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Simple Summary: Swine production is a for-profit activity; however, most farms have deficient
internal controls and empirical management and do not even know the cost of the market hog
produced. Knowing the production cost of what will be commercialized is crucial for any process
that involves business management, and in pig production, it is no different. However, the lack of a
standard method and simple and easily accessible tools make it difficult for producers to organize
the economic management of their businesses. In this sense, the present work aimed to develop a
free and easy-to-use tool that calculates swine production costs and serves as a management tool in
commercial properties.

Abstract: This paper aims to present a tool that offers pig producers a standard method to calculate
and control their production costs and, consequently, provides the necessary information to guide
strategic decision-making. Following these premises, a mathematical model to estimate swine pro-
duction costs were developed using Microsoft Excel® software (version 2207). Case studies were
used to assist in the characterization and construction of the model. Through the panel method, the
tool was validated by professionals in the sector. Costs were considered according to the Neoclassical
Economic Theory of Costs and allocated in the order of variable costs, fixed operating costs, and
opportunity costs of capital and land. These costs together create the total cost. The model provides
the total cost per batch, per market pig, per arroba, and per kilogram, which facilitates the interpre-
tation of the results and economic evaluations of the system. The model is adaptable to different
types of swine farming, as well as the consideration of all costs involved in the production system,
whether explicit or implicit. The model developed has the potential to be used as a management
tool in commercial swine production systems, assisting the producer in the decision-making process
through the management and control of production costs.

Keywords: agribusiness; expense; management; modelling; pig production

1. Introduction

Commercial pig production is marked by the continuous search for productivity and
profitability [1,2], which takes place through the efficient use of production factors. In this
sense, like any for-profit organization, pig production requires dynamic management [3].
Thus, it is necessary to economically analyze the activity, which makes it possible to use
economically and profitably land, labor, and capital.

Through economic and productive analysis within the farm, the manager becomes
aware of the results obtained in the activity, able to verify the production process step
by step and thus locate the bottlenecks within the management of his business [1–3].
However, one of the major difficulties found in Brazilian pig farming is that often the
farms have deficient internal controls and are managed empirically, not being able to obtain
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the information that should guide the decision-making process: the cost of the pig to be
commercialized.

With a market evidenced by dependence on commodity prices [4] and volatility in
the sale price, swine production requires that the producer has absolute control over his
production [5], allowing for good results to appear. Pig farming requires rational choices
regarding the efficient use of production factors since the choices made in carrying out the
activity impact the total cost, which in turn will directly impact the economic results [6].
Thus, it emphasizes the importance of knowledge, management, and control of production
costs to maximize results and support strategic decision-making [7,8].

The lack of a previously defined standard protocol for the calculation of production
costs is one of the main factors that make it difficult to carry out cost analysis in livestock
activities [9]. In the literature, there are some models for calculating pig production costs
in line with Brazilian pig production [10]. However, the available tools are aimed at the
management of integrated farms and do not consider the costs of feeding the animals,
which can represent between 65% and 80% of the production costs of pigs in Brazil [11].

The objective of this study was to develop a mathematical model to estimate swine
production costs that would be flexible to meet the most varied types and organizational
arrangements of swine production systems existing worldwide and offers pig producers a
standard method to calculate and control their production costs, and consequently, provides
the necessary information to guide strategic decision-making.

2. Materials and Methods

Research on animals was conducted according to the institutional ethics committee
on animal use (CEUA nº4257240619) and the institutional research ethics committee from
Brazil Platform (CEP 3.780.942).

This research was carried out in Pirassununga, State of São Paulo, Brazil, and its
development consisted of three steps. Firstly, case studies were carried out to provide a
detailed description of the production process and the characteristics of the independent
swine production systems. In the second stage, there was the development of the model
for calculating the costs of pig production, based on the Neoclassical Economic Theory of
Costs and the characteristics of the production systems defined in the first stage. In the
third stage, the presentation and validation of the calculation model for the agents in the
swine production chain were carried out.

2.1. Characterization of Swine Production Systems

The first stage of the study consisted of carrying out case studies to understand in
detail the production process and the characteristics of the complete cycle swine production
systems. The case study investigates methodology and addressed questions that refer
to “how” and “why” the research is being conducted. The questions of the study were
formulated to define the swine production unit to be analyzed, following the procedures
proposed by Yin [12]. The conditions were as follows: (a) that it should be a representative
unit of the activity that it was intended to model; (b) that it would be possible to visit
the property as many times as necessary for proper data collection and construction of
the model; (c) that farms with different sizes and levels of technological adoption were
evaluated. The item “c” is very important since the productive characteristics are somewhat
heterogeneous for the swine-producing farms, mainly in terms of physical space, the
housing of sows, herd size, levels of automation, forms of management, and coexisting
activities on the property, among others.

After identifying pig producer partners, two case studies were conducted. Technical
visits were carried out on two farms, and a questionnaire was given to the property manager
as a way of validating the data collected with production employees, sector leaders, and
technical managers.

Information regarding the management of the farms was collected, and main fees
and taxes were paid by pig farming, machinery, equipment, vehicles, buildings, and
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facilities. Nutritional, reproductive, and sanitary management, health, and biosecurity
programs adopted on the farms were identified and described. The zootechnical variables
of importance to control the productive and reproductive performance of each animal in
the systems were listed. A survey was also carried out of the labor present on the site of
each of the collaborating farms.

The researchers also developed a SWOT analysis of Brazilian pig production to assess
the activity. The SWOT analysis is a classical strategic planning instrument [13] that
provides a simple way to estimate the best form to implement a strategy [14]. In using
strengths and weaknesses and external opportunities and threats as the framework this
analysis helps the researchers gain insight into what is usually achieved and what things
should be considered when developing the cost calculation tool. In this sense, the SWOT
analysis was made according to Houben et al. [15].

2.2. Allocation of Production Costs and Development of the Calculation Model

Microsoft Excel® software (Microsoft 365 MSO, version 2207–64 bits, Redmond, WA,
USA) was the tool used to develop the calculation model, in which all costs of the full-cycle
swine production activity were included. All data collected in the field were considered
and allocated as proposed by the Neoclassical Economic Theory of Costs, which guided the
logic of costs, as Raineri et al. [7] proposed for sheep production and Sartorello et al. [16] for
feedlot beef cattle. Adaptations were also carried out based on the proposed cost method
for agriculture, such as that of the National Supply Company (Conab) [6]. The objective
was to meet the theoretical precepts to facilitate the practical use of the model, following
a logic that is easy to understand and adopt for pig farmers. The cost components were
allocated in the following order: (i) variable costs; (ii) fixed operating costs; (iii) operating
costs; (iv) capital and land remuneration costs; and (v) total cost.

In variable costs, all the components that only change according to the quantity
produced were grouped. Fixed costs, on the other hand, do not change when the volume
of production varies in the short term. In the item “Compensation costs for capital and
land”, the remuneration of the land and capital represented the opportunity cost of these
production factors. Opportunity cost is a theoretical concept that represents the benefits
that could have been obtained from an unchosen opportunity [7,8,16]. The total cost was
obtained through the sum of variable costs, fixed costs, and costs of remuneration of capital
and land.

2.3. Model Validation

After structuring the calculation model, the information collected in the case studies
was gathered and organized in the Microsoft Excel® model to generate the results proposed
in the objectives, which consisted of the development of the mathematical model for
calculating the production costs of pigs in a complete cycle and availability of the tool to
the public. Later, using the Panel method, adapted from Raineri et al. [7], the calculation
model developed was validated with swine producers in the state of São Paulo.

