
Imms•••••••••r.ener.m•••=••••••.,

Farmers' Report No. 144

GIANN1NliVUNDAT1ON OF

AGRCULT1k F.CONOM1C3

LiS.

JAN 2 5 1966'

The C.st of Producing Eggs
A Study in 1957/58

by

EDITH WRIGHT

THE UNIVERSITY OF LEEDS

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE: ECONOMICS SECTION

December, 1959 Price Three Shillings



FOREWORD

This investigation into the costs of egg production was commenced
by the late Vir.D.I.McInnes. After his untimely death in 1958 the work
was continued by Miss Edith Wright, and she has written this report.
Similar information was collected for 1958/59, and at present the investigation
is in its third year. It is intended to produce a report on the year
1958/59 before very long, and to follow it with one on 1959/60.

The University takes this opportunity for thanking the farmers and
poUltry keepers Who have provided the information on which these reports
are based. They are warmly invited to send in questions regarding any
aspects of these costs to the undersigned.

HARWOOD LONG



1.
INTRODUCTION

Egg production was costed on 34 farms in Yorkshire from the 1st September11957,
to the 30th-August, 1958. The investigation has been continued with a larger
sample ir‘a. further two years.

The costing method is given at the end of this report (see page 9 ). It should
be particularly noted that homegrown foods and home-reared pullets have been charged
at their estimated cost of production, that no share of general farm overheads has
been charged to the laying flock, and that only a nominal rent has been charged where
the layers were housed in part of a farm building which otherwise would not have been
used at all.

These poultry enterprises
.
 were on holdings ranging in size from a few acres to

over 500 acres. Only two of -the farms sold hatching eggs I and their poultry enter-
prises were not large. The range in the size of the costed flocks was not great;
it is shown in table 1. The laying flocks were housed in a variety of ways, and the
cots have been analysed according to the housing system used. The number of flocks
in each group is also dhown, in. table 1. Where there was more than one housing system
on any particular farm, that farm has been grouped according to the system which
housed the majority of birds in the flock.

TABLE 1. 
Distribution of flock size & systems of hoUsing

Battery

Average numbers of, layers Total
No.of
Flocks

Up to

L.25.2122
1

250-

4

500-

749
750-
999

1000-
1999

Over
2000

1 i - _ 1 7
Deep litter 8 6 6 1 - 21
Strawyard 1 - 1 - 1 - 3
Free range - 2 1 - -

Total No,of Flocks 10 12
-
9

......._____
1I.._I4__

Again, where more than one breed of bird was kept on any particular farm, the
farm has been grouped according to the numerically most important breed in the flock.
The breed distribution is shown in table 2.

TABLE 2. 
Distribution of breed-yes & systems of housing 

Hybrids Light xlaaa_....a...A.2.12ELL

Heavy...,..,_......._ ,i.ird____...

Total

Battery 1 3
_....4

3 7
Deep litter 4 14 3 21
Strawyard 1 1 1 3
Free range - - 5 3
Total No.of Flocks 6 18 10 34 
Types of  and returns

•
The results have been analysed according to the system of housing in table 3.

It should be noted that althouffh the results for the flocILITatlajILEaLLIVAjlali
mon free ran,have been included for their interest, these groups are too small and 
too varied for a4rrn_2.9nclusions to be drawn. In calculating averages in
this report, per bird figures have been obtained by dividing the total costs by the
average size of the flock land each flock has been given the same weight, unless it
is otherwise stated. (see page 9 for the method of calculating average size of
flock). Costs per bird have been taken to the nearest penny.

m For the purpose of this report, hatching eggs have
been entered at corresponding packing station prices,



2.
TABLE 3.

Averaze costs per bircli_LI2ped according to the system of housin,g

Foods - purchased compounds
straights
grains
others

homegrown grains

TOTAL (1)

Labour - paid
farmer and wife
other unpaid

TOTAL (2)

Miscell.expenses - land rent
building rent
equip.deprn.
horse,tractorwork
medicines
electricity
sundries

TOTAL (3)

Total (1), (2), and (3)

Flock replacement

Total costs

Total returns

Margin

No.of flocks

Av.size of flock

Av.yield per bird

Food per bird for year
Food per doz.eggs produced

Cost per cwt.of food

Hours 'per 100'birds-for year

Av.sale price of birds

Mortality .

