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I nt go DU CT I 0& —I*-

This is the sixth annual report of the San Diego County turkey egg entexpriso 
studyr* This study is being conducted by a group of local tuikey egg producers in 
cooperation -with the Agricultural Extension Service for the puipose of learning 
more about this rather unusual enterprise. Although the cost info motion obtained 
may be quite useful in v/orking out a maxiveting program, it is not presumed that 
costs shown by these records should be ma □ the basis for pricing hatching eggs 
but rather that the information developed may help local growers to obtain a profit 
at whatever price they are able to receive for their eggs.

There are three steps in turkey productions (1) Securing the eggs, (2) 
hatching them, and (3) raising the poults* To a considerable extent each of 
these phases or steps is being undertaken by some producers who specialize more 
in that one line* The local climate allows the early hatching of poults and early 
ogg production and hence enables local turkey growers to produce more eggs than 
they need for their own meat production. Since few other turkey districts obtain 
such early egg production, there is a rather good marieet for the eggs from this 
district, so hatching egg production has become quite a local business* It is 
hoped that this study may assist in the development of this industry by in?)roving 
the quality and timeliness of the eggs and their efficiency and economy of product­
ion and marketing.

This report 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 eggs. Were land and equipment also serves for meat 
turkey production, costs have been aULocatod to both uses as carefully as can be 
done. The date each record was started and the date it was closed are shown in 
Table 2. Interest and depreciation on buildings and equipment, foi’ purposes of 
simplicity have been figured for half a year in all cases where facilities vrere 
usod for both meat and egg production. Breeding stock was cither purchased at 
about the time the record opened or was selected from stock previously raised by 
these same growers. In the latter case it was usually given a value slightly 
higher than the probablo returns if it had been sold for meat. The ultimate sale 
of this breeding stock at lower prices at the close of the laying season usually 
results in rather a considerable net cost of stock, as shorn in Table 3»

Inspection of the ten individual fK± records for 1943, in Tables 1 to 5, 
shows ;7ido ranges in profits obtained and in methods followed. Tablo 1 shows the ' 
main factors which determine profit. These factors are the egg production per hen, 
the per cent of total eggs salable as hatching eggs, the price received for hatch­
ing eggs, and the net cost per hen of the hatching eggs sold. The first three 
determine the income per hen from hatching eggs sold, while income less cost 
determines net income or profit. To understand the various profit or earning 
figures, which are shown in Table 1, it will be necessary to read the definitions 
or explanations on the next page (Page 2), Tabic 1 shows egg production per hen 
to have had a greater influence on profits than any other factor and Table 2 
shows some of the important factors influencing egg production. Costs are next in 
importance in determining profits and arc shown in detail in Table 3 to 5. 
Averages for all six years of this study appear at the bottom of each table.

b^ Farm Management Specialist
University of California

Bcmarr J. HaUi/ 
Assistant Farm Advisor
San Diego County



JXPLAJUTION OF TERMS -2-

Jmnraj^^ The turkey egg producer starts the breeding period 
with IT’cert^nir'n® but some die and others are sold before the close 
of the period so the number of hens is best expressed as an average for the 
period. Thu average number is obtained by dividing the total hen days by the 
number of days in the breeding period. The average number is usually about 5 to 
10 per cent less than the starting number. All production, cost, and income 
figures are shown for the average hen.

Eggslaid^arhcn is the total eggs laid during the period divided by the 
averugF’numETe]^^ Not all of the so eggs meet hatching requirements, hov/- 
ever, sothehatchijagc£^^ is the significant production figure in 
terms oT^Ee^nalE^pro^uctT Eggs used for homo hatching arc considered as 
hatching eggs sold. On the average, about 80 to 90 per cent of the oggs laid 
were used or sold for hatching. The cull uggs aro considered a by-product in 
this stu<fy and an income other than from latching eggs.

il®®12_2i2^^ ^s ^nco?rie froa cull oggs sold or oaton in the hone 
and from sacks and fertilizer. This income is deducted from total costs to get 
the net cost of hatching oggs.

