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A STUDY OF CERTAIN ECONOMIC FACTORS INVOLVED IN THE ORGANIZATION AND
MANAGEMENT OF POULTRY FARMS IN UTAH

Introduction

In the organization and management of poultry farming many problems
arise which call for a solution. Among such problems are the following:
The amount of floor space per hen whieh will prove the most economical, the
value of electrie lights in poultry houses, amount of labor which can be
profitably invested im & poultry flock, and the amount of feed which can be
economically fed to poultry.

There are many influences which determine poultry profits that cannot
be controlled directly, but the factors mentioned here are largely within
the control of the poultryman, Hs should, therefore, direct them as far as
possible so as to increase his net returns.

Each hen should be provided with floor space necessary for most effi-
eient produstion, The poultryman, however, does not know the amount of
space that will bring the greatest returns., If the net income from each
hen is just as high with two square feet of floor space per hen as where
each hen m six square feet, then it is not economical to have six square
feet of floor space per hen, If this is the case, it would be advisable for
the poultryman to increase the size of his flock so as to obtain the fulle
eat returns from his investment in poultry houses and equipment,

A poultry farmer should know if there are any advantages derived from
the use of electric lights, If it is an advantage to use lights, the
poultryman desires to know how many hours they should be used sach day,

If, through the use of lights, production is increased to such an extent
that gross returns more than pay for wiring, cost of electricity, and other
ineidental expenses, lights will prove a profitable investment,



4 poultryman must give t;n and labor %o his flock in feeding, clean-
ing coops and gathering eggs. When this work has been efficiently done,
extra time and labor is not likely to increase profits. The poultry farmer
wants to know the point where inereased labor fails to inerease profits,
This same principle applies to the amount of feed givem to poultry. Up to a
gertain point production may be increased as the amount of feed is increased,
but before this point is reached, the extra egzs may not pay for the addition-
al feed costs, The poultry farmer should kmow the limits of poultry feed-
ing which will prove profitable.

Whether or not the poultryman solves these problems determines to a
econsiderable degree his success or feilure.

This study is an attempt to point out the relationship existing between
ssveral of these factors which pertain to the organization, management, and

profitableness of a poultry farm,

Source of Data
The data used in this study were obtained from 319 records of represent-

ative commercial poultry flocks in Utah, The records were taken between
1928~193]1 from the following counties: Cache, Box Elder, Weber, lMorgan,
Sumit, Davis, Uteh, Selt Lake, San Pete, Juadb, and Sevier. Of the 319
records, 119 were for the year 1929, 100 for the year 1930, and 100 for the
year 1931, The survey method was used in obtaining these records. The records
were collected as part of a study of the poultry industry in Utah in which
the Utah State Experiment Station and Bureau of Agriculturel Economies,
UsS.Dsds, cooperated, Utah Experiment Station Bulletin No. 244, "Economie
Factors Affecting Poultry Production end Marketing in Utah® by W, Preston
Thomas and Marion Clawson, has been published by the Experiment Statioem.
This study is a further analysis of data contained in the records not prev-

iously covered by the bulletin mentioned,



Purpose of Study

The purpose of this study is to analyze the effect of certain poultry
practices upon egg production, and to show how changes in different pro-

duetion and marketing practices affect costs and returns to poultrymen,

The ,_of Poul Have in the Poultry Business
-lg Relatien to Various Measures of Poultry Efficienecy

It is generally thought that long experiemce in any given field promotes
efficiency in that field., If this were true, onme would expect poultrymen who
had been in the business longest to be the most efficient., That is, they
would have larger flocks, higher egg production per hem, less death loss,
and a larger percentage of their eggs would be greded as extras., Furthermore,
they would be expected to have a larger net income from each hen.

In order to study the relationship of these factors, the poultry farms
were divided into four groups on the basis of the number of hens kept, BEach
size group was then subdivided on the basis of the number of years the poultry-
man hed been in the poultry business. The size of flock groups were set up
in order to eliminate the effect that the size of flock has on the effisien=-
ey of the poultryman. For example, in the Utah Experiment Station Bulletin,
"Economic Fectors Affecting Poultry Production and Marketing in Uteh®, prev-
iously mentioned, it was shown that a farm with 500 or less hens requires
on the averege 2,2 hours of man labor per hen while a farm with more than
1500 hens requires on the average only l.2 hours of man labor per hen,

This difference of one hour of labor per hen has & tremendous influence on
the profitableness of the poultry farme

The results show that there was a tendenecy for those who had been in
the business for the greatest length of time to have the largest flocks
(Table 1), In the two groups having the amallest flocks there were more



farms with less than 4 years experience as poultrymen than there were with
more than 4 years experience. In the two groups with largest flocks the
opposite condition prevailed. Furthermore, within each size group, with but
one exception, the average number of hens was largest for the poultrymen who
had had the most experience. This general relationship is further shown in
the summary of farms operated by poultrymen who had had less than three years
experience compared with those who had had more than six years exmriemce in
the poultry business (Table 3).

Table 1. Number of years poultrymen have been engaged in the

poultry business in relation to various measures of poultry
efficiency, 257 Utah poultry farms, 1929-1931.

T O=800 t B01=1000 @ I
:_Hen Flocks : Hem Flocks : Hen Flocks :Than 1500 Hens

: :
: Most : : t :
3 ] $

Item

No. of Records :38 148 :41 46

H
:
: : 20 :21 :17
Avg, Exp, (Years) $ 7.08: 2,31: 11.,10: 3,20:

330 6400: 2,71

Avg, No, of Hens 1390 1335 :722 1677 1,209 :1,254 :2,747 12,632

% Death Loss Hens t 2leR : 18,3 : 18,1 ¢ 1749 : 17.8 : 23,3 : 81.1 22,7

% in Extra G, Eggs : 32,5 : 37.3 : 42.4 : 42,6 : : 46,0 t 51,0 : 52,1 : 46,1

Net Income Per Hen :§=.151:§«.220: $.005: O.m: $.201: $.422: 3.“1: $.422
g, " oaie R e 3 - 3 gic 3

Practioally no reletionship wes shown between per oent desth loss of hens
and experience of the producer (Tebles 1 and 2). Poultrymen with the least
experience on farms with 400 or leas and 751 or mars hens had the highest
mortality rate among their flocks, On farms with 451 $o 750 hens poultrymen
with the most experience had the highest death loss (Table 2). These results
are so conflieting that no conclusive answer as to the relationship of exe
perience of producers to percentage death loas of hens can be given,

The relationship of experience to percentage of eggs in extra grade were
not conelusive enough to warrant any definite enswer as to the affect of
experience on percentage of extras., It is significant, however, that the

percentage of extras increase in succession from about 38 per cent to 48



per cent as the size of flocks inerease (Table 3),

Table 2, The relationship of several measures of poultry
efficiency for farms where poultrymen have had three
or leas years experience in comperisen teo farms where
they have had six or more years experience, 180 Utah
poultry farms, 1929«1931.

:¥locks o 1451-760 Hen  :Floecks of 761
Item : Pou

t6or :30r 1 60r t30r t6or t3or

$ More : lLess liore lass Le

3 5" 3 3 3 :
No, of Records 34 1 43 3 M 3 2B : 486 : 2
Avg. Experience (Years) t 10,14: 2,29: 9.67: 2,59: 8.,52: 2.41
Avg. No, of Hens : 377 :320 : 598 : 564 :1,472 :1,819
Egg Production Per Hem t 156 :189 :156 :170 :1850 : 160
% Death Loss (Hens) t 15,9 : 18,7 1 18,9 : 1442 : 17,7 : 23,0
% in Extra G, (Ezzs) 1 88,7 : 38,0 : 40.8 1 40.4 : 46,5 : 47.7

_ 3 3 3 g 3 3

In regard to the production of eggs per hen the tendency was for the group
with the least experience as poultrymen to have the highest production, For
every size group the average production per hen for the three years, 1929-1931,
was highest for the group of least experience (Table 3), The difference
varied from three eggs for the smellest size group to 8 eggs in the group with
over 1500 hens, Although the differemce was not large, the general relation-
ship held, with but one exeeption, for every group for all three years. This
one exception was in the small size group in which the peultrymen with more
than rou:l; years pouliry experience had an average productiom of 185 eggs per
hen while those with less than four years experience had a production of only
158 eggs per hen, The same general relationship wes shown for each of the
three size groups divided into those poultrymen with more than six and less
than three years experience (Table 2). For the groups of farms with 451-750
hens there was a variation of as many as 14 eggs in favor of poultrymen with

the least poultry experience.



