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THE FROFITABLENESS OF SOME POULTRY FLOCKS
IN WALES, 4054-50,

Financial information relating to their poultry flocks was provided by
17 commercial egg producers a53¥13 accredited breeders for the year 1951-52;
The average results for these two groups of flocks are presentel separately
in the foliowing tables and those for the individual farms in the Appendix
Tebles, The "financial year" of 511 farms did not coincide, so that these
results actually cover the period Jaruary 1951 to October 1952. Five of the
commercial egg-producers kept records for Januvary-December 1951, but the
records of seven others together related to the period September 1951 - October
1952, The information obtained from ten of the thirteen accrcdited breeding
flocks covered the period July 1951 - Octobér 1952,

Three of the commercial cgg-producers were specialist poultry-keepers,
whilst the others were mixed farmers, Their system of management variéd from
"free-range" to the "battery" system., Ten commercial egg-producing flocks were
given freé range of land; two wére kept in folds; three were manégcd semi-
intensivély and two we;é kept under intensive systems (one on deep-litter and
one in battery cages.)

Of the thirteen accredited breeders, seven were "specialists", Twelve of
these breeding flocks were given frec range of land, vhilst the other was
managéd semi=-intensively,

Method of Accounting,

(1) Average Size of Laying Flock. This is the average of the number of

laying birds at the end of each month, i.c. the sum of the numbers at the end

of each month divided by 12,

(2) Average Bog Yield per Laving Bird. This is arrived at by dividing the

total number of cggs produced by the average size of the laying flock,

- (3) Mortality. For individual farms keeping full and accurate records, this

* is the sum of the monthly death-rates, (The latter is the number of deaths
during the month expressed as é percentage of the number of laying birds at the_
beginning of the month), For other farms, and also for the average of all farms,
it represents the total deaths during the year expressed as a percentage of the
average number of layers throughout the.yéar.

(4) Yaluations. In the majority of cases all classes of fowl have boen

valued at conservative market values, For some farms, growing stock and pullets
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6-12 months 0ld have been valued at estimated cost of production., The same
values have been applied at the end as at the beginning of the year,
Houses and equirment have been depreciated at the following rates:-

Laying and rearing houses, ete, 10
Brooders and incubators 7-
Coops, nests, bins, buckets 10
Tater Fountains and Feed Hopners 20
Wire netling and fences 20

Transport Equirment 20
(5) Labour, This has been charged as recorded. In other cases it has
been charged at the following hourly rates:-

January 1959~ November 1951~
October 1951, October 1952,

Farmers & Sons and hircd
males over 21 2s, 6d, 2s. 9d.,

Farmer's Wife and daughters L
~and hired females over 24 18,104, 2s. 0d.

(6) Food, Purchased foods have been valued at purchase »rice to the
farmers, Home-grovn foods have becn charged at average costs of production,
which were as follows:-

S¢.ds.
Oats 12,
Barley 12,
Mixed Corn 12,
Potatoocs 7o

(7) Treatment of Rent and Manures, In the case of free-range flocks

no rent has been charged and no credit has been allowed for the residual
manurial value of feedingstuffs, For those flocks managed semi-infensively
or intensively, rent has been charged only where an appreciable area of
‘land was occupied by the poultry plant; but credit has been allowed for the
residual manurial value of foods useéd by all these flocks,

(8) Egos Consumed in House, These have been valued at current market

prices, Hatching eggs used for home-hatching have been valued: at estimated

cost of production,
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FINANCTAL, RWSULTS.

