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PREFACE

This is the fourth of a series of reports on the movement of shell eggs
through major marketing channels in l8 large metropolitan areas of the United
States. Earlier reports presented details on Baltimore, Boston, Chicago,
Los Angeles, New York City, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Portland-Vancouver, and
Seattle. This report is a summary for these cities and also contains previously
unpublished information for Atlanta, Birmingham, Detroit, Kansas City, Miami,
Minneapolis -St. Paul, New Orleans, and St. Louis. The study is part of a broad
program of research to obtain basic information on egg marketing.

Personnel of the Dairy and Poultry Market News Branch of the Agricultural
Marketing Service provided valuable assistance in obtaining information for
completion of this study.

On the basis of this study and other information, the Agricultural Market-
ing Service initiated a series of reports on the movement of eggs into retail
channels. This study was based on information furnished by many firms; their
cooperation is appreciated.

Previous publications in this series of studies were:

Pedersen, John R., Mitchell, William L., and Pritchard, Norris T., "Move-
ment of Shell Eggs into Retail Channels in the Chicago Metropolitan Area."
U. S. Dept. Agr., Agr. Mktg. Serv., AMS-338, 12 pp., Sept. 1959.

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

Pedersen, John R., and Mitchell, William L., "Shell Egg Market Structure
in Five Eastern Metropolitan Areas," U. S. Dept. Agr., Econ. Res. Serv.,
ERS-18, 51 pp., June 1963.
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DEFINITIONS OF TERMS

Some of the terms used in this report to describe the kinds of firms
encountered are peculiar to the egg industry. The terms are defined below to
avoid confusion. Some small differences can be found between the definitions
for this l8-area summary and those in earlier reports in this series. Combin-
ations of terms are used frequently in this report to indicate the performance
of more than one function. There is considerable overlapping in functions
performed, but the terms relate to the major ones.

Producing : Individuals and firms whose main function is producing eggs.
However, they may also perform shipping or distributing functions.

a. Producers . - - Individuals or firms who produce eggs.

b. Producer-shippers .-- Individuals or firms who produce eggs and also
ship them to distant markets. Typically, these eggs are shipped in 600 case
or more truckload lots to warehouses of food chains or to wholesale distributors
Some of the eggs may be purchased from other producers, assemblers, or whole-
salers. These firms may candle and grade the eggs, and ship loose or cartoned
packs

.

c. Producer-distributors .-- Individuals or firms who produce eggs and also
sell to retail outlets and consumers . Some of the eggs may be purchased from
other producers, assemblers, or wholesalers. These individuals or firms typi-
cally candle and grade the eggs and deliver in loose or cartoned packs to re-
tail outlets or consumers

.

Assembling : Individuals and firms whose main function is assembling eggs.
They may also perform producing, shipping, or distributing functions.

a. Assembler- shippers . --Persons or firms who assemble eggs from producers,
grade the eggs, and ship loose or cartoned packs to food chains or wholesale
distributors in distant markets. Firms who assemble and pack eggs and distrib-
ute to retail warehouses or individual stores, and who are located relatively
close to the consuming areas they service, are often referred to as assembler -

distributors .

Distributing : Individuals and firms whose main function is distributing
eggs to retail outlets and others. They may also perform producing, assembling,
wholesaling, jobbing, and brokerage functions.

a. Wholesale distributors . --Persons who receive eggs from their own pro-
duction, producers, producer- shippers, and assembler -shippers. They receive
eggs mainly in truck lots, but may receive some in less than truck lots. They
may repack, grade, or candle and carton the eggs. They sell loose and cartoned
packs. They serve retail outlets and a variety of other outlets. They may
perform wholesaling, jobbing, or brokerage functions.
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Retailing : All firms that sell or serve eggs to consumers, including
independent retailers, food chains, milk distributors, commercial eating places,
and institutional eating places.

a. Independent retailers

.

--Individually owned stores whose main incomes
are from grocery items.

Id. Food chains .--These consist of three kinds: corporate, cooperative,
and voluntary.

1. Corporate food chain .--A food chain with three or more retail
stores that have incorporated and own a warehouse distribution center.

2. Cooperative food chain .- -A food chain of independently- owned
retail stores whose owners are stockholder members of a cooperative wholesale
purchasing and distribution center.

3. Voluntary food chain .- -A food chain of independent retail stores
that belong to a voluntary merchandising group sponsored by an independent
wholesale grocer.

c. Milk distributors . - -Firms that receive the major part of their income
from the sale of milk products.

d. Commercial eating places . --All hotels, restaurants, cafes, and similar
establishments, including restaurant chains with three or more outlets.

e. Institutional eating places . --All hospitals, nursing homes, factory
cafeterias, prisons, schools, and similar establishments.

