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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Problcm

South Dakota cgg produccrs have long been facod with the fact
that they rccoive the lowest average prices per dozen of any stato,
with tho oxcoption of North Dal:ota.l The average price rcceived by
South Dakota cgg producers from 1950 through 1952 was 31,2 conts per
dozcn as comparcd with a national average of 41.9 cents per dozen for
the same period (Table I),

Tablc I, Average Annmunl Egg Prices Per Dozen Roccived by Producers,
South Dakota and United Statcs, by Sclected Intorvels, 1925-1952

— A—
—— - —

Ycars South Dakota Unitod Statces

(cents por dozen)

1925-29 2l4e5 2845
1935=39 16.9 20.8
195L0-L4 2.3 28,2
1945-L9 34,0 L2.6

Sourcct Trends in the Poultry Industry and the Effccts Upon the Midwcst,
Agricultural Exporimont tation, University of llisconsin,

Pross), Table 19.

It is generally felt that meny factors affect the prices ro-

ceived by South Dakota egg producers, which in turn causc the wide

1 Trcnds in the Poultry Industry and the Effccts Upon tho Midwest,
Agricul tural Experiment Station, University of Wisconsin, (In Press),
Table 19,




pricc differcntial which occurs between average vrices receivod by
South Dzkota and United States cgg producers. Thesc fectars can be
broadly classified as: (1) the quality of the cgg marketed, (2) the
asscmbling and trconsportation costs from producer to consumer, and
(3) the cfficiency of markcting facilities,

Importzncc of Industry

Egazs provido an important source of ycar around cash income for
South Dakota farmers. In 195k, the cash income from the marketing of
egge amounted to £26,603,000 or cbout 6,1 percent of South Dckota's
cash farm income, Poultry and poultry products rankecd fourth in im-
portance of incomec derived from livestock and livestock products during
the period from 1952 to 1955 in South Dakota.° South Dakota is the
highest per capita cgg~procucing state in the nation and exports about
ono billion cggs annually to morkets outside of the state.3

Egg and noultry production is onc of the most important supplc-
mentary farm enterpriscs in the state. According to the 1950 Census
of fgriculturo, chickens were rcported on 1.3 percent of the 66,450
South Dakota fams.h

The state's poultrw incustry is concentrated in the eastern

onc-third of thc state, largecly in tho southeazstern scction. Three-

2 South Dakota Agriculture, 1955, South Dekota Crop and Lives
stock Rcporting Scrvice, n. b. -~

3 Trends in the Poultry Incustry . . ., op. cite, Tablc 38-39.

4 Trcnes in the Poultry Industry . . ., op. cit., Teblo 5.




fourths of the state'!s total chicken population are found on farms in
the castern one=third of the sta‘bc.S

Purposo of the Study

It is the role of this nilot study at thc produccr lcvel to
(1) determine the cffect of management (production and handling) and
morkcting practices on prices reccived by South Dakota cgg producers,
(2) comparc average prices of cggs sold on a non-graded basis with thosc
sold on a graded basis to determine the cconomic feasibility of markcting
eggs on a graded basis, and (3) rccommend arcas of further rescarch,
Procedure

The data for this study werc obtained through the use of a
questionnairc meiled to 1750 farmers who renorted having chickens to
the local assessors at the beginning of 1955, This was 2 five percent
random sample, stratificd by countics and crop reporting districts,

The samplc was chosen by and obtained from the Crop and Livestock
Reporting Service.

The two~pagc questionnairc was mailed to all procuccrs in the
rondom samplec at thrcc-month intervals, starting with May 1955 and
cnéing with Februery 1956. Each time a sccond mailing of the question-
naire followcd the first, onc week later, in an effort to obtain a

highor percentege of rcturns. (Sco Appendix Exhibit C,)

5 South Dakota Poultry Production and Merkcting, South Dckota
Crop and Livestock Rcporting Scrvice, Novamber 1951, pp. 1=2L4. Notc--
(Sce this publication for further rcference on poultry and cgg market-
ing in South Dakota).




The returned questionnaires were codedy punched on I.B.M.
cards, and tabulated. An actual comparison of priccs was made
rathcr than employing a statictical analysis bccause of the nature
of the data and the method by which it was obtained. This study docs
not include a complcote 1list of factors which have been found to affcct
ocgg quality in other studics, The rcason for this was to keep the
qucstionnaire brief and casy to answer since it wes a mail question-
nairc, A statistical analysis was not uscd in this study for two
rcasons: (1) it was not thc purposec of this study to determinc the
exact offect of each factor on cgg pricos rcceived by producers, and
(2) not cnough factors wcre included in the study to make this type of

anclysis practical.



CHAPTIR II

REVIEV OF LITERATURE

The quality problem anc other problems regarding egg pro-
duction and marketing are quite similar throughout the North Central
Region, in which South Dakota is included. Several studies have
been conducted in the region in an effort to cope with these and
other related problems. This chapter is concerned with a review of
some of the more recent stucies of problems and conditions in the
North Central Region which show a relationship to South Dakota and

its problems,

Studies in Factors Affecting Egg Quality

It is generally believed that egg quality is probably the most
important problem facing egg producers and merchants in South Dakota
today,

Benjamin and co=authors break the factors affecting egg quality
control into two groups.6 The first is interior quality, which is
further divided into internal conditions influencing egg quality, such
as: inheritance, general vhysical condition of the hen, feed, ovarian
and oviduct conditions; and external conditions influencing quality
such as: temperature, humidity, handling, and age. The second group
deals with factors affecting exterior quality such as: size, shape,

color, soundness, absorption of odors or flavors, and cleanliness,

6 Earl W. Benjamin, Howard C, Pierce, and William Termohlen,
Marketing Poultry Products, fourth edition; New York: John Viley
and Sons, Incorporated, 1949, pp, 2l=L6,



Nearly all of these factors can be controlled by the egg producer and
merchants through better management and handling prectices,

The South Dakota Agricultural Experiment Station conducted a
study in 1949, as part of a North Central Regional study, which dealt
with factors affecting loss in quality of South Dakota egga-7 The
study was concerned primarily with factors affecting egg quality in
the marketing channel, Results of the study showed that the cecline
in quality of eggs as they pass from the country buying station to
the central plant was higher for South Dakota than for the region,
ggs purchased on a graded basis showed a higher percentage of A
quality than those purchased on an ungraded basis, Lggs delivered by
the producer also showed a higzher percentage of A quality than those
picked up by dealers on truck routes. Lg quality was found to be
highest in fall, lowest during the summer, with egg quality during the
spring months falling in between, Hizhest quality eg(s were received
by retail stores, Temperature, humidity, and the time between gradings
had a definite effect on egg quality. Little relationship was shown
between shell color and quality,

In 1949, Taylor and Vaite conducted a study in liinnesota to de-
termine the causes of & wide variation in the quality of eggs delivered

by Minnesota egg producera.8 The findings of this study were as follwmrs:

7 Robert J, Treacy, Factors Affecting Loss in Quality of South
Dakota &r;s, Unpullished liaster’s thesis, South Dakota State Coﬁege,
ﬁroomés, South Dakota, 1950, pp. 103-105.

8 F. R. Taylor, and l!, C. Vaite, Manag%ent Practices Affectiég
E ity, Farm Business Notes, Number » versity o esota,

ctober 20, 1949.



1. The larger the flock, the higher the percentace of grade A
egrs delivered, This factor was attributed to better management
practices followed by large flock owners.

2, Gethering eggs three or more times daily, which is a standard
recomendation of poultry specizlists, also resulted in a larger pro-
portion of grade A eggs being delivered.

