Fibre Crop Trials
Trial 1 – Kenaf planting system

· Zero till verses Minimum Till (replicated, 0.5ha treatments)

· Kenaf G4 

· The planting technique was conducted after a cane crop which was sprayed out.  

· The min till operation comprised of a single ripper leg through the sprayed out stool area, once.

· Trial evaluation

· Input cost comparison

· Measure yield ( dry matter per ha) comparison

· Cane yield in following cane crop

Trial results:

Trial harvest data are outlined in table 3, there is no statistical difference in the results between the min till and zero till treatments. A single two row ripper treatment cost $56.00 per ha. In this case the return from the min till treatment would reduce the gross margin by $56.00 per ha. From the samples taken it indicated that a higher plant population was established in the zero till treatment after planting at the same seeding rate.

Table 1 Production costs

	Trial 1 Min Till Verses Zero Till  4.13 ha

	Time
	Treatment 
	Cost 
	Cost/ha

	
	7L/ha PowerMax  67.90/ha
	280.43
	67.9

	
	Flat boom 9m 6640 New Holland
	58.44
	14.15

	
	5L/ha PowerMax  48.5
	200.31
	48.5

	
	Flat boom 9m 6640 New Holland
	58.44
	14.15

	6hrs
	3 row rake
	81.53
	19.74

	2hrs
	2 leg ripper      (2.06ha)
	135.32
	65.69

	6hrs
	3.05m Austil Planter (2 row) G240 New Holland 
	245.45
	59.43

	
	Dunder Mid N 3.5cu / ha   (tractor)     (124.48/m3)
	1799.36
	435.68

	16hrs
	200L amocide   10.72
	10.72
	2.60

	
	Labour  16x20
	320
	77.48

	
	Harvesting     1331.00
Hauling     1405.00
transport   297
	3033
	734.38

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Total cost
	
	6222.98
	1539.70

	
	
	
	

	Gross Return
	135x14.13x4.13
	7878.18
	1907.55

	Gross Margin
	 
	1655.20
	367.85


	Table 2 Harvest results
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Trial 1   harvest date 23/04/2007   Kenaf trial site (Min till verses Zero till) 1.525m row spacing

	Paddock area   4.13ha
	Rep 1
	Rep 2
	Rep 3
	
	
	

	
	Min till
	Zero till
	Min till
	Zero till
	Min till
	Zero till
	min till average
	zero till average
	average result

	Total bio-mass weight kg      sample1
	11
	6.2
	9
	10
	7.5
	14.5
	
	
	

	sample 2
	9.75
	8
	10
	10.5
	8.5
	11.5
	
	
	

	sample 3
	10
	9.5
	11.5
	10.25
	10.5
	11
	
	
	

	Total
	10.25
	7.9
	10.17
	10.25
	8.83
	12.33
	9.75
	10.16
	9.96

	Stripped weight   kg               sample  1
	6
	4.2
	6.5
	6.25
	6.5
	8.5
	
	
	

	sample 2
	7.5
	6
	8
	6.5
	6
	8.25
	
	
	

	sample 3
	7.5
	6.5
	7.5
	6.25
	6
	8.5
	
	
	

	Total
	7
	5.57
	7.33
	6.33
	6.17
	8.42
	6.83
	6.77
	6.80

	Wet weight     grams              sample 1
	1506
	887
	579
	892.55
	914
	862
	
	
	

	sample 2
	976
	684
	1217
	1154
	1270
	1110
	
	
	

	sample 3
	1658
	740
	1500
	1262
	1021
	1201
	
	
	

	Total
	1380
	770.33
	1098.67
	1102.85
	1068.33
	1057.67
	
	
	

	Dry sample   grams                sample 1
	433.72
	287.35
	158.88
	258.12
	186.16
	261.76
	
	
	

	sample 2
	287.35
	178.25
	337.13
	321.14
	363.1
	320.79
	
	
	

	sample 3
	480.62
	184.48
	469.11
	363.87
	321.55
	369.76
	
	
	

	Total
	400.56
	216.69
	321.71
	314.38
	290.27
	317.44
	
	
	

	No of stalks                              sample 1
	19
	16
	21
	22
	23
	33
	
	
	

	sample 2
	28
	21
	21
	28
	15
	24
	
	
	

	sample 3
	18
	19
	28
	20
	26
	25
	
	
	