Supplying Special Markets : Firms selling eggs to the military, foreign
buyers, breakers, and liquid egg users.
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SUMMARY

This is a summary report of the major movement of shell eggs in l8 large
metropolitan areas of the United States. It also contains previously unpub-
lished information for eight of the cities. It presents 'benchmark data on the
number and sizes of firms handling shell eggs and the marketing channels through
which eggs flow.

Information on volume of eggs handled and marketing functions performed
was obtained through mail surveys of all firms thought to be handling 200 or

more cases of eggs per month. The major types of firms surveyed were wholesale
and producer-distributors, food chain stores, milk distributors, and restaurant
chains. A total of 2,5^-0 respondent firms handled k."J million cases of eggs
during the survey month. Wholesale and producer -distributors were the largest
group, accounting for 57 percent of the responding firms and 67 percent of the
volume. Food chain stores were the second largest group, accounting for 15
percent of the firms and 28 percent of the volume.

When the wholesale and producer -distributors were arrayed by volume of
eggs handled, two-thirds of the eggs were handled by the 101 firms in the larg-
est size group--those handling 6,800 or more cases per month. A similar tend-
ency was noted for food chains. The 51 food chains in the largest size group
handled J2 percent of the eggs handled by food chains. This characteristic was
not as apparent among the milk distributors or restaurant chains.

Sources of eggs for the four kinds of firms surveyed were: producers k-0

percent, assembler-shippers 57 percent, and own production 3 percent.

When duplication was eliminated in handling eggs among the various kinds
of firms surveyed, a net movement of 3»7 million cases of eggs went to retail
and other outlets. Almost half of this volume went to food chain stores, with
independent retailers the second largest outlet.

During the study period (l958-6l), the predominant marketing channel for
the l8 metropolitan areas was from producers to country assembler- shippers to

wholesale and producer-distributors, and to food chain stores and independent
retailers. This is a shorter marketing channel than existed in earlier years.
Moreover, a further shortening of the marketing channels was in progress during
the years of this study and afterwards. This occurred mainly because many chain-

store organizations were closing down their candling, cartoning, and consumer-
grading operations. Instead, they were relying more on direct shipments from
assembler- shippers and producer- shippers, and were bypassing terminal market
wholesale distributors.

Considerable geographic variation was apparent in the sources of eggs

received in the 18 cities. Most cities received the bulk of their eggs from
their own or adjacent States. But cities in deficit production areas had to
reach further out.
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For the l8 metropolitan areas as a whole, five out of six cases of eggs
were received as loose packs and one out of six were received as consumer-
cartoned packs. However, a considerable amount of consumer -grading and carton-
ing was done in the cities. Of the net movement into retail outlets, 7^ percent,

or 2.2 million cases, was consumer -graded and cartoned.

The report concludes with brief summaries of the findings for each of the
metropolitan areas studied.
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MAJOR MARKETING CHANNELS FOR SHELL EGGS
IN 18 METROPOLITAN AREAS

By John R. Pedersen and Fred L. Faber
Agricultural Economists

Marketing Economics Division
Economic Research Service

INTRODUCTION

This report presents information on the movement of shell eggs through
major marketing channels in l8 large metropolitan areas of the United States.
It is a summary report but also contains information previously unpublished
for eight of the cities. The kinds of firms handling shell eggs, their number,
size, and location are presented. The flow of the eggs through the cities is

traced.

As eggs move through marketing channels, various marketing functions may
be performed by several different kinds of firms . Marketing Channels varied
in their complexity within and among the 18 cities studied. In the simplest
channel the eggs move directly from producers to consumers. In the most com-
plex, the eggs move from producers to country buying stations to country assem-
bler-shippers to city wholesale distributors to retail stores and finally to
consumers. The predominant marketing channel, at the time of this study, was
the one where eggs were assembled from producers by assembler -shippers, who
shipped in truckload lots (600 or more 30-dozen cases) to wholesale and prod-
ucer-distributors. These firms in turn sold their eggs to a variety of outlets,
but the most important were food chains and independent retailers. Recently,
there has been a tendency for large-volume producer-distributors to replace the
assembler- shippers. Another variation is where the large-volume producer-dis-
tributor or assembler- shipper is able to service individual retail stores direct-

ly. In this situation, both the wholesale distributor and the warehouse of the
large-volume retailer are bypassed.

Shifts in the location of consumer-grading and cartoning are of prime
importance in explaining changes in egg marketing channels. In the oldest mar-
keting system, these operations were performed primarily by wholesalers. As
the volume of eggs handled by food chains increased, they began performing these
operations in their city warehouses. This resulted in their being able: (l)

to bypass the wholesalers and jobbers, and (2) to maintain closer control over
the kind and quality of the eggs being -offered to their customers. Later, as

a result of many improvements in production and marketing processes, assembler-
shippers,, large-volume producer- shippers and producer-distributors demon-
strated that they could do consumer-grading and cartoning satisfactorily. Thus,
they were able to offer the kinds and qualities of eggs needed by the food
chains. Furthermore, they were able to do so at country points at lower costs
than the city-operated candling rooms of food chains, l/ Thus, in recent years

1/ Conlogue, R. M. Candling and Cartoning Eggs at Country Plants. U. S. Dept.
Agr., Mktg. Res. Rpt. 366, Dec. 1959.



a tendency for decentralization of the consumer-grading and cartoning operations
toward country points has occurred.

