
buildings,
etc.

Grapes"
Oranges
Apples

5 acres
lost in
headlands
buildings
etc. '
Balance
being pre-
pared for .
wine grapes.

9.83
32.83 NB

Plums
Apricots
Vines
Peaches

|Balance lost
in buildings,
headlands,
etc.

Farm C is two farms;

basis.

" FParm D leases 10 acres for vegetable production.

one of 26 acres and one of 51 acres.
In some cases plantings are down to 80/acre on this farm

instead of more usual 90/acre (22' x 22').
Farm D has Robes and D'Agen interplanted on half and half

Farm F has 2 farms also - amalgamated for this study.

means non bearing.
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Table 4

Young Orcﬁard Acreages

Total | - Variety
Acreage |

Other Fruit
D'Agen| Robes :

100 Nil | 8 acres lucerne.
27 acres oats
Balance grazing

159 acres gra-
zing and some
crop

Cherries 9 Balance 90
Nectarines 3 acres grazing

Peaches 10
Pears 3 Balance 37
Plums 4 -acres
Apples grazing
Cherries

Nectarines
Peaches . Balance 29.64
Plums acres grazing
Pears and 3.00 build-
Cherries _ etc.

Peaches ) o
Nectarines) Balance 50
Plums 3 acres
Peaches 5 NB| grazing

Apples )
Pears )10

Nil Balance 96
acres grazing

Notes:

(a) Farm R has another pfoperty of 486 acres grazing elsewhere in
the Young area. _

(b) TFarm S has two farms, which have. been amalgamated for this study.

NB - means non bearing.

2.7 _PRUNE PRODUCTION AND YIELDS

Prune yields (dry tons) for the growers in both areas for
the years 1965/66, 1966/67 and 1967/68 are set out in Table 5 and
Table 6. In some cases a fourth year has been added - 1964 /65.
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Table 5

Prune Yields Dry Weight'
M.I.A. Farms

1964/65 1965/66 1966/67

1967/68

AVERAGE 3 YEARS

AVERAGE 4 YEARS

TOTAL | YIELD PER YIELD PER | TOTAL YIELD PER | TOTAL
YIELD | BEARING AC. BEARING ACJ{ YIELD |BEARING AC{ YIELD

YIELD PER
BEARING AC.|

TOTAL
YIELD

YIELD PER
BEARING AC.

TOTAL
YIELD

YIELD PER
BEARING AC.

FARM "A".
D'AGEN
ROBES

41.172 42,623

FARM "B"
D'AGEN

22,221

12.454

FARM IIC"
D'AGEN

39.625

FARM "D"
D'AGER
ROBES

13.666

FARM "E"
D'AGEN

- FARM "F"

D'AGEN
ROBES

BOTH
“VARIEIIES

21.416 2.178 11.860 28.707
13.580 | 3.463 4.068 12.781

34.996 2,545 15.929 41.489

+

*

In Tons or Decimals Thereof.

Both varieties for farm A but principally D'Agen.




Zadble 6

Prune Yields Dry Weight®
Young Farms

1964/65

1965/66

1966/67

1967/68

AVERAGE 3 YEARS

AVERAGE 4 YEARS

TOTAL
YIELD

YIELD PER
BEARING ACJ

TOTAL
YIELD

YIELD PER.
BEARING AC.

TOTAL
YIELD

YIELD PER
BEARING AC.

TOTAL

“YIEED-

YIELD PER
BEARING AC

TOTAL
YIELD

YIELD PER
BEARING AC,

TOTAL
YIELD

YIELD PER
BEARING AC.

FARM "R"
D'AGEN
ROBES

0.325

30.250

FARM "S"
D'AGEN
ROBES

BOTH
VARIETIES

27.500

19.764 .
4,104

23.868

64.481
6.130

70.612

29.498
3.511

33.009

FARM "T"
D'AGEN
ROBES

22,000

10.625

FARM "wn
D'AGEN
ROBES

BOTH
VARIETIES

15.103
2.831

17.934

18.126
3.572

21.699

*17.951
* 3.710

14.211

FARM "X"
D'AGEN
ROBES

BOTH
VARIETIES

17.524
3.251

20,775

5.516

54.332

48.816

22.986
3.408

26.395

FARM "Y"
D'AGEN

24.500

22,500

16.500

FARM "zv
D'AGEN
ROBES

BOTH
VARIETIES

22,666
5.196

27.862

34.034
5.008

39.043

20.048
3.569

23.618

+

*

In Tons or Decimals Thereof.
Average over 3

ears excludin

1967/68.

This applies only to farm "W" as D'Agen and Robes for 1967/68 not split up.
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Total production (dry) and yield (dry) per bearing
acre of the two varieties D'Agen and Robe de Sergeant are pre-
sented as well as production and yield per acre of all prunes.
A straight average has been calculated for the 3 years for each
~farm. A 4-year average is presented as well where data was
available.

2.8 SEASONAL CONDITIONS AND PRODUCTION

At Young, several growers were affected by hail in
1966/67 -and frost in 1965/66. The effects varied as the farms
selected were in different parts of the district. In the
M.I.A. all except one farm were in a fairly compact area.

The 1967/68 season was affected by drought in both
areas though considerably more in the Young area.

It should be noted that prunes are produced under
irrigation on the M.I.A. At Young irrigation is rare. One
farmer at Young in the group is attempting to irrigate prunes
by watering from a dam, however he can only irrigate a small
acreage.

3. ANALYSIS OF FINANCIAL DATA

CASH EXPENSES

Appendix A sets out in detail the expenses for each
farm over the years under consideration with a 3 -year or
2-year average where applicable.

3.1.1 CAPITAL EXPENDITURE

Capital expenditure made over the 3 years is included
as a separate item. This is not included in total cash oper-
ating costs to derive net cash income. Since all of the
capital expenditure is either machinery or structures, it
becomes part of the farm capital investment and is subject to
depreciation for which allowance has been made.

3.1.2 CASH OPERATING EXPENSES

The record source for this data was the profit and
loss statement and/or the actual income tax return.

The Cash Operating Expenses are derived into two
sections.

(1) Overhead or Fixed Costs (Expenses)
(ii} Direct or Variable Costs (Expenses).

The allocation of expenses to either category was made
on the follow1ng basis.

3.1.3 OVERHEAD COSTS

These costs are those associated with the ownership of
the farm such as rent, rates and insurance. Included also were
interest payments made to various credit institutions, most
commonly banks. Although a cost that can vary with production in
terms of any one year's expenses, it is one that must be met
within that year.




12.

3.1.4 REPAIRS AND MAINTENAN@E TO PLANT

Repairs and maintenance to plant can also be viewed as
a variable or direct cost. It can vary with use given to a par-
- ticular item. However, since the records available did not
state on what type of equipment the repairs were made and in
some cases repairs and maintenance to improvements were included,
it was decided to view it as an overhead expense. Also it is
maintenance of capital assets subject to depreciation.

3.1.5 DIRECT OR VARIABLE COSTS

Direct Costs are those that are directly attributable
to the production of a crop or livestock product. These costs
will vary with year to year production levels.

3.1.6 DEHYDRATION COSTS

Where growers patronize co-operative driers their
prune returns are shown net of dehydration charges.

_ . Where on-farm dehydration is used, fuel and electricity
will appear in those categories. Any emploved labour will appear
in wages.

3.1.7 TOTAL CASH OPERATING COSTS

These two categories - overhead and direct cash costs -
give total cash operating costs. To obtain total operating costs
as distinct from cash operating costs the essentially non-cash
cost of depreciation should be added to cash overheads and direct
cash costs.

3.2 GROSS INCOME

Gross Income covers the whole farm gross income inclu-
ding returns from farm enterprises other than prunes. On the
M.I.A. these included canning fruits, citrus and wine grapes,
and at Young, cherries, apples, and sales of livestock and wool.

Where co-operative dehydration is used in both areas,
prune returns are net of these dehydration charges and certain
levies. Sales of livestock are net of commission.

3.2.1 CONTRACT INCOME

Contract income includes contract dehydration and other
farm operations for which growers may do on a contract basis for
friends or neighbours.

3.2.2 OFF-FARM INCOME

Off-farm income includes Directors' Fees and income
from off-farm investments of various kinds. The value of these
farm investments is included in total capital investment, since
the income from them is used to finance farm operations.

3.2.3 PRUNE INCOME

Prunes are sold on a pool system. Growers are paid an
equalized price between prunes sold on the home market and those
exported.




3.3 THE POOL SYSTEM

Up until 1970, only one prune pool has operated
covering all prunes. From 1970 onwards a separate pool will
operate for the disposal of prunes cf the Robe de Sergeant
variety. In fact separate pools will be created; one for
the D'Agen variety and one for Robe de Sergeant. Robe
prunes are generally the least favoured variety for sale pur-
poses because of processing problems. Most of the Robe pro-
duction finds its way onto the lower priced export market.

The growers are paid on a grade basis, the grade
depending on fruit size; i.e. number of prunes per pound.
They are paid a "First advance!" depending on the weight they
have in each fruit grade. This first advance is madé in the
crop year after harvest and dehydration have been completed
and fruit received into the pool. With the Co-operatives,
this first advance is financed by borrowings from the Reserve
Bank. Further payments are spread over several years as pay-
ments for fruit sold are recieved.

Private Buyer/Sellers are also part of the pool
system. They pay a first advance and remit further payments
to growers. They are required to export a certain percen—
tage of their crop purchase.

Income from prunes includes all advances received by
the grower for the sale of prunes whether from one of the
Co-operatives or a private buyer regardless of the crop year
involved.

The final value of a particular prune crop (pool)
to the grower is not determined until all payments are received
from prune sales. TIinaligzation of a pool may be two to three
years after the actual crop year.

These subsequent payments which may be flowing from
two or three pools at any one time, contribute to the cash
flow position of growers and financing of subsequent production.

3.4 PROPORTION OF TOTAL GROSS INCOME FROM VARIOUS ENTERFRISIS

The proportion of total gross income contributed by
the prune growing enterprise is shown in two ways:

(1) As a percentage of total fruit income. This is
done particularly for the M.I.A. where there are several fruit
enterprises on most farms.

(ii) As a percentage of total gross farm income. The
taxation records for some farms showed income from fruit as a
total sum, with no breakdown as to the contribution to income
from the individual fruit enterprises. This was particularly so
for the M.I.A. farms.

Total gross incomes on all farms included prune
returns. However only on some farms were prune returns dissected
out from total fruit incomes.

Hence the proportion of total fruit income and total
gross farm income contributed by prunes can only be assessed
accurately for those farms with prune returns shown separately.
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For the other growers as no dissection was available,
estimates have been made of the proportion of gross income con-
tributed by prunes. These estimates are based on growers prunes
production (dry tons) times the average pool prices for the re-
spective pools. These final average prices are those paid by
Griffith Producers Co-operative Ltd. (for M.I.A. farms) and Young
- District Producers Co-operative Ltd. for Young farms, for respec-
tive pools.

