.

e e T

P

A E. 681

COSTS AND RETURNS IN
MARKETING DRESSED CHICKI

184 Povrtry Farms, New York, 1946-47

R 0 B TR R T e e e e e S e s e e R s
e e A e B el R e e e e B R e
hais Tt e Soaietine el
£33 R T B e b L L et R S e A i
i sEantatii R e SRR
il Eoh S 5
i

5 v
LRI

% ATt

Shiemilasribenniie

e

o

5

o
et
= -

o £t
S

fieas
sl

D)
5
i
L

e

S
1

S

-
=
sl
i

ELMER N. SEARLS

Department of Agricultural Economics
Cornell University Agricultural Experiment Station
New York State College of Agriculture
Cornell University, [thaca, N.Y.

EINS

October 1948




ENS:48:30

CORTENTS

Page
INTRODUCTION -

Importance of chicken marketing in New lork State and

the Northeastern RegiloNeesscissstscvervosoncanssvananssrsssnssnss
Markets used by POULLIVMETlo sese conennssassnaressopanes vaoasasnnnsanus
Problems of marketing chickens...sesececiscssovacessvstsiserncasstnnse

LUV W B

.
.[l};[;{il STUDYQ,..c.g;.o-.-n!oad9-nnua--.-.a-ogc-nu-a-lidn---uolo-ot--o.o-.ganu

Db e CtivVe S aaseuraneseasasssssasnsssassasassasssansoasosansarsssnsnses
Period cOvEredeeesssnsesvessssnarassarrrnnssastaosesssnabnrorsisssansens
Method of obtaining datceessssserronsnrrvossanrsssrnarssnssssssssnsnes
Explanation of LormMeessecasrenacesanncrscassertssonarsoerrssssnsnnsss

Fuliingiml el 1

DESCRIPTION OF FARMS MARKETING DRASSED CHICKEN. caseseracessucancasensseas

O

L T e nnsnrensanssnossasnsssnsnasescnesarncrsnrsoeronansnsenoncnssans
Cnicks hatched&-.OQQOGQI'.l.c'ilOl‘O.!O'..DIll&OI‘I_ TH & A PRI CEREE O QN
Milk COWSasswsoonssonasnenestnsr sodnoosdiasntlscnodtdipsbufponnsssmpotasnesnc
NQn_farm busineSSoaponloan'cnnacaa.lcul-oaOoooh--Qtiuse!h'DOIGOGOIQQO‘
Changes in farm business since started to market dressed chicken.:...
Sales 0f 1ive ChicKenSecsscseosstsncvnveasnrsasnssnoessssrecssecnsnnss
Reasons for Selling live Chickens.l.l't'l.l;.ﬁ'."ﬂ!..‘Olﬂlllkill
dxperience with live poultry DUYerSssecscssvosvasscosssssionsescs

D W@ -I~3~1 OO

THE ME{KETING“DRESSED"CHICKEN BTJSINESS’G lnuodoncl.i‘otlooln.qit!lc.qon;i..

dhen and Why begang--ao‘-.--.ntnnocas----o-a-atas-s--u-D!nit:&'uuoqto 8
Other products marketed with dressed chickeNs.cenvsasssessrensrsreses 10
Use of brand name and PackarinCesvescsgvesssssnssasscinvsssrnsnsssees 10
Source of live chickens 10 dresSScssevsassscssvvsosoassiossssnnvanesas Ll
Seasonality of operationS.essivsesassnncarspoersnssvsonessusacnrtnasnans 12
market OutletSdLta---ouno--lunm-nci.taoooogonlcn-olpvﬂaatubtgnvtctilu 12
Deliveriesboqnov-o-‘----oqvw-oo--ov-no-otvcnuuuqqlcc---utttoos-cl‘--b 16
Credit pOIiCieslllﬁlﬂt('l'—‘l’...I}’tb.ll!ﬂlﬂﬂl!lb“ﬁ‘!ﬂ.lllQ.I.I"...l; 16
Processing DroCelUre.eecerseossscresasaesssasnassnrssntonsvasnssronass 1O
Care given chickens before dressing..sieccescsesssesvevcessonnsos 17
tethods used to kill chickenS.ewessssessnossosncansssvonrsavansssns L7
PiCking methodS¢ooiuo-opeouoou;ouo¢aono~-ooo-o&aoeegnn.«.;a...w.g 17
Temperature of scalding water.iesevessssosnrsssssconascssrsnsnses 18
Hethods used for Singeing.atoaoone0én-oooua0500010000|¢0000--09-| 18
lethods used for CDOling.o.n.ga.-..oo..---.-.-.-.q...-.-..-.-a-.. 18
BulldingsSseeeseseesoscocnarencrarsenracasanseanonsasnsasnsnssvsanasssss 19
Kind of buildings useQi.ceosasasenrarscnrenacnnsonssnrnrsnyosrsng 19
Investment in bullding.ccavavssssvsrovvsosccccrrovavsvssrnansases 19
Equipment-so,oﬁg-tooaqnoqoopo.a-;.qooav-o-oi»o-clol-ocooaocqnnltetolo 19
Eind of COOler usedntoito-euuaooouaponneq1ucec-eg»oio.owtq-q-g,nq 19
Investment in processing and selling equipments,cecssnrscasasness 19



ENS:L48:11
COSTS AND RETURNS IN MARKETING DRESSED-CHICKEN....--o....«-....-..-.....

OOSt items.l.ll't'.‘tllb.!ll0!0'.00#...!.!."00.lp"i"c-lll..ﬂ‘t’..'
Costs per farm.utnqn-e;----qavoanqoq:octnvano-at.-ao--r.-noc-.ollto
Retur'ns and prOfits per farm.....u.n..-u-.-o,..--..,.-_..._....u.o
Costs, returns and profits per pound of dressed chickeNes.sessseess

FACTORS AFFHCTING COSTS AND RETURNS IN MARKETING DRESSED CHICKENS w v v v

Number of chickens processed.csvsevessssserssssarassssorensnrnsnass
Style Of dreSSinge--Q.a-tac-:n-uag'coonooqpaqog_vat--tm--p-qy-.aa..-
Efficiency of OpPeration.sesseesasssssnssosronccosoenongonnssnsressone
Pickillg IHEth.Odnoo;sanOIU--lauOltcrﬁn@vhuAn‘l-O|en(-c:eae-nnbanehwf\ﬁ
Number of chickens dressed per hour spent dressingesssossoncss
Pel"cen‘tage mal"k*llp in _Ql‘ice per pomdooawyecu;oanna Pda b A eL L RN ALY

14
GONCLUSIOI\JSC!'llfll"vl,!Ol..QOQQbﬁ"!".!.".’..'#.ﬁ@l.H.‘.ﬁiQ‘ﬂQ!"!I-.G@

21

21
22
25

25

28

28
30
32
32
34
3k

37



ENS¢LB:12

~l=

CCSTs AND RETURNS IN

MARKETING DRESSED CHICKDMS
Elmer N. Searlé%

Importance of Chicken larketing in New York State and the Northeastern Hepion

Chicken marketing in New York State and in the Northeastern United
States is secondary to egg marketing as measured by the contriputions each
make to farm income. For the five vears from 1936 to 1940, cash income from
chicken sales was 59 percent of that from egg sales for the region. The
percentage which chicken sales was of egg sales during this period in each
of the different states was: Delaware, 703; liaryland, 117; Virginia, 85;
Connecticut, 723 Haine, 503 New Hampshire, L9; Vermont, L9; Massachusetts, L7;
Pennsylvania, L6; Rhode Island, L6; New Jersew, l3; Test Virginia, 38; and
New York, 37,

The commercial broiler industry in Delaware, Maryiand, and Virginia
causes the chicken marketing dituation in these states to be somewhat
different from that in the reglon., However, even within these states, there
are ponlirymen with rearing and laying flocks with muech the same chicken
marksting problems as poultrymen-in the other states, This was the feeling
of those in charpge of making plans for the regional study of marketing
dressed chickens by the poultryman., It was decided that Hew York State would
be used as a source of data in making an analysis of the marketing-dressed-
chicken business,

The poultrymen selected for this study were distributed throuvgheout
upper New York State., To further facilitate appliication of the findings *o
other states in the Northeastern Region, the records were divided into four
areas, The location of the poultry farms in each of the four areas is
shovm in figure 1.

With eggs the primary source of income in the chicken business in
New York State and in the Northeastern of the United States, poultrymen are
interested in increasing the salvage value of thelir egg production machinery,
the hens, which are replaced in most cases each vear. Based om 1946 figures
for New York State, an increase of one cent per pound in the price for
mature chickens sold would have raised farm income nearly one-half million
dollars.