The Panel method included a meeting between researchers and a group of producers
and technicians from the sector studied, during which participants discussed the model in
detail and made the relevant changes [7]. Thus, all calculation formulas and results found
in the mathematical model were presented in detail to producers and technicians in the São
Paulo swine sector.

A Term of Commitment, Secrecy, and Confidentiality was signed between researchers
and those responsible for the enterprises in order to conduct the research. This term
clarifies that all technical information obtained would be used solely and exclusively for the
development of the research and would be considered confidential, as well as the identity
of the property and owner.
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3. Results

A SWOT analysis was developed to depict the state of Brazilian pig production (Figure 1).
This is a strategic planning tool used to assess the activity, focusing on the strengths and
weaknesses as well as the opportunities and threats of producing a market hog.
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Figure 1. SWOT analysis of Brazilian pig production. Source: Research data.

The proposed cost allocation scheme aligns with the Neoclassical Economic Theory of
Costs (Table 1).

According to the presented cost allocation, the item organization was divided into
five groups: (A) variable costs; (B) fixed operating costs; (C) operating cost; (D) cost of
remuneration for capital and land; and (C) total cost. The sum of items A and B results in
item C, and the sum of items C and D results in the total cost of the activity, as described in
Equations (1) and (2):

COPl = CVl + CFOPl (1)

CTl = COPl + COl (2)

In Equation (1), COPl represents the operating costs of swine production, referring
to the weekly batch l, in Brazilian currency (the “Real”). CVl represents the variable costs
of swine production, referring to the weekly batch of animals l, in Brazilian real. CFOPl
represents the fixed operating costs of swine production, referring to the production of the
batch of animals l, in Brazilian real. In Equation (2), CTl represents the total cost per batch
of swine produced, referring to the weekly batch l, in Brazilian real; and COl represents the
weekly cost of remuneration for capital and land, in Brazilian real. It is important to note
that the cost report is given based on the weekly batch l to be marketed. However, the costs
related to the entire production cycle that led to the production of this batch are computed.

In full-cycle swine farms, what dictates the flow of production, operation, and the
inner workings of the activity are the female groups, which are usually weekly groups. A
weekly group of females is nothing more than a set of females that will be inseminated
during the week to meet the demand, farrowing and weaning schedule, and the productive
cycle of the farm. Thus, it was decided to carry out the calculations of consumption of
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inputs used in the production of swine weekly. The following formula was used to calculate
the weekly groups:

GS =
N × ppa × txparto

ϕ
(3)

On what:
GS: females’ weekly group.
N: total number of dams in production on the farm.
ppa: number of births per sow per year on the farm.
txparto: farm’s birth average rate.
ϕ: number of weeks contained in a 365-day year.

Table 1. Scheme adopted for allocation of swine production costs.

A—Variable costs
I—Animal Costing Expenses

1. Feed
2. Veterinary expenses
3. Reproductive management expenses
4. Consumer goods expenses

Subtotal animal costing
5. Transport, loading and insurance expenses

II—Another Variable Expenses
6. Taxes (ICMS, and others)
7. Guide of Animals Transit (GTA)
8. Funrural
9. Another variable taxes and fees

B—Fixed operating costs
III—Manpower

1. Fixed employees
2. Temporary workers

IV—Telephony, Internet, Energy and Fuel
3. Telephone and internet service expenses
4. Electric energy expenses
5. Fuel expenses

V—Depreciations
6. Housing
7. Machinery and implements
8. Biological assets

VI—Maintenance and Conservation
9. Housing maintenance
10. Machinery and implements maintenance

VII—Another Fixed Expenses
11. Taxes (ITR, and others)
12. Fees (Syndicate, Association, and others)
13. Another fixed taxes and fees

C—Operating cost (A + B)
D—Capital and land remuneration cost

VIII—Opportunity Cost of Capital and Land
1. Remuneration on fixed capital
2. Remuneration on working capital
3. Opportunity cost of land lease

E—Total cost (C + D)
Source: Research data.

The presentation of mathematical equations and nomenclatures used in the construc-
tion of the cost calculation model will be presented according to the allocation to facilitate
understanding. Thus, the costs of all inputs are allocated as variable costs (Table 2), and the
nomenclatures and definitions of the formulas used (Table 3) are presented next.
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Table 2. Equations that make up the variable costs that compose the cost calculation model for swine
production.

Equation Equation Number

CCAc f = Pac f × Crsc f (4)
Crsc f = Crunc f × Nc f (5)
Crunc f = Tac f × Qac f (6)
CTA = ∑ CCAc f (7)
CSc f = Pdc f × Qdsc f (8)
Qdsc f = qc f × Nc f (9)
CTS = ∑ CSc f (10)
CR f = Prc f × Qrsc f (11)
Qrsc f = qc f × Nc f (12)
CTR = ∑ CRc f (13)
CBi =

Pbi×Qbi
ω

(14)
CTB = ∑ CBi (15)
CTC = CTA + CTS + CTR + CTB (16)
Ctal = Ptl × Qtl (17)
Csegl = Txsegl × Cminvestl (18)
Cminvestl = Ntl ×

kg
cab × Pvcl (19)

CTtaseg = Ctl + Csegl (20)
CTd f v = ICMS+GTA+FUN+Otv

ϕ (21)
CV = CTC + CTtaseg + CTd f v (22)

Source: Research data.

Table 3. Acronyms and definitions of formulas used to calculate the variable costs that compose the
calculation model for swine production.

Acronym Definition

CCAc f Feeding cost, in Brazilian reais, for animal category c in phase f

Pac f
Price of the diet provided, in Brazilian reais per kg, for animal category c in
phase f

Crsc f Weekly feed intake, in kg, for animal category c in phase f

Crunc f Amount of feed consumed, in kg, per animal of animal category c in phase f

Nc f Number of animals from animal category c in phase f

Tac f Supply period, in days per cycle, of feed for animal category c in phase f

Qac f Amount supplied, in kg per day, of feed for animal category c in phase f

CTA Subtotal of weekly food costs for the entire productive herd of the farm

CSc f
Health cost, which includes vaccines and medicines, from animal category c in
phase f

Pdc f Price of vaccine or medicine dose used in animal category c in phase f

Qdsc f
Number of vaccine or medicine doses used weekly in the animal category c in
the phase f

qc f Number of doses used per animal of category c in phase f

CTS Subtotal of weekly costs with health of the entire productive herd of the farm

CR f Cost with reproductive management, in Brazilian reais, in phase f

Prc f
Unit price of the input related to reproductive management consumed by animal
category c in phase f

Qrsc f Weekly used amount of input consumed by animal category c in phase f

qc f Unit amount (or doses) consumed by animal category c in phase f
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Table 3. Cont.