Procedure .

All firms or persons handling 200 cases or more of eggs per month in the
18 cities were surveyed to obtain information on volume handled and marketing
functions performed. This was done "by a mail survey , followed by telephone
calls and personal visits to nonrespondents . From the information obtained,
a statistical universe of firms was established for each standard metropolitan
area. Then,, volume-movement information was obtained weekly from a reporting
sample of these firms. From this procedure, it was possible to prepare weekly
estimates of total eggs moving into retail channels . After demonstrating that
these estimates could be made reliably on a week-to-week basis , the function
was transferred to the Dairy and Poultry Market News Branch of Agricultural
Marketing Service. Thus, through research, a new source of marketing informa-
tion was established. Such information can help firms in the industry to arrive
at marketing decisions in response to short-run changes in demand. It can also
help individual firms to evaluate their position in the market through time.

Weekly reports of egg movements into retail outlets were initiated in l6
of the 18 metropolitan areas. However, by August ISGh, because of the diffi-
culty of obtaining adequate continuing coverage, weekly reports were being
released for only 12 metropolitan areas: Atlanta, Boston, Chicago, Detroit,
Kansas City, Los Angeles, New Orleans, New York, Pittsburgh, Portland-Vancouver,
San Francisco, and St. Louis.

Earlier reports in this series gave considerable detail on methodology.
This summary report is concerned mainly with structure of the markets and mar-
keting channels. Earlier reports described in detail the results found in
Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Los Angeles, New York, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh,
Portland, San Francisco, and Seattle. The appendix of this report contains
detailed tables for the other cities- -Atlanta, Birmingham, Detroit, Kansas City,
Miami, Minneapolis -St. Paul, New Orleans, and St. Louis.

Volume Covered By The Study

For all of the 18 metropolitan areas studied, the net movement of eggs
into retail outlets was 76 percent of the estimated consumption. 2/ Based on

the i960 population, net movement of eggs into retail outlets in the l8 metro-

politan areas represented 2k percent of estimated consumption of shell eggs for

the entire United States.

2/ For purposes of deriving the approximate proportion of volume covered by
firms above a certain size, the "net movement of eggs into retail outlets" was

compared with estimated consumption. "Net movement of eggs into retail outlets"

was derived by deleting the movement of eggs to breakers and "all other" outlets

from the net movement of eggs into retail and other outlets. Continued
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Movement of eggs into retail outlets, as a percentage of estimated con-

sumption, was lower for the Midwestern cities than for the Southern cities
(table 5 in the Appendix). In three of the Midwestern cities, less than 50

percent of the estimated consumption was accounted for by the movements of eggs
into retail channels. In contrast, three of the Southern cities showed more
than 90 percent of the estimated consumption accounted for by the movements into
retail outlets.

The range among the cities was from a low of k-2 percent in St. Louis to
a high of 1^-8 percent in Miami. The median city was Baltimore, with 75 percent.
The relative position of the low cities may be explained by a greater-than-usual
amount of direct selling by farmers and peddlers to stores and housewives. The
high percentage for Miami may be explained by its ever-present tourists.

NUMBER AND SIZES OF FIRMS

In the 18 metropolitan areas surveyed, 2,5^-0 respondent firms handled ^-.7

million cases of eggs during the survey month. Each metropolitan area was
surveyed separately and information was requested for a recent month to minimize
memory bias. Thus, the survey month varied for most of the metropolitan areas.

The major kinds of firms included in the surveys were wholesale and pro-
ducer-distributors, food chains, milk distributors, and restaurant chains. Vol-
ume of eggs handled was obtained from these kinds of firms located within the
metropolitan areas surveyed, plus the volume these firms reported receiving
from firms outside of the metropolitan areas, mainly from producer-shippers and
assembler- shippers

.

Wholesale and producer-distributors accounted for 57 percent of the re-
sponding firms and 67 percent of the volume of eggs handled. The second largest
group, the food chains, accounted for 15 percent of the firms and 28 percent of
the volume (table l) . Table k- in the Appendix gives the same information for

the eight metropolitan areas for which data were not previously published.

2/- -Continued Estimated consumption of eggs was obtained by multiplying the
number of people within each standard metropolitan area by the U. S. average per
capita consumption. The standard metropolitan areas used were those defined by
the Bureau of the Census, and population for them was obtained from the same
source. Per capita consumption estimates were obtained from the Economic and
Statistical Analysis Division of the Economic Research Service.

