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IRTRO wmm&

increasingly inportant in the last few years, 1/ It has devel
viriual nonexistence in 1930 to the paint where 4t now produces

Mw production in the United Stétes and in Ytah has mwajm
loped

than half of the total chicken meat productions Growth has been sspecially

rapld sines 193k, when sepirate statisties on broiler production be

© avalleble, In 1951, production was sbout 6 tdmes that of 190 and [for

the first tios the number of broilers raichd exceeded the mmber of

shickens reised from fmﬁwwm o

In 1551 gross gmimmmmmmm@eﬁm«mt
£

690 dollars or about 19 percent of the gross farm incose £

poultry and eggee 3/ Bearly 800 million brollers wme produced in [the

United States in 1951, ¥his represented a 31 percent inerease over

vhe

1950 production and a 58 percent incrcase over 1946, The 19hhelif average

wes spproximately 308 million birds,3/

state. The gross inceme from the mé’mﬁm of brellers in Utah we

wpared to $629,600 in :wﬁm The 1951 production

hicken of the heavy bresds to be markoted abt from 2 to 5
live m&@m This wﬁn&m will be followed &n the studys
74 &umm of Agricultural Beononies U.S.Duls n producti

sposition, oash receiple ané gross income, ﬁh&w and egpe.
2.9&:%-1956, MWWSM
3/ bhericultnrsl statistics. U.S.D.4. 1951,,

vean of Agricultural Econcaies defines a broiler as a yoxg
pounds
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in Utah, almost one and one-half million birds, was 1U3 percent above
1950, L/

y()p. Co Te 2



PURPGLE OF LTGLY
There have been no detalled economic studies published of
broiler procduction in Utsh. This analysis iz concerned ~iih some of
the aspects of this enterprise. The objectives of this study are to
determine: (1) the nature and amount of iLhe physical inputs in the
production of broilers, (2) the éosts and returns of producing broilers
“4n 1951-1552, (3) the relationships of various management and other

efficiency factors that relate to the profitsbleness of producing broilers.
ts



REVIEW OF mmmtm

With the increasing &mpormm of broiler produéti;on in thg United )
States have come mafal mudble studies of the industry., While econonic -
‘atuaiaa z‘e‘iating to broiler production in iﬂﬁh haﬂ not been nuderma o
before the anslysis, studies hava been completed in other areas ahwmg
the costs and retuwns in the production of broilers, These studies are .
of importance in analyeing the a@mia condi tions affecting the production
© of brollers and give some assistance in studying the industry in the state
of Utahs - In methods of prmm and a8 a basis ol comparison they are
of particular value. . - |

During the winter of 1548+15L9 a study was made in Delaware

mlé‘biva to the cost pf producing broilerss This work by HeAllister
and Bausman covered mmgwent prectices affecting costs and mt.mm
Thelr anslysls indicated that the average price mﬁeimd per pound on
3.92 lotz of broilers was 31.0 cents and the cost per pound was 31,2

cente. The lebor return was $53 per 1000 broilers or 1.7 cents per
pound. The study also showed thet the producers with the highest retums,
had the followlng: size of flocks « ab lesst 20,000 to 25,000 birdsy feed
per mund of broiler produced - not more than 3.1 pounds; rate of gain‘

~ at least 6.252 pounds per bird per week; age and weight when sold = 12 |
to 13 weeks and about thrm pounds, respectively; mortalily rate « not
more than 6.l percent. A similar stady by Bausmen for the Delavare
Experiment Station in 19% showed labor returns were 150 per 1000
brollers or 6.2 cents per pound. In 1946, the average price received

per pound was 3h.6 cents and the cost per pound was 2.0 cents, |




s

finenced by size of w»

| labor efﬁaiew, mortality, floor space per chick, age of chicke umn
- gold, qna&ity of ochicks, and mwﬁmg m’ae“hims.

A a%uﬂy of broller costs and returns snd their relation m mmmm

ment practices was made by Plasico in 15h6-19h7, This work was mww

by the Virpinis Agricultural mmm Station in 1949, The age
eost of production on the 253 lots of broilers studied was 31.5 cents o
per pound, and average receipt nt '
was an average net gain of 0.l of & cent per pound, or Ok sents per
bird, Percent mortaliiy was 10.3, avercge welght at sale was J.2 *’ﬂ
and birds were sold at an averagc age of $5 doys. Plaxico alse reported
a study in 1950 which was a comperison of the 15h6-15L7 study with e
similar study mede in 194 7-1548 Hé‘m Virginia, Broliers were a mw
profitable enterprise during the yoar ended September 30, 1948, than in
the preceding year. Peroent mortality was lower the second year, bub
vate of galn was exsetly the same. Only $hel hours was vequired to
tend 1,000 birds on the 12l farms stadied the second yoar, sompared to
167 hours on the 10k forms studied the firet yesr, Ifference in Ma
efficiency was the most significent éliference in the date for the

two mﬁﬁ - Omly haO pounds of feed were imqairaé to produce a Wm@ of

- broiler the second yeary W& to sl pounds of feed per pound of

broiler the first years

Johnson, et 3ls made & study of 864 lote of brollers in southern
and movtheastern Indiana, The anslysis reported by the Purdus University
Mgricultursl Experimant Statlon shoved costs and returns fron broilers
19L6-1048, Het returns per 1,000 birds sold was $h5. MNet returns per
pound was 1.6 cents while labor retwrns per hour was 51,31, Death
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losses in the twosysar peviod avéraged 10,9 pereent of the ehinlm MR

ordered, Pounds of feed per pound of broilers ralscd was 3.7, It

requirved 09 hours of lebor to ralse 1,000 birds. . |
Production gosts ampunied to an average of 95 cents per bird sold,

-or 2k.3 cents per pound of broiler produced on 170 broiler farw m "
 tieine In 19hk. Perry and Dow of the Haine Agricultarel m@mmnt mmsn
‘ -mpaﬁed %émt these mﬁs im}.ud@d approximately 63 percent for i‘ead,

ik p@mﬁm for chicks,lk mmm for lgbor, 5 percent for use of btﬁ.'&ﬁiﬁgfs'

and equimea%, gnd by peraent for miscellaneons costs. The avem |
investment per 100 chicks waa%z.’?u The average net retumn o @wﬁ‘ﬁ.@ Was
1% cents per bird, or L. cents per pound of broiler produced. Ths |
lebor retwm was $1.40 per houx of lsbor, |
Two hundred and sixty nine lots were reported in a study conducted
by the West Virginia Agricultural Experiment itation. The enalysls
made by Clarke showed that the met retuwrn was L.i cents per pound of
broiler sold and 1h.S vents per bird, Production costs amounted o 25
cents por pound and 2,9 cents per bird sold, Hortalily appeared to be
oninant factor vesponsible for varying preduction costs. Low
mortallty was assosiated with low costs end high mortelity with high

coals, ’ o |

White and Pasrlberg reporied returns per brodier above feed cost.
in various producing sreas, 19kl-1942 and 19L7-1948. Their figures
showed that the L year ammga in Indiana was b9.5 cents, Arkemsas h}aﬁ
cents, lel-lar-Va area h1.0 mﬁa, and Georgia 35.0 eents, Their caloulas
tions were based on & bird mqei@hmg 3 pounds when sold, and x‘ﬁquimng

11,5 pound: of feed, giving en efficlency of 3.8 pounds of feed for each

pound of gain, This study was reported by the Indiama igricilturel



Emwﬁmm Station,

| Eix groups of broilers oi' dgifferent breeds or erosses were hatched

afn ﬂﬁ%y 2h, 1950, and raised at the i:&iela&m Agricultural Experiment
Statdon, They were weighed at eigat woeks and six days of age and . -
marketed the following days wawy, g}g al reported that ome lot had - .
a mwhﬂ.itv rate of 5.2 pamn‘h, t&\e Mréa mrawed 2.48 pmmds in m.m
- weeks ami the return per bird over fewﬁ eost was 32 cente. Thelr ma
congersion was 2,81, The least profitable lot returned 23 cents per

bidd over feed costs _ , .
The Maw af Celifornia Paunry Imprmmt Comnission conducted
aontest reported in 1952 on broller produciion. Ohicks were entered
from different hatoheries, Each entry in the test consisted of 100
aMéh‘h sun daywold chicks aalaamd at mm, by an offically designated
persen, Lrom m entire day!a ha%h. Bach entry was W&ﬂ and penned
| marately and given unifom tmamntm M. the am% of 11 w&aka the
| winning birds weighed 4.09 pounds with o feed conversion of 3.1k pounds.
| The winning entvy's average income 6@@:@- feed cost was 50 cents per bird.
Incones ranged from 50 mbs to 1243 cents per himé, This study aalma
attention to mas fact that the net income wes income over feed cost wls
and included no charge for lebor, chicks, interest, depreciation, @%o
4 thesls study presented to the @ramw College of 'imes University
’ e.ﬁ‘ Il.ﬂimﬁm, Augusts, 1550 by 8. ?& hige and later reporied by t&w mlawm
| Wﬂmm Station, is worth noting. Thisg stndy daala with the mst
' admamge or dsadvantage of the mlawam broller in&asw relative
to the Shenandosh Velley of Virginia, north Georgla, mﬁm@awm ,
ﬁrkansau and threa arcas in Imﬂ.mg Rice reported that the cost aﬁ?



8
producing broilers in lelaware was lower than in Ceorgla but about the
same s, or slightly higher than, in the other areas siudled. In all
cases feed and chicks accounted for over 80 percent of total costs
with labor being the third mosi importont cost. Broiler production ef-

ficiency was about equai in all areas studied (Appendix table I).



