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BEFORE TAX VERSUS AFTER TAX CASH FLOWS 

FOR FEEDER PIG FACTORIES 

Introduction 

In evaluating farm investments it is important to be able to com­

pare cost versus returns. For today's farmers, financial management is 

as important as production management. Annual dollars of inflow need to 

be compared to annual dollars of outflow. All too often, this dollar 

inflow-outflow analysis is done on a before tax money flow rather than 

after tax money flow basis. The more valid comparison is an after tax 

basis. 

Effective market rates of interest are affected by the borrowers tax 

bracket as interest payments are tax deductible. Increases in the tax 

bracket have the effect of decreasing the effective market interest rate. 

The effective market rate of interest can be calculated by the following 

formula: 

EI MI (l-T) 

Where: 

EI Effective market rate of interest 

MI Market rate of interest (quoted from bankers) 

T Tax bracket 

Thus, if the market rate of interest (MI) is ten percent, an individual 

in the 30 percent tax bracket has an effective market rate of interest (EI) 

of seven percent. 

Swine production in the United States is trending towards fewer and more 

-concentrated and capital intensive production units (2). One phase of this 

movement has been the increased number of feeder pig factories. These fac­

tories are usually totally confined and specialize in feeder pig production. 

The facilities are capital intensive requiring labor and management which is 

highly skilled. Production practices such as twelve day weaning, year-round 
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farrowing, and exceeding 2 litters per sow annually are established goals. 

In essence, these units have transformed feeder pig production into a 

factory like process. Capacities of these systems may run from 200 to 400 

or in excess of 1000 sows. 

This report presents the impacts of tax brackets on after tax as compared 

to before tax cash flow analysis in feeder pig production. A highly special-

ized capital intensive feeder pig production system is used in completing 

the analysis. However, the approach and results are not unique to feeder 

pig factories. Results are applicable to any investment with a capital 

structure similar to that of a feeder pig factory. It can include such in-

vestments as cattle feedlots and dairy systems. 

Objectives and Methodology 

A previous study provided information on feeder pig factories in 

Missouri in 1976 (1). In that report, a summary of Missouri feeder pig 

factory ownership patterns, credit suppliers, investments, cost of produc-

tion (before tax) I management structures, farrowing performance and reasons 

for ownership were presented. 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate before and after tax cash flows 

for a feeder pig factory. The case selected for analysis is felt to be re-

presentative of the typical Missouri feeder pig factory. 

Specific objectives of this study are to: 

1. Examine cash flow feasibility under varying feeder pig production 
levels. 

2. Evaluate the effects of varying equity levels, production levels, 
and interest rates on before tax br.eak-even cash flows. 

3. Evaluate the effects of varying equity levels, production levels, 
and interest rates on after tax break-even cash flows. 

Before tax cash flows are calculated as follows: 

BTCF = VC + I + P 



Where: 

BTCF 

VC 

I 

P 

Before Tax Cash Flows 

Variable Production Costs excluding interest (feed, 
utilities, insurance, medicine, supplies administration, 
taxes, and labor) 

Annual interest payments 

Annual principal payment 
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As calculated in this report, cash flows ~epresent cash production 

costs. They represent a break-even price that would be necessary to 

cover all cash production costs. Labor and administration (management) 

are treated as cash production costs since they are hired in most feeder 

pig factories. For computational purposes interest and debt payments 

are separated from the other production cost items. This simplifies the 

annual cash flow analysis as debt is retired. 

After tax cash flows include costs similar to before tax with ad-

justments made for the tax bracket. Necessary adjustments are shown in 

the equation below: 

ATCF = (1 - T) vc + (1 - T) I + P - T(D) + E 

Where: 

ATCF After Tax Cash Flows 

T - Average Tax Bracket 

VC Variable Production Cost excluding interest (feed, 
utilities, insurance, medicine, supplies, administration, 
taxes, and labor) . 

I = Annual interest payments 

P Annual principal payments 

D Depreciation 

E Income Taxes 
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To evaluate before tax and after tax cash flows, a case study approach 

has been selected. Production, cost, and return records were maintained by 

the feeder pig factory selected. The record information provided a point 

from which to base the analysis. Investment and production information 

for the case study selected are provided later in this report. 

To indicate the importance of equity levels on cash flows, equity 

levels were varied from 20 to 50 percent in ten percent increments. These 

levels are not proposed to be representative of all feeder pig factories, 

but they do cover the range of the majority in Missouri. Interest rates 

compared are 10 and 14 percent. 

In addition to varying equity and interest rate levels, three levels 

of feeder pig production were also assumed. The levels were 6,336 (low), 

7,200 (medium), and 8,092 (high), pigs per year for a 450 sow operation. 

This represents 14, 16, and 18 pigs per sow per year respectively. These 

levels are higher than the averages indicated by Missouri Mail-In-Record 

swine production records. Thus, estimates provided in this report may be 

slightly optimistic. 

To evaluate tax impacts on after tax cash flows, tax brackets of 0, 20, 

30, 40, and 50 ~~~cent are compared for each equity level, feeder pig pro­

duction level and interest rate level. These present average tax levels for 

the investors. Marginal tax brackets would be higher. Comparisons are made 

across the equity levels, feeder pig production levels, interest rates, and 

tax brackets studied. The case study unit is assumed to be a Subchapter-S 

Corporation. Therefore, taxes are paid by the individual members. Income 

and expenses are transferred to the owners. 

Case study Description 

The case study feeder pig operation is a 450 sow unit. The firm is a 

Subchapter-S Corporation with the five farmer-owners constituting the corpora­

tion board of directors. The board did a detailed financial plan in 
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preparation for the venture. Financing was arranged through a Production 

Credit Association loan. 

The feeder pig factory is operated by a full-time hired manager with 

supplemental labor hired. The production goal is 9 pigs per litter with 

sows remaining in the production herd for six litters. Farrowing is 

continuous. 

Total investment in the factory was $647,000. A breakdown of the 

respective investment in buildings and equipment, land, livestock, etc. 

is presented in Table 1. Dollars of equity and borrowed funds for the 

selected equity oercentages are shown in Table 2. 

The following assumptions were used in preparing calculations and 

comparisons in the case study. 

1. The initial loan is to be paid off in 10 years. 

2. The loan is an even principal payment type with interest on out­
standing balance to be paid annually. 

3. Loan principal payments plus interest are made annually. 

4. Two market interest rates are used for comparison. The first 
is 14 percent and the second 10 percent. 

5. The start-up costs of the feeder pig factory is $647,000 
of which $30,000 is for operating credit to be used to pur­
chase supplies until the first group of feeder pigs is 
sold. 