Possible sources of error between estimated and actual consumption might
be: (l) Firms within the metropolitan areas may have sold eggs to outlets out-
side of the metropolitan areas, particularily during certain seasons of the
year; (2) per capita consumption undoubtedly varied among metropolitan areas;

(3) sales of eggs by farmers and small-volume egg handlers to retail and other
outlets varied considerably from one metropolitan area to another; (h) although
a diligent attempt was made to obtain information from all firms above a minimum
size, the possibility still remains that a few were not included; and (5) time
of year when survey was made.
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Table 1. --Number of firms and volume of eggs handled "by respondents to the
surveys, 18 metropolitan areas , 1958-61

Kind of firm Firms
\ Volume handled per month

Wholesale and producer
distributors

Corporate, voluntary,
and cooperative food
chains

Milk distributors
Restaurant chains

Total

,

Number

1^59

370
571

2,5^0

Percent

57-^

lk.6
22.5

5.5

100.0

1,3^3
195
30

^,736

1,000 cases Percent

3,168 66.9

28 .k

k.l
.6

100.0

The four kinds of firms were classified by the number of cases of eggs
handled per month. The largest number of wholesale and producer-distributors
fell within the group handling ^00-1,199 cases per month. However, almost two-
thirds of the volume was handled by the 101 distributors in the 6,800-cases-or-
more-per -month size group--the largest size group (table 2). The food chains
exhibited a similar tendency. The largest number of them fell in the 100-399
case-per -month size group. But the 51 chains handling 6,800 cases per month or

more accounted for more than 70 percent of the eggs handled by all food chains.
More than half of the milk distributors handled less than 100 cases of eggs per
month. The five largest firms, those handling more than 6,800 cases per month,
accounted for about one-third of the volume handled by all of the milk distribu-
tors. Thus, the largest milk distributors handled a smaller proportion of total
volume for the group than did the largest food chains and the largest wholesale
and producer -distributors. Among the restaurant chains, the largest number fell
in the less-than-100-case-per-month size group. These firms were not as large
in egg handling as the other kinds of firms. The seven largest restaurant chains
fell in the 1,200-3, 599-case-per-month group, but they accounted for almost half
of the volume handled by all of the restaurant chains

.

SOURCES AND OUTLETS

The main sources of eggs, for the four kinds of firms surveyed in the l8
metropolitan areas, were producers, country assembler-shippers, and their own
production. Of their total receipts, ^0 percent was from producers, 57 percent
from country assembler-shippers, and 3 percent from their own production. There
was also some back-movement, i.e., some eggs moved from chainstores back to
wholesale distributors. Usually, such eggs are not put into consumer cartons
and must be sold to other types of outlets, such as egg breakers.
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Among the 18 metropolitan areas studied, there was considerable geographic
variation in the sources of the eggs received. Most of the metropolitan areas
received the "bulk of their eggs from their own and adjacent States. However,
the metropolitan areas in deficit production areas had to reach out farther.
Estimated surpluses and deficits of eggs "by States are shown in figure 1. One
can deduce from this map the major flows of eggs, i.e., from the Midwest to the
East and South, and from the Southeast to the Northeast. The majcr geographical
sources of egg receipts for the individual metropolitan areas are given later in
this report.

The surveyed firms reported that they handled ^.7 million cases of eggs
during the month of the surveys (table l). There was considerable duplication
in the handling of these eggs. This occurred for two main reasons: (l) When
one of the four kinds of firms surveyed sold eggs to another of the four kinds
of firms surveyed, e.g., wholesale distributors sold to a food chain, and (2)

when one of the four kinds of firms surveyed sold to another firm of the same
kind, e.g., one wholesale distributor sold to another wholesale distributor.
When duplication was eliminated, a net movement of eggs into retail and other
outlets was obtained. On this basis, the firms surveyed handled a net movement
of 3-7 million cases of eggs during the month of the surveys (table 3)«

Almost half of this volume moved to food chains. Independent retailers
were the second largest outlet. However, the volume of eggs that moved to inde-
pendent retailers was undoubtedly an understatement of the total volume of eggs
handled by them. They were not among the kinds of firms intended to be surveyed
in this study. Volumes were also probably understated for commercial eating
places, institutional eating places, and egg breakers. Nevertheless, the data
in table 3 a*"e probably representative of egg movements to such outlets by the
four major kinds of firms surveyed. The category of "all other outlets" includ-
ed sales of eggs to military, to liquid egg users such as bakeries, to export
outlets, and to firms outside the metropolitan areas surveyed.

The aggregate movements of shell eggs for 17 metropolitan areas are shown
in figure 2. This figure emphasizes the importance of the four major kinds of

egg-handling firms. The numbers in figure 2 are somewhat different from those
in table 3; because the data for Chicago were gathered on a basis incompatible
with those for the other 17 metropolitan areas. Hence, Chicago data were not
included in figure 2.

