|

7/ “““\\\ A ECO" SEARCH

% // RESEARCH IN AGRICULTURAL & APPLIED ECONOMICS

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search.

Help ensure our sustainability.

Give to AgEcon Search

AgEcon Search
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu
aesearch@umn.edu

Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only.
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C.


https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu

UNIVERSITY OF \& FACULTY OF ECONOMIC
| MANCHESTER NN AND SOCIAL STUDIES

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS

THE ECONOMICS OF EGG
PRODUCTION

a study of production and

marketing on 70 farms

DAVID A. BURTON

N
A RIRIINTY /'<l...- -
GIANNINI F)JNDATION OF
AGE!CULTU:‘Z'(% ECONOMICS

JUN 1 Z%%TB

BurrLETIN No. 162/EC68 Price - £2-50 ApriL 1978

AGRICULTURAL ENTERPRISE STUDIES IN ENGLAND AND WALES: No. 63







UNIVERSITY OF MANCHESTER

FACULTY OF ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL STUDIES

%A e %m bloriernts

p// e

AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS DEPARTMENT




THE ECONOMICS OF EGG PRODUCTION

A Study of Production and
Marketing on 70 Farms

DAVID A. BURTON

Bulletin No. 162/EC68 ' ~ April 1978




- ., FOREWORD

‘AGRICULTURAL ENTERPRISE - STUDIES IN ENGLAND AND WALES

University departments pf Agricultural Ecbnomics in England and Wales.
have for many years undertaken economic studies of'crop and livestock enter-
prises, receiving financial and tgchnicalVSupportbfrom the Ministry of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Foad.

The departmentsvin different regions of the country conduct joint studies
of those enterprises in which they have a parﬁicular intgrest. This community

of interest is recognised by issuing entérprise.studies reports prepared and

published by individual departments in a common series entitled "Agricultural

Enterprise Studies in England and. Wales".
Titles of recent publications in this series and the addresses of the

University departments. are given at the end.of the report.




. PREFACE

This repb?t, written by David Burton, oﬂ'thefbasis.of a detailed economic
survey of egg producéré, is another landmark in the long history of economic
studies of poultry and egg produétioh, undertaken by the Department of
Agricultural Economics over_the past twenty-five years. It is one of a sequenée
of studies sponsored by the Ministry of’Agriculture,‘Fiéhéries and Food in
conjunction with University Departments. Other poultry studies are currently
being undertaken by the Department under é bequest from Sir John Eastwood,
this, in all, repfeséntihg a large input of work by Manchester University into
the Economics of Poultry Production and Mafketing. Mrs. D.I. Sue Richardson,
who is fhe’sir John Eastwood Sénior Research Feliow, has kept close ovérSight
.on the progress of this study, but thisvisbessentially David Burton's report.

It would, of course, have been impossible to produce this report without

the willing, and painstaking, cooperation‘ofvthe many ‘egg producers who parti-

cipated in the study. They have given of their time willingly, often in the
evening, when they had already done a hard day's work. ' We hope that they will
find the report interesting and of value to them in their management and

decision making. We owe them our sincere thanks.

W. J. Thomas
Professor of Agricultural Economics
~and Head of: the Department.
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INTRODUCTION

The last major survey into the economics of egg production was carried out
by Manchester University in 1969/70, shortly before the winding up of the
British Egg Marketing Board in Mgrch 1971. Since that time there have been many
changes within the egg industry. Produéers have had to contend with entry info
the E.E.C. with all the concomitant problems of metrication, decimalisation and
E.E.C. marketing regulations, as well as competition within the E.E.C. free
market system. Meanwhile breeding companies continued the genetic improvement
of laying birds, with new and.iméroved strains of bird coming into commercial
use, eating less food and producing more’éggs than ever before. However, during

this period, egg consumption per head has continued to fall as Table I demonstrates.

TABLE I : AVERAGE EGG CONSUMPTION AND YIELD PER BIRD

YEAR

Eggs per head, per week| 4.59 4.48 | 4.41

Yield per Bird (Eggs) 215.0 [219.5 |225.5

Sources: National Food Survey and M.A.F.F.

~ The industry has now becomeba declining one,. in the»sense that the total
number‘of birds houéed:each year is graduélly falling. Thé national flock reached
its highest ievel in 1970 with-a total of 42,573,000 laying birds in England ana
Wales. By 1976 the total had fallen to 39,301,000 laying birds, a fall of 8 per
cént. - With a decliningkhuman population, egg c@nsumption per head.falling, and
yields per bird rising,_it is- likely that the national flock will continue to
contract.

Since 1970, the growth of lérge—écale units has continued. By 1976, over

50 per cent of layers_in England and Wales were housed on units of over 20,000

birds. This compares with 28 per cent in 1970 and only 9 per cent in 1965.




Also the number of flocks continued to fall, in fact by over one third from 1970

to 1976. Tables II and III show these devélopments.

TABLE II : DISTRIBUTION OF FLOCKS ON AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS BY SIZE OF FLOCK

(ENGLAND AND WALES) -

' SIZE OF FLOCK 1970

Number of Flocks

103,296 66,602
40,598 15,590
6,581 2,824
6,392 4,320
829 1,085

304 ' 494
103 | . 263

158,103 91,178

Source: M.A.F.F.

TABLE III : NUMBER OF LAYERS ON AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS BY SIZE OF FLOCK

(ENGLAND AND WALES)

SIZE OF FLOCK: - 1965 . . 1970 1976

'000 birds % |'000 birds '000 birds

3,252 ' 1,876 1,096
8,054 3,157 7 995
4,258 1,901 618
12,461 9,657 4,753
5,319 7,428 5,016
3,757 9| 6,548 6,597
3,547 12,006 20,226

40,648 . 42,573 39,301

Source: M.A.F.F.




The mostvnoticeable change which has occurred withiﬁ the egg industry since
1970, has been the extensive development of vertical integration. With the
advent of a free market in l97i this is perhaps not surprising. Integration
occurred both from the packing stations downwards and from production units
upwaras. Thus, packing stations continued to set-up their own production units
and some productioﬁ units began to gréde, pack and sell their own eggs. Some
farms therefpre, now cover all the operations in the marketing chain i.e.,
proauction, grading, packing, delivery and final sale to cbnsumers. In this way
the producer hopes to take at least some of the marketing share of the final egg
price. This is demonstrated below by Figuré I. Over one third éf the final egg

price paid by consumers is taken by WhomSOever markets the eggs.

FIGURE I : SHARES OF FINAL EGG PRICE

AN EXAMPLE - STANDARD BROWN - Average for 1977 per dozen

PRICE RECEIVED BY:- | - - PRICE PAID BY:-

Final Retailer , ) 5 Consumer

Wholesaler or Packing . i : ' Retailer
Station ‘ '
Packing Station : Wholesaler

Egg Producer : i Packing Station

Source: Eggs Authority
The potential extra profit to be gained by marketing, must obviously be
tempting to producers, having é»product requiring only adequate presentation and

little or no processing before its final sale.




In this survey, the units have had to be divided into-two broad groups for
comparative purposes according to their selling method. As is the situation for
the poultry industry as a whole, units no longer seli their eggs, broadly
speaking, in the same way. Accordingly the units have been divided into two
broad categories: those units supplying packing stations with over 70 per cent
of their eggs and those units selling over_3O per cent of their output to
outlets other than to packing stations.  The latter group sold their eggs to
wholesalers, retailers and consumers, and will be termed Producer Wholesale/
Retail units. Very few of the Producer Wholesale/Retail units sold all their
eggs to one buyer. Thus, farmers selling mainly to a wholesaler usualiy sold
some‘proportion of their output to local shopkeepers or to consumers at the farm

gate. Similarly units supplying packing stations sold differing proportions of

their total output to farm gate customers. So, although the division by selling

type leaves two groups of‘sihilar farms, there will still be variations within
each group.

This division by selling type is necessarj because,the choice of selling
point affects Virtually all returns and cests of ptoduction. Although the basic
tenets of effective production management are valid on all units, the selling
policy may lead to different points of emphasis. Thus a unit supplying retailers
may require a different grading pattern and a more consistent supply of eggs than
a unit supplying‘a packing station and so on.

Where a productien unit is owned by a packing Statiop, but is costed as
a separate financial entity, with its own profit and loss account, it has been
included in the Packing Station Suppliers grotp. Although( a parent company may
ewn both production unit and packing station,‘the production unit is treated as
any external producer supplying egge to the packingbstétiOn.

The extent to which the marketing of eggs has developed on production units
throughout the country, is‘unclear, although the Eggs Authority Packing Station

Survey does indicate that over 80 per cent of all registered packing stations,




handle only their own eggs. Their aétual share of the total egg market is not
known at this time however.

Egg consumers buy from differing.outléts and a breakdown of the market
into these coﬁstituent‘parts, for the survey area may be helpful. The Lancashire
Independent Television area used by the Eggs Authority, most nearly corresponds |
to ﬁhe survey area. The proportion of purqhases by outlet type is given in

Figure II.

FIGURE II : LANCASHIRE INDEPENDENT TELEVISION AREA PURCHASES BY OUTLET TYPE

FOR 1976/77 APRIL/MARCH YEAR

12.5%  Defined Multiple Grocers

7.3% Co—op‘

8.0% Other Grocers

Other Shops.

- Farm Roundsmen

Farm Direct

Milkmen

Others incl. market stalls &
mobile shops

Source: Eggs Authority

It is noticeable that in this area, no one outlet type dominates the market
and that direct sales ‘to the pUblic'by producers either at the farm gaﬁe or by

roundsmen made up over 20 per cent of all sales.




THE SURVEY

The survey was carried out on. a random sample of 70 farms in the North and
West of Englahd, using farm accounts»and records for the year ending April 4th,
1977. |

Of the 70.farms,,33 came into.tﬁe Packing Station .Supplier category and
the remaining 37 were Producer Wholesaler/Rét;il units.

Ten counties were represented, namely, Greater Manchester, Merseyside,

West Midlands, West Yorkshire, South Yorkshire, Lancashire, Cheshire, Staffordshire,

Shropshire and Cumbria. According to the latest available census figures, these

ten counties contained some 20 per cent of all the laying birds in England and
Wales.

The main emphasis of the survey was conéehtrated on units of over 5,000
birds, but some units below this size were inéluded for comparativé purposes.
‘(As in previous Manchester Egg Production Surveys, tﬁe average size of a unit was
determined by totalling the average ﬁumber of layers on the unit each 4 weekly
'month', and dividing by 13.' The distribﬁtion of the sémple units by size is

shown in Table IV.

TABLE IV : SAMPLE FARMS BY SIZE OF FLOCK -

Average No. of Birds per Unit | Number of Units

2,500 - 4,999
5,000 - 9,999
10,000 --19,999

> 20,000 birds

TOTAL

The total number of birds covered in this survey, was over one million and




represented nearly 3 per cent of the national flock'and nearly 4 per cent of
all hoidings over ‘2,500 birds. ‘The sample alSo made up ébout 12 per cent of

the total number of birds and holdings-over 2,500 birds within the ten countieé
covered. The sample is thought ﬁo be-represéntatiﬁe of the region, especially
of units over 5,000 birds, where over 15 per cent of éll holdings over this size
weie included in the sample.

One half of the farms included were specialist egg farms, or farms Qhere
the egg enterprise made up over 75 pér cént of gross turnover. The other half
were mixed farms of varidus types, where the-eég enterprise was of secondary
importance. Of these 35 farms, 9 were intensive livéstobk farms, 9 were dairy
farms, 7 were arable farms and the rest were mixed livestock and cropping farms.

The survey year was one of considerable price inflation} There were
dramatic rises.in the»price‘of'feédingstuffs'and henCejinbpullet prices during
the year.. The average price per tonne.paid'for‘feedingstuffsiduring the first

.month of the sﬁrvey was: £85; whereas during the last monﬁh‘tﬁe average was £113,
a rise of 33 per.cent. ‘As feed costs made up such a high proportion of the cost
of pullet-rearing, the cost of point-of-lay birds rose in a similar way. A
brown, medium hybrid strain at lS‘weeks of age, would have cost about £1.25 in
April 1976, but over £1.50 in April 1977. "Similarly cull values increased, from
8p per lb at the beginning of the.year,'to 12p per lb at the end, for brown -
birds; an increasg of 50 per cent. .These pricé rises did cause one or two
problgms of analysis and éomparability in the survey..

"~ As the costs of home pullet rearing were not included in this survey, units
using their own home reared point-of-lay pullets were costed using the price they
would havé'paid for the birds, had they bought them from a rearer, according to
the strain of bird and its age. Due to the rise in pullet>prices over the year,
the timing of the birds introduction into the laying unit had also to be taken

into account, before costing the birds in.

One major headache was the much greater stock valuation at the year end




compared to. the beginning of_the year. As the price of feedstuffs and of live-
stock were so much gréater at the end of the year, part of the profit margins
achieved could be attributed to'stock valuation iﬁcreases. Unfortunately, in
order to maintain comparability amongst the fafms, it was not possible to
eliminate this 'paper' profit. »Most'of this stock valuation increase was from
increased livestock valuations, as the amount of feed on hand was usually rela-
tively insignificanﬁ, and in mény cases could often be oni? an estimate.

The amount of the pfofit margin to be put down to valuation increases
averaged just over 16p per bird on units supplying packing étations, and nearly
21p per bird Qn_units supplying wholesalers, retailers and’consumeré. The effect
is slightly greater on the latter farms due to the preponderance of solely brown
bird uhits, where the valuation increaseé were highest.

The effect made on prdfits:by valuation increases was not inconsiderable.
Had there been no 'paéer profits'_earned dﬁring the survey year, profits would
have been on average 27 per cent lower on units supplying packing stations and

18 per cent lower on Producer Wholesale/Retail Units. It is worth noting that

currently the position is reversed. If the survey period had been one year later,

profits would have appeared artificially low as' the financial value of birds was
higher in March 1977 than in the same month this year.
The units will now be examined according to the two basic selling type

groups. Further divisions have been made where necessary.




SECTION I

PACKING STATION SUPPLIERS

For preliminary analysis the 33 farms in the gfoup'have been divided into

three‘gfoups according to profitability pef bird. The results are givén in

Tables V- and VI.

TABLE V : COSTS AND RETURNS-PER BIRD BY PROFITABILITY

Average Average Average Average
Upper Third|{Middle Third|Lower Third ALL FARMS

- . £ £ £ %
COSiS
Feedstuffs o ,;:4.016
B;rd bepreciatibh‘ ‘ .. 0.794
Labour | :"_ 0.366
Power | | 7 6.087
Déadsﬁock béprecia£ion | ‘ .0.091
Repairs and Maintenance , » Q.054

Miscellaneous ’ 1 0.039

5.447

RETURNS
|Egg Reyénue' R R 6.603

Other Revenue ‘ 0.031

6.634

1 +1.187
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TABLE VI : COSTS AND RETURNS PER DOZEN EGGS BY PROFITABILITY

COSTS
Feedstuffs

Bird Depreciation

Labour

Power
Deadstock Depreciation
Repairs and Maintenance

Miscellaneous

Average
Upper Third

Average
Middle Third

Average
Lower .Third

' Average

ALL FARMS

pence

18.58

3.67

pence

pence

23.01
4.35
1.72
0.41
0.33
0.50

0.30

pence

30.62

| RETURNS
Egg Revenue

Other Revenue

MARGIN

+2.54

PERFORMANCE FACTORS

Yield per bird

Feed Consumption p.a. (kgs)
Feed COnQersion Rate

Labour per 1000 biraé (Hrs.)
Feed Price Per Tonne

Flock Size (Birds)

(Eggs).

(£)

259.4
42.123

1.95

- 242.7
41.678
2.06
384
ooz

17647

240.0
44.669

2.24

247.4
42.823
2.08
370
99.38

19389




The aveiage margin>for all farms was 59p per bird, but the huge range in
profitability can be seen.from the difference between the averages of the upper
and lower third farms. 1In fact results ranged fiom a profit of £1.60 per bird

‘ to a loss of 50p per bird. Even without deducting the 4paper" profit of the
valuation increase, the average margin is much lower in real terms than it was

" in 1970. 1In the 1969/70 survey the average ma;gin for gll farms was 35.4p per
bird; ﬁearing in mind that the coét of living has risen by 128 per cent since
that time, the equivalent margin in 1976 would havé been 80.7p per bird. Similarly
the average cost of production is now only 10p per bird greater, in real terms,
than it wésbin 1970, whilst returns per bird are 6p lowér. In other words, egg
p;oducérs_supplying packing statiohs.are less well off than they were eight
yeafs ago.

Although the overall margin is fairly loﬁ,’SOme'units still manage to
achieve profiﬁs of well over £1 per bird. The costs and returns therefore need
to be éxamined to ascertain the reasons for the mofe successful results of théir

operations.

cosTs
1. Feed Costs

It is apparent that one major faéﬁor in determining prdfitability is the
feea‘cost. Thisknow makes up 75'éer cent of tﬁe total cost of production, as
oppoéed to only 61 per cent in 1970.. This ipcrease is solely due to price rises,
as the average consumption ber'bird has actually fallen_slightly. In the 1969/70
survey, consumption was 43.00 kgs per head whereas.the averagé for thesev$3'farms
is 42.82 kgs per head.  The average price of feed in the last éurvey was £35 per
t§nne, but here thé figure is £100 pér’tonne.

There are obviously tWo elements determihing‘feed costs per bird; namely
the amount fed and its price per tonne. It is'notiéeable that the middle third

group in fact achieved a lower consumption per bird than the upper third and yet

the upper third has a substantially lower feed cost per bird. This obviously




points to the fact that the upper third group. paid less per tonne for its feed

than the rest of tﬁe farms. Further investigation reveals that eight of the

eleven farms are milling and mixing their own feedingstuffs.

This

indicates

that a large difference in profitability may exist between the two feed types.

The next section, therefqre, looks_into this. -

Oof all 33 farms only 12 are home mixers, the fest buying—ih proprietary

compounded feed. Home mixers tended also to be on mixed farms, only one third

being specialist egg producers. This was not so with purchased compound users.

Here two-thirds of the group werevspecialist1egg‘pfoducers. The grouped results

show that in fact there was a difference of nearly £10 per tonne between the

average price paid'by units‘buying—in compounds and those home mixing. The

average price paid by purchaséd compound users was £102. 88 per‘tonne,'and for

home mixers £93.26 per tonne. Table VII indicates the effect that home mixing

has on costs and the level of profitability.

