Joint Project Benchmarks in Sugar Beet Production
Empirical analysis on the basis of full costing
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Within the joint project “Environmental effects of sugar beet cultivation” 109 sugar beet growing farms out of all growing areas
of Germany are analysed in four subprojects for ecological and economical aspects. Production engineering data and econo-
mic data concerning the growing year 2004 were collected from the farms. Additional to the common regard with the environ-
mental effects, cost analysis is important considering the declining sugar beet prices caused by the sugar market reform.
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Conclusions

Due to declining sugar beet prices in the context of the sugar market reform, returns lose importance and production costs gain
importance for success in sugar beet production. Without adopting, less successful farmers will have problems to cover input
costs. Direct costs offer sparse adopting possibilities, namely to save fertiliser, particularly nitrogen. Possibilities to reduce costs
are bigger for operating costs: Especially machinery costs like depreciation and maintenance, but also the combination of
wages, calculated wages and contract work provides a certain margin for cost saving.
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