SOURCE OF DATA AND HETHOD OF STUDY -

The dete weve collected during the period Harch 1 to July 1, 1‘95&
- from 78 broiler producers in Utah. The information included costs esmﬂ |
returns for 128 lots of broilers of which 38 were spring, 2% @maar,‘ o
l33. fall, and 30 winter lots, It 45 estimated that this study mmé:’j O
~ approximately 22 percent of the broilers produced 1n the state,

‘Brotler production in Utsh is primarily centered in Cache, Box
Elder, Weber, Davis, salt lake, Utah, sanpete, and Sevier Counties,
These aresas were selected for the sample. By personal inmw a
survey was token at the farm and whenever possible the securacy of
each record was cheoked with other cources such as feed dealers, and
progessors, contractors, and ﬁinmi@s of broiler enw-mﬁ%fsv in the
various areas. Names and addresses of hmﬁ.lgr growers had been obtained
previously from these Cconcerns.

The data were recorded on é schedule designed to show costs,
me:&.ma, and ?m‘im nanag H‘sh‘ﬁ and pmmn pmﬁm assoclated .
with the gtwing of bmamm. ﬁfwv‘ the merﬁa were eollected, each
was checked and summariged. The records were then alass&mcl, recorded,
and summarived to facilitate aﬁamim Selected data were recorded on

& type of sorting cards to assist in ascertalning ihe relationshipe

among factors.



ANALZSIS AND PRGGENTATION OF DATA |
The analysis of this study is presented in four sections. ?:ha "
first section gives a desoription of the enterprises., The second |
section presents an analyeis of m costs and returns of produsing
broilers in Utah 1951~1552, The third cection is made up of an analysis
of the factors influencing costs snd returns. The finsl section is |

conposed of a swemavy and conelusions of the study.

bata were collected from 78 producers of broilers in Utehe osdxty

. percent of the produsers interviewsd had nonefarn employwent at least

part of the year. Some of the off-farm Jobs zeperted were real estate -
broker, mill or mine worker, barber, truck driver, schonl teacher and

merchant {table 1), The remsining 40 percent or those who réerﬂ |

?ablé low Egia Sgﬁ non~-farn employment of 78 Yiah broller producers,

Job

Herchant .

Teaching or scheol work
}ill or nine

fefense plant work
Transportation,; trueking, ele.
Ulerks

Real estate broker
Juptice of peace
Carming factory worker
GCarpenter

Other

Total

ﬁi&»rﬁwmmw&-@w g
i
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no non~farm employment usually had other farm enlerprises. Wing
flocksy tmﬁwys, dalirying, lwvestock,; and crops were the most

muon enterprises that were cerried on with broiler production., &ix
#re reporied that thelr mﬁér souree of income was from ‘the

PUTTevine enterprdal ‘Each lob was caloulated to be a full . 
or & ;:eraemaga of a fnﬂmwma ‘broiler enterprise for one man, The B
mumber of days between the time the birds were started ad sold vas
auliiplied by 10 hours, This would give the total hours aveilsble to
care for the birds by ons man workiag 10 hours s dey under usual ferm
emﬁit&mm %ig figure, which would be consldeved a fulleiime broiler
erprise, was divided into the toted hours reported by the producer

_ to care for a lot in order to give the percentage his operaiion would be

of & ﬁ'aiiwtim Job.  Only L lots m of sufficient size to give one men
a full~iize job or more while 88 lots were LD percent or less than fulle
times Thirty-siz were from Ll 4o 99 percent of a fulletime Job (table 2).
In over 50 percent of the lots the lubor was porfommed simost exclusively

by the operator or ks vfmﬁxr"ﬂ :

Table 24~ Percent each lot was of fullw-time broiler operation, Mah,

mw.m.
Peroontogs _ tonber
less than 20 ' 19
21 to o &9
W1 te 30
€ to B0 S
81 to 99 1
100 and over «..51...
Total 128 lots

irenentse The average inveatment in land, buildings, and




| 2
equipnent or fixed capital per lot was $1306 or 43 cents per chick
raised, Operating capital amounted to Sh08 per lot or 16 cents per bird
raised when converted to a yearly basis. However, on a seasonal or

1ot basis the average requirement for opeveting capital was &’%2?&*" the
average total investment in Utah on 128 lots was S179h ;f:sr lot or 59 '

cents per chick (table 3}, Fixed capitsl or land, buildings, and equipe ‘
pent amognted to 73 percent of the investment in broilers, sixteen

" percent of the total capital was made up of foed, chick, labor, and

Table 34w Pistributien of broiler copital, Utch, 1951-52,

Valwe  Value |
per lot per bird Percent

Fixed caplisl 41,306 o3 B

Operating cepital - hes el 21
Total - 1,754 .. a00

1ro0 of oporating espital,  Seveniy-sevem of the 78 producers

orted that short term eredit m& nsed Lo finanse their broiler entere
prises. Host of the producers in this stale turned to feed dealers and
buyers or marketing agencies for tnis credit. Thers were a number of
different contracts used but three types were most commonly used in
Utahs They were 29 fmw‘z {1) The ereditor allowed enough arﬁii% to
the pmméér to cover feed, chiek,; and some supply cosis. Interest was

charged at the rate of 6 percent for the period the eredit was W@fﬁu

(2) The craditor supplded the feed, chicks, fuel, litter, and medicines,
The producer furrdshed the labor, lighte, water, ete, From the receipts
was subiracted feed, chick, and normal brooding expenses. This balance
was divided 75 pereent to the grower and 29 percent to the creditor. :




13
(3) The creditor supplied the feed, chicks, and retained cwnership of
me"; The §mdmr was padd an  agreed amount for each bird mﬁ.mm |
‘mere m, of course, variations. af ‘t-gse three plans, but the wmmts
geseribed abm were the most eﬂmml;v used. |

Qasi‘.ﬁ‘a":am the market pﬂaea 'aiméé the quantities of the } L
- taputs nseded 1n broller productions This sestion preceste an ysis j
of cost fastors related % profucing brodlers. B

' Mwﬁi&n ocosts averaged 9& mw per bird wld, or 3’8.9‘ mm s

" per pomd of broiler prodused, Caa% per pound ranged from ﬂuﬂ w

- S&Qé cams per p&umi on the m& zww, ‘These costs iw&.u&ad aypmxﬂ.m%iy

- 60 pement for feed, 20 mmw& fox* @hicka, 11 percent for Xabw, and 9
gercant fer miscellansous ms% {Wﬁm &}o o "{

“Table ug.;-n Gost of producing Mw, Utah 1951-»1953;

| Pm* i‘-m bﬁ.ws ralsed | Fermﬁ
- B S “Frice per  Tobel Mal
- Item ‘ Undt Wﬁ wit . oo
- Feed = - cubs 108 Z.hl 571 5@@5 ‘
Chick ~ ehdck 100D 19 152 20,0
iabor houre 56 1405 103 10,7
Housing - dollars , . . 23 . 24
Capital charges; ‘ ' ' o
 Fixed ‘ dollars 15?9 +05 21 242
Operating dollars 592' W06 10 140
itter ' 7 «7
Water & 1ights - g .
Taxes o , : b ;
Insurance 4 3 S
Hedicine : 2 -2
t 1isg, , 1 lg
Total 559 00,0

1E0S40  Wru SrATE AGRICULTURAL COLLEGE LIBRART)



oW

ymﬁm%;m costs, An average of 10,500 pounds of feed was fed per 1000
hﬁrﬂa m!.wfi at & cost of §571, Feed W ;mr pmmd of bivd raised
anged fron » low @f 1 coats to a high of 32 mm mr pound with an

mrag@ of 18 ean%m o
* Broller rations veried little wwm the 128 lots. @:;mhua@md and .
- fifteen lots were raised on an 8llenash ration, Some of the mash mwﬂad
' was medicated for dim gontrol, The avﬁmga price of broiler mah ‘
was 8.4 a hundred, Only one producer reported that he mized mﬁ oun R
nashs }@éﬁt mashes vere mixed by feed companies end then wmmﬂ by |
| the Mm-,, A mash and &e*atch ration was fed to 13 lotes. ‘Z‘hiw ?&tﬁ.@n
uss cumposed of quantities of uﬁaat, corn, and other grolns fod with
. bmilar, &Wﬁiﬂg, or growing mash@ mwmm this ration m sapplea
mm%d With semiesolid mmmm.

, The average pmw gmm for chicks was 19 @ants and
rapmsﬁmaé 20 pervcent of the mw oost of producidon (ﬁabla !s).

'f&bl@ Se~ Breeds of bw QNW in Uteh, 165152,

Treed  Nou of lots Peroent of total . .