6. Operating expenses are paid through the use of a revolving loan 
of up to $30,000. The average operating loan value is $15,000. 

7. State a.nd Federal Income Taxes are paid by the members as the 
legal form of business is a Subchapter-S Corporation. Therefore, 
after tax cash flows refer to individual members cash flows. 

Cash Production Costs Except Principal and Interest 

Prinicpal and interest costs were singled out from other cash produc-

tion costs in the analysis as they vary with the equity level. Moreover,they 

also vary with the length of the loan. Cash expenses, excluding principal and 
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interest per pig under the three production efficiency levels are pre­

sented in Table 3. All feed was purchased pre-mixed and ready to put in 

the feeder. Total cash expenses excluding principal and interest for the 

three production levels were $22.14, $20.60, and $19.06 per 30 pound pig 

respectively. 

Cash Production Costs Including Principal, Interest, and 

Adjusted for Depreciation 

When principal and interest payments are included, cash expenses 

vary according to equity levels and interest rates. Additionally, dep-

reciation affects the after tax cash flows. Annual depreciation values 

are shown in Table 4. Depreciation ,,,,ras: calculated using the straight-

line method. For tax purposes, building, equipment, and miscellaneous 

items are depreciated over 10 years with the boars and initial sow herd 

depreciated over three years. Replacement sows are raised within the 

herd, whereas, all boars are purchased. Initially there were 12 boars pur-

chased at $450.00 each while the 450 sows were purchased for $192.00 each. 

Using this information, total depreciation was $81,670 the first three 

years and $52,800 the last seven years. Investment credit was not considered 

as it is not affected by the tax bracket. Annual effects may vary but all 

investment credits are typically recouped by the end of the useful life of 

the asset. 

A break-even cash flow analysis was chosen for presenting study results. 

Break-even is that price necessary to cover all annual cash obligations 

in producing a 30 pound feeder pig. Tables 5 through 9 present break-even 

prices for the various production, equity and tax bracket scenarios when 

the interest rate is 14 percent. Tables 11 through 15 present similar in­

formation for the 10 percent interest rate. Values presented in these tables 

represent feeder pig prices needed to cover all cash production costs, in­

cluding debt retirement and income taxes. 
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After tax break-even cash flow calculations are affected by prinicpal 

and interest payments, depreciation, other cash production costs such as 

feed purchased, utilities, veterinary expenses, etc., and the tax bracket. 

The after tax cash flow formula presented earlier was as follows: 

ATCF = (1 - T) VC + (1 - T) I + P - TO + E 

From this, break-even cash flows would be calculated as follows: 

R = (1 - T) VC + (1 - T) I + P - TD + E 

Where: 

R = Break-even cash flow price received (receipts) 

Moving income tax (E) to the left hand side of the equation provides: 

R-E = (1 - T) VC + (1 - T) I + P - TO 

Furthermore for break-even conditions: 

Thus: 

R(l-T) = R - E 

R(l-T) 

R 

Where: 

(1 - T) VC + (1 - T) I + P - TO 

(1 - T) VC + (1 - T) I + P - TD 
1 - T 

ATCF After tax cash flow 

R Break-even cash flow price received (receipts) 

T Average tax bracket 

VC Variable Production Cost excluding interest 

I = Annual interest payment 

P Annual principal payment 

D Depreciation 

E Income tax 

After tax break-even cash flows are presented in Table 6 for 14, 16, 

and 18 pigs per sow per year when the tax bracket is 20 percent. Using 

the above formula shows that the first break-even cash flow value in TablE 



6 (upper left hand corner--14 pigs/sow/yr.) is calculated as follows: 

R 
(.8) ($22.14) + (.8) ($11.768) + ($8.169) - (.2) ($12.889) 

.8 

R = $40.90 

All other calculations are made using the same formula. 

Effects of Changing Equity Levels 

The importance of equity levels can be observed in any of the 

Tables 5 through 9. For illustrative purposes use Table 5. This is 

the zero tax bracket or before tax table. 

For example, when comparing equity level impacts, break-even cash 
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flow per pig in year one at the low production level ranges from $34.73 

when equity is 50 percent to $42.08 when equity is 20 percent. This is 

an increase of $7.35 per pig or 24.50¢ per pound of feeder pig produced. 

For the average and high production levels these respective figures are 

$6.47 and $5.76 per pig or 2l.56¢ and 19.20¢ per pound of feeder 

pig produced. Equity levels have a substantial impact on break-even 

cash flows for feeder pig factories. 

Effects of Changing Production Levels 

Production level impacts can be similarly compared using any of 

Tables 5 through 9. Again for illustrative purposes use Table 5. Similar 

equity levels for the same year can be compared within the Table to 

provide an analysis of impacts of production levels on survival. For 

example, in year one when equity is 20 percent, cash flow per pig decreased 

by $3.94 by increasing production from 14 pigs per sow per year (low) to 

16 pigs per sow per year (medium). This is a reduction of 13.13¢ per 

pound of feeder pig produced. By increasing production from 16 to 18 

(high) pigs per sow per year, feeder pig cash flows are further reduced 



by $3.47 per pig (11.56¢ per pound). Thus, by increasing pigs per sow 

per year by four pigs (14 to 18) break-even cash flows are reduced by 

24.70¢ per pound produced; or $7.41 per 30 pound feeder pig produced. 

When equity was 50 percent, pig break-even cash flows were decreased by 

$3.06 (10.2¢ per pound) and $2.76 (9.2¢ per pound) during the first year 

by increasing pig production per sow to the medium and then to the high 

level respectively. 
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It is imperative that the highly leveraged (low equity) operation 

maintain a high production level if it is to meet cash flow committments. 

Above average production levels are vital to survival at these high lever­

age levels; there is less room for error, breeding problems, etc. The 

importance of production levels to business or firm survival is magnified 

by comparing break-even cash flows for the low production level (14 pigs 

per sow per year) and 50 percent equity (Table 5) with those for the high 

production level (18 pigs per sow per year) and 20 percent equity (Table 

5). Break-even cash flows for the high production highly leveraqed com­

bination were slightly less than for the lowly leveraged low production 

position. Thus, limited dollars can be spread much further if production 

levels are kept up. 

Over the past few years the average market price of purchased feeder 

pigs has been around $24.00 to $27.00 per 30 pound pig. Current prices 

are substantially lower. Given the assumptions of the case study, pro­

duction efficiency and/or equity needs to be quite high if the market price 

is to be greater than either after or before tax cash flow during the first 

few years of the factory operation. For the medium (Table 5; 16 pigs per 

sow per year) and low production (14 pigs per sow per year) levels (TableS), 

cash production expenses exceeded $27.00per hundred weight for essentially all 
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equity levels. The picture is only slightly better for the high produc­

tion, high equity situation. Even with the high production level the 

$27.00 base purchase cost is exceeded during the initial years for the 

high equity situations. 

