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ECONOMIC FACTORS IN EGG P.RODUCHON,

SUMMA

The return to free-market conditions has resulted in declining,retail prices for eggs. and an increase in the subsidy payments. Danish eggs .are sold iti our shops at 6d. to 1/- per dozen more cheaply than our own eggs.To maintain a reasonable profit margin and to help to reduce the presentheavy subsidy on eggs, it is important for our farms to reduce their costsof production.

Food is the largest item in the costs of egg production and offersthe best opportunity of reducing costs. A comparison of results for 124. Welshfarms with those for 61 Danish farms suggests that on our small sample offarms: as a Whole, there is much room to economize in the use of labour aswell as in feeding. Breeding for stamina and high egg-yielding capacity isthe key to achieving the fullest economy in feeding, for the higher the eggyield, the lower the food requirement per dozen eggs. Since higher egg yieldsare attained under the intensive: notably the Deep-Litter and Battery systems,an increasing number of farmers are adopting them.
• /

This report discusses the advantages and disadvantages of the mostimportant systems of egg-production, namely the Deep-Litter, Battery and Free-Range systems,and presents the average financial results for some farmspractising them. The two intensive systems showed similar profits which werever.g much higher than those" for the Free-Range flocks, But good management andgooa quality stock can ensure success under any system. The Deep-Litterand Battery systems showed greater economy in the use of labour than the Free-Range systems. The cost of food was very high for the Battery flocks, but eggyields were also high. The Battery system involves a higher initial capitalexpenditure and for this reason the Deep-Litter system is often more adaptable.The Deep-Litter system can be successful at high altitudes. Bearing in mindthe seasonal, variations in the prices of eggs and culls, farmers shouldconsider what times of the year are best for hatching or purchasing day-oldchicks and for culling their flocks. Mere labour is available and can beregarded as a general farm overhead,' then it appears that it is profitable tokeep hens over the spring and summer months. There is some incentive tokeep them until Christmas, but whether it is more or less profitable to keepthem for a second year depends on whether they are home-reared or purchasedat point ci lay. There may be some advantage in hatching or purchasing day-oldchicks in the autumn rather than in the spring.

INTRODUCTION.

The total supply of eggs available for consumption in the UnitedKingdom was slightly higher in 1953 than in the immediate pre-war years. Theaverage per caput consumption was slightly less than for the pre-war yearsowing to the increased population. Total supplies appear to have increased inpost-war years up to 1949, but they declined during the next two years,increasing again in 1952 and 1953. Since 1938 home produced eggs haveincreased from two-thirds to almost six-sevenths of the total supply.

.Eggs are one of the products.included in the government expansion]programme and the increase in home-production. since 1951 is indicated in Table 1.Until a little over two years ago both consumer demand and imported supplieswere controlled; government price poligy.favOured increased home-production,and guaranteed prices to farmers were generally higher than the retail. prices.-However, since the derationing of eggs in the Spring- of 1953 and the decontrolof imports in the Summer (April and July) Of 19540 the housewife has beenable to choose between homeprqduced and the cheaper imported eggs anddealers have been free to import eggs without restriction(except from dollarareas), with the result that the retail prices for home-produced eggshave been depressed*



Table 1.  Supplies of Hen ERgs in She4.) for Human Conump...t.1.911
in the U.K.

d.ozenq).

• Denmark
Irish Republic
Australia
Other Countries

Total

• •

Asa.

vorrwermi.

• • • 41 I • 41• • • AI •

1938 __: 131,1-  :1P49 :1950 _125"1 192? 195.1

V41.4100.10.11111..“

Im arts Retaine.i.).(a)

: 95 : 45 : 92 : 102 : 78 :
: 22 22: 34 : 34 : 18:
: lo : 17 : 21 : 14 : 12

: 277 : 155 : 210 : 168 : 122

, 80 : 85
18 : 21
16 :
8 LJ

1.35.:
. Home Production. 

(b
)-.....„.............iiirodi.......wir.Ownewaiw .erwl....411.wilt.-.evailk . 4......, ....P.- .1..0, 1..../s, -1.c....r.................• ,.......... ..........-........ Pre-: . : : . :

: war: :
:Aver-. :

gs_JOLL.112.19

6L(I.
•

TOTAL SUPPLIES : 822 : 723 877

Home Production as of Total : : 
Su-pplies : 66 77 : 76E#ima:L.Lper Caput Consuir ion : 201 160 : 157 : 219 : 190 188 :a. 198.

a C E. C. Dairy Produce 1954.
Ministxy of .Agriculture,Fisheries dc Food, - Estimated Production

. . 

of Hen and Duck Eggs on all holdings in U.K. , Unpublished Memorandum.* Provisional.
/ Forecast.

QiiI
• • • :
: 632 662 6z7t-

: 860 775 : 799 ! 855
. .

: 80 : 85 : 85 :

During the last year of controlled prices and marketing, thetotal. subsidy on eggs had declined by almost 22 million and the first yearof "free-marketing" saw a further reduction of 135 million. During thefirst 9 months of free-market conditions the retail prices for eggs were

Table 2• Subsidies on Shell Eggs,

2 million.

Home- :
Year. LProd.uced- Impprted.• Total.

1951-52*: 25.0
1952-53* 23.2 :
953-54* : 18.2**

2.0 :
2.2 :
2.6

27.0

20.8
n. a. . n.a.

.ve

* Trading Accounts and Balance Sheets. H. M. S. 0.
**: £8.1 million paid from I at April - 26th. December,

1953, and 210.1 million between 26th December 1953
and 3l at March, 1954. (Hansards 19th - 21st January

,• 1954. No. 274. p. 167).
pi) Civil Estirrni.es for year ending Ma2.-ch, 1955. H. M. S. 0.
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abnormally high, with the consequences that only =28 million was paid out
as subsidy to producers. But then, owing to the exceptionally mild
weather experienced in -December 1953 and January 1954, egg production
increased rapidly: the market was glutted earlier than usual: retail
prices fell steeply and they remained at a very low level throughout the
spring months. The Covernment, -pledged to its guaranteed price Ev.stem,
could not alter substantially its guaranteed minimum prices to producers,
and was therefore burdened with an egg-subsidy of 210 million between
December 26th 1953 and March 31st 1954, Naturally, during a period of low
retail prices, a larger number of eggs pass through the packing stations,
still further increasing the subsidy. Fbr 1953-4, the throughput of packing.
stations in the United Kingdom consisted of 14./1. million boxes of 360 eggs,
compared with 13.5 millions of such. boxes in 1952-3.

Pacl5ing7StationTizoutof.E.LIA. U.K.*

Boxes of_360 E2as.
No,

1952-53

1953-54 1444 million

* Hansard 9th - 15th April 195/1.1(N°. 286. pp. 108)

To maintain the level of profits from egg-production, the
Government retained the average support price to farmers at 4./- per dozen for
1954,55, but it now became linked with the prices of feedingstuffs. Retail
prices during that year were on average:Ad. per dozen lower than for the
previous one, and it is estimated that the subsidy on home-produced eggs was
in the region of 228 million. It is apparent that the expanded home-
production of eggs under free-market conditions is involving the Government
in heavy expenditure. It is important, therefore, that farmers should
endeavour to produce eggs at the lowest cost posgible, so as to minimize
the burden on the taxpayer and yet maintain their own profits. With the
prevailing higja cost of food and labour:, reduced costs of production can only
be achieved by more efficient use of these factors.

It is interesting to see how our costs of egg production compare
with. those in Denmark, our main source of imports.

The financial information,contained; in: Table 3 relates to,
14 Welsh farms and 61 Danish farms in 1952-53. The large majority of the
Welsh and Danish farms practised a. mixed system of husbandry. The average
egg yield quoted for Wales has been reduced from 175 to 152 so as to
approximate to the average egg yield for the country in 1952-53; .and the
returns have been correspondingly reduced.. The average egg yield quoted
for the 61 Danish farms is considered to be representative of the average
Danish national yield at that time. The costs in both cases include those
relating to stock reared as well as to the laying flock, and the returns
include receipts from the sale of old hens and. culls and a small increase
in value of poultry between the opening and closing. valuations. It will be
seen that, for the Danish. farms, the costs per hen amount to just under
WA the returns per hen to just under 50"-/7 and. the profit per hen to only
27; of those for our own fp.rms. Costs include all labouri family and
hired, in both cases. The table shows that the cost of labour per hen
for our sample of farms was more than double that for. the Danish farms,
.despite the much larger avern,ge gize of our PliInks. It is true that the
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Table,3. costs and Returns fromsai le of farms in Wales and in Denrnarlt

Number of Farms
Number of Hens per Farm
Egg Yield. per lien

Denmark' Wales. 
:

: 61
' 133 : 220
: 152 : 152. ... .Average Returns per Hen) (incl. sales s. a. aof culls) 

4.0. 0 : 744 0Average Costs per lien(incl. 'rearing) •_ 6'. 0 
Average Profit per Hem ,

3. 
. 70.: •1* 144'6 7°

Producer Prices .of Eggs per Dozen 2. Cost of Labour per liencincl. rearing  5. 9 : 13. 0Cost at' Food. per lien 25.
lianimunz Wage' Rate (general labourer :over 21) :10s.(52 hr. v4:113s. (47 hr. wk.)