Some of the growers for whom these estimates are shown
do not sell to the co-operative, patronizing private buyers
instead. Others sell to both co-operatives and private buyers.
It has been necessary to use co-operative prices here.

It has not been possible to estlmate deferred payments
flowing from previous pools and their contribution to the gross
prune returns of each year. Where a pool has been finalized -

66 Pool, 67 Pool - the final average payment per ton to growers
is used. This is an average of all grades of fruit so that it
does not take account of a grower's grade - weight situation for
a particular crop. For the 68 Pool, the average payments per ton
made up to June - July, 1969 were used. The limitations associa-
ted with these estimates mean that they can only give an indica-
tion of the contribution made by prunes to gross farm income on a
particular farm. Estimates of contribution by prunes to gross
farm income are for farms: A; C; D; E; F; W; and Y. All other
farms have actual figures. g

Using the actual figures and the estimates:

(1) Contribution of Prunes to total fruit income

Téble 7 summarises this data for farms in both areas.
TABLE 7 _
Prunes Percentage Contribution to Total Fruit Income

FARM 1964/ 1965/ | 1966/ 1967/ 3 YEAR
1965 . 1966 1967 1968 AVERAGE

M.I.A.
67.76 12,79 53.47 65.87
26.09 20.52 21.00 22.35
38.84 61.83 : 49.60%
30.32 43.79 15.43 28.31
62.66 62.47
22.09 | 46.59 16.29 29.37

HHgQwes

YOUNG
No Other Fruit Income
No Other TFruit Income
o 97.47 |. 89.85 95.48
(E) . - 24.14 43.12. 29.53
. T7.43 62.24 66,40
(E) 48.53 ' 46.69 12.48 41.30

T No Other PFruit Income ’

* = 2 Year Average. :

(E) = These are the farms for whlch estimates of per cent contri-
© bution to gross farm income by prunes have been made.

Young: Farm S, R and Z have no other fruit income. On farm T

income from other fruit is, as yet, of little significance, but

production of other fruit will increase in the future particularly

from- the 9 acres of cherries.

M.I.4. Although there are variations amongst individual farms

and b between years.on partlcular farms, prunes contribute propor-

tionately less to fruit income. on the M.I.A. farms than at Young.
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(ii) CONTRIBUTION TO TOTAL GROSS FARM INCOME

This section is of more significance than Section (i)
since it indicates the importance of prunes to the whole farm.
Table 8 summarises this data for farms in both areas.

Table 8

Prunes Percentage Contribution to Gross Farm Income

FARM 1964/ 1965/ 1966/ 1967/ 3 YEAR
1965 1966 1967 1968 AVERAGE

M.I.A.

60.75 63. 45.07 57.69
24.10 19. 19.51 20.85
35.71 53. 44, 20%
30.16 | 43, 15.38 | 28.23
62.66 62.
22.09 46. 16.25 29.32

HEHgQW=

YOUNG

77.46
72.66
12.55
42.34
60.38
(E) - 46.69
74 .69

2 Year Average.r

These are the farms for which estimates of per cent
contribution to gross farm income by prunes have
been made.

Young: Although variations exist amongst farms and
from year to year on each farm, prunes on most farms are the
most important source of gross farm income. The lower percen-
tage contribution by prunes to gross farm income in 1967/68
reflects the generally poor seasonal and crop conditions
experienced in this area. Where such a high proportion of
gross farm income is contributed by prunes, gross incomes
and ultimately overall farm performance can suffer should
seasonal conditions be adverse and/or product price decline.
The dryland conditions under which these farms operate can
cause wide fluctuations in production from year to year which
in turn produce similar fluctuations in income.

Prune prices decline when there is a large crop and
a large proportion has to be exported. Prices tend to rise
when there is a generally small crop, the major part of which
goes onto the more highly priced home market.

For the individual grower at Young a small crop at
Young means the individual does not have the tonnage-to
receive the advantage of the higher prices.




M.I.A.:

and from year to year.
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Again variations are evident between farms

Irrigation on the M.I.A. does reduce
the effects of dry seasonal conditions and helps to reduce

fluctuations in production that might be attributed to lack
of water.

- -In Table 9 and Table 10 the proportlon of the total
farm acreage under prunes, (split into bearing and non-

bearing as a percentage of total farm acreage) is set against
the percentage contribution made by prunes to gross farm income.

Table 9

Proportion of Farm Acreage under Prunes and
Percentage Contribution to Gross Farm Income - M.I.A.

Farm

Proportion of farm
Acreage Under Prunes

Percentage Contribution
To Gross Farm Income

Non

Bearing

%

Bearing

Total
Prune
Acreage

1965/
1966

%

1966/
1967

%

1968

%

1967/

Three
"Year

Aver-

age

%

34.00
10.43
15.58
8.69
22.18
13075'

45.32
15.88
20.777
- 8.69
22.78
46.58

60.53
24.10
35.71
30.16
1 62.66
22.09

63.88
19.63

45 .07

- 19.51
53.31 44 .24%E
43.78 15.38 | 28.23 E
62.47 E
46.44 | 16.25| 29.32 E

57.61E
20.85

HEYQW >

32?83'

Estimates of Contribution to Gross Farm Income
Made by Prunes.

2-Year Average.

Table 10

Proportion of Farm Acreage Under Prunes (all varieties) and
Percentage Contribution to Gross Farm Income - Young.

Proportion of farm
Acreage Under Prunes

Percentage Contribution To Gross
Farm Income

Parm

" Non Total Three

Bear-
ing

/0

Bearing

%

Prune

| Acreage

1964/
1965

%

1965/
1966

4

1966/
1967

%

1968

1967/

%

Year
Average

%

20%
23.
24 .
16.
40,
22%
. 33.

58
11
38
86

33%

© 28,30

20%

27.65
16.38
44 .86
22%
33.33%

48.47

98.00
74.75
23.73E
75.30
46.24E
77.05

77.46
72.66
72.55
42.34E
60. 38
46.69E
74 .69

12.36E
62.88

60.02%
82.49
70.25
29.09E
64 .91
40.44E
72.99

2 Year Average.

- Estimates of Contribution to gross farm income made by

prunes.
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At Young on farm S, 28.30 per cent of total farm acreage
is under prunes (23.58 per cent as bearing prunes, 4.72 per cent
as non-bearing prunes). Over 3 years prunes have contributed an
average of 82.49 per cent of the gross farm income. '

Production and income from prunes on Farm F can be
reasonably expected to increase in the future when the non-bearing
acreage reaches bearing age.

3.5 NET CASH INCOME

Net cash income is the balance left after deducting
the year's Cash Operating Costs from Gross Farm Income. It is
shown for each farm in Appendix A.

To determine whether a farm has a cash deficit or sur-
plus at the end of a particular year, Capital Expenditure is
added to Total Cash Operating Costs to give Total Cash Outlay
which is deducted from Gross Income leaving a final Cash Balance
for the year. The size of Cash Balances varied between farms and
between years but no farm had a cash deficit at the end of any
- year. o '

3.6 NET DISPOSABLE INCOME

Net Disposable Income is the difference between total
gross farm income and total farm costs (both cash and non-cash
costs, such as depreciation). It is the amount available each
year to the farmer to provide for his family living expenses,
taxation, savings, and further farm investment.

Net Disposable Income figures for each farm are set
out in Appendix B which contains details of return to capital
and management. Net Disposable Income varied considerably in
size, being much higher on M.I.A. farms than on farms at Young.

_ The range in Net Disposable Incomes at Young apart
from farm T (one year negative) was between $200 and $9,250, a
much wider range than evident on the M.I.A.

There were no negative Net Disposable Incomes on M.I.A.
farms. Lowest for any year was Farm B in 1965/66 with $2,587.
Two farms A and C had Net Disposable Incomes in excess of ,
$11,000 each year. The remainder (except Farm B) ranged between
$3,000 and $9,500 per annum. ‘

Farm T total prune production in 1967/68 was 0.500 tons
and prunes over the previous three years contributed an average
10.25 per cent of total gross farm income. The fact that Farm T
had a negative Net Disposable Income indicates that family .
living expenses, further investment, etc., was financed from an
external credit source or perhaps an off-farm income producing
source separate from the farm business.

Other farms at Young had significantly lower Net

Disposable Incomes in 1967/68 to other years, due mostly to the
poor prune crop. :

Farm X had the highest Net Disposable Income for all
farms at Young. However there are no 1967/68 results for this
farm; and the poor prune crop would have affected results.
Prunes on this farm contributed an average of 64.91 per cent to
Total Gross Farm Income over the three years' results presented.




3.7 NET FARM INCOME

, Net Farm Income measures the return to the labour and
management of the owner and his family and to the total capital
investment required to earn it. To obtain Net Farm Income the
rent and interest actually paid by the grower must be added to
Net Disposable Income. This is because Net Farm Income is a
residual measure of the surplus available after paying all other
farm costs. Rent and interest are both payments made for the
use of external capital. When compiling Net Fdrm Income we want
to measure the amount available after all other costs are paid
out of income, to provide a return on total capital (regardless
of who owns it) plus the owner/operator's and family labour and
management. :

In other words, all farms are converted to a free-
hold basis to compare performance. If this is not done (i.e.
rent and interest are not added to net disposable farm income)
leasehold farms and those with large interest payments would
appear to be operating inefficiently compared to freehold unen-
cumbered farms, whereas in fact they may be run more efficiently:
in terms of return to total capital employed in the venture
(regardless of whether thé farmer owes the money to banks etc.
or pays rent).]1

Appendix B sets out for each férm the Net Farm Income
for each year and an average for the years presented.

On the M.I.A., farms A and C have the highest Net
‘Farm Incomes, and on no farm was Net Farm Income below $3,000,
‘although Farm B'was only just above $3,000 in 1965/66 and Farm D

with $3,595 in 1966/67.

An average Net Farm Income cannot be given for the
group as a whole because of different years results for some
farms. However, for the individual year's and the 3-year
averages .for each farm, apart from farms A and C, had Net Farm
Incomes in excess of $11,000 per annum (range $18,000 to
d‘a .
$11,000).

The range in Net Farm Incomes at Young on farms apart
from farm T, was from $800 to $9,250 over the several years.

Even with rent and interest added back into Net Dis-
posable Income for the purposes explained earlier, Net Farm
Income for Farm T remained negative. As with Net Disposable
Income, there was a wide range in the size of Net Farm Incomes at
Young. A significant drop occurred in net farm incomes in 1967/68.
Where data is not presented for 1967/68 for farms R, T, W and X
a decline in Net Farm Income is indicated mostly because of the
poor prune crop in 1967/68 which contributes on most farms (apart
from perhaps farm W) a large proportion of Gross Farm Income.
Costs such as harvesting, dehydration and perhaps some Crop ex-
penses may well have been lower with the lowered production but
Net Farm Income would still have been affected.