Before tax cash flows for the low production level with 50 percent 

equity are approximately the same as for the medium production level 

with 30 percent equity or the high production level with 15 percent equity. 

This approximate relative equity-production level relationship holds 

throughout the case study feasibility range studied. 

Effects of Changing Tax Brackets 

For after tax comparisons Table 5 can be compared with Tables 6, 7, 

8, and 9. Either of the three production levels can be used for compari­

son. A quick examination of these tables shows that cash flows for a 30 

pound feeder pig are affected by the tax bracket the producer is in. 

Specific examples are cited below to illustrate this point. 

For the low feeder pig production level and 20 percent equity I cash 

expenses per pig in year one is $42.08 for the zero tax bracket (Table 5) 

as compared to $37.36 when the tax bracket is 50 percent (Table 9). This 

is $140.26 and $124.52 respectively per hundred pounds of feeder pig pro­

duced. Therefore, break-even cash flows are $4.72 less per pig produced 

witnin the 50 percent tax bracket as compared to the zero tax bracke~ 

level. Producers in higher tax brackets can maintain slightly lower pig 

production levels then those in lower tax brackets. ~ssurning 6,336 pigs 

(14 pigs per sow per year) are produced per year, total break-even cash 

flows are $29,905 less for producers in the 50 percent tax bracket as com­

pa-,::-ed to those in the zero tax bracket (Table 10). When the equity level is 

50 percent the difference in cash production cost per pig between the zero 
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and 50 percent tax bracket is $7.79--a total difference of $49,357 for the 

system (low production level) . 

The higher the tax bracket the greater was the difference in cash 

production costs between tax brackets. For example, with equity at 20 

percent, the difference in cash production costs between the 40 and 50 

percent tax bracket ($1.51) is greater than the difference between the 

20 and 30 percent tax bracket ($.85). At the 50 percent equity level the 

difference between the 40 and 50 percent tax bracket is $2.60 per pig 

while the difference per pig between the 20 and 30 percent tax bracket 

is $1.39 (low production level). Relative results are similar for all 

production levels. 

After tax cash flow comparisons are vital to the overall evaluation 

of investment alternatives. The type of investment and how it fits into 

the tax structure can be very important and should not be overlooked. As 

shown above, after tax cash flows are affected by the tax bracket of the 

producer. For example, during the initial year of the loan, a producer with 

18 pigs per sow per year, 50 percent equity and in the zero tax bracket (Table 

5) has slightly higher cash production costs than does the producer with 14 

pigs per sow per year, 50 percent equity, and in 50 percent tax bracket 

(Table 9). At the 50 percent equity level the difference between the zero 

and 50 percent tax bracket was about equivalent to 4 pigs per sow per year. 

Over the past few years market prices for feeder pigs have averaged 

near $27.00 per 30 pound pig. For most scenarios in this study, after 

tax cash flows are greater than this $27.00 base market value. For the 

low production level, this is true for essentially all tax brackets, years, 

and equity levels studied. For the high production level, break-even cash 
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flow is lower than the base market value for most years and tax brackets 

when equity is 40 percent or higher and the tax bracket is 30 percent or 

higher. Lower equity levels and tax brackets created cash flow problems. 

The intermediate production level had break-even cash flow values which 

are greater than the base market value for most years and tax combina­

tions when equity is 50 percent and the tax bracket is 40 percent or above. 

Effects of Changing Interest Rates 

Interest rate comparisons can be made by comparing Table 5 with Table 

11, Table 6 with Table 12, Table 7 with Table 13, Table 8 with Table 14, or 

Table 9 with Table 15. The prior tables represent 14 percent interest 

while the latter tables in each group represent a 10 percent interest rate. 

For illustrative purposes use Tables 5 and 11. Table 5 represents a 14 

percent interest rate while Table 11 represents a 10 percent interest rate. 

When the equity level is 20 percent and 14 pigs are produced per sow 

after tax cash production cost per pig in year one is reduced by $3.27 by 

decreasing interest from 14 to 10 percent. When the equity level is 50 

percent the comparable reduction is $2.04 per pig. These values are the 

same for all tax brackets. As pig production levels increase impacts of 

reduced interest rates are lessened slightly. Impacts of interest rate 

changes on production systems are shown in Table 16. By reducing cash 

production costs by $3.27 in the example above, system break-even costs are 

reduced by $20,718 in year one. 

To illustrate the overall impact of production levels, equity levels. 

tax brackets, and interest rates, comparisons between Table 5, Table 9, and 

Table 15 can be made. Table 5 reports the lowest tax bracket (zero) and 

lowest level of production studied. In year one, break-even cash flows for 

the low production, zero tax, and low equity (Table 5) producer is $42.08 per 

feeder pig produced. Break-even cash flow for the high production, zero tax 
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and low equity producer is $34.67 per feeder pig produced (Table 5). Thus, 

for the zero tax bracket individual break-even cash flow is reduced by $7.41 

per feeder pig produced by increasing pigs per sow by four pigs. Compara­

tively, for the high production, high tax bracket, and low equity producer, 

the break-even cash flow per feeder pig produced is $30.97 (Table 9)--

a further reduction of $3.70 due to tax bracket. At the 50 percent equity 

level, break-even cash flow per feeder pig produced is $34.73 for the low 

production--low tax level versus $22.82 for the high production--high tax 

level--a difference of $11.91 per pig. By decreasing the interest rate to 

10 percent break-even cash flow is $21.22--a further reduction of $1.60 per 

pig. Therefore, year 1 after tax cash break-even flows per pig were reduced 

from $42.08 to $21.82 by moving from the worst to the best scenario. After 

tax cost were almost cut in half. 

Thus, there are differences between after tax cash flows for feeder 

pig producers. Tax brackets, production levels, equity levels, and interest 

rates all are important in the survival of the feeder pig factory. Produc­

tion levels appear to be the most vital, followed by the equity leve~ the 

tax bracket, and the interest rate. 

Summary and Conclusions 

When making investment decisions it is imperative that the investors 

tax bracket is considered. All too often decisions are made on before tax 

rather than the after tax cost comparisons. As shown in this study, after 

tax cash flow comparisons are important. Tax brackets have a very real 

impact on the cash flow o'f the operation. 

For this study, a feeder pig factory case study was used to compute 

before and after tax break-even cash flows. For the feeder pig factory, 

production, equity levels, tax brackets, and interest rates all were varied 

in determining the viability of the factories cash flow over time. Produc-
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tion levels studied in this report were 14, 16, and 18 pigs per sow per year. 

