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I“I£22vcTion

prise Study. Thisl'tudyX-as unde-take£°C °f ^ San Di®S0 County turkey egg enter 
moreeIbou?nJith ^ A6ri°Ultur‘1 ^’“’^n s!rrtceOfor°the ^^ 665 produoers ^' 
more about this rather unusual enterprise 41+) V th PurPose of learning 
W be quite useful in working out a'-arfet^J ^ hS 003t ^"“ation obtained 
bnftS ^°TO1 by th0se reoords should bo nado'tb/Srj.14 18 ”Ot Presu®od that 
at whathCr ^^ thS info™ation developed may help loca^ -Brioins batching eggs 
at whatever price they are able to receive for their eggs? ’ t0 °btain a profit 

purposes of
were

hatching them, and (3) raisi^^he poults pr°du°tlon: d) securing the eggs, (2) 
phases or steps is being undwtaken^y sone rrn? o°n6idarablo extent each of these 
X e- Jh° 10081 01^ allows XlThatehin^f *“, specialise more in that 
duction and enables local turkey growers" to Z^? poults and early egg pro- 
their own meat production. Since few oth^ produo° “ore «£§« than they need for 
production, there is a rather good Zrket foJ thGOy iS^iCtS °btain s“h ^rl^ egg 
their production and handling h« w -I th<5 eggs from this district and ES 
Study may assist in the develo^ent rf^itiuX^ “ 18 hoped ^at this 
timeliness of the eggs and thei? effifiX X oco^± ^7^ *^ -d 

x ^a^economy of production and marketings 
only part o^thrye^.'"^oone^Xr^^ hatching eggs only and hence is for 

l^^T^ iD the prod^XXXegX ^ °nly the -atsXlch
X <VrodUOtion' oosts have bLn allocator^ X^Ulpn9at also £erveE for 

E Table r rhf date °aoh reoord was started and the'd«teXUSeS 88 oarefully as can 
; n ' p“terost and depreciation on buildings nnH~ ^ 8b Was cdosed are shown in 

H simplicity have been figured for half » ™ ^S ??d e'lulPmor‘t, for purpos 
B used for both meat and er? production ^ .^ 811 08808 *er8 facilitLs 
I about the time the rocorFo^nS or ws ^1“^^ ^“^ ^S ^: ^ ^™ at 

the so same growers, m xxxxx 18: wa0?6?,-^ sbo.°k
®^sdinbabt6 ^^^ if 14 had been sold for moat X f^ sllehtly hieher than 
g usually results in rather a cLidorablTXXsX? XX "^ laying 8888011 

cost Of stock, as shown in Table 3.
Inspection of the five irdiviHnoi , brxprofits obtain8d and in ®oXds fcnXreo^bi fr :941 ahows wid° 

B^fb d®tomino profit. These factors are the ^\r a ^-^ Sh°WS 4110 nain factors 
total eggs salable as hatching eggs X X eb pro?u°tion per hen, the per cent 

fee net cost per hen of the hatching eggs soH tXTX1 hr ^^ c^, and 
lr.como per hen from hatching eggs sSld^wM! • rh flr8t threo detemine the

■ income or profit. To underftaS tho varies 0^^ °0BtS dote™ih«a ^t 
I snown in Table 1, it will be nocossarv to read X /e-“f01116 fieures which are 

the next page (Page 2). Table 1 shows rX ~/'X de‘ lnl'tlons or applanations on 
: influence on profits than any other facto? ^^w^ h°n t0 ^ had 1 E^Xr 
factors influencing egg production. Cost? X n^rt^n 8hoW8 SOTie of the important 
profits and are shown in detail in Table 2. b importance in determining
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EXPLANATION OF TERMS

" Ay®£*&L™iEl^^ Th® ^^©y ®gS producer starts the breeding period’ 
with ^TTjertHiTI^^ 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. The 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.

Ej£g£jla^^ is the total eggs laid during the period divided by the 
avera'genu^ Not all of these eggs meet hatching requirements, however
so Ji®_i!^'2kl!*fL5^^ ^s ^® significant production figure in terms 
of TEcTlnalr^ ijgipus^^ homo hatching are considored as hatching eggs 
sold. On the average, about 80 to 90 per cent of tho eggs laid wore used or sold 
for hatching. The cull eggs arc considered a by-product in this study and an 
income other than from hatching eggs.

JhicomejiotJt^ is income from cull eggs sold or oaten in the home 
and from sacks and fertilizer. This income is deducted from total costs to got 
the net cost of hatching eggs.