Cost of food per doz.eggs produced
1 Total costs
Returns
Margin

It It tt II

11 It II ft

It II II It

Battery Deep Litter- 1 Strawyard tFree range
s. d.

25.10. 28. 3. 36. 6. 29. 9.
2. 9.

6. 6.

s. d. s. d. • s. d.

3. o. 3. 1.
8. 10.

32.11.

•.,

2. 2.

38.11. 36. 6.

36. 6.
1. 5. 2.

4. 4. 11. 2.
2.

6.11. 6. 8.

6.
1. 9.

3.
1.
6.

  3.

1.
1. 8.

1.
1.

3.
4.  

5.11.  11. 4.

1.
1.

1. 5.
8.

2.

3.
2• 8.

41. 6. 43. 7 .  48. 3.  1!. 0 .

5. 7. 8. 3. 8.9jLt.._._
47. 1. 51.._10t  ._ 50.. 8. ___ 60. 2.

70.10. 59.10. 65.10. r 59.10.

+ 23. 9. +8. O. -I- 9.2. _ 4.

7 21

676 bird. 405

3

73.9

2l4eggsj 177 202

111 lbs
61-

31 sf6d.

189 hrs

9 s10 ci

ls.9d.
2 8
40
14

129
9

30 5.

197

8. 8

134
8

33 2.

187

8 4.

3

407

179

122

33 5

303

10. 1

14 184 13

2. 4 2. 5 2. 6.

3, 7. 1 3, 5  4. 0.
4. 1 .  3111  40

6_ J 6 1 ..1#1.
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TABLE  4.

Distribution of results for flocks with housing

Battery 
iDeep litter
Strawyard •

i
Free range

'Total no.flocks

30 to
40s

  Costs per bird ; Total no.,
40 to 50 to 0-77-70 to flocks c .
50s 60s 70s  80s  

2 2

5

Battery.
Deep litter
Strawyard
Free range

Total no.flocks

3
3 - - 7
a 3 2 21
2 1 - 3
1 '2

14 6 34

Returns per bird
30 to
40s

40 t
50s

50 to 60 to 70 to
s_ e0s

1 2 4
3 8 7 3

3
1 2

 ITotal no.1
!flocks.

3 10 14 7

Battery•
Deep litter
Strawyard
Free range

Total no.flocks

.1

20.-10s

*2

Loss

7
21

3
_3 

MaIIEL_per bird iTotal no.'
0 to 1 Profit 20 -i--6 30 to 'flocks.

lOs 1 

1

10-0s - 
i ............,.,,......

10-20s 30s 40s

2
1

3
8 j 8 •
2 .1

1 2 1

2 12  : 12

2
2

21
.

3
2 34

Battery
Deep litter
Strawyari
Free range

Yield per bird
lebs than 160-1791180-199 200-219
160 eggs eggs

1

5

1 1

Total no;
220-239 more than flocks.

eggs eggs eggEj2zj2_2EEE___f

2

3

1
1

1
1

Total no.flocks 7 8 6 9 2

2 7
21

3

2 34

H In each of these groups one flock was kept
for part of the year only.

Amount of food fed per bird for.year.   Total no

less than 1 90-109 110-129 130-149 150-169 over 170 flocks.