1,,m2.-:oclucers for Certa4.nFoods: 
s. d. : s. dWheat 

: 0* : 34.0Wheat 'Fran 
23. : 26. 6Barley 

: 27. : 33. 0Oats 
: 30.6Meat and. Bran Meal 42. 6 .0. 0Fish Meal 

• 52. 0• Cotton Seed 'Cake 
_  JQj

4 _

* Prices of Feeding.stuff a and Fertilizer. 0.t.E.0. 1952.,53.Undersogelser over lanclbrugets driftsforhold, 1952-3. Part II.• (investigations in Farm Management. Statistical' Results ofDanish Agriculture 1952-53, Part II) Published by theAgricultuml Economics Research Bureau, Copenhagen*
average wage rate in Denmark was about #16% less than that prevailing:in this country in 1952-53, and that the charge for labour in ouraccounting ystem includes a certain allowance for overtime rates, buteven•after allowing for these discrepancies labour costs were 7Chigher for our farms than for Danish farms. The source of theinformation concerning Danish fayans, does not indicate what Aystem(s)of management were adapted:, buil is probable that the majority of ;lockswere on] free-range. Our own sample included flocks 'on Free- Range, Deep''Litter, Battery andP olds: and the figures quoted indicate that,generally, we are some way behind the Danes in economizing in the useof, labour in poultry-keeping.

• The average cost of food was also much lower (4-0S) for theDanish than for our farms, Part of this difference was due to thefact that cereals were a little cheaper in Denmark than in Britain*For our sample of farms as a whole, about 85$ of the foods werepurchased. and consisted very largely of the expensive ready-mixect foodsin the form of mashes and pellets. The low costs for the Danishfarms confirm the belief that the majority of Danish farmers purchasestraight foods and ace their own mixing and. that they feed a largerproportion of home-grown foods which, for these farms, have probably sbeen valued at cost of production on the farm. CoS:bs of egg-production,were, therefore, very much lower on Danish farms than on) our own.After allowing for costs relating to stock reared, the cost per dozenwas about 2s. /4.d. or 2s. 5c1., leaving a profit of only 2d. or 3d..
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per dozen. It is very probable also that dividends from the cooperative
societies, to which most of the eggs are sold, amount to about 1d. per
dozen. Even so the profit margin for eggs is very narrow and it is
difficult to see what incentive the Danish famer has to keep poultry
especially since the sizes of flocks are small. However, the foregoing
table and. paragraphs indicate how Danish eggs can be sold in our shops
as much as 6d. to V- per dozen more cheaply than home-produced eggs.

1 9 14..

Approximate average ex-quay -price fbr Danish Eggs

Producer-Price for British "

HEEDING.

Food is the most important single item in the cost of egg
production, representing 65 - 70 4% of all costs. Feeding therefore
offers the best opportunity to our farmers to cut their costs of
production. The food requirement of the hen consists of two parts,
namely the maintenance ration and the production ration. G-enerally,

CHART I.

ANNUAL FOOD REQUIREMENTS AT VARIOUS LEVELS OF PRODUCTION.
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Source: Figures based on article on "Some Aspects of Poultry Husbandry" by
M. A. Jull•in Poultry Association of Great Britain Year Book 1950.
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the maintenance ration amounts to about three-fifths of the total, which is
a larger proportion than for other farm animals, and-moreover it has to
consist of expensive concentrates. At any particular weight of bird, the
maintenance ration is constant but the production ration varies directly
with the egg yield. Tt follows therefore that the maintenance ration is an
overhead cost to the direct requirements for egg production and that, the
larger the number of eggs produced, the larger the number of units over which
this overhead cost is spread and the lower the cost of food per unit, i.e.per dozen eggs. .This principle is illustrated in Chart I. The curved, line
represents the food conversion ratio, i.e. the number of pounds (m.) of
food required to produce a dozen eggs at different levels of production.The
higher the eggyield, the less the amount of foo& required per dozen eggs
and, hence, the lower the cost.

The charts illustrate that: owing to their smaller requirement for
maintenance, light breeds are more efficient producers than heavy breeds.

Since it has to censist of concentrates, the maintenance ration forhens. is, from an economic point of view more important than that for otherfarm animals, which usually consists of cheap fodder or grass; • and it
follows that econorry i feeding is more dependent upon the yeilding capacity
of the birds, than in the case of. other farm animals.. The greater the egg..
yield the more efficient the use made of the foods. It is important there
fore to purchase stock from the right sources and, from the national stand-

-

point:, it is desirable to adapt a breeding policy aime.d at the improvement of
stock quality.

Since it is not practicable to ration hens according to their
individual requirements, aa lib feeding of hens is usually recomMended in.
order to ensure that the highest yielders are adequately fed. Poor layers,unfortunately, eat more than their requirements .for maintenance and pro-
duction, and since ad. lib feeding is so often practised a con-siderable
wastage of food inevitably results. The average egg yield. per layer for
all flocks in our 1953-54 sample was191 and the average food consumption .per layer was 131 lb. or 8.2 lb. of food per dozen eggs. The theoreticalrequirement for a heavy breed hen producing 191 eggs is 110.8 lb. or 7 lb.of food per dozen eggs, and there was, therefore, a wastage of 1.2 lb. perdozen eggs, or 21'4: lb. per layer amounting to 7/1d. per layer. It hasalready been stated that some wastage will always occur through ad lib
feeding, but it is likely also that some of that in the sample took placeduring handling of the foods and possibly too: as a result of inadequateand improperly constructed feeding troughs. The above feeding rate of 131.lb. per hen should be sufficient for the production of at least 250 eggs;but, if the quality of the stock on these farms could be improved so 'as toyield,' on average: only another dozen eggs per layer (203), then the foodconsumption per dozen eggs would be reduced from 8.2 to 7.7 lb. i.e. by
0.5 lb.; and the cost per dozen would be reduced by 2d.; and the profitwould be increased.by 2d. per dozen or 2s.10d. per layer. It is cleartherefore that full economy in the use of food can only be achieved throughincreased egg yields, although it can be assisted by careful handling andthe use of equipment designed to reduce wastage.

Another important aspect of poultry-feeding is the relationshipbetween the eggtyield and the quality and therefore the cost of food. Highegg-yields are dependent upon the protein - content of foods and high-protein_ foods are expensive. The question arises whether it pays betterto feed expensive foods to attain high egg-yields than to feed cheaperfoods and be content with a lower egg-yield. The answer will depend on theprices of eggs during the different timps of the year; and. the principleinvolved is illustrated in the following table which presents the food cost:returns, and margin over food cost, per layer, for two Battery flocks.
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Table 4.
•.m.,..errwilermereewlerrirrftwerwer..rwme.merie..e.r.www....... awervemreme.e... wororil meow -err. raw ..e.-roo,•-•,.. r-ro......rworneworem. • ream

:SummerLEgss  © 3111d.. .22r c?..qp.te)liii..pteTE.p. ,p, litz. ReF cl.oz. )
: Margin , •• •• :Targin

..Returns :Cost : Over . :Returns tCost :', Over
:Eggs . from . of : Food. :Eggs : from : of : Food.
:Laid. : Eago..._;Food. : Qost. :Laid.. :...E.c)..as... _.Ko9d........ Co#1...

werreworrillreeerrer.

: Mo.:

Per Layer.

s. s.
Farm A(Zxpensive Ration) : 103 : 32. 2 .21. 0:

s. d.

Per Lver.

s. d : s. d: s. d.
114 2 : 112 : 21. 2 :22. 0: 19. 2

During the winter months, the larger number of eggs obtained withthe use of high-protein foods, although these were more expensive to produce,enabled. a wider margin over food. cost to be made than was possible with the useof cheaper foods. But during the spring and early summer months, the flush period..of production, although the egg yield. was slightly higher, the lower price did.not permit of a wide margin per hen over the high food-cost and, in fact, thismargin was lower than that obtained. for the farm using the cheaper ration. Itappears, therefore, that during a period. of high egg-prices it pays to feedexpensive foods; but, during a period. of low egg-price, the use of cheaperfoods, although resulting in lower production, may well prove to be moreprofitable.