#This study was made under the direction of Dr. L. B, Darrah. Assistance in
collecting data was given by Messrs, Wendell . HNarle, Arthur Kantner,
Raymond C, Scott, and Del Mar Kearle--all of Cornell University., Clerical
and stenographic agsistance were given by Joyee Keim, Marjory lialker,

Nellie Treleaven, Valeria Kantner, Beatrice Grant, l'arian Hickey, and
Carmelia Bechard
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Improvements made in the marketing system which will increase the
returns from sales of cull hens can also be apnlied to the nmarketing of
young chickens and broilers, It is the intention of this report to explain
how that may be accomplished by the poultrymen killing, dressing and
marketing his own dressed chicken to consumers, institutions and stores,

From this point on the discussion will refer to Hew York State alons,

However, it is felt that the data used is representative of large numbers
of poultry farms in the other states in the Northsast,

Markets Used bv FPoultirvmen

The markets used by poultrymen in selling cull laying hens and young
stock vary from farm to farm, There are no figures avallable to show exactly
how lew York poultrymen marketed the 23,134,000 chickens which were sold off
their farms in 19L6. ,

4 study by L. B. Darrah in 190-L1 of the disposition that 120 commercial
poultrymen in New York made of layers sold showed that 92 percent of iight
brseds were sold alive at the farm and 83.L percent of the heavy breeds.#

On farms with heavy breeds 8.8 percent of the layers scld were dressad whersas
only 2.l percent of the light breeds wvere sold dressed,

Problems of Marketing Chickens

The chicken marketing problems of the poultryman are all pretty well
focalized in getting higher nrieces for the chickens he has to sell, Since
the chicken business is highly competitive, the vrice which the buwver will
pay for chicken is dependent upon supply and demand conditions affecting
the chicken market and the markets for other products which are substitutes
for chicken, '

Many of the problems in marketing chickens in Hew York State were
presented at moetings held in Syracuse, Luffalo, New York City and Albany
in Cetober 19hE5, These meetings were conducted bv a sub-committes on
Poultry and Bpgs of the Hew York State Temporary Cormission on Agriculture,
Poultrvien weres invited to report both preduction and marketing problems,
At each meeting, the persons presenting testimony felt that returns could
be increased by selling dressed chicken rather than selling birds alive
and being at the mercy of the live poultry buyers. Many persons reported
that there was only a small amount of competiiicn by buyers for chickens and
gspecially for fowl; there was either only one buyer in an area or if there
were more than one, there seemed to be an agreement batween then about prices,

# L. B, Darrah, Costs and Heturns from Laying Flocks on Commercial Pdultry
Farms, 1940-l], Cornell University idgricultural Experiment Station
Bulietin 802, 19L3,
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In some sections of the state, many reportad that it had been very
difficult to get live poultry buyers to stop at the farm for a few fowl, and
to keep up a high rate of lay in the laying flock, the non-producers must be
removed curtentlys Furthermore, layers are of betiter quality and will bring
a higher price if they are sold just after thev go out of production.

THE STUDY

Objectives
The objectives of the study were: (1) to gather information about the
farms on which chickens were being dressed and sold; (2) to obtain the items
of cost in dressing and selling chickens by poultrymen, as well as the total

income from the marketing-dressad-chicken business; and (3) to determine the
factors affscting profit,

Period Covered

Information on the costs and returns of marketing dressed chickens and
general business information covered the period from July 1, 19L6 to
Jun=s 30, 1947, One full year was considered necessary for getting the
information needed to achisve the objectives of the study,

" Means of Cbtaining Data

The survey of the marketing-dressed=-chicken business was made during
June and July of 1947, Poultrymen were given no advance notice of the
enumerators! arrival to get this data. Information zs to who was killing,
dressing and marketing dressed chicken in the counties sslected was
obtained from miscellanecus sources, including County Agricultural Extension
Agents, State Agricultural Extension Workers, .representatives of feed
distributors, poultrymen and othsrs. Data obtainsd inecluded wolume of
processing, costs, returns, markets, processing procedure, selling procedure,
pricing policies and related data.

Bxplenation of Terms

Some of the important terms used in this study and a definition for
sach are as followst

Broilers: Young chickens weighing under 2% alive were classed as broilers,
Fryers: Young chickens weighing from 2% to 3% pounds alive.

Roasters: Chickens which ?ad never been used to produce eggs, were under
one year of age, and weighed 33 pounds and over were classed as roasters,



ENS:48:1T

B

Capons: Any chicken which had been caponized when it was young and fed
until it weighed over 5 pounds alive was classed as a capen,

Youngstocks All chickens classed as broilsrs, fryers, reasters and
CAPONS . '

Fowls: Chickens which had b=en used for egg vproduction were classed
as fowls,

Livewaight: The weight of the chicken while it is alive,

Hew York Dressed Weights:The New York dressed weight of a chicken is
that which remains after blood and feath=rs have been removed. Some
writers refer to this as simply "dressed", This weight usually runs aboub
10-12 percent below the liveweight,

Drawm Weights Drawn weight is the welght after the bloocd, feathers,
head, Teet and inedible viscera have been removed, It averages 27 to 35
parcent below the liveweight,

Dressing Percentages: The figures used tc convert live weights of the
various classes to New York dressed and drawn weights or vice versa are
shown in table 5.

TABLE 5, DRESSING PERNTHTAGES FOR DIFFERENT STYLES OF DRESSTHG

Parcentage of livewelcht
Hew York

Class of Chicken drassed Drawn
Broiler 38 65
Frver 48 68
Roaster 89 71
Fowl 30 e
Capon . o0 173

Processing: This term refers to work of killing, scalding, picking,
pinning, drawing and otherwise preparing a chicken for sale either as a
dressed or drawn bird, The jobs included in the work of processing chickens
varied from farm to farm,

Dressed: A dressed chicken is one which has been killed and ‘ready to
be sold--either as New York dressed or drawn,

Warket Outlets: The places to which poultryvmen sold dressed chicken,
The three important outlets were consumers, institutions and stores,

Consumers: The purchasers of dressed chickens who were going to use
the meat in their own homes,
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Institutionss Sales of dressed chickens to places where the meat was
used in preparing meals for others than the purchasers were called sales
to institutions. These sales were mestly to restaurants, hotels, hoarding
houses, taverns and plenic clambakes,

Storest All places buying dressed chicken from the poultryman and
re-seTllng to consumers or institutions were classed ag gtores,

Gross Margin: Gross margin 1s the difference in the price per pound
of live chicken and the price per pound of the liveweight squivalent of the
processed chicken,

Percent Mark-Ups Percent marks-up refsrs to the percentage which ths
price received for a pound of processed chicken is above the value per
pound of the live chicken,

DESCRIPTICON CF FARMS MARKETING DRESSED CHICKEN

Layers

Bighty-two percent of the poultrymen included in the study kept a
laying flock, The average number of lavers housed in the fall of 1946
was 1077, The number by summer of 1947 had decrsased to 566 and averaged
8Lh9 for the yvear,

Chicks Hatched

Only 19.5 percent of the poultrymen marketing dressed chickens hatched
any chicks, The averace number of chicks hatched by all poultrymen was
3700, This average for all farms was possible even though 80.5 nercent
hatched no chicks because of the large numbers hatched on some farms. Twelve
poultrymen hatched over 20,000 chicks, while one hatched 60,000 chicks,

The variation in percent of leghorn chicks hatched betwsen areas was
from 2 percent in the Central Area to L3 percent in the Western frez. For
all farmg, three heavy breed chicks were hatched for each leghorn chick,

Milk Cows

rr——

Farmers who are in the business of marketing dressed chickens seldom
milk many cows., Fity-six percent of farms included in this study had no
milk cowg, The larsest number of cows milked on any ferm was 55, This farm
was located in the Lower Hudson area and was different from the others in that
it was a large scale commercial farm with a farm superintendent and a larger
than usual labor force, There was cne farm with a 50 cow herd in the Upper
Hudson area, but here too the farm was LOO acres in size (largest in study),
and operated as a Veterans! Camp by New York State,
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From 1 to 10 milk cows, averare atout 3, were found on about 30 percent
of the farms., A few cows may help utilize the labor supply much more
efficiently and provide food for the family, but the chicken dressing business
doeg not appear to fit well with the dairy bu siness,

Non=farm Business

Abhout sixteen percent of the poultrymen who were markebling dressed
chieken had income from non-farm sources, Eleven of the farmers had fuil-
time jobs off their farms. The work was varied and ranged from 10 days to
313 days,

The thirty farms rencrting non=farm business averagsd 16L.2 days, The
average for all farms was about one month,

Changes in Faym Pusiness Since Started Lo Farket Dressged Chicken

The chicken dressing and marketing business eon farms included in this
‘study has had little effect on the kinds or mmbers of livestock kept,
The most common change reported was a decrease in size of dalry herd.
However, five farmers in Upper Hudson ares had increased the size of their
dairy business from what it was at the start,

Very few changes have been made in the cropping system on farms from
which dressed chickens were marketed, Ho changes were reported for Westsrn
New York snd Lower Fudson Valley. In the Central Wew York area two farmers
had reduced small grain acreage, whereag one had increased acres in corh.
In the Upper Hudson Valley, the one report was a decrease in anount of
vegetebles produced.

Sales of Live Chickens

A large proportien of the poultrymen marksting dressed chicken also
sold some chickens alive, Live heavy bresd chickens were sold from 110
farms or 59.8 percent of the total and live leghorn chickens from L1 or
22,3 percent,

For both young chickens and fowls, the number of poultrymen selling
heavy breeds was more than those selling leghorns, This was much as might
have been expected since 75,2 percent of all chicks hatiched were heavy
breeds and 24.8 percent were leghorns,

Kost of the poultrymen in New York who were markebing dressed chicken
in 19L6 and 1947 sold their live chickens to poultry dealers, Of the 110
farmers selling live heavy breed chickens, §9 sold to poultry dealers and 21
to other than poultry dealers. Live leghorn sales to poullry dealers were
made from 2l of the L1 farms, with 7 selling to other than poultry buyers,
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The sales of live heavy breed chickens wers about five times as large
as the sales of live leghorn chickens for sales made both to poultry dealers
and to other than live poultry deslers, The volume of all live chickens
sold to live poultry dealers was also five times the volume sold to others,
The range in numbers of live chickens sold per farm was from 783 per farm in
Lower Hudson area %o 1,202 per farm in thes Vestern area. All areas excepd
Lower Hudson area soid more live young chickens than live fowls,

For all farms included in the marketing~dresscd-chicken study, the live
chicken sales wers 16,0 percent of all chickens disposed of both as live
and dressed (teble 1). Poultryman in the Central area had a slightly more
adequate dressed=-chicken-market outlet than in the other areas and those in
the U-per Hudson Valley the least adequate, This was a vacation area which
tock most of its dressed chicken 2 or 3 months of the year, In this ares
2.2 percent of the sales were live chickens.