- Farm X again had  the highest Net Farm Income in all
years., However 1967/68 results were not available but Net Farm
Income would have been lowered with reduced prune production in
that year.

1JoGo Ryan, Financial Results of a Sample Survey of Rice Farms

in the Murrumbidgee Irrigation Area, (Division of Marketing
~and Agricultural Lconomics, liscellaneous Bulletin No. 3,
~June, 1968).
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3.8  OWNER/OPERATOR'S TLABOUR ALLOWANCE

An allowance of $3,000 was made for the owner/
operator's labour. Where other unpaid family labour was
used on the farm, an allowance was made for this and was
added to the owner/operator's allowance. Owner/operator's
labour allowance and allowance for unpaid family labour
was deducted from Net Farm Income to ascertain the Net Return
to Management and total capital investment in the farm.

Farms C and D had two full time owner/operator's
so that a $3,000 labour allowance is made for each one.

3.9 RETURN TO CAPITAL AND MANAGEMENT

After the owner/operator's labour allowance was
deducted from Net Farm Income, a net dollar Return to Capital
and Management was obtained. A percentage return on Average
Total Capital Investment was then determined.

3.10 AVERAGE TOTAL CAPITAL INVESTMENT

~ Average Total Capital Investment includes the
improved capital value of the land, buildings (excluding owner/
operator's dwelling), fences, orchard, watering facilities, and
any other improvements of a capital nature.

Reference to the section of this report on property
valuations gives the source of valuations used (Valuer General's
Department) and adjustments made to the valuations to up date
them.

To the value (or investment) in land, buildings and
associated items, was added the value of plant and equipment
owned. Reference to the section on machinery depreciation
shows how the value of plant and equipment was obtained.

In some cases farmers had off-farm investments, the
income from which was directed to farm funds to finance various
items. The present value of these assets, either property or
stocks and shares, etc., was added to the Average Total Capital
Investment.

At Young, livestock were carried in addition to orchard
production activities. The numbers of stock varied from farm to -
farm. In some cases only a few head of beef cattle were involved,
whereas on others larger numbers of sheep were carried.

These stock were valued at an average of sale and
purchase prices over a year, obtained from taxation livestock
trading accounts. "Book valuations of stock on hand as are norm-
ally used in taxation stock trading accounts were not used fox
these valuations as they are unrealistic.

On some farms there were two houses on the property.
One was excluded from average total capital investment - that of
the owner/operator. The other was assumed to be the dwelling of
an employee (whether lived in or not) and therefore representing
an investment associated with production on the farm and as such
was included.
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Investment in land, -buildings and orchard did not alter
much over the three year period. Valuations were up-dated as
explained earlier. Any major additions that had been made since
the original valuation were added. However these were very few.
Investment in plant and equipment also did not alter very much as
there were no major disposals or additions over the three period
on the majority of farms. ~

The demand for horticultural land on the M.I.A. is
such that values have been forced up, particularly for smaller
farms. However, larger farms have increased in value also.

Stock numbers on farms at Young remained about the same
over the three years on most farms. Some growers may have sold
off some during 1967/68. The average number of stock carried
over the three years involved on each farm is the basis of the
stock valuation.

3.11 PERCENTAGE RETURN TO CAPITAL AND MANAGEMENT

The range in Return to Capital and Management results
for farms at Young was between + 15.61 per cent and - 7.69 per
cent for individual years. The effect of the 1967/68 prune
crop was evident in several growers results. For farms where

no 1967/68 results are available a similar effect is indicated.

Farm X had the highest percentage Return to Capital
and Management over the three years, although some drift down-
wards in the size of this return is evident over the three years.
If available, 1967/68 results would probably have shown a further
decline due mostly to low prune production in that year. o

These results however are well above the,prevailing
‘bond interest rate of 6 per cent per annum. : -

- Farm Y and 2 at Young for 1965/66 and 1966/67 have
Return to Capital and Management results above the bond interest
rate of 6 per cent per annum. However, 1967/68 results lower
the average considerably. Farm S suffered a similar reversal in
Return to Capital and Management in 1967/68 and 1965/66 results
were below 5 per cent. Where one crop in this case prunes,
contributes a large proportion of gross income year to year,
fluctuations in yields can affect overall farm performance con-
siderably.

‘ The results of Farm W were variable over the three
years available:

1964 /1965 9.25%
1965/1966 4 ,98%
1966/1967 —-2.69%

. Average © +3.85%

Over these three years, prunes were estimated to con-
tribute an average of 29.09 per cent of total gross income. How-
ever in 1966/67 contribution to gross farm income by prunes was
estimated at 42.34 per cent. This suggests that perhaps pro-
duction problems with other fruit may have been a contributing
factor in the low 1966/67 return to capital and management result.

.

-/21.
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Farm R's results for 1967/68 can reasonably be
expected to be similar or worse than for 1966/67.

Farm T has the lowest Return to Capital and NManage-
ment results for all the farms in the Young group and 1967/68
results if available could reasonably have been expected to.
be similar or worse than those for the three years presented.

The price paid for prunes in the 67 pool was evidently
influenced by the very poor production year in-1968; i.e. carry-
over from the 67 pool was directed into the more profitable home
market to make up the short fall in the 68 pool. With these
latter payments made on the 67 pool appearing in subsequent
financial years returns may be greater than normally expected.
However, it is the first advance which makes up the bulk of
a farm's gross income from prunes fcr any particular year.

M.I.A. farms have a higher Average Total Capital
Investment than farms at Young. On the M.I.A., the range in
Return to Capital and Management results over the. individual
years was between - 3.59 per cent and + 12.12 per cent.

Farms C and F have two blocks each run as one oper-
ation. Farm A had a large amount of off-farm investment,
the income from which 'was directed into the farm. The addition
of these assets to total investment gave farm A the highest
Average Total Capital Investment of farms in. the IM.I.A. group.

Although only two years results for farm C were
available it has the highest Return to Capital and Management
results for the I.I.A. farms. The effects of lower prune
income in 1967/68 are not expected to be as great in the M.I.A.
as at Young. ‘

One factor that can make for year to year variation
in income and other measures of farm performance is alternate
bearing of trees, i.e.. one heavy crop then a light crop the
following year. This appears to be the case with citrus fruit
and canning fruit.

Return to Capital and Management results on most
other farms varied from year to year. All farms had one year
above 5 per cent with other years varying from less than 1 to’
4.5 per cent. Farm D had a negative Return to Capital and
lManagement in 1966/67 and had the lowest average for three
years of eny farm in the group: + 1.05.

Farm B with an average return to capital management
over the three years of 2.75 (average includes 1967/68) was
the next lowest for the group. -

Farm E has no 1967/68 results and had an average of
+ 5.55 per cent for the three years presented. Farm F, with
1967/68 results, had a three year average of + 4.90 return to
capital management. '
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Table 11

Percentage Return fo Capital and Menagement

1964/65 1965/66 | 1966/67 1967/68 3 YEAR
AVERAGE

M.I.A.
8.81 8.65
5.25 2.75
8.42 +10.10
3.59 1.05
9.38 5.55
4.57 4.90

HEHUOQWk

YOUNG

1.68
10.88
4.88
2.69
11.42
8.00 6.06
9.08 4.47

4. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The following conclusibns arose from the study.

+ On the M.I.A., 61 per cent of prune growers had less
than 5 acres of D'Agen variety prunes.

+ At Young only 7 per cent of growers had less than 5
acres of D'Agen prunes. Sixty-two per cent had between 5 and
20 acres of D'Agen prunes.

+ Per acre yields were much lower at Young than on M.I.A.
farms. The seven Young farms had a 3-year weighted average
yield of 0.569 dry tons per acre, of both varieties. On the
M.I.A., the 3-year weighted average yield per acre for the six
farms was 2.199 tons per acre of both varieties.

+ Under the dryland production conditions of Young year
to year yield fluctuations are much greater than on the M.I.A.

o+ Drought affected yields in both areas in 1967/68 ('68
crop season) but effects were much greater at Young.

+ Two study farms at Young each had a total production
of less than 1 dry ton for 1967/68. Production in 1968 at
Young was the lowest since 1949.

+ Prunes on the M.I.A. contribute proportionately less
to fruit income than at Young. Farms S,R, and Z at Young have
no fruit income other than prunes.

+ Prunes at Young contribute proportionately more to
Total Gross Farm Income than on the M.I.A. farms.

+ Net Disposable Income was much higher on M.I.A. farms
than on farms at Young.
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+ Net Farm Incomes were lower on farms at Young than on
M.I.A. farms. The range in Net Farm Incomes on farms at Young
over the years presented was between - $467 and + $9,250.

The range on the M.I.A. was between $3,000 and $18,000.

+ Average Total Capital Investment was much higher on
M.I.A. farms. Much of the investment was in the land.

+ Values of farms on the M.I.A. have continued to rise
with the strong demand for horticultural land in the area.
These increases in value represent a capital gain but one
which is not realised unless the farm is sold.

+ Percentage Return to Capital and Management varied
between the two areas and amongst the farms in each area.

+ An average for the two areas is not possible because
of the absence of 1967/68 financial results for some farms.
The range in percentage Return to Capital and lManagement of
Farms at Young over the individual years was between -7.69 per
cent and +15.61 per cent. ? A

Farm X had the highest return to capital and management results
for farms at Young and Farm T the lowest. On the M.I.A. the
range was between -3.59 per cent and +12.12 per cent. Only

one farm on the M.I.A., Farm D, had a negative result for
Return to Capital and Management in any year.

+ It is expected that Return to Capital and lManagement
results in 1967/68 for farms at Young where these results were
unavailable would be low due mostly to the poor 1968 season.




Appendix A: Income and Expenditure Schedules




Table A1

Farm A

ITEM

1965/66

1966/67

1967/68

3 Year
Average

GROSS INCOME
prunes

Other fruit

TOTAL FRUIT INCOME

15,056

Off Farm
TOTAL GROSS INCOME

2,807
17,863

EXPENDITURE -

CAPITAL - Plant
Improvement

TOTAL CAPITAL EXP.

| OPERATING COSTS

OVERHEAD OR FIXED COSTS

Rent

‘Rates

Interesf

Accountant

Bank Chargés
Vghicle Registration
Travelling

Rep. & Maint. Plant-
Rep. & Maint. Imp.
Subséfiptions
Inéhrance

Telephone~

Miscellaneous

TOTAL FIXED COSTS




Table A1 (Continued)

Farm A

ITEM

1965/66

1966/67.

1967/68

3 Year
Average

‘DIRECT OR VARIABLE COSTS,

Water

Fuel 0il Grease
Electriéitj

| Wages

Dehydration

| Spray Material etc.
Seed Fodder Fertilizer
Livestock Expenses
Stock Purchaées
Freight & Cartage

Contract

131

363
2,549
*
486
811

576 .

