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FOREWORD

This report aeals with the costs of egg production in

1958-59 which is the second in a series of three consecutive

years which have been studied.

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 undersignea.

W.HARWOOD LONG
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INTRODUCTION

Egg production was costed on 53 flocks in Yorkshire for the year ending
1st August 1959. This was the second year of the investigation, which is
being cohtinued for a third year. (1)

The costing method is given at the end of this report (see page 11 ).
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 some part of a
farm building which otherise would not have been used at all. In calculating
averages in this report, each flbck has been given the same weight, unless
it is otherwise stated, Costs per bird have been taken to the nearest penny.*

The costed 'poultry enterprises were on holdings which ranged from a few
acres to over 300 acres. Both the types of farming and the methods of keeping
the poultry were very varied.

The farms were engaged almost entirely in table egg production; only one
produced some eggs for hatching, and these have been entered at the corresponding
packing station price for the purpose of Ibis report.

The size of the costed flocks, and the main systems under which the birds
were housed are shown in table 1.

TABLE 1.

Distribution of flock size and gstems of housing 

.

. Up to I-
250
birds

250-

499
500-

749
750-

999
low-
1249

1250-
1500

Total
no.
flocks

....1, ....I...1M

Batt erY 3 7 4 • 2 1

--

18

Deep Litter 12 '8 . .3 • 3 . 1 •28

Straw yard - 1 - • -- 1 2

Free range 3 . _ -

Total no.
of flocks 18 .. • .

.

 3

,

53

Table 1 shows that 35 of the 53 flocks had fewer than 500 birds, and indicates
that only a comparatively small proportion of the producers in the survey
depended on poultry for a large share of their income.

(1) A report for 1957-58 has already been issued,
see "The Cost of Producing Eggs, a Study in
1957-58' University of Leeds, Agricultural

Economics Section.
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A.rough grouping of the• flocks has been made according to the dominant breed
of bird which was used; although some flocks are difficult to classify because
of the variety of breeds kept. The distribution of breed types is shown in

. table 2.
• •••••• TADTR 2.

Distribution of breed types and 7stems of housing

"Hybrids"
Heavy, and heavy x heavy
Light x heavy
Mainly "hybrids" with

some others
Mainly heavies with some other
Mainly light x hea-vy with.

some others
Half heavy, half light x heav3,

Total

• Battery _Deep_

1

Litter Strawyard LEr_9,erangel Total

•- 5 . 1 1 • 7
2 4 1 7
6 9 - 1 16

2 1 ' - - 3
S 4 .4 1 2 11

2 3..5
2 2 - - 4
18 28 2 5 53

H. This is a general term, and does not refer to the birds
from any particular breeder.

General result a

The average results per bird for all the floCk0,- re giv. en. in 't-able 3, and the
range of these costs, r eturns and ,margins in table 4. Some of the variation
seen in table 4 can be ascribed to known causes; for example, an intensive method
of housing the birds may make possible a stricter control of the birds and of
their whole environment than would be feasible under extensive conditions. Even
intensive housing systems may• vary, for instance• it is easier to cull poor
producers (and so keep food costs per dozen down, and yield per bird up) from
batteries than from deep litter houses. This, of course, may have been of more
importance in the past than it will be in the future, if breeders can improve th,e
flock performance reliability of their stock, and so reduce the need. for culling.
Some of the variation in yield per bird. and in food conversion is also due to
breed differences. These, and many other factors influence the results, but
probably the most important factor in the successful poultry enterprise 'is the
ability of the manager to combine his particular re-sources and skills, so as to
produce eggs efficiently and market them effectively..
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TABLE 5.

Average results per bird for all flocks

Foods - purchased.

• homegrown

total

Labour r paid

unpaid

total

Misoell. expenses - land rent

building rent

equip.aepcn.& repairs
• •

Flock replacement

Total costs

Total r etvzons

Margin  

horse ,tractor work

electricity

sundri es

total

1958-9
Av. cost
s. d.

.58.6 30.10.

2.2 1. 2. 

60.6. 1 32. O.

2.6 1.5.

12. 5 6. 7. 

15.  1 8. 0.

0. 4

3. 6

0. 2

0, 6

0. 

3.

1957-8
Av. cost

33. 1.

1. 4. 

4.

2.11.

• J.

7. 0.

2.

1. 8.

3.

3.

5.

.9.

18.6 9.9. 8.2.

100. 0 _at

4. 63.  

