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FACT" HS AFFECTING COSTS AND RF.TURNS FROM POUJ.JTRY. 19L17 ~ 1952 

F, T, PanylI " T, R, Nodland2.J , and G. A, Pond?} 

INTRODUCTION 

~~ch year since 19u7 . from 200 to 550 cooperators in three farm
management services in MinnesotaJ/ have furnished recor r s of the feed 
costs and the returns they received from their farm poultry flocks, Since 
1949. many of them have kept separate records for rearing and laying flocks. 
The purpose of this report is to present the summary of these data for 1952 
and a comparison Nith prpvious years . 

COSTS AND R~TURNS FROM COMBINED REARING AND LAYING FLOCKS 

In 1952 the average cost of feeding a hen was approximately the same 
as during 1947 and considerably higher than in the intervening years (table I) . 
In only one year, 1950. was the total value produced per hen lowpr than in 
1952. The combination of high feed cost and relatively low value produced 
resulted in the lowest return over feed for the six- year period covered by 
the records . The relatively low returns received during 1952 were due 
largely to the low average price received for eggs . 

The farm, raised feeds listed in table 1 were valued at average prices 
at the farm . Commercial feeds were valued at the price the farmer paid for 
them. The net increase in value of chickens r epresents the gross return. 
It is calculated by subtracting the cost of the chicks and hens which were 
bought and the estimated value of the poultry on hand at the beginning of 
the year from the combined value of hens sold . those butchered for horne use, 
and those left on hand at the end of the year. The value of the eggs which 
were sold and those used in the horne were added to the net increase in 'the 
value of chi ckens in order to get the total value produced. 

The number of pounds of poultry produced '~as calculated in the same way. 
The average number of hens during the year was arrived at by adding the number 
on hand at the beginning of eaeh month and dividing by 12. 

The return above the cost of feed was the amount by which the total 
returns from the poultry enterprise exceeded the cost of the feed which was 
fed . . It must pay f or the housing costs, the labor involved, and for all 
inci dental expenses if the enterpri se is to prove profi table . How ,.,ell 
farmers fared with their poultry enterprise 1,,,hen all of their costs are 
considered is shown in table 2. Data for the labor requirements . costs of 
shelter and equipment , and other cash costs were obtained from the 1951 and 
1952 study of Southern Minnesota Detailed Accounting Farms.~ No attempt was 
made to adjust the 1951 <~ 52 data for these items to fit the earlier years, 
al though a slight dowll1<rard adjustment in costs probably would be justified. 

11 	Bureau of Agricultural Economics , UoS o Department of Agriculture. 

zJ 	Department of Agri cu ltural Ec onomics , University of Minnesota, Institute of 
Agri cuI ture 0 

J! 	Southeast Minnesota Farm Management Service . Southwest Minnesota Farm Manage
ment Service and the Farm Management Service for Veterans Taking On-The-Farm 
TrainingQ 

~ Reports No . 203 and 208 , Department of Agricultural Economics. University of 
Minnesotao 
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Table 1. Feed Costs and Returns From Combined Rearing and 

Laying Flocks. 1947 - 1952 


Average 
1947 1948 1949 1950 1951 1952 19h 7-52 

Number of farms 516 549 532 432 392 216 440 

Feed per hen, 
Grain 

Ibs.: 
98 86 99 94 96 97 95 

Commercial feed ~ --.J§. 42 46 -..!:ti ...E 44 
. Total 141 124 141 140 141 149 139 

Skim milk 6 7 7 5 4 2 5 

Total feed cost per hen $5.07 $4.42 $3.76 $4.15 $4.61 $5.03 $4.51 

'Value of produce per hen: 
Eggs sold and used in 

home $5.33 $5.61 $5.59 $4.64 $6.09 $5.52 $5.46 
Net increase in value 

of chickens (1) ~ ~ -Sl ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Total value produced 6.09 6.44 6.16 5.23 6.76 5.87 6.09 

Return above feed cost 
per hen $1. 02 $2.02 $2.40 $1. 08 $2.15 $ .84 $1. 58 

Return per $100 feed 
consumed $ 120 $ 146 $ 164 $ 126 $ 147 $ 117 $ 135 

Prices rec. 	uer doz. eggs 
sold (cts.) 39.9 41. 6 39.6 31.4 41.9 35.8 38.4 

:Eggs lai d per hen 	 159 162 170 177 175 185 171 

Average no. 	 of hens on farm 
during year 198 199 201 219 220 255 215 

Per cent of 	hens that were 
pullets 79 72 76 82 81 85 79 

Per cent death loss of hens 13 13 12 13 14 14 13 

Number of chicks purchased 
-per farm 382 287 366 378 351 432 366 

Pounds of -poultry produced 
per farm 1094 876 1059 1139 1067 1234 1078 

(1) Sales less cost of chicks purchased. death loss and depreciation. 

