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The turkey industry in Utab hes grown rapidly sincs the depression
years of the thirties. In 1945 production reached a poak of £,109,000
birds and hes decrsased somewhat since then beomuss of the end of tha
war and a less favorable turkey-feed prige ratioc., 4in analysis of the
county produation shows that the counties whioch have produced a large
number of birds in the past heve tended to inoresse production while
counties producing f,m;g;_mxﬁa in the vest have tended to cease prom
duction entirely. m:strum indiocastes more specislization in the
induatey.

The aversge size of flock in Utah has increased considersbly
since 1922 and in 194%-48 was betwesn 3,001 and 3,500. There was a
wide range in size of flock varying from flooks of a few bixds to
flocks of about 18,000 birds, On the basis of numbers, hen turkeys
made up 51 percent of the stete produstion while tom turkeys made up
43 percent, On the basis of weight, hen turkeys nede up only 38
percent while tom turkeys made up 63 percent of the state nroduction
in 194748,

The growth of turkey processing plsnts in the stete has been
parallel to the development of the turkey industry itself. In 1947-48,
18 plants operated in the stete, Two of these 15 plaunts operated
for the first tlme in 1947-48 while the other 13 planta have oversted
for at lesst two years. The proocessing pleants tend to be conoentrated
in the ereas of highest production,

The proceasing of turkeys in Utah is highly sessonal, In the 10
day veriod HNovember 11 to 20 about one-fifth of the total number of
birds were processed} more than 80 percent were proeessed in the

threo monthe Uotober, Iovember sud December.



The processing &axges masod fyom 3.0 cents Lo 3.8 oents per
pound smeng the plents studieds The base for making hauliog chargea
varied widely mmong x%i&n’ta; however, s charge of 13 cents per nile |
with a minipum of §7.50 per load was the most common.

A relationship was found between the weight and grade of both hen
and tom turkeys. Frime hen turkeys aversged 1.2 pounds mors than
e¢hojde bens and cholee hens 1.0 pounds more than oommereial hens.

Frime tome averagsd 1.9 pounds more than cholce toms, while the aversge
weight of choice tome was 2.7 pounds more than commercisl toms.

Thers was oonsiderable veriation in the weighd of all grades of
hen snd tom turkeys and the variation in welght inorecsed as the grade
chsnged from prime to conmercial, sbout 79 pereent of the hen turkeys
graded prime,while only G4 percent of the tom tuviceys were of this grade,.

There was a wide waristion among plants in the vercent of hen and
tom turkeys of verious grades. The porcent of hen turkeye grading
orine ranged from 90 nercent in the hizhest plant to 66 percent in the
lowest plant end sversged about 98 pergent for sll vlante, The vercent
of vou turkeys grading urime rangsd from about 80 pereent in the
highest olunt %o about 50 percent in the lowest pleat and avernged
about 64 vercexnt, The wide variations in grede between plants shows
a need for further study to zotually determine the causes for such
variation,

sn analysis of the shizmendts of fturkey shows that nearly 42
poreent of the total weight of turkey raised in Utah was initially
shipped to Ogfen and Selt Lake City. Approximately 33 percent of the
turkeys merketed from Uteh were consigned to Zoston, Hew York Jity,

Omgha, epd Chicaco.



There were 5§ buyers of turkey in Uteh who bought 70 percent of
the total turkey prodused in the state, The largest buyer bought
about . 28 gnwﬂuﬁtg Thore were sleven buysrs who bought turkey from
the processing slants of the state,

There was considerabls werietion in the prices received by
profucars fbr‘twrkay in 1947-48, Prices of turkeys advanged sbout
aix cents per pound for all grodes from the beginuing to the end of
the processing sepson, An snalysis of prices recelved by date
period shows that the perioed in which most turkeys wﬁra narketed
was the period in whish yrices were the lowest. The rauge of prices
in the 10 day periods was greet mnd amounted to sbout 8 ceuts per
pound within each period. Turkeys grading cholee ranged from 2 to
3 cects lower in priee then those greding prine, while sommereisl
turkeye varied from 8 to 7 cents helow the priee of orize birds.
Tom tuwrkeys averugad belween 8 and 10 cents por nound less then
ben turkeye of the sume grade, 'This pries spread between hen end

ton turkeye is ope of the mejor rroblems facing the ilrdustry.



THE PROCESSING, GRADING AND SALEZ OF ULAH TURKEYS, 1947-48

Turkey produetion in Utah is one of the most important famm
enteryrises of the state, In 1945, 11.5 pervcent of the totel farm
cash income of the stote was from the turkey enterprise, In 1946,
9.4 parcent came from this source, Turkey produgtion made up 8.9
pereent of the totel cash income from farm enterprises in 1944; 5.8
peraent in 19433 4.9 percent in 1940; 1.7 vercent in 1955; and 1.3
percent in 1830. L/

1% is evident after comparing the number of turkeys produced
and the number of growers producing turkeys that production is becoming
nore specialized., In 1929 there were 226,000 turkeys raised in Utah
vy 5,897 growers es compured to 812,000 in 1839 by 1,212 growers. 2/
In 1944 the trend continued and there were 1,541,000 turkeyas raised
by 1,092 growers. 3/ In 1947, 1,118,000 turkeys were jrocessed in
Utah by 327 growers according bto dste obtained by this study.

The verieties of turkeys most generally raised are Bronze,
YWhite Holland, Harrasgansett, Black and Bourbon Red. The producers
in Uteh have preoduged a variety of the Hronze, known as the Broad
Breasted Bronze, slmost exclusively, The Drosd Bressted Bronze
bird is characterized by a long, broad brest whioh hes much capacity
for fine white nest, It ls & very heavy variety which has been bred

for weight snd eye appsal.

i/ Us 8 nam:emu af Agricuiture, GCesh Heooipts from Ferwing by
' y e u ! 3‘59 192448, TP 145-48 ¢

Ue 8o Consua of sgriculturs, Vol., I. part 8, Hountain and
Paoific States,

E.?;

y Use 8¢ Consus of Agriculture, Vol, I. pert 3l. Uteh and Hevada,
1945, 152 pp.
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OBYECTIVES OF THE STUDY
The objectives of this atudy were: (i} to sscertain charges
for processing and hauling turkeys from the ferm to the prosessing
plants; (2) to determine the aversge and veriation in slze end grade
of hen and tom turkeys processed by grower and plant; {3) to ascertain
where Utah turkeys were marketed in 1947-48 snd (4} to determine the
average snd variastion ip prices reseived by Uteh growera for turkeys

in 1947-48,

REVIEW OF LITERATURSD

There has been no specific study made of marketing turkeys in
Utah; howaver, « study waes made by Dee 4. Broadbent, W. Freston Thomes,
and George T, Blmnch, (1942), entitled "An Zconomic Amslysis of Turkey
Produetion in Uteh.,” This study was Iin the main a cosbt of production
study and gives suggestions for probable improvements thet could be
rmade in the production field. 4/

A study of marketing turkeys in Maryland was made by Foffenberger
and De Vault in 1939, This study gives the various methods of marketing
Karyland turkeys; however, the yresent marketing conditions in Utah
are 80 different from Marylsnd conditions thaeb it ia difficult %o
relate data on maxketing problems encountered there with those of
Uteh, 3/

&4 study wes made by Tinley and Voorhies {1337), at the University

of California in which some of the methods of marketing the Celifornia

4/ Broadbent, Dee A., Thomas, /i, Preston, Blanch, George 51‘., an
LZeonomic Anmlysis of Turkey rroductlon in Uteh. Utah igricultural
Bxverizment Station Bullebin B31B, Nay 18485. 47 pp.

