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A Structured Analysis of the UK Food and Drink Industry 

John Strak and \Vyn Morgan and Rosie Simpson 1 

1 Introduction 

This paper is primarily interested in the con~traints and opp011unitics that face UK 
agriculture and the food and drink manufacturing sector. It docs not dwell on 
questions about whether or not the food and drink trade gap matters but it does start 
from the modest presumption that the food and drink industry is important and that 
the food trade gap may help understand how the industry is performmg. From this 
presumption the authors conclude that there is a need to describe, in some detail, 
how the food and farming sectors i.e. the value-added transformation processes 
and raw material production processes, operate together in the UK. An attempt to 
produce a comprehensive structured analysis of the food and drink sector, ranging 
across the first two steps in the food chah1 and over all the major sectors and sub
sectors of the food and drink processing industry is the tangible result of thb 
condusion. This paper today presents some of the preliminary outcomes of work 
that will be collated and published later this year in a book format2. 

2 

Dr John Strak is Principal of EuroPA & Associates and a visiting lecturer at the University of 
Nottingham, and Dr Wyn Morgan is a lecturer at the Department of Economics, University of 
Nottingham Rosie Simpson was a researcher in Emo PA in 1994. No part of this paper may 
be reproduced or cited without Ute permission of the authors. 
.A Stmctured Analysis of the UK Food and Drink Industry., Editors : John Strak and Wyn 
Morgan, Lakebournc, (forthcoming April 1995). The Editors arc grateful for the assistance 
given by; British Sugar and the FDF, the MLC. the PMB, and by many companies and trade 
associations, and for the financial help of the sponsoring group which incJudcs; Booker, Geest, 
Market Task Force at the MAFF, Northern Foods and Safcway. Jndustry experts and academic 
author!, made their contributions to the book under the guidance of the cdititorial team. 
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The paper firstly presents an overview of agriculture and the food and drink 
industry in the UK that places these sectors in a macroeconomic perspective. It 
then provides a brief examination of the size of the food trade gap in order to 
identify and appreciate the scale of the issues involved. There arc widely quoted 
estimates for the food trade gap in the mnge £5-6 billion but closer examination of 
the trade data suggests that the gap is much smaller than thts. 

Secondly, the paper will look at the food and drink industry and consider how 
individual sectors arc constrained by; 

• factors affecting raw material production and availability, 

• the availability of processing capacity availability and its performance, or 

• a combination of these two aspects. 

Clearly, some of this ground has been trodden before and lt is appropriate to 
acknowledge the work done by Strathdyde especially with regard to understanding 
the effects on the food trade gap of parameters that originate in the farming sector. 
Disentangling the differcnl influences and clements that affect the food and drink 
sector is not easy though and the approach taken in this paper aims to provide a 
view of the links between sectors and to suggest of how wider and deeper analyses 
of the food and drink sector could be structured. As noted earlier, work is 
underway to present a complete analysis for all the sectors of the UK's food and 
drink industry in a book format l.n this paper. examples of the book's style and 
coverage arc given using the processed potato industry as a specific example. 
Market structure and performance is examined in order that the analysis can better 
test the various propositions that food trade gap discussions invariably generate. 
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Key aspects of the UK food industry 

The UK food and drink industry is put in context with the UK economy in Figure 1. 

Figure 1 :A Structural Breakdown of the UK Economy 1993 
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Food and drink manufacturing accounts for around 13% of the total UK 
manufacturing contribution to GDP3 and approximately 3% to total UK GOP. 
Figure 2 goes into more detail than Figure 1 and schematically represents the UK 
food and drink chain. 

r------------------------------------·--------------------------~ Figut-e 2: The UK Food and Drink Chain in 1993 
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Source: EuroPA CSO 'Business Monitor PA1002' 

The profits and losses of food companies operating in the UK food and drink chain 
arc played out against changing consumer demands and the costs of production and 
distribution implied in Figure 2. Consumption patterns and food consumption 
expenditures arc changing in the UK. These changes arc affecting; first, the 
proportion of food expenditure as part of consumers• total expenditure; and second, 
the distribution of expenditure on different product categories. The share of 
expenditure on food has fallen from 20% in 1963 to 12% in 1993. Within this total 