Commercial Ege~Producing Flocks,

- The financial results for our sample of commercial cgg-nroducing
flocks in 1951-52 ars presented in the following tables, the costs in
Table I and +the returns and profit in Table TIT, Ther are expressed per
laying bird ang per dozen eggs produced. Scme general management factors
are presented in Table ITI, and a study of these is necessary in order to
appreciate Tables T and IT. The flocks have been grouned according to the
system of management but unfortunately some systems are not sufficiently
well represented to enable & fair comparison to be made between them, The
following figures and remarks mist not, therefore, be taken as conclusive
evidence to be set against or in faveur of any one of these systems, The
average results for the total sample are showm in Apvendix A,

The Battefy and Deep Litter Flocks,

It is interesting to note that the highest profits per layer were
provided by those tio flocks.which were managed intensively, i.c. under the.
battery system and on deep litter, Although these %wo flocks provided similar
bprofits of about 2l shillings per laying bird, they exhibited interesting
differences in the level of their total costs and returns and also in the
relative importance of individual items in their accournt, The bﬁtteny flock
incurred avera age costs of just over 100 shillings per laying bird, vhereas
only a little more than 38 shillings was incurred by the degp-litter flock,

Food was the largest single item of cost in both cases, and of all items
it showed the greatest discrepancy as between the two systems, For the battery
flock the average cost of food per laying blrd s 623, os compared with only
28s, 3d, per laying bird for the deeb-lltter. This dlfference, however, cannot,
in this particular comparison be attributed to any peouliarity of either system,
since it arose mainly from the fact that, relatively to the size of the laying
flock, more growing stock and stock cockerels were carried by the battery flock
than by the other. Purthermore the battery layers were fed almost entirely on
burchased food, whereas more than half that fed to the deep-litter flock was
home-growm, vhich is Very much cheaper than purchased,

One important feature which is well illustrated by the results in Tables

I and IT is the relatively low labour reqpifements of these two intensive




Table I,

Average Costs per Laying Bird and Per Dozen Bgas Produced,
1951=-52,

System of Management : Battery, : Deep Litter, = @ Free-Range, : Semi-Intensive,

Number of Flocks 1 10

Per : : Per : : Per : : Per : : Per
Per ¢ Rozen : DPer : Rozen : ¢ Dozen : Per : Dozen : F : Dozen
Laying : Eggs ¢ Eggs ¢ Laying : Eggs : Laying Bzps @ Lo ¢ Egos
Bird, : Produced: : Produced: Bird, : Produced: Bird, ' : Produced: Produced

Cost Items, : s, d ¢ s, d : se d ¢ ‘Se : s, d S, d : s, d

.
.

Food - Purchased : 62,3 i 3.k 1. 6% : 1. 2, 2y M. 3 : Pou3 bt 3 3h

1
Home-grovn v 0. 7 @ 0. O—i— : : : 5 4 0. 35 : L, bt . : : 0. 2%

Gross Cost of Food : 62,10 : 3 5 : : v 2, 6 ¢ 45, "77%* : : : 3 6
Credit Manurial Residues : 0,10 ¢ : : : : : : 0. 8% : y5 s : -

Met Cost of Food : 62, 0 : : : 5 ¢ : DT B : : 3 6

1
0. 5?

.Labour - Hired '
' 0, ' 25

Family i 5. 3% :
Hatching Eggs - Bought c : - :
- Home-prcduced  : -
Livestock 2L, 1
Depreciation on Buildings and @
Equipment : 3.11 ¢
Rent ' : 0O, 8—32 :
Other Costs he b7 ¢

Total Costs 100. L3 :
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systems of poultrynkeepingu This is an advéntége always claimed for these
systems, and for the deep~litter system in particular, One hour ver day vas
the labour requircment of 140 laying birds in cages (plus almost an equal
number of other birds on free-rangs), and only 12 mirutes per day that of 7L
laying birds on deep litter (plus a few other birds on free-rarge). Even allow-
irng for the fact that the deep-litter flock was only half the size of the
bdtteny flock, the saving of labour secured in connection with the former was

still very substantial compared with that for the latter, even more than may

be generally true of these two systems, It must be pointed out, however, that

no autcmatic feeding equirment was instailed with this battery of cages,
Unf ftunately these two flocks were too small to enable full advantage to be
taken of the labour-saving qualities of the two systems,