It is continually emphasized. that as much use as possible should bemade of home-grown foods so as to reduce the costs of egg•-prod.uction, and thehome-mixing of purchasecl protein-rich foods with purchased or home-grown grain:is advocated to reduce costs. Assuming that the average price of Layers Mash ia38s. 6d. per cw-b., then the use of home-grown foods for home-mixing with somepurchased. protein-rich concentrates such as Fish Meal and Earthnut Meal, canreduce the cost per cwt. by 3s. to 5s. and the cost per dozen eggs by about2d. to 4d. The use of a home-mixed ration With 2 oz.% of grain, both valuedat the farm-gate price paid to the farmer, can reduce the cost ly aboutbs. to 7s. per cwt, or by about 4d. to 5d per dozen eggs.

A COMP.ARISON OF TIE VARIOUS ,SYSTEMS OF EGG-PRODUCTION.

The importance of high egg-yields in reducing the cost of productionand therefore the profit per dozen eggs has been stressed in the previoussection. Higher egg-yields also mean higher incomes and profits per layer.Owing to the higher egg-yields attained under these methods, British poultry-farmers have been adopting, at an. increasing rate since 1951, intensivesystems of management so as to maintain their levels of profit. It isestima-bed* that, whereas in 1951 about 14 per cent of our fowls were keptintensively, about one-third are now kept under intensive systems - i.e. theBattery, the Deep-Litter and Straw-yard systems. It is probable that today morethan 5 million birds are kept under the Battery and. a similar number .under theDeep-Litter system. It is of interest, therefore to poultry keepers to knowthe relative merits and. de-merits of the different systems and to have somestandards to help them in deciding which one will best fit the conditionsprevailing on their own farms.

For the year 1953-54 records of egg production, costs and returnswere available for 22 flocks, covering altogether the period January 1953 toOctober 1954. Tom of these flocks were kept on Deep-Litter, 6 in "Batteries",4 orzFree-Range and 2 in Folds. The majority of the records for the Deep-Litter flocks related. to the period February 1953 to March 1954; while theBattery records were from January 1953 to February 1954: those for the Free-Rangegroup from May 1953 to August 1954 and those for the two Fold units from July

*- R. Coles "Changes in the Pattern of Poultry IceupinE:1". Journal of
R. A. S. E. Volume 115, 1954.



Number of Flocks

Number of Layers per Flock

Average Egg Yield per Layer

Proportion of 1st - Year Layers

Rate of Winter Procluctior%)

Rate of Summer Production(

(:/.6)

Average Price per Dozen Received for
Eggs

Table 5. EP:g Production Rates.

Dee Litter.
: Flock : Flock
: with : with
:Lowest :Highest
: Egg : Egg :

: Flock : Flock :
: with,: with :
: Lowest :Highest :

:Average: Yield.: Yield. :Average:

: 10 : - .
: . .
. 206 : 168 : 216

• 195 . 125 : 238 .

: 80 : 77 . 84 .

: 53 : 34. 63 .
•

: 53 35 : 69 .

: s. d : s. a : s. d :
. .

i 4. 2-4 : 4. 8j: 4. 6 :

ea.a0

FreeRanEPO 

6

Folds.
: Flock : Flock :
: with : with

Lowest :Highest :

: Flock : Flock
with : with

Lowe at :Highe at
• Egg : Egg : : Egg : Egg : : Fgg : Egg
Yield. : Yield. :A7.2aggi

199 302

204. : 199

85 99

54. 55

58

s. d :

6

54-

s. d

: Li- :

: 150 : 218 . 278 .

: 215 : 180 . 163

100 . 62 : 4-3 .
. . : .
: 6i . - 43 . 37 .

: .
57 : 56 : 52 :

s. d : s. d .

4.. 4. : 24.. 2-;-')--:

s. d

4. 7 :

2

167 : 235

Ma.

200 . 160 : 155 165
: • :

83 : 76 : 73 : 98
. . :

46 . 37 : 34. : 51
. :

52 : 51 : 56
: . .

a. d : 5. d : ,3. d : s. d_

4.. 81 : 4.O : 4.. 0 : 4.5
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1953 to August 1954. The samples for each group are not representative, of course,but a comparison of the results does reveal certain interesting and importantdifferences between the systems.

Egg Yields. .

The average egg yields, production rates and average prices perdozen received for eggs sold are shown in Table 5.

The average egg yield was highest for the Battery flocks, followedby the Deep-Litter, Free-Range and the Fold groups, in that order. Butthere were wide variations within each group; for example; three of the Deep-latter flocks showed egg-yields that were higher than any shown by the Batteryflocksa, while the lowest yield was also shown by one of the Deep-Litterflocks. However, the average results given in the table illustrate broadly therelative merits of these systems as far as egg production is concerned.Investigations carried out at other centres show similar results.

Mat are the causes of these differences in egg-yields as betweenthe various systems ? Under any system, since hens produce more during theirfirst year than subsequently, the proportion of 1st - year layers in thelying flocks will affect the average yield. On average, the proportionof1st - year layers was higher for the Deep-Litter and Battery groups than forthe Free-Range and Fold groups. It is the policy on som0 farms to kill offall layers after the first lying season, whilst on others it is preferredto keep over for a second year those hens that have performed well duringtheir first season.

A policy of drastic culling is important in maintaining a highaverage egg-yield per layer, and of the systems under study it is the Battery:with one bird to a cage, that permits of the most persistent culling withcertainty and with the least trouble. Under the other systems it is lesseasy to ascertain the performance of individual birds: and culling calls formore time and experience.

Table 6 shows that culling was heaviest for the Battery and Deep-Litter flocks, and that it was carried out more persistently throughout theyear in the Battery group than in the others. adling was generally heaviestfrom Jay to November; in Jay and September in paiticular for the Deep-Litter and Battery, and in Nbvember for the Free-Range group. Egg-yieldsfall from mid-summer onwards; and under the intensive systems it isconsidered better to cull and replace early, so that the pullets are infull production from September to DecImppr Afffiegg prices are highest.Under the Free-Range system, howeveridaha inevitably drop during thewinter high-priced period; and it is more profitable to keep the layerstill later in the summer and autumn, so that advantage is taken of thelate summer flush in production and the rising prices during thisperiod. The charts on page 12 illustrate this point. The production onthe Free-Range farms in December and January was higher than is normallyexperienced owing to the exceptionally mild weather during theseparticular months in the financial year studied.



Table 6. cuilinp• and. Re21..acement Rates.

:
:

41 layers : . : Layers :
:Beginning: ,• (7- ..., :Beginning:
: of •

pf_9271.4tter.

: Re- : of
Month. Month.  : Culls. : placement Month. :

October

November

December

January

February

March

April

May

June

July 1813 14.3 : 1018 :

August 1529 : 5.6 38.3 : 1022 :

Se......atawnLer  ,2030_ : 21.0 6.4. • 1199 :

Battery.

: 1818 : 2.1 : 39.0 : 961

. 2494. : 2.9 : 13.4_ : 1483 :

: 2729 : 2.5 : - : 1438

: 2609 : 10.0 : : 13* :

: 2353 2.9 . _ . 1279

. 2013 : 5.9 : _ : 1256 :

: 1944 : 11.1 . _ : 1187 :

: 1141 
:

17121- 4.3 : _ : .

: 1625 .
:

4.0 
.
: 16.9 : 1111 :

:

•

:  Free-Range. : FJ1ds• 
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April stands out as an important culling month for all groups, the
reason being that egg prices are at their lowest, whilst prices of culls are

Table 7. Seasonal Prices or lis,ad) 014 lic-ms and Culls_19a7.54.
. .
!
: Deep • t. I Free- : Average

Month.. : Li tterip• : )3attery./...) Rang e. : All. Grolma_

October
November
December
January
February
March
April •
1643r
June
July
August
September

s.d.
12. 1
7.0
9.3
8.3
13.1
13.1
i 0. .4
10..3
10.0
8.4
8.9
7.6

S. d
6. 2
8. 9
8. 9
9. i

3
11.4.
i 1 .
10.3
8.11
8. 3
8. 3
8. 8

: s. d. : s. d
7.5 : 8.0
5.6 : 6.1
12.8 . 9.1

: 4.15. 0 9.

: 
11.8

8,8 :
7. 3 .

12.4.,
: 10.10 : 10. 9
: 7.5 : 10.0
. 9.4. . 9.3

8.6
: 6.5 : 8.7

8. 2

1.011114..0•410..M1111....1111b110.411111.0.11/-..111P,...1111.
9.  0 6. 9

I, •

high during that month. It is, surprising to see that January 1954 was another
important culling month for the Deep-Litter and Fold. flocks. This is
probably explained by the early drop in egg prices which took place owing
to the unusually mild weather, and to the high prices paid for culls at
that time.