Table 3. HNumber of years poultrymen have been engaged in
the poultry busimess in relation to egg production
per hem, 257 Utah poultry farms, 1928-1931.

T 0=500 : 501=1000  : 1001-1500 :Flocks of More
- s_Henm Flocks : Hen Flocks : Hen Flocks :Than 1500 Hens

G _: Bxperience of Poulirymen
_3 Most :least : g;t ileast : Most :least : Most :least
= of Eggs Per:iHen :

Years

: H

$ s $ t : 3 t
1929 ¢ 185 : 160 : 152 : 163 : 144 : 159 : 148 : 155

3 w3 | N e Tl S U B $
1930 : 165 : 158 : 160 : 166 : 161 : 168 : 158 : 175

: R : : : : :
1981 : 150 : 165 : 144 : 147 : 149 : 153 : 155 : 157

$ : : :  Fragi & :
Three Year Average : 157 : 160 : 152 : 159 : 151 : 160 : 154 : 162

3 38 3 .- 3 3 $- 3

: : : : : : $ 72 :
Avg. Experience (¥rs.) 7,02 : 2,31 : 11,10: 3,20 : 8,38 : 3.30 : 6.00 : 2,71

Three possible reasons may be given for the high egg production of
poultrymen with the lesst experience, sttention to job, new and better coops,
and freedom from disease among hens,

Few poultrymen are generally emthusiastic over the possibilities in the
poultry field, therefore, they may put more time and labor on their flocks,
than poultrymen who have been in the business longest and whose interest may
have lagged,

The influence of new and better coops and the mt of disease in the
flocks would be reflected in the percentage death loss of hens., As has ale-
ready been indicated, however, there was no relationship between years
experience and the mortality rete of hense

The faet that high production failed to bring in larger profits (Table 1)
shows that extre care must have been given the flocks and the cost of this
extra labor more than offset any advantage derived from increased production,
It must be remembered, however, that other factors probably had a considerable

influence in determining profits.



Amount of Floor Space Per Hen in Poultry Houses in Relation to & Number of
© Msasures of Efficiency of the Poultry Business

Upon entering the poultry business peultrynn. would like to know, as far
as possible, the most desirable amount of floor space per hen where egg pro-
duction will be at a maximum along with a low death loss and a high percentage
of eggs in the extra grade,

In studying the relationship of the amoumt of floor space per hem to
several measures of poultry efficiency, the records were first divided on the
basis of the mumber of square feet of floor space per hen, Five different
groups were set up with floor space ranging from 2,5 square feet per hem in
the lowest group to 5,0 squere feet or more per hen in the highest groups.
Another division, based on the number of hens kept, was also made., Three
different size groups were set up. The size groups were then divided into
flocks with 3,1 or more to 5.0 or less square feet per hen,

The amount of floor space per hen had some influence on the percentage
death loss (Tables 4 and 5), Poultry farms with the most floor space per hem,
in general, had the lowest mortality rate, This faet was illustrated when
the flocks were broken down into different size groups (Table 5), With no
exceptions, flocks with the largest floor space had the lowest percentage
death loss. The relationship was not so consistent in Teble 4, but the gen=-
eral trend was still indicated, Although the figures show a trend, the differe
enges between the percentages were not significant enough to justify any

definite coneclusiom,



Table 4 The relationship of various emounts of floor apace
per hen to number of hens, egg production per hen, per ‘
cent death loss of hens, and percentege of extra grade
eggs, 306 Utah poultry farms, 1929«1931,

s tAvg. Space: No, of :Egg Pro=
it Per Hen : Hens ¢ duetion

Amount of floor 3
:
Avg.) 3 Per Hem 3
$

space per hen in

28

ae fEE 0 B

:

square feet. -mwr : Sq, Fest : ﬁ T mmnt: ~Percent

‘245 f%. or less : 40 : a.oc ;1.&1 : 153 : 20,7 : 4l.1
846 = 3,3 : 105 ‘ 2.9 3 1,048 : 160 : 21,0 : 41,8

Bed « 44l : 77 : 3.72 : 1,034 : 156 : 17.8 : 43,0

4.2 & 449 a 32 : 4450 : 890 : 153 : 17.5 : 44,5

5.0 or more : 52 E 6437 2 630 5 159 :3 13.6% 4646

: : _

As the amount of floor space per hen increased, the percentage of extra
grade eggs increased (Table 4), Although the variations between the groups
were not very large it was significant that all percenteges move in suceession
from 41,1 per cent in the lowest floor space group to &6.6 per cent in the
highest group. This increassed percentage mey be due to the fact that e larger

amount of floor spase per hen makes it possible to keep cleaner ¢oops and

nests.
Table 5, The relationship of various amounts of floor space
per hen to several measures of poultry efficiensy, for
different sized flocks, 212 Utah poultry famms, 1929-1930.
: Flocks of 500 :  Flocks of t Flocks of 901
s____Hens or lLess _
Item £ : -
t 31 or @ t3dor ¢ 3or :3deor : 3or
: More : less : lMore : Iess : More : less
: : : $ 3 X : :
Average floor space : 4.84 : 2,54 : 4e56 : 2.55 : 4,31 @ 2,54
Per cent death loss : 19,3 : 19,7 : 17,8 : 18,0 : 17,5 : 21,8
Labor Costs :  $.989: §$.902: §.865: §.612: §.575:  $.610
Peed Cost $ $ 1468 : $ 1,57 : $1.78 ¢ §1.62: § 1,66 : § 1.60
Egg Production t 159 s 161 : ez : 185 : 168 : 160
Net Income per Hem : «,2323: «076:  »145: «348: «673 +498
: 3 3 $ $ 2 :




Poultry farms with the most square feet of floor space lnd the highest
feed costs (Table 5), The difference between feed eosts in the floor spece
groups was very significant being &s high as 16 cents per hen for flocks of
501 to 900 hens, In the amallest floecks, farms with the least floor spece
had feed costs of 11 cents per hen below farms with a larger amount of space,
The difference in feed coste between floor space groups on the largest farms
was only 6 cents per hen, These figures indicate quite utinim: that the
more floor space hens have, the higher will be the cost of feed.

Labor costs had a tendency to be higher on farms with the mest space
(Table 5), This reletionship, however, was not entirely consistent for within
the group of more then 900 hens, flocks with the least space had the highest
labor eosts. This relationship was reversed on flocks of less than S00 hens,
It was significant that the larger flocks had the lowest labor costs. In
comparing flocks of 500 or less hens to those with 900 or more hens there
was & difference of around 30 cents per hen for cost of labor in favor of the
larger flocks.

VYery little, or practically me relationship was shown between floor
space and egg production per hem (Tables 4 and 5). The division based on the
size of fleoeck showed that farms of 501 te 900 hens had the highest production
where the moat space per hen was provided, while farms with less than 500 and
more than 900 hens had the highest production where hens had the least floor
spece, The divieion of five different floor spece groups (Table 4) showed

no significant relationship between egg production and floor aptoo-p.r hen,
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Table 6, The relation of wvarious amounts of floor space per
hen to net income per hen, 306 Utah poultry farms,

1929-1931. '
Year A Square Feet , Por Her
2eD 0T 1246 = 343 : Jedk = 4,11 4.2 - 4,9: 5.0 or
Less : 4 Syl : $__ More
Net Tnoome Per Hem

3
s
3
$
H t ") 3 [

1929 5 H ) 3
s : - s g 3

1930 : <108 498 o173 3 .m‘ : -o 258 %*
$ s 3 oty :

1931 : 0Bl : «eB32 : @296 : =538 : =748
$ 3 3 s 3

Three Year Average @ ol45 o204 : =003 051 1 =327
3 3 3 3 g
: 3 3 : %

Average space (Feet) : 2,06 =3 2681 : 3,72 : 4,50 3 6437

* Three records only.
** Two records only.

