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Abstract

:

Farmers in developing nations encounter high postharvest losses mainly attributable to the lack of modern techniques for threshing, cleaning, grading, and grain storage. Mechanized handling of grain in developing countries is rare, although the technology is effective against insects and pest infestations. The objective was to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of five grain handling techniques that have the ability to reduce postharvest losses from insect infestation. The five methods were metal silo plus all accessories (m. silo + acc.), metal silo only (m. silo), woven polypropylene plus phosphine (w. PP. + Phos.), woven polypropylene only (w. PP.), and Purdue Improved Crop Storage bags only (PICS). The functional unit used was handling 1 kg of maize grain. The cost analysis of each technique was calculated based on equations using a spreadsheet. The annual capital and operational costs of handling using m. silo + acc. or m. silo were very high, unlike the PICS, w. PP. + Phos., or w. PP. The annual capital and operational costs decreased as production scale increased. Food security (due to reduced insects and pest infestations) and financial prospects of farmers can improve when the grain is mechanically handled with m. silo + acc. or m. silo.
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1. Introduction


Farmers in Ghana and other sub-Saharan African (SSA) nations encounter high postharvest losses mainly attributable to the lack of modern techniques for threshing, cleaning, grading, and grain storage. Due to this, quantitative losses after harvest are experienced in the field (15%) and during processing (13% to 20%) and storage (15% to 25%) [1]. In support, the FAO [2] indicated that 20%–30% of cereals are lost after harvest in most developing countries. Other studies [3,4] have reported maize grain damage even up to 80%. Many farmers sell almost all their harvested grain a few weeks after harvest because they are constrained by income, debt, or lack of proper storage facilities [5].



Farmers can maintain or improve their grain quality and quantity if modern techniques of handling grain are adopted. The modern techniques for handling grain include the use of mechanical threshers for grain shelling, gravity separators (to remove stones and other foreign materials) for cleaning and grading, solar tents for drying the grain, conveyors for the convenient conveyance of grain, and the use of airtight metal or steel storage bins. The setup for the five techniques is found in Figure 1. All these equipment or materials are used to minimize insects and pest infestations, and to maintain the grain quality. Grain quality and quantity can be maintained so that farmers can gain substantial profits if grain price rises. Efforts have been made to introduce some of the relatively inexpensive modern techniques to farmers in Africa. Such techniques include the use of hermetic containers and bags (jars or silos or Purdue Improved Crop Storage (PICS) bags or GrainPro bags (SuperGrainbag Premium RZ) which limit or prevent the exchange of oxygen and carbon dioxide between the external environment and the stored product), locally made hermetic metal silos, and insecticides (e.g., Actellic Super (Syngenta Actellic Gold Dust) and phosphine (Phostoxin)). A combination of two or more of such methods had been studied and introduced to farmers in SSA to reduce grain damage due to insects, pests, and molds [3,6,7,8,9]. In developing nations, handling of grain using entirely mechanized technology from threshing to storage is rare. Although mechanized technology is expensive, its efficacy in keeping grain safe during storage is high.



To surmount any financial obstacles associated with the mechanized mean of grain handling, farmers can form co-operatives at local levels. This gives them a common voice as a first step to apply for financial credit. Individual farmers face a difficult task in an attempt to obtain financial credit from financial organizations in SSA, and Ghanaian farmers are not exempted. Nevertheless, the process becomes less cumbersome in the name of farmer co-operatives. This study aimed to establish the capital cost, operational cost, and profit associated with five grain handling techniques. Therefore, the study aimed at evaluating the cost-effectiveness of five grain handling techniques that have the ability to reduce postharvest losses from insect infestation.




2. Materials and Methods


The cost assessment of five grain handling techniques (methods) was computed in an MS spreadsheet. The five methods were metal silo plus all accessories (m. silo + acc.), metal silo only (m. silo), woven polypropylene plus phosphine (w. PP. + Phos.), woven polypropylene only (w. PP.), and PICS bags only (PICS). All accessories comprise of a thresher, gravity separator, screw conveyor, and HDPE + UV solar tent dryer.



2.1. Goal and Scope of the Study


The study was to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of handling maize grain in Ghana using five storage techniques (Table 1). Based on the results, farmers could decide to either (or not) form co-operatives to enhance their food security and income security. It could also be useful to the government of Ghana in the implementation of some agricultural policies.




2.2. System Boundary


The costs incurred by farmers during and after cultivation, and at pre-harvest and harvest, were all excluded from the system boundary. The cost incurred during the transport of grain from farm to home (handling site) was also excluded. The system boundary for the cost assessment considered only the portions that Figure 1 highlights. The considered losses were threshing to storage only.




2.3. Functional Unit (FU)


The FU of this study was handling 1 kg of maize grain.




2.4. Assumptions







	
Harvested grain was brought home (handling site) for temporary (about a week) storage before threshing.



	
The inflation rate and changes in the future exchange rate (cedi and dollar) in Ghana were not considered in the calculation.



	
New equipment bought from China and the shipping costs were included in the analysis.



	
The initial moisture content (MC) (wet basis) of grain at harvest was 20%, then dried down to 13%, and 13% MC was used in the calculations. Other assumptions are also found in Table 2 and Table 3.









2.5. Experimental Design


The independent variables and scenarios that were simulated can be found in Table 1. The equations from Table 4 were then utilized to conduct the cost assessments. Equation (13) was used to calculate the annual capital cost in all 240 scenarios that were studied. The annual operational cost was calculated as the sum of Equations (19) and (24), the yearly profit was calculated with Equation (25), the total annual benefit was calculated with Equation (12), and the breakeven point was calculated using Equation (27). All the equations used in the calculations can be found in Table 4, and outputs of the calculations were subsequently graphically illustrated.