The data in table 2 show the return above all costs other than labor 
and the net returns per hour of labor used on poultry. The year 1952 was 
the low point during the six-year period covered by this study. In that year 
the average flock owner failed to receive any return for labor. In 1949 the 
poultry enterprise paid 76 cents per hour of labor. The six-year average is 
35 cents per hour. As shelter. equipment, and miscellaneous cash costs were 
not varied from year to year, the factors that cause variations in returns 
are limited to changes in feed cost per hen, changes in the value of the hen. 
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rate of lay per hen. and the price of eggs. 

Table 2. Return Above All Costs From Oombined Rearing 
and Laying Flocks. 1947-1952 

Average 
1947 1948 1949 1950 1951 1952 1947-52 

Costs per hen: 
Feed $5.07 $4.42 $3.76 $4.15 $4.61 $5,03 $4.51 
Other costs (exce~t 

labor) II 	 ~ 22- ~ ~ ~ ~ _,,-,li2 
Total cost other than labor5.96 5.31 4.65 5.04 5.50 5.92 ~~40 

Value of produce per hen: 
Eggs sold and used in hom
Net increase in valUe of 

chickens 

e 5.33 

~ 

5.61 

--:lU 

5.59 

~ 

4.64 

...:.22. 

6.09 

...&L 

5.52 

~ 

5.46 

~ 

Total valUe produced 6.09 6.44 6.16 5.23 6.76 5.87 6.09 

Return to labor per hen .13 1.13 1. 51 .19 1.26 none .69 

Net 	return per hour of labor .06 .56 .76 .10 .63 none .35 

II Reports No. 203 and 208. Department of Agricultural Economics. University 
of Minnesota. 

If one uses the average results for 1947-52. and the flocks in units of 
100 hens. the results are about as follows: During the year 100 hens laid 
1425 dozen eggs. Of these it took 1174 dozen to pay for the feed and 232 
dozen to pay other costs except labor. Thus it took 1406 dozen eggs to pay 
all costs except labor. which leaves 19 dozen eggs from each 100 hens to pay 
for labor and provide any expected profit. 

Looking at it another way. if these eggs were laid uniformly through a 
340-day laying period beginning November 1. then it would take all of the eggs 
laid between November 1 and August 9 of the following year to pay for the feed. 
It woUld take all of the eggs laid between August 9 and October 3 to pay other 
costs except labor. This would leave all of the eggs laid between October 3 
and October 7 to pay for the labor used and to compensate for any expected 
profi t. 

THE 	 REARING FLOCKII 

Time of Purchase 

The months in which the chicks were bot. the number ·of purchases. and 
the percentage of the total number of purchases are shown in table 3 
for 1949 . to ·1952. ,These data· show ~ome trend toward earlier purchase of 
chicks. 

II 	 The rearing flock includes the chicks from the time of purchase until 
they are transferred to the laying flock or are otherwise disposed of. 

http:labor5.96
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Table 3. }4onth Chicks \'lere Purchased 


Month 
Per cent of purchases 

191J 9 1950 1951 12.,22 

January, February and March 23.2 38.9 34.8 39.3 

April 53.6 40.1 38.2 US.l 

~1ay and June 23.2 21. 0 27.0 15 .6 

Sexed Chicks Predominate 

Approximately 85 per cent of the flock 01,me rs bot s exed. chicks either 
as pullets or cockerels alone or in some combination with straight rUt"\. (table 4). 
During the last four years the purchase of sexed chicks has increased markedly. 

Table 4. 	 Per Cent of Farmers Purchasing Various 
Types of Chicks, 1949 - 1952 

Classification Average 
of chicks Durchased 1949 1950 1251 12.22 1949-52 

Pullets 35.9 42.8 37.3 33.7 37.lJ. 