Higher labor and feed costs along with no indication of a higher egg
production resulted in a minus income for farmers with the largest amount of
floor space per hen (Table 67). On farms of 901 or more hens, flocks with the
most space did have the highest net incoms, 67 cents per hen, compared to an
average of 50 cents per hen on farms with less floor space (Table 5). For all
the other groups farms with the least space were the most profitable., The
most profitable mutorfim:ptnmmzndsmm'ﬁ“mm.
Farms with an average floor space of 8.0( and 2,91 square feet per hen had am
average net income per hem of 14.5 and 20.4 cents respectively, while farms
with 5,0 or more squere feet lost on the averasge 32,7 cents per hen (Table 6).

These figures indicete that poultry farmers should keep their coops filled

to capacity.

Use of Eleectric Lights in Poultry Houses in Relation to Various Measures

of Efficiency of the Poultry Ferm
The use of electric lights in poultry houses is beeoming very common.

Some poultrymen are going so far as to leave lights on from sunset to sunrise,
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It is thought that by using lights, egg production will be greatly stimulated,
thereby inereasing the poultrymen's p@oﬁu. The insteallation and use of
lights, however, entails considerable expense, thersfore, a poultryman, be=-
fore starting to use them, should weigh carefully the possible advantages

to be obtained.

In studying this perticulear problem, the records were first divided into
three groups. These groups were based on the number of months during the
year in which lights were used, Each group was then subdivided on the basis
of the number of hours per day that lights were M. In order to see the
advantages derived from the use of lights, those farms where lights were used
were in all cases compared to farms where lights were not used,

Table 7. The use of electriec lights in poultry houses, for
various smounta of time, in relation to egg production

per hen, feed costa per hen, and percentage death loss
of hens, 219 Utah poultry farms, 1929-1931.

%k Months Lights Were Used ;
“None Used :Less E—E—‘n 5 Months : DMNore tham 5
¢ Months 3 Months
—__ Hours _ghtu Were On
None i1 1ese 18,5 :1ess : 2,5 : less : 2,5
Used : Than ¢ Hours Then : Hours: Than : Hours
12,5 hrismore:2,5 hrilmore $2.5 hr & More

e _as

Item

Average Months 0 : 4.06; 3.94: 5.00: 5.00: 5.73: 5,93
Average Hours : 1.0.: a.ni :.0:: 1;.04: 8.00: 8.92
Production Per Hen 159 : 157 ;154 : 151 : 156 : 157 : 166

Per cent death Loss 21.0 : 11.1: 13.8: 1-6.8: 80.5: 19.0; 22,0

: :
‘ 148 l‘ lo“ln.“l’ 1.‘1' u:“% ‘ 1.51? $ 1,50
- 7 : s  J o 4 g

Feed Cost Per Hen

B BT B 80 WP Ee B e B W 0 e B0 8 0y

*

On poultry farms where lights were left on the greatest number of hours
during the day there was a slight tendency to have the highest percentage

death loss of hens (Table 7). In comparing those farms where lights were



used less than five months with farms where they were used five months or
more, there wes little relationship between percentege deeth loss and use of
lights, It is significant that with but one exeception poultry farms where
lights were not used had a higher perecentage death loss than farms where
lights were used (Table 7). 'Hm two extreme cases in the use of lights in
this particular comparisen have & percentage death loss of 21 end 22 per cent
respectively. This was a higher percentage than was found in other groups.
Within the range of this dete no definite conclusion as to the influence of
use of lights upon perceniage death loss ¢an be drawn,
Table 8, BEgg production per hen, per cent death loss of hens,
net income per hen, and feed costs per hen on farms where
no lights were used compared with the same factors on

farms where lights were used 5 months or more and for 3
hours or more each day, 64 Utah poultry farms, 1929-1930,

:¥Lights on © months or more

: No Lights tand 3 hours or more per day
Average Months : 0 : 5.48
Average Hours : o : 3.12
Production per Hen : 163 : 168
Per cent Death Loss : 20,0 : 28,5
Net Income Per Hem : $§ Ja42 s $ 190
Foed Cost Per Hem : :
$ H

$ 1.63 $ 1.70

* The cost of nghting for this group of t].uh'mae-d 1.8 cents per hen,

Poultry farms where artificial lighting was used had slightly higher
feed costs per hen than ferms where no such lighting was used (Tebles 7 and
8). Farms with no lighting had en average feed cost of $1,48 per hen for the
three years, 1929=1951 while farms where lighting was used had feed costs
renging from $1.50 per hen up to $1.63 per hen, and in no case did they have

farms
feed costs as low as those/where no lights were used (Table 7)., This fact
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was further illustrated in comparing two extreme cases such as in Table 8,
“or the two years, 1929-1930, there was a 7 cent additional feed cost for
those who used lights in comparisen to those who did not. All the figures
indieate that farms where lighting was used had higher feed costs than farms
ﬁoro no .lisht_lns was used, The amount of time lights were used, however,
had little influence on feed costs although there was a little tendency for
farms where lights were used more than ﬁn. months to have higher feed aeﬁa
than farms where lights were ueed less than five months.

Poultrymen who used lights for the longest period of time had a tendency
to have the highest egg production (Tables 7 end 8). The average egg pro=
duction on farms with no lighting was 159 while farms where lights were used
more than five months and 2.5 or more hours per day had an average production
of 166 eggs (“Elblo 7). There was no consistent relationship shown between
#gg production and use of lights by the utsmdiati groups. In genersl,
the figures are not conclusive enough to show definitely that the use of lights
inereases egg production.

Table 9. The use of electric iight- in poultry houses, for

various lengths of time, in relation to net income por
hen, 219 Utah poultry farms, 19291931, :

:Used lights less : Used Lights Five:Used Lights More

3
t Used : than five months: Months i than five months
R wmeaesr Wiiber hours T1EiTs were used
Year : Lights: Less :2.,0 hrs,: Less :2,5 hrs.: less :2.5 hrs,
: ¢t Tham : or ¢ tham : or ¢ themn : or
s t 26 :more ¢ 2,06 :tMNore : 2,6 { more
$ : hours : ¢ _hours : :¢ hours :
: ' Net Income Per Hea
3 Dollars: noulrn. Dollars: Dollars: Dollars: Dollars: Dollars
. B $ B g e T £
1929 3 o199 : .lﬂe: “el21: «108: .021: «0553 «451
: : E : : : $
1930 : o035 ¢ «130: «168: «067: «603: o216: «723
: 8 : : : : :
1931 i B0l i  =eB328: eudlI: #6801 «307: 0618 =282
i ¥ : : 3 : :
Three Yr. Avge: =¢006 § +,001: ,128: «,168: «.088: =,030: +297
: : : : - : : .
Avg. 8 3 i 18831 2492 1 2,06 1 2,94 : 2,00 : 2.92
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There was little indication that the use of eleetric lights inereases
poultrymen*s profits (Table 9)., This should probably be expected inview of
the fact that the use of lighta inereased feed costs while there was no mater-
ial increase in egg production, Poultry farms where lights were used more
than five months and 2.5 or more hours per day did have a net income of 30
ecents msiwmms per hen which was much higher than any other group., There must,
however, have been some other factor influemeing profits because in 1929 and
1930 the farms where lights were used more than five months and 2.5 or more
hours per day had a high income compared to farms where lights were used the
same number of months but fewer hours per day, So far as these figzures go,
no conclusive answer as to the benefits derived from the use of electriec lights

can be given,

The Relationship of Efficient Use of Men Labor to Profitableness
of the Poultry Ferm*

The cost of labor expended on & poultry farm mekes up & considerable part
of the total costs of egg produstion. Some poultrymen use a great deal of
labor in caring for their flocks and have low incomes while other poultrymen
-mnd a empmtinli short nnunt of time and have high incomes, In the one
case, the labor was 1noff:|.ci¢nf, while in the other it was efficient. 4
poultryman's chances of sueuﬁ are largely dependent upon maintaining a high
egg production and et the same time keeping labor cosis to & minimum,

In order to atudy the influence of labor upon the poultrymen's profits
the farms were divided into five groups. These groups were besed upon the
average number of hours of labor per hen that the poultryman used om his flock
during the year. As has already been indicated in the first part of this
study, the size of floek has a tremendous influence on lebor requirements.