The time of heaviest replacement for these flocks corresponded
with the heaviest culling, replacements for the intensive flocks being made
earlier in the summer ana autumn than those for the Free-Range flocks, for
the reasons already given. The use of light-heayy breed crosses reduces
the tendency to autumn moulting during the first laying season.

Winter Production.

With the exception of the comparatively few flocks that are
favoured with adequate shelter, the level of proauction, of Free-Range flocks
declines during the winter period, October to January inclusive. Production
increases rapidly in the spring and reaches a peak in March and April,
after which it declines steadily again. Egg-production on Free-Range is,
in fact, limited by the length and severity of the winter period. Under
intensive systems, however, the birds are lorotected from the extremes of
the weather and, with the use &artificial . lighting, are encouraged to
produce more during the winter months and hence to maintain a more
consistent rate of production throughout the year. Table 5 shows that,
whereas the average rate of winter production was 43 /0_ for the Free-Range
flocks, it was 53 ;,'; for the Deep-Litter and 54. for the Battery groups.
The rate of summer production was highest for the Battery group at 58 %,
that for the Free-Range group being 56 whilst for the Deep-Litter group
it was 53 The higher rate of winter production ensures a higher
average annual egg yield. for the intensively managed flock. But it must
be pointed out that Table 5 also illustratcs the fact that vithi good quality
stock, adequate protection and proper feeding, high egg yiold:$ can be
obtained on 1-Yee-Range, Whilst, with poor management and/or poor quality
stock, unsatisfactory yields will be obtained even under the Deep-Litter
system. The results for the Battery flocks were more consistent. All
six flocks showed high average yields ranging from 199 to 215 eggs per
layer. The. winter production rate was not less than 50,0 but not more than
61 The management of these Battery flocks was doubtless of a high
otandard, but it is also true to gy that in sohln respects it is easier.
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MONTHLY EGG PRODUCTION AS A FERCEMAGE OF TOTAL PRODUCTION.
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to perform the function of management when birds are kept in cages than
when they are kept under' the Deep-Litter or Free-Range systems. It is
easier to cull under the Battery system; and proper housing and ventilation,
whilst still important, are not as difficult as under the Deep-Litter system,
in which dampness and improper decomposition of the litter have an adverse
effect on egg-production and the mortality rate.

A high rate of production during the winter months is important
becauseprices of eggs are higher at that time. Since the rate of winter
production was much higher and the proportion of winter to total production
was also higher, for the two intensive groups than for the ll'ee-Range group,
it was to be expected that the average price per dozen received by the former
groups would similarly be higher than that received by the latter group. In
fact however, while the average price per dozen received from egg sales was
2d. more for the Battery than for the Free-Range group, the average price for
the Deep-Litter group was only more than that for the Free-Range group.
This can partly be explained by the fact that, since the financial years of all
farms are not identical, the egg sales of the Battery and Free-Range groups
as a whole were more .strongly influenced by the exceptionally high-priced
period June - November 1953 than were those of the Deep-Litter group. It is
possible also that the former group S disposed of a larger proportion of their
eggs through private sales.

It needs also to be stated that the eggs produced under the Battery
system are cleaner and generally claim a higher pric or save time and labourin cleaning.

Labour.

Table 8. Labour Requirements,

Average NUmber of Layers per .Flock
Average Monthly Number of Followers:-
Pullets and Cockerels i - 6 months
Chicks under 1 month

: Deep- : Free- :
q:21. :Battery: Eange.:

206 : 199 : 218 : 235

89 : 151 : 82 : 118
• 18 : 35 : 16 16

Hours per 100 Layers and Followers/day : 0.8 : 1.6
ft Laer and Fbllower(gLE2F annum .j.h. 2.9 :,

An important advantage claimed for the intensive systems is that
they are very labour-saving compared with the Free-Range system. Table 8
illustrates this point, the average labour requirements for the Battery
flocks in our sample being one-half, and those for the Deep-Litter flocks
three-fiTths, of the requirements of the Free-Range flocks. It was rather
surprisig to find that the saving in labour was so great for the Battery
flocks since, owing to their comparatively small size, they were not attendedto by the cafeteria gystemi.

0.9

E22.q_1912aara-121.2a_anci...gpst.

Table 9 gives the estimated average food consumption and cost perlayer -Zor each group of farms. The quantities of food consumea by layers andgrowers were not in fact kept separately on the monthly records and the
figures quoted were arrivedat by deducting an estimated allowance for growersaccording to their numbers.' The table shows that, on average, apart from.

/ It was assuthed that I layer = 10 chicks under 1 month = /4_ pullets or ,3cockerels I - 6 months = stock cockerel.



Table 9.

aft-

: • . .
: Deep- : : Free- :
:Litter. :Batter.1 . Ranp,e. : Folds.'
. : .

Food Consumption per Layer (cwt.) : 1.14 . 1.21 : 1.02 : 1.23*il. tr. " Doz. Eggs (lb.) : 7. 9 : 8,0 • 7.6 :. 10,1
No. of Eggs Produced per cvrte Food. 171 : 169 : 176 : 133ia Home-Grown to Total Foods . 30 : 9 : . 18 : 0
(jo Purchased Compounds to Total Foods 59 . 80 : 71 : 52*
P u u 11 : It : 11 • 48 

Purchased Grains 13 :
: .
: se d : s. d. : se a : s, d

Food Cost per Layer : 3/1. 0 : 4.1. 6 . 32. 9 : 32. 0
Food Cost per Dozen Eggs : 2. 1 : 2. 5 : 2.. 2 : 2. 4.

•
No. of Egg,s Troducsj......per 21 Food Ocst s: 115 : IQ: 110 - 102

* Much of this was bakery waste.

the Fold. group, which consisted of only 2 farms, the Battery group showed
the highest food consumption per layer, the figure being 1.21 cwt. com-pared with 1.14. cvrto for the Deep-Litter and i.o2 cwt. for the Free-
Range group. But, owing to their higher average egg-yield the 'Battery
flock, as a group, made as efficient use of the food as the Deep-Litter
groups while the Free-Range birds were the most efficient in this respect,
probably because they can pick up some food by scavenging. The foods fed
varied • in kind and quality as between flocks. On1,37. two, 'and. these were
Battery flocks, were f6d entirely on purchased compounds-, whilst the others
were fed on purchased compounds supplemented by varying quarraties of
home-grlyzi or purchased grain. On average, 80 of the foods fed. to the
Battery riocks consisted of. purchased compounds as compared with 71 yo
for the Free-Range and 59 c/:6 for the Deep-Litter groups. Purchased grain
was fed to the extent of 11 c„.- of the total ration for each group. The
Deep-Litter group of farms made more use of home-grown grain than eitherof the other two - 30 ̀,-)0as comparect with 18 ,`Z by the Free-Range and only9 >i; by the Battery group.

The cost of food is obviously dependent on the proportions in
which purchasea and home-grown foods are fed, as well as on the actual
quantities fed or consumed. Purchased. compounds are more exix,=nSive than
purchased grain, and home-j.,Trown. foods, valued at cost of production on
the farm, are very much cheap ec than either. For these reasons the
estimated, food cost per layer was, on average, 7s. 6d. higher for the
Battery than for the Deep-Litter and. 8s, 9d. higher than for the Free-
Range flocks. From a financial standpoint, the Battery flocks made
less efficient use of their foods than the other two groups: or every 21of food cost incurred by each group, the Battery birds produced only 98
eggs compared with 115 by the Deep-Litter and 110 by the Free-Range birds.The food cost per dozen eggs was also higher for the Battery than for the
other groups. Generally the heavier feeding, and. the use of more of the.
expensive compounds for the Battery birds, was not justified. by the averageannual egg-yield, and. it is interesting to note that two of the Battery
flocks, whose diets consisted of only 58 and 52 r-i; of purchased compounds,had average egg-yields of 200 and. 205 eggs respectively, without excessive.
feeding. Furthermore, in the Free-Range group, the highest egg-yi,:-ad of
200 per layer was shown by the flock using the least quantity (4.1 of
purchased. compounds. Six of the Deep-Litter farms fed between 60 176 and.
70 ;-7Z whilst one fed 85 (i6 purchased. compounds and, with the exception of •
one farm, egg-yields were high. The other three fed between 27 and.
35 '');/) purchased. compounds. Two of these showed very low egg-yields,
although surprisingly the flock fed with only 27 purchased foods showed
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an egg-yield. of 214. In conclusion it can be said that, with proper
quality stock and good management, high egg-yields can be obtained under anygystam,by supplementing purchased compounds with grain, and thereby
reducing the food-cost. If layers mash or pellets is being fed, it is
not advisable to feed more than 20 c;; grain.; but, with grain balancer
meal, grain can be fed. to the extent of 50 ,(.1. The Battery system offers
the greatest scope for economy in the use of home-grown foods, since
more often than not these flocks are fed Nholly on purchased compounds.