Reasons for selling live chickens

The most common reason given by poultrymen marketing dressed chickens
for selling some alive was that there was no butlet for all the dressed
chicken they could produce,

The next two most important reasons for live ch’ cken sales were:
(1) shortage of labor for processing, and (2) a strong demand for live
chickens. The demand for live chilckens was mostly from Jewish persons whoss
religious beliefs prompted them to purchase live chickens and have them
Kosher killed, Then, too, there were porsons who wished to see the chicken
alive bafore it was killed, Some farmers even reported the desire from some
patrons for the chicken blood and other parts that were disposed of in the
dressing operatlon,

Bxperience with 1live poultry buyers

An examination of the renorts from poultrymen on the opportunity for
selling chickens slive to poultry dealers would not indicate that the lack
of poultry dedlers in the community would be a reason for killing and dressing
chickens, Of the 110 farmers answering this guestion, cnly 15, or 11 percent
reported no poultry dealers in their community. Bighty-five percent stated
that there was more than one live poultry buyer nearby.

Only Xl farms reported any regilar stops for live poultry dealers, Nine
of these were weeklv, This indicates that unless a poultryman has noultry -
to sell regularly and in volume, a live poultry buyer is not going to stop
at a man's farm who is marketing dresssd chicken unless he is called. Only
£3 percent of the farms reported that buysrs would come when called. This
was dus to the faet thuat with the dressed chicken outlet for most of the-
chicken, there were only a few live ones to be sold at a time,

THE MARK TING DRJSJTﬂ CHICKTN BUSTHESS

Tthen and Why Began

Marketing dressed chickens on a comm2reial scale is a relatively new
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SALES OF LIVE CHICKENS IN RELATICN TO CHICKENS PROCESSED

TABLE 1 18l New York Farms, 19L6-L7
' L ' Upner Loﬁer ALY
Tten Western Central Hudson Hudson Areas
Number of farms sl 31 52 h 184

Numbers of chickens marketed per farm

- Youngstock o
Live sales to poultry dealers g1 509 £12 228 517
Live sales to others 210 215 7 136 13k
Processed 0,626 5,827 1,792 3,730 i, 092
Total 6,717 0,551 2,311 11, Q%4 L,773
Fowls
Live sales to poultry dealers 108 10 309 398 2Ll
Live sales to others 3 L2 13 21 16
Processed LLE 1,303 855 920 Bli6
Total 559 1,405 1,182~ 1,109 1,105
A1l chickens
Live gales to poultry dealers 989 69 821 626 791
Live salles to others 213 257 25 157 150
Procassad, 6,074 7,130 2,607 L, 720 11,838 _
~Total 7:2?6 81036 3:17‘793 5’ 503 S; 879
Percentage distribution of chickens markested
Youngstock : - —
Live sales to poultry dealsrs 13.1 7.8 22.2 5.6 11.5
Live sales to others 3.1 3.3 3 3.3 2,8
Processed 83,8 88,9 77 .5 91,1 85,7
Total 100.0 100,0 100,0 100,0 - 100,0
Fowls
Live sales to poultry dealers 19.3 9.k 26,2 28,2 22,1
Live sales to others .5 2.8 1,5 1.5 1.
Processed : 80.2 87.8 72,3 7043 76,5
Total 100,0 100,0 100.0 100,0 100,0
A1Y chickens
Live sales to poultry dealers 13.6 8.1 23.5 11l.h 13.5
Live sales to others 2.9 3.2 .7 2.8 2,5
Processed 83,5 88,7 7565 85,8 8L.0
Total 1G0,0 100,00 100,0 100,0 100,0
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business in New York State, Uinety-one, or L49.5 percent of the cooperaters
in this study began the business since 1939, &+nother 30,5 parcent began in
the thirties, The enterprise was started befors 1910 on three farms,

The most important reason for golng into the business of marketing
dreased chickens was to obftain higher profits from ths chicken business,
One hundred and threse poultrymen gave this as one of thelr reasons. The
noxt three most common reasons were: (1) to take advantape of good market
outlets, (2) to sunply the request of retail egy route customers for dressed
chicken, and (3) to market cull hens more easily,

Same other reasons for dressing chickens were: (1) to start a business;
(2) to take advantare of a markel with sz steady demand; (3) to increase size
of farm business; (L) to continue “usiness alrzady started by father, uncle,
or some one else; {5) to have more =rofitabls use of labor and capital than
other farm enterprises nrovided, and (6) to reduce price fluctustions which .
e ist for live chickens,

Other Products Marketed With Drassed Chicken

One hundred and eight farmers marketed epgs along with dressed chicken,
The range in eggsales for the year belween farms was from 7 cases to
3,042 cases and the average per farm was 381 cases,

The non-livestock products merketed with drasssed chicken were quite
variahle but not handled by many larmers, Thev consisted of: flowers,
votatoes, beets, sweet corn, green beand, carrois, cauliflower, cucumbers,
rhubarb, lettuce, peas, apnles, honsy, cabbare, cherries, tomatoes,
strawberries, pears, peaches, grapes, and baked goods,

Use of Brand Name and Packaging

Cnly two farms out of the 18l were using a special brand name for their
dressed chicken., These were called: (1) Zero Prozen at their Best, and
(2) Onondaga.,

The mosgt common name used with dressed chicken was the nzme of the farm,
The number of instances this was rernorted in different areas follows:

Area Number of farms using farm
' name with dressed chicken

Western 16
Central 3
Upper Hudson 17
Lower Hudson . : 7

Total L3

Only one of the fayms was using a spselally printed labels, On a small
piece of light weight paper was printed the brand name, Onondsaga, and the
picture of an Indian's head., This label was placed inside the pliofilm used
to wrap dressed chicken. Customers who had become accustomed to buying
Oncndaga Dressed Chicken at stores where this dressed chicken was sold were
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hesitant about buying any packages from the same farm that did not contain
this label,

Pliofilm and cellophane were the most common materials used to packags
drassed chicken, Several Tarmers had special packages for thelr dressed
chicken on order. One of ths farmers who was marketing frozen dressed
chicken wag using a cardboard box with a cellophane window in the cover,

Source of Live Chickens to Dress

A11 but four of the farms marksting dressed chickens started baby chicks.
The average number started was 5,427 with 2,335 or U3 percent of the total
being straight run chicks, Twenty poultrymen were confining their dressed
chicken business largely to the marketing of dressed fowl and started sexred
ullets only for laying flock replacemsnts, The average number of sexed
vullets started on all farms studied was 262, :

Farms in the Testern area were raising sbout 23 percant rore chickens
par farm than the average of all farms. Fewsst chicks were started in the
Upper Hudson area where the farms averaged 3,606 chicks or about 32 percent
below the average of all farms,

Sixty-nine or 37.5 percent of all poultrymen marketing dressed chickens
bought some live chickens cduring the period studied. Largest proportion of
farms buving live chickens was in the Central area and least in the Upper
Hudson Vallev, E

A1l poultrymen but three in the lestern area bought their 1ive:chicken5
from other farmers, Two of thess three obtained some live chickens froma
poultry dealer and one from a hatchery.

As an average, poultrymen marketing dressed chickens purchased cne out
of every five chickens that they processed, Those living in the Central
area bought 52.1 percent of their chickens. This was about four times the
proportion in the Vestern and Upper Hudson arsas and three times that in
Lower Hudson area.

Seventeen of the 18l poultrvmen in this stuly had plans for changes in
the number of baby chicks they would stazrt the following year. Fourteen
planned te increase the number and three expected to start fewer chicks.
None reported any intention of shifting from heavy brzeds to leghorns or
vice versa.

The two leading reasons for raising more bahv chicks were: (1) to save
the time formerly used in nurckhasing live chickens, and (2) to have a larger
supply for the anticipated expansion in the dressed chicken business,

With 90,8 percent of all poultrymen not intending to change the number
of chicks raised in the following year, it would appear that poultrymen
marketing dressed chickens when economic conditions are similar to those
existing at time of this study follow mich the same plan of obtalnlng their
chickens for processing from year to year.
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Seasonality of Operations

June, July and August were the months when New York poultrymen dressed
and marketed most chickens., In August the numbers marketed were Ll percent
above the annual averare (table 2), From Decamber through March, the
wvolume of chickens dressed each month averaged less than three-fourths of the
annual average.

The volume of broilers processed was lowest from December through March.
Then it began to increase and reached a peak in August when the 172 broilers
per farm were 5% percent above the annual average. Seasonality of operations
for fryers and roasters was much the same as for broilers,

Harketing of capons began in September and reach>d a peak in November,
The seasonal variation for fowl wags less than for other classes of
chickens, The low point came in November and Decomber with the largest

mmber processed in June,

Market Cutlets

The poultrymen sold 98,3 percent of all the chickens they dressed
(table 3). They used 1,7 percent of thelr dressed chickens in their own
households and had onlv an insignificant number spoil.

Slightly over one-=half, 52,5 mercent, of all chickens were sold as
Wew York dressed, OF this amount, atout LO percent went to stores,
33 percent to consumers and the rest to institutions. The most irmportant
outlet for drawn chickens was institutions, which accounted for nearly
70 percent of the birds.

The style of dressing and leading outlets for each varied in different
parts of the state., Drawn sales were more prevalent in the lastern and
Central areas while New York dressed sales were largest in the two Hudson
areas, The Lower Hudson area disposed of 83,5 percent of their chickens as
New York dressed, whereas the Western area marketed 6he3 percent as drawn.