In almost all cases as the size of flock increased, the labor expended per

¥ In this study the efficient users of labor were considered to be those
poultrymen who used the fewer number of hours in caring for their flocks.

#
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hen decreased. In order to eliminate the effect of the size of flocks a
division into four different flock sizmes was made, Xach of these size groups
was then subdivided on the basis of the most and least efficient users of
labor,

The amount of labor used on the flock had no influence on the -pomntago
of eggs in the extra grade (Table 10). The average percenteges for the five
labor groups were very close, ranging between 42.3 and 45,8 per cent. It was
significant that without exeception the percenteges in 1930 were lower than in
either 1929 or 1951. In no case did either of the latter twe years have a
percentage below 40 while the highest percentage reached in 1930 was 38,6,
The percenteges for the year 1931 were in all cases slightly higher than in
1929, With no definite relationship shown it can be conclusively stated that
the emount of labor used on & flock has no influence whatever, upon the per-
centage of eggs in the top grade.

Table 10, The amount of man labor used en poultry farms in

relation to percentage of eggs in the extra grade, 319
Uteh poultry farms, 1929«1931,

: “Man Hours Per
Year H 15 or ¢ 1.16-1,65:1,66-2,15 ¢ 8.16—8.85: 2,66 or

3 less : g2 3 : _lore
3 = Percentage in Exira Grade
: Per cent : Per cent : Per cent cent : Per cent : Por cent
: : : :

1929 : 47.7 : 444 : 45,6 3 - 47.6 ! 41.5
: = : : : :

1930 H 38.6 H 37.8 B 4.1 H 933 : 54,7
: P : : :

1931 : 5l.2 : 46,8 : 47,3 H 48,8 : 54,0
2 i : : :

Three Year Average : 45,8 : 43,0 @ 42,3 : 43,2 : 43.4
: a5 3 3 3

If poultrymen who used the most labor had & higher percentage of extras
1t would likely be reflected in the average price Shey received for their

eggs. The average price per dozen which they received, however, was 25.2
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eents in comparison to 26 cents for poultrymen who were most efficient in
the use of their labor. It was interesting to note how the average priece
received per dozen eggs decreased from about 30 cents per dozen in 1929 to
about 20 cents per dozen in 1931,

Table 11, The amount of man labor used on poultry farms

in relation to the average value received per dozen
eggs, 519 Utah poultry farms, 19291931,

e Men Hours Per Hen

Tel5 OF :1,16=1460 : 1.66=815: R2.16-2,65: 2+66 or
Less : el i lNore

. Aive Value Received Per Dozen

Year

: Dollars : Dollars : Dollars : Dollars : Dollars
1929 B0} 890 | 90t  uame | | .e8
1930 P M8 1 J38EB : 278 1 W75+ 4276
1931 : «197 : «192 : +180 : 192 : o194
Three Year Averege E «260 ; «255 E «251 2 «254 E 252

The production of eggs per hen tended to be highest on flocks where the
most lebor wes used (Table 12), This relationship held with but one exe
eeption, Flocks of 501 to 1000 hens hed the lergest production where the
fewest m: of hours ‘of laber per hen was used, In the group of 500 hens
or less the egg production for the least efficient users of labor avereged
164 eggs per hen while producers who used less leabor on their flock had a
production of 155 eggss This ies a difference of 9 eggs par hen in favor of
the least efficient users of labor, Fer flocks of from 1001 to 1500 hens
the difference in production, in fevor of flocks where the least efficient

use of labor was mede, ran as high as 18 eggs per hen.
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Table 12, The efficient use of man labor on poultry
flocks of different sizes in relation to egg
preduction per hen, 319 Utah poultry farms, 1929-1931.

0-500 : 501-1000 : 1001-1500 :Flocks of More
Hen Flocks : Hen Flocks : Hen Flocks :Than 1500 Hens
Efficiency in Use of Labor

least : Most :;gut : Most : Least: Most : Least: Most
Egg Production Per Hen Per Year :

Year

B0 % 88 P B8 8 08 86 B0 w0 109 B 0% WP

1929 1&2149:151;1“;19:137;1“;1&

1930 155215::153:1592171;m:m.:mn

1931 153213:14::1:“:1“-: 144:133:150

Three Year Average 1u;1ugls:1u:1u:ms:1w:1m
: : : H H :

Increased costs due to the extra amount of inbor used on their flocks
more than offset any adventege derived from a higher egg production so that im
the end poultrymen who used the most labor had a lower net income than poultry-
men who used less labor or who were more efficient in the use of their labor
(Table 13 end Figure 1), In the division of five different lebor groups,
those farms where the labor was used most efficiently had, on the average,
a net income of 52 cents per hen while ferms where labor was used less effi-
eiently lost on the aversge 48 cents per hen. With but one exception this
general relationship held for each of the three years., It was significant
that farms in the highest labor groups, for all three years, hed a large minus

income.
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Table 13, The smount of man labor used on poultry farms
in relation to net income per hen, 319 Utah poultry
farms, 1929-1931.

“ Man Hours Fer Hen
1.15 or ¢ 1,16-1,60: 1,66=2,15 2,16=-2,65: 2.66 or

3

3
Year ¢t lLess 3 : i PN i More

H . Net Income Per Hen
: Dollars : ars : Dollars : ars : Dollars
oo Sl S : i '

1929 : 932 «388 088 : J0l2 : =.665
: : : ; : : :

1930 s 678 o498 1 L2388 : L1482 :  =,129
3 s H : H

1931 I w0l ¢ w204 i w435 1 =,257% :  «=,649
: : : : :

Three Year Averasge $ 518 o197 1 <033 t =034 : =481
: ¢ 3 3 3

* & records only,
The most efficient users of labor on flocks of different sizes also had
.the highest net income per hen (Table 14). For the groups of more 'tl;an 1500
hens the poultrymen who used their labor»to ﬁhe best advantage had en average
net income of 32 eents per hen above that of poultrymen who used their labor
less efficiently.
Table 14, The efficient use of man labor on poultry flocks

of different sizes in relation to net income per hen,
319 Utah poultry farms, 19291831,

T 0-500  : 501-1000 ¢ 1001-1600 :Flocks of lore
:__Hen Flocks : Hen Flocks : Hen Flocks :Than 1500 Hens
s - Ef;l.cieng: in Use of Labor

: Least: Most :Least : Most :Least : Most : Least: liost

: Net Income Hen

Year

:Dol178 DOL1"8DOLL" 5 :Doll" s:Doll" a:Dell s Doll ‘s Doll's
1929 :-w: .aii-..séz' .ai:‘ Ry .«@2 .aégx.ez
1930 ia.mz.ug.suz.u:.m:.sc.:.éi;.w
1931 : -6 : e80 : «53 : =430 : =420 : .el3 : =1l z .15
Three Year Average . o4l : =22 22 : -el0 . .lﬁ : «30 : 29 ; «61
H : : : : H H
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Table 15. The efficient use of man labor on poultry flocks
of different sizes in reletion to net returns per dozen
eggs, 519 Utah poultry farms, 1929-1931,

0-500 : B501-1000 : 1001-1500 :Flocks of More
_Hen Flocks : Hen Flocks : Hen Flocks :Than 1500 Hens
ﬁria;qnaz in Use of Labor
st : b t : Ieast: Most : least: lMost

Net Returns Per Dozen

_D&ll_gsnoll'aznoll u Doll* g:l)ol 3 :w:mnmmu'.

