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7@ stuwy. This study is being conducted by a group of local turkey egg prod

INIRODUCZIIQN s
mis is the sixth annual report of the San Diego County turkey egg e

cooperation with the Agricultural Extension Service for the purpose of le
more about this rather unusual enterprise, Although the cost information obtalr
may be quite useful in working out a marketing program, it is not presumed that
costs shown by these records should be ma ‘3 the basis for pricing hatehing eggs
but rather that the infomation developed may help local growers to obtain a profit
at whatever price they are able to receive for their eggse A N

There are three steps in turkey production: (1) ®ecuring the eggs) (2)
hatching them, and (3) raising the poults, To a considerable extent each of
these phasos or steps is being undertaken by some producers who specialize more Ll
in that one line, The local climate allows the early hatching of poulis and early
cgg production and hence enables local turkey growers to produce more oggs than :
thay need for their own meat production, Since fow other turkey districts obtain
such carly cgg production, there is a rather good market for the eggs fron this
district, so hatching egg production has become quitc a local business, It is
hoped that this study may assist in the devclopment of this industry by improving
the quality and timeliness of the eggs and their efficiency and economy of producte
ion and markcting.

This rcport covers the production of hatching eggs only and hence is for only
part of the year, Cooperators have, therefore, reported only the costs which are
incurred in the production of cggs. Where land and cquipment also scrves for meat
turkey production, costs have been allocated to both uscs as carefully as can be
done, The date cach record was started and the date it was closed are shown in
Table 2, - Intcrest and depreciation on buildings and equipmont, for purposcs of
simplicity have been figured for half a ycar in all cascs where facilities were
used for both meat and egg production, Breeding stock was cither purchascd at
about the time the record opened or was sclected from stock proviously raiscd by
these same growers, In the latter case it was usually given a valuc slightly
higher than the probable returns if it had been sold for meat, The ultimate sale
of this breeding stock at lowcr prices at the close of the laying scason usually
results in rather a considerable nct cost of stock, as shom in Table 3.

R T i

Inspection of the ¢cn individual flc:l; rocords for 1943, in Tables 1 to 5,
shows wide ranges in profits obtained and in mcthods followedy Table 1 shows the -
main factors vhich determine profit, These factors are the egg produstion per hen,
the per coent of total eggs salable as hatching eggs, the price received for hatch-
ing cggs, and the net cost per hen of the hatching eggs sold, The first threc
determine the income per hen from hatching eggs sold, whilc income less cost
deteormines nct income or profit, To understand the various profit or caming
figurcs, which are shown in Table 1, it will be nccessary to rcad the definitions
or cxplanations on the next page (Page 2), Tablc 1 shows ogg production per hen
to have had a greater influence on profits than any other factor and Table 2
shows some of the important faetors influcneing ogg production, Costs arc next in
importance in determining profits and are shown in dotail in Table 3 to 5.
Averages for all six yoars of this study appear at the bottom of cach tables
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EXPLANATION OF TERMS -2

Average number of hens. The turkey ogg producer starts the breeding period
with & certain number of hons but seme die end others are sold before the close
of the period so the number of hens is best expressed as an average for the
period, The average number is obtained by dividing the totul hen days by the
number of days in the breeding period. The average number is ucually about § to

10 paer cent less than the starting number, A4ll production, cost, and incomc
figures are shown for the average hen.

Eggs laid per hen is the total eggs laid during tho period divided by the
aversge number of hens. Not all of thecso eggs moet hatching requirements, how-
ever, so the hatching oggs sold per hen 18 the significant production figure in
torms of the main pr%&ﬁci. BEgges used for homo hatching are considered as
hataohing eggs sold. On the average, about 80 to 90 per cent of the oggs laid

were used or sold for hatching, The cull oggs aro considerod a byeproduct in
this study and an incomo other than from jatching eggs.