3 Contribution to GOP is defined as the Gross Value Added (GVA) plus Net Capital 
E.'\-pcnditure. The OVA for Manufacturing as a whole was £105bn. This is comparab~e to 
theGV A of food and ddnk manufacturing at £13.7 bn. 
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those catcgvrics of food with a declining trend in expenditure since 1980 arc; meat 
and bacon, milk, dairy products and eggs, oils and fats , tea and coffee. Over the 
same period expenditure on other food categories has generally been increasing in 
real terms; fruit, vegetables, sugar and confectionery, bread and cereals, fish, and 
other goods 

Furthem10re, social and economic trends have altered - for example the rise in 
numbers of working women and single parent families, the increasing proportion of 
elderly people in the population, the rise in per capita disposable income, and the 
recognition of .healthy. foods - so consumption habits have changed. For the food 
industry these changes have shown themselves through increased demand for fresh 
and prepared foods, increased consumption of food outside the home in catering 
and take-away outlets and a general demand for .convenience.. Such arc the 
complexities of consumer demand in a mature market economy. 

However, this paper docs not dwell on the demand side, our objective is to 
contribute to the discussion and analysis of the conduct, structure and performance 
of the UK food chain. \Ve focus on the production and processing sectors. The 
general formula presented here will be reproduced, sector by sector in the 
forthcommg book. This will then aid the development of definitions, analyses, and 
methodologies that can provide a greater understanding of the food trade gap and1 

most importantlyt how the UK food and drink industry works. 
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The Food Trade Gap 

The size of the UK food and drink trade gap in 1991 was approximately £6 billion 
and there arc numerous examples of journalistic references to this figure. For 
example, in evidence given to the Agriculture Committee enquiry into the food 
trade gap in 1992, the size of the gap was variously estimated at £6 billion (1990) 
by Food From Britain, and £5.4 billion by IVIAFF'*. Chart 1 above apparently 
indicates that the figure has risen, in nominal terms, in 1993. 

Table 1 presents a summary of f0od sectors broken down into raw materials and 
processed products. When variou~ policy and physical factors arc considered it is 
possible to say that the total rcalisablcS food and drink trade gap is nearer £2 
hitlion. \Ve must immediately qualify this by noting that thc.rc arc particular 
sectors where imports ;uc relatively high, and that the overall net figure is greatly 
influenced by one major sector - whisky exports. Net trade in whisky in 1993 
accounts for approximately £2.1 billion on its own. 

Table 2 presents the food trade gap in processed products. This was £2.3 billion in 
1991 with meat the largest deficit processing sector. In 1993 the figure was £2.4 
billion with meat still the largest deficit sector6. Excluding whisky exports, this 
would rise to £4.5 billion. \Vc would argue that these two tables and the concept of 
a .realisable. gap arc important points of departure for analysts, policy makers and 
commercial operators in the food and drink sector. Each may take a different 
direction and (eventually) different conclusions from them but, at the very least, 
this approach suggests that the much quoted figure of a food trade gap in the order 
of £6 billion is not wholly appropriate and may be misleading. 

In passing we would make another point regarding the general discussion of food 
trade ::ap valuations. Between 1991 and 1993 Sterling devalued against most other 
major world currencies. The fall against the Japanese Y e:n was 25%, against the 
US Dollar, 15%, the French Franc, 9%, and the Gennan Deutschmark, 10%. We 
would expect these devaluations to have a substantial effect on the value of the 
balance of trade and it would be useful if an appropriately trade-weighted inde ... of 
currencies was available in order to adjust the value of trade in food and drink. 
Such an index would allow measurement and appraisal of changes in the food 
import and export trade to be made from a relevant baseline. This seems a 
prerequisite for informed discussion and analysis of the food trade gap. 

4 Submissions from MAFF (26f2/92) and Food from Britain (4/12/91) to The House of 
Commons Select Committee on Agriculture on "nte Trade Gap in Food and Drink' - Second 
Report, Volume II, Minutes of Evidence and Appendices, HMSO, March 1992 

5 The concept of a .rca lisable. gap is defined as; 
that part of the trade deficit tllat can be altered by the allocation or reallocatio11 of resources 
within the physical a11d policy co11straillls that (lgriculture and food arul dri11k manufacturing 
operate under. 
No value judgement is i:mpJicd in this concept. It is a measurement concept rather than an 
accepted policy objective and its purpose is simply to draw attention to the distinctions 
between indigenous and non-indigenous foods, and \he trade policy framework. 