TABLE VII :

COSTS AND RETURNS : HOME MIXING AND PURCHASED COMPOUNDS

Averages

Home Mixing
Farms
Per Bird

Farms Purchasing
Compounds
Per Bird

Home Mixing

Per  Dozen

Purchased
Compounds
Per Dozen

COSTS

Feedstuffs

Bird Depreciation
Labour

Power ‘ ,
Deadstock Depreciation
Repairs and Maintenance
Miscellaneous "

£ %

3.809
0.818.
0.359
0.098
0.080
0.050
0.044

£

p

p

TOTAL

5.258

RETURNS

Egg Revenue
Other Revenue

TOTAL

MARGIN-

No. of Farms




The home mixing units show an average margin nearly three times that of the

purchased compound user. Virtually:all of this difference in profitability is

due to the much lower feed cost perbbird,of the home mixers. 1In faét_the financial

performance of the units purchasing compounds is especially poor, even more so

when the element of profit attributable to valuation increase is deducted. This

leaves a real margin of only 21lp per bird, as a return to management and investment.

Clearly on the basis of these results there is very little room to manoeuyre for

this group of producers as far as future investment is concerned. The physical

performance and other management factors are given in Table VIII with standard

deviations where appropriate to indicate the

)

rahge of results.

TABLE VIII : CHARACTERISTICS AND MANAGEMENT FACTORS: HOME MIXING AND PURCHASED

COMPOUNDS

Averages

Home Mixers

Purchased Compounds

o'*

Yield Per Bird

Feed Consumption per Bird
Feed Conversion Rate
Morﬁality Rate »
Labour Used per 1000 Birds
Breakeven Yield |
Feed Price Per Tonne

Protein Level of Ration

(Eggs)
(Kgs)

(%)
(Hours)
. (Eggs)

(8)

(%)

243.8
40.892
2.024
9.86
371
207
93.26
16.3

249.4
43.927
2.121
7.64
369
235
102.88
16.5

16.0
3.45
0.212
3.6
89

16

White Bird Units
Brown Bird Units

Mixed Colour Units -

(%)
(%)
(%)

50
17
33

38
43
19

Specialist Egg Farms

Mixed Farms

(%)
(%)

33
67

67
33

Home Pullet Rearing
Bought-in Pullets
|Eggs sold at Farm Gate

(%)
(%)
(%)

63
37
9.3

24
- 76
6.6

Age of Unit -

(Years)

18

13

Output Per £100 Feedstuffs

Average Size.

‘ (£)
(Birds)

163

20493 .

142
18672

*Note: Standard Deviation:

This is a statistical measure of the extent to which

a set of numbers are dispersed about their arithmetic mean. Usually one standard
deviation either side of the mean would contain over two thirds of all results.’
Use of this measure reduces the bias caused by extreme results.




The home mixing units showed a lower average yield per bird, but also a
_much lower feed consumption per bird. Howevér the averages do not tell the whole
stofy.v Thé.lower average yield of the home mixing groﬁp was due to ﬁhevpoor
yields obtained by three of the 12 units which averaged only 210 eggs per bird.
The other nine units averaged a yield of 255 eggs per bird. For the three poor yiel--
ding units, it i§ fairly clear that the rations were not seriously at fault |
but that a disease problem had occurred. .The problem of inéccurate ration formu-
lation and the risk of consequent poor performance and ill health must obviously
be taken into account when considering home feed mixing. During the survey
year one or two farms where compounds were bought-in, expe;ienced such problems
and after a feed analysis, claimed compensation sucqessfglly from the companies
concerned. On home mixing farms it would be far more difficult to prove whether
the fault lay in somewingreaient>or in the farmers ability to formulate the ration

* correctly and accurately.

The yields obtained by the units buying-in compounds were much more evenly

distributed about the mean, and the rangé of results Qas also much smaller than
that ofvthe home-mixers. On the other hand, the range in feed consumption was
far greater in the buying-in group. One of the reasons for this may have been
the larger proporfion of units housing brown birds in the buying-in group. Thus
the proéértion of brown dr mainly browﬁ units in the buying-in group was 43 per
cent, compared to only 17 per cent in the home mixing group. As brown birds
generaily eat more than white birds the chances of some.units-showing veryvhigh
consumption rates must be much greater in a group with a high proportion of
brown uﬁits,/

In fact; within the group of units purchasing compound feed, the type of
bird did seem to have'made a coﬁsideréble differénce to profitability. Table IX
gives the performénce of these unité grouped by the .colour type of birds housed.

" There were only three mixed colour units purchasiﬁg,combounds, so they have been

- omitted.




TABLE IX : COMPOUND FEED PURCHASERS - BY COLOUR TYPE -

Averages Brown Bird Units|White Bird Units

Yield Per Bird (Eggs) 242.3 256.1

Feed Intake Per Bird © (Kgs) ~ 45.48 41.55

Feed Cost Per Tonne (£) 102.42 © 103.23

Per Bird
Feed Cost

Total Costs

Total Returns

Profit Margin

Per Dozen
Feed Cost

Tétal Costs

Total Returns

Profit Margin

No. of Farms

As the sample sizes were small, it‘woﬁld be unwise tb dwell overlong on the
absolute averages shown in Table IX, buﬁ, as there is no reason to suppose that
the sémpleé wére unrepresentative, it‘is quite likely tﬁat Table IX could reflect
the relativebperformances of white aﬁd brown bird‘units nationally. Thus;

‘Table Ix>shows that the white bira units performed much better than brown bird
units; both ﬁeéhnically and financially. The wﬁite bird units achieved an average

‘profitability three times greater than the brown bird units. The reason for




this is almost all to do with thé much lower feed consumétion of the white bird
units. Table IX shows that the average total return‘éer dozen was aiound one
penny lower on white bird uhits, but‘the average total qost per dozen was around
three pence iower than the brown bifd units, resulting in ‘a difference in profit-
ability of two pence per dozen. The difference in total costs between the two
groups is nearly all_accognted for by the difference in feed costs. As the
average price paid for feed per tonné was actually higher on white bird units,
the sole factor giVing the low feed césts per dozen on white bird units was their
much lower feed iﬁfakes per bird.

It is probably wortﬁInOting_here, that as there are no nutritional differ-
eﬁces betweenywhite ana brownveggs, there~could be a considerable saving of
resources, wére all bréwh egg eaters to be converted to.white_eég consumption,
béaring in @ind the much_lowef cost of production with‘whiteléggs. However, the
trend appéar§ tb'beyﬁﬁe othe? way with the proportion of brown birdé being

housed getting‘lafger every year.. In 1974 the ratio of brown to white birds

housed:in England and Wales,was'66:34_respectively, in 1977 the ratio was 78:22

respectiveiy.

The cost Qf feed depends to a large extenﬁ on its proﬁein content. . Commer-
cial feed companies now market a variety of rations, from a 15.5 per cent to
over_i8 per cent protein coﬁtenta By far the most popular ration uéed in the
survey, contained 16.5 per cent protein and there was very little difference
in this respect between the two feed type groups. However, because of the very
dryiéumme: of 1976, it couldvbé that home mixers' rationswere more protein
énriched than thé norﬁal férmulations would have indicated, because the protein
content of most British‘wheat and barley was substantially higher than usual.
Commercial feea compénies, with sophisticatéd monitoring eéuipment, would have
been able to keep their'ratioﬁs‘consistent, whereas the home mixer would usually
not have had the means to keep a check on each grain delivery. Some home mixed

rations, formulated to 16.5 per cent protein, may well have been nearer to




18 per cent during the last .six or seven months of the year. This may go part
of the way to explaining the much lower feed consumption shown by'the home
mixing group. Certainly not all‘of the difference is accounted for by the lower
proportion of brown units. One further point was tnat on some units, high'
protein rations wouldlbe fed until 40 weeks of age, with .a lower protein ration
- being used for the rest ofvthe layrng period.
- In a similar way the higher mortality rate amongst the home mixing group
is by no means all on account of the slightly lower proportion of brown or mainly
brown units within thevgroup. In faot there may well be a link betWeen high
mortality and home pullet rearing, as well over half of the home mixers rear
their own blrds, whilst less than a quarter of the compound purchasers do so.
Another interesting point, is the relatively small mixing charge which
has to be added to the ingredient cost of the feed on home mixing units. On
most units: this is under £2 per tonne and on some it is considerably less. The
main reason for this is the relatively old equipment in use; On many units the K
mill and mixer isiwell over 10 years old and has hence been vlrtually written
of £, However, with good maintenance . this plant will last for many years.
Very few home mixers env1saged replacement in the short term, at least not of
the main body of the plant. Thus the ‘actual depreciation charge is very low and
sometimes virtually negligible( whereas mill and mixing plant installed now,
would carry a depreciation charge of around £4.00 per tonne. In fact most home
miking'units had been longer established than thelcompound purchasing units.
The average/age.of the home mixing units was 18 years whilst that of the compound
» purchasing units was 13 years. The home mixers also tend to be larger scale
units. This may be a reflection of the fact that the home mixers have consistently
produced better profit maréins than the compound purchasers and have therefore
had more oapital available for expansion. Certainly in the 1969/70 survey, home

mixers also made substantially higher profits, on average, than the units using

purchased compounds. Over the years, as feed prices rose, the tendency would be

for the difference in profitability between the two groups to widen.




The range in average feed prices was much lower in the home mixing group
and what difference.there was can be put down to the different protein levels
fed and the occasional unit where a producer had been caught out when buying
major ingredients, usually graih. The importance of buying well was stressed bf
home mixing producers, as was the usefulness of adequate storage space for use
when prices would appear to be movingrupwards.

The home mixers are split about equally info those who use straight ingre-
dients and those who use a proprietary concentraté to mix with grains and lime-
stone. There seems to be little difference in price between the two. Similarly
there is little difference in_perfotmance between the two types, as far as yield
and consumption is concerned. However the sample is rather small to be definitive.

Looking at the units buying-in compounds, - an interesting point emerges.
Those units buying from large national feed merchants paid an average of nearly
£4 per tonne more fdr»thgir feed than those units, buying from smaller local
compounders. The average price paid by the former was £104.52 and by the latter,
£100.88. This may give some strength to the.argument thatvthe local country
compounders were trying to‘obtain a bigger share of the feed»market during
1976/77, by undercutting tﬁe larée national compounders. Certainly it is apparent
that some local compounders delayed price rises until quite. a few weeks after
the national companies had put up their charges. Qne point which did emegge,
was the as;onishingly wide variety of prices quoted to prodﬁcers often in the
same week, by competing firms' representatives; Obviously this competition was

advantageous to producers. The above situation tended to obscure the relation-

ship between size of unit and the price paid per tonne. Certainly, bulk and

tonnage discounts were available and many of the larger units made use of this.
Some of the smaller units were also able to do this, by virtue of co-operating
with other producers of a similar size and jointly being able to guarantee the

purchase of the minimum tonnage required.




One interesting development was that one or two producers belonged to
cooperative feed companies, owned and run entirely by farmers. These were either
owned solely by poultrymen or by a mixture of daify and livestock farmers. 1In
the latter case the egg producer can be very beneficial as the demand for cattle
compounds slackens off in the sprihg and only the demand for pig and poultry
rations can keep the plant in full operation. The;e may therefore be feed cost
savings to be made by poultrymen joining such effectively non-profit making
organisations..

One last point of ndte was the tightening up of merchant credit, during
the survey year. At the beginning of the year £2.00 per tonne was the usual
credit charge if paymént was not completed within 28 days. By>the end of the
year,>the‘figure was £5.00 and often payable on bills outstanding for only 14
days. The reason_for_tﬁiskwasbthe_vefy steep rise in interest rates which
occurrea‘during the year; overdraft rates for instance reaching nearly 20 per

cent. Interest rates have since fallen considerably.

Feed Conversidn.Rate

The importance of keeping feed costs down cannot be stressed too highly,
but levels of feeding also affect yieids and therefore returns. Réstricting
feed to birds is of little use when any cost savings are offset by a drop in

returns through lower quality or numbers of eggs.. S¢ an important performance

indicator is the Feed Conversion Rate. This is calculated simply by dividing

the feed consumed per bird by the yield, in dozens per bird. The resulting

figure gives the amount of food required to produce oﬁe dozen eggs. Therefore,
kthe lower the rate; the more efficient the use of feed and the higher the margin
" over feed costs. Table X illustrates the impqrtance of Feed Conversion Rates in
‘determining profitability; Thus the group with the lower Feed Conversion Rates
have an averégevmargin over feed per bird, 90§ greater than the group with the

highest Feed Conversion Rates.




TABLE X : PERFORMANCE BY FEED CONVERSION RATE

Feed Conversion Rate 1.950 1.951-2.050(2.051-2. 200

Yield (Eggs)

Feed Intake v (Kgs)

Feed Cost Per Bird

Total Returns Per Bird

Margin Over Feed

Profit Margin PerkBird

Feed Cost Per Dozen

Total Returns Per Dozen

Margin Over Feed

Profit Margin Per Dozen

1No. of Farms

The importance of keeping a check on the Feed Conversion Rate, rather than
just feéd consumption and yiéld in isolation, is well illustrated by the second
and third groups in Table X. The Second group has a substantially higher feed

consumption figure per bird, but due to its far superior average yield, the

group has an average margin over feed which is 37p per bird greater than that

of ﬁbe third group.

| The average Feed Conversion Rate in this survey was 2.08 compared to one
of 2122 in the 1970 survey and the range of valués has also become smaller since
that time. This probably reflects an overall improvement in the management of

flocks as well as genetic improvement in new commercial strains of bird.




As would be expected, the units housing mainly white birds have much better
Feed Conversion Rates than those houﬁing mainly brown birds. This is shown in
Table XI, which gives the‘distribution‘of different farm types among the feed
_converSion rate ranges. It is noticeable that the>specialiSt egg producers tend
to have better feed conversion rates than do the farmerS’with‘mixed farms. This
reflects two things; firstlyvthat more specialist;egg producers than mixed
farmers house white birds, and secondly that their management tends to be of a

higher standard.

TABLE XI : DISTRIBUTION OF FARM TYPES BY FEED CONVERSION RATE

Feed Conversion Rate , < 1.950 1.951-2.050 2.‘051—2.200 > 2.200

Percentages
Specialist Egg Units - : 37 16

Mixed Farms = =~ - NIl .36

Family Farms

Non-Family Farms

Home Rearers

Bought-1In Pulleté

White Bird Units
" |Brown Bird Units

Mixéd Colour Units

" |Home Mixers

Purchased Compounds




As far as efficiency of feed conversion is concerned, there seems to be very
litﬁle difference between family and non-family farms, or between home'réarers
and_uﬁits.buying—in pullets. The home mixers were of course more efficient in
this respecﬁ than the units buying in feed and this has already been discussed.
So feed conversion rates are very important profitability indicators. However,
identical fegd éonversion rates do not necessarily prqdu;e'identical(margins,
even if the feed cost per tonne and the egg prices are the same in each case.
This can be illustrated by looking at two hypothetical farms.

Farm A

Feed Conﬁersion Rate . ’ 2.00

Feed Per Bird - h, - 40.00 kgs | B 44.00 kgs

Yield Per Bird N C 1 20.00 dozens 22.00 dozens

Feed Cost ‘ o . £4.00 per bird £4.40 per bird

Egg Returns R £6.00 per bird £6.60 per bird

Margin Over Feed £2.00 per bird £2.20 per bird

Assumptions: Feed cost per tonne £100.00, Egg‘Price 30p . per dozen, Quality,

grading and colour of eggs identi;al on both fafms.

Thus in the above situation both conversion rates are identical but Farm B has

a 20p per bird advantage in the margin over feed. Obvioﬁsly the example given
is very simplistic but it does show that the feea conversién rate itself, should

not be looked at in isolation. Of course a low rate should be aimed at but its

constituent parts and their relative prices may be just as important in attaining

maximum profitability.

2. Bird Depreciation

- Since 1970 the proportion of total costs accounted for by bird'depreciation
has fallen from 25 per cent to only 14 per cent. However, it is still the second
- largest cost item. Bird depreciation cost is now considerably less, in real

terms, than it was in 1970. Then it_averaged 61p per bird, which, taking inflation




into account, would have been £1.39 per bird by 1976. In fact the average cost
was 80.5p per bird. The main reason for this is that in real terms the price of
point-of-lay pullets has fallen, whilst that of cull birds has risen.

Bird depreciation cost does not'usually appear to have a great effect on
the level of profitability. It will be noticed that the middle third group by
,profitabillty, has a lower bird depreciatlon cost than the upper third, although
the lower third does have a slightly higher figure. Despite this, it is still

an important cost and quite a few factors are involved in its composition.

By far the most'popular age at which point-of-lay pullets were bought, was

18 weeks. Over 60 per cent of the units bought—in or transferred pullets into
the laying flock at this age, with most of the others buylng at 20 weeks. The
age of the pullets clearly affects the price paid by the producer Thus over
the period covered, a pullet at 20 weeks of age would have cost around 15p more
than one at 18‘weeks of age. :Of course;‘buying at 20 weeks the producer would
have less time to wait‘for some return, always assuming the caging of the birds
to be fairly stress—free.

»The,strain of bird purchased also affects the purchase price. Thus brown
birds generally cost more than white birds, almost solely because brown birds
have the greater appetite. The average‘price paid for pullets on brown bird
units was £1.40, and £1.29 for those on white‘bird units.

Discounts on quantity were not particularly important in achieving low
costs( although units under 5000 birds paid slightly more. for their birds. 1In
fact the quantity purchased does not become financially important until orders
fall below 500 birds. Thus,bdiscounts'for batches over 3,000 birds were generally
only one penny per bird for each lb,OOO birds extra. Units home pullet rearing
presumably have a potential saving to make over units buying-in pullets, but the
extent to which this is achieved and the amount of the saving, are outside the

scope of this survey. There are indications that any saving on costs may be




slightly offset by poorer performance. Thus on home rearing units slightly fewer
eggs were produced and more food eaten than on units buying-in pullets. This
poor performance is highlighted even moré, as the proportion of White bird units
among the home rearers wés substantially higher than among units buying-in
pullets. As in the previous surveyvthe tendency is for the larger units to home
rea;. Thus 62 per cent of qnits over 20(000 birds and 55 pe:kcent of units

between 10,000 and 19,999 birds home reared pullets, whilst only 27 per cent of

unifs between 5,000.and 9,999 birds and 20 per cent of units under 5,000 birxds

were.home rearers.

| An interesting feature was the popularity of strains which had performed
well in the‘National Poultry Testing Trials. Thus for white birds by far the
most:popular strains were those well pl;ced in the N.P.T. trials. Similarly
~with brown birds the top strains'in fhe,trials Were by far the mos£ popular
birds being oraered on the farms‘surveyed. Some prqducers clearly were influenced
by the trials as they regulafly purchased copies of "Poultry Testing", the

bulletins of the National'Pdultry Tests, Milford.

