
Give to AgEcon Search

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.

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.

No endorsement of AgEcon Search or its fundraising activities by the author(s) of the following work or their 
employer(s) is intended or implied.

https://shorturl.at/nIvhR
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/


Historic, archived document

Do not assume content reflects current

scientific knowledge, policies, or practices.





F) 2J%)'9 u
-

s
-

depi of agr,culture

JUL 1 7 1963

NATior 1

&.°R
,r

'

" n °* PY
E-RS-ria

SHELL EGG
MARKET STRUCTURE

CURRENT SERIAL hECORDS

BOSTON ©

NEW YORK

©

^ PHILADELPHIA ©© PITTSBURG

BALTIMORE

© .

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE-ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE-MARKETING ECONOMICS DIVISION





PREFACE

This is the third of a group of studies on the movement of shell eggs into
retail channels in large metropolitan areas of the United States. This study-

covers the New York, Philadelphia, Boston, Pittsburgh, and Baltimore markets.
It is part of a "broad program of research to ohtain "basic information on mar-
keting channels, and to assist the Agricultural Marketing Service, U. S.

Department of Agriculture, in appraising and improving its current poultry mar-
ket news reports.

Personnel of the U. S. Department of Agriculture's Dairy and Poultry Mar-
ket News Branch, AMS, provided valuable assistance in obtaining information
necessary for completion of this study. Many business establishments contrib-
uted the information used as a basis for this research.

Previous publications in this group of studies on the movement of shell
eggs into retail channels in large metropolitan areas of the United States are:

Pedersen, John R., Mitchell, William L., and Pritchard, Norris T. Movement of
Shell Eggs into Retail Channels in the Chicago Metropolitan Area. U. S.

Agr. Mktg. Serv., AMS- 338, 12 p., Sept. 1959.

Pedersen, John R., and Mitchell, William L. Reporting Shell Egg Movements into
Retail Channels in Pour West Coast Cities. U. S. Econ. Res. Serv.,
ERS-30, 28 p., Sept. 1961.

The following publications contain data on market channels in k of the 5

metropolitan areas surveyed and discussed in this report:

Becker, C. A. Egg Marketing by Retail Stores in Pennsylvania. Pa. Agr. Exp.

Sta. Bui. 56I, 50 p., Jan. 1953-

Gerald, John 0., and Pritchard, Norris T. Pricing Eggs at Wholesale in New
York City. U. S. Dept. Agr. Mktg. Res. Rpt. 210, 31 p., Jan. 1958.

Manchester, Alden C. Price-Making and Price-Reporting in the Boston Egg
Market. Harvard Studies in Marketing Farm Products, No. 7-H, 60 p.,
June 195k.
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DEFINITIONS' OF TERMS

Commercial universe . --The whole group of firms located in the metropolitan area
that move 100 or more 30-dozen cases of eggs a week to retail establishments
without duplication- -i.e., without reporting sales of the same eggs twice.

Firms . - -Any one or all of the types of marketing establishments surveyed in
this study, including the following:

(1) Cooperative food store chain.- -A food chain of independently owned
retail stores that own a wholesale distribution and purchasing center.

(2) Corporate food store chain .- -A food chain with 3 or more retail stores
that have incorporated and own a warehouse distribution center.

(3) Distributors ' own retail stores , stands , and house -to -house routes . --

Wholesale distributors' retail outlets for direct sales of eggs to consumers.

(k) Independent retail store .- -A grocery store, or a poultry, meat, or
fish market not affiliated with a food store chain.

(5) Institution . - -A public association, such as a hospital, school, or
home for the aged.

(6) Milk distribution company .- -A firm that receives the major portion of
its income from sales of milk products.

(7) Non- institutional outlet . - - Individually owned eating establishment,
such as a hotel, restaurant, or cafeteria.

(8) Voluntary food store chain.- -A food chain of retail stores that are
sponsored by an independent wholesale grocer.

(9) Wholesale egg distributor . - -A firm which performs a variety of mar-
keting functions and can be classified in more than one way. Most are jobbers
of eggs since they buy in carlots or smaller units and candle, carton, and
distribute to retail stores, restaurants, institutions, and consumers. A few
are strictly wholesalers of the traditional type and do not sell eggs directly
to retail establishments. Some are producer distributors. A number are dis-
tributors of cartoned eggs purchased directly from country assemblers. A few
buy directly from producers and assemble, candle, carton, and distribute eggs
to local retail outlets.

Net retail movement . - -Total sales of shell eggs to all retail outlets by all
responding firms without reporting sales of the same eggs by another respond-
ing firm.

Retail channels and outlets . - -Aggregate of all firms in the metropolitan area
that sell eggs to final consumers: Supermarkets, grocery, stores, hotels,

restaurants, cafeterias, institutions, milk distribution companies, house-to-

house routemen, and small fish, meat, and poultry markets.



SUMMARY

The sale of shell eggs to the final consumer in 5 eastern markets (New
York. Philadelphia, Boston, Pittsburgh, and Baltimore) was handled primarily
"by 3 "types of firms in i960: Retail food store chains, independent grocery
stores, and wholesale distributors. Retail food store chains handled from
ij-5 percent (in Philadelphia) to 60 percent (in Boston) of the net total retail
sales of eggs Toy all types of retail establishments. Sales "by the independent
grocery stores ranged between 15 percent (in Boston) and 32 percent (in Pitts-
burgh) . The wholesale distributors, besides moving a large portion of the
shell eggs purchased by independent and food store chains, sold eggs to restau-
rants, hotels, cafeterias, institutions, and their own retail outlets, and to
milk distribution companies.

The bulk of shell eggs sold by retail outlets were in cartons. Over 70
percent of the total net sales through retail outlets in the 5 markets were
for shell eggs in cartons, as indicated in a survey during a sample month of

1959 (in New York) and i960 (in other cities). In New York 72.8 percent of
the eggs purchased by consumers were in cartons, compared with 70.8 percent in
Philadelphia, 73 «^ percent in Boston, 80.3 percent in Pittsburgh, and 72.9
percent in Baltimore.

The cartoning of shell eggs in terminal market areas remains a common
practice. In these 5 markets, eggs put into cartons by area firms ranged from

19.9 percent (in Pittsburgh) to 73 «1 percent (in Boston) of cartoned eggs sold
through all retail outlets. Firms in New York, Philadelphia, and Baltimore
placed into cartons 72.7 percent, 66.7 percent, and 6h.2 percent, respectively,
of the total cartoned eggs sold through all retail channels. The difference
between total eggs sold through retail outlets in cartons and eggs put in car-

tons by local firms in each metropolitan area is the quantity of eggs received
in cartons from country shippers and producers.

In New York, 85^- firms handled shell eggs at some point in the marketing
channels; in Philadelphia there were 155 firms; in Boston 13^-; in Pittsburgh
98; and in Baltimore 93 • Most of these firms moved a rather small volume of
eggs into retail outlets. For instance, when all volume duplication was
eliminated in New York, only 30 firms reported moving 1,000 or more cases of

shell eggs a week into retail outlets. In Philadelphia 10 firms reported
moving 1,000 or more cases; in Boston there were 8 firms; 7 in Baltimore; and
in Pittsburgh, only 5' This group of firms moved from 1,000 to 26,000 cases
of eggs a week.

The findings reported here were obtained in a mail survey of all firms
believed to be handling eggs in the 5 eastern metropolitan areas. Such data
were essential to the development of volume movement reports for these areas.
During 1961, weekly reports were published for the first time on movements of
eggs into retail channels in the 5 areas. Most of these reports are based on
data received weekly from all firms that move 100 or more 30-dozen cases of

eggs a week into retail channels without duplicating movement of eggs reported
by other firms . The firms that move this volume are the principal egg marketing
firms in these areas and move the majority of all eggs purchased by consumers.

vi



This commercial universe reported moving 9^-8 percent of all eggs reported sold
to consumers in the New York metropolitan area by all firms surveyed. The
commercial universe of firms in Philadelphia moved 96. h percent, in Boston,

9^-7 percent; in Pittsburgh, 95«2 percent; and in Baltimore, 96 percent of
reported shell egg sales to consumers by all firms surveyed.

In New York, 301 firms constituted the commercial universe. In Philadel-
phia there were 56 firms; in Boston, hi; in Pittsburgh, 36; and in Baltimore,
29 firms.

Weekly reports now cover major portions of the total movements of eggs
into retail channels in 16 metropolitan areas. These data represent a large
percentage of the total retail sales and consumption of eggs in each area per
calendar week. Such reports provide timely, accurate, and useful information
that the expanding poultry industry needs. They are issued by the U. S.

Department of Agriculture's Dairy and Poultry Market News Branch every Wednes-
day and they are also widely published by various trade papers.
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SHELL EGG MARKET STRUCTURE IN

FIVE EASTERN METROPOLITAN AREAS

By John R. Pedersen, agricultural economist, and
William L. Mitchell, marketing specialist,

Marketing Economics Division,
Economic Research Service

INTRODUCTION

This report presents detailed information on egg marketing channels in 5

eastern metropolitan areas. It also "briefly describes the weekly reports of
movement of eggs into retail channels as issued by U. S. Department of Agri-
culture's Dairy and Poultry News Branch.

To obtain the data necessary for describing the marketing channels in the
5 areas and for development of the weekly reports, all firms thought to be
moving eggs commercially into retail channels were surveyed for information on
the volume of eggs handled and marketing functions performed. To assure com-
plete enumeration of all commercial type firms, we used 5 sources for names of
firms: Directory of Supermarket and Grocery Chains, Directory of Wholesaler
Sponsored Voluntary Chains and Retailer Owned Cooperative Chains, the Dairy
Credit Book, the telephone directory for each metropolitan area, and market
news reporters in each area.

The firms we intended to survey were wholesale distributors; corporate,
voluntary, and cooperative food chains with 3 or more stores; milk distribu-
tion companies with 10 or more delivery routes; and restaurant chains with 3

or more outlets, l/ Due to the use of a variety o^ lists of names to obtain
complete coverage of all commercial firms, a number of small hucksters and
independent retailers received survey questionnaires. Since these small huck-
sters and retailers purchased most of their eggs from larger commercial firms,

most of their data represent duplicated movements. (See appendix table 21 for

detailed information on firms to which questionnaires were sent)

.

