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Disclaimer

TIle data utilized in this repart comes from a variety of sources too
rllllllerous to cite individually. Analysis and conclusions are based on
the data contained herein whose reliability we do not guarantee. No
warranty, express ar implied, is made as to the aCCllracy,
completeness ar fairness of the infarmation, opinions ar projections
contained in this repart due to the reasons cited above.
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I. EXECL'TIVE SUMMARY

1. The Company

Sharkeya Rice Mills Company (the Company) is one of three branches owned
by the South Rice Mills Company and fully owned by the Rice and Flour
mills HC Its paid up capital as of 1997 amounted to LE 5.2 million. The
Company originally operated rice milling facilities only. Later, its operations
expanded to include other product lines, like macaroni production and
animal feed. These activities provided the Company with a profit cushion
against losses in the rice milling activity due to major changes since the
liberalization of the rice sector in the early 1990s. One of the main
characteristics of the post liberalization phase was the increase in paddy rice
prices from LE 300 to LE 850 per ton between 1993 and 1997. Trade
liberalization measures encouraged the active private sector investment in
this market. Consequently, the public sector's market share dropped to less
than 10% .in favor of the several thousands of private mills which offered
their milling services at competitive prices.

...

The four rice mills currently operating started
machinery imported from Eastern Germany.
upgrading took place in 1985, which enhanced
production capacities of the mills are as follows:

production in 1971 with
Some renovations and

production efficiency. The

Table 1
Milling Production Capacity (TonsjDay)

Production Unit
Faqous
Kafr Sakr
Zaqaziq
Fayoum
Ibrahirnia

Maximum Capacity
155
155
100
75
59

Available Capacity
125
125
85
60

non-operational

iii.
The cattle feed mill started production in 1981 with a total capacity of 10
tons/hour or 100,000 tons p.a. It is the first non-traditional feed mill operated
in Egypt using agricultural waste to produce feed locally instead of
importing it. Consequently, Egypt's production of feed increased from 1
million to 3 million tons per annum. Sharkeya's feed operation has always
been profitable despite competition from the private sector, but is currently
losing its market share.

Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majority ESOP for Sharkeofa Ric. Mills Company. The Refurm
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The pasta factory started operations in 1991. It has two production lines and
has room for two additional lines. Its total capacity is 54 tons/day (36 tons of
short and 18 tons of long macaroni). Pasta contributes highly to the
profitability of Sharkeya.

2. Analysis

The analysis of Sharkeya's activities indicates that rice milling is the major
contributor to the company's losses for the past couple of years. These losses
could be attributed to the escalating costs of production that were not offset
by comparable increases in selling prices.

The Company's key problem is the increase in operating costs due to its large
wage bill amounting to approximately LE 6.5 million p.a. Competition from
the private sector, specially in the rice market, has forced the company to
reduce its operating capacity, but the problem of excess labor persists. If the
latter problem is dealt with, Sharkeya could mill rice with prices comparable
to the private sector. Other direct costs like energy and maintenance also
contribute to the high cost of rice milling which by far exceeds that of
private millers.

Competition from private feed millers that produce cheaper and lower
quality products, depressed Sharkeya's market share. It is recommended that
Sharkeya increases public awareness of the quality of their feed products
(high protein content compared to that of the private sector).

Sharkeya's pasta activity is by far the best of the three in terms of its
contribution to the operating profit margin.

The following table illustrates the contribution of each of the three product
lines to the total sales, the operating profit per ton for each product and the
percentage of COGS to sales for each activity in 1997 .

Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majority ESOP for Sharkeya Rice Mills Company, Th< Rtform
Design and Implementation Unit of the Agricultural Policy Reform Project, May 21, 1998. This report is
prepared for the Government of Egypt. Any otha pason should independently verify any information
contained hadn for their own purposes before relying on it.
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Table 2
Product Line Financial Indicators

1997

I 104

16
56
97

Pasta
38
35
93

Cattle FeedRice Milling
I 46

(49)
Product Sales to Total Sales (%)

Operating Profitability per ton (lE)
COGS to Sales per product (%)

...

...

The following table 3 analyzes the milling cost of one ton of paddy rice
equivalent to producing 730 kg of white rice according to 1997 figures - for
the four operating mills for the year 1997. Head office costs were excluded to
determine the net operating costs per mill.

Table 3
Cost of Production Breakdown per Mill

1997

Zaqazik KfrSkr Faqous Favoum
Quantity of Paddy Rice Used (Ton) I 4,543 11,784 6,919 2,361
Procurement Cost per Ton (LE) 745 774 770 722
% to Total Cost I 68% 75% 71% 59%
Direct Wages/Ton (LE) 140 76 111 245
% to Total Cost I 13% 7% 10% 20%

Total Direct Production Cost/Ton (LE) 998 935 983 1,109
% to Total Cost j 91% 91% 87% 90%
Other Operating Expenses/ ton (LE) 96 88 97 118
% to Total Cost I 9% 9% 9% 10%
Total Net Operating Cost/Ton (LE) * 348 249 310 505

% to Total Cost I 32% 25% 29% 41%
Direct Wages/Total Net Operating Cost 40% 31% 36% 48%

* = excluding cost of procuring paddy rice

Table 3 indicates that the Fayoum mill has the highest net operating cost
(excluding raw material cost) of the four mills. It amounts to
LE 505/ ton. Although the cost of procuring one ton of paddy rice at Fayoum
is the lowest amongst the four mills, fixed high labor cost is the major
contributor to the inflated total cost of production at this very modest rice
volume.

By comparison, Kafr Sakr mill has the lowest milling cost/ton amounting to
LE 249. The large quantity of paddy rice operated improves the fixed cost
coverage of which labor is a major component

Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majority ESOP for Sharkeya Rice Mills Company. The Reform
Design and Implementation Unit of the Agricultural Policy Reform Project, May 21. 1998" This report is
prepared far the Govmlment of Egypt. Any other person should independently vmfJ any information
contained herein for their own purposes before relying on it.
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The average operating cost for one ton of paddy rice for the four mills is LE
353 (excluding head office expenses) which amounts to LE 448 per ton of
white rice produced. The figure is far higher than that of the private sector
which recorded an average of LE 50 for producing one ton of white rice.

3. Valuation Findings

Discounted cash flow valuations were carried out to ascertain the value of
Sharkeya as an ongoing concern. The valuation results represent two
scenarios;

o a base "as_is" case which projects the company's current performance,
without any changes in operating conditions, assets, labor, etc. and

o scenariol - a restructuring scenario which assumes the reduction of direct
wages, other direct overheads for the milling activities and the addition of
two new activities (cattle fattening and packaging), the transfer of excess
assets to the HC and the absorption of LE 6.8 million of Company long
term debt by the He.

The results of the two scenarios are presented in the folloWing table:

Table 4
Valuation Results (LE 000)

Shareholders Net Present Value
Base Case"

(13,366)
Scenario 1

30,294

In calculating the shareholders value for the base case, we assumed:
o the addition of LE 4.5 million, being the market value of excess land.
o the deduction of the full amount of the long and short term debts.
o no provisions for early retirement compensations for the excess labor.

In calculating the shareholders value for scenario 1, we assumed:
o no change in fixed asset values as the excess land will be transferred to the

HC under this scenario.
o the clean up of LE 6.8 million of long term debt by the He.
o the deduction of the full amount of the short term debt.
o no provisions for early retirement compensations for the excess labor.

However, labor wages reflect the reduced labor level.

Discussions with Sharkeya management revealed that negotiations are
underway with the HC to sell a majority stake of the Company to the ESA.
(O,nIy applicable under the restructuring scenario.) We assumed that the ESA
would buy 95% of the Company's shares. The ESA would pay the amount of

Prelimmary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majarity ESOP for Sharkeya Rice Mills Company, TIl< R<fcrm
Design and Implementation Unit of the Agricllltural Policy Reform Project, May 21. 1998 . Tnis report is
prepared for the Government of Egypt. Any other person shollid independently verify any injor=t:on
contained herein for their awn purposes before relying on il.
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LE 28.8 million, which constitutes 95% of the Company's value through a 10
year loan payable on equal installments following a one-year grace period
and at an interest rate of 8%. The equal annual installments would amount to
LE 4.37 million annually. The cash in flow to the ESA from dividends reveals
its ability to pay under the previous assumptions. The ESA will be able to
finance this transaction. (See Section VIII).

4. Future Restructuring Plans

The Company's management is undertaking serious steps towards
restructuring and improving performance. They have reached an agreement
with the HC and the National Investment Bank to shift the long term debt on
the balance sheet to the HC, thus cleaning the LE 6.8 million balance from the
books. The Company would be left only with the overdraft, which amounts
to LE 11.5 million. Furthermore, land not necessary for production, which is
around half the total land area owned by Sharkeya with a market value of LE
4.5 million, will be transferred to the HC, and the proceeds mainly used to
.partially finance an early retirement scheme.