Yew Hampchires 20 93
Cornisheanpshi res«eross 2 1
- Baede T62and Heds 1 Ge8
Golden Droads 1 0.8
White Hocks ‘1 0u8
Nixed lots 3 243

. Yobal : .18 o ) 10040

 approximately 9k percent of the 128 lots weve Now Hampshire Feds (table 5).
Utah hatcheries supplied only 10.3 percent of the brollor chicks
used in Utah. About b7 pevcent of the chicks started ceme frem |
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Californie, Oregon, or Washingtons Idsho supplied L2 percent of the
chicks meﬂ in Uteh but this fipure chows some bias winte aany mmbM‘
Utah producers were wnder contract with a ereditor with headguarters in
Tdaho who furnished both chlecks snd feed (tcble 6). |

Table Gy» Sources of brodler chicks, Utsh, 155152,

state o ' Nunber ~ Percent of total

Utah 43,150 10,3

idsho 175,325 hisg

Ualifornia ‘%a i o 20.2

Washington b2,783 19.8

o cogon 30,375 73

¥assachusetls 2,000 5
Total ] M@,Q&'ﬁ 100.0

Tabor eosts. Iabor was the third most important item of cost in
broller production amounting to sbout 11 percent of the total ecosis
{table L), fThe average chargs for labor per hour was $1,05. This rate
was obtained from the produser, and vepresents the value of his labor
per hour comparsble o what he would have paid o hire the labor or
what wege he would recelve for similar works sbuai 301 hous
lebor were required to vaise a lot of 3266 broilerss Operator and
family labor represented sbout 92 percent end hired & percent of the
tobzl hours required to raise a lote Deily routine or chores required

°G ci‘m

215, hours or sbost 82 percent of the total labor requirements per lot,
The deily routine included such tasks as feeding, ﬁawmg, tending sw@s,
stirring litter and sindlesr taskes Cleaningeup after reqguived 22 hmm '
per flock or approwimately 7 percent of the total labor requirements
(table 7)a

Kiscelloneons costs Interest on operating capltal, depreciation mﬂ
repalr of bulldings and equipment, interest on {ixed capital, tawes,
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Tebie ?w Han labor required o pmﬂm 2 lot of broilers in tﬁah,
195152, _ |

Operator Family labor Total of total
“Hours THours  Hours  Hours  bercemt

Wr&m chicks ,
fecds & supplies 646 - "1 Tl Bt

93k 13 W8 WS 38
Dally routine care 216,2 21,5 7.7 2U8.4 8146
Cleanwup after lot  1hs7 1.h 5.9 22,0 Te3
L3 8 8.9 1ha0 ha7
0 »d | - ¥ »2
6.8 251 238 3007 =
83.7 i 79 2000 100

&mwmg and material costs are shom as miscellaneous costss 2About
9 pereent of the total tost of produstion weve miscelleneous costs (table b).
The ¢apital invested in feed, chicks, labor, and material comprised
the operating copital. Istersst was csleulated by charging interest on
these couts for the period the birds were mainteined at the rate of &
percent per annum. Interest on operating capital represented 1.0 psveent
of the total costss | '
Bach schedule comtained a complete inventory of the producers

dings end equipment were valued on
replasement costs basis, An estinate was moade of the present cost
of veplaving the building. This value was then depreciated 3 percent pow
year according to the age of the building to get the present velue,
The yearly depreciation on the bulldings and equipnent was dlvided
by the number of lots raised per year. This figure represented the




‘ m& &ﬁ&ﬁ by’ the nugbar

, '7‘.1&‘!;2»(
| 3 produceys mpsm& that meﬁmﬁ mm waa used for brooding purposes '
(‘bama 3}; Various types of 1&@%@%@@ used in the coops, Straw or

A

mmﬁam for the period the birds wers meintained, The cost of '
mmim was handled in a like Banners Mpm@ﬁ.@m &mﬁ! mga&ﬁ.x' o w,maf |

rmg:a and am&mt- represented 3;& mmxzh of the w&al L

mm capltal included the lond, mzﬁma* aind. m@aﬁmﬂm; The
inmmﬁ u!aam at the rate of 5 percent per annun was provated emong
ﬁmmwwmmwiwﬁmrmy ,

The chavge for tasss por lot was caloulated by taking mm w1l rate -
t:imes hha va}m base for m&ﬂa aapi‘hai. Total taxes for Gﬁ@ mw W ,._‘j
wmwzmamammmmwmw |
anma*ﬁa a porilon of the total ww o meh lot, o o

Maﬁerial costs represent mﬂ@f akwsm i pereent of the mm mwt :Ln

' the production of brollers, such things e fuel, electricity, vater,
Utter, mmm service, mﬁe&m, Wm, tenporary feeders,
" and mwwnamms items were. malumd a.s m%r&a& eoste, The wat of the "

. vepregented sbout half of ﬁa@ material costs, It is %t.mawﬁ o
t:hat fuel costs are cut about tio- W curing the swmer. mn‘t’ma @iaw
éﬁi‘fuwm types of heat were used in brooding. Gas stoves ware u@&é .
ae a .mumw of heat for ﬁﬁy«mw peroent of the 128 lots, Eﬁ;m
ors used a:u&wr gas, aﬁl,, or e@al furpaces for heat while mny

shm.ngs spmmd to be the m@t mma mxma the prmhmem‘

- beversl W often supplemented these W@; of litter ﬁit;h shredded

sugar cons or peat moss.

stimating production costs, Dy use of the average amounts of inputs
s damlma fmm this study of 128 lots a methed of aamtmg the total
g broilere under changing levels snd relatione

cost per pound of produci




Gas ﬁmﬁ

Furnace » 0il, cosl, or gas
fadient heat

Table Bew Souree of heat uasd,‘ Eiwh, 2198191952,

lots

Elevtric stoves
gmm, oil, gas, coal, a‘tﬁw
01l stoves '

Goke stoves

-3
-3

Total . | 12

T e

100,0

ship of dmput ams pan be mmamg Ninotywone porcent of the costs
of producing brollers consisted of fesd, chicks, end lsbor. Therefove,
changes in the prices of these Ltens ey glve an indicetion of cost
rends in broller produstion.
m i‘&w\b step in computing total produstion costs is to multiply
3.hi, the aversge pounds of feed required to produce a pound of broiler,
times the price per pound of broller feod, ‘%e Wm.am is to nultiply

| +032,; the average hours ¢f labor regulred per pound oﬂ‘ oroller, times the

curvent hourly wage. 7The third atep is to nultdply ¢y on adjustment

 factor to reduce the cost per shick to the cost per pound of broiler,

times the current cost per chick, This sdjusted figure is @&1@1&%&

by m%ﬂgiag 3.1, the average weight of ‘tho bird at. sale, tues 93,9,

the average percent prodused of the W&a& birds atarﬁe@, and dlviding

this total dnto 1 cent, The fourth step is to add the totals of chese
three steps, end then divide by $1 percent end moltiply by 100 to adjust
the goste for the mamma & percent of the costs which were nissellanecus.
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o ok

gtep omes’' 3ok x 5ebk cents = 16,50 esnts or cost of feed per pound of
broiler. '

Step tior  4032x §1,05 cents T 3,36 ceats or cast of labor per pound of
 broler. o | | -
Step thyee: o3k % 18 vente s 6,12 tenva or cost @‘i’ chicks p@é pound bf -
step fowrs. 27498 cents por pound §15 of cost Ltens

3 xi@@ﬁzﬁc?ﬁmﬁs

Step five: Total cest per pound _El‘,:]i'

| If &b the begintng o ,
easth of feed during the productl | :
of lsbor at §1.00 per Ewar and could buay chicks fﬁr 16 cents per @hﬁ.@k
then he could estimate his totsl cost of production to be 20,17 mmm
per .pamd as ‘:Eellwat
3ub 2 8405 per pmmﬁ 2 17,00 eants for feed
+032 x §1,00 per mw& 320 cents for labor
»3b % $.16 per m&ume for chick
ﬁ%&k gents per pound for 91 % of cost items,

2528l ¢ } % &@ﬁ # 28,17 gents per pound of byoller
; : j : P?ﬁdﬁ@éc

. Broiler sales represented 96,7 pereent of ‘tha‘ wmx recuipts in the
production @f milwa in Utche The remaining receipts included the value
of the birds eamn at home, the velue of the litter, ind vefunds {table 9).

Producers gencrally keep some of thelr birde for heme consumy
Ahw% L3 pownds. of chicken per lot velued ab $13 was retained for hone use,

- The elemental fertiliszer value of ﬂw litter was consldered to be
the total value of the litter, On this basis the lltter wos delormined
memmmgaN@ammm
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fable 9y~ Total receipts and mt wﬁm from broiler produciion in
‘ Utahy 195152,

. 10 ‘ , W%gg Pwngnt
L fer lot por of
R o dotal . chicks - totel
Item . - Upit JApouny Price regeived w&%rﬁ receipts
A THSy TTents  LoLiars  DoLiars  Pergent

sales lbs. Sh72 30,3 2872
Home use bs. &3 36@3 13
Value 1litter - - 2l
‘lefmﬂs . - - S |

Teihal me;eiyw - - Bﬁ.i ‘2910 _1@@;&}.,:, x
‘Total expenses = - e g9h3 %2
Yt veturns = - \“‘*. -~ 33 -1 - i;% i |

. Heee per 1000 birds mﬁmﬁ was %ﬁw this anounted to %292.0 mx
’:Le% or 3@«6 cents per pound of hwilem Deceipts per pound rameﬁ tm
' :2&1 0 3‘%& conbe per pound an %&m wﬂ Mtae
Het returns per pound on ﬁ&w 128 1ots renged from minus 19:6 cente
0 Teb cents per pound. The net mﬁw per pound wos caloulated by e
deducting the total costs from total mm@mm&u&mwmm@ |
of broller raised. Seventysthree lots had negative net returns per "
pound ranging from o minns 19,6 to minus 0u2 cents while 55 lote had
positive net returns per pound ranging fron 0.3 to 7.8 cents, Since no
gement has been included in the Sotal costs, net return per
pound nay be consideved a return to mansgement Net returns per lot
aversged & minus $33 or mims $11 per 1000 birds raised, |
gugh net returns were a minus §33 per lot, employment for the
operator and family lebory and fized eepital, wes provided by yelsing o
ot of broilers. Hven though labor sad fixed capital were costs to a
lot, they were also yeluwrns to t%:é pperator and family to the oxbtent thet

{



the operator's own capital was useds | ‘ .
'me aversge return to the em%r and his fanily for labw and
gement was $258 per lot when the cost of the mmmr and fmuy
labor was added to net w&m {table 10}, By sﬁﬂiag the mwm to

tsble 10.~ Heturn te operator m ﬁ‘mmm sapital, and mensgemsnty Bw |

1951*39%4
Tten o © Per ot
Cost of ' ..%
thwmmrmxmw T : o
labor and management o 258
Charge for use of fixed capltal S &
Return m fixed eapital, weram and tmxy MW ,
and wagemut i o 323

emént to the charge for the use of
fixed capitsl, $323 per lot represents what the operator and family

opévatar end fenily labor plus manag

*

veceived fm the produstion of & :mu aﬁ mmm, for their MWQ ﬁmﬁ '

mmm, mé managensnt.

