%{db’u’u&?)‘;ﬁ:

OB WS jlgtudi 53 lng3s & pili
VEx+ (093 0 lowd ot Al
http://ejrr.gau.ac.ir
AR LS
DOI: 10.22069/ejrr.2021.18721.1776

il lids LA 1 puis w i SLaid!  Madfcp duslio

¥ e - \d . . “ . .Y N . E N T .
“ad (sl 9 2l Pl S Lbyels ¢ (Sheasdis Subs e (8l Sl
Ol Olgial inis ol K13 ((3,5LES 0S5 ¢ gals pske 03,8 sl 5 Ll (bl plid )8 ant sl 231"
OLIT ¢ LS s ylels el oy aslin e <S8 Jole ke (Olsslasl’

VE YA L sl AN N T L5

0aSe

oo el W 5 slaasa 2alS 5 b 5l o sTa s (il (w58 s Sl e 3 S s 5 Al
el plad e RalS g 03 5L s bl a3l Ol dloes gl il Gl Sl S daa e
e b lanlas ool a3 S 515 0N s 5 O S s3 (gor a5 3550 ) i b0 O5SE eSSl a5 Ll 0
A Ll b L sl siS 2 L aslie o Ol kil GladlS s ol 5 ol sl )

Olisl (6 Al iy 53 o 0l plad Sl 2 30 Jelse 5 (Sos0 e saleal Gl el o laie ool gl 1l gy 5 o g0
Sl o 5 sl Gab 3lesls (0T e A aalome Sl SO Lo 630 L3 VAT JL 55 €500 &y 4 Olgis]
ol slassls 5 sl anw s basslbals SHhodlo anslis Sler 453 b g o5 (Jde TIPI-CAL 1 eslizad U (g5l
i Ol 5328 Ve Sl G 5 Slies SLaalS AsMb § 150 alie Ml a5 A3 ploil SAS 15510 5 5l esliza |
Lt Gl a8 (sl b (2 sbos Ol Sralr 5 Smamo SHo sk 4 5008 L 5 )5 5 solaidl B
AS o alie KU

u@“ﬁJsjlM)JWA&:fgt:ﬁp;sbfw_Jmglﬁt);La@mu@}mwb;ﬁ‘«s;\wu;u;ﬁ};iwl@u aasl
Sk 3V s SIS (S8 e Lls IS Al e 4 Cond ($h2 53 00 g ST Sl ple 55 &S o g 5 Lk s
oSSk sb o) 350 Eol o3 Ao Jols ) S glaasy a5l 6“)2\’//\&#@“ el s 5 SOVl 458
Oeile i pa QVs 81 (Sdpals s Cdlig aupe GV YL ol STyss wu g ol sl 3 p S8 Ve Gll w
Sl (Sl Sy gm0 s 3550 gl o3 disls ol s w ) (Vs VA sausa SIS (550 5 Vs T <N
Ve e Vs oV a ) s Bl s b slaas a5 N WY Sl e anes 5 DY YL s ae e g AE
G e p SAS Vv a6l 4wl pol5e 3 imme Do et W5 a e o Sle 5 eld sl o SLS
e si8 Jlw Ve o b Larls 5 STy Sl Cad el b Sler Cad et li oy Vs YVA L el
L s 3550 sladmls (s3lasl slaasls o 51sls 0L andlls (ol gl ol alons Ol 5 Sl ke (s

Ldgr slam 5 S a5 gl ATAT e 3 VY (golul exle

sadeghism@iut.ac.ir :Jstes oo 5%

Vov



YE++ (Y) 0kond d(A) B WS g5l 45 (i gy Ay puid

b sl aS aab s s 3ase sladls s g3laBl 5 Jbo a5 5 (o805 g 3y SO andllas =W 1§ S ot

5 Il s A S 3l 3l la el lons romen 5 b ol plS Gl Sl SIS 36 Jalse o

5 0LlAS el dﬁ@icla.ﬂuiﬁ\}élju»\j gl CamBae e Ll Ceol Wl e (5,00 (golels sladst s (salasl