A wide difference is shown in the average cost of livestoci purchased for
these two flocks, that for the battery flock being 24s,1d, per laying bird
ccmpared with only 23.3% » for the desp-litter flock, The former purchased
about half of its replacements as m-ture pullets, but also bought a consider-
able number of day old chicks, a proportion of which weré reared for téblé
purposes rather than as laying flock replacements, Only a few day—old pullets
were bought for the purpose of replacing the deep-~litter flock, and normally
the cost of livestock purchased would be higher than it was in this particular
case,

The battery and desp-litter flocks in our sample vere housed in converted
farm buildings, and an annual rental of £5 was charged for their use in each
case, Whilst birds on deep-litter are allowsd to rin freely within the build;
ing, the battery birds are confined %o cages vhich nscessarily involve high
capital expenditure, The battery layers had, therefore, to bear the cbarge for
depreciation of the cages (amounting to about 1s,6d, per laving bird), vh feas
no such charge-was borne by the deep-litter flock. (Since some of the laying
birds in the former case were given free range of land, the actual denreciation
ber cage-layer was 1s,103d), Furthermore, the battery flock had other buildings
and equipment (for rearing and feeding ete,) the cost of which amounted, in
this case, to very much more than did those for the deep-litter flock, This was
" another reason why the charge for depreciation on buildings and equipment

averaged 3s,11d, per laying bird for the former as cbmpared with only 9%& Der




Table IT,

Average Returns and Profit per Laying Bird and Per Dozen.
Egas Produced, 1951-52,

System of Manapement ' Battery, Deep Litter, . ¢ Free-Range, Semi-Intensive,

es fee oo

Number of Flocks 1

.
.
.
.

Per Per Per ;
Dozen Per : Dozen : : : Dozen Pe Dozen
Eggs : Laying : Eggs : Broos Eggs
:Produced, Bird, :Produced, : s Produced, : s Produced,

Per
Dogzen
Egps
Produced, :

s 8 oo o0 [N
e (XY e jae

. . . o
. - . . °

.

s, d s, d : : s, d : 3, d

Sources of Returns. : : s, d

Market Eggs : L4 5 PP 3 15,11 5 t L L
Hatching-Ezgs - Sold : : - : : 3.11-%— Lot : -

‘ - Used on.Famm : - : Lz e ' :
Ezes Consumed in House : : : : t 2.3 5 : 0, 2

o
F

52,

Total Returns from Egys

Nj-
o
.

Table Poultry

01d Hens and Culls
Poultry Consumed in House
Cocks, Pullets & Chicks

. .o .o Qe
OO0 O
° °
S~ O~
O[040}~

o

Total Returns from Poultry
Other Returns

aon VMywuw

NECMEN

37, 8% :
1,10

e

oe

Total Returns s 123,11
Total Costs 100, L%

Profit ' . 23, 6% .

e e oo Jes oo o4 fes»

(SN
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laying bird for the latter, .,

In the case of the battery flock, "other costs" consisted mainly of
transport charges, paraffin and minor repairs to equipment, whilst for the
~deep~litter flock they consisted almost wholly of a difference in the value
of fowls on the farm as between the opening and closing dates of valuation,

The cost per dozen eggs produced is a useful measure of efficiency in
commercial egg production., The battery flock showed a much higher cost ver
dozen eggs than the deep-litter flock - 5s,6d. compared with 2s.11%d.. Even
allowing for the costs incurred on growing stock for sale (which have been
included in the coéts per layer and per dozen eggs), it apoears that the cost
per dozen eggs in the former case was very much higher than that for the deep-
litter flock, and was almost as much as the average price per dozen received
for the market eggs sold, The higher the egg yield the lover will the cost _
.per dozen eggs tend tovbe; but the costs;(per laying bird) of food and live-
stock, and of overheads such as depreciatign of eqguirment, were so very much
higher for the battery flock that its higher average egg yield did not reduce
the average cost per dozen to a figure comparable with that for the deep-