Cull Birds

As with feed énd pullet costs, cuil bird values rose considerably during
the year of‘the sur?ey. Before December 1976 the usual:prices being offered
by thebpoultry procéssors were 8p per 1lb for brown and 6p per lb for white birds.
By April 1977 prices were 12p pef 1b énd 9p éer 1b respegtively. The main reason
for this rise being the reduction in the sﬁpply of culls in the last five months
of the year. Most brown birds atﬁract a higher price due to their better fleshing.
As a rule brown birds at the end of lay Weigh around 5 1lbs or 2127 kgs, whilst
white birds weigh oniy 4 lbs.or 1.81 kgs, although this will vary according to
the particular st#ain of bird. The avérage price received for culls on brown
units was 42p and for white units 28p per bird.

| All units sent the vast majority of their cull birds to commercial processors,

i

but somevunits did supply the demand for live hens made by Indian and Chinese




restaurants and immigrant communities. Although the price received for cull
birds sold in this manner was often higher than could be cbtained elsewhere
(generally about 10p per bird more), there were drawbacks. The quantity of birds
required is generally small in:eomparison to the numbers housed in any one cabin,
and the restauranteur often wishes to be fairly slective, choosing only the birds
in best condition. ‘Thls means a fair amount of disturbance to the remaining hens.
Where more than one age of birdkis kept.in the same cabin, this can have a marked
effect on production for at least a few days. Also, unless the restauranteur

can be persuaded to arrive on the same day as‘the poultry processor, the producer
has te be on hand for twice as long and will often have to supply his own labour
Ato pack the_birds and check that only the birds due to be culled are taken.

The advantage of dealipg with the podltry Processor is that all birds are
taken no matter what theirveonditionband often the processor will provide some
labour to speed up rhe remeval of theygirds. The producer therefore gets his
cabin emptied very quickly and can immediately begin torprepare_it'for‘the
incoming fiock. Thus the farmer»completes ﬁis culliné_in‘a few hours and does
not need to waste anyutrme waiting fqr different buyers. The amount to be gained
by selling to restauranteurs is»usually not very great when spread over the whole
flock. However it can make a noticeable difference on the smaller units and
payment is nearly always made on the spot. - This trade in cull birds te restauran—b
teurs is more prevalent onv?roducer,Wholesale/Retail units where the search for
egg markets may easily lead to a secondary trade in cull hens.' One or two units
sold off culls plucked and dressed as boiling fowl, but the numbers 1nvolved
were very emall and the birds were 1ntended to be more a way of keeplng egg

customers than for direct profit—making.”

'The‘average mortality rate on all units was 8.45 per cent, but this does

not show the differehce between the brown and the white bird units. The average

for all brown bird units was 7.4 per cent for all white bird units 10.3 per cent.




The range in mortality tates was fiqm at best 3.6 per cent and to at worst 22.6
per cent, but in general mortality‘rates were low with very few units losing

more than 12 per cent of their birds. The sﬁrvei»year wasvfairly free from

major disease outbreaks and only one ot two units had extensive problems. The
causal factor on mést high'mortality farms, waé the very hot summer of 1976.

The exceptional heat meént that if the birds became short of w;ter for any reason,
they. would very quickly die. The temperature could not be kept down even in
environmentally controlled cabins. Often, the air outside the cabin would be-

as hot as the air inside. 1In many cases, even where a blockage in water pipes
was found in time to prevent aeath,'the laying performance of the affected birds

deteriorated badly, in some cases throughout the rest of the laying period.

Table XII shows the effect of differing mortality rates.

Table XII shows that high mortality rates are assoqiéted with longer laying
cycles and:are uéually to be found on units housing white birds. Siﬁilariy units
whére there was little or no environmental control, tended to have higher mortality
rates than units withtpart or full environmental control.

One interesting point was thevlow‘évérage yield achieved by the highest
mortality group. Hq&ever this low yield was accompanied by iow feed consumption,
resulting in a feed conversion rate which was slightly lower than the average
for ali farms, and considerably less than the average of the lowest mortality
group. -

. The effect of the mortélity rate on bird depreciation is not all that great
for although there is a difference of nearly 1lOp on this cost per bird between
the highest and_thellowestvmortélity group, some of this is undoubtedly due:to
thg preponderence of white units in the highést.mortality group; white birds
tending to bear a slightly higher livestock depreciation cost than brown birds.
The range in mortality ratés is not véry great, especially if one or two problem
units are discounted. . The différence‘in the mortality rate between home reared
and bought-in pullet units is insignificant, bearing in mind that the home rearing

group have a higher proportion of white units.




TABLE XII : MORTALITY RATES: PERFORMANCE AND CHARACTERISTICS

- Mortality Rates

7 - 9.5%

Mortality Rate v : : ’ (%)

Livestock Depreciation per Bird (p)

Livestock Depreciation per Dozen (p)

Yield per Bird ‘ : (Eggs)
Feed Conversion Rate

Labour Per 1000 Birds (Hours)
Usual Length of Laying Cycle (Weeks)

Profit Margin Per Bird e - (p)

8.04

84.2

3.93
257

2.027

387

- 60

81.3

Proportion Mainly Brown
Proportion Mainly White

Proportion Mixed Colour

percentages -
38
38

24

Prbportion Home Rearing Units

Proportion Units Buying @ P-O-L

Proportion Home Mixing Units

Proportion Purchased Compound
Users '

Proportion of Units with Full
Environment Control

Proportion of Units with Part
Environment Control

Proportion of Units with No
"Environment Control




The length of time birds_are kept in lay, obviously affects the cost of
livestock depreciation. 'Thus if the cost per bird over 52 weeks is £1.00, over
56 weeks it would be nearer'92p per bird. However there will come a point when
the drop in egg nhmbers endvegg quality becomes serious enough to outweigh any
gains made by keeping birds lqngef. Qenefally speaking;.ifvthe price of eggs is
relatively-high at the end of the laying period; it is more profitable to sell
the birds and»replace with pullets. The optimum lenéth of the laying period
depends on a variety of factors; the relative price‘of>eggs, the expected)future
performance of the birds in Question, the price ef,cull hens and the cash position
on- the farm. Having said that, hewever, where units supply packing stations,
there ;s often little scopevfor altering the length ef the laying perioa. Meny
units have contracts withipackiné stetions to supply a certain quantity of eggs
with a regular grading pettern, This\regulates the 1engtﬁ‘of lay to a great
extent. In any case, many orders for,pullete are placed perhaps five months in
advanée,,so determiningkthe lehgth ofvthe-laying peried in‘advance.

The average length of the layiné peried was 60 ﬁeeks but the most popular
period'ﬁas 56 ﬁeeks and the range was from 52 weeks to 78vweeks. One reason for
the average being so muchvhigher than the popular choice, was the inclusion of
the units where some foree—moulting was regularly carried out. Here, laying .
periods were considerably longer than average. No flocks were regularly kept
in lay fo; under 52 weeks end 40 per cent of the flocks were regularly kept on

for over 60 weeks.

Of course, the original age of thebpoint—of-lay'pullet must be taken into

account.  An 18 week old bird will usually be kept two weeks longer than a 20
weeks old bird. Asvfar as diseaee breaks are concerned, there were very mixed
views about the length ofbtime that cabins are left empty between flocks. Some
producers favdured’a month long disease break, whilst others filled eabins as
soon. as they had been washed,'disinfecﬁed and allowed to dry. The average length

of the disease break on all the units was 3 weeks, but the range was from one to




over eight weeks. The survey provides little evidence for the advocacy of either
philosophy, as the top performance group had an identical average disease break
time to the low performance group. Altering the disease break periods can work

in two ways. If the period is one in which profits are being made, the shorter

the break the better. Even when cabins are left empty there are still costs to

bear in the form qf deadstock depreciétion. However if egg prices are éo low
that no profit is being earned‘it may be better to leave cabins empty as long as
the losses which would occur outweigh the deadstock depreciation charges. The
same rigidity applies to altering the disease break length as for altering the
1ength‘of»the laying perioa. Even thqugh}decisions have tb be made a long time
in édvance; giveh a.rélatively,fixed»egg price pattern,throﬁghout the year;
earnings may. be boosted by having some_flexibilify'in both tﬁe length of lay and
in.the disease break.

| dne noticeébie feéture was the tendency of many units to arrange £o cull
at least one cabin of birds before the Christmas break. This may have been more
widespread than in previous years, as for the first time the Christmas and
New Year holidays coincided with weekends; resulting in éxtended staff absencés.
Previously New Years Day had not.beén an‘official holiday. |

By reduciné bird numbers the workload overﬁthe holiday period is lightened

and very little overtime neéds to be’worked, easing management problems. In the
survey year this pre-Christmas cuiling may have helped to maintain post-Christmaé
egg prices. Certainly this, coiﬁciding with the indﬁstry's efforts to export
eggs in the New Year did result in a substantiél reduction in the overall supply
of eggs in January 1977. Prices were therefore maintained only slightly below
their prefChrisfmas levels,>at a fime when fhey traditionally had plummeted.
This pre-Christmas culling ddés therefgre, seem to be beneficial both at the

individual ‘and the ‘industry level.




Force-Moulting

Of the 33 units in this section, only three units force-moulted any birds
and.only one did so on over 50 per cent of the total flock. Certainly the force-
moulting did not have an adverse effect on profitability and in fact it may have
incfeased it considerably. However, with so few farms and only the figures for
one year,vit_is impossible“to say»whethe; it iévthe'forcg—moulting which has led
to higher than . average profits on these units,:or whether they would have been

high profit units despite the force-moulting.

All-in/All-out Units

There were 8 all—in/ail—out units among the packing station producers - an
all-in/all-out unit being 6ne where all the birds on the unit are of the same age
and.whete they'are culled tqgether and the new birds rehoused all at once. This
method of production is intended to reduce diséase risks,_imprové performance
and to make effective ménagement eésier. TébleVXIII gives ﬁhe results of the

i

all-in/all-out units compared with'mﬁlti-age units.

TABLE XIII : CHARACTERISTICS: ALL-IN/ALL-OUT, AND MULTI-AGE UNITS

Averadges : Ali—in/All~out Multi-Age Units

! Units

Profit Margin- Per Bird o (p) 54 : 63
Profit-Excluding Home-Mixing Units (p) 46- ‘ 34
Yield Per Bird ' (Eggs) |
Feed Consumption Per Bird _ (Kgs).
Feédeonversion Rate _

Mortality Rate (%)
Labour Per 1000 Birds ’. (Hours)

Laying Cycle Length : (Weeks)

Number of Breeds Housed: One only
Two only

More than two

Flock Size

Noq of Farms




Table XIII shows that the all-in/all-out units earned lower profits on
average than the multi-age units, but that this was almost sdlely because only
one of the all-in/all-out units hilled and mixed its own feed, whiist nearly one
half of the multi-age units did so. If only the results of farms purchasing
compounds are used, it is clear that the all-in/all-out units»earned on average,
over one ehird higher profits than the multi-age units.

Although the feed conversion rates of each group were very similar, the
ali-in/ail—out units did achieve higher yields than the multi—age units. Indeed,
if the home mixing units arevignored, the seven remaining all-in/all-out units
achieved a slightly better feed conyersion rate than the fourteen remaining multi-
age units, 2.1Q compared to 2.13;

The proportion of white to brown bird units was similar for both unit
types and the lower mortality rate on the all-in/all-out units probably refleets
the.fact that the majority of all—in/all—oﬁt units house»only one strain of bi:d,
whereas the majority of multi-age units house more than one strain. The shorter
iaying cycle of ﬁhe all—iﬁ/ali—out units would also tend to keep mortality rates
at a lower level.

The all-in/all-out units.tepded to»be more common on mixed rather than
specialist egg farms, and this is only to be.expected given the relative simpli-
city of management using this prodﬁction,system. It is also noticeable that the
labour requirement was nearly ten per ceﬁt higher on multi-age units, inaicating
superior labour efficiency on all-in/all-out units.

The»average size of an all-in/all-out unit was much lewer than that of a
multi-age unit, and indeed, all but one of the.all—in/ali—eut~ﬁnits had an average.
flock size of under 10,000 birds. Similarly, virtually all of the all-in/all-out
units. were entirely deéendent on family labour. | |

In}conciusion therefore it did seem that if home mixers were discounted,
all-in/all-out units did perform rather better on average than multi-age units,

both financially and technically. On the basis of these results therefore, for

packing station suppliers at least, the all-in/all-out system is preferable to




multi-age units, although with the former system timing is fairly important.
Thus to ensure the highest profitability laying cycles should be correlated with
egg price cycles, so that when the flock is producing the greatest number of

/

eggs (peaking), the egg pfice is at one of the peaks in the yearly'cycle rather

than in one of the troughs.

3. ' Labour
Table XIV shows the group averages énd ranges for various labour performance

indicators.

TABLE XIV: LABOUR COSTS AND REQUIREMENTS

Average

Labour Cost Per Bird

Labour Cost Per Dozen

Hours Per 1000 Birds

Eggs Output Per £100 Labour

Percentagevof'Tétal'Césts

In terms of theirvshare of the total cost of production, labour costs have
not fallen significantly since tﬁe 1970 survey, when labour cbsts accounted for
7 per cent of totgl costs. In this survey the figure is 6 per ceﬁt. - However
the lébour requirement per bird has fallen cénsideraﬁly. Thus in the 1970 survey
the aVerage‘requifement was 560 hours per 1,000 birds;'whilst the average for
vthisisurvey was 370 hours per 1,000 birds.

The main reason for there beipg only a slight fall in the share of total
costs taken by labour over this period, is the fact that wagés have more than
- kept pace with inflation. Also a fair proportion of‘the labduf force on egg
units is made up of women and the passing of the Equal Pay Act would have added

an extra increase to the wage bills of egg producing farms, which would not have

been[experienced to the same extent by most other sectors of the agricultural

industry.




The range of the labour requirement was fairly wide, from under 200 hours

per 1,000 birds on the more mechanised, automated units, to over 500 hours per

1,000 birds on units with only manually operated cabins. The level of automation

affects considerably thé amount of labour»required. As labour costs are such a
small proportion of total costs,bwhen considering investment in labour-saving
machinery, it‘obviously reQuires very careful calculations, to ascertain wheﬁher
the savings are more or less tHan the increase in deadstock depreciation.

In fact the main problem encountered was not the quantity of labour required
but its Quality. Thus the savings achievable by investment in labour-saving
machinery may be negligible, but as the equipment allows the producer to increase
his capacity whilst maintaining his own standards of managemept, the inVestmentb
is made. Family farms were noticeably disinclined to hire outside labour and
therefore any envisaged'expansion‘could only be done by increased automation.'

Labour requirements appeared to have little effect on profitability.  The
average requirement was fairly similar for each prdfitability group. In fact
the highgst:group had a rather higher requirément, 377 héurs-éompéfed to the

348 hours per 1000 birds»requited by the lowest prbfitability group. The spread
of values aboﬁt the mean was fairly even for the whole group and the relative
unimportance of labour costs compared to other costs can be seen when it is
realised that some farms used twice as much labour as others and yet there wouid
be no difference in profitability.

One-noticeéble Qifference in labouf,requirements was that between the
specialist egg farms and mixed farms. The‘average requirement on the former was
396 hours, wﬁilstvthat'of the latter was 335 hours pér 1,000 birds. This may
help to explain the poorer performanéé'of the units on mixed farms, where the

kaveraée feed convefsién rate was substantially worse than that of the specialist
egg fa;ms. It may be therefore, that on specialist farms more time is spent with
the birds and any problemé are discovered just that bit sooner.

The structure of the labour force is set out in Table XV.




TABLE XV : STRUCTURE OF LABOUR FORCE

Male Family Male Hired|Female Family|Female Hired|Totals

percentages
Full Time ‘ . - Nil
Part Time . 4

Total o ‘ ’ 4

The largest proportion of the labour force was that of full-time, hired
male workers, but at 35 per cent of the totai, female labour continues to play
a major role on egg units. This is aimost exactly the same propoition as‘was
fouhd on units in the 1970 survey; Beerihg in mind that the'sample for the
earlier survey, was orientated towards slightly larger units than this survey,
and also, that the larger units tended to employ proportionally more women than
smaller units; the llkellhood is that more women are belhg employed on egg units
than prev10usly. Thus, desplte the Equal Pay Act, there is very often a preference
forywomen to do the delicate jobs involving the movement of eggs. Certainly
there was no evidence at all of women being less popular as members of the work-
force due to the differential increase in the cost of hiring them, which has
oceurred.

The part-time employment of women primarily for egg collection, is fairly
important within the packing etation producers group, contributing 22 per cent

of all labour and more than this on the larger units. On the other hand, the

contribution of female family labour was relatively insignificant overall, with

only 4 per cent of all labour coming from this category It is noticeable that
there appears to be a distinct. preference for female rather than male part—tlme
workers, as most of the 6 per cent contributed by the hired men was from general

farm workers employed full-time on ‘the farm buttonly‘part—time on eggs. The




- 35 =
female part-timers on the other hand, were almost all employed only on the egg
enterprise, being paid on a regular part-time basis. Obviously thera tends to be
more availability‘with‘female workers and this, coupled with a natural nimbleness,
would make them preferable to men.

Family labour made up 22 per cent of all.labpuf and'most of this was on the
smaller units. The maximum size of a unit run entirely‘by family‘labour was
14,000 birds, in this survey; Naturally, the maximum sizeAfor>a self-sufficient
unit depends to a Large extent on the size of the family and the willingness of
children to work on the farm.

Thekrange iﬁ the age of the egg producing farmer, (Company farms excluded),
waé as wide as ia reaiistically possible. Farmers»ages_;anged from the late
twenties to the early seventies; theAavarage aée being 46 years.

The avefagé hours workad,by farmers.and all the ather staff categories are
given in Tabie #VI. | | |

TABLE XVI : HOURS WORKED

Average Hours -Worked = |Male Family Male Hired Female Family Female Hired

Full Time Per Year 2414 | 2291 Nil 2131

Full Time Per Week ° . 46.4 441 Nil 41.0

Part Time Per Year © 113370 ‘ . 1059

Part Time Per Week . 21.8 ‘ 20.4

As in.the previous survey tﬁe full-time men worked longer hours than the
full-time women, although this pOSition is reversed when laqking at the bart—time
hours. It is also notiaeable that the working week on egg units has shortened
considerably since l97Q, when the aVefage_for men waé 51.6 hours and for Qomen
46.5 hours whereas in 1977 hired male'workers‘worked approkimately 44 hours and

women 41 hours.:




4. Capital and Investment

In this survey deadstock depreciation has been calculafed by the diminishing
balénce méthod, using 10 per cent rate for buildings and equipment and 20 per cent
rate for machinery ana vehicles. Deadstock depreciation made up only 1.5 per cent
of the total costs‘of.produCtion, reflecting the fairly low level of new invest-
men£ in recent years. On a unit set up'with entirely‘new equipmenp, deadstock
aepfeciation would be around 6 or 7 per cent of total costs.

Table XVII gives a breakdown of the capital tied up on egg production units

and an indication of the replacement costs involved.

TABLE XVII : CAPITAL, RATE OF RETURN AND INVESTMENT TIMING

Home-Mixing|Purchased Compound|All Farms

Averages
9 ) Farms Users.