Equity levels studied were 20, 30, 40, and 50 percent while tax brackets 

studied were 0, 20, 30, 40, and 50 percent. All were compared with 10 and 

14 percent interest rates. 

As the equity level increased from 20 to 50 percent, before tax break­

even cash flows decreased by approximately $7.35 per feeder pig produced at 

the low level of production. These corresponding figures for the average 

and high ~evel of production were approximately $6.47 and $5.76 per feeder 

pig produced respectively. 

Production levels were also important to the survival of feeder pig 

factories. For example, break-even cash flow for the low feeder pig pro­

duction level with an equity level of 50 percent was similar to that of the 

high feeder pig production level at the 20 percent equity level. Thus, owners 

of feeder pig factories can, by increasing pigs produced per sow annually 

from 14 to 18, lower the equity level from 50 to 20 percent and remain at the 

same break-even cash flow. Increased production levels allow owners with 

limited resources to stretch their capital over a greater number of hogs. 

Similarly by increasing the production level it can allow producers to lower 

their cash cost of producing feeder pigs. Fixed production costs can be 

spread over more pigs. Additionally, maintenance costs of the sow is not 

significantly influenced by the number of pigs farrowed. As the pigs far­

rowed per sow increases these maintenance costs are spread over more feeder 

pigs. 

Tax bracket impacts were also evident. As the tax bracket increased 

from zero to 50 percent, break-even cash flow decreased by $4.72 per feeder 

pig produced, when the equity level was 20 percent and pigs produced were at 

the low level. At the high feeder pig production level this reduction was 

$3.70 per feeder pig produced. At the 50 percent equity levels the respec-
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tive reductions were $7.79 and $6.09. 

Interest rates also impacted on the break-even cash flows. As the 

interest rate decreased from 14 to 10 percent, reduction in year one break­

even cash flows ranged from $1.60 per pig for the high equity-high pro­

duction level to $3.24 per pig for the low equity low production level. 

When combining equity levels, production levels, tax brackets, and in­

terest rates the after tax break-even cash flows were reduced rather dramat­

ically. For all production levels, swine producers in high tax brackets 

had lower after tax break-even cash flows than did those in lower tax 

brackets. 
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Implications 

Implications of this study are many and varied. They vary according 

to assumptions made. The study shows that cash flows for feeder pig 

production in a factory setting are influenced substantially by the swine 

producers tax bracket, equity level, per sow production level and interest 

rates. Listed below are some questions influenced by the direction swine 

production takes. 

1. What are the implications for a young individual getting 

started in swine production? What is and will be the com­

petitive situation for these types of individuals? 

2. In what resources do beginning young farmers have a competitive 

advantage in swine production? Can these resources offset 

areas where they are in a competitively disadvantageous position, 

such as the tax bracket and possibly interest rates? 

3. What role should the tax structure and production efficiency 

play in the success or failure of a swine operation? 

4. What are the implications for the future structure of the 

swine production industry? In the same vein, are their 

implications for the swine marketing system? 

5. What will be the impacts on concentration of swine production? 

6. What are the implications w~th respect to labor and management 

in swine production? 

7. Will the swine cycle be altered in the future? 

8. What are the implications for financial institutions servicing 

the swine industry? 

9. What about problems of waste disposal in swine production? 



10. Will disease problems become more of a concern for swine 

producers? 
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This is not an exhaustive list but are some which we feel need further 

examination for some possible answers. 
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TABLE 1 

Feeder Pig Factory Investment 

Item Investment 

Building and Equipment $450,000 

Land $ 15,000 

Livestock $ 92,000 

Misc (generators, etc.) $ 60,000 

, d' 1 Operat1.ng ere 1.t $ 30,000 

TOTAL $647,000 

IThis is operating credit that is needed for the firsT six months. It 
is included in the original loan value and paid off over the ten 
year loan life. 
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TABLE 2 

Loan Values and Equity for 

the Feeder Pig Factory Case Study 

Equity Level Dollars Dollars Total 
(percent) Borrowed Equity Investment 

20 $517,600 $129,400 $647,000 

30 $452,900 $194,100 $647,000 

40 $388,200 $258,800 $647,000 

50 $323,500 $323,500 $647,000 



TABLE 3 

Cash Production Cost Excluding Principle 

and Interest for a 30 Pound Pig 
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Under Production Levels of 14, 16, and 18 Feeder Pigs Per Sow Per Year 

Pigs Per Sow Per Year 
Item 

14 16 18 

Dollars Per 30 Pound Pig 

Feed $14.82 $13.66 $12.50 

Utilities 1.19 1.08 .97 

Insurance .36 .33 .30 

Medicine 1.59 1.50 1.41 

Supplies 1.09 1.00 .91 

Administration .55 .50 .45 

Taxes .14 .13 .12 

Labor 2.40 2.40 2.40 

Total $22.14 $20.60 $19.06 
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TABLE 4 

Annual Depreciation for the Feeder Pig Factory!! 

Year Building, Equipme~7 3/ sows!! Total Boars-
and Miscel1aneous-

1 $51,000 $1,800 $28,870 $81,670 

2 51,000 1,800 28,870 81,670 

3 51,000 1,800 28,870 81,670 

4 51,000 1,800 52,800 

5 51,000 1,800 52,800 

6 51,000 1,800 52,800 

7 51,000 1,800 52,800 

8 51,000 1,800 52,800 

9 51,000 1,800 52,800 

10 51,000 1,800 52,800 

1/ . h' ... d - stra~g t L~ne Deprec~at~on ~s use . 

~Investment in buildings, equipment and miscellaneous is $510,000. 

lITwelve boars at $450. Boars are replaced every 3 years. 