Pullets and cockerels 23.5 24.8 27.3 36.8 28.1 

Straight run 23.5 14.3 16.4 7.4 15.4 

Pullets and straight run 11.1 11.2 11.8 16.8 12.8 

Pullets. straight run & cockerels 2.0 2.5 2.7 5.3 3.1 

Cockerels 2.0 2.5 2.7 o 1.8 

Straight run and cockerels .....f.J2. ~ ~ _0_ lou 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Feed Cost and Returns 

The quanti ty of fe e d required to raise 100 chicks i n 1952 ",as about th~ 
same as the average for 19!.J,9 -- 52 (t 8ble 5). Ho,",'ever, the proportion of feed 
that l:vas oought as commercial feeds continued to ris e U"p to 1952. The total 
cost of the feed was substantially higher in 1952 t :r.a.n during the pre'd_ous 
three years. The cost of the fee d exceeded the net i ncrease in value per 100 
chiCks raised II by $30.65 in 1952. Hence. on the ave rage, these flock o"mers 

II The net increase in value \"as de termined by subtracting the cost of the 
chicks from gross income. This g ro s s income i ncludes the amount rec ~i ved 
from sales "'-no. the farmers estimate of the 1mlue of biros used in the 
home and those transfe rre d to the laying flock. 
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not onl y failed to recover the cost of the feed consumed by the chiCks but they 
al f',r, r,,:~ led to cover any of their other costs such as J.abor, use of equipment, 
i : i ":--,rr t on i nvestment, and miscellaneous cash cost. This failure to cover 
/ ' -c' - :::o sts in the chick-raising enteI'"rlrise oc curec in ea ch of thp fOllr :rparR of 
l' c o rd and the average loss 1f!as $lil. 64 for they)priod 19L19 - 52. 

'7aole 5. I' '''e n Costs and :geturns Per 100 Ch:l,cks Raise (l in Rearing Floc"::s , 
19['9 - 1952l.1 

.- .- - - .. 
Average 

Itf:'m loilo 10C;() '0 c;, 1952 19L:9-1952 
- .•- .--- - . - .. -.. 	 ... ,/ ,/ -- .(.< " - ,/ -<' 

Number of flocks 	 150 161 no 95 129 

Feed per 100 chicks raised, lbs. t 
Grain 1285 lh39 1251 1260 1309 
Commercial fePDs -...22Q 1123 1l.JQ 1185 1000 

,~

Total 2235 2562 2389 2il45 2408 
Skim milk 13 72 31 31 37 

~otal fe ed co s t ner 100 chicks 
raised $70.92 $86.04 $89.00 $95.0h $85.25 

Net 	 increase in value ner 100 
chicks raised ~ 7h.48 7Jh.ll 6Lf. 39 70.61 

Return over feed cost per 100 
chicks raised -5.87 -11.56 -10.47 ·-30.65 -lil.64 

Return per $100 feed consumed 	 $ 92 S 87 $ 88 $ 68 $ 83 

Number of chicks purchased, per 
farm as: 

Pullets 296 340 324 433 31.:8 
Straight run 155 104 133 108 125 
Cockerels 26 ...Ji .1l -.2L JQ. 

Total number purc:based 	 477 479 L~84 598 509 

Price paid per 100 chicks 
purchase d as: 

Pullets $39.83 $39.85 $42. L1 9 3il5.37 $41. 88 
Straight run 20.13 20.90 20.24 22.14 20.85 
Cockerels 14.30 7.96 5.03 7.13 8.60 

Number of chicks raised per farm 391 399 ill6 500 L'26 

Pounds of poultry prodllced per farm 16]8 1679 1747 2071 1784 

JJ 	 "100 Chicks Raised" includes only those that are sold, butchered for home 
use, or raised to maturity and transferred to the laying flock. 

Cost of Ra.,ising Pullets 

These low returns are due to a very large extent to farmers I under
estimates of the value of nUllets transferrpd to the laying flock and to a 
lesser extent to underestimating thp value of chickens ea.ten in the home. 
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Insofar as the rearing flock is for replacement purposes, it seems reasonable 
that pullets can be valued either at their cost of rearing or at the cost of 
p1).rchasing pullets of similar age and auality - whichever is the lower. Like
wise for chicks eaten in the home the value should be equal to that which the 
bird would bring if sold in the market. 

The approximat~ cost of raising a pullet to laying age is shown in 
table 6. No attempt was made to adj ust the costs other than feed and the 
purchase price of chicks. As these miscellaneous costs are based on data 
reported in 1949 some up1rrard adjustment in costs would be justified. 