The two areas in the Hudson Vallev sold a larser nrovortion of their
dressed chickens to consumers, while the two areas farther from New York
City sold mostly to institutions.

Poultrvmen in New York State who marketed dressed chickens used young
chickens for 82,9 percent of their total marketings «nd fowl for 17.1 per-
ecent (table L), Fryers, or chickens weighing 2% to 3 pounds, represented
29,7 percent of all chickens, broilers 27,3 percent and roasters 25,7 per-
centy

Poultrymen averaged 53 young chickens and 29 fowl for use in thelr own
households,

The drawn price exceeded the dressed price by 57 percent for broilers,
37 percent For frvers and 31 percent for roasters, Drawn fowl prices were
29 percent above lew York dressed fowl prices, Capons, with a 20 percent
margin, had the smallest difference between New York dressed and drawn prices.
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VARTIATION BETVEEN ARBAS IV NULRENS OF NEW YORK DRESSED
TABLE 3 TAND DRAWN CHICKGNS SOLD TO DIFFERENT OUTLETS
18} New York Farms, 1L&~L7

Disposition

Upper  Lower ALY
Hestern Central Hudson Hudson Areas

New York dressed

Humber per farm

Consumars 239 1,509 192 1,659 853
Institutions 606 631 L&7 1,015 676
Stores 1,2h1 777 8ol 1,270 1,063
Total 2,006 3,217  LyB23  3,9LL 2,550
Drawn
Consumers 789 608 506 110 £86
Instutions 3,033 3,035 16 S 276 1,513
Stores 11l 155 12 2 . 6k
Total TTEL006 35798 1,00h G08 2,263
‘Both styles of dressing
Consumers 998 2,L17 1,008 2,069 1,839
Institions 3,639 3,666 613 1,291 2,189
Stores 1,355 932 876 1,272 1,127
Total §,992 1,015 2,507 L,632 &385’5
Eaten g2 o0y 60 88 81
Spoiled - 10 - - 2

Total nurber processed

6,07 7,130 2,6h7 1,720 1,938

Parcentage distribution of all

processed
New York dressed .
Consumers 3.9 25,4 7«3 38,1 17.3
Institutions 10.0 3.8 17.6 21,5 13.7
Stores 2O¢h 1Q¢9 3216 26-9 21&5
Total 4.3 L5.1 57‘5 83!57 5245
Drawn
Consumers 12.5 8.5 3h,2 8.7 13,9
Institutions h9-9 hevé 5-5 Su9 3006
Stores 1,9 2.2 5 - 1.3
Total 6&03 53-3 h0n2 1&96 hSOB
Both stwles of dressing
Consumers 16.4 33,9 la.5 L3.8  31.2
Institutions 59.9 g1,b 23,2 27.4 b3
Stores 22:3 13-1 3300 26-9 22a8
Total PHING) 90,1 Tl GBL 90.3
Eaten lﬂb 1«5 203 1:9 1!7
S‘DOiled - . 1 - - *

Total number processad

100,0 100,0 100,0  100,0 100.0

~# Less than 0,05
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In each area of the state, drawn broiler prices exceeded New York dressed
prices by more than resvective prices for any other class of chickens.,
Poultrymen in the Central area had tha amallest difference between New York
dressed and drawn prices of any arsa, for both woung chickens and fowls,

Drawn prices for young chickens and all chickens were best relative to New
York dressed prices in the Lower Hudson area, There was little difference
between the Western, Unper Hudson and Lower Hudson areas in the difference
batween drawn and New York dressed prices; the excess of drawn over New York
dressed in these areas was 38 percent, 36 vercent and 3% rercent respectively.

Deliveries
ZaLhrelren

ALl but seven of the 18} poultrymen included in this study had delivery
routes, The most freguently used delivery schedule was weekly., Thirty-eight
of the 108 who delivered onoe a week mace their deliveriss on Friday,
Saturday was the next most common delivery dayv with Thursday of third im-
portance,

Tﬁursday and Saturday or Friday and Saturday were the doys used most
often for those delivering two times each week,

The twelve Tarmers who delivered dressed chickens three times each week
had a wide variety of days without much preference for any particular threes
other than a Saturday which was usually one of the three days,

Two poultrymen made deliveries four times each week and three wers
making delivery five times weekly, Six farmers were delivering dressed
chicken every day in thé week except Sunday,

Credit Policies

Eirhty-seven percent of all poultrvmen marketing dressed chickens sold
for cash. BSales on crédit were made most extensively in the Cantral area
where 15.3 percent of all poultrymen mede credit sales., Nearly 10 percent
of the poultrymen in this area had less than 80 percent of sales made for cash,

There was only one poultryman in this study who gave a discount for
cashe This amounted to one vercent of the gross sales,

Processing Procedure

Poultrymen in this studv who killed, dressed and marketed dressed
chickens perforned as many as fourteen different jobs in getting thair chickens
ready to be sold, Not all poultrymen performed all jobs, The major cause
for difference between farms in jobs performed was the style of dressing,
When chickens were New York dressed, the following jobs which must be done
to draw chicken were not necessary: (1) prepare to draw and (2) draw and/or
cut up, Then there were some farmers who did not bother with one or rore
of the jobs of pinning, singeing, plumping, wrapping or storing which were
used for elther New York dressed or drawn chickens,

In practically any farm operation thers will be time-consuming activities
not directly related to dressing chickens and in this studv these were:
(1) waiting, (2) resting, and (3) talking or doing other werk,
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Care given chickens before dressing

" One hundred and twenty-five, or 67.9 percent, of the poultrymen marketing
dressed chickens did not give the live chickens any special care before
killing them, About sixieen percent of the poultrymen took the chickens to
be dressed off feed the night before and 13 percent gave their chickens some
special kind of feed several days before killing.

Mathods used to kill chickens

One-half of all poultrymen dressing chickens for market killed them by
cutting the throat from inside the chickens's mouth, The second most important
killing method was to cut the chicken's throat from the outside, This method
was used by 30,9 percent of all poultrymen.

To chop the chicken's head off may seem a bit old fashioned, but this
procedure was followed by 13.6 percent of all farmers, A varying combination
of the three most important killing methods was usad by L.9 percent of the
farmers with 1,1 percent killing their chickens by breaking the neck,

Only 33, or 17.9 percent, of all 18k poaltrymen in this study took the
trouble to puncture the chicken's brain when they were killing it, This
practice was most common in the Tiestern area and least in the Upper Hudson
area,

Thosewho punctured the brain clalmed the procedure gave a quicksr kill,
loosened the feathers so picking was easier, gave a more satisfactory bleed,
and resulted in the dressed chicken having a hetter appearance,

Picking methods

Avproximately one-third, 3L.B8 percent, of the poultrymen dressing
chickens were picking by hand only. The time which some poultrymen used %o
hand pick a chicken was less than some obher poultrvmen used with a machine,

Mechanical pickers were used bv 63,6 percent of all farmers, The
Centrasl srea was the one in which fewest pickers were used; here I5.2 percent
of the poultrymen were using pickers for the eniire period but during the ysar,
9,6 vercent of the poultrymen in this area purchased a picker, Fickers were
most common in the Western area where 79.6 percent of all farms had mechanical
pickers, '

. Sealding water was usaed by 97.8 percent of 2ll poultrymen in their
picking process, One-third of the poultrymen used scalding water which was
kept at an even temperature by a thermostat,

The kinds of equipment used for scalding which were not thermostatically
controlled were variable., They ranged [rom places vhere buckets wers heated
on the top of a kerosens stove to those where special scalding vats had been
constructed, There was one homemade scalder equipped with: (1) thermostat for
keeping temperature of water uniform, (2) device for keeping the tank full
of water, and (3) a mechanism for agitsting chicken in water for a specified
time and then taking it cut of the water to drain,
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Dry picking was used by one poultryman. The skinning process was used
entirely by one farmer and by another for sqab broilers. The wax process for
removing feathers was used in one instance for the voungstock that was
dressed,

Temperature of scalding water

Thirty-four, or 18,7 percent, of poultrymen using scalding water for
picking chickens used water of one temperature for scalding young chickens
and water of a different tempesrature for fowls, The balance used water of
the same temperature for scalding both young chickens and fowls,

The most common water temperature for voung chickens was under 13LC F
and between 150° F and 1699 ¥ for fowls. ihen same water. temperature was
used for both young chickens and fowl, most noulirvmen used water between
1300 F and 1L9° F. -

Temperature of scalding water for fowl averased 166° F, whereas that
for voungstock was 189 F, and for all chickens the averase was 155C I,
Poultrymen in the Cnntral area used water of higher than averasge temperature
for all chickens.,

Methods used for singeing

Eighteen percent of all poultrymen in this study sinped their chickens
alter picking them., The practice was most common in the Upper Hudson area
where 35 percent of all farmers included it in their dressing operations,
Only four percent of those in the Lower Hudson area took time to singe their
chickens, '

Flames from gas stovas and shallow pans of alcohol were the most
common singeing methods used. A very efficient method for singeing was the
use of an acetylene torch equivped with a nozzle for providing a wide flame;
however, care had to be exercised in using a flame with such intense heat
not to burn the flesh of the chicken.