IMPORTANCE AND LOCATION OF CARTONING

For many years, eggs have been assembled from farmers by various kinds of
egg handlers. However, most eggs were eventually accumulated by country assem-

bler-shippers. They typically removed the dirty and cracked eggs and sorted the
remaining eggs into wholesale grades. The wholesale -graded eggs were then

shipped in truckload lots to wholesale distributors or large -volume re-
tailers . These firms would then grade the eggs into the consumer grades of AA,

A, B, and C, and put the top grades into cartons. However, some consumer-graded
eggs, the checks and dirties, were not put into cartons but sold on a loose

- 6 -
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basis. Through the years, there has been a trend toward, more consumer -grading
and cartoning, with a decreasing proportion being sold to consumers as loose
eggs.

As noted earlier, these operations have been shifting from the wholesale
distributors to the food chain store warehouses, and most recently to the assem-
bler-shippers. The latter shift was occurring during the years this study was
being conducted and present conditions are, therefore, not fully reflected in
the survey data.

For the 18 metropolitan areas as a whole, 681,822 cases were received in
consumer cartons and 3>065,27^t- were received as loose packs. The cartoned packs
can be further subdivided into 59^,9^0 cases received from country shippers and
8^,862 cases received from producers. Of the eggs received as loose packs in
the l8 areas, 1,5^-7*037 cases were put into cartons. When the receipts of car-
toned eggs are combined with eggs put into cartons from loose packs, it was found
that this totaled 2,228,859 cases, or 7^- percent of the net movement to retail
outlets. Table 6 in the Appendix gives the same information for the eight met-
ropolitan areas for which data were not previously published. Nearly all of the
loose-packed eggs (30 dozen per case) were sold to outlets such as hotels, res-
taurants, institutions, egg breakers, military installations, and exporters.

METROPOLITAN AREA SUMMARIES

A brief summary is presented for each of the metropolitan areas studied.
For each area, the predominant marketing channel or channels and the geographical
sources of eggs are given. Estimates of principal areas supplying these markets
were based on information from several sources, including the sample surveys.
These estimates cover total receipts from all sources and hence differ somewhat
from estimates in previous publications, which covered mainly country shippers.

The location and volume of consumer -grading and cartoning is also given.
Variation is apparent in the location and performance of this essential market-
ing function. Detailed tables and flow charts of the marketing channels are
presented in the Appendix for the eight cities for which such information has
not been published previously.

Boston

The major flow of eggs in the Boston market in June i960 was from producers
to country assembler-shippers, and then to food chains. Wholesale distributors
also handled an important volume. They received eggs from producers and country
assembler -shippers and distributed them to a variety of outlets. About 90 per-
cent of the eggs received in Boston came from the New England States, Maine being
the most important. Virtually all of the remaining 10 percent came from the
Midwest, principally Iowa and Minnesota. The food chains received loose and
consumer -graded and cartoned ^-9*000 cases of eggs. Wholesale distributors sim-
ilarly put into cartons 35*000 cases. An additional 31*000 cases of eggs con-
sumer-graded and cartoned were received by all receivers from country shippers
and producers.

- 10 -



New York City

The main flow of eggs for the New York City market in October 1959 was from
producers to country assembler -shippers to wholesale distributors. The latter
then distributed the eggs to many outlets. A second important flow was the eggs
going directly to food chain stores. Sources of eggs for them, in order of im-

portance, were country shippers and then wholesale distributors. About half of
the eggs received in New York came from the Midwest, principally Iowa and
Minnesota. About two-fifths originated in New York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey,
and a substantial share of the remaining 10 percent from the South, mainly Georgia
and North Carolina. The food chains received loose and consumer-graded and car-
toned 229,000 cases, while the wholesale distributors did the same for 213,000
cases. An additional 169,000 cases of eggs consumer -graded and cartoned were
received by all receivers from producers and country shippers. Thus, during the
survey month, the food chains were still important in consumer-grading and car-
toning .

Philadelphia

The main flow of eggs for Philadelphia in May i960 was from producers to
country assembler -shippers to wholesale distributors. The latter also received
a heavy flow of eggs directly from producers. Food chains also received impor-
tant volumes from producers and country shippers. The wholesale distributors
moved their eggs to many outlets, but the food chains were among the most impor-
tant. About 70 percent of Philadelphia's eggs came from Pennsylvania and New
Jersey. About 20 percent originated in Midwestern States, and most of the rest
came from Southeastern States. The food chains received 23,000 cases of eggs
loose and consumer-graded and cartoned them. Wholesale distributors received
loose and consumer-graded and cartoned 77,000 cases of eggs. An additional
50,000 cases of eggs consumer-graded and cartoned were received by all receivers
from producers and country shippers.