Acronym Definition

CTR Subtotal of weekly costs with reproductive management

CBi Cost of consumer goods, in Brazilian reais, of different inputs i

Pbi Unit price of input i

Qbi Quantity consumed of input i

ω Average number of weeks contained in a month, in a year with 365 days

CTB Subtotal of weekly costs with consumables used by pig farming as a whole

CTC Weekly subtotal of the cost of raising, in Brazilian reais

Ctal Weekly cost with transport of slaughter animals from batch l

Ptl
Unit price, in Brazilian reais per kilometer, for the transport of slaughter animals
from batch l

Qtl Number of kilometers traveled to transport slaughter animals from batch l

Csegl Insurance cost, in Brazilian reais, of animals from lot l

Txsegl Fee charged to insure the batch of slaughter animals l

Cminvestl Average capital invested in lot l

Ntl Number of finished animals at the end of lot l housing

Pvcl Sale price, in Brazilian reais per live kilo, of the finishing pig sold in lot l

CTtaseg Weekly subtotal for the cost of transport and insurance of animals in lot l

CTd f v Weekly subtotal of costs with variable financial expenses, in Brazilian reais

ICMS Tax on Transactions relating to the Circulation of Goods

GTA Cost of issuing the Animal Transport Guide

FUN Cost with the Rural Worker Assistance Fund

Otv Cost of other expenses and variable fees

CVl Variable costs related to lot l
Source: Research data.

Variable costs (CVl) of the activity were calculated from the input costs (CCA; CS;
CR; CB; Cta; Cs; CTdfv) of each item consumed by the animal categories c involved in the
production system of the different production phases f present in a commercial swine farm
in full cycle. These inputs, in turn, are consumed to produce the batch of animals l to be
marketed weekly. In the animal categories, gilts, dams, ruffians, boars, piglets, and market
hogs are examples. Regarding the phases, one can mention the sow in the gestation phase,
the sow in the lactation phase, a piglet in the farrowing room, and/or a piglet in the nursery
phase, a growing and/or finishing pig, for example.

The costs computed as costs with feeding the productive herd refers to using different
diets with controllable periodicity. To adjust the model and better estimate costs, the period
of supply of each of the diets related to an animal category, as well as the amount supplied
per day, in kilograms, of this same diet are to be entered. The product of the period
and quantity supplied results in feed consumption per animal in the phase, as shown in
Equation (6). These data are then crossed with data from the productive herd, previously
informed, and thus, the weekly feed intake of the phase is obtained (Equation (5)), including
all animals receiving that diet in the specified phase. The weekly feed consumption in
phase is multiplied by the price of the specified diet, and the cost of feeding animal category
c in phase f is found, as described in Equation (4). Subsequently, the sum of the weekly
feed costs of all categories and phases present in the production system is carried out,
and the subtotal of the costs of feeding the group of animals is obtained, as can be seen in
Equation (7).
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The costs computed as health costs refer to the use of vaccines and medicines with a
controllable frequency in the herd. In the case studies, different items were found in each
of the units studied, thus enabling the adequacy within the model to include the input to
be used and the number of doses used to treat the animals per phase for a given animal
category. The product of the number of doses per phase and the number of animals in the
phase results in the calculated quantity of doses of vaccines and medicines used weekly for
a certain animal category in that phase (Equation (9)). By crossing these data with the price
of the dose used, the cost with the health of the animal category c in phase f is obtained, as
shown in Equation (8). Subsequently, the sum of the weekly costs with the veterinarian’s
expenses is performed in all categories and phases present in the production system, and
the subtotal of weekly costs with the health of the productive herd is obtained, described in
Equation (10).

The costs computed with reproductive management were divided into three possible
scenarios, namely: (i) the production of semen on the property, where the costs of semen
collection, processing supplies, and laboratory equipment for semen evaluation are con-
sidered; (ii) the use of semen from a central distributer, where the quantity and prices of
the commercial semen dose to be used in the property by gilts and sows are considered;
and (iii) where the two scenarios are used, both internal semen production and the use of
semen from a central distributer, and all these inputs are taken into account. In the three
scenarios described, the materials used in the artificial insemination procedure, such as
pipettes and tubes, are also considered. Through the weekly group of females and data
previously entered in the model, it is possible to identify the number of inputs related to
product management to be consumed weekly by the system (Equation (12)). The product
of the weekly amount of inputs used and the unit price of such inputs result in the cost of
reproductive management for the farm, as shown in Equation (11). The sum of costs per
week for each scenario allows the weekly subtotal cost to be obtained with reproductive
management on the farm (Equation (13)).

The model was adapted to allow the insertion of the item I to calculate expenses with
consumer goods, as well as the average monthly quantity consumed of this item and the
unit price of each item entered. Subsequently, to represent the goods consumed by the
weekly batch l, the value found was divided by 4.345 (ω), which represents the number
of weeks present in a month (Equation (14)). Performing the sum of expenses related to
consumer goods such as gloves, needles, syringes, marker sticks, and control of rodents
and flies, among others, the subtotal of expenses with consumer goods for the farm is then
obtained (Equation (15)).

These subtotals made up what was called the “Pig Raising Subtotal Defrayal”, which is
nothing more than the sum of the variable costs of food, health, reproduction, and consumer
goods (Equation (16)). This data was characterized as important by the producers and
managers of the farms where the case studies were carried out, as it allows the visualization
of costs related directly to the animals.

Subsequently, transportation, loading, and insurance expenses for lot l to be sold
were calculated. The data referring to the distance, in kilometers, from the farm to the
slaughterhouse and the price paid to the carrier per kilometer traveled were imputed
(Equation (17)) to calculate the cost of transport. The rate charged by the insurer and the
average capital invested in the lot is considered to calculate the lot insurance, as described
in Equations (18) and (19). The sum of both results in the subtotal of weekly costs with
transport, loading, and insurance of the weekly lot to be sold (Equation (20)).

The last item that makes up the variable costs refers to the weekly variable financial
expenses. This item, consisting of variable taxes and rates such as ICMS, Funrural, and GTA,
among others, considered the main expenses raised in the case studies and followed the
current accounting regulations for the calculation. The details are found in Equation (21).

The equations for fixed operating costs and the nomenclatures and definitions of the
formulas used are shown in Tables 4 and 5.
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Table 4. Equations that make up the fixed operating costs that compose the cost calculation model
for swine production.

Equation Equation Number

CMOa = Sa
ω × Nca (23)

CTMO = ∑ CMOa (24)
CTE = Pe×Qe

ω
(25)

CTTI = Pt+Pi
ω (26)

CCx = Pcx × Qcx (27)
CTG = ∑ CCx

ω
(28)

CDepj =
Vcj−Vresj

vuj
(29)

Vcj = Pcj × Qcj (30)
Vresj = Vcj × txresj (31)

CTDep = ∑
CDepj

ϕ
(32)

Cmanj = Vcj × txmanj (33)

CTMan = ∑
CManj

ϕ
(34)

CTd f f =
ITR+Tx f+Ot f

ϕ
(35)

CFOPl = CTMO + CTE + CTTI + CTG + CTDep + CTMan + CTd f f (36)
Source: Research data.

Table 5. Acronyms and definitions of formulas used to calculate the fixed operating costs that
compose the calculation model for swine production.