The survey of the New York metropolitan area was initiated by the ERS of

USDA in 1959* The Philadelphia, Boston, Pittsburgh, and Baltimore surveys

were made in i960. Three mailings and a followup telephone survey of nonre-
spondents were completed in each area. Following analysis of the survey data,

Dairy and Poultry Market News reporters began collecting data for experimental
weekly reports on movements of eggs into retail channels. These data were
collected from firms in the commercial universe (Definitions of Terms, p. v)

.

Such reports are currently being issued weekly by the Dairy and Poultry Market
News Branch, Agriculture Marketing Service.

1/ Definitions wnich may help the reader are given on p. v.

i^HH



MARKETING CHANNELS

Wholesale distributors supplied the major portion of eggs used "by retail
outlets in each metropolitan area. These distributors sold eggs to all 3
types of food store chains, independent grocery stores, hotels, restaurants,
milk distribution companies, routemen, and other small retail outlets. In the
initial month of the survey, the total sales to retail outlets in these 5

metropolitan areas varied as follows:

Percent
Area and date of net total

movement
New York (October 1959) 6l.5
Philadelphia (May i960) 66 .

5

Boston (June i960) kh.f
Pittsburgh (January i960) 63 .

3

Baltimore (August i960) 67

A

The remaining net sales of eggs into retail outlets were primarily direct
purchases by corporate food store chains from country assemblers and shippers.
A minor portion of the movements were direct purchases by milk distribution
companies, voluntary and cooperative food store chains, and small retail out-
lets. These purchases were from country producers, assemblers, and shippers.

For many years small retailers have purchased eggs from country shippers
and producers. Large food chains, on the other hand, have only recently begun
to take delivery of eggs in substantial volumes from country shippers and large
producers. These large supermarkets now handle more than ^4-8 percent of the
eggs purchased by consumers. Today, direct purchases and deliveries (mostly
in consumer cartons) bypassing the entire wholesale market, travel through at
least 1 and sometimes 3 fewer handlers than some years ago. Such changes in

the egg marketing structure have been an important factor in improving the
quality of eggs.

This section describes the structure of the shell egg markets in the 5

areas, as revealed by the 1959-60 surveys. The volume of . eggs handled by the

different types of firms and the size of firms within each type are discussed.
The firms that perform the major marketing functions are pointed out. The
various channels and outlets through which each type of firm sells eggs are
covered. The firms which have the greatest influence on each market are
discussed.

New York

The New York metropolitan area consists of the 5 boroughs of New York
City; Nassau, Suffolk, Westchester, and Rockland Counties in New York State;

and Bergen, Passaic, Essex, Hudson, Union, Middlesex, Morris, and Somerset
Counties in New Jersey. Questionnaires were sent to 1,379 firms in this area.

Appendix table 21 shows the type of response obtained.



Of the 90S firms that reported handling shell eggs, 85^ firms provided the
data requested:

Type of firm No. of firms

Wholesale distributors ^33

Corporate food store chains 60

Cooperative and voluntary food store chains .... 26

Milk distribution companies 175

Restaurant chains l6

Independent retail stores , ikk

Total 85^

These firms reported handling 1,^0^,009 cases of shell eggs in October
1959* Twenty-one firms reported handling eggs but selling no eggs to retail
outlets, and 210 firms were retail outlets that reported purchasing all their
eggs from local metropolitan firms. The remaining 623 firms moved 852,176
cases of eggs into all types of retail channels (without duplication) in
October 1959 (table 1 and table 22, appendix).

Table l.--Net movement of shell eggs into specified retail channels, 623 sur-

vey firms, New York metropolitan area, October" 1959

Retail Channel Cases moved Percentage

Corporate, voluntary, and
cooperative food store
chains

Independent retail stores

Milk distribution companies

Institutions

Noninstitutional eating
places

Distributors' own retail
stores, stands, and house-

to-house routes ,

Total

Number

k8k,l26

176,611

30,027

5^,253

73,530

33,629

852,176

Perc ent

56.9

20.7

3-5

6.k

8.6

3.9

100.0

^^H^^ai



Shell eggs were received from country shippers in 12 different States:

Percent of total receipts

New Jersey 2>6.h

Pennsylvania 27 .

2

Minnesota 10
.

3

Iowa 10 .

2

New York 5-7

Wisconsin 3*8

Connecticut 2.8

Alabama 1.5

Georgia 0.8

North Carolina 0.7

Indiana 0.6

Virginia l/

Total 100.0

1/ Less than 0.05 percent.

New Jersey shippers in the Lakewood, Vineland, and Toms River areas fur-
nished 55 percent of the eggs shipped into the New York area from New Jersey.
Origin of receipts data were available on 326,227 cases, or about 35 percent of
the shell eggs received from country shippers.

Over 79 percent of the total eggs handled by the 85*4- firms were purchased
from country shippers (908,739 cases) and producers (212,291 cases). Forty-
four firms produced eggs (l8,7l8 cases) which they sold through their own
stores, retail stands, small dairies, grocery stores, and institutions. The
remaining 26*4-, 26l cases were purchased from local metropolitan area firms.

Eggs were purchased solely from local distributors by 309 firms. Of these
firms 210 were retail establishments that purchased 51,60*4- cases of eggs, of
which 35,5l8 cases were in consumer cartons. Ninety-nine local wholesale
distributors bought all their eggs (80,0*4-5 cases) from other metropolitan area
wholesale distributors.

Table 2 groups the 85*4- responding firms by volume of eggs handled during
October 1959 • The wholesale distributors varied in volume handled from less
than 100 cases of shell eggs to just under 16,500 cases. The 22 wholesale
distributors that reported handling 10,000 cases or more of eggs in October

k
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1959 represented 5 •!. percent of the ^33 wholesale distributors, hut they hand-
led 5^.9 percent of the volume; the 2kG firms that each handled less than 800
cases of eggs during the month, or 56,8 percent of the wholesale distributors,
handled only 8.1 percent of the volume. The 86 food chains that responded
showed a similar volume distribution. The 7 chains that each handled 8,000
cases or more of eggs in October 1959 represented 8.1 percent of the chains
hut handled 75 »0 percent of the volume. The 63 small chains that handled less
than 1,600 cases o£ eggs a month represented over 73 percent of the chains
hut only 8 percent of the volume.

Figure 1 shows the quantity of eggs that were reported moved into and
through various channels and marketing firms in the New York metropolitan area
during October 1959- Five different types of firms in the area purchased eggs
directly from producers; these were wholesale distributors, food store chains,
dairies, restaurant chains, and independent retail stores.

Over 72 percent of the net movement of 852,176 cases of eggs into retail
outlets in October 1959 was reported as eggs sold in cartons . Country shippers
supplied 2k- percent of them and producers, 3 percent. The remaining 73 percent
were cartoned by ^-01 local firms (table 3) • The 301 firms that moved 100 or
more cases per week into retail outlets without double counting cartoned over

95 percent of the k-51,kh0 cases of eggs : cartoned by all reporting firms.

In addition to the net movement of 852,176 cases of shell eggs distributed
to consumers, the metropolitan area firms also sold 288,513 cases of loose eggs
to egg breakers, exporters, egg distributors in other metropolitan areas, and
brokerage firms. In the 5 areas surveyed, New York moved the greatest volume
of eggs to firms outside its metropolitan area.

Wholesale Egg Distributors

Of the 85^ egg handlers responding in the New York market, ^33 firms were
wholesale egg distributors. They received 17 percent of their total eggs
directly from producers, 6k percent from country shippers, 2 percent from their
own farms, and the remaining 17 percent from wholesale distributors and food
chain stores within the area.

These firms moved 976,053 cases of eggs into various channels in October

1959* However, 21 firms did not move any eggs into retail outlets. The net
movement of 523,982 cases of eggs into retail outlets was accomplished by J+12

firms. The remaining ^6.3 percent of the eggs handled by the k-33 firms were
moved as follows: 17 percent to city wholesale egg distributors, l.k percent
to egg breakers, and 27-9 percent to other outlets outside the metropolitan
area.

The kl2. wholesale egg distributors that moved eggs into retail outlets
handled over 6l percent of the total commercial movement of eggs into New York
retail channels in October 1959* The distribution of these sales to the

various retail outlets is shown in table k- and table 23, Appendix.
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Table k. --Shell egg sales by wholesale distributors to retail outlets, k-1?

firms, New York metropolitan area, October 1959

Retail outlets : Cases sold Percentage of sales

Number Percent
Corporate, voluntary, and cooperative :

food store chains : 176,336 33.7

Independent retail stores : 169,008 32.3

Milk distribution companies : 18,822 3.6

Institutions : 5if,228 10.

3

*

Noninstitutional eating places : 71,959 13.

7

Distributors' own stores, stands, :

and house-to-house retail routes ...: 33,6*29 6«^

Total : 523,982 100.0

Corporate Food Store Chains

Sixty-one corporate food store chains reported selling eggs. Sixty of
these clmains(ldid not supply volume information) received 3^-9,373 cases of
shell eggs in October 1959 (table 3)« Over 35 percent of the eggs received
were in consumer cartons, 15 • 9 percent cartoned by local distributors, 73-5
percent by country shippers, and 10.6 percent by producers. Only 1^ corporate
food store chains did their own candling and cartoning in the metropolitan
area; 9 large chains cartoned more than 98 percent of the 220, ^76 cases of eggs
placed by these 1^4- chains in their own brand name cartons.

Wholesale distributors supplied l6 corporate food store chains with their
total quantity of eggs, or 18,2^3 cases. Three of these chains reported car-
toning 331 cases and receiving 1^,927 cases already cartoned. The remaining

2,985 cases were presumably sold as loose eggs to their retail customers.

More than 58 percent of the total eggs received by corporate food store
chains were delivered to their warehouses . The other k2 percent were delivered
directly to the individual stores in the metropolitan area.