5/ Poffenberger, ¥. Re, snd De Veult, 8. H., Harketing Marylend
Turkeys. The University of Meryland igriculturel Experiment
Station Bulletin 429, August 1839. 32 pp.



turkey orop were discussed. Most turkeys in California were not
dressed for shipment, bub were sold either direotly to wholesale or
retail distributors or jobbers who took the turkeys from the ferm
either dressed or live welght. This study, like the Maryland study,
was bused on circumstances so different fyom those in Utsh thet very
little comparison is possible. 8/

A study of Yashington's turkey industry wes made by Derryman and
Buchanan in 1948, ‘.thm atudy hed one seation on the mk:wmg of
#ashingbon's burkeys. The methods of sale were desoribed as (1) co~
operative seles, (2] sales to local buyers, and (3) direct seles to
consumerse 7/

Oline (1939} yﬁblishe& a bulietin entitled “Turkeys: Froduction,
lisrketing, Digenses.,* The section on marketing dlgcussed to sone
axtent proper methods of killing, greding, preparing for storage, end
packezing for ssle; however, very 1ittle of the infomation presented

is related directly to this study. 8/

SQURCES OF DATA
The dets presented i this study were obtained from the records
of all turkey processing plants of the state sxvept one. This plant

chenged menagement st Lhe end of the provessing year and the detailed

|74 ‘I’iﬁlay. T Bie 088 VOOTRLES; Sie Cep Economig rrobiems Affeoting
Marketing in Celiforaia., Contribution from the Glamnnini
ﬁ‘ew&amm of sgriculbural Zeonomics, University of Celiforsia,
Berkeley, Californiae. Dulletin ko, 612. sugust 1937. 78 pp.

2/ ammn, garl N, and Buchenen, Merk T., in Zoonomic Study of
bon's Turkey Industry in 1942, %&ﬁﬁ‘imﬁ Agrieultursl
mparimant Station Bulletin 453. T Novenmber 1944, 42 TDe

8/ OCline, L. %., Turkeys: rroduction, Harketins, Diseases. .grie
oultural Ixtension Service, University of lNeveds, Bulletin &6,
Junuery 1839. 183 pp.
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records wers not mede availsble to the new mansgement. All other
plants scoperated vory well and resords were obtained on vaoh produder
who progessed turkeys during the 1947-48 proeesalng years Date wﬂr"
obtained from nearly 100 pereent of the ccmmercisl turkey producers
in the state, Hach plant was visited by an enumervator and the informa~
tion obtained was transferred from the processing records of the
individual producer t0 the sorting cexds which were used for tabula-
tions, Theve were two sorting coerds, oue entitled "Grower Card®™ apd
one entitled "Car Card.” The grower card informetion was taken from
the grower manifest, Yach grower's name; addross; date of processings
and number and weight of prime, choloe, commercisl, and other turkeys
was entered on the card with the total number and weight of birds in
all grades. The data on the car cerd was teken from the rall car or
truck manifest, Kaeh car lot or truck lot was sntered on the csrd
with the oar auwnber or truck license nunbey, destinatlon of thse cax
or truck, date of abirmeni, buyer, snd nuxber and welght of prime,
choice, commeraeial and other turkeys shipped in the ocar or truck.

The survey was conducted betwsen Jenuary ),5‘ and Xareh 15, 1948,
The time was chosen to correspond with the end of tho 194748 ro~
cessing yoar,

imta on prices were pob obiainable from the procsssiug 2lant
resopds; therefore, @ guestlounaire was sent to tho growers by mall
in order to obtain prices. The returns of the first questionnaire, |
wileh woe followed by a curd reminder, amounted to about 20 percent
of the total growers. Deoause of the limited return, an enumerator

visited many of the growers whoe had not reported by meil. & sample
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of wbout 42 pereent of the wta;:mbur of growers processing turkeys

st progessing plents was cm&imé by mall guestionnalre or personsl

interview, Date on prices were obtained mwaw&wil 1 and June 1, 1948,
In onder to got a historical pleture of the growth of the pro-

cessing plente data were obtained from the grading certificates filed

gt the State Departument of Agrisuliture. The figures wore compiled by

plants for the years 1540 to 1947,

TURLEY PROINOTICN IN UTAH

Irend of raast Yeers
Turkey production in the sbtebe of Utah has inoreassd renldly

since the depression ysars of the tihirties, table 1, FPesk production

Table 1. Number of turkeys raised in Tiah for selected vears

Total number Percent change Index

raised from previous 195741

Jeax puaand head guoted yee = 100
1929 3.9
1929 108.9
1937-41 avg. 738 2/ «B,0 10040
1940-44 avg. 1 ,'233 3/ 68.8 168,8
1945 2,109 2/ 717 285.4
1946 1,486 3/ ~28.5 201.1
1947 1,112 &/ ~2541 150453

1/ U. 8. Census of Agriculture. Vol. 1. part 86, Hountain and Pseific
States. 1340, ppe 451,

2/ ©Statistiesl ibstracis of the U. 2, 1348, pp. 051.

3/ Statistical «bstracts of the U. 8, 1947. pp. 895,

4/ Obtained from Utah processing vlant rscords and includes only
birds ralged in Uteh.

was reached ln 1945 when 2,109,000 turkeys were ralsed, Comparisons
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of turkeys raised in Utali were made on the busis of the pereent ehenge
from the previous year. The 1938 figure rerresents a 256 percent
incresse from the year 1929, Gradual ineresses followed until the
1945 poak was reached and then a decline of about 30 percent followed
in 1946, Io 1947 another 25 percent declise oscurred.