6 See footnotes to Table 1 



A Structured Analysis of the UK Food and Drink lnduslcy 
7 

For example, over 1991-93 the main sectors which increased net trade were 
whisky (up £200m) and malt and bakery products (up over £100m). But how much 
of these gains arc attributable to currency change is unclear. 

1991 1993 

Overall Food Trade Gap 
-5.435 -5,890 

Constraints on reducing the GAP include: 

i) Commodities covered by Lome IV 

1. Sugar -433 -463 
2. Bananas -217 -262 

Sub-Total -639 -725 

ii) Non-indigenous commodities i.e. those that cannot be grown or processed in 
the UK, or production is very limited 

Raw Materials 

Rice 
Citrus Fruit 
Maize 
Coffee 
Cocoa 
Stone Fruit 
Tea 
Oilseeds and Oleaginous 
fruit 

Sub-Total 

Processed 

Wine 
Preserved/Frozen Fruit and 
Fruit Juice 
Animal Oils and Fats 

Sub-Total 

'Realisable' Food and 
Drink Trade Gap 

Source; MAFF, CSO, Authors 

-111 -100 
-226 -144 
-223 -220 
-170 -180 
-157 -150 

-97 -128 
-~1 .... go 

-171 -242 

-1,206 -1,254 

-869 -980 
-397 -407 

-292 -355 

-1,658 -1,742 

-1,832 -2.169 

Notes : The figures shown above are net trade figures - I.e. imports - exports 

The 'Realisable' Food Trade Gap depends upon the definition of Indigenous and non-indigenous 
products, 

to 

for 199t 

dlfferf,lnt definitions would yield a different 'realisable' gap. It Is possible to reduce the gap for 1993 

under £1 bn, essentially by classlt{ing out-of-season fruit and vegetables as non-Indigenous. 

Figures for 1993 have not been 'raised', apart fiom the overall food trade gap figure. The figures 
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have all been raised. Thls 'raising• of figures Is undertaken to account for all trades that are under 
the 

threshOld limit for Inclusion In tho I ntrastat system of tho EC. The overall figure for 1993 of 
t5.89bn has 

boon raised by £100m, If tho other 1993 figures were also raised, tho 'Realisable' Food Trade Gap 
would 

faiJ below £2. tbn 

Table 1 illustrates that the realisable food trade gap in 1993 was around £2 billion7• 

Table 2 shows the deficit in processed products in 1993 was around £2.4 billion. 

With a total food gap of £5.9 billion and a £2.4 billion deficit in processed 
products, this implies a £3.5 billion raw material trade gap. Around £2 billion of 
this raw material is .non-substitutable.. Hence about £1.5 billion of (netS) raw 
material is being imported that could potentially be grown in the UK9. 

Domestically substitutable 

Meat (processed) 
Dairy (Cheese and Butter/Skimmed Milk Powder, etc.) 
Fish 
Vegetables 
Animal Feed 
Beer 
Pasta 
Misc. Products (excl. Pasta) 

Subtotal 

Non-substitutable 

Wine 
Preserved and Frozen Fruit and Fruit Juice 
Animal Oils and Fats 

Subtotal 

Exported Products 

Whisky 
Malt, Bakery Products 
Sugar Confectionery 

Subtotal 

.Realisable. Processed Food and 
Drink Trade Gap 

1991 

-933 
-347 
-462 
-329 
-316 
-113 

-7 
-181 

-2,688 

-869 
-397 
-292 

-1,558 

+1,831 
+95 
+46 

+1.972 

-2,274 

See footnotes to Table 1 regarding the 'raising' of trade figures. 
'Net' indicates that raw material exports are included in this figure. 

1993 

-855 
-366 
-419 
-349 
-499 
-150 
-18 

-337** 

-2,993 

-980 
-407 
-355 

-1,742 

+2,091 
+204 

+59 

+2,354 

-2,381 

7 

8 

9 Titis calculation relies on assumptions made aboul the indegeneity of commodities and 
products traded. Different indcgcncity assumptions may yield different results. 
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Source: MAFF, CSO. Authors 

"This tigute Is not strictly comparable to the 1991 tigura as tho definitions of several extra categories are 
diftoront 

Note . Tho 'Realisable' Gap is calculatod using cortatn definitions of products. Difforont definitions may lead to 
different results. Figures for 1991 aro from MAFF. Figures from 1993 aro by the authors who have 

attempted 
to follow thoso MAFF doflnltlons as closely as possible, though intorprolallon may not be precise. 
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Constraints on food and drink processing activities 

ls the raw material available? 