3. Results and Discussion


3.1. Annualized Capital and Operational Costs, Benefits, and Profits


In Figure 2, the grain was handled at a capacity of 2.8 Mg/y. The capital and operational costs of using metal silo plus all accessories (m. silo + acc.) during grain handling were extremely high, $1722.55/y and $37,864.57/y respectively. About $130.85/y and $2552.54/y were recorded respectively as the capital and operational costs of using metal silo only (m. silo). Based on the usage of PICS bags only (PICS) a substantial reduction was observed in both the capital and operational costs, which were $1.12/y and $63.27/y, respectively. A similar lower-cost trend was recorded using woven polypropylene plus phosphine (w. PP. + Phos.) and woven polypropylene only (w. PP.). The capital and operational costs of handling grain with w. PP. + Phos. were $1.05/y and $91.92/y, and capital and operational costs of handling grain with w. PP. were $0.63/y and $58.32/y, respectively. Yearly profits margin ($/y) recorded handling grain with m. silo + acc. were negative even when the price of maize was increased to 70% (−$38,353.98/y). Grain handling using m. silo recorded a yearly negative profit at even a 70% increase in the price of maize (−$1672.09/y). However, handling grain using PICS or w. PP. + Phos. or w. PP. recorded positive yearly profits. The yearly profits increased with the estimated increases in maize price. At no price increase, w. PP. recorded the highest profit of $524.48/y, and was followed closely by PICS ($519.11/y) and w. PP. + Phos. ($490.52/y).



In Figure 3, the handling capacity was increased to 14 Mg/y. The yearly capital costs remained the same as in 2.8 Mg/y for all five handling methods. Nevertheless, increases in yearly operational costs were recorded. Handling of grain using m. silo + acc., m. silo, w. PP. + Phos., PICS, and w. PP. respectively recorded increases of $38.19/y, $19.99/y, $9.58/y, $6.38/y, and $6.38/y above the operational costs incurred in 2.8 Mg/y. Except for the handling of grain in the m. silo + acc. scenario, profits for all other scenarios were positive, even without any estimated maize price increase. Importantly, the reduction in the negative yearly profit by $2295.14/y using m. silo + acc. should be acknowledged. The yearly increase in profits (at no grain price increase) recorded above the 2.8 Mg/y handling capacity were $2313.35/y, $2326.95/y, $2323.76/y, and $2326.95/y, respectively, for m. silo, PICS, w. PP. + Phos., and w. PP. The estimated increases in grain prices from 30% to 70% resulted in corresponding increases in profits according to a similar trend for all five handling methods.



In Figure 4, the handling capacity was increased to 28 Mg/y. Capital costs remained the same. There were slight increases in operational costs compared to that in the 14 Mg/y capacity. The additional increases in operational costs were $47.74/y, $24.99/y, $11.97/y, $7.98/y, and $7.98/y respectively associated with grain handling using m. silo + acc., m. silo, w. PP. + Phos., PICS, and w. PP. Yearly profits similarly increased and have been reported in decreasing order of w. PP. ($5760.11/y), PICS ($5754.75/y), w. PP. + Phos. ($5718.98/y), m. silo ($3124.59/y), and m. silo + acc. (−$33,598.24/y).



Based on the capital cost and operational cost analysis, handling maize grain with m. silo + acc. was very expensive compared to using m. silo. The total costs (sum of capital and operational costs) of handling grain using either m. silo + acc. or m. silo would be beyond the financial capability of any single individual smallholder farmer in a developing nation. Good storage systems demand huge capital and technical skills [23] which are impractical for smallholder farmers. However, the capital and operation costs of handling grain with PICS or w. PP. + Phos or w. PP. were within the financial capabilities of smallholder farmers. None of the three latter handling methods exceeded 0.08% of the capital costs and 0.3% of the operational costs of handling grain with m. silo + acc. Farmers would start making profits on their sales even at capacities as low as 2.8 Mg handling grain with PICS, w. PP. + Phos, and w. PP. The profits decreased from handling grains with w. PP., PICS to w. PP. + Phos. To overcome the financial challenges associated with handling grain using m. silo or m. silo + acc., farmers could come together to form farmer co-operatives. Farmer co-operatives help increase production and incomes of members through the possibility of accessing financial credits, agricultural inputs, information, and markets [24]. The co-operatives could engross the operational and capital costs, and this helps to have equity capital and debt capital to begin, and also to contract loans from financial institutions. According to the [25], equity capital refers to ownership capital provided by members in a co-operative, and the money that is borrowed is debt capital. The study by [26] indicated that agricultural co-operations fortify the power of smallholder farmers to bargain either for loans or good grain market prices. As reported in the [27], a maize-growing association in Ghana (Masara N’Arziki), started between 2008 and 2012, is now a mammoth association in West Africa with an estimated revenue of US$369.00 per farmer per hectare in 2012. Co-operatives could increase farmers’ handling capacity to make profits as quickly as possible. Alongside the financial benefits members also benefit from the improved product, service quality, reduced risks, and social and economic empowerment through the ability to partake in decision-making processes. Increased participation in Farmer Field School (FFS) in Kenya, Uganda, and Tanzania in 2010 resulted in improved crop productivity, production, and income [28]. The available marketing opportunities increase for storing grain beyond harvest. However, the choice of handling or storage method is highly dependent on the relative cost of the method and feasibility regarding the overall harvesting, handling, and marketing system [23].