Using the 1307~4l aversge ss s bese sud compubing an index for
eath year it was found thet the 1945 year had an index of 2805 compared
with an index of 151 in 1947,

Turkey produstion in Utah declined in the yesrs 1946 and 1947
due in part 1o decreased zovernment purchases for milltery uses and

s less favorable turkey-feed price ratio. 3/
The averago turkey~fesed yrice retio for the United Stntes wes

9.5 for the period 1955-44, The ratio for the lountain Stotes area
was 12,4 in 1545, compared $0 11,5 for the United Siates ss & wholos
The Yountain tuabss hed one of the most advantugeous ratios in the
United States for the year 1945 and the 1945 ratio was the most

" favorable ratio in the United States for any year in wilch dats ave
available, 10/ Although figures are not availsble on the turkey~fesd
rrice ratio for 1946 and 1947, turkey prices have cheanged very little
and feed prices have risen aboub 1/3 ebove the 1945 prices, This
made the turkey-fend price rabio less favorsble to tho fermer in

the 1946 and 1947 years. Y1/

9/ Turkey-feed yrice ratio is the nuuber of pounds of ration aquiﬁﬁm
lent in value abt local narket pricss to one pound of turkey, live
weights

1 U. 5. Department of Agrioulture., jgricultursl Statistics., 1946,
739 DDe

1/ U. 3. Depertment of igriculture., Agricultural Statistics, 1948,



an soalysis of the trend of turkey productlon iu Utah by sounty
shows that the oounties of high produetion have tended to iugresse
the pumber of birds raised while the counties of low yroduction have
produced fewer birds amd in scue cases have cessed produstion en~
tirely, table Z. Sanpete, Ulsh, Cachs, Sox lder, Sevier, washington,

Table 2, Number of turkeys raised by county,
Utah 1947, 1944 and 193¢ _y

/7+7 oy X9 396 T3S Gowty _ A947 19w 198
b75234 Sanpete 339,001 399,823 209,181  lorgan 9,480 15,019 11,097
2177173 Utah 168,896 179,002 £6,806  Uintah 6,811 32,729 13,766
/87 47 Cashe 87,124 112,448 18,902 Gerfield 6,501 25,499 24,406
/54,20 Box ElGer 84,483 147,451 60,5648  Rich 5,571 8,247 448

7

J7 00 sevier 80,073 185,130 69,098  Duchesns 3,920 8,328 14,131
] §5 7> 0 %ashington 68,562 71,109 95,989  Grand 3,699 353 116

o327 galt Leke 66,425 98,102 78,016  Smery 1,427 4,996 10,835

18c 77 Tuad 36,309 35,059 15,418  Deaver 204 878 812
Sy 579 Davis 34,265 29,823 11,025  Kane 128 81 79
32 394 Iron 30,959 62,54) 13,013 Toosle -~ -~ 5,644 9,478
JOYT Y abar 26,085 23,6878 27,338  Carbof -~ = - 370 898
129, ¥illerd 18,489 33,882 22,632  Daggett - - - 65 842
b T S{odayne 13,105 21,906 572 Sen Juap - - - 60 10,908
) 2396 qasateh 10,548 6,095 12 Samidt - e = = - - 4,008
10 524 aute 3,825 64,043 2,072

I7 1955 and 1944 tOtals taken fTOM Us Je GBHSLE OF Lo riCnliures Depbe
of Commerce. Vol. 1, part 31, page 48, oand lie¥ Tfigures ware baken
froc oroeessing nlant records,

1747

/5 o BY

2,44 s



and Salt Lukocmtﬁw listed in ordex of ika nuaber of birds produced,
ware the seven lemding counties in Uteh in turkey production in 1947.

Sanpete ocounty prodused about 30 percent of the total state
wodustion in 1547, tebls 3. The ten highest producing sounties
syoduced about 90 percent of the total state production.

Table &, Number and pergent sach county produced of the total turkey
produetion, Utah 1947-48 1/ ’

TTaroent  Oumi- T Fercent Cumu~
Tunmbey of lative Wusbay of lative
Ty a ey : THEN ALy DrOG UG 2B, groant

Sanpets 339,001 30,49 30,49  Morgen 9,490 .83 97,47

Utah 168,8%6 15,19 45,88 Uinteh 6,811 «61 98,08
Cache 87,124 7.83 B3.,61 Gerfield 6,501 »58 98,68
Box Elder 84,485 7.81 81,12 Riﬁh 5,571 « 50 99,18
Sevier 80,073 7«30 B8432 Duchesne 3,920 «35 99.51

weshington 68,562 6,19 74,51  Grend 5,695 O3 99,84

Juab 38,308 3427 B35 Beaver 204 L2 9999
Devis 34,265 5,08 &-a.és Yane 128,01 100,00
Iron 30,959 2,78 89.61 Tovele - - - -
Haber 26,025 254 91,98 Carbon. - - - -
llaxrd 18,489 1.66  93,8) Daggatt = w w - - -
Yayne 13,105 1,18 94,79 San JUal m e . e = - owow
vasateh 10,548 95 95,74  Summit -~ = e~ oo
. Piute 9,825 S8 96,62

I/ includes sil turkeys raised in Utah im 1947.



In 1947 turkeys were produced comsercially in 2L counties of the
states, Five countlss, acuarding to the data from the processing
plants, produced no turkeys. %FTach of eleven other countles of the state
had production of less than one percent of the state total. These 11
counties and the 5 countias which produﬁe’d' no turksys had no processing
plants located in thom and may have had turikeys picked on individual
farms that would not be Mcluded in the totals presented., Usually such
flocks would be relatively small and hauling them long distances 4o the
nearest processing plant would be too expensive,

The distribution of the 1947 turkey crop over the state and the r
location of the turkey processing plants is showm in figure 1. The
plants tend to be more concentrated in the aress of highest production,
There were 15 plants that operated in the 1947-L3 processing year,

‘Variaﬁions in Flock Size

Turkey production in Utah has become more and more specialized

sincs 1929 as shown by number of turkeys per flock, table L. In 1929

Tabls Lo Average number of birds per flock in Utah for selected years

Number oi‘ Total birds Average mmbeyr
Year growers produced of birds per flock
1929 1/ 3,897 228,000 | 59
1939 1/ i,212 812,000 670
19kl 2/ 1,092 1,541,000 1,411
1947 3/ 327 1,112,000 3,399

1/ 0. S, Census of Agriculture, Vol. 1, part b, Nountain and Paciiic
States, 1940. pp. LS1.

2/ U. 8. Census of Agriculture, Vol. 1, part 31, Utah and Nevada,
1913"‘0 PPe L48.

3/ Obtained from processing plant totals.
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the average size of floek in the state was only 59 bixds per grower.
In 1944 the size of flook hed incressed to 1,411 birds, while i
1947 the average size ‘af fiock was 5,399 bimis per grower.