Historical Values
Fixed Capital Per Bird ‘ (p) 69.3
Fixed and Working Capital PerBird (£)|  1.43

Replacement Values

Fixed Capital Per Bird - ®] 4.0
Fixed and Working CépitalPerBird (E)~: 5.69
Return on Fixed Capital (%) | 23 15
Return on Fixed and Working Capital® 17 11
Range in Return on all Capital (%) | +2 to +31 o -10 to +31

Percentage of Units making major
investments: . :

Since 1972 (%) _ 27
Not since 1972 but after 1968 . (%) S ' 24
‘Before 1968 only o () _ , 49

Average Capacity Used (%) ' : 85

The steep rise in the price'of_poultry housing and equipmenﬁ over the last
few years, means that rates of return on historical capitél are meaningless, as
they vary according to the year of investment.rather than the performance of the

unit. On two farms with identicél margins, the return on historical capital for




one could be up to three ﬁimes that of the other, if one had cabins and cages

ten years old and the other equipment only one year old. So rates of return have
been based on the capltal needed ‘to replace the ex1st1ng unit assumlng anil

" scrap value.

The average rate of return en.fixed and working capital was fairly low,
only 11 per cent and this at a time wben overdraft lendinérwas>edsting over 15
per cent. As the profit margins included an element of valuation increase, the
real rate of return would have been nearer 8 per cent.

The averagevrate'of retnrn on capital masks the great difference between
the home feed mixers and units buying compounds. The average rate of return of
the former was more than twice that of the latter. The evidence pointing towards
homevmixing units‘consistently acnieving‘much higher margins than units buying
coméodnds, is reinforced by 1ooking’at the timing of investments over recent
years. Thus a far greaterrpropertion of the home mixers had made major invest- -
ments; both replaCing old and erecting‘new cabins; in the last ten years, than
had purchased Canoundrusers.

With snch low rates of return on units purchasing compeunds,’it would have

. been very difficult to borrow, commercially, any money for investment. Any

planned investment, therefore would have to be financed from profits. With

specialist units, -only the most consistently.profitable ones would be able to do
this. However.en miged farms there,may be surplus funds available‘from.profits
gained on other enterprises. On somenmixed farms it was noticeable that new
investment in poultry houses had:often eeincided with very profitable years.for
ether enterprisesAon the farm.‘ Qn the other hand home feed mixing farms did
seem,rin general, to have generated sufficient capital from within their egg
‘enterpriee to re-invest; The'performance‘ef flocks did not seem to be affected
by ;he age of the buildingé and equipment, although units with part or full
environmental control fared slightly better than those with none. However on

many units, cabins oVer_ten years old had been insulated and adapted to provide




this better environment control. - In fact nearly half of the units in this
section had made no reinvestment for the previous ten years and indeed 18 per cent

of all units did not plan to reinvest, as the table of future intentions shows.

TABLE XVIII : FUTURE INTENTIONS WITHIN FIVE YEARS _

‘|Units Home Feed|Units Purchasing
© Mixing® Compounds

To increase capacity 33% 33%
To decrease capacity : 17% . 19%

No Change -~ 50% 48%

What is noticeable from Table XVIII is that there was virtually no difference
in future‘intentiong between the home feed mixers aﬁdvthe units buying compounds.
This is perhaps surprisihé, cénsideriﬁg the ﬁucﬂ‘better margins earned by the
home mixers. One of the feasons for the similarity of intentions would appear
to bé the intentions of the larger scéle ﬁhits té expand. 6f‘the units ovei

20,000 birds, 75 per cent envisaged increaéing their’capacity before 1982. This

may be one result of the increasing market share taken by Producer Wholesaler/

: Retailers, forcing the packing stations to,supply;themseIVes with more home
pfoduced eggs. ‘Thus, with outside suppliés declining, the'pécking statioﬁs need
to increase their'own‘laying Eapacity to maintain' throughput. High margins on

the laying side seem to be less important on a packing stations own unit. What

is important is the bverall profitability of the companies' egg operations, with
‘the distribution of the profit between each composite enterprise being determined
to é certain extent by cdmpany acccuntants. But, this ié not to say that the
larger scale units were lessjefficient than the smaller units. In fact, in terms
of physical pefformance, the'largef édale unifs aid rather bettér than the smaller

'
ones on average.
. 1




One salient poiht was that where no major investments had been made for
well over ten‘years, units obviously would not be able to catry on producing
eggs on the same scale, without a substantialvcapital injection. However on
many units, cages installed well over ten years ago still had some years of ;ife
left in them, given careful maintenance. This is in contrast to other units
having bought new cages only flve or fewer years ago, where the cages had
deteriorated so badly that re-equipping was inevitable. Of the units where
opinions were voiced, the older equipment was given a much higher recommendation
than the newer equipment. Cettainly if recently purchased cages are going to
need repiacing in, say, five rather thah teh.years, depreciation charges and
therefore the total cost of egg production will rise yet again.

This problem of rapid decay does not seem to apply to laying cabins, where
many were often fifteen years old, and it seemed quite likely that they would
last another fifteen, again with careful maintenance. In fact on some units,
other farm buildings, often of brick or stone, had been adapted to house laying
birds, thus av01d1ng any cabin depreciation as the buildings. would be an 1ntegral
part of the farm, being bullt anything up to a century . ago. This situation was

not all that common however.

RETURNS

l. = Egg Revenue

Two factors are involved here; the yield per bird and the price of eggs.

Yield

The yield achieved per bird has, obviously an important effect on profit-
ability. The most profitabie third farms enjoyed an. average yield of over 16
eggs per‘bird greater‘than that of the lower groups. Table XIX shows the per-

formance of units in each yield category and Table XX, the distribution by farm

type.




TABLE  XIX : PERFORMANCE BY YIELD

Yield

< 240 eggs

241-250 eggs|251-260 eggs

> 260 eggs

Average Yield (Eggs)

221

245

266

Total Cost Per Bird

Total Returns Per
Bird '

Profit Margin Per
Bird

(£)

(£)

(£)

5.56
5.78

0.22

5.69

5.87

Total Cost Per Dozen

Total Returns Per
Dozen

Profit Margin Per
Dozen

(p)
(p)

(p)

- 30.09
31.28

1.19

No. of Farms

'TABLE XX : DISTRIBUTION OF FARM TYPES BY YIELD

\

Yield

| < 240 eggs

241-250 eggs|251-260 eggs

> 260 eggs

Mixed Farms

Spécialist Egg Units

Percentages
21 |
29

Family Farms

|Non-Family Farms

Home Rearers

Bought In Pullets .

|White Bird Units
Brown Bird Units

Mixed Colour Units

Home Feed Mixers

Purchased Cbmpounds




As Table XIX shows, there was a great difference in profitability between

the high and the iow_yielding farms. The margin.of the 251-260 eggs group is

equal_to_that of the 260+.gronp,bonly‘because the proportion of home'nixing,units
amongst the rormer is greater than‘that amongst the latter.

/ Table XX shows, as would‘be expected, that mostbof the highest yielding
farms were elther malnly white or had flocks of brown and white birds in equal
proportions. However, taking the two hlghest yield categories, 42 per cent of
all brown‘unlts are 1ncluded compared to 53 per cent of all whlte unlts, so the
dlfference is not so marked as perhaps would be expected from the results of
laying trials. = In fact, y;elds obtained fromkmainly brown units were much-more-
'consistent than those of white units. The range among brown units. was 227-263
eggs per bird, whereas that for white units was 186—280 eggs per bird. It must
be said however, that as'the length of the laying cycles varied considerably,
.the average yields on each nnit are not always strictly comparable. Thus a unit
with a laying cyole'of 18 months would be expected to have a much lower yield
- per bird ower:a 52 week period,’than a unit with only a 13 month laying cycle;
Slmllarly, if p01nt—of—1ay pullets are bought at 20 weeks of age, rather than
at 18 weeks, the yleld per blrd per: annum should be greater, as the birds will
hopefully be coming into production two weeks earlierf

Specialist'unite performed much better.than the mixed farms, with well
over two thirds of all specialist units in the highest yield groups. Similarly,
family farms had better results than non-family farms on average. The units
buying-in compounds performed slightly better than the home mixers, but there
was no:siénificant difference between the home rearers and units buyrng point-of-

lay pullets.

Egg Prices
The average egg price received on brown units was'3l;78p per.dozen, exactly
two pence higher than that on white units,_at-29{78p per dozen. The difference

of two pence is slightly less when only the prices received from the packing




station are taken intovaccount, farm gate sales being ignored. As the brown bird
units sold, on average, twice as many eggs dlrectly at the farm gate as the

white bird- unlts, (12 per cent of total productlon on the former and é per cent
on the latter), the overall average price is boosted more on brown units, as farm
gate sales are generally made at very favourable‘prieeS-i

As units in this section could sell upgto'3Q per‘cent of their output at
the farm gate,vthis means that the average price paid by the’paoking station
could be increased.by_as much as two pence per dozen over the year as a whole;
The‘increment in most cases was, hoﬁever, under one penny per dozen when averaged
over the total prodnction;; of all 33'nnits only 21 (64 per cent), sold a signi—
ficant proportion of their.output at the farm gate, although nearly all farms
sold off second qualityieggs in this way. The average proportion sold at the
farm gate on the 21 units was 1l per cent of total produotion.

It is interesting to note that over a quarter‘of the units in this section,
planned toxbecome Produce; Wholesalers or Retailers, within five years, either
trying to'seil-all eggs. directly themselves or at least to cut down theit supplies
‘to the packing station to below half of thelr annual productlon. This desire
was not restrlcted just to the smaller unlts where the low volume of eggs. makes
the search for a market relatively easy. A similar.proportion of unitskamong
the large-scale prodncers also expressed theirvintentions of becoming‘egg sales-

men in the near future.

Of the packing stations supplied, 55 per cent of producers used national

co-operative packers, 35 per cent local company packers'and the rest used their

own company packing station. There appeared to be no difference‘in the ave:age

prices'paid by the three tfpes, although the sample, having been-divided into

white, brown and mixed colout'units, is probably too small for effective analysis.
Most of the packing stations made bonus bayments to producers, but this

did vary. Usually a quantlty case bonus was pald either quarterly or annually

and with some statlons a brown egg bonus was also pald With some packing




stations no bonus payment was made but this was compensated for by slightly

higher weekly prices, resulting in little difference to the‘end prices. Bénus
paymentsvusually added anything up to'l.5p per adzen on to the basic price for
browﬁ units, andlup to around one éenny éer dozen for white units.

’The price of eggs for any one unit, was obvioﬁslyjaffected by the weight
gradings-achieved,: The gradings dependvon mapy faqtorsc the most impoftant of
which is the étrainrof birds housed.. Thus different strains give different
gréding‘profiles o&er time and the producer has therefore to decidé which straiﬁ>
pfoducesbthe sort of grading he requires. Also as the length of time in lay
increases, so the propprtion of grades 1, 2 and 3 increases but the quantity
and quality of the eggs‘deteriorates,_giving a higher proportion of second quality
eggg,-with their resultihg low retu;ns. Similarly; if birds have been force-
moulted, the average egg weight wili be higher in the second laying cycle, but
Iagain this is témpered by lower numbers of eggs, althoﬁgh quality should not be
a problem and it may even ihprqve on the'prev?ous cycle of performance;

The average'proportionvof Seéond quality eggs produced over a yearly period
is often diffiéult to calcuiate,»as on many units, producers tend to piék out |
the craéked eggs either for héme'use for farm gate sales. Qn some units it‘
was Qtated that the proportion of seconds discovered by théir packing station
did not aiter even wﬁen this process of removing cracked eggs was for some reason
discontinued.r However, investigation of thisballegaéion is outéide the scope
of this report. In most cases it made financial sense to remove the cracked
eggs on ﬁhe farm,vés fhe price received at the farm gate was oftenbvery close
to that of first quality.egds and the demand fromlthé puﬁlic’was:apparently
‘insatiable. | |

Ohe last notable‘point'wasrthaﬁ Onkmany basically white bird units,‘pfoducers
were tending to house a'small'propOrtidn of brown birds, almost solely to supply
their farm gaté demand. In faét only fiVe units housed exclusively white'biras'

over the survey period. -




Other Revenue

'Other revenue made up a very small part of total revenue and it consisted
almost entirely of sales or valuations of hen manure. The manure was both a
bléssiﬁg and a probleﬁ for producefs. -For deep pit units .on arable farms there
are considerable fertilizér~sa§ings to be méde, but for a manually cleaned’unit
in a suburban area, the p;oblems can be enormous. °

i Revenug frpm manufe Qas obtaiﬁed by l9’of the 33 units, and averaged only
4.3p per bird. The majority of the l9>unitsvwere on mi#ed farms where the revenue
took the form of a credit from anothef; land ﬁsing enterérise. Where this was
the case, the manure was valued at £1 per tonne é&er the cost of extractidn and
dispersal,‘which.was aﬁything up'to_E4 per tonne.

' Some specialist,units in mainly arable districts did manage to sell some
or all of their manuré to neighbouring.farmers. The most common agreement was
that the pﬁrchaser would cart and spread fhe'manure himself and pay thé producer
up to £1 per tonne. _The,produce# is therefore saved considerable time and

expense and at the same time receiveé some‘financial benefit. The marked rise
in proprietary‘fertilizer prices during:the last few years, has cértainly made
poultry manufe mdré_attractive to qropping fafmers. Whereas a few years ago it
was difficult to find a farmer to téke thé manure,,they'ﬁow have to pay for the
privileée in qertain areasf Of course in industrial and suburban aréas the
picture is often completely different. - Producers usually have to bear the cost
of disposal themselves, then having to travel a fair diétance-to find suitable -
sites, There may be a shall demand from gardeners but this is insignificant.

There is the;efore a potential difference of up to sop per bird, between

units in an arable, Country distfict and those in a suburban, residential areas;

solely depending on manure disposal. In the former case the producer may be

saved a cost of up to 20p per bird for removal, and receive 5p for the manure.
In the latter case, the cost of disposal could be as high as 25p per bird, although
it must be borne in mind that the figures are based on contracting rates and that

the actual rates on farms will be lower. However this does illustratrate another

way in which siting and farm type affect unit profitability.




ECONOMIES OF SCALE

One note of caution must be sounded here. As farhs can only be compared
fairly_on a per‘bird dr.pér dozen basis, it is easy to lose sight of the levels
of actual enterprise-profits being made on different farms. A produﬁer achieving
a profit of 50p per bird on 20,000_birds may feel, wifh some justification, that
he is rather betpgr off than a p;oducer achievipg £1 pe#_bifd profit on only
3000 birds. - For the purpéses of this survey however, the.former would be saia
to be doing only half as well as the latter. It is also as well to remember
that on many small units, allowance has been made for unpaid family labour, so
that thisbmust.be added back to profits to produce the actual net farm income
accruing from tﬁé egg enterprise.

' Unfortunately, due to the unavoidéble division by selling type of the seventy
farms ih the survey, the sample sizes, whgn‘lodking.for,5¢ale comparisons, are
too low to be very»definitive. _HoWever, soﬁe.indications can be gleaned from
the results available."Table XXI shows the distribution of units in each profit-

ability group by size.

TABLE XXI : DISTRIBUTION OF SIZE GROUPS BY PROFITABILITY

Profitability Group|< 5,000 birds|5,-9,999 birds|10,-19,999 birds|> 20,000 birds

percentégeS'
Upper Third
Mid-Third

Lower Third :

Total .

No. of Farms

The table shows that the larger units tend to show higher profits per bird,

at least up to the 10-19,000 category. Above this size there are problems in

any case as nearly as the company units are in this category and as these may




supply their own packing station and may be supplied by their own feed mill, their
profits may not be strictly comparable with'the rest. Itbis'also worth noting
that the 10-19,000 category has a higher proportion ofbhome feed mixéfs within
it‘than,the.other groﬁps. As this_is such an important determinant of profit-
ability, it is onlyvto be expected thaﬁ thé group- with thé'highest proportion of
such units should be the most profipable. It cogld be qrgued that as home feed
mixihg ﬁends tp éccur more on the larger units, this is in itéelf an example of
incrgasing economies to scale. This would bé true, Wefe.all units specialists
but home feed mixing tends to be a feature of mixed farms where the plant may

be used to supply,otherjlivestock enterprises;

Table XXII shows the relative performance of each size group.

TABLE XXII : PERFORMANCE AVERAGES BY SIZE GROUP

20,000 +|10,-19,999|5,-9,999|< 5000

.Averages birds birds birds birds

vield Per Bird  (eggs)| 249 241 251|247
Feed Consumption Per Bird (Kgs)| 41.07 42.23 | 43.18 |45.01
‘ Feéa Conversion Ratef ' L 1.98 _‘2.11 2,07 | 2.24
|Labour Per 1000 Birds  (Hours)| 360 362 381 | 376

Fixed Costs per Bird ()| . 72 65 66 57
Total Costs per Bird o (8) 5.77 ~5.40 5.78 | 6.29
Total Returns per Bird (£)] 6.22 6.23 6.42 | 6.48
‘Fi¥ed Costs per Dozéh | (p) 3.49 3.28 3.15 | 2.76
Total Costs per Dozen - (p) ‘27.82  26.91 27.65 |30.57
Total Returns per Dozen - (p) ‘29;97 1 31.01 ~30.69 |31.48
Margin Per Bird (p) 45 83 64 19
Margin Per Dozen o (p)| 2.15 4.10 3.04 | 0.91

The influence of the home mixing units is highlighted in the 10-19,000 group,

as its feed conversion rate is, with the. exception of the smallest grbup, the

worst, yet its average profit margin is the highest.




In terms of physicalvefficiency; the large 'scale units are certainly better

than the rest, achieving1an»average:feed'conversion~rate under 2.00, similarly

their labour'requirements per bird are lower, although only slightly so. One
iateresting pointfﬁas'the-higher_fixed costsaof_productipn shown by theroverv
20,000 group,. indicating perhaps anaarea'Where there are'diseconomies to scale.
‘The main reason for the hlgh flxed costs apéeared to be high repair and malntenance
costs coupled with slightly hlgher deadstock depreC1atlon costs..

In summary-therefbre,.it appears that'economies to scale do occur in egg
production, at least up to 20,000 bird sizes and probably beyond. HoWever in
the prevailing financial cllmate, the advantages of home feed mixing outweigh
any‘economles to scale and that this also obscures attempts to determlne the

parameters of any ‘advantages gained by inqreasing bird numbers.




SECTION II

- PRODUCER WHOLESALE AND RETAIL‘UNITS

Producer Wholesale/Retail units are defined for the‘purpqses of this
survey as those‘unitsrséliing over 30 per cent of their totaivproduction to
dutlets other than packing stations. Whilst some pf the units in this category .
did sell éome of their eggs to packing stations, the vast majority sold their
eggs already graded, to wholesalers, retaileré or cdnsumers. Included in.the
group of units selling to whplesalers‘aredthe 'ranch packers', namely those
units where edgs are Qraded and perhaéslpacked dn behalf of a packing station,
which then rewards‘the producer with highef ?rices.