Corporate food store chains reported purchasing 253,963 cases of shell

eggs from country shippers, 3^,521 cases from producers, and 60,789 cases from

local wholesale distributors. As reported in the next section, Voluntary and
Cooperative Food Store Chains, 11 chains purchased 3,2^5 cases from local
wholesale distributors, and 15 other active chains reported purchasing l,0l6
cases from local wholesale distributors. The wholesale distributors, however,

reported sales of 176,336 cases of eggs to the corporate, voluntary and
cooperative food store chains (Appendix, table 23). The difference of 111,286

- 9 -
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cases was due either to (l) brokerage sales (by wholesalers to chains) that
were classified as direct sales by the wholesalers but were classified as pur-
chases from country shippers by the food store chains, (2) wholesaler's sales
to food store chains outside the metropolitan area, (3) misinterpretation of
the mail questionnaire by some firms, or (k) possible duplication of reported
volume. For purposes of the flow chart (figure l) on the New York marketing
channels, the reported sales by wholesale distributors were used.

The corporate food store chains sold 98 • 7 percent of their eggs in car-
tons. A surplus of ^50 cases was sold to a wholesale distributor, and 1,065
cases of low grade eggs were reported sold to local egg breakers.

Voluntary and Cooperative Food Store Chains

Thirty-five voluntary and cooperative food store chains reported selling
eggs . Twenty chains reported buying their total supply of eggs from local
wholesale distributors, but only 11 provided volume information. These 11
chains purchased 3^2^4-5 cases, of which 2,^21 were in consumer cartons (table 3)«

The other 15 active chains purchased more than 21,000 cases of eggs from
3 sources: 17,112 from country shippers, 3 ^609 from producers, and 1,016 cases
from local wholesale distributors. More than 55*5 percent of these 21,737
cases were received in cartons

.

Eleven chains reported cartoning 8,660 cases of eggs; however, 6,850 of
these cases were cartoned by only 3 chains.

More than 65 percent of all eggs purchased by the voluntary and coopera-
tive food store chains were delivered directly to individual stores.

Milk Distribution Companies

There were 197 active milk distribution companies selling eggs either
through their house-to-house routes or their dairy stores. Twenty-two of these
firms did not supply volume information but indicated that they were purchasing
their eggs from firms in the metropolitan area.

The 175 responding companies purchased 31^637 cases °^ shell eggs in

October 1959> of which 26,6^8 cases were in cartons. The- cartoned eggs were
purchased by 139 milk distribution companies; 17,27^4- cases from local distribu-
tors, 8,521 cases from country shippers, and 853 cases from producers (table 3)«

Twenty-nine milk distribution companies cartoned 3A22 cases of eggs. The're

were 103 firms that purchased all of their eggs--l8,656 cases--from local dis-

tributors. All but 3 milk distribution companies reported handling less than

1,600 cases a month. More than 73 percent of the 175 firms, or 129 companies,
reported handling less than 100 cases a month. Further breakdown of the pur-
chases and sales of eggs by milk distribution companies is shown in figure 1.

10



Restaurant Chains

Sixteen restaurant chains reported ' handling 9,86l cases of eggs in October
1959- These 16 responding firms received eggs from 3 sources: 8,312 cases
from local distributors, l,3^h cases from country shippers, and 225 cases from
producers. The wholesale distributors reported selling 71,959 cases of eggs in
October 1959 to all types of noninstitutional eating establishments; that is,
hotels, restaurant chains, independent restaurants, and public cafeterias
(table 23).

Independent Retailers

Although the survey was not intended to include independent retailers, lk-6

of the responding firms were in this group. They classified themselves as
independent door-to-door routemen; meat, fish, and poultry markets; and retail
grocery stores. Though small in individual volumes handled, collectively these
firms reported buying 12,103 cases of eggs during the month of October 1959
(2 firms did not supply volume data). However, none of them reported moving
100 cases a week into retail channels without duplicating the count of other
firms. Surprisingly, only 5,330 cases of eggs were purchased from local dis-
tributors, of which only 1,298 cases were in cartons. Country shippers
supplied ^-,103 cases, with 1,366 in cartons. Producers furnished 2,593 cases,
with k-50 cases in cartons. A few firms produced 71 cases, which were sold on
house-to-house routes.

Sixty-one of these firms cartoned 6,033 cases. These cartoned eggs and
the eggs received in cartons totaled 9,1^-7 cases. The remaining 2,956 cases of
eggs were sold loose in paper bags, individually, in half cases, or whole cases.

Philadelphia

The Philadelphia metropolitan area consists of Bucks, Chester, Delaware,
Montgomery, and Philadelphia Counties in Pennsylvania and Burlington, Camden,

and Gloucester Counties in New Jersey. Questionnaries were sent to 250 firms

in this area. Appendix table 21 shows the type of response obtained.

There were 155 firms that reported handling shell eggs:

Type of firm Number of firms

Wholesale distributors 76
Corporate food store chains 9

Cooperative and voluntary food store chains ...... 7

Milk distribution companies 38
Restaurant chains 8

Independent retail stores 17
Total 155

These firms reported handling 323,925 cases of shell eggs in May i960.

Three wholesale distributors reported handling shell eggs but selling no eggs

to retail outlets, and 50 firms were retail outlets that purchased all their

11



eggs from local metropolitan firms. The remaining 102 firms moved 211,822
cases of eggs into all types of retail channels (without duplication) (table6 5

and 22).

Table 5. --Net movement of shell eggs into specified retail channels, 102 survey-

firms, Philadelphia metropolitan area, May i960

Retail channel : Cases moved : Percentage

Corporate, voluntary, and
cooperative food store chains . . .

:

Number

96,885 •

39,278 :

27,092 :

6,873

2^,928

16,766

Percent

11-5.8

18.5

12.8

3.2

Distributor's own retail
stores, stands, and house

-

11.8

: 7-9

Total 211,822 : 100.0

Shell eggs were received from country shippers in 11 different states
during May i960 in the following proportions:

Percent of total receipts

Pennsylvania 52 .

9

New Jersey 15 • 3

Maryland 7.2
Iowa 7*0
Ohio ... h.k
Georgia h . 3

Tennessee . 3 •!

Virginia 2.5
Illinois ,

1.6
Minnesota 1.5
New York 0.2

Total 100 .0

Origin of receipts data were available on K8 percent of the 125,3^5 cases of

eggs received from country shippers.

12
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Over 76 percent of the total eggs handled "by the 155 firms were purchased
'from country shippers (125,3^5 cases) and producers (123,267). Four firms
iproduced their own eggs (2,^30 cases), which they sold directly through small
grocery stores, milk distribution companies, institutions, and their own retail
stands, or house-to-house routes. The remaining 72,883 cases were purchased
from wholesalers in the metropolitan area. Fifty firms purchased eggs only
from local distributing firms. Of these 21,529 cases of eggs, 3,920 cases were
purchased in loose 30-dozen cases by restaurant chains, small grocery stores,
and a few milk distribution companies. Most of the remaining 17,609 cases were
purchased in cartons by 7 food store chains and 23 dairies

.

Each of 10 firms purchased 10,000 or more cases of eggs in May i960. Six
were wholesale distributors and k were corporate food store chains. These 10
firms handled over 58 percent of the total receipts of shell eggs reported
handled by all 155 responding firms. Of the j6 active wholesale distributors,
the 6 largest handled 52.1 percent of the total volume, while the 39 smallest
firms (handling less than 800 cases a month) handled only 6.2 percent of the
volume (table 6). Of the l6 active food store chains, 6 each handled ^-,000 or

more cases of eggs during May i960, which represented 96.8 percent of the total
volume received by food store chains.

Eggs were either received in cartons or put into cartons by 111 firms.
In the metropolitan area, 60 firms cartoned 100,078 cases of eggs during May
i960. Of the 56 firms that moved 100 or more cases per week into retail
channels, hQ cartoned over 91 percent of the 100,078 cases. There were ^-9>895

cases of eggs received in cartons from country shippers and producers (table 7)«

Most of the eggs received in cartons were delivered directly to individual
grocery, food chain, and dairy stores.

Wholesale. Distributors

Wholesale distributors are still quite important in the Philadelphia
metropolitan area. Within the last 15 years, most of them have moved either
into the new wholesale market or out into the suburbs. In May i960, 76 whole-
sale distributors reported receiving 206,0^9 cases of eggs from all sources.

This was 63 percent of the total receipts by all 155 firms in this study.

These 76 wholesale distributors purchased ^4-8 percent of their eggs from

producers; from country shippers, 38 percent; and from local wholesale distrib-

utors, 13 percent. The remaining eggs were produced on their own farms. Only

k2 of these 76 active firms moved 100 or more cases a week into retail channels,

but they handled over 86 percent of the total eggs received by all wholesalers

(table 23, Appendix).

During May i960, k6 wholesale distributors cartoned 76,652 cases of eggs.

This is over 76 percent of the total 100,078 cases cartoned by all metropolitan
area firms. Wholesale distributors received 1,^32 cases of eggs in cartons

from country shippers and 720 cases from producers (table 7)

•

The 73 wholesale distributors that moved eggs into retail outlets handled

over 66.5 percent of the total commercial movement of eggs into retail channels

13
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The distribution of these sales is shown in table 8.

Table 8. --Shell egg sales by wholesale distributors to retail outlets, 73 firms,
Philadelphia metropolitan area, May i960

Retail outlet Cases sold Percentage of sales

Corporate, voluntary, and
cooperative food store chains

Independent food stores

Milk distribution companies. .

.

Institutions

Noninstitutional eating places,

Distributor's own retail stores,

stands, and house-to-house
routes

Total

Number

35,568

38,767

18,162

6,853

2^,802

16,766

1^0,918

Perc ent

25.2

27.5

12.9

17.6

H.9

100.0

Figure 2 shows the marketing channels used by the wholesale distributors.
These distributors provide an important service by supplying a continual flow
of shell eggs to independent grocery stores, restaurants, hotels, dairies, and
institutional outlets. In May i960, they also supplied 5 corporate food store
chains with 33,835 cases of eggs.

Corporate Food Store Chains

Nine active corporate food store chains reported receiving 95?006 cases of
shell eggs from all sources in May i960. Country shippers supplied 38,65^
cases, local wholesale distributors, 33; 835 cases, and 22,517 cases were pur-
chased direct from producers. Over 76 percent of the eggs received by cor-
porate food store chains were in consumer cartons, kO percent from country
shippers. Two chains candled and cartoned 22,517 cases in their own ware-
houses. Therefore, 99*9 percent of all sales by corporate food store chains
were in consumer cartons (table 7) « The other one-tenth of a percent was sold
to local egg breakers.

