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Five billion pounds of fish and shelifish are used
annually for human consumption in the United States, but
damestic fisheries can only supply sbout half of this, The
American market will need around 3 billion pounds of
sdditional fish and shellfish supplies for food markets over
the next 15 years. There is great opportunity and potential
for domesticaliy-produced fish to fill some of this demand.

During the past decade, channel catfish farming has
become a multimillion-doliar enterprise. Mast catfish pro-
duction oceurs in the central Mississippi Delta Region, but
the industry has recently expanded into other states. An
estimated 55 million pounds of farm catfish from 55,000 to
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60,000 acres were produced by the U.S. in 1970, and 2
market of over 300 million pounds of farm-raised channel
catfish was forecast for 1973.

Virginia presently does not have a commercial,

. channe! catfish industry. In a feasibility study, it was

estimated that of the 1,500 farm ponds in Pittsylvania
County, Virginia, 780 ponds were suitable for catfish
production. Use of thess ponds could result in the
astablishment of a limited catfish industry, producing &n
estimated 3.4 million pounds of marketabie fish per year.
Thiese fish could be sold to operators of fee-fishing ponds at
prices ranging from $040 to $0.80 per pound or to
processors Tor $0.30 te $0.40 per pound, depending upon
fish size and quality, and market supply conditions.

‘Twoe methods commonly utilized to culture channel
catfish are pond and cage culture. Pond culture consists of



stocking fish in a suitable pond and allowing them to swim skill and managerial ability of the producer involved. Al-
freely until they are harvested at the end of the growing though catfish farming appears to be profitable and reason-
season. Advantages of the pond culture method are: low able returns can be realized by farmers in at least the

initial cost, minimal equipment needs, and a less expensive southeastern portion of Virginia, the endeavor should be
foad, Unfortunately, this system does have serious dis- approached cautiously.
advantages: harvest must be accomplished by draining
and/or seining the pond which is time consuming. Also, TABLE 1. EINANCIAL ANALYSIS OF
many fish may be lost in the mud or damaged by the POND CHANNEL CATFISH PRODUCTION
harvesting operations, and often, it is difficult to harvest ' T T ' '
anly the marketable portion of the fish, Annual Expenses

Cage culture consists of planting fingerling channel Fingarlings (2,000, 7 in., @ $0.075 sach} $150.00
catfish in cages supported by floats. The fish rémain in the Faed {1.28 tons, ® $150/t0n) 19200
cages untit the end of the growing season. Advantages S uily chicking and fesding (40,3 hr, @ $1.865/r) P14
offered by cage culture are ease of harvest and selection of Harvest (9.0 hr, @ $1.65/hr.) 14,85
the sizg az‘;fj numbers of fish that can be removed at any g"“‘g;m st (aenorsicnd 48 6% 063 )
time, Despite these benefits, there are disadvantages. Fish {814 X 0.388} 5.43
confined i cages are more susceptible to oxygen deplation; Sieine, BU 1. gm??%% for 3y} i
and they require an expensive, nutritionally-complete feed. intarast on borrowsd capital (fingerlings ® 8%) 12.00
Furthermore, cage culture requires @ greatsr amount of Hood ant [ 6 A5 s
capital eutiay for equipment. Total ABAEY

Channel catfish were experimentally cultured in o
ponds and cages in an attempt to determine the economic sisn g o o
feasibility of the two methods {Tables 1 and 2). Production @ $0.40/. 580.00
costs in both cases were actual costs for fingerlings, food, ;ﬁ?ég;‘;’g - RE
and sguipment. Pond construction costs were excluded. fixed costs before taxes/year/1.5-scre pond :
Labor ©osts were estimated by multiplying the total ggggg;’g b g:;g;
number of hours required for feeding and harvesting by * P '
$1.65. An S-percent interest rate on the borrowed capital Break-Even Price ($0.33471h.)

was used to calculate the interest charge for fingerlings,
bevause it is the probable rate of interest that would be
charged by local banks. A 4-percent rate was applied to
feed and labor costs hecause the capital borrowed for these
costs is carried for only a period of approximately B
months. An asset that had a useful life of over 1 year was TABLE 2. FINANCIAL ANALYSIS OF
amprtized at 8 percent over its expected useful life, to CAEE SHANNER TR Tt ﬁg@ww‘ﬂm
arrive at an annual expense. ' - S
Revenues were estimated by multipiying the two

Annual Expenises

extremes of the current price range {$0.30 to $0.40 per Fingerlings (2,000, 7 in., @ $0.075 each} $150.00
pound) being paid for farm-reared channel catfish which are i ol o Sy #1.80
sold as food fish by the total pounds of catfish produced. A Daity checking and fesding {68.5 hr, @ $1.85/hr.} 114.66
break-even price was calculated to give an indication of how Equ?::x"‘g (3.0 hr. @ $1.65/hr.) i
low the market price could fall before profits would change Cages {amortized at 8% for 3 yr.)
ROV e e : v — {6 cages @ $52 each X 0.388) 121,08
10 iﬂsses Thfs. .hfeak even price was Eﬁete{miﬁ&é by dividing Eand s EaADEE e B o T
the total annual expenses by the catfish yield, {$22 X 0,388} 8.54
_ : el ; Oxygen kit {amortized at 8% for 3 v}

' ?m of th? results that si?euif“{ be considered in g i P
making a compatison of the profitability of pond culture Polyathyiane rope, 240 1t
versus cage culture is the break-even price per pound of i i g el
catfish, For pond-cultured fish, the bresk-even price was Interest on borrowsed capital (fingerlings © 8%) 12.00
$0.334 per pound, and for cage-cultured fish, it was $0.280 themil s Sapue @ 4 -l
per pound. Usually, the utilization of the cage-cubure Total 510.92
method resulis in greater costs than pond culture because T

» < P 4 « g EETNE o e
capital outlay for food, labor, and equipment is greater. . 1,894 i:g!?g;?@mwm 547.20
The results, however, are biased by the wasteful feeding and. . 985040/, 729.60

5 i B a o s I g * {88 Expenges “540.92
possible inefficient food conversion {amourt of fm Net returns to fand managermant and other Tixed
converted to flesh) of the pond-cultured catfish. This costs bafors mﬁva@grﬁm plnd i
resulted in a greater amount of food used and a lower yield, ® ga:wmj 21B.88

which increased costs and decreased returns,
Our research shows that costs and returns in catfish
farming are highly variable and are greatly influenced by the

Break-Even Price {$0.28/b.)