	Total
	22
	19
	23
	23
	21
	27
	22
	23
	23

	Plants / ha
	144262
	124590
	150820
	150820
	137705
	177049
	144262
	150820
	147541

	Dry weight % of wet weight
	29.03
	28.13
	29.28
	28.51
	27.17
	30.01
	28.49
	28.88
	28.69

	Moisture %
	70.97
	71.87
	70.72
	71.49
	72.83
	69.99
	71.51
	71.12
	71.31

	% of bio-mass returned to the soil
	31.71
	29.54
	27.87
	38.21
	30.19
	31.76
	29.92
	33.17
	31.54

	Wet yield tons / ha
	45.90
	36.50
	48.09
	41.53
	40.44
	55.19
	44.81
	44.41
	44.61

	Dry weight yield tons / ha 0% moisture
	13.32
	10.27
	14.08
	11.84
	10.99
	16.56
	12.80
	12.89
	12.84

	Dry weight yield Tons of dry matter / ha 10% moisture
	14.66
	11.29
	15.49
	13.02
	12.09
	18.22
	14.08
	14.18
	14.13


Trial 2 - Kenaf planting systems 

· Zero till verses Minimum Till (replicated, 0.5ha treatments)

· Kenaf G4 

· The planting technique was conducted after a cane crop which was sprayed out.  

· The min till operation comprised of a single ripper leg through the sprayed out stool area
· Trial evaluation

· Input cost comparison

· Measure yield ( dry matter per ha) comparison

· Cane yield in following cane crop

Trial results:

This trial indicated that a 27% increase in yield in the Min till treatment. This result indicates that in this soil type Min till treatment is warranted. 

Table 3 Production Costs

	Trial 2 Min till verses Zero till (4ha)
	 
	 

	Date
	Treatment
	cost 
	Cost/ha
	Min till
	Cost/ha

	25/11/2006
	Yeoman 2 leg ripper  x 2
	
	
	516.72
	64.59

	1/12/2006
	3 row wheel rake  x2
	157.92
	19.74
	
	

	4/12/2006
	Roller 1 row
	
	
	87.4
	43.7

	13/12/2006
	6.7L/ha PowerMax  ($10.15/Litre) = $68.00/ha
1L/ha Surpass   ($4.95/Litre)  = $4.95/ha
0.6L Li 700     ($1.10)
	292.4
	73.1
	
	

	13/12/2006
	7.5m flat boom
	36.4
	9.1
	
	

	14/12/2006
	Fertiliser box  2row
	101.68
	25.42
	
	

	14/12/2006
	CK 1205  787kg/ha @ 547/ton
	1721.92
	430.48
	
	

	15/12/2006
	Austil seed planter  2 row
	179.08
	44.77
	
	

	19/12/2006
	Irrigation Winch  0.75meg @ $65.00/meg
	48.75
	12.19
	
	

	5/02/2007
	Harvest
	3413.33
	853.33
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Total cash cost
	6555.6
	1638.90
	
	

	
	Min Till cost
	6555.6
	1576.42
	
	

	
	Zero Till cost
	5951.48
	1468.13
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gross Return Min till
	 
	3379
	1689.5
	
	

	Gross Return Zero till
	 
	2464.5
	1232.25
	
	

	Gross Margin Min Till
	 
	 
	113.08
	
	

	Gross Margin Zero till
	 
	 
	-235.88
	
	


	   Table 4                           Trial 2 Harvest data Min Till verses Zero Till  Kenaf 1.5 row spacing 

	Harvest date 02/05/2007
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Paddock area  4.0ha
	Rep 1
	Rep 2
	 
	min till
	 
	zero till
	average result

	 
	min till
	zero till
	min till
	zero till
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total bio-mass weight kg      sample1
	6.25
	5.5
	9.5
	6.25
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	sample 2
	5.5
	5.75
	6.75
	3.5
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	sample 3
	4.75
	3.25
	4.75
	5
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	Total  
	5.5
	4.83
	7.00
	4.92
	
	6.25
	
	4.88
	5.56

	Stripped weight   kg            sample 1
	4.25
	4.25
	7.25
	4.5
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	sample 2
	4
	4
	5
	2.5
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	sample 3
	3.75
	2.5
	3.5
	3
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	Total
	4.00
	3.58
	5.25
	3.33
	