One potential constraint on the UK food and drink industry could be the availability 
of raw material. \Vithout the appropriate quantities and qualities of raw material at 
the correct times within the year and consistently over several years the food and 
drink industry will not operate or will only do so at a size and with scale economics 
that prevent maximum efficiency. Competitive raw material prices are also 
important but, to quote the obvious, arc a necessary condition but not a sufficient 
one. 

Domestic production and availability of raw material depends on many factors: 

• Climatic conditions will largely determine whether it is possible to produce a 
significant amount of the appropriate quality of a raw material, or to increase 
this level if required. 

• Agricultural policy can also put qualitative and quantitative restrictions on what 
and how much can be produced. CAP quota regimes : and CAP import barriers 
and intemational agreements will constrain expansion in particular sectors (or 
encourage production of domestic substitutes). 

• The catch-all condition, .the regulatory environment. covers ';Verything from; 
animal welfare, food safety, health and hygiene, planning, transport 
infrastructure. government aids to capital and labour expenditures, etc., etc. 

In order to understand what the precise impact of physical and policy factors is on 
raw material availability each commodity and food manufacturing sector needs to 
be considered in turn. For example in potatoes we have the following list of 
important factors. 

Potatoes and processed potato products 

British production of potatoes has been regulated by a national quota and 
intervention scheme until recently 

a domestic intervention scheme existed untill993 and may have affected 
supplies to UK processors 

the domestic production quota scheme stilJ exists although it has been made 
more flexible since 1993 

seasonality and climate means that early potatoes are imported at particular 
periods and that specific qualities of potatoes for processing may not be 
available on the domestic market at certain times. 

What is the availability and the performance of processing capacity? 

A second area of interest when considering the food and drink industry's position 
and its contribution to the national economy (and the food trade gap) is the 
availability of food processing capacity. This capacity will be determined by a 
host of factors. For example; the .regulatory environment. (as noted above for raw 
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material availability), the availability of appropriate technology/research and 
development~ the existence of viable domestic markets, and, perhaps most 
importantly, a level of continuing investment in food processing systems. These 
points raise questions about the conduct structure and pcrfotmancc of food and 
drink companies, the overall economic pcrfommncc of the food and drink industry, 
and the general macroeconomic environment. Enquiries and data about the price 
and availability of capital~ labour and new technology arc relevant to this line of 
analysis; as are questions about transport costs, the size of domestic aud export 
markets, measures of concentration and pricing behaviour, etc., etc .. 

Putting these enquiries together to fonn a coherent analysis of the food and 
drink industry is not at all straightforward. The data and statistics arc not 
always easily available or even in existence. The following pages present 
examples of the more readily available data beginning with a brief 
illustrative review of concentration ratio measures for different parts of the 
UK food and drink industry and moving on to consider financial measures 
of company performance. The processed potato sector is used as an 
example of the appwach. 

Sector Gross Output Gross Value Employees Net Capital 
Added Expenditure 

198 198 199 198 198 199 198 198 199 198 198 199 
1 8 1 1 8 1 1 6 1 1 a 1 

Organic oils and fats 71 73 80 79 80 71 69 67 71 61 75 85 
Slaughtering of meat 24 20 20 24 24 22 29 27 26 17 26 28 
(Incl. primary 
process.) 
Preparation of milk 52 56 58 52 59 57 44 50 49 42 55 53 
and milk products 
Processing of fruit 35 33 44 39 33 53 40 34 42 49 35 40 
and vegetables 
Fish processing 63 63 53 64 69 58 68 64 54 67 73 53 
Grain milling 63 69 64 67 71 68 56 58 55 66 61 74 
Bread, biscuits and 67 55 47 67 54 49 61 47 40 59 51 42 
flour confectionery 
Sugar and sugar by- 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 tOO 100 100 100 
products 
leo cream, cocoa, 63 61 70 62 60 73 60 55 63 69 74 74 
chocolate and sugar 
confectionery 
Antmal feedingstuffs 46 50 52 53 58 56 41 44 47 38 55 58 
Starch and misc. 26 29 31 30 34 29 31 33 33 22 24 29 
foods 
Splnt d1stllhng and 50 37 57 62 34 54 69 60 71 72 62 
compounding 
Wines, elder and 61 64 94 13 B8 95 9f 90 9f 97 90 94 
perry 
Brewing and malting 86 92 51 93 91 44 51 40 46 47 44 38 
Soft drinks 57 50 56 60 36 61 48 40 52 54 43 54 

Source: CSO Business Monitor PA1002 1991 Summary Volume 

The table above displays the five firm concentration for each of the sectors that 
have been discussed in the forthcoming book. 
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• TI1e five firm concentration ratio has been calculated for four indicators; 

Gross Output (Sales) 

Gross Value Added 

Number of Employees 

Net Capital Expenditure 

The figures cover ten years (1981-91) and give some indication of the changes 
in structure of each sector. This in tum leads to indications about past 
conduct. 