Hatn^ is the amount received from hatching eggs sold and used 
for hatching. The per-hen figure is the product of the eggs sold per hon and 
the average price per hatching egg sold. 

r Netjd^^ ^s ^^e smo^it by which the value of all breeding turkeys at 
tho start of the period exceeds the value of such turkeys when sold or on hand 
at the close of the period. Death losses, the seasonal decline in the value of 
turkeys, and tho decline in their condition or quality combine to account for 
this item of cost.

Total_^X£ense__of__producti^L is composed of all cash expenses and the value 
of fana^jirc^ the value of the operator’s o^vn labor, deprecia­
tion on the facilities used, and interest on the investment. The net cost is 
this total with income not hatching eggs deducted.

Manag^^ is the amount by which the total income from hatching eggs 
exc o edlFlihenT"!^^ .

Laborincame is the amount by which incamo exceeds all net costs except the 
value'~of~^ie_opcrator’ s labor, or it is management income plus the value of that 
labor. It is the amount received for management and labor.

Fann__incOTio is the labor incomo plus interest on investment. It is the 
operator’s total net income from his enterprise and is composed of interest for 
tho use of his capital, wages for tho labor performed, and profit for his 
management.

£ajDitaJUc^ is the management income plus tho interest on 
investment. Where all labor is hired it is tho operator’s net income composed 
|f the return to invested capital and a reward for good management.

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



TABLE 1 - General Summaiy of Turkey Egg Records

w 7 3 25 9
1941 

Average
1940 

Average
1939 

Average
1938

Average

Average number of hens 222 103 226 1311 199 2061 2591 5337 3572
Eggs laid per hen 87.4 84.4 64.1 72a0 69.9 73.2 53.5 57.1 48.5Hatching eggs sold per hen 75,1 71.7 55.3 64.9 59.6 64.8 43.4 50.6 44.6
Per cent sold as hatching eggs 85.7 84.7 86.3 90.1 85.3 88.5 81.1 88.6 92.0

Average price per hatching egg 12.4^ 12.1^ 12.3$ 11.2^ 10.2^ 11.4^ 11.2^ 13.9i 13.9^Net cost per hatching egg -Ai 1x2 _L2 -311 -Asi 10^0 8.8 10.6
Management income per egg 6.2 5.3 6.6 4.5 2.1 4.8 1.2 5.1 3.3

Hatching egg income per hen S9.3O 58.68 16.80 S7.24 S6.09 57.38 $4.87 $7.06 ^6.22Net cost per hen iu^k 3sl2 1132. 1x33 4.28 kskk
Management income per hen U.69 k.U 3.61 2.94 1.26 3.10 .54 2.62 1.46

Plus value of operator’s labor ^31 1152 2^0^ -1^7
Labor income per hen 5.64 3.69 3.51 3.35 3.35 .97 3.05 2.03

Plus interest on investment .Ik .17 .11 .10 .15 .11 .12 $12 .16
Farm income per hen 5.78 5.81 3.80 3.61 3.50 3.96 1.09 3.17 2.19

Capital & management income per hen 4.83 4.31 3.72 3.04 1.41 3.21 .66 2.74 1.62Investment per hen 5.65 6.68 4.2? 4.09 5.89 4.58 3.73 4.94 6.2?

A general sumiary of the five individual turkey egg records for 1941 is shown above, along with the 
av^r^es ^r the last four years. 1941 shows the highest efficiency and greatest profit for any year 

of the study, although the number of records is few. This higher efficiency results from a considerably 
production per hen, which resulted in more hatching eggs being sold per hen and hence, a lower 

net cost per egg. Average egg price was little better than in 1940, so increased profit was due largely to 
the lower cost per egg or the higher income per hen.



The 1941 records show a higher use of grain, which is cheaper, and hence tended to reduce costs below what they would 
have been if more mash and pellets had been used. The average feed per day per hen was .52 pound, which was slightly 
lower than in 1940 and 1938, but the same as in 1939. Net stock cost was low in 1941. In fact, No. 9 had a net stock 
income instead of a net stock cost.

TABLE 2 ~ Costs per Average Breeding Hen in Detail, 1941

13 7 3 25 9 1941 
Average

1940 
Average

1939
Average

1938 
Average

Pounds of mash and pellets per hen 67.5 77.7 60.1 80.6 63.3 75.1 97.4 71.3 73.8
Pounds of grain per hen 49.5 45.6 12.8 35.2 63.3 37.5 16.6 26.3 28.8

Total pounds per hen 117.0 123.3 72.9 115.8 126.6 112.6 114.0 97.6 102.6
1 Total pounds per hen per day .58 .62 .48 .51 .58 .52 .56 .52 .61

Average price mash and pellets per cwt. 02.24 1.99 2.34 2.60 2.03 2.45 2.49 2.24 2.40Average price grain per cwt. 1.37 1.44 1.40 1.69 1.12 1.52 ■ 1.56 1.38 1.60e Average price all feed per cwt. 1.37 1.59 2.17 2.32 1.57 2.14 2.36 2.01 2.18
Per cent of feed mash and pellets 57.7 63.0 82.4 69.6 50.0 66.7 85.4 73.0 71.9
Hours of labor per hen 2.4 4.3 2.4 1.1 5.7 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.2
Cost of mash and pellets per hen $1.51 1.36 1.41 2.09 1.28 1.84 2.43 1.60 1.77Cost of grain per hen
Cost of other feeds, greens, shell, etc.