There are many factors which influence the comts and veturns. The

128 lots were analysed to determine whai factors influenced costs and
*m%m@% To analyze mlmbimabips the tobular snal

lysis method was used,
The records were olassified into groups according to ong factor in an

' aﬁffm to hold the affect of that Fastor relatively constant. It was
then possibile to see the vaﬁ-.a%iﬂm‘ in othey factors as the factor on
which the records were sorted varied,
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Hize of lote In farm operations e size of the business is mamm '
o be assoclated with costs and veturne. To show the relation of size ‘
of the lot to net returns and other factors, a sort was made on the basis

of size {table 1l)¢ Five groups were made, ‘he first group emawﬁmi of

Table 1l.~ Size of lot related o costs aud retarns and other fm%m; | :

3‘5&1'!: 1953-!"53*
| | ' iabor Fixed Total Web
ed® per 100 Capital cost veturse
9 _of chicks started comvers  birds  inve per g@x
Aenge  Average lots olon mm_ per bird 1bs ibe
Boe TR T B. | Howe  Gemts  Cemts T ents

less than 1500 1038 39 37 2 68 3Tk =70
1500 = 295 199 WL 3.5 12 48 32 e 28

2500 = 3499 21 26 3.5 10 W3 3k -09
3500 - b9y 398 17 3ah 0 10 46 30,6 =04
5000 ond over  TU3 25 3.3 RS
A1 lots 3266 128 b S8 M3 309 0.3

# Pounds of feed fed per pound of hmxér ralsed,
iots with less than 1500 k&rés; the socond, 1500 %o 2h99; the %;ﬁi?mﬁg from
2500 to 3L99; the fourth, fram 3500 to L§9Ps and the iam had 5600, mm&a
and mores There was an average of 1038 birds in the first olass interval
of 19 19%; 1949 birds in the L1 lots of the sscend, 2775 bivds end 26
lots in the third, 3981 birds in the 17 lots of the fourth, 71L3 birds in
the fifth with 2% lots, The range in size of lots was from 500 to 14000
birds. » |

ke size of the lot i@m&w&@ costs per pound consistently deeressed
and net returns increased, Costs decressed Lrom an average of 37.4 to

£%.2 cents per pound and net returns per pound increased from a nmiaus
7.0 to 1.7 cents as size of Ipt inereascd from an average of 1038 tw
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m’bimia per lots As size of lob increased fram the smallest m fm “ ‘_ |
highest, lobor per 100 birds decressed from 24 to 7 howrs end fiwed
capiml investment decreased from ﬁﬁ L0 33 eamzs mr bird. I‘%ﬂ az’ﬁ’m&amy
tanded ue ingreese a8 size of 2ot immmw. The group of smallest '
ﬂﬁak had m awm feed mmmiw af 3.?pounds mw the group- at
. ,‘mmea% lots ama@e& 3;3& ' R
stgnificent assoctation mmm sdos of ot and desth

_ x : produceds  The season of the year the Ma*ds were .
ymﬂwaa did show some wmm mm emts and mtmrm« “The Bma
‘ ‘diﬁﬂad into four m«m awmdmg to the ssasen p&u@mﬁ. iz
a lots pﬁsm Mwnxm period was &umm Mamh, Aprily or day M was
sallsd & spring let, :i.m prodused pmm.w during the months aﬁ’ Jung; |
July, and August were ﬂW lots, fall ots consisied of lote Wmﬂ -
durig september, Ostober, and Novemhe:
December, Jonuary, and February weve Iisied ss winter lots (teble m. \
The snall diffarences noted in ¢osts and returns from prodcing
ona) li}%s of brollers wes pl dne to two factors. %ﬂ,. B
samm& mﬁm in price ceused m&gﬁa to be higher mm@ %w
N sprim aaﬁ sumaer monthg, Jecondy | were seasonally Wﬁm
with other meats especially turkey which often necessitated the mmm
of birds longer consing highor produstion costs.
In tems éf physical factors them wag little noticeable difference

' m that were grown cawing

mmong the vorious seasonse Fm& wmwim was about the Samey labor
mm%e ware practically the same, sive of the lot varied less
than L percent, the birds were produced st about the same rate a&:m&n
por day and the death Ima was litile differents



- Belationshd ip between season of yeer produced

and costs and returns and other factors, Utk

‘ Hos
Iots started

Lge Average
ehicks - of bird %i@%

Pevceent
giaaﬁﬁ

_ sicon

Labor
Fepd per 100
conver~  birds
raised

Total
costs

m‘"

?ﬁﬁ&l
receipts returns

ey

. -

met

B B
29 3254

R ST T

“.

7.0
6

. 6.h

17y
3

3.2

L35
3.5

B
0

.

'f %-,_ e

29.9

30.6
32,3

“Cents

318

29.5

-@Qﬁ ’

Mot 1w 6

3

9.8

# Spring: &mim fay

F&; 5@%@@* mmr’ Rovyentioy

mmi 820 o 35 o
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rereent Percent mortality was an important factor afﬁée%‘
ing eoste and returns, The death loss was based on the number purchased,

and although sone extra chicks were given by the hatcherles the percent
death 16ss is over and sbove any extra ondcksthat may have been starteds

Pereent mmnw ranged {ron 0.2 mm@ to a high of 314 pemn%
In ovder to show the aaswiam botween the death loss and vmﬁm _'
faciors, the records were am:%ﬁ on the basis of percent mortality. m E

measure of sucoess or profitablenss:
(teble 13)s The data were divided into three groups acoording
mortality, O Lo 3&9 percent in the first group, 3.5 to 6.3’65@‘ perceat

in the seeond group, snd 7.0 perveent and over in the third groups There

' n30d was net return per pound o

were 3§ @ﬁé'iu the lowest group uith an mrage of 1,8 percent, The

seoond ~ has an sverage of k.7 percent with 82 iots, and the last

group emism of 51 lots with an average of 1l.7 percent moriality.
Increased mortality uwas acmpanm hy nigmr produsiion costs and

lower net mmms. As percent mmmw inoreased from the lowest to
the highest group, tetal costs wr pound incrcased from 25,5 to 33ul m%,@l
feed costs per pound of M‘mymmeﬂ inercased from 17 to 19 cents, and
.met returns per pound deereased from a D.6 to minus 2.h cents per munéo
Teath loss was also associated with ét;har factors., Feeding efficiency
or pounds of feed reguired m ey - brg
3.2 0 346 pounds as mortality increased from an average of 1.8 to 11.7
BT | There was apparently Bo mlammshiﬁm&man mmﬂiw and
slse of the lots A high fized capital investaent per bird was mob
associated with low mortality mmﬁ@m’hﬁe expected since Mgher fixed
capl ial investuent per bird moy reflect better equipment and bulldings,
There is en interesting relationship betweun percent mortelity, age of
bird at sale, and rate of gain., 4As percent moritality incrfamd age M‘ '

a pound of broiler increased Sram




Table 13.~ Percent mortality related to costs and returns and other factors, Utah, 1951-52,

Age tate of Feed Fixed Total Net
- of gain Feed cost capital costs returns
Ro, of chicks started bird per conver- per lb, inv, per per per
Range ] Average Iots at sale day sion of bird bird 1b. 1b.
Percent “Percent No.  lays i b, Cents Cents  Cents Cents
0 - 3'13\9 108 35 79 ‘091&9 3.2 l? hb 29&5 006
3.5 = 6,99 La? 52 80 .038 3. 18 L8 30,4 0.3
7.0 and over  11.7 L1 87 036 3.6 19 50 33.1 - 2.4
All lots 6.1 128 82 .038 3.k 18 L3 30.9 « G.3

92



&
bird st sale increased frﬁm 7% to 87 deys and rate of gain per ﬁw ﬁmwmd
from ,0ho *t-a 2036 pounds,

Feeding efficlency, It is generally expected that effieient use of

feed and correct feeding practices. reduce costs and may bring Mg&m* ned:
returns, To neasure fepding efficiency the pounds of feed nee
& pound or broiler wes selected ami a sm wa made on this baais (mm lh}.
It 15 recognized that this nessuro would insluds differences in qmmy |
" of feed, chicko, snd fewder. The mmrds were sorted into five groups -' i'l-*
on this basie an fron the &W‘&w to the highest. In the i’i&% mup ‘t
of 10 lots féed conversion averaged 2,8 pownds and in the last g me |
11 lots it aversged he6 m&m ‘Pounds of feed required to m'@@zma a

"twnnd of bm:t;mr on &ll lots rmgeﬂ 1mm 2.6 to 5.8 pounds, |

u W Wﬂﬁnﬁﬂ

Nhan tha records were anr%d :m T«hiﬂ bma, 1t was found a& *&!w m&a
of feed m:;uimﬂ to produce a poam& af bmﬂer increased from an mmmw
of 2B to Lub pounda, costs per mzmd memmd fron 27.9 to h0.0 www,

foed cost per pomnd of bmiwr ratsed ingreased fron 16 to 25 cents, and
net mwms per pound degreased !mm *2& w winus §.3 cents, 48 Wmﬁa

of feed m&gﬁ.wﬁ to produce & mml of brai:zsr incressed percent mwm&w
mﬁﬂmm o M&mm&w&, mafbirda at sale from 75 m m
Ams,aneiwbormrl@ﬂbiwafrm? to 15 hours, mmami%w
relationship between feeding afmaiamy mﬂ sige but this aasw&a%m

was more prammed when the rwamm were sorted on the basis of siw. ‘ R
Peedi ractice - Ninety mwmt nf t&w lots studied wam rmw

on & straight broiler mash mt&mg Thirteen lobs representing 10 wwmﬁ
of the lots were fed on a mash ané sexsteh ration, To show the effam the
type of ration might have on mﬂam and retuines, & sort was mndu-m t-m,a s
‘besis (table 15). The lots were divided into two general groups, lots



Table lha~ Feod fod per pound of broiler ralsed related to costs and

returns and other factors, Utsh, 1951-52.