litter flock,

The total returns of 123s,4141d. per laying bird for the battery flock were

almost double those for the deep-litter one, Since the seasonality of prod-
uction was roughly the same in both cases, about 50 per cent of the total eggs
being produced during the winter period, the average nrice per dozen received
for market eggs was apbroximately identical for both flocks, It follows thet
this higher volume of returns from eggs in the battery flock was a direct
result of its higher egg yield. This higher rate of egg production was

achieved by the batteryflock in both summer and winter, It is particularly
important to attain a high rate of production during the winter months so as

to take advantage of the higher prices ruiihg at that time, This flock attained
a rate of 57 per cent during the vinter veriod, as compared with 41 per cent
reached by the deep-litter flock. Vith the use of artificial lighting rates of
winter prodrction much higher than those achieved by the flocks in our sample
are claimed for these intensive systems of poultry-keening, Artificial lighting
was used in the battery house in our sample, but not in the deen-litter house;

and no doubt this was a factor making for the higher winter production attained




Table ITT,

General Information,

: : Deep- : : Semi-
System of Management. ¢ Battery, : TLitter, :Free-Range, : Intensive. :

fumber of Flocks : : : y : 10 : 3

Number of Birds per Farm:- : ’ (Average Results),

Laying Birds : : : 176 : 145 : 167
1st Year Layers as % of Laying Flock : s : 556 : 51 : 61
Growing Stock and Stock Cockerels : : : 65 : 76 : 98
Chicks under 1 month : Lo : 11 : 10 : 29

Feeding and Food Prices:- : : : S :
Cwtse Fed per Laying Bird per Annum : Co . : 0.99 : 1.47 1.71
Liss Fed per Dozen Eggs Produced : s 1.2 : %25 : 10,4 : 145

~ Eome-grovm as % of Total Food Fed : : 56 : 29 : 2l : 13
Average Price per cwt, of Purchased Food : : 34s,9d. : 368,64, : 36s.5d. :  28s.9d.

qu Production and Prices:- : : T : : ‘ :

Egg Yield per Laying Bird ' : : 139 : 189 : 159
Eggs Laid in Sept.-Feb, as 7 of Total Egg'&rld : : L1 : L5 : 51
Winter Production (ver cent)* : oo : 31 : L7 : 38
Sunmer Production (per cent) : : L7 : 58 : L5
Average Price oer Dozen Received for Market .6d. @ 24+ L4s.5d. Lks,6d Ls,7d.

Eggs : : : : B
Labour - Hours wner Flock per Day : : o : 2.3 : 2,k : 1.8
Culls as per cent of Input™** : : : L7 : 36 : 58
Mortality (per cent) : : : 11 : 2l : 33

* Average MNumber of eggs laid per day expressed as a percentage of the average number of laying birds during
September-February inclusive,

*% Total Culls expressed as percentage of the numbers of laying birds at beginning of year plus number added
during the year.
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in the former case, Anothsr important factor was the more drastic culling
vhich was made vpossil n the battery flock by the fact that the birds were
kept in cages, and records could therefore be kept of the performances of
individual birds,

The higher rate of culling was also largely responsible for the fact

that the returns from the‘sale of old hens and culls averaged 25s,0d. per

laying bird for the battery flock, ccmpared with only 35.7%&, for the deep-

litter flock., But another important reason for this higher return from old
hens and culls was the fact that battery hens, being confined 40 their cages,
develop inte heavier birds, with higher quality flech and thefeby cormand a
better price on the market,

Table TV,

01d Hens and Culls,

Averape

Price Per
Head,

Average
Number of
Laying
Birds,

Table Poultry.
Average
Price Per
Head,

System of
Management,

Number
Sold,

Number
Sold,

S. d.
16.10
13, 6

Battery
Deep Litter

140
Th

207 7%

20

¢ oo we oo ce les se se o0 e
e oo se %% oo los e0 co oo oo
o 20 ss se oo fee ee as
e oo op 00 oo fes ee oo fee oo
se oo 4o e o fes oo oo