*® s

Year

- e

1929 § =404B: -,014: ~o048: ~,051: 4033 i ,043: 0261 067

1930 : "0019: .004; 0017; .081; +007 : oﬁ“; o“’; «062

1931 : ~od9 : -om: -.0482 -.03?;-0917 : -.015; "0009: =,015

Three Year Average : ‘QW: -0010_: --026: -015: +008 : om: &19: 038
: H H H : : 3 :

The net returns per dozen eggs show the same general trend as was shown
for net income per hen (Table 15). For flocks of more than 1500 hens the
poultrymen who made the most erﬁeieﬁt use of their labor had an average net
income per dozen of 3.8 cents which was just twice as large as the 1,9 cents

received by poultrymen who were less efficient in the use of their labor.

The Relation of Feed Costs Per Hen to a Number of
Measures of Poultry Efficiency

The amount of feed given poultry determines to a large degree the success
of poultry farmers, They would like to know to what extent they can profit-
ebly go in feeding their flockss If they feed too little, egg production
will be low and as a result, profits will be decreased., If they feed too
much, they may obtain a high egg production, but the increased cost of feed
may more than offset & higher income derived from the inereased production.

In studying the @ffect of feed costs upon the profitableness of the
poultry business, the farms were divided into five groups. This division was
based on the average cost of feed per hen, As a result of a drop in feed
costs of sbout 35 cents per hen between 1930 and 1931, the year 1931 did not

fit into this grouping. It was, therefore excluded from this feed cost study.



A slight tendency was shown for the percentaze death loss of hens to
decrease as the amount of feed given poultry was increased (Table 16).
The fact that so few records were found in the low feed cost group makes it
difficult to meke any definite comparisons, In the group of flocks with
feed costs of $1.25 to §1.50 per hen, the average death loss for both years
was 20,2 per cent while in the higheat feed cost group, it was 14.4 per cent,
This was a difference in death loss of about 6 per cent., The other figures,
however, varied so greatly that thers is no justification in claiming a re-

lationship of feed costs and percentage death loss of hens.

Table 16, The relation of feed costs per hen to percentage
death loas of hens, 219 Utah Poultry Farms, 1929-1930,

" Feed Cost Per Hen (Dollars)

1 25 ” ‘ 1,28-<1,50: 10&‘10“3 1.'”-!.00- 2,01 or

L1}

E

Year

B’lth M.
::fir oonj_ : Per uni : Per cent: F%g cent

Per cent

: :
: : : :
1929 t  20.6 g 15,8 : 15,7 : 18,5 : 17.0
: H : : :
1930 t  18,0* BAeS 3 Ble2 : B22 : 11.8%
: : $ : $
Two Year Average t 16,3 @ 0.2 : 18,6 t 204 : 1444
H 3 3 H :

* 2 records only.
** 5 records only.

A comparison of feed costas to all other production costs showed a ten-
dency for other costs to increease es the amount of feed fed was inereased
(Table 17 and Figure 2)e In 1929 the farms where the cost of feed averaged
$1.26 to $1,50 per hen had total costs, other than feed, of §1.97 per hem,
while farms where total costs aversged more than $2,00 per hen had total costs,
other than feed, of $2.32 per hen, This was 67 cents per hen higher costs
other than feed that must be born by the high feed coast group, The same gene

eral trend was shown for the year 1930, In this year all the groups with the



*BEgeJIOUT 0] 81800 Jeyjo

Yoz fouepue) B §F BIBYYJ ‘esuEeIdU] 89500 peel =Y

T a2 el 6267 ‘Ul 19
29800 Jo30 ITYV ©3 uel JIed 831800 posy

JO GOY1eTOH oml.

{easTT0od) peed ueyl Jeylrn ‘uel Ied 81805 THI0L
0pe*e S8°¢% 002 L Al 0S° T ol
’ I I R T —_—T

12 eIn¥ETA

sS4 1

TIGT 1

el 20

=947 1
aIOW
d0 TR°2
(BrowTTOQ)
UeH I8d
2380, Pesd



exception of the lowest feed cost group and the group with feed costs of
$1.51 il.rs, had costs other than feed which averaged very near $2,00 per
hen and did not vary more than a few eﬁntl,.

It was significant that farms with feed costs averaging $1.51 to $1.75
had a short drop in costs other than feed in comparison to the group just
preceding it. This drop averaged about 18 cents per hem,

Table 17, The relation of feed costs to all other costs
per hen, 219 Utah poultry farms, 1929~1930,

3 “Feed Cost Per Hen )
t 1e20 or : 1,26=1,50: 1.51=175 : 1,76=2,00: 2,01 or
Year i _Is : s : : _lore
£ o Totel ailt Other Feed
: Dollars : 8 : Dollars : Dollars : Dollars
: §- TSR : : :

1929 : 1,65 : 1.97 1.79 : 2,00 @ 2.32
: : $ : :

1930 : 1.79% 3 1.98 : l1.81 : 1,99 1 2,03%*
i : $ 3 :

Two Year Average : l.72 : 1,98 : 1.80 : 2,00 : 2,18
t $ 3 H $

* 2 records only.
** 5 records only.

As feed costs increased there was a definite trend toward a higher egg
production (Table Lé;:.lﬁulr; fs’m the eleven farms in the lower feed cost group
had an average production of 117 eggs per hen while farmers !hon feed cost
was more than u.oo per hen had an averags production of 186 eggs. This was
a difference of 69 eggs per hen in favor of the high feed cost group,

The average production for both years for the feed cost group of ll.sé
to $1.50 was 149 eggs per hen, while for the highest feed cost group it was

186 eggs per hem,






Table 18, The Relation of feed costs per hen to egg ;
production per hen, 219 Utah poultry farms, 19290-1930,

Bl st Per Hen (Dollars)
1.25 or ! 1,26=1,00: 1,51=175 : 1.76-2.00: 2,01 or

less 4 :  MNore
~Ygx Produsiion Tor Ee

Year

:
)
: x e
: : : : :

1939 s 117 : 149 : 1564 : 164 : 186
: b : ! :

1930 : 168* : 149 : 165 : 178n : 186
: : : : :

Two Year Average : 148 1 149 i 159 i 18 3 186
H : H H :

* 2 records only.

Poultry farms in the two extreme feed cost groups proved to be the least
profitable (Table 19 and Figure 4). For the year 1929 the 11 farms with feed
costs averaging $1.35 or less lost on the average 14 cents per hem, In this
seme year, farms whose feed cost was $2,00 or more per hen lost on the average
11 eents per hen, This same general tremd was also indicated for the year
1930, It is significant that the farms with feed costs between $1,51 and §1,75
per hen head the highest net income per hem, As has already been indicated
this group had costs other than feed of 18 cemts per hen lowsr than the feed
eost group just preceding it. This difference in costs other than feed may
be one of the main factors influencing the profitableness of this group of

farms,
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Table 19, The relation of feed costs per hen to net income
per hen, 219 Utah poultry farms, 1929-1930.

Feed Cost Per Hen (Dollars)
1.25 or ¢ 1l.26«1,.50:1,51-1,75 1.76-2.00: 2,01 er

3
:
Year : Fau H .; = it t___Nore
:t Dollars : Dollars : Dollars : Dollars : Dollars
1929 : weld® : W78 : 233 : T : -y113
. S HRRE B e g m
Two Year Average : «277 : «124 : «349 : «200 : +005
3 3 $ : 3

* 2 records only.

** In 1929 $1.60 on the average would have bought 39,5 lbs. of scratch feed
and 36,7 lba, of mesh, In 1930 $1.59 on the average would have bought 37.6
1bs of seratch feed and 42,5 lbs, of mash., The standard ration for white
leghorn hens has been figured at 38 lbs. of mesh and 40 lbs., of scratch feed
per hen, From these figures, $1.63 (the average of the feed cost group of
$1,51 to $1.75) would have bought more than an adequate ration for either
of these years even including miscellanecus feed such as skim milk, and

cod liver oil,

The Effeet of Egg Production Per Hen Upon a Number of

lisasures of Poultry Efficieney
High produetion is in general, one of the main essentials of business

success, The higher the production the more units it is possible to sell,
As a rule poultrymen with a high egg production have high net returns. Some
poultrymen, however, in working for & high production lose sight of the cost
element so that in the end the cost of extra feed end labor more than offset
any additional income derived from the higher egg productiom.