3.2. The Annual Capital and Operational Costs, and Profits at Percentage Grain Losses


In Figure 5, the capital and operation costs remained the same as were recorded in Figure 2 with regards to m. silo + acc., m. silo, w. PP. + Phos., w. PP., and PICS. The m. silo + acc. and m. silo upon subjection to losses in grain quantity of 0%, 1%, 5%, and 7%, the corresponding yearly profits were all in the negatives (although in increasing order of % reduction in quantity). However, the negative values ($) at zero percent loss in grain quantity were considerably improved. Similarly, yearly profits recorded by handling grain with w. PP. + Phos. or w. PP. or PICS, although positive, the profits reduced correspondingly with the increasing percentages of losses in grain quantity from 0%, 4%, 15%, to 30%. Figure 6 and Figure 7 respectively correspond to Figure 3 and Figure 4 concerning the capital and operational costs, which remained the same. Similar trends of negative profits were recorded when m. silo + acc was used, but much better because of the increase in handling capacity. The m. silo at this point recorded profits (positive) like that of w. PP. + Phos., w. PP., and PICS irrespective of the percentage loss in grain quantity.



Despite the expensive nature of handling grain with m. silo + acc., there are many significant advantages over the other methods, including maintaining grain quality and quantity with loses below 7%. Generally, grain elevators experience less than 1% loss during storage and handling, and about 1.4% normal shrinks [29,30], which are below the estimated percentage losses used in this study. Hermetic storage bins are more voluminous compared to self-built silos (locally made), and grain should have a safe MC before storage. The effectiveness of most locally built metal silos (m. silo) has been tested in many studies, and the experienced maize grain weight loss was minimal and relatively close to that of m. silo + acc. Negligible [12], 0.28% [8], 1.8% [3], and less than 7% [4] maize grain weight losses have been associated with using m. silo to store grain for at least 6 months.



Grain stored in PICS could experience grain losses between 4% and 12% [3,4,13]. Commonly, the percentage of grain weight loss was between 0% and 0.31% [6,8,9,13,31]. By contrast, the percentage of grain quantity loss encountered using w. PP. could be up to 33.8% [3], 17.95% [31], and 15% [9]. However, there could be some exceptions, such as [13] and [6], which revealed 2.4% and 0% losses, respectively. The efficacy of w. PP. + Phos. (or different insecticides) closely relates to PICS as between 0.03% and 12.3% losses normally occur, although 34% or greater have been reported [3,4,8,9,13]. Hermetic storage (bag or m. silo) has demonstrated superiority in preventing insect infestation and grain damage as well as losses in stored maize grain, although insecticides could be equally effective [4,8]. Nevertheless, the low operational costs and high yearly profits accrued using PICS surpass that of W. PP. + Phos. or w. PP. and, hence, are economically practicable for farmers that cannot purchase m. silo.



The m. silo protects grain against harsh climate, and infestation by insects, pests, and mold [23,32]. Comparatively, w. PP. + Phos., w. PP., and PICS are susceptible to harsh weather, insects, pests, and sometimes molds, and have relatively short lifecycles. PICS bags are more efficient in reducing grain losses compared to w. PP. under similar storage conditions [33,34]. However, hermetic bags could get damaged due to punctures from sharp end objects, or be abraded or perforated by rodents and insects [3,35]. Both w. PP. and PICS could burst during handling or transport and lose their usefulness, which subsequently results in an extra financial burden to farmers. Synthetic insecticides are expensive, maybe ineffective or adulterated or rare in the markets, and known to have detrimental health and environmental effects [36,37]. The results of this current assessment closely compare to earlier studies that used w. PP. + Phos., w. PP., and PICS regarding profit-making. However, using PICS has many advantages, including 3–4 years reusability, which results in reduced operational costs compared to using w. PP. + Phos. or w. PP. Jones et al. [9,38] reiterated the dramatic increase in profit when storage was extended to eight months in wait for a maximum price. In their study, the use of PICS and w. PP. + insecticide (Sofagrain) recorded positive returns on storage compared to w. PP. (without insecticides).



Worth noting was the high returns on PICS storage due to its reusability even though the capital cost was high compared to operation cost (low). Abass et al. [1] estimated that due to the lack of mechanized grain handling techniques in developing countries, grain quantitative losses of about 13% to 20%, and 15% to 25% happen during processing and storage, respectively. The huge postharvest losses experienced in developing countries are greatly attributable to the absence of good techniques to separate foreign particles and debris, and damaged or unhealthy grain (diseased grain or insect-infested grain or mold-infested grain) before storage. In spite of the costly capital and operational costs of handling grain using m. silo + acc. (mechanized), the fact that it could reduce losses in grain quantity makes this a preferred option. M. silo + acc. could maintain grain quality and quantity in storage, and could also contribute to improved food security and income of farmers. Manandhar et al. [39] further asserted that the use of w. PP. resulted in low quality and high loss in grain, w. PP. + Insecticide led to low grain quality and loss, while PICS ensured high grain quality and low loss. Reasonably, amidst the enormous benefits associated with using PICS, it had the lowest operational cost, and the capital cost was slightly high.



It would be appropriate for the government of Ghana to initiate the use of m. silo + acc. in grain handling. This is because of the government’s many agricultural flagship programs including planting for food and jobs, and planting for export and rural development.