Acronym Definition

CMOa Weekly cost of labor, in Brazilian reais, by type of activity performed a

Sa Employee salary with charges, in Brazilian reais per month, by type of activity performed a

Nca Number of employees performing the activity a

CTMO Subtotal of weekly labor costs on the farm

CTE Weekly costs of electricity consumed by swine production

Pe KWh price considering rural fare consumed

Qe Monthly consumption of electricity by the swine production activity

CTTI Weekly costs with telephone and internet

Pt Price, in Brazilian reais, of the monthly telephone package used by the farm

Pi Price, in Brazilian reais, of the monthly internet package used by the farm

CCx Monthly fuel cost, in Brazilian reais, by type of fuel x used

Pcx Price, in Brazilian reais per liter, of the type of fuel x consumed

Qcx Quantity, in liters, consumed monthly of each type of fuel x

CTG Subtotal of weekly fuel consumption costs

CDepj Annual depreciation cost of capital asset j

Vcj Value, in Brazilian reais, of the capital asset j

Pcj Unit price, in Brazilian reais, of the capital good j

Qcj Unit quantity of fixed capital j

Vresj Residual value, in Brazilian reais, of capital asset j at the end of its useful life

txresj Fee for obtaining the residual value of fixed capital at the end of its useful life

CTDep Subtotal of weekly costs with depreciation of swine production assets

Cmanj Annual maintenance cost of the capital asset j

txmanj Annual maintenance fee of capital asset j, in percentage

CTMan Subtotal of weekly maintenance costs for machines, implements and facilities

CTd f f Weekly subtotal of costs with fixed financial expenses, in Brazilian reais

ITR Rural land tax

Tx f Fixed annual fees, such as memberships in associations, unions, among others

Ot f Other fixed rates

CFOPl Fixed weekly operating costs

Source: Research data.
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In the composition of the fixed operating costs (CFOPl) of the activity, there are costs
related to labor, electricity, telephone, internet, fuel, costs with depreciation, maintenance,
and other fixed expenses, which include taxes and fixed fees collected from the activity.
For the calculation of operational fixed items, it may eventually be necessary to apportion
some items, as they are used in activities other than the swine production. In these cases,
the user must allocate the data that represent the proportional costs referring to the use of
the items by the swine production activity.

The amounts computed as labor refer to costs related to the salary payment of all
employees involved in the swine production process. To adjust the model and better
estimate, the user must impute the employee’s salary, with all charges and bonuses already
included, in Brazilian currency per month. By crossing such data with the number of
employees exercising a certain activity, the weekly cost related to labor is obtained, as
shown in Equation (23). The sum of the weekly labor costs of all employees on the farm
results in the subtotal of weekly labor costs (Equation (24)).

Only the consumption related to the swine production activity should be considered
for the item electricity costs. For this, the number of KWh consumed monthly by swine
farming and the rural tariff for electricity paid by the property, in R$/KWh, will be imputed.
The multiplication of these two items provides the monthly cost of electricity by the activity;
subsequently, this value is divided by ω, and the weekly cost of electricity is obtained
(Equation (25)). For the calculation of weekly costs with telephone and internet services
(Equation (26)), the prices of the packages used by the property were considered. In the
case of more than one activity using this service, the cost must be apportioned, and only
the portion referring to the swine production must be imputed in the model.

The amounts computed as fuel costs refer to those related to the consumption of
gasoline, alcohol, and diesel by the swine production process. To carry out the calculation,
the user must input the price data per liter of fuel used and the number of liters consumed
monthly (Equation (27)). Subsequently, the model divides the sum of these items by the
fixed value of the number of weeks present in a month, thus obtaining the weekly fuel cost
(Equation (28)).

The item depreciation of assets corresponds to the financial reserve necessary to
acquire an asset with the same characteristics at the end of its useful life. For the calculation
of depreciation of swine production assets (Equation (29)), which includes improvements
and facilities, machinery and equipment, and biological assets, the straight-line method
was used, in which it is necessary to estimate the useful life in years, and the residual
value of the production good. In practice, the residual value of the asset is known as a
percentage of the new asset, as shown in Equation (31). The unit price of fixed capital and
the unit quantity of assets are considered to calculate the initial values of the new asset
(Equation (30)). In the specific case of installations, the Pcj can be given by the Basic Unit
Cost of Civil Construction or by the real value in each specific case. For other capital goods,
it corresponds to their market value. With such information imputed in the model, it is
possible to calculate the weekly costs with capital depreciation (Equation (32)).

The model also calculates the periodic maintenance of all items used in the swine
production system. A rate established by the activity manager is multiplied by the value
of the capital good in question to calculate the maintenance of the different capital goods
used in the different productive sectors of the farm (Equation (33)). Subsequently, it is then
possible to calculate the weekly costs with maintenance and conservation of all goods used
by the activity (Equation (34)).

The last item that makes up the fixed operating costs refers to the weekly fixed financial
expenses. This item, consisting of taxes and fixed rates such as ITR, associations, and union
memberships, among others, considered the main expenses raised in the case studies and
followed the current accounting regulations for the calculation. Details can be found in
Equation (35). With all this information imputed, it is then possible to calculate what is
called the operational cost of the activity, as shown previously in Equation (1).
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Finally, the remuneration cost of capital and land, or the opportunity cost of capital
and land, was divided into three items and sub-items (Table 1 in item D) to facilitate
understanding and can be calculated by Equation (37).

COl = RCIl + RCGl + RCTl (37)

where:
RCIl : Remuneration cost on fixed capital.
RCGl : Cost of remuneration on working capital.
RCTl : Opportunity cost of land lease.
The opportunity costs of capital and land, in the proposed model, are remuneration

for the use of equity capital. An interest rate must be used to remunerate working capital,
capital invested in assets, and land use to be calculated. The details of the calculation
methods for each of the items (Table 6), as well as the nomenclatures and definitions of the
formulas used (Table 7), can be seen in the following section.

Table 6. Equations that make up the opportunity costs of capital and land that compose the cost
calculation model for swine production.

Equation Equation Number

RCIl =
trcij×∑j Vcj

ϕ
(38)

RCGl =
trcgl×CTC

ϕ
(39)

RCTl =
arr×PATr

ϕ
(40)

Source: Research data.

Table 7. Acronyms and definitions of formulas used to calculate the opportunity costs of capital and
land that compose the calculation model for swine production.

Acronym Definition

RCIl
Remuneration of all fixed capital present in the activity necessary to produce a
weekly batch l

trcil Fixed capital remuneration rate, in percentage per year

RCGl
Remuneration of working capital, used to purchase inputs, in Brazilian reais per
week

trcgl Working capital remuneration rate, in percentage per year

RCT Remuneration for land use, in region r in period t, in Brazilian reais per week

arr Area used by swine farming in region r, in hectares

PATr Land lease price in region r, in Brazilian reais per hectare per year
Source: Research data.

The remuneration of fixed capital (Equation (38)) by the producer refers to the portion
calculated on the value of the property purchased and used in production and included
in the fixed operational cost of production [6], such as facilities, equipment, dams, and
gilts for replacement. The rate used to remunerate fixed capital is defined by the activity
manager in advance in the system’s characterization data.

The remuneration of working capital, shown in Equation (39), refers to the capital used
to fund the raising of the animals—as shown above (Equation (16))—present in variable
costs. The rate used to remunerate working capital is also the manager’s option and must
be previously entered into the system’s characterization data. An example of a rate to be
used, both for the RCG and for the RCI, is the Reference Rate of the Special Settlement and
Custody System (Selic). The period used as the turning period was weekly to monitor the
production costs of a weekly batch l.

For remuneration of the land used by the swine production activity, the method that
relates land use with the land lease value in the region where the property is located was
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chosen and can be observed in Equation (40). For this, it is necessary to know and impute
the lease value in the characterization tab of the production system.

After calculating the variable costs, fixed operating, and opportunity costs, it is then
possible to obtain the total cost of production of the swine. As shown in Equation (2), the
total cost is nothing more than the sum of these costs. In the calculation model, this total
cost can be observed in a total monetary amount, or in total cost per market pig, per arroba,
and per kilogram of the swine produced. The equations (Table 8) that demonstrate the
calculation method to obtain such indicators are presented below in Table 8, as well as the
acronyms and nomenclatures used (Table 9).