In this sectidn, farmsfsupplying'packing stations will be referred to as
PSS units and producer wholeéale/retailing units as PWR uﬁits.

. The sample of Pwﬁ units is in many ways similar to that of the PSS units
with a few impdrtant exceptions. Table XXIII gives the comparative qomposition
of.eachrsection, by the different farm types.

As Table XXIIT indicates, virtuallykall the PWR units house only brown
birds, whereas the di§ision among the PSS units is more equal between brown and
white birds. The average PWR unit is Smaller than‘the average PSS unit, but
simple avefages hide the fdct that in this survey there were no PWR units of
over 40,000 birds in size. The reason for this is presumably because over this
size, competition in the market becomes very intense. Units may have to begin
buying in ungraded eggs from other producers on é large scale,vin order to

compete successfully for the volume demand of supermarkets and chain stores.

If quantltles of eggs are bought in, the selllng ‘and. productlon operatlons will

begin to diverge‘and.become two separate financial units.

. The proportion of mixed farms is slightly higher on the PWR units, as is
the.pfoportion of family farms. This‘is not surprising in view of the smaller
average size of the PWR units.

. The importance of having a ready market is illﬁstrated by the high




TABLE XXIII : DISTRIBUTION OF FARM TYPES BY SELLING METHOD

Packing Station Producer Wholesalers/
Suppliers Retailers

—————— —————————e percentages

White Bird Units ) 45
Brown Bird Units : ‘ . 36
Mixed Colour Units ‘ 19

100

Specialist Egg Farms : 58
Mixed Farms : ’ ’ 42

100

Family Farms . . 37

Non-Family Farms .63

100

Home-Feed Mixers o 36

Purchased Compounds . 64

100

Home Pullet Rearers 42

Bought in Pullets , 58

|site: Industrial County
Site: Agricultural County

Full Environmental Control 36 ' 38
|Part Environmental Control 55 ' : 46

Nil Environmental Control ' ‘ 9 ' 16

100 ' 100

Average Size ' : 19389 birds , 10359 birds

|No. of Farms 1 33 37




proportion of PWR units situated in the ihdustriél counties iather than in the

agricultural ones. The predominantly agricultural counties being: Cheshire,

Stafﬁbrdshire, Shropshire and'Cumbria) ﬁhe remaindef being the industrial counties.
There was very little difference with respect to methods of purchasing

feed and pulletsor to the prevalence of environmentally controlled cabins.

COSTS, RETURNS and MARGINS

‘The comparatiVe"results and the characteristics of the two groups are

illustrated in Tables XXIV and XXV.

TABLE XXIV : COSTS AND RETURNS BY SELLING METHOD

P.S.S. Units | P.W.R. Units | P.S.S. Units | P.W.R. Units

Averages Per Bird € Per Bird £ | Per Dozen p. | Per Dozen p.

% %

COSTS ‘ v
Feedstuffs ' 75 4.322 70 20.80 21.99

Bird Depreciation | 14| 0.697 | ‘11 ‘ 3.93 3.54
Labour . ﬂ 6 0.582 10 1.77 7 “’2.96
Power R L5 0.104 2 0.4 0.53
Deadstock Depn. o L5 0.120 | 0.40 0.61

Repairs and _
Maintenance _ 0.062 0.37 - 0.32

Miscellaneous v 1 0.111 0.25 "~ 0.56
Packing Materials : 0.136 . ~0.00 0.70

TOTAL | 100|  6.134  27.93 31.21

RETURNS
-|Egg Revenue ‘ ' -30.60
Other Revenue . ‘ : : 0.13

TOTAL | , © 30.73

MARGIN : S 2.80




TABLE XXV : PERFORMANCE FACTORS BY SELLING METHOD |

Averages | P.s.s. Units » P.W.R. Units

Yield per Bird o ' 247.4 eggs . ' 236.5 eggs
Feed Intake per Bird - 42.823 Kgs 43.231 Kgs
Feed Conversion Rate ’ e >dh 2.08 - 2.20
Mortality Rate = . | 8.458 | 7.53%
Feed Price per Tonne - : £99.38 ' - £100.12
Protein Level of Ration  16.45%  16.54%
Breakeven Yield E ‘ 225.eggs‘ ~ 201 eggs
Stock Valuation Increase ' ’ 16.34 pence‘per bird '20.74 pence per bird
|Laying Cycle Length A 59.79 weeks | 161.95 weeks
Labour Time per 1000 Birds 370 hours | " 631 hours
Age of Unit A : ; 14.84 years v : 13.46 years
Age of Farmer'. . o ’ 146.62 years » 42.32 years

what.is ihmediatelykapparent is the much higher average margin earned‘by the

PWR units oompared to the PSS units. The' average profit margin per dozen of the
PWR units is- tw1ce that earned on.PSS units and indeed, nearly three times as
great as the average earned bv PSS units where no home feed mix1ng was practised.

- It is not very difficult to discover the reason‘behind this wide divereity
in profitability. Although the average PWR unit had a total production cost
which was over 3p per dozen higher than the average PSS unit, the total returns
were over 6p per dozen higher. ThlS is clearly the result of the much higher
prices obtained on the PWR units. In fact, the range of prices received was
fairly wide among -the PWR unlts due to the diverSity of selling methods. . Some
farms in the group would. supply a packing station with half of their output and
perhaps sell all the rest to a wholesaler, giVing an overall average price only
slightly greater than that which would have been recelved_had all output gone to

. the packing station. Abproduoer sellithall‘of hie output directly to the

consumer on the other‘hand;vwould receive an average overall price only slightly

below the average retail price charged by high street shops. This diversity in




selling methods resulted in a range of from 32p per dozen to 45p per dozen

received by PWR units.

Table XXVI reflects this dlver51ty and shows what a .

dlfference .the end price of the eggs ‘made to profltablllty in the PWR group.

: PERFORMANCE BY FINAL EGG PRICE

TABLE XXVI

Average Price per Dozen

Under 35p-

35.01 to 37p

37.01 to 39

Over 39p

Profit margin per Bird
Yield

Feed Conversion Rate
Labour Used per 1, OOOblrds
Total Costs per Bird

82p
243 eggs
2.08
567 hours
£5.94.

10lp
238 eggs

2.19
569 hours
£6.11

134p
239 eggs

2.20
697 hours
£6.24

1l40p
227 eggs

2.33
698 hours
£6.25

No. of Farms 10

Table XXVI shows that»prpfitability among the PWR’units increased as the
end price fer the eggs increased,’in spite of the highe; technicalvefficiency
of units aQeraging the lewet ﬁriees.

Table XXVI also 1nd1cates that the range in profltablllty within the PWR
groué was falrly large. In fact 1t varied from a proflt of well over £2 per
birdito a small loss per bitd, although it shOuld be,said that of the 37 units
in the sample, only two achieved margins over £2 per bird and only four earned
margins of below 50p per bird. Apart from these‘extremee; the units were
serptisingly evenly distributed'about the‘mean profit figure for the groap as a
whole .

. It would seem therefore that the selllng method of a PWR unit is all
1mportant in determlnlng profltablllty. Tables XXVII and XXVIII, therefore
divide the PWR units into three broad groups,‘accerding to method of sale.

As might be expeCted, brofitability increased the further the producer
was along the marketing chain.

However it is noticeable that the average

The

margins of profitability in each group were not substantially'different.




TABLE XXVII : COSTS AND RETURNS BY MARKETING:TYPE

COSTS

Feedstuffs

Bird Depreciation
Labour

Power

Deadstock Depreciation
Repairs and Maintenance
Miscellaneous

Packing Materials

Units Selling Mainly
to Wholesalers

Units Selling Mainly
to Retailers

Units Selling Mainly
to Consumers

Selling to

Wholesalers

Selling to
Retailers

Selling to
Consumers

£ per Bird

4.394
- 0.737
0.446
0.091
0.105
0.051
0.058
0.112

E per Bird
4.253
0.688
0.572
0.108
0.129
0.063
0.116
0.135

£ per Bird
4.573
0.663
0.951
0.112
0.097
0.074
0.200
0.199

p.Per Dozen

21.72
3.62
2.22
0.45
0.52

0.26

0.29
0.56

p.Pexr Dozen

21.94
3.54
2.95
0.56.

0.66

0.33
~0.59
0.70

p.Per Dozen

22.89
3.32
‘4.70
0.56
0.48
0.39
1.03
0.98

TOTAL

5.994

6.064

6.869

29.64

31.27

34.35

RETURNS .
Egg Revenue

Other Revenue

7.021
o.o34v’

7.186
0.027

36.95
0.14

40.14
©0.13

TOTAL

7.055

7.213

37.09

40.27

MARGIN

1.061

1.149

'5.82

5.92

No. of Farms

9

24

24

4




TABLE XXVIII : PERFORMANCE LEVELS AND CHARACTERISTICS BY MARKETING TYPE .

Units Selling Mainly
to Wholesalers

Units Selling Mainly

to Retailers

Units Selling Mainly

to Consumers

Yieid per Bird
Feed Intake per Bird
Feed Conversion Réte
Mortality Réte’

Labour Used per 1,000
birds .

Breakeven Yield
Feed Price per Tonne

Lenéth of Laying Cycle

243.1 eggs

43.42 Kgs
2.150
7.06%

453 hours
206 eggs
81017541

59 weeks

234.1 eggs

42.94 Kgs
2.216
7.53%

633 hours
197 eggs
£99.19

62 weeks

239.5 eggs

44.57 Kgs
2.231
8.52%

1016 hours
205 eggs
'£102.56

67 weeks

Specialist Units

Mixed Farms

44%

56%

33%

67%

100%

NIL

Home Feed Mixers

Purchased .Compounds

22%
78%

37%
63%

25%
75%

Floék Size

15514 birds

9083 birds

6414 birds

units selling to consumers improved their profits over the units selling to whole-

salers, by only 12 per cent on a per bird basis. The variance in profit margin

between the three groups was relatively small, but within each group there were

quite wide profitability variations and being at the furthest point up the

marketing chain did not always guafantee the highest profit level. As with the

PSS units therefore, the farms have been diyided according to their profitability

ranking, and Tables XXIX and XXX show their financial résults and other charac-

teristics.

The cost and‘returns structure of the PWR units need to be examined in

order to ascertain how they differ from the PSS units, as well as the reason for

differences which occur within the group.




TABLE XXIX : COSTS AND RETURNS BY PROFITABILITY

Averages

Upper
Third

‘Middle
Third

Lower
Third

.Upper
Third

Middle
Third

Lower
Third

COSTS

Feedstuffs

Bird Depreciation
Labour

Power

| Deadstock Depn.

Repairs and
Maintenance

Miscellaneous

Packing Materials.

. E
per Bird

4.350
0.667
0.645
0.105

0.154

0.043
‘0.101

0.120

£
per Bird

- 4.318
0.651
"0.541
0.099

~0.104

per Bird

. 0.110

0.071

| 0.142

£

4.294
0.779

0.564

0.103

0.153

per Dozen

p.

21.25
3.24

3.16.

per Dozen

p.

22.71
3.42
2.84

0.52

p.

pex Dozen

21.96

3.97

TOTAL

6.189

6.216

RETURNS
Egg Revenue

Other Revenue

TOTAL

MARGIN

No. of Famms




TABLE XXX : PERFORMANCE AND CHARACTERISTICS BY PROFITABILITY

Averages

Uppef'Third

Middle Third

Lower Third

Yieid per Bird
Feed Intake per Bird
Feed Conversion Rate
Mortality Rate
Labour per 1000 birds
Feed Price per Tonne

Protein Level in
Ration

Breakeven Yield

Average age of unit

246.6 eggs.

43.90 Kgs
2.145
6.92%
678 hours

£99.42

16.8%
193 eggs

'11.75 years

'228.6 eggs
43.04 ﬁgs
2.267
9.04%

595 hours

£100.46

16.4%
193 eggs

13.38 years

234.9 eggs

42.76 Kgs
2.187
6.48%

623 hours

£100.46

16.4%
215 eggs

15.25 years

Specialist Egg Farms

Mixed Farms

50%

50%

42%

:58%

42%

58%

Home Feed Mixers

Purchased Compounds

Home Reared Pullets

Purchased Pullets

Family Farms

Non Family Farms

23%

77%.

Flock Size

8752 birxds

10815 birds

11472 birds




1. Feed Costs .

As Table XXIX shows, the PWR units show virtually the.complete reversal
of the results achieved hy the PSS units. Thus, the loWeSt third PWR group in
order of profitability, had the lowest feed cost per blrd rather than the
hlghest, although ‘noticeably this is not so on a per dozen basis.

Due to the very high proportion of brown bird units in the PWR group and
their longer average laying cycle,compared to the PSS units, it is to be expected
that feed intake per bird and feed conversion rates would be higher in the PWR
group. ‘However the PWR group does compare fairly well with the brown bird units
in the PSS group. Here, the PWR farms had lower feed costs per bird due to a
Alower average consumption, but feed conversion rates were virtually identical
because'of the much better_yield achieved on the PSS brown bird units. So there
. seems to he no evidence of poorer technical performance by the average PWR units
-comparedfto PSS unlts._ However, as Table XXVIII shows when the performance
levels offthevdifferent selling types are looked at, it can be seen, that
generally, as the level of marketlng 1ncreases, the standard of performance tends
to deteriorate. Thus the average feed conver31on rate on units selling mainly
to consumers, is poorer than either of the other two unit types. This of course,
does glve ‘some substance to the argument that a lelSlon of labour leads to |
 greater eff1c1ency Although.profltablllty was greatest on units selling to
dretallers and consumers, resource use up to the marketing stage, appeared to be
that much poorer than on PSS unlts or units supplying wholesalers. In other
words it does seem likely that the farmer marketing his own eggs, had many more -
day to day problems to overcome:than the‘farmer who did not have to worry about'
‘the eggs, after they had left the farm. In consequence, the production manage-

mént of the former was that much poorer.

- Feed costs on‘the‘PWR units, contributed a smaller proportion of total

costs. than on PSS units, 70 per cent rather than 75 per cent. The reason for




this was that the costs of marketing were included in the accounts of PWR units,
whereas there was little or no marketing cost on PSS units. This therefore -
increases total costé per bird on PWR units, but it will not affect feed costs.
Hence ﬁhe contributibn of feea.towards total chts:will be a émallér‘proportion'
on PWR units. Obviouély the lével of feed costs on PWR units was important but
it appeared not to be’as crucial_in_profit determination as with PSS units. The
highest profitability group did have the lowest feed cost per dozen énd the
lowest feed conVersion rate, élthough the latter was only  achieved by'muéh better
yielés than on oﬁhe; units, their feed consumption being higher than the others.
Howevéf the differences-in thé average feed costs were nowhere néér as,mérked as
that between‘the PSS profitabilit? groups.

One surprising facto; was that home feed milling and mixing had no infiuence
‘on group profitability, thére being virtually an équgl‘proportioh of home mixers
in each PWR profitability group. As Table XXXI shows, the average mérgin over
feed per bird, was actually greater on the units usingrgurchased compounds. The
main;reason for this lack of advantage'to_home'miXefs was almost solely becaﬁse
of their lower £échnical performance, wifh consequent poor feed convéfsion rates.

The average price of eggs received was notably almost identical in both cases.

TABLE XXXI : HOMEFMIXED AND PURCHASED COMPOUNDS : COSTS, RETURNS AND PERFORMANCE

Home-Feed Mixing Purchased Cdmpodnds

Yield o L 228 ’ 241
Feed Per Bird ' ‘ 43.5 - 43.1
Feed Conversion Rate : 2.29 ’ .. 2.15

Feed Cost Per Bird £ 4.10. . 4.43
Total Return Per Bird ’ : ’ o 7.39
Margin over Feed Per Bird o ST o 2.96
|Profit Margin Per Bird ' .0 1 1.16

Feed Cost Per Dozen o , 22.16
Total Return Per Dozen S . 36.90
Margin over Feed Per Dozen o 14.74
Profit Margin Per Dozen ' . _ R 5.71

No. of Farms . ‘ R : _ ; ' 25




As in the PSS group, the home mixing units tended to be on mixed farms and
were.of higher than average size. Similarly a high proportion of home mixers
also reared their own. p01nt-of—lay pullets.

By dividing the PWR units accordlng to their feed conversion rate, the
relative importance of hlgh technical efficiency in explaining levels of proflt-
abillty among PWR units is demonstrated Table XXII shows the farms with the

best feed conversion rates actually obtained the lowest average margin over feed

per dozen. This was not due to feed costs but to low egg returns.

TABLE XXXII :VPERFORMANCE BY FEED CONVERSION RATE

Feed Conversion Rate < 2.050 2.051 to 2.200 2.201 to 2.350

Yield per Bird eggs 256 o 234 - 236 '
Feed per Bird .. kgs 412 41.8 ' o 44.0 )

Feed Cost per Bird . = ¢ 4.29 . 4.08 4.48
Total Returns per Bird £ 7.38 ‘ 7.18 , 7.33

Margin over Feed per
Bird L £

Feed Cost per Dozen - op

Total Returns per ,
Dozen T p

Margin over Feed per
Dozen

Ne. of Farms

Thehaverage feed cost per tonne 6n PWR units, Was‘about El.higher‘than for
the PSS units, but.this was of little significance bearing in mind the slightly
higher pr0portion'e£_PSS;units’with'home.mixed feedingstuffs, and the higher
average level of the protein content in the PWR‘rations.‘ Also. as the PWR units
were, on average, of smaller capacity,'very few would'be‘able te;qualify for
quantity discounts on feed. In’fact one or two of the PWR units bought some or

all of thelr feed in bags rather than in bulk whereas all the PSS units bought




in bulk.

One last point to note was that the highest profitability group did feed
on'averége a ‘higher protein‘énricheduration thah the:ofher two groups and
aithough the avefage iﬁﬁakewaShigher,_the yield achieved more than compensated

for this.

2.  Bird Depreciation

-'The average bird depreciation coét on PWR units, was 6ver.ten pence per
bird less thanvﬁhat 6f the PSS units and there were quite a few contributory
factors.

 The first reason is that brown birdé generally have a lower depreciation
cost than white birdé. ﬁbwever, as the difference bétween the brown and white
bird livestock depreciation coét within the PSS grbup, was only three pence per
bird, this wéé_not'such a decisive fact&r.v-Linked with this héwever, was the
pfoblem:of bird Qaluation increases at the year énd.‘ With the valuation increase
being smaller for white'birds, the average maxgin incréase, accountable to

valuation change was 20.74p per bird for PWR'units,-but only 16.34p per bird for

the PSS units.

The average price of pullets purchased was no different from that paid by
brown bird:PSS ugits, but the avérage cull value received‘was slightly higher,
as a higher proportion of PWR units sold culled birds to "foreién" restaurants
and outlété_other than the usual éoultry processors.