Flook size in Ubsh in 194748 renged from a few birds to about
18,000, table 5. No limit was pleoced on how many or hfm fow birds

Table 5« Frequensy distribution of surkeys produced and numbexr of
turkey growers relative to size of flock, Uteh 1947-48 1/

Tumber | Persent  Number  Fercent

of of totsl
0-500 144 5,312 .49
801-1,000 792 12,268 1,34 /42
1,001-1,500 1,280 27,089 2.51 ¢ ¢ 2L 6.8 - 57
1,501~2,000 1,740 55,669 5.16 77 33 10,0 %
2,001~2,500 2,228 60,000 5,56 ' . 27 8,8 Y23
245013, 000 2,758 108,037 9,45 2431 B7 1.8 $37
3,001-3, 500 3,267 133,554 12,36 >0 7 4 12,9 (1§
3,501~4,000 3,696 62,834 B.B2 2 U 17 8.3 Vi
4,001-4,500 4,817 50,803 4,60 ¢7 0 18 349
4,501~5,000 4,708 80,081 w40 4T 1 5e3 /12
5,001-5,500 5,248 82,972 5483 bo 1/ 12 3.9 S0 2
5,501~6,000 5,695 45,566 6,32 640 8 2.6 107F
8,001-7,000 6,382 57,440 Bu32 (777 9 2,8 70
7,001-8,000 7,564 87,986 8430 /1Y 9 a8 93¢
8,001~9,000 8,512 51,070 4,73 1177 @ 1.8 7Y
9,001-~10,000 9,462 47,311 43877 B 1.8 747
10,001-13,000 11,986 59,951 5455 70 5 1.5 o
over 13,000 16,369 98,211 9.09 ,,, » B 1.8 oo oo

Total , . 3,079,874 100,00 318 300,0
27 Ineludes only turkeys grading orims, choioe, and commercial reised
in Utah 1947-48,




constitubed n flock, Date were obteined on flook size for 318 growers
of the state; of these, 37 growers had flocks of less than 500 birds.
Theae 27 growers rapresentsd about 12 percent of the total growers
end marketed 5,312 birds, or less then one pevcest of tho total birds
nerketed, |

The 41 growers who produced the grestest percent of the birds
hed flocks of 3,001~3,500 birds, These growers nsrketed about 13
pavcent of the turkeys of the state and represented a like projortion
of the growers of the state.

Forty-~eipght, or about 15 percent of the totel growers, had
flooks larger than 5,500 birds wnd merketed about 40 percent of the
total bixds of the state.

84x growers had floesks of mors than 13,000 birds., Thees six
growera averaged about 16,000 birds sach and produced about ¢ percent
of the totel birds marketed in the state,

Musber end Welght of Hen and Ton Turkeys
Data wers obtained on turkeys processed in Uteh plants which showed

that hen Surkeys represented 51,3 percent, while the tom turkeys
represented 48,7 pergent of the total number, table 6, 4 few growers
in the state xuised soxed flookes of turkeys in 19847, This may account
for the larger number of hen birds in the state. Compared on the

basis of weight, the hen turkeys ropresented 38.4 percest while the

ton turkeys prepresented 6l.0 percent of the total weight of birds

nrocesacd.
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Table 6, XNumber and weight of hen and tom turkeys processed,
Utah 194748
' ercent, ol total
Rumber Weight Fumber Welght
Hens 570,505 7,558,462 51,3 38
Tons 541,057 12,129,178 L8e7 61.6
Total 1,111,562 19,687,640 1000 100,0

TURKEY PROCESSING PLANTS

The processing plants in the state of Uteh have developed parallel .

with the development of the turkey industry in the state,

15 processing plants operated in Utah,

In 1947,
Two of these 15 plants operated

for the first time in 1947, and each of them started operations late

in the season.
run basis ¥ test plant efficiency,

turkeys for at least two years,

Growth of Plants

The turkeys processed were used mors or less on a trial

The other 13 plants have processed

. &

*

An analysis was made of the number of pounds of turkey pmesib‘di

in all plants in operation since 1940,

from the grading certificates of all the plants for each year since'"’

1940. Totals of any plant whioh may have processed turkeys that m

sv e
a® oo

The figures used were taken. . ;

" se
Y .

sold without government grading would not be included; however, most

turkeys procassed in plants were government graded,

The data were caloulated from the grading certificates filed at

the State Department of Agriculture.

The figures do not represent

officisl 5tate Department of Agrioulture figures as all tabulation
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and sweerizetion wus dma by individuale outzide the State Departe
ment offios, |

In 1945-46, the year of highest turkey produstion in Utah,
32,282,006 pounds of turkey were pyossssed, sn index of 308 using
1940 se a base, table 7, The 1944 and the 1946 years have indexes
of £32 snd B27 respectivoly. The 194% and 1947 years show inoressss
of about 70 percent more than the bese pericd,

Teble 7. Numbexr of turkey processing riants and weight of
binds processed, Uteh 1940 to 1947 1/

TRambex ' “Tobal

planta pounds Index
1940 10 10,586,183 100.0
1941 10 12,985,090 122,7
1942 10 17,436,549 164,7
1943 11 18,086,994 170,9
1944 13 24,565,606 23241
1945 13 32,283,008 ‘ 504.9
1946 14 23 638,565 223,35
1947 15 17,955,484 169,68

1/ Taxen from totels of grading Gertificates filed at the State
Dopartment of agriculiure,

In the pesriod 1940 to 1847 there were 17 processing plants
operated in the state, The largest nuanber of plents dpamm in
sny one year was 15 in 1947, This is an increase of 1/3 over the
nunber operated in 1940,

The pervcent each plent processed of the total welght of birda

processed each year botween 1940 and 1947 is shown in table 6. Zach
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Table 8, Percent of the total welght of turkey
plant, Utah 1940 to 1947 1/

- we m hw 6,8 a,& 8,8 B8 5.9 6.9

3

g 178 20,8 15,7 13.8 10,6 6.8 9.9 9.9
3 emem cwm me= BB 485 7.0 T3 8,9
f wmm ems cme eme eem emm wee o8
5 1.3 6 e e W e eme e
8 2.4 3.0 2,8 3 22 3l 1B —
e 3
8 16,6 9.4 98  B.2 T 6,8 7.6 9,2
9 7.7 32,0 9.7 8,1 9,5 137 138 1l

11 848 15,0 15,5 14,7 16,1 14,6 10,6 4.4
12 B.8 .1 5.9 10,0 Gu 849 8.0 9.5
13 14,8 111 30,7 840 8.6 8.7 646 8,9
14 www mamw mem mee mee e 8,5 448
18 11,7 15,5 16,8  1B.4  13.8 9a7 5,8 Bel
16 Beb 5.6 Tl 6.0 B2 8.3 9.8 %0

gﬁh&ﬁ y 3,3 109 - .2 - - - .; PR

Total 100,0 100,80 100,0 100,0 100,60 100,0 100,0  100,0

I/ Teken from totals of greding certificates filed at the State Dopart-
nent of sAgrievliture.