	4.63
	
	3.46
	4.04

	Wet weight     grams            sample 1
	622.65
	676.65
	673.65
	710.65
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	sample 2
	806.65
	778.65
	1242.65
	580.65
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	sample 3
	709.65
	837.65
	665.65
	1039.65
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	Total
	714.65
	764.32
	860.65
	776.98
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	Dry sample   grams              sample 1
	199.17
	221.58
	215.74
	225.35
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	sample 2
	259.72
	240.81
	421.06
	187.36
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	sample 3
	233.98
	249.69
	189.54
	325.11
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	Total
	230.96
	237.36
	275.45
	245.94
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	No of stalks                          sample 1
	23
	25
	29
	23
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	sample 2
	28
	24
	20
	21
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	sample 3
	27
	18
	14
	29
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	Total
	26.0
	22.33
	21.0
	24.3
	
	24
	
	23.3
	23.4

	Plants / ha
	173333.16
	148888.74
	139999.86
	162222.06
	
	156667
	
	155555.4
	156111

	Dry weight % of wet weight
	32.32
	31.06
	32.00
	31.65
	
	32.16
	
	31.35
	31.76

	Moisture %
	67.68
	68.94
	68.00
	68.35
	
	67.84
	
	68.65
	68.24

	% of bio-mass returned to the soil
	27.27
	25.86
	25.00
	32.20
	
	26.14
	
	29.03
	27.58

	Wet yield tons / ha
	26.67
	23.89
	35.00
	22.22
	
	30.83
	
	23.06
	26.94

	Dry weight yield tons / ha 0% moisture
	8.62
	7.42
	11.20
	7.03
	
	9.91
	
	7.23
	8.57

	Dry weight yield Tons of dry matter / ha 10% moisture
	9.48
	8.16
	12.32
	7.74
	
	10.90
	
	7.95
	9.42


Trial 3 - Soybean and Sunn Hemp Nitrogen Fixation Trial

· Comparison between Soy bean (Leichhardt), Soy bean (Ashgrove),Sunn hemp (crotalaria juncea), and Guar to assess the nitrogen fixation ability of the 3 crops and bare fallow (replicated)

· Zero till

· Cane yield in the following cane crop

· Trial Evaluation

· Observation assessment

· Nitrogen fixation (soil test)

· Bio- Mass (sample)

Trial results:

Table 5 Biomass samples (t dry matter/ha) cut at 2/3/07 and 30/3/07
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Bio-mass samples were taken on the 2/03/2007 (60 days old) and on the 30/03/2007 (88 days old), Table 5 highlights that the bio-mass results taken from the Sunn Hemp achieved 5.16 tons of dry matter at 60 days. This represents 39.7% more bio-mass than the Ashgrove soy bean which was the next highest. 

At 30/03/2007 (88days) the bio-mass produced from the Sunn Hemp was 9.47 ton of dry matter per ha representing 55.3% more bio-mass with 11.7% less nitrogen from the Sunn Hemp compared with the Ashgrove soy bean (Table 6). This result may indicate that at 88 days the optimum nitrogen fixation of Sunn hemp may be achieved at an earlier period. 

Table 6 Available Nitrogen measured at 2/3/07 and 30/3/07

[image: image2.emf]Available Nitrogen

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

Rep 1&2,

Ashgrove

Soybean,

2/3/07

Rep 1&2,

Ashgrove

Soybean,

30/3/07

Rep 1&2,

Sunn Hemp,

2/3/07

Rep 1&2,

Sunn Hemp,

30/3/07

Rep 1&2,

Guar, 2/3/07

Rep 1&2,

Guar,

30/3/07

Rep 1&2,

Leichard

Soybean,

2/3/07

Rep 1&2,

Leichard

Soybean,

30/3/07

Treatment

Kg per Ha

Rep 1&2, Ashgrove Soybean, 2/3/07

Rep 1&2, Ashgrove Soybean, 30/3/07

Rep 1&2, Sunn Hemp, 2/3/07

Rep 1&2, Sunn Hemp, 30/3/07

Rep 1&2, Guar, 2/3/07

Rep 1&2, Guar, 30/3/07

Rep 1&2, Leichard Soybean, 2/3/07

Rep 1&2, Leichard Soybean, 30/3/07


The nitrogen produced by the Sunn Hemp at 2/03/2007 (60 days) also is presented in Table 6 which indicates that 55% more nitrogen has been produced when compared to the best result that Ashgrove soybean has produced.