TOTAL DIRECT

" 4,926

3,053

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS
(Fixed & Variable)

NET CASH INCOME

TOTAL CASH OUTLAY
(T.0.C. + CAP. EXP.)

DEFICIT OR SURPLUS
(Gross Income -
Total Cash Outlay)

6,278
+17,167

6,293

+17,152

4,739
+13,124

4,805

+13,058

* TFuel and Labour included elsewhere.




Table A2

Farm B

ITEM

1965/66

1966/67

1967/68

3 Year
Average

GROSS INCOME - -

Prunes

Canning Fruit
Presh Fruit
Wine Grapes

Total Fruit

Other Farm Income

TOTAL GROSS INCOME

4,547
7,776
1,725
3,381
17,429
1,441
18,870

4,977

11,478 -

2,078
5,372
23,905
1,458
25,363

4,430
09,693
2,551
4,423
21,097
1,606
22,703

4,651
9,649
2,118
4,392
20,810
1,501
22,312

EXPENDITURE:

CAPITAL - Plant

Improvements

TOTAL CAPITAL EXP.

5,555

OPERATING COSTS:
OVERHEAD OR FIXED COSTS

Rent

Rates
Interest
Accduntant

Bank Charges

Vehicle Registration

Travelling

Rep. & Maint. Plant
Rep. & Maint. Imp.
Subscriptions
Insurance

Telephone

Miscellaneous

TOTAL FIXED COSTS




Table A2 (continued)

Farm B

: ‘ . "3 Year
E | 1985/66 | 1966/67 | 1967/68 | Riezane

DIRECT OR VARIABLE COSTS

Water

Fuel 0il and Grease
Electricity

-l Wages

Packing, Gfading Dehyd.*
Spray Materials etc.
Seed Fodder Fert.
Livéétock Expenses
Freight & Cartage

» Contract

TOTAL DIRECT COSTS

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS:
(Fixed and Direct)

NET CASH INCOME:
(G.I. - T.0.C.)

TOTAL CASH OUTLAY:
(T.0.C. & Cap. Exp.)

DEFICIT OR SURPIUS:
(Cash Balance)

- *  Prune returns net of dehydration charges.




Table A3

Farm C

ITEM

1965/66

1966/67

2 Year
Average

GROSS INCOME

Prunes
Other fruit
Total Fruit

Contract -

TOTAL GROSS INCOME -

EXPENDITURE

CAPITAL - Plant
JImprovement

TOTAL CAPITAL EXP.

OPERATING COSTS

OVERHEAD OR FIXED COSTS

Rent

Rates

Interest

Accountant

Bank Charges
Vehicle Registration
Travelling

Rep. & Maint. Plant
Rep. & Maint. Imp.
Subscriptions
Insurance

Telephone

Miscellaneous

TOTAL FIXED COSTS




Table A3 (continued)

Farm C

1965/66

1966/67

3 Year
Average

' DIRECT OR VARIABLE COSTS

Water

Fuel 0il and Grease
Electricity

| Wages

Picking & Grading )
Dehydration )
Spray Materials

Seeds Fodder Fertilizers
Livestock Expenses

| Freight and Cartage

Contract

TOTAL DIRECT

19,563

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS
(Fixed & Direct)

NET CASH INCOME
G.I. - T.0.C.

TOTAL CASH OUTILAY

?.0.C. + CAP. EXP.

DEFICIT OR SURPLUS
(CASH BALANCE)

23,241

+14 ,971
23,241

+14,971




Table A4

Farm D

ITEM

1965/66

1966/67

1967/68

3 year
Average

GROSS INCOME

Prunes
Other PFruit
Total Fruit

Off Farm

TOTAL GROSS INCOME

EXPENDITURE

CAPITAL - Plant
Improvement

TOTAL CAPITAL EXP.

OPERATING COSTS

OVERHEAD OR FIXED COSTS

Rent

Rates

Interest

Accountant

Bank Charges
Vehicle Registration
Travelling

Rep. & Maint. Plant
Rep. & Maint. Impr.
Subscriptions
Insurance

Telephone

Miscellaneous

TOTAL FIXED COSTS




Table A4  (Continued)

Farm D

o ‘ 3 year
ITEM ” 1965/66 |1966/67 | 1967/68 Average

DIRECT OR VARIABLE. COSTS

v' Water

| Fuel ‘0i1 & crease
Electricity

Wages |

Dehydration

Spray Materials etc.
Seed Fodder Fertilizer
Livestock Expenses
Freight & Cartage

Contract

TOTAL DIRECT

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS
(Fixed & Direct)

NET CASH INCOME
G.I. + T.0.C.

TOTAL CASH OUTIAY
(T.0.C. + CAP. EXP.) °

DEFICIT OR SURPLUS

Cash Balance
(Gross Income -
Total Cash Outlay)

* Fuel and Labour Included elsewhere.




Table A5

Farm E

ITEM

1964 /65

1965/66

1966/67

3 Year
Average

GROSS INCOME

Prunes

Other Fruit
Total Fruit
Contract Work

Off Farm

TOTAL GROSS INCOME .

EXPENDITURE

CAPITAL - Plant
Improvements

TOTAL CAPITAL EXP.

OPERATING COSTS

OVERHEAD OR FIXED COSTS

Rent

Rates

Interest

Accountant

Bank Charges
Vehicle Registration
Travelling

Rep. & Maint. Plant
Rep. & Maint. Impr.
Subscriptions
Insurance
Telephone¥*

Miscellaneous

TOTAL FIXED COSTS




Table A5  (Continued)

Farm E

. | 3 Year
ITEM | 1965/66 | 1966/67 [1967/68 Average

DIRECT OR VARIABLE COSTS

Water

Fuel 0il & Grease
Electricity*

Wages

Dehydration

Spray Materials etc.
Seed Fodder Fertilizers
Livestock Expenses
Stock Purchases

Freight & Cartage

Contract

TOTAL DIRECT - 8,172 T,6711 11,247

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS |
(Fixed & Direct) 10,236 9,889| 13,678

NET CASH INCOME
(G.T. - T.0.C.) ‘ +7,766 45,976 [+11,412

TOTAL CASH OUTLAY
(T.0.C. & CAP EXP.) 10,410 10,026 14,713

DEFICIT OR SURPLUS o o ,
(Gross Income -
Total Cash Outlay) +7,592 +5,839(+10,377

* Telephone included with electricity.

*¥% Puel and labour included elsewhere.




Table A6

Farm F

ITEM

1965/66

1966/67

1967/68

3 Year
Average

GROSS INCOME

Prunes
Other Fruit
Total Fruit

Contract Work

Off Farm

TOTAL GROSS INCOME

EXPENDITURE

CAPITAL - Plant

Improvements
TOTAL CAPITAL EXP.

OPERATING COSTS

OVERHEAD OR FIXED COSTS

Rent
Rates

Interest

Accountant

Bank Charges

Vehicle Registration
Travelling

Rep. & Maint. Plant
Rep. & Maint. Imp.
Subscriptions
Insurance

Telephone

Miscellaneous

TOTAL FIXED COSTS




Table A6  (continued)

Farm F

3 Year

ITEN - | 1965/66 | 1966/67 | 1967/68 | J o5

DIRECT OR VARIABLE COSTS

Water

Fuel 0il & Greese
Electricity

Wages

Packing & Grading
Dehydration*

Spfay Materials etc.
Seed Fodder Fertilizer
Livestock Expenses
Freight & Cartage

"Contract

TOTAL DIRECT ‘ 13,519~

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS
(Fixed and Direct) 16,194

NET CASH INCOME
(G.I. - T.0.C.) +11,028

TOTAL CASH OUTIAY
(T.0.C. + CADP. BXP.) 16,278

DEFICIT OR SURPLUS

Cash Balance
(Gross Income -
Total Cash Outlay) +9,697 +9,611 | +10,944 +10,084

* Packihg and grading charges for other fruit only.
Prune returns net of dehydration charges.




Table AT

Farm R

ITEM

1965/66

1966/67

2 Year
Average

GROSS INCOME

Prunes
Wool
Livestock Sales

Other Farm

5,698
1,980
1,075
3,002

TOTAL GROSS INCOME

11,755

EXPENDITURE

CAPITAL - Plant

Improvement

TOTAL CAPITAL EXP.

OPERATING COSTS

OVERHEAD OR FIXED COSTS

Rent

Rates

Interest

Accountant

Bank Charges
Vehicle Registration
Travelling

Rep. & Maint. Plant
Rep. & Maint. Imp.
SubScriptioﬁs
Insurance

Water

Telephone

Miscellaneous

TOTAL FIXED COSTS




AT (Continued)

Farm R

ITEM 1965/66 | 1966/67 ive§§Z§

DIRECT OR VARIABLE COSTS

Fuel 0il & Grease
Electricity

Wages

’Dehydration

Spray Materials, etc.
Seeds, Fodder, Fertilizer
Livestock Expenses

Sheep Purchases

Freight & Cartage

Contract

TOTAL DIRECT COSTS 5,096

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS
(Fixed and Direct) 6,588

NET CASH INCOME +5,167

TOTAL CASH OUTTLAY
(T.0.C. + CAP. EXP.) 6,588

DEFICIT OR SURPLUS
(Gross Income -
Total Cash Outlay) +5,167

*Fuel and'Labour included elsewhere.




Table A8

Farm S

ITEM

1965/66

1966/67

1967/68

3 Year
Average

GROSS INCOME
Prunes

Wool
Wheat
~Sheep Sales
Other

13,113

10,545
860
360
1,018

TOTAL GROSS INCOME

EXPENDITURE

CAPITAL -~ Plant
Improvements

TOTAL CAPITAL EXP.

OPERATING COSTS

OVERHEAD OR FIXED COSTS

Rent

Rates

Interest

Accountant

Bank Charges

Vehicle Registration
Travelling

Rep. & Maint. Plant
Rep. & Maint. improve.
Subscriptions
Insurance

Telephone

Water
Miscellaneous

TOTAL FIXED COSTS




Table A8 (Continued)

Farm S

3 Year
ITEM 1965/66 | 1966/67 | 1967/68 Average

‘DIRECT OR VARIABLE COSTS
Fuel 0il Grease | 316
Electricity 160%
Wages ' 2,800
Dehydration** 64
Spray Materials etc. 649
Seed Fodder Fertilizer 597
Livestock Expenses 139
Sheep.Purchases 804
Freight & Cartage ' 82 -
Contract 197 232

TOTAL DIRECT ‘ 5,808 2,555

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS 7,347 | 4,116
(Fixed & Direct)

NET CASH INCOME
G.I. - T.0.C. +6,034 +3,090

TOTAL CASH OUTLAY 7,411 4,256
(f.0.C. + C.A.D. Exp.) .

DEFICIT OR SURFIUS +5,970 +2,950
(Gross Income -
Total Cash Outlay)

% Insurance Electricity A/C, Bank Charges estimates only due
to incomplete figures for 1965/66.