2/ Includes turkeys processed and greded on individual farms.

plant was given a number to aveild use of nlant names.
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In 1941 plant 2 processed 20,8 percent of the total birds
processed in the state, while in 1945 the same plant processed only
6.6 percent of the total. The weight processed in the same years
by plant 2 was 2,701,000 pounds and 2,131,000 pounds pespectively,
or a decreass of 570,000 pounde,

Seasonality of Turkay Processing

Seasonality of turkey processing was measured by determining
the number processed in sach 10-day perlod during the processing
season, Approximately 10,000 birds, or about 1 percent of the total
birds, could not be classiflsd on the basis of date period of
processing because of incoumplete data,

In the 31 day perloed, October 21 to November 20 inclusive,
about 50 percent of the total number or about 550,000 birds were
provessed, figure 2, During this period nearly every plant in the
state was processing birds at near meximum capacity. In 1947 the
processing year started the latter part of August and reached a
peak in the middle of November or just before Thanksgiving. There
was a decrease in the rate of processing following Thanksgiving;
howgver, & Christmas run started early in December and lasted until
Jjust before Christmas. The peak of this period was reached about
December 10. During the Christmas season of 1947 all the processing
plants closed and re-opened about January 5, 1948, There were -
26,000 birds processed by three of the plants between January S and 20,
This small run ended the processing year for most plants with the
exception of the off-season processing of the breeder flocks,

Three plants had peak runs in the pre-Christmas season, while
all other plants had thelr peak runs in the pre~Thanksgiving period,
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1% should be moted that some of the processing plents oparate
An pearly every month of the year %0 take care 0f off-sseson runs
on bresder hens and early flocks, ani the number of birds pro-
vessed in this period amounted to less than one percent of the
total, h |

If the plents operated st dapecity it would be nossible to
progess sll the binds in one and one~-half months, This shows the
nseeasity of having some slternative uss for the plants in order %o
reduce the overhead costa., Some plants procsassed othar poultry,
sone used crocessing rooms for azrain storage, wﬂil&vaﬂhara rennined

unused except fox bturkey rrocessing,

Processing charges veried frasm 3.0 dents per pound to 3.5
eents per pound awmong bthe various plants studied, table 9. Hauling
charges also verisd consideysbly mﬁnﬁg the plants. Two plants
made no additional charge lor bauling. The minimum charge varisd
from §7.50 to 315,00 and the rate per mile varied from 15 to 20
cents, Flant "A" had hauling chargos set up on a radius bssis from
the plant, 411 growors in one radius peld the same hawling
charges .
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gos made for processing and hauling turkeys from the
farm So the plant, Utah 1947-48 |

sy
e pexr 1b,

 Cente

A 325 $7.50 to 25 miles; Y10 up to B0
‘ miles; $18 over 50 miles.

3.00 #10 minimwny 18¢ per mile.
3400 $10 minimumi 15¢ per mile.

oo 9w

3400 ‘ 415 per lomd,

300 Included in processing ohargs.
3,00 #7450 minimums 16¢ per mils.
3,80 Included in processing charge.
3.00 930 minimum; 10¢ per mile.
3,50 410 minimumy 15¢ per mile.
3.00 $7,50 minimumy 16¢ per mile.
3450 §7,50 minimumg 18¢ per mile,
B400 $9.00 minimun; 15¢ per mile,

(= S T T - T - B S -

3,00 47,50 minimum; 20¢ per mile,

S148 AN GRADE OF TURKAYS MARKETED

Bize and grade was detemmined for ezch 1ot of turkeys processad
by each grower in 1947-48, IFrom these data it was possible to
deternmine average and veristions in size and grade by each lot
progessed, Welghts and grades were not available for {ndividusl

bixda,



tstribubion by Grade
 'The parcant by mmw of turkeys grading prime, dhioice or

soumereial varied considerably from 1940 to 1847, teble 10. In

1942, the low year of those wwm, 61.2 percent of the totel weight

of birds mamsﬁ .mm ;mme. ammw& with 75.1 pamant in 1944,

In recent yesrs nbout 70 percent of the turkeys by weight greded |

vrins, sbout 25 percent greded choice, und 5 peroent graded commercinl.

Table 10+ Froportion of total welght of Utah turkeys grading prime,

i esolow, end commerscial ,fozﬁ??gg}wm yesrs.
Sxade  TOG0 T NBAT- B 7 R T A A
Frime 62.8 86,5 89.5 72,1 £7.) a2

Choloe 33,2 29,9 2643 23,8 260 278

Com'l 440 B 49 596 37 Bal L 4 71 g 3

Total 100.0 100,0  100,0 100,00 1000  100.0  100.0

About 79 percent of all hens marketed in 1947-48 greded prinme,
19 percent of {he hens greded cholee, and less than threes percent
graded emareml; table 1l. About 64 percent of the total numbey
of toms graded prine, 28 rercent graded cholce, and 7 percent graded
commercial,

Althoush s lsrger mroportion of hens greaded ;wime than was true
of tons the hens were encugh smeller thet the distribution of nunmbers
by grade was slmost identical to the distribution of weight by

grade,
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Table 11, Number and percent of hen and tom turkeys greding prime,
sholce and oommeroial, Uteh 1947-48 1f

on

Greade _  Heng  Toms Total lHens Tomg foted
Prime 443,358 344,939 788,297  78.8 B4.4 71.8
Choise 105,082 152,885 257,247  18.7 28,4 23.4

Cam'l 14,530 98,598 53,188 Bess 7,2 4.8

Total 562,910 535,762 1,098,678 1000  100.0  100.0
1/ Includes sll prime, choice nnd commercial turkeys processed in
Utah in 1947-48 except 12,8509 bimds of a different size and

breod, .

Relation of Size %o Orade

There was a direot reletionship between the grade and size of
both hen and tom turkeys for sll plents studled, teble 12, The
average welght of prime hensg for all plants was 13,8, the average
weight of cholce hens wes 12,4, e difference of 1.2 pounds. The
commereial hens averaged 1 pound less than the cohoice hens, The
average weight of the prime toms was 23,2, while the average of the
choioe btons wes 21.3, o difference of 1.9 pounds. The zverage
welight of the commereisl tomsg was 18.¢ or 2,7 pounds less than the
wolght of choice toms, The relstiocnahip between grade and weight
was consistent for both hen and tom turkeys ip all plants with a
very few exceptions. The averags weight of turkeys within the »

same grude varied considerably among ths verious plants.
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Table 12, Average weight of hen snd tom turkeys by plant
relative to grade, Utah 1947-48

Plent  _ Trime m{_&% — Com'L Cholos
15.4 12,8 12.0 28.7 20.4 17.8

¥
B 18,3 12,4 1.9 23,2 20,4 17,7
c 15,2 12.7 12,1 2848 20,8 17,7
D 14,7 13,8 12.6 24,4 28,5 19.5
£ 13,8 8.7 9.5 23.2 20,6 19.2
F 13,3 12.5 11,6 20,7 20,9 18.8
G 13,1 12,3 11,0 22,7 20,9 18,2
i 14,4 13,2 12,3 24,7 2340 19.9
1 13,7 12.8 11.2 2507 20,6 18,6
7 13,9 15.3 11.9 24.6 22.8 19.8
X 13.4 12.2 10,6 2144 20.4 20.4
L 13.4 12.6 9.9 2304 21,8 17,6
M 13,7 11.9 1.1 23.1 21,5 17.7
Average 13,6 12.4 11.4 23.2 2143 18,6