Table 8. Equations that make up the total cost that compose the cost calculation model for swine
production.

Equation Equation Number

CTcabl =
CTl
Ntl

(41)

CT@l =
CTl(

Ntl× kg
cab

)
/@

(42)

CTkgl =
CTl

Ntl× kg
cab

(43)

Source: Research data.

Table 9. Acronyms and definitions of formulas used to calculate the total cost that compose the
calculation model for swine production.

Acronym Definition

CTcabl Cost, in Brazilian reais per head, of pig finished in lot l
Ntl Number of finished pigs at the end of lot l housing

CT@l Cost, in Brazilian reais per arroba, of animal finished in lot l
@ An arroba of swine produced which represents the unit value 18.75 kg

CTkgl Cost, in Brazilian reais per head, of pig finished in lot l
Source: Research data.

To carry out such calculations as specified in Equations (41)–(43), it is necessary to
know the number of animals finished at the end of the accommodation of lot l (Ntl). The
number of animals housed and the mortality rate of each phase was considered in each of
the phases, as shown in Equation (44).

Ntl = ∑
c f

Nac f

(
1 − Txmortc f

)
(44)

where:
Nac f : is the number of animals destined for slaughter, in the phase f.
Txmortc f : is the mortality rate reported by the user, for a given phase f.
The base number of animals in each of the phases was established based on the number

of animals born alive, which is obtained as shown in Equation (45).

Nac f = GS × Nnv
(

1 − Txmortc f

)
(45)

where:
Nac f : is the number of animals in the farrowing room.
Nnv: is the number of piglets born alive.
Txmortc f : the pre-weaning mortality rate of piglets.
To obtain the production in kilograms of market pigs, the Equation (46) was used.

θl = Ntl × Pcabl (46)

where:
θl : represents the quantity, in kilograms produced at the end of batch l.
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Pcabl : is the average weight, in kilograms, per finished pig at the end of the batch l.
The number of weekly kilos to be sold was also calculated from the culling animals

of the reproductive herd, both males and females. For such calculations, the number
of animals discarded weekly and the average weight of these animals were considered
(Equation (47)).

ϑl =
Nac f × txdesc

ϕ
× Pdesc (47)

where:
ϑl : represents the quantity, in kilograms, produced weekly in the detriment of the

disposal of s sex animals sold together with the batch l.
Nac f : number of animals of the sex s present on the farm.
txdesc: is the annual culling rate, of males or females, expressed as a percentage.
Pdesc : cull weight of animal on category c.
The model also calculates the profitability of the swine production system, which

is shown in the economic report. The indicators analyzed are (i) total weekly revenue,
(ii) profit or loss per weekly batch, (iii) total income to the producer, (iv) leveling point,
(v) total factor productivity, and (vi) return on investment. The calculation formulas for
these economic indicators (Table 10), as well as the nomenclatures and definitions listed in
the equations (Table 11), are presented next.

Table 10. Equations that make up the economic indicators that compose the cost calculation model
for swine production.

Equation Equation Number

Rsl = θl × Pvcl + ∑ ϑl × Pvdl (48)
Rcabl =

Rsl
Ntl

(49)

Rkgl =
Rsl
θl

(50)
Ll = Rsl − CTl (51)
PNl =

CTl
Pvcl×Pcabl

(52)

RBCl =
Rsl
CTl

(53)

ROIl =
Ll

CTl
(54)

RTsl = Lt + COl + β (55)
Source: Research data.

Both the revenue from the sale of market pigs and the revenue from the sale of culling
animals were considered to calculate the total weekly revenue from the swine production
activity. The prices used to calculate the revenue are previously informed by the user in the
system characterization tab, where the market value of the swine sold in the farm region
in the period of marketing of the batch of animals l is used, as already demonstrated in
Equation (48). After calculating the total weekly revenue, it was then possible to calculate
the average revenue per market pig produced and per kilogram of market pig produced,
shown in Equations (49) and (50), respectively. With the results of the total weekly revenue,
it is then possible to obtain the economic profit of the activity or loss. The calculation of
profit is nothing more than the subtraction of the total cost of production of the batch of
animals l from the total weekly income (Equation (51)), swine producers consider this one
of the main economic indicators of the system.

The Leveling Point (Equation (52)) was also calculated, which is an economic indicator
that demonstrates the level of production at which the value of marketing the product
equals the costs to produce an item, in this case, the head or market pig produced. In
other words, this indicator estimates the minimum quantity to be produced in this system
with current productivity data, with these costs, so that there is no economic loss. The
Benefit Cost Ratio, calculated as shown in Equation (53), is an indicator that shows revenue
per cost unit. The RBC then demonstrates how much the swine farmer is receiving for
the production activity for each Brazilian real spent on the production of the batch under
analysis. Another economic indicator analyzed is the Return on Investment (Equation (54)).
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Through this indicator, it is possible to know how much the swine production activity is
gaining (or losing) concerning the investment made. This indicator is shown in percentage.

Finally, there is the calculation of the producer’s total income, which considers the
profit of the activity, the remuneration for the work of the producer and his family, which is
nothing more than the wage compensation for corporate officers, and the remuneration on
capital and the earth (Equation (55)). In this case, the factors of production are considered
specific to the swine producer. Thus, the opportunity cost of capital and land, which is
a cost of the activity, becomes the revenue for the producer since it is composed of the
remuneration of the equity invested in pig farming. The producer’s total income is given
in monetary amounts and in reais per kilogram of market pig produced.

Table 11. Acronyms and definitions of formulas used to calculate the economic indicators that
compose the calculation model for swine production.

Acronym Definition

Rsl
Total weekly revenue, in Brazilian reais, from the weekly sale of market pigs and
culling animals

Pvct Selling price, in Brazilian reais per live kilo, of the market pig sold in lot l

Pvdl Sale price, in Brazilian reais per live kilo, of the cull animal sold in lot l

Rcabl
Average weekly revenue, in Brazilian reais per head of market pig produced in
batch l

Rkgl
Average weekly revenue, in Brazilian reais per kilogram of market pig produced
in lot l

Ll Economic profit related to the production and marketing of the batch l of animals

RTkgl
Total weekly income to the producer, in Brazilian reais per kilograms produced
in batch l

PNl Leveling point for batch l, in number of market pigs

RBCl Benefit/cost ratio, in Brazilian reais, for lot l under analysis

ROIl Return on investment, in percentage, for lot l under analysis

RTsl Total weekly income to the producer, per batch l produced

β
Remuneration, in Brazilian reais per week, for the work of the producer and his
family

Source: Research data.

In a panel held with the São Paulo Association of Swine Producers, its representatives,
and associates, the developed calculation model was evaluated, validated, and considered
as complete, adequate, and representative of the swine production systems, fulfilling the
proposed objectives.