How of 4
am ia%a Wmﬁaxm at sale loss - rsised eof broiler

of

ﬁw?&m&wm cogt
desth - bird

?m
yet Ibe

Total
gosts

per

et
per
ibe

2.3
3.2
3.5
349

b6

1§

ko

3k
25
a

L320
2674

1500

75
78

87

g1

@ Eﬁa.

3.0
3.1
3.1

h.3

5.2

6.8
12.6

g

8.
»
A

“Yercent M ﬁems

Cents
27.9

29,2
32.4

- 33.5

10,0

2.9
Y2

- L7
- 2&5:
- ?&3

31

9.8

228

3266 °

=

bl

30,9

. Da3

82
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Table 15w Eaelatianahip of feedl ng pmn‘dm to costsmd returns and. t@t«hﬁr ,j’

factors, Utah, 1951*9&.

 Lobor Total z@m

: hge of  Percemt por 100 Feed costs rotumms
- Feeding bird = death bird convere  per per
practice ' Lots ab sale  loss raiged slon e by
| No. —Days  Ferce t ﬁgm*a b, Cents f"'ema -
Hash and ‘ T | | e
serateh . 13 o2 &.@; S 12 3.8 33 m@@ﬁ
mash 15 8L S8 8 33 30,9 -.003
A1l 1@%:3 | 123 - 5& “ 511 N 9§3 3.h 3@;5’ - Q»ﬁ

fed on & straight broiler mash vation in one- gmup ami those fed gquentities
of grain and other feedstulfs almg with mash in another,

vihen & sort was made on xeeamg practices, the atraj.ﬁ,h%, bmﬁax* mash

'lmtim gave the bettor resulte, awt.a per pound were 31,3 @mm ami

net mtma were a minus 0.9 cents zmr pmmd when the nash and wmmh
-ration was fede when straight brodler mach was fed custs per Mﬂm
 3¢3;9 cents and net mwms per m&i were a minus 0u3 cents. “’m &mmg@

am of the lots were agpmmmtw the same in both groups but law £eﬂ )

the all mﬁh ration took 3.3 pounds @f fmﬁ to produce a pound aﬁ' hwilm'

‘and had 2 5.8 percent mortality rate as compired to 3.8 pounds of feed

to produce a pound of broller ond a & percent morsallty rate wlmn tbw
mash and scratoh ration was mam&a. ‘zhe broilers fed on sn all mash raﬂ:ﬁfm‘”“
were ready for mavket at & yamgw age smﬁ thuags mqmred fewor hours mi‘ |
labar per 100 bivds than birds fod the mash and acmwh rations Fwamgg
tio kinds of feed may have been more tine conswsing also although this
was not determined, Lo o | o
It s noted further that the lots fod the mash and serateh were |
below the average in all factors when compored to the aversges ﬂn&li .
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the lots in the study. The lots mwﬁ.ﬂn@, an all-mash ration mm egqual
to or above me&aga on all fectorss This probebly indicates that the
seratch which was no doubt fed in an abtieupt to recuce foed cost mmmlzr |
served io throw the sotal Tatlon oub of balance and the results show the
eifect of faeding an wmmlmmd mmm &8 aga:’mat. o better balanced m%mm
pgree of | specialization. &a mw& pmﬁwly each lot was mﬁiﬁm

on e basts of 1ts porcentage of & mm operation, To show what.
effoct %&ia ‘consideration may hm!e on wsﬁa and returns a sovrt m m@a
" on this mm (table 16)i The l@‘w rma,fed from 5 to 157 mmm of &
. fulliwtime operation, R :
. Iaw tha‘iu awmged 3 pamm w maa oﬁ a fulletige jnb m!mmﬂ amall

B

"'mgatfiw na“& returns mr wmam Rhﬁm m m significant mlaw.mmm

_*bsﬁmm the peraem'. the lo% wes nﬁ‘ a fmwmme cperation and Ms}wr ﬁautﬁm

| 573h 6 3.3

A1 dots 128 33&6? 6 3 309 . 03

Heasures of physical inpuband mt@wb were practicelly the same amaa@: ‘l:ha |
various clssses of this sort. This sort indicates thot broilers cen be
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produced s@eﬁﬁw on a W%ﬁi’fﬁé basis. However, mpaeiaiimﬁm m :
be more profitable if coupled with %fﬁeiemw« |
Fixed capital investuent per birde Im@mﬁ in bulldings and equip~

: Liy pleyan importont role in the profitableness of a fm

enterprises Some enterprisces may tm WM&M or have too much lnvested
s bﬁil«i&n@s and equipment to be. pmﬁmm In an attempt to show the |

a mlmimhw of Tixed eapital m\.«mm % wosta and returns a s@rt was
'made on the basis of fixed sopltal izmammt per bird (table 173..

:if'wam'&a were divided inm three gxwpﬁ ?wtyafwr lots avamge& 2§

- mw mz' am, L3 averaged Lo aenw, and 1%3 avereged 73 cents fmé aapim
mwmmm% gzﬁr bizd, Fixed mp%a& m%simenﬁ per broiler on al; ws Dl
| mwagaé !.;3 aenw permdwm a Ww m @ low of 10 cents m a ﬁi@h»’

- ‘f'?’»";af @la% par broller. | TR

m 1 mm  sapttad ﬁnm&mt w him related to costs am mw. [

. Isbor . Total  Net .
ﬂm ai‘ ?mt per 100 ocosts - veturns
chicks  death blrds per . per .

- started. loss raised b, o Ay

sy O e T A
O R B 32 =06
*Bh "3"&‘ 3 ke ahhﬁ : 6.3 13 31‘“@1‘: J"& ‘3@5 _«,

m ot 3 2 366 6l 98 305 -»M

, & eonﬁsﬂ.amm m&aﬂm@ks&@ was found between ﬁmd emmtal inwamant
per bird and net reiturns per pmmé* A& ﬂxad sapitol ims%aen% per mw
immm& from 35 to 73 centa per. biré, mt retarns pm- pound deareased
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fron 1.6 cents Lo a slms 3.5 conte por pound, and cozb per pound

Cinereased Srom 2%.0 to b0 cenio. It was oboorved thet as fized copital

investment per bled inereased, pevcent mortelity, hours of lobor per 100

birds inoveased, A notes previously when o sort was made on the basis

of sise of lot, eapital izzwwmm& per bird incvessed while slze m: e |

lot deoruoctde

izbor efficiency.  labor costs represented 11 percent of the tolal comt

of procucing broilers. Using hours of lsbor per 100 blzds mimm‘& 68 8
sure of lebor eificlency a sort was mete on shis basis (teble 18)s

The records were fivided into six ciffevent classes, Mo hours of lobor

pexr. 200 birds r@@@ﬁ fron 3 to ST m wlth an mm@& of G hoave,

- The group r;ézt“ 20 Iots awm@mgg % hourg per lob hed the lowest cogd

per pound end had the highest net return. 4hen heurs of lebor per 100 -

birds wes more than an average of 7 imﬁmg net returns poy pumﬁ wers

negetive, As lsbor per 190 birds inevessed from an aversge of 10 to
27 hours, net returns per pound decressed from o mus 1.4 to mines 60

centes An inverss relationship existed between hours of labor per 100

Birds and size of the lots A% the amwount ol labor per 1N

Whe averuge eize of the lot deoreased frea 5101 to 200§, These relatione

6t that lobor is used wore efficiently om the lavger lots.

inls sene iype of relatienship was found when the rocerds weres corted on

the basls of size of lot. | o . “ )
¥t 4o noted further thet when hours of lebor per 100 birds inereased

Eyan the iwwt to the highest group, cost per pound increased from 26,2

ve 3642 gents and fixed cepital lovestaent per bird ineressed from 35 to

& genis per bird, It olght be expecied that fewer hours of labor per

108 birds would veflect more expensive bulldings and betler production
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mmntqi 1f this was the case afﬁ inverse réla.m@mﬁip wonld exist
between lsbor per 100 birds snd fized capital investment per bird, Theve
ovcurred, however, a positive asmaﬁmﬁhi@h may be explained from
the faot that the size of the lots were smaller as labor per 100 birds
itmwaimd".m the total investment m spread over few birds making
eapitel im@mnt per bird ineresse aahms of lsbor per 100 birds o

inereased.

verag : 3t N %Gwmrﬁsmmmrtmmmbaﬂaﬁf =
mma ceteht ab sele snd &m& &m@ ma groups (table 19), Im m

A,‘i’abm 19:# Mem m:mm P m&a maw iw costs and returns and nt&m' o

o Feed  Totel Net
hge of Fead - test - cosis mtam'

fVerage lots atsale sion of broler ib, by
Bo.  I&ps ,_,i’w. Cents ﬁwﬁa ﬁems

2 m a6 w nE -us
2 7 33 18 b .02 k'
o 78 343 18 309 -6k i
26 8 3.3 18 ogah Mm o
w o ow 31w e eza

ims.m R &zm 18 300 wm_”-‘

ﬁwﬁ g oup the average weight at sale was E.é méu and in the last
group 3&7’ pounds., ‘