3.3. Economies of Scale for Capital and Operational Costs


Figure 8, Figure 9, Figure 10, Figure 11 and Figure 12 show the economies of scale of capital and operational costs of handling maize grain using the five handling methods (m. silo + acc., m. silo, w. PP. + Phos., w. PP., and PICS). As was anticipated, the capital and operational costs ($/Mg/y) decreased drastically with the increased handling capacity from 2.8 to 14 to 28 Mg. Among the five handling methods, the use of w. PP. recorded the lowest capital and operational costs at each handling capacity.



Grain handling with the m. silo had the capital and operational costs ($/Mg/y) less than 9% of that of m. silo + acc. across the 2.8 to 28 Mg capacity. The capital and operational costs required using PICS, w. PP. + Phos., and w. PP. respectively recorded less than 0.1% and 0.3% of using m. silo + acc. across the 2.8 to 28 Mg capacity. However, PICS, w. PP. + Phos., and w. PP. recorded less than 1% and 3% of the capital and operational costs of using m. silo across the 2.8 to 28 Mg capacity. Capital and operational costs of w. PP. + Phos. were about 36% higher than that of w. PP. across the 2.8 to 28 Mg capacity. Meanwhile, the capital cost of PICS was about 7% higher than that of w. PP. + Phos., and the operational cost of PICS was 31% less than that of w. PP + Phos. across the 2.8 M to 28 Mg capacity. The capital cost of PICS was about 44% higher than that of w. PP., and the operational cost of PICS was about 9% less than that of w. PP. across the 2.8 to 28 Mg capacity.



Economies of scale is a way to maximize production and minimize the cost of production in the business. Hence, economies of scale is the competitive advantage that large-scale production has over small-scale production. The larger the scale of production, the lower the per-unit costs, as the average costs can be spread over more production units [40]. There is an increase in total cost as output increases, but the average cost of producing each unit falls simultaneously. Economies of scale is a significant facet of effectiveness in production [41]. This is illustrated in the capital and operational costs for the m. silo + acc. and m. silo scenarios, despite having been very high and beyond the financial limits of many farmers, as the average cost decreased with an increased handling capacity. The greater the number of members constituting a farmer co-operative, the greater the chance of members increasing their handling capacity, which can substantially reduce the financial burdens. The importance of farmer co-operatives has been highlighted already, and it would be prudent for farmers to form co-operatives rather than operating individually. Moreover, due to financial constraints, individual farmers could explore the option of using PICS rather than w. PP. + Phos. or w. PP. Farmers could increase their production scale to benefit from economies of scale, and this could help farmers accrue considerable profits.




3.4. Breakeven


Estimating the breakeven point is an essential step, and it has been considered in this study. A breakeven point is reached when the total revenue is equal to the total cost. Profit is zero at this point, but no money is lost. Revenue depends on the number of units sold. In general, revenue increases with an increasing number of units [42,43]. Figure 13 shows the breakeven points of handling maize grain using m. silo + acc., m. silo, w. PP. + Phos., w. PP., and PICS. In all these situations, the units (which are the quantity of a particular handling capacity needed to breakeven) for breakeven points decreased with the increased handling capacity. A drastic reduction from 74.20 units (at 2.8 Mg capacity) to 13.47 units (at 14 Mg capacity) was achieved handling grain with m. silo + acc. About 7 units (at 28 Mg capacity) were required to reach the breakeven point. When the grain was handled with m. silo, the breakeven point was reached at 14 Mg capacity. At 2.8 Mg capacity, only 4.5 units were required to breakeven. Of note, when grain was handled with w. PP. + acc., w. PP., and PICS, the breakeven point was attained at 2.8 Mg capacity.



The breakeven point was attained quickly using w. PP. + acc., w. PP., and PICS, even when the capacity was not increased. Hence, increasing capacity becomes an added advantage to farmers to make profits as quickly as possible. Continuous production capacity at 2.8 Mg/y or 28 Mg/y respectively demands 74 y or 7 y to reach the breakeven point. Quickly attaining the breakeven point requires an increase in the production unit per year, or an increase in the unit selling price, or a reduction if the average fixed and variable costs. According to [44], to reach a breakeven point, either the price of the product is increased or the fixed and variable costs are reduced. The breakeven points demanded higher production units using m. silo + acc., and m. silo because the fixed and variable costs were high compared to that of w. PP. + acc., w. PP., and PICS.





4. Conclusions


The annual capital cost and operational cost of handling maize grain with m. silo + acc., and m. silo were very high, and farmers could only afford the costs by forming farmer co-operatives. This could enhance their chances of accessing financial credits from banks, and also accumulate the required equity capital. Alternatively, the capital cost and operational cost of grain handling using PICS, w. PP. + Phos., and w. PP were essentially low and within the financial capabilities of individual smallholder farmers. We should not overlook the high losses in grain quality and quantity due to insects and pests, and the low quality and small quantity losses associated with grain handling using w. PP., and w. PP. + Phos. In this instance, grain handling using PICS is superior (high grain quality and quantity because it prevents the survival of stored-products insects) despite the relatively slight increase in capital cost. Nonetheless, it had the lowest operational cost. Mechanized handling of grain (m. silo + acc.), which has the ability to prevent insect, pest, and mold infestations, should have been the best option. This is because the grain quality and quantity are maintained, but due to financial constraints, farmers could opt for PICS bags on an individual basis.