3. Handling of eggse after gathering also showed a definite
effect on the percentage of grade A eggs delivered. Eggs should be
cooled to recommended temperatures of 50° to 60° F. before being
packed in the case,

L. Proper storage of egzs until delivery resulted in a four
to seven percent increase in the number of grade A egss celivered
over eggs not properly stored.

5. The proportion of grade A eggs delivered was from three to
thirteen percent greater vhen eggs were sorted than when not sorted.

In 1949 and 1950 H. E. Larzelere conducted a study in the
southern half of lMichigan state.9 The study evaluated the changes
in egg quality from farm to retail store. The survey covered two
types of movements in the marketing channel as follows: First, a
three-step channel which involved moving the eggs from the farm to the
country buying station, next to the city wholesale plant, and then to
the retail store; second, a two-step channel in which the eggs moved

from the farm to a country buying station, or directly to a city

9 Henry E. Larzelere, Cha%ges in Bgg %Mﬁ From Farm to Retail
Store, Department of Agricultural Economics, Spec letin ’

Fichigan State University, Sentember 1955, pp. 3-k.



wholesale nlant, an¢ then from either the station or the plant directly
to the retail store. The eggs in the study were graded at each point
in the marketing channel by the same field representative, an egg candler,

Results of the study showed that 91 percent of the eggs marketed
fell one grade in the three-step channel, while 73 percent fell one
grade in the two-step marketing channel, The average decline in quality
for each step in the two-step channel vas more than the decline for
each step in the three-step channel. Zggs bought on a pgraded basis
shoved less decline in quality from farm to first buyer than those pur-
chased on an ungraded basis, Lapse of time and hunidity were two ime
portant factors affecting interior egg quality. There was also a
s8ignificant relationship between case temperature and shell damage in
movement from farm to station. These factors showed a significant re-
lationship throughout the egg marketing cihiannel.

Egg quality loss from farm to terminal market was studied in
Minngsota by Taylor and Jesness.lo This study indicated that 33 percent
of the egegs dropped below grade A by the time they reached the first
buyer, another € percent did so between that buyer and the central
assembler, and another 21 percent fell short of grade A requirements
between the central assembler and the terminal market, Thus, only 38
percent of the eggs reached the terminsl market as grade A eggzs. This
loss in quality is an important factor in the difference betireen the

prices pzid to farmers and those paid by consumers, This price

10 Frederick R, Taylor anc 0. B. Jesneas, The Economic Importance
of Egg Quality, Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin I11,University
of HMinnesota, April 1952, pp. 1L~16.




dilferenticl is generally thought to be taken up in hondling costs and
profits without consideration of loss in quality for which an allowance
must be made. Reduction in quality loes is very impcertant in narrowing
the »rice spreac between producer and consumner,

The Production and lMarketing Administration of the United States
Department of A¢riculture conducted a study in 17k9-199% dealing with
production and handling practices in relation to quality. - In this
study it was found that the following »ractices were of preatest ime
portance in wrocducing a high percentage of grade A eggs: (1) confine~
ment of the flock, (2) frequency of gathering, (3) tvpe of container
used in gathering eggs, (L) temperature in egg room, (5) humidity in erg
room, (€) condition of floor litter, and (7) condition of nesting
material. The study also stowed that as the number of reconmended
practices that were followed decreasec, the.percentage of eggs marketed
that were grade A decreased and the rercentage of stains and dirties
increased,

In 1949, Youcele studied the ef fects of nroduction and handling
rractices on ezg quality in Kansais. - He found that the following
production and iandling practices appeared to have an important effect
on maintaining egg quality: (1) remove breeding males from laying flock

during the summer time, (2) remove broody hens from nest at least daily

- Poultry Farm Practices and EEE_QEE%%EE' United States De-
partment of Agzriculture, Production and Marketing Administration,
Washington, D. C., Mcriceting Research Rewort Fumber 22.

12 506 W. Koudele, Ege Gualitv and Poultrvman's Practice in
Kansas, Agricultural Experinent Stavion, Kansas State college,
Becember, 1951.
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and confine, (3) maintain at least moderately clean, dry, floor litter
in laying house, (L) maintain clean nesting material, (5) gather eggs
at least twice a day, (6) gather and cool eggs in a wire basket, (7)
bring eggs immediately after gathering t§ a cool, humid, storage room,
(8) pack eggs in case small end down, (9) pre-cool ecgg cases, flats,
and fillers, (10) hold eggs in storage room where temperature is not
over 75° F., and (11) maintain a relative humidity of 75 percent or more
in storage room. Producers following these practices marketed 75 per-
cent or more A quality cggse

Studies in lizarketing Graded Eggs

Producers' returns are generally increcsed when their eggs are
marketed on a uniform graded basis. A study concducted by the Poultry
Department of the Purdue Agricultural Experiment Station in the late
1920's revecaled that producerg received an average rcturn of three and
two-tenths cents a dozen more when selling on a graded basis than when
selling on a "nest run" basis. Another Inciana survey found, "that
producers selling eggs on a graded basis generally take better care
of their flocks than those selling ungraded eggs.“:L3
An Jowa study in 1937 found that the grading of eggs provided

a needed incentive for the producer to improve the quality of eggs

market,ed.lh A three-grade basis and a two-grade basis were initiated

13 Leon Todd, Vhy Grade Legs?, Extension Scrvice Leaflet Number
192, Purdue University, .Kpri.*l 1§§7, Pe 2e

h A. D. Oderkirk, Selling Egis by Grade, IExtension Scrvice
Circular 237, Revised, Iowa State Collcge, Dessmber 1940, pp. L-21,
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for purchasing eggs on a graded basis, The overall average quality
of eggs delivered by producers selling on a three~grade basis was
higher than for eggs delivered by producers selling on a two=grade
basis. These grading systems, while they did not conform with United
States standards and grades, were used because they were more easily
accepted by the producer. Through better management practices and a
state grading system, Iowa has developed a sclling advantage over some
states not using a grading system,

The Production and Marketing Administration in cooperation with
the North Central Region conducted a study on egg quality deterioration
during the marketing process in the late 19)40‘8.15 vIt was found that
eggs sold on a graded t;asis averaged about 70 percent grade A, while
those sold on an ungraded basis averaged only about 60 percent grade A,
Eggs sold on a graded basis contained considerably less than half as
many steins and dirties as did eggs not sold on a graded basis,

Dawson and Davidson conducted a study of grading certificates
from a cooperative egg grading station in Michigan covering the period
1942 to 19)48.16 They found that the volume of eggs handled doubled over
that period of time. Grade A receipts fluctuated from 60 to 85 percent
of all graded receipts during the period. The highest percentage of

grade A eggs was delivered in November and December, with the lowest

15 Deterioration of E Quality During Marketing, United States
Department of Agricuiture, Production and Marketing Administration,
PA 79, lzshington 25, ), C., Scptember 1949, pp. 9-10.

16 1, E, Dawson, and J, A, Davidson, Marketing Ez:s Through a
Grading Stetion, Reprint from Michigan Agricultural %griment Eéafion

Quarterly Bulletin, Volume 32, Number 1, August 1949, ppe. 175-183,



percentage in July and Auzust, The number of checked eggs showed

a grodual increase over the period studied, The highest percentage
of checked cggs wag found in July and August and the lowest in
Deccmber and January. The number of stained eggs showed a decrease
of four percent over the period. The percentage of stained eggs
varied between 1.7 percent in October to 3,5 percent in June. Eggs
classificd as lost averaged about 1,5 percent of the total sales over
the period studied,

From 1945 through 1950, J. B. Roberts conducted a study of a
graded egg buying program in Kentuclcy.17 Results of the study showed
that farmers selling under United States Consumer Standards and Grades
averaged 17 percent hiéher prices than those selling on a current re-
ceipts basis. During the entire period the gain over current receipts
prices averaged six ccnts per dozen. Producers netted about §1.50
per hour for special handling anc cleaning of eggs for sale to the
graded market. The percentage of Grade A receipts from producers
sclling on the graded basis averaged necarly twice as high as grade A
receipts from current receipts sales which were graded after they were
purchased as current rcceipt:= eggs.