Al e Gl ol gl 0,8 s e IS 135 b s I g0l (655 sl S 50 (55008 sl LIS b e

W)L;;lljs‘d)joﬁéupujlo;L&.:.wlL..La)_,,iSJ._vaLg}Q\ﬂ\):@\)Awlﬁ.s\.,da{b):d.xi.xg-sﬁj)

a3

4.%)& 46}:& }K c}:.JA CAA:-; 4@\]4 MLAA LSU’“MUZ“ AS.M;/ L&)Lﬂ-:;\ 6@&{.& L;"“.’."L{L;Lo‘j/f

5l oy WS ae Jsb sl I s
e S e SR e 5 5
L s /505 aalllas 5 .(V0) 3505 (50,4 P WY
oo Ol s (g s (golsslS IS Y Py
sl s Ll o3 0/A Les ol 0l o3l LS
S g sl ool il 54w acule (V1) Wl
SYON) gladle b alS 0 sk 55 sl il
£8) Sl 035 oo (5515 5 Ligy 3l5 OLES Yeun
VA g b e g 5 (Il 53 58 a sl w JYs
S 3 3 Olldials ael s P PR E
0) i slasls ((Uw)3VY) S dluS 5
Jses Al s sals (s )3 0) 555 5 (Ao s
wlo o Ll (6 s 58 s S 3 s
bl = g 3lp s Syt LS (6,5 ¢ s
e e S e s Olent b (Y il
(0) el edos 2155 o5 e 2 Fge Jolse
o sl a s sl olas e s (glandlas @Lﬁ
o WL (g s 5LS B pulie 5o s Yo
s ol LAl 534S Aol e s el
(V) s i (O3 0/89) w40
o els slaasll 5 = Jad byl 5 s
Les 1 Laggohiaals Ol usy Sl Je
3l Liadl I 5 S s  Shas ol
Sl 3 0 Sllie (pl S e (ghuas
Slde el gduady (Jbe sl el o sllael

Aodlo

e e 5 S ) slaesssl s
Sosb s Ly pms ol 5 5 el
PR PRI YT RCISES BN AU
el e s LB sl I gl s Ol sl e
P Y BT SY FY g (T IRCH PN W
A 3 S s slaapa JtalS L s el s
JO- R S FUNCI -0 35 LR SR (R WY
SBL a5 Sl e sla el 5l S
Bl TN Tl 53 555 0 grime § 2 il
Sl odd 18 0 SIS NV i Sler b pns
YL sl glag, S «S so5b o
St s 5 Gb LS 5 VL e S LS
Wl 2 Sl S kS VY e e L L]
e ssdim Ol sl 3 G eme &l Lzl |y 5 e
Sl Gl 6l (V) sl ot 2158 0 S LS
oY sl bl 5 Son b oo Gl s
el S s Ol S el 5 OB asS U 5 el
S s ol sl ails plazal 5 My slaag s
3 Sose e sla el aee 53 OpSE &S ool
plasil ) 538 55 (63 5 Sladlas L8 o g slal