The weight of turkeys was an important factor in determina~
tion of grade, table 13. The nodal weight range for prime hens was
between 13,0 and 13.9 pounds. About 50 pereexnt of the prime hens
fall in this range. About 95 percent of the total prime hens fall
in the welight range between 12.0 and 4.9 pounds, & & pound varig-
tion, The modal range for choiece hens was between 12,0 and 12,9
and about 90 percent wore within the 3 pound range 11.0 to 13.9

sbout 82 percent of the commerclal hens were in the 3 pound weigbb



Table 13, Distribution of hen turkeys relative to weight and

@w,am

less than 8 56l - 29 % 1 S «20
840-8,9 8 g1 187 08 W09 1.29
9,0-9,9 32 82 489 01 08 3437
1040-1049 574 916 4,363 15 WB7 50,08
11,0=11.9 4,837 13,363 3,912 1,08 12,78 26,92
1240-1849 92,889 45,408 5,630 20,82 43,83 25,04
13,013,498 226,036 35,956 1,340 50497 34,24 10,80
14,0~1449 106,446 8,202 241 33,55  7.89 1,66
15,0-15.9 9,168 940 17 2,08 %0 «80
16 end more 5,197 3 14 117 - .10
Total 443,556 108,082 14,530 100,00 100,00 100,00

177,593 hena of & lighter treed wers omitied,

range 10,0 to 12,9, The variation in weight inoressed as the grede
varied from prime to commereial.

The variation in the weight range of tom turkeys was much
grester thar for hen turkeya of the ssne grade, tablse 1%, About
75 pereant of the total number in ench gyads were within a 4 pound
intervel, although there was a tendency for veriation to inoreasse
a8 grade varied from vrime to commereisl as wes true with hens,

Date from tables 13 and 14 ars presented graphicelly in
figure 3. The variation in weight is shown in the graph by comparing

the three gredes of hens Or toms to ench other and by comparing
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Table 14. Distribution of tom turkeys relative to welght and
grade, Uteh 1947-48 1/

16,0-16,9 - 995 - e 387
15,0-15.9 - 17 1,854 S A2 4,80
16,0-16.9 2,015 2,423 2,751 B8 1,59 7,08
17.0-17,9 180 3,407 6,552 08 2.24 22,17
18,0-18,9 1,087 8,630 8,193 W32 5467 21,23
1940-15.9 4,388 24,717 6,840 1.27 16,24 17.72
20,0-20,9 8,565 28,094 4,074 2,48 1B.45 10,56
2140-21.9 20,058 32,661 2,419 8,42 2148 6,27
22 408249 69,996 22,995 1,438 20,29 15,11 3,70
25,0w23,9 97,427 15,425 1,040 28,24 10,13 2,69
24,0249 67,204 7,798 245 19,48 5.12 .63
2B.0-25,9 39,905 4,580 63 11,57 5.20 .18
26,0269 16,492 780 - - - 4,78 R
27,0-27,8 6,398 236 - - 1.86 28 -
28 and more 24,214 4 - - # G5 - - -
Totel 444,939 158,225 88,506 100,00 100,00 100,00

1/ 5,295 toms of & lighter breed were omitteds
the hens to the tom bturkeys within a grade., 4 high, narvow line shows
1ittle variation, wihile a wide relatively low line shows more varia-
tions. These data Indicabe that 14 is 4difficuid %0 gst s hen to grade
price unless it weighs more than 12 pounds. Few tom turkeys walghing

less than 20 pounds zraded prine,
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Yeristion jau Opede by Fland
There was conpiderable variation in $he proportion of birds of
various grades among the plante studied, table 15, The psrcent of
prime hens renged from about 90 in plant "D to¢ about 86 percent in

Teble 18. Percent of hen turkeys grading prime, choloe and
commereial by plant, Utah 1947-48

Pumber
Flant , ﬁﬁm
D 2,083
B 55,285
¥ 74,361 86,5 10,8 2,9 100
£ 36,261 85.4 12,8 1.8 100
K 37,437 83,6 13,0 3e4 100
L 28,802 80,4 17,4 2.2 100
x 59,739 77,7 19,7 2.6 100
o 42,252 7744 20,3 2,3 100
c 50,400 76.1 21.5 244 100
1 69,211 78,3 25,2 1.5 100
i 58,249 7343 24,1 246 100
1 45,279 70,1 28,0 4.9 100
A 35,359 65.9 31.8 246 100
o 44,201 78,8 18.8 2.6 100

plant 4" and averaged about 79 peycent for asll plants, This
difference in proportion ¢f verious grades by plant may be duse o

produstion factors such as variastion in type of birds ralsed, sge
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and condition of bimis vhen marketed, fesds used, and othor managew
mant praatioes, different methods of processing, and varistions in
appralsal of birds by graders in the different plants,

Thers was even more verietion among plants with respest to
proportion of tom turkeys of various grades than was true of hen
turkeys, table 18. Flant "E* hed about 80 percent prime tome,while
plant *A" had only 80 percent prime toms, The sversge for all
Flents was about &4 percent.

Table 16, Percent of tom turkeys @rading prime, choloes and
commercial by plant, Utah 1947-48

Pient

B

L

D 1,687 T4k 19,7 8.9 100
8 33,967 7048 25.8 4,0 100
H 64,057 88,7 26,2 5.1 100
K 24,709 68,1 24.7 7.8 100
F 65,001 67,2 25,0 7.8 100
G 36,974 62,1 305 7e4 100
B 50,336 0.0 5347 8435 100
h 36,711 56.8 33,8 10,0 100
1 39,275 5548 34ed 10,0 100
¢ 51,602 52,3 3745 10.2 100
A 36,911 50.2 42.3 7.8 100

Averege ﬂ.,m& Bied 22,6 7o 200
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The percant of choloce toms miM m abéut 18 in the lowest
plant o about 42 in the highaﬁ’c plant with the average for all
plants being about 29 percent.