Baltimore

Most eggs coming into the Baltimore metropolitan area in August i960 went
from producers to country assembler -shippers and then to wholesale receivers.
The latter sold eggs to many outlets, with independent retailers apparently most
important. Sources of eggs for food chains, in order of importance, were country
shippers, wholesale distributors, and producers. Less than half of the eggs

received in Baltimore came from the Midwest, more than 35 percent from Pennsylvania^

Maryland, and Virginia, and more than 10 percent from States further South. The
food chains received loose and consumer-graded and cartoned 20,000 cases of eggs.

The wholesale distributors received loose, consumer-graded, and cartoned 21,000
cases. An additional 23,000 cases of consumer-graded and cartoned eggs were re-

ceived by all receivers from producers and country shippers.

Pittsburgh

The major movement of eggs in January i960 in the Pittsburgh area was from
producers to country assembler- shippers to wholesale distributors. An almost
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equally important flow went from country assembler-shippers to food chains. Seme
farmer cooperatives near Pittsburgh market eggs through their own sales agency
in Pittsburgh, contributing an important flow of eggs to wholesale channels.
Independent retail stores were the most important outlet for wholesale distrib-
utors. Ohio supplied more than k-0 percent of the eggs received in Pittsburgh.
At least as much came from other Midwestern States, and only 10 percent from
Pennsylvania and Maryland. The food chains did virtually no consumer -grading
and cartoning. Wholesale distributors received loose eggs and consumer-graded
and cartoned 16,000 cases of eggs. The bulk of the consumer-grading and carton-
ing of eggs was done by producers and country shippers, since they shipped
66,000 cases of such eggs to various receivers.

Detroit

The major flow of eggs in Detroit was from producers to country assembler-
shippers to wholesale distributors and to food chains. Independent retail
stores also received an important flow of eggs from wholesale distributors.
About two-thirds of the eggs received in Detroit came from Michigan, Ohio, and
Indiana. Almost all of the remaining one-third came from other Midwestern
States. The food chains did no consumer -grading and cartoning of eggs. Whole-
sale and producer-distributors received loose and consumer -graded and cartoned
50,000 cases of eggs. An additional 83,000 cases of consumer-graded and carton-
ed eggs were received by all receivers from producers and country shippers.
Clearly, in Detroit, the function of consumer -grading and cartoning had decen-
tralized to the wholesale distributor, producer, and country shipper.

Chicago

The main flow of eggs from Chicago in June 1958 was from producers to assem-
bler-shippers to wholesale distributors and/or food chains and finally to con-
sumers. The food chains received over half of their eggs from assembler -shippers
and the remainder from wholesale distributors. The wholesale distributors also
moved substantial quantities to egg breakers, other area wholesalers, and to
firms outside the metropolitan area. Within Chicago, the food chains were the
most important outlet. More than 90 percent of the eggs received in Chicago
came from Wisconsin, Iowa, Minnesota, and Illinois. The food chains did vir-
tually no consumer -grading and cartoning. Of the eggs received by wholesale
distributors, about 10 percent were purchased in consumer -graded and cartoned
form. The wholesale distributors in the Chicago market did a substantial amount
of consumer-grading and cartoning.

Kansas City

In March I96I in Kansas City, the largest flow of eggs was from producers
to country assembler -shippers to egg breakers. The second largest flow was from
producers to egg breakers. Food chains were the next largest users of eggs, re-

ceiving most of their supplies from producers and wholesale and producer -distri-
butors. Three large breakers of eggs are located in Kansas City. Virtually all
of the eggs received were from Kansas, Missouri, and Iowa. The food chains re-

ceived loose and consumer-graded and cartoned 7,000 cases of eggs. Similarly,

the wholesale and producer-distributors consumer-graded and cartoned 18,000
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cases. An additional 5,000 cases of consumer -graded and cartoned eggs were
received "by all receivers from producers and country shippers.

Minneapolis - St . Paul

In April 1961 in Minneapolis -St. Paul, the major flow of eggs was from pro-
ducers to country assembler-shippers to food chains. None of the other flows
were nearly as important. Almost all of the eggs came from Minnesota, hut a
small percentage came from Wisconsin. The food chains consumer -graded and car-
toned less than 1,000 cases of eggs. Wholesale and producer -distributors receiv-
ed loose and consumer-graded and cartoned 6,000 cases of eggs. An additional
30,000 cases of consumer-graded and cartoned eggs were sent to all receivers by
producers and country shippers.

St Louis

In March 1961 in St. Louis, the major flow of eggs was from producers to
wholesale and producer -distributors. From that level, the flows, in order of
importance, were to independent retail stores, egg breakers, and food chains.
Main States, in addition to Missouri, supplying eggs to the St. Louis market were
Minnesota, Iowa, and Illinois. The food chains consumer-graded and cartoned
less than 2,000 cases of eggs. Wholesale and producer-distributors received
loose and consumer-graded and cartoned 35? 000 cases of eggs. An additional 15,000

cases of consumer-graded and cartoned eggs were received by all receivers from
producers and country shippers.