Egg prices tended to show a definite and regular seasonal pattern
vhich reflects month by month changes in volume of eggs marketed. In
general, priccs for graded eggs tended to follow the pattern set by

all cggs.

17 John B. Roberts, Graded EQE Purchasing in Kentucky,
Kentucly Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin s University of

Kentucky, 1952, p. 2L,



1)

As a result of a grading program buyers received twice as
many grade A cggs and only one-sixth as many dirty, stained, and low

quality eggs as werc found in current receipt purchases.

Supply and Marketing in the North Central Region

In 1951 a study of the egg supply and marketing situwation was
conducted in the North Central Region.]'8 Findings of thc study revealed
that the region produces more than half the total eggs in the United
Statcs. Production in the region excecds consumption by about LO
percent, Lack of spccialization is a characteristic of egg production
throughout most of the region, The avcrage size flock was found to
be slightly larger than onc hundred hens. Nearly three=fourths of the
cggs marketed came from flocks of from 100 to 300 hens. The study
rcvealed that producers tend to raise larger flocks of light breeds
in the northern part of the region and smaller flocks of predominantly
heavy breeds in the southern part of the region. Local produce stations
rcceived about 4O percent of the oggs marketed, and werc the most
important outlet for producers in the region. This percentage was more
than twice as high west of the Mississippi River. Prices varied con-
siderably both geographically and by basis of payment. Egg prices
showed a gradual increase from west to east with producers in areas
close to large consuming centers receiving the highest prices, Most
large dealers in all areas of the region operated their own pick up

routes to insure uniform supply. The percentage of eggs picked up and

18 Eimer E. Broadvbent and iichal I, Zowadski, Cgg Sup_21§ and
Marketing in the North Ccntral Region, NCR Publication Number 61,
University of Illinois, Bulletin E?I, August 1955, pn. 29=~32,

SCUTH DAKOTA STATE COLLEGE Livaast 117081
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graded increased in proncrtion to the increase in eggs produced per
square mile,
Summary

This review of literature is brief and by no means a complete
study of the articles and research data available on the problems of
egg marketinge

Almost all literature on the subject of egg marketing is con-
cerned with the improvement of egg quality. Recommended improvements
in egg Quality must necessarily begin with the producer and follow
through the marketing channel or wrocess to and including the consumer,

The procucer plays an importamt role in this nrocess. He must
produce a ton qQuality egg through efficient mancgerient and maintain
as much quality as possible in that egg until it is placed in the

marketing channel.



CHAPTER III
ANALYSIS OF FACTORS AT'FECTIIG DGG PRICES
Introduction

In this chaptor an attcmpt is madc to point out the rclationship
of thrce types of factors to graded and non-graded prices rcecived by
South Dakota cgg producers rcporting in this study. Thosc factors
arc listed under the following hoadings: (1) Management and Handling
Practices, (2) Markoting Practices, and (3) "Other" factors, None
graded prices aro "currcent rcccipts" or 'case run' weightod averagoe
pricos por dozen, Graded rocoipts rofor to the weightod average price
por doZcn for all grades sold. All prices are rounded to thec nearost
tenth of a cont, Tho price data were obtained from producers reporting
cgg sales for the last full weck of cach month covered by the study,
Tablc II shows total average pricos roceived poer dozen, the percentaoge
of cggs sold by cach mcthod, and thc total numbor of respondents during
cach pcriod,

Sinec salos to hatcheries and dircoet sales to consumers amounted
to only a vory small portion of thc total salos, thcy wore not included
in thc following analysis of data, Grade A salos are 2lso é&xcluded in
thc analysis since thoy arc a part of all graded salecs., Fcwer than
ten producers roporting was consicdered to be an insufficicnt number to
bc includod in tho analysis of tho Following tabless

Thc average price difference between graded and non-graded

salcs is as follows: 1,5 cents per dozen in May, 8,9 conts per dozen
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Tablc II. Average Pricus Rcecived by South Dakota Egg Produccers, Per-
coent of Total Sales by Each Mcthod, and Total Number of Respondents
for May, August, Novembcr, 1955, and Fobruary, 1956

E m November February

Type of LZEE 1955 19 1956
sale cents = o cents 5 of cents of cents % of -

per total per total per total per total
dozen sales dozen sales dozen 8ales dozen sales

Direct to

consumer 32.8 9 32.3 1.9 . 35.8 1.0, 35.8 9
Current

receipt 26,1 56,0 26,7  bW3.7 32,3 35.0 32,9 51.6
Grade A 20.7 S7.k*  LO.7  55.0% LL.S 50.5% 35.0 6L.SH
All graded 2706 h3.l 3506 Shoh 38.9 6,-100 33-5 h7.5
Hatchery 50.1
Total number

of
respondents 676 338 278 331

* Percent grade A of total graded receipts

in August, 6.6 cents per dozen in November and 0.6 cents per dozen in
February. Frequent reference to this nrice difference and also to the
average price for each method of sale during each period is made in
the following analysis, Average prices are found at the bottom of
each table,

The following analysis was also made in the light of what price
differential between grades could have occurred during each period.
The approxdmate average price differential per dozen between A and C
grade eggs was about 6 cents in May, 21 cents in August, 22 cents in

November, and 8 cents in February. These average price differentials
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were arrived at by averaging egg price quotations from newspaper market
reports over the same periods as covered by the study, The market
price quotations included those from Sioux Falls, Brookings, latertown,

and Aberdeen, all of which are located in the major producing areas,
Production and Handling Practices

The ten factors discussed in this section are associated with
the quelity of an ef;gs The effect of these factors on the current
receipt prices was not included in the analysis of each of the follow=
ing factors because current receipt prices are not established on an
individual producer quality basis as are total receipts from graded sales,

Breed of Layers

Producers were asked what breed of layers they were managing in
an effort to determine if this factor has an effect on egg prices re-
ceived, Table III shows very little price variation between breed of
layers when eggs were 8old on a graded basis during each period covered
in the study. The veriation which does occur between breeds is not
consistent throughout all four periods. Mamy of the breeds were report-
ed by only a few producers., Producers raising hybrids and "two or more
breeds" received about one cent per dozen above the average graded price
in November and February. More producers reported raising white leg-

horns than any other breed of layer,

Weelkdy Egg Production

Procucers were asked to report their approximate weekly egg
production in an effort to determine if vclume of production has an

effect on price.
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Table III., Average Price Received for All Graded Eggs by Producers in
South Dakota for Selected Months 1955~56 by Breed of Layers

Breed of May August . November February
layers 1955 1955 1955 1956

(cents per dozen)

Mixed 27.0 35.0% 35 2% 33,1
White Leghorn 27.1 36.1 sl 32.4
White Plymouth Rock 27.8 35.5% NP 3645
Leg-Hamps 27.8 35.2 375% 33.7
New Hamp 26.5 39,73 3742 30.8%
Austra White 26,7 32,6 39.8% 33,0
Hybrids 27.9 35.k 39.k 3L.3
Other Cross breeds  27.6 36.1 39.5% 32,8%
Other breeds 28, L2, 7+ h3.13 33
2 or more breeds 28.0 3Le9 L0.0 3L.0