2. 8. 10.11.

No.of nooks
Av.size • of flock

Aveyield. per bird.

Food per bird. for year
Food, per bird per week
Food per doz. eggs produced
Cost per cvit.of food

Time spent per 100 birds for year

Av. sale price of birds
Mortality

Total costs per doz.eggs produced
Returns Vt 11 11 11

Margin: LV N

MOW

It .

..53
476 birds
188 eggs

114 .lbs
24 7. "

It

221 bra

es.9d.
18%;
S. d.
3. 5.
3. 6.
4. 1.•

34
491 birds

- 187 eggs

, 125 lbs
2,5- •
„, Vt

3124

204 hrs

9g0d
16%
S. d.
3. 5.
4. 1.
+ 8.
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TABLE 4.

Distribution of results for all flocks 19 8-9

i . 
• _ • Costs per bird . • 'Tuba .-

-2-6-to 307:-Dr3.• to 40s [ 40 to 50s 50 to 60s 1 60 to 70s 70 to 60s flocks

. 1 1 , - • •.8 12 19 I 9 1 4 53

Returns per bird

_

10 to 20s 20 to 3Qs 42s I 40 to 50s1 50 to 60s 60 to 70s 70 to 80s

.1 3 9 1 21 18 1 53
,

Margin per bird -.

30 to 20s20
... Loss,
to lOs

...
10 to Os 0 to lOs 10 to 20s

...Profit...
20 to 30s 40 to 4.0s

. 2 . T 10 . 18 13 2 I 1 53,._

• ' • Yield per bird • .

,Less
than
220
es

120
to
140
eggs,

140
to

. 160 -
eggs -

160
to
180
eggs

180
to
200
eggs

200
to
220 1
eggs

I 220
1 to

240
es

t
. 2 4 4 ' 8 10 15 J 10 53

• Food per bird per week .

less
than
28 oz.

28-
31i
QZ. .

' 31*--
35
OZ.

35-
38i-

38-2:---
42 ,

more
than

1* 420Z.

more
than
700Z,

6 • 6 .. I 11 15 a 1 6 1 li.

Returns per dozen
.

3s to
3s.2d.

3s.3d.to
3s.5d.

3s.6d.to
3s.8d.

3s.9d.to .
3s.11d.

t
over 4s.

.

.
.

_5_ 18 22 7 1 53. 

.1€ This flock had Tottenham pudding

The level of profit is dependant upon the yield of eggs obtained from the

birds, the return for these eggs, and the costs incurred in keeping the birds.

These factors do not necessarily move together, so that both their actual and their

•relative levels.are important. It may be of interest to consider the egg

•production which would be necessary at various price levels to cover various levels

of cost, before any profit could be made; such.a theoretical calculation is given

in table 5.
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TABLE 5.

Quantity Of eggs per bird which would cover c ertain given costs er bird.

Cost per bird per year
(shillings) .

• Average price
3s. . -

received for eggs
3s. 6c1.

(per doz)
. , s.

30 120 103 90
40 160 137 120
50 . 200 171 150
60 240 206 180
70 . 280 240 210

• The *actual distribution of profits and losses at various level of yield and
cost per bird, amongst the flocks in the survey is shown in table 6.

. TABLE 6.

Distribution of _profitable flocksatvarioji eld and cost levels

Av. yield
per bird under 44s

Total cost

44s to 52s - -
per bird
52s to 60s •.:............

...............

..Over 60s
(eggs) ... „ _ .Number ' of flocks with a

- -'profit .loss profi_ tl loss 2vrofit loss profit loss
. . . .

Unde
.
r 170- . 7 x' 1 x - 2 - 3 1

170 to 200 1 . itl 4 1 1 4 3
200 td 215. ' . 5 6 --... 1
Over -23.75 -:- ' - - . - 1 3- 3

x = 1 flock in existence for lessthan 44 weeks of the.
costed period. ••.

Table 7 shows the influence which costs and yields had on profits in the flocks
in the sample.

TABLE 7. 
ted profits at given levels of total cost and yield (per bird)

Cost per bird
150 -

Yield per bird (eggs)
170 1 190 210

,
230,(611illins)

profit in shillings . .