Methods used for cooling

Poultrymen removed the animal heat from the picked chicken by means of:
(1) cold water; (2) ice water; (3) refrigerator, and (L) air. Three farmers
in the study sold thelr dressed chicken without coeling them,

Cold water was used by 70,7 percent of all poultrymen cooling dressed
chickens, ice water by 1L,7 percent, air by 8.1 percent and refrigerator
by 4.9 percent,

The time used by farmers in cooling chickens by the differant methods
is no indication of the time needed to remove the animal heat, The time
taken was in most cases a matter of convenience in the processing operation.
If chickens were not delivered within a few hours after belng placed in the
cooling equipment, they were usually left there until the next morning when
they were delivered to consumers, institutions and stores,
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Duildings

Kind of buildings used

Buildings used by poultrymen for dressing chickens ranged from
structures built especially for this purpose on 1.7 percent of the farms to
none on 2,2 percent, One building was used for hany purposes and had space
fors (1) the procsssing room, {2) a battery broiler room, (3) a salesroom,
(1) a cold storage room, and (%) an apartment for the operator and his family,
In every area the most common building facility was some remodeled farnm '
building such as a poultry house, garage, tool shed, work shop, egg candling
room, incubating room, milk house, horse barn, fded room, power houss, &tei.

Processing was carried on by 19.0 percent of the poultrymen in cellars
of thair homes or in the summer kitchens which were a part of the residence.

Investment in bullding

The average amount of money invested in hullding facilities for
marketing dressed chicken was $l11, Cf this investment, 63,7 percent was
in the processing room, 24,6 percent in the storage room, 8.0 percent in the
feed and hold room, and 3,7 percent in the room used for an office,

Since charges to the marketing~dressed=-chicken business are based on a
fixed percentage of the inventory value, those poultrymen with most capital
invested had highest building expense, The invesiment in the Ceniral area

" averaged $806 per farm or over three tLimes the investment per farm in the
Upper Hudson area which was the one having tha least capital invested in
buildings. o :

Bquipment,

Kind of coolar used

Some kind of cooler was used by 17,8 percent of the poultrymen for
holding dressed chickens from the time they were dressed until they were
marketed, The balance of the fermers planned their dressing operations so
the dressed chickens could be delivered soon after they were dressed,

On 2L.5 percent of the farms some type of mechanical cooler was usaed
for storing dressed chicken., An increasing number had found a farm freezar
quite valuable in their operations., However, only 11.L percent of the
poultrymen had farm freezers at the time of this study. A farm freezer makes
it possible for a person to kill more chickens than current market demand
will take and sell them later. This could be a particular advantage when
young chickens reach the weight most desired hy the consumer or when large
numbers have to be removed from the laying flock at one time, There may be
times when profitable use of storage may be made Jjust to take advantage of a
‘seagsonal rise in vrice, '

Investment in rprocassing and selling equipment

Tnvestment in processing equipment averaged $199.8k per farm or L7,5
percent of all equipment for processing and selling (table 5}, The



ENS ¢li8327
o2 O

TABLE S, INVESTMENT IN FROCESSING AND SELLING EQUIPMENT
18L New York Farms, 1ShéeL7

Upper Lower All
Item Wagtern Central Hudson  Hudson areas
Number of farms ‘ Bl 33 52 L7 184
Averege per farm (dollars)
Frocessing . : '
COOPS 3.87 28903 9.87 15-85 12.70
Killing funnels 2.65 1.77 1.87 1.06 1,87
Tank for blood 2.0l 2,13 - 5+91 2.L7
Sealder 3063 68465 Lo.92 L517 L3,66
Ploker - 145.59 111,74 105.96 104,13 118,10
Tables o L.50 L.68 19 Ze3L 3,02
Singer «35 « 58 23 » 79 o147
Washing hLelt De23 69 6e66 L1400
Other - L6428 13,00 12,82 13.55
Total 193,80 269,09  172.73 196.73  199.04
Selling
Cooler 201,98 266,10 176,90 128,95 192,91
Seeles 22481  55.00 5479  1l.28  20,.48
Other 9-07 20.81 .60 6&15 ) 7090
Total _ T 2H3,86 T AL1.9T1 18%.29  1hb.36 221.29
Total proecessing 4 ,
and selling Li7.66 611,00 356,02 343,09 121,13
Percentape distribution of investment
Processing
Coops . o9 B b-qé’ 2.5 Li.oé ’ 3.0
Eilling fummels o6 o3 H . 63 5
Tank for bloed 05 c3 - 1-07 '06 .
Sealder 648 11.2 11.5 1%42 10.4
Picker 3245 1842 2948 3011 28,0
T&bles - 100 0'8 ol ) 130 Q?
Singer ol ol el .2 o1
.W‘E.Shing 09 09 .2 109 1.0
Other - 7.6 %46 L0 3.2
Total ‘ LAhe% Li.0  LiBeH 575 LTeb
Selling .
Cooler L9eé L3.6 L9.6 3746 L5.8
Scalea 5el 9.0 leb 303 L8
Cther 240 30}.{. .2 1.8 109
TOt&l . 5607 ‘ 5600 51014- LIEOT 3205

1T equipment 000 100.0100.0 100.0 156.0
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largest processing equipment item was the mechanical picker which averaged
28,0 parcent of the total investuent. The scelder was the second most
exnensive item of equiprent for processing but it only averaged 10.l pere
cent of the total,

The most expensive egquipment item of all was the cooler. Oniy L7.8
nercent of the poultrymen had coolsrs, but the investment in coolers
represented L5,8 percent of all capital inveated in processing and selling
snuipment, ' '

Total equipment investment was most in the Central area where it averaged
$621e This was the area in which several poultrymen were marketing dresgsed
chickens through stalls they had rented at noarbv public markets. At these
warbaethe 1% wes neesasary Lo have nore faciiities for sborace, wmeirwive and

iling dressed chicken,

COSTS AND RETURNS IM MARKETING DRESSED rHICKEN
| Cost Ttens

The costs reported by the poultrymen included in this study who were
merketing dressed chicken were classified under the headings of: buildings,
equipment, labor, truck and auto, tractor and horse, fuel and sleciricity,

 “lcs, telephene and office, advertising, packaging materials, market value of
live chickens, and other,

Charges for buildings, equipment, truck and auto, and horse and tractor
were made on the basis of costs kept by New York farmers in the 19L7 detailed
cogt farm account project, Charges for buildings were made at the rate of
1l percent of thé average value used by the marketing-dressed-chicken business,
Equipment charges were 21,7 percent of the average inventory value, Trueck
miles were charged at 9,1 cents per mile and auto miles at h,2 cents,

There were only 1L0 horse and tractor hours used by all farmers in
this business, Vhere any use was reported, horse hours were charged at
Ll cents per hour and tractor hours at 51 cents per hour,

The operator!s labor was charged at a wniform rate of 66 cents per
hour on all records, This was arrived at by using onewand-one~half times
the average wage rate in New York State for both wages with board and wages
without board for the period covered by this study, Pald labor was charged
as reported hy the poultrymen., If thers was no rate reported for hired
labor, 62 cents per hour was used because this was the average wage paid
by the 97 poultrymen who did report an hourly wage for their hired labor,
Unpaid family labor was charged at the uniform rate of 62 cents per hours

Other costs included charges for many miscellaneous items such as:
sawdust, water, aprons, boots, soap, disinfectant, bad debts, oil and grease
for machinery, licenses, lime, whitewashing and paint, farm bureau and other
cdues, stall rent at public markets, and cooler rent at public markets,
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Since about 85 percent of the charges against the marketing-dressed-~
chicken business was for the cost of the live chickens, the financial
ovteome 1s to a large extent influenced by the farm values of live chickens
dressaed,  Hgtablishing exacily accurate prices for live chickens at the time
of processing presents a problam.

Poultrymen were asked to charge their live chickens at prices which
could have been obtained if the chickens had teen scld alive, Their
estimates were used in this study,

When the prices charged for the live chickens were compared with those
renorted on major live chicken markets in the area, considerable diffsrences
appeared in some areas. The live chicken market prices were all reduced
thres cents ner pound to help put the market price nearsr that which the
voultrymen could have probably netteds No live capon market prices were
available, '

ALl classes of ch cken dregsed in the “astern area and in the Upper
Thudson area were charged against the dressed chicken business for more than
the adjusted market nrice. Price differences for rpastsrs in the VWestern
area were very small, However, fowls dressed in the Upper Hudson area were
chargad at 32.2 percent above current live marlet prices (table 6),

Prices for all classes of 1live chickens dressed in the Central and the
Lower Hudson areas were all lower than live market prices with one exception

in each srea,

Costs per Parm

The total cost of operating the marketing-dressedwchicken business
during the wvear of this study averaged $7,590.58 (table 7). The value of
live chickens charged against the business was 8L.3 percent of the total
with 15.7 percent of all costs going for operating costs,

lian labor was the largest single operating cost item and amounted to
6.5 percent of all costs. Chargss for truck and auto, equipment and building
were the obher more importent operating exnenges.