. @n“a&l eosts ﬁar pound were lowest end net returns per pound the
highest when birds were marketed £roa 2.8 to 3.k pounds, Birds weighing
less then 248 pounds and more than 345 posnds cost more to produce nd
showed the smallest net veturns per pound, which indicates iﬂm bir@:a |

bird ' eonver. per Ibs per,. per
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WR&W too small or too lavge are gen: ml:w wmﬁt@lea |
Lots averaging 2.9, 342, and 3.3 pounds ot sale required 3.3 pounds

a!&‘ fmﬁ % pmduee 3 pmmﬂ of broiisrs ?zi%wﬁ the averoge weight at sala |
was loss m&x &»8 pounds, pounds ef: ﬁe@d mmmé to produce a p@mﬁ of

: f‘fhwﬁ.ler awmaw 346 pounds and wlwrx mmg@ weight at @a:m was 3&5 pﬁunés
or mm, faéd required to pmﬂm a mma ai:‘ bmilar vaa 3.? pmwm e

= buaa were fed in mmma ,m umm. (aable 2@)- The age %‘&m mm

- mh:,a %..-. Ago at sale mam w a&aw anﬁ returns and other fwm,

_ o ighor  Yotal Nm.
A%raga I%aﬁ per 100 costs rveturns
welght  conver+ birds peY  pET
at sale aim; raiged Ib, = 1be

% “HouEs . Cents. m .
30 2 7 29.h ‘aa..i
3,9 ‘ 8 2?9‘;? . BT
3.0 1n 35 w02
31 3 10 322 =18
36, 13 31;;?_ - L2
413 lots B 3 Mo 98 P9 - w

exieted ranged from 65 to m? deys with an average of 82 days.
‘When birds were sold in lese then 71 days or between 71 and 77 tﬁafya,
conto @az* pound were 25,k cents and 29,7 gents mmamvelﬁl Birds held
lenger cest m:m_% produce dnd had lowsr net retarns per pound, lower

eusts ond grester returns were probobly due to greater efiiciency in the
use of lebor and better fueding efficiency sinte only 7 end 8 hours of
lebor wos requived per 100 birds and 3.1 pounds of feed were requirved o



produce a mmﬁ of broilers sold on lots ssolﬂ in less than Tl dam m' |
betwesn ?1 and 77 days. As aga inmmad, feeding efficlency dmmaaw L
fron Bul o 3;@ pounds of feed ma&mﬁ 1o pmdum one pound of bmilam
| ai‘ tzw £aewm mfeetiug co8ts aw@ mﬁw;“fuf"‘

_,,iat ﬁm bzr %he age of the bird at: xaaleg Ia e:-der to note the mm& %m
‘ zwmﬁ: a%a of gain delly end mﬁws:tmtem, the records m &‘ et
. ﬂma i’ive gwma on this ha%a tm@ @l}; m average immaﬁ :m

B ‘ifi‘?gble Elw mam of gam per day. mlu%@ w »zwsta and yeturas ami ther .
CP :f.‘mt»aw, Ytgh mwaa

Age fmmge Feed
' gain per d of bird weight convers .
o Awmge Iots at sale at sale sion

EE b R E R
1ess m 4935 o3 s 8 30 38
5030 W36 2 B 30 35
Cw3Be.03 03 2 M 31 30
" i
21
128

0k~ 0k0 B0 32 3k
| k2 and W «0h3 ?h %E | 341

"m:. doks 4038 B2 31 30

‘au all lots was 4038 ymnda per ﬂmr. 'i‘he lowest group of 25 lots mw&f’.;-f{;
‘less than 4335 pounds dally, whﬁma the h&ghast group of 27 mw @aimd | |
«0k3 or more pounds per day. ‘The group making the most repid smww Md‘ a
‘production costs which averaged 29,2 cents per pound while the m
naking the slowsst rate of gain had produstion costs of 32 am@ape&
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e se relationchip existed betuwesn rate of gain per dayy sge of
birds mﬁ ﬁm, and pounds of feed regquirved to produce g pound of broiler,
ke rate of gain daily increassd sge of him m. sale decreased from 93 to
7h days and pounds of feed reguired m pmﬁwe a pound of broller
decreased from 3.8 t0 3.l p@m@m : |
fourse of feeds  Feeds for the 128 lots came from various wm@s* |
A concentration around three major sources ol feed existed, 4 &wﬁx
gronp eauicl also ba established e consisting of miscellansous fmé& %ww;‘
N vince no. bm mmaa of fmﬂs would produce feeds axamw aww, 2 zmrt -
on the m:m of fesd source {%ﬁ&a 2@), ma@w& were divided |

Teble aﬁw dource of fead related to msw and s@m and other faptors,
ﬂm 1951"520 s

Ko ﬁa‘he ef - Feed Total Fet

R of Average guin ﬁ’ewmm &wﬁ cost costs returng
Feed chicks weight per death conver- per Jb, per  per

sourge Started at sale . day loss wlon of broller 1bs  1b

Al Wor B Dr o Pereent Dbs - Cents Ugnts ents
A %03 32 037 80, 37 20 Bk ~fh -
B WA 30 w0 ke o 31 17 290 08
¢ 3880 31 L7  6h 3.6 19 29h 2h
D335 33 .0 53 34 18 303 0d
ML 3266 34 .38 62 34 18 309 - C3

inte mpa Ay B, d, B, each letter vmpmam%&ng a different awrce of
foeds

:  In feed source & the average mm‘wrl pound was 33.4 cents and net
returnc per pound averaged mimus 2,4, Feed source A was the only group
thet showed megative net returns per pound, Oroup B had the lowest desth
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loss, feed conversion, total costs per pound and the birds were wmgfér‘

at sole, Feed source C with an average of 2,k cents had the grestest

net retwrn per pound of broiler ralseds The blrds sold at the heaviest

welght were produced from feed source Dy  The net return per pmﬁ gm, ,

| this group was O.1 cents,

The wlaﬁianahipa found by making thiﬁ sort indicate that me
emm&mg of the feed 46 ﬁazpwtmt ia ‘tmm;ar production and mt cm

lan avarage onder fam feeding practices come feeds svem to glve m%a;r o
 yesulis than others. It is agmam% that sourge of szead is elusaly
‘assosiated with costs and retums as ghown sbove. L

; v P aule, most pr , ge of all lotss ‘i‘e shew
the comparison o’ the most pmfitahle, average, and least pmﬁmbm lwta,"iv.

the vecords were sorted on the basis of net returnc per pound {mum 33)«.
ke average net return per pumd M‘ the least profitable lots was

minus T2 canm while the most pmi’itabm averaged 342 cents, &th ;}w g

pound on the least profiteble was 36,7 cents s 28,1 cents on the most e

profitable, and the average of all lots was 30.9 cenis,

Fm this sort it is appémnt that 'I‘&e: most profitable lots were h |
larger in sige with kh22 birds started per lob while the least pmﬁmme )
16%s only started 2153 birds, ‘It i5 noted farther that average 1mammf*

 per bird on all lots was 43 cents and that the ieast profitable lots ma

62 cenis and the moat profitable lots 39 cents fized capital investment
per bird, “
The pounds of feed raguived to produce a pound of broller was size

tenths of a pound less in the most ?Mfit&ble lots than in the lots that

were the least profitable. Veed costs per pound of broiler reised
averaged 17 cents in the most profitsble, 21 cents in the least profitable,
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Table Rlsw ﬂmmmam of averages of most profitsble third, lﬁmt
- mﬁﬁabm third, and average of s&l Mw, Htah, 155152,

Hosh least Average

. ‘ profe  profs 2ll
Ttem or factor unit 1/3 1}3 forns
receipts per bird cents 96 91 g
Cogt per bird cents = B6 , 13 96
Het retwms per bird cents 10 - 22 - 1 -
Recelpts per pound eents 31,3 - 29,5 30.6
Cost per pound cents 28.1 36,7 3049
Het returns per pound  cents 3.2 «Tel w3 -
Feed cost per wum;! :af broiler B i
raised cents 17 2 i8
Bate of gain per ﬁ&? Jos, JOkO 036 «030
Hours of lsbor per 100 . : :
birds raised hours 7 16 948
tverage welght at sale 1lvs, 31 3.1 343
Age abt oale days 78 86 g2
Percent death loss® percend 5.0 8.0 6.1
Pound of feed fod to produce L :
& pound of broiler ibss 348 3.8 3k
Yoy of mwa started per lot no.  Ll22 2183 3266
inwatmm per bird gents . 39 6 L3

* ualaulm;@d on the basis of nuiber @ﬁ ahﬂ.mks paid for. ,
and the a'vemga of all lots was 18 aanw, Zn sverege welght at sale all

- groups were ejnal with the birds amm@ing 341 pounds at the t&m %&W ‘

were marketed. The most profitable lots also exvelled in rate of gam o

‘per day, and age at sale, It is interssting to note that only ¥ hum:

of labor vas requived per 100 birds on the wmost profitable lots while
1% required 16 hours to raise 100 birds on the least profiteble lots.
Death loss was 1.1 pevcent below the aversge of all lots on the most
pmﬁ.ﬁahﬁﬁ while on the least profitoble lots death losg was 1.9 percent

nbove the aversges
Humber of fastors better than average Usually the farm enterprises

that bring the greatest retums are those which are above average in the




of labor per 100 birds de

‘be & difference in returns, however, depen
better m average. Since feed costs r@mm% €0 percent of the total
gosts, it s reasonsble to conclude that & lot betber than average in one

Lo

‘perfomance of most of the important efficiency factors, Famm managers

agree that it 1s generally botter 1o be falxly good in all efficiency

| fwt@w m extremely strong in some but weak in others and that the

wmwsml producer is one who M@m above the avemga ﬂf

R ttw @2‘6@& ‘Ea ghow the mlammlﬁ@ bemen factors betteor than mx'age

and aas‘t anﬁ returns a5 sort was mﬂe on this basis {table 2&%

‘gfwhura selected were pounds @f fe&d mqeﬂmd to produce a gammd @i‘ L
broller, percent mortality, size of m, murs of labor per 100 bm# R
end rate of gain per days - :

\When ﬁaa records were sorted @n EM&: mm same msistent mhﬁm»

ﬂﬂ@a wsem emymd‘ Costs per pmmd mwmamﬂ from a 38.3 to 3‘?@9 -
e ww, anﬁ wb returns per pound dsw@ama &’m a mimms 7.7 4o 241 uenta _.
:aa tho @w&@w better than average Mr&&%ﬁl from none %o five. ifha o
| wlaﬁma%ﬁp is consistent that a:a mww better than average immasa

f‘imt m@w inerease,

Feed i‘eﬁ per pound of bmﬂar raim, pemsn’a mmmm amﬁ hamm
a5 facters better than average. mmas&ﬁﬁ‘f
s the ﬁwﬁmr of factors better timn awwge increased sige of t“m :ww

Nressuta

f mereaseé; and rate of gain por aciay immmd.