Voluntary and Cooperative Food Store Chains

Respondents of 31 firms were voluntary or cooperative grocery chains, but
only 7 of these handled eggs. The others handled only dried and canned goods,
paper products, and other nonperishable items. The 7 chains reported handling
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2,89*! cases of eggs, during May i960. Local distributors supplied 1,733 cases

of eggs to 5 chains, and 3 chains received l,l6l cases of eggs from producers.
Of the eggs received by these 7 grocery chains, 79 percent were in consumer
cartons and a negligible amount were put into cartons by 2 chains.

Milk Distribution Companies

The 38 milk distributors responding purchased 15,l60 cases of eggs in May
i960. Country shippers supplied 8,007 cases; local wholesale distributors,

6,090 cases; and producers, 1,063 cases. Over 9^- percent &f their total
receipts were in cartons . Only 5 milk distribution companies reported carton-
ing eggs—a negligible quantity (table 7). Eighty cases of eggs were sold by
1 dairy to restaurants, hotels, and institutions. Dairies handled eggs mainly
as a service item for their door-to-door milk customers. The volume of eggs
handled by them was relatively small, as only 3 firms handled more than 2,000
cases during May i960 (table 6)

.

Restauraat Chains

The 8 restaurant chains reporting served 3,129 cases of eggs during May
i960. Only 66 cases of eggs were received from country shippers; 3,063 cases
were purchased from local wholesale distributors.

Independent Retail Stores

There were 17. small specialty retail stores or markets that reported han-_

dling i,68f cases of shell eggs during May i960. They purchased 88 cases from
producers, 3^3 from country shippers, and 1,236 cases from local distributors.
They sold, in consumer cartons-, 880 cases. Firms in this group classified
themselves as independent retailers, butter and egg stores, hucksters, and live
poultry and egg markets.

Boston

The Boston metropolitan area consists of: All of Suffolk County, Mass.;
Cambridge, Everett, Maiden, Medford, Melrose, Newton, Sommerville, Waltham,
and Woburn cities, and Arlington, Ashland, Bedford, Belmont, Burlington, Concord,
Framingh&m, Lexington, Lincoln, Natick, North Reading, Reading, Stoneham, Sud-

bury, Wakefield, Watertown, Wayland, Weston, Wilmington, and Winchester towns
in Middlesex County, Mass.; Beverly, Lynn, Peabody, and Salem cities, and
Danvers, Hamilton, Lynnfield, Manchester, Marblehead, Middleton, Nahant, Saugus,

Swampscott, Topsfield, and Wenham towns* in Essex County, Mass.; Quincy city and
Braintree, Brookline, Canton, Cohasset, Dedham, Dover, Holbrook, Medfield,
Milton, Needham, Norfolk, Norwood, Randolph, Sharon, Walpole, Wellesley, West-
wood, and Weymouth towns in Norfolk County, Mass.; Duxbury, Hanover, Hingham,
Hull, Marshfield, Norwell, Pembroke, Rockland, and Scituate towns in Plymouth
County, Mass.

Questionnaires were sent to 220 firms in this metropolitan area. Appendix
table 21 shows the type of response obtained

.

Of the 135 firms that reported handling shell eggs, data from 13^ firms
were obtained^
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Type of firms Number of firms

Wholesale distributors 66

Corporate food store chains 13

Cooperative and voluntary food store chains 3

Milk distribution companies 2k

Restaurant chains . . .

.

2k-

Independent retail stores k-

Total 131!-

These 13^- firms reported handling 206,5^-9 cases of 30-dozen eggs in June
i960. Of these , 99 moved 156,276 cases into retail channels without double
counting (table 9)« Only 2 firms sold no eggs into retail channels and the
other 33 retailers, dairies, small distributors, and restaurant chains bought
all their eggs from these 99 firms.

Table 9* --Net movement of shell eggs into specified retail channels, 99 survey
firms, Boston metropolitan area, June i960

Retail channel

•

Cases moved Percentage

Corporate, voluntary, and

•
•

•
Number Perc ent

cooperative food store chains •
• • • * 93,82^ 60.0

•

• 23,200

12 , 870

111-.

8

•

8.2
•

• 9,9^0 e.k

Noninstitutional eating places .

•

• 13,705 : 8.8

Distributor ' s own retail
•

•
•

stores, stands, and house

-

a

• 2,737 1.8
•

Total 156,276 100.0

Shell eggs were received from country shippers in 10 different states
during June i960 in the following proportions:
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Percent of total receipts

Maine kO . 3

Connecticut 19 • 3

Massachusetts 10 .

9

Illinois 8.1
New Hampshire 5*6
New York k .8

Iowa k . 6

Vermont k.2
Minnesota 1.2
Rhode Island 1.0

Total 100 .0

Origin of receipts data were available on 90^726 cases, or about 99 percent, of
the eggs received from country shippers.

In this area, 38 firms reported receiving 76,378 cases of eggs direct from
producers, and 9 firms distributed 2,59^ cases of eggs from their own produc-
tion. The remaining 36,006 cases were moved from local wholesalers to other
firms in the Boston egg market.

In the Boston area 35 firms purchased all of their eggs--9^687 cases--
from local distributors. These firms were primarily small jobbers, hucksters,
restaurant chains, dairies, and relatively small supermarkets. The larger
firms purchased most of their eggs in trucklots from country shippers. Those
that had candling and cartoning facilities purchased regularly from producers.
An additional 33 large firms purchased a small portion of their eggs from local
wholesale distributors for fill-in purposes due to special sales, low receipts
from their regular suppliers, or an increase in demand from their steady cus-

tomers . Figure 3 shows the distribution of eggs in the Boston metropolitan
area.

In this area, 6 firms purchased 10,000 dr more cases of eggs during June 396O.

These firms received over 53 percent of the total receipts by all 13^ active
respondents. Of the 66 wholesale distributors, k-3 handled less than 800 cases
a month, and their combined volumes were about 11 percent of wholesale distrib-
utors' total receipts. The wholesale distributors averaged smaller in volume
handled than in Philadelphia and New York, but the food store chain volume
appeared to be larger (table 10 ).

In the Boston metropolitan area, ^3 egg handlers cartoned 83,817 cases, or

53 '6 percent of the net movement of eggs into retail channels by all 99 firms.
During the month of June i960, l8 firms reported receiving 20,^82 cases of eggs
in cartons from country shippers (table 11 ) . Over 10,^00 cases of cartoned
eggs were received from producers by h corporate chains and k large milk dis-
tribution companies

.
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Wholesale Egg Distributors

In June i960, 66 wholesale distributors, most of them located outside of
Boston proper, received and moved 91*252 cases of eggs into various channels.
The net total movement of 69,890 cases into retail outlets was accomplished by
6k firms (table 12). The remaining eggs were moved as follows: 11 percent to
city wholesale egg distributors, less than 1 percent to egg breakers, and 11
percent to other outlets outside the metropolitan area.

Table 12. --Shell egg sales by wholesale distributors to retail outlets, 6>k

firms, Boston metropolitan area, June i960

Retail outlet Cases sold Percentage of sales

Corporate, voluntary, and
cooperative food store chains.

Independent food stores

Milk distribution companies

Institutions

Noninstitutional eating places .

.

Distributor's own retail stores,
stands, and house-to-house
routes

Total

Number

18,939

22,751

3,3^2

9,9^0

12,181

2,737

Percent

27.1

32.6

I*. 8

lif.2

17. k

3.9

69,890 100.0

The 66 wholesale distributors surveyed received k6.2 percent of their eggs
directly from producers, ij-0.2 percent from country shippers, 11.3 percent from
suppliers within the area, and 23 percent from their own production. About 2

percent of their receipts were purchased in cartons by 10 wholesalers, and 38.3
percent of all wholesalers total receipts were cartoned by 36 wholesale dis-
tributors .

Corporate Food Store Chains

The 13 responding food store chains purchased 79,06k cases of eggs during
June i960. Over 19 • 7 percent of their receipts were purchased from whole-
salers; 52.3 percent, from country shippers; and 27-3 percent^ directly from
producers; and less than 1 percent came from their own farms. Of the eggs pur-
chased in cartons by 10 chains, 12,3^-0 cases came from wholesale distributors,
6,825 were from country shippers, and 1,3^-8 cases were from producers. Only 3
chains reported cartoning eggs (table 11 ) . The food store chains sold 1,739
cases to local egg breakers and 2^752 cases to firms outside the metropolitan
area, the remaining volume going into their own retail stores.

2k



Voluntary and Cooperative Food Store Chains

Of the voluntary and cooperative food store chains surveyed 9 handled only
dry groceries . The independent stores in these groups purchased most of their
eggs from wholesale distributors. Three chains reported moving Tj» 83T cases of
cartoned eggs to and through their stores. Only 1 chain received eggs from
country shippers but all 3 chains purchased some eggs from local firms.

Milk Distribution Companies

Sales of eggs were reported by 2k milk distributors. They stated that
they received 12,5^-7 cases of eggs from producers, 7>833 cases from country
shippers, and 3>062 cases from local wholesale distributors. Only 5 firms
received more than ifOO cases of eggs a month, but their volume represented. over

93 percent of the total handled by milk distribution companies. There were 9
companies that received all their eggs from local wholesale distributors . Over
three-fourths of the dairy companies' receipts were in cartons.

Restaurant Chains

Twenty-five restaurant chains reported selling eggs. Twenty-four of these
25 chains purchased 3*^-25 cases of eggs from local wholesale distributors, 729
cases from country shippers, and 106 cases from producers.

Independent Retail Stores

In June i960, k- independent retail stores sold 69k- cases of shell eggs.

Two-thirds of their receipts were from country shippers, and the remaining one-
third came from small local wholesale distributors. Only 25 cases of these
eggs were purchased and sold in cartons.

Pittsburgh

The Pittsburgh metropolitan area consists of Alleghany, Beaver, Washington,
and Westmoreland Counties in Pennsylvania. Questionnaires were sent to 137
firms in this area'. See Appendix,table 21 for the response obtained.