.30:30
,

- +15. 2 ' . +21. 3 - +27. 5 +33. 7 +39.8
40 4- 4.5 +10.6, +16.8 1.- 23. 0 +29,1
50 - . 6. 2 ' .... O. 1 -I: 6. 1 + 12. 3 + 18.4
60. -16.9 -10.8 • , -4.6 + 1.6 4. 7.7
70 ' •- 27.6 - 21.5 - 15. 3 - 9. 2 -  3.0 - 

Birds which cost no more than 40s. to keep' were profitable even before they
produced 150 eggs per year, .but at 60s per bird it was necessary to have a.

yield of at least 210 'eggs a year to break 'even.

. ,••••,•••••
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Returns and Prices

It can be seen from table 3 that the average costs in 1957-8 and 1958-9

were similar, but that the average returns in 1958-9 were reduced by 8s. 3d.
per bird, or 7d per dozen eggs produced. The most important factor .determining

the level of returns per ..bird is. th e. egg yield .per bird, .and next in .irliportance

is the price received per dozen eggs. In the two costing years now being

abiisiderbd egg Yield remairied -almost unchanged- 8. nd the difference in average

returns was due almost. entirely to differences in the levels of .egg. prices in

the .tto yearS;.- Within the 'Sample, however, the results 'of- individual farms

were gTeatly influenced by the egg-yields obtained.

Nineteen of the flocks were costed in both 195 7-9 and 1958-9, and these

flocks show a similar reduction in their leturns to that seen in a comparison

of. the .11.1.11 samples for..the two years. (see .table 8). In the identical sample

there were some changes between the two years in size of flock, breeds used,

method of housing, intensity of stocid.ng, and so on, but nevertheless all

the flocks except two showed reduced margins per bird, every flock having lower

returns both per bird and per dozen eggs. The difference in the returns for

eggs between the t we years ranged from about 3a. to is, pa' dozen for the
individual flocks in the id.entical sample.

. TADTP, 8.

Result s for an id enti cal sample of 19 flocks

.... _ . . .
• ,

Cost Oer bird • 
,

1958-9 1957-8.
s. d.

49. 2.

S. d.

51. 2..

Returns per bird 54. 3. 64. 9.
... . .

Margin per bird 5. 1. 13. 7.

Costs pa. dozen
Returns per dozen

3. 4
3. Gi

3. 3.14. Ov
ELT.112.2.2r dozen 2!=,--: .....2-,2_1- ,...

Average flock size .. 45 birds 399 birds

Average yield per bi:r2d. 184 eggs 192 eggs

Food per bird per week .. , 21- lbs4 • 2i1- lbs

Food per dozen eggs produced . 7-e. lbs t3i ibs

Food cost per cvrt . . 30s .6d. 30s. 7-id.

Mortality 15% 12%

Time spent .per 100  birds for year .
17eA hrs

.
18 hrs

The reduction in returns' and margins was, of course, expected., as egg

prices were lower all through the second *costing year, and 'were at a relatively

. high level! for,. differnt..an shorter time, • a..7era-g:e .-egg pri ces paid by

the British Egg Marketing .Board during an .August to July year in 1 95 7-8 and

1958-9 are given in table:9. . The "high priced period" was. taken a s the period

when the standard .egg price was 4s. or more in 195 7-8, and 3s .8d . or more. in

1958-9. This was from August 3rd 1957' to January 18-qa 1958, and July 5th* to

August 2nd 1958. i.e. 28 weeks in 1957-8, and from August 2nd 1958 to January 9th

1959, i.e. 23 weeks in 1 95 8-9.
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TABLE 9.

Avera,5es cf weekly 13.E.M.B. prices, per dozen. 

l. From the beginning .of August 1957 to the end of July 1958.

Premium on la_ame.. eggs

Price of standard eggs

Reduction on medium eggs

Reduction on small  eggs _

High priced• periodl Low p ri ced period
28 weeks) (24  weeks)

8a

4s.1117ca.

10d

is. 4a.

3d

2. From the beginning of August 1958 to the end of July 1959.

Year

9fd

43.0d.

67-Td

11-id

Premium on large eggs

Price of standard  eggs

Reduction on medium eggs

Reduction on small eggs 

High priced period
•  (23 weeks) 

4s.1!.-7d

10d

Is. 51-d

Low priced period
(29 weeks)

Year

Table 9 shows that taking an average of the weekly prices over the two
years, there was a reduction in the price paid for standard eggs of qd per

dozen. There was also an increase in the differentials between standard eggs

and other grades, more being paid for large eggs, and less for medium end small

eggs in 1958-9 compared with 1957-8. This increase in the differential was

greatest for large eggs in the high priced period, and greatest for mediumand

small eggs in the low priced period.

