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Abstract

Poultry feed is a nutritionally balanced formulation designed to support the optimal growth, health, and
productivity of poultry animals such as chickens, ducks, and turkeys. The present study, entitled
"Comparative Study on Marketing of Nutrikraft and Eva Poultry Feed in Chandauli District of Uttar
Pradesh," was conducted in Dhanapur block, selected purposively within Chandauli district. Villages
with a minimum poultry bird-rearing potential of five percent were identified, and ten percent of
respondents from these villages were selected through random sampling. The study investigates and
compares the marketing mechanisms of Nutrikraft and Eva poultry feeds through two prevalent
channels: Channel-I (Producer — Wholesaler — Consumer) and Channel-1I (Producer — Wholesaler
— Retailer — Consumer). Findings indicate that marketing efficiency varies between channels and
products. For Nutrikraft, Channel-I yielded a marketing efficiency of 10.92%, while Channel-II showed
6.04%. For Eva, Channel-I demonstrated a slightly higher efficiency of 11.21%, compared to 6.52% in
Channel-1I. Differences in consumer prices, marketing margins, and cost structures highlight the
relative advantages of shorter marketing channels in improving producer returns and overall efficiency.

Keywords: Marketing Margin, Marketing Channels, Marketing Cost, Marketing Efficiency, Poultry
feed

Introduction

Poultry feed plays a pivotal role in the commercial poultry industry, as it directly influences
the health, productivity, and economic viability of poultry farming. It refers to the specially
formulated food provided to poultry birds such as chickens, ducks, turkeys, and other
domesticated fowls, with the objective of ensuring optimal growth, weight gain, reproductive
efficiency, and egg production. A scientifically balanced poultry feed contains essential
nutrients including carbohydrates, proteins, fats, vitamins, minerals, and amino acids,
tailored to meet the nutritional requirements of birds at various stages of development—such
as starter, grower, and finisher phases. The formulation and quality of feed significantly
impact the feed conversion ratio (FCR), which is a critical determinant of profitability in
poultry farming. In India, the poultry sector has witnessed rapid expansion, particularly in
rural and semi-urban areas, where it serves as a vital source of livelihood and nutritional
security. The demand for high-quality, cost-effective feed has increased correspondingly,
leading to the emergence of various feed brands and a competitive marketing landscape.
Feed manufacturers are now focusing on market penetration, efficient distribution networks,
and consumer satisfaction to maintain their position in the market. Despite technological
advancements in feed production, challenges persist in terms of quality control, pricing, and
accessibility in remote areas. Therefore, understanding the marketing dynamics of different
poultry feed brands is essential for enhancing supply chain efficiency and supporting poultry
farmers.

Research Methodology: The present study employed a purposive-cum-random sampling
method for the selection of the study area and respondents. The Chandauli district of Uttar
Pradesh was selected purposively to minimize logistical challenges and time constraints for
the investigator. Within the district, Dhanapur block was chosen based on its high
concentration of poultry bird rearers.
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A comprehensive list of villages within the selected block
was prepared, and five percent of these villages with
significant poultry-rearing activity were randomly selected.
From these villages, a list of all poultry rearers was
compiled and classified into three size categories based on
rearing capacity: Small (less than 500 birds), Medium (501-
2000 birds), and Large (more than 2000 birds). A total of
120 respondents were then randomly selected using
proportionate ~ sampling  across  these  categories.
Additionally, to analyze the marketing aspects, 10
wholesalers, 5 retailers, 5 poultry farm owners, and 5
consumers were selected. The study focused on evaluating
marketing cost, marketing margin, price spread, and
marketing efficiency. Primary data were collected through a
well-structured and pre-tested schedule using the survey
method via direct personal interviews. Secondary data were
sourced from relevant books, journals, official reports, and
records maintained at the district and block headquarters.
The data collected were analyzed using appropriate
statistical tools to derive meaningful insights. The
information was gathered during the 2024-2025 Agricultural
Year.