Of the 101 firms that reported handling shell eggs, ^98 firms provided the
data requested:

Type, of firm Number of firms

Wholesale distributors , k-6

Corporate fodd store chains 12
Cooperative and voluntary food store chains 10
Milk distribution companies 11
Restaurant ehains 7
Independent retail chains ; 12

25



These 98 firms reported buying and selling 122,822 cases of shell eggs in
January i960. There were 31 firms that reported purchasing all their eggs from
67 local metropolitan firms. These 67 firms moved 102, 7^- cases of eggs into
all types of retail channels without duplication in January i960 (table 13 )•

More than 51 percent of the total reported retail movement of eggs went through
food store chains, and 32 percent were sold through independent retail stores.
The remaining 17 percent was distributed to institutions, restaurants, hotels,
milk distribution companies, and on house-to-house delivery routes (fig. k) .

The origin of eggs from country shippers, as indicated by 71.3 percent of
total shipments into this area and their proportionate percentages are listed
as follows:

Percent of total receipts

Ohio 51.0
Pennsylvania l6 .

1

Minnesota 1^ . 8

Indiana 13 • 5

Iowa 3.9
Maryland 7
North Carolina l/

Total 100 .0

l/ Less than 0.05 percent.

Table 13.--Net movement of shell eggs into specified retail channels, 67 survey
firms, Pittsburgh metropolitan area, January i960

Retail channel Cases moved : Percentage

Number Percent

52,567 51.2

32,989 32.1

5,887 5.7

3,^66 3A

5, 02^ h.9

2,8ll 2.7

Corporate, voluntary, and
cooperative food store chains

Independent food stores

Milk distribution companies . .

.

Institutions

Noninstitutional eating places

Distributor's own retail
stores, stands, and house-
to-house routes

Total 102, 7M- 100.0
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More than 8k percent of the total eggs handled "by the 98 firms were pur-

chased from country shippers (73*137 cases) , distributors' own farm associa-
tions (25,2^0 cases), and producers (5*053 cases). A total of 5 metropolitan
area firms produced and distributed 1,^90 cases. The remaining 17*902 cases
were purchased from local metropolitan area firms. Eggs were purchased solely
from local distributors by 31 firms. These 31* all being retail establishments,
purchased 5*737 cases of eggs, of which ^,256 were in consumer cartons.

Table 1^ shows the size distribution by the 98 responding firms in the
Pittsburgh area. The wholesale distributors varied in volume of eggs handled
from less than 100 cases to just under 22,000 during January i960. The 3

wholesale distributors that reported handling lj-,^00 cases or more in January
i960 represented 6.5 percent of the k6 firms, but they handled ^-5«9 percent of
the volume; whereas, the 27 firms that handled less than 800 cases a month, or

58.8 percent of the wholesale distributors, handled only 12.8 percent of the
volume

.

The 22 food store chains that responded showed a wide distribution. They
ranged from handling less than 100 cases a month to just under 21,000 cases.
The 6 largest chains that handled 2,000 or more cases in January i960 repre-
sented 27.3 percent of the chains, but they handled 9^-«9 percent of the volume.
The 10 small chains, handling less than 100 cases a month, represented k-^.h

percent of the firms and 1.5 percent of the volume. See table lk for further
size distribution by corporate, voluntary, and cooperative food store chains,
milk distribution companies, restaurant chains, and independent retail stores.

Over 80 percent of the net total movement of 102, 7^- cases of eggs through
retail channels were reported sold in cartons in January i960. Country
shippers supplied 79«6 percent of the cartoned eggs; producers, 0.5 percent;
and 33 local distributors cartoned the remaining 19*9 percent (table 15).

Wholesale Distributors

In the Pittsburgh metropolitan area there were h-6 wholesale distributors
handling eggs. These firms purchased 72,09^ cases of eggs during January i960.
Forty percent, or 29,087 cases, of these eggs were purchased in cartons; where-
as the wholesalers cartoned 15,620 cases (table 15)- Producers supplied ^-,853

cases of eggs: 35*566 cases were purchased from country shippers; 25,21+0

cases, from member producer cooperatives; 1,^-90 cases, came from their own pro-
duction; and the remaing l+,9^+5 cases were sold between the distributors them-
selves .

Forty-six firms moved 6^,973 cases of eggs into retail channels (table l6)l

The wholesalers sold 252 cases to egg breakers, 900 cases to bakeries, and
1,02^ cases to other outlets outside the metropolitan area.

Corporate Food Store Chains

The 12 active corporate food store chains handled ^3*790 cases of eggs
during January i960. They purchased ^-3*^-55 cases of eggs in cartons and car-
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toned 335 cases (table 15)' Prom country shippers and producers, 6 chains pur-
chased 3^,820 cases of eggs.

Table l6. —Shell egg sales by wholesale distributors to retail outlets, k6
firms, Pittsburgh metropolitan area, January i960

Retail outlet Cases sold Percentage of sales

Corporate, voluntary, and cooperative
food store chains

Independent food stores ,

Milk distribution companies ,

Institutions

Noninstitutional eating places ,

Distributor ' s own retail
stores, stands, and house-
to-house routes

Total ,

Number Percent

17,655 27.2

32,792 50.5

3,399 5.2

3MQ 5-3

If, 868 7.5

2,811 k.3

6k, 913 100.0

Milk Distribution Companies

The 11 responding milk distribution companies handled k-,629 cases of eggs,
of which 2,095 cases were from local distributors. The milk distributing com-
panies purchased k-,3^h cases in cartons, and they cartoned 211 cases. They
sold 18 cases to institutional outlets and 28 cases to restaurants

.

Independent Retail Stores, Voluntary and Cooperative Food Store Chains

Twelve independent retail stores and 10 chains reported handling 1,913
cases of eggs which were purchased from local wholesalers, producers, and
country shippers. Volume information was not available from 2 chains that
reported buying eggs from local distributors. Therefore, all but 289 cases of
eggs reported as going to and through the voluntary, cooperative, and independ-
ent food store chains were purchased weekly from the wholesale distributors.

Restaurant Chains

There were 7 restaurant chains that reported selling eggs. They purchased
268 cases of eggs from local distributors and 128 cases from country shippers

.

The wholesale distributors reported selling ^+,868 cases of eggs to all types
of noninstitutional eating places

.
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Baltimore

The Baltimore metropolitan area consists of the city of Baltimore and
Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Carroll, and Howard Counties in Maryland. Question-
naires were sent to 123 firms in this area. Appendix table 21 shows the type
of response obtained. In this area 93 firms reported receiving 129; 757 cases
of eggs in August i960 from all sources. These 93 firms were:

Type of firm Number of firms

Wholesale distributors 53
Corporate food store chains 7
Cooperative and voluntary food store chains k
Milk distribution companies 11
Restaurant chains 15
Independent retail stores _3

Total 93

Twenty-nine of the 93 firms purchased all of their eggs--6,932 cases—from
local wholesale egg distributors . Shell egg receipts came from 3 types of egg
handlers: 23,53^- cases from local wholesale distributors, 85,131 cases from
country assemblers and shippers, and 21,092 cases from egg producers.

Country egg assemblers and shippers in 11 different States and distribu-
tors in New York City and Washington, D. C, shipped eggs into the Baltimore
area in the following proportions:

Percent of total receipts

Pennsylvania 2k . 6

Minnesota 2k.

6

Iowa ; 15 .

9

North Carolina 12.3
Maryland 5.2
New York City k.2
Illinois 3'k
Virginia 3 • 3

Mississippi 1.8
Arkansas 1.8
Ohio -1.8

Washington, D. C 1.1
West Virginia l/

Total 100.0

l/ Less than 0.05 percent.

Information on the source of supply and suppliers were obtained on 78 per-

cent of the 85,131 cases of eggs purchased from country' shippers. Over 75 per-
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cent of the reported receipts from country shippers came from the States of
Pennsylvania, Minnesota, Iowa, and North Carolina.

Of the 93 active egg handlers in Baltimore, k- reported purchasing 10,000
or more cases of eggs during August i960. These k firms received over k-5 per-
cent of the eggs received "by all 93 firms. Five of the 53 active wholesale
distributors received 63.5 percent of all receipts (table 17). Thirty-five of

the wholesale distributors handled less than 800 cases of eggs a month.

A net movement of 87,062 cases of eggs into retail channels in August i960
was reported by 6l firms. More than k-6 percent of the total retail movement
was sold through food store chains, and 29 percent was sold through independent
grocery stores (table 18). About 13 percent of the sales to retail channels
went to restaurants, hotels, cafeterias, and other public eating places. The

remaining 12 percent was sold through dairies, institutions, and local distri-
butors own stands and house-to-house routes (table 22)

.

Table l8.--Net movement of shell eggs into specified retail channels, 6l survey
firms, Baltimore metropolitan area, August i960

Total. 87,062

Retail channel : Cases moved Percentage

Corporate, voluntary, and
cooperative food store chains .

.

Number

: ^0,320

Percent

If-6.3

: 25,kl8 29.3

|
3.83,336

^,515 5.2

Noninstitutional eating places H,l80 12.8

Distributors' own retail stores,
stands, and house-to-house

: 2,233 2.6

100.0

In the metropolitan area, 32 firms cartoned lj-0,719 cases of eggs duri.ig
August i960 (table 19) . Twelve firms reported buying 22,658 cases of cartoned
eggs direct from country shippers and 1 firm bought 76 cases of cartoned eggs
from a producer. Sales of eggs in cartons represented 72.8 percent of the net
total retail movement of shell eggs.

Wholesale Egg Distributors

The 53 wholesale distributors reported purchasing 8^,17^- cases of eggs in
August i960. Of these, 5 firms were produce distributors who marketed their
own production of 1,0^0 cases. The remaining receipts of eggs were purchased
from country shippers, 58,^-1^ cases; from local producers, 17,788 cases; and
6,932 cases from egg distributors in the metropolitan area (fig. 5). In August
i960, 28 wholesale distributors cartoned 20,506 cases of eggs.
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There were 12 wholesalers who received 16,276 cases of eggs in cartons, of
which 1^,727 cases were purchased from country shippers. Table 2.0 shows the
volume of eggs moved by 50 of the wholesalers to various retail outlets. Three
of the 53 wholesale distributors did not move eggs into retail outlets. Other
sales "by wholesale distributors were 25, ^93 cases to institutions, bakeries,
military establishments, and other wholesale distributors in and outside of the
metropolitan area (fig. 5). Some were sold as frozen egg products.