The éata presented in this mﬂ: mggaata that returns to m mmr-» ;
pﬁm inwem a8 more factors bamw mw than average. *‘mam mld

s g upon which factors wm

factor such as fesding efficiency might have greater net returns per
pound than lots betber than aversge in ony other one factor, Also lots



Table 2li.~ Numbers of factors better than average related io costs and returns, Utah, 1951-52.

—

Factors Ko. nate of lLabor Total Ket
better of gain Percent Feed per 100 costs returns
than chicks per death convers- birds per per
average Lots started day loss sion raised lb. ib,

No. No. 1be Fercent “1b, Hours Cents Cents
None 16 1959 »034 13.8 k.l 16 -38.3 - 7.7
Four 2j4 h312 omia hvo 301 B 28;5 2.0

ive ll 5662 00132 3.7 3.0 5 27.5 2.1

All lots 128 32& gO}B 601 30}4 9.8 ) 3“:’09 - 003
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better than average in three factors such as feeding conversion, number
of chicks started, and labor per 100 birds might show greater net returns

than & combination of any other three factors.
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SUMAARY

© 1, in sconomic stady vas made of 128 lots of broilers produced in

Juring 1951 and up to July 1 in 1952, Records were obtained from -
78 mmr@« in eight counties in the ﬁtaw. mmww 22 ;m‘mt ‘
of the bmﬂm produced W the ab@vs peﬁe& were. mmm by’ '@M -

“ma“.wy”f ‘ ”"' | S
‘.7 2. Producers generally had Wﬁm mplammﬁ or had other fam wmﬁww
~ pﬂwﬁﬁ timt were cawied on w&th bw!.lm pmdm‘aionc only b 1@% ww .
: wmam te be a full«time apsra%m mr one mone

3s  Fized capital which included mm, wmm, and &zu&.pmmt
mﬁmad w 73 percent of the s.meamem in broiler
‘ ﬁf m % pmdwaw reported that pmﬁn@ﬁan m&% was used to ﬂm
ﬁi‘&w mmmm. R L
ha- m&wﬁm eosts averaged 96 aen%a pez' bird relsed op 3@.9 mn%a .
. W‘ pound of brollers Feed accounted fm.‘ ) percenty chiocks 20 pamﬁ,, i

8s Seventy-seven

labor :L‘!. pemem, and misgellaneous m&s 2 perecent of the mm Mﬁ%ﬁg

Sy - ﬁaaeiyts per pound of brodler mﬁ.&eﬁ ranged from 26,1 to ‘%m mw B
" with an mmge of 30,6 m@’oﬁw Em*sm ama represented 98.7 gewmt
of the mw.. receipts. Net mmma W@W a minss $33 per lot or @
‘:mﬁmﬂ 313. m 1000 birds raised, Het wmm were caloulated by auhtrwtmv.".
_Smg mm costs from total mmmm B
b I"m' ﬁmir labor, fixed ospltal, and managemen
,'m fmxy mﬁm& %323 as an average wmn per lot of 3266,

ty the 6@@@’%@ and

7v - The cost per pound decveased fron 37k to 29,2 cents as the am |
of the loi:a 1mmci while net wma gmr pound immwwfi ﬁfmm @ m
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7.0 cents to 1.7 cents. The range in size of lot was from 500 to 1h,000
birds, | - | |
8+ he aversge mortality wes 6;1 percents Increased mortality was
weﬁeﬁ.ﬁtﬁd with higher wadwambﬁ costs and lower net returns, Pomﬁs
wf‘ z-wi wqairec! to produce & pound of bird increased from 3.2 to 3.&
wmls sa m%anﬁy increased from an amm of 1.8 o l&.‘? pamant,
m&aga bfbirdamam ﬁ'm??mﬁ? c}azrs.

~ S+ fn aversge of 3.b pounds of fmﬁwewwquimﬁ tepmdumap@md
of bhrd m tm 128 Jots. As feeding am&my inereased mw p&? |
pmma > A gnd pet retwrns per pound iwmmeig

C o 10s I;sahm* gosts mpreamad 11 pereent of the total costs of :;mmm
broilers, Only 8 percent of the lsbor was hired. As lsbor per 100
birds decreased net retarns per pound increased and cost per pownd of
broiler decreased, | |
1, Costs deoresss as the rate of gain per day incressed. A low feed
@mwmm was gssoclated with a poor ram of gmrbh

| mpounding of feed ration was importent in broiler production
a5 some feeds gave betier results than others. h
13 Eleven lots better than average in five factors showed met veturns
of 2.1 cents per pound, Twenty-nine lots better than average in only one
factor shoved uagawve net retwrns of L7 cents per pound, The vﬁma?
a producer comes o being better than average iﬂs all fmhbm the B
: @mw?i&lbams net return, |
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CONCLOSTON |
o 'Bxe mdm‘w.m of broilers in Utch has at&a&im increased
last few mm s w&mﬁm in ﬁw fature mz ﬁeaemm on im mﬁit&hle-
ness 88 a fam enterprice, There ere a mw of Smw;m that mw
the profitableness of breiler production, It is ressonable to mmzm B
that scme factors contribute me to uumfas than others but no ome nm |

"ba singled aat as & w]@ prerequisite sinee each interscts upon the &@Mwu
The most sugwasm enterprises had larger than average lots, fw o
f‘m% wﬁums inorcased as the sige aﬁ' t&m 1ot inoreased. Within the mm
‘of this study the mexinun size of a bmmw mwzpr&aﬁa in Utah was not |
aﬁ@mﬁmmg lota starting with en m’a’m@ of mﬂ birds showed nat '
returns of 1.7 cents per pound but the pﬁ&a‘& was not reached where net
returns decreased s the size of the lo fnoreased, Sinee the masimun
eize wasn't reached, increasing the mr‘ of birds sterted per lot
a;;peaéa to be a way broller enterprises may become more wmﬁ.wm in

Utahs
Greater feeding ai‘fiﬂmwy mlﬁ m:m 2 possibility for broller
gamn:kmﬁm to becone move mﬁmma Ways fending efficiency mgm. M
improved are numerous. . |
First; 4t 48 zocognized that the qmliw of chicks affedtthe :mte
of growth, es well as efficlent conversion of feed to pounds of broller.
‘ GM’B strides have been made in the bresding of sultable chicks for
broiler production snd continned advancement along this lne m:.;.
necessary M“ broller enterpriscs ars to be aamesaﬁulo
nt prectioes and feeding programs followed

wﬁ@t}nﬁ; the managene
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b6
the eperator's chances of marketing his birds with less
feed per pound of broiler raised, Poor foed conversion may have beon
caused by defective feeders, £1lling feeders weo full or some other poor
feeding prastice, by producing veak or disessed chicks, improper housing,
veniilation and such considerations. Producers may increase thelr feeds
oy by following beﬁte:—r «
kotsy and the suecessful mm@

‘programs 8 advosabted by

feed manfacturers, poultry special ‘
pmﬁmmu 5& mnapement and feeding prograns are entirely undey t&w wmml
of the grmrw and the practices he we&z wei.ll deternine to o lar@ mﬁw

"‘.Ms success in productions R S

s 2}&&‘&&'! i!"‘ m uf th@ fﬁ@ﬁ fﬂm m %ha mm Qf
tion will affect the fmﬁ:&m mwlta obtained, Hash

,mp@lm%& with lorge quentities of m&ﬁ@h may fail to meet the

mtritive requivenents of broilers and m& to amim the mﬁm‘ ﬁm
feeds give M‘WW results than e’&mw; wirieh &nﬁmm$ that mma for
the ingredients of broiler mashes do vary &nd that feed matmw
should be constantly alert to émlsp better broiler maches, The gpmaaa%
level of all theoe factors wight be improved Uwrough contimued
and amr&mn‘bam and result in afﬁciamy end thus bring m&ﬁw
returns frm broiler raiscing, .