Other reasons ﬁelbing to lower bird depreéiation costs on PWR units were
their longér laying cycles and lower mortality rates compared to the PSS units.
The average lengﬁh of the laYing cycle was neariy,62.weeks, two weeks longer
than the PSS average, and the average moftality rate was lowef by nearly 1 per
cent on PWR units. A slightly higher proportion of PWR units force-moulted
part of théir flock, thch.would.tend to increase the qverall avérage laying

cycle length, but the main reason for longer cycles appeared to be a definite




policy decision by some units to keep to an extended cycle in order to produce-
a high proportion of large sized eggs, for which they had a lucrative market.

The very small gfades, on the other hand, were often difficult for PWR units to

dispose of, and would probably require severe price cutting before they were

purchased.

.»There was only one al;—in/alléout unit amongst the'RWR,units, which_i51not-
‘surprising ‘considering the need for direct'seliers to ﬁaintain a more or less
stable grading‘pattern,and a stead; supply thrcughoutvthe year.

As,far“aS'mortality-is.ccncerned, the PWR units did have an average morta-
lity.rate,"SOmewhat_highervthan that of the twelve brown bird PSS units, 7.5
per cent compared to only 6 per cent. "This .is only to be:expected with the
incidence of ldngllaying cycles ana force—moulting being.much greaten'ambﬁgst
the PWR units.

Theccoincidence cf long laying cycles and High-mortality rates is again
borne out when the .selling types within the PWR group are looked at in this
context. .Thus the average mortallty rates for unlLs selling malnly to whole-
saiers,;mainly to retailers, and mainly to consumers, are respectively 7.06 per
cent, 7.53 per cent and 8.52 per cent, with ‘the cofresponding'average lengths
of laying cycle_being 59'Weeks,162‘weeks.and 67 weeksf

A final word of warning must, however, be made aboﬁt comparisons between
units, of.bird'depreciatioﬁ'costs, The actual capacity used does affect per
bird and.per.dozen.figures. Thus the actual bird depreciation cost may be
identical on.any,two‘farms but because one has a higher avefage number of bifds
on the fafm:during the year, hie.livestock depreciation cost per bird Qiil be
lower. A\hypcthetical example will.illustfate this poinci—

A and B are two units of identical capacity, asscme both fill units to capacity
when rehousing, and'both have the same number of deathe All prlces are identi-

cal. The: only .difference :is that Farm A has a l week disease break and Farm B,

a 4 week disease break. Bird,depreciation costs would be worked out as follows




for a 52 week period.

Farm A . Farm B"V
10,000 birds Capacity 10,000 birds
16,000 birds " Birds in 10,000 birds
£14,000 Cost £14,000
'9,400 birds Culls out =~ _ 9,400 birds
£4,700 | REVENUE ' £4,700

£9, 300 NET COST £9,300

Average Numbers = 51 wks @ 9700 birds Average Numbers = 48 wks @ 9700 birds

1 wk @ NIL ) : 4 wks @ NIL

= 52 wks average 9513 birds . = 52 wks average 8954
. R ' : ' birds

. . Livestock Depreciation Per Bird

= £0.98 , o - £1.04

Capacity Used = 95 éer cent : j. Capacity Used = 90 per cent

Of course, on avheﬁ housed basis, livestock depreciation costé éer bird

would be identigal in‘the above case, but unfortﬁnately basic information on
yields and feed usage would have become quite meaningless over the fixed time
period of the survey. |

Under- utilization of capacity génerally, was.far_less marked than in the
1969/70 survey, but this>is in‘part’due to>thé very high mortality rates
experienced in 1969/70; However the'importance of making full use of capacity
must be stressed, as this ﬁot only reducés per bird costs but also increases per
bird returns and henée per.bird profit margins.‘

As the average unit capacity used was greater on PWR units, 881per cent
compafed to 85 per cent on PSS unité, the totél bird depreciation cost would
have been spréaa 6ver morevbirés, giving a lower per‘bird cost. . Also it is

noticeable that the lower third profitability group of PWR units had a much




higher livestock depreciation than the other two groups, and that the use made
of the unit capacity made in this group was relatively low. The high bird
depreciation cost on.the,lowest profitability group is also partly‘explained by
the groups short average layiﬁg cycle, 58 weeks compared to the total group

average of 62 weeks.

3. Labour'

Table XXXIII sﬁows the averages and ranges of labour performance factors
for the PWR units and each selling type.

As the table shows( labogr costs made up an average.of 10 per cent of all
production costs on PWR units as a whole,'compared to only 6 per cent on PSS
units. The most noticeable point however, is that it required nearly three tiﬁes
the amount of labour to produce and sell eggs directly to‘consumers, than to
solely produce the eggs prior to sale to a packing station. If the marketing
chain is divided into four stages, it required 22 per cent extra labour time,
over that needed for basic production, to pack and grade eggs, an extra 71 per
cent if thebeggs were supplied to retail outlets, and an extra 175 per cent to
supply final consumers.

The 1abour‘cost added per dozen at_each marketing phase, was 0.45p from
PSS unit to wholesale supplief, 0.73p from wholesale to retail supplier and

1.75p from retail to consumer supplier.

Marketiﬁﬁi@éSkS?ﬁilﬁga

The actual operations required in reaching each phase,_did vary from farm
to farm, but there was a geperal pattern.

The units supplying whoiesalers graded and candled their eggs; but did not
generally pack the eggs any further than on to keyes trays and into céées,
holding, ﬁsually, thirty dozens. The cases of graded eggs would then usually

be collected by the wholesaler. On some units, some eggs were packed into pre-

packs (cartons holding six eggs), but this would generally only be done if




'TABLE XXXIIT : LABOUR COSTS AND REQUIREMENTS

Average

Units Selling
to Wholesalers

Units Selling
to Retailers

Units Selling
to Consumers

- |Labour Cost-per Bira 
Laboux‘Cost per Dozen
Hoﬁrs per l,OQO'Birds‘
Egg Ouﬁput per £100 Labour

Percentage of Total Costs

58.2p
2.96p
631 hours

£1340

34.8p to 134.1p

1.54p to 6.34p

338 hours to 1464 hours

£714 to £2267

6% to 17%

44.6p
2.22p
. 453 hours

£1637

57.2p

2.95p

663 hours
~ £1301

9%

95.1p
4.70p
1016 hours

£909




requested by the wholesaler, and the terms of payment would then be altered to
take the extra work into account. Also there wouldboccasionally be some delivery
of eggs by the producer, but this was generally only a small proportion of total
output.

The units supplying retailers followed much the same procedure but most of
the eggs would be aelivered by the préducer and sales of'pre—packed eggs wbuld
be ‘much more common. 1In many instances, units supplying delivered céses sf eggs
to shops and.soid pre-packs separately to the retailer, so that his customers
would actually see their eggs being transferred from the keyes trays to the‘pre—
packs. There appear to.be-a number of reasons for this practice. Firstly, of
course, the eggs are cheaper to buy on keyes trays and although the pre-packs
have to be bought, not all the eggs sold have to.be pre-packed. Some  customers
are content with eggs in paper bags whilst others bring their own containers.
Some . shops encduraged customers to retﬁrn the pre—packs,kthereby getting several
"trips" from the éame pack. Alsd, breakages should be less if ﬁhe shop staff
pack eggs for the customer, who at the same time can see that each egg is whole.

Lastly the sight of the eggs on trays may help to promote a fresher image of

the eggs to the customer. The produéers generally made no profit on the sale

of pre-packs.

The increased labour time required by the reﬁail suppliers was therefore
virtually all due . to extra‘délivery time needed although where shops were supplied
with pre-packed eggs extra packing time would have been required.:

~As the sample ofvunité selling eggs direct to consumers ﬁas éo small, it
would be ﬁnwise to be too definitive, and it is not known how representative the
sample was. bHowever, within the group, several outlets were ‘used, the most
popular being the market stall. In this case all eggsvwould be on keyes trays
and usually they would only be put into pre-packs at the speéific request of a
customer. Often paper bags or the keyes trays them$elves‘were used for the

larger orders. 'The extra labour needed here was obviously for selling as well




as delivery to the market. Other outlets included farm shops and door-to-door

selling. With the former, eggs usually made up only a relatively small propor-
tion of the total shop sales, and therefore their corresponding share of the
overhead costs wés small. The farm shops were of necessity in suburbs of towns
with easy access for customers. In fact, the extra labour required to sell eggs
~ through a farm shop was generally less than that required on market stalls, as
the delivery time was obviated unless the unit was on another site.

For door to door selling, the labour time required was very great. ' There
are physical ;imitations to the number of eggs which can be sold in any one hour
by this method, which obviously boosts the labour requirement. As well as the
need to deliverveggs in small quantities, virtually all had to be in pre-packs
for easy diquéal and tolminimise,breakages. Thus on this type of unit the eggs
were fully packed and requiredvhand delivery, making this the most labour inten-
sive meﬁhod of selliﬁg eggs.

The incidence of delivery and the pfoximity of the different unit types to

population centres, is given below in Table XXXIV.

TABLE XXXIV : MARKETING TYPE

SITING AND DELIVERY BY

Units Selling
to Wholesalers

Units Selling
to Retailers

Units Selling
to Consumers

Sited Within 10 miles of conur-
bation '

More than 10 miles from Major Town

Sited Within 10 miles ovaajbr Town |

-percentages-

46

54

Delivery of All Eggs
Delivery of Some Eggs

No Delivery

Thus the further up the marketing cha;n, the greatef the incidence of egg

delivery and the closer the unit was to.a major population centre.




To complete this look at labour requirements, the table below glves an
indication of the average number of blrds and the unit capacity that one full
time worker could adequately.manage in one standard man year, based on the

survey findings.

TABLE XXXV : FLOCK SIZE REQUIRING ONE STANDARD MAN YEAR ONLY

Unit Type Avérage Nos. approx.|Capacity of Unit

“supplying Packing Station: 6,000 birds 7,100 birds
supplying Wholesalers 4,900 birds 5,600 birds
“supplying Retailers 3,500 birds 4,000 birds

supplying Consumers 2,200 birds 2,500 birds

It must be remembered that the above. figures are averages only, and that

there will be considerable variation from farm to farm.

Structure of Labour .Force

The structure of the labour force on the PWR units, is given in Table XXXVI.

/TABLE XXXVI : STRUCTURE OF LABOUR FORCE

Female Female : Totals
Family Hired

percentages -
Full-Time | ' ’ 2

Part-Time N 7

Total

Total -

The main difference between the PWR and the PSS units was that the propor--

tion of family labour contributed, was much greater on the former, 38 per cent




compared to 22 per cent. This is only to be expected, bearing in mind the
smaller average size of the PWR units. Farmers and their sons made up ovef one
quarter of the labour force on PWR units, compared to less than one fifth in
.the PSS group. The farmers also tended to be slightlyvyouﬁger in the PWR units.
What is pérhaps surprising ié that.the proportion of hired female labour
was lower on the PWR units,‘indeed, the overall propbrtion cbntributed by women
was lower, althouéhvby only 4 per cent.. It ﬁay have been assumed that packing
and grading would have required the feminine. touch, and therefore that women
would have played a greater role on PWR units. However, the relative size of
‘the PWR units again affects this, with smaller producers beiﬁg able to use their
owh lébour po'pack and grade; On the larger units, where the volume of eggs was
correspondingly high,‘where hired packing staff were required, women were
preferred to men. Moét delivery dri§ers‘were men however. ' This last point may
account for the higher proportién of part-time male workers in the PWR labour

forée, although as with the PSS workers, the majority were general farm workers,

employed only pért—time on the egg enterprise.

‘'The average number of hours worked‘by each type of worker is given in

Table XXXVII.

TABLE XXXVII : HOURS WORKED-

Average Hours Worked

Full-Time per year

Full-Time per week

Part-Time per Year

Part-Time per week

There were some differences in the number of hours worked compared to PSS

units. Full-time farmers tended to work fewer hours on the PWR units, although




it should be remembered that a full-time egg producer may rear his own pullets,

in which case the total houfs worked on the farm will be greater than as éhown.
The greatest difference was in the hired_part—time fémale category. On
‘the PWR units nearly 25 per cént fewer hours were worked. This may have been
due to the smaller size‘of the‘PWR units. Thus, rather than employing one full-
‘ timé'woman, én what is possibiyfa monotonous  task, better reSults.may be
obtained by employing thrge or four woﬁen part-time. This may then fit in
nicely with any family or household business. and provides, hopefully, a more
convivial working atmosphere. Certainly it was very easy'for units within.

suburbs of towns and cities to recruit part-time women workers.

4. Capital and Investment

Table XXXVIII shéws the levels of-capital aﬂd investment on PWR units.

The average PWR ‘unit was ‘more heavily capitalised than the average PSS
unit, with historical fixed and working capital valuations beihg nearly 50p. per
bira greater on the PWR units. Obviousiy PWR units.would be expected to have a
greater capital outlay,'héeding such thingsvas grading.machiﬁes;'packing sheds
and délivery vehicles. But, some of the difference must be put down to the
relati?e ycuth 6flthe average PWR gnit. Thus, the investment pattern oVer the
last ten years or so, on PWR units, ié almost exactly the reverse of the PSS
group. Nearly one half of the PWR units had made major investments since 1972, .
whilst nearly one half of the PSS units had made no major investments since
1968, as a COmparison‘of Tables XXXVIIIFand XVII reveals. This is surely an.
indication that PWR units have consistently been making higher profits than PSS
units following the winding up of the B.E.M.B., and in consequencé‘have had
sufficient funds to generate new investment.

Looking within the PWR group, the upits supplying consumers tended to have
much older buildings and equipment and therefofe their historical capital valua-
tion was lower than.that of the other groups. The need for delivery vehicles as

the producer progressed along the marketing chain, is clearly shown by the




TABLE XXXVIII : CAPITAL, RATES OF RETURN AND INVESTMENT TIMING

\

, ‘ Units Units Units
~ Averages . Supplying |[Supplying Supplying
Wholesalers|Retailers Consumers

HISTORICAL VALUES

Buildings & Equipment per Bird 85p 85p 6lp
Machinery & Vehicles per Bird 5p 16p 12p
Total Fixed Capital per Bird 73p

Fixed & Working Capital per Bird

REPLACEMENT VALUES
Buildings & Equipment per Bird £3.88 £3.90 £3.68 £3.87

Machinery & Vehicles per Bird £0.06 £0.26 £0.34 £0.22
Total Fixed Capital per Bird £3.94 £4.16 £4.02 £4.09
Fixed & Working Capital pef Bird £5.44 £5.80" £5.62 £5.69
Reﬁurp.on fixed‘Capital ' ' S 27% | .28% © 30% 28%
Return on Fixed & Working Capital 20% -20% : 21% 20%

Range in Return on All Capital +9% to +39%|-3% to +47%|14% to 28%(-3% to +47%

Average Capacity Used - 87%  '89%_ 86% 88%

Percentage of Units making major
investments ’

Since 1972
Not Since 1972 but after 1968

Before 1968 only

rising machinery and vehicle valuations.

The rates of feturn on fixed and working capital were substantially higher

on the PWR units, nearly twice as high as on the PSS units, but this is in part

the result of differences in historical valuations. If the element of valuation
increase is deducted from profits, the average real rate of return on all replace-

ment capitél, falls to 16 per cent on the PWR units. Although this is étill far




better than the average for the PSS group, it is not so remunerative when it is

realised that thé rate of inflation was also around the same level during the

survey period.

Within'the‘PWR group, the three selling types had similar rates of return,

but.it is intéresting to note the difference in investment patterns between them.

Virtually all the wholesaie suppliers had made major investments since 1972,

whilst less than half the retail suppliers and only one quarter of the consumer :

suppliers had done so.

" A poiht worth noting is that the extra fixed capital needed to become a

PWR unit, was not usually as high as might be expected. Many producers had

bought second-hand graders and converted existing buildings into packing and

grading sheds, using their own labour.. If delivery was necessary or desired,

the_vehicie would probably be the costliest item, if the farm car or van was

unsuitable. Delivery vans had to be reliable and therefore were replaced at

fairly regular intervals.. On the larger farms there'wére often additional

capital gxpenées involved invmaintaining pieasant working_conditions for the

staff in.the packing shed.

As far as future investment intentions are concerned, fewer PWR units

intended to expand over the next five years than PSS units, which is slightly

surprising.considering:their.relative,profitabilities._ Table XXXIX provides

details of producers'intentions;'

TABLE XXXIX :

FUTURE INTENTIONS WITHIN FIVE YEARS

Units Supplying
Wholesalers

Units Supplying
Retailers

Units Supplying
Consumers

To Increase Capacity
To Decrease Capacity

No Changé

33%
NIL

- 67%

29%

4%

NIL

NIL

100%

An interesting point is that unlike the PSS units, the'large scale

PWR units




were not intending to expand, and in fact expansibn was genérally only contem-
plated, where the producer was relativély sure of his market. The size of unitA
had no bearing on intentions within the PWR grbup. The expansion procedure
appeared to Ee in genéral to find a market first, buy in eggé from oéher producefs
to supply and consolidate it, thep put up your own cabin to satisfy the newi
demand, gradually phasing out the need for buying in,‘ All the farmers in this
group were very conscious qf the keen competition existing for egg oﬁtlets and
were therefore aware_of the dangers of over~expansion with iﬁs resulting

embarrassment of surplus eggs;

5. | Otﬁer Costs L ’ 7 .
‘There were diffefences in the other costs of production between.the PWR and
the.PSS'units. Electricity.coéts were higher on thé PWR uhits, which may be.a
result of the moré modern.cabins and equipment on these units, giving perhaps a
tighter control of the cabiﬁs heating and lighting. As most of the electricity
cost was caﬁéed by hon?stop extractor fans during ‘the drought of 1976, units
with more fans obviouély would pay more. Also of cdurse) PWR units need elec-
tricity to powef thé'érading machines and some would be needed to heat and light
the packing'sheds;' In éome cases, freezers for l;quid egg also boosted the final
bills. |
Repairs and maintenance costs were iower on the PWR units and’this can again
be put down to the more modern buildings and equipment, requiring much less

attention than the older PSS units.

Miscellaneous costs on the PWR units were more than double those of the

PSS units, this being mainly due to the inclusion of delivery vehicle fuel, tax

and insurance costs in the PWR accounts.

ggcking Material Costs

The major difference between the groups was in packing material costs.

Obviously the packing cost on a PSS unit was usually nil. There was, however,




a distinct difference‘between the.different selling types within the PWR group.
Packing material costs on units selling to censﬁmefs, averaged nearly twice
those on units selling to wholesalers.. In fact even this is not the whole story.
Packiﬁg eosts.veried ene;mously from~farm to‘farm, from less than 5p per bird
to over 30p‘per'bird; andkgeﬁerally.the larger the unitjithe higher the packing.
cost.