201.111111a10±021±0

Table 10. Capital I vestment in Buildincts

Main Buildings and Feed. Equipment
Laying. Cages
Rearing Equipment

Total

I Deep- : Free- :
: Litter :Battery: Range,:

s. d.: s. d : s, d.. : s.d.
: 23. 3 9, 9 : 10. 4. : 18. 14.

: 22. :
4. 6 11. 5 1. 2 : 5.,

iii6 : 2.1.11

Depreciation of Buildin:s and. Equjapment 2.10 14. 2!, 8

An important consideration when deciding which system of
management to adopt is the initial capital required for the installationof the required buildings and equipment. The decision must depend to alarge extent on the available supply of capital, on the labour supplyand on the volume of returns expected under each system°

Both the Deep-Litter and the Battery systems of housing rq.quire
proper ventilation, insulation, an lighting, and an old. stone-walled farm-building is often, with a little adjustment, suitable. If a farm buildingis not available then the purchase of a new building will often mean heavyexpenditure amounting from 15s. to 40s. per layer for the Battery and D-3ep-Litter systems, according to the quality and durability of the materialsused. "Moreover, the Battery system necessitates additional heavy capitalexpenditure on cages. The above table shows the average value per layerof the Buildings and equipment for the different systems. The ,Battery
group showed the highest value at 4.3s. 7d.. per layer, compared. with
27s. 9d. for the Deep-Litter an-Kl. only 11s. 6d. for the Pree-Range group.
It should be stated that, where farm-buildings were used, only the cost of
conversion and. the value of' food and watering equipment were included;
and that on specialist farms an annual rental was also charged. for the use
of farm-buildings. There was: of course, considerable variation in
capital values of buildings and equipment from farm to farm in each group.Within the Deep-Litter group they varied. from 7s. to 95s. per layer, from
15s. 9a. to 63s. 9a, in the Battery group and from 6s 6d. to 18s. 3a,in the Free-Rage group. These variations resulted mainly from differences
in the types and quality of housing. . Five of the Deep-Litter flocks
were housed, in comparatively new and expensive houses; the others were
housed in converted. farm buildings, in Nissen huts and in old. colony
houses. The valuations of these houses and. the feed and watering equipment
varied. from Gs. 3d.. to 85s, per layer, but the average was 22s. Three
of the Battery flocks were kept in converted. farm-buildings and. the other
three in a specially constructed house:a home-made house and a Nissen hut
respectively. The average capital value was therefore. very low at 9s. 9d.,
although it ranged. Prom Is, 6a. to 25s. The cages represented the
heaviest single item of investment for the Battery flocks, their average
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value being 22s. %. per layer or just over one-half the total value of .
buildings and equipment on these farms as a whole. It is important:
therefore: if unnecessary overhead costs are to be avoided and if profits
are to be maximised, that all cages should be kept in use. In fact, on
five of the farms, very few cages were kept empty; but on one farm only
two-thirds of the cages were used during the year and the depreciation
charge per layer was consequently high. The capacity of the Deep-Litter
houses was not known in all cases; but on four of the farms, while the
maximum number of hens kept during a particular month compared favouralAy
with the farmers' estimated capacity of these houses, the average number
kept throughout the year was less than three-quarters of this capacity*
The average figures fOr two of the four Free7Range flocks show that the
maximum number of hens kept was appreciably lower:, and the average
number kept throughout the year was only just over one-half tne capacity
of the laying houses. This is partly explained by the fact that some of
the laying houses were used for rearing during the spring and SUITIller
months:

Mortality.

The state of health of the birds can be influenced by the system
of management; an epidemic is more liable to b. -ak out and to spread
rapidly amongst birds kept intensively, and on Lbep-Litter in particular:
than amongst birds on range, although onl the other hand it is far less
easy to detect afflicted birds When they are on range. The general state -
of health of the birds is reflected not only in their laying performance:
but also in their death-rate. A high death-rate means a high flock
depreciation:

It was rather surprising to find that, during the year under
study the death-rate was heaviest for the Pme-Range group at nearly
20'; it was 13.2 i; for the Deep-Litter and 8.7 (A for. the Battery group*
One probable reason for the higher mortality amongst the Free-Range was
the higher proportion of 2nd - year layers in the flock, and also the. fact
that it was less easy to cull birds when they showed first signs of ill-
ness.

Costs. Returns and ProfAs.

Having studied the three main systems of management and the
economic factors under each system, it will now be interesting to see how,
on balance, these factors affect the costs, returns and, the ultimate
profit of each. The actual financial results are available.for each farm
and also the average for each group as a whole, but unfortunately they
include costs and returns relating to stock reared for replacement and for
sale, and do not therefore represent the true financial results of egg
production as such. The over-all results are shown. in. Table I and II of
Appendix A. The following table gives the estimated costs incurred in and
the returns obtained from egg production may: after deducting from the
original costs and returns, those relating to stock reared, the valuation
differences, and introducing a -flock depreciation item based on an average
total cost of rearing of 18/- per layer and the average death-rates rind prices
of culls given previously. Food costs and depreciation on buildings and
equipment per layer were highest for the Battery flocks but flock depreciation
was lower, because of the lower death-rate and the slightly higher. prices
for Battery culls. Despite the higher total costs per layer the Battery
group showed a slightly higher profit :per layer than the Doep-Litter group:
The higher returns, resulting, from the higher egg-Tiold and the higher
average price per dozen for eggs, were more than sufficient to compensate
for the higher costs. Although the Free-Range group showed a small
saving in food-cost, the saving in labour-costs by the Deep-Litter flocks was

even greater and, consequently, the total costs were less for the latter;
and, owing to a higher egg-yield and a .slightly higher average price; received
for eggs soil, the returns and therefore the average profit per layer were
much greater for the Deep --Litair than for the Free-Range group.

•



Table 11. Costs_,_ Returns and Profits per Lad _ _,rer and Egr 120 EP:c4s....no., ,-ar, 
•

Systems of Ma nag erne nt

Items of Cost:
Food-Purcha sea

-Home-Grown
labour - Hired

- Family
Flock Depreciation
Deprec. qf Buildings and Equipment:
Other Costs

Total Costs

Current Costs*

Returns from Eggs:
Market Eggs

: Per - Lazgr. : Per 120 _TFgs.........._____...-.....,......_____________.....________.. ______
: Deep- : . l'ree- : '. Deep- : • . Free- :
: Litter. : Battery: Range. : Folds. • : Litter.: Batte: Range.: Folds.

• • •
•: s. •d: : s. d : s. a : s. a : s. d -: s. d. : s. d. . s. d.

: 29. 4 : 40. 1 : 30. 2 . 32. 0 : 18. (A--: 23. 7 . 20. 1-:--12-: 24.. 0
T: 24. 8 : 1. 5 : 2. 7 : - : 2.1G-f. 0.10: l08-: -1": 0. 1 : 0, 1 : 1. 4 . 5. 3 . - 0. 0:k: 0. q: 0. 10ff : . 3. 11

: 7. 0 : 6. 0 : 11. 11 : 3. 4 : 4. 2.1. . 3. 6:12- : 7.11-if : 2. 6
: 11. 9 : 9. 5 : 12. 6 : 13. 2 : 7. 2-: 5. 6*: 8. 4 : 9. I q

2. 0 : 3. 4. : O. 9 : 2. 0 . 1. 3 : 1.11k: 0. 6 : 1. 6
0 1,- •

On,•••••• I...Fe IN.. .....1.,.....1...11...S. .^..11.t.. .....1....... 1.•..

1 ______ .9dH

55. 7 60. 5- 59. 5 57. 3 

. 41.2 : L.6. 0 : /4_2. ..3.. . 45.., 9 „....25,,..1._ • .112 1 
.• : : .. •. . : .
: a. a . s. a : s. a : s. d : a. a : s. d : s. a : a. a ,
: 68. 9 : 73.11 : 63. 7 : 45. 9: 42. 4. : 43. 6 . 42. 4.j: 36. 7

Hatching Eggs - Sold. : - . - . - : - .. - : - , - , _
- Used on Farm : - : - .. - : 1. 51.: - • -. : _ : 1. 1

EP,TM _ Consumed in House... .........M.,s...111......-40.1SM.........0 .1.11.011. .....^.0.....................”,

: 2. 0 : ?. 5 • 1. 5 • ......i, 0 • .. 1. 2: 1. 5... : 0.11:2-1_ 2.1__ .......  _....... ... .....II..........r
1

Total Returns from Eggs

Prof it or Loss + r -
Current Earnings

• . • •2_9_. 9 . _ 76. 24_ _ .