90 lbs lbs lbs lbs lbs  lbs 

111B 

1attery 2
Deep litter 2 1
IStrawyard -
iFree range - - 3 -
1 

,
!Total no.flocks_I________? 17 7 

3 1
10 5
1 1

1
1

2
7
21

3
3 
34 
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The flocks in batteries showed better results than those on deep litter, both
because their costs were lower, and because their egg yields, and consequently the
returns, were higher. Table 4 shows the ranges of costs, returns and margin,
yield and amount of food fed per bird. These ranges are all wider for the deep
litter flocks than for those in batteries, probably due to the less easily controlled
environment, and the difficulty of identifying and removing the unproductive bire.s,
However nearly half of the sample of deep litter flocks had a margin per bird in the
same range as the battery flocks.

/battery
It is possible that the better egg yield per bird in the flocks compared with

the deep litter flocks was partly due to a higher turnover of birds with this method
of housing. It is very difficult to measure the turnover, but it would not appear
to be a very important factor in this particular sample of flocks.

If all the flocks are grouped according to the-...r profit per bird, as in table 5,
it can be seen that food consumption and cost, and egg yield are of overriding
importance.

TABLE 5.
Costs per bird grouped accord i to profit yer bird

Costs per bird:-

Food
Labour
Miscellaneous
Flock replacement

Total costs
Returns
Margin

Where
Over 18s

profit per bird is
9tbs LQts Loss

s. d.

31. 0.
5.11.
2.10.
5. 7.

...,...._
s. d.

31. 7.
7. 2.
2. 1.
6. 6.

s. d.

38, 9.
8. 3.
2.10.
9. 8.

S. d.

40.11.
6.10.
4. 4.

f 12.10.

45. 4.
68. 7.
2

47. 4.
60. 1.
12. 9.

59. 6.
62. 9.
5. 3.

64.11.
54.10.

- ID. 1.

No.of flocks
Av.flock size
Yield per bird
Food per bird for year
Food per doz.eggs

produced
Cost per cwt,of food
Food cost per doz.eggs
Returns " " "
Eggs produced in high-

priced months
Mortality

10
724 birds
208 eggs
113 lbs

e lbs
30s. 8d.
ls.10d.
4s. Od.

56%
11?-0

11
404 birds
179 eggs
118i lbs

8* lbs
30s. Bd.
2s. ld.
4s. Id.

63%
1.0.0

9
400 birds

184 eggs
131* lbs

4 lbs
32s.11d.
2s. 7d.
4s. ld.

57%
22% _

4
351 birds
162 eggs
158 lbs

11-", lbs
29s. 7d.
3s. Id.
4s. ld.

• 57%
2: •

Although table 5 suggests that there may be a connection between size of flo k
and profit per bird, the average flock size in each profit group comes from a wide
range of flock sizes. When the whole sample was analysed on a flock size basis
no trend towards greater economy of production in the larger flocks was found except
for a slight reduction in labour use amongst the deep litter flocks.

1.8.12aLiimmL_212L1.132.121...
The effect of breed type on food consumption, egg yield and profits was

examined (table 6); the results were rather unexpected in that the "hybrids" did
better than the heavy breeds, Which in turn did a little better than the light.
heavy crosses. It would be wise to draw only tentative conclusions from these
figures, as this breed-type grouping is only approximate, and as the whole sample
is small and unbalanced in respect of the number of flocks with different breed
types, and different methods of housing. (see table 2 for the distribution of breed
types and housing) It is hoped that the costs collected during 1958-59 and



5
1959-60 will throw more light on this problem. It should be pointed out that
mortality in the light-heavy crosses was higher than in either of the other two
groups of breeds. It should also be emphasized that these costs were collected
When the price differentials between the smaller and larger egg grades were not
nearly so wide as in 1958-59.