4. Discussion

Through SWOT analysis, it was possible to identify both internal factors (which can
be improved on-farm) and external factors that may affect pig production. When it comes
to for-profit activities, one of the greatest challenges is related to producing efficiently, i.e.,
at lower costs, and how to run off the production [5]. In this sense, attention is drawn to
two situations. Firstly, in pig production, the main raw materials in the feed composition
are corn and soy [4,17]. Such items are commodities, and the price paid for these items
cannot be controlled by the producer. Therefore, if the pig farmer cannot control the price
of the feed base of his herd, which is equivalent to 65 to 80% of production costs [11,18],
then it is necessary to manage all other expenses with the production of these animals.
Additionally, to dependence on commodities, the producer also does not control the price
of the market hog [4,19], which further strengthens the importance of cost management
and control. Management is what makes the enterprise more viable, making it stronger in
times of crisis, in addition to preparing to take advantage of opportunities [4].
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The cost allocation scheme adopted was guided by some assumptions, aiming at
objectivity to allow understanding, comparison, and decision making, without neglecting
other effectively necessary items. The first of them was to develop a production cost
calculation model that fits the Economic Theory [20]. The costs were grouped into variables,
fixed operating and opportunity costs on capital and land, because it is believed that this
allocation is easy for producers to understand. The segregated allocation of opportunity
costs was made to make it clear to the producer that the opportunity cost is a cost of the
swine activity. However, in the case of specific factors, it is a revenue for the producer.
In this way, it is possible to visualize in the farm’s daily life what represents the cost of
animal raising and items necessary to operate the activity, as well as what represents the
remuneration of the pig farmer for the use of capital, whether immobilized or not. Such a
cost allocation scheme was considered adequate and easy to understand by pig farmers in
the state of São Paulo after panel validation, as well as corroborating the one adopted by
Raineri et al. [7] and Sartorello et al. [16].

Variable costs include all components that participate in the process as the activity
develops. That is, variable costs comprise all items that only affect production and are
directly related to the number of swine produced [7,21]. As they are directly associated
with the amount produced, variable costs are greatly influenced by zootechnical indicators,
as these are responsible for dictating the level and flow of production on the farm. Feed, for
example, is the item with the greatest impact on the composition of variable cost, as well as
the total cost of swine production [18,22]. For this reason, the feeding efficiency within the
farms is one of the most important indexes since that greater feed efficiency can directly
impact total cost [23]. Therefore, for the use of the model as a management tool that aligns
with the reality of the farm under analysis and contributes to strategic decision-making,
it is extremely important to carry out consistent zootechnical bookkeeping. Zootechnical
bookkeeping aims to raise indices that measure the efficiency of the production system, as
well as point out the bottlenecks that may be affecting productivity and, consequently, the
profitability of the system [24].

The labor was designated as a fixed cost because it is not directly associated with the
number of animals housed or produced. It is known that there is a relationship between the
number of animals housed per employee on a farm [25]. However, the number of employees
or the number of hours worked cannot be increased by adding a unit produced since this
increase is related to other factors such as the adopted production system, management
carried out, and productivity, among others. In the literature, some authors agree [6,7,16]
and diverge from this allocation, considering labor as a variable cost, as is the case of Girotto
and Santos Filho [10], in calculating the cost of production of piglets, Miele et al. [26] in the
calculation of the cost for broiler chickens and Santos Filho [27] for the cost of the swine
producer for an integrated grow-finishing system.

Asset depreciation is a fixed cost item, corresponding to a financial reserve necessary
to avoid the loss of capital of the swine producer. With such a reserve, it is possible, at the
end of the asset’s useful life, to acquire another asset with the same characteristics [7,16].
Depreciation is nothing more than recognizing the loss of value of an asset to the detriment
of natural wear and tear due to its use in the production process or its obsolescence. When
it comes to depreciation, the use of the asset must always be considered in a temporal
aspect. According to Silva et al. [28], the accounting of losses due to depreciation seeks to
promote more efficient asset management, thus making it more reliable.

In practice, there is a certain difficulty for the producers in calculating the depreciation
of their assets, and, according to Gameiro and Caixeta Filho [29], one of the reasons for
such an impasse is to establish the ideal time for considering the depreciation of items
such as fences, tractors, milking machines, feeders, and even the breeding herd. Currently,
the Brazilian Federal Revenue Service provides some standards and practiced data that
address the ideal useful lifetime for calculating the depreciation of assets [30]. However, the
developed model is managerial and not accounting, not allowing the producer to follow the
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rules established by the tax authorities. Thus, it is possible to allocate the data to calculate
the depreciation that best fits the reality of the farm under analysis.

This is one of the major bottlenecks found when analyzing studies that deal with the
calculation of production costs. The difficulty in determining depreciation leads to studies
that consider only variable costs, or only part of fixed costs, in the calculation, as in the case
of the studies by Herrington and Tonsor [31] and Retallick et al. [32]. This is also true for
maintenance, which is often left out in cost analyzes due to the difficulty in estimating a
specific value [16]. In work by Santos et al. [33], for example, the depreciation of machines
and implements are considered; however, there is no information about expenses related
to maintenance. In work by Berthiaume et al. [34], both depreciation and maintenance of
improvements and machines were not considered in the calculation. In practice, this can be
a serious problem, as it underestimates the true value of the production cost of the activity.

For maintenance, some studies estimate the calculation of production costs of in-
tegrated livestock systems that allocate maintenance as variable costs [10,26,27,35–37].
However, in the present study, as well as in Raineri et al. [7] and Sartorello et al. [16],
both depreciation and maintenance are computed, as well as allocated as fixed costs of
the activity.

Another important item to be discussed is the opportunity cost of capital and land.
According to Knight [38], all factors—land, labor, and capital—used to produce a given
good must be remunerated, including opportunity costs, in which the cost of resources is
equal to their value in the best alternative uses. This alternative use does not only represent
the choice of the best internal alternative but also the value of using the most appropriate
factor of production outside the company [8]. To facilitate the understanding of pig farmers
in relation to the difference between activity cost and opportunity cost, it was decided
to allocate the remuneration of the own production factors separately, as performed by
Conab [6], Raineri et al. [7], and Sartorello et al. [16].

In the present study, in addition to considering the opportunity costs of immobilized
capital and land, as commonly performed [6,33,39], and also the opportunity cost of
working capital, which refers to the capital used to fund the raising, that is, spent on
feed, veterinary supplies, reproductive management, among others, as shown above in
Equations (16) and (38). Remuneration fixed capital, which in this study was subdivided
into the items facilities, machinery and equipment, reproducers, and replacement gilts,
refers to the portion calculated on the value acquired and used in production [6]. To
remunerate both working and fixed capital, the interest rate levied on capital must be
inserted in the model. However, this rate that remunerates the own production factors
varies among researchers [16]. Therefore, it was decided in this study to keep the rate
used as a criterion to be defined by the activity manager, who should use the rate that best
represents the alternative use of capital used in funding and invested in the activity.

For the opportunity cost of land, a widely used criterion, which was adopted in this
study, is the lease value in the region’s land market [4,7,16,33,40]. However, some authors
diverge from this methodological consideration and use a fixed remuneration rate for land,
as is the case of Conab [6], which rate at 3% per year.

The production cost is then calculated considering all costs, whether explicit or implicit,
that occur in a swine production unit. It is important to include all the costs on the model for
a realistic estimate of total cost and to be able to compare among the producers. According
to Oliveira and Santos Filho [18], when segmented, the cost of production provides detailed
information on the inputs and values consumed in the system, and from this information,
it is possible to analyze the points of greatest sensitivity, thus making it possible to return
efforts to plans of action and strategic decision-making for better use of production factors,
cost reduction, and profit maximization. Also, management that considers cost strategy
generates more agile decision-making, as it can objectively identify the loss [18].