* A1l young cockerels,

Although the volume of returns ver laying bird was higher for the
battery than for the deep-litter flock, the total costs incurred were also
very much higher for the former, so that the ultimate profit per laying bird
was actually slightly less, The profit per dozen eggs produced was also lower

for the battery floclk,

FreefRange, Scemi-Intensive and Folded Flocks,

Both the free-range and +the semi-intensive flocks £ave favourable average
profits, these being 15s,11d and 18s.0d per laying bird respectively; but the
average profit ver laying bird for the folded flocks (of which there were only
two) was rather low at 6s.2d. The average costs and returns ver laying bird
for the free-range flocks were low as compared with those for the other two
groups, So far as the costs were concerned, this was a result of the lower
feceding rate and of the larger proportion of home-grown food contained in the
ration for the free-range group. These flocks also pick up scme food by

foraging,
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Owing/to the fact that the folds require freqpentlmoving, and that water
and food have to be carried to them, a high labour requirement and cost'is
usually associated with the "fola" system of poultry-keeping, Less time,
however, was spent per 100 laying birds, and the average cost of labour per
laying bird was less, for each of the folded flocks in our sample than for the
average free-range or semi-intensively managed flock,

The semi-intensive flocks as 2 group showed_the highest average egg yield
and, despite the high average cost per laying bird which they incurred, this
high yield ensured an average cost per dozen eggs which was only slightly above
that for the free-range group, and very much lower than that for the fold-units,
The semi~-intensive groun also showed the highesﬁ average rate of winter prod-
uction - 47 per cent compared with 38 per cent and 31 ver cent for the other

highest
groups respectively - and the/average returns from €ggs per laying bird,

Accredited Breeding Flocks.

Thirteen accredited breeders co-operated in our accounts scheme in 195152,

The records provided covered the period Jamuary 1951-October 1952 and the aver-

_age costs, returns and profit per laying bird and per dozen eggs are presented
in Tables V and VI, Some general information which has a bearing on the finan-
cial results is presented in Table ViT,

Table V,

Average Costs per Laying Bird and per Dozen Egps 1951-52,

e . Per
¢ Per Laying:Dozen Eggs
Cost Items, : Bird, : Produced, : Per cent,
: S, d s,
Food - Purchased ‘ : 59.11 : 5.
-~ Home-grovm : 1. 7% 0,

Gross Cost of Food 61, 5%

Credit for Manurdal Residues : 0., 2%

Net Cost of Food 61, L

Labour - Hjred : 5,11
~ Family - ~+ 13, 3%
Hatching Eggs - Bought ¢ . 0. 1
- Home-Produced : 6. 0
Livestock 3. 2%
Depreciation on Buildings & Equipment : 2.10
Rent : 0. 3
Other Costs : L4 O

Total Costs : 96,11%
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Table VT.

Average Returns ang Profit ver Laying Bird and er
Dozen Eggs, 1951-52, ‘

s . Per Dozen
: i : Dozen Eggs
Sources of Returns, : 13 1 Produced,

e oo oo

Per cent,

ve

Market Eggs
Hatching Eggs - Sold

~ Used on Farm :
Egas Consumed in House

Total Returns from Eggs

Table Poultry

01d Hens and Culls

Poultry Consumed in House :
Cocks, Pullets and Chicks : 25,

Total Returns from Poultry : 146, oL
Other Returns : 3

Total Returns : 110, 3%
Total Costs 96,11+

Profit : 43, 4 s 13

On average for all flocks a profit of 13s,4d, per laying bird wms achieved
in 1951-52, but the results for individual flocks showed a very wide varia?ion
from a loss'of 25s,3d, to a profit of 40s, 3d per laying bird, Three flocks,
in fact, showed losses and the returns for another barely covered the costs,