Table 7 Plant population
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Table 7 highlights that the Guar achieved the highest plants/ha established, and produced the least amount of bio-mass and the lowest amount of nitrogen fixed. 

Trial 4 - Kenaf and Sunn Hemp Herbicide pre-emergent 

· Compare the effects of both Kenaf and Sunn Hemp yield when applying different pre-emergent chemicals when compared to no pre-emergent treatment - Dual Gold at 1 & 1.5 L/ha pre-emergent, Treflan at 3L/ha, Stomp at 2.5L/ha and untreated treatments

Trial result:

Table 8 indicates that the Kenaf highest yield achievement was in the Dual Gold at 1.5L/ha treatment. It also may highlight that with the yield achieved (9.92 tons dry matter / ha) being below the average yield achieved (12.71 tons dry matter / ha) in the other trial sites it could indicate that the pre-emergent treatments had an effect on the Kenaf yield.

Table 8 Kenaf tonnes/ha for each pre-emergent treatment
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Table 9 presents the trial results of the same pre-emergent treatments on the Sunn Hemp. The highest yield achieved was in the Treflan 3L/ha treatment. This also indicates a difference in crop response to the pre-emergent treatments as the Sunn Hemp performance was the greatest with the Treflan treatment when the Kenaf responded better in the Dual gold treatment. This trial also re-enforces that no weed management effects yield considerably.

Table 9 Sunn Hemp tones/ha for each pre-emergent treatment
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Trial 5 – Kenaf and Nematodes
· Past Kenaf trials in the Mackay region have shown reduction of yield due to the effects of root knot nematodes. 

· The objective of trials 6 & 7 was to examine the effects of a nemocide application (Rugby) in a crop of Kenaf. 
Trial Results:

The measured yield results indicate that the rugby treatments yielded higher than the untreated strips by 34%. The Kenaf crop yield in this trial site is very low due to the high rainfall early in the crop which could be highlighting other issues, e.g. high weed pressures. 

Table 10 Nematode counts in each treatment
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Nematode counts well below the thresh hold for sugar cane in 250grams of soil. 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Trial 6 Kenaf trial site  Rugby treatment verses Untreated (nematode trial ) 
	

	1.525m row spacing
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	Rep 1
	Rep 2
	
	Rugby average
	Untreated average
	Average result

	 
	Rugby
	Untreated
	Rugby
	Untreated
	
	 
	 
	 

	Total bio-mass weight kg      sample1
	5.2
	2.8
	2.2
	2.4
	
	 
	 
	 

	sample 2
	5.8
	2.4
	6.2
	5.2
	
	 
	 
	 

	Total  
	5.5
	2.6
	4.2
	3.8
	
	4.85
	3.2
	4.03

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 

	Stripped sample applied average
	3.94
	1.86
	3.01
	2.72
	
	3.47
	2.29
	2.88

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Dry weight % of wet weight
	27.22
	27.22
	27.22
	27.22
	
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Wet yield tons / ha
	25.82
	12.21
	19.72
	17.84
	
	22.77
	15.02
	18.90

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 

	Dry weight yield tons / ha 0% moisture
	7.03
	3.32
	5.37
	4.86
	
	6.20
	4.09
	5.14

	Dry weight yield Tons of dry matter / ha 10% moisture
	7.73
	3.65
	5.90
	5.34
	
	6.82
	4.50
	5.66


Table 11 Kenaf yield in treated and untreated areas

Trial 6 – Kenaf and Nematodes 

Trial results:

The yield achieved in this trial site indicates a small increase in the treated area of nearly 1 ton of dry matter per hectare. The net return of this trial site is also increased by $61.00 per hectare after paying for the cost of the nemocide. 