To implement the majority ESOP, labor reduction through an early
retirement plan and cash flow improvements through reorganization of the
production process flow are pre-requisites. To address the labor issue, the HC
and the Social Fund have agreed on an early retirement scheme that would be
financed 1/3 by the former and 2/3 by the latter. It was also agreed with the
HC that some of the work force would be transferred to other affiliated
companies. In addition, management has a number of suggestions to cut
down the overhead costs by re-organizing the production lines and adding
profitable activities. These new activities are summarized below:

Cattle fattening: This would require the investment of around LE 300,000 to
adapt some of the open storage areas and a similar amount to purchase 200
heads. The fattening cost per head is LE 200. Phase I of the project would
involve 800 heads per breeding season (2 seasons/year each). This project
would absorb part of the excess labor and generate profits of LE 1.6 million
per annum.

Packaging : the Company has 13 packing units that were originally used for
rice packing dUring the period when rice was marketed by the GOE. The
Company also used to pack 200 tons monthly for the MTS until the contract
ended. Accordingly, a large part of these capacities is not currently being
utilized. The management plans to purchase sugar, dried vegetables and
flour, pack it and sell it or pack these products for others. Expected profits
would be around LE 500,000 per annum. A marketing campaign is necessary
for the success of this activity.

Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majority ESOP for Sharkeya Rice Mills Company. Tne Relarm
Design and Implementation Unit of the Agricultural Policy Reform Project. May 21, 1998. This report IS

. prepared for the Government of Egypt. Any other person should independently veriff any information
, contained herein for their own purposes before relying on it.
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Production capacities for the milling activity will be reduced, the excess labor
will be utilized in the new activities and the Company's profitability will
increase.

-.

The study relied completely on the management of Sharkeya for input on
these plans. If the company decides to pursue any or all of these potions, it
should carry out the necessary detailed studies

4. Conclusions and Recommendations
• The Company - as it currently stands - is not a going concern

• The Company could be viable under the restructuring scenario: with the
downsizing of the rice milling activities, the addition of other profitable
activities, etc.

The assumptions and figures used for the restructuring scenario were
supplied by Sharkeya management They were not verified by the study
team.

Based on the restructuring scenario, the ESA would purchase 95% of the
shares through a loan payable over 10 years with a grace period of one
year and an interest rate of 8%.

•
iijJ

•...

• The HC may decide to take over some of Sharkeya's assets and rent them
back to the Company. This decision will reduce the asset base that the
ESA will acquire from the HC .

ililf

Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majority ESOP far Sharkeya Rice Mills Company. The Reform
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II. FINA1'KIALANALYSIS

This section highlights the Company's financial performance from 1994 to
1997 and is based on audited financial statements. It covers issues of
profitability, asset efficiency, liquidity and capital structure at a general level.
Other issues of concern are further analyzed in the subsequent sections.

In brief, the Company's profitability has steeply declined as a result of
increasing production costs. Asset efficiency indicators reflect a misleading
favorable situation. Inventory has decreased over the years, thereby reducing
the Company's financing burden. Receivable and payable accounts are very
low, almost negligible. The Company depended on a moderate level of
overdraft and dues to holding and sister companies for its external financing
needs. Sharkeya is in a tight liquidity position and offers only a small
cushion to current creditors who are mainly non-trade creditors. Its low
leverage ratio only reflects its easy access to bank debt from public sector
banks. The Company faced problems with interest coverage specially during
1996 and 1997. (See Annex 1).

1. S.ales & Profitability

Table 5
Profitability Indicators

(% Except Where Indicated)

iii.

iii

Sales (LE 000)
Annual Change in Sales

Gross Profit Margin
Operating Profit Margin
NPAT (LE 000)
ROS
NPAElfSales

1994
92,910
N/A

17
13

7,959
8.6
8.7

1995
78,069
(19 )

7
4

1,244
1.6
3.9

1996
107,382

27

4
0.3

(3,995)
(3.7 )
(4.2)

1997
92,669
(14 )

1
(2.2 )

(2,523)
(2.7)
(2.8 )

Revenue trend (LE 000)

,,'"

120.000 ,.------:.......,----,
100.000 '-- ____
80.000 .....
60,000
40.000
20,000o '-- --J

1994 1995 1996 1997

!-+- Revenue!

Profitability trend (LE OOO)
20.000 ,.--------.,

15,000

10.000

5.000

o l-~~=-"':;;;;;~
(5.000J!W.._.19!l!'--~=~'1

~ ---Gross Preftt,
~ ~Cper.1ting profl1

;~NPAT
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Sales has shown changes, as presented in table 5, varying from a decline of 19
percent in 1995 to an increase of 27 and a decrease of 14 percent in 1996 and
1997 respectively.

:'-Jet profit after tax (NPAT) has severely declined from LE 7.9 million in 1994
to negative LE 2.5 million in 1997, reaching its lowest point of negative LE 4.5
million in 1996. The trend of NPAT does not correlate with the trend in sales
but is affected by the increase in the cost of goods sold (COGS) as a
percentage of sales. COGS/sales steadily increased from 80 percent in 1994 to
96 percent in 1997. This is evidenced by the declining gross profit margin.
Other income and expenses items, including the selling, general and
administrative expenses (SG&A); had only a minor effect on the income
statement bottom line.

In general, the deteriorating sales growth and the increasing cost of
production could be greatly attributed to the growing competition from the
private sector that has access to more sophisticated technology and better
management These advantages allow for low production costs, and
eventually better selling prices.

2. Asset Efficiency

Table 6
Asset Efficiency Indicators

••
Inventory Turnover(times)
Inventory DOH (days)
Receivable Turnover(times)
Receivable DOH (days)
Payable DOH (days)
Working Investment (LE 000)
WI/Sales (%)
Debt/ Equity (:1)

1994
2.8
128
57
6.3
8.4

26,335
30

0.5:1

1995
1.5
237
52
6.9

18.5
43,725

60
0.3:1

1996
1.9
187
36
10
4.6

53,863
50

0.3:1

1997
4.0
90
47
7.6
3.0

23,523
60

0.2:1

,iii

...

...

A. Inventory represents the highest balance in current assets varying from 25
to 50 percent of total assets over the four-year period. In 1995 and 1996, it was
even higher than the fixed assets. Inventory turnover improved, and in 1997,
inventory reached its lowest balance of the four years, of LE 22 million, down
from LE 52 million in 1996 and representing 31 percent of total assets. This
factor, coupled with a decline in COGS due to decreased sales, led to a 100
percent increase of turnover from two to four times in 1996 and 1997
respectively. The increase is mainly a result of the decrease in the balance of
finished goods in addition to raw material and packaging material. Finished

Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majority ESOP for Sharkeya Rice Mills Company, Tne R~farm

Design and Implementation Unit of the Agricultural Policy Reform Project, May 21. 1998. This report IS
prepared for the GmJernment of Egypt. Any at/; T person should independently verify any infannIltion
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goods represented 46 percent of total inventory in 1996 compared to 26
percent in 1997. Accordingly, its days on hand declined from 87 to 23 over the
same period. Raw materials days on hand also declined from 64 to 43 days.

B. Receivable DOH have always been low at around eight days, reflecting
the seasonal nature of the business and the Company's policy of cash sales.
The financial statements are prepared on June 30, preceding the rice harvest
period, and is the time when sales activities are at their lowest level.
yloreover, all sales are on a cash basis.

C. Payable DOH are low at an average of five days, reflecting cash payments
to farmers and local traders .

D. Working Investment has always shown a balance higher than the
overdraft on the balance sheet, which indicates the Company's reliance on
external finance to fund their operations. In 1996, dividends payable were
LE 4.6 million, whereas other creditors in 1997 show a balance of LE 10.6
million of which LE 8.1 million are dues to the holding and sister companies.

3. Liquidity and Leverage

Table 7
Liquidity and Leverage Indicators

iilli

ilii

1994 1995 1996
Quick Ratio ( :1) 0.5 0.1 0.2
Current Ratio ( :1) 1.2 1.1 1.1
Working Capital-WC (LE 000) 7,905 4,073 5,718
WC/Current Assets (%) 17 8 9
Total Debt/ Equity (:1) 0.5 0.8 1.5

1997
0.3
1.1

2,042
7

0.7

liiiIii

The Company's current assets and liabilities represented 41 and 38 percent of
the total balance sheet footings in 1997. Inventory and overdraft make up the
major portions on both sides of the balance sheet Both current and quick
ratios are considered low, averaging 1.1 and 0.3 times respectively over the
four year period under review. These ratios provide a very small cushion to
creditors and put the Company in a difficult liqUidity position as
demonstrated by the low WCI current assets ratio.