Analytical Tools
1. Marketing Cost: C = Cf+ Cml+ Cm2+ Cm3+..... +
Cmn

2. Market Margin: AMI=Pri-(Ppi+Cmi)
3. Price Spread: Marketing Cost + Market Margin
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4. Marketing Efficiency: = Price received by producer
Marketing Cost + Marketing Margin

Results and Discussion

e  Channel I: Producer - Wholesaler - Consumer

e Channel II: Producer - Wholesaler - Retailer -
Consumer

Table 1: Reveals the preferred marketing channel by the
respondent over buying Nutrikraft poultry feed and Eva poultry
feed in the study area

Nutrikraft Poultry| Eva Poultry
Sr. No. | Channel Type Feed Feed
1. Channel - 1 45 (37.50) 40 (33.33)
Channel - I1 75 (62.50) 80 (66.67)
Total 120 (100.00) 120 (100.00)

Note: Value in the parenthesis represent the percentage

Table 1: The study revealed that, out of a total sample of
120 respondents, 45 individuals (37.5%) preferred Channel-
I for purchasing Nutrikraft Poultry Feed, whereas the
remaining 75 respondents (62.5%) opted for Channel-II. In
the case of Eva Poultry Feed, 40 respondents (33.33%)
indicated a preference for Channel-I, while 80 respondents
(66.67%) preferred Channel-1I within the study area.

Channel I: Producer-Wholesaler-Consumer

Table 2: Marketing Cost, Marketing Margin, Price Spread and Marketing Efficiency in marketing of Nutrikraft Poultry Feed and Eva
Poultry Feed in Channel-I

S. No Particulars Nutrikraft Poultry Feed Eva Poultry Feed
Value in Rupees/50kg bag | Value in Rupees/50kg bag
1. | Producer sale price to wholesaler 1320 1370
2. Cost incurred by the producer
i Packing cost 11.00 13.00
ii Packing material cost 10.00 11.00
iii Transportation cost 12.00 10.00
iv Market cost 10.00 10.00
v Labour cost 07.00 07.00
vi Loading and Unloading cost 05.00 06.00
vii Miscellaneous charges 18.00 21.00
viii. Weighing charges 2.00 2.00
Total cost (i-viii) 74.00 80.00
3. Net price received by producer 1246 1290
4. |Wholesaler sale price to Consumer 1360 1405
5. Margin of Wholesaler 40 35
A. Total Marketing cost 74 80
B. Total Marketing Margin 40 35
Marketing Efficiency 10.92% 11.21%
C. Price Spread 114 115

Table 2: The analysis indicates that the producer-to-
wholesaler price for Nutrikraft Poultry Feed and Eva Poultry
Feed is %1,320 and %1,370 per 50 kg bag, respectively. The
marketing cost incurred by the producer amounts to 74 for
Nutrikraft and ¥80 for Eva Poultry Feed. The wholesaler
sells Nutrikraft Poultry Feed to consumers at 31,360 and
Eva Poultry Feed at %1,405. The wholesaler’s margin in
Channel-I is ¥40 for Nutrikraft and %35 for Eva Poultry
Feed. Consequently, the total marketing cost incurred in

Channel-I is 374 for Nutrikraft and X80 for Eva. The total
marketing margin through Channel-I is 340 for Nutrikraft
and 235 for Eva. The price spread in the marketing of
Nutrikraft and Eva Poultry Feeds through Channel-I is 3114
and X115, respectively. The marketing efficiency for
Channel-I is calculated at 10.92% for Nutrikraft and 11.21%
for Eva Poultry Feed.

Channel II: Producer-Wholesaler-Retailer- Consumer
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Table 3: Marketing Cost, Marketing Margin, Price Spread and Marketing Efficiency in marketing of Nutrikraft Poultry Feed and Eva
Poultry Feed in Channel-II

S. No Particulars Nutrikraft Poultry Feed Eva Poultry Feed
Value in Rupees/50kg bag Value in Rupees/50kg bag
1. Producer sale price to wholesaler 1320 1370
2. Cost incurred by the producer
i Packing cost 11.00 13.00
ii Packing material cost 10.00 11.00
ii Transportation cost 12.00 10.00
iv Market cost 10.00 10.00
v Labour cost 07.00 07.00
vi Loading and Unloading cost 05.00 06.00
vii Miscellaneous charges 18.00 21.00
viii. Weighing charges 2.00 2.00
Total cost (i-viii) 74.00 80.00
3 Net price received by producer 1246 1290
4. Wholesaler sale price to Retailer 1335 1390
5 Marketing cost incurred by Wholesaler
i Loading & Unloading charges 3 3
ii. Carriage up to shop 2 3
iii. Weighting charges 2 3
iv. Town charges 5 5
V. Transportation 4 4
Vi. Losses & Miscellaneous charges 6 6
Total cost (i-vi) 22 24
6. Margin of Wholesaler 15 20
7. Retailer Selling price to Consumer 1430 1464
8. Margin of Retailer 95 74
A. Total Marketing cost 96 104
B. Total Marketing Margin 110 94
Marketing Efficiency 6.04% 6.52%
C. Price Spread 206 198