In studying the importance of egg production and its affect upon other
poultyry factors, the farms were divided into five groups which were  based upon
the average egg production per hen, The lowest production group included
farms with an aversge production of 125 eggs or less per hen while the upper
group included all farms with an averege production of more than 200 eggs per
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hen, In addition to this grouping another division was made on the basis of
nulbor-ef hens kept, These groups were then subdivided into those farms with
the largest and smallest egg production.,

No relationship was shown between egg production and percentage death
loss of hens (Table 20). In 1929 the flocks of 501 to 1000 hens and those
flocks of more than 1500 hens had the highest mortality rate with the small-
est egg producing flocks. In 1930 the high death loss tended to be with low
produeing flocks. The relationships in 1931 were the seme as those in 1928,
The year 1929 shows & generally lower percentage death loss than in either of
the subsequent yeers: This is due to the fact that in 1930 and 1931 there was
considerable disesse among poultry flocks in Utah. The disease may also have
influenced the production on some of the flockse

Table 20, Production of eggs per hem for poultry flocks of

different sizes in relation to percentage death loss of
hens, 319 Utah poultry farms, 1929-1931.

0500 : 501=1000 : 1001-1500 tFloocks of More
mnoek_g__nnn Flocks : Hen Flocks :Than 1500 Hens

@88t : eat : esat : e est : est _est : est
Per cent Dug Loss of l-u

:”'t.m't:me't:mm Ec'tzn re't p_-_re't

s
4
Year :
:
:
)

1929 é 19.2 : 15.3 : 16,1 : 17.0 : 18.9 '; 16.8 g 16,7 ; 18,2
1930 : 22,2 : 23.1 : 16.4 : 23.8 : 2l.4 : 28.4 : 20,9 : 18,1
1931 : 17.9 s 1‘.0 : 19.4 : 2049 : 21.5 : 16,0 : 25,7 z 25,8
Three Year Average : 19.8 : 18.1 : 173 : ao.i : m..s : 20.4 : 21,1 : 20,7
T RS el W TN o
3 t 174 : 136 : 177 ¢ 141

Avg, Egg Production 3 182 : 135 : 176 : 134

With few exceptions the flocks with the largest egg production per hen
had the highest percentage of eggs in the extra grade (Table 21). In 1929
and 1930 there were two exeepiions to this, while in 1931 there were no



-mptim. The percentage of eggs for the largest sized flocks were in
general higher than for the smaller flocks. Farms of 500 hens or less had
on the average about 37 per cent of sheir eggs in the extra grade, while farms
with more than 1500 hens had, on the average, about 49 per cent in the extra
grade, This was due to the better care in gathering end handling eggs that
most large producers employ. The high production and quality of eggs for the .
large producing flocks probably results frem the cleaner coops and better care
these flocks received,

Table 2l. The effect of egg production per hen, for flocks

of different sizes on the percentage of egzgs in the
extra grade, 519 Utah poultry farms, 1929-1931,

0=500 T 501-1000  : 1001-1500 :Flocks of More

t
¢__Hen Flocks : Hen Flocks : Hen Flocks :Than 1500 Hens
Year $ - E uetion Per Hen
t

hrg-:hu-t Larg=:Small-: I.n::g-:aull-z Larg=:Smalle
est : est : est t est : est : est : est : est
_Per cent of Extra Grade

:w't:muﬁg't m_rc't:rre'hm g't:mrc't.m 't

1929 g 39,3 : 41,2 é 49,0 : 44,7 : 52.8 : 47.0 ; 63,0 : 47.7
1930 SRR LT e : 0.5 1 46,6 1 4548
1931 : 43.2 : 42,6 : 48,8 : 45,8 : 54.7 : 52,2 : 5545 : 52,5
Three Yesr Aversge : 37,2 : 3648 : 4441 : 42,5 : 49,2 : 46.2 : 51,0 t 47.9
S S S R U TR g i
Avg, Egg Production : 182 : 135 : 176 : 134 : 174 : 136 : 177 & 141

A definite relationship was shown Nﬁn&n egg production and totel costs
of production (Teble 22 end Pigure 5). 4As production increased total costs
inereased. .Poﬁltrmn in the smallest production groups had average total
costs for all three years of $2,97 per hen, while poultrymen in the production
group of 151-175 eggs had average total costs for all three years of $3.52
per hen, With but twe e:copti_ans this relationship prevailed for each of the
three yearss In 1929 and 1935 total costs in the production group of 151 teo

175 eggs per hem were slightly lower than in the production groups of 126 to
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150 eggs per hen,

Table 22, The effect of egg production per hen on total
costs of production per hen, 319 Utah poultry farms,
1929-1931,

: ‘ _Production of Eggs Per Hen
: S or : 126-150 : 1B1-175 : 176~-200 : 1 or
Year s __less e s { _more

g Total Production Costs Per Hen
: Dollars © Dollers : Dollars : Dollars : Dollars
: , S e i AR

1929 H 3.22 : Je81 S.48 @ 8.86 : 4,64
: : : i B =

1930 : 3.08 3,50 : 3.45 : S.71 @ 3.72
: B : . :

1931 $ 8.60 2.68 : 2,79 : 2.,98 : .14
H H '3 H :

Three Year Average : 2,97 @ 3.25 3.2¢ 1 3.52 : 3.88
g 3 e g $

As egg production increased there was a large increase in gross returns
(Table 23), Farms with a production of 125 eggs or less had on the average,
for all three years, a grosa income of $2,29 per hen while farms with en
average production of more than 200 eggs had gross returns of $4.64 cents per
hen, In 1929 the difference between the gross income of the highest and lowe
est production groups was $2.,77 per hen in tavorl of the high production group,.
In 1930 this same difference was $2.97 per hen in favor of the high production
groups The average for all three years for the smallest production group was
$2.29 per hen while the flocks producing between 176 and 200 eggs per hen had

& three year average gross income of $3,97 per hen.



Table 235, The effect of egg production per hen on gross
returns per hen, 219 Utah poultry farms, 1929-1931,

: uetion of Por en
: or 3l : 151=175 : 176-200 : 201 or
Year 3 Iess @ : : i liore
e e ___Gross Ret

t Dollars : Dollars : Dollars : Dollars : Dollars
2 : H 3 :

1929 s 245 @ 324 3.96 4,55 1 He22
: B : : :

1930 H 2,61 3,13 3.91 : 434 5.57*
B : : : i

1931 3 l1.81 : 2,27 : 2,58 : S.01 : S.la**
: : : s :

Three Year Average : 2,29 2.88 3.48 S.97 ¢ 4.64
3 $ 3 3 3

3 records only.
2 records only.

*
=
The importance of high egg production is reflected in the net returns

from liigh produecing flocks in comparison to flocks with a low production
(Table 24 and Figure 6). In 1929, 1930, and 1931 flocks with an average pro-
duetion of 125 eggs or less per hen had a minus net income per hen. They
varied from a minus 80 cents per hen in 1931 to a minus 47 cents in 1930, the
average for all three years being a minus 68 cents per hen, All flocks with
an average production of between 126 and 150 eggs per hen also had & minus
income, the average for the three years being 2 minus 35 cents per hem. In
1929 the group with a production of between 176 and 200 eggs per hen had the
highest net income or 69 cents per hen. The average net income for this whole
group was 45 cents per hen which was §$1,13 per hen higher then the averags

income for the flocks with & production of 125 eggs or less.