The total debt to equity ratio in 1997 stands at the misleading favorable level
of 0.7:1.

Preliminllr'f Assessment of the FeaSIbility ofa Majority ESOP for Sharkeya Rice Mills Company, The R<fe,rm
O<sign and Implementation Unit of the Agricultural Policy R<form Project, May 21, 1998. Tnis report IS
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III. SALES ANALYSIS

The Company's main product lines are rice, cattle feed and pasta. The rice
revenue, which constitutes the bulk of total sales, has fluctuated in monetarY
value over the four years ending June 1997, ranging from a low of LE 27.3
million to a high of LE 51.3 million. Moreover, the rice revenue represented
an average of 48 percent of total revenues over the period under study, except
in 1995. That year marked the strong entrance of private sector competitors to
the market, where rice sales recorded only 33 percent of total revenues, thus,
'affecting the total figure. (See Annex 2).

Cattle feed and pasta products, on the other hand, experienced a steady
growth in sales throughout the period except for 1997 where there was a
decline in the revenue generated from the cattle feed business. These
prod UCts represented, on average, 37 and 16 percent of total sales
respectively.

Table 8
Product Lines Sales

1994 1995 1996 1997
LE % LE % LE ., LE '"/. '.Million Million Million Million

Rice 48.6 50 27.3 33 51.3 47 41.9 46
Cattle Feed 35.2 36 40.4 49 43.5 39 36.7 38
Pasta 12.9 14 13.9 18 14.2 14 15.5 16
Total 96.7 100 81.6 100 109.0 100 94.1 100

Trend in Product Lines Sales

..
60

50

c 40

~
'5 30
w.... 20

10

0

1::11994

.1995

1::11996

1::11997

Rice Feed Pasta
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Table 9

- Sales Volume and Average Selling Price per Ton

1994 1995 1996 1997
Tons LE Tons LE Tons LE Tons LE... 000 000 000 000

Rice 83 585 43' 634 55 931 40 1.046
Cattle Feed 96 366 103 390 102 425 71 515..
Pasta 10 1,258 11 1,320 9 1,562 10 1,625

'includes transfer of rice to pasta factory of 18 tons at LE 4.7 million

Sales in tons 000 Avg. LE priCe/ton

:~Ei ?j ~l 1
J-+-Rica i ;;=:... i_Fe.d t
I ,
, """"6-Put~ r

.. '094 1995 ",. 1997 ,... ,... ,... 'S97

liill

iill

""'

A. Pasta quantities sold and average product unit prices experienced
acceptable trends throughout the period under review. Between 1995 to 1997,
prices per ton grew by 5, 18 and 4 percent, whereas the quantity sold ranged 
between 9,000 and 11,000 tons per year.

II. Cattle Feed showed a decline in sales as a result of decreased quantities
during 1997 due to increased competition from the private sector.
According to the Company, the private sector sells a ton LE 30 to LE 50
cheaper than Sharkeya. This low price is associated with lower product
quality (low protein content). The market is price sensitive, with very low
awareness of quality. Price increase over the three years stated were 7, 9
and 21 percent per annum. Quantities sold, on the other hand, dropped
from an average of 100 tons per year, during the period from 1994 to 1996,
to 71 tons in 1997.

C. Rice quantities sold reflect a fluctuating trend, whereas price increases
jumped in 1995 as a result of market liberalization. Prices increased from
1995 to 1997 by 8, 47 and 12 percent respectively. The following section
presents a detailed analysis of rice sales broken into export, locat broken and
by-products as illustrated in table 10:

Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majority ESOP fur Sharkeya Rice Mills Company. The Refurm
Design and Implementation Unit of the Agricultural Policy Reform Project, May 21, 1998. Tr.is report is
prepared for the Government of Egypt. Any other person should independently verify any info..:ation
contained herein for their own purposes befure relying on it.
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Table 10
Breakdown of Rice Sales

1994 1995 1996 1997
Export Rice
Qty. Sold (Ton 000) 17 4 24 26
Sales Value (LE 000) 15,091 4,105 29,879 34,408
Avg. Price/Ton (LE) 887 1,026 1,245 1,323

Local Rice
Qty. Sold (Ton 000) 31 17 14 3
Sales Value (LE 000) 25,889 16,112 15,461 3,704
Avg. Price/Ton (LE) 835 948 1,104 1,235

Broken & By- Products
Qty. Sold (Ton 000) 35 22 17 11
Sales Value (LE 000) 7,655 7,052 6,033 3,881
Avg. Price/Ton (LE) 218 320 355 353

Note: Quantities are approximate

Rice Quantity Sold by Type in 000 Tons

... 40

30

20

10

o

01994

.1995

01996

01997

...

C.l.
Export Rice dropped severely in 1995 as a result of competition from the
USA exporting rice to the same markets as Sharkeya's at lower prices and on
better credit terms. During 1996 and 1997, rice production in Asia, specially
Japan, dropped, allowing Sharkeya to increase its export sales.

c.z. Local Rice sales were hit in 1995 due to the beginning of competition
from the private sector. According to Sharkeya, the private sector has access
to cheaper and better technology which is less labor intensive, allowing the
private sector to sell at lower prices. In 1995, both the export and local rice
markets were invaded by competition. Strong local competition continued in
1996 as seen in the declining local sales, but the export sales to the Asian
markets consumed most of Sharkeya's inventory remaining from 1995's
depressed sales. Asian .export markets remained open through 1997,
allowing the Company to increase ·its export sales but with the growing
competition from private traders and the Company policy to reduce
inventory, local sales dropped to their lowest level in four years.
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C.3. Broken and By-Products declining trend is explained bv the overall
declining trend in rice tonnage sales.

P~ce Tend per Ton for Rice Broken down into Three Categories (LEI
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Table 11
Percentage Change in Price for the three categories (%1

1995 1996 1997
Export Rice 16.0 21.0 6.3
Local Rice 13.5 16.5 12.0
Brkn. & By-Prods. 46.8 11.0 0

Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majority ESOP fCJr Sharkeya Rice Mills Company. Tne Refcrm
Design and Implementation Unit of the Agricultural Policy Reform Project. May n 1998. This r<pOTt is
prepared fCJr the Government of Egypt. Any other person should independently verify any information
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IV. COST OF GOODS SOLD (COGS) A."<ALYSIS

Table 12 presents the COGS/sales for each product line. On average, cattle
feed has the most favorable contribution to the gross profit margin, followed
by pasta and then rice.
(See Annex 3).

Table 12
COGS/Sales per Product Group (%)

... 1994 1995 1996 1997 Average
Rice 98 95 103 104 100
Cattle feed 67 90 91 93 85
Pasta 85 84 93 97 90

IiiW

1997 I BOPastal.. 1996
• Feed I

1995 o Rice I- 1994

0 20 40 60 80 .. 100 120 %

The cost of rice product sales increased to over 100 percent of rice sales in
1996 and 1997. Pasta and cattle feed costs steadily increased over the three
years stated, and pasta costs grew at a faster rate, over the same period,
indicating a trend that could follow the same pattern as the rice products.

The main cost components for the goods produced are presented in the
following table as a percentage of the total cost of goods produced. Sharkeya
provided detailed information on the cost of goods produced rather than on
the cost of goods sold and so the analysis was carried out on the cost of
production.

I.

hill

The pasta factory was newly installed and started operations in 1993, thus the
depreciation expenses are relatively high compared to the old mills.
Depreciation expenses for the rice and cattle feed activities averaged 2% of
the cost of goods produced. To illustrate, the depreciation expenses for the
pasta item are presented below. (See Annex 4).
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Table 13
Main Cost Items in Values and Percentages of the Cost of Goods Produced

1994 1995 1996 1997
LE 000 '" LE 000 % LEOOO " LEOOO ",. .. ..