Average price ,
received 27.6 35.6 38.9 33.5

# Fewer than 10-‘producers reporting,

The quantity of eggs procduced weekly appears to have very little
effect on graded price receipts (Table IV)., Producers with flocks pro-
ducing less than 50 dozen eggs weekly received slipghtly below average
prices during each period covered by .the study,

The number of producers marketing more than 150 dozen eggs weekly
was insufficient to be included in t_,he comparison, Slightly less than

half of the producers reported selling less than 50 dozen eggs weekly,
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Table IV. Average Prices Received for All Graded Eggs by Frocducers in
South Dakota for Selected Months 1955-56 by Weekly Egg Production

Teekly egg

%)ggczigncson 1;;%'5 A\{g;;t : Nolr;;nl;er Fe;;';zry
(cents per dozen)

Less than 50 27.2 35.5 38.2 33.0

500 « 99 2745 35.6 37.7 335

100 = 1L9 27.9 36,9+ 3945 33.0

150 and over 27.6% 32,9% Lo.3 33.3%

Average price
received 27.6 35.6 38,9 33.5

# Fewer than 10 producers reporting.

Size of Flock

Producers were asked what size flock they were managing in an
affort to determine if those managing larger than average size flocks
received higher prices than those managing below average size flocks,
It was felt that egg production would be a more important farm enter-
prise to large flock owners; thus their production and management
practices should be above average, which would warrant an above average
price for eggs.

In general, Table V indicates that producers managing larger
than average size flocks receive slightly above average egg prices
during each period covered in this study. This was found to be espe=-
cially true for producers managing flocks from 300-399 layers. The
number of producers reportin; flocks larger than LOO layers was
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Table V., Average Prices Received for All Graded Eggs by Producers in
South Dakota for Selected Months 1955-56 by Size of Laying Flock

Number of

layers in May Auvgust - November February
flock 1955 1955 1955 1956

(cents per dozen)

Less than 100 2649 , 36.2 38,54 33alpt
100 - 199 2742 35.k 37.7 33.3
200 - 299 27.7 36.5 38.3 33.5
300 - 399 28,0 36.L 39.0 3L.6
LOO - 499 27,5 387 39.5% 32.L
500 or more 27,8 32,0 L0 5% 3L.3%

Average price '
received 27.6 35.6 38.9 3935

% Fewer than 10 producers reportinge

insufficient to be included in the price comparison, More producers
reported flocks of from 100-199 layers than any other size group,
Effect of Male Birds

The removal of breeding males from the laying flock is a re-
commended poultry practice, especially in warm weather, since fertile
eggs deteriorate in quality much more rapidly than do infertile eggs.

The question concerning the presence of male birds with the
laying flock was asked to determine if this quality practice has any
effect on prices received by producers., Table VI shows no consistent
difference in egg prices received between flocks with or without

roosterns. During November and February graded egg sales from flocks



21

Table VI, Average Prices itcceived for All Graded Eigs by troducers in
South Dakota for Sclected ilonths 1955-56 by Practice of Keeping
Roocsters with lock

—
Roosters May August November February
1955 1955 1855 1956
(cents per dozen)
ith flock 27.6 35.8 30.7 386
Hot with flock 27.5 35.5 39.1 3349

Lverape nrice
received 27.6 35,6 38.9

W
\wH
L]

\un

without roosters avercged slighitly hicher pricés than did sales from
flocks with roost.rs. This scoms logicel but the reverse cnpcers to
be truc ir oy and Aucust, lore nroducers renorted sales Jron {locks
vikthout roosters than with roosters,

Coriiinemant of Flock

L coamonly recommonded practice is that of confining the laying
flock at ©1l times, or at lcast witil such time of duy as most of the
eg.s have been leide This practice shoula te followed cspecially duriig
wet ucatacr to prevent sicined and dirty eggs. This is olso truc in
early sprins when fresh grecn fecds are accescible to the layers which
cuse a much deeper yolic color in the cgge "

The gquestion concerning coniinement of ilock vas cshed in an
cirort to deterine the cifuct of counfinement on price per dozen re-
celved by ce »roducors beceuse b is an idwportant facter cficcting

Quulity. Irocucers rororting flocks confined received average or above
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Table VII. Average Prices Received for All Graded Zggs by Producers in
South Dakota for Sclected Months 1955-56 by Confinement of Laying Flock

Confinement May August November February
1955 1. 1955 1956

(cents per dogen)

Confined 28,1 38,0 39.0 3345
Not confined 27.4 35,0 38,0 3L.2%
Part time 27.5 351 # %

Average mice
received 27.6 3506 38.9 33.5

# Fewer than 10 producers reportinge

average prices per dozen during each period covered by this study
(Table VII), Fifty-five percent of the producers reported flocks not
confined over the four periods covered by the survey, No comparisons
were made of prices received when flocks were confined part time be-
cause too few farmers reported this practice,
Frequency of Gather

Frequent gathering is a very important factor affecting egg
quality. Frequent gathering of eggs reduces the number of stains and
dirties, as well as checks and leakers., Gathering eggs frequently also
reduces the loss of interior quality that results from high temperature
caused by the body heat of layers that frequent the nests,

The number of times ecggs were gathered daily appeared to have
an effect on graded egg prices received by producers (Table VIII).

Producers gathering eggs only once daily received below average prices
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Table VIII, Avecrage Irices Nleceived for All Graded Eggs by Producers in
South Dakota for Selectcd Months 1955-56 by Frequency of Gathering

Nuxiber. of
iy e I
(cents per dozen)
i 2742 33.8 37.2 333
2 27.5 35.5 39.1 33.L
3 27.8 37.0 38.7 3L.1
i or more 2746 35.L L0.3 33.1

Average price
received 27.6 35.6 38.9 33.5

# Fewer than 10 préducers reporting,

_during each pcriod. Producers gathering eggs three times daily during
May, August, and February and four or more times daily in November re-
ceived above average prices, More producers reported gathering eggs
twice daily than any other number of times.

Place Where Eggs Were Stored

Eggs should be stored in a cool, relatively hwnid room in order
to meintain high quality. The question as to where eggs were kept was
asked as a substitube for a question regarding humidity, since it was
rather difficult for producers to determine the humidity of their egg
storage rooms. Bascments or cellars were generally felt to be the most
ideal storage mrooms.

More producers reported holding eggs in basements than in any

other type of storage. Producers reported "other" types of egg storage
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Table IX. Avecrage Frices Received for All Graded figgs by Procucers in
South Dakota for Sclectcd Months 1955-56 by Type of Storage

Type |

of May August November February
storage 1955 1955 1955 1956 L

(cents ner dozen)

Bascment 2745 35.5 36.3 3342
Cellar 2747 3546 39.5 364l
Kitchen 27.5 35.3% 3943% 32,2
Porch 2747 35,3% Lo.L 3kl
Layiag house 20 ,0% * 37e9% 3340
Barn * 35.1% *
Other 27.6 36.3 L0 .9 33.7

Avcrage price j
received 27.6 3546 36.9 3345

# Feuer than 10 producers reporting,

which included: utility room, pentry, milk and storc room, rcfrigcrator,
and wash room,

The place where cggs were held betueen time of gathering ond
time of sale appeared to have some effect on graded price receipts
(Table IX)., Procucers keeping cggs in cellars and "other" types of
storage received oaverage or above average prices cduring cach period
covercd by the study. Producers storing eggs on porches also received
above avcrage prices during liay, Hovcmber,and Fcbruary. Producers

storing cggs in basements rcceived slightly below average prices,
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Table X, Average Prices Received fér All Graded Eggs by Producers in
South Dakota for Selected Months 1955-56 by Temperaturc of Egg

Holding Roam
Temperature of
hol?tng)room }fgs A]%t No;;:ﬁnger Fe?;;zry

(cents per dozen)

Below 500 27.8 37425 38.4 3349
50° to 59° 27.6 36.5 3943 33.5
60° to 69° 27.3 35.3 38.7 32.7
70° or more 27.6% 3.7 * 32.6%

Average price
roceivod 27.6 35.6 38.9 33.5

% Fawer than 10 producers reporting,.