Atlanta

In October i960 in Atlanta, the largest flow of eggs was from producers to
wholesale and producer -distributors to firms outside the metropolitan area. The
second largest flow was from producers to wholesale and producer-distributors to
food chains. The bulk of the eggs reaching the Atlanta market originated in
Georgia and adjacent States. About 10 percent came from Midwestern States. This
market is unusual, because there are some large producers who do the consumer

-

grading and cartoning function and directly service individual stores of food
chains, and others. Only 3,000 cases of eggs were received loose and consumer-
graded and cartoned by food chains. Wholesale and producer -distributors consumer-

graded and cartoned ^5,000 cases of loose eggs. An additional 5,000 cases of
consumer -graded and cartoned eggs were received by all receivers from producers
and country shippers.

New Orleans

In October 1961 in New Orleans, the largest flow of eggs was from producers
to country assembler-shippers to wholesale distributors to independent retail
stores. The food chains were the second largest end-users of eggs. They received

part of their eggs from country shippers and part from wholesale distributors.
About three-fifths of the eggs received in the New Orleans market came from
Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, and Texas. The rest came from Midwestern States.

The consumer-grading and cartoning function was performed mainly by the wholesale
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distributors, since the food chains did none. The wholesale distributors receiv-
ed loose and consumer -graded and cartoned 26,000 cases of eggs. An additional
l^+,000 cases of consumer -graded and cartoned eggs were received from producers
and country shippers

.

Birmingham

In October i960 in Birmingham, the largest flow of eggs was from producers
to food chains. The next largest flow was from producers to country shippers to
wholesale and producer-distributors to firms outside the metropolitan area.
About 55 percent of the eggs received in Birmingham came from Alabama, Mississippi,

and Georgia. The rest was from the Midwest. The food chains brought in ^,000
cases of loose eggs and consumer-graded and cartoned them. Similarly, the whole-
sale distributors brought in 3^000 cases of eggs that they consumer -graded and
cartoned. However, the largest volume of consumer-graded and cartoned eggs,

18,000 cases, were received from producers and country shippers.

Miami

In October 1961 in Miami, the largest flow of eggs was from producers to
country assembler -shippers to wholesale and producer -distributors to food chains.
The second largest flow followed the same route but ended at commercial eating
places. Undoubtedly, this reflects the large tourist trade in Miami. About two-
thirds of the eggs received in Miami came from Florida and adjacent States. More
than 25 percent of the total came from the Midwest and over 5 percent from
New York. The food chains received l6,000 cases of eggs loose in cases and con-
sumer-graded and cartoned them. Similarly, the wholesale and producer-distribu-
tors received 23,000 cases that they consumer -graded and cartoned. An additional
19,000 cases of consumer-graded and cartoned eggs were received from producers,
producer-distributors, and country shippers.

Seattle

In February 1959 in Seattle, the flow of eggs from producers was about the
same to country assemblers and shippers, and to wholesale and producer -distribu-
tors. Most of the eggs handled by the country assemblers and shippers were sent
to wholesale and producer-distributors. From that level, the largest distribution
was to food chains, with independent retail stores the second largest outlet.
About four-fifths of the eggs received in Seattle came from the State of VJashingtoi.

Most of the rest came from Oregon and California. The food chains did no consum-
er-grading and cartoning. The wholesale and producer-distributors consumer-
graded and cartoned 50,000 cases of loose eggs. Less than 1,000 cases of consumer-

graded and cartoned eggs were received by all receivers from producers, and coun-
try assemblers and shippers.

Portland-Vancouver

In June 1959 in Portland-Vancouver, the predominant flow of eggs was from
producers to wholesale and producer-distributors to outlets outside the metro-
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politan area. Within the metropolitan area, food, chains and independent retail
stores were the largest end-users of eggs, and they received about the same
volume. The food chains received most of their eggs from producers. The inde-
pendent retail stores were supplied mainly by wholesale and producer-distributors
Virtually all of the eggs received in the Portland-Vancouver market came from
Oregon. The food chains received loose and consumer-graded and cartoned 9; 000
cases of eggs. Similarly, the wholesale and producer-distributors consumer-
graded and cartoned 15,000 cases of eggs. Less than 1,000 cases of consumer-
graded and cartoned eggs were received from producers and local area country
assemblers and shippers.

San Francisco

In March 1959 in San Francisco, the largest flow of eggs was from producers
to wholesale and producer-distributors to chain food stores. Almost all of the
eggs received in San Francisco came from within California. Only a minor percent-
age came from the Midwest. The food chains tores received loose and consumer-
graded and cartoned 26,000 cases of eggs. Similarly, the wholesale and producer-
distributors consumer-graded and cartoned 139,000 cases of eggs. An additional
30,000 cases of consumer-graded and cartoned eggs were received by all receivers
from producers and California country assemblers and shippers.