Teble 24, The effect of egg production per hem on net income
per hen, 3519 Utah poultry farms, 1929-1931.

s Production of Eges Per Hen _
125 or : 126«150 : 151-175 : 176-200

less 3 H : _lore
Net Income Per Hen

2

Year

t
3
3
t Dollsrs i Dollars : Dellars : Dollars : Dollars
B AT el § ] . 3

1929 : =76 : - 27 : 048 : «69 H °58
$ s 2 e | 3

1930 : -od? B =38 H «46 : «63 : 1.85%
H . : : :

1931 I =80 3 =4l : =21 03 SO0 %*
: : : : :

Three Year Average $ # BB : =385 24 : o 3 81
3 3 3 3 3

* 3 pecords only.
*%* 2 records only.

This same relationship was shown when the farms were divided into differ
ent size groups (Table 25). With no exceptions the highest average egg pro=
ducers have the highest net income per hen. It was significant that the net
income per hen increased as the flocks became largsr. In 1929, for example,
the net income for the highest producing flocks advanced in succession from
an average of 21 cents per hen in the smallest flocks to $1.24 per hen in the
flocks with more than 1500 hens., In all cases the lowest producing flocks
in the small size group had a minus net income per hen while the low producing
flocks with more than 1500 hens had only one year, 1931, in which there was
& minus net income, In the size group of 500 hens or less the average net
income for all three years was 72 cents per hem in favor of the high proe-
dugers, For flocks of more than 1500 hens the average net income was 70 cents

per hen in favor of the high production.



Table 25, The effect of egg production per hen on net
income per hen for flocks of different sizes, 519
Utah poultry farms, 1929-1931.

0-500 : 501-1000  : 1001-1500 :Flocks of More

Hen Flo: : Hen Flocks : Hen Flocks :Than 1500 Hens
Production of

: m-:m:.-: larg-:Small-: Larg-:Small-: Larg-: Smell-

: est : est : est :est : est : est : est : est

Net Income Per Hem

‘st ;,; gzn_oy._gnoll'n:ap._'_n_s g'umu*ngu's

Year

e

§s 3

1929 H .81 H i-.i! $ .SB H -.3‘ ; .e'r ; 15 ; J..u ; «26
: ST : : : ; 3

1930 T o83 2 =481l 1 o835 : W06 : LBl : 413 : 1.85 : .33
, : s H 2 : : : .

1931 P gDl 1 =05 1 =20 : w64 1 W05 : =35 : =04 ; =24
3 3 1 : 3 % H %

Three Year Aversage @ old 2 =08 1 o34 : «,01 : .58 : w02 ;: .82 : ,l2
3 3 3 3 3 3 -3 3
: : : oy : 3 $ :

tg. Eg Production: 182 : 138 : 176 : 134 : 174 : 136 : 177 : 141

ﬂu mt income per dem shows the same trend as has just been indicated
(Table 85). A1l flocks with an average production of 150 egzs or leas had a
minus net inceme per dozen. In 1929 end 1931 the flocks with an egg prow
duction of between 176 and 200 egzs per hen had the highest net income per
dozen, The low production group for all three years had a minus net income
per dozen of 7.7 cents uhilé the largest production group had a net income of
plus 4.5 cents per dozen; The flocks with a production of 176 to 200 ezgs

per hen had an average net income of 35 cents per dozem,



Table 26, The effeet of egg production per hen on net
returng per dozen eggs, 319 Utah poultry farms,

1929-1931,
T Production of lggs Per Hem
: 185 or : 126=150 : 151-175 : 176-200 : 201 or
Year i Iess ¢ S : $ More
3 Net Returns Per Dozen Eggs
: Dollers : Dollars : Dollars : Dollars : Dollars
e : ) i g T
19289 t w086 : =024 ¢ 035 044 @ +031
: : $ : :
1930 : =049 -s038 : 03¢ 040 ¢ +102%
: | : $ :
1931 t =085 : -s034 : =016 : 002 : «Q00**
: $ : s 3 H
Three Year Average T =077 : -4030 : 018 029 044
3 $ H t t

* 3 mm only.
"_* 2 records only.

The Percentage of Extra Grade Eggs es Influenced by Method of Transit and
: Distance They are Hauled %o the Grading Plant

For the p&s{: few years there has been a price premium paid for extra high

quality eggs. It has, therefore, been to the best interests of the poultrymen
to have as mx'high g:adq eggs as possible, The type of hens, the kind of
feed they m'tod, and the care and handling of eggs until they are delivered
Vto the gfatling plant Iargoly determine the percentege of ezgs in the extra grade,
Boo#uu the handling and care of eggs in treansit from the producer to the
grading station is a fagctor in determining the percentage of exftiras it is there-
fore essential to kmow whether the producer who delivers his own eggs has &
higher percentage in extra grede than one whose eggs are delivered by the
association truck. The Poultry Association truck usually has a certain route

to follow in gathering eggs, 4 poultrymen living only 10 miles from the grading
plant may have his eggs picked up on the first part of the route and carried

S50 miles before they reach the greading station.



In studying the reletionship of percentege of extra grade eggs to
diataﬁce and %0 methed of hauling to the grading plént, the flocks were first
divided into two groups based on whether the poultryﬁan.hauled his own egzs
or whether the association truck hauled them. These two divisions were then
subdivided into flocks of 700 hens or less and 701 or more. The size of
flocks wers then subdivided on the basis of the distemce eggs were hauled to
the grading plant. The size groups were sef up as & result of not being able
to find out how often eggs were delivered to the grading plant, Large pro=-
ducers, as a rule, deliver their eggs oftenmer then small producers. This
frequency of delivery would have considerable effect on the guality of eggs
delivered. |

Where aggs were hauled by the association truck, the poultrymen with the
largeat flocks and with the shortest distance to market hed 50,3 per cent of
their egge in the top grade, while the poultry farms of the sems size with en
sveraga distance of 15 miles to the grading plant had 56;3 per cent of their
eggs in the extra grade (Teble 27), This was e difference of 14 per cent in
extra grade in favor of the poultryman nesrest to the grading plant. This
game relationship held throughout 8ll sizes of poultry flocks, althoush the
differences wers not guite so greet. The largest flocks with the shortest
distance to market had in 211 cases the highest percentege of extras, A slight
tendency was shown for the producer hauling his own eggs to have a highex
percentage of extras tha; the poultryman who had his eggs hauled by the assoc-~
iastion. So far as these figures gzo, however, théré is no justification in
saying that"poultrymen transport theif egze with greater cars than the assoc=
lation truck would. Ouf of 143 farms where the poulitryman hauled his own eggs,
123 of them lived on &n average of less them 3 miles from the greding plent.

88 of these ferms had more than 700 hens. Of the farms from which the




Table 27, The effect of distance and method of hauling eggs
to the grading plant upon the percentage in the extra
grade, 289 Utah poultry farms, 19291931,

Association Haul : Producer Hauli

Flock of 700: Flock of : Flock of 700: Flock of 701
or less hens: or more hens or less hens: or more hens
Distance Eggs are Hauled

Item

H
H
:Long= :Short-:Long- :Short-:Long- :Short-:Long- :Short-
i1 @8t :est : est :est :est :est ¢ eat ! est
H H : : s 3 $ 3
No. of Records : 39 s 49 : 26 s 38 : 14 s 35 i $ : 88
$ H 3 $ 3 3 3 ]
Average Distance to : s H H : H g H
Grading Plant (Mi.) 16.3 : 2,803 14,9 : 3.34: 9.,86: 2,82: 17,0 : 2,03
: H : s s s $ 3
Average No, of H 3 s : 3 3 s $
Hens in Flock 1419 1467 11182 :1072 :451 1436 :1036 :1758
3 3 H § PR $ s
Per cent of Eggs in : s : : s s : :
Extra Grade t 3569 : 394 : 36,8 : 5063 : 32,3 : 40,8 : 44.4 : 48,9
3 3 | $ $ 3

.
*

association gathered the eggs, 65 out of 146 were on the average 15 miles or
more from the grading station. The remeining 71 farms averaged less than 3.5
miles from the grading plant,

These figures show that most produeers who haul their own eggs had large
flocks and were located short distances from the grading plant. When the
association did the hauling the farms were divided rather evenly between the

two size groups. They were elso evenly distributed as to distance from the

grading plant.