The main reasons for the'wide variety, were the differing standards and
situations of each individual.farmer. Some .smaller farmers were able to buy
all. their materials second-hand, and therefore cheaply, from Varioue sources.

If they still supplied.a packing'station with some eggs, they were‘able to use
some of the‘treys supplied.

| The-cest»of materials over the year also depended on the'humber of'timesb
they ceuld be used. When outlets were regularly supplied, a certain proportion
of“tray5’and'boxestwbuld”be returned to the producer, most of1Which could be
re—used. If a cardboard egg case together with the trays, managed to complete
two 'trlps before hav1ng to be scrapped, the lnltlal cost of, say 2p per dozen,
would have been'ha;ved; Unfortunately not allyproducers did have pecking
ﬁaterials returned to them,.and-indeed soﬁe‘units used oniy new materials as e
matter of policy,‘hence the great difference in material costs.

. )
On the larger.units,; packing materials were often ordered ready-printéd

with‘the farm's.trading name on the boxes and pre-packs. This precluded using

any second hand material and helped'to ptomote'cuStomer loyalty. On other farms: .
retﬁrnable outer,contaieers were used, made of wood or plastic, and these resul-
ted in some savings. Thus.after the initial cost, the only payments needing to

be made were to replace the few badly damaged ones each year. In this case of
course, the level.pf retrieval had to be virtuallleO’per‘cent to ensure noticeable

savings; Virtually all the PWR units using pre-packs used the moulded pulp

variety rather than the clear plastic or polystyrene types.




RETURNS

1. Egg Revenue

The average yield’achieved by the PWR units was nearly ohe dozenAeggs per
bird lower, than that achleved by the PSS unlts, 236 5 eggs compared to 247.4
- eggs per blrd But, once the brown to white bird ratio and the respectlve
length of laying cycles are taken 1nto account, there appeared to be very little
difference in the average performances. Within the PWR grbup, however,'there
did seem to be a drop in productipn management standards between wholesale
suppliers and retail suppliers.. Thus, the wholesale suppliers were Presumably
able to spend more time on production itself, achieving a yield of 243.1 eggs
- per blrd compared to the retail suppliers average of 234.1 eggs.

As a result of the greater profitability on PWR unite‘compared to PSS
units,  the average.yieldvneeded-fer a unit to break even was much lower, 201
eggs or 16.75 dozens, compared to 225 eggs or 18. 75 dozens per bird on the Pss
units. 1In fact, on unlts supplylng retailers the break even yield fell below
200 eggs per bird w1th the average_being 197-egge,or 16.42 dozens per bird.

field was mgch 1ess,important in.deciding profitability‘on PWR units as
Tahle XL shows, although the mqst.prefitable third PWR units did achieve higher

average yields than thevothers.

TABLE XL : PERFORMANCE BY YIELD

< 230 eggs 231-240 eggs 241-250 eggs

Total Cost per Bird £ ~5.90 6.21 6.24
Total Revenue per Bird £| - 6.82 7.61 ' ' 7.23
Margin per Bird £ 0.92 1.40 : 0.99

Total Cost per Dozen  p 31,97 ' 31.23 - 30.76 -
Total Revenue per Dozen p| - 36.95 v . 38.29 - 35.66
Margin per Dozen pl 4.98 . 7.06 _ 4.90

No. of Farms . . 15 ‘ 10




Although the five highest yielding farms showed the highest average profit
both per bird and per dozen, the second highest yielding farm group actually
had the lowest profit per dozen, although not per bird. This merely emphasises
the 1mportance of final egg prices to the level of profitability achieved on the

units in the PWR group.

As Table XXVI has already shown, the price of eggs had a great deal to do

with eventual profitability in the PWR group. However Table XXVII has also
shown that the.difference in profitability_between each selling type group is
not.that'great. Thus all units selling to consumers were not necessarily ih

the upper third profitsbility group ana all unitsﬂselling to wholesalers,were
not in the lower third group. Therefore, the most crucial factor in determining
profitability within . the PWR group was the actual marketing of the eggs, thereby
obtalning the best p0351ble price within the limits of the selling type. 1In
other words, as long as PWR units.achieve’ reasonable production performance
'levels, the producer stands or falls by his ability as an egg salesman.

On the PSS units, the range in costs per dozen was very wide whilst the
Arance in returns per dozen was fairly small. Profitability was therefore usually
associated with a low cost of'production. With PWR units on the otherlhand, the

range in costs and the range in returns per dozen were about the same.end in
fact, the standard deviation for total returns per dozen was greatexr than that
of. total costs.

~So, it would appear that the most successful farms in the PWR section were
those achieving the highestbegg prices within their particular selling group:
Progressing up the marketing chain did not automatically signify(higher profits,
as the:cost of-production would rise due to the extra work required. Thus
although the‘most profitable third of the PWR units did produce at the lowest
cost per dozen, they also achieved the highest price per dozen. The difference

between the average total costs per dozen of the highest and lowest third farms




was oniy 1.55p but the difference in returns was 3.92p. Taking the middle and
lower third farms, the difference in costs per dozen was only 0.18p but that in

returns was 2.77p.

Type of Outlets

As the avefage‘egg prices were so important, it would be as well to look
at the type of outlets used by the PWR units.

The units selling mainly to wholesalers, obviously relied very much on
their contacts wiﬁhin the egg trade,_although most units did sgll some eggs to
retailers, uéually'at the‘farmvgate, In consequénpe, the range in price amongst
the units, (32§‘to 36p), was not as g;eat as for the other two selling types,
although siting could be important. Spme'units‘could take ad&antage of their
position and offset low summer prices by supplying the extra demand created by
holiday-makers. This ﬁherefore»boosted their yeariy average price. One or two
uﬁits dia send up ;o half their output to a paqking station, but the eggs sent
.werevﬁsually.thé smallervgradéé, or those eggs remaining after all fheir retail
and wholesale outlets had been supplied. The packing station was therefore-
acting as the floor of the market fqr such units.

Among the units selling.mainiy to retailers there was a wide range inAtotal
returns per dozen from 33p to 40p. The‘type of outlet supplied varied enormously.
By far the most common,outlef was the small shop, usually a butchers orba grocery
store. Another éopular customer was the milk roundsman, usually on the small
local dairy rounds rather than those of the ﬂational dairies._ Some units wére
on dairy farms with theirvown retail milk rounds and these were made use of to

sell eggs. Other units supplied hotels, restaurants, canteens, factories and

market stallholders. Hardly any of the units supplied supermarkets.

As has already been pointed out, units supplying consumers either had farm
shops, - market stalls or made door-to-door sales.

As far as the weekly pricing of eggs was concerned, most producers did




take some notice of published weekly average prices usually from the Eggs
‘Authority or NEPRA, although these were ignored if local conditions differed
from the. national picture. |

The scope for improving prices was least in the wholesale supplying group.
In general the wholesale priceS‘offerea for the different grades varied Qery
'1i£tle during‘any one: week, a;thoﬁgh there would be some regional variation.
In:most. cases producers would deal only with one or two wholesalers and there
would be very littlei'shoppingF around to find higher brices.

For the re?ail suppliers however, pricing was not always so one-sided.
Moﬁt'prodﬁcers were aware of impénding*price changeé and would alter'theif own
selling,pricés in the same direction although not necessarily by £he same amoﬁnt‘
as published. Most units practised some form of differential pricing, usually
giving large.drder customers discouﬁts and. perhaps increaéing prices for very
sméll orders. During the survey year there were ihstances of nationally

published price changes not being necessary on some units. In January 1977

for instance, the nationally published prices fell, but mahy prdducers.were able

to.maintain_ﬁheir.pre—ChriStmaS'prices without being undercut by producers. with
excéss*suéplies.-
~ The problem of price competition from other producers trying to increase
fhei:Amarket sharé} was experienced by nearly all Qroducers. Most producers
weré not.so‘perturbéd at the thought of other PWR units increasing their custo-
mers on a. regular basis, but reserved their most scathing comments for producers
who offrloadedLoccasioﬁal’surpluseé.very cheaply on their own cuétomers, who
would l&ter wish to resume: trading with their original éuppliér after a few
weeks. Hopefully the newly formed Central Egg Agency will reduce the frequency
of'these.occuxrences;
Units supplyingvconsumerg also have soﬁe scope in deciding their egg

prices. Obviously they are competing with 6ther retail outlets and so must be

aware of the prices being éharged in the high street. With farm shops, the




eggs may be used to attract custon‘to buy other goods, with resulting egg prices
which are considerably below those charged in competing shops. Prices charged
on market stalls were generallyfat the lower end of the‘retailing price range
but.often all grades of egg were available rather than the one or two sold in
most shops. Similarly cheap cracked eggs sold on market stalls,’were often used
as a draw to the consumer who would then buy some whole eggs at the same time.
In fact the tradebln cracked eggs was often so good that it made financial sense
to crack whole eggs deliberately. This occurred usually when a grade was in
surplus and the price paid by consumers for cracked eggs was often higher than
that paid by a wholesaler for the whole eggs of that grade. Where eggs were
sold door—to—door on milk rounds, or speCial egg rounds, the prlces charged
uere very similar, and sometimes higher,. than the average high street shop price.
Consumers were obviousiy prepared to-pay a hiéher price for the,conveniencekof
houe delivery, which is'not surpriSingaconsidering that eggs are not aiways the
easiest item to carry on shopping expeditions,,

Qnekimportant non-price factor involved in keeping their customers loyalty
’was the.naintenance of first class egg»quality. This was particularly important
where consumers were supplied at the.farm gate. Some producers stated that they
would ratherdspend money on improving their egg quality than on advertising
thelr eggs, as a good yolk and shell quality tended to make their own eggs
popular in any case. Where advertiSing was carried out, this usually took the
form of brightly painted deliuery vans, and eye-catching packaging,‘although v

one or two units had used local newspapers and commercial radio to promote their

own eggs, with apparent success.

One other factor‘in‘generating customer loyalty was the relationship
between the customer and the dellvery driver. Some of the larger units relied
on their drivers to give an effic1ent, cheerful serVLce and producers were very
much. aware of thelimportance of their choice of deliveryman. _With_so much compe-

tition for egg outlets, any mishandling of situations could result in the loss




of a,customer and a-resulting surplus of eggs which could only beKSOld at low
- prices. The same problem did occur on the smaller units uhere the delivery man
or woman was usually a family member, but any differences of opinion could
‘usually be instantly dealt with, withoutAhaving to refer the customer back to
the rarmer.' Some delivery drivers also did assist the retailer with his own
'marketing by ensuring that the freshest eggs were placed at the back of a display
_ to ensure that any eggs unsold after the previous weeks delivery, 'did not stay
.on the display for more than two weeks.

In cases‘where producers were or had expanded, this would usually have
been achieved by'taking_over an existing delivery round which had been relin%

quished by another producer, for whatever reason.

2. Other Revenue

As with the-PSS:units, virtually all the other revenue was composed of
manurialhcredits;,'As‘the propcrtion of mixed farms was slightly higher in the
PWR'group,hthe average_other‘revenue per'birdiand per dozen was higher than in
the PSS group; Onvthe farms where there Was'revenue from manure’however, it
averaged less thanlspiper bird as with the PSSvunits. |

Manurevdisposal-tended to be ‘a greater prOblem on specialist PWR units
than on any others, because they were often sited either in or very close to

reSidential areas.

ggonomies_of‘Scale

As the units over 20 000 birds, in the PWR group, numbered only three, no

) comment can safely be made on their mean performance. Also, as’ the profitability

of a PWR unit depended so much on its owners or managers ability to market his
eggs successfully, the size of the unit was to some extent irrelevant " As long
as the unit was geared to’its particular market reguirement, its absolute size
" had little-effect on performance. Table XLI shows that the distribution of the

differing'size groups4amongst the profitability groups, was about even.




TABLE XLI : DISTRIBUTION OF SIZE GROUPS BY PROFITABILITY

Profitability Group | 10,000 + birds | 9,999-5,000 birds | < 5,000 birds

-- percentages -
.|Upper Third S ‘ 33
Middle Third , ' 34

Lower Third : 33

Total

No. of Farms

The size of the unit was also linked to its method of éelling, with the
units suppiying cénsumers teﬁding to.be smaller than average and units'supplyihg
wholesalefsrténding to be larger than averagé.v This is empﬁasised in Table
xilI théh shows that as Sige:became smaller, labour reéuirements, total costs

and total returns per bird and:per dozen, all rose.

TABLE XLII : PERFORMANCE BY SIZE GROUP

10,000 + birds | 9,999-5,000 birds | < 5,000 birds

Yield pér Eird ‘ 238 eggs 237 eggs 233 eggs
Feed Intake per Bird -~ 43.78 kgs _ 42.41 kgs - 43.79 kgs
Food Conversion Rate 2.22 2.16 - 2.27

Labour per lOOO Birds v548 hours . |. - 637 hours 836 hours

Total Costs per Bird £6.09 = | £6.09 . £6.32
Total Returns per Bird| = £7.18 ' £7.30 £7.37
|Margin per Bira - £1.09 £1.21 £1.05

Total Costs per Dozen 30.7p - 30.8p : 32.5p
Total Returns per Dozn 36.1p - 37.0p 1 38.0p

Margin per Dozen 5.4p 6.2p ' 5.5p

‘It is noticeable that'margins do not differ greatly among the size groups.
So, amongst the PWR units there was no evidence to show that size had any

effect on profitability.




SECTION III

PERFORMANCE .STANDARDS

If the sample of 70 farms can be'takeh‘as'beihg reasonably representative

of the national situation, the oﬁerali érdduction standaras shouid reflect those
of the nationai flock. dbvioﬁslykdﬁe‘ﬁo the diffefent selling methdds used, an
aﬁerage of the costs énd:returns for all 70 farms,vwould_not.represent any farm
type‘and would be‘out'of.daﬁe. The usefuiness of the cost and return averagesv
is in the comparisons which canfbe made from them, rather than for any state-
ments of absolute ﬁalues. An amalgam of ail_?o fafms' cost‘and feturn averages
would therefore be meaningless, unless other costings were made over exactly
the séme period and on éxactly the same farm types. -However, the standards ofi’
technical performanée may be helpful as these tend to alter much more slowly
over‘time than do the financial'considerations. By far the most impbrtantv
standards are those of yield and feed iﬁtake per bird and tﬁe resuiting feed
conﬁersion rété,: Table‘XLIIIlgivés thése»standaxds»for the'différing farm
types; | |

One important point arises here. ,The average, grouped, performance figures
throughoﬁt this report, are weighted such.that the size of a uniﬁ_has no
influence on fhe finél group average. Thevaverage yield for all farms of 241.6
eggs per bird is‘arrived at by taking tﬁe shm of tﬁe avérage Yields on each farm
and dividing by 70. If the surveykis to be used as a window on to the national
scene, the simple averége must also be uséd. As the larger units tended to be
more efficient in:the technical sensé, the tﬁree standafdé become that much
bgtter. _Thus if the total number of eggs produced on all farms is diviaed by :
the‘total avérage number ofvbirds_on éllrfarms, the resulting avefége yiéld per
bird is 245.2 eggs. This figure is_only slightly higher than that arrived at in
the M.A.F.F. yield survey for 1977. By égainbusing the same method,the overall
average feed consumption per 5ird is'42.828 kgs_per year .or 117 .gms per day.
This means that on average for the farmsAsurveyed, it required 2.096 kgs of

feed to produce one dozen eggs.




“TABLE XLIII : PERFORMANCE STANDARDS BY ENTERPRISE. TYPE

: » Yield per|Feed Intake|Feed Conver-|Number of
Unit Type Bird |per Bird sion Rate Farms
- 'Eggs Kgs = - :

All or mainly brown birds | 237.3 43.711 2.217 46

All or mainly white birds | 246.1 40.659 | 1.993 " 16

Equal Numbers White or Brown 257.5 43.933 2.052 8
Specialist Egg Farms 246.0 43.105 | 2.109 | 35

| Mixed Farms ' 237.3 42.972 |  2.185 35

|Home Feed Mixing - - | 236.0 | 42.180 | - 2.159 24

Purchased Compounds . 244.6 | 43486 | 2.141 | 46

Home Pullet Rearing | 239.0 43.34 2.189

Purchased Pullets | 2432 1 42.86 2.122

Family Farms | 243.0 43.25 0 2.145

Non Family Farms - - | 241.0 | -42.92 |  ~ 2.148

Protein Levels of 16.5% + ' 243.8 | 42.652 | - 2.108

Protein Levels under 16.5% 237.9 43.693 2.212

Usual laying cycle ‘under 58 wks 249.0 43.560 2.112

Usual laying cycle over 58 wks 236.0 |- 42.624 |  2.175

|Full Environmental Control 243.5 42.49 | 2.101

|Part or Nil control | 2405 | 4336 | 20173

a1l Farms . . 241.6 43.039" 2.147

The influence of the larger units can be seen in Table XLIV, where the

largest units shOW»the'lowest feéd conversion rate. Thus the units of over

.:20,000 birds achiéved higher yields and lower feéd intakes per bird than aﬁy




other size group, indicating that levels of stockmanship may indeed be rather -

better on the large scale units than on the smaller farms.

Feed costs have

been included: to demonstrate how thls technlcal efficiency ‘translated. into

financial terms with the largest units producing eggs with the lowest feed cost -

per dozen.

TABLE XLIV :

ALL‘FARMS:PERFORMANCE BY SIZE GROUP

Averages -

Units < 5,000
birds

5,000-9,999
" birds.

10,000-19,999
birds

Units. > 20,000]. :

 birds

Yield per Bird

Feed per Bird

Feed Conversion Rate
Feed Cost per Bird
Feed Cost per Dozen

No. of Farms

Average ‘Size

239.2 eggs
44.757 kgs
2.254
£4.62
23.20p .
1

4054

- 2.124

242.6 eggs
42.737 Kgs

£4.30
21.42p

26 .
7430

239.5 eggs
42.826 kgs
2.156
£4.20
21.07p
22
12910

246.0 eggs
42.457 kgs;n
2.076
£4.18
20.41p
11
45576.

Flnally, Tables XLV and® XLVI show the dlfferent contributions made and

hours ‘worked by thelabour force over the whole 70 farms.

TABLE XLV

ALL FARMS: STRUCTURE OF

LABOUR FORCE

Male
Family

Male
Hired

Female
Family

Female
Hired

Full-Time 14

Part-Time - -8

percentages—--

1

6

9 .

21

Total 22

30

Total.




TABLE XLVI : ALL FARMS: HOURS WORKED

Average Hours Worked Male Female
: Family ‘Family

Full-Time per Year 2165 2139

Full-Time per Week 41.6 : 41.1

Part-Time per Year

Part-Time per Week




SECTION IV

ESTIMATED RESULTS FOR 1977/78

‘Tables XLVII and XLVIII give estimated costs, returns and marglns, per
bird and per dozen, based on the findings of thlS report. The actual survey
figures for 1976/77 are included in brackets to allow comparisons ‘to be made.