Table 12 Gross Margin comparison between treated and untreated Kenaf

Kenaf Rugby treatment verses Untreated  (2.2ha)
	Date
	Treatment
	cost
	cost/ha

	
	spray out (9m boom)
5L/ha PowerMax 48.5/ha
0.3L/ha Atril  8.12/ha
Activator 10.80
	134.53
	61.15

	
	Flat boom 9m 866 Inter
	31.13
	14.15

	
	Slasher (1.8m)
	114.44
	52.02

	
	Rugby 15L/ha  ($14/L)
	231.00
	210

	18/12/2007
	3.05m Austil Planter (2 row) G240 New Holland(12.84kg/ha)
	130.75
	59.43

	
	wheel rake (4.8m)
	74.95
	34.07

	19/12/2006
	Irrigation
Water  0.66meg  53.50
H   0 units  0.1764
L  287units  0.0971
	313.99
	142.72

	5/01/2007
	fertiliser spreader
	25.17
	11.44

	5/01/2007
	462 growforce (700kg/ha)    490/ton
	754.6
	343

	14/01/2007
	Irrigation
Water  0.66meg  53.5/meg 
H   0 units  0.1764
L  287units  0.0971
	313.99
	142.72

	25/04/2007
	Harvest Kenaf  
	983.334
	446.97

	Total cash cost (treated)
	3107.88
	

	 
	 
	 
	1517.67

	Gross return  (treated)
	 
	2018.72
	1835.20

	Gross Margin  (treated)
	 
	317.53

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total cash Cost (untreated)
	 
	2876.88
	1307.67

	Gross return  (untreated)
	 
	1720.35
	1563.95

	Gross Margin  (untreated)
	 
	 
	256.28


Table 13 Dry weight yield between treated and untreated areas of Kenaf

	D Ellwood Harvest date 25/04/2007  Kenaf Trial site   Rugby verses Untreated (nematode)
1.6m row spacing

	Paddock area   2.2ha
	Rep 1
	Rep 2
	 
	average result
	Average result Rugby 
	Average result Untreated
	 

	 
	Rugby
	Untreated
	Rugby
	Untreated
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total bio-mass weight kg      sample1
	7.5
	8
	7.25
	7
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	sample 2
	8
	8
	9
	7
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	Total  
	7.75
	8
	8.13
	7
	
	7.72
	7.75
	7.5
	

	Stripped weight   kg            sample 1
	4.75
	5.25
	5
	5
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	sample 2
	5
	5.5
	6
	4.75
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	Total
	4.88
	5.38
	5.50
	4.88
	
	5.16
	5.19
	5.13
	

	Wet weight     grams            sample 1
	577
	705
	220
	596
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	sample 2
	633
	683
	851
	467
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	Total
	605
	694
	535.5
	531.5
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	Dry sample   grams              sample 1
	161.08
	226.99
	155.51
	156.62
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	sample 2
	168.02
	204.43
	257.17
	119.43
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	Total
	164.55
	215.71
	206.34
	138.03
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	No of stalks                          sample 1
	29
	29
	16
	27
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	sample 2
	27
	28
	23
	23
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	Total
	28
	28.5
	19.5
	25
	
	25
	24
	26.75
	

	Plants / ha
	175000
	178125
	121875
	156250
	
	157813
	148438
	167187.5
	

	Dry weight % of wet weight
	27.20
	31.08
	38.53
	25.97
	
	30.70
	32.87
	28.53
	

	Moisture %
	72.80
	68.92
	61.47
	74.03
	
	69.30
	67.13
	71.47
	

	% of bio-mass returned to the soil
	37.10
	32.81
	32.31
	30.36
	
	33.14
	34.70
	31.58
	

	Wet yield tons / ha
	30.47
	33.59
	34.38
	30.47
	
	32.23
	32.42
	32.03
	

	Dry weight yield tons / ha 0% moisture
	8.29
	10.44
	13.25
	7.91
	
	9.97
	10.77
	9.18
	

	Dry weight yield Tons of dry matter / ha 10% moisture
	9.12
	11.49
	14.57
	8.70
	
	10.97
	11.84
	10.09
	


Trial 7 – Comparison of Rotational benefits of different Fibre Crops

· Comparison between Industrial Hemp, Kenaf, Sunn Hemp and bare fallow (replicated)

· Zero till

· Yield comparison in the following cane crop

· Each rep area will be greater than 0.5ha to allow yield monitoring of the following cane crop

· Trial Evaluation

· Planting rate 

· Yield, Tons of dry matter per ha

· Growth rate

· Plant population achieved

· Input cost comparison

Trial result summary

The results achieved in this trial site indicate that further work is required. The trial site lived through some extremities of weather which killed the Industrial Hemp, the results of Sunn Hemp and Kenaf are highlighted in the following tables. Tons of dry matter per hectare and the cost of production are compatible as is the growth rate achieved by the two fibre crops. The following cane crop will also be monitored to establish if any benefits are achieved. The block has been planted to Q200 sugar cane.