!!450 sows at $192 each. 
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10 26.61 25.70 2 {I. 79 23. ~· S 



T f-. 1'; L E; 6 
BR[t\K EV E t~ COST P 1:0 ,-" 30 POU~~!) PIG BY EQUITY lEVEL 

fOR 1 (t 1 16 , AND 18 rIGS f'LR S C1 1.~ PER YEAR 
I ~·n ERE :') T R/\ T E 1 (j ~~ 

T A)( Bf:ACKET :: Q • ;~ 0 

EQUITY l [VEL (FERCEN1) 

20 30 if 0 50 

14 PIGS PER SOl~ PER YElIR 
YE/~R DOLLARS PlR PIG 

1 40.90 38.19 35. (j 9 32.78 
2 39.75 37.19 Vt . (, J 32 .06 
3 38.61 36.19 33.77 31.35 
4 38.61 36.33 3 t'l .05 31.7} 
5 37.(+6 35.33 3.~ .19 31.06 
6 36.::2 3 ':f . 33 32.3{1 3D.3{t 
7 35.17 33.3.3 31.(18 29.63 
8 3(t. 03 32.33 30.62 28.91 
9 32.89 31.~. ;~ 29.76 23.20 

10 31.7(. 30.32 28.90 27 . (19 

16 PIGS PER SOl,J PER YEAR 
YEAR DOLLARS Pt:[( PIG 

1 37.11 34.73 32 .. 3 (t 29.96 
2 36.10 33.8(t 31.59 29.33 
3 35.09 32.96 30.83 28. '/0 
(t 35.09 33.09 3] . DB 29.08 
5 3(t.08 32.20 30 . 33 ;?S .45 
6 33.08 31.32 29.57 27.82 
7 32.07 30 . l; (I 28.82 27.19 
8 31.06 29.56 28.06 26.56 
9 30.06 2~ .. 6a 27.31 25.93 

10 29.05 27.80 26.55 25.30 

18 PIGS PER S (lt~ r E!c YEAR 
YEAR DOLLf,R5 P Ef~ PIG 

1 33.75 31.63 29.51 27.39 
2 32.85 30.8'i ;:3.8(~ 26.83 
3 31.96 30 .06 28.17 26.27 
(I 31.95 .3 0 .1."1 2 ,) . :3 9 26.60 
5 31.06 29.39 27 .71 ;~6.04 
(, 30.16 23.60 27 .0/1 25.43 
7 29 . 27 27.82 26.37 2(+.92 
8 2~3 . 37 27 .0 (t 25.70 2(1.36 
9 27 . it 7 26 .2:; 2:5.03 23.80 

10 26.53 25.47 2(1.36 23.25 



TABLE; 7 
DP.Ef,K EVEN COST PER 30 POUi'W PIG BY eqUITY LEV EL 

FOR 1 (t , 16, AND l~ f) I GS F' l: R sm~ PER YEAR 
HHERE5T RATE 14 ~~ 

TAX BRACKET .- 0.30 

EQUITY LEVEL (PERCENT) 

20 30 (,O 50 

14 PIGS PE~ S 0 ~.J PER YEAR 
YEl\R DOLL!\RS P[R PIG 

1 lj a .05 37.17 3'i.2'8 31.39 
') 38.91 36;17 33.{i;~ 30.67 '-
3 37.7l 35.16 3~~.56 29.<)6 
(, 38.58 36 . ] 2 33.6tS 31.20 
5 37.{t3 35.12 32.g0 30.~g 

6 36.29 34.12 31.9(+ 29.77 
7 35.1 (t 33. ] 1 31 .0.3 29.05 
8 3{t. 00 32.11 30.23 28.3{t 
9 32.86 31.11 2'1. :) l 27.62 

10 31.71 30.1.1 28.51 26.91 

16 PIGS P E F~ SOl·l PER YEAR 
YEAR DOLLARS P [r~ PIG 

1 36.36 33.82 31.2a 28.7(t 
2 35.36 32.S{~ 30.53 28.11 
3 3t.'. 35 32.06 ~~9.77 27 . {r8 
c, 35.06 32.90 30.73 28.57 
5 3 (f. 06 32.02 29.98 27 . 9(, 
6 ::\3.05 31 . 1 {~ 2':1.23 ;~ 7 . 31 
7 3? 0 (, 30.26 28. (,7 26.68 
g 31.04 29.38 27.7;~ 26.05 
9 30 . 0:) 2r..50 26.96 25. (,3 

10 29.03 27.62 26.21 24.80 

18 PIGS PER S O~~ PEP, YE,\R 
YEt,\R DOLLARS PER PIG 

1 33.09 30.83 28. :>6 26.30 
2 32.19 30 . 1.1 {, ;U .89 ?5. 7(~ 
3 31.30 29.26 27.~~~~ 25.1B 
{, 31.93 30.00 2~3.0 ,~ ;~6.15 
5 31.03 29.22 27 . It 1 25.59 
6 30.14 23.44 26.73 25.03 
7 29.2{i 27.65 26. O!j 2 f , .47 
~. 28.35 26.87 25.39 23.91 
9 27 . Ct5 26.09 24.72 23.55 

10 26.56 25.30 2 (t. 0 S 22.79 



TI\8L[; g 
n ~~ F t. ~~ EVEN C ()~) T peR 30 POUHD PIG BY EQUITY LEVEL 

F (Jl~ 1 (t t 16, AND 18 r I G~; fl~: rz SCl~ F' [; r~ YEAR 
IHTER[~')T PATE 1 (, 0, t., 

T A>~ Bf.:ACK ET - o . (10 

[:QUI1Y LEVEL ( P l r: c ~~ t~ T ) 

20 30 (t 0 50 

14 PIGS PER SO!·j P LrZ YEAR 
Y f:/\ R DOLI.I\l\S f' E f~ PIG 

38.93 35.80 3,~. 6"i 29.5(, 
') 37.79 3(t .80 31.81 28.82 .:.. 

3 36.64 33.;:'0 30.95 28.11 
(, 3~L 54 35.83 :):) • .1. 3 3 Q • (13 
5 37.39 3(t .83 32.27 29.71 
() 36.2 .5 33.83 31 . .'12 29.00 
7 35. 11 32.l.13 30 . :·6 23.28 
8 33.96 31.83 29.70 ~~7.57 
9 :S? .82 30.83 ~)~).b(t 26.86 

10 31. 67 29.83 27.99 26.14 

16 PIGS PER sm·J PER YE,~R 

YEAR DOLLAI~5 PER PIG 

35.38 32.62 29.36 27 . 11 
') 3 {f. 37 31.74 29.11 26.48 t:.. 