' Sueeess in brotier ralsing m'laﬁfmﬁmﬁd with a low death 1036, “

Death losses may be influenced by vwimm bmﬂdiag and maﬂagmm

ave fest of floor
space per bird, feeder space per bird, the r of chicks per stove,
watering facilitics, and the type and use of litier, proper ventilation -
and senitation practices, and other monsgement practicos mey decrease
death losses and moke an enterprise more profiteble. |

pmaﬁm Therefore the type of heat ﬂ&ﬁﬁg
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 upon 455 oampe

W
The move efficient use of lebor eppears to offer an opportunity to .
reduce ees*bs and bring greater returnss It is evident that lobor wﬁs
per 100 birds can be cut by increacing the size of the lots singe the pofnt

- was not peached in this study where returns decreased with lower labor
‘wmﬁmmﬁm The installation af' lsboresaving equipment such as wﬁmﬁiﬁ'

feeders and waterers, eis, may also cub costs and lncrease m’&vm where

mgm o @‘ ﬁﬂﬂ" costs x;sf. capltal is less then the ovst of labor, @m? -
' ‘and mmvenﬂ.ant

G vs‘zw. ﬂf mzﬁﬁﬂﬁ@; WM‘ 3'@&3
- opportuitdes for inereasing labor efficlenoy.
i}gﬁ’hﬁ tonded to '&l_ SREG 8% hiﬂiﬁ m held to heavier ﬂ@iw@'@w

ana &%& m R

: ﬁmw&m Anputs of feed sfter virds m&emd a tertain age and weighﬁ
.f.wm not pmg@ﬁ&mw with mwnmm of pounds of broilers. - EITH

purport
‘dawm after a eortaln period of time and that contimed

oris hy sone researchers that' the @m curve for broilers W
ﬂe&ﬁm@ aﬁ'wr |
m&wﬂm |

this a@a and weight 1s reached does w% m proport

resulise: HManagement pzwmm mat a&en followed will produce eawlzr
' nd yapld development of brodlers are highly desirable.

“One of the m&%&t mmm&m to suecess is a high Wl W
aﬁw&w in all phases of prm@t&m, mm that want to be smsm

- ful will need to glive dﬁt@&l@d attention not to Just one fector xm @11
‘ mm of medmtim in groving. bmmﬁ; ‘

The future of the broiler industry in Utsh hinges to a great extent
rative advantage as a hmm producers Broilers prodused
in this state are genorelly conswied in the intermountain ares. The
expansion of the indastry will MW@ ent {1) Incressed conswmption W
broiler meat in the losal consuming avees, (2) The development of merket

cutlets in other areas of the countzys-
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Consunption per amim of broilers in the nation is aatmw& m
be 18 pounds, which the industry feels is way short of what should b
ex;ammm It is estimated that per ﬂapim consumotion of chicken
including broilers in the Western States is only m-maa o hmm
fourths 28 high o3 the Unlted stateo average, “therefore, immmd
of broflers through advertising, the avallsbility of mﬂm i
on a yearwround basis 4n fresh nonefrosen or quick frozen fom, and other
' methods &fﬁm oppertunities to :!mmm @ﬁnmﬁm and expend mw o :
'mduam.m of broilevs in Uteh. R
The Wlﬂmm of outslde~thesstate mavrket outlets appears %a be
an opportundty for expansion of the Utsh broller industry, This state
conpares favorsbly with other states in broiler production (Appendiz |
table I,)s At noted from 19LL to 1952 greater efficlency in the pwdﬁum |
of brollers developed gradusllys While data are not striotly comparebls,
Uteh producers seem nod to be ab any parﬁiauiar deadvantage when @aaamma
%o producers ; in other sreas. Uitsh has schieved ceriain advantages in.
cost end other factors uhich muy assist the broller industry im its
competing vith other aveas in the development of the new merket outlets,
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Appenéix tghle L.~ Broiier production date from veriocus s‘&ﬁeﬁ

» ib. Feed
Tear per b

wetne  lskk  h§ LS 1,956 02 39 e 23 254 bt
Vest Virginia 1945 B 123 0 1,688 97 33 Thh 250 29k Bl

Telaware 1516 e 12,5 13,170 105 3.1 01 29,0 3he6 5.6
Virginia 1547 bk 10.3 1,935 % 3.2 1670 38 316 0.
Indiana L2 3.7 0.9 6,300 86 2.9 89 33.7 353 1.6
Virginia 15k8 - heO 5.5 2,7k 88 308 0 573 0 32.b 363 - 3.9
Heryland 19h8 h05 g2 7,89 g3 3.06 - el wdf T el
Delawave 159 3.9 161 12,222 95 3.1 73 312 3.8 - C.b

Uiah ig52 3.k 6,1 3,266 82 3.1 9% 30.9 3.6 - 0.3
¥ Tata oot avallsbie, , B S
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BROILER ENTERPRISE SURVEY #L62

Utah Agricultural Experiment Station Record No,

Department of Agricultural Economics and Marketing
Logan, Utah

1951 year to

Operator v ‘ Post Office

Sheet No, - County

COMBINATION OF ENTERPRISES, 1951:

Crop_Production _Livestock Production

« Average
Crop ‘ Acres Kind Number
Alfalfa; Dairy cows
Grains:
Contract crops:
Pullets raised
Fruit. ” Broilers
TOTAL — j| Turkeys raised
Non~farm Employment (kind of work, period of year, and hours per day)
BROILER ENTERPRISE, 1951:
ITEM SPRING SUMMER FALL WINTER

Bateh/es raised
last year (V)

Reason for not
raising additional
batches in past year

Changes in number of
chicks ordered (if any)

Reasons for changing
order.

Was suitable credit
availsble as needed?

Was market contract
available as needed?
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Specific program followed in producing broilers, (Describe practices.) #162

In your opinion, what needs of the broiler industry are not being served?

A5 of now, what are your plans regarding broiler production?

Was credit used for broiler production in 19517

Yes [/ Wo [/

If yes—
Source of Amount Time Interest
Batch Credit Borrowed Used Rate Other conditions
Othexr:
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BATCH SUPPLEMENT #1163

Broiler Enterprise Survey

Utah Agricultural Experiment Station
Department of Agricultural Economics and Marketing

e e T AT S

Logan, Utah
{
i Operator Batch Letter
ii LAND, BUILDINGS, AND EQUIPMENT INVENTORY™
i
g Begine | Pur- | Deprec-Ending! Avge Charge to this batch
g Ttem Size | Age Value Chase. %pair iation | Value | Value Percent] Value Repairs Deprec.
ol
g Coops
i
A
$
]
i
4 Storage
4
:l
!} Brooders
§
{
§;
g Mixers
! ‘
i Feeders
g
: Waterers
j Wire
* ;
E:!
Total X | X ' XXX

} #Inventory only those items used for broiler production.

.ok
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#163
LABOR RECCRD

— e

Operator Family Hired " Total

Operation Hours | Value || Hours | Value || Hours | Value || Hours | Value

Procurings:
Chicks

Feed

Supplies

Preparing Brooder
Unboxing Chicks

Brooding:
Daily Routine “

1-l weeks H

-8 weeks

9~12 weeks

Mixing Feed "

Removing Litten

Adding Titter

Clezn~up After

Marketings

Locating Buyer

Crating and

Hauling

Miscellaneous | h

Total L nL

Convert children's labor to man hours on the follo scale: 10 and over equals L
man; 1536 equals 7/8; 1i-15 equals 3/hs 13-l equals 5/8; 12-13 equals 1/2; 1l-12
equals 1/li, If because of the natue of the operation a boy under 16 years is just
%s pquu%t:éve in performing all of the requirements of that operation, the rate may
e adjusted,
N)TE: Daily Routine means filling fseders, waterers, tending brooder, aggeusting ven-
Tivation and such operations. If litter i5 added or removed daily; ilcl the labor
here under "Daily Routine", Be sure to aveid duplicationse



! #1463
§ FEED RECORD

g Amount Cost_per Total
¢ Kind (Cwts) | Cwte | Ton | Cost Manufacturer and Description
i All Mash
| Mash

Scratch

Qther
i
E Total XX XX X LOCXXXXXXXKKICKL KX LK
]
J
3 PRODUCTION RECORD

Sharted Noe Moy Noe

Date |Number | Cost |Died |Eaten | Sold | Breed and Strain Hatchery
) Total ! ' H XX XL XXX | XSO XXX
3 :

SAIES BECORD

o Wrom

Grade Date No. |Pounds |Price Value Buyer

Total )4:0:0.0.0:0:4 P81 080060 00.0000.00080404
MATERTIAL COSTS RECEIPTS
Kind Time | Amount|Total _ _Ttem Amount| Price{Total
Fuel ' Pounds Broilers Sold

Pounds Home Use Broillers

il P oy BT I e N g RSO T UG g et Wop e
.

Electricity
Water N Sacks Returned
¢ Litter
! Rebates
i  Temporary Feeders
? Medicine and Vet, Used Litter

ATo’oél 7 XX | XXX Total : X | XXX
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SUMMARY
OVERHEAD EXPENSE EFFICIENCY FACTORS
3 Ttam Ttem
: |Interest on operating money Total chicks started
Interest on capital investment Chicks sold or used at home
|Deprecs and repair to capit Percent death loss
Taxes_( total) Pounds of feed fed
Fees ' ﬁgounds of chicken raised
|Insurance ~ Teed fed per pound of gain
Rents Total cost of feed
- Miscellaneous Teed cost per pound of chicken raised
Peed cost per chick raised
Total man hours of labor
L TOTAL OVERHEAD EXPENSE
) : Percent labor hired
.wmmmwwwm
Item Age of chicks when sold
} Total Receipts Capital investment per chick raised
!
§ | Expanses: Total Receipts
# Chicks __|lotal Receipts per Chick Reised
f Feed Total Receiptls pex Pound Raised
} Labor
}j Materials Total Expenses
% Qverhead Total Expenses per Chick Raised
;; Total Expenses per Pound Raised
§ Total Expenses Net Returns
g Met Retuwrns per Chick Raised
f Net Returns Net Returns per Pouad Raised !
i TNTEREST ON OPERATING MONEY !
I >
g' ghj_ci:em J:é\molmb B B {(Enumerator) ‘ (Date)
{ Feed _
é ~bor (Field Check) (Date)
| Materials .
(Summary) (Date) -
_\ (Sumary Checked) (Date)
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