H^^ohin^eggincomo is the amount received from hatching oggs sold and used 
foi’ hatching. Tho por-hen figure is tho product of the oggs sold pur hen and 
the average price per hatching egg sold.

Netstockcost is the amount by which the value oi* all breeding turkeys at 
the starir~oT"'TKo'^^ exceeds the value of such turkeys when sold or on hand 
at the close of the period. Doath losses, the seasonal doclino in the value of 
turkeys, and the decline in their condition or quality combine to account for 
this item of cost.

Total_j3XE2^ ^s cemposed of all cash expenses and the value 
of furm-prenrid^ tho value of the operator’s own labor, deprecia­
tion on the facilities used, and interest on the investment. Tho not cost is 
this total with income not hatching eggs deducted.

Mana^ is the amount by which tho total income from hatching eggs 
exc ee^T^Enorr~ne^~cosT.

Labor income is the amount by which income exceeds all not costs except the 
value^of^tnTTperator * s labor, or it is management income plus the •'/alue of that 
labor. It is tho amount received foi' munagumont and labor.

Farm income is the labor income plus interest on investment. It is the 
operaToPVToWT net income from his enterprise and is oaaposed of interest for 
the use of his capital, wages for tho luoor performed, and profit for his 
management.

Capital and management income is the management income plus the interest on 
inves^enE TCr^aITTQI,^ it is tho operator’s net income composed 
of the return to invested capital and a revmrd for good management,

Netprofit is the net incomo as computed by the producer himself and because 
of differencos~in method, may not conform to any one of the four standard earning 
figures above.



Table 1. General Summary of Individual Turkey Hatching Egg Records, 1943 San Diego County

•Ser.
Av. jPercent Hatching Av. price 1 Hatching Net Manage- Value | Labor Inter- j Farm Invest—number Eggs .sold eggs per hatch- egg cost 'ment qpei^- income est on : income ment 

perHo. of laid for sold ing egg income per income ator’s per invest-" Per? hens J^erjiejimatchi^ per hen per hen hen !per hen ilabor hen ment I hen hen13 548 87.0 ; 89.0 77.0 21.3 ■ ^16.30 | $3.77| $12.53'8.69 $13.22 30.17 j $13.39 $6.82
7 177 86.0 1 83.0 71.0 j 20.9 14.98 4.53 ; 10.45 '1.60 12.05 .18 12.23 7.1526 639 78.0 j 93.0 73.0 19.8 14.40 5.77 8.63 .74 9.37 .20 9.57 8.1118 , 253 63.0 55.0 25.3 13.95 6.52 7.43*1.58 9.01 .25 9.26 10.0429 430 71.0 j 87.0 62.0 18.5 11.43 5.30 6.13 .81 6.94' .25 7.19 9.92

32 596 73.0 ! 92.0 67.0 19.7 13.01 7.80 5.21 2.01 7.22 j .22 7.44 8.7028 368 62.0 i 91.0 56.0 21.7 12.19 7.66 4.53 3.06 7.591 .26 7*85 10.2211 992 46.0 : 84.0 39.0 24.7 9.49 5.75 3.74 i .32 4.06| .20 4.26 7.85 1
86 74.0 \ 86.0 64.0 19.6 12.50 10.33 2.17:1.61 3.78 j

2.31!
.24 4.02 j

2.56
9.49
9.97.739 . 45.0 4-90.0 .... ; 41.0 23.5 ; 9.55 7.46 _ 2.091 .22 .251943 64.1 89.0 -57.0 , 21.4 12.21 6.23 5.93’1.00 6.98: .22 7.20 : 8.661942 2823. —2LJ 1 89.2 ’.^6 . 16.4 ;—8.28 5.29 2.991 .58 1 3.57; .19 3.76 7.0711941 ’ 
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2.03 j
3.411