The annual capital and operational costs decreased with the increase in production scale (economies of scale). It is significant that farmers increase their production capacity to make a considerable profit. Handling grain with m. silo + acc. or m. silo demanded the sale of many units (the quantity of a particular handling capacity needed to breakeven) of grain to reach the breakeven point. However, the number of units reduced as the production capacity was increased. On the contrary, to reach the breakeven point using m. silo, fewer production units were needed as the fixed and variable costs were lower than that of m. silo + acc. Even at the lowest capacity of 2.8 Mg, the breakeven point was attained using PICS, w. PP., and w. PP. + Phos. Predictably, increasing handling capacity increases the profit margin of farmers, however, the high percentage of grain weight loss mostly related to the use of w. PP., and w. PP. + Phos. should be not be disregarded. The high percentage of grain weight loss is mostly due to grain damage caused by stored-product insects. Food security and financial prospects of farmers can be high if maize grain is handled with m. silo + acc. or m. silo through farmer co-operatives. That notwithstanding, individual farmers could equally improve their food security and financial security by choosing PICS (or other airtight bags) rather than w. PP. or w. PP. + Phos.



The government of Ghana should initiate the application of m. silo + acc. in grain handling to complement the success of the many agricultural flagship programs.







Author Contributions


B.D. and K.A.R. conceived and designed the study. B.D. did the simulations, and the interpretation of the results and discussion were done by B.D. and K.A.R. B.D. wrote drafted the manuscript, and K.A.R. edited and revised the manuscript. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


Funding for this work was generously provided by USAID ATT Ghana.




Acknowledgments


The authors greatly acknowledge the information obtained from the various websites used in the price and cost assumptions, as well as farmers who provided advice and input regarding grain storage options used in Ghana.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Abass, A.B.; Ndunguru, G.; Mamiro, P.; Alenkhe, B.; Mlingi, N.; Bekunda, M. Post-harvest food losses in maize-based farming system of semi-arid savannah area of Tanzania. J. Stored Prod. Res. 2014, 57, 49–57. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Food and Agriculture Organization. Global Food Losses and Food Waste-Extent, Causes and Prevention. 2011. Available online: http://www.fao.org/3/a-i2697e.pdf (accessed on 9 October 2016).

	



De Groote, H.; Kimenju, S.C.; Likhayo, P.; Kanampiu, F.; Tefera, T.; Hellin, J. Effectiveness of hermetic systems in controlling maize storage pests in Kenya. J. Stored Prod. Res. 2014, 53, 27–36. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chigoverah, A.A.; Mvumi, B.M. Efficacy of metal silos and hermetic bags against stored-maize insect pests under simulated smallholder farmer conditions. J. Stored Prod. Res. 2016, 69, 179–189. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Stephens, E.C.; Barrett, C.B. Incomplete Credit Markets and Commodity Marketing Behavior; Cornell University Working Paper; Pitzer College: Claremont, CA, USA, 2010; pp. 1–40. Available online: http://barrett.dyson.cornell.edu/Papers/JAE%20resub%20Apr%202010%20with%20title%20page.pdf (accessed on 17 November 2018).

	



Nganga, J.; Mutungi, C.; Imathiu, S.; Affognon, H. Effect of triple-layer hermetic bagging on mold infection and aflatoxin contamination of maize during multi-month on-farm storage in Kenya. J. Stored Prod. Res. 2016, 69, 119–128. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



PICS. Purdue University Newsletter Volume 2 (1); Department of Entomology: West Lafayette, IN, USA, 2016; pp. 1–5. Available online: https://www.entm.purdue.edu/picsnetwork/Current_Newsletter/PICS-newsletter-latest.pdf (accessed on 29 November 2018).

	



Mlambo, S.; Mvumi, B.M.; Stathers, T.; Mubayiwa, M.; Nyabako, T. Field efficacy of hermetic and other maize grain storage options under smallholder farmer management. Crop Prot. 2017, 98, 198–210. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Baral, S.; Hoffmann, V. Tackling Post-Harvest Loss in Ghana: Cost-Effectiveness of Technologies; Working Paper; International Food Policy Research Institute: Washington, DC, USA, 2018; pp. 1–8. Available online: http://books.google.com/ (accessed on 1 November 2018).

	



Hodges, R.J. Post-harvest research: An overview of approaches to pest management in African grain stores that minimize the use of synthetic insecticides. In Proceedings of the Post-Harvest Conference, IITA, Godomey, Benin, 11–14 December 2001. [Google Scholar]

	



Compton, J.A.F.; Sherrington, J. Rapid assessment methods for stored maize cobs: Weight losses due to insect pests. J. Stored Prod. Res. 1999, 35, 77–87. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fischler, M.; Berlin, R.; Bokusheva, R.; Finger, R.; Marín, Y.; País, F.; Pavón, K.; Pérez, F. POSTCOSECHA Programme Central America; Final Report; Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC): Bern, Switzerland, 2011; pp. 1–128. Available online: https://www.shareweb.ch/site/Agriculture-and-Food-Security/focusareas/Documents/phm_ic_postcosecha_impact_study.pdf (accessed on 10 September 2018).

	



Ndegwa, M.K.; De Groote, H.; Gitonga, Z.M.; Bruce, A.Y. Effectiveness and economics of hermetic bags for maize storage: Results of a randomized controlled trial in Kenya. Crop Prot. 2016, 90, 17–26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Prices of Equipment. Available online: https://www.alibaba.com/ (accessed on 1 September 2018).

	



Nouhoheflin, T.; Coulibaly, J.Y.; D’Alessandro, S.; Aitchédji, C.C.; Damisa, M.; Baributsa, D.; Lowenberg-DeBoer, J. Management lessons learned in supply chain development: The experience of PICS bags in West and Central Africa (Industry Speaks). Int. Food Agribus. Man. 2017, 20, 427–438. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Postharvest Loss Reduction Centre at Natural Resources Institute. PICS Triple Bags. University of Greenwich. Available online: https://postharvest.nri.org/loss-reduction/choosing-the-right-grain-store/storage-search/91-triplebags (accessed on 1 December 2018).