Temperaturc of Egg Holding Room

Temperature as well as humidity is a very important factor
affecting ogg quality. When eggs are held at temperatures above 60° F,,
a general breaking down of the structure of the egg white occurs along
with water evaporation,

The temporature at which cggs werc held between timc of gethering
and timec of sale appearcd to affect graded prices received by the pro-
ducers (Tablo X)., Producers storing oggs at temperatures below 60° F,
rcceived avorzge or above average prices during all periods with the
exception of storage below S0° F. in November, All producers rcporting
cggs stored at 60° F, or abovo receiveci below averago prices, Of the
producers reporting, the largest percentage rcported eggs held at
50° to 59° F. in May, November, and February. In August more producers
reportcd cggs held at 60° to 69° F, than any other temperature,
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Table XI., Average Prices Received for All Graded Eggs by Producers in
South Dakota for Selected Months 1955-56 by Egg Storage Containers

Cor.xtaincr in
=¥y 9% e N
(conts per dozen)

Wire basket 2749 3549 L0.6 3545
Metal pail 27.3 35.0 37.9 33.6
Fiber box 26.9 3oL 3641 3341
Regular casc 27.4 34,7 38,2 33.1

2 or more 27.8 37.1 3946 33.0
Other R 394 L% 40,0 L5 .0

Average price
received 27.6 35.6 38.9 3345

# Fower than 10 producers rcporting,.

Egg Storage Container

The body heat from the hen should bc removed from ecggs rapidly.
The uso of a wirc basket or similar type conteiner to gather and cool
eggs is a recommendcd practice in mainteining egg quality. The question
concerning the type of container used for gathering and cooling eggzs
may have becn misinterpreted since morc producers reported holding eggs
in regular cases than any other typc of storcge, The question should
have asked in what type of container eggs were gathered and cooled,

The typc of container used in gathering and storing eggs appearecd
to have a definite effecct on graded price receipts (Table XI), Producers

using wirc baskcts to gather and cool eggs rcceived consistently higher
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prices during each pcriod covered by the study than thosc using other
types of containers. Producers using "two or morc" typcs of containcrs
to gather and cool cggs also reccived slightly above average priccs
during May, dAugust, and November, Producers using any of the other t}_rpoa
of containors listed reccivcd below average prices during each period,

Egg Cleaning Practices

Stained and dirty oggs appeoer unwholesome; their interior
quality is frequently impaired by bacterial infection and by absorption
of odors from the dirt, Clecaning eggs the day they arc laid is a
rccommended practicce The use of a damp cloth or dry hand buffor is
recommonded. If eggs are extremely dirty, they should be washed in
hot water without soeking and driecd quicidy.

The type of egg clcaning practices employcd by producers ap-
poared to have some cffect on the price per dozen received by producers
(Table XII), Producers using the dry hand buffer method to clean eggs
rceceived above average prices during all periods covered by the study,
although only cight producers reported using this cloaning practice
in Februcry. Producers using two or more egg cloaning practices also
roccived above average pricos in May and November, Use of other
clcaning practiccs also resulted in above average prices, although
usually for only onc rcporting period. More producers reported using
a damp cloth to clean stained and dirty cggs than any other typc of

cleaning practicce
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Toble XII. Avcerage Prices Receivod for All Graded Iggs by Producers in
South Dakotz for Selccted Months 1955-56 by Cleaning Practices

Cloaning May August Novamber February
practices 1955 1955 1955 1956

(conts per dozen)

Not cleaned 2649 36.6 38.4 32,3%
Viped with damp cloth 27.5 35.6 36.8 33.8
Hand vashod in wuater 27.3 3.7 38.9 33.0
Dry hand buffer 27.8 373 39.8 36.3%
2 or morc 27,9 35.2 38.9 331
Othor 27.6x 3 # 32.7%

Avorago prico
received 27.6 35.6 38.9 33.5

# Fewor than 10 producors reporting,
Markoting Practiccs

Buyer's Linc of Business

A quostion concorning the buyor's lino of businoss was asked
for tho purposc of dotormining if this factor had any effoct on prices
receivod by producors,

Tho buyor's type or line of businoss had the groatest offoct of
ary factor covored in the study on prico rocecived for both graded and
non-gradod rocoipts {Tablc XIXI), Tho number of producors reporting
sales to indepondont truckors and *othors" was insufficient to be in-

cludod in the analysis.
Although the numbor of producers rcporting gradod ssles to retail



able XIII, Average Prices Received for Eggs by Producers in South Doakota for
Sclected Months 1955-56 by Buyer!s Linc of Busincss

Buycr's line May 1955 Aucust 1955 November 1955 February 1956
of
ousiness Nongraded Gradced ilongraded Gradad Nongraded Graded Nongraded Graded

(cents per dozen)

Local producc

station 25.5 27.2 26.5 35.3 32.0 38.4 32.6 33.3
Iigg asscrbly plant 26,6 27.6 2ifear 36.8 3l 2 Q2% 33.0% 3L4.3
Retail store 26.8 30.L 27.6 140.0% 33.7 52.5% BENC 39,9
Creamery 26.3 27.6 26,2 35.7 31.9 38.6 32.9 32.9
Indcp. trucker 26.5% 27.3% 27.0% 37.9% ® 35,.8% % %
Othcr . 2758 27,9 30l 32.6% 35.0% 3763% 33.3% L

Avcrage priccs
rcceived 2651 27.6 26,7 35.6 32.3 36.9 3249 33.5

* Fewer than 10 producers reporting .

62



0

stores was very smell during August, November, and February, those
producers rcceived orices considerably above average for each period
covered by the study. This is possibly because of the unique markete
ing practices being followed by some of the egg producers in the Rapid
City arca. Secveral produccrs in that arca have stote candling and
grading licenscs and sell graded and cartoned cggs directly to rctail
storcs in Rapid City and surrounding towns, As a rcsult of this mare
keting method, these produccrs wore rcceciving additional compensation
for their added efforts,

Producers selling gn a current rcceipt basis rcceived slightly
morc pcr dozen when 8selling to retail storcs than when selling to
either local produce stations during a2ll four periods or to crcomcries
during the periods of August, Novembor,and February. This is possibly
because somo rctail stores will pay 2 small premium to coertain producers
who deliver frequently in an cffort to have fresh eggs for rctail sale,
Some rctail stores also follow the practice of paying a premium in
trade to got the producer!s grocery busincss,

Although the number of producers rcporting sales to cgg asscmbly
plants was insufficicnt to be given weight in the annlysis, graded salcs
to this typc of outlot brought prices equal to or higher than the average
price during August, November; and February, Non-graded prices wcro
also slightly above average in August and November. More producers
reporting selling eggs to local produce stations than to any other type
of buycr. Both graded and non-graded sales to this type of outlect
rosulted in slightly below average prices during all four pcriods.
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Frequency of Marketing

The age of an cgg is a factor affocting its quality. Producers
were asked thc numbor of times cggs werc marketed weckly to determine
if this factor had an coffcct on prices recceived.