.16
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-2.19 1
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disBk-- JJL22_J

^ some records are able to obtain a much higher profit than others. The number of ha'-chin., 
eggs sold per hen, the average price per egg, and the net cost per hen are the three most iwortant ^actors in dot"^in° 
^.Z^TT’ J^^ ^ ^r re+C°rdS 3h°W °Ver SSVonty c^ sold Per h'^ ^ henc^a vS? S hatcK X ^c^" 
These three records also haa low net cost of hatching eggs per hen, which enabled them to show a verv large management’

^^m^^3^^^^^3 OVCT the last 31X ycars shows that the 1943 records show by far the hipest nrice ner e^l^ management income per hen. The hatching eggs soil per hen wore’higher th^nt^ otSr year



Table 2. Production Factors and Production per Hen. in individual. Flocks in, 1943-3an Diego County

1--------

1
22£2£d_Datcs_ 
Began j Closed 
1942 1943

] NoT~ 
days 

record

224
226 
214 
219 
166

198 
150 
185 
239
189

_195 4

Dato 
hens 

hatched

3/12
4/2 

3/1,5/20 
3/20 
6/2

,5/7 
4/6,6/6 
3/15-6/1 

3/23

•^ 9Mt

DatTnotal

■ it Production

~4~

1

(No.

13
7 

26
18
29

32 
28
11
31
30 
1?« 
1912

produc­
tion

—122_ 
11/19 
11/18 
U/5 
12/23
2/2

1/10

1/31 
12/29
1/20

1 eggs 
laid

—-ESILhcn^
87.0
86.0
78.0
63.0
71.0

73.0
62.0
46.0
74.0
45.0

—6411

Lights 
used

LOg 
ion

ed.

10/u 
10/13 
11/1 
10/16
1/1

12/1 
2/1

12/6 
11/1 
12/1

•«• «M»

1 5/25 
1 5/26

6/2 
5/23 
6/15

6/16 
6/30 
6/8 
6/27 
6/7

rntirc
-HSElSi

38.6
38.2
36.4
28.9
42.6

36.7
41.1
24.7
31.0
23.8
32.8

35.0
39.0 
16.8
23.3 
0.7

21.3

6.0
17.2
6,5

।
Apr» ^ay

56.2
57.5
19.0
21.2
52.1

46.5
17.5
25.1
36.0
27.0
"“^rTT-----

60.5
59.8
52.5
51.0
55.8

44.0
61.2
46.2
57.6
44.7

1 58.4
58.0
54.3
56.5
53.1

49.4
52.4
30.9
57.1
38.8

56.2
53.1
48.0
45.2
47.5

47.7
38.8
34.6
49.0
29.1

A.M. 
A.M.
None 
A.M.
Yes

A.M.
A.M.
A.M.

All Night 
a.m.&p.m.

iZX'r.
1241
1940

•MB «M» •*• M»
161 

_J14

189
168

"*"^ w

** BKB

«•• «B»

•■B «MB

—2*2—_
73.1

^.7.1

-35.7 
34^_ 
26.5...
28,7 ,

"20.“ 
19.6

J19t ^awdAable _ 
Not available

A7.3

51*8
ZMZ •* 4BM

1939
1938

•M «■* ^22.4 -^1
S yr, 
^vcr. 188

49.8 28,4 .

31.1

7.9 17.1
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San Diego CountyTable 3. Stock Costs in Turkey Egg Production in Individual Flocks in 1943,

Ser.
No.

Number 
~_pf_hens

Hens 
per

Per cent 
mortality

Average 
value per hen

Average 
value per tom

Value 
at

Bougtit Stock 
sold

Net 
stock 
costAt 

«Jtart
Average 

No.
Tom Hens Toms Start Sold Start Sold ^L^L.

Do
13
7
26
18
29

32
28
11
31
JO___
1241.