• Note that the degree of change throughout the decade will in part depend on 
the original concentration ratio. 

A sector with high ratios may be one with fewer companies overall than a 
!.-;ector with low ratios. \Vith less companies overall the effect of changes in 
the largest five firms will he more pronounced. 

• An increasing mtio for gross output indicates the sector is increasingly being 
dominated by fewer, larger companies. A falling ratio means the opposite. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The confectionery sector has seen increased firm concentration. 

The bread, biscuits and flour confectionery sector has seen steady dilution over 
the decade (1981-1991) 

TI1c milk sector up to 1991 had had a stable concentration of firms. This will 
have changed post-1991 due to changes to the Milk Marketing Board (MMB). 

Using the gross output and the gross value added together allows conclusions 
to be drawn about efficiency. 

With an increasing gross output concentration ratio, it would be expected that 
the% of gross value added taken by the largest companies will also rise. 

An equal rise/fall in both concentration ratios would imply turnover and profit 
rising in tandem, implying very few economics of scale. 

This seems to be the case with the bread, biscuits and flour confectionery 
sector. 

If the gross value added of the top five firms is rising by more than the gross 
output then it suggests economies of scale arc becoming more important. The 
same conclusion is reached if gross output is falling faster than gross value 
added. 

The meat sector is the only one which exhibits this. The gross output has 
fallen twice as much as the gross value added. 

Gross output growing more than gross value added indicates the opposite 
effect - that there are greater unit costs/lower unit returns associated with 
being large. One explanation is that smaller companies can home in on small 
niche markets i.e. those where the value added is greatest (i.e. prepared foods). 
The same conclusion can be reached if gross value added is falling is faster 
than gross output. 
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TI1e organic oils and fats sector seems to be the most striking example. 

1l1e last two ratios, of employees and net capital expenditure can be combined 
with the other two ratios to sec if there is a trend toward capital intensity hy the 
largest companies. 

Organic oils and fats is an excellent example, with the % of total employees 
working for of the top five finns being relatively constant between 1986 and 
1991 but the % of net capital intensity increasing dramatically. 

The figures above cannot indicate the capital or labour intensity of an industry. 
For that absolute values arc needed. What they can do is give an indication of 
the trend in factor intensities of the larger companies relative to the rest of the 
sector. 

It is important to look at the trend over several rather than two. 

A takeover could dramatically increase the concentration ratios. 

Falling ratios may be due to increase in small profitable companies. It is 
possible, however, that other large companies in other sectors may have 
diversified and moved into a sector. 

The 19RO's and 1990's has seen much evidence of this, with the occurrence of 
many multi-sectoral companies such as Unigate~ Grand Metropolitan, 
Hillsdown Holdings, NcstlC etc. These companies arc very large not only 
relative to the sector !n which they specialise but to the UK food industry as a 
whole. 

Figure 3 : 5 Firm Concentration Ratios - Grain Sector 
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Figure 4 : 5 Firm Concentration Ratios - Fruit and Vegetable Sector 
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Performance of UK Food Manufacturing 

Table 4 shows that. in general. food operating. margins have risen since the early 
19H0s. 

Table 4: Food Company Operating Margins 

ABF 
Cad bury 
Hazlewood 
Hillsdown 
Northern 
Foods 
RHM 
Tate and 
Lyle 
Unigate 
Unilever 
United 
Biscuits 

198 
3 

5.2 
7.4 
8.9 

4.3 

3.3 
3.4 

3.3 
5.4 

198 
4 

3.6 
7.7 

11.0 

4.4 

4.6 
3.2 

3.6 
5.6 

Source : Reports and Accounts 

198 
!; 