; 415. 2 : +15.11 : 5. 7 - 4. 0 : 4 9. h. + 9. 4-;12-: 4- 3. 8-42: - 3.0
• +29. : t59_. +22.2 ,: 6_ : : j 0 : ±-15. 2 2. :7;13. _

* Current Costs are total costs less famil,y labour a,nd. the depreciation of buildings ana equipment. The flock
• depreciation figure has been reduced to allow for the family labour used in rearing, the reduction being in

aracordance with the importance of family labour on each group of farms.
/ Current Earnings are the difference between tota3 returns from eggs and. current aosts.

1
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In addition to the total costs and profit, the current  costs,
(namely total costs excluding the charge for family labour /and. for depreciation
on buildings and. equipment), end also the current earninps (which are the
returns from eggs less cuiTent cpsts) have been calculated-. . 'This has been
done in order to eliminate costs which are of an overhead nature and in order
to show the actual cash earnings. There was little difference between the
current earnings for the two intensi'si.e systems, but . those for the Free-Range
group were about 6s. 6d. to 7s.. 6d. per layer less.

The Deep-Litter $7stem on  Hill Farms.

- The small upland farms, operating under adverse conditions of soil
and climate without the advantage of the economies of extensive and large
sale production, are incurring high unit costs, and are finding it difficult
to maintain their income during a period when the expenses of labour, food
and fertilisers are .increasing while prices are declining. Hill, farmers
should consider the possibili....;y .of introducing a poultry enterprise or of
increasing the size of their flocks in. order to provide an additional income.
It is. recognised that 'capital is the limiting factor on these small farms.
Tn view of the high yields that. are e'ssential for a reasonable profit, the •
choice lios between the two intensive systems of production; and, • owing to the
much lower initial expendituee required, the Deep-Litter system would appear
to be the automatic.choiCa for these farms. However, it is argued that, at
altitudes of over 600'-700' , the higher rainfall and humidity would not
permit of the .proper fermentation of the litte±' and manure and that this would
have detrimmtal effects on the health and performance of the layers.

Two hill farms in Montgomeryshire, at 800' and 1,000' respectively1;
both of which kept poultry on the Deep-Litter system but are not cooperating
in our poultry accounts scheme, were visited in order to assess the succeSs.
of this system at these rather high altitudes.

The average egg-yield for each of the two farms was just over 200
per layers. On one farm the hens were housed. in, asbestos sheds at an initial
cost of 18 to 20 shillings per layer. Although the* litter in . these sheds was
rather damp and net in good conditiorn a •high production was attained. The death-
rate was about. 10 %. On the other farm the layers were housed 'partly in an
old stable and partly in a zinc shed.. It was noticeable that the fermentation .
and condition of the litter- was far better in the stable, with its thick stone
walls. The poultry in the stable were kept; on two floors. The bottom floor
was., cemented., but the farmer believed that he would get, better fermentation by
adding a layer of soil over the cement before . adding the layefs of litter. • The
floor boardC of the loft served as the roof Of the ground floor. These again
were covered with a thin layer 'of soil and. then with the litter, The. building
had a'slate . roof, The zinc shed also had its cement floor 'covered with a layer
of 'son and had a wooden roof, but the litter Was not in a very satisfactory
state,- The death-rate for this farm was stated to be about 6 or 7 o.
Artificial lighting was used on both farms, and it. was the practice. to keep
only the best performers for a second year, with about threequarters of the
flock cOnsisting . of 1st-year .layers. Both farmers preferred a light-heavy
breed cross such, as he Light Sussex and Brown Leghorn to the heavy breeds,
because they .cbTrie into lay sooner and show less tendency to broodiness.

PROBLT212 ARISING.

in view of the seasonal variations in yields of eggs and in prices of
eggs and culls, farmers must ask themselves whether it is more ad.vantAgeous
to hatch or purchase their day-old chicks and *tp..cull their flocks at.
certainl times of the year or at others, It. is he Common practice to hatch or
purchase chicks in March or April, rear than'-during the summer months, and
cull most of the layers after 12 months' production, in September of the
following year. In view of high food costs and the low egg prices in spring
and early suraner, many farmers are now killing off their layers at Easter,
when prices for culls are high. The question arising is whether the
receipts from eggs during the period April - August inclusive are sufficient
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to cover the cost of food and the difference in price of culls in April
and September, and still leave a sufficient margin. The following table
illustrates the minimum margin that can be expected. for summer production
for the Deep-Litter group in the sample, assuming that the minimum
average price per dozen is 3s. 9d. for the period April - August
inclusive. It is assumed that the labour is available and it is there-
fore regarded as a general farm overhead.

Additional Co j. . Returns from Es.

Food 0.5 cwt.
Depreciation of Hen:

Margin

Total

s. d
15. 0

G

19. 0
6.11

25.11 Total

83 @ 3/9d. per dozen
s. d

25, 11

2.5.1,11

The margin for the five summer months is about 7s. Od. per layer.
For the Battery. group, with higher food costs, the margin would be about
5s. to Sc. 6a., and for the Free-Range group, with lower food costs, it
would be about 10s. to' 1is, per layer.

An alternative to selling all layers in the spring or.autumn is
to keep the majority - on free range or folds - until Christmas. Although
thdy will lay fewer eggs and will moult, the birds will appreciate in
value. The position is summarized in the following table.

Costs and Returns Se tember Christmas.

Extra Costs. Returns.

s. d s. a
Food 0.35 mit* 11. 0 20 Eggs @ 4/6a. 7. 6
Yargin Appreciation of Hem

Total 14. 0 Total 14. 0

It has been assumed that the sale price of culls will increase
from 7/6d. or 8/- in September to 14/- or 14/6d. at Christmas. The margin
comes to about V- per hen, or about R30 for a flock of 200 hens. This
can be increased by 1/- to 1Ad., if labour is available, by selling the
hens plucked.

It is sometimes argued that, awing to the saving in the cost of
replacement, it is worth while to keep for a second laying year a flock
which has laid well during its first season, Production during the second
year, however, is usually at least 20 lower than during the first. If
it is assumed that thecost of rearing a pullet to point of lay is 18
shillings, and the sale price of the hen in September is 8 shillings, the
depreciation, will be 10 shillings* After the second year the hens should
fet6h. 7/- each having depreciated by Is. Od., so that there will be a
saving in replacement cost of 9s. Od. on the other hand, a bird producing
16 dozen eggs during the first year will produce at least 3 dozen fewer -a drop in money value of 12/- - during the second.. It would nuttherefore appear, in the case of high-yielding birds, that second-year
layers can compare in profitableness with 1st-year layers. nevertheless,
home-rearing of pullets may mean that fewer layers can be kept, so that theover-all profit for a flock of 1st - year layers may not be much greaterthan for a second-Tear flock. Furthermore, the larger proportion of
smaller eggs from pullets is another factor which will reduce the
comparative profitableness of let - year layers. Te the pullets are
purchased at point of lay for 25s. Od., the saving in replacement cost
for the 2nd. year will be 16s. Od., whereas the loss of income will
still be 12s. Od; and the result will be a net saving or a higher profit
of 4s. Od. per layer during the 2nd as comparr)d with the Isttyear..
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It has been assumed, so far, that all chicks are hatched in the
Spring months and COM into lay in September, which is the normal practice.
It is claimed, however, that there are certain advantages in autumn
hatching, with the pullets coming into lay in the Spring. Farmers can .then benefit from the rising egg prices in summer as well as from the hiah'price
in winter, and the hens can be sold during Christmas or April when cullprices are highest. To avoid much moulting in September, feeding and
management generally have to be good; but if they are successful, egg
yields then can be even higher than for spring-born pullets. Autumnhatching has the further advantage that rearing can be carried out at a timewhen there is less conflict for the use of labour. The cost of rearingis likely to be higher for autumn-hatched chicks; but, even if the
increased egg-yield is sufficient only to cover this increased cost, thehens will fetch from 3s. od. to 5s. Od. more in Nhrch or April than theywill in September, and this increase in price will also mean an equalincrease in profit.

The decisions as to the.best time of the year to hatch or topurchase day-old chicks and to cull other birds must eventually dependon the circumstances of the individual farm, and in particular on the
availability of labour and of equipment at certain times of the year.

ACCOUNTIM PROCEDURE.

Average inP1ock. This is the sum of the per fam
numbers of layers at the end of each month divided by 12.

- This is arrived at by dividing the
total number of eggs produced by the average size of the laying flock.

