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Economic benefits analysis of elite cultivars of Camellia oleifera
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Abstract: Technical and economic analysis methods, including dynamic analysis, Break-Even analysis and
One-Way Sensitivity analysis, were adopted to study production costs, economic indexes including the cumula
tive net present value (Vypy), internal rate of return (Rygg) and the payback period of investment (7}), break-
even point of designed output and price earnings ratio, and influence of sales income and production cost on
net present value over a 30-year period of Camellia oleifera. The results indicated that for a 30-year period, the
cumulative net present value (Vypy) was 43 800 yuan-hm™, the internal rate of return (Ryg) was 12.05 per
cent, the payback period of investment (7:) were 16.41 year, according to benchmark discount rate of 7 per
cent and the average market price of 60 yuan-kg™ from the year of 2010 — 2012. The development of elite cul-
tivars of Camellia oleifera planting was unacceptable if the sales income reduced by 19.50 per cent or the pro-
duction cost increased by 24.20 per cent. Judging from the current market and production situations, such
probability was very small. In order to promote the development of Camellia oleifera industry, in addition to the
existing forestry subsidy policies, the government should make financing policies to increase the access to the
small-amount loans and delay the time of loans repay and use subsidy policy to accelerate the development and
application of economic and suitable small agricultural machinery such as camellia fruit picking machine and

mountain soil tillage machine, also encourage camellia oil-refinery to transform existing oil refining machines

Wk 5. 2013-10-08; &8 H . 2013-12-25
FEATUH - o g EUMO B HE T R s KR S e Ry H ([2011 ]TKO37 %)
fEH R REE, BRTREIE, MFALRHHE) #5%. E-mail: zghyy@126.com



31 EH 4 AR TE AR AT LBl A b 2 T A o3 B 633

with advanced technology to improve the processing efficiency and benefits, and promote the development of
camellia oil industry. [Ch, 1 fig. 4 tab. 13 ref.]
Key words: cash forestry; Camellia oleifera; planting; economic benefit
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Table I Production and production cost of Camellia oleifera plantation

RPN ZOKkGR Mlps SRdom

0

tla Foat/ kg HER/JTOC WRL/JTOC MERE/T G F5 LR W T Hefb/ oo &t
1 2.00 0.09 0.15 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.03 2.27
2 0.09 0.15 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.03 0.46
3 0.09 0.15 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.03 0.46
4 0.09 0.15 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.03 0.46
5 0.09 0.15 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.03 0.46
6 150 0.09 0.30 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.30 0.03 0.91
7 150 0.09 0.30 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.30 0.03 091
8 150 0.09 0.30 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.30 0.03 091
9 300 0.09 0.30 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.60 0.03 1.21
10 300 0.09 0.30 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.60 0.03 1.21
11 300 0.09 0.30 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.60 0.03 1.21
12 450 0.09 0.30 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.90 0.03 1.51
13 450 0.09 0.30 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.90 0.03 1.51

14 450 0.09 0.30 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.90 0.03 1.51
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*1 (&)
i/a Felt kg ARG LRGN/ fﬁ@%/fgi :iia iﬁi AW/ G AT G
15 600 0.09 0.45 0.02 0.30 0.03 1.20 0.05 2.14
16 600 0.09 0.45 0.02 0.30 0.03 1.20 0.05 2.14
17 600 0.09 0.45 0.02 0.30 0.03 1.20 0.05 2.14
18 600 0.09 0.45 0.02 0.30 0.03 1.20 0.05 2.14
19 600 0.09 0.45 0.02 0.30 0.03 1.20 0.05 2.14
20 600 0.09 0.45 0.02 0.30 0.03 1.20 0.05 2.14
21 600 0.09 0.45 0.02 0.30 0.03 1.20 0.05 2.14
22 600 0.09 0.45 0.02 0.30 0.03 1.20 0.05 2.14
23 600 0.09 0.45 0.02 0.30 0.03 1.20 0.05 2.14
24 600 0.09 0.45 0.02 0.30 0.03 1.20 0.05 2.14
25 600 0.09 0.45 0.02 0.30 0.03 1.20 0.05 2.14
26 600 0.09 0.45 0.02 0.30 0.03 1.20 0.05 2.14
27 600 0.09 0.45 0.02 0.30 0.03 1.20 0.05 2.14
28 600 0.09 0.45 0.02 0.30 0.03 1.20 0.05 2.14
29 600 0.09 0.45 0.02 0.45 0.03 1.20 0.05 2.29
30 600 0.09 0.45 0.02 0.45 0.03 1.20 0.05 2.29
it 12 300 2.70 10.65 0.58 7.05 0.74 24.60 1.22 49.54
AR AR B ] 0.040 0.055 0.215 0.012 0.142 0.015 0.497 0.025
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Table 2 Cash flow statement of Camellia oleifera plantation

LA, L1 ZM A 2 el 2.0 ARy, 3@ ens 4 BRI et/

o TR VL VLT 57 77 VL
1 227 227 -2.27 -2.27
2 0.46 0.46 -0.46 -2.73
3 0.46 0.46 -0.46 -3.19
4 0.46 0.46 -0.46 -3.65
5 0.46 0.46 -0.46 -4.11
6 150 0.90 0.90 091 0.91 -0.01 -4.12
7 150 0.90 0.90 0.91 0.91 -0.01 -4.13
8 150 0.90 0.90 0.91 0.91 -0.01 -4.14
9 300 1.80 1.80 1.21 1.21 0.59 -3.55

10 300 1.80 1.80 1.21 1.21 0.59 -2.96

11 300 1.80 1.80 1.21 1.21 0.59 -2.37

12 450 2.70 2.70 1.51 1.51 1.19 -1.18

13 450 2.70 2.70 1.51 1.51 1.19 0.01

14 450 2.70 2.70 1.51 1.51 1.19 1.20

15 600 3.60 3.60 2.14 2.14 1.46 2.66

16 600 3.60 3.60 2.14 2.14 1.46 4.12

17 600 3.60 3.60 2.14 2.14 1.46 5.58

18 600 3.60 3.60 2.14 2.14 1.46 7.04

19 600 3.60 3.60 2.14 2.14 1.46 8.50

20 600 3.60 3.60 2.14 2.14 1.46 9.96

21 600 3.60 3.60 2.14 2.14 1.46 11.42

22 600 3.60 3.60 2.14 2.14 1.46 12.88

23 600 3.60 3.60 2.14 2.14 1.46 14.34

24 600 3.60 3.60 2.14 2.14 1.46 15.80

25 600 3.60 3.60 2.14 2.14 1.46 17.26

26 600 3.60 3.60 2.14 2.14 1.46 18.72

27 600 3.60 3.60 2.14 2.14 1.46 20.18

28 600 3.60 3.60 2.14 2.14 1.46 21.64

29 600 3.60 3.60 2.29 2.29 1.31 22.95

30 600 3.60 3.60 2.29 2.29 1.31 24.26

Gt 12 300 73.80 73.80 49.54 49.54 24.26
#3 aA—THEFRMBFEMEZINELEFER
Table 3 Dynamic economic index of Camellia oleifera plantation of a 30-year period
N HHAFE/ (U1 0) N B2 TE [BDI /a RELEEIA
4.38 0.146 18.07 16.41 12.05
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Table 4  Effect of motivation of uncertainties to net present value (Vypy)

A ERI%
AW H % -

-30 -20 -10 0 10 20 30

i EUCA/(JT 6 - hm™?) -2.37 -0.12 2.13 4.38 6.63 8.88 11.13

He PR AR (7 J6 ~hm™?) 9.81 8.00 6.19 4.38 2.57 0.76 -1.05
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