Rice 33,366 50,907 57,485 29,636
Salaries 4,826 14.5 4,442 8.7 5,086 8.8 4,934 16.6
Raw material 20,968 63.0 39,059 76.7 41,815 72.6 19,277 65.0

Cattle Feed 32,006 33,428 36,779 35,548
Salaries 1,169 3.7 1,228 3.7 1,374 3.7 1,282 3.5
Raw material I 26,942 84.2 28,888 86.4 31,495 85.6 31,316 85.1

Pasta 12,484 13,243 15,012 15,361
Salaries I 363 2.9 376 2.8 424 2.8 410 J-_.I

Raw material 7,601 60.9 8,594 64.8 10,686 71.0 11,740 76.1
Deprecia tion I 1,551 12.4 1,554 11.7 1,552 10.3 1,491 9.7

The wages in the above table are not related to the respective activities onlv,
but are inflated by the head office wages. In 1997, total wages were as
follows:

Table 14
Wages (LE 000)

Rice
Cattle feed
Pasta

A'

4,934
1,282
410

B"

3,222
827
296

difference in
%
32
35
28

lii:l

• =Total wages allocated to activity (including head office wages)
•• = Actual wages of activity

Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majority ESOP for Sharkeya Rice Mills Company, T'ne Refarm
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V. PROFITABILITr

This section addresses the profitability of the different product groups..-\s
illustrated in the previous table, the head office wages inflate the overall cost

_I
of the different product lines. The analysis presented below does not take into
consideration the head office costs (See Annex 2).

iIiiU
Table 15

Product Profitability per Ton (LE)

""
1994 1995 1996 1997

Rice
Sales 585 634 931 1,046

.... Gross Profit 12 31 (33) (39)
Operating Profit 7 25 (36) (49)
Net Profit 4.9 (8.8) (101) (69)

"" Feed
Sales 366 390 425 515
Gross Profit 122 38 39 35
Operating Profit 121 37 38 35
Net Profit 116 39 40 34

Pasta
iiiil Sales 1,258 1,320 1,562 1,625

Gross Profit 183 214 116 59
Operating Profit 182 195 106 56

I:iiiiI Net Profit 19.5 81 12 39

Product gross profit per ton, over the four years, is indicated in the follOWing
graph. The main reason for the reduced gross profit figures is the increase in
production costs that were not offset by an increase in selling prices due to
the advent of private competition.

The declining gross and operating profit trends versus the increasing trend in
sales confirms the Company's operating and costing problems. High
operating costs have the greatest impact on Sharkeya's profitability, as SG&A
had a very minor impact.

Net profit, on the other hand, was calculated based on the allocation of
interest expense to the different product lines (as given by Sharkeya).
However, the net profit figures are not actual indicators of the profitability of
the product groups, as debt financing could be changed under different
management concepts.

Preliminnn; Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majori~f ESOP for Shll7'keya Rice Mills Company. The Rdorm
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At this stage the rice milling activity has the highest negative impact on the
company's profitability. This factor calls for detailed analysis of each mill's
cost structure.
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Design and Implementation Unit of the Agricultural Policy Reform Project, May 21, 1998. Tnis report '5

''U1"epared for the Government of Egypt. Any other person should independently verify any information
'.- ,ontained hereIn for their awn purposes before relying on it.

21



VI. MILLING ACTIVITY ANALYSIS

The Company owns and operates five rice milling facilities, mainly in the
Sharkeya Governorate, one of which has not been operational for some time,
that is, the Ibrahimia mill (See Annex 4).

In order to analyze the production cost per unit, the quantity of paddy rice
used in production during a financial year was used as the basis for analysis.

Table 16
Quantity of Paddy Rice Used in Each Mill (Tons)

Year 1994 1995 1996 1997
Faqous 23,604 20,109 17,853 6,919
Kafr Sakr 6,823 22,333 17,710 11,784
Ibrahimia 2,375 67 2 0
Zaqaziq 9,925 12,150 5,247 4,543
Fayoum 8,609" 5,411 5,851 2,361
Total 51,336 60,070 46,663 25,607

Quantity of Paddy Rice Used in 000 Tons
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The
quantity of direct material used, as presented in the above graph, shows a
declining trend in all milling facilities. The trend reached its minimum in
1997, except for Kafr Sakr which shows lower amounts in 1994. This drop
reflects the shrinkage in operations. It implies a tremendous under utilization
of capacity, confirms the increasing fixed operating costs of the mills and calls
for a study of the local market and export potential for rice products.
Sharkeya has several plans to reform its activities, none of which are concrete.
One plan, already mentioned before, is the sale of 95% of the shares of
Sharkeya to its ESA after some restructuring that could turn the Company
into profitability entity. (See Section VIII).
The following table 17 analyses the average price of direct material used in
production. It mainly consists of paddy rice and to a lesser extent

Preliminarj Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majority ESOP for Sharkeya Rice Mills Company. The Reform
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transportation costs and mediators' commissions, which vary from one mill
to another. This variation is specially true for Kafr Sakr in 1994 and Zaqaziq
in 1996. The high costs were due to an increase in transportation costs. In
1997. however, cost per ton of direct material was very similar across the
board.

Table 17
Cost of Direct Material per Ton (LE)

Year
Faqous
Kafr Sakr
Zaqaziq
Fayoum

1994
356
852
343
398

1995
648
635
644
756

1996
884
918

1,116
751

1997
//0
774
745
722

Cost of Direct Material per Ton
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The total cost of operating one ton of paddy rice in 1997 was calculated for
each mill, excluding the head office cost and wages, and excluding the cost of
procuring the paddy rice itself. Included in the cost are direct wages and
commodity inputs like fuel and utilities, the SG&A and depreciation as well
as the interest expenses for each mill. The results are indicated in table 18.
This analysis can assist in determining the efficiency of each mill.
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Table 18

Cost of Operating one Ton of Paddy Rice
Excluding Head Office Costs and Raw Material (LE)

Year
Faqous
Kafr Sakr
Zaqaziq
Fayoum

199~

140
407
183
198

1995
120
123
245
256

1996
228
233
371
389

1997
310
249
348
505

Cost of Operating One Ton of Paddy Rice(LE)
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The trends in the above graph are, to an extent, incomparable and alarming.
However, one shared characteristic is the increasing cost for operating one ton of
paddy rice, except for the odd year, 1994, at Kafr Sakr mill.

Cost has been divided into direct and indirect material, wages and overheads
for each mill, in an attempt to determine the main affecting factors and their
trends. (See Annex 4).

The single largest item in the cost of operating one ton of paddy rice is wages.
It is followed by administrative expenses, spare parts and depreciation.
Administrative expenses constitute between 8 and 15 percent of the total cost
per ton in 1997, whereas spare parts and depreciation are around 9 percent
each. Interest expense contribution to cost was at its highest in 1996, varying
from an exceptionally low 20 percent of cost to 35 and 37 percent among the
different mills. It dropped down to an average of 10 percent in 1997.
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"'" Table 19
Direct Wages as % to Total Cost per Ton (%)...

1994 1995 1996 1997
Faqous

Production Labor 7 6 10 11
Production Service Labor 18 20 7 25
Total 25 26 17 36

Kafr Sakr
Production Labor 8 3 10 8
Production Service Labor 20 21 6 22

.,.j Total 28 24 16 30
Zaqaziq

Production Labor 6 10 17 12
Production Service Labor 26 9 12 28
Total 32 19 29 40

Fayoum
Production Labor 12 4 15 16
Production Service Labor 22 35 9 33
Total 34 39 24 49

liiid

...

••
Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majority ESOP for Sharkeya Rice Mills Company, 11" Reform
Design and Implementation Unit of the Agricultural Policy Reform Project, May 21, 1998. This Tepert is
prepared for the Government of Egypt. Any other perwn shoulc' '"dependently verify any inforT1l!ltion
contained herein for their own purposes before Telying on it.

25



iiiMi VII. VALUATION

1. Base Case: As Is Case

This section calculates the value of Sharkeya as a going concern with its
current operating set up using the discounted cash flow method. Cnder this
scenario the Company maintains its employees, debts and excess assets. The
projection assumptions on the expenses side are based on the historical
operating trends and norms of Sharkeya, while the revenue is based on the
expected yearly increase in volume and selling prices of the different product
items.

Projections start in 1998 and continue for five years, based on nominal terms.

1.1 Assumptions and Projected Figures

1. Income Statement
Sales are projected in terms of the anticipated quantity of sales for each
product line and price per unit Projected quantities and prices for the
different product groups are based either on historical averages* or 1997
performance with annual percentage increase as foreseen by Sharkeya
management.

Table 20

... Historical Sales Volume (Tons)

1994 1995 1996 1997 Average.. Export Rice 17,051 4,449 23,848 25,904 17,813
Yearly Increase -74% 436% 9% 124%
Local Rice 30,875 16,606 14,115 2,965 16,140

1M Yearly Increase -46% -15% -79% -47%
Brkn Rice & By-Prdcts 4,318 17,165 11,200 17,029
% to Total Rice 21% 45% 39% 35%.. Cattle feed 103,462 102,242 71,282 100,646
Yearly Increase 8% -1% -30% -8%
Pasta 10,292 10,538 9,100 9,523 9,977

Iii' Yearly Increase 2% -14% -0/ -6%.:> ,0

,. The figures in boxes are used to produce the averages.

IIOi

••

Sales Volume
Export Rice: is projected based on· a 5% increase in 1998 and then an 11%
increase until 2002 as anticipated by Sharkeya.
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Local Rice: is based on a four-year average with an adjusted reduction to
reflect the current market situation. The four-year average amounts to 16,000
tons, but in 1998 the sales volume is assumed at 12,000 tons followed by a
10% a.nnual increase.