3.9 
6.0 

11.4 

4.7 

5.8 
4.1 

3.6 
o.a 
6.4 

Note : Figures are for food margins only 

198 198 
6 7 

4.2 4.9 
7.6 8.9 

10.5 11 .1 

4.9 5.9 

6.9 8.4 
4.4 5.3 

4.7 5.2 
7.2 8.6 
7.1 8.1 

198 
8 

5.6 
9.6 

10.1 
3.6 
7.6 

10.5 
6.2 

4.2 
9.0 
8.1 

198 199 199 199 199 
9 0 1 2 3 

5.7 5.7 6.0 7.8 7.6 
9.8 10.6 11.5 11.0 11.7 

10.7 11.8 10.6 9.5 8.7 
4.8 5.8 4.8 4.5 4.4 
8.5 8.6 9.4 9.5 8.9 

11.6 10.4 
7.8 8.1 8.6 7.1 7.0 

4.2 4.0 3.9 5.1 5.1 
9.1 9.1 8.9 8.5 8.7 
7.8 8.1 8.2 6.8 6.4 

However, the companies listed in Table 4 arc ~onglomeratcs, covering several food 
sectors. The differences in the operating environment of each sector is therefore 
disguised by this 'aggregation'. In order to properly understand the opportunities 
facing managers in each sector it is necessary to focus on each individual sector. 
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This paper cannot provide information on every sector so we will focus on one in 
particular- the potato processing sector. 

Processed potato products 

The UK ~.et trade deficit in processed potato products is around £100m per annum. 
Thb deficit is accounted for. in roughly equal amounts, by frozen potato products 
and i customs classification category which includes chilled chips, crisps, and 
snack potato products. 

• Over the period 1988-92 the largest growth in imports is account~d for by the 
sector containing chilled products, with trade sources identifying chilled chips 
as the main growth product. Frozen product imports stabilised at the current 
level after rapid growth in the mid-1980s. Potato flakes arc a significant import 
for usc in deh}rdrated products. 

• The domestic processed pt:tnto products market is a growing and dynamic one. 
Frozen and chilled potato prPducts have grown by 10% per annum, and crisps 
and snacks by 20% per annum in the 1987-9: pl HOd. Future growth in 
continental Europe is likely to follow the underlying British trend towards 
greater consumption of processed potatoes. Overall, the market demand for 
processed potato products is a solid one supported by positive consumer and 
demographic trends. 

"' The growth in potato usage by British processors and the increased usc of 
British grown potatoes, indicates that British-based processors arc exploiting 
this market potential. However, analysis of the trade statistics indicates that the 
growth in British processing may well be concentrated in the snacks and crisps 
sector, and, although there has been some growth in the British chip sector, 
imports have supplied a significant proportion of the growth in demand for 
chilled and frozen chips. Most of these imports arc sourced from the 
Netherlands. 

• Analysis of the supplv side of the processing market suggests that the failure to 
meet market demand on the frozen and chilled products side may be explained 
by the capacity and structure of the sector. One processor McCains, is 
dominant, with a 60% share and with no British-based competitors of similar of 
size. Economic theory would suggest that such a dominant supplier, whose 
strength is in the frozen and not chilled products sector, would probably not 
operate in the market in a manner which is conducive to the expa tsion of 
processing capacity. The focus of McCain's production and distribution 
activities has also been on frozen chips in the past. This may have allowed 
foreign suppliers to secure new product opportunities e.g. chilled chips. 

• Comparative analysis with Dutch competitors and enquiries within the trade 
indicate that: 

- Whilst it is often claimed that British processors may be disadvantaged by 
inconsistency of potato supplies (varieties and grades), the evidence of the 
1987-91 statistics is that British processors have successfully increased 
both total throughput and uptake of British potatoes. 
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- Dutch processing plants have in the past benefited from grants/assistance 
and a national exports drive 

- British companies have a significantly better financial performance than 
other companies in the food sector, and their Dutch counterparts. 
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Table 5: Summary.of UK Processed Potato Products Company Results 1987-1991 

Albert Fisher Group PLc2 1176039 5.00 17.65 1.79 

*Bensons Crisps Ul"\ ltd 25878 1357 5.60 55.2 0.70 
Better Tasting Snack Foods 26783 -2414 -9.01 NA 0.33 
Pic 
*Birds E)le Walls ltd 577128 38434 6.66 20.1 0.71 
Custom Foods ltd 13611 8 0.06 11.57 0.88 