¥¥ Prune returns net of dehydration charges where cooperative
dehydration used fuel and labour elsewhere for on farm
dehydration.




Table A9

Farm T

ITEM

1964 /65

1965/66

1966/67

3 Year
Average

GROSS INCOME

Prunes
Other Fruit
Total Fruit

Wool
Livestock Sales

Contract

4,462
211

4,673
786
760
133

TOTAL GROSS INCOME

6,352

EXPENDITURE

CAPITAL - Plant

Improvements

TOTAL CAPITAL EXP.

OPERATING COSTS

OVERHEAD OR FIXED COSTS

Rent

Rates

Interest

Accountant

Bank Charges

Vehicle Registration
Travelling

Rep. & Maint. Plant
Rep. & Maint. Improve,
Subscriptions |
Insurance

Water

Telephone
Miscellaneous

TOTAL FIXED COSTS




Table A9

(Continued)

Parm T

ITEM

1964 /65

1965 /66

1966,/67

3 Year
Average

DIRECT OR VARIABLE COSTS

Fuel 0il & Grease
Electricity

Wages

Dehydration

Spray Materials etc.
Feed Fodder Fert.
Livestock Expenses
Sheep Purchases
Freight & Cartage

Contract

TOTAL DIRECT

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS
(PIXED & DIRECT)

NET CASH INCOME
(GOIO—TOO'CO)

TOTAL CASH OUTIAY
(T.0.C. + CAP. EXP)

DEFICIT OR SURPILUS

(Gross Income-
Total Cash Outlay)

*¥ Fuel and Labour included elsewhere.




TableA1O

Farm W

3 Year
ITEM 1964/65 | 1965/66 | 1966/67 | Average

Prunes 5,600
Other Fruit 16,656
Total Fruit 22,256

Off Farm Income 248

TOTAL GROSS INCOME 22,504

EXPENDITURE

CAPITAL Plant
Improvements

TOTAL CAPITAL EXP.

OPERATING COSTS

OVERHEAD OR FIXED COSTS

Rent

Rates

Interest

Accountant

Bank Charges
Vehicle Registration
Travelling

Rep. & Maint. Plant
Rep. & Maint. Imp.
Subscriptions
Insurance

Water

Telephone

Miscellaneous

TOTAL FIXED




Table A10 (Continued)

Farm W

ITEM 1964/65 | 1965/66 | 1966/67 _;’(VGESZi

DIRECT OR VARIABLE COSTS

Fuel 0il and Grease
Electricity

Wages

Dehydration

Spray Materials etc, )
Seed Fodder Fert. )—
Livestock Expenses
Stock Purchases

Freight & Cartage

Contract

TOTAL DIRECT

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS
(Fixed & Direct)

NET CASH INCOME
(G.I.-T.0.C.)

TOTAL CASH OUTIAY
(T.0.C. & CAP. EXP)

DEFICIT OR SURPLUS

(Gross Income -
Total Cash Outlay)

¥ Prune Returns Net of Dehydration Charges.




Table A11

FParm X

ITEM

1964 /65

1965/66

1966/67

3 Year
Average

Prunes
Other Fruit

Total Fruit

Cattle

11,198
7,338
18,536
192

13,057
3,806
16,863
477

11,232
6,813
18,045
558

11,829

5,985
17,814
409

TOTAL GROSS INCOME .

18,728

17,340

18,603

18,224

EXPENDITURE

CAPITAL - Plant
Improvements

TOTAL CAPITAL EXP.

OPERATING COSTS

OVERHEAD OR FIXED COSTS

Rent

Rates

Interest

Accountant

Bank Charges
Vehicle Registration
Travelling

Rep. & Maint. Plant
Rep. & Maint. Imp.
Subscription
Insurance

| Water

Telephone

Miscellaneous

TOTAL FIXED




Table A1l1

Farm X

(Continued)

ITEM

1964 /65

1965/66

1966/67

3 Year
Average

DiRECT OR _VARIABLE COSTS

Fuel, 0il & Grease
Electricity

Wages

Dehydration

Spray Materials etc.
Seed Fodder Fert.
vLivestock Expenses
Stock Purchases
Ereight & Cartage

Contract

TOTAL DIRECT

6,979

6,137

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS
(Fixed & Direct)

NET CASH INCOME
(GoI. - T.0.C.)

TOTAL CASH OUTLAY
(T.0.C. & CAP. EXP)

DEFICIT OR, SURPLUS

(Gross Income -
Total Cash Outlay)

7,078

10,850

7,878

+10,850

7,436

+9,904

_T,436

+9,904

¥  Prune Returns Net of Dehydration costs.




TABLE A12
Farm Y

' 3 Year
1965/66 | 1966/67 | 1967/68 | 1 erage

Prunes
Other Fruit

Total Fruit 12,449

Livestock Sales i 264

TOTAL GROSS INCOME 12,713

EXPENDITURE

CAPITAL - Plant

Improvements

TOTAL CAPITAL EXP.

OPERATING COSTS

OVERHEAD OR FIXED COSTS

Rent

Rates

Interest

Accountant

Bank Chargeé
vVehicle Registration
Travelling

Repair & Maint. Plant -
Repair & Maint. Imp.
Subscriptions
Insurance

Water

Telephone

Miscellaneous

TOTAL FIXED




Table A12 (Continued)

Farm X

: 3 Year
ITEM 1965/66 | 1966/67 | 1967/68 | iyerage

DIRECT OR VARIABLE COSTS

Fuel 0il & Grease

{ Electricity*

Wages

Dehydration

Syray Materials etc.
Seed ﬁodder Fertiligzer
Livestock Expenses
Stock Purchases

Freight & Cartage

Contract | 90

TOTAL DIRECT ' 8,675

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS
(Fixed & Direct)

10,109

NET CASH INCOME
(GoIo - T.O.CO)

+5,938

TOTAL CASH OUTIAY
(T.0.C. +/CAP. EXP.)

14,865

DEFICIT OR SURPLUS

(Gross Income - +1,182
Total Cash Outlay) h

* Telephone included With electricity.




Table A13 -

Farm 2

ITEM

1965/66

1966/67T

1967/68

3 Year
Average

Prunes

Wool

Sheep Sales
Cattle Sales
Wheat

Off Farm

9,414
1,129
241
388
21

1,025

9,485
1,524
340
352

4,434
1,458
112
190

7,778
1,370
231
310

'

TOTAL GROSS INCOME

12,218

EXPENDITURE

CAPITAL - Plant

Improvements

TOTAL CAPITAL EXP.

OPERATING COSTS

OVERHEAD OR FIXED COSTS

Rent

Rates

Interest

Accountant

Bank Charges
Vehicle Registration
Travelling

Rep. & Maint. Plant
Rep. & Maint. Imp.
Subscriptions
Insurance

Water

Telephone

Miscellaneous

TOTAL FIXED




Table A13 (Continued)

Farm Z

3 Year

ITEM | 1965/66 | 1966/67 | 1967/68 | }ierage

-DIRECT OR VARIABLE COSTS

Fuel 0il & Grease

Electricity

Wages
Dehydration
Spray Materials etc.
Seed Fodder Fertiliger
Livestock Expenses
Stock Purchases
Freight & Cartage

Contract

TOTAL DIRECT

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS
(Fixed & Direct)

NET CASH INCOME
(GoIo - ToOoCo)

TOTAL CASH OUTLAY
(T.0.C. & CAP. EXP.)

DEFICIT OR SURPLUS

(GROSS INCOME -
Total Cash Outlay) +4,630 | +5,367

*¥ Prune returns net of dehydration charges
($50,00 contract outside{

o




Appendix B: Financial Results




Table Bl

FINANCIAL RESULTS

FARM "A", M.I.A.

ITEMS

65/66

Average
3 Years

GROSS INCOME:

Prunes
Other Fruit

Off farm income

TOTAL GROSS FARM INCOME

§23,625

2,727
26,352

15,056 | 19,753

2,807| 2,800

17,863 22,553

Less Cash Operating Costs

Plus Depreciation -

Plant
Structures

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS

5,825

1,775
253

7,853

4,739 5,614

1,775
253

6,767

1,775
253

7,642

NET DISPOSABLE INCOME

11,096 | 14,911

Plus Rent and Interest

NET FARM INCOME

18,499

18,499

11,096 | 14,911

Less Owner Operator Labour
Allowance & Family Labour

NET $§ RETURN TO CAPITAL
AND MANAGEMENT

4,500

13,999

4,500 4,500

6,596

RETURN TO CAPITAL (%)

+11,22

10,411
+5,48

+8,65

AVERAGE TOTAL CAPITAL

INVESTMENT

$120,259 excluding house




Table B2
- FINANCIAL RESULTS
FARM "B", M.I.A.

: | ' Average
ITENS 65/66 | 66/67 |67/68 3 years

GROSS INCOME:

Prunes 4,977
Canning fruits 11,478
Wine grapes 2,078
Fresh Fruits 5,372
Off farm income _ 1,458

TOTAL GROSS FARM INCOME 25,363

Cash Operating Costs - 17,510
Depreciation -

Plant 1,110
Structures 218

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS 18,838

NET DISPOSABLE INCOME 6,525

Plus Rent and Interest ~ 495
NET FARM INCOME 7,020

Less Owher Operator Labour
Allowance & Family Iabour 3,000

NET $ RETURN TO CAPITAL

AND MANAGEMENT +4,020

RETURN TO CAPITAL (%) +5.25

AVERAGE TOTAL CAPITAL

INVESTMENT $76,476 excluding house




FINANC
FARM

Table B3
JAL RESULTS
”C"’ I\A‘I.AO

ITEMS

65/66

66/67

Average
2 years -

GROSS INCOME:

Prunes

Other fruit
Wool

Livestock sales
Contact

TOTAL GROSS TARM INCOME

§36,262

3,170
39,432

31,900

5,092
36,992

34,081

4,131
38,212

Less Cash Operating Costs
Plus Depreciation -

Plant
Structures

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS

22,694

1,200
320

24,214

23,787

1,200
320

25,307

- 23,241

1,200
320

24,761

NET DISPOSABLE INCOME

15,218

13,451

Pius Rent and Interest
NET FARM INCOME

1,267
16,485

11,685
1,287
12,972

1,277

Less Owner Operator iabour
Allowance

NET § RETURN TO CAPITAL

AND MANAGEMENT

6,000

+10,485

6,000

+6,972

6,000

+8,728

RETURN TO CAPITAL (%)

+12.12

+8.42

AVERAGE TOTAL CAPITAL

INVESTMENT

$86,370

+10,10

excluding one

house. :




Table B4
FINANCIAL RESUITS
FARM "D", M.I.A.