3 33.36 30.86 2.3.35 2:5.85 
{t 35.03 32.65 30.27 27.89 
5 3 (I. 02 31 .77 29.:':2 27.27 
6 33.02 30.89 28. '76 25.64 
7 32.01 30.01 2:1.01 26.01 
8 31 . 00 29.13 27.25 25.38 
9 .) 0 .00 28.25 26.50 2{t . 75 

10 2.8.99 27.37 25.74 ~·~4.12 

18 PIGS PER sew p EF~ YEAR 
YEAR DOLl.ARS PER PIG 

1 32.21 29.75 27.30 2{t.85 
2 31.31 28.97 26.6.3 2(t.29 
3 30. {,2 28.19 'l t:' a (, 

4 .• • J • .. . ) 23.73 
4 31.90 29.78 27.67 25.5:) 
5 31.00 2 <). 00 26.99 2(t.99 
6 30.11 23.22 ~6.32 2(t.(~3 

7 29.21 27 . {,3 25.65 23.87 
3 23.32 26. () 5 24.90 23.31 
9 27 . (12 25.86 2(, . 31 22.75 

10 26.53 25.08 23.64 22.19 



TABLE; 9 
BReAK EV E~l COST fER 30 POUND PIG BY EQUITY LEVEL 

FO F~ 1 ~ , 16, MID 18 PIGS PER SOl,J PER YEAR 
INTEREST RJ\ T E 1 (t~: 

TAX BRACKET = 0.50 

EQUITY LEVEL (P ERe OIT ) 

20 30 40 50 

14 PIGS PER SOW F~ ER YEAR 
YEi\R DOLLARS PER prG 

1 37.36 33.88 30.41 26 . 9 (~ ., 36.21 32.88 29.56 26.23 .... 
3 35.07 31.08 28.70 25.51 
4 38.43 35.44 32. (I 0 29.35 
5 37.3{t 34.4 (t 31.5(t 28.64 
6 36.19 33. {I c} :~o .68 2'1.92 
7 35.05 32.(t(t 29.82 27.21 
8 33.91 31 . (; {t 28.97 26.49 
9 32.76 30. (I {I 20.11 25.7("~ 

10 31.62 29. {t3 27.25 25.06 

16 P.IGS PER S ()~J PEP. YEf.R 
YEl\R DOLLt,RS PER PIG 

1 33.99 30.9{t 27.88 ;,:>f.;.83 
2 32 .. 98 30.05 27 . 1 3 2{;.~20 

3 31.98 29.17 26 . :.~ 7 23.57 
4 34.98 32.30 29.63 26.95 
5 33.97 31.42 28.87 26.32 
"6 32.97 30.5(t 28.12 25.69 
7 31.96 29.66 27.36 25. 0(, 
8 30.96 28.78 26.61 24. (13 
9 29.95 27.90 2.5.85 23.80 

10 28.94 27.02 25.10 23.17 

18 PIGS PER SOvJ PER YEAR 
YEAR DOLLARS PER PIG 

1 30.97 28.26 25.54 22.82 
.... 30.08 27.47 2(t.S7 22.26 ~ 

3 29.18 26.69 24.19 21.70 
{; 31.86 29. '; 7 27.09 2'+'71 
5 30.96 2[L 69 26.42 2Cj.1.5 
6 30.06 27.91 25.75 23.59 .., 

29.17 27.12 ~~5.08 23.03 , 
8 2g.27 26.3t.i 2"l • (! 0 22,ct7 
9 27.38 25.56 23.73 (:1.91 

10 26.48 2(+.77 23.06 21.35 



TAI"ILE;10 
DTFFER~NC IN SYSTEM BRfAK EVEN COST BETWEEN THE 
5 0 I. ~: D ? I: 0 r' F.. '": C EN T T I~ \~ B ;'~ /\ n~ E T S 13 '( E QUI T Y U: VEL 

F CJ R 1 , 16, M! ~ 1 (I r I ~3 S r U:~ ~: C ~ 'l j;' [~ Y E f .. R 

EQUITY LEVrL (P ERCENT) 

20 30 40 50 

1 tt rICS PER SQt,J PER YEAR 
YEAR DOLL:\RS PE~ F,\CiORY 

1 29905 36(;32 {t2831 (+9357 
:2 ?9:05 3 ~ /:· 3;"2 Li;:'2-.) 1 (i 'J3 t'>7 
3 ~~9905 36f.d2 (. "" l 1 , ~ . J ,, ~ .&. (t9 3::; 7 
(I lO7} 7 (116 13 '~39 20(165 
5 1077 7 (, 7 {, 1395'1 ~~O(iS.5 

6 10 '7 "7 7 (~ 7 (, 13")59 ~ (I (; C· 5 
7 1077 7 (176 1 .,. " ., (l 

.) , .) , 20(,65 
;.~ 1(')77 l (,7 G 1 :) <) 3? ;? 0 if~: :> 
') 1077 7 Ii 7 I, 1393') ;204(,5 

10 1077 -: tf 7 (, 1 3 '~: ::. <) 2tl "165 

16 P I (~5 PER SOt,.! PER YE',R 
YE/IR DOLLM~S rEp. f-ACTORY 

1 29380 361'dZ '+28'f 0 (t93~~O 

" ~ 2::,g~O 36~32 42840 49320 
7 2 '~ g80 ~~ 6 t} ~) 2 r; 2(~ (I 0 'i 93 ::: 0 .J 

(, 1030 75GO 1:5 'n 8 ;~ 0 (ift (} 

:; 1 r. [, 0 7 c:; () 0 13 C):.' 3 20 (, t'.j 3 
6 1 0 L 0 7560 13968 2Qt.i·(i8 
7 1 f!~; 0 '75~O 13 <) 6·3 20'1 "1·8 
3 1. (} :3 0 7560 139(,3 20(t(,8 
9 10 DO 7 .~; 60 13 'HiS 2 r! I.j (t t} 

10 1 0 .(.~ 0 :i 56 a 13968 20(1(13 

18 f'IG:~ PER :)0',1 PER YE t\R 
YEtd~ DOL ~. t\ r~ ~, PE.::? r,\Ci OF~f 

1 299(1[) 36333 4 ?~HI6 49280 
2 2 9'j·j 0 3(d.·S3 4~~t~OS 49230 
3 29 f.} I'; 0 36353 Ii 2;~ J () (t9280 
4 1(J51 7:; 2~; 1 :.9 t) 9 20 /t'i2 
5 1051 7 ~' 2 ') 13999 20'+72 
6 J O,S 1 75?5 139:9 20472 
7 1 C:; 1 7 ~):~ 5 139j9 20472 
8 1051 7525 13999 20!i7~2 

9 105J. 7525 13999 20472. 
lO 1051 7525 13999 20rr72 



TJ\BLE; 11 
BR EI\K EVEN COST PER 30 POUt'ID PIG BY EQUITY LEVEL 

FOR 1 tt t 16 , AND 18 PIGS PER SOl~ PER YEAR 
INTEREST R/\ T E 10 % 

TAX BRt\CKET ., 0.00 

EQUITY LEVEL (PERCENT) 

20 30 40 50 

1 (t PIGS PER S Ot,~ PER YEr~R 
YEAR DOLLARS PER PIG 

1 38.81 36.77 34.73 32.68 
'i 37 . :; 9 36.05 3(, . 11 32.17 Co. 

