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Gl netileg and line fishing are considered 10 e two most imporiant methods of low
energy fishing os vewels engoged in these types of fishing sctivities do mot expend fud
for towing heavy nets and further, fishing grounds are not damaged by fishing activities.
These types of fishing activities are seasemal and mostly depenad on the types of fishery,
Thie maintenanos cost of these types of vessels ranges between 6 and 3% - of capital cost
per anmur and the anpust profil ranges from 15 w0 3%, Been o the face of declining
trend i energy vickd and increasing trend in the variable cost of production, this type of
low energy Behing activities omald survive profitably.

In the face of fuel crisis which threatens
the present day world, low energy fishing
methods need encouragemont provided
they are economical. Low energy fishing
techniques like gillnetting and long lining
do not expend fuel for lowing heavy nets,
They damage the fishing ground to a very
little extont comipared to trawling. Further,
the fish Qaptur:@ﬁi is of large average size
and the quality is generally good since they
are handled individually {Johnstone &
Mackie, 1986). A case study of low encrgy
fishing techniques comprising of gillnetters
and long Hiners was undertaken during the
year 1990 in order to assess the economic
performance and the results are reported
in this commurication.

Materials and Methods.

Three boats of 7.62 m OAL operated
from Cochin base in 1990 were selected for
the study. These boats wore engaged in
both gillnetting and long lining depending
upon the season and fisheries, The par-
ticulars of the selected boats are given in
Table 1. Data on the capital cost of boat,
engine and gear, the variable cost of opera-
tion, total number of fishing trips made
during the year and catch composition were
collected. The capital cost of the boats and
engines and the year of built of these boats
are given in Table 2 and the variable cost
of operation of the boats in Table 3.

The total cost function Clx), the revenue
function Rix} and the profit function Pix}
for x Kg of fish landed by the three boats
were formed separately. In order to work
out the revenue, the average sale price of
1 kg of fish is taken as Rsb/-  The
breakeven guantity to be landed for the
three boats were worked out by equating
the corresponding cost and revenue fung-
tions. The marginal cost of landing of |
kg of fish was worked out by differentiating
the cost function with respect to x, and the
average cost of landing 1 kg of fish was
obtained. The encrgy yield (kg of fish per

Table 1. Particedars of selected boats
Length overall pE 8
Breadth 2 m
Material of construction  Wouod
LY 1520 BT
Tormage 4
Type of fishing Gillnetting & lining

Table 2. Capital cost of boat and gear
Boarl Bear §I BoatiD

Yaur of bt 1983 F9RS 1
Cost of boat

with engine Ra. TR0 BEDI0 AR WM
Cost of

fear
{Cilinet & lines) Rs. 40000 47000 3V000
Total Ra TI5000 123000 1,05000
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Table 3. Variable cost of production

Boat | Hoal # Beat 1
& Es. Hs. s,
Repairs &
maintenance 4,750 h,225 8275
ol boal
Depreciation of boat 7,500 8,600 6,600
{rsurance 2,308 2,460 200

mciation

gegmr W0 12000 9000

Repairs of gear 1225 1500 1135

Total of A 25775 BLIBS 0 MM
B.
%% iture
i

nging m}} F1L955 [T 3825
Agent’s commission 3,840 A Gnl 3740
Allowanoe for Crow 24,400 14,850 14,025
2{&&& }&} S
£ nctudin
m&fgfi bais B 1,520 1,980 1,870
Shareof Crew 445 53 B A0 48620
Total of 8 LO2835 L7581 LDATD
A+ B 1810 L3366 1,24770

litre of fuel} of the boats were worked out
by dividing the total catch of cach boat by
the fuel expended.

Results and Discussion

The catch composition, total fuel con-
sumption, number of trips performed and
energy yield are given in Table 4.

Among the three boats from which the
data were collected, boat 1l had made the
maximum number of trips and landed more
fish compared to the other two, The cost
function, revenue function and the profit
function for the production of x kg of fish
were worked out and given in Table 5.

The performance indicators such as mar-
ginal cost, average cost, the break-even
point and % profit of the selected boats are
given in Table 6. The marginal cost of
production {landing every additional kg of
fish) of the three boats varied between
Rs.2.55 and Re.2.80 in 1990, maximum for
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Table 4. No.of fishing trips, fuel consimip-
Hon, caich composition and energy
yield
PBoati  Boatll Boatill
Mo, of fishing trips 180 200 175
Fuel consumption o
{litres) 962 5483 4998
Catch (kg)
Shark 7023 6511 7126
Catfish 14045 174986 13362
Seer fish nw 4341 4454
Leather jacket 4682 4HE3 4059
Pomfret 936 1638 891
Tuna 16386 17907 1N
Other fishes 458 1085 1336
Total 46817 54261 44539

Energy Yield 94 kg G9%kp 89kg
boat no. 1l and minimum for boat no 0l As
per the data presented by Sadanandan ef
al (1988} the marginal cost of landing works
out o Rs.1.13 per kg in 1980, The increase

Table 5. Cost funclion, revenue function,
and profit function for x kg of fish
production

Boat  Cost function Revepue  Profit fuschion

Neo Gl function Pix}

Ris)

i 115000+2.73x Bx  A27x-115000

it 123000+2.55x G JA45x-123000

m 105000+2.80x B 3. 20x-103000

in the marginal cost in 1990 was due to
the steep increase in the operational cost.

The average cost of production varied
between Rs.4.82 and Rs5.19 per Kg, min-
imum being for boat Noldl. The energy
yield varied betwesn 89 and 9.9 kg in 1990
but in 1980 the same was between 12 and
13 kg, indicating that the energy yield was
diminished considerably over the years.
The break-even quantity was more for boat
Nao.ll followed by 1 and 1.

The maintenanoe cost of these boats ran-
gis botween 6% and 8% of the capital cost,
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Table 6.  Performance irulicators

Boat Total Margi-  Average
Na. quantity nal cost/ kg
of fish  cost/kg  (Rs)
landed  (Ks.)
(leg)
I 16817 273 519
i 54261 155 482
il 445% 180 516

H. KRISHNA IYEK

Break- Profit Total %
even {Rs.) cost profit
Qry. (Rs)

(Kg)

35168 38062 2430 157
35652 542000 201366 4.4
32813 ars2s 2978 63

during the period. Balasubramanian (1970)
recommended Venteak for construction of
fishing boats as a cost reduction measure,
though the ideal one is teak wood. Ac-
cording to him the ratio of cost for one cubic
foot of teak, aini and venteak was 3.9:2.1:1.

The percentage profit caleulated for the
three boats showed that the same was more
for boat Nodl (24.6%) followed by boat
NoJll (16.3%) and boat Nol (15.7%). They
were above the cut off rate of interest be-
cause in nationalised banks the rate of in-
terest for long term deposit was 11% during
1990. This indicates that these types of low
energy fishing techniques could survive
profitably.

The author wishes to place on record his deep
sense of gratihade to Divcctor, Central Institute of
Fisheries Technology, Cochin for his comstant en-
couragement and o private Hshing boats owners for
their valuable co-pperation in providing the necessary
data,
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