TABLE 6. 
Production in flocks using different  breeds

"Hybrids" Light x heavy Heavy and
Hea x heavy

No.of flocks (Total 34) 6 18 10
Yield per bird 204 eggs 185 eggs 181 eggs
Food per bird for year 105i lbs 135 lbs 119-7- lbs
Food per doz eggs 61 lbs 9 lbs 8 1.1ps

3
Cost per cwt. of food 31s. 6d. 30s. 6d. 28s.10d.
Flock replacement cost per bird 7s. 9d. 8s. 6d. 5s.11d.
Total costs per bird 1 453.11d. 54s.11d. 50s. 5d.
Returns per bird 65s.10d. 62s. 6d. as. Od.
Margin per bird 19s.11d. 7s. 7d. 10s. 7d.
Food cost per doz eggs ls.10d. 2s. 5d. 2s. id.
Returns per doz eggs A.11d. 4s. ld. 4s. ld.
Margin per doz eggs is. 4d. 6d. 9d.
Mortality 12% WY° 1 2 0
Av.sale price of carcases 7s. 6d. 9s.11d. 10s. 3d.

Yield per bird: costs and returns
The importance of egg production per bird is shown in table 7 by the general

tendency of egg yield and profit to move in the same direction.

TABLE 7.
Costs related to yield per bird

1 Cost per Returns

Over 220 eggs 

56s. Id. -63s.11d. 7s.10d.
55s.10d. 69s. 4d. 13s. 6d.

50s.IDd. 58s. 7d. 7s. 9d.

per bird flocks_:' I per bird 'per doz.eggs l
Ma3rsg.i:d. 

149 10 lbs 7
160 to 180 eggs 

lAv.Yield / Food used I No.of
1 bird per bird pe

48s. 3d.  71...10d. 27s. 7d. 

168

209
192

236 

roduced
-i

717 lbs
817 lbs
&-1-- lbs

537 Dos

2

9
4

6
200 to 220 eggs

8
180 to 200 eggs

Less than 160 eggs 47s. 6d. 50s. 9d.

This however does not tell the whole story, as in each yield group there were
flocks making a profit of over 9s per bird. In the group laying less than 160 eggs,
two of the flocks were kept for only part of the year and showed a reasonable profit.
With these flocks the low yield did not reflect either poor quality stock or poor
management. In other flocks in the three lower yield groups, profits of over 9s
per, bird were made because some or all of the costs were particularly law, and, in
two flocks because food consumption was low.

. The opposite situation was found in three flocks in the three higher yield
groups, where in spite of good egg yields the profit was almost non-existent, due
to high costs, and in two cases, very high food consumption (or possibly, waste).
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TABLE 8.

Percenta e structure  of costs

Purch.food
H.G.food
Total food
Labour
Miscellaneous
Flock replacement
Total costs
!Margin

Food costs

All costs 
2.9. cent per cent _22E__2nt
Batte,11_4_____Lfp Litter

63 63 63
1_ 3 __L._
66 -- 66 66
15 13 14
7 5 5
12 16 15 755.____ 

loo loo
50 15 20 

Food is by far the largest item of cost (table 8); in these costs food was
two-.thirds of the total costs. It is also d very variable item, as is shown in
table 4. Profitable Use of food is therefore most important; the actual amount
of foo.l used per bird and the cost per cwt of the food should be related to the
egg produdtion per bird. These figures thay be considered separately, or the
efficiency of food use may be measured by the cost of food per dozen eggs produced,
remembering that both the cost of production per dozen eggs, and the total
production per bird are important. Tables 3,5 and 6 show how the effective use of
food affects the profits' whichever way the flocks are grouped.

Homegrown foods have been entered at. estimated cost of production. If the
marketable grain is ente'red'at market prices the costs are increased, but the
ranking in the different groups is not altered. For example, when grouped by method
of housing, the battery flocks showed an average difference of 6d per cwt of all
food fed, deep litter 4d, strawyard 3d and free range no difference. The increase
in average costs is small because only 12 farms fed marketable grain. (A further
5 farms fed some tailings). The amount 'of homegrown corn used on these 12 farms,
varied from 3 to 44 per cent by weight. (On the 5 farms, tailings formed 2 to 50 •
per cent of the rations). For the 12 farms feeding marketable grain, the effect
of entering this grain at ex-farm realisation prices is to increase the cost per
cwt of all food fed by nearly is on average. As these farms are fairly evenly
scattered in the various groups, this economy in feeding costs does not invalidate
other conclusions Which may have been drawn.
Flock rulacemant costs These vary widely, as is shown -in-table 9.

