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Abstract

Wando-gun, a county in South Jeolla Province, the Republic of Korea, is the country’s second largest
producer of farmed olive flounder, Paralichthys olivaceus. However, rising business costs, falling market
demand, and the lowered price for this species have recently worsened business performances of the olive
flounder farms in this area. With the awareness of this problem, the present study investigated the current
situations of production and business operation of the olive flounder farms located in Wando-gun with the
aim of identifying problems in the aspect of business structure and helping the businesses to be better
prepared for a potential business damage in the future. Based on the results of the investigation, the study
also carried out profitability and economic analyses of farming the olive flounder by farm, farming scale,
and administrative district. It was found that the average return on sales of the 31 investigated fish farms
was 21.7%. Overall, they showed good economic performance with a NPV of 1.8 billion wons and an IRR
of 18.3%. The economic analysis by farming scale found that farms with over 2,000 pyeongs(6,600 m’) had
the highest economic performance.
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[Fig. 1] Trends in production and value production of olive flounder aquaculture.
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<Table 2> Status of olive flounder production in Wando region(31 farms)
Seed Number of  Average input Average Size rate of Selling(%)
. - company amount survival less th th
mput size (unit) (fish) (%) elsskg an 12 k ovgr kgan
7~8 cm 9 195,556 744 18.9 444 36.7
17~25 cm 22 90,114 79.0 14.3 45.6 40.1
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<Table 3> Structure of production cost in Wando region(31 farms) (unit : %)
Minimum Maximum Average

Seed 3 21.2 9.3
Feed 21.1 53.8 36.3
Labor 8.2 243 12.9
Maintenance 1.8 14.6 8.1
Energy 7.5 17.1 11.1
Fuel - 3 0.3
Food 0.3 33 1.3
Management - 23 0.2
Tax - 2.7 0.8
Interest - 11.5 2.0
Sale 0.9 1.8 1.3
Medicine 0.8 11.9 6.0
Depreciation 5.9 11.3 8.1
Oxygen 0.7 3.7 23

<Table 4> Market price of olive flounder in Wando region(2015~2019)

(unit: won/kg)

Year

Size 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Average
500 g 9,469 11,033 12,145 10,423 8,533 10,321
700 g 10,543 11,984 13,389 11,696 9,335 11,389
1.0 kg 11,872 13,504 15,256 14,020 10,564 13,043
1.1 kg 12,113 13,959 15,602 14,409 10,843 13,385
2.0 kg 13,578 18,558 18,521 20,035 13,248 16,788

Source : Korea Maritime Institute(www.foc.re.kr)
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<Table 5> Results of profitability analysis

Minimum  Maximum Average

Return on

cales(%) 8.3 44.1 217
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