Broken Rice and By-Products: is projected as a percentage of total tonnage
for both export and local rice. The historical percentage decreased from 7-l%
in 1994 to 39% in 1997 due to increased efficiency in production techniques.
The percentage used during the projection years is further decreased and
kept constant at 27% .

Cattle Feed: had a decreasing trend from 1994 to 1997 and is projected based
on the average of 1995 to 1996 (excluding 1997 as it was exceptionally low).
The yearly volume is projected on a declining trend of 1% annually.

Pasta: is projected based on the average volume for the same years, with an
increasing trend of 4% annually.

Table 21
Projected Sales Volume - Base Case (Tons)

iii.
Export Rice
Local Rice
Brkn Rice & By Prdcts I
Cattle feed
Pasta

1998
27,329

12,000

10,500
99,802

9,946

1999

30,335
13,200

11,623
98,582

10,369

2000

33,672
14,520

12,866

97,362

10,792

2001
37,376

15,972

14,243
96,142

11,215

2002

41,487
17,569

15,767

94,922

11,638

••

JIll

Sales Prices
Export Rice: price increase from 1994 to 1997 averaged 14%, but is anticipated
to increase by 11% annually.

Local Rice: a decreasing annual price increase trend over the same period
and is projected to decrease further at 11% in 1998 and to gradually decrease
further to reach 8% in 2002.

Broken Rice: is projected to increase annually by 5% based on Sharkeya's
anticipation.

Cattle Feed: is projected to increase by 6% p.a..

Pasta: is projected to increase by 6% p.a..
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Table 22
Projected Sales Prices - Base Case(LI;rTon)

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Export Rice 1,462 1,615 1,785 1,972 2,180
Local Rice 1,370 1,505 1,641 1,776 1,912
Brkn Rice & By Prdcts 369 385 403 421 +to

IiiiIii
Cattle feed 546 579 613 650 689
Pasta 1,723 1,826 1,935 2,052 2,175

Total Sales:
The following table presents the annual projected sales for each product line.

Table 23
• Projected Sales - Base Case (LE 000)

I 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Export Rice 39,952 49,003 60,105 73,722 90,424

Local Rice I 16,434 19,867 23,823 28,371 33,590
Brkn Rice & By-Prdcts 3,873 4,480 5,183 5,996 6,936
Total Rice I 60,259 73,351 89,111 108,089 130,950
Cattle feed 54,482 57,044 ··59,719 62,509 65,419
Pasta I 17,132 18,932 20,887 23,008 25,308

Total Sales 131,873 149,327 169,717 193,606 221,677

• Cost of Goods Sold:
COGS are estimated as a percentage of sales. Although it reached high levels
in 1997, projections are based on the lower average of the years from 1994 to
1997.

Rice: COGS/sales in 1997 is 104 percent The lower average of 1994 to 1997
amounts to 100% and is used in projections.

Cattle Feed: the average percentage for the same four years of 85% is used in
projections.

Pasta : The average for the same four-year period of 89% is used in
projections.

Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majority ESOP for Shorkeya Rice Mills Company, Til< RefGrm
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COGS projections are presented in the following table:

Table 24
Cost of Goods Sold Projections - Base Case (LE 000)

--\..

..
Rice
Cattle feed
Pasta

Total COGS

1998
60,259
46,309
15,247

121,815

1999
73,352
48,488
16,849

138,689

2000
89,111
50,761
18,589

158,461

2001
108,089
53,133
20,477

181,699

2002
130,950
55,606
22,524

209,080

iilii

..

1111

Depreciation is projected on the basis of the historical average relationships of
depreciation to net fixed assets. It ranges between 7.09 and 7.44 percent from
1994 to 1997, yielding an average of 7.3 percent.

Taxes are calculated at 32 percent of operating profit.

. No capital expenditure is estimated.

The Projected Income Statement is illustrated in following table:

Table 25
Projected Income Statement - Base Case (LE 000)

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Revenue 131,873 149,328 169,717 193,606 221,677
COGS 121,817 138,689 158,462 181,699 209,081
Gross Profit 10,056 10,639 11,255 11,907 12,596

SG&A 3,257 3,370 3,487 3,608 3,733

Operating Profit 6,800 7,269 7,768 8,299 8,863

NPBT 6,800 7,269 7,768 8,299 8,863
Income Tax
Provision 2,176 2,326 2,486 2,656 2,836
NPAT 4,624 4,943 5,282 5,643 6,027

B. Working Investment
The main item of working investment is inventory, which is projected at 80
days and based on Sharkeya's decreasing inventory policy. In table 26,
accounts receivable and accounts payable are projected at eight and three
days respectively, the same as 1997 levels. Historically, over the years 1994
97, they have ranged from 6.3 and 10 days and 3 and 18 days respectively.

Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majority ESOP for Sharkeya Rice Mills Company, The R4CTm
Design and Implementation Unit of the Agricultural Policy Reform Project, },ou.y 21, 1998. This repart is
prepared for the Gavernment of Egypt. Any other person should independently verify any information
contained herein for their awn purposes before relying on it.

29



Table 26 illustrates the projected change in working investment.

Table 26
Projected Working Investment - Base Case (LE 000)

DOH 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

3,720 4,243 4,859

34,731 39,824 45,826
38,451 44,067 50,685

8 2,890 3,273
80 26,700 30,398

29,590 33,671

Current Assets:
Accounts Receivable
Inventory
Total Trading Assets
Current Liabilities:
Accounts Payable (Suppliers) 3 1,001 1,140 1,302 1,493 1,718
Total Spontaneous Finance 1,001 1,140 1,302 1,493 1-718
Projected Working Investment 28,589 32,531 37,14942,574 48,966
Change in Working Ir -----=-----'------=--....:....-'--'-"-'-:...::..

Investment 5,066 3,942 4,618 5,426 6,392

.. '

C. The Free Cash Flow
The free cash flow is prepared to derive the value of the Company as a going
concern. The cash flow projections mainly present the operating profit and
change in working investment. Depreciation and taxes are also calculated,
but no capital expenditure is assumed. Projected free cash flow is given in
table 27.

Table 27
Projected Free Cash Flow - Base Case (LE 000)

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Operating Profit 6,800 7,269 7,768 8,299 8,863
Less: Taxes 2,176 2,326 2,486 2,656 2,836
Add: Depreciation 2,315 2,146 1,989 1,844 1,709

Less: Change in W I 5,066 3,942 4,618 5,426 6,392
Less: Capital Expenditure

Cash Flow from Operations 1,873 3,147 2,653 2,061 1,344
llilii
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1.2 Sharkeya Rice Mills Discounted Cash Flow

The cash flow, when discounted at a nominal discount rate of 18 percent,
results in a Corporate Value of LE 10.4 million as illustrated in table 28.

Table 28
Corporate Present Value - Base Case (LE 000)

Nominal Discount Rate 16% 17% 18% 19% 20%
Present Cash Flow Value I 7,432 7,270 7,113 6,962 6,816
Add: Residual Value 4,246 3,7441 3,321 1 2,960 2,649

I
Corporate Present Value 11,678 11,014 I 10,434 1 9,922 9,465

After adding other assets and deducting liabilities not accounted for in the
cash flow, the shareholders' value becomes negative LE 13.366 million as
illustrated in table 29.

Table 29
Shareholders Net Present Value - Base Case (LE 000)

Corporate Present Value,-l:..0c:..4:..34:..::... _

I

iiiiiil

iiIi.

iii

Add:
Excess Assets
Excess Cash
Marketable Securities
Other Current Assets

Shareholders Value

4,500
2,715

o
2,281

I
(13,366)

Less:
Long Term Debt
Short Term Debt
Other Liabilities

6,819
11,481
14,996

..i

.1'

2. Scenario 1 : Restructuring Scenario

The value of Sharkeya is assessed under a possible restructuring plan which
entails the reduction of labor, the addition of two new activities which are
cattle fattening and packaging and the transfer of excess land to the HC and
the absorption of LE 6.8 million of long term debt by the He.

This scenario is based upon Sharkeya management ideas and is built on the
assumption of reducing the rice milling daily capacity from 485 to 200 tons.
This reduction would, in tum, reduce the associated production expenses
(mainly labor costs) resulting in the reduction of milling costs to around 88%
of rice sales.
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2.1. Income Statement
Sales projections are assumed the same as in the base case scenario for the
three product lines.

Rice:
Sales are assumed the same as in the base case scenario.
COGS:
Sharkeya estimates that the reduction of labor possible in meeting the
reduced rice production capacity, from 150 to 50 workers/mill would result
in a total reduction of around 500 workers, which would in turn reduce total
direct salaries by 40%. Other adjustments in the direct overheads like fuel
and spare parts could also reduce direct operating costs by 40%.