	



Global Petrol Prices. Available online: https://www.globalpetrolprices.com/electricity_prices/ (accessed on 1 September 2018).

	



Ghana’s Minimum Wages. Available online: https://mywage.org/ghana/salary/minimum-wages/ (accessed on 1 September 2018).

	



Interbank Interest Rates of Ghana. Available online: http://www.bog.gov.gh/markets/interbank-interest-rates/daily-depo-rates (accessed on 1 September 2018).

	



Antwi-Boasiako, B.A. Homeowners and Disaster Insurance-Insights from Ghana. P.h.D. Thesis, Technische Universität Dresden, Dresden, Germany, 20 January 2017. [Google Scholar]

	



Income Tax Rate of Ghana. Available online: http://gra.gov.gh/index.php/income-tax/ (accessed on 1 September 2018).

	



ABE 580. Engineering Analysis of Biological Systems Course Work; Iowa State University: Ames, IA, USA, 2017. [Google Scholar]

	



Edwards, W. Grain Storage Alternatives: An Economic Comparison; Ag Decision Maker, Iowa State University Extension: Ames, IA, USA, 2015; pp. 1–7. Available online: https://www.extension.iastate.edu/agdm/crops/html/a2-35.html (accessed on 15 November 2018).

	



Agricultural Transformation Agency (ATA). Ethiopian Agricultural Co-operatives Sector Development Strategy 2012–2016. 2015. Available online: http://www.ata.gov.et/download/agricultural-co-operatives-sector-development-strategy-2012-2016/ (accessed on 2 November 2018).

	



United States Department of Agriculture Rural Development. Understanding Co-Operatives: Financing Co-Operatives, Co-Operatives Information Report 45, Sec. 7. 1994. Available online: http://www.rurdev.usda.gov/rbs/pub/cooprpts.htm (accessed on 17 November 2018).

	



Francesconi, N.; Cook, M.; Livingston, K. A Policy Note on Agricultural Co-Operatives in Africa. Enhancing Development Through Co-Operatives (EDC)-Action Research for Inclusive Agribusiness; CIAT Policy Brief No. 26; Centro Internacional de Agricultura Tropical (CIAT): Cali, Colombia, 2015; pp. 1–6. [Google Scholar]

	



Agriculture for Impact. Agricultural Co-Operatives: Co-Operatives–Ghana Grain Partnership. 2018. Available online: https://ag4impact.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/Co-operatives-Case-Studies.pdf (accessed on 16 November 2018).

	



Food and Agriculture Organization. Agricultural Co-Operatives: Paving the Way for Food Security and Rural Development; Farmer Field Schools Improve Agricultural Productivity in Eastern Africa. 2012, p. 5. Available online: http://www.fao.org/docrep/016/ap431e/ap431e.pdf (accessed on 6 November 2018).

	



Hurburgh, C.R. Integrated Crop Management: A Tough Harvest-Frequently Asked Questions; Extension and outreach, Iowa State University: Ames, IA, USA, 2009; Available online: https://crops.extension.iastate.edu/cropnews/2009/11/tough-harvest-frequently-asked-questions (accessed on 15 November 2018).

	



Carlson, C.G.; Reese, C.L. Grain marketing: Understanding corn moisture content, shrinkage, and drying. In iGrow Corn: Best Management Practices; Clay, D.E., Carlson, C.G., Clay, S.A., Byamukama, E., Eds.; South Dakota State University: Brookings, SD, USA, 2016; Chapter 35; pp. 1–8. Available online: www.iGrow.org (accessed on 18 January 2019).

	



Hell, K.; Ognakossan, K.E.; Tonou, A.K.; Lamboni, Y.; Adabe, K.E.; Coulibaly, O. Maize stored pests control by PICS-Bags: Technological and Economic Evaluation. In Proceedings of the IITA 5th World Cowpea Conference, Saly, Senegal, 27 September–1 October 2010; pp. 1–8. [Google Scholar]

	



Tefera, T.; Kanampiu, F.; De Groote, H.; Hellin, J.; Mugo, S.; Kimenju, S.; Banziger, M. The metal silo: An effective grain storage technology for reducing post-harvest insect and pathogen losses in maize while improving smallholder farmers’ food security in developing countries. Crop Prot. 2011, 30, 240–245. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Baributsa, D.; Lowenberg-DeBoer, J.; Murdock, L.L.; Moussa, B. Profitable chemical-free cowpea storage technology for smallholder farmers in Africa: Opportunities and challenges. Julius Kühn Arch. 2010, 425, 1046–1052. [Google Scholar]

	



Baoua, I.B.; Amadou, L.; Lowenberg-Deboer, J.D.; Murdock, L.L. Side by side comparison of GrainPro and PICS bags for postharvest preservation of cowpea grain in Niger. J. Stored Prod. Res. 2013, 54, 13–16. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



García-Lara, S.; Ortíz-Islas, S.; Villers, P. Portable hermetic storage bag resistant to Prostephanus truncatus, Rhyzopertha dominica, and Callosobruchus maculatus. J. Stored Prod. Res. 2013, 54, 23–25. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Addo, S.; Birkinshaw, L.A.; Hodges, R.J. Ten years after the arrival in Ghana of Larger Grain Borer: farmers’ responses and adoption of IPM strategies. Int. J. Pest Manag. 2002, 48, 315–325. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Njoroge, A.W.; Affognon, H.D.; Mutungi, C.M.; Manono, J.; Lamuka, P.O.; Murdock, L.L. Triple bag hermetic storage delivers a lethal punch to Prostephanus truncatus (Horn) (Coleoptera: Bostrichidae) in stored maize. J. Stored Prod. Res. 2014, 58, 12–19. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jones, M.; Alexander, C.; Lowenberg-DeBoer, J. An Initial Investigation of the Potential for Hermetic Purdue Improved Cowpea Storage (PICS) Bags to Improve Incomes for Maize Producers in Sub-Saharan Africa; Working paper No. 11-3; Department of Agricultural Economics, Purdue University: West Lafayette, IN, USA, 2011; pp. 1–6. Available online: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/270568951%0AAN (accessed on 5 November 2018).