Income not hatching eggs is income fram cull oggs sold or caton in the home
and from sacks and fertilizer, This incomc is dcducted from total costs to get
the net cost of hatching oggs.

Hatchingggﬁﬁiincano is tho =zmount received from hatching oggs sold and used
for hatching. o por-hen figure is the product of the egges sold pur hen and
the average price per hatching egg sold., "

Net stock cost is the mmount by which the valuo of all breeding turkcys at
the start of the period cxceeds the value of such turkcys when sold or on hand
at the closc of the periods Death losscs, the soasonal decline in the value of
turkeys, and the decline in their condition or quality combine to account for
this item of cost.

Total expense of production is camposcd of all cash expenses und the value
of farm-provided itecms including the value of the operator's own labor, deprecia=
tion on the focilitios used, and interest on the investment. The not cost is
this total with incone not hatching oggs deducted.

Monegement incomo is the amount by which tho total incame from hatching eggs
excoeds their noet cost,

Labor income is the amount by which income cxcecds all not costs except the
value of tho operator's labor, or it is management incone plus the value of that
labor, It is the amount received for managanent and labor,

Farm income is the labor income plus interest on investuent. It is the
operator's total net income from his eniurprise ond is composed of interest for
the use of his capital, wages for the luvor perfomcd, and profit for his
managoment,

Capital ond management income is the management inconc plus the interest on
investment. Where a 2bor 18 hired it is the operator's net income composed
of the return to invested capital and & reward for good managenent,

Not profit is the net incomc as computed by the producer himself and because
of difforences in method, may not confornm to any one of the four standard ecrning
figures above,
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Table 1. General Summary of Individual Turkey Hatching Egg Records, 1943 San Diego County

-
[ Av, |Percent |Hatching| Av, price ,Hatching Net |Manage—{Value |Labor |[Inter— jFarm |Invest—
'Ser, | number | Eggs ysold eggs per hatch-'egg cost !'ment oper— |income|est on ! income {ment
Fio. of laid for sold ing egg income per ‘'income |ator's|per invest— per per
hens per henjhatc per hen per hen | hen lger hen !labor |hen ment hen hen
13 548 87.0 H (')9.0 '."Z.O 21.3" 16.30 3077, 12.53. 069 513022 30.17 m039 56082
7 177 86,0 | 83.0 71.0 20,9 14.98 4e53; 10445 14,60 12,05 .18 12,23 | 7.15
26 639 78.0 | 93.0 73.0 19.8 14.40 577 8.63: o7k 9«37| 20 9.57 | 8,11
18 | 253 63.0 | 87.0 55.0 2543 13.95 6.52 7.43;1.58 9.01 i 25 9.26 (10,04
29 | 430 71.0 | 87,0 62,0 18.5 11.43 5.30] 6,13: 81 6.91.i 25 Tel9 | 9492
73.0 | 92,0 67,0 19.7 13.01 780 5421 (2,01 Te22| 22 Teld | 8,70
62,0 | 91,0 56.0 21.7 12,19 7.66 445313,06 Te59i 26 785 ;10.22
46,0 | 84,0 39.0 2447 i 9449 575 34| 32 4,06! 420 426 | 7.85

74.0 | 86.0 64.0 19.6 12,50 | 10,331 2.171.61 3.78) W24 402 | 94,49
)

45.0 | 90.0 . Z1.0 23.5 9455 2,09 %m_..gz_.}__.z@z
35 Bkl | 69.0 | 57.0 | 214 7 5493 11200 98 .22 | 7.20 18
5 1

i Ba e ;
o S e T A R

a2 1 881 51,8 | 14 6 39 2,73 .6

ver.l- 3522

The above table shows why some records are able to obtain a much higher profit than others., The number of hatching @
eggs sold per hen, the average price per egg, and the net cost per hen are the three most important factors in determin-
ing net income, The first three records show over seventy eggs sold per hen and hence a very high hatching egg income,
These three records also had low net cost of hatching eggs per hen, which enabled them to show a very large management
income per hen, The fourth record, No. 18, is high in earnings despite a lower number of eggs sold hecause of a high
price per hatching egg. Record No, 31 near the bottom of the individual rocords is low in camings despite a fairly

good number of eggs sold because of high costs., High labor, miscellancous and net stock costs arc shown in Table 5
to account for the high cost in this record,