The number of times cggs wore markoted weckly docs not appear to
have had any consistont effcct on cither current receipt or graded
prices roocived by producors (Table XIV), During thc periods of August,
November, and Fobruary, producers sclling on a graded basis and marketing
twice wockly rcccived slightly more per dozen than thosec marketing only
once & weok. Producors markcting once wockly and selling on a non-graded
basis rcceived below average prices in May and Novombor and above avere
ago prices in August and Februery, Producers marketing twice weckly
on a nonegraded basis reoceived slightly below average prices during
August and Fobruary,

Although the number of producers who reported marketing eggs
three or morc timecs weckly on a graded basis was insufficient to warrant
any conclusions, these nroducors did reccive more per dozen than those
merketing less than three times weekly., This was true during all four
periods covcred by the study,

The majority of producers selling on a non-graded basis reported
markecting only onco wockly while the majority sclling on a graded
basis rcportod markcting twice weekly,

Mcthod by Vhich Eggs Werc Delivered

Producers werc askcd how cggs were dolivered to the first

buyers Tho purposc of this quostion was to detcrmine if the method



Tablc XIV. Average Priccs Received for Eggs by Producers in South Dakota for
Sclccted Months 1955-56 by Frcquency of Marketing

Frcquency Moy 1955
of Marlicting

August 1955

(times per week) Nongraded Graded — Nongraded Groded

Novcmber 1955

Nongraded Graded

Fcbruary 1956

Nongraded Graded

1 25.8 27.h 27.1
2 26,1 27.6 26.L
3 or morc 26.8 208 6 23 .1

Avcrage prices
received 26.1 27.6 26.7

(cents per dozen)

3L.5
35.9
37.9%

35.6

32.1

32.6

32.3

¥*

37.5
39.5
39 .6%

38.9

33.0
32.7
35.5%

32.9

33.7
33.2
35.9%

33.5

* Fewer than 10 procducers reporting.

2€
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of delivery a2t the beginning of the marketing process has an effect on
prices reccivod by producers,

The method by which oggs worc transported from the producer to
the first buyer appecars to have a definitec offect on pricos recoived
by producers (Tablc XV), With tho oxception of current roceipt salcs
in May, all producors dolivering oggs to the first marketing point
roceived morc per dozon on both a graded and non-graded basis than pro-
tducers having their oggs pickod up at the farm, Morc producers selling
on 2 non~gradod basis delivered their eggs while the majority of eggs

Sold on a graded basis worce picked up at the farm,

Other Factars

Crop Reporting Districts

CGcographic location plays an important rolc in prices received
by producors of many farm commoditics, Local supply and demand relation-
ships must bo considercd as onc of thc factors affecting prices recoived
by South Dakota cgg producors,

The most apparent pricc diffcerences found in this study appeared
botwoon crop roportin; districts (Table XVI), Insufficient numbore
rcporting are a charactcristic of thoso apparent price differencos,

Most of tho noticcable pricc difforencos appearced in only one or two
periods covered by the study.

The number of producers reporting gradod receipts in crop report-
ing districts 1, 2, l;, 5, 7, and 8 are insufficicnt to bc included in the

analysis of gradod salcs, Crop reporting districts 1, L, and 7 were



Table XV, Avcrage Egg Prices Received by Producers in South D&k ota for
Selected Months 1955-56 by Mcthod of Delivcry

Mcthod May 1955 iAugust 1955 Novcmber 1955 Fcbruary 1956
of
dclivery Nongraded Graded Nongraded Croded dongraded Graded Nongradcd Graded

(cents per dozen)
Delivered 26.0 27.6 26,8 36.7 32.5 38.6 33.1 3L.7
Picked up 26.2 27.5 26,6 35.1 325y 38.8 32.8 33.3

Avcrage prices

roceived 26.1 27.6 26.7 35.6  32.3 38.9 32.9  33.5




Table XVI.  Average Prices Reccived for Eggs by Produccrs in South Dzkota for

Sclected Months 1955-56 by Crop Reporting Districts

Crop May

rcporting
districts

1955

Nongraded Graded

August 1955

Nongrzded Graded

November 1955

Nongraded Gradcd

Fcbruary 1956

Nongraded Graded

1 2l.1
2 26.1
25.7
26.9
25.9
27.8
27.6
2L.5
26.1

NV o0 N LW

liverage prices
rcceived 26.1

31 L
26,3
27.L
38.0%
27.L
27.8
26,0+

2=l

27.6

25.5%
25.17
26.0
28,2
27.5
29.3
35.0%
2L.0

27.0

26,7

(conts per dozcn)

3k.0x
32,8
36.L
0,0
33.3+%
36.9
*

3k.5

35.6

L2.9%
31.3

- 30.8
L1 L
32.5
33.4
L6 23
30.0
32.7

32.3

38.0%
36.4

5h.9*
36,1

32.3

38.7

36.9

31.2x
33.7
32,k
36.5%
32.9
33.4
30.3%
31.2
33.0

32.9

29 .9+
37
33.1

L9 7%
33.8x

33.2

33.4

33.5

* Favrer than 10 producers recporting.
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emtircly execluded from the analysis because of too few numbers reportinge.
(Sec iippendix Exhibit B for maps of crop reporting districts with aver-
age prices by months,)

Geographic location appecars to have a greater effect on non~
graded than on graded sales, Producers in crop reporting districts
6 and 9 reccived average or above average prices during all four per-
iods covered by thec study. Producers in crop reporting district 6
also received above average prices when selling on a graded basis during
May, August, and November, Producers in crop reporting district 8
received consistently lower prices on a non-graded basis than pro=
ducers in any other crop reporting district,

Although not cxplained in the analysis beccause of insufficient
returns, it is interesting to notc the large price differential between
graded and non=-graded sales in crop rcporting district L, This price
differential is probably due to the unique marketing situation found
in that arca., (Sec Buyer's Line of Business for explanation,)

Distance From Farm to Markct

Producers were asked the distance from their farm to market in
an cffort to determihe if transportation costs had any effect upon prices
rcceived, Although insufficient numbers reported distances of greater
than thirty miles, it would appear that distance does not have any
appreciable effect on graded or non-graded pric; rcceipts (Table XVII),
The only exception to this appears when the farmm to market distance is
less than ten miles. Vith the exception of curfent receipt sales in

August, producers in this range rcceived above average prices for both



~Pable XVII,

Sclceted Months 1955-56 by Distance from Ferm to Market

Average Prices Reccived for Eggs by Producers in South Dakota for

Distancc Trom Fay 1955 Aurust 1955 November 1955 Fcbruary 1956
fﬁ;gzgg_mzrkct Nongraded Gradcd Hongreacd Graded Nongraded Graded Nongraded Graded
(cznts pcr dozcn)

0-9 26.L 27.6 26.L 36.5 32.3 39.1 33.1 33.6
10 - 19 25.5 27.h 27.5 35.4 32.5 36.8 32.8 33.4
20 - 29 26.0 27.9 26.6 3L.6x 32.L .y 32.7 3L.2
30 - 39 27.0 28.0 26.2 33.8% 32,2% 37.Lx 32,7 333
o - L9 26.0% 26,7 26.8x 3L.0x 31.1x 39 .8 3k 33.7#
50 or more 26.6 2.7+ 27.0: 35.0% 3h.6x 361 32.7%  32.9%
iverage prices

reccived 26.1 27.6 26.7 35.6 32.3 36s9 32.9 33.5

* Fower than 10 procucers rcporting.

e
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graded and non-graded sales during all four pcriods covered by the

study. Above average nriccs appear without consistency throughout the

other ranges,
Scasonnl Effects

Vaite and Trelogan oxplain that the range in the average secasonal
cgg prices is rclatively high.19 Generally cgg prices arc closc to the
lov for thc ycar from March to July. Egg prices becgin to rise in August
or Scptcmber and usuelly rcach a peak in November or December. Aftor
reaching thc pcak, thcy fall rather rapidly to a low in carly spring.
The peak of morket rcccipts is usually reached in April or May. From
this period on, a definitc doclinc in rcceipts is apparent. Generally;
os the total supply of @ product declines relative to demand, price
difforontinls between quality grades tend to widen,

The price pattern doscribed in thc above paragraph is borne
out by the data in this study (Table II). It gives an explanation of
vhy the pricc differcnticl botween graded and non-graded rccoipts is
great in August and Novombcr and small in May and Fcbruary.