3 37.18 '\~ -r, _ J . .) t 33.50 31.66 
4 .35.36 3(~.62 32.89 :s 1 . 15 
5 35.5'+ 33.91 32.27 30.64 
6 J.'t . 73 3:) . 19 31 .66 .) Q .13 .., 

3 :"i.91 32. (i s 31.05 29.62 I 

e 33.0') 31.76 3 a .4 {t 29.11 
9 32.27 31.05 29.£'2 2(...60 

10 31 . 46 30.33 29.21 28.09 

16 PIGS PER SQt.-J PER YEAR 
YEAR DOLLARS PER PIG 

1 35.27 33.47 3 J .67 29.88 
2 3(t . 55 32.84 31.14 ~ 9. {f 3 
3 33.83 32.21 30.60 28.98 
4 33. } 1 31. :> 9 30.06 28.53 
5 32.39 30.96 29.52 2.3.08 
6 31.67 30.33 28.98 27.63 
7 30.')6 29.70 2 S . (, (t 27.18 
8 30.2 't 2'1.07 27.90 26.73 
9 29.52 2.8.44 27. 3 6 26.28 

10 28.80 27.81 26.32 25.33 

18 PIGS PER sm.J PER YEAR 
YEAR DOLLARS PER PIG 

1 32.11 30.51 28.91 27.32 
2 31.4~7 29.95 23.43 26. 92 
3 30.83 29.39 27.95 26.52 
It 30 . 19 20.33 27.47 26 . 12 
5 29.55 28.27 27.00 25.72 
6 2g.91 27.7] 26.52 25.32 
7 28.27 27.16 26.0(+ 2 't.92 
8 27.63 26.60 25.56 ~~ (+.52 
9 27.00 26.0 (r 25.08 2~.12 

10 26 . 36 25.48 2(t.60 23.7;~ 



Tf,BLF.i 12 
BREAK EVEN COST PER 30 FOUND Fir G EY EQUITY LEVEL 

FOR 14, 16, f\ND 18 PIGS PER 30\·; PEF~ YEAR 
INTEREST RATE ]. 0 ~;: 

TAX BRACKET = 0.20 

EQUITY LEVEL (PERCENT) 

20 30 40 50 

14 PIGS PER SOt·.! ;- [R YEAP. 
YEAR DOLlM::S PER PIG 

1 37.63 35.33 33.03 30.74 
2 36.81 34.62 32.42 30.23 
3 36.00 33.90 31.81 29.72 
4 36.32 34.33 32.34 30.34 
5 35.50 33.61 31 .72 29.~, 3 
6 34.63 32.90 31 .11 29.32 
7 33.87 32. ] 3 30.50 28.81 
8 33.05 31.47 ~~S~.30 28.30 
9 32.23 30.75 29.27 27.79 

10 31.42 30.0 (t 23.66 27.28 

16 PIGS PER SO~l f"ER YEAR 
YEAf\ DO II ,,:.~ 5 PlR PIG 

1 3ti.23 32.21 30.19 28.17 
2 33.51 31.53 29.65 27.72 
3 32.79 30.95 29.11 27.27 
4 33.08 31.32 29.57 27.82 
5 3?36 30.70 29.03 27.37 
6 31.6 (t 30.G7 2D.49 26.92 
7 30.92 29.4 (t 27.95 26.tt 7 
8 30.20 28.81 27.42 26.02 
9 2,). {t8 23.18 26.3f, 25.5'1 

10 28.76 27.55 26.34 25.12 

18 PIGS PER 501·J PE~ YEAR 
YEAR DOLLARS PER PIG 

1 31.19 29.39 27.59 25.79 
2 30.55 2~L ~3 27 .11 25.39 
3 29.91 2~.27 26.63 2(t.99 
(. 
T 30.16 23.60 27 . 0 (t 25. (18 

5 29.52 2~~.O 't 26.56 25.03 
6 23.38 27.43 26.C'8 24.63 
7 2~. 2{t 26.92 25.(,0 24.23 
8 27.60 26.36 25.12 25.88 
9 26.96 25.80 2'i . ('9 23.49 

10 26.32 25. Zt.} 24.16 23.0,} 



1i\BL[; 13-
!H~E ... \K EVEH COST PE~ 30 FOU~lD PIG BY EQUITY LEVEL 

fUR lCt, 16, ,ldiD I13 PIG3 rf::r~ :)o~·.r PEr:: Y[;\P. 
lilT E R [ S T R .t-, TEl 0 ;~ 

TAX B~AC K ET = 0.30 

EQUITY LF,Vf.L Cr'>ERCcHT) 

20 30 (t 0 50 

14 PIGS F EF~ ~)CI .. J P F. F~ YCAR 
YEAR Dd L L I'.~: s r'[R PIG 

1 36.79 34.31 31.83 29.3.5 
2 ~,5 . 97 33.59 31 .21 ~~g.0~i 

3 35.15 32. t ',,3 30.60 23.33 
It 36.2!) ~,ri.12 31.9(t 29.77 
5 35.47 33.40 31 . .33 29. ;':6 
6 34.65 3 :~ .69 30. i 2 ~: 0 . 75 
7 33.8(t 31.97 30.10 2?- . 2 (t 
«3 33.02 31.25 29.49 27.?3 
9 32.20 30.54 23. ~8 27.22 

10 31.39 29. ~3 23.27 26.70 

16 PIGS PER SOl·J PER YEf.,R 
YEP.R DO L L t, F~ S PER PIG 

1 33.49 31.31 29.12 26.9(+ 
2 32.77 30.6B 28.59 2 (, . (; 9 
3 32.05 30.0S 28.05 25 . 0 (t 
4 33.05 31.1(t 29.23 27.31 
5 32.33 30.51 28.69 26.86 
6 31.61 29.88 2~L 15 2/) • 4} 

7 30.39 29.25 27.61 25.96 
8 30.18 2.8.62 27.07 25.52 
9 29.(f6 27.99 26.53 25.07 

10 28.74 27.36 25.99 2(t.62 

18 PIGS P [r·~ SOl,! PER Yt: .. ~\R 
YEAR DOL L ;.[·:S p E~~ rIG 

1 30.53 28.59 26.64 24.70 
2 29.89 23.03 26.16 2~.30 

3 29.25 2'7 . (t ",1 25.69 23.90 
(I- 30.14 2.~, . 4"! 2'') . ? 3 25.03 
5 29.50 27.83 ~().;~5 2 Cr .63 
6 28.86 27.32 ,") r: j',) 

~.,. I ';) 24.23 
7 28.22 26.76 25.30 23.83 
8 27.58 26.20 ') c: ~ ~ (_ 1 • (,) ,;. ~~3.C!3 