Of the other nine flocks, four made profitsvof over 20s,0d. per laying bird,

The costs of rearing replacement stock (for use on the farm and for sale}

and those incurred in dreducing table poultry are included in the total costs,

vhich are expressed per laying bird,
Table VIT,

Distribution of Flocks Lccording 4o Profit or
Loss per Layine Bird 1951-52,

ee a0

Range in Shillings,
Profits:
Over 30
20 - 30
10 - 20
Un to 10
Total with Profits
Losses:
0-10
10 - 20
20 - 30

No, of Flocks,

®e oo oa eo

oo foe oo

Total with Losses
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Table VIIT,

General Information, 195152,

Averags for
211 Flocks,

Nymber of Birds per Farm:

Laying Birds

1st Year Layers as % of Laying Flock
Growing Stock and Stock Cockerels
Chicks under 1 month

326
58
2L5
77

Feedine and Food Prices:

Cwt. Fed ver Leying Bird PEer annum
Home-grown as % of Total Food Fed
Average Price per cwt, of Purchased Food

1. 77
6
3hs, 0d

knl

Lge Production and Prices:

143
L2
31
L9

Ls, 84

6s.9d

Egr Yield per Laying Bird

% Eggs Laid in September—Februany

Winter Production (per cent)

Summer Production (per cent)

Average Price per Dozen Received for Market Eogs
" " n " " 1" Hatching 1

Toli
Mok

Labour - Hours per Flock per Day

Mortality - Per cent

PO % es es 9% %0 e 3% 40 e 00 08 ¢ ce C ce o s oo 6e ee es se we ee oo e ee e

For these accredited flocks, vhich are concerned with the breeding of
poultry, the sales of hatching egpgs and of livestock are important scurces

of revenue, In fact, on averaze for all 13 flocks, the returns frcm these

two sources amounted to just under one-half of the total returns, However,

only 42 per cent of the total eggs produced were sold, or used on the farm,
for hatching,uand these realised one-quarter of the total returns, The
returns from hatching eggs and from the sale of replacement stock are
limited by the fact that the demend for day old chicks and pullets is
seasonal, The hatching season is confined to the first four months of the
year, and consequently market eggs (i.e. eggs sold for human consumpfioh)
necessarily made an important contribution to the total returns from the
poultry entefprise. Pifty-six per cent of the total eggs produced were

sold for human consumntion and the revenue from these amounted to 28 per

cent of total returns,
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Tahle IX,

Pronortionate Uses and Returns frem 58S,

Per cen : :
o’ Total : Per cent Per cent
Prog- tof Returns : of Total
uetion. : from Fpes.: Returns,

“e oo s oo

28 37
1L 10
56 51
2 2

Hatching Eggs Sold
Hatching Eggs Home-Hatched
Market Eggs

Eggs Used in House

21
5
28
1

®e 4o oo o0 oo oo o0

®e 90 ss ®¢ ee e

Table X,

Sales and Returns from Poultry, 1951-52,

: . Returns % of
Price per : per Laying: Total
Head, Bird, Returns,

. Number
Sold
Class of Poultry, : Per Flock,

N

~N [N oONg20 oW N

83
3
35

1250
114
297
325
182

22

Growing Cockerels
Stock Cockerels
Pullets 1 - § months
Day-0ld Chicks:
Pullets
Cockerels
Mixed
Table Poultry
01d Hens and Culls
Poultry Consumed in House

1e
0.
8.

.

-

.

.

. S.
.

.

.

VIO
~NO —~
* o o

%6 00 e 00 oo oo les eo oo oe

13
O.
1.10

e 7
5. L
0. 9

of-+

% oo e e

oo
o L3 L] L] L] o

-
OF W20~

e

-
OF

UVid~l ~uUt\n
oj=

.o
®O 90 00 9V 20 o0 00 ¢ 00 o se be s oo |ee
-

40 00 10 o0 49 B8 se e se ¢ av 0 se ep

46, OF

'
(]

e o

Total

e

The sale of live poultry, i.e, day-old chicks, growing cockerels,
pullets, ete, realised just under one-quarter of the total returns., The
returns from the sale of day-old chicks alone represenited 14 per cent of the
total, The majority of the pullets were sold at 2 to 4 months 0ld, and the
returns from these amounted to almost 8 ver cent of the total,