Table 6. Cost of Raising a Sexed Pullet 

Average 
1949 1950 1951 1952 1949-52 

Pounds of feed required 22.4 25.6 23.9 24.5 24.1 

Cost of feed $. 71 $.86 $.89 $.95 $.85 

Purchase price of the chick1l . 47 .46 .49 . 49 . 48 

Other costs including laborgj . 56 . 56 . 56 . 56 .56 

Total cost per pullet 1. 74 1. 88 1.94 2.00 1. 89 

11 Cost of chicks that d.ie are charged against chicks raised to maturi ty. 

?J Adapted from information reported by C. D. Kearl andL. B. Darrah, 
"Cost of Raising Pullets" , 
July 19Lt9. 

Farm Economics. No. 169, Cornell University, 
.. 

The approximatp cost of raising a pullet to laying age was $2.00 in 
1952. During the same year the farmers included in this study placed a value 
of $1.19 per -pullet on the bird.s which werp transffllrred into the laying flock . 
Altho it is often possible to buy scatter~ d lots of good pullets at less tpap 
the cost of raising them, it is doubtful whether many farmers could depend on 
such purchases for their annual replacements . It ,... ould seem that the cost of 
raising pullets would be a logical charge unless actual purchases were made . 

Data shown in a previous section indicated that farmers failed to receive 
a return large eno~h to cover the cost of f eed consumed. In addition other 
expenses must be met in raising chicks . The data in table 7 show a comparison 
of the return over feed per 100 chicks raised, using values of pullets as re
ported by flock owner~ and approximate returns if the pullets were transferred 
into the laying flock at cost of production. The credit to the flock from birds 
which were sold. or butchered for home use remains as reported by the flock 
owners. As 75 per cent of the bircs raised ,"'ere transferred into the laying 
flock, an adjustment in the value of pullets transferred to layers from $1.17 
to $1. 89 per bird brings about a marked increase in the calculated returns. 
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Table 7. Feed Costs and Returns Per 100 Chicks 

Raised in Rearing Flock, 1949-1952. 


Using values Value of pullets 
as reported at cost of 
bZ farmers uroduction 

Per 100 chicks raised: 
Net increase in vaJ,ue 

chi cks rai se dll 
of 

$70.61 $127.71 

Cost of feed 85.25 85.25 

Return over feed cost -14.64 42.46 

Return per $100 feed consumed $ 83 $150 

1.1 Value "f 1'11 11ets 
less cost of chicks. 

tra tonsferred laying flock, sold and used in the home 

High Mortality Lowers Returns 

One reason for the low returns received from the rearing flocks was the 
high rate of mortality on some farms. Death losses varied considerably among 
the flocks on the farms studied (table 8'. Loss of suall chicks soon after 
Durchase accounts for much of the loss. But on some farms loss of chicks 
occurred several weeks after purchase. In either case, the cost of chicks that 
Clie and the cost of feeds consumed by them must be borne by the birds that 
r emain in the flock. ConsequentlY a high death loss is associated l"i th a high 
fe ed charge for each 100 birds raised. 

Table 8. Relation of Death Loss to Rpturns From Rearing Flocks, 
1949 - 1952 

Per cent death loss of chicks 
Below 10.0- 20.0- 30.0 and 
10.0 l~ 22:....2 over 

Number of flocks 

Per 100 chicks raised_: 
Pounds of feed 

Feed cost 

Net value producedll 

Return above feed cost 

Rpturn per $100 feed consumed 

Number chicks purchased per farm 

Per cpnt death loss 

h2 

2206 

$79.69 

73.93 

-5.76 

$ 93 

h48 

5.4 

1262 
laying flock, 

52 

2362 

$82.86 

71.18 

-11.68 

$ 86 

528 

14.6 

22 

2636 

$91.11 

69.38 

- ?1. 73 

$ 	 76 

650 

23.8 

14 

2864 

$99.87 

59.55 

_1'0.32 

$ 60 

533 

38.4 

2 :32 :3 
sold and used in horne less cost 
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TEE LAYING FLOCK 

In 1952 the return abovp feed cost per hen. in flocks I.,here the 
laying flock record ,.,ras kept separate from the rearing flock. was belo'" the 
19u9 - 52 average. (table 9) Considerable year-to-year change in the return 
above feed costs was due almost entirely to changes in the prices paid for 
feed and those rf!ceived for eggs. The quantity of feed fed per hen and the 
number of eggs laid per hen changed very little from year to year. 