The average price received per dozen eggs is influenced by the combined

effects of the proportion of eggs produced in the high-priced months, the size

of eggs produced, the proportion of the total production sold off the fain,

and the proportion of eggs sold retail.

The proportion of eggs produced in the high-priced months significantly

affected the returns per dozen in the 1958-9 sample. It varied from 27 to 96

per cent of the total production.

The proportion of eggs sold off the

the total production, and the percentage

0 to 78 per cent for the 43 flocks - for
Neither the proportion sold off the farm

farm varied from 79 to 100 per cent of
of sales made retail varied from

which this information was available.

nor the method of sale had a

significant effect on the returns per dozen on the farms in the survey.
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Costs

The main factors in the costs are' food, flock replacement and labour costs,
and of these food costs account for just over half the, variation in total costs.

Food costs

• Food is. the most important item in the .costs, forming approximately i0 per
cent of the total. The range 'in the quantity of food fed per bird per week is

given in table 4. . Efficiency. in the use of food, which may be measured by food
cost per dozen eggs produced, is as important as total production per bird.

There was a tendency in this sample for food cost per dozen eggs to decrease
as yield per bird increased. This may be due to heavy layers being better

converters of food, or merely to the reduced ratio between production and

maintenance requirements as production rises.

Flock replacement  costs

Flock replacement is tie second largest item of cost, forming 1.8-1- per cent
of the total costs on the average.

The flock replacement cost measures the cost of maintaining the laying

flock; it is the difference between the opening valuation plus any purchases

and transfers in of stock, and the sales of stock plus the closing valuation.

The distribution of the flock replacement costs is shown in table 10.

TI:f3LE 10.

The distribution of flock replacement costs per bird

Under 4s to 8s to 12s to —16s to -2-0T-to- Total no,

4s 8s 12s 16s 20s 24s flocks ......_

All flocks 6 15 j 15 8 8 1 53
Battery flocks 2 3 6 2 4 1 18

Deep litter " 3 10 _ 7 ...... 5 31._' __... :- 28

Any change in flock size during the year affects the flock replacement cost

to a certain extent; an increase in size will reduce the replacement cost

per bird, and a reduction in size will increase it, for the particular year in

which the change takes place. The average change in flock size dung

1958-9 was small (less than 5 per cent of the average size); about half the

flocks decreased and half increased ins ize during the year.

The turnover of birds in the flock also affects the replacement cost. It is

difficult to get a satisfactory measure of turnover, but it would seem that in

both 1958-9, and 1957-8, the turnover of birds in the battery flocks was a

little higher than in the deep litter flocks.

The important factors in replacement cost are normally the initial cost of

the birds, and the difference,,between this cost and their sale p rice when they

are culled. Mortality is less important except in cases of actual epidemics.

The relative importance of these factors can be seen in table 11. Sale prices

and mortality had much the same range in each group.,
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TABLE 11.

Factors affectingflock replacement costs per bird.

Replacement cost
per bird.

Incoming
cost
(1)

i Sale
pric e
(2)

Diff.
between
(1)&(2)

Mortality Av.No.times
flock culled
per year

No .flocks
,

s.d. s. d. s, d. c
2s to 6s 13.3. 9. 7. 3. 8. 10 19 13

6s to lOs 15.4. 9. 2. 6. 2, 17 28 18

108 to 14s 16.5. 8. 5. 8. 0. 21 11 8

14s to 18s 17.3. B. 9. 8. 6. 26 ' 4 11
18s to 21s 18. 9. 8. 5. 10. 4. 22 3 3

The cost of a pullet at point-of-lay varied. from 10s.2d. to 21solld, in the
35 flocks for which detailed. rearing costs were available; the distribution is

shown in table 12.

TABLE 12.

Distribution of the cost of a pullet at P.O.L.
Cott per
bird, at
P.O.L.

No.flocks

lOs to
12s

12s to
14s

14s to
1Cs

16s to I
18s

lOs to
20s

20s to
22s

Total no.
flocks

5 1 9 8 a 2 1 35 .

Percentage structure of 35 rearing costs, 1956-9,
(calculated on the total costs)

Purchased food.
Homegrown food.
Total food.
Labour
Nascell: rent,. equip d.epcn. repairs

other costs

per cent

75
2

77
15

3
100

The average cost of a day old chick was 3s.2-id. The mortality during the

rearing period. was 101- per cent. The average cost of a pullet at point-of-lay

for these 35 flocks was 15s.2d, including 3s.6-id for the cost of the chick.