With costs used as a measure of volume of business, the larpest wvolune
was in the Central area and the smallest in the Upper Hudson area, Man
labor represented the highest percentage of total costs in the former area
and the other costs were also highest there., The reason for other costs
being highest was that this was the area where most uss was made of public
warkets. This was also in a highly industrial area and poultrymen were
forced to compste for help in a labor market where wages were at a high level,

Value of live chickens represented between 81.2 and 86,5 percent of total
costs in the different areas. The seriousness of charging any class of
chickens against the marketing~dressed~chicken business at more than it would
return on the live chicken market depends upon the proportion it constitutes
of tha total processed,
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TABLE 6., PRICES OF LIVE CHICKENS DRESSED COMPARED WITH PRICES REPORIED
ON LIVE CHICKEN MARYETS

18], Wew York Farms, 19LA-L7

Tten Upper Lower
- Western Central Hudson Hudson
fumber of farms sl %1 52 L7

Cenbs per pound

Prices charged business

Broilers Z7.0 - 33,8 36,1 32.6
Fryers 37t - AT.T 553 39.9
Roasters 30,5 36.1 35.8 26.6
Capons L7 Lh.2 - 3G.7
Fowls 5545 53.9 - 3.5 3L..0

Prices reported on nearby
markest less 3 cents

Broilers 25,1 %3,2 28,2 27.0
Fryers 76,1 29.6 28.2 27,0
Roasters 30,2 39.6. 32,8 7.8
Fowla 33.% 32,0 26.1 %5.5
Percentags price charged is
of adjusted market price
Broilers 102.5 8¢.2 128.0 88.1
Yryers 103%.6 95 .2 - 118.1 - 107.8
Roasters 100.8 91.9 109.1 76.6

Fowls 106.,6 1016 1%2.,2 93,2
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TABLE 7. CO37S PER FARM MARKETING

wgh»

DRESSED CHICKENS

18 New York Farms, 19L6-LT

Tpper Lower L1l
Cost items Wegtorn Central Hudgon Hudson aI6a8
Number of Ffarms sl 31 52 L7 184
Dollars per farm
Buildings : 53,11 116,00 35.48 554 30 59.28
Equipment Q7,26 132,52 7721 T4:57 91,43
Man labor Bli2,28  3188,61  L72.Lh6  BL3.B1 719,88
Truek and sute 23152 238,03 9956 116,32 165,90
Tractor and horse - 1,39 ner «38 255
Puel and electrieity 21,89 76,25 32431 3757 37.99
Ico _ 10,65 12454 37 15,98 10,62
Telephone end office 20,0l L5.55 19,21 20434 25,77
Advertising 16,35 20,12 L.25 Lio 3, 10,55
Packeging materisls CBT6 65405 21,23 2,6l 3G, 70
Other _ 20,61 125,90 2,67 3L, 72 29459
Total opsrating costs . 1305.81  203:.10 178,75 956,931 1201.,09
live chielens 75719k 8677,90  [0B%.29  £070.87  6389.L9
Total costs 8937.75 10701,00 LiBellOl - 7007.78  7590.58
Percentage distribution of costs
Buil&imgs 06 1.1 07 o8 03
Equipment 1.1 1.2 1.6 1.1 1.2
Men labor ) 9@:!\\‘ 11,1 ‘ 9-‘:7 75 8 995
Truek and auto 2.6 24c 2,1 1.7 202
Tractor and horse © # « * Coom
Fuel and electricibty ] o7 +7 25 5
loe ﬂl ol # 92 al
Telephone and cffice 03 ohi ol ] el
Advertising o2 2 * el ol
Feokeging materials al N T o5 oD
Dther .555 1.2 * .a5 ﬂ5
Total operating costs 15.2 18.8 15.9 12.5 157
Live shickensg BliaB 81.2 8l Bbe5 8lis3
Total epsts 100.0 100.0 100,0 100,90 106,0
SR TSR s s

#Lass than 0,05
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Returns and Profits per Farm

i e = N AL

The gross returns from marketing dregsed chickens averaged $8,096.08
per farm (table 8). Sales of dressed chicken made up 97. 6 percent of the
total returns with 1.9 percent credit for those eaten in operator's house~
hold, 0.6 percent for custom work and less than one tenth of one percent from
the sale of offal consisting of feathers, feet, neads and inedible eviscera.

For all areas, the returns from dressed. chicken sales were approximately
98 percent of the total. Poultrymen in all areas had a small amount of
raeturn from custom work, but even the most which was in the destern ares
only averaged l.1 percent, A very small return, 0.l percent, was received for
sale of offal in tne Central area, A1l poultrymen averaged using about the
same number of chickens in their nousenolds, so since total returns in the ’
Upper and Lower.Hudson areas were lower than the other two areas, poultry-
men here received a slightly higher percent of their returns from chickens
cateri,

Costs, Returns and Profits per Pound of Dressed Chicken

The average return received by all poultrymen included in this study
for a pound of live chicken dressed and marketed as either New York dressed
or drawn to consurers, institutions and stores was L5.7 cents (table 9).
Returns from all New York dressed sales averaged 23,5 cents for all live-
weight dressed, 21.1 cents from drawn sales, and 1.1 cents per pound came from
other miscellaneous sources including sales of some offal, income from custom
work, and value of live chiekens eaten in podltrymen's households.

The total costs per pound averaged L2.3 cents and ranged from L1,1 cents
per pound in the Lower Hudson area to Ll.6 cents per pound in the Western area.

The average profit per pound was 2.9 cents. It was 0.l cents per pound
in the Jestern area, 3.6 cents per pound in the Central area, L.l cents per
pound in the Upper Pudson area, and .5 cents per pound in the Lower Hudson area,

Foultrymen in the Western area had estimated the value of their live
chickens mors per pound than those in any of the other areas. This msy have
been one important reason why their profit per pound was lowest. When
returns per pound (value of live chickens plus profit) were compared, the
returns per pound weére more neariy bhe same, ranging from 38,2 cents per
pownd in the destern area to 10,1 cents per pound in the Lower Hudson area.

Since labor was the largest single operating cost item, processing
efficiency was important in affecting costs and returns. Poultrymen in the
Upper Hudson area dressed and marketed Z1.2 pounds of dressed chicken on a
liveweight basis compared to 16,2 pounds for all farms, The difference in
processing efficiency was largely responsible for poultrymen in the Lower
Hudson having a return per hour of labor used of $1.63 compared to 71.3 cents
per hour for the destern area.
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TABLE.B; RETURNS AND PROFITS PER FARM MARKETING DHESSED CHICKENS
18l Wew York Farme, 19L6wL7

vt
——

Upper Lower A1l

Ttems Western Cential Hudson Hudgon areas
Fumber of farms 5h 31 52 L7 184
Doliars per farm
Reburns ' ‘
Custom worl 96,76 69410 15.38 830 Le,.51
Eaten 107.LL 166,48 127.29 181.9h 142,03

Other Ghan 88188 20L.20 218, 35 2,67 150,21} 190,70
Seles
New York dressed 2985.87 596L.23 2759.0L 5898.9L  L167.65
Drawn 5830.61 5389.32 2L39,10  1680.57  3737.73
Total sales 8816.48 11353455 GSI08, 1L 7579451 7905438

Total returns 9020.68 116019  52L0.61 7769.75 8096,08

Pereentage distribution of returns

Returns

Custom work 1.1 ) 3 01 )
Offsl - el e - . *
Eaton 1.2 1.k 2aly 2.4 1,8
“Tolal other

than sales 2.3 i 2.1 207 295 29}4.
Sales

New York dressed  33%,1 5laly 51.7 752 51.5
Drawm ) 62406 . 1-}6«\ 5 !45)—96 2106 Li.éa 1

P'stel sales Tl G97.9 e P D N Slab

Total returns 100.0 100,0 100,0 106,90 100.0

i

#Less than 0.05



ENS:48:3L

27w

TABLE 9. COSTS, RETURNS AND PROFITY FIR POUND OF CHICKEN DRESSED
18L. New York Farms, 19L6-i7

Returns per pound of chicken 3842

3847

38.9

Upper Lower All
Item Western Centrel Hudson  Hudson  areas
Number of farms 5l 347 sz 18l
Number of chickens dressed 6,07k 7,130 2,6L7 4,720 L,9%8
Livewsight -of chickens 20,040 2,748 11,7%% 17,05 17,721
Iiveweight per chicken 2,3 5,5 Loy %6 3.6
Hours of dressing & selling 1,296 1,860 L8 797 1,108
Yumber of chickens
processed per hour L7 3.8 2.5 5.9 L5
Liveweight processed ( '
per hour 15.5 1343 15.4 21.2 16'2.
Costs Cents per pound
B‘llilding OB -5 -5 \ -3} o3
Equipm&nt n5 15 o? '5 05 .
fan ’l,,abor Ll.-e u¢8 LLQO 5&2 LLol
TTUCk and auto 1.2 09 8 n7 09
Tracter and horse - * - #* *
Fuel end electricity -1 % o? o2 2
Ice * o1 * .1 .1
Telephone and office .1 o2 2 .1 o2
Advertising ' .1 .1 * * 1
Packaging materials .2 .3 «3 2 2
Other .1 .5 * .2 2
Total operating costs 6.8 8.2 6.6 545 6.8
Live chickens 378 35.1 2)1.8 25 .6 36,0
Totsel costs )4}4..6 L}Ba} L;}. QLL LLlol -LLQ:B
Returns
Custom work o5 3 .1 * 3
Offal - * —= - *
Eatel’l '5 -7 1.1 101 -8
Total other than ssles 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.1 1.1
Sales
New York dressed 14,9 2l 2345 3.6 22,5
Drawn _ 29.1 21,8 20.8 9.9 21 .1
Totel seles Lo 15.9 i3 L5 L6
Total returng h5.0 6.9 5.5 LE.s  L5.7
Profit per pound 0.4 %6 Lial L5 25
Returns per hour of labor 71.3 111.7 124, 163.2 113.4
40.1 38,9

*Less than 0.05
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The average return per hour of labor used by all poultrymen marketing
dressed chicken was $1.13, This compared with an average return for labor
used in taking care of the laying flocks on the farms which cooperated with
Cornell University Farm Account Project in 1946 of $1.27 per hour and of
63 cents per hour for that used in rearing chicks. Labor returns for layers
and chicks in 1946 were slightly above the average for the 3-year period
19h2-l); when the average for layers was §l.lli and that for chicks was 59 cents.

On the basis of these figures, therefore, poultrymen marketing dressed
chickens may be expected to receive about as much for labor used in this
buginess as that used in keeping a laying flock and about twice thai used to
raise chicks.

Frequently buildings, capital and other facilities prevent a poultryman
from expanding his laying flock to have a larger farm business. So the
marketing-dressed~chicken business can be used to increase gross income on
. the farm, Furthermore, this work can be handled on most poultry farms with
practically no additional labor from that used for other farm enterprises,

FACTOES AFFECTING COSTS AND RETURNS IN MARKETING DRESSED CHICKENS
The factors which were found related to costs and returns in marketing
dressed chickens were: (1) number of chickens processed, (2) style of
dressing, (3) efficiency of operation, and (}) percentage mark-up in price
per pound, .