A comparison of averages over the last six years shows that the 1943 records show by far the highest price per

hatching cgz and highest management income per hen, The hatching eggs soll per hen were higher than any other year
except 1941,



Table 2, Production Factors and Production per Hen.in Individual Flocks in_1943-San Diego County
bl
Record Dates [ Mo, Date Date | Total i Lights
ISor.| Began | Closcd l days hens produc—~ cggs Per c.ut Production used
No, 1942 | 1943 | record | hatched tion laid Fatirec i
__10%° per-hen criod| Jan, | Feb, LHar, l Apr, May
13 | 10/14 | 5/25 | 224 3/12 1/19 | 87,0 38,6 | 35.0| 56,2 60,5 | 58.4 5642 Ak,
7 | 10/13| 5/26 | 226 412 11/18 | 85,0 38.2 | 39,0 | 57,5 59«8 | 58,0 53.1 A,
2 | 1A | 62 | 24 |3A,5/0] 115 78,0 36e4 | 16,8 | 19,0 | 52,5 | 543 48.0 None
18 | 10/16! 5/23 | 219 3/20 12/23 | 63,0 28,9 | 23.3| 21,2 51,0 5045 45.2 AN,
29 /1 | 6/15 | 166 6/2 2/2 71.0 42,6 | 0,7 | 52,1 55.8 53.1 4745 Yes
32 | 12/1 | 6/16 | 198 5/7 1/10 | 73,0 36e7 | 20,3 | 46.5 4440 4944 47.7 AM,
28 2/1 | 6/30 | 150 {4/6,6/6 62,0 Al | = 17.5 61,2 5244 38.8 A,
1 | 12/6 | 6/8 185 13/15-6/1 | 1/31 | 6.0 24,7 | 640 | 25,1 4642 30.9 3446 AL,
31 |1/ | 6/27 | 239 3/23 | 12/29 | 74,0 310 117,2 | 36,0 | 57,6 | 57.1 49.0 | All Night
30 | 12/1 | ¢/ 189 4/5 1/20 | 45.0 238 | 645 | 27,0 | L4,7 38.8 29.1 | AJL&PJ,
1943| ~ = - 5 - - - [ 32,8 |15,1 daak | 51,2 473 42.2 ——
Aoh2] = = T - 61 == - = 57s7 35,7 liot_available _
RORTE b= i - 214 _ - 73.1 2 Not available
1940] —« = - 202 - - - SBJj____.j___Z_Qgg_ r 394 33s1 49.2 el | o
9 - - 189 - - 27.1 28,7 119, 373 512 E;,s 485 -
t howdB o - - 68 - e b P 49.8 28.4 7:2 12:1 1}5)2 lboo 1{702 - &
yr
Aver, = - - 188 | - - l -~ 2 21;1 Not ava.i_g:.gble —-—
Table 1 shows that the number of cggs sold as hatching cggs per hen is the most important single factor in determining
net income, To have a high salec it is necessary to have high production per hen.  The above table shows highest produetion

in the first three flocks to have resulted from
:Production in thesc three flocks reached 108 in November and except for Flock 26 was over 50% in February and was high
for the following threc months, The lowest production por hen was in Flock 30, in which tho production ratc was below

