Row Spacing Trials

North Coast Group - Mackay
These three trials were planted in 2005.  Following are the plant cane results which were harvested in 2006, and the first ratoon results harvested during 2007.  The results from these trials were entered into an Excel spreadsheet to determine yield/ha and tons sugar/ha.  Harvest and levy costs were then calculated to provide a farm gate figure for each treatment.  Group members also kept detailed records of inputs for each treatment to allow for a calculation of input costs and profit.

The farm gate value is based on a sugar price of $290 for both years, a harvest cost of $7.20 per tonne, and a total levy cost of 39c per tonne.  

The results are listed in the following pages.

Trial 1 – 1.6m v 1.8m

· Conventional treatment verses wide shoot (400mm) controlled traffic

· 1.625m (5’ 4”) verses 1.8m (6’) 

· Variety Q197

· Plant date July 2005

Plant Cane Results

	Treatment
	Tonnes/ha
	PRS
	Tonnes sugar/ha
	Farm gate value (less harvest & levies)
	Input Costs
	Profit

	1.6m
	97.02
	13.31
	12.9
	1597
	1,767.08
	-170.08

	1.8m
	78.32
	12.88
	10.1
	1229
	1,647.27
	-418.27

	Difference

1.6m – 1.8m
	18.7
	0.43
	2.8
	368
	119.81
	248.19


First Ratoon Results

	Treatment
	Tonnes/ha
	PRS
	Tonnes sugar/ha
	Farm gate value (less harvest & levies)
	Input Costs
	Profit

	1.6m
	81.9
	14.51
	11.9
	1,526
	610.04
	915.96

	1.8m
	75.92
	14.54
	11.0
	1,419
	608.70
	810.30

	Difference

1.6m – 1.8m
	5.97
	-0.003
	0.8
	107
	1.34
	105.66


Trial 2 – 1.6m v 1.9m

· Conventional treatment verses wide shoot (450 mm) controlled traffic

· 1.625m (5’ 4”) verses 1.9m (6’2) 

· Variety Q157

· Plant date July 2005

Plant Cane Results

	Treatment
	Tonnes/ha
	PRS
	Tonnes sugar/ha
	Farm gate value (less harvest & levies)
	Input Costs
	Profit

	1.6m
	112.59
	13.47
	15.2
	1,887
	1,736.79
	150.21

	1.9m
	109.17
	13.07
	14.3
	1,750
	1,558.15
	191.85

	Difference

1.9m – 1.6m
	3.42
	0.4
	0.9
	130
	178.64
	41.64


First Ratoon Results

	Treatment
	Tonnes/ha
	PRS
	Tonnes sugar/ha
	Farm gate value (less harvest & levies)
	Input Costs
	Profit

	1.6m
	93.54
	15.32
	14.3
	1,880
	529.85
	1,350.15

	1.9m
	98.3
	15.31
	15
	1,974
	524.79
	1,449.21

	Difference

1.9m – 1.6m
	4.75
	-0.01
	0.7
	94
	5.06
	99.06


Trial 3 – 1.6m v 1.8m
· Two replicated treatments

· Conventional treatment verses wide shoot (450 mm) controlled traffic  

· 1.625m (5’ 4”) verses 1.8m (6’) 

· Variety Q157

· Plant date September 2005

Plant Cane Results (average of the 2 replications)
	Treatment
	Tonnes/ha
	PRS
	Tonnes sugar/ha
	Farm gate value (less harvest & levies)
	Input Costs
	Profit

	1.6m
	117
	14.86
	17.4
	2,255
	1,218.12
	1,036.88

	1.8m
	120.14
	15.21
	18.27
	2,391
	1,148.11
	1,242.89

	Difference

1.8m – 1.6m
	3.02
	0.35
	0.87
	135
	70.01
	206.01


First Ratoon Results (average of the 2 replications)
	Treatment
	Tonnes/ha
	PRS
	Tonnes sugar/ha
	Farm gate value (less harvest & levies)
	Input Costs
	Profit

	1.6m
	97.32
	15.66
	15.2
	2,015
	610.87
	1,404.13

	1.8m
	98.22
	15.8
	15.5
	2,059
	609.45
	1,449.55

	Difference

1.8m – 1.6m
	0.9
	0.13
	0.3
	43
	1.42
	45.42


As can be seen from the yield results, there is not a significant difference between the first ratoon treatments in terms of the farm gate value.  One of the un-replicated trials resulted in favour of the current 1.6m system, while the remaining trials showed an improved yield in the 1.8m system.  

Summary of cost comparisons – Plant cane results

The differences in input costs between the systems in each trials were $119.81, $178.64 and $70.01 per hectare.  The following table displays the gross margin calculation and the input cost comparison. 

	Trial
	1.6m
	1.8/1.9m

	
	Gross margin
	Input costs
	Profit
	Gross margin
	Input costs
	Profit

	Zamparutti 
	2080
	1767.08
	312.92
	1606
	1647.27
	-41.27

	Commelli
	2454
	1736.79
	717.21
	2284
	1558.15
	725.85

	Simpson
	2946
	1218.12
	1727.88
	2914
	1148.11
	1765.89

	
	2906
	1218.12
	1687.88
	3234
	1148.11
	2085.89


(the only fixed costs included in these calculations are for depreciation, shelter and interest on the tractors and implements used in the trials. These costs include labour costs)

	Trial
	1.6m
	1.8m/1.9m
	Difference

	
	Profit
	Profit
	1.8m – 1.6m

	Zamparutti 
	312.92
	-41.27
	- 354.19

	Commelli
	717.21
	725.85
	8.64

	Simpson
	1727.88
	1765.89
	38.01

	
	1687.88
	2085.89
	398.01


As can be seen these costs are very similar.  Zamparutti’s trial resulted in favour of the 1.6m system, while the other trials resulted in favour of the controlled traffic system by between $8.64 to $398.01 per hectare.  While the similar yield results were expected, a greater input saving was expected from the controlled traffic system.  The group will continue to monitor these trials into the ratoons to determine if yield or costs improvements can be recognised during the crop cycle. 

Summary of cost comparisons – first ratoon

The differences in input costs between the systems in each trial were minimal due to the small number of operations undertaken in ratoon blocks.  The following table displays the gross margin calculation and the input cost comparison. 

	Trial
	1.6m
	1.8/1.9m

	
	Gross margin
	Input costs
	Profit
	Gross margin
	Input costs
	Profit

	Zamparutti 
	1526
	610.04
	915.96
	1419
	608.70
	810.30

	Commelli
	1880
	529.85
	1350.15
	1974
	524.79
	1449.21

	Simpson
	2015
	610.87
	1404.13
	2059
	609.45
	1449.55


(the only fixed costs included in these calculations are for depreciation, shelter and interest on the tractors and implements used in the trials. These costs include labour costs).

	Trial
	1.6m
	1.8m/1.9m
	Difference

	
	Profit
	Profit
	1.8m – 1.6m

	Zamparutti 
	915.96
	810.30
	- 105.66

	Commelli
	1350.15
	1449.21
	99.06

	Simpson
	1404.13
	1449.55
	45.42


As can be seen these costs are very similar.  Zamparutti’s trial resulted in favour of the 1.6m system, while the other trials resulted in favour of the controlled traffic system by between $45.42 and $99.06 per hectare.  The group will continue to monitor these trials into the ratoons, even after the completion of the GGIP, to determine if yield or costs improvements can be recognised during the crop cycle. 