Table 9. Feed Costs and Returns from Laying Flock, 19u9 - 1952 

Average 
1949 1950 1951 1952 1949-=.5~ _ 

Number of farms 160 187 lUO 118 151 
Feed per hen. Ibs.: 

Grain 81 80 77 75 78 
Commercial feed 

Total 
X1._ 
108 

--.JQ 
110 

.3l 
108 

...J£ 
111 

...Jl 
109 

Skim milk 4 3 2 3 3 

Feed cost per hen $2.77 $3.19 $3.48 $3.67 $3.27 
Value produced per hen: 

Eggs sold and used in the home $5.89 $5.02 $6.59 $5.71 $5.80 
Less death loss and depreciation 

Net value produced 
---:...ll 
5.34 

-.:...2Q 
4.52 
~ 
6.04 

-:2l 
5.00 

~ 
5.22 

Return above feed cost per hen $2.57 $1.33 $2.56 $1. 33 $1.95 

Return per $100 feed consumed $ 193 $ 142 $ 174 $ 136 $ 160 

Average number of hens per farm 229 251 274 265 255 
Number of hens on hand. Jan. 1 per farm 269 292 316 302 295 
Per cent of hens that were pullets 83 85 82 81 83 
Per cent death loss 13 13 15 15 14 

Eggs laid per hen 182 189 186 188 186 
Price received per dozen eggs sold (cts.) 39.5 31. 9 42.3 36.2 37.5 

The number an'd value of bi rds in the laying flock are presented in table 
10 for the four-year neriod included in this study. The average number of hens 
purchased was ~mall. Flock o~mers rf!ported paying an average of $1.37 for the 
hens they bought. 'Phi sis 20 cents higher per hen than the valUe they assigned 
to the pullets transferred to the laying flock. 
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Table 10. Number and Value of Birds in Laying Flock, 1949 - 1952 

Average 
1.2.!±.2 12.5.0 12.5.1 19.5.2 1~2 

Number per flock 
On hand beginning of year 272 292 321 303 
Transf erred_ from rearing flock 258 285 272 288 
Purchases 11 11 10 J.i 

Total 541 588 603 606 

Sold 189 211 198 196 
Used in home 11 13 12 13 
On hand at end of year 281 300 308 ill 

Total Lt.81 524 518 522 

Death loss 60 64 85 84 

Value of birds as reported by farmers 
On hand beginning of year $1.16 $1.04 $1.15 $1.19 
Transferred from rearing flock 1.08 1.16 1.24 1.19 
Purchased 1.50 1.39 1.20 1.38 

Sold .92 .83 .97 .82 
Used in home .90 .80 ·96 .83 
On hand at end of year 1. 05 1.14 1.18 1.14 

297 
275 
12 

584 

199 
12 

300 
511 

73 

$1.13 
1.17 
1. 37 

.88 

.87 
1.13 

The value placed on pullets influences the calculated returns received 
from the laying flock <table 11). If the value of $1.17 which flock o\<mers 
placed on pullets were increased to $1.89 -- the approximate cost of raising 
pUl lets to laying age -- the return over feed cost per hen is reouced 
ap~roximately 40 per cent. As most of the replacements for the laying flock 
each year came from the rearing flocks on the same farms, it is reasonable to 
crem t the rearing flock and charge the laying flock for pullets at the 
approximate cost of production. Altho one can arrive at a market price for 
birds sold for meat, the number sold by nne farmer to another for laying 
purposes is relatively small. This is especially true of pUllets. 

Table 11. Feed Costs and Returns Per Hen, 19Lt.9 - 1952 

Using values 
as reported 
by farm ers 

Per hen: 
Egg s sold and u~ed in home 
Less death loss and denreciation 

Net value produced 
Cost of feed 
Return over feed cost 

Re turn per $100 feed consumed 

$5.80 
~ 
5.22 
3.27 
1. 95 

$160 

Value of pullets 
at cost of 
:2roduct ion 

$5.80 
hJ1. 
Lt..h3 
3.27 
1.16 

$135 
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High Egg Production Increased Returns 

The total feed consumed per hen varied only slightly with the level 
of egg production (table 12). However, there was some variation in the 
quantity of commercial feeds used. Flock owners , who obtained less than 
150 eggs per hen, fed 22 pounds of commercial feed per hen as compared 
with 35 pounds of commercial feed for flocks laying 210 eggs and more in 
1949 - 52. Ordinarily, one would expect a greater increase in fe p. d con
sum:otion to be associated ~lTith increased production of eggs. However, 
quality of feed was also a factor . The additional commercial feeds used 
by flock owners, with the relatively high levels of production, resulted 
in bett pr balanced rations. The percentage of hens that were pullets was 
higher for the high- producing flocks and the death loss was lower . 