A - ' X Average
ITEMS . 65/66 | 66/67 | 67/68 3 years

GROSS INCOME:

Prunes )17,344 | 14,740 | 20,418 | 17,500
Other fruit )

Other farm income 86 3 60 50

TOTAL GROSS FARM INCOME 17,430 14,743 | 20,478 | 17,550
Cash Operating Costs 6,427 10,259 | 12,734 9,806

Depreciation -

Plant 940 940 940 940
Structures 260 260 260 260

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS 7,627 11,4591 13,934 | 11,006

NET DISPOSABLE INCOME 9,803| 3,284 | 6,544 | 6,544

Plus Rent and Interest 81 311 408 266

NET FARM INCOME _9,884| 3,595| 6,952| 6,810

Less Owner Operator Labour .
Allowance & Family Labour 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000

NET $ RETURN TO CAPITAL

AND MANAGEMENT 3,884 | -2,405 +952 +810

RETURN TO CAPITAL . (%) +5.79 | =3.59 +1.45| +1.05

AVERAGE TOTAL CAPITAL

INVESTMENT $66,990 excluding one house.




Table B5
FINANCIAL RESULTS
FARM "E", M.I.A.

.Avérage
ITEMS . 64/65 | 65/66 3 years

GROSS INCOME:

Prunes ' : ’
Other fruits 317,712 15,585

Contract 148 109
Other income 142 171

TOTAL GROSS FARM INCOME 18,002 | 15,965

Cash Operating Costs 10,236 9,889

Depreciation -

Plant 1,655 | 1,655
Structures 94 94

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS 11,985 | 11,638

NET DISPOSABLE INCOME 6,017 | 4,227

Plus Rent and Interest 378 342
NET FARM INCOME 6,395 4,569

Less Owner Operator Labour

Allowance 3,000 3,000

NET § RETURN TO CAPITAL

AND MANAGEMENT +3,395 | +1,569

RETURN TO CAPITAL (%) - +4,59 | +2.12

AVERAGE TOTAL CAPITAL

INVESTMENT $73,915 excluding house.




Table B6

FINANCIAL RESULTS

FARM "F",

M.I.A.

ITEMS

65/66

66/67

67/68

Average
3 years

GROS

S _INCOME:

Prunes -
Other fruits
Contract
Other income

TOTAL GROSS FARM INCOME

326,790

26,790

60
40

32,098

19
33

27,222

28,653

26
24

28,703

Cash Operating Costs

Depreciation -

Plant
Structures

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS

17,093

1,697
405

19,195

22,359

1,697
405

24,461

16,194

1,697
405

18,296

18,548

1,697
405

20,650

NET DISPOSABLE INCOME

1,595

7,637

8,926

8,053

Plus

Rent and Interest

NET FARM INCOME

269

397
8,034

384
9,310

350
8,403

Owner Operator Labour
Allowance :

NET $ RETURN TO CAPITAL

AND MANAGEMENT

7,864

3,000

+4 ,864

3,000

+5,034

3,000

+6,310

3,000

+5,403

RETURN TO CAPITAL

+4 .41

+4 .57

+5.73

+4 .90

(%)

AVERAGE TOTAL CAPITAL

INVESTMENT

$110,092 excluding house.




Table BT
FINANCIAL RESULTS

FARM "R", Young

e Average
ITEMS 65/66 66/67 D years

GROSS INCONE:

Prunes 5,698 6,030 5,864
Other fruit )
Wool 1,980 1,683 1,832
Livestock sales 1,075 72 573
Other farm 3,002 1,501

TOTAL GROSS FARM INCOME 11,755 1,785 9,770

Cash Operating Costs 6,588 4,934 5,761

Depreciation -

Plant 1,053 1,053 1,053
Structures } 293 293 293

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS 7,934 6,280 7,107
NET DISPOSABLE INCOME 3,821 1,505 2,663

Plus Rent and Interest 301 247 274
NET FARM INCOME 4,122 1,752 2,937

Less Owner Operator Labour
Allowance 3,000 3,000 3,000

NET § RETURN TO CAPITAL

AND MANAGEMENT +1,122 -1,248 —-63

RETURN TO CAPITAL (%)
(including value of stock) +1.51 -1.68

AVERAGE TOTAL CAPITAL $74,102 including stock

excluding house
INVESTHENT including second farm




Table B8
FINANCIAL RESULTS
FARM "S" YOUNG

: Average
ITEMS 65/66 | 66/67 | 67/68 3 years

GROSS INCOME:

Prunes 12,905 5,616 | 10,545
Wool 1,408 1,172 860
Sheep sales 2,478 309 1,018
Cattle sales
- Wheat 971 109 360
‘0ff farm income

TOTAL GROSS FARM INCOME 13,3811 17,762 7,206] 12,783

Cash Operating Costs 7,347| 8,482 | 4,116| 6,648
Depreciation -

Plant 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085
Structures 180 180 180 180

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS 8,612 9,747 5,381 7,913

NET DISPOSABLE INCOME 4,769| 8,015 | 1,825| 4,870

Plus Rent and Interest. 494 - 717 652 621

NET FARM INCOME 5,263 8,732 2,477 5,491

Less Owner Operator Labour
Allowance 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000

NET $ RETURN TO CAPITAL

AND MANAGEMENT|+2,263| +5,732 -5231+2,491

RETURN TO CAPITAL (%)
(including value of stock) +4.29 +10.88  +0.99 +4.73

AVERAGE TOTAL CAPITAL $52,661 including stock
excluding house

INVESTMENT




Table B9

FINANCIAL RESULTS

FARM "A", M.I.A.

64 /65

Average|
3 years

GROSS INCOME:

Prunes

Wool

‘Sheep sales
Cattle sales
Other fruit
Contract

TOTAL GROSS FARM INCOME_

6,134
810
%1,765

70
400

9,179

4,358
. 670
492

487

25
5

3,870 6,007

4,462
786
760

211
133

6,352

Cash Operating Costs
Depreciation -

Plant
Structures

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS

5,312 3,536 | 4,327

1,254
236

1,254
236

1,254
236

6,802 5,026

4,392

1,254
236

5,881 .

NET DISPOSABLE INCOME

5,817

2,377 | -1,156

470

Plus Rent and Interest

NET FARM INCOME

190
499 611

2,876

- 689

=467 _ 801

599
1,069

Less Owner Operator Labour
Allowance

NET $ RETURN TO CAPITAL

AND MANAGEMENT

3,000

3,000 3,000

-124 | =3,467 | -2,199

3,000

-1,931

RETURN TO CAPITAL (%)
(including value of stock)

—'0027 —7~69 _4‘088

"4’ © 28

AVERAGE TOTAL CAPITAL
INVESTMENT

$45,054 including stock
‘ excluding house




Table B10

FINANCIAL RESULTS

FARM "W,

YOUNG

ITENMS

64/65

65/66

66/67T

Average
3 years

GROSS INCOME

Prunes

Other fruit
Wool

Off farm income

TOTAL GROSS FARM INCOME

Cash Operating Costs
Depreciation - .

Plant
Structures

TOTAL OPERATING. COSTS

5,600
16,656

248

22,504

12,931

1,384
460

14,775

J18,479

322
18,801

1,777

1,384
460

13,621

314,491

267
14,758
12,076

1,384
460

13,920

%18,408

279
18,687
12,261

1,384
460

14,105

NET DISPOSABLE INCOME

1,729

5,180

838

4,582

Plus Rent and Interest

NET FARM INCOME

622

691

5,871

609
1,447

641
5)223

Less Owner Operator ILabour
Allowance ' »

NET § RETURN TO CAPITAL

AND MANAGEMENT

8,351

3,000

+5,351

3,000

+2,871

3,000

-1,553

3,000

+2,223

RETURN TO CAPITAL (%)

+9025

+4.98 .

+3.85

AVERAGE TOTAL CAPITAL

INVESTMENT

-2.69

$57,624 excluding house




Table B1

1

FINANCIAL RESULTS
FARM "X" YOUNG

ITEMS

64 /65

65/66

66/67

Average
3 years

GROSS INCOME:

Prunes

Other fruit
Sheep sales
Cattle sales
Wheat

Off farm income

TOTAL GROSS FARM INCOME

18,728

17,340

11,232
6,813

558

18,603

11,829
5,985

409

18,224

Cash Operating Costs
Depreciation -

Plant
Structures

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS

7,878

1,298
297

9,473

7,436

1,298
297

9,031

9,526

1,298
297

11,121

8,280

1,298
297

9,875

NET DISPOSABLE INCOME

9,255

8,309

7,482

8,349

Plus Rent and Interest

NET FARM INCOME

2

9,257

96
8,405

96
1,578

65
8,414

Less Owner Operator Labour
Allowance '

- NET $§ RETURN TO CAPITAL

3,000

AND MANAGEMENT

+6,257

3,000

+5,405

3,000

+4,578

3,000

+5,414

RETURN TO CAPITAL (%)
(including value of stock)

+15,61

+13,48

+11,42

+13,50

AVERAGE TOTAL CAPITAL

$40,083 including stock
excluding one house




Table B12
FINANCIAL RESULTS
FARM "Y", YOUNG

. ITEMS

65/66 66/67

Average
3 years

GROSS INCOME:

Prunes
Other fruit
Wool

" Livestock sales

TOTAL GROSS FARM INCOME

314,629

6,671 -

725 - 68

15,354 | 16,047 | 6,739

Cash Operating Costs

Depreciation -

Plant
Structures

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS

9,066 | 10,109 | 4,958

1,005
120

1,005
120

1,005
120

10,191 11,234 6,083

NET DISPOSABLE INCOME

5,163 4,813 656

Plus Rent ahd Interest

NET FARM INCOME

95 868

‘ 314
5,258

5,681 970

Less Owner Operator ILabour
Allowance

NET $ RETURN TO CAPITAL

| AND MANAGEMENT

3,000 3,000 3,000

+2,258 | +2,681 | -2,030

RETURN TO CAPITAL (%)
(Including value of stock)

+6.74

+8oOO ‘-6006

AVERAGE TOTAL CAPITAL

INVESTMENT

$33,486 including stock
excluding house




Table B13

FPINANCIAL RESULTS

FARM "Z",

YOUNG

ITEMS

65/66 66/67 67/68

Average
3 years

GROSS INCOME:

Prunes

Wool

Sheep sales
Wheat

Off farm income
Cattle Sales

TOTAL GROSS FARM INCOME

9,414
1,129
241
21
1,025
388

9,485
1,524
340
998
352
12,699

4,434
1,458
172
858
190

12,218 7,052

7,778
1,370 °
231
-1
960
310

10,656

Cash Operating. Costs

Depreciation -

Plant
Structures

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS

4,952 5,196 4,755

1,245
141

6,582

1,245
141

6,338

1,245
141

6,141

4,968

1,245
141

6,354

INET DISPOSABLE INCOME

5,880 | 6,117 911

4,302

Plus Rent and Interest

NET FARM INCOME

122 198

6,315

454

6,002 1,365

4,302
4,560

Less Owner Operator Labour
Allowance

NET § RETURN TO CAPITAL

AND MANAGEMENT

3,000 3,000 3,000

+3,002 | +3,315 | -1,635

3,000

+1,560

RETURN TO CAPITAL (%)
(incIluding value of stock)

+8.22 +9,08

~4. 4T

+4 .30

AVERAGE TOTAL CAPITAL
INVESTMENT

- $36,504 including stock
excluding house




APPENDIX C

Cultural Practices

C.1 IRRIGATION WATER AND. PRACTICES M.TI.A.
(1)

An average of 2 acre-feet per acre per annum of irrigation
water is applied to most M.I.A. horticultural farms., This together
with annual average rainfall would bring total water applied to
39,95 inches, assuming that rainfall was evenly spread.