The Relationship of Efficiency in Different Numbers of Poultry Factors to

Profitableness of the Poultry Farm

The more factors in which a poultry ferm can be efficient, the more
profitable that farm will be, That is, farms with a high egg produetion,
efficiency in the use of labor, and 2 high percentage of eggs in extra grade,

would, in general, be more profitable than farms with an equally high egg
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production and efficieney in use of labor but a lower percentage of eggs in

the extra grade,

Table 28,
factors in relation to net income per hen and net
returns per dozen egzs, 1929-1931.

Efficiency in different numbers of poultry

Number of factors in which ¢ Number of :Net Income :Net Returns
farms were most efficient. t Farms ¢ Per Hem :Per Doz, Eggs

3 $ :

1929: : 3 : s

Most efficient in at least ome factor 1/: 60 :  L407 : <021

Most efficient in at least two factors 2/: 29 i e921 ;062

Most efficient in et least three "  3/: 17 $ 118 3 <078

Most efficient in at least four "  4/: L ¢ lo25 i <083

Most efficient in at least five " 5/ 8 s 1.27 i <084
s s :

1930: a : 3 3

Most efficient in at least one factor : 50 i o519 ¢ 032

Most efficient in at least two factors @ 23 P «956 : <081

Most efficient in at least three factors : 3 4 ¢ le.18 $ <072

Moat efficient in at least four factors : 13 ¢ 1.6 i <074

Most efficient in at least five factors @ 5 i 1l.50 i #093
s : H

1931: H : H

Most efficient in at least one factor : 50 : =e200 : =,020

Most efficient in at least two factors : 29 t =,057 : =,004

Most efficient in at least three factors : 15 ¢ <079 <006

Most efficient in at least four factors : 10 : +055 i o004

Most efficient in at least five factors : 3 0107 ¢ #2007
: : g

1/ Above the median in size
2/ Above the median in size
3/ Above the median in size

labor costs.
4/ Above the median in size

and above in per cent of
5/ Avove the medien in size

of flocke

of flock and egg production per hen.
of flock and egg production

per hen, but below in

of flock and egg production; below in death loss;
extra grade eggse.
of flock and egg production per hen; below in
labor costs; above in percentage of extra grade eggs; and below in perw
centage death loss of hens,

In studying the effect of efficiency in different numbers of poultry

factors upon the profitableness of the poultry farm, the medien for five

different poultry efficiency factors was found.

The medians for each year

were based upon the total number of records in that year, Out of the total
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number of records for each year all flocks which were above the median in
number of hens were taken out, Out of this size of flock group was then
selected flocks which were above the median in egg production per hen. This
selecting process was continued until three other factors, labor efficiency,
per cent of eggs in the extra grade, and per cent death loss of hens, had
been taken into consideration. In this mamner the flocks which had the
highest efficiency in different numbers of poultry factors were selected and
measured as to their profitableness.

The results show that as the number of measures of efficieney in which
the poultrymen excelled increesed, the profits slso increased (Table 28).
In 1929 the largest poultry farms had a net income of a4.]. éents per hen, while
in the same year those farms that were more efficient in four other factors,
in addition to being large flocks, had a net income of $1.27 per hen, This
was & difference of 86 cents per hen in favor of the most efficient flocks.
This same relationship prevailed for all three years, It is significent that
the greatest increase in profits ceme when & high egg production was added as
one of the factors in which the flocks were most efficient, For instence,
in 1929, 51 cents of the 86 cents difference in net income between the farms
that were most efficient in one factor and those that were most efficient in
five factors ceme where egg production was added as one of the factors in
which the farms were most efficient. In 1930, 44 cents of the 98 cents differ-
ence between the two groups resulted from & higher egg production. The
figures presented show that efficieney in any poultry factor will increase the
poultrymen's profits, but the more factora a poultryman cen be efficient in

the greater will be his profitse



Surmary

From the records studied, it was found that the poultrymen who had been
in the poultry business for the longest period of time had the largest flocks,
No relationship was shown between years of experience of the poultrymen and
percentage death loss of hens or percentage of eggs in the extra grade. Pro=
ducers with the least experience had the highest egg production per hen,

There was, however, no relationship between years of experience of the poultry=-
men and net income per hen.

The flocks with the most floor space per hen had a lower percentage dsath
loss of hens than flocks with a small amount of floor space per hen. The
flocks with the most floor space had a higher percentage of eggs in the extra
grade, Flocks with the most floor space had higher feed costs and had higher
labor costs than flocks with a small amount of floor space per hen, No re-
lationship was shown between the amount of floor space and egg production per
hen. In general, farms with the least floor space had the highest net income
per hen.

Practically no relationship was shown between the use of electric lights
and death loss of hens., Poultry farms where lights were used had a slightly
higher feed cost than farms where lights were not used, No relationship was
shown between egg production per hen and the use of electric lights., Further-
more, the use of lights had no effect upon the net income per hen,

The amount of labor used on a flock had no influence on the percentage
of eggs in the extra grade, Egg production was somewhat higher from flocks
where the most labor was used., Increased costs, however, more than offset
any advantage derived from inereased production, As a consequence poultry
farmers who used the most labor had a smaller net income per hen than farmers

who used less labor.
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No relationship was shown between the amount of feed given poultry and
the percentage death loss of hens., As feed costs increased, other costs in-
ereased, The production of eggs per hen increased as the amount of feed
given poultry increased, Feed costs between $1,51 and $1.75 per hen brought
the poultrymen the largest net income. Feed costs above and below these
figures brought smaller net incomes.

Poultry farms with the largest egg production had the highest percentage
of extra grade eggs, No relationship was shown between egg production per
hen and percentage death loss of hens., As egg production per hemn :lnui-uud,
there wes an inerease in total eouf;l. The higher egg production increased
gross returns to a greater extent than total costs. As a consequence the
farms with the higheat produection received the highest net income per hen,

The per cent of extra grade eggs delivered to grading stations was
practically the uiu, whether delivered by the producer or by the association
trucks, Farms located nearest the grading plant had the highest percentage
of extras regardless of how or by whom eggs were transferred.

The greater thc-.mr of factors in which a poultry farm is effieient,
the more profitable that ferm will be, Of all the measures of efficiency,

high egg production is the most essential for inereased profits.



Statistical Calculations

Pearsons Coefficient of Correlation for the relationship of hours
of man labor to net income per hen (Figure 1) was =,511,

The standerd error was ,997.

The Coeffieient of Coorelation for the relationship of feed costs
to ege production per hen (Figure 3) was ,545,

The standard error was 20.8,

The Coefficient of Correlation for the relationship of egg pro=
_duetién per hen to net income per hen (Figure 6) was .584.

The stenderd error was 640.

Formula for caleulating trend line: yer g‘[ X
X
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Definitions

Total ecost of production per hem: The sum of all costs such as for
poultry feed, man labor, depreciation of floeck, overhead, horse labor,
and other operating costs divided by the averasge number of hems in the
flock during the year.

Gross returns per hen: The total income frm the sale of eggs, poultry,
and other miscellaneous products divided by the average number of hens
during the year,.

Net income per hem: The difference between gross returns and total
costs divided by the total number of hens in the floek,

Net returns per dozen eggs: The gross income less the total costs
divided by tﬁ'o number og dozens of eggs produced by the flock during
the year,

cent of egzgs in extra de: The percentege of the total production
that comes within this grede. The extra grade is a classification set
up by the Utah Poultry Producers Association and includes only the
highest quality eggs.

Per cent death loss of hens: The percentage those hens which died during

the year are of the number of hens at the begimning of the year,

Man hours per hen: The total number of man hours of labor spent on the

flock during the year (child labor converted to mam labor) divided by
the total number of hens at the beginmning of the year,

r of hens: The sum of the opening inventories for each
month divided by the number of months, The opening inventory for each
month was caleulated by taking the opening inventory for the preceding
month, subtracting the death loss and sales for that month, and adding
the purchases of hens as well as pullets added to laying flock during
the month,
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