*Esk Frozen Foods 1 8127 10 1.45 12 0.70 

*Everest Frozen Foods Ltd2 15094 1997 13.23 28.49 0.55 

Forrester Foods Ltd2 15876 769 4.84 47.64 0.42 

Frigoscandia ltd 55669 1335 2.40 4.36 0.66 
*Garden Isle Frozen Foods ltd 11268 32 0.28 -8.64 0.75 
Gerber Foods Manufacturing 74232 1266 1.71 15.1 1 0.42 
Ltd 
Ginsters Corn1sh Pastles Ltd 31269 1870 5.98 28.31 

HJ Hetnz Company Ud2 453601 39317 8.67 24.18 0.42 

*Jus-R.ol Ltd 41890 2249 5.37 11.25 1.30 
*McCain Foods (GB) Ltd 162949 13891 8.52 24.64 1.00 
Mid Nortolk Canners ltd 3949 361 0.92 13.50 1.72 
Nestte UK Ltd 1405750 215848 15.35 40.25 

Newforge Foods Ltd 1 13190 140 1.06 10.18 0.80 

Parrish & Fenn Ltd 1 13702 -57 -0.42 -108.15 0.45 

*PAS (Grantham} Ltd1 23492 2296 9.77 31.69 1.09 

*Roy's Quality Foods ltd 1 8588 383500 4.47 14.39 0.97 

.,.Seabrook Potato Crisps ltd 1 10862 726 6.68 16.55 1.06 

Saint Martin Food Products Ltd 7543 802 10.63 41.68 1.18 
*The Snack Factory 14181 -192 -1.35 -1.96 0.48 
*Sooner Snacks Ltd 50044 929 1.86 21.37 0.43 
*US (Ross Youngs) Ltd 538979 19881 3.61 17.80 0.86 
*Walkers Crisps Ltd 144043 37681 26.16 69.72 1.1.4 
*WCF Foods Ltd 8927 -693 -7.76 -38.68 0.30 
TOTAL 3756625 761343 

W«H9.~l~'~n~~~-rij~·e· 
{b~· turnov~:rl ·· 

· ···· ;··,- "··· · ";'···~--~!J,~31·~~r ·v::'~1L~1'~!9.6;:r~··c·~·'1i~Iq~r~,,·-~-~'7 ~-~'/:P~~~?''1 ·:· 

Notes. Albert Ftsher 1s a consolidatod gtoup. Alborl Fisher 1s ool pnmarily concerned w1lh potato products, and 1ts 
results have not been used In the calculation of avorago porfOl'mance. 

McCalns(GB) and PAS(Granlham) Ud are owned by the Dutch company McCain Europa B. V. This point 
must be borne in mind when comparing tho British and Dutch averages. This company Is owned by the private 

company, McCain Foods Ud(Canada). 

1 Period Is 1988-1991 

2Period Is 1988-1992 
• Companies with significant interests In potato products 

Source: .A Structured Analysis of the UK Food and Drink Industry., Eds Strak/Morgan, Lakeboume, (1995) 

10.49 

19.83 
94.89 

6.15 
19.85 
10.78 

7.07 

27.97 

89.47 
14.7 
5.54 

7.21 

10.35 
8.19 

74.39 
9.38 
5.02 

16.10 

8.35 

24.02 

27.76 

38,39 
16.34 
10.97 
7.49 

28.53 
9.77 

····':~1;1~~~1f 
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Table 6: Comparison of UK Potato Processing Companies with Fruit and Vegetable 
Processing Sector (SIC 4147)* 

ROCE% 
ProfiVSales% 
Stock Turnover 
Uquidity Ratio 0.50 

Source: .A Slmcturod Analysis of tho UK Food and Drink Industry., Eds Stral\/Morgan, Lakebourne, (1995) 

Table 1 : Comparison of UK Potato Processing Companies with Miscellaneous 
Food Processing Sector (SIC 4239)* 

5.30 
55.60 

1.20 

ROCE% 10 
Profit/Sales % 8.20 
Stock Turnover 20.20 

__ u_·q~u-id-it.x_A_a_uo ___________________________________________________ ~~ 

Source: .A Structured Analysis of the UK Food and Drink Industry .• Eds Strak{Morgan, Lakebourne. (1995) 

'* Figures for tho Potato Soclor are weighted averages. The otner figures are simple averages. 