Table 20. --Shell egg
firms

.

sales by wholesale distributors to retail outlets, 50
Baltimore metropolitan area, August i960

Retail outlet •

•

Cases sold : Percentage of sales

Corporate, voluntary, and

•
•

•
Number Percent

cooperative food store chains .

.

• •

•

12,355 21.1
•

•

•

25,377 : ^3.2

• 3A25 5-3

• h,5lk

11,077

7.7

Noninstitutional eating places...

•

I8.9

Distributor's own retail stores, •

stands, and house-to-house •

• 2,233 : 3.8

•

• 58,681 j 100.0

Corporate, Voluntary, and Cooperative Food Store Chains

The 11 food store chains reported purchasing J+0,920 cases of shell eggs
from 3 sources: 12,355 cases from local distributors, 26,552 cases from
country shippers, and 2,013 cases direct from producers. There were ° report-
ing chains that purchased all of their eggs, or 3,038 cases, from local dis-
tributors, and 3 chains did not purchase any from local firms.

All but 600 cases of eggs received by food store chains were sold as car-
toned eggs. The 12,355 cases of eggs purchased from local wholesale distrib-
utors were in cartons, and 7,8^1 cases from country shippers were in cartons
(table 19) • These cartoned eggs were delivered direct to the individual stores.

Only 2 food store chains reported cartoning 20,12^- cases of eggs during August
i960. The remaining 600 cases of loose eggs were sold to egg breakers.
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Milk Distribution Companies

The 11 responding milk distribution companies reported receiving 3^330
cases of shell eggs during August i960. All hut 211 cases, or 9^ percent of
all eggs, were received from local wholesale distributors in cartons. Only 1
dairy reported cartoning eggs.

Restaurant Chains

The 15 restaurant chains using eggs in their establishments reported pur-
chasing 1,198 cases during August i960. They bought 70 cases from producers,
30 cases from country assemblers, and 1,098 cases from local wholesale distrib-

utors .

Independent Grocery Stores

The 3 responding retail stores purchased and sold through their own stores

135 cases of eggs (including 3 to a next-door restaurant and 1 to an institu-
tion) in August i960. They bought 30 cases of eggs from local distributors and
105 cases from producers. They sold 6l cases over the retail counter as loose
eggs.

DEVELOPMENT AND USES OF NEW SHELL EGG VOLUME REPORTS

The new reports on Egg Movement into Retail Channels were developed in an
effort to obtain the total measurable volume of shell eggs that move weekly
into retail channels, whether to chain or independent grocery stores, restau-
rants, hotels, institutions, dairies, or home delivery routes, or as direct
sales to consumers. The main objective was to develop a weekly report that
could feasibly measure accurate and representative movements of shell eggs into
the marketing channels closest to the ultimate consumer.

Methodology

To develop this weekly report, as previously explained, questionnaires
were mailed to all firms presumed to be egg handlers in the metropolitan areas
of New York, Philadelphia, Boston, Pittsburgh, and Baltimore. Essentially
seven different types of firms were surveyed. Complete coverage of all firms
believed to handle eggs in each metropolitan area was necessary to determine
with full accuracy the size and type of firms moving eggs into retail channels.

From the answers to the questionnaires, a commercial universe of firms was
established. This universe consists of all firms that move 100 or more 30-

dozen cases of eggs a week into retail channels without duplicating the count
of eggs reported by other firms. This was the minimum size volume used for

reports of weekly movement of eggs into retail channels in Chicago, Los Angeles,
San Francisco, Portland-Vancouver , and Seattle, and it has the important prac-
tical advantages of including most of the eggs moved into retail channels and

38



of restricting the number of firms to a manageable number for reporting pur-
poses.

This commercial universe includes wholesale distributors, cooperative,
voluntary, and corporate food store chains, and milk distribution companies

.

They are the principal egg marketing firms which make the major pricing deci-
sions in these metropolitan areas and move the majority of all eggs purchased
by consumers. Appendix table 22. shows for each of the 5 areas, the number of
eggs moved by the firms in the eornmercial universe during the initial month of
each survey as compared with the number moved by all survey firms moving eggs
into retail channels. In New York, (Appendix, table 22) firms of this size
accounted for 9^*8 percent of the net movement of eggs into retail outlets by
firms surveyed in the initial month of the survey. In Philadelphia the per-
centage was 96. k, in Boston 9^-7? in Pittsburgh 95.2, and in Baltimore 96.

Movements of eggs into retail channels without duplication means that the
same eggs are not counted twice in the weekly reports. For example, the
restaurant chains reported purchasing most of their eggs from local wholesale
distributors. These wholesale distributors report each week their total sales
to all retail establishments, including sales to restaurant chains. If the
restaurant chains were asked to report their sales each week, the weekly report
on movements of eggs into retail channels would contain many cases of eggs that
were reported by both types of firms.

To avoid double counting, only the eggs purchased by restaurant chains from
country shippers and producers located outside the metropolitan area should
be reported as retail sales. In all instances in this survey, however, restau-
rant chains purchased less than 100 cases a week from firms outside the metro-
politan area. None of these chains, therefore, are included in the firms
reporting weekly data.

Data for the report were collected weekly on mailed questionnaires that
contained explicit instructions for each reporting firm. The instructions were
precise and clear so that each firm would know what to report without causing
duplication. The market reporters used these individual reports in establish-
ing an estimated total volume of eggs moved into retail outlets by the universe
of firms. The previous publication describing the h West Coast reports con-
tains more detail on the procedures used in developing these weekly reports.
(See listing on p.iii).

This type of weekly reporting is being furnished the egg industry in 16
cities with hopes of establishing it in 2 additional cities.

However, during the experimental collection phase in Boston (Atlanta,

Kansas City, and St. Louis), a number of the firms in the established universe
would not cooperate in this endeavor to provide helpful marketing information.
Therefore, a report was released on the matched-plant basis which cannot
reliably be compared, over a period of time, with the more accurate and useful
estimated total movement reports issued in 12 other large consuming areas. An
accurate comparison cannot be made because * (l)When data are collected and Issued

on a matched-plant basis, each plant that reported last week musx also report
this week or its data cannot be used for this week's comparison, whereas in the
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estimated-total report, all firms in the commercial universe influence the
weekly report, "because any week a nonresponding firm's data are missing, they
are accurately estimated for that week; and (2) weekly matched-plant data
cannot he added together to ohtain month-to-month comparisons or moving average
information unless all plants report each week, whereas the estimated-total
data can he added together to achieve meaningful results.

The weekly reports provide egg producers, assemblers, shippers, distrib-
utors, and retailers with volume movement information that helps them establish
realistic prices from week to week. The report also could provide them with
an accurate basis for comparing their sales with the total sales by members
of the universe. Therefore, if the report in Boston, Atlanta, Kansas City,
and St. Louis could be established on the estimated-total basis, like the 12
reports now being published in other markets, each would provide excellent
marketing information, helpful to the entire egg industry.

This system of reporting estimated-total movements of eggs into retail
channels, if initiated in other metropolitan areas, would provide weekly esti-
mates that could be added together to obtain comparisons for various periods
of time (a) for individual cities, (b) among cities, and (c) for an approxi-
mate national commercial movement of eggs into retail channels that cover all
reporting cities. For instance, if the reports were to be established in the
25 largest metropolitan areas which now have Dairy and Poultry Market News
offices, the volume would include approximately ^0 percent of the total esti-
mated consumption of shell eggs in the United States

.

The volume of shell eggs moved by the commercial universe in these 5

eastern metropolitan areas ranged from 5^- percent of the estimated consumption
in Pittsburgh to 88 percent in Boston. Additional details concerning the
commercial universe in each of these 5 metropolitan areas follow.

New York

The commercial universe of 301 firms in the New York metropolitan area
that handle 100 or more cases of shell eggs a week reported moving 8o8,lj>Lcases of
eggs into retail channels during October 1959* This was 75 percent of the ,

average estimated consumption of eggs by the 1^,759^29 persons in the area.—'
Of the ^-33 wholesale distributors, 255 sold enough eggs to retail outlets to
qualify for this commercial universe. Of the 60 responding corporate and 26
voluntary and cooperative food store chains in the area, 28 and 10, respec-
tively, qualified for the commercial universe. The remaining k-Q chains pur-
chased 2,953 cases of eggs from country shippers, 229 cases from small pro-
ducers and 22,185 cases from local wholesalers. Therefore, most of the eggs
purchased by the k-8 chains would be reported by 2 or more firms (since the
wholesale distributors were to report the volume of all sales to food store
chains). Of the 175 milk distribution companies that sold eggs, 72 purchased
some from firms outside the metropolitan area, but only 8 of these bought 100
or more cases a week.

^/Estimated consumption is established on the i960 population estimate of

1^759^29 for the New York metropolitan area and the October 1959 and June
1961 national per capita consumption rate of 26.2 and 22. h shell eggs, re-
spectively.
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In June 1961, when the first weekly report was published, 2&± firms still
qualified for the commercial universe. Between October 1959 and June 196l,

17 firms went out of the egg distribution business. Of these, 15 firms had
been distributing 100 to 300 cases to retail outlets weekly. Luring the k
weeks ending in June 196l, the 2&k firms reported moving 701,300 cases of
shell eggs into retail channels. This is over j6 percent of the average esti-
mated consumption for that month in the New York metropolitan area.

A household food consumption survey in 1955 showed that consumers in the
northeast region of the United States consumed six-tenths of an egg less per
person per week than the United States average. 3/ Therefore, reported retail
movements by the commercial universe of firms during June 1961 may cover more
than the consumption estimate of 76 percent. This will also be true in the
comparisons made for the other k cities in this report.

The remaining movement to consumers, or 2h percent of the estimated
consumption, was distributed by small producer-distributors of eggs in New
Jersey, Pennsylvania, and New York, house-to-house routemen, and hucksters
of all types, and through individual small egg, poultry, and fish specialty
shops . Sales by these individuals were primarily direct to the consumer

.

Sales were also to institutions, and to small industrial and public cafeterias.