Table 3: The findings reveal that the producer-to-
wholesaler price for Nutrikraft Poultry Feed and Eva Poultry
Feed is %1,320 and %1,370 per 50 kg bag, respectively. The
marketing cost incurred by the producers is %74 for
Nutrikraft and X80 for Eva Poultry Feed. The wholesaler
sells Nutrikraft Poultry Feed to retailers at 31,335 and Eva
Poultry Feed at %1,390, earning a margin of %15 and %20,
respectively, in Channel-II. The retailers sell Nutrikraft and
Eva Poultry Feed to consumers at 31,430 and 1,464,
respectively. The profit margin earned by the retailers is 95

for Nutrikraft and 74 for Eva Poultry Feed. Accordingly,
the total marketing cost in Channel-II amounts to 396 for
Nutrikraft and 2104 for Eva. The total marketing margin
realized in Channel-II is *110 for Nutrikraft and 394 for Eva
Poultry Feed. The overall price spread in the marketing of
Nutrikraft and Eva Poultry Feed through Channel-II is 3206
and 198, respectively. The calculated marketing efficiency
for Channel-II stands at 6.04% for Nutrikraft and 6.52% for
Eva Poultry Feed.

Table 4: Comparison of Marketing Cost, Marketing Margin, Price Spread and Marketing Efficiency in marketing of (Nutrikraft and Eva)
Poultry Feed through Channel-1 and Channel-II in the study area.

Poultry Feed
Nutrikraft Eva Nutrikraft Eva
S. No. Particulars Channel I Channel I Channel 11 Channel 11
%/50kg bag %/50kg bag %/50kg bag Z/50kg bag
1. Net price received by the producer 1246 1290 1246 1290
2. Consumer’s Paid Price 1360 1405 1395 1434
3. Total marketing cost 74 80 96 104
4. Total Marketing margin 40 35 110 94
5. Marketing efficiency 10.92% 11.21% 6.04% 6.52%
6. Price Spread 114 115 206 198

Table 4: The study identified two existing marketing
channels for Nutrikraft and Eva Poultry Feed in the
Chandauli district of Uttar Pradesh. In Channel-I, for
Nutrikraft Poultry Feed, the net price received by the
producer was 1,246, while the consumer paid 31,360 for a
50 kg bag. The total marketing cost incurred was 374, with a
marketing margin of %40, resulting in a price spread of
X114. The marketing efficiency of Channel-I for Nutrikraft
was calculated at 10.92%. For Eva Poultry Feed in Channel-

I, the producer received a net price of 1,290, and the
consumer price was %1,405. The total marketing cost stood
at X80, and the marketing margin was %35. The price spread
was X115, and the marketing efficiency was 11.21%. In
Channel-II, the marketing of Nutrikraft Poultry Feed
showed a net price of 31,246 received by the producer, with
a consumer price of %1,394. The total marketing cost was
%96, and the marketing margin was X110, resulting in a price
spread of 3206. The marketing efficiency for Channel-II
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was 6.04%. For Eva Poultry Feed through Channel-1I, the
producer received 1,290, and the consumer paid 1,434 for
a 50 kg bag. The marketing cost totaled X104, and the
marketing margin was 394. The price spread was 3198, with
a marketing efficiency of 6.52%.

Conclusion

The study highlighted notable differences in the marketing
of Nutrikraft and Eva Poultry Feed across two channels in
the Chandauli district of Uttar Pradesh. Channel-I was
preferred by a smaller proportion of respondents for
Nutrikraft Poultry Feed (37.5%), while Channel-II was
favored by the majority (62.5%). Conversely, for Eva
Poultry Feed, Channel-Il was preferred by a larger
proportion (66.67%) compared to Channel-I (33.33%). The
marketing efficiency was found to be higher in Channel-I
for both products, with Nutrikraft at 10.92% and Eva at
11.21%, indicating that Channel-I offered greater cost
efficiency. On the other hand, Channel-II exhibited higher
price spreads and marketing margins, suggesting higher
profitability for intermediaries but at a greater cost to
consumers. The findings emphasize the trade-off between
marketing efficiency and profitability, with Channel-I being
more efficient and Channel-II offering greater margins for
the intermediaries. These insights are valuable for
stakeholders in the poultry feed industry, providing a better
understanding of the dynamics of different marketing
channels and assisting in the optimization of marketing
strategies for both Nutrikraft and Eva Poultry Feeds in the
region.
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