Number of Chickens Processed

There were 40 poultrymen who processed under 1,000 chickens and 25 who
processed over 9,999 (table 10). The average of the former group was 576
chickens per farm while the average of the latter was 19,131.

As the number of chickens processed inecreased, total operating costs
declined. The range in operating costs was from 13.8 cents per pound for the
group with fewest chickens to 5.7 cents per pound for the group with the
largest volume. The largest decrease in cost occurred between the two lowest
groups in volume processed or when average number of chickens was increased
from 576 to 1,644, The group with the next largest volume had about twice
as many chickens, yet its average operating cost was only one cent per pound less,

There was very little relationship between the charge made for live chickens
and the number of chickens processed. The low volume group was charging the
least for live chickens, but considering the weight of the birds processed,
chances are they processed a higher proportion of fowl, The average weight
of the birds processed declined from 5.2 pounds for the group with the lowest
volume to 3,1 pounds for the group with the largest volume,

There was not much variation in the returns per pound., The groups with
smallest and largest volume each received slightly less returns per pound than
the other three groups,

The high operating costs per pound for the 4O poultrymen processing less
than 1,000 chickens resulted in an average loss of 2.4 cents per pound. Since
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TABLE 10. RELATION OF NUMBER OF CEICKENS PROCESSED TO COSTS AND RETURNS
16l Wew York Faerms, 19L6-L7

Number of chickéns procesged - .

uver

Item Thder —I,000 2,500 I}, 000
1,000 2,499 3,999 9,999 9,999
Number of farms Lo - 51 2l zl 25
Averages per farm
Number of chickens 576 1,6LL %,178 6,%22 19,131
Liveweight of chickens,
pounds 2,981 8,079 13,388 23,698 58,739
Liveweight per chicken, ' 7
pounds 5.2 I L2 3,7 7.1
Hours spent processing 260 660 g%0 1,540 2,820
Chickens per hour speat
processing 1.5 2.5 3.4 Liad 6.8
Liveweight per hour spent
processing, pounds 748 12.2 15.% 15.2 21.1
Gross margin per pound,
cents 10.2 10.8 9.3 10,3 8.3
Cents per pound
Costs
Building and equipment 1.2 1,0 1,0 .8 &
Man labor Bely 5ol Lely L2 7,2
Truck and aubto 248 1.0 B 1.0 o8
Fuel and electricity +5 2 -3 2 2
Packaging materials .3 .3 2 2 2
Other 5 it A o5 .5
Total operating costs: 12,8 8,1 Tel 649 - 57
Live chickens 71140 25,5 27,0 25,7 %6.3
Total cosis L7.8 L3.6 Lkl L2 o6 12,0
Returns
Sules end esten L5.2 L6.3 Lé.3 L6 0 Ll 6
Custom work and offal .2 5] C ok Jy o
Total returns | hE;h LéWy L6 LéuJh L5.0
Profit per pound - 2.4 2.8 2.2 2.8 3.0
Return per pound of '
live chicken 31.6 28,3 79,2 2G.5 %9.3
Return per hour of lsbor L&.8 G7.6 oli.y 121.6 1%0.8

*Less than 0.05



ENS : 18137
..30...

profits were affected to a large extent by the charges made for live chickens
and the prices received for the dressed chickens sold, there was little
relationship between profits and numbers of chickens processed. All groups with
over 1,000 chickens processed had a profit and the largest was 3.8 cents par
pound for the group processing between 4,000 and 9,999 chickens,

Velue of live chickens in the Jestern area was estimated at 34.0 cents
per pound. However, the marketing-dressed-chicken business resulted in a loss
of 2,li cents per pound or a return of 31.4 cents per pound for live chickens
marketed as dressed in this area, The returns per pound of live chicken
dressed on all other farms averaged about 39 cents per pound.

Returns for man labor generally increased as volume increased and ranged
from U6.8 cents per hour for the group cressing under 1,000 chickens to $1.31
per hour for the group dressing over 9,999 chickens., This difference was due
to the fact that the liveweight processed per hour ranged from 7.3 pounds in
the lowest volume group to 21,1 pounds in the highest volume group, which means

- vhet the large businesses aiso had a much higher level of effieciency.

Style of Dressing

Costs, returns and profits were related to style of dressing used.
Poultrymen selling only New York dressed chickens had an opsrating cost of
6.2 cents per pound compared to 7.5 cents par pownd for those selling only drawn
chickens (table 11). 0One cent of this 1.3 centl per pound larger operating
cost for the latter group was explained by difference in labor cost,

Drawing chickens involves more work. The group processing New York
dressed chickens averaged 5.4 chickens per hour while those with drawn chickens
averaged 3.9 per hour. Beczuse of this fact, labor cost was more for those
processing drawn chickens than those with New York dressed chickens and this
was true regardless of the numbers of chickens processed. The low volume
New York dressed group had practically the same number of chickens as the low
volume drawn group and the labor costs were 6,1 cents and 7.L cents regpectively.
On the other hand for the high volume groups, those New York dressing chickens
had 31,217 chickens compared to 23,284 chickens for the drawn group and their
labor cost was 3.1 cents per pound while the drawn group averaged 3.9 cents
per pound.

Poultrymen who sold drawn chickens estinated their live chickens at both
levels of operation at higher prices than the corresponding volume groups of
those having Hew York dressec chickoens, This was partlally due to the fact
that those New York dressing chickens had a reletively high.r percentage of
their chickens made up of fowl than did those marketing drawn chickens,

Profits on farms selling New York dressed chickens averaged 2,7 cents per
pound and varied from 0.7 cent for the half with fewsst chickens to 3.0 cents
per pound for those with most chickens. The profits on farns selling drawn
chickens were 1.8 cents per pound with the small volume group losing 1.1
cents and the large volume group receiving a profit of 2.5 cents per pound,
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Gross margin per pound charged by farms with all drawn chickens was 9.0
cents per vound and that for the New York dressed group was 8,6 cents, 1In
view of the operating costs invelved, the group drawing chickens had a
relatively lower gross margin than the others. This partially explains why
those drawing chickens had lower returns than those dressing. It has already
been mentioned that the operating efficiency on the farms dressing chickens
was 18.4 pounds per hour compared with 14.0 pounds on the farms drawing chickens.,
This was another reason why the profits were larger on the former, A third
advantage the New York dressed group had was that it processed 5,223 chickens
while the other averaged 3,968,

The group processing drawn chickens estimated the value of their live
chickens 1,5 cents per pound more than the other group and sold them at 1,9
cents per pound more. This 0.4 cent advantage in pricing was offset by a
1.3 cents per pound higher operating cost for the drawn group with the result
that their profit was 0.9 cent per pound less, 1.8 cents compared to 2,7 cents,

: The better operating efficiency and a larger volume of business for those
selling New York dressed chickens resulted in an average return for labor of
$1.1L per hour compared to 88,2 cents for those selling drawn chickens. -

Effieciency of Operation

Measures used to study the relationship between efficiency and costs
and returns were: (1) picking methods, and (2) number of chickens dressed
per howr spent dressing.,

Picking Method

As number of chickens picked by machine increased the costs per chicken
decreased. This was also true for the hand picking method. The average number
of chickens dressed by the 34 poultrymen handpicking over 1,000 chickens was
about the same as the average number dressed by the 52 using a mechanical
picker and picking between 1,000 and 3,999 chickens. However, the average
operating cost for the former was 6,8 cents per pound compared to 7.8 cents
for the latter (table 12)., Practically all the difference in costs was due
to building and equipments Man labor expense was L,6 cents per pound in both
cases and the number of chickens processed per hour was essentially the same,
Apparently hand picking was about as economical as machine picking when 2,200
to 2,400 chickens were processed during the ye ar and more economical if
substantially fewer birds were processed. 4 large reduction in building and
equipment expense per pound took place for those using mechanical pickers when
average numbers increased from 673 to 2,L56,

The 25 poultrymen with mechanical pickers who processed over 9,999 chickens
during the year processed 9.2 chickens per hour and had the lowest Labor cost
and the lowest total operating cost. They had the third highest profit per
pound because their returns per pound were relatively low and they were charging
live chickens higher than other groups.

The lowest volume picking with machine and picking by hand had net losses
of 3.6 cents per pound and 1.9 cents per pound respectively, Losses for
operations with a low volume when picking was done with a machine were larger
than for low volume operations when picking was done by hand.
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REL&TION OF MACHINE AND HAND PICKING TO COSTS AND RETURNS

TABLE 12

—— s i

181 Hew York Farms, 1946~hL7+

Picking method and number of chickens processed L

Ttem ____ Machine picked _ Hand piecked = -

Under 1,00G 1,000 Over Under Over

1,000 3,999 9,999 95999 1,000 1,000 .