Table 12. 	 Relation of Number of F~s Laid Per Hen to Selected 
Production Factors (Laying Flocks) 1949 - 1952 

Below 
1,5:0 

~s laid per hen 
150 180
179 209 

210 and 
over 

Numb er of farms 
Feed per hen, lbs. : 

G,rain 
Commereial feed 

Total 
Skim milk 

32 

78 
22 

100 
4 

36 

77 
--1l 
108 

3 

37 

78 
2 
112 

2 

47 

80 
...Ji 
115 

2 

Feed cost ner hen $2.81 53. 24 ·$3.38 $3.52 

Value produced per hen: 
Eggs sold and used in home $3.87 
Less death loss and depreciation~ 

Net valUe produced 3. 35 

$5 . 09 
~ 
4 . 51 

$6.12 
. 64 

5 . 48 

$7.39 
--:.ll 
6.84 

Return above feed cost per hen . 54 1.27 2.10 3.32 

Return per $100 of feed consumed $119 $139 $162 $194 

Average number of hens per farm 220 
Per cent death loss 16 
Per cent of hens that were pullets 64 

230 
15 
83 

272 
13 
88 

284 
12 
96 

Eggs laid per hen 126 
Price received per doz. eggs 

sold (cts . ) 36.8 

165 

37.1 

194 

37.8 

236 

37.9 

Flock owners with high levels of production reported 25 per cent 
higher feed costs per hen than owners of flocks with low levels of production . 
However, they also reported 87 per cent more eggs laid per hen . The in
creased production more than offset the additi onal cost of feed. The differ
ence between the two groups in the price received for eggs only amounted to 
1.1 cents per dozen. 
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All Pullet Flocks Most Profitable 

The ratio of pullets to hens more than a year old appears to be an 
important factor in poultry 't)roduction. Tbe data in table 13 sho~! the 
relation of percentage of pUllpts in the laying flock to various production 
factors in 1949 - 52. Approximat el y half of the farmers re~laced the entire 
laying flock with pullets in the fall . . Another fourth had 60 to 99 per cent 
pUllets and the rest had. less than 60 per cent pUllets. 

Hi gher production of eggs and. lower death losses are associated wi th a 
high percentage of pullets in the flock. The net re sult is higher return 
above feed cost for the young hens than for flocks that contain a relatively 
larg e proportion of old hens. 

Table 13. 	 Relation of Percentage of Pullets in the Laying Flock to 
Selected Production Factors, 19h9 - 1952 

Percentage of laying flock 
that ,·,ere Qullets 

Below 60- 100 
60 2.2 

Number of flocks 
Feed per hen, Ibs.: 

Grain 
Commercial feed 

Total 

Feed cost per hen 

Value produced per hen: 
F..ggs sold and used in home 
Less de~reciation & death loss 

Net value produced 

Return above feed cost per hen 
Return for $100 of feed consumed 

~..ggs laid per hen 

Average number of hens per farm 

Per cent of hens that v!ere pullets 

Per cent death loss 

35 

76 
24 

100 

$2.92 

$h.~4 

~ 
LJ.17 

1. 25 
$143 

153 

194 

43 

18 

34 

79 
J1. 
110 

$3.30 

$5.73 
~ 
5.15 

1.85 
$156 

181 

299 

82 

14 

82 

79 
~ 
113 

$3.42 

$6.32 
~ 
5.70 

2.28 
$167 

202 

262 

100 

12 
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Variation in Price Received for Eggs 

There was a surprisingly large difference in the price received per 
dozen eggs sold among the flocks included in this study. During 1951 
and 1952 one-fifth of the farmers receiving the lowest price averaged 35.7 
cents per dozen (table 14). The one-fifth of the farmers receiving the 
highest price averaged 43.0 cents per dozen eggs sold. This difference of 
7.3 cents in the nrice received for eggs is im~ortant in causing variations 
among farms in the returns received from poultry. Using the average 
production of 187 eggs per hen ,,,hich farmers received eluring 1951 and 1952, 
the 7.3 cents ner dozen differential in price received amounts to $1.14 
per hen. 

Farmers ",ho receive the higher nrices for eggs sell a considerable 
part of their procluction in special markets or to local h~tcheries. These 
special markets may not be available to all producers but many could improve 
the returns recrivpo from the laying flock by better care and handling of 
eggs on the farm. 