	



Manandhar, A.; Milindi, P.; Shah, A. An overview of the post-harvest grain storage practices of smallholder farmers in developing countries. Agriculture 2018, 8, 57. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Amadeo, K. Economies of Scale. Available online: https://www.thebalance.com/economies-of-scale-3305926 (accessed on 12 November 2018).

	



WJEC-UK. Economies of Scale. 2015. Chapter 31. p. 1. Available online: http://resource.download.wjec.co.uk.s3.amazonaws.com/vtc/2015-16/WJEC-15-6_06/pdf/eng/business-functions/chapter31.pdf (accessed on 16 November 2018).

	



Breakeven Point Analysis; George Brown College: Toronto, ON, Canada, 2014; pp. 1–3. Available online: www.georgebrown.ca/tlc (accessed on 10 November 2018).

	



Berry, T. What Is a Break-Even Analysis? Available online: https://articles.bplans.com/break-even-analysis/ (accessed on 18 November 2018).

	



Peavler, R. Use This Formula to Calculate a Breakeven Point. Available online: https://www.thebalancesmb.com/how-to-calculate-breakeven-point-393469 (accessed on 17 November 2018).








[image: Insects 11 00050 g001 550] 





Figure 1. System boundary for the cost analysis of various maize handling techniques. 
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Figure 2. Annual capital and operational costs (US dollars), total annual benefits, and profits (US dollars) for each handling/storage method at 2.8 Mg/y handling capacity for 0%, 30%, 50%, and 70% grain price increase. 
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Figure 3. Annual capital and operational costs (US dollars), total annual benefits and profits (US dollars) for each handling/storage method at 14 Mg/y handling capacity for 0%, 30%, 50%, and 70% grain price increase. 
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Figure 4. Annual capital and operational costs (US dollars), total annual benefits and profits (US dollars) for each handling/storage method at 28 Mg/y handling capacity for 0%, 30%, 50%, and 70% grain price increase. 
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Figure 5. Annual capital and operational costs (US dollars), total annual benefits and profits (US dollars) for each handling/storage method at 2.8 Mg/y handling capacity for 0% to 7%, and 0% to 30% grain quantity losses. 
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Figure 6. Annual capital and operational costs (US dollars), total annual benefits and profits (US dollars) for each handling/storage method at 14 Mg/y handling capacity for 0% to 7%, and 0% to 30% grain quantity losses. 
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Figure 7. Annual capital and operational costs (US dollars), total annual benefits and profits (US dollars) for each handling/storage method at 28 Mg/y handling capacity for 0% to 7%, and 0% to 30% grain quantity losses. 






Figure 7. Annual capital and operational costs (US dollars), total annual benefits and profits (US dollars) for each handling/storage method at 28 Mg/y handling capacity for 0% to 7%, and 0% to 30% grain quantity losses.



[image: Insects 11 00050 g007]







[image: Insects 11 00050 g008 550] 





Figure 8. Economies of scale of capital and operational costs ($/Mg/y) of using metal silo only. 
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Figure 9. Economies of scale of capital and operational costs ($/Mg/y) of using metal silo and all accessories. 
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Figure 10. Economies of scale of capital and operational costs ($/Mg/y) of using PICS bags only. 
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Figure 11. Economies of scale of capital and operational costs ($/Mg/y) of using woven polypropylene bags and phosphine tablets. 
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Figure 12. Economies of scale of capital and operational costs ($/Mg/y) of using woven polypropylene bags only. 
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Figure 13. Breakeven results (the quantity of a particular handling capacity needed to breakeven) for each maize handling method per handling capacity/year. 
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Table 1. Experimental design and parameters used for cost analysis.
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Independent Variables

	
Scenarios






	
Grain handling and storage methods

	
1. Metal silo/thresher/gravity separator/screw conveyor/HDPE + UV solar tent dryer




	
2. Metal silos/rubber




	
3. Hermetic bag/rubber




	
4. Insecticides (phosphine tablet)/polypropylene/rubber




	
5. Polypropylene/rubber




	
Grain storage capacity in Mg

	
2.8




	
14




	
28




	
Estimated Losses in grain quantity/quality

	
0% to 7% grain loss for metal silo + acc., and metal silo only 1




	
0% to 30% grain loss for woven PP only, woven PP + Phosphine, PICS bags only 1




	
Estimated price increase of grain

	
0%




	
30%




	
50%




	
70%








1 Based upon [3,4,9,10,11,12,13].
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Table 2. Specifications and prices of equipment and materials used for the cost analysis.
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Equipment/Materials

	
Features

	
Average Unit Cost (US$)

	
Source






	
HDPE +UV Solar tent dryer (2 units bought)

	
(15 m × 3.6 m) × 2 = 108 m2, Lifespan: 25 y

	
1420.4

	
[14]




	
Thresher (1 unit bought)