Mortality in the laying flock varied. from 3 to 79 per cent. In some flocks
a high mortality was associated with a specific disease, but in other flocks it

reached. 30 per cent without any record of disease to account for the deaths.

Labour costs

The time spent on the poultry enterprise varied. greatly, from less than

3: hour to over 1 hour per 100 birds per day. Although this wide range occurred

in both deep litter and battery flocks, the battery flocks to ok more time an

average.
This item of cost was the only one which showed any tendency to decrease,

per bird., as the size of flock increased.
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It should be remembered that. most of the labour in these costs was unpaid

labour, which was charged at the corresponding rate for paid labour of similar

type, so that any profit vihich is made on the enterprise may be regarded as a return

for the management and capital involved, after an appropriate amount has been

deducted as a contribution from the enterprise to general farm avelheads.

Miscellaneous costs

Equipment depreciation and repairs tbgether formed the most important item

in the miscellaneous costs. The average' initial valuation of equipment is given

in table 13. Extra items of e'quipment- subh as food' mills and mixers,.

plucking machines, egg washers and power cleaning equipment have been excluded.

The enterprises hav'e, of course, been operating for varying periods, and in many

cases the value of the equipment has now been 7ritten down much below current

replacement values.

, T1.),IE 13.

Average initial valuation .
No.floCks AV.value Range of value

Battery flocks (1 bird per single,
2 per double, cage)

1. New houses(or equivalent),ne'w

cages, main services.

2. Small improvements to existing

buildings, main services in some

cases, some new, some second-hand
cages.

DeeD litter flocks

1. New houses (or equivalent)

furniture, main services.

2. .Converted premises,furnitf;ire,*

some main services.

I per bird

9 41s.6d.

7 19s.

0 . 0 0 00 • . per 100 sq.ft

20 f £35.18s.

11 E5. 11s.

19s.3d. to 66s.

6s. to 29s.

• • 0 • • 0 • •

E12.5s, to kb78.8s.

£0.4s. to £10.1s.

SUMMARY

The importance of the relationship of costs and returns rather than the

level of either costs or returns should be emphaaised. 11c)od has been shown to

be the largest and most variable factor in the costs. The yield of eggs per

bird is a vary important factor in determining both cost per dozen eggs and

returns per bird. Thus the cost of food per dozen eggs produced, the cost

of birds brought into the flock , and the egg yield per bird may be taken as

measures of the likely profitability of the enterprise. The price of eggs is of

equal importance but is largely beyond the control of the producer.
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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 nude for any interest on the capital invested, nor has any

allowance been made for a share of general farm overheads.

The Costing Method Used

S.11.  Foods  .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 lhourly

.rate based on the corresponding cost for hired labour.

.(3) _Flock replacement Home-reared piillets 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) •Miscellaneous expenses 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 ient if this was

considered to be necessary for free-range flocks, or in the rearing costs.

Horse and tractor work was charged at standard rates- lief-hour.

Fuel, medicines and. other consumable s -bores 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.

(5) 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 arm were.also entered at the corresponding wholesale price, if

• there was one, or at salvage value.

(6) The average size of flock was calculated from the aveiage number of 'birds

for each month duiiing which the flock was c) nsidered to be in existence.

The average yield per bird was obtained by dividing the total production

by the average size of flock.

0, • • 4 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
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12.

1st August 1958 to  1st July  1959

Laying flocks

Average costs and r eturns per bird and per dozen e

Per bird

•

gs

Costs

(A) Foods (a)purchased 1
2

3

compounds
cereals
other

b homegrmn (1 )cereals
(2)other

Total foods

(B)Labour (ahir.ed
(b)family

.Total Tabour

(C) Livestock depreciation

(D) Deadstock depreciation & repairs

(E) Miscellaneous

Total costs

lbs

92

hrs

2

1.10.

so d.

32. 9-i,

••• 9.

52. 1.

Returns - ,eggs (a market
hatching

c used in farmhouse

eggs
186

2.
5

Total returns

Margin

I 191
•••••••••• -

Per dozen eggs

56. 8.

4.7.

Total returns
Total costs
Margin

.... • • ••• •• • .• •

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

53
476 bird's
51 weeks

191 eggs

H. includes rent for lend and farm buildings




