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Item 1,

Millidn

Indiana Egg Production, 1940 -~ 1955
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Cons1dev1nglthe entire 15 year period, egg production in
Indiana has increased at an average rate of 3% a year,

‘However, since 1950, productlon has tended to decline slightly.

From 1944 through 1948, Indiana egg production increased

more rapidly than the U.S. From 1949 through 1951, it grew
less rapidly than U,S, Since 1951, Indiana egg production
has kept pace with U,S, developments--supplying about 4%

of the nations eggs. In 1940, Indiana ranked 10th among
the states in egg production; in 1955, 8th.



Item 2. Egg Production As A Percent of U.S, Total For Selected States

“TOLO-LE T9L5-50 19505
Percent of U.S,

Indiana 3.6 hol L0
I1linois - 4.9 L9 5.0
Iowa : 7.3 7.7 8.0
Ni ciri gan 3,0 2.8 2.8
Minnecota 5.9 6.8 6.7
Chio 5.0 Leb 5e?

1. Towa, Minnesota and Illinois have tended to increase their productlon
at a more rapid rate than the U.S.

2, Michigan and Ohio have not kept pace with the U.S. expansion,

Item 3, _Estimated Indiana Surplus Lgg Production Ovef,Consumptidn, 19401954

Surplus —
Millions of Eggs # Total Production
194,044 633 : 36
194549 852 38

1950-54 752 32

(Consumption estimated by use of population and U.S. Average Consumption Data)

1, Though Indiana is still a large surplus egg state, the "home market"
has grown more rapidly than has production during the past 5 years,

2+ Though the data are not given here, the following conclu31ons are
possibles

(a) N, Y,, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey are still major egg deficit
- states,

(v) Ohio and Michigan are egg deficit states and their deficit is

1ncreasmng.

(e) Illinois is an egg deficit state, but less so than 15 years ago:

(d) HMinnesota and Iowa are large surplus states and their surplus is
- somewhat greater than 15 years ago.



Ttem L, Relationship of Indiana Egg Prices to Selected Other Areas, by 5 Year

Periods,
Prgceé as percent of Indiana :
‘ 1935-39 1940wl 194549 195054
U.S, : 109 107 110 111
Indiana 190 100 100 100
© Illinois 9 99 96 9%
Towsa, b 97 94 ' 90
Michigan 119 107 1z 111
Minnesota . G5 98 96 9L
Ohio 109 ‘ 107 110 - 112
N.Y., Penn,, N.J. 138 130 136 ' 139
Indiana Average '
Prices 19.0 26,3 38,9 37.6

" Adapted from p. 65, "Irends in Poultry Industry - Effects in Midwest"

1. Though not great, there is a tendency for prices Indiana producers .
receive for eggs to be lower in relation to the national price. In
general since 1935-39, Indiana egg prices have:

~=Strengthened relative to neighboring western states of Illlnois
Iowa and Minnesota. . ‘

~--Weakened relative to neighboring eastern states of Michigan and
Ohio and the East coast states,



Item 5: Concentration of Indiana gg Sales, 1954.
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4 Average farm with
{ chiitkens sells at least
~ 2 cases per week; (13%)
J ey 7"of total Indiana farms

having chickens; produces
~27% of total egg production)

f " P Sr “”\;f“ Average farm with chickens sell at
o g\*yf“\ T N ' least 10 cases a week (14% of Indiars
3D L S ) v farms with chickens; produces 17%
A4 - of total egg production.



Item 6, Percentage of Farms Reporting Chickens On Hand

ot TR

1940 1950 19%5%

U.S, &5 79 7i
Indiana 86 77 67
I1linois Si 83 ’
Iowa o 93 86
Michigan : 78 67
Minnesota 32 76

Chio 8 17

N.Y,, Penn., N.J, 76 68

Ttem 7. Changes in Distribution of Flock Size, Selected Areas, 1940-1950.

Tnder 100 100-199 . 500-399 5,00 over
1940 1950 1540 1950 - 1940 1950 1940 1950
_ _ Percent of Chickens '

U.S. 12 31 27 28 17 2 20,
Indiana 43 28 35 35 15 22 7 15
Illinois 32 2L L6 42 19 26 3 8
Towa 14 10 42 36 28 2 6 12
Michigan 45 -39 30 28 17 22 8 16
Minnesota 23 '8 9 27 31 L6 6 19
Ohio 37 31 35 34 19 22 9 13
N.L., Pem., 21 12 17 10 20 15 42 63

Source: Adopted from p. 66, "Trends in the Poultry Ihdustry - Effects in the
Midwest" , '



Movement Toward Specialization:

The change in flock-size distribution and the portion of farms having
chickens might be taken as indicaticns of rrecialization (Item 6 and 7)

For Indiana this might be smmirised sz fallows:

1.