Tools such as the model developed in the present study allow the producers more
accurate management of their business, making it possible to monitor, simulate and predict
risk scenarios for productive activity [25]. In this sense, the management and control of
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production costs increase farmer’s ability to keep in contact with each one of the inputs
involved in the production and make informed daily management decisions. According
to Vranken and Berckman [41], through observation, interpretation, and on-farm control,
it is possible for the producer to achieve economically, environmentally, and socially
suitable farming.

5. Conclusions

The developed model calculates swine production costs for different production
systems, addressing all implicit and explicit costs involved in the production system.
It has the potential to be used as a management tool, as well as to generate important
information for decision-making in commercial swine production systems. The application
of Neoclassical Economic Theory to calculate production costs, such as the opportunity
cost, is essential for the development of more accurate models. These are the distinctive
points of the cost calculation model elaborated in this work, which presents clarity and
versatility for use by swine producers, technicians, and scientists.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, L.K.S.A., A.H.G. and C.A.P.G.; methodology, A.H.G. and
C.A.P.G.; software, L.K.S.A.; validation, A.H.G., A.P.S. and C.A.P.G.; formal analysis, L.K.S.A. and
C.A.P.G.; investigation, L.K.S.A.; resources, C.A.P.G.; data curation, C.A.P.G.; writing—original
draft preparation, L.K.S.A.; writing—review and editing, L.K.S.A., A.H.G., A.P.S. and C.A.P.G.;
visualization, A.H.G. and C.A.P.G.; supervision, A.H.G. and C.A.P.G.; project administration, C.A.P.G.;
funding acquisition, L.K.S.A. and C.A.P.G. All authors have read and agreed to the published version
of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by Fundação de Amparo à Pesquisa do Estado de São Paulo
(FAPESP), grants numbers 2019/17453-4 and 2020/11016-9, and National Council for Scientific and
Technological Development (CNPq) fellowship (303750/2021-9).

Institutional Review Board Statement: Research on animals was conducted according to the insti-
tutional ethics committee on animal use (CEUA nº4257240619) and the institutional research ethics
committee from Brazil Platform (CEP 3.780.942).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are openly available in Teses USP
repository, at https://doi.org/10.11606/D.10.2021.tde-19072021-122134.

Acknowledgments: We thank the Associação Paulista dos Criadores de Suínos (APCS), the Consórcio
do Suíno Paulista (CSP), and Camila Raineri, from Laboratório de Estudos em Agronegócios (LEA)
of Federal University of Uberlândia.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Machado, G.; Dallanora, D. Evolução e conceitos da produção segregada. In Associação Brasileira Dos Criadores De Suínos, 1st ed.;

Produção de Suínos Teoria e Prática: Brasília, Brazil, 2014; pp. 99–105.
2. Racewicz, P.; Ludwiczak, A.; Skrzypczak, E.; Baryza-Skladanowska, J.; Biesiada, H.; Nowak, T.; Nowaczewski, S.; Zaborowicz, M.;

Stanisz, M.; Slósarz, P. Welfare Health and Productivity in Commercial Pig Herds. Animals 2022, 11, 1176. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
3. Malak-Rawlikowska, A.; Gebska, M.; Hoste, R.; Leeb, C.; Montanari, C.; Wallace, M.; Roes, K. Developing a Methodology for

Aggregated Assessment of the Economic Sustaibnability of Pig Farms. Energies 2021, 14, 1760. [CrossRef]
4. Oiagen, R.P.; Barcellos, J.O.J.; Chistofari, L.F.; Castro, E.E.C.; Canozzi, M.E.A. Custo de produção em terneiro de corte: Uma

revisão. Veterinária em Foco 2006, 2, 65.
5. Stoffel, J.A.; Rambo, M. Viabilidade econômica da terminação de suínos no istema de integração vertical: O caso de uma

propriedade paranaense. Braz. J. Bus. 2022, 4, 596–615. [CrossRef]
6. Companhia Nacional de Abastecimento. Custos de Produção Agrícola: A Metodologia da CONAB; Conab: Brasília, Brazil, 2010.
7. Raineri, C.; Stivari, T.S.S.; Gameiro, A.H. Development of a cost calculation model and cost index for sheep produciton. Rev. Bras.

Zootec. 2015, 44, 443–445. [CrossRef]
8. Raineri, C.; Rojas, O.A.O.; Gameiro, A.H. Custos de produção na agropecuária: Da teoria econômica à aplicação no campo.

Empreendedorismo Gestão e Negócios 2015, 4, 194–211.

https://doi.org/10.11606/D.10.2021.tde-19072021-122134
http://doi.org/10.3390/ani11041176
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33924224
http://doi.org/10.3390/en14061760
http://doi.org/10.34140/bjbv4n2-001
http://doi.org/10.1590/S1806-92902015001200005


Animals 2022, 12, 2229 18 of 19

9. Gameiro, A.H. Índices de Preço para o Transporte de Cargas: O Caso da Soja a Granel. Ph.D. Thesis, Universidade de São Paulo,
Piracicaba, Brazil, 2009.

10. Girotto, A.F.; Santos Filho, J.I. Custo De Produção de Suínos; Documento No. 62; Embrapa Suínos e Aves: Concórdia, Brazil, 2000.
11. Alves, L.K.S.; Santos, F.M.; Silva, R.M.C.; Raineri, C.; Gameiro, A.H.; Garbossa, C.A.P. Informativo Mensal do Índice de Custo de

Produção do Suíno Paulista; Relatório No. 17; Universidade de São Paulo: Pirassununga, Brazil, 2022. [CrossRef]
12. Yin, R.K. Case Study Research and Applications: Design and Methods; Sage: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2017.
13. Ndwandwe, S.B.; Weng, R.C. Competitive Analyses of the Pig Industry in Swaziland. Sustainability 2018, 10, 4402. [CrossRef]
14. Sacco, R.L.; Brito, T.L.F.; Santos, E.M.; Matai, P.H.L.S. Unconventional sources of gaseous energy in the Southern Region of Brazil:

A comparative SWOT analysis. Rev. Bras. Energia 2022, 28, 86–112. [CrossRef]
15. Houben, G.; Lenie, K.; Vanhoof, K. A knowledge-based SWOT-analysis system as na instrument for strategic planning in mall

and medium size enterprises. Decis. Support Syst. 1999, 26, 125–135. [CrossRef]
16. Sartorello, G.L.; Bastos, J.P.S.T.; Gameiro, A.H. Development of a calculation model and production cost index for feedlot beef

cattle. Rev. Bras. Zootec. 2018, 47, e20170215. [CrossRef]
17. Portes, J.V.; Lacerda, V.V.; Braccini Neto, J.; Souza, A.R.L. Análise dos custos da cadeia produtiva de suínos no Sul do Brasil.