average all through the entire pcriod,




Table 3. Stock Costs in Turkey Egg Production in Individual Flocks in 1943. San ngfo County
Number Hens| Per cent Average Average Value | Bought | Stock | Net
SeTs| _ of hens per mortality | value per hen| value per tom at sold stock
No. At | Average | Tom | Hens | Toms | Start Sold Start |Sold st cost
No, - Dollars per average hen 4
13 560 | s48 8,2] 1.6% |° 2.9%| $4.29 $2.73 | $9.10 |$9.39 | 5.51 - 5.89 * .38
7 17 | 177 6.6 1.1 3.7 | 3.60 4.64 6.9 | T.62 | 4.65 - 5,70 ¥1,05
26 865 | 639 75| Lok | 3u4 | 4.80 445 | 8.75] 822 | 3.32 | 4.50 T2 40
18 -1 265 | 253 98| 3.2 | 148 | 5.00 4,16 7.00 | 8,07 | 1,37 | 4.83 5,15 1.05
29 450 | 430 8.2] 2,3 91 | 5.25 4.43 759 | 7.50 | 6.46 - 5.40 1,06
32 616 | 59 71 6.0 | 3.4 | 4.9 3.79 7.82 | 6.65 | 6.21 - 463 1.58
28 L0 | 368 6.5} 7.5 el | 5.28 5,86 9.30 | 8,30 | 8,03 - Te53 " «50
11 1043 | 992 6.8| 5.5 | 32.4 | 5,00 5,03 9.00 | 8,07 | 6.65 - 5.85 «80
g.} 99 733 s;g o.g AZ.B Z.oo 3.52 | 10,00 | 6.98 '87.27 1.16 2.03 3.40
800 10:0] 1 . -8 7 2101 ‘09 : |
e [ 2:113.8 ﬁ_i%z_&%'”_m_,%_T!L:a “?'%—1 S am
: 81,'0 8 -2 ls'f 7 3:_& ___5_,_83. 2 ,g._i_ .05 y %
% 2 "2?;"'1""91 7‘1‘,9 7.0 430 5 W/ W :Lﬁ _;.n__"'"" 279 1,89 1
337 9e7 1 3.9 [ 12,2 | N.A ' NeA. | 3.50 15 1.27
1 42 ~ 6 0 | N 1 N. - 2,81 1.0
-~ : z
Aver 22 8 . 11,8 | - 2 - 2 80
*wNet stock income instead of costs, Numbers 13 and 7 sold breeding stock for more than its value at
the beginning of the record. N.,A. - Not available.

The net stock cost is the decline in value of breeding stock during the egg production period, Value declines
through a decline in market value, through death losses, and through decline in weight and condition. At best,
however, this figure is somewhat of an estimated, sinee in most cases birds were inventoried at estimated values at
the opening of the breeding period, If the operator places a high value on his stock at that time he would tend to
suffer a higher net stock cost for the period, If, however, he estimated g low value at that time and made
advantageows sales at ‘the end of the breeding period he might have a net stock income instead of a cost, as in
records No, 13 and No. 7.

The high net et.ockcost.ot$3.l.0perheninl?locknmmntothehiylnluoofbimuthem
below average selling price for birds at the close of the period, Heavy mortality among the toms also con—
tribnt.edtothiahighnet stock cost,