Item 8, Changes

-Selling 1599 Indiana feil fﬂ,ﬂ
to 46% in 195L4; U.S, coimareble figures were 45% and 35%.)

fh.r"op in 1940, Indiana
wver of farms reportlng
8% of total farms in 1950

From over 85% of forms havi
dropped tv 57% in 1954, (I

It would appear that this movemeut to fewer farms having
chickens was moving at a more rapid yste in Indiana bthan
in the U,5. as a vhole. States surrounding Indiana were
also "thinning flocks!" at about the same note as Indiana,

Indiana is rapidly reducing the proportion of very small
flocks, hclding steady in the 100-200 bracket, and increasing
the large flocks, Thia same situation has occurred in
neighboring states of Chio, Illinols and Michigan., However,
the trend toward larger flocks has gone on much more rapidly
in Iowa and Minnesota. Almost two-thirds of the N.Y%.,

Penn., and N.J. Flocks would now be classified as large.

in Rate of Lay, Indisna and Surrounding States, 1940-4l4

and 1950~54,
qus per potential laver Fges ver potentlal layer
on farms as_percent of U.S. Average
19&0 - hb 1950 - 54 1940 - 44 1950 ~ 54
U.S, 110 148 100 100
Indiana 117 158 106 107
Illinois 105 149 95 101
Iowa 102 : 160 93 108
Michigan 116 v 153 105 : 103
Minnesota 118 160 107 108
Ohio , 119 156 108 105 -
N,Y., Penn., N.J, 130 162 118 109 .

Adapted from p., 62, "Trends in the Poultry Industry - Effects on Midwest"

1. Indiana Egg production per hen has increased at a slightly more rapid
rate than the U.3,

2+ Iowa and Illinois have made the most rapid improvement from their low
rates of the early forties,

3, There is much less variation in the rate of lay now thanihere was 15
years ago.
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Million

Indiana Broiler Production, 1940 - 1955,
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1945 1957 1955

Indiana broiler production grew very rapldxy both .absolutely
and relative to the U.,S. rate of growth from about 1945
through 1950, ‘

Since 1959 Indiana production has stabilized while U.S.
production has continued to increase - the result is a
declining percentage that Indiana broilers contribute
~to U.8. totals,



Item 2, Rates of Broiler Production Growth in Relation to U.S, .
of Selected Production Areas

ires T9L0-1E__ 19k5-19 19505 1055

Percent of U.S. Total
Indiana 2@3 | 305 3!:/ 3.0
~ Alabama 1.3 1.6 249 S
Arkansas 5.9 5.9 8.1 71
Delawaré-Maryland 3445 - 22,3 16.7 11.9
'Georgia‘ 4,9 896 12.4 16!5
Mississippi N 1.3 3.4 345
Virginia (Y T4 7.0 5.1

Item 2 shows which areas have grown more or legs rapidly than the
 total U.S, production (U, S. production has increased each year since
. 1940 with the exception of 1944, U,S, production in 1955 was 7.5

times larger than in 1940,) Recent growth relative to U.S, for

areas other than Indiana can be summarized as follows:

Alabama: Rapid increase started 1952,

Arkansas: Slow decline since 1951,

Délawsre-Maryland: Fairly constant at 11-13% since 1952.
Georgla: Rapid increase started in 1950.

Mississippi: Fairly constant since 1952,

N, Carolina: Fairly constant since 1953.

Virginia: Decline since 1953,

L

Item 3, Indiana Broiler Surpkus Over Estimated Indiana Consumption,

Surplus I

Years Mil. Lbs, % of Supply
1940 4.8 42
1945 13.4 hi
1950 55.5 62
- 1954 ’ 59.5 51

(Consumption estimated at U.S, average’rates)

Indianats potential broiler production
surplus has continued to increase, Howewer,
since 1950, because of the dow-down in production .
~growth and the increase in population, the portion
of the supply which is potential surplus has
decreased, ’



Jtem 4, Indiana Broiler Prices and Their Relationship to U.S,.
and the Other Areas, 1940 - 1954.

Area 19L0~-Ll 1945-49 1950-54
. Percent of ¢nd1ana

U@So . ' 99 98 99
Alabama 113 108 98
Arkansas 99 96 96
Delaware-Maryland 95 93 96
Georgia 100 96 96
Mississippi 103 101 ' 97
N. Carclina 96 96 96
Virginia 101 97 95
Indiana Prices 2 32 27

Indiana broiler prices have been slightly above the U,S. average:
And above the other major areas, Price movements in other areas rela-
tive to Indiana can be summarized as follows:

Alabama - decline

Arkansas - unchanged since end of W.W,II

Delaward-Maryland - relatively unchanged

Georgia - unchanged since end of W}W IT

Mississippi - declined

N. Carolina - relatively unchanged

Virginia - declined

Item 5, Broiler Growing Mash and Broiler Feed Ratios in Important
Areas, 1953, 1955.

Area Feed Price Broiler-~feed

8/Cut. ___ratio

1953 X355 1953 1955

Indiana 11,95 L.62 5.6 5.5
Alabama, 5056 5018 ho9 h-?
Arkansas 5-05 &-79 502 5Ql
Delaware-Maryland 5.10  4.82 5.2 5.3
Georgia 5058 5025 h08 hc%
MiSSiSSippi 5168 5-33 h-? 4-6
N, Carolina 5.40 5.12 L.8 4.8
Virginia 5.23 4997 hn9 500
U.S, 5,26 5.00 5.1 5.0

1. Peed data has been available only since 1953, In interpreting

feed costs one must remember, that the farmer often beings

many other services when he brings feed--financing, &tc. Probably
the price differences among areas are partly due to these difference

*

2, There has been no change in the relative positions of Indiana
feed prices when compared with other areas from 1953 to 1955.
Relative ratios have also remained unchanged.



Item 6: Location of Indiana Broiler Production 1954
(2095 growers 1n btate averaging 13 700 blrds)
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