Table 14

	Fibre crop
	Plant date
	Seed rate
	Germination
	Nutrient applied
	Observation

	Industrial Hemp
	07/12/2006
	145 seeds / sq meter @90% germ
	Poor
	N 204.8 kg/ha
K 95.4 kg/ha

S 14.4 kg/ha
	With poor germination high competition with grass and weeds

	Kenaf
	05/12/2006
	12.84 kg/ha
	Good
	N 204.8 kg/ha
K 95.4 kg/ha

S 14.4 kg/ha
	Crop vigour lacking, red shouldered leaf beetle present, spray drift present (suspect 24D)

	Sunn Hemp
	30/12/2006
	33kg/ha
	Very good
	K 95.7kg/ha
	Uneven crop growth, struggled with water ponding area


	Comparison trial (kenaf & Sunn Hemp) 1.525 row spacing

	Harvest date 25/04/2007
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Rep 1
	Rep 2
	 
	average result Kenaf
	 
	average result Sunn Hemp
	 

	Paddock area   2.2 ha
	Kenaf
	Sunn Hemp
	Kenaf
	Sunn Hemp
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total bio-mass weight kg            sample1
	5.25
	5
	8
	4.75
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	sample 2
	6.75
	4.75
	6.25
	4
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	sample 3
	8.25
	5.75
	4.5
	3
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	Total  
	6.75
	5.17
	6.25
	3.92
	
	6.50
	 
	4.54
	

	Stripped weight   kg                    sample 1
	3.5
	3
	5.5
	2.25
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	sample 2
	4.5
	2.5
	4.25
	2.5
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	sample 3
	6
	3
	3.75
	2.25
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	Total
	4.67
	2.83
	4.50
	2.33
	
	4.58
	 
	2.58
	

	Wet weight     grams                    sample 1
	619.65
	243.65
	734.65
	228.65
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	sample 2
	701.65
	295.65
	892.65
	297.65
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	sample 3
	1023.65
	315.65
	618.65
	198.65
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	Total
	660.65
	284.98
	748.65
	241.65
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	Dry sample   grams                     sample 1
	194.48
	102.66
	221.45
	98.95
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	sample 2
	237.27
	125.21
	278.6
	134.59
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	sample 3
	340.69
	141.45
	176.59
	94.74
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	Total
	257.48
	123.11
	225.55
	109.43
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	No of stalks                                  sample 1
	27
	73
	31
	56
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	sample 2
	28
	57
	26
	67
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	sample 3
	27
	62
	31
	59
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	Total
	27.3
	64
	29.3
	60.7
	
	28
	 
	62.3
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	Plants / ha
	179234.78
	419671.68
	192349.52
	397813.78
	
	185792
	 
	408742.73
	

	Dry weight % of wet weight
	38.97
	43.20
	30.13
	45.28
	
	34.55
	 
	44.24
	

	Moisture %
	61.03
	56.80
	69.87
	54.72
	
	65.45
	 
	56.80
	

	% of bio-mass returned to the soil
	30.86
	45.16
	28.00
	40.43
	
	29.43
	 
	42.79
	

	Wet yield tons / ha
	30.60
	18.58
	29.51
	15.30
	
	30.05
	 
	16.94
	

	Dry weight yield tons / ha 0% moisture
	11.93
	8.03
	8.89
	6.93
	
	10.41
	 
	7.48
	

	Dry weight yield Tons of dry matter / ha 10% moisture
	13.12
	8.83
	9.78
	7.62
	
	11.45
	 
	8.22
	


Table 16 Comparison of Cost/ha

	Mackay Fibre Producers Fibre Comparison Trial
Kenaf BL 1-2 1.09ha
Kenaf BL 1-3 1.8ha

	Date
	
	Cost
	Cost/ha

	10/09/2006
	Sprayout cane
7L/ha Glysopate (450)  45.36/ha
1.25L/ha Ester 800  13.91/ha
0.5L Activater  5.43
	112.55
	25.35