Table XT,

Hatching Results for éour Farms 1951-52 Season,

Fertility and Hatchability, <% Cost of Hatching, £,

Total Eggs Set 100.0
Infertiles Removed 14.8
Fertile Eggs (Fertility) 85,2
Dead Genns, Chicks Dead in Shell
and Weak Chicks Killed or Dead

within 7 days 18,4
Vigorous Chicks 66.8
Vigorous Chicks as % of Fertile

Eggs 78.4

Eggs - 58,978 1,110,
Labour - 851 hours 105,
Electricity - 3,989 units 18.
Paraffin - 662 gallons 5
Depreciation on Incubators
and Incubator Houses

Total Cost 1,381.18,
Total Cost per 100 Vigor-

ous Chicks 3,10,

%e eo ev ¢s o0 oo

® oo oo se e oo a0

* Excluding cost of sexing,
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The ébove table vresents the hatching‘rasults and the average cost
of producing day-old chicks for the four farms which Zopt complete records
for the 1952 season, Eighty-five per cent of the eggs sob were fertile, The
tétal losses up to 7 days after hatching were 33,2 per oeﬁt of the tota
eggs sets Lbout 78 per cenﬁ of the fertile eggs produced chicks which were

strong enough to be reared,

o

The average total cost of hatching came to £3,10. 2 per 100 vigorous
chicks or 8%d. per vigorous chick, This figure includes the cost of the
eggs, vhich were charged at 4s.6d, ver dozen when home~produced, The cost of

sexing has not been included, Two farms recorded the cost of sexing and this

came to, on average, 6s,3d. per 100 chicks or %d. ver chick,




APPENDIX A,

COMMERCTAL, EGG PRODUCING FNTERPRISES,

Table No,
I, Profits and Losses of Poultry Enterprises,

Range of Profit and Loss ver 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 January 1951 - October 1952,

VITL. Yearly Average Prices of Eggs,

Chart No,
1e Prices of Eggs and Costs of Foodi.

Yearly Average Profits per Bird and Number of
Eggs Required to Purchase 1 cwt, of Food,




Table I,

Profits and Losses of Poultry Enterprises,

: : Over-all
: Average
¢ Profit per
Per- : Bird in
: : ¢ centage :the Laying
: Profits.: Losses., : Losses, : Flock.
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Pence,

No, : No. :
: 48,7

1938-39 . : : 48
1935-00 : : Lh
1940-L1 : 29
1944-42 : 22
194.2-L3 : 16
1943=L1 & 11
194415 : 11
194546 : 10
194647 ; Y
19L7-48 : 14
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1949-50 : : 16
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1951-52 S 14
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Table IT,

Range of Profit and Loss per Laying
Bird,

Number of Cases,

ee ®o es oo

Range in  :1938:1939:19h0: 1941 11942: 193119kt 1945119461947 11948 1949 1195041951
Shillings, :=39 :~40 :=b1 :=42 :=43 :=L) :=L5 :=L6 i=47 =48 =49 :-50 :=51 :1-52
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Table ITT,

Returns per Laying Bird,

: : Fggs : Poultry : Avprec-
: Total : sold and : sold and : iation on : Other
Year, : Returns, : consumed, : consumed, : Poultry., : Returns,

Se H S,
bt H Oo
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H s, d H S, d H Se
1938-39 : 22,14 ¢ 17, 3 5.
1939-40 ¢+ 29, L+ 22, 7
19L0-41 33, : 26,11
19041-42 1 L0, 32, 2
194243+ 37, e 11
1943“14-2{- : 38. 315 5
194415 + Lo, 3.
194546 3841 29,
1946-L7 Lo, 30,
19L7-L8 + 53, 39,
1948-L9 59, 46,
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Table IV.