The average direct cost (direct labor and overheads only - without direct
material) of producing one ton of rice across the four mills (including head
office costs) amounts to LE 459 per ton or LE 18.380 million for the total
tonnage produced. This cost could be reduced by 40% (with labor and
overheads reductions) resulting· in a 12% reduction in total rice COGS/ rice
sales. Thus under this scenario, rice COGS are calculated at 88% of rice sales.

Cattle Feed, Pasta Sales and COGS are maintained as in the base case
scenario.

The new activities are cattle fattening and packaging:

Cattle Fattening: Sharkeya management estimates sales at LE 23.8 million
with an annual increase of 5%. COGS are estimated at LE 22.2 million with an
annual increase of 5%.

Packaging : Estimated Sales for 1998 are LE 800,000 with an annual increase
of 5% and COGS are LE 500,000 in 1998 with an annual increase of 5% .
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The SG&A expenses are maintained at the hist6"rical average of 4% of sales.

Depreciation expenses are calculated at an average of 15% of assets in 1998 to
account for the additional capital expenditure on machinery.

Taxes are calculated at 32 percent of operating profit

Table 32 presents the projected income statements.
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Table 32
Projected Income Statement - Scenario 1 (LE 000)

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Revenue
COGS
Gross Profit

156,473
137,286

19,188

175,158
153,722

21,436

196,839
172,795

24,044

222,083
195,006

27,077

251,579

220,959
30,620

SG&A 6,259 7,006 7,874 8,883 10,063

Opera ting Profit 12,929 14,430 16,170 18,194 20,557

...

NPBT

Income Tax Provision I
NPAT

12,929

4,137
8,792

14,430

4,618
9,812

16,170

5,174
10,996

18,194

5,822
12,372

20,557

6,578
13,979

ail
3.2 Free Cash Flow
The free cash flow is calculated for the restructuring scenario. The cash flow
projections mainly present the operating profit and change in working
investment (using the same assumptions as the Base Case Scenario).
Depreciation and taxes are also calculated. Capital expenditure includes
Sharkeya's estimate of the new machinery required for the cattle fattening as
well as the new machine for the milling activity.

Table 33
Projected Free Cash Flow - Scenario 1 (LE 000)

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Sales

COGS

I 156,473 175,158 196,839 222,083
137,286 153,722 172,795 195,006

251,579
220,959

Gross Profit
SG&A
Operating Profit
Less: Taxes

I 19,188 21,436 24,044 27,077
6,259 7,006 7,874 8,883

I 12,929 14,430 16,170 18,194
4,137 4,618 5,174 5,822

30,620
10,063
20,557

6,578

2,561

10;11910,14710,0429,6063,831

Add: Depreciation I 4,907 4,171 3,545 3,013

Less: Change in W I ;--:,8,,"::8.,..,68,.-_3"':".,..,877:-::-__4.:..,4_99 5,=--23_9__...:6,_12_1
Less: Capital I 1,000 500
Expenditure
Cash Flow from
Operations

liiiil

Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majurity ESOP for Sharkeya Rice Mills Company. TIIe R-form
Design and Implementation Unit of the Agricultural Policy ReJorm Project, May 2l. 1998. TIIis report is
prepared for thirCovernment of Egypt. Any other person should independently verify any inJorrr.ar.on
contained hefei'i~·rortheiTown purposes before relying on it.
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2.1 Sharkeya Rice Mills Discounted Cash flow

CO.\/.~fDE~\,:TI,-tL

...

...

The cash flow, when discounted at a nominal discount rate of 18percent results in a Corporate Value of LE 51.7 million, as illustratedin the following table:

Table 34Corporate Present Value - Scenario 1 (iE 000)
Nominal Discount Rate 16% 17% 18% 19% 20%Present Value from Cash I27,439 26,729 26,045 25,388 24,755Flow
Add: Residual Value 32,895 29,012 25,730 22,931 20,525ICorporate Present Value 60,334 55,7411 51,7751 48,319 45,280

After adding other assets and deducting liabilities not accounted for in the
cash flow; and considering the assets to be transferred to the HC and the long
term debt to be absorbed by the books by the HC, the shareholders' value
becomes LE 30.297 million as illustrated in table 35.

Table 35Shareholders Net Present Value - Scenario 1 (iE 000)
Corporate Present Value 51,775

IAdd:
Less:

IExcess Assets
Long Term DebtExcess Cash 2,715 Short Term Debt 11,481Marketable Securities 0•

Other Current Assets 2,281 Other Liabilities 14,996
Shareholders Value 30,297

Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa !'vfajority ESOPJar Sharkeya Rice Mills Company. The Reform
Design and Implementatian Un't of the Agricultural Policy Reform Project. May 21. 1998, This report is
prepared for the Government 0/ ',';'{PI. Any other person should independently verify any inJarmatian
contained herein far their Qt.}:. • /Jses befare relying on it.
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VIII. The ESOP

The Company management has discussed a possible sale of the Company
under the restructuring scenario through an ESOP. The ESA would purchase
95% of the company through a loan payable to the HC

1. The ESOP Loan
The ESA would acquire 95% of the Company, which amounts to LE 28.7
million. This figure represents the ESA's loan from the HC, which is assumed
to be amortized over 10 years with a grace period of one year and an interest
rate of 8% as illustrated in table 36.

Table 36
ESOP Loan Breakdown (LE 000)

tlil

Loan Amount
Interest Rate
Terms in years
Payments per year
Grace Period in years
Amount of Yearly Payment

28,779

8%
10

1
1 _

2,878

Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majority ESOP for Sharkeya Rice Mills Company. The R'j'crm
Design and Implementation Unit of the Agricultural Policy Reform Project, May 21. 1998. Tl'is r<pert 's
prepared for the Government of Egypt. Any oth- "person should independently TJerifj any information
conta.ined herein far their own purposes befurl- ., ""Z on it.
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..
Years Starting Current Closing Interest Equal

Annual
Interest

Balance Portion Balance Expense and Loan
Installments

"Hi 1 28,779 28,779 2,302

2 28,779 2,878 25,901 2,302 4,374

3 25,901 2,878 23,023 2,072 4,374
illl

4 23,023 2,878 20,146 1,842 4,374

5 20,145 2,878 17,268 1,612 4,374

... 6 17,268 2,878 14,390 1,381 4,374

7 14,390 2,878 11,512 1,151 4,374

8 11,512 2,878 8,634 921 4,374
'Uilii 9 8,634 2,878 5,756 691 4,374

10 5,756 ),878 2,878 460 4,374

11 2,878 2,878 0 230 4,374
..,Ii

The interest expense over the· 11 years totals LE 14.96 million and the total

iraiii current portion amounts to LE 28.77 million, bringing the loan and the
interest over the 11 years to LE 43.7 million. To reduce the burden on the
ESA's cash flow in earlier years, equal interest and repayment installments

itt", were assumed.

Table 37 shows that the cash flow generated from the restructuring scenario
under the previously listed assumptions is sufficient to cover the financial
obligations due to the He. We did not examine whether or not the dividends.
ESA .would be sufficient to cover payments to departing ESA members.

Cash dividends to the ESA were projected on the basis of 95% ownership by
the ESA. A dividend pay-out ratio of 30% in 1998 and 60% for the years 1999
2003 is assumed.

... Table 37
ESOP Comprehensive Cash Flow (LE 000)

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Sources:
ESA Dividends 2,505 5,593 6,267 7,052 7,968

,jij3

Major Uses:

I. Financial Payments to I 4,374 4,374 4,374 4,37-1
HC

..
Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majority ESOP for Sharkqa Rice Mills Company, The R<form
Design and lmplementation Unit of the Agricultural Policy Reform Project, May 21, 1998. This r~t is
prepared for the Government of Emt. Any other person should· :dependently verify any infor11l!ltion
contained herein f()7' their awn purposes before relying on it.
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Figure Disclaimer

lvlany of the figures presented in this report were generated using
sophisticated computer models that make calClllations based on
numbers carried out to three or more decimal places. In the interest
of simplicity, most numbers presented in this report have been
rounded to the nearest tenth. TIlUS, these figures may be subject to
small rounding errors in some cases.

Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility ofa Majority ESOP for Sharkeya Rice Mills Company, The R<fcrm
DesIgn and Implementation Unit of the Agricllltural Policy Reform Project, May 2l, 1998. This report OS

prepared for the Government of Egypt. Any other person shollid independently v'YifJ any information
contained herein for theic awn purposes before relying on it.
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.Ii

Ii ........ $harkeyaRice:'(Jompany.·
Balance Sheet (LEeoo ) 1qq4 1qqC; 1996 1997
Assets
Current Assets

Cash '" ""7 lfi'\J lq'U J 71 '\
Gross Receivable 11':11': 1 401 7 001 l.Qfi1
Provision for doubtful debt
Net Receivables 1 1':11': 1 401 7 001 1 01;1

Inventory 71; 4<;<; 4<; RJ1 <;7 144 77 7Ql;

Other Current Assets 4 mlo 7 1 <;1 17R7 ., .""