	10/0902006
	7.625m Flat Boom  (5row) Fiat 600 Lo
	137.24
	30.91

	12/11/2006
	3L/ha Glysophate (450)  19.44/ha
2kg/ha Baton   27/ha
0.5L Activator  5.43
	144.75
	32.60

	12/11/2006
	7.625m Flat Boom  (5row) Fiat 600 Lo
	137.24
	30.91

	10/02/2007
	Spray Edges
10L wipe out  64.80
2.5L Atril  67.63
0.5L Activator  5.43
	137.86
	31.05

	
	
	
	

	Sub total
	
	669.64
	150.82

	
	Kenaf 1-2 & 1-3     2.89ha 
	
	

	21/11/2006
	3L/ha Glysophate (450)  19.44/ha
1.25L/ha Ester 800  13.91/ha
0.5L Activator  5.43
	65.07
	22.52

	21/11/2006
	7.625m Flat Boom  (5row) Fiat 600 Lo
	89.33
	30.91

	22/11/2006
	Dunder Mid N 3.6cu / ha   (truck)  (100.27/m3)
	1043.21
	360.97

	27/11/2006
	Wheel rake stools 3 row (MF 290) x 2
	57.0486
	19.74

	5/12/2006
	3.05m Austil Planter (2 row) G240 New Holland
	171.7527
	59.43

	31/04/2007
	Harvest Kenaf
	1708.25
	591.09

	
	
	760.66
	171.32

	Sub Total cash cost
	
	3895.32
	1255.98

	Gross return
	11.61x155x2.89
	5200.70
	1799.55

	Gross Margin
	
	1305.38
	543.57

	
	Kenaf Treatments 1.1ha (2x0.55ha strips)
	
	

	22/11/2006
	Dunder Mid N 3.6cu / ha   (truck)  (100.27/m3)
	397.07
	360.97

	27/11/2006
	Wheel rake stools 3 row (MF 290) x 2
	21.714
	19.74

	5/12/2006
	3.05m Austil Planter (2 row) G240 New Holland(12.84kg/ha)
	65.373
	59.43

	18/01/2007
	Irrigation Winch  13hrs   (0.5 cane) Treatment A1
Water 1.5megs  54.62x1.5=81.93
Power H 310 units 310x0.1986=61.57
          L 390 units  390x0.0703=27.42
	157.21
	85.91

	21/01/2007
	Irrigation Winch  13hrs    (0.5 cane)  Treatment A1
Water 1.5megs
Power H 310 units
          L 390 units
	157.21
	85.91

	31/04/2007
	Harvest Kenaf
	650.20
	591.09

	
	
	
	171.32

	Sub Total cash cost
	
	1448.78
	1374.37

	Gross return
	11.45x1.1x155
	1952.23
	1774.75

	Gross margin
	
	503.45
	400.38

	
	
	
	

	
	Sunn Hemp Treatments  1.1ha  (2x0.55ha strips)
	
	

	22/11/2006
	Bio-dunder 3.3cu/ha  (truck)   ($42.87 / m3)
	155.62
	141.47

	24/12/2006
	3L/ha Glyosphate 450  19.44/ha
0.9kg/ha Baton  12.15/ha
0.5L activator  5.43
	38.235
	34.76

	24/12/2006
	7.625m Flat Boom  (5row) Fiat 600 Lo
	34.00
	30.91

	27/11/2006
	Wheel rake stools 3 row (MF 290) x 2
	21.714
	19.74

	30/12/2007
	3.05m Austil Planter (2 row) G240 New Holland (33kg/ha)
	65.373
	59.43

	18/01/2007
	Irrigation Winch  13hrs   (0.5 cane) Treatment A1
Water 1.5megs
Power H 310 units
          L 390 units
	157.21
	85.91

	21/01/2007
	Irrigation Winch  13hrs    (0.5 cane)  Treatment A1
Water 1.5megs
Power H 310 units
          L 390 units
	157.21
	85.91

	25/04/2007
	Mower conditioner Sunn Hemp  1.1ha
Raked and Dry
Bale 4x4 round bales 20 bales @ $25.00 / bale
	500
	454.55

	1/05/2007
	Harvest Cane Harvester 1 row
	53.20
	591.09

	19/05/2007
	1.5L/ha Regone           (5rows 0.48 ha) 22.30/L
1.5L/ha Gromoxone  9.18/L
0.5L activator   5.43
	28.08
	58.49