.68 .61 .18 .60 .71
.28

^57 .26 .36
.20

•46
Total feed cost per hen Sals 2.10 1.78 3.01 2.27 2.75 2.83 2.16 2.55Cost of hired labor per hen — *<• .77 .15 .10 .20 .18 .09Value of operator’s labor per hen .95 1.50 .08 .57 2.09 .75 .43 .43Miscellaneous costs per hen .26 .29 .38 .41 .44 .39 .24 .30

• ✓ i
Depreciation on equipment .32 .25 .29 .04 .10 .12 .13 .10Interest on investment at 5 per cent .14 .17 .11 .10 .15 .11 .12 .12Net stock cost ner hen, table 3 u^ . .00 ~.22 .26 .61 JASZ

4.84Total cost per hen $4.81 4^4 3.41 4.50 4.98 4*48 4.56 4.56
Less income not hatching eggs .20 .30 .22 .20 .20 • 23 .12 .08Net cost hatching eggs per hen $4.61 4.54 3.19 4.30 4.83 4.28 4.33 4.44 4.76
Hatching eggs sold per hen 75.1 71.7 55.3 64.9 59.6 64.8 43.4 50.6 44.6Net cost per hatching egg 6.2^ 6.3# 5.7^ 6.7# 8.1^ 6.6^ 10.0^ 8.8^ 10.6#



• TABLE 3 _ production and Net Stock Cost Factors

13 7 3 25 9 1941 1940 1939 1938
Date record began, 1940
Date closed, 1941

Total days

Nov. 4
May 23 

200

Nov. 1
May 19 

200

Dec. 1
Apr.30 

151

Nov. 1
June 17

229

Nov. 1
June 4 

216 215 202 189 168
Dato of hatching hens, 1940 
Date production reached 10% 
Lights used

Apr.19 
Dec.2? 
Yes

Mar. 22
Nov. 9 

No

May 15 
Jan.

Yes

.Ipr.&May 
Jan.

?

Apr.25 
Feb.

Yes

Total eggs laid per ten, period 
Per cent during entile period

S7.4
43.8

84.4
42.2

64.1
42.2

72.0
31.1

69.9
32.5

73.2
34.1

53.5
26.5

57.1
30.3

48.5
28.4

Number of hens started
Av. number of hens for period
Av. number of hens per tom

228
222
7.1

104
103

7.4

228
226
5.2

1425
1311
10.9

206
199
6.9

2191
2061

8.7

2942
2591
8.0

5882
5337
9.7

3847
3572
7.7

Per cent mortality, hens 
Per cent mortality , toms

3.2
0.0

1.9
0.0

2.2
2.3

3.5
36.1

4.5
3.3

6.5
19.6

7.0
10.8

3.9
12.2

3.6
7.0

Av. value per bird, start 
Av. value per bird, close

$2.37 
$2.23

2.45
2.03

2.12
2.54

2.13
2.04

2.25
2.55

2.27
2.17

1.96
1.59

2.94
1.99

2.93
2.24

Value of stock per hen at start
Less ~ Income stock sold & at close

Net stock cost per hen

$2.73 2.81 
^>28

2.99
-2^22

2.54 2.67
2.89

2.64
2^

2.50 
1-52

3.58 
^31
1.27

3.84
2.81

$ .19 .53 .00 .37 * .22 .26 .61 1.03

hi^ ^K^t ^^.^^ ^^ ot the roost important factors influencing production and also net stock cost H'q 
^«,Me r +^ ^"^e"’ tue ^^ the inco'!le ^ the grelter the P^fit. Reconis No. 13 Ind 7 r^re most 
ff^h^^1 f t“f 5 ^ jhey sh°W the ^-S11®31 eSg production over a fairly long period. No. 3 with a shorter period had 
“ ^f V^:^ ^ P^^10" for the P®^"1 but didn't obtain so many lot al eggs per hen so Sd a lo^Inc^e ^d 
profit. Nos. 25 and 9 had long periods but a lower rate of production. No. 25 had hi^i mortality from cholera.

LW^ ih°CK C?S!’.was I?" in Wri the value per bird of breeding stock being almost as high at the close of the period