TABLE 9. 
Range of flock_12placement costs

Appreciation Depreciation'
0 to 4s  k) to 4s 4 to 8s 8 to  12s

Battery(7 flock) 1 . 2 2 1
Deep litter

(21
All flocks

(34 ft 
) I

3 8

6 11

6

10

-12 to 16s 16 to 20s I
1

3 1

1 

These costs are affected by the cost of rearing up to point-of-laylmortality
during the laying season, and the price at which birds are sold. In as much as
accurate culling reduces mortality it also affects the flock replacement costs.
Table 10 shows how these factors vary with different levels of flock replacement
costs. .
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TABLE 10

FACTORS AFFECTING FLOCK REPLACEMENT COSTS

1Flock rep.cost No.of --Tr) ( f T :Average diff- 1 Mortality
per bird. flocks P.O.L. Average l erence between'

cost  sale price (1) andL
16 to 20s ---- 

-
1 18s.0d. 10s. 2d. 7s.11d. j 44%

12 to 16s 5 18s.7d.1 9s.11d. 9s.. id. 17%
8 to 12s 10 16s.8d. 7s. 9d. 7s. 5d. 20%
4 to 8s 11 13s.8d. 9s. ld. 4s. 7d. 12%

1
I 0 to 4s

I 
6 13s.7d. 10s. id. 3s. 5d. '15%

'Appreciation
0 to 4s   1 8s.4d. 9s. ld.  - 9d. 3%

No.of
times flock,
culled.

6

3
6

7

11

There were 25 rearing costs available during 1957-8. The average structure of
the total costs was 77 per cent food costs, 15 per cent labour and 8 per cent
miscellaneous expenses. The average cost of pullets at point-of-lay on these farms
was 15s.7d. . .

- A specific reason for death of laying birds was given for only one-third of the
total number of deaths. An analysis of the causes of death is given in table 11.

TABU; 11.
Reasons given for deaths

Paralysis
T.B.
Coccidiosis
Other diseases
Peritonitis etc.
Egg-laying -troubles etc.
Acci.dents, mostly cannibalism
Unknown .

No.flocks where
per cent it occurred_ 

6 - 6
4 9
4 1
2 3
4 5
5 26
8 17
67 31
100

nsfor
The returns per dozen eggs varied a certain amount; for 17 flocks the returns

were between 3s.6d. and 4s, for 16 flocks they were between 4s and 4s.6d, and for
1 flock, over 4s.6d. Table 6 showed that there was a certain amount of difference
in the returns per dozen eggs between hybrids and other breeds. Table 12 shows that
there is also a difference due to selling in different markets.. Eggs used on the
farm included a' high proportion of cracks, so that their value was low.

TABLE 12.
Returns per dozen eggs, agcordinOo  their destination

Eggs sold wholesale

retail

mixed (wholesale and retail)
Eggs going to house

workers

4s
4s. 5d.

4s. id.
ls.11d.

2s. 6d.

The standard egg prices paid by the British Egg Marketing Board during the
1957-8 costing year are given in table 13, as averages for the high and low priced
periods. The high priced period was taken as 28 weeks, and would have represented
nearly 54 per cent of the total for the year had production been constant.
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TABLE 13.

Averages of weekly TILLILLEEj.aLa_per dozen, 1957-8 costing year

Premium on large eggs
Standard eggs
Reduction on medium eggs

It It small

High priced  period Low•Ell.9.2.LEfEL2i_iZear
8?-d 6d

1 3s.11 
9id 3d

I 
Is, Oidls.4id V.-7d

 .1.111111

The average quantity of eggs produced during the high priced period was
per cent for the whole sample; it ranged from 40 per cent to 93 per cent for the
individual flocks. The returns per dozen varied according to the percentage of
eggs produced in the high priced months. (table 14)

TABLE 14.
Returns per dozen e.E.1.2...a.c_215121,1_LL2=12zL121011.21ILLL121.8L21:1221-21212-Lha

Percentage aoducti Qn I Returns per dozen 1
40-50
50-60
60-70

3s.ild.
4s. Od.
4s .lid.