It must be stressed. that the.l977/78 figures are only estimates, and are
not based on ‘actual profit and.loss accounts for that year. Similarlykit-must
‘be ‘noted that both the estimates for 1977/78 and the actual figures for 1976/77,
-have been presented with no element of valuation incfease or deerease.included.
The 1976/77 figures have been rounded‘and an approximate "paper profit" deducted
in each case. The 1977/78 flgures have been calculated using the technical |
performanee.standards revealed:in this survey report, but allowance has been
‘made for  some improvement in efficiency. Pricing was carried out using the

best available data.

The tables do not show costs and returns as at April 3rd 1978, but are

rather estimates of the profitability of the different farm types over the last
financial year. . For individualefarm comparisons to be made, the»farm's enter-
prise profit -‘and loss account fer the year 1977/781need oaly be put on a per
bird and per dozen basis. |

~Oof the.1977/78»figures themSelves,vif seems likely that virﬁually all

types of unit earned aarginaliy lower profits than in the previous year,
although packing station suppliers suffered more than producer wholesalers or
retailers.. .Although egg prices did rise slightly over the previous years
‘averages, feed priees and fixed'eosts also rose, thereby nullifying any positive
~effect.

.In fact,»from‘the'beginniné of the year, compound feed prices rose to a
~.peak in the early summer of 1977, but then began to fall until mid—November.
.Priees then remained sfable for over three months, but by the end of the
accounting year they had once again taken an upturn.

The fall in the cost of point-of-lay pullets due to the lower feed costs




TABLE XLVII : ESTIMATED.COSTS AND RETURNS 1977/78 FOR PSS UNITS

(1976/77 figures in brackets)

Home Mixing Farms - e : Purchased Compound Farms

. COSTS ) ' ’ : : £ per Bird - . Pence per bozen ' é per Bird . .Pence'per Dozen
Feedstuffs = s 4.18 - 20.6  (18.8) 4.87 (4.54) ©23.4  (21.9)
Bird Depréciafion ._ : ‘ _ 4.6 (4.85 (0.96) 4.3 (4.6)
Labour . o 0 " 1.9 . @7n| (0.37)| 1.9 - (1.8

Other Fixed Costs o : ‘ 1.6  (1.3) o _ (0.31) .. 1.8 (1.5)

Total .Costs « ‘ : 28.7 (26.6) | - (6.18) 31.4  (29.8)

Total Returns ' ' L o 31.9 (30.6) : - ‘-(6.40) , (30.8)

Margin | 3.2 (4.0) (0.22) CC (1.0)




. TABLE XLVIII : ESTIMATED COSTS AND RETURNS 1977/78 FOR PWR UNLTS

'(1976/77 figures in brackets)

thiesale,Suppliers : : Retaii Suppliers‘ Cbnsumer Suppliers

§9§2§ £ per Bird Pence per ﬁozeh £ per Bird Pence pef Dozen|£ pér Bird = . |Pence per Dozen|
FeedStufés | 469 (439 230 L] .63 (@.25)| 23.6  (21.9)| 4a.80 (4.57) | 24 (22.9)
Bird‘Depreciaﬁion' 0.90 (0.94) ‘ (4.6)| 0.86 f:(0.89) 4.4 (4.6) 0.80  (0.86) | (4;3)
Labour , 19 (0.45) ‘ (2.2) | 9.63‘- (0.57) | 3.2 (3.0)| 1.05 (0.95) (4.7)
Other Fixed Costs | (0.31)  .8 (1.5) | f © (0.42) 2.6 (2.1) - (0.48) (2.5)

Packing Costs . ‘ (0.11) : ©(0.6) ] 1 - (0.13) 0.8 (0.7) - (0.20) _ (1.0)

Total Costs , 6.5 (6.20) ' (30.6) ( (6.26) | (32.3) (7.06) (35.4)

| Total Returns - ‘ (7.06) (34.9) [ (7.21)| 38. (37.1) ~ (8.05) (40.3)

Margin . (0.86)| 4. (4.3) > (0.95) (4.8) | . (0.99) (4.9)




in the latter half of the year, coopled with the iﬁcreased prices being paid
for cull birds over most of the year, resulted in the cost of bird depreciation
being lower than in l976/77. However by early 1978, cull prices'had begun to
fall drastically due to the severe reduction in the‘capacity of the old hen
procesSing industry;. Many of the smaller proceséing plants have and are beihg
faced_with closure_aé_they will not be'able to.meet fhe E'Efo regulations on
poultry hygiene. This has resulted in very much’a buyers market and indeed,
small scale, white egg produoers who do not book in their culls in advance,
may be hard preseed,to'find a buyer at all.

The better fleshing of most brown birds has kept up the demand for them
to some extent, but the difficdlties of disposing of white birds and their

consequent high livestock_depreciation, must surely lead to a further swing

towards brown egg production. As the production of white eggs has been shown

to be cheaper and moreiefficient than brown egg production, a further swing.
towards a solely brown bird national flock, must surely not be in the natiopal
intereet. | | .

It is worth notlng that if birds are written down at market values, most
actual farm accodnts for the 1977/78 year would show a “"paper loss" due to the
muchdlower‘financial value of birds on handAatfthe epd of the‘year. This would
be especially so on units housing mainly'white birds._ﬂ

Most fixed costs of production and marketing have risen steadily over
1977/78, with one p0551ble exception belng fuels, and this lS reflected in the
tables. |

. As far as egg prices are concerned, the price cycle followed very much -

the eame pattern as in the: prevlous year, and for the second tlme, the poSt—
Christmas price fall was averted, again- by e-comblnatlon of exporting and pre-
Christmas culling. The marketiog share of the final egg price continued to B

" increase slightly over the 1977/78 year.

In summary therefore, once accounts have been worked out, it is likely




that profits for 1977/78 will on average be found to be slightly>lower'than for .

1976/77, and that the relative profitability of egg marketeers over packing

station suppliers will. have increased.




CONCLUSIONS

The 1976/77 survey into the economics of egg production was carried out

against a background of declining egg consumption, a diminishing national
flock‘and severe cost‘inflation. Feedstuffs prices increassd by'one third over
the suryey year and producers were saved from making losses only by a marked
improvement in'egg prices during the lattér half of the year.

The tendency for producers to venture into msrketing over the previous
five yoars, meant that units were now selling eggs.in .a wide variety of ways,
and all units could no longer be compared together._ So the sample farms were
initially divided into two broad groups, Producer Wholesale/Retail (PWR) units
and Packing Station Supplying (PSs) units.

.0f the two main groups, by far the most profitable were the PWR units.
Their average profits per bird and per dozen were‘virtually twice that of the
PSS units. The range in profits per bird was greater within the PWR group with
just over £2.50 difference netween the best and. the worst. The equivalent range
with the PSS groupvwas just over £2.00 per bird. In fact the PWR units appeared
to be generally on a higher profitability scale altogether, than the PSS units.
The former had iess than 10 per cent of all units falling below 50p per bird
whilst 45 per cent of the lstter group fell into this category. At the other
end of the scale, over 20 per cent of all PWR units earned profit margins of
more than £1.50 per’bitd, whilst less than 5 per cent of PSS units managed to
achieve results of this order.

The ‘simple reason for the far superior profitability of the PWR units was
that although their extra oosts of marketing added over three pence’per dozen
to total costs, tne extra returns from marketing, added over six pence per dozen
to total returns. This resulted in the profit margin per dozen on PWR units
being virtually double that achieved on PSS units, this being entirely due to

the marketing of eggs on PWR units. .




Qn‘balance, there was little evidence tO‘euggest that the average'PWR
unit. was any. less efficient'technically than the average PSS unit, once the
strain of bird used had been taken into aceount; Virtually all PWR units housed
only browﬁ‘birds, whilst the:proportion of thte or tinted to brown birds was
much»mere even on the. PSS units. However, within the PWR group there were.
indications-that as the lerel;of marketing increased, physieal production
efficiency began to  fall. Thus.unirs selling to wholesalers achieved much
better feed conversion rates aadilower.mortality rates than uhitS'selling to
retailers:or consumers. This suggestS'that if produétion standardS“are to be
maintained;or'improved,vany envisagedvmarketing operation should‘be kept - fairly,
simple.

Average'profite"on PSS unitS'were generaliy at a very low level, especially
_ebﬁsidering:that.around 27»per'cent of profit,was due to valuation increases.
Rates'of'returﬁ qh_capital were“therefore‘generally.beor, and moer units would
have found:itlﬁery;difficult if.net impossible, to generate sufficienﬁ capital
forvreinVestment purposes from within the business.'

.Within the PSS group, the most crucial factor in- de01d1ng profltablllty
was: the method of feed purchase ‘used w1th the proviso that reasonable productlon

standards. were attained. Unlts ‘purchasing 1ngred1ents ‘and then milling and

mixing their own rations, achieved profit margins of well over twice those

earned on units' using purchased eompounds. Thus,ﬂwith average production figures
most home mixers achieved: hlgh profits, whilst these were only earned on compound
purchaSLng unlts w1th very hlgh production standards.

Feed costs per bird. on home mixiﬁg units were on average 15>per eent lower
than on units purchasingcompounds.Similarly the average.cosr of'feedvper‘tonne
pard on home mixing farms wae over E9-lese.than that paid: by purchased compound .
users.: Feed costs.constituted nearly 75 per éent'of all costs of production ont.
PSS farms, and therefore the major sav1ngs made by home mlxrng unlts resulted.

in.a very favourable level of financial performance.
£




Profit margins on units using.purchased feed were extremely low on average,
although unité housing white-or:tinted birds performed much better financially
than,qnits heusing brown birds. This was due to the far superior physical
efficiency in production of the white bird units. Also, all-in/all-out units
éerformed significantly better than multi-age units, if the home mixing units
wereeexclqded.'

Apart from the method of feed purchase, high profits were generally earned
on those PSS units achieving tﬁe best feed .conversion ratios. High yielding
farms also showed far better.results‘than,low yielding farms. 1In fact,-pfoducers
achieving yields per bird qf‘over 250 eggs per.year,rea;ned well over three
times the profit margin per bird on'average than producers thaining results
ofvunder 240 eggs per bird perlfear.

Profitsleerned on PWR units generally provided a fair return to management
and_ihvestment. Within the groﬁp, profits did increase marginally as the level
of”marketing_increased. ‘The key area for achieving high profits‘Within the PWR
g?oup; was in salesmanship however, VThe type of market used to sell theAeggs,

was far less important in determiningnprofits, than the ability of the producer

to achieve the best position within his chosen market.

Technical efficiency in production was still important>on PWR units, but

oniy adequate rather than high standards were needed to give good financial
results. A cefeful marketing strategy aha good salesmanship could produce

" excellent resultsvfrom only moderate production levels. On the other hand, a
high level of technical efficiency could easily be wasted by poor marketing.

The a&erage PWR. unit required hearly,iwice as much labour per 1000 birds

as the average éss unit. . Within the PWR group however labour requirements rose
dramatically the further up the marketing chain a unit beceme; Thus enite
selling to retailers required nearly 50 per cent:more labour per 1000 birds
than units selling to wholesalers, aﬂd units selling to consumers required over

100 per cent more.




“Within: the limitations of thé size groups in the survey, there was some
evidence of economies of scale existingwithin the PSS group{at leasﬁ up to
20,000 birds. It does seem likely however, that economies of scale do occur
above the 20,000 bird mark, as a much higher p?oportion of this #iée.group were
planning to-expand before 1982, thap»in’the other size groups. .As levels of

investmeht‘appeared to be ‘fairly closely correlated with levels of profitability,

‘this would indicate good financial performances by the large-scale units over,

previogs years, despite the disappointing results in this sﬁf&ey. It is notice-
able that of-all 70 farms in the’survey,'the.large—3cale unité achiéved.the
lowest feedzcost.pey’dozen eggs produced, by virtue ofla ver? gpdd feed .conver-
sion rate.

On;thebother~hand, there wéé little evidence of economies of scale within

the PWR group. -Unit size was.fairly closely related to the type of marketing,

pursued however. Thus, the pfoblems of seliing'vast quantities of eggs to
consumers and.small shopkeepers,'generally meant that moét;of the larger scale
producers supplied wholesalers. Asvprofitability was goverﬁed more .or less by

the relative:success of thé individual.producer as a marketeer, fhe scale of
production was to some extent.immaterial;l’The decision process therefore,

ogghﬁ to:be.the.prqducer_deciding_where he will betmost effective in thé marketing
chain, "and then_regulating’the size of ‘his unit accordingly.

On technical'standardé generally, the most successful units in terms of
feed conversion.rateslappeared“to be large scale; specialist units, housing
mainly white birds,<’1t was nqticeable that units feeding high protein rations
‘performed Setter than’thbse feedihg a lower protein ration and that upits having
cabins over which,ﬁﬁey had full environmentai control, performed better on
average, than those with only part or no control. ‘Similarly units 5uyihg in
point-of-lay pullets performed-beéter than those home rearing. There was
virtually no differenée between the performances.of family and non-family farms.

On the basis of these findings therefore it seems likely that if the egg




industry'does continue to contract, both in terms of numbers of units and

national flock size,hthe contraction will be greatest amongst'the smaller

scale, purchased compound using) béé units, ana in particular the poorei
epecialist units Whefe‘egg enterbrise results aobnot becohe submerged in overall
farm accounts. The 1ncreas1ng size of productlon units looks llkely to continue,
where eggs can be marketed through a parent company or organlsatlon, 1nev1tably
at the expense of the less efficient,_purchased compound using PSS units. It

is also likely that the process of vertical integrationvwill continue slowly
although the potential markets:for PWR units must already be saturated. Indeed
inoreasing preesure'on the markets gsed by_PWR unitstmay force‘margins down in
the long term, although generally producers now seem much more aware than

prev10usly of the perlls of over supplying the market for eggs.




TERMS AND DEFINITIONS

Average Size of Unit: The total of the average number of birds on the
unit each four weekly period, divided by 13.

‘Average Feed Consumption per bird: Total quantity of feedingstuffs used
during the year divided by the average size of unit. :

Average Yield per bird: Total number of eggs laid divided by the»average
size of the unit. -
Feed Conversion Rate: AveragevFeed Consumption per bird divided by averagé

yield per bird in dozens.

Feedingstuffs: Purchased feed is charged at the net cost delivered to the
farm. Where feed was home mixed, costs of milling and mixing are added.

Home-Reared Pullets: Costed for an equivalent bird boﬁght in, on a
sliding scale depending on time of introduction into the laying unit.

Labour: Paid labour is charged gross of .all national insurance contribu-
tions. Overtime is included where worked. Holiday pay is,also included.
‘Standard rates were charged for unpaid family labour.

.Deadstbck Depreciation: Charged at 10 per cent for buildings and equipment,
20 per cent for machinery and vehicles, by diminishing balance method.

Working Capital: The closing feed, livestock and stores valuation was
used as an estimate of working capital.

Miscellaneous Costs: Includes direct costs involved in egg production, such
as vet. and medicines, water, advertising, flock insurance etc. General
farm overheads such as rent and rates, are not included.

Interest Payments: No interest or bank charges are included.

Specialist Egg‘Farms - Farms'whére the egg enterprise generates at least
75 per cent of total turnover. ’

Family Farmshé Farms where over two thirds of all labour used on the egg
enterprise is contributed by family members.

‘Brown Bird Units - Units where brown birds make  up over two thirds of the
total flock. . :

White Bird Units - Units where white or tinted birds make up over two
thirds of the total flock.

Mixed Colour Units - Units having broadly equal numbers of brown and
white birds. - - . A ‘ '

Standard Man Year - 275 standard man days, & standard man day representing
8 hours work by an adult male worker under average conditions.




APPENDIX

Enterprise Studies Recently Published or Soon to appear

Price (£)
The U.K. Broiler Industry 1960-1975 (Manchester) - £1.50
Sheep Production and  Management in Wales (Abetystwyth) | | £1.00
Early Potato P;oduction in England and Wales (Aberystwyth) £1.00
Tomatoes (Wye) |

Ewe Flocks in England - Breeds, Lamb Production and other
. aspects of Husbandry 1973-74 (Exeter)

Cereale 1971-75 (Cambridge)
Potatoes in Scarc1ty (Cambridge)
- Economics of Cider Apple Production (Brlstoll
Fodder Crops (Reading)
Plg Management Scheme - Results foi'l976 (Cambridge)
"Plg Productlon in S. W. England 1975/76 (Exeter)
Ollseed Rape : 1976 (Readlng)
Hlll and Upland Farming 1n the North of England (Newcastle)
Natlonal Mushroom Study 1975 (Manchester)
Economies of Scale in Farm Mechanlsatlon (Cambridge)

Lowland Sheep - Economics of: Lamb Production in England
1976 (Exeter) o S :

Hill and Upland Farming in Wales (Aberystwyth)
The Use of Fixed‘Resources in Cereal Production (Nottingham)

Pig Production in S.W. England 1976/77 (Exeter)‘

Pig Management Scheme - Results for 1977 (Cambridge)

Beef from Older Animals:(Newcastle)

Where no price is.quoted, the report was Stlll to be published when this report
went to press.

A complete list of all reports issued in the series is obtainable from Economics
Division I, Ministry of Agrlculture, Fisheries and Food, Whitehall Place (West),
London SW1A 2HH.




"ADDRESSES OF»UNIVERSITY‘DEPARTMENTS PUBLISHING IN ‘THIS SERIES

CAMBRIDGE Agricultural Economics Unit
: Department of Land Economy
University of Cambridge
Silver Street
Cambridge CB3 9EL

Agricultural Economics Unit
Department of Economics
University of Exeter

- Lafrowda, St.German's Road
Exeter EX4 6TL

School of Rural Economics & Related Studies
Wye College (University of London)

Nr. Ashford

Kent TN25 5AH

MANCHESTER ’ Department of Agricultural Economics
Faculty of Economic and Social Studies
University of Manchester
Manchester M13 9PL

NEWCASTLE Department of Agricultural Economics
The University
Newcastle-upon-Tyne NEl 7RU

NOTTINGHAM ' Department of Agriculture & Horticulture
The University of Nottingham
School of Agriculture
Sutton Bonington
Loughborough
Leics LE12 5RD

READING Department of Agricultural Economics and
Management
University of Reading.
4 Earley Gate
Whiteknights Road
Reading RG6 2AR

Department of Agricultural Economi.cs
The .University College of Wales
.School of Agricultural Sciences
Penglais ’

Aberystwyth

Dyfed SY23 3DD

The Departments of Agficuitural Economics at Bristepl and at Leeds
Universities are now closed but copies of their previous publications
can ‘be obtained from:

BRISTOL The Secretary, Department of Animal _
: Husbandry, Bristol University Field Station
Langford House, Langford, Bristol BS18 7DU




School of Economic Studies
The University of Leeds
Leeds )

LS2 9JT