Los Angeles

In April 1961 in Los Angeles, the largest flow of eggs was from producers
to wholesale and producer-distributors to independent retail stores. Food chain-
stores also received a large share of the flow. Most of their eggs came from
wholesale and producer-distributors, but they also received a significant share
from producers . Almost all of the eggs received in Los Angeles came from within
California. Only a minor percentage came from the Midwest. The food chain-
stores received 33,000 cases of loose eggs, consumer-graded and cartoned them.
Similarly, the wholesale and producer -distributors consumer-graded and cartoned
266,000 cases of eggs. An additional 21,000 cases of consumer-graded and carton-
ed eggs were received by all receivers from producers, and country assemblers
and shippers.
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APPENDIX

Ta"ble 4. --Number of firms and total volume of eggs handled per month, by respondents to the surveys,
8 metropolitan areas, 196O-61

Metropolitan
area and
survey month

Wholesale and
producer-

.

distributors
Food chains

Milk
distributors

Restaurant
chains

Total

Midwestern areas

Detroit
Nov. i960..

Kansas City
Mar. 1961.

.

Minneapolis-
St. Paul
Apr. I96I..

St. Louis
Mar. 1961..

Southern areas

Atlanta
Oct. i960.

Birmingham
Oct. i960.

Miami
Oct. 1961.

New Orleans
Oct 1961.

.

18 metropolitan
areas

No. Cases No. Cases No. Cases No. Cases No.

54 23,362 18 32,000 15

53 83,557 11 l6,k6l 17

k2 95,580

16 15 , 250

36 83, 3W

22 1+4,999

14

10

9

10

29,21+5 14

21,1+69

30,830 6

16, 544 6

2,572

600

1,974

1,477

784

77

663

68

1,625

592

77

28

55

42

Cases

80 193,455 20 51,036 19 5,787 14 3,136 133 253,414

34 100,975 9 17,306 16 1,578 5 4o4 64 120,263

87 57,933

85 100,695

127,1+62

36,787

117,276

62,919

1,459 3,168,326 370 1343,033 571 194,990 140 29,894 2,51+0 4,736,21+3
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Table 5. --Estimated consumption of shell eggs compared with net movement
into retail outlets, 8 metropolitan areas

Metropolitan area and :

survey month

Estimated
consumption
per month l/

[Net movement into
<

\
retail outlets

per month

' Net movement as

percentage of
: estimated

consumption

Midwestern areas Cases Cases Percent

Detroit (Nov . i960

)

Kansas City (Mar. 1961)..'

259,185
75,07^

178,316
36,7^1

69
k9

Minneapolis -St. Paul :

100,860
llj-8,785

1+6,320 k6
1+2

Southern areas

Birmingham (Oct. i960)...
Miami (Oct . 1961) :

69,225
k3,206
60,566
58,333

62,5^9
26,1+97

89,938
52,910

90
61

ikS

New Orleans (Oct. 1961)..' 91

3,9^2,81+8

12,660,5^8

3,005,831

3,005,831

76

2k

l/ Estimated consumption was obtained as follows : Standard metropolitan areas
were used as defined by the Bureau of the Census. Population within these stand-

ard metropolitan areas was obtained from the same source. The population for
each standard metropolitan area was multiplied by the U. S. estimated per capita
consumption of shell eggs for each of the survey months to obtain estimated con-

sumption. The per capita consumption estimates were obtained from the Economic
and Statistical Analysis Division of the Economic Research Service.
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Table 6. --Shell eggs handled in cartons, all firms, 8 metropolitan areas

Metropolitan area and
survey month

Received in cartons from--

Country
shippers

Received
loose in

Total

Producers
:Eggs sold to

leases and putrretail outlets
:into cartons : in cartons

Midwestern areas

Detroit (Nov. i960)

Kansas City (Mar. 1961).
Minneapolis -St. Paul

(Apr. 1961)
St. Louis (Mar. 1961) . .

.

Southern areas

Atlanta (Oct . i960)
Birmingham (Oct. i960)..
Miami (Oct. 1961)
Nev Orleans (Oct. 1961).

18 areas

Firms
. Cases Firms Cases Firms Cases Firms l/Cases

23

9

23
6

3

3

7
Ik

19,50k
^,290

28,965
7,7^5

1,222

1,979
16,858
12,k09

8

11
2

2

3A71
1A58

1,581
7,517

3,616
15,618

892
1,298

56
2k

32

52

36

9
25

9

50,785
25,015

7,38^
36,63^

^8,376
6,608

38,863
25,923

78 133,760
35 30A63

59
6k

kS
23

31
2k

37,930
51,896

53,2lif

2^,205
56,613
39,630

372 596,960 165 8k, 862. 1,323 1,5^7,037.^58^2,228,859

l/ The total number of firms does not always equal the sum of the firms in the

first 3 columns, because some firms bought eggs in cartons from both country

shippers and producers, and in some instances, they also cartoned eggs.
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