Valuations. Growing stock and point-af-lay pullets were valuedat estimated cost of production when home-reared; otherwise they were
valued at cost. Older pullets and hens were valued at market prices.

E12211.121/2 This is the value of the point-of-lay pulletsat the beginning of the year less the market value of the culls at end ofthe year, divided by the average number of layers kept during the year.

Elampj.ation of Buildlngf_212L29111.mali Houses and equipmenthave been depreciated at the following rates:"

Laying and. Rearing Houses
Laying Cages
Brooders
Incubators
Coops, Nests, Bins, Buckets etc.
Water Troughs. and Feed. Hoppers
Wire Netting and Fences

10
10
7i
7y
10
20
20

Labour. On a few farms this has been charged at the actual ratespaid hy the farmer for hired labour. On the majority of farms labour has beencharged at the following hourly rates:-

Farmer, sons and hired males over 21
Farmer's wife, daughters and hired
females over 21
Sons and hired males under 21
Daughters and hired females under 21

Nov. 

19.52Lii

-

s.
2. 9

2. 0
2. 5
1.10

. Food. Purchased foods have been valued at farm-gate
farmer (sec Treatment of Rent and Manures). Home-growni foods
valued at average costs of production:-

Aug.- 1953-
t. 1954.

S. a
• 3, 0

2. 3
2. 8
2. 0

prices to the
have been
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s. a
Oats 13. 6
Barley 14.. 0
Wheat 14. 0
Mixed, Corn 15. 6
Potatoes 7. 6

Mortality. This is the sum of the monthly death-rate, the
monthly death-rate being the number of deaths during the month expressed
as a percentage of the number of layers at the beginning of the month.

Treatment of Rent and Manures. In the case of flocks on Free-
Range or in Folds no rent has been chargea and no credit has been allowed
for manurial residues. For the Deep-Litter and Battery Flocks, the
residual manurial value of foods has been deducted from the cost of foods
used. When converted farm buildings were used for keeping poultry, rent was
charged for the use. of these buildings only when poultry was the main
enterprise on the farm.

A



APPENDIX A.

COSTS AND CURRENT COSTS RETURNS PROFIT AND CURRENT
EARNIMS PER LAYER AND PER 120 EGGS.

Table No.

I. Total Costs and Current Costs per
Layer and per 120 Eggs.

Total *Returns, Profit and Current
Bartings per Layer and per 120

Eggs.



Table I. Total Costs and Current Costs per Layer and per 120 Ecms.

System of Management

Number of Flock

: Deep
: Litter.

10

Per Layer.

: Free
• Batte. • Range.
•

Per 120 Eggs.

Deep
• Folds. • Litter. Battery.

Free-
Range. : Folds.

• 6
•

2 10 • 6 4 2

Cost Items:
Food - Purchased

Home-Grown

Labour - Hired
- Family

Hatching Eggs - Bought
- Home-Produced

Livestock Purchased

Depreciation on Buildings 8: Equipment

Rent

Other Costs

TOTAL COSTS

CURRENT COSTS*

•

s. a : s. a : S. a : s. d : s. d : s. a : s. a :
34-. 3 : 51. 8-1ff : 35. 4 . 38. 6 : 21. 0 : 30. 5 : 23. 6 :
5.6 : 1. 8--- : 2.7 : - : 3.5 . 1 . 0 : 1.9

3. 6 . 4-. 9 
: 0.2 : 0.2 : 1. 24- : 5.8 : 0.1 : 0.2 0.11

7. 7 • 6. 9 : 12. 6 : : 3. 11 : 8. 4_ : 2. 8

6. 0

2.10

0. 2

4.
•

- 60. 7 : 71.10
•

6050 
•

•  42. 6 54- 7 30. : 35,10 28.4- : 40.11

s. a
28.10

1.6 : _ : - : - : 1. 1
. :

: 7. 0 : 3. 0 : 3. 2 : 3. 8 : 4.. I- : 2. 0 : 2.4
. . :

: 4.4- : 1.2 : 2.8 : 1.9 : 2.6 : 0.9 2.0

: O. 1 : _ : - : 0. 2 : O. 1 . - : -

. . :

0. 1 • 0. 3 . 9 : 2.5 : O. 1 : _0. 2 •. 4-. Li-

37. 5 : 4-5.7: 56. : 60. 9 : 37. 3 : 4-2. 3 :

* Current Costs are Total Costs less family labour and 
depreciation on buildings and equipment.
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fyLtern of Mnaaem.-nt

E;Imber of Flocks

Table  IL._ Total Returns,  Profit and Current Earninp:s Der Laver
21).L.122sL12ILI.

Per Layer.
Deep-

•

Free- : Deep-
Per 120 kg 3..

: Free-
. Folds.- Litter. Battery. : Ram:0. • •Litter. Battery • Range.

SOURCES 01; RETURNS:
Market Eggs
Hatching Eggs - Sold

-- Used on Farm:

Table Poultry
Old Bbns and Culls
Poultry Consumed in House
Cocks Ptllets and Chicks

Total Returns from Poultry :

Other Ieturns

10

s. s. d.
68. 9 : 73.11

•
• •

4 2 10 6 4. 2•••••••.1••••••••-•

V••••••••-•••• ••

: s* d : s. d : • sw d" : - s4 -A •. s. (1 : sy d'. 63. 7 . 48. 9 : '42. 3 : 43. 6 : 42. 3 : 36; 8 .

1.6 • -. : - : - .Eaggp Consuma ip Hbuse : 2.0 . 2.5 : .i._ 1. _5_,....:_. _3. ,_.0 __,..: 1...5._ .. 1.5 : 1.0 . 2.3. ,
Total eturns from Eggs. : 70. 9 : 76. 4 . : 65. 0 : 53. 3 : 43. 6 : ) )  .11 : 43. 3 : MD. 0: . .

. 4.8 : 2 : 3.8-  . 1.10 : 2.9 : 1 : 2.9• 9. 8 
3.

.,
... : 4. 4 . 5. 8 : 2. 2 : 3. 8: 1.0 : 1 : • 4. 1g : 7 . 7 . . 7 : 7.6.0 : _ -gffi..0.•• -1P•••• : . 6.3 : 3  :  . 3.7 :  - : 448

21.4 : 4.3 : 15. 7* : 7.0 : 12.7 . 2.10 : 11.8

_ : 1.. 0 : 1. 2 : 2. 8 : - : I' 9 : 2. 0,............_ .,_, -Ivy .........,••••ver-:-...........................“............ -- Wip...,...4MM.,•+nl.,.....-...1....lporv,... •..,„ , ....... .,, ,i, • _ ",...„,_, __,......v.-......er wv.0v,viv.lev .1.-,.... VP, •••••••/,..........,...........................
TCEAL PETURI\TS 82. 3 : 98. 8 70. : 71. 6 : 50. 6 • 58. i • 4.6.10 • .55 8
TOTAL COSTS

CURRENT COSTS
011,,M,

PROFIT OR LOSS

• 60. 7 7i. 10 • 56. 2 : 60. 9 j 7. 3 75 4-5. 7 
50. 2 : 601. 2 L2. 6 9+. 7 . 3o. : :28.4. 40.11

21.8 26. 1 0 •• 4. 3 lo. • 13.

CURRENT EARNIEGa:t • 32. 1 j1.11 : 21.11   16.11 : • 19. 9 22. 3 18. 6 12. 9
* Current Earnings are Total Returns less Current Costs.

•••



• APPENDIX

COITLIERCIAL EGG PRODUCING ENTERPRISES.

Table Nog,

I. Profits and. Losses of Poultry Enterprises.

Range of Profit and Loss per Bird in the
. Laying Flock..

Returns per Laying Bird.

IV. Costs per Laying Bird.

V. Range of Egg Yields.

VI. Seasonal Prices of Hen Eggs Delivered to.
Packing Stations.

VII, Yearly Average Prices of Eggs.

Chart showina relation between Profits  and Cost of  Food
and Prices of E gs. Number of Eggs required to purchase

cwt. of Food.



Table I.

Profits and Losses of Poultry Enterprises.

• : : : Over-all
: : Average

Profit per
Per- :Bird in the

: . : centage : Laying
Year. : Total.  :Profits. Losses. :  Losses. : Flock.........

: No. : No. : Nb. . i. : Pence.
•

1945-46 : 10 : 10 : - 190.1
1946-47 : 12 : 11 . 1 . 8.3 : 2050.
1947-48 : 14 : 14 - : _ : 286.0
1948-49 : 14 14 : _ : _ . 351.0
1949-50 : 17 : 16 : i : 5.9 : 262.0
1950-51 : *21 : 16 : 5 : 23.8 : 130.0
1951-52 : 17 : 14 : 3 : 17.6 : 188.0
1952-53 : 14 : 14 : - . - : 218.0
1953-54 : 22 22 : - : 248.0

Table II.