The commercial toms veried from sbout 4.5 percent to 10.2
porm? asmong the warious plsnte and aversged 7 percent, or more than
2.5 times as ’m@n as for commercial hens, |

There wos & tendency for planis ebove average i:i proportion of
hens grading prime to be above aversge in proportion of toms grading
primej likewise, those plants below average in proportion of hens

grading prime were below aversge in proportion of toms greding prime,.
SALE OF UTAH TURKEYS

About €7 percent of the turkeys marketed in Uteh were s0ld on
a grade basis New Tork dressed to competitive buyers at the time of
vrocessing. Twenty-two percent were sold cooperatively, while ten
percent of the totsl birds nmarketed wers retained by the grower
after processing in expectaiion of price increases. There were
two plants which processed coopsratively but made no attempt to
sell the birds for thelr members., SHven though some cooperabives
had cooperative sales outlets, many members sold their birds to
independent buyers at the time of processing. Host Utab turkeys
were sold thyrouzh one of these three sules methods,

Utah produces more turkeys than she ¢an utilize; therefore,
the sale of tLurkeys outside Utah is en importsnt source of income
to the farmers of the state, Utah turkeys were shipped to nearly

all the larger population ceaters of the United Siates,
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Oitise to Viich Uhan Durkers Nare Consiun
Teble 17 shows the oities to which Utah turkeys were first

consigned. It 1s important to reelize that many of the ordginal
dentinations would be rail Serminals where further shipping would

Table 17. Distribution of turkeys from processing plants
relative t0 initial destinstion, Utah 1847-48

" Founds Fercent Cumaiative
Destinstion , e Bbipred of total _percent
Salt Lake City, Utah 5,180,889 26,49 26,49
Ogden, Uteh 3,023,809 15.48 41,95
Boaton, Kess. 1,908,954 9,76 . 517
New York Oity, H. Y. 1,614,842 9428 80,99
Omeha, Hebyaska 1,850,745 Bedd 69,43
Chicago, Illinois 1,059,802 5ed2 7488
Hephi, Utah 959,919 4,91 79,76
¥Provo, Utah 936,979 4,79 84,55
Los ingales, Calif. 346,540 1.97 86438
Richfield, Utah 252,274 1489 B7.6)
Fielding, Utah 214,852 1.10 88,71
Sphraim, Uteh 150,532 77 89.48
Butte, lontana 148,853 .76 90424
Svringville, Utah 134,771 +69 90,53
Unknown 622,227 5,18 94,11
All Others 1/ 1,148,931 5469 100400
Total m,m&,‘am 100,00

Inciudes all clties re0siving 108s than 100,000 pounds Of Gurkeys
Includes 29 cities, 18 of which are in Utah,
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sctuslly be requived to get the turkeys 1o the place where the
Salt Laks City and Ogfen sccounted for mearly 48 peroent of the
s of turkey mavketed from processing plants in the state.

In sddition to being conmuming eress, bthese two oities have eviscer-
ating facilitise where many turkeys were shipped lNew Ya-:iﬁ dressed
and eviscarated before being shipped to destinations outside the
state,
Grading cexrtificates from the Salt Lake eviscerating plant
show 665,806 pounds of govermment graded turkey were oviscerated
by thest in 1947. Dabte for the Ogden nlant hes hot been obtained,
| Salt Leke City, Ogden, Boston, New York City, Omshe, end
{hicazo areas received about 75 pereent of the turkeys produced
in the state., The other 25 percent of Utah's turkey erop was
»nﬂginauy shipped to other cities of Utsh end to Los Angoles,
Sen Franciseo, and Seattle on the Jest Coast,
Boston, New York City, Omsha, and Chicaze reseived spproximately
33 percent of the turkeys proluced in Utah, OCars initiaelly consigned
to these msrkets may have been re-routed to other destinationa prior
to srrivel if market conditions changed after initial shipnent.
Cities outside Utah snd west of the Rocky Mountalns received
about 2 percent of Utah's turkey erop, while central and eastern
aities received sbout 33 peroent, This somparison shows theil most
of Utah'a turkeys leaving the state are ab present being shipped to

sastern markets,
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s of Utah Turkeys

In 194748 there were § buyers in Utah who sach bought ovey ong

miliion pounds of turkey from the prodessing plants of the stete.

These 5 buyers bought ebout 13,5 million pounds or 70 percent of the

total turkey marketed in Uteh, table 18,

Muyer "A" purchased about 282 percent of the total pounds

marketed or sbout 4,3 million pounds of turkey.

about 15 perdent or shoub I million pounds,

Huysyr *BY purchaged

Table 18, Distribution of turkeys from processing plants
relative to buyar, Utah 1547-48

Younde Fercent Cumulative
Byer _mrchosed of totel peroent,
A 4,299,003 21,99 21,99
B 5,004, 436 15,36 57,38
¢ 2,843,078 14,54 51,89
by 2,161,615 11,08 62,94
% 1,380,779 7,08 70,00
¥ 984,674 5.04 5,04
G 947,667 4,85 79.89
H 728,702 3.73 83,62
I 688,671 3.528 87,14
5 236,858 1.21 BE .35
K 116,521 «80 88,98
Unknown 268,227 1,47 90,42
ALl Others L/ 1,875,289 9,58 100,00
Total 19,554,919 100,00

I/ TncTudes 51 growers whose turkeys were not sold at the Lime Of

~ progessing.



icloded in the “other® group who retained
title to their own birds snd sold at a later date to take sdvantege
of prospeetive price incressss,

The nunber of buyers purchasing turkeys from the processing
plents varied from 1 in plant. *I” to 7 in plant "Zv, teble 19. The

Table 19, Husber of buyers and the proportion of the
turkesys purchased by the largest buyer and the
three larzest buyers from 12 processing

plants, Utah 1949-48 1/

Pareont of birds
sold at processing
purchaged Fercent of birds
Hurbey of Largzest 3 largest 5ot gold at
buysze - m WY ers ) Qeasains Like

37,8 8843 i8.6

40,8 90,1 28,0
60,9 8640 23,3
25,9 89,5 279
48,2 8.8 2045
7049 6944 .
0949 91,0 3ok
10040 - - e o
4.1 93,3 3.4
4846 89,9 849
47.8 8547 45,9 3/

Eor O®m &y WMo g s o O
o @ ¢ G G &4 N g -

Flank 7O GmiLLed booauss Of the snall VOLUme processeds
2/ Includes cooperstive sales outleta.
3/ 1Includes 17,3 yerceat for which buyer wes uot obtained.



largest buyer purchased all of the turkeys proocssed in plant nIw,
wheress the lsrgest buyer purchassd about one-fourth of the tu;kem
progessad in plent "E. The proportion of turkeys purdhased by

the thres largest buyeres 1n each plant varied fronm about 70 to

83 peyreent,

Exiges Recelved for Turkeys
Table 20 shows the prices received by producers for prime hen
end tom turkeys in wvarious date pericds. The date veriods in table 20

Table 20. Prices rsceived for prime hen and tom turkeys
relutive to date of pale, Utah 1947-48

Date of lumber of __Irice por pound = lNumber of __ Frice per pound
i iall Lots 81 AT ETMEOE }W Jotp mold Aversss M