Nurber of famms 10 52 30 25 30 3h
Averages per famm : ' .
Number of chickens processsed 673 2,456 6,369 19,131 ghis 2,253 "
Idveweight of chickens, o ' i
pounds 3,477 10,89 23, L7¢  £8,739 2,816 10,511
Livewelght per chicken, . ' .
pounds a2 hol 3.7 3.1 5.2 L7
Honrs vrocessing 271 513 1,045 2,087 201 503,
Chickens processed per hour 2.5 1.8 E.1 9.2 2.7 LB
TLiveweight processed per ' B
hour, pounds 13.0 2.1 22,6 28.5 14.0 21.2
Gross marpgin per pound, :
cents 12,5 9.5 10,3 8. 10.7 10,k

Cents per pound

Costa '
Building and equipment 3.0 1,2 .8 28 6 5
Man labor 569 L6 1.0 3.7 8,2 L6
Truck and aute 245 1.0 9 ) 2.9 o7
Other costs 296 1.0 a8 o9 09 1.0
Total operating costs 17,0 7.8 6,5 BT 17.6 el

Live chicken ' 35,7 36,8 35.5 36,2 33,3 35.6
Total costs B2y L6 42,0 11,9 5.9 12,k

Returng

TELRIEE and saten he,2 Lé,T7 L5,8 L, 6 © Lh,O LE,0
Custom work and offal .2 1 " <3 - -
Total returns ' L9,k 16,0 Lo,2 Lo L0 W&o
Profit per pound =356 2,2 lisi 3.0 «1,9 3.6
Returns per pound of live o
chicken 32,1 29.0 39.7 39.2 31l 39.2
Returns for labor per pound L
af chicken : 53 6.8 8,2 6,2 6.3 82

#* Three farms are excluded bacause picking was done by both machine and hand.
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As the number of chickens dressed per hour inereased, operating cosis per
" pound decreased from 1L4,.5 cents for those with less than four chickens dressed
per hour, average 2.l, t0 l.2 cents for those dressing over 11 chickens per
hour, average 16.7 (table 13}). The bulk of the decrease in cost came between
the first two groups. A4fter tnat costs continued to decline as dressing
efficiency incressed, tut at a slover rale.

The cost item showing the sharpest decline as dressing efficiency
increased was labor, The labor cost for the most efficient group was 2.0 cents
per pound compared to 9.3 cents per pound for the least efficient group.

The 37 poultrymen dressing over 11 chizkens per hour had a larger pro=-
porticn of young chickens as shown by the fact that the average liveweignt
of their chickens was smallest, Tnis was one reason why they were able to dress
16.7 chickens per hour. The least efficient group was only dressing 2,1
chickens per hour.

The large loss of U7 cents por pound for those dressing under 4 chickens
rer hour was due to both a low volume of business and an inefficient operation,

Parcentage Mark-Up in Pries per Pound

When costs, returns, and profits are compared on the basis of only
percent mark-up on either New York drsssed or drawn sales, the results may be
influenced by the percent maik-up on the one not being compared. To test what
happened in this courection on the poultry faruss studied, costs ana returns
were compared on percentage mark-up for drawn sales at different levels of
percentage mark-up for New York dressed sales.

Of the 63 farms with no New York dreseced sales, there were 35 farms with
the percentage mark-up on drawn sales under 80 percent, average 56.9 {table 1L).
These poultrymen had an average loss of 0.9 cent per pound while on the other
26 with the mark-up for drawn price over 80 percent, average 107.1, the profit
was 5.7 cents per pound,

In the group of 66 poultrymen selling New York dressed chickens for under
L0 percent mark-up, there were 43 who had no drawn sales and 23 wilh crawn
sales all over 40 percent, average 23,0, Costs per pound for both these groups
were slightly larger then returns., The one ~ith no drawn sales lost 0.6 cent
per pound while the other one lost 0,8 cent per pound. '

The remaining 51 poultrymen who had largest price mark-up for both New
York dressed and drawn made larger profits per pound than any of the others.
The 21 farms on which New York dressed chicken sold for mors than LO percent
above the live price, average 65.7, and the mark-up for drawn sales was over
&0 percent, average Llll.l, had a profit per pound of 8.5 cents., The other 3k
farms with Hew York dressed prices averaging 62.l percent above live prices
but having no drawn sales had an average profit of 6.3 cents per pound.
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TAELE 13 RELATION OF NUMEER CHICKENS DRESSED PER HOUR SPENT
i DRESSING TO COSTS AWD RETURNS
18l NHew York Farms, 19L6-L7

Itém | | lhumber dressed per hour spent dressing
’ Under [ T -7 e 1T Over 11

Thunber of farms 52 62 33 37

Averagzes per farnm
Hours of dressing 926 800 636 532
imber of chickens dressad 1,913 L,133 5,832 9,736
Tiveweight of chickens, pounds - 8,365 15,750 21,292 30,989
Livewaigh{ per chicken, pounds Lol 7 3.8 1,6 3.2
fhickens dressed per hour 2.1 52 9,2 16,7
Liveweight dressed per hour, pounds 9,2 19,8 33.1 53k
Oross margin per pound, cents 9,8 9.5 8.4 9.5

Cents per pound

Costs - '

THiilding and eguipment 1.4 o7 .9 .7
Han lahor 3.6 L6 3.0 2,0
Truck and auto 1.g o5 9 o7
Cther cogts 1.l 1,0 i 8

Total operating costs 1155 Tee 5.5 Hod
Live chickens 36,5 36,5 36,5 35,3
Total cogts 51,0 3.7 12,0 39.5

Haturng
Tales and eaten L6,.3 16,0 Lli,9 L8
Tustom work and offal - - a1 el

Total returns ' LE3 LoD 45,0 LE.5

Profit per pound ~La7 243 3.0 6.0

Return per nound of live chicken 31.8 38,8 39.5 . 1.3
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TABLE 1l RELATION OF TENCENTAGE MARKUP T4 FRICL OF MEW YORK DRESSED
AWD DRAWI SALES TO CO8TS AND RETURNS
18 Wew Yook Farms, 1946647

e

Forcont markeup on new Jork dressed sales

o sales . Tndsr L0 Over LO
Ihem Pércent markeup on drawn sales
Under Qver No Cver o Over
. 80 80 salos MQ sales &0
Numker of farms 35 28 L3 23 3l 21
Averages per farm
Percent markeup New York
dressed sales — —— 32,1 23,0 62uly 65,7
Percent mark=up on
drawn sales 66,9  107.1 — T0els — 111.L
Number of consumers 45 89 hly -8l 59 &l
Number of institutions
and stores ' Bab %.0 2e9 10:3% 2.8 6.0
Munber of chickens . .
processed 4,378 3,h55  5,L52 5,727 1,935 5,936
iveweight of chickens,
rounds 15,000 13,257 18,239 19,019 18,7L8 22,926
Liveweight per chicken,
pOUHdS 5&5 308 3-3 3::)4 5-8 5‘9
Cents per pound
Total cost pér pound LS55 Lh2.5 L6 L5.8 10,1 Li.h
Retw'ns
Sales and saten L&Ll-tl b,B.E Ll,-loé Lzl;«? L{boé }49@7
Customn work and offal e # " . e3 vl
Total returas L6 hB:E o0 L5.0 1669 1949
Profit "'¢9 537 "‘6 w8 6a8 835

et

#less than C.05
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CONCLUSIONS

Many poultrymen in Few York State might consider the marketing-dressed-
chicken business as a means of disposing of their chickens more profitably.
This business geems well sulted to:

1, Those poultrymen situated near a relatively large town in which
there is an area of consumers with good income who like the
services such a business would provide thenm.

2, The fulfiliment of the mapagement practice woich calls for the
regular removal of non-laying hens from the laying flock, even
thougiy the number may be small.

3. Those poultrymen who need bo eypnd the size of their poultry
business and have limited cepitsl, as well as labor and other
facilities.

. Those poultrymen who have the ability to meet congumers and
merchandise their products at retail.

One of the most important things for a poultryman to remember in planning
for the successful operation of his marketine-dressed-chicken business is the
pricing pelicy. The nain congiderations to be made in this connection are:

1, Loss of weight from removal of blood and feathers in New York
dressing & chicken varies from 10 and 12 percent depending on
the class of chicken, If the dressing operation is more complete
and the feet, head, and inedible eviscers are removed to preduce
a drawn canicken, the dressing loss varied from 27 to 35 psrcents
Therefore, the price of a pound of dressed chicken must be large
enough above the live price to cover the loss in weight.

?. In addition to the mark-up in price for the dressing loss, the price
for the dressed chicken must be large enough to cover all operating
eosts, In this study the operating coste were 6.2 cents per pound
for Wew York dressed chicken and 7.5 cents per pound for drawn chicken.

3. If a fowl worth 36 cents per pound alive were dressed, the mark-up
in price would need to be about 47 cents to cover the 10 percent
loss in weight and the charge for operating expenses,

The formula Tor New York dressed chicken would be:

Value of live Operating
chiicken. +  costs
ver pound per pound Sale price per pound of dressed
Dreggsed weight of one pound _ ' chicken
of 1live chicken

I

Txample: ,36 + 062 = 122 = 1689 or L7 cente, sale price

g i-minr
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The formula for drawn chicken would bhe the same as for New York dressed
chicken except the drawn weight of one pound of live chicken would be used
instead of the dressed wieight of one pouwnd oif live chicken, and operating
aosts for drawn chickens would be used in place of thoze for New York dressed,

] .
Example: 436 + 075 = ehJS = ,60L1 or 60 cents, sale price
et i

4. Total operating costs can be approximated with different levels of
cost by using labor costs. In this study labor cost 63 cents per
hour and accounted for 56,5 percent of total operating costs in
producing 18 pounds of New York dressed chicken and 60.0 percent of
the total in producing 1L pounds of drawn chicken, The labor cost
per pound was 3.5 cents per pound for New York dressed and L.5 cents
per pound for drawn, '

If a pounltryman's labor cost were different from that used in this
study, he can estimate his lahor cost per peund and total operating
cost for New York dressed by using this formula:

Labor cost per hour = Labor cosit per pound
1B

Labor cost per pound = Total coerating cesbh per pound for
a0 © New York dressed chicken

The formula for estimsting labor cost and operating cost for drawn
chickens would be zs follows:

Labor cost per hour = Labor cost per pound
1h

Labor cost per pound = Total operating cost per pound for drawn
60 ' ‘ ‘ chicken '