In drier years growers will use more than 2 acre-feet
per annum.

Growers interviewed applied on average (with one
exception) from 1.5 acre-feet to 2 acre-feet of irrigation water
per annum to prunes, in the M.I.A. This water is applied through
a furrow system., The majority of growers cannot tell with any
degree of accuracy the amount of irrigation water applied to a
particular fruit crop. Generally the whole farm is watered at
the same time, although this period will cover several days and
nights, depending on farm size. :

With furrow irrigation, particularly in hot dry weather,
during day light hours there can be considerable water losses
through evaporation, as well as seepage looses in supply channels
especially in soils with a high sand content. Application
efficiency in a furrow irrigation system may decline to as low
as 60 to 70 per cent of water applied under certain conditionms.

In this case more water in feet may be applied to the crops to
allow for factors such as high evaporation, excessive seepage, etc.

In most cases water is applied in 2 to 3 inch irrigations,
so that the number irrigations may vary from 8 to 12 or more
depending on year, farm, etc.

C.2 WATER CHARGES.
M.I.A,

On the M.I.A. water is supplied to horticultural farms
on the basis of 1 acre-foot per planted acre at $1.00 per acre-foot,
and there after at $4.80 per acre-foot., In the 1968/69 irrigation
season the average amount per acre-foot paid by horticultural
farms, over the whole season was $2.90 per acre-foot. (2) (That
is, 1 acre foot at $1.00 plus 1 acre-foot at $4.80, average $2.90.
per acre foot).,

Young

Irrigation of prunes in the Young area is very much the
exception rather than the rule. A few farmers irrigate from dams,
One farmer (Farm S) in this study has an irrigation system operating
from a dam, It is not large enough to allow him to irrigate his
entire orchard, nor apply the amount of water applied by his .
counter-parts on the M.I.A., Probably he applies about 4 to 6
acre-inches per acre in a season depending on the weather and
supply available in his dams. This supply is dependent largely
on rainfall and run-off from the surrounding country.

(1) Water Conservation and Irrigation Commission, Leeton, pers.

(2) Water Conservation and Irrigation Commission, Leeton, pers.




Increased interest is being shown by prune growers in
the Young District in the possibilities of irrigating prunes as
a means of lifting yields and evening-out fluctuations in year to
year production. There is also interest in "drip" or "trickle"
type irrigation. '

C.3  CULTIVATION PRACTICES
M.I.A,

On the M.I.A. it appears normal practice to cultivate
after every or every second irrigation. Before irrigation commences,
the orchards are cultivated to destroy winter weeds and grasses
and furrowing out takes place. Virtually no M.I.A. grower plants
a winter cover crop between tree rows. After every cultivation a
furrowing out is done to enable irrigation to take place. Chemical
weed control was practised partly by one grower in the study,
Chemical weed control (with knock down and more residual
herbicides may increase, though many growers say that it is too
expensive, This is largely due to their attitude to costing
cultivation, Also some say they do not feel that are working unless
they are on the tractor),

Young

, Growers at Young included on average five cultivations
in their yearly management programmes. The number of cultivations
varies with seasonal conditions and weed growth, and the necessity
to conserve available soil moisture, '

C.4 DPEST AND DISEASE CONTROL PRACTICES
M.I.A, '

Basic practices in this area of orchard management were
similar in each area. However there were variations between growers
and between the two areas, in numbers of sprays applied, in types
of chemicals used, etc,

In all cases growers stated that they followed the
recommended spray programmes for their areas and crop types.
However there is little doubt that growers alter the spray
programmes according to what they see as the needs of their
particular orchards.,

It appears that most growers seek a least cost spray
programme. This is not necessarily in terms of cheapest
available and effective spray type or chemical, but the least
number of sprays and amount of spray chemical that can be
reasonably expected to both provide control of and protection
against the various pests and diseases that attack fruit trees,
not. enly prunes, ‘

: This type of operation requires a considerable degree
of management skill particularly in determining time of spray
application. If the spray is applied too early or too late,
then the cost in damage to fruit, loss of fruit, and extra sprays
to control the pest, can add considerably to production costs
and reduce production. '

Many growers appear not to work out spray costs, comparing
materials (where alternatives exist) pack sizes, cost per spray
applied, and this may well be an avenue where growers could
exercise savings, This combined with reasonable management could
make a least cost spray programme a reality. The grower must of
course be on guard for an abnormal year, e.g. 1968/69 when
Rutherglen bugs were in plague proportions and extra sprays were
needed, '




Only one grower in the study on the M.I.A. used a
concentrate sprayer (Farm A). There are certain economics associated
with use of concentrate sprayers. However use of concentrate
spraying for scale control (especially San Jose Scale) does not
necessarily give the control desired. Dilute spraying is the
recommended practice, particularly in spraying for scale control,

Young

Spray programmes in use on prunes in the Young area are
basically the same as those on the M.I.A. Similar practices apply
with regard to alternation of recommendations to suit particular
growers situations, as is the case in the M.I.A.

Again growers appear to seek a minimum spray programme
with similar features and problems to that adopted by M.I.A.
growers.,

Concentrate sprayers are used at Young. Growers in the
Young district, if they believe that seasonal conditions do not
auger well for the crop may reduce or in some cases discontinue
their spray programme to save cash expenses. Production at
Young being entirely dependent on natural rainfall can suffer
considerable fluctuations, whereas in the M.I.A. irrigation
replaces to a large extent the dependence on natural rainfall,

C.5 FROSTS AND HATL

Frosting occurs in both areas. At Young the effects
of this natural hazard can be variable due to the spread of the
areas around Young. One area may be severely affected by frost
whereas one on the other side of Young may not be so hard hit.
Area variations are evident in incidence and effects of hail,

C.6 PRUNING PRACTICES
M.I.A.

Biennial pruning of prunes is the general practice.
However, several M.I.A. growers (Farms A.D.E.F.) do not prune
mature or. full bearing trees, Prefering to do only some light
thinning or "tidying up" should the trees need it. Most prune
and/or train young or non bearing trees till they reach full
production. This means of training is to use ties or tapes
around the trees to keep branches shaped upwards. These ties may
be nylon tape or fencing wire, : '

Young

Biennial pruning was the established practice of all
growers in the study at Young. All prune half their trees each
year; in effect pruning each tree every second year.

This practice (1) as well as shown to increase yields
has reduced pruning costs, particularly in the Young area where
richer larger acreages of tees are involved then on the M.I.A.

Although the actual cost of employed labour for pruning
has not declined, in fact has probably risen, a reduction in total
pruning has assisted in reducing production costs.

(1) Departmental Pamphlets,




C.7 TREE REPLACEMENT POLICIES
YOUNG. '

Many orchards at Young have trees of the variety Robe
de Sergeant interplanted with trees of the D'Agen variety . It
was thought when the orchards were first established and for
some years after that the Robe variety was necessary for
cross-fertilization purposes. This was later found to be
unnecessary. Over the years some growers have removed
these trees and planted D'Agens in their place. On most farms
cases total Robe plantings amount to between 1 and 10 acres,
but because they are interplants problems arise,

In view of the Marketing situation, i.e. a separate
pool for Robes in 1970, some growers are either removing Robes
or reworking them to D'Agens, Reworking can only be really
successful if trees are young and vigorous. It is not worthwhile
if trees are very old and/or unhealthy.

In general the tree replacement policy is to replace
individual dead or very unhealthy trees of either variety with young
D'Agen trees as vacant spots become apparent. Two growers reported
that they replaced whole blocks (1) of prune trees when necessary
rather than individual trees, (Farms S and X). The rest replaced
individual trees,

This practice of replanting individual trees leads to vary-
ing age patterns in blocks, and varying stages of production. There
are problems associated with this particularly if the age range
is large.

Many growers would not have the capital available to remove
and replant large numbers of trees. Nor in many cases would there
be sufficient income from other sources to maintain them until the
trees came into full production, 10 to 12 years time when they
could expect increased production.

This policy reflects their uncertainty about the future
of the industry garticularly under dryland conditions, Also their

need (and desire) for some income now rather than perhaps an
increased income at some future date, :

Prune trees take from 10 to 12 years to reach full
production, under dryland conditions. This may vary with prevailing
seasonal conditions. Adverse seasons may extend the period that
it takes for the trees to reach full production.

N MO IOAO

Large numbers of Robe variety interplants are not
present in the M.I.A. If present at all Robes tend to be
planted in separate blocks.

In the M.I.A. there appears to be a more definite
practice of crop rotation and replacement. Growers will remove
blocks of trees they consider uneconomic and replant to some
other fruit type or plant new prune trees. .

Most M.I.A. growers at anyone stage appear to have
some land that is either out of production i.e. waiting to be
replanted, or at the non-bearing stage, or not in full production,
Under irrigation trees may not have as long a total bearing life
as under dryland conditions, perhaps due to drainage problems,
root rots induced or aggravated by the use of irrigation, and
inadequate drainage, However there is some question as to
whether allowing a tree to grow to a great age is a sound
decision,

(1)  "Blocks" can vary greatly in size, according to definition.
Here is refers to one acre or more of trees. When the
industry was first established each farm had 9 acres of
prunes and this was referred to as a block,




Prunes trees reach full production on the M.I.A. at
between 5-7 years depending on seasons and management. This
is 5-7 years earlier than trees in the dryland production area
of Young.,

However some M.I.A. growers do have a one tree type
replacement policy.

M.I.A. growers on the whole with their greater number
of enterprises (i.e, other fruit) may be better able to afford to
replace larger numbers of trees at one time than Young growers,

Growers in both areas were asked specific questions at
the interview as to replacement or replanting policies. In
virtually all cases death and/or extreme ill health of tree was
the reason for its removal., A low production record of a tree
or block of trees was given as a reason for removal by some,

C.8 FERTILIZER PRACTICES
M.I.A.

General phosphate source on most farms in 22%
Superphosphate applied at between 4 to 5 cwt per acre per year,
On one farm it was only applied to fully bearing trees, non )
bearing trees receiving little or no fertilizer,

Nitrogen is generally applied in form of- Calcium
Ammonium Nitrate 20,5%N or Sulphate of Ammonia 21,5%N. Application
rates were generally quoted as 1lb. product per tree. Nitrogen
is applied at a different time to phosphatic fertilizers and
sometimes a split application of N is used.