Table 8: Summary of Dutch Processed Potato Products Company Results (1989-
92)* 

Agrico Holding BV* 9010 418 4.73 7.29 1.10 

Aviko B.V.* 1 128253 8712 6.67 23.63 0.59 

Behhermaatschappij 
Storteboom B.v.1 56680 795 1.38 14.01 0.60 

Campbells Groko BV 25231 2058 8.17 13.84 1.64 
Dalgety Foods Ltd1 171711 21433 11.16 17.04 0.89 

De Fritesspecialist B.V*. 33400 3522 10.57 30.31 0.84 0 
Farm Frites Beheer B.V* 1. 72334 5177 8.16 19.69 0.42 

Farm Frites Belgium* 23555 443 2.03 12.67 1.22 
Flevoland Foods B.V*. 2231 194 10.50 -11.66 0.36 
Hero Nederland BV 80337 2423 3.09 12.9 0.59 
Kroef B.V*. 14340 377 3.76 15.36 0.51 
McCain Europa B.V.1 440030 28585 6.37 20.51 0.92 

Meijer Houdster B.V.*1 62434 1717 2.78 12.67 0.63 

Nestle Nederland B.V. 336820 6589 1.95 14.51 0.40 
Oerlemans Dlepvries 41551 1181 2.64 48.06 0.30 
Centrale B. V*. 
Smiths Food Group BV 27527 4313 15.67 24.04 1.11 
TOTAL 640629 43577 

15.84 
15.04 

11.95 

4.32 
13.33 

59.72 

14.92 

7.04 
8.37 
7.13 
10.00 

7.35 
5 .. 83 

7.53 

W~!ijijJ~9i~¥~.f~~9· · 
~ : ,., ' . .. ·:f:J!t9S>' 'j:,:~t.a!~:'J ·' u(.J ·. :. ··~g~~J~R:)i . ~. ·.··:~-q:~~trf·t.·: .. >···~~~??Y 

-~ ··-~ · .. ·.:····;:.-·.·.-:. 

(f>Y,ilijrrtQV~r):. .... · .... ~· '.:,, ' , ,. '~. i. <: .. ,~:,_:,·,, '!:. ; ... ~ .. ,;.,' •... ~:~~.;,: · .. ,.,. : ,•:, ·. J ,.: • ,', ,, ·~·;: ' .·. -~ .. : .,. "• " .• '.,;,) .. ~\'•«.'~·, ..... " 

Notes: De Frltte specialist Is owned by Avlko B.V. Farm Frites Belgium Is owned by Farm Frites .Beheer B. V. The 
results of these companies nave not been used In the calculaUon of average performance 

1 These companies are consolidated groups 
McCaitl Europa B.V. Is owned by McCain Fcods Ltd (Canada) 

*Companies with signitlcant Interests in potato products. 
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Source: .A Structured Analysis of the Ul< Food and Drink Industry., Eds Stra!;JMorgan, l..akebourno, (t995} 

Table 9 : Comparison of UK and Dutch Company Performance. 

~*~4~~¥~ttMb~#;~~.i~*a~:t;er,{~l!i~frrO:fit1Sara-mt~~l~!sra:c~vm.oaq,elYt*~mama;w"RatiB.~ 
-Dutch Companies . 17.85 . 5.38 rl s-:22 ,_ 0~67 .... 

UK Companies 29.03 10.06 11.24 0.73 

Source; .A Slwctured Analysis of the UK Food and Drink Industry., Eds Strak/Morgan, Lakebourna, (1995) 

These tables demonstrate that the strongest performers in the UK potato processing 
secror compare very favourably with companies in these two similar sectors, with 
ROCE and Profit/Sales exceeding those in the median quartile, and Profit/Sales 
exceeding those in the upper quartiLes. 

Sumn1ary and conclusions 

The summary and conclusions of this paper arc not dramatic but they .... e 
significant when considering further analyses in this area. First, and simply put; 
the point that needs to be taken from the work done is that the food trade gap is a 
rcf:idual, not just from the trade figures but also from the interaction of UK 
agricultural and food policy and these sectorsf company performance. Following 
from this, to fully understand t.hcsc linkages needs a holistic approach where, 
preferably, the constraints and opportunities facing the farming and food and drink 
industries arc considered together. A final observation is that the type of financial 
analysis more usually considered the province of the City has to be used alongside 
traditional measures of economic perfom1ancc and analyses in order to assess the 
failures and successes of the UK food and drink industry. These three general 
conclusions arc supported by the complete examination of the UK food and drink 
industry presented in the forthcoming book. 