	
9 Mg/hour, 4.5 kWh, Lifespan: 25 y

	
800.0




	
Gravity separator (1 unit bought)

	
3.63 Mg/hour, 2.2 kWh, Lifespan: 25 y

	
14,550.0




	
Screw conveyor (1 unit bought)

	
0.1 Mg/h, 1.5 kWh, up to 45° elbows, Lifespan: 25 y

	
1500.0




	
Metal silo (1 unit bought)

	
28 Mg, Lifespan: 25 y, bottom hopper

	
3500.0




	
Rubber

	
1 Mg/y, lifespan: 1 y

	
15.0

	
Personal inquiry




	
Woven polypropylene bags

	
1 Mg/y, lifespan: 1 y

	
10.4




	
Phosphine tablets

	
1 Mg/y, Applied every 3 months/y

	
16.7




	
Hermetic (PICS) bags

	
1 Mg/y, lifespan: 2–4 y (3 y used)

	
30.0

	
[15,16]
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Table 3. Assumptions for utility, service, and miscellaneous prices used for the cost analysis.
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Utility/Services

	
Estimates

	
Cost (US$ or %)

	
References






	
Electricity price (EP)

	
1 kWh

	
$0.06

	
[17]




	
Labor cost

	
Per day

	
$2.02

	
[18]




	
Operational hours of equipment (OH)

	
56 h/y or 2 h/day for 28 days

	
i.e., $14.14/y/person

	
Estimation




	
Number of hired laborers (Most activities to be carried out by farmers)

	
Two persons for using m. silo + acc., and 1 person for the others

	

	
Estimation




	
Interest rate (I)

	

	
17%

	
[19]




	
Monthly installment (N)

	
60 months

	

	




	
Insurance rate

	
15–23%

	
10%

	
[20]




	
Tax (cooperate)

	

	
25%

	
[21]




	
Tax (individual)

	

	
7.5%




	
Ghana cedi/dollar rate

	
GHȻ4.8

	
$1

	
[19]




	
Wiring & controls cost (C2)

	
Percentage of total capital cost of equipment (CP)

	
4%

	
[22]




	
Installation (C3)

	
Percentage of total capital cost of equipment (CP)

	
40%




	
Motor efficiency

	

	
75%




	
Equipment freight (C4)

	
Percentage of total capital cost of equipment (CP)

	
10%

	
Estimation
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Table 4. Equations used for the cost analysis calculations.
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	Analyses (Units Included)
	Equations (Units Included)





	Grain handling capacity (g) in metric tons/day (Mg/d)
	(1) Mg/d



	Grain handling capacity (G) in metric tons/year (Mg/y)
	(2) g (Mg/d) × OH (h/y)/(X h/d)



	Annuity
	(3) A = P (I (1 + I)N)/((1 + I)N− 1))



	Equipment initial cost (CP), ($)
	(4) Ʃ (purchase price of each piece of equipment)



	Total equipment initial cost (C5), ($)
	(5) Ʃ (CP + C2 + C3 + C4)



	Total building cost (C6), ($)
	(6) Building space (ft2) × 12.5 (Building construction cost, $/ft2)



	Engineering and design cost (C7), ($)
	(7) 7% of Ʃ (C5 + C6)



	Electricity consumed (E1), motor load (kW-h/y)
	(8) Connected load × OH/0.75



	Total electricity cost (C8), ($/y)
	(9) E1 × EP



	Equipment salvage value (ESV), ($)
	(10) 15% of Ʃ (C5 + C6)



	Yearly sales of the product ($)
	(11) The unit price of product × quantity on sale



	Total Annualized Benefits (TAB), ($/y)
	(12) (Annualize ESV + yearly sales of a product)



	Annualized capital costs (AFC1), ($/y)
	(13) Annualized (Ʃ(C5 + C6 + C7))



	Annual straight-line depreciation (AFC2), ($/y)
	(14) [(Cost basis of fixed asset − Salvage value)/(Estimated useful life)]



	Insurance (AFC3), ($/y)
	(15) 0.1 × (C5 + C6)



	Interest (AFC4), ($/y)
	(16) 0.17 × (C5 + C6)



	Overhead (AFC5), ($/y)
	(17) 0.16 ($/Mg) × G (Mg/y)



	Taxes (AFC6), ($/y)
	(18) Cooperate = 25/100 × (C5 + C6) Individual = 7.5/100 × (C5 + C6)



	Total annual fixed costs (TAFC), ($/y)
	(19) Ʃ (AFC1 + AFC2 + AFC3 + AFC4 + AFC5 + AFC6)



	Electricity (AVC1), ($/y)
	C8



	Labor (AVC2), ($/y)
	(20) 0.2525 ($/labor h) × 56 (operation h/y) × 2 (laborers)



	Maintenance & repairs (AVC3), ($/y)
	(21) 2 ($/Mg) × G (Mg/y)



	Misc. supplies AVC4), ($/y)
	(22) 1 ($/Mg) × G (Mg/y)



	Other (AVC5), ($/y)
	(23) 0.25 ($/Mg) × G (Mg/y)



	Total annual variable costs (TAVC), ($/y)
	(24) Ʃ (AVC1 + AVC2 + AVC3 + AVC4 + AVC5)



	Total yearly Profit ($/y)
	(25) TAB − (AFC1 + TAFC + TAVC)



	Economies of scale ($/Mg/y)/Mg
	(26) The capital or operational costs ($/Mg/y)/storage capacity (Mg)



	Breakeven point (units)
	(27) [(Annual fixed cost)/(Annual sale—Annual variable cost)]











© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
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