Combination of Factors

An analysis was also mado on & combination of scven factors which
havo been found in othor studics to be ossontial to high quality cegg
production. Inquiries concerning thesc seven most desirable factors
were made in questions four through ten on the Qwostionnaire, (See
Appendix Exhibit C4) Of the 278 rcturncd questionnaires in Novembor,

only onc producer reported using thc most desirabile practice under

19 {jarren C, Vaite and Harry Ce Trclogan, Agricultural Markot
rices, 2nd Edition, John liiley & Sons, Inces 1951, ppe 2L3, 293

Prices,
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each of the scven factors, Eleven producers reported using six desir-
able practices and 1L5 reported using five of the most desirable
practices, The differcnce between the average prices reccived by pro=
ducers following fivo or more of the dosirable practices and those
following less than five was found to0 bo negligiblec.

The possibility existed that the apparent cambined influence
of crop reporting districts and of buyers! linec of business was really
due to ono of these factors alone, if the two factors werc closely
rclated, Further analysis indicates that each factor has nearly the
same cffcct as was detormined in the separate analysis of each. This
further corroborates the finding's under crop reporting districts and

buyers! line of business, (See Appendix Exhibit A.)



CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Noarly all fectors analyzcd in this pilot study appcered to have
hnd some coffect on prices recoived by South Dakoto cgg producers. The
effect of production and markcting factors on gradod cgg prices was most
apparent at timos whon thc nrice differential for quality was groctests
The exact effect of cach factor on prices reccived was not determined
in this study bccausc of thc naturc of the data and the mecthod by which
it was obtained,

Eight of the ten factors discussed under production and hande
ling practices appoarcd to have a consistent cffect on avorage graded
prices roceived by producers throughout all four periods covered by
this study. Thesc factors are: (1) breed of layers, (2) size of tho
laying flock, (3) confinement of the laying flock, (L) froquency of
gathoring, (5) place whore oggs were stored, (6 ) temperzaturc of the
cgg storagc room, (7) container in which cggs were gathered and stored,
and (8) ogg cleaning practiccs., The romaining two factors, weckly cgg
production and the proscncc of male birds with tho laying flock, both
appcarcd to affect average prices roceived, but the effect was not
consistont throughout all four periods covcred by tho study.

Somc of the factors listed under marketilng” practices appearcd
to have o grecater offcect on price than production and handling practices.
The buyer!s line of business scamed to have a grcater cffect on price
than any other factor studicd. Produccrs generally reccived a higher

pricc if they delivered cggs to the buyere Higher prices appeared to have
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rosulted when cggs werce delivered more frequently during the weock, ala
though no consistcnt cffect was apparcnt,

Gecographic location, a factor over which producers have little
or no control, appocared to have a considorablc cffect on prices ro=
ceived by produccrs, Produccrs located in aroas accessible to larger
marketing outlcts generally roceived more per dozen than thosc in less
idecol locations but no consistent price pattern was apparent. The
distance from farm to market usually affccted priccs reccived by producers.
The scasonal effoct found in this study follows the historical cyclc of
price variation rathor closcly.

The proportion of grode A ‘cggs sold by South Dakota producers
rcporting in this study avoraged about 10 to 15 percent below the
average of the North Contral Region., Slightly less than half of the
oges markctced by producers in this study werc sold on a non-graded basise.
These arc perhaps two important reasons why South Dakota egg producors
rccoive below average prices for their cggse

In goneral, this study would appcar to indicatc that quality is
an important factor affccting pricos received by South Dakote egg
Production and markcting practices not dircctly affccting

producers,
quality also appoar to have an important effect on egg prices roccived,

From this study it would appcar that the cconomic feasibility of
improving cgg quelity and markoting on a2 graded basis would be rather

doubtful during cortcin scasons of tho yecar wh;le the reversce is de~

finitcly truc during other scasons of the year,
This study furthcr indicates that the majority of South Dakota ogg

produccrs rcporting werc using only 8lightly morc than half of the
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rccommended handling practices essential to maintaining high ogg
qQuality, This is porhaps an important rcason for tho rclatively low
porcontage of grade A cgge delivered, Other studics havo found that

it is nocossary for a producer to follow all recommcndod qual ity
rnointenance practices, if improved quality is to be achieved. Proe
ducers adopting one or two ncw quality improvoment practices may not get
the dosired rosult becauso the quality gainod by these practices may

be lost by failure to employ other practices,

The probable rcasons why South Dekota producers are not follow~
ing all the recommonded practices ossontial to high quality egg pro~
duction are:r (1) lack of knowlcdge as to what aro the roccommended
practices, (2) lack of facilities and the time required for proper
hnndling of flocks and eggs, and (3) tho price differential betwoon
graded and non-gradod receipts is very small during certaln seasons
of tho yoar. This last factor alonc dostroys thc desirc of the pro-
ducor to put forth thc extra cffort roquired for top quality egg

production.
Recommondations For Future Studies

Tho problem of factors affecting the prices roceivod by South
Dakota cgg producers ncods to be studied in much moro detail. A futurec
study doaling with this problem should include @1 factors known to
have an effoct on ogg quality. Data could perhaps best be obtained
by pcrsonal intorview, The study should be #et up in such a mamner
that it would bec possiblc to determinc the interaction of the effocts

of one factor on another by the use of a statistical analysis. 1t
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would probably not bc nocossary to gather data over tho entirc state,
sincc about throc-fourths of thc stato's totel chicken population is
located in tho ocastern onc~third of tho stotce

Thero is &1so nocd for a study which will dotermine what pro-
portion of thc diffcrence between average cgg prices rcccived by South
Dakota and Unitcd Statcs produccrs is taken up by trcnsportation costs,

A futurc study might a2lso be dirccted towerd determining the
possibility of doveloping spcciclizod markcting outlcts for frosh oggs
produccd in South Dakota,

Tho loss in cgg quelity which occurs between tho first buyer
and contral asscmbly plant is known to be high in South Dakota, A
futurc study might bec diroctod toward dotermining what cffcct this loss
in qunality has on prices rcccived by producers and also comparo the
cfficicncy_of South Dalkotats cgg markcting system with thoso of ncighbor-
ing statcse

Although cducational work has been dono in the ficld of cgg
quality improvemeont, therc still remains room for considerable advance~
mcnt. South Dokota cgg producers and buyers havo oftcn boon cncouraged
to improve tho quality of cggs markcted, which should result in greator
rcturns for thom, Howcver, tho additionnal costs involved in thc pro=-
ccss of improving cgg quality must b investigated thoroughly by producers
and buycrs to deturmine if tho additional rotur;s will at lecast offsct
thce additional cost rcsulting from attcompted egg qucolity improvemont,
The cconomic fcasibility of maintaining high ogg quality depends on

favoresble price, cost and merketing conditions,
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APPENDIX EXHIBIT A