Total Current Assets 47,517 51,117 60,349 29,253
Non Current Assets

Fixed Assets .,Q 41" "0 <;1':7 .,1; 144 14740

Depreciation
Net Fixed Assets .,0 417 .,0 <;1':" "1': "44 .,.... .,....0

Investments 7470 74JQ J170 J170

Other Assets . 141<;4 1?70R '\ 1Rfi '\ 717

Total Non Current Assets 55,995 53,699 43,900 42,331
Total Assets 1n"l <:1' 1nA ~1'" 1 nil "ilQ 71 O:QA

Liabilities and Networth

Current Liabilities
Accounts Payables 1 7.,1; 1 <;RQ l.J7J 714

Short Term Debt 0 1 " <:1':0 1'\777 114Rl

Other Current Liabilities 17 R71> ?7 RQ,\ 17.'\RJ 14 001':

Total Current Liabilities .,'" '"1 " 11'7 nAA <:A "'':11 "'7 "11
Long Term Debt 1 I': 070 10 h40 R 7?a I> Rla

Other Liabilities
Total Liabilities "'''' ",,,,n "''7 "'OA "'':I ':I"'n ':IA n':ln

Provisions 1 '" .,0" I ,.,1>171 1(\400 all',,,

Total Liabilities and Provisions 71,893 70,301 73,760 43,865
Net Worth

Paid in Canital <: .,on " ?nn " ?nn " JOO
Reserves "1': 410 "0 11 <; ?77Rl ?R 17R

Retained Earnings (Loss) ? 4a?- " 1':<:0-

Total Net Worth 31,619 34,515 30,489 27,719
Total Liabilities and Networth 1n':l.<:1., 1 nil 1:21'" 104.24Q 71 <:1:24
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'iii

. .... ··iSharkeyaRlCe€ompanyk •. .

Balance Sheet (Common 5iz e) 1994 1995 19% 1997

Assets
Current Assets

Cash 14R4% 1 <;R% 1 R<;% '!.7q%
Gross Receivable 1<;1;% 147% 7 R7% 774%
Provision for doubtful debt 0.00% 000% o nn% n nn%
Net Receivables 1 <;fi % 147% 7R7% 774%
Inventory 7<;. <;fi % 4177% <;007% 11 1<;%
Other Current Assets < Q<;% 2.05% 11';% 11q%

Total Current Assets 45.90% 48.77% 57.89% 40.87%

Non Current Assets
Fixed Assets 1R07% 1fi7q% 14RI;% 47R4%

Depreciation n nn% n nn% n nn% 0.00%
Net Fixed Assets <R 07% <I; 7q% <4RI;% 47.R4%
Investments 7 <<;% 7 <7% 7 77% < <1 %
Other Assets 111;7% 17 17% 4q7% 7 qR%

Total Non Current Assets CA 1n% C1 "':1% A., 11 % "Q.1 "1%

Total Assets 1nn.nn% 1nn nn% 1nn.nn% 1 nn nn%

Liabilities and Networth

Current Liabilities
Accounts Payables II;R% < 47% 1 77% 101%
Short Term Debt n nn% 14 R<;% <4 <7% In n4%
Other Current Liabilities <I; <;q% 7n 1;1 % 11; R7% 7n q<;%

Total Current Liabilities .,., .,7% AA .,.,% "'40% "IR01%
Long Term Debt 1fi40% 10.1<;% R.17% q<;1%
Other Liabilities 0.00% nnn% nnn% 0.00%

Total Liabilities "" ';:7% "" n.,% ';:07R% A7 CA%
IProvisions I 147R% 17 04% q qR% 1174%

Total Liabilities and Provisions 69.45% 67.07% 70.75% 61.28%
Net Worth

Paid in Capital <;07% 4.ql;% 4qq% 77n%
Reserves 7<;<;7% nq7% ?fifi<;% <q <1;%
Retained Earnings (Loss) 000% 0.00% -?1q% -7ql %

Total Net Worth 30.55% 32.93% 29.25% 38.72%

Total Liabilities and Networth 1nn.nn% 1nn nn% inn nn% 1nnllO%

A_sar/cia \ BLNC-CZ
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........•
··<·····.•·..;··.§~flrkeytiRiCe .•Company···L .' .........

Income Statement (LEDOV) 1qq4 1qq'i 1qqf\ 1qq7
Revenue " .. ". n 7R n"Q ####### " .. ""::,,
COGS 741=;1n 1=;01=;<;A 1nn ?OA AO n<7

Depreciation ? AI=;? ? 7« ? 7n<; ? <;<1=;

Gross Profit 15~8----.5,.6Z8 4,37..9--.1,.Q96

SG&A I < c:n< I ., nl=; I <1 nl=;< I 114R
Total O(lE!rating Expenses 3,503_.2,27.6....:......4,.063.-3,1..48.

.__.._-_ •..

Qperating Profit H,9.3.5..:....3,4.02 ' 316....:.-2..052:
I : ;

Interest Expense ., ?'14- ? 0<4- 41=;71- OA1-

Interest Income c;n., 40i) 44 <I=;

Investment Income «A 14< 0<; n<;

Sundry Income 111 1AA <;A< 70<;

Sundry Expense 4<4- 4"- ?"I=;- ?"4-

Foreign Currency Fluctuations 1?4

Provisions , 1i)';- ?m-
l'Il'BT • n "''''., 1 .,4Ll: ., ,,,,r- ., r:;.,~.

Provisions for Income Tax I ., <Q<

NPAT , 70r:;o 1 .,A.A '" nn~. ., J::"~.

Extraordinary Items .
Capital Gain
Prior Year Income .,07 ., 1=;01=; 1 nnn 12R
Prior Year Expense 1QQ- QQQ- 1474- 17R-

•

NPAEI 'on<::o ~ n4.,! A A<::Q·' .,.r:;7~·

A.sarkia I INCM
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< ..•. ....•..••• .. ' .••...•......
«<.·.ShaikeyaRlce.CompanY

Income Statement 1qq4 1qq~ 1qqh 1qq7
Revenue 1nn nn% 1nn nn% 1nn nn% inn nn%
COGS Rn "!n% RO ?"!% o"! 4n% 0':; nR%
Depreciation "! nR% "! <;n% ? <;?% ? ?<1'70
Gross Profit 16.62% 7.27% 4.08% 1.18%

SG&A "! 77%1 ? o?%1 "! 7R% "!df\%
Total Operating Expens 3.77% 2.92% 3.78% 3.40%

Operating Profit 12.85% 4.36% 0.29% -2.21%

Interest Expense -? <1n% -":1 7<=:'70 -4 ":1<;% -1 n<=:%
Interest Income n <:...% n<=:":1% n n...% nn...%
Investment Income n":1<=:% n1R% n no% n1<:%
Sundry Income n1?% n ?<1'70 n <:... % nR<=:%
Sundry Expense -n<17% -n n,:;% -n ?... % -n ?751,
Foreign Currency Flucttl n 1":l% n",,% "",,% "",,'To
Provisions n nn% n",,% -n 1n% -n ??%

NPBT 111~% 1 c:o% -':l 7.,% -777%
Provisions for Income Ta ? <;,:;% n nn% ""n% n nn%
NPAT 8.57% 1.59% -3.72% -2.72%
Extraordinary Items
Capital Gain " n,,% nnn% n.nn% nnn%
Prior Year Income n "!?% "! 4<;% n O"!% n 14%
Prior Year Expense -n ?n% -1 1<:% -1 "!7'70 -n 10%

NPAEI Sl ";Sl% ~Qn% -411;:% -77Sl%

" A~s;'rkia \ INCM-CZ
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"'$liili;fdiy(tRice C011l[Jany"................ ". .. ...... . .'. . ...

Financial Ratios 1994' 1995 : 1QQI> 1997
General Indicators

.
.~

ROE 0.2"2 0.03':; (0.131) (0.091)

ROS 0.086 0.016 (0.037) (0.027)
.~.