Custos e Agronegócio Online 2019, 15, 18–41.
18. Oliveira, V.F.; Santos Filho, J.I. Indicadores econômicos e custo de produção em suinocultura. In Associação Brasileira Dos Criadores

De Suínos, 1st ed.; Produção de Suínos Teoria e Prática: Brasília, Brazil, 2014; pp. 178–187.
19. Reis, R.P.; Medeiros, A.L.; Monteiro, S.A. Custo de produção da atividade leiteira na região Sul de Minas Gerais. Organ. Rurais

Agroind. 2001, 3, 45–52.
20. Israel, K.F. Review Essay: The Economic Theory of Costs. Quaterly J. Austrian Econ. 2018, 21, 287–306. [CrossRef]
21. Imeah, B.; Penz, E.; Rana, M.; Trask, C. Economic analysis of new workplace technology including productivity and injury: The

case of needle-less injection in swine. PLoS ONE 2020, 15, e0233599. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
22. Genova, J.L.; Leal, I.F.; Rupolo, P.E.; Reis, L.E.; Barbosa, V.M. Aminoácidos limitantes na nutrição de suínos. Nutr. Rev. Eletrônica

2017, 14, 7032–7045.
23. Habeeb, A.A.; Gad, A.E.; Atta, M.A. Temperature-Humidity Indices as Indicators to Heat Stress of Climatic Conditions with

Relation to Production and Reproduction of Farm Animals. Int. J. Biotechnol. Recent Adv. 2018, 1, 35–50. [CrossRef]
24. Mion, T.D.; Daroz, R.Q.; Jorge, M.J.A.; Orais, J.P.G.; Gameiro, A.H. Indicadores Zootécnicos e Econômicos para pequenas

propriedades leiteiras que adotam os princípios do projeto balde cheio. Inf. Econômicas 2012, 42, 5–19.
25. Benjamin, M.; Yik, S. Precision Livestock Farming in Swine Welfare: A Review for Swine Practitioners. Animals 2019, 9, 133.

[CrossRef]
26. Miele, M.; Martins, F.M.; Santos Filho, J.I.; Sandi, A.J. Metodologia para o Cálculo do Custo de Produção de Frango de Corte—Versão 2;

Documento No. 140; Embrapa Suínos e Aves: Concórdia, Brazil, 2010.
27. Santos Filho, J.I. Consolidação do Custo do Suinocultor para o Sistema de Terminação em Parceria em Uberlândia-MG, ano 2013;

Comunicado Técnico No. 519; Embrapa Suínos e Aves: Concórdia, Brazil, 2015.
28. Silva, J.P.; Bonfim, M.P.; Niyama, J.K.; Silva, C.A.T. Adoção ao Padrão IFRS e earnings quality: A persistência do lucro das

empresas listadas na BM&FBovespa. Rev. Contab. Organ. 2017, 11, 46–55. [CrossRef]
29. Gameiro, A.H.; Caixeta Filho, J.V. Índices de preço para o transporte de cargas: O caso da soja. Nova Econ. 2010, 20, 121–163.

[CrossRef]
30. Secretaria da Receita Federal. Instrução Normativa RFB No. 1700/2017; 2017. Available online: http://normas.receita.fazenda.gov.

br/sijut2consulta/imprimir.action?visao=original&idAto=81268#:~:text=Disp%C3%B5e%20sobre%20a%20determina%C3%A7
%C3%A3o%20e,13%20de%20maio%20de%202014 (accessed on 1 January 2021).

31. Herrington, M.A.; Tonsor, G.T. Econometric estimations of performance improvements in Kansas feedlot cattle. Prof. Anim. Sci.
2013, 29, 435–442. [CrossRef]

32. Retallick, K.M.; Faulkner, D.B.; Rodriguez-Zas, S.L.; Nkrumah, J.D.; Shike, D.W. Relationship among performance, carcass,
and feed efficiency characteristics, and their ability to predict economic value in the feedlot. J. Anim. Sci. 2013, 91, 5954–5961.
[CrossRef]

33. Santos, C.G.; Martins, G.L.M.; Silva, P.A.; Zoz, T. Custo de produção de soja transgênica em sistema de semeadura direta em São
Desidério-BA. Rev. Agric. Neotrop. 2017, 4, 96–101. [CrossRef]

34. Berthiaume, R.; Mandell, I.; Faucitano, L.; Lafrenière, C. Comparison of alternative beef production systems based on forage
finishing or grain-forage diets with or without growth promotants: 1. Feedloot performance, carcass quality, and production
costs. J. Anim. Sci. 2006, 48, 2168–2177. [CrossRef]

35. Martins, F.M.; Santos Filho, J.I.; Sandi, A.J.; Miele, M.; Lima, G.J.M.M.; Bertol, T.M.; Amaral, A.L.; Morés, N.; Kich, J.D.; Dalla
Costa, O.A. Coeficientes Técnicos para Cálculo do Custo de Produção de Suínos; Comunicado Técnico No. 506; Embrapa Suínos e Aves:
Concórdia, Brazil, 2010.

36. Santos Filho, J.I.; Ferreira, D.L. Custo do Avicultor para a Produção de Frango de Corte para a Região de Nova Mutum, em Mato Grosso,
ano 2013; Comunicado Técnico No. 515; Embrapa Suínos e Aves: Concórdia, Brazil, 2013.

37. Santos Filho, J.I.; Martins, F.M. Consolidação do Custo de Produção do Produtor de Perus em Uberlândia, Minas Gerais; Comunicado
Técnico No. 518; Embrapa Suínos e Aves: Concórdia, Brazil, 2015.

http://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.30199.50081
http://doi.org/10.3390/su10124402
http://doi.org/10.47168/rbe.v28i2.677
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-9236(99)00024-X
http://doi.org/10.1590/rbz4720170215
http://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3338419
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0233599
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32555636
http://doi.org/10.18689/ijbr-1000107
http://doi.org/10.3390/ani9040133
http://doi.org/10.11606/rco.v11i29.125846
http://doi.org/10.1590/S0103-63512010000100004
http://normas.receita.fazenda.gov.br/sijut2consulta/imprimir.action?visao=original&idAto=81268#:~:text=Disp%C3%B5e%20sobre%20a%20determina%C3%A7%C3%A3o%20e,13%20de%20maio%20de%202014
http://normas.receita.fazenda.gov.br/sijut2consulta/imprimir.action?visao=original&idAto=81268#:~:text=Disp%C3%B5e%20sobre%20a%20determina%C3%A7%C3%A3o%20e,13%20de%20maio%20de%202014
http://normas.receita.fazenda.gov.br/sijut2consulta/imprimir.action?visao=original&idAto=81268#:~:text=Disp%C3%B5e%20sobre%20a%20determina%C3%A7%C3%A3o%20e,13%20de%20maio%20de%202014
http://doi.org/10.15232/S1080-7446(15)30257-6
http://doi.org/10.2527/jas.2013-6156
http://doi.org/10.32404/rean.v4i2.1430
http://doi.org/10.2527/jas.2005-328


Animals 2022, 12, 2229 19 of 19

38. Knight, F.H. A suggestion for simplifying the statement of the General Theory of Price. J. Political Econ. 1928, 36, 353–370.
[CrossRef]

39. Artuzzo, F.D.; Soares, C.; Weiss, C.R. Inovação de processo: O impacto ambiental e econômico da adoção da agricultura de
precisão. Espacios 2018, 38, 1–6.

40. Lopes, M.A.; dos Santos, G.; Magalhães, G.P.; Carvalho, F.M. Efeito da escala de produção na rentabilidade da terminação de
bovinos de corte em confinamento. Rev. Ciência Agrotecnologia 2007, 31, 212–217. [CrossRef]

41. Vranken, E.; Berckmans, D. Precision Livestock Farming for Pigs. Anim. Front. 2017, 7, 32–37. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1086/253949
http://doi.org/10.1590/S1413-70542007000100031
http://doi.org/10.2527/af.2017.0106

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Characterization of Swine Production Systems 
	Allocation of Production Costs and Development of the Calculation Model 
	Model Validation 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