During the experimental reporting stage, problems developed among the
large wholesale distributors who also were qualified brokers. These firms,
primarily located in the old downtown market, were concerned with following
the instructions on the questionnaires that were being used for weekly data
collection. In this questionnaire, the wholesale-distributors were asked to
report all sales to food store chains, and the food store chains were asked to
omit their direct purchases from local wholesale distributors. However, these
wholesaler-brokers stated that 90 percent of their sales to food store chains were
strictly brokerage sales, that is, they never handled the eggs physically
through their establishments.' Therefore, the instructions on the question-
naires for distributors and food store chains, were corrected. The wholesalers
should not report sales of eggs to food store chains with 5 or more individual
stores, and the chains were requested to report their total movement of eggs
into .retail channels, regardless of where the eggs were purchased. Changing
these instructions resulted in removing some of the wholesale distributors
from the commercial universe and adding an equivalent number of food chains
that purchased most of their eggs from local wholesale distributors . Food
store chains with less than 5 stores normally sell less than 100 cases of
shell eggs a week and buy from a local wholesale distributor; therefore, they
do not qualify for the commercial universe in the New York metropolitan area.

2/Sherr, Harry The Household Market for Poultry Products in the United
States. U. S. Agr. Mktg. Serv., AMS-3^0 (9) 'February 1961, table 6, page 22

(reprinted from The National Food Situation, April 1958)

.
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Philadelphia

The 56 firms that reported moving 100 or more cases of eggs per week
into retail channels without duplication, moved 20^, 2*4-8 cases of eggs into
retail channels during May i960, or 67. 7 percent of the estimated consumption
of eggs by the if-,3^2,897 persons in the Philadelphia metropolitan area.-/ Of
the 76 wholesale distributors, kk sold enough eggs to retail outlets to qualify
for the defined universe. Of the 9 responding corporate and 7 voluntary and
co-operative food chains in the area, 5 and 1, respectively, qualified for the
commercial universe. The remaining 10 food store chains purchased only klk
cases from country shippers and producers and 16,050 cases from local whole-
sale distributors. Most of the eggs purchased by these 10 chains, therefore,
would be duplicated in the reports received from the wholesale distributors
who report their total sales to retail outlets each week.

Of the 38 milk distribution companies that bought and sold shell eggs, 11
purchased some eggs from country shippers and producers, but only 6 of these
were large enough to qualify for the commercial universe.

When weekly data collection was initiated in March 19^1, there were only
51 commercial firms: ^0 were wholesale distributors, k were corporate food
chains, 1 was a voluntary food chain, and 6 were milk distribution companies;

5 had gone out of the egg distribution business. When the weekly report was
released, these 51 firms had moved into retail channels 238,^00 cases of eggs,
or 76 percent of the estimated consumption for that month. Some of these 51
firms picked up the customers that in May i960 were being serviced by the 5

firms that went out of business. Also, a large country assembler-distributor
closed its doors during this period, and most of its sales are now handled by
local distributors . The share of estimated consumption covered by the report
of movement of eggs into retail channels was 75-5 percent in May 1961 and 7^-1
percent in October 1961. .5/

The reported 20^,2^8 cases of eggs moved into retail channels by 56 firms
in May i960 represented 96. h percent of the total net reported movement of
211,822 cases by the 102 firms that purchased eggs direct from producers or
country shippers or both, fable 22, Appendix.

Boston

Only kl of the 13*4- respondent firms qualified for the commercial universe.
They reported moving 1^-7; 9^9 cases of eggs in June i960 into the area's retail

z/The estimated consumption of eggs is based on the i960 population estimate
of ^,3^2,897 for the Philadelphia metropolitan area and a national average per
capita consumption rate of 25.0 shell eggs during May i960.

^.'The national average estimated consumption of shell eggs in March 1961 was-

26.0, in May 1961 it was 2k. 3, and in October I96I it was 25.7.
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channels. This volume is 88.6 percent of the area's estimated consumption of
shell eggs.H/ Of the 66 active wholesalers, 29 were large enough to qualify
for the commercial universe. Of the l6 food store chains responding, only

9 qualified for the defined universe. The 7 nonqualifying chains purchased
only 576 cases of eggs from firms outside the metropolitan area. Three of the
2k milk distribution companies were large enough in their retail sales volume
to qualify for the commercial universe of ^-1 firms.

The 29 wholesale and producer -distributors in the universe moved 6k,k35
cases; the 9 corporate, co-operative, and voluntary food store chains moved
66,2,66 cases, and the remaining 17^188 cases were handled "by the 3 milk dis-
tributing companies. The 9 food store chains purchased 9A00 cases from whole-
sale distributors. The cases were reported as retail movements by these dis-
tributors in an attempt to obtain the greatest volume of movement without any
duplication.

The weekly report during the months of May and October 1961 represented
68.8 and 69.k percent of the estimated consumption of shell eggs in the Boston
metropolitan area.—/ If all firms in the commercial universe would co-operate,
the report's coverage would increase by at least 20 percent. This omission
could cause the weekly report to show a negative change from the previous
week when actually there might have been an increased movement of eggs into
retail channels. The reverse, also, could happen. The report, therefore, may
not always measure the true aggregate movement by all firms ihat are : members
of the commercial universe, and it loses much of its effectiveness as a

reliable indicator of retail sales.

Pittsburgh

Only 36 firms moved an average of 100 or more 30-dozen cases of eggs per
week into retail channels without duplication in the Pittsburgh metropolitan
area. Of these 36 firms, 29 were wholesale distributors, 6 were corporate
food store chains, and the 1 remaining firm was a milk distribution company.
These 36 firms received 110, 6*1-6 cases of eggs and moved a reported 97,752
cases into retail channels in January i960. This movement into retail channels
represented ^h.2 percent of the total estimated consumption of eggs in the
area during January, but accounted for 95 percent of the total commercial move-
ment of eggs into retail channels by all firms surveyed .-1/

During October 1961 and February 1962, the commercial universe of report-
ing firms moved 50.6 percent and 52". 2 percent of the estimated shell egg

-'The estimated consumption of shell eggs is based on the i960 population
estimate of 2,589,301 for the Boston metropolitan area and the June i960

estimated per capita consumption of 23. 1 shell eggs. The estimated monthly
per capita consumption for May and October 1961 were 2*1-. 3 and 2k-. 7 shell eggs^

respectively.

T/Estimated consumption is established on the i960 population estimate of

2,*l-05,*t-35 for the Pittsburgh metropolitan area and the January i960, October

196l, and February I962 national per capita consumption rate of 27.0, 2k. J,

and 23.2 shell eggs, respectively.
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consumption in the Pittsburgh metropolitan area. 7/ This low percentage 01 the
total consumption of eggs in Pittsburgh 'by these 36 commercial firms is below
the coverage obtained in all other cities surveyed. In the metropolitan area
of Pittsburgh are a great number of houde-to-house peddlers and small producers
who distribute their own production of eggs to restaurants, hotels, independent
retail stores, and direct to the consumer. Data were not obtained from "these

small distributors because (l) a list of such firms was not available, (2) the
survey objective was to obtain and report the commercial movement of eggs into
retail channels, not the total movement of eggs to consumers in the area, and

(3) collection of data directly from these numerous small distributors would
be very expensive if the coverage of the report were to be increased to any
extent

.

Baltimore

In the Baltimore metropolitan area, 2k- egg distributors and 5 food chains
were large enough to qualify for the commercial universe. This group of firms
moved 83,572 cases of eggs into the area's retail channels in August i960
which is 71.7 percent of the estimated consumption .^/The volume reported by
this sample of firms is highly representative of the actual movements to all
types of retail outlets shown for the entire survey (table 22, Appendix).

These 2k- wholesale distributors and 5 food store chains that are members
of the defined universe range in average retail movements from 100 to 3,500
cases per week. The 2k wholesale distributors mored into retail channels about

67 percent of the net total movement.

Using and Maintaining the Weekly Report

Tabled appendix, provides a summary of the volume of eggs moved weekly
into retail channels in the year ending in May 1962. The data in table 2lj. can
be used in the following ways: (l) The weekly data can be added for each city
to obtain a movement figure for all cities per week or month; (2) the data
for an individual city can be averaged to obtain k- or 6-week moving averages;

(3) week-to-week, month-to-month, or year-to-year comparisons can be made for

each city or for all the cities combined; (k-) individual firms can compare
their weekly movements into retail outlets with the aggregate movements, (a

number of firms are actively doing this); and (5) percentage change in the
current week can be compared with the same week a year earlier. These data
can also be used to compare various holiday-week movements from year to year or
within each year.

The following sample illustrates how the use of the data obtained from
the commercial universe of egg handlers in each area could be improved.

2/ The estimated consumption figure is based on the August i960 national
average per capita consumption rate of 2^.3 shell eggs and a population
estimate of 1,727,023.
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Movement of Shell Eggs Into Retail Channels for the

Week Ended September 29 , 1962

Volume in cases \ Percentage change from--
Area :

:

•Current Week : Previous Week- Previous Week: Last Year

Baltimore : .18,000 19.300 -7 -6 .

Birmingham : 6, 800 7,100 -+ l/
Chicago : 5+,+00 59,500 -9 -3

Detroit : 39,100 39,900 -2 1/
Los Angeles : 92, 500 91,100 +2 +12
New Orleans : 11,000 11, +00 -+ l/
New York : 155,600 158,+00 -2 -7

Philadelphia : +5,300 +6,700 -3 -10

Pittsburgh : 19,200 20, +00 -6 -2

Portland-Vancouver : 7,700 7,300 +5 -1

San Francisco : 50,500 53,000 -5 -19
Seattle : 15,100 19,300 -22 +1^

Total : 5157200 533,^00 -3 ^T

^-week moving average : 527,^-00

Atlanta 2/ : 11,400 10, 900 +5 l/
Boston 27 : 30,100 28,700 +5 +10
Kansas City 2/ : 8,000 7,800 +3 l/
St. Louis 2/7 : 10,200 11,000 -7 l/

l/Not available

.

2/Based on a matched-plant comparison and not wholly on an estimated total
for the commercial universe.