Cuital outlay with different housing methods

Capital investment varied considerably. The average initial investment is
given in table 15.

TABLE 15.
Average capital investment per bird in housing__

Battery - cage (new) El. 4s. 9d.
house etc. (new) 112.1_14.
total £2. ls.10d. 

Deep litter new buildings 16s.6d per bird @ 3sq.ft.per bird
converted " lls.4d "

SUMMARY

It It It It It

• This is a preliminary report and covers only the first year of a three year
investigation,

The report is based on relatively few records so that the results should be

regarded with caution, particularly as many methods of egg production occurred in

the sample, and the number of flocks in any particular group is small.
_• •, .

The regults .inlohasize----6he-well-Imown importance of 'eggyield, food costs in
relation to egg yield, and flock replacement costs.

There was individual variation from the average in all groups, and good

management and a productive strain of birds, with good food conversion, would seem

to be as important as the system of housing and breed of birds used.

It should be remembered that the margins of profit shown are gross. No

allowance has been made for any interest on the capital invested, nor has any

allowanoe been made for a share of general farm overheads.



The Costing Method Used

(1) F o o .d s No residual manurial values were deducted from
the cost of foods, and no credit allowed for poultry manure, whether
sold or used on the farm.

Purchased foods were entered at cost delivered on the farm, and
included such items as grit, cod liver oil and so on.

Homegrown foods were entered at estimated cost of production.

(2)Labour Hired labour was charged at cost, and family labour
at an hourly rate based on the corresponding cost for hired labour.

(31 Flock re lacement Home-reared pullets were transferred into
the laying flock at actual or estimated cost of produCtion; all
purchases were entered at their cost delivered to the farm.

(4) la_222212.11_2EpflifIL_ Special houses and equipment were usually
depreciated at 10 per cent, and repairs to equipment were charged.

Rent was charged if farm buildings were used, and land rent if
this was considered to be necessary for free-range flocks, or in the
rearing costs.

Horse and tractor work was charged at standai.d rates per hour.

Fuel, medicines and other consumable stores were charged here.

Only direct costs were charged; no allowance was made for interest

on capital, and no share of general farm overheads has been charged.-

L)Returns Eggs sold wholesale, semi-Wholesale or retail

were entered .at the price realised. Hatching eggs were entered at

the corresponding Wholesale price. Eggs used on the farm were also

entered at the corresponding wholesale price, if there was one, or at

salvage value.

A (6) The average size of flock was calculated from the average number

of birds for each month during which the flock was considered to be

in existence.

The average yield per bird  was obtained by dividing the total

production by the average size of flock.

•••••••••••••• •••••••ve



Standard Appendix

10.

LAYING FLOCKS
Average costs & returns

Costs

(A) Foods (a)purchasedN
2

(3)
(b)homegrown(1)

(2)

Total foods

(B) Labour (I hired
(b family

Total labour

(C) Livestock depreciation

(D)%eadstock 
•

(E) Miscellaneous

Total costs

Returns - eggs

Total returns

Margin

11

1st September 1957 to 30th August 1958 

Der bird and p.pl',212z_p_a_e_LEp

Per bird

compounds
cereals
other
cereals
other

and repairs

e,,) market
b) hatching

(c) farmhouse

lbs

85
20

11

119

mins
22
88

s. d.

26. 5.
4. 4.

1.10.

eggs
189

5 

194

dozenggs

Total returns 3s.11d.
Total costs 3s. ld.
Margin 10d.

63. 5.

9,

s. d.

50. 2.

64. 2.

14. 0. 

Number of flocks
Average size of flock
Average length of flock season
Average yield per bird

34
490 .birds
51-i weeks
194 eggs

H includes rent for farm buildings

(
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