2
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Table 4, Feed and Labor Quantities and Prices in Individual Flocks, 19:3. San Df..g-g:o County
Pounds per hen Total Percent| Feed cost, dollars | Mash Other| Total Hours
Ser,| Mash Total [lbs.per | Feed er h & Grain | feeds| fced labor
No. & Grain| concen< hen Mash & | Mash All | Pellets cost per
ellet trates | day pellcts| & Grain|conec, Dollars per hen hen
7 78.5 61,4 | 139.9 «63 5641 2,75 | 1,98 [2.42 | 2,16 1.22 «22 3460 el
26 |102.7 47.5 | 150.,2 «70 68.2 2,83 | 1.72 |2.47 | 2.89 «82 «16 3.87 1.9
18 29.5 82,2 | 111.7 51 26,4 3.62 | 1.82 12,27 |1.04 1.50 «62 3.16 3.1
29 33.9 36.6 7045 42 48,2 340 | 2,19 [2,73 |1l.12 «80 «64 2,56 2,0
32 543 59«4 |11.3.7 57 47.8 3.39 | 2.24 |2,79 1184k | 133 +60 377 kA
28 975 10,9 |108.4 «72 90.0 3e32 | 2,87 }3.27 |3.24 31 «15 3.70 2.0
11 82.3 26,0 |108,3 59 76.0 3.72 | 2,64 |3e4dy | 3,06 «69 «07 3.82 1.6
31 64,0 47.6 |111.6 .27 57.(2) 3.31° | 2,19 2.32 2,12 1.316 AA 3.60 i;';
30 +62 0 3.38 2 2475 . 227
19 '#9:0 %ﬁ,_%g_..l.__z 2 1 3.29 12 __L__zhw 12.37 -39 .ﬂ_ﬁ__u_g
S 1 20.% 8 «03 .18 .£2,01 [2,88 J}#,Zi 3.21 2:3
1941 ﬁg ' é:é 57 275
1940 1.0 85.4 1 2,49 11 ‘2% T ns _g.g_____g.
939 : 2 .6 13.0 o2k |1, 2,01 11, :% 20 2 240
7 ' _D_g 28_.’___;020 j_l 7232 2.!_& L O '_2_&_ . .32 2.22 g._z_
hvers | 77,6 | 29.6 1207.2 | .57 2468 12,70 2,01 12,07 | .51 | 426 | 2.8: | 2.1

The above table shows a4 rather wide range in feed practices and costs, Mash and pellets both cost more than
grain and hence the higher the proportion fed, the higher would ordinarily be the feed cost per hundred-weight.
Prices for grain and mash for different producers also show a wide variation, so that concentrate feeds (grain
and mash) arc shown to vary from a low of $2,27 in Flock No, 18 to a high of $3.44 in Flock No, 11, Flock No. 18
obtained its low cost by the feeding of 26.,4% of the feed in the form of high protein concentrates and the balance
as grain,

The quantity fed likewise varies from flock to flock largely because of the difference in the length of the
period covered, but also becausc of differences in the amount of feed per day. The fourth column above shows the
total pounds of grain and mash or pellets fed per day per breeding hen, This you will note varied from a low of
+42 1be to a high of .71 1b. This wide range may in part be duc to slight crrors in reporting, but may also be
due to different feeding rates and different proportions of feed wasted through feeding methods, A little over
% 1b. of feed per day per average hen should be enough, judging from rccords over the last few years, The use
of fresh and dry greens reduces the quantity of feed reguired, e,
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Cost and Net Costs per Hen and per Hatching Egg Sold in Individual Flocks 31943~

which is almost four times

Costs have not risen
higher than

€Ne
Record No, 30 despite low production had rather high costs so h
as large as the lowest cost per hate