(O g AYEras
Septs B1-30 2 48,0 46,0-50,0 i 41.0 41.0
Oet, 1-10 4 50.0 46,5~56.0 3 40,8 5940=4345
Get, 11-£0 iz 48,9 46 4 0=-0440 6 40.7 S8y Omedd O
oet. 21-351 13 40646 41.,0-88.,0 13 39.5 38.0-45.0
Kove 1~10 12 47.8 40.0wb0 8 15 8.4 30,0-41.0
Novs 11~20 38 48,9 47 o i34 40 40 40,0 3740=47,0
Hove 2130 8 50,9 48405440 S 42,3 594 0~48 40
Dea, 1-10 54 5246 50.5-58,0 20 435 38,8508
Dec. 11-20 8 5347 48,0-88,0 i8 43l 384 5=-48.0
Deo. 21-31 8 51.9 484 5=56 40 13 43.8 5840=48.0
Jan, 1-80 3 50.8 43.,0-52.0 5 43540 404 0~2043
Jan, 2l-

iare 31 2 54.0 33 408540 S 46,5 45, 0d 7.8

Total 187 ' 140
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correspond to the date period breakdown in figure 2; and, thus, give a
basis for comparing turkeys processed in a particular date period
with the price received by producers in the same period.

Prices were lowest from November 1-10 for both prime hens and
tomns and increased only a little mbre than 1 cent per pound in the

‘yeriod November 11-20, These LO lots represent the largeat group

sold in any period; and, thersfore, it could logically be assumed that
more turkeys were sold in this period than in any other period. As
previously shown in figure 2, more than 20 percent of the total
turkeys were processed in the same period,

Prices rose after Thanksgiving and reached a peak for prime hens
of about 54 cents per pound between December 1l and 20, The price
of prime toms everaged about Ll cents per pound during the month of
Degember, The price spread between prime hens and toms ranged
between 8 and 10 cents psr pound,

Table 21 shows the prices received for choice hen and tom
turkeys, The trend in prices was parallsl to the prices received
for prime birds with peak prices being paid in the periocd December 1l
to December 20,

The price range for certaln periods was greater than the average
prics difference between periods, indicating considerable variation
in prices received by growers on the same day. An example of this
price spread is shown by observing the date period December 11-20,

In this §eriod & 10~cent price spread occurred in the prices paid
producers for choice hens. An 8-to 10-cent range in prices sxisted

for nearly every date perioed,



Table 21,

36

Priges redeived for chodce hen and tom turkeys
relative %0 date of sale, Utah 194748

Septs 21-30 2 45,8  43.0-48.58 1 39,0 39,0

Oct, 1-10 B 45,8  44.0-48,5 3 38,8 37,0-39,5
Oct, 11-20 128 48,8 44,0-B1.0 8 38,5  36,0-4l.8
Oote 32-B1 13 47,6  43.0-53.5 13 37.5  36.0-43.5
Nov, 1~10 12 45,7 36,0-48,8 15 8644 34,0-39.0
Nove 1120 37  47.9  46,0-52,0 4 38,1  35.0-45.0
Nov, 21-30 8 49  46,0-52.0 5 39,3  B7.0-43,0
Deg. 1-10 15 50,6 47.0-55.0 19 414 36,8-48.5
Dees 11-20 18 5l.é  46,0.56,0 18 41,8 36,5-46,0
Dec, 2l-G1 7 49,3 464054.0 13 418  36,0-46,0
Jen, 1-20 5 48,3 47,0+50,0 5 40,8 39,0-44.3
Jen, 21~

Mar. 31 2 B2.5  52.0-53.0 2 44,3 43.,0-48.5
Totel 182 | T 139
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Table 22 ghows the prices reoeived for commerclial hen and tom
turkeyes. The trend in prices reveived for ocormmercial birds was
similar to the trend in prioces received for »rime and cholge birda.

Table 22+ Frives received for comnmerdisl bhen and tonm tarkeys
rolative to data of sals, Utah 194748

e _Commercial Hena Conmeroial Toms

Eﬁtu of Hﬁmhar of ”rigg ggg ggggﬂ‘ Humber of __ Price per pound
‘ Lotz sold Averap lots 3014 Averugze Bange
Septs 2130 2 40,0  56.0-44.0 1 38,0 88,0
Oet, 1-10 3 41,3 39,5445 3 33,5  30.0-35,5
Oot, 1120 iz 43.68 41 .0-45,0 8 34.9 3340-38,.8
Oote 2181 12 43.7  40,0-50.0 12 33.5  30,0-40,0
Lov, 1~10 iz 42.1 33.0-43,8 15 387 29,0«38,0
Kov, 11-20 82 43,86 39,0-49.0 37 34, 350,0-40.0
Hov, 21-30 7 44.4  41,0-48.0 3 35,0  32.0-40.,0
Deo, 1~10 iz 48,0 41 0edB 45 iB 371 3148-43,58
Dec, 11-20 w 473 40.0-81.0 18 373 2440-43,0
Dec. 21-31 7 48.3 454049 0 13 37.4 L eOmdl O
Jan. 1-20 3 44,3 43,0-45.0 5 86,7  35.0-39.3
Jane Bl
Bars 51 1 350.0 50,0 g 413 804 0m42 45
Totel 120 | " 158 -

The price received for couuwwrolsl hen turkeys ranged from 1 to 4
cents par pound more than the price regeived for prime tom turkeys.
This spread cccurred bessuse of the size of the prime tom birds and

not beeause of the guality of the meat.



Cents per

Pound
50 |— -
45 |- -
40 P~ —_
35 —
30 ; 1 | 2 2 | N 1 N | ] 2 1 ] 1 1 i ;
21- 30 1= 1ll= 21~ le 1]l 21~ l1- 11- 21- 1-20 Jan. 21-
September 10 20 31 10 20 30 10 20 31 Jan. Mar. 31
1947 October November Decenmber 1948 1948

Date Period

FIGURE 4, FRICES RECEIVED FCR VARIOUS GRADES OF HEN AND TOM TURKEYS
RELATIVE TO DATE COF SALE, UTAH, 1947-48
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Figure L showse a comparison between prices received for the
various grades of hen and tom turkeys. All grades follow a similar
pattern, v

The prics received for choice hens varied from 2 to 3 cents
below the price received for prime hens, while the price received for
comnerclal hens varied from 5 to 7 cents less than the price of
prime hens., Choice toms ranged from 2 to 3 cenis lower in price than
prime toms, while commercial toms ranged from 5 to 7 cents balow the
price of prime toms.

The price received for prime toms was about 8 to 10 cents per
pound below the price received for prime hens., This price spread
is one of the major problems the turkey producers have to face at
the present time, The E-to 1O-cent margin was paid for small birds
because the small bird was demanded by the consumer while the large
toms, of equal quality, were discriminated against bacause of their
size,

There was a general upward trend in prices received for turkeys
during 19L47-L8. The producers who marketed their birds early in the
processing season received on an average & cents less per pound for
all grades of birds marketed than those producers who marketed their

birds in Decenmber,
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