	14/07/2007
	Foraged harvest  (2.5x 50)
	125
	260.41

	Cash Cost
	 
	1335.64
	971.16

	
	
	
	

	
	Industrial Hemp 1.1ha's (2x 0.55 ha Strips)
	
	

	22/11/2006
	Dunder Mid N 3.6cu / ha   (truck)  (100.27/m3)
	397.0692
	360.97

	27/11/2006
	Wheel rake stools 3 row (MF 290) x 2
	21.714
	19.74

	7/12/2006
	3.05m Austil Planter (2 row) G240 New Holland
145 seeds / sq m
	65.373
	59.43

	18/01/2007
	Irrigation Winch  13hrs   (0.5 cane) Treatment A1
Water 1.5megs
Power H 310 units
          L 390 units
	157.21
	85.91

	21/01/2007
	Irrigation Winch  13hrs    (0.5 cane)  Treatment A1
Water 1.5megs
Power H 310 units
          L 390 units
	157.21
	85.91

	15/02/2007
	6L/ha PowerMax  58.20/ha
1L/ha Atril  27.05/ha
2L Activator  21.70
	109.655
	99.69

	15/02/2007
	7.625m Flat Boom  (5row) Fiat 600 Lo
	34.00
	30.91

	
	
	
	171.32

	
	
	
	

	Total
	
	
	913.87

	
	
	
	

	
	Bare Fallow Treatment  1.1ha's (2x 0.55ha strips)
	
	

	15/02/2007
	6L/ha PowerMax
1L/ha Atril
2L Activator
	109.655
	99.69

	15/02/2007
	7.625m Flat Boom  (5row) Fiat 600 Lo
	45.276
	41.16

	
	
	
	171.32

	Sub Total
	
	
	312.17

	
	
	
	

	Cash Cost Kenaf
	 
	 
	1525.19

	Cash Cost Sunn Hemp
	 
	1121.98

	Bare Fallow
	 
	 
	462.99

	
	
	
	

	Cost per ton dry matter Kenaf
	 
	 
	133.20

	Cost per ton of dry matter Sunn Hemp
	 
	 
	136.49


Table 17
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Financial Analysis
As with all cropping situations the gross margins are determined by the yield and the selling price. The contract arrangement of MFP is highlighted in the Kenaf price matrix as being viable. If a break even point was to be established at $100.00 per ton of dry matter as the sell price, then 13.74 tons of dry matter per hectare would be the break even point. The following table shows the yields achieved in 2006 and 2007, and the gross margins achieved.

Table 18

Input cost summary

	 
	Kenaf price matrix

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Cash cost / ha
	Gross Margin / ha 
	Yield (2007)
Dry Tons / ha (10%) 
	$ / Ton
	Yield  (2006)
Dry Tons / ha (6%)

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	1255.98
	543.57
	11.61
	155
	20.87

	 
	1374.37
	400.38
	11.45
	155
	14.54

	 
	1348.06
	868.64
	16.42
	135
	15.89

	 
	1539.7
	367.85
	14.13
	135
	11.17

	 
	1563.07
	482.18
	15.15
	135
	11.35

	 
	1307.67
	392.68
	10.97
	155
	18.43

	 
	1233.88
	714.47
	12.57
	155
	16.24

	 
	
	
	
	
	16.06

	 
	
	
	
	
	13.74

	 
	
	
	
	
	11.07

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Average
	1374.68
	538.54
	13.19
	146.43
	14.94


R&D issues related to producing fibre crops within a cane rotation system

There are still a number of issues related to growing and harvesting fibre crtops in rotation with cane that need to be resolved. These include:

· Wrapping of fibre around harvesting components e.g. Base cutter legs

· Kenaf Losses with mechanical cane harvesting

· Sunn Hemp leaf hard to remove in its green state

· Different planting rates for Sunn Hemp (bio-mass achieved)

· Timing of harvest (over mature crops)

· Compacted soils require min till operation

· Identify nitrogen fixing rate of Sunn Hemp and how many days required to maximise results

· Does planting rates determine nitrogen fixing amounts

· Weed Management is paramount to maximise yield

· Kenaf cropping and the effects to pachymetra spore counts

· Propagation issues of Sunn Hemp on podding, cold temperature and insecticide management