560
177
865
265
450

616
440

1043
99

800
5325

548
177
639
253
430

596
368
992
86 

JZ31.......  
4835

8.2
6.6
7.5
9.8
8.2

7.1
6.5
6.8
8.5

10.0
9 1

1.6%
1.1
1.4
3.2
2.3

6.0
7.5
5.5
0.0
1.8

* 2.9%
3.7
3.4

14.8
9.1

3.4
4.4

32.4
47.8 
^3.

$4.29 $4.73
3.60 4.64
4.80 4.45
5.00 4.16
5.25 4.43

4.90 3.79
5.28 5.86
5.00 5.03
5.00 3.52
6.5,8 5,44

$9.10 
6.90 
8.75 
7.00 
7.59

7.82 
9.30 
9.00

10.00 
11.92

$9.39
7,62
8.22
8.07
7.50

6.65
8.30
8.07
6.98
8.01

5.51 
4.65 
3.32
1.37
6.46

6.21 
8.03 
6.65
7.27
8.42

«M»

4.50
4.83

M

1.16
I .09

civ e
5.89
5.70
7.42
5.15
5.40

4.63
7.53
5.85
5.03
6.68

* .38
*1.05

.40 
1.05 
1.06

1.58
.50 
.80 

3.40

1242
1941

-2§~ _27.36_.....
2061

—2i±u
7.0
8.7

1.8
Al_

r"^ 

^6
-3&L- .2,PA
_ M,A. 2.01

5.83
N.A.

-^9. 
3.87

-6.05 
_4.65, 

2.64

•88 6.06
3.90
2.38

-^^ 
.80 
.26

1939
1938

2591

3572 I

8.0 7*o

3X“

10.8 
12,2 1 

“Mj

1.74 1.47

N.A. 1.96

2.96 
^JIA^ 

N.A.

. 2^6 1..71.
3.*84

^1.89

2.81

.61

1.03o yr.
^522— 8.4 n.8 2.51 _.3.72 3.23 .80

th^ beginning of the record
, Numbers 13 and 7 so^d breeding stock for morethimit^^ 

N»A. - Not available.
through ^ ftook e°st is the decline in value of breeding stock during the egg production period. Value decMnes 
howevS +K?C1^?e ^ ^^^ value, through death losses, and through decline in weight and condition. At best, 
the onmin- 13 ®omewha^ ^ an estimated, since in most cases birds were inventoried at estimated values at
suffe-Th? the breeding period. If the operator places a high value on his stock at that time he would tend to 
advantap-eo^^6^net ^^ ^L1^' pe5’°d* 11 * however* he estimated a low value at that time and made 
recoM^No^il^d No ^ ^ ^ ^ breeding period he might have a net stock income instead of a cost, as in 

below^ave^^ net ftock cost of $3.40 per hen in Flock 31 was due to the high value of birds at the start and a 
tributnd ^^ ^e^~r^ price for birds at the close of the period. Heavy mortality among the toms also con- 
criDuteu to this high net stock cost.



San Diego CountyTable 4. Feed and Labor Quantities and Prices in Individual Flocks, 1943*

Ser.
Pounds per hen Total 

lbs.per
Percent 
Feed

Feed cost, dollars Mash
& Grain

Other 
feeds

Total 
feed

Hours 
laborMash 1 Total perhundrediKei^ii.

No. & Grain concen- hen Mash & Mash All ' Pellets cost per
pellets trates day pellets & pel. Grain cone. Dol,lars per hen hen

13 55.7 54.6 110.3 .49 50.5 3.06 1.97 2.51 l<70 1.08 .30 3.08 1.4
7 78.5 61.4 139.9 .63 56.1 2.75 1.98 ^2.42 2.16 1.22 .22 3.60 3.2

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 2.27 1.04 1.50 .62 3.16 3.1
29 33.9 36.6 70.5 .42 48.2 3.40 2.19 2.73 1.12 .80 •64 2.56 2.0