Costs per Laying Bird,

Hatching :
: : Eggs and :
Year, : Foods, : Labour, Stock,
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: -
1938-39 . . 1,
1935-49 . 13,
194811 o : 1es
1941=-42 . : 16,
1942-43 s AL,
194.3=-4), : 12,
1944=L5 . . : 15,
1945-L6 s 1L,
1946-47 R
A947-48 ¢ 15,
194C-49 : 17.
1949-50 B 20,
1950-51 ( : 29,
1951-52 . ¢ 35,
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Table V.

Range of Egg Yields,

No° of Cases of Averaqe Ylelds w1th1n the Stated Rances,

Range of 1938 1939 19#0 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945: 1946 1947 1948 1949 1950 1951
Egg Yields, :=39 :=40 :=k4 =l -43 44 :=b5 1=b6 =47 =48 =49 :=50 ;=51 :-52

: : : : : : : : : :
Under 100 ¢ 7 : 8 : 4 Lo : : : : 6 ¢ : :
100 - 119+ 8 13 8 .. : : : : : : :
6
L o
2

I :
120 - 139 . O A :
140 - 159 : 20 : 8

160 = 179 &+ 11 9

180 & over: 4 . 1

2
3 1
1 : ¢ 4
1 : : 3
- : + L
1 3
17

Total _ : 63 : 53+ 31 : 24 : 48 1 11 : 44 1 40 1 12 . ;14 :
Aver, Yield: : : : : : : : : :
per Bird :149 :143 . : : 2125 :123 109 : 1A4 1#3 143 154




Table VI,

Seasonal Prices of Hen Eggs delivered to Packing
Stations, January 1951 = October 1952,

: Rate of
: deduction for:

Dirty Eggs:

sotherwise: 2nd
of 1st : quality

Period, : : quality.: Eggs,
(Per dozen)

1951: . :
21st December 1950 - 28th February 1951 ;
1st March - 16th May :
17th May - 30th May
31st May - 20th June
21st June - 8th August
9th August - 17th October
18th October - 5th December
6th December - 26th December
1952: _
~ 27th December 1951 - 16th January 1952
17th January - 30th January
31st January - 13th February
14th February - 27th February
28th February - 7th May
8th May - 2nd July
3rd July - 3rd September
Lth September - 24th September
25th September - 15th October
16th October - 14th January 1953
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Table VII,

Yearly Average Prices of Market BEggs,

3
.

No, of Cases of Average Prices within the Stated Ranges,

Range ; : ! : : : : : H : : : : :
in pence :1938=1939:1940:1941:1942:1943:1944:1945:1946:1947:1948:19#9:1950:1951
_per dozen, :=39 1=40 :=ld =42 :-L3 :1=l), :-=)5 $=b6 :=L7 1=U8 :=L9 :-50 :-51 1=52

Under 15 : 9 : 1 ¢ =~ - < = e e ! -
15«17 138 ¢ 4t -y a o< .y ¢ - R
18 - 20 : 10 : 10 : R : R ¢ -
21 23 ¢+ 5 120 : : : : : : : :
2h = 26 ¢ - 115
27 29 ¢+ -1 2
32 -
35 o .
38
42
L6
49
52
- 55
- 58 :
61 : = :
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Total 62 :52 : 31 : 2% : 18 : 11 1 11 140 412 s 4k L 44+ 47 | o1 | 17

Average : : : : : : : : : : :
Pricer per: d, : d, :d, : d : da : d, : de :de At de :d, & d : d. d,

dozen  :16,7:23,1:32,3:38,3:37,0:37,0:37. 0:39.7:43,0:46,5:47, 3:50,5:49, 3:54,0
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Chart 1.

Prices of Eggs and Costs of Foods (Commercial Flocks).

42
58 Market Value of Eggs (per 120)
Cost of Food (ver cv?rt.)
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Chart 2,

Yearly Average Profits per Laying Bird and No. of Eegs Required
to Purchase 1 cwt, of Food. {(Commercial Flocks).

Profits per Laying Bird,
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