Table 14. 	 Relation of Price Received per Dozen Eggs Sold to 
Selected Production Factors, Laying Flocks, 1951 - 1952 

Price received ~er dozen eggs sold 
1/5 low Second Third Fourth 1/5 high 

in price 1/5 1/5 1/5 in price 
recei ved received 

Pounds of concentrates per hen 


Feed cost per hen 

Value produced per hen: 


"P·ggs sold a.nd used in home 
Less death 	loss and depreciation 

Net value produced 
Return above feed cost per hen 

Return per $100 feed consumed 
Average number hens 
Per cent death loss 
Per cent of hens that were pullets 

Price recid. per d07. eggs sold (cts.) 
Eggs laid per hen 

102 

$3.25 

$5.08 
_. 9.2. 
4.39 
1.14 

$135 
240 

16 
78 

35.7 
169 

112 109 111 114 

$3.65 $3.64 $3.63 $3.70 

$5.85 $6.26 $6.69 $6.88 
~ -.:..M ~ ~ 
5.20 5.61 6.13 6.27 
1. 55 1. 97 2.50 2.57 

$142 $154 $169 $169 
264 254 274 348 
13 15 16 14 
80 80 86 82 

38.2 39.2 40.3 43.0 
184 192 200 192 

Some General Information 

Some general information about the poultry enterprise in Minnesota may 
be of interest to the reader , According to the 1950 U.S. Census of Agriculture, 
about 76 per cent of all farms in the state had poultry. This mad.e poultry, 
by far the most widely distributed and generally kept form of livestock in 
the state. However, on most of these farms. poultry was only a secondary 
or minor enterprise. Only about four per cent of the farms in Minnesota 
obtained half or more of their total income from poultry and these farms had 
only about eight ner cent of the total number of chickens in the state 
(table 15). . 
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Table 15. 	 Percentage Distribution of Poultry Flocks and 
Number of Chickens Among Various Types of 
Farms in Minnesota 

%total %total 
flocks chickens 

Crop farms (1) 12.6 11. 8 
Dairy 28.3 21. 8 
Poul try 3.9 7.6 
Livestock other than dairy & poultry 22.0 24.1 
General (2) 25.0 31. 3 
Miscellaneous 9.2 ~ 

Total 	 100.0 100.0 

(1) 	Includes cash grain, other field crops, vegetable and fruit and nut farms. 
(2) 	Includes general - mostly crops, general - mostly livestock, and general 

.crops and livestock. 

Of the farmers who kept the reCOT-'S ~1Jmmarized in this report, about 86 
per cent had flocks of lesr than 400 hens. (table 16) For the ,state as a 
'"Thole, 94 per cent of the farms hao flocks in this size range. 

Table 16. 	 Percentage Distribution of Various Sized Flocks. 
and of Number of Chickens by Size ~f Flock 

%of total 
flocks l-linnesota 
included in %of %of 

Fiock this study total total 
size 1951 - 52 flocks chickens 

Under 100 3.4 30.4 9 
100 - 199 35.6 33.1 27 
200 - 399 L16.8 30.8 45 
400 - 799 13.8 5.2 15 
800 and over .4 .5 4 

The main difference bett-Teen the h,ro grou"l)S "Tas that whi le ,0 per cent of 
the farm flocks in Minnesota had less than 100 hens, only 3 per cent of the 
farms where records were kept had flocks as small as that. About half of one 
per cent in each group had flocks of 800 or more hens. From these data it 
would seem that the records summarized in this report are likely to be typical 
of most poultry flocks in Minnesota which contain more than 100 hens. 

Feeding Standards for Chicks and Laying Hens Under Experimental 
Conditions 

Many farmers would like to have some standard by which to compare their 
practices in feeding chicks and laying hens. Table 17 provides such a standard 
for a light and a heavy breed of chicks. The data shown were developed under 
experimental conditions and do not necessarily represent a completely attaina
ble standard for farmers generally. 
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Table 17. 	 Feed Required to Obtain Certain Average Live 
Weights for 'I'..,o Breeds of Chicks. 1l 

Average Feed. reguired to octain certain weights 
live White Leghorns R. I. Reds 

weight Female Male Female Male 
Pounds Pocmds 

.5 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.1 
1.0 	 3.2 3.0 2.9 2.5 
1.5 	 5.4 4.9 u.7 u.l 
2.0 	 8.0 7.2 6.9 5.7 
2.5 	 11.2 9.9 9.3 7.5 
3.0 	 15.6 13.3 12.1 9.5 
3.5 	 22.0 17.9 15.5 11. 7 
4.0 	 24.8 19.5 14.1 
4.5 	 39.8 23.4 17.0 
5.0 	 27.5 20.3 

1l 	Source: "Reconnnended Nutrient Allowances for Poultry", National Research 
CounCil, Committee on Animal Nutrition. 