32 54.3 59.4 113.7 .57 47.8 3.39 2.24 2.79 1.84 1.33 .60 3.77 3.4
28 97.5 10,9 108.4 .72 90.0 3.32 2.87 3.27 3.24 .31 .15 3.70 2.0
11 82.3 26.0 108.3 .59 ?6.0 3.72 2.64 3.44 3.06 .69 .07 3.82 1.6
31 64.0 47.6 .47 57.2 3.31 2,19 2.82 2.12 1.04 .44 3.60 3.7
30 81.4 ..24.4... 116.3 70.0 3,38 2.29 3.06 2.75 .80 *27 3<82 1.9

1?43 .2L2... 41.9 113.8 .58 63.2 3.29 2.13 2.86 2.37 ,30 3.56 2,1
1?42 .. 2.64 . 102.8 -63. 74.4 .3,18 ^2.01 2.88 2.43 . .53 .25 3.21 2.3
w ...754 ... 37.5 112.6 ,«53, 66.7 2.45 1.52 2.14 1.84 .57 .34 2.0
1940 2Z.A 16.6 114.0 '85.4 2.49 । 1.56 2.36 2.43 .26 2.0

71.3... 26.3 . W.6 ' .52 73.0 -2.24 1.33 2,01 1.60 .20 2.16 2.0
1938 73.8 28.8 102.6 .61 71.9 2.40 1.60 2.18 1.77 .46 .32 2,55 2.2
6 yr. 
Aver. 77.6 29.6 107.2 42,^ 2.68 ^7° 2.41 2.07 .51 2,84 . . 2,1 ____

The above table shows a rather wide range in feed practices and costs. Hash 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) are shown to vary from a low of $2,27 in Flodc No. 18 to a high of $3.44 in Flock No. 11. Flock No. 18 
obtained its low cost by the feeding of 26.4/0 of the feed in the form of high protein concentrates and the balance 
as grain.

The quantity fed lilcewise varies from flock to flock largelj- because of the difference in the length of the 
period covered, but also because of differences in the amount of feed per day. The fourth column above shows the 
totax pounds of grain and mash or pellets fed per day per breeding hen. This you will note vaided from a low of 
.42 lb. to a high of .71 lb. This wide range may in part be due to slight errors in reporting, but may also be 
due to different feeding rates and different proportions of feed wasted through feeding methods. A little over 
2 lb. of feed per day per average hen should be enough, judging from records over the last few years. The use 
of fresh and dry greens reduces the quantity of feed required.



Table 5. Cost and Mot Costs per Hen and per Hatching Egg Sold in Individual Flocks,1943.- San Di5go County

Ser.
No.

Total 
feed

Dollars per ay££2£ehen^^ the perioc — __
Av. 
price 
per h.

Hired 
labor

upera~ 
tor’s

-i2^2X_

Miscel­
laneous

Depreci­
ation

Int. 
on 
invest.

| Net 
stock 
cost

Total 
cost

Incomei Net cost 
net h.j hatching 

er^tr eptm

eggs 
sold

JE££jlSJ 
77.0 
71.0 
73.0 
55.0 
62.0

5 l^CU 
cost 
per h.

Mgt. 
income 
per h

13
7 

26
18 
29

3.08 
3.60
3.87
3.16
2.56

.14

.18 

.28

.34

1.60 
.74

1.53 
.81

.33 

.39 

.43 

.46 

.47

.13 

.15 
.17 
.17 
.17

.17 
ae 
.20 
.25
•25

-.38
-1.05

.40
1.05
1.06

4.16
4.87
5.99
6.95
5.66

.39 
'3^ 
.22 
.43 
.36

3.77
4.53
5.77
6.52
5.30

4.9^
6.3
7.9

11,8
8.6

—SSmL—
21.1^
20.9
19.8
25.3
18.5

-—2£S_ 
16.2^ 
14.6 
11.9 
13.5
9.9

32
28
11
31

3.77 
3.70 
3.82 
3.60

^2 .
^p.