In the weekly report of Egg Movement into Retail Channels, the volume of
eggs moved into each type of retail outlets, as a proportion of the total
volume moved by firms in the commercial universe, was within 2 percent of the
proportion reported in the same categories by all firms in the initial survey
of the 5 areas (table 22, Appen&ix) • Eor example, the volume of eggs sold
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through all food store chains in New York, in the initial survey, was 56 -9
percent of the total retail movements; in the weekly report, this movement to
food store chains was 59 -^ percent of the total weekly movements, or 2.5 per-
cent greater than in the initial survey. In these 5 cities, the differences
in total movements through food store chains ranged from 1.5 to 3-0 percent
larger in the weekly report than in the initial survey. Differences in move-
ments through other outlets were generally less than 1.5 percent. Therefore,
"based on a selected universe of firms, the weekly reports are influenced by
the chainstore movements to a greater extent than was indicated in the initial
survey of the entire market. This 1.5 to 3-0 percent weighting factor is

within tolerable limits

.

To maintain or improve the current accuracy and representativeness of these
weekly reports, periodic telephone or mail surveys should be made of all firms
handling eggs in each market. These surveys should provide information on (l)

new egg-handling firms that become established in the metropolitan area, (2)
current small-volume egg-handling firms that grow and become eligible for the
commercial universe, and (3) currently reporting egg handlers who change their
source of supply, which results in duplication in reporting. Firms that meet
the qualifications of the defined commercial universe should immediately start
reporting volume movements each week.

Finally, development of a report on the movements of eggs into retail
channels in 25 or more large metropolitan areas would give a good indication
of weekly consumption of eggs on a national basis. Such a report, plus the
Weekly Commercial Egg Movement report 2-/ , could indicate relative volumes of
movements both into and out of commercial marketing channels. That is, the
two reports together would give useful indications of current egg supply.
Such current information could be valuable in making decisions on prices at

all market levels, including prices to farmers, and on related marketing
policies and practices.

5/The Weekly Commercial Egg Movement report is issued every Wednesday.

Copies may be obtained by writing to the Dairy and Poultry Market News Branch,

Dairy Division, Agricultural Marketing Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture,

Washington 25, D. C.

k6



APPENDIX

Table 21. --Firms to which questionnaire was sent, response "by type of firm,

5 ieastern metropolitan areas, 1959-1960

NEW YORK, OCTOBER 1959

: Whole

-

Item t sale
:distrib-

: utors

: Firms

Firms that handie shell eggs .

:

k$3
Firms eliminated: :

Handle no eggs : 55

Out of business : 89
Duplicated name : 73
Egg breakers (no retail :

movement

)

: 12
Egg brokers (no physical :

handling) : k
Moved outside survey area . .

:

6

Not located :_ 67
Did not give information on:

volume : 18

Total : 757

Firms that handle shell eggs.? 7^
Firms eliminated: :

Handle no eggs : 18
Out of business ............: 20
Duplicated name : 3
Egg breaker (no retail :

movement

)

: 1
Egg brokers (no physical : 2

Not located . . $&£??£ I ....

:

7

Total. : 127

Firms that handle shell eggs .

:

66
Firms eliminated: :

Handle no eggs : 11
Out of business : 20
Duplicated name : k
Egg breaker (no retail :

movement) : 1
Egg broker (no physical :

handling) : 1
Moved outside survey area..: 1
Not located : 11
Did not give information :

on volume :

Total : H5

Corpo-
rate
food
store
chains

Coopera- :

tive and :

"voluntary

:

food store:
chains :

Milk

distri- •

bution
companies

Firms Firms : Firms

60 26 175

1*

3

7

12

1
2

8

Restau-
rant
chains

Independent
retail
stores

Total

Firms

16

12

22

75 51 331

PHILADELPHIA, MAY i960

19

Firms

ikh

2

Firms

85^

185
101
83

12

k

6

5k

1,379

7

2k
1

3^

13
-1

1

10 32 53

17

1

20

155

55
2k

k

1
2

9

250

BOSTON JUNE i960

13 2k

1

2

6

2k

7

2

13^

28
27
Ik

1

3

11

15 TF yf 3>T 220

Table 21. --Continued
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Table 21. —rirms to which questionnaire was sent, response "by type of firm,

5 eastern metropolitan areas, 1959-1960- -continued

PITTSBURGH, JANUARY i960

. Whole

-

Item J
sale

.distrib-
'. utors

Firms that handle shell eggs . .

:

h6
Firms eliminated: :

Handle no eggs : 2

Out of business : 6

Implicated name : 1

Egg breakers (no retail :

movement

)

: 3

Egg "brokers (no physical :

handling) : 3

Not located : 1
Did not give information :

on volume :

Total : S2

Firms that handle shell eggs..: 53
Firms eliminated: :

Handle no eggs : 7

Out of "business : 9
Duplicated name : 2

Total : TO

Corpo-
rate
food

store
; chains

'• Coopera- : Milk
Stive and ' distril- Restau- Independent
ivduntasy ' "bution rant retail
Bxd store * companies chains stores
• chains :

Total

12 10

3

3

11

5
2

12 98

10
16
2

15

2

T8~ 19 T^ 137

BALTIMORE, AUGUST i960

7 11

1

1

15

5

93

16

10
k

13 20 123
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Table 24. -Reported weekly movement of shell eggs into retail channels and percentage change
from previous week, 5 metropolitan areas, June 1961 through May 1962

: New York : Philadelphia Boston 1/ : Pittsburgh Baltimore
: Change: : Change :Change Change : Change

Week : from : : from : from from : from
ending : Cases : pre- :

: vious :

: week :

Cases : pre-

: vious
: week

Cases : pre-
vious
: week

:Cases 2/ pre-
vious
week

Cases : pre-
vious
: week

1,000 Percent

:

1,000 Percent 1,000 Percent : 1,000 Percent 1,000 Percent
1961

June 3 ' 183.3 +1 49.9 +1 26.2 — — 21.2 +9
10 • 190.7 +k 50.5 +1 25.7 -2 — — 18.9 -12

17 163.9 -Ik 49.3 -2 26.1 +2 -- -- 18.6 -2

2k 163 .k 49-7 +1 26.5 +2 — -- 18.2 -2

July 1 173.5 +6 52.4 +5 26.6 -- -- 19-7 +8

8 157.5 -11 52.0 -1 25.9 -2 -- -- 19.3 -2

15 I63.6 +k 49.8 -4 25.9 -- — 19.0 -2

22 • 167.7 +2 k9.k -1 26.5 +3 -- -- 19.6 +3

29 163.6 -2 48.9 -1 26.9 +1 -- -- 19.0 -3

Aug. 5 153.9 +1 48.0 -2 25.6 -5 -- -- 18.9 -1

12 ( 158.9 +3 49.5 +3 27.7 +8 -- -- 19-7 +4

19 153.3 -k 47.7 -4 26.4 -5 -- -- 18.4 -7
26 154.1 +1 47.2 -1 26.1 -1 -- -- 19.8 +8

Sept.

2

163.I +6 48.8 +3 28.0 +6 -- -- 19.8

9 156.0 -k 48.3 -1 26.3 -6 -- — 19.1 -4

16 163.I +5 ^9-3 +2 26.4 -- -- 19.9 +4

23 165.I +1 51.2 +4 26.8 +2 -- -- 19.8
30 166.6 +1 50.2 -2 27.0 +2 -- — 19-1 -4

Oct. 7 166.8 50.6 +1 27.6 +3 18.6 +2 20.3 +6

Ik 167.7 +1 49.O -3 27.3 -1 18.4 -1 19.4 -4

21 163 .k -3 49.1 27.5 +1 19.2 +4 18.6 -4

28 166.1 +2 50.0 +2 28.3 +3 18.8 -2 17.4 -6

Nov. k 173 .k- +k 51-5 +3 29.3 +4 19.9 +6 18.1 +4

11 157.3 -9 50.0 -3 28.2 -4 I8.9 -5 18.6 +3
18 : 168.1 +7 50.7 +1 29.3 +4 19-5 +3 20.1 +8

25 164.2 -2 50.3 -1 31.3 +7 20.9 +7 18.4 -8

Dec. 2 168.9 +3 51.7 +3 28.0 -11 21.1 +1 21.9 +19

9 169.7 & 3/ 30.4 +9 22.1 +5 21.0 -4

16 174.0 +3 54\5 1/ 29.5 -3 23.4 +6 20.9
23 : 177.9 +2 55.4 +2 31.3 +6 25.3 +8 23.7 +13
30 : 177.0 -1 56.2 +1 29.0 -9 22.0 13 20.6 -13

1962
Jan . 6 '. 173.0 -2 51.4 -9 23.5 -2 20.2 -8 20.6

13 170.8 -1 50.6 -2 28.6 20.9 +5 20.3 -1

20 168.9 -1 51.3 +1 30.9 +8 21.6 +3 21.6 +6

27 160.3 -5 50.0 -3 27.7 -10 19.2 11 20.1 -7

Feb. 3 : 163.9 +2 50.1 28.2 +2 18.9 -2 19.1 -5

10 : 173.0 +6 50.5 +1 28.8 +2 21.3 +13 19.8 +4

17 : 16k. 2 -5 50.2 -1 31.7 +10 20.4 -4 19.5 -2

2k 170.3 +k 49.9 -1 29.5 -7 19.5 -4 19.4 -1

Mar. 3 : 168.7 -1 50.8 +2 30.0 +1 20.4 +5 19.0 -2

10 : 170.2 +1 52.3 +3 31.2 +4 20.4 21.0 +11

17 : 171.7 +1 53.8 +3 32.1 +3 21.4 +5 20.7 -1

2k : 171.1 51.6 -4 29.6 -8 22.0 +3 20.3 -2

31 : 174.0 +2 51.-1 -1 29.7 24.0 +9 19.2 -5

Apr. 7 : 173-0 -1 51.9 +2 30.1 +1 22.9 -5 19-7 +3
14 : 178.2 +3 53.4 +3 31.1 +3 25.4 +11 20.7 +5
21 : 227.0 +27 71.4 +26 38.1 +23 51.4 +102 30.6 +48
28 : lk6.l -36 49.0 -31 29.2 -23 19.0 63 17.9 -42

May 5 ; 166.6 +lk 48.1 -2 29.I 18.8 -1 18.3 +2

12 ; 183 .k +10 47-3 -2 30.1 +3 18.9 +1 17.4 -5

19 : 160.7 -12 46.2 -2 29.3 -3 19.3 +2 19.0 +9
26 : 159.8 -1 48.5 +5 28.8 -2 21.9 +13 17.5 -8

l/Prepared on a matched-plant basis.
2/Series not reported until date of first entry.
_3/Unable to release a report because of incomplete data.
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