9 26.94 25.64 2 (t • 3 {f 23.03 
10 26.30 25.03 23. 8t~ 22.6.3 



TABLE; 14 
BREf\K EVEN COST PER 30 PO lJ t~ 0 PIG BY EQUITY LEV EL 

FOR 14, 16, AND 18 PIGS r Ef~ 501.01 PER YE,~R 
INTEREST RATE 1 o;~ 

TAX BRACKET = o . (10 

EQUITY LEVEL (PERC Un) 

20 30 40 50 

14 PIGS PER SOt.J PER YEAR 
YEAR DOLLARS PER PIG 

1 35.66 32.94 30.22 27.49 
2 :'SIt .85 32.22 29.60 26.98 
3 34.03 31.51 28.99 26.{t7 
ct 36 .2: .5 33.83 31.42 29.00 
5 35. (j 3 33.12 30.80 28.49 
6 3(t.62 32. {f 0 30.19 27.98 
7 33.80 31.69 29.58 27.47 
8 32.98 30.97 23.97 26.96 
9 32.17 30.26 23.35 26.45 

10 31.35 29.5(. 27 .7(1 25.94 

16 PIGS PER S 0l..J PER YEAR 
YEAR DOLLARS PER PIG 

1 32.50 30.10 27.71 25.31 
2 31 .78 29.47 27.17 2{t.86 
3 31.06 28.85 26.63 24.41 
4 33.02 30 .89 28.76 26.64 
5 32.30 30.26 28.22 26.19 
6 31.58 29.63 27.68 25.74 
7 30.86 29.00 27 . 15 25.29 
8 30.1(t 28.37 26.61 2{t.84 
9 29.42 27.7(. 26.07 24.39 

10 28.70 27.12 25.53 23.94 

18 PIGS PER sm·] PER YEAR 
YEAR DOLLARS PER PIG 

1 29.65 27.52 25.38 23.25 
2 29.01 26.96 24.90 22.85 
3 28.37 26 . ~, o 24.{t2 22.45 
(t 30.11 23.22 26.32 24.43 
5 29.{t7 27.66 25.84 24.03 
6 28.83 27.10 25.36 23.63 
7 23.19 26.54 24.88 23.23 
8 27.55 25.98 24.40 22.83 
9 26.91 25.42 23.92 22.43 

10 26.27 24.B6 23. (1,4 22.03 



TABLE; 15 
BRE /\ K EVEN COST PER 30 POUND PIG BY EQUITY LEVEL 

FC1 R 1 (~ , 16 , .A. ND 18 PIGS F' ER SQt·J PER YEAR 
INTERE ST Rt't TE 1 0 ~~ 

TAX DR i\ CKET = 0.50 

EQUITY LEVEL (PERCEHT) 

20 30 tiO 50 

14 PIGS PER SOl.J PER YEAR 
YEAR DOLLAF~S F'ER PIG 

1 3(L 09 31.03 27.96 2(+.90 
2 3·3.27 30 . 31 27.35 2''+.39 
3 32. (1· 6 29.60 26.74 23 . 88 
(~ 36.19 33.(t(t :50 .63 27.92 
5 35.~0 32. 7 2 30.07 2 7.41 
,) 3't .56 32.01 29.46 2 6.90 
7 33.7 4 31.29 28.84 26.39 
<' 32.93 30.58 2 ;3.23 25.~'!) '.,J 

9 32 .11 29.36 27.62 25.37 
10 31.29 29.15 27.00 2(t.86 

16 PIGS PER sm~ FER YEAR 
YEAR DOLL ARS PER PIG 

1 31. 12 28. (, 2 25.72 23.03 
') 30.40 27.79 25.1 .3 2 2. : ; ,!) c.. 

3 29.6.8 ;o~ 7 . 16 2 (t • 65 22.13 
4 32.97 30.54 28.12 25.6'1 
5 32.25 ?9.91 27 .58 25.2~ 
6 31.55 29.28 27.04 2ti.79 
7 30.81 28 . 66 26 . . 50 2 ·i . 3 ( t 

8 30 . 09 23.05 25 . 96 2 5 .89 
9 29.37 2 i . f.! 0 -, r: G. ') (..,. _.'. , c:.. ') or f. (. 

'- .J. l' ~ 

10 21.3.66 26.77 2(~ . 38 2;~ . 99 

18 PIGS PER SCIIJ PER YEI\R 
YEAR DOLLARS PER PIG 

1 28.42 26.02 23.62 21.22 
". 27.78 2 5. (t 6 23 . 14 2 0.82 '-
3 27 . 1 (t 2 (~ . 90 22.66 20. ct 2 
4 30.06 27.91 25.75 23.59 
5 29.43 27.35 25.27 2 3.19 
6 28.79 26.79 2 4 .79 22.79 
7 20 .15 26.23 24.31 22.39 
B 27.51 25.67 23 . 83 21 . 9 r; 
9 26.87 25.11 23.35 21.59 

10 26.23 24.55 22.87 21.19 



T/I.RlEi16 
DIFFERnlCE IN :,YSTEr'l BRE td( EVEN COST BEn.'[ Etr HIE 
1 0 /'It ! D 1<'t r [ R C un I NT:: PES T F? .I'd E 5 DYE (l U I T Y L E \j E L 

ro~ 14, 16, AND l~ rIGS PER so~ PER YEAR 

EQUITY L EV[L (PEP~[!'IT) 

20 30 40 50 

1 (t PIGS rE~ SO! 'J i) Er~ YE.\R 
YE/,R DO !_lI\r~s fER FI~CTO;~Y 

1 ? 0 7]:3 1 (\0 57 15523 1?9,?5 
2 H~('·27 1(~2P;:, 1. {f 0 02 11650 
3 16536 .l I: (:' (i 6 lZ(d;$ 10.527 
t.f J. (f :; c: j 12() 7::: 1 O/~ c' 7 90~O 
r, 12"t:3 10G97 S ,Sl3 7793 -' t) 10 ,:': : '/ S '.: (,0 7729 6 /, I) 2 
7 ~~:~~JO - ~> ~ f. 

I c... t_' v 6 ~2 Q 9 :J 1 S;:; 
8 6:; 09 ::=,(j fi3 I~t f:~ ~.: e 3 ~~. (t 

9 <'t 1 l ·~. 3~~7(t 51 C (+ ~~ :"1 9 -;' 
10 2091J 177 ~t 1 ::)(·(f 1267 

16 P I (is peR ~.n:, ,! p [ r-; YE/\r~ 
YE;\R D0Ll!'.~?S reF: FrCTOP..Y 

2066(, l{'\l(I(! 155~;2 12960 
~ H~57() J627? ], It 0 (: 0 J ], 6 () (; 
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