TABLES



or Bggs by South Dakota Producers Selling

g xv{onﬁargﬁ?g;pepzig?nzﬁzg‘fdbﬁ Crop Reporting Districts, May, 1955

Crop Local PI:oduce ~ Egg Assembly Retail Store Creamery Ind;gizﬁzgt Other

3?2223,2"' cnlStaEéfn cnman.rtc} CR &G CR  AG CR AG CR  iG
1 3 3 3 % 2.8 3 3 3 3 3 #* 3
2 25,2 ¥ = % 25,3 * 28.4 * * & 30.8 *
3 25.0 27,0 26,9 26.7 * & 26,3 27.7 27.0 * * *
A ¥ ¥ o e 26.9 38.0 w & 2 s 28,0 *
5 25,9 * * ¥ 27,08 I 24.8 27.3 = * 26,0 *
6 26.1 27.7 26.3 27.6 29,5 28.3 27.4 27.9 ® * 27.1 27.6
7 * #* # # 27.3 % 3 # 3* #* #* *
8 .24.3 * # * 26,5 * # * % # % *
9 26,0 26.7 & 27.7 27.1 % 25,5 27.0 * 3 #* #

1

2
AG = Average graded price in cents per dozen,

CR = Current receipts price in cents per dozen.

* Omitted because of purchases of fewer than 100 dozen,



i i Selling
Table XIX. Average Current Receipt Prices Received by Producers
Eggs to Various Types of Dealers, by Crop Reporting Districts, August, 1955

Crop Tocal %‘roduce Egg Assembly ~ Retail Store Creamery Ir?;;::km;int

gifs)::iirt)g CR§-tat£];85 CRPhnXG CR AG CR AG CR AG’

] 1 3 3* 3t 3t 3* 3 3#* 3* 3* 3
2 2531 B % B 25.4 * 24.1 36.0 * *
3 29.3 35.4 % L * * 25,2 37,2 * ]
4 * * * % 28.5 * * # * *
5 27.6 * i P 26.4 * 27,6 34.5 = g
6 27.3 38.7 27.5 38.6 41.3 % 27.2 36.3 * .
7 3 * * * * * * * * *
8 ] 24084 Tx 3 3 * * #* * * #*
9 2638 #83.9 * 35.7 7.5 * 26,9 34.1 > *

. CR = Current receipts price in cents per dozen.

2 AG = Average graded price in cents per dozen.

* Onitted because of purchases of fewer than 100 dozen,



Teble XX. Average Current Receipt Prices Received by Producers Selling
Eggs to Various Types of Dealers, by Crop Reparting Districts, November, 1955.

Crop Local Produce Egg Assembly Retail Stare Creamery Independent Other

Reparti Station Plant Trucker

Digtric:g crl ACr8 CR AG CR AG CR AG CR AG CR AG
1 * 3* * 3 3* * * 3 3 * 3
2 31.3 35.8 % * 31,5 * * 39,9 * * *
3 31.0 38.3 * * * * 30.5 38,2 % * 3
L— * 3* * 3 ¥* 54.5 * 3* 3* * I 3
5 32,9 * # * * * 31.3 36.1 ¥ * * *
6 34,0 39.3 * 21,8 * * 32,8 39.1 * * * *
7 2 3t 3 3 * 3 * 3* 3 ¥* 3* 3¢ *
8 30,0 * * * 3* 3* * * 3* * #* 3*
9 32.8 37.4 'y 40,9 b * 32,0 36,6 & o = >

1 CR = Current receipts price in cents per dozen,
2 AG = Average graded price in cents per dozen,

* Omitted because of purchases of fewer than 100 dozen.
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Table XXI. Average Current Receipt Prices Received by Producers Selling
Eggs to Various Types of Dealers, by Crop Reparting Districts, February, 1956

Crop Local Produce Egg Assembly Retail Store Creamery Independent Other

Reporting Statigg Plant Trucker

District CRI & CR  AG CR  AG CR  AG CR 4G CR  AG
1 ¥* 3¥* 3 3 3* * 3* 3* 3* 3* 3 3
2 32,9 * # ® 33,2 * 34,5 * # # 33,9 *
3 R,1 32,8 # * 32,9 * 32.6 33.4 * * * *
4 L i % & 3€.3 49.7 * * * * * *
5 32.7 3 3 3% 32.7 3* 3* 32.7 3* 3* * 3*
6 33.7 33.7 = 35.5 = 33.6 32.9 32.5 it * & *
7 * 3* 3 3* +* 3* 3 ¥* * * E 3* .
8 21.3 * 3* * * 3* * 3* * * * *
9 33.3 33.2 33.5 34.1 33,1 * 3.5 33.1 w = i o

1cr= Current receipts price in cents per dozen,
2 AG = Average graded price in cents per dozen,

* Onitted because of purchases of fewer than 100 dozen.

0S
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Avcrage Current Reccipt and 411 Groaded Egg Prices Roccived
South Dokote Produccrs by Crop Rcporting Districts, May 1955
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Avcrage Currcnt Reccint ond A1l Graded Egg Prices Received by
South Dakota Produccrs by Crop Reporting Jistricts, August 1955
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Average Current Receipt and 411 Graded Egg Prices Reccived by South
Dakoto Producers by Crop Rcporting Districts, Novcmber 1955
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Avcrage Current Receipt and A11 Graded Egg Prices Reccived by South
Dakota Producers by Crop Reporting Distriets, February 1956
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SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE
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SCHEDULE USED IN SURVEY OF EGG PRODUCTION AND MARKETING METHODS

Number of laying chickens in your flock

Breced of laycrs

Egg production for the weck dozcn

liere roosters allowced to run with the layers during that week?
1, yes ( ). 2, no( ).

Werc hens confined to laying housc this week?

1, yes ( )e 2. no( ).

How many timcs per day were oggs gathered?

Where were cges held until marketed? 1. basement of dwelling
house ( )s 2. ccllar ( ). 3. kitchen ( 9. L. porch ( ).

5. laying housc ( ). 6, barn ( ), 7. other (spccify)

lhat was the approximate average tomperaturc of tho storage place
during the weck? 1, below 50° (). 2, 50 to 59° (). 3. 60 to
69° (). L. 70° and over ( ).

In what type of container werc cggs kept? 1. wire basket ().

2. mctal pail ( ). 3. fiber box ( ). L. regular case ( ).

5. other (specify)

— e e S . b e - . e

Cgg cleaning practice: 1. not cleancd (). 2. wiped with damp
cloth ( ). 3. hand washed in water (). L. dry hand buffer ().

5. other (specify)

LD ——

Bgg salcs for hatching purposcs during ueck: A. amount

dozcn, B. total valuc or average price
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(Schedule continucd)

12, Egg sales direct to consumers during wcck: 4, amount

dozen., B, total valuc or average price

13, Major cgg buycer during week (cxcept cggs sold to consumers and
for hatching),

A, Name of firm

B. Address

Cs Distance fram farm

D, Buyers's mzin linc of business: 1. local producec station ( ).
2. ogg asscmbly plant ( ). 3. rctail store ( ). Le creome

ery (). 5. independent trucker ( ). 6, other (specify)

E, Did you dcliver cggs to budyer () or were they picked up at
the farm ().
F. How many timecs during the weok were they delivered or picked

up?

G, ILgg sales during thc weck (deduct hauling charges, if any, from

valuc and price). Total Average

Amount valuc prico

(1) current reccecipts (ungraded) dozen

(2) grade A large eggs dozen

(3) =211 oggs sold on graded

basis (including grade A). dozcn

14. A1l cgg sales during the wock which werc not listed under 11, 12,

or 13: /A, amount dozen., Do total value or

average price .

15, General commonts
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