Young

Farm W grows winter cover crop which is turned in (generally
oats) as a green manure crop.,

Phosphate is applied in the form of 22% superphosphate,
but a lower rate than in the M.I.A. about 1 to 2 cwt per acre.
Several growers used N-P mixtures either alone or with superphosphate,
Nitrogen is applied either in the mixed fertilizer form or in a
straight N form such as calcium ammonium nitrate. Application
rates are lower than on the M.I.A.

C.9 HARVESTING PRACTICES
YOUNG

On all farms some means of shaking the fruit onto the
ground was utilized. One or two used an attachment to a chain
saw which is used to vibrate the limbs., Others used "shepherds
crooks" type shakers - of steel or wood, which are hooked over
a branch and hand shaken., Often fruit was shaken onto a hession °
mat to facilitate picking up and reduce contamination of fruit
with dirt, etc,

. Growers used boxes or tins and pickers filled these
and in virtually all cases labour was paid on a per tin or box
basis.

In most cases these tins or boxes were carted to the
dehydrator or cooperative, and no form of bulk handling, as seen

in the M.I.A., had been introduced at the stage when the author
was in the Young area,




Demonstrations have been made of a U.S. developed
tractor mounted hydraulic shaker on several district farms,
This implement shakes the whole tree by attaching itself to the butt
of the tree, It shakes onto hessian or canvas, The hession is
then picked up and the fruit emptied into a bulk bin. It would
be doubtful economics to use this costly machine to shake and then
pick up in the conventional manner,

M.I.A,

Similar practices and implements were used in the M.I.A.
as seen at Young, Most growers using tins for picking up and
using either mechanical chain saw or hand shaking implements,

Bulk handling is being developed to a much greater
extent than at Young. The major co-operative dryer, Griffith
Producers, will eventually convert to a complete bulk handling
system.

- Demonstrations of this tree shaker mentioned previously
were also made by the manufacturers - distributors in the M.I.A.
area,

C.10 DEHYDRATION PRACTICES
YOUNG ‘

The Young group of growers had the following dehydration
arrangements:

1 grower used contract drying.

3 had on farm dehydrators
1 (one) of whom used the cooperative system for part of
his crop in heavy crop years, ’

3 used the cooperative system.

Total 7

The Cooperative System at Young

The cooperative (Young District Producers Cooperative
Society) at Young has three district dehydrators (Kingsvale,
Maimuru and Wirrimah ) rather than one central dehydrator. This
is partly because of the distance involved to a central point,
i,e. Young, and industry establishment before the development of
adequate road transport systems, .

Thesevdehydrators are largely the original structures
although they have been renovated and updated over the years.

_ Each grower is assigned a delivery quota to the
dehydrator, on a tray or quantity of fruit per day basis., This
quota will vary with growers' crop size.

To maintain fruit quality some growers coolstore fruit,
i.,e, all fruit is picked, coolstored and then delivered to the
dehydrator as per quota., It is claimed that coolstoring maintains
fruit size by retarding fruit shrinkage due to natural dehydration.
It also allows growers to pick the entire crop at one time rather
than pick over an extended time period in line with dehydrator quotas,
thus avoiding fruit loss on the trees,

M. I.A,

The M.I.A. group of growers had the following dehydration
arrangements,




4 growers had their own dehydrators.
2 growers used cooperative facilities.,

Total 6

Cooperative Dehydration on the M,I.A.

Griffith Producers Cooperative Ltd. is the major
cooperative drying organisation.

. Quotas are allocated to growers for delivery of fruit
to the cooperative dehydration facilities,

Each grower has an individual conversion ratio struck
for his crop for fresh to dry fruit. This is made on the basis
of fruit moisture content, length of drying time, sugar content,
etc. Charges are made on this basis for an individuals crop.

An average is struck for the whole season but a grower will pay
on the rate determined for his fruit.

In wet years fruit generally has a much higher moisture
content and this will raise the charges. ILow throughput for a
season (small total crop) raises the fixed or overhead portion
of the charges.

Charges for dehydration are generally made on a fresh
fruit basis, and when multiplied by the conversion ratio gives
the dry ton cost equivalent.

Robe de Sergeant variety prunes tend to have a higher
conversion ratio than D'Agen variety and consequently cost more
per ton for dehydration. Also Robes require more careful handling
due to the relatively thin skin characteristic of this variety.

Growers pay a levy on fruit processed (dried) through
the cooperative facilities. This is deducted from payments and
allocated to shares, the money from which is used to finance
further development. '

C.11 ON-FARM DEHYDRATION - BOTH AREAS.

Every dehydrator is inspected and registered with the
Dried Fruits Board. Certain health and hygiene standards must
be maintained, for a dehydrator to remain registered.

Most dehydrators are oil fired using heavy fuel oil.
some were old wood systems converted in later years to oil.
There are two major forms, parallel flow and centre flow dryers.
It is not intended to argue the comparative merits of either one.

On all on-farm dehydrators the major part of the work
is done by the owner operator and/or his family. Some labour
may be employed for various aspects of the operation, e.g,
filling and scraping trays, but the owner operator does the major
part of the work, especially  the night work., Dehydrators once

started generally run round the block until the drying is
complete.

Growers maintain that on-farm dehydration is cheaper
and more convenient than using contract or cooperative facilities,
It does allow growers to organise harvesting to the capacity of
their dehydrator. The capacity of their dehydration plant determines
a drying quota particularly in a heavy year.




C.12 CARTAGE
YOUNG

Growers cart prunes to the dehydrator themselves or
employ a contractor. Those using cooperative dehydration
facilities would be unlikely to use contract as fruit is taken
in comparatively small quantities to the dehydrator each day.

I\V{[o Io.A.o

Virtually the same as for Young. Growers selling to
private buyers cart to nearest railhead. These growers tend to
store their dried prunes (as they do at Young) until the end of the
season and then cart to point of sale, either the cooperative or
nearest railhead for the private buyer.




Irrigation
Amount No,

Cultivation

Fortilizer

Sprays

Tree
Replacement
(Reason)

Dehydration

Cartage

Spray
type

2ac.ft.10

After every
second irrig-
ation 5 cult.
5 furrowing
out.

Super Sulphate
2 cwt/ac, Every
year

1 x Ecale (oil)
2 x Rust (Tedion
and Zineb),

Individual trees
Death of trees

Cooperative
Private
Buyers

Self to

coopera~
tive and
railhead

Concentrate

After every Biennial
second irrigl (% every
year)

border check
systen

5 cwt/ac Super-
Autum 4 cwt/ac
Sulphate of
Ammonia, Spring
every year.

1 x Scale (oil)

3 x rust (Zineb)

1 x Mite Spider (Dicofol)
/

Whole blocks
Production
record tree
health and
appearance

Coopera~
tive

Cooperative

Dilute

3ac.ft.9

After every Biennial
third irrig-
ation 3 cult.
3 furrowing
out some
chemical weed
control

6 cwt/ac mixed
fertiliser
winter. 6 owt/ac
sulphate of
ammonia. Spring
every year.

1 x Scale (oil)
2 x Rust

2 x Red Spider (Dicofol)

Whole dlocks at
25=30 years old.
Rotation of
crops.

Cooperative

Self to
coopera~
tive

Dilute

After every
2nd irrig-
ation 8 cult.
8 furrowing
out.

P.B, 10 101b./
tree

Sulphate of
Ammonia 61b./
tree
Superphosphate
T1b/tree.
Potash 111b/tree
every year.

1 x Scale (oil)
3 x Rust (Zineb)

Individual trees
Age of trees and
death.

Self to
railhead

Dilute

After every
2nd irrig-
ation 4 cult.
4 furrowing
out,

Only
thinning

occasionally

Sulphate of
Ammonia 61b/
tree every
year.

1 x Scale (o1l & Limesul)
1 x Red spider (Dicofol)
1 x Rust (Zineb)

Self to
railhead

Dilute

After every
irrigation
9 cult,

9 furrowing

Non bearing
trees only

out,

4 cwt/super/ac
Calcium Ammonium
Nitrate 2 1b/tree
Bearing trees
only.

1 x Scale (oil)
1 x Rust (Tedion and
(2ineb).

Whole block
age death 111
healthe

Coopera~
tive

Cooperative

Pickers
cart to
weigh-

dbridge.




Irrigation
Amount

Cultivation

Fertiliser

Sprays

Tree
Replacement
(Reason)

Dehydration

Fale

Cartage

Epray Type

¥l

1 cwt Super/ac
3 ewt. 20.11.0/ac
every year

1 x Scale (oil and lime
sul) 1 x Brown Rot
(Difolotan) 1 x Rust
and Miticide (Zineb and
Dicofol) 1 x Rust
(Zineb)

Individual trees
death of trees

Cooperative

Cooperative
collect and
cart.

Dilute

Biennial

(3 every
year)

3 cwt/ac
16.16.8

1 x Scale (o0il and
copper)

3 x Rust (Zineb)

1 year in 2

1 x Mite (Dicofol)

Whole block
death of trees

P/3 to

pooperative

Self to
cooperative

and railhead

Dilute

Biennial

(% every
year)

1 cwt/ac

Super Autum
1.5 1b/tree
Calcum Ammonium
Nitrate Bearing
to trees only

1 x Scale (0il and Lime

sul
2 x Rust (Zineb)
1 x Brown Rot (Captan)

Originally
replaced large
part of orchard
and established
new area

Contract
cartage to

Concentrate

point of salg -

5 and
sowing cover
crop for
winter

1 cwt super
ac. sowed with
cover

1 x Scale (o0il and
copper)

2 x Rust (Zineb)

1 x Brown Rust
(Captan)

Individual trees
Death maintain
existing acreage

Cooperative
(fruit cool
store on
farm prior
to dehydrat-
ion)

Cooperative

Self to
cooperative
dehydration

Concentrate

‘Biennial
(% every
year)

200 lbs/ac = °
20.11,0

1 x Scale (oil)

1 x Rust and Mites
(Zineb and Dicofol)
1 x Zineb

Whole block
production and
health

Cooperative [ooperative
(Coolstores
fruit in

cooperative
coolstore in
Young prior
to dehydrator]
not every
year)

Self to
coolstore
and back

to
dehydrator

Concentrate

2 cwt/ac
20.11.0
every second
year

1 x Scale (oil)
3 x Rust (Zineb)
1 x Mite (Dicofol)

Individual trees
death of trees

Contract

Self to
dehydrator
and then to
railhead

Concentrate

1.5 cwt/ac
superphosphate
1.5 cwt/ac
calcium
ammonium
nitrate

1 x Scale (o0il)
3 x Rust (Zineb)

Individual trees
death of trees
did replant
recently old
other truit
blocks

Cooperative [ooperative

Self to
cooperative
dehydrator

Dilute