For many reasons the quantity of feed fed to hens varies from farm to 
farm. Among these are such things as the manner of feeding, the amount of 
feed wasted and the make-up to the ration. Table 18 provides a standard 
with which the farmer may compare the feed requirements of his flock. 

Table 18. Feed RequireCl. by Chickens of Different Live ''leights for Maintenance 
and for Egg Production at Different Levels. 1l 

Annual Feed Reauirements 
3~ lb. il! lb. 5 lb. 5i lb. 6i lb. 

No. eggs hen hen hen hen hen 
Pounds of Feed 

0 52 61 65 70 78 
100 67 75 80 84 92 
130 71 79 84 88 96 
140 	 73 80 85 89 97 
150 74 82 87 91 99 

160 76 83 88 92 100 
170 77 85 90 94 102 
180 79 86 91 95 103 
190 80 88 93 97 105 
200 	 81 89 94 98 106 

210 82 91 96 100 108 
220 84 92 97 101 109 
230 85 94 99 103 111 
240 87 95 100 104 112 
250 88 97 102 106 114 

1l Adapted from report - "Recommended Nutri ent Allowances for Poultry" 
National Research Council, Committee on Animal Nutrition. 
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The cost of feeding a hen that is fed. according to these standards is 
sho~m in table 19. 

Table 19. Annual Cost of Feeding Hens of Different "'eights at Various 
Rates of Egg Production 1.1 

Price of feed ner 100 pounds 
Annual egg ~n. 00 CVT. $3,.Q C'IlT. ~'3 •....20 CWT. 

til 1 bproduction 4i lb. hen 51 lb. hen U~lb . hen 5! lb. hen ·2 lb. hen 52 1 . hen 
o $1. 83 $2.10 $1. 98 $2.27 $2.13 $2. ti5 

100 2.25 2.52 2. WL 2.73 2.62 2.94 
130 2.37 2.64 2.57 2. 86 2.76 3.08 
140 2. uO 2. h? 2.60 2.89 2.79 3.11 
150 2.46 2.73 2.66 2.95 2.86 3.18 

160 2.49 2.76 2.70 2.99 2.90 3.22 
170 2.55 2.82 2.76 3.05 2.97 3.29 
180 2.58 2.85 2.79 3.08 3.00 3.32 
190 2.64 2.91 2.86 3.15 3.07 3.39 
200 2.67 2.9L: 2.89 3.18 3.11 3. 43 

210 2.73 3.00 2.96 3.25 3.18 3.50 
220 2.75 3.03 2.99 3.28 3·21 3.53 
230 2.81 3.09 3.05 3.34 3.28 3.60 
2uO 2.84 3.12 3. 09 3.38 3·32 3.64 
250 2·20 3·18 3·15 3.44 3·32 3·21 

1.1 	 Physical data adapted from report - "Recommended Nutrient Allowances for 
Poultry", National Research Council, Committee on Animal Nutrition 

As more than half the cost of feeding a hen is incurred even though the 
hen lays no eggs, early and careful culling out of nonlayers is a profitable 
undertaking. How far to go in culling out the 101," producers \"nl depend on 
the rate of lay of the hen, ~he price of feed, and the price of eggs. For 
example, a hen "reighing 4~ nouncls and la;Ving 100 eggs a year ,·rill pay for its 
feed ($3.00 CWT.) "Then egg'S sell for 27 cents a dozen . (table 20) If the 
price of -f'eed is $3 , 25 the price of eggs must be 29 cents and with $3,50 feed 
the pricR of eggs must be 31 cents. 

Table 20. F.gg Prices Necessary t o Pay Cost of Feed.ing Hpns of Different 
Weights at Various Rates of Lay 1.1 

Annual Price cost of fepd 
Feed at 3·00 $3.25 Feed at ~3. 50 

egg ner 100 nounds ner 100 nounds ner 100 nounds 
1ui- lb . 5! Ib, tii lb. S"2 lb. 4i lb. 5% lb. 

product:Lo_n hen hen hen hen hen hen 
cents per d.ozen 

100 27 30 29 33 31 35 
130 22 24 24 26 2S 28 

2u160 19 21 20 22 22 
190 17 18 18 20 19 21 
220 15 17 16 18 18 19 
250 14 15 15 _ 17 16 18

11 	Physical data adapted from report - "Recommended Nutrient Allowances for 
Poultry", National Research Council, Committee on Animal Nutrition. 