3.21

MB

.37 

.08
•95 
.31

2.01
3.06
.32

1.61 
.22

1.00

.37

.26

.41
1.68

..._.50
•42

.14 

.19 

.08

.21
L_.,09

.22 

.26 

.20 

.24 
..25

1.58 
.50 
.80

3.40 
1.83

.87

8.09
7.97
6.00 

10.82 
-.7.66 
..6.52

.29 

.31 

.25

.49

.29

7.80
7i66
5.75 

10.33 
_.7_._46

6.23

67.0
56.0
39.0 
64.00 
41.00
57.0

11.8 
13.7 
15.0 
16.2
18.4 
10.9

19.7
21.7
24.7
19.6
-2M...

7.9 
8^0
9.7 
3.4 
5-1

1941
124O_
1939 I
1938

. 2.75

2.55

r .10 
^20_ 
.18 
•09

.43
_a42__

.57
“Tao 

.32

<13

.10
•12

...19
•11

.12

.26
—i61_
Ji2Z__

_J^A .25 
_i20_

.12

^•29 ,

4*44

h50.6

^6~

1^4 
11.4 
Hx2_ 
13.9 5.16 yr. 

Aver. 2.84 .1?

•xo

.15

1.03 k^\
-5.08

.08

.20

_4s26___ __44.6 10.6 13.9 ?-3

5.1
had the l0w“t tow ^^T^  ̂ htt ^.^eresting to note that the first five recozxis
^cord No 30 despite low P^duction had rath^Xh^osts so Md a^t,^ ^f^S ‘^ redUCOd °r el^nted. 
which is alnost four thnes as large as the lowest Lt per hLcMng egg ta tort ^ ^ production at 18-4^ 

higher than it was in the ear^vears^f W™study aShoLhLh^^T^2 °fs^ ^^ cost» however, is almost 50^ 
expected that costs will continue to rise Ld t At  ̂ V °^ ^h01, h“ "“^ than ^^^ is
if they are to continue to enjoy a good profit. ^ 11 b necessal,y for growers to watch Jheir expense items



i by Months with Each Cooperator’s lighting Program. San Diego County

’ime No/ ’ Bulb Change Date
Aghts 

, .umed
lights size

watts
of bulb pcrcent Jfe Production Entire

period
Bird
St rail

y^j bulb size
-Slia2^£d_

Dec. Jan, Feb. Mar. Apr. lay

.:30
*30

1
1

40
40 100 12/15/42

24
18.3

35.0
39.0

56.2
57.5

60.5
59.8

58.4
58.0

56.2
53.1

38.6
38.2

LewisS 
Lewis

Price

.:00
i:00

5
3

25
60

100
No

1/1/43
No

16.4
8.4
0.0

16.8
23.3
0.7

19.0
21.2
52.1

52.5
51.0
55.8

54.3
56.5
53.1

48.0
45i2
47.5

36.4
28.9
42.6

Lewis5c
Lewis
Lewis

Price

•:00
130

10
2i

25
40 No No

5.4
0.0

21.3
OiO

46.5
17.5

44.0
61*2

49.4
52.4

47.7
38.8

36.7
41.1 H*

Lewis 
unilton &

3 60 No No 2.7 6.0 25.1 46.2 30.9 34.6
Menefee

24.7 Hamilton &
might 

')£ihL\
2 25 No

60
No 0.3

0
17.2 !

3ST!

36.0
-22*2-

57.6 57.1 49.0
Menefee

31.0 Lewis
—------------ ==3 71^2 -28j8

47.3 42.2 32/8
J^iS£r •

egg production for the short period of lay and averaged a higher n-rcent 
sity recommended tjqpe lighting program with ten lights over the roosts^nrt 

' s^S^a^w’in^ thc bird® did not lay as high a peak 30me of thg 
heavy a lay in December, January and Fobruaiy tliat other March and April