ad a net cost of
hing egg in Record 13,

Table 5, San Dig_g'c; County
Dollars per average hen for the period Hatching Net Av, Mgt.
Ser.| Total |Hired! Opera- | Miscel- Depreci-| Int, Net Total | Income| Net cost| eggs| cost price [income
No.| feed |labor| tor's | laneous | ation on stock | cost | net h. hatching| sold | per hd| per h.A per h,
. bor invest.| cost ezg 2g8es er h &) ez | oge |
13 3.08 | 4 «69 «33 «13 «17 —-,38 4o16 | 439 377 77.0 Le9¢ | 21.1¢ | 16,2¢
7 | 360 | - | 1,60 «39 .15 JdE 1105 | 4.87 | W34 | 4453 710 | 6.3 1209 |14.6
26 3.87 | .18 oTh 43 17 «20 «40 599 | 22 5«77 73.0 79 19.8 |{11.9
18 3.16 | 28 | 1,58 okb o17 «25 1.05 6.95 | +43 6452 55«0 111.8 25¢3 | 1345
29 2,56 | o34 «81 47 17 25 1,06 5466 | 436 5430 62,0 8.6 18.5 99
32 3.77 - 2,01 37 A 022 1.58 8409 | 429 7.80 670 11,8 19,7 .| 7.9
28 3.70 - 30% 026 019 026 . 50 7097 031 7;66 5600 1307 2107 8.-0
11 3.82 | .37 «32 o4l «08 «20 «80 6.00 | .25 5«75 390 (15,0 2447 97
2 3.60 | .08 |1.61 1.68 21 o2 3.40 10.22 49 |10.33 643&; 16,2 19.6 3elk
82 | .95 822 250 «09 s25 1,83 Ze 220 | Tu46 4le 18,4 Sel |
1?9% : 3l 3,00 | 43 D 17,22 T 37 | 6.52 |30 | 6:23 0_110.9 ST
l% 2e21 28 258 35 =13 519 ;CZ S 229 2e2 0 ‘ TS N |
1 2 10 39 12 02 LekB 20 o 28 8 |
1940 | 2,83 1,20 1 243 22 1 12 281 | 4,56 | 23 | A.33 AL—A"'_,.L&_,
1939 18 | 43 +30 +10 12 1527 Le56 | 12 Lo bk .
| 2.55 |09 e 27 2 12 16 1,03 he84 | .08 4o 76 Lle 0 13.9 3.3
— — a0 : : : : _
Aver, | 2 1 [ 12 1 g1 08 20 88 1,8 6

It is interesting to note that the first five records
As cost rises

profits are reduced or eliminated,

hatching

egg production at 18,44,
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: ‘ime No, Bulb | Change| Date
7] dghts | lights | size of |bulb Percent Fgz Production
P <* , urned pe watts| bulb | size Dee,| Jan, | Feb, | Mar, | Apr, Lay
i3 | gy & on pen size | changed
nL ! SAAENE 4 X 1230 3 40 - - 24 3540 | 5642 | 60,5 | 58,4 | 5642
B i ! AT %30 g 40 100 12/15/162 1803 39.0 575 59.8 58,0 53.1
E!t ) v \ : : - - - - -s 16.4 1608 19.0 52.5 5403 43;0
R < | 82 1 200 5 25 1100 {1/1/43 | 8.4| 23.3 | 21,2 | 51.0 | 56,5 | 4552
b 73 ‘ . ) 1200 3 No No 0.0 0,71 52,1 | 55.8 | 53.1 | 47.5
: !
A}Iﬁ" ;E":,"."T..'--‘.h'i'\‘— .::.: .\ I' 200 10 25 - - Seh| 21,3 10605 44,.0 49.4 4747
3‘.»&.,. e WSSO | 62 4 130 2% 40 No No 0.0 0:0117.5 |61:2 | 52,4 | 38,8
S ’ CRLEA L\ o2 118 5 5 % 300 3 - | 60 No No 2,71 640 (25,1 | 46,2 | 30,9 | 346
' "

0L § o8 | SONENL | 2 § INight| 2 25 | No No - .| 0,3]17,2

&v‘.{ ! -'\X";' 3 ,‘Al .".\ _.'-" (¥ ‘ 2 g 552 .
s—-nq"u- - e ~v?-ar;£¥% 7 2 —ﬂ—_z o ——-io }——'i” l
B R Ry M .

gt :"L:'(?: ::‘:} t
T T OV 0% O
o & ol e 1)
u et igh cgg production for the short period of lay and averaged a higher pereent

3 : ob3 sity rocommended type lighting program with ten lights over the roosts and
gaidout Tt " laying scason, but the birds did not lay at as high a peak as some of the
REE (il ol M Tosth s heavy a lay in December, January and February that other March and April

o I e U e S e e R

| by Months with Each Cooperator's lighting Program,
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San Diego County