Range of Profit and Loss per Laying Bird.

Number of Cases.
. . • • .. . : : • . : : .

Range in : 190- : 1946- : 1947- : 1948- •: 1949- : 1950- : 1951- : 1952- : 1953-
Shillincrs. :  46. : 47. : 48. : 49. .: 50. : 51. - 52. 53. 54..—...— .
Profits:
20 & over,:
16 - 20
12 - 16 :
8-12 '

0- 24.

3
1
3
3
4.0111 2

:

8 12 12 : 6 : 8 : 9
1 : 1 : 1 : 3 : Li- 1

: 1 : - : 1 : 2 : - : 2
• 2 : 1 : - : 2 • 2 : -•

1 - - . 1 ... - : -
1 : : 2. 2 - : 2

:
16 :

:
. .: .

Total
Profits

Losses:
0- 24. :
- 8 :

8 & over :
Total
Loss es

10 : 11

411.1

114- :
•

  16 : 14- :
. :

1 : 1 : 1
- : - :. 1 :
- : 4. : 1 : 

1 • 5 - : 3  :............_2_, _____......... ....

14.

3
2
2

14  : 22

•••



Table III.

Returns per Laying Bird.
.1••••••••••••••••••••

Eggs : Poultry : Apprec- :
: Total : sold and : sold and : iation on: OtherYear. Returns. • consumed. • consumed. Poultry. : Returns.

: S. d : s. d : s. d . s. a : s. d.

1924-5-46 : 38.11 29. 8 . 5.10 : 3. 4. : 0. 11914-6-47 : 40. 6 : 30. 6 : 9. 9 - : 0. 31947-48 : 53.7 : 35.7 : 8.10 : 5.0 : 0.2194.8-2-0 59. 8 : 4.6. 5 : 8. 5 : 24-. 7 : 0. 31949-50 : 58. 6 : 4.9.11 : 7. 1 : 1. 4. : 0. 21950-51 : 61. 3 4-8. 7 : 10. 6 : 1. 4. : 00101951-52 70. 5 : 57. 9 : 12. 0 : 0. 7 : 0. 11952-53 : 81. 1 : 70. 3 : 8. 7 : 2. 2 : 0. 11953-54- : 82. 7 : 69. 4. : 13. 1 : - : 0. 2

Table IV.

:

:.Hatching :: Total : : : Eggs and : ,Other.Year. : Costs. . Foods. Labour. : Stock. Costs.

: s. d : s.d. : s. d. : s. d s. a: . .
194.5-46 : 23.0 : 124.. 0 : 5.9 : 2. 1 : 1. 2
194-6-47 : 23. 5 : 11. 1 : 6. 4. 24.. 2 : 1.10191+7-48 : 29. 9 : 15. 9 6.10 : 5. 5 1. 91948-49 : 30. 5 : 17. 1 . 7. 1 : 4-. 10 : 1. 5194.9-50 : 36. 8 : 20. 9 : 9. 8 :
1950-51 : 50. 5 : 29. 5 : 12. 5 . : 43. 7 6 : 42. 811951-52 : 54.. 9 I 35. 3. : 11. 0 : 5. 4- . 3. 2
1952-53.. : 62. 11 :, 44 . 10. : 13. 0 : 3. 6 : 4. 71953-54 : 61. 11 : 4-2.10 : 8. 8 : 5. 7 : 4-.10

Table V.

Range of Egg Yields.

Number of Cases of Average Yields within the Stated Ranges.

Range of : 194.5- : 194.6- : 194-7- : 194-8- : 194.9- : 1950- : 1951- : 1952- 1953-EFT. Yields,: 46. : 4.7. : 4.8. : 4.9. : 50. • 51. : 52. 53. 524-.

Under 100
oo - 119
120 - 139
14.0 - 159
160 - 179
180 & over :

2 : 6 : 4. : 2 : 2 : 1 : - :
3 : 3 : 24- : - : 1 : 4- 3 :
3 : 1 : 2 : 4. : 4- : 3 : 2
2 : 1 : 4. : 4. . 3 : 24-. 2 :
- : - : - .• 4. : 2.1- : 5 3 :

- . - : 3 : 4- : 7 : 

Total 10
Aver. Yield :
per Bird : 109

12 :

101 122

5

2
3 : 1
1
: 12

14 : 17 : 21 : 17 : 14-  : . 22

14.3 143 • 154 • 176  191 1) )



January 10th
January 17th
January 24th
January 31st
February 7th
February 14th
February 28th
March 124th
April 26th
June 13th
July 4th
July 18th
July 25th
August 8th
September 5th
October 17th

Table VI.

Guaranteed and Minimum Prices for First Qualit,
Es Delivered to Packinp Stations November

1952 - October 1954.

Grade

Period:
Guaranteed Prices:

1952-53.
October 16th - January 14th

January 15th
February 12th
*February 26th
March 19th

1953.
- February 11th
- February 25th
- March 18th
- March 25th

First Quality Egzs.

: A & B
: Large and : Medium

k-thc ndatd : a small.

Guaranteed Minimum !prices:

March 26th
April 2nd
June 7th
July 5th
August 9th
August 16th
August 23rd
August 30th

. September 6th
September 13th
September 20th
September 27th
October kth
October 11th
October 18th
October 25th
December 13th
December 20th

1953.
- April 1st
- June 6th
'- July 4th
- August 8th
- August 15th
- August 22nd
- August 29th
- September 5th
- September 12th
- September 19th
- September 26th
- October 3rd •
- October 10th
- October 17th '
- October 24th
- December 12th
_ December 19th :
- January 9th 1954:

•

1954.
- January 16th
- January 23rd
- January 30th
- February 6th
- February 13th
- February 27th
- March 13th
- April 25th
- June 12th
- July 3rd
- July 17th
- July 24th
- August 7th
- September 4th
- October 16th
- November 27th

s. d

111•11.

: Extra
: Small.

s. a s. a

3.10 : 2.10 :
3.7 . 2.7 :
3.10 : 2.10 :
Li. 1 : 3. 1 :1

3. 1 :
3.1 .

4.5 : 33 2 .
1 3 :
3,2k :
3.5 :

4.10 : 3. 6 :
4.11 : 3. 7 :
5.0 : 3.8 :
5.1 .. 3.9 .
5. 2 : 3.10 .
5. 3 : 3.11 :
5.0 : 3.9k :
4.9 : 3.6 :

. :
:

3. 312- :
4.4. : 3.2 :

3.0k
1

4. Cfr- : 2.11 :
3.11 : 2. 92- :
3. 912- : 2.8 :
3.8 : 2. 6 --.-- :

2.5
3. 6i

f : 2.5 :
3.9k : 3.0 :

3.3 :
3.6 :

4. 8 : 3.10k :
4,111 : 4.. 1 :
5.1
5.3 :

ow*

am.

soli

sae

ere

1. 8
1.10
2. 0
2. 3
2, 8
2.11
3. 0
3. 0



Table VII.

Yearly  Average Prices of Market Egps.

•
Range
in Pence .: 1945 -

per Dozen, -: 24-6.

36 - 38 • 9 : 2

39 - 42.9 : 8

43 - 46-9 :

47 - 49.9 :

50 - 52.9 :

53 - 5509 :

56 - 58.9 :

59 - 61.9 :

Number of Cases of Ave.ra e Prices within the Stated Ranges.

: 1946-
: 47. 

: 1947- : 194.8- : 1949- : 1950-
48. 49, 50. 51.

... - -. . .

1951-. : 1952- : 1953-
52. 53. :

3 : - . - : - .

- : 9 : 4. : 4. : _ : _ : _ :

- : - : 10 : 10 : 5 : 10 : - 2

- : : - : - : 12 : 11 : 2 : 1 : 8

- : _..

. _ , - : - : - . • - : 1 .. 5 : 14-
-

Total •• 10 : 12

Aver. Prices: d.

14_ • 17

•
1 5

• • •

21 17 : 14- : 22

d. d. d. : d. : d. : a. : d.per dozen 39.7 : 43.0 : 46.5 47.3 : 50.5 : 49.3 : 54.0 : 57.5 : 52.5



Profits per Laying Bird.

  No. of Eggs Required. to Purchase 1 cwt. of Food..

Relation Between; Profits and. Cost of Food and. Prices of Eggsf,

Market Value of Eggs (per 120).

Cost of Food per cwt.

SITU  ling s.
59

01 
1945-46 . 1947 194.7-48

t-f

948-49 19th-50 1950-51 1951-52

"P--1

No. of
0-gs.

—1-100

1-90

-80
• -70

1 9 53 -54