sl 0
e Al 93 03 Sose e 2l o n b
Ced SRl Rl L a8 A enls OLES (6 0 58 s

Juk.i‘jd JA\S&))QJQ ajiiw_gdé)l&x}ebu



Ol 5 (B il W

ooy Sl baggolals el aslie Sl oS0
SLApims 0315 0L (Gl i g0d D50 4y 40,50
J=d 5 Sl 3 S e eslan il g
(JAs TIPI-CAL 3l eslimal U 15 a5 slaas 5a
Ghle gduail 5 oLl 55 e plnll 25 5
Ll b e polie SRl el iS5 Lol
NelS am o8 ass sl eslinad b (s 55 (oot
3 i) 4l i 51 eslizal b Laesls (g5 I~
3 Grnte o sogee Dbl als (63555 paze YO
3 V) Lacsls aenslael Culg 5 5 (@\jx« 3laisl
(A
Sheslecal L as )z (oolaBl Jlow 5 a5
534S bajasls 5l gslaws G b 5l e TIPI-CAL
(sl 0 0315 QLIS (Glad o oy ) SSS
L as 50 G 5l ol 3 g s g |2
el S Lawysa 1S 51 ol aelys S
slaas m diile & glaasa ol baas 5o
Wl e et A g slaasypa ST
ol s La ady s s 5 e o)l dladjenas
23 S oSOVl sy s ke GAD 8 lawy o
Slaasse wlo w5 b 555w g pls G35 50
Sl 5 Jelpe A B e slaay pp) S b
L Sl e o s oSl (S5l S ASle s 50

A\ ’\"':’bgs‘ (°J:‘§d°f.)°

2. Typical Farm Approach, TFA
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Figure 1. Farm Economic Indicator (IFCN Method)
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Figure 4- World map of milk prices in USD/100 kg of milk corrected in 1396
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Table 1- Total costs in typical farms in 1396 (USD/100 kg ECM)
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Table 2. Separate costs of milk production in typical farms in 1396 (USD/100 kg ECM)
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Table 3- Non-milk returns in typical farms in 1396 (USD/100 kg ECM)
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S5l
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Table 4- Return to labour in typical farms in 1396 (USD/100 kg ECM)
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Table 5- Different components of production in typical farms in 1396 (USD/100 kg ECM)
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Figure 5- Standard milk prices, feed indicators, and sustainability ratio during 2018-2009 on a global scale
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Figure 6- Standard milk prices, feed indicators, and sustainability ratio during 2018-2009 in Iran
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Abstract

Background and objectives: one of the most important benefits of dairy cows is the increase
profitability by reducing production costs. Cost analysis is one of the basic needs to calculate
the economic efficiency of cattle breeding in order to reduce the cost of milk. Due to the fact
that the issue has not been seriously considered by researchers and officials, a study was
designed and conducted to investigate the economic aspects of milk production in Holstein
herds in Iran in comparison with some countries in the world.

Materials and methods: For this purpose, economic and returns indicators and affecting factors
on milk production costs in five Isfahan dairy herds were calculated as a sample in 1396 over
one year. Data were collected through a questionnaire. Economic analyses were performed
using the TIPI-CAL model, developed by the IFCN Dairy World Network. Statistical analyses
were performed using SAS software. IFCN Dairy is an international farm Comparison network
that economically and productively analyzes the information of best farms from more than 100
countries. It compiles and compares global milk maps for a more accurate and comprehensive
understanding of the dairy world.

Results: The results from this study showed that the highest cost of dairy herds with an average
of 68% in Iran and 55% on a world scale was related to feeding. The labour costs, depreciation
and repair of machinery costs included 7% and 7.8% of total costs, respectively. In the studied
farms, the average costs were 26.0, 4.1, 3.1, and 2.8 USD for feed, vet and medicine, machinery
and buildings, and labor, respectively per 100 kg energy-corrected milk (ECM). Averagely,
there were 36, 1.7, and 0.7 USD adjusted for farm cash costs, depreciation, and lost opportunity
costs per 100 kg ECM. The average cost of milk production was 29.8 USD/100 kg ECM in the
studied farms. World milk price indicator, world feed price indicator, and IFCN sustainability
indicator were calculated on IRAN and global scale in the last 10 years, and also was seen in
1396 typical farms with 1.2 sustainability indicator were financially justified and profitable.

Conclusion: The results of the study indicate the existence of profitability and financial and
economic justification in the studied farms, which was estimated by examining the factors
affecting the cost of milk and also calculating economic indicators. The financial and economic
study of dairy farms can better identify the location of these farms and increase the level of
awareness of policymakers and investors of agricultural activities to make principled decisions
or solve existing problems. The results of our research provide a new approach to comparing
dairy herds in different countries and compare them with dairy farms in Iran by using the
economic, return, and profitability indicators to dairy farmers and experts.
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