ATO 0.89R 0.745 1.030 1.295
ALEV 3.274 3.017 1.419 2.582

Profitability

Sales 9? 010 7R 060 107182 92669
~

Change in Sales (0.190) 0.273 (0.159)

Gross Profit Margin 0.166 0.073 0.041 0.012----
Gross Profit / Sales 0.1':;':; 0.073 0.041 0.012

Net Operating Profit 012R 0.044 0.003 , (0.022)

N .' Oper. Profit / Sales 0.12R 0.044 0.0031 (0.022)

NPAT / Sales O.OR':; 001':; (0.037) (0.027)

NPAUI / Sales 0.OR7 o 01Q (0.042) (0.028)

Liquidity
Quick " <:1') 0111 o 1r;o 0.2<;':;
Current 1 .,,,,, 1 OR7 1 lor; 1.075
Working Capital (WC) 7 00<; 4071 <; 71 R 7047
WC/Current Assets n1':;':; OOAO 000" 0.070

Asset Management ,
;

i

Inventory Turnover ? A?O 1 <;?O 1 07, ,00,

Receivable Turnover <;7404 <:') 1e::0 1<: 00') 47)<;h
Receivable DOH e:: ')k') k A7<; 10 OJ7 7 hlll
Payable DOH II ,7h 1R <:its:! it <;kk ).QhR
Inventory DOH 1 ')7 k ?'k II lll77 00140
Working Investment (WI) ')e:: 11<; 4,7?<; <:1 s:!e::1 71 <;7,

WI/sales ?ll ,% <;h 0% <;0 )% )<;4%

I
,

'Debt Ratios

Total Debt : Equity 0<;,7 07<;0 14hO OhhO
LT Liabilities: Eouity 1 0')1 o k7it o ':;?7 o k01
Debt Equity 0<;<7 o 1011 o ?s:lk o ?4k
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Cost Break Down Safes Analysis
(LE 000) 'OQ" 'QQ~ 'QQ" 'QQ" (LE 000) , 1994 , 1995 1996 1991
Rice Rice , 48.115 i 27.298 51.315 ·U.932

COGS & Dep. 47,80L...l5 949 53 111 ..."" Cattle Feed , 35.230 I 40.389 43.475 36.123
SG&A 387 26· 1~, .on P:3Sta i 12.950 I 13.911 14.212 lS...1'~8
qperating Exp. 48,191-26,213-53,276 43,S2§.. Total Revenue 96.955 81.598 109.002 94.133
[merest expense 158 1,465 3,609 824

Cattle Feed

C()(;S.iPiP=~:~·_:.-=~23,524.......3.6,4Z6_39,51~,240 Sale.s Volume

SG&A 89 112 63' 8 Tons , 1994 I 1995 1996 1997
Op~r.ting E~p,_____23,613-36,S88_'_39,SZS~~,.MS Rice i 83.3S91 43.063 55.128 40.069
Imerest expense 403 2n 214 . Cattle Feed I 96.2331 103.462 102.242 11,282

Pasta 1 10,292 : 10.538 9.100 9.523

Pasta
COGS & Dep. 11..Q!i§ 11658 13 152 : 14°13
SG&A 10 '00 00, ,~ Aver3P't Selline Price Per Ton
Operating Exp. 11,OZ6...:....u,8SL:-13,2S~~ LE 1994 I99S 1996 1997
[merest expense 1,673 1,192 848 156 Rice 585 634 931 1.046

Cattle Feed 366 390 425 515
. Pasta 1,258 1.320 1.562 1.625

Total COGS & DeD. ,. .... nR~ #######
Total SG&A '''R'' ..." ~~.. AAi<

Total Operating Expenses "4 ""R ####### o~ no. Product Profitability Per Ton

(, 7'4) LE 1994 1995 1996 1997

Cost Break Down Per Ton Rice

LE ,OQ" 1QQ" 1QQ" 'QQ" Sales 585 634 931 1.046
Rice Gross Profit 12 31 (33) (391

COGS & Dep. 513...:...-......603 96' : 1 nR. Operating Profit 7 25 (36) (49)

SGU 5 6 3' 1n Net Profit 4.99 8.82- 101.04- 69.53'
Qperating Exp. SZ8__609---.9.6.6..i........1.0!lS. Cattle Feed
Income Expense 1.9 34.0 65.5 20.6 Sales 366 390 425 515

Cattle Feed Gross Profit 122 38 39 35
COGS & Dep. 244 353· 38" ' Aon Operating Profit 121 37 38 35
SG&A 1 1 t! n Net Profit 116.44 39.42 40.24 34.72
Operating Exp. 245-'.--354 387 1 48n Pasta
Income Expense 4.2 2.7 2.1 - Sales 1.258 1.320 1.562 1.625

Pasta Gross Profit 183 214 116 59
COGS & Dep. I 07, 1 1n. , AAC I 1 c~~ Operating Profit 182 195 106 ;6

SGU 1, 19 11.1 4 Net Profit 10 q R1 An "4' '017- ~_. __ ._--
(~~p~~tin~E.~. t,P76 ; 1.12S__~6i 1.570 141.0 112.4 (-18.4) H
Income Expense 162.6 113.1 93.2 16.4 Profitability Per Product

LE I 1994 i 1995 1996 1997

Total COGS & DeD. • o,,~ ~ n." ~ ..0. ~n~ Rice

TotaISG&A 7 ,,, ,.. 14 Sales : 48.765 I 27.298 51.315 41.932

Total Operating Expenses 1 0nn '~nRR 'R,n ~.,.." Gross Profit I %1, 1.349 (1.7%)· (1.5621

0.89 Ooetating Profit I 574 I 1.085 (1.961) (1.962)

Cattle Feed

Sales I 35.221 I 40.389 43Ai5 36.723

Gross Profit I 11.697 , 3.913 3.963 2.483

Ooetatin. Profit I 11.6081 3.801 . 3.900 2.4-75
p..,12

Sales I 12.950 I 13.911 14.212 15.478

Gross Profit I 1.884
'

2.253 1.060 565- .- -
Operating Profit 1.874 , 2.054 961 529
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Prolit Analysis Pcr production Unit

'''96/97

(O()O)Tolal zllClllZi«1 Faqous IlJr:lhilllia I(afr Sakr F:lyoulJI Mills Clitel feed P:tstil TOlal GCllcn,1 Fleet centnll To.alUnit Unil llnH Unit Unit Tolal raelorv "aelor" Filclories Admin Admin Workshou
1--------- ----_.... - ... _-"

I:--:----c-:--- ----- --- -in 133Net Silks 5_110 14.IS6 .- 61 18.39M ,1.177 -11.932 36.723 15An 52.201 0 0 0 ()

,- _.-
-~.-

0ll..:r:llioll RC"-~!Iu,,: 706 100 131 207 9-1 i52 6S4 0 22 22 0 0 0 0
---_._---

Sl.:r\'k..:s Sold 315 5 13 2 22 37 79 7 7 1-1 8 21,1 0 222(jtH)(JS 1lY.! ·~~~.d~ lIel s;;l~s-------"'-" ." --~,~=~ 295 0 0 0 0 0 0 247 0 247 4S 0 0 ·IKNt'l 1~~~~1.~_!,~·Il~_~~(_)p~.~·;l_~i(lll~_____ 95.·J.l9 5.215 1·1.3)0 270 IK.514 4.366 -12.695 36.977 15,507 52.·184 56 214 0 270;. .: ·:.\jll.."Il.scs 73.551 -l.2(,6 6..143 42S 10.496 2.451. 2,I,OS,1 34.53S 13,530 4S.06S 2S1 1.012 106 J,J99
I- -------- -----'_.,".'" ...... ".... :" dlilnl!..:(h)'5~~sl) IS.316- 821- 8.083- 14- 7.780- 2,206- 18.904- 526 62 5S8 0 0 0

oI:. ", ':1'l\ur\'.f.::.I._l"!;~gc,,\l)l: ..,~.~·jJ.i,,,lg pri!"'c)... _
- .-._".....

27- 369- 0 69· 942- 120 6·1
S7S- 477- 56- 0 0 0 0:-:: LJ,.~S illVCllh)r)'~~!!;I,llg..:for rl:s;ll~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (I 0 0 (I-,Scr;lll 50 3 7 2 1 I 14 21 6 27 0 9 0 <)

- ""-,,,. ._..."-"..
-,I'owl ('()(jS 91,S17 5.084 14,519 440 IS,275 4,656 42,974 33,991 13 ..162 47..153 281 1.003 lOr; I,3911, :.

b---- _.
IkprI:ClilllO~.I_ ___ 2,~~~ 116 136 31 1'16 91 520 249 1.451 1,700 23 250 43 J16--(iross Pwlil 1.096 15 325- 201- 93 381· 799- 2.737 594 3.331 2·18· c---------- 1.039. 1,19- IA3,,·

- .. - --SU&A 3.14K 59 9S 92 68 83 400 8 36 -1-1 2,2 JI) 'IS5 (I 2, 7():~. ;
1- ..()pr.:raling. pn?fil 2.052· 44- '123: 293- 25 464- - --

1.199· 2,729 558 31S7 2,·167- 1.52,1· 149- 4,1.'!.1 •!ll!rcsll:·~flcIiSC 9S0 H6 223 0 379 76 S2·1 (I 156 156 0 0 0--Illlrcsl_~IlCU!!~~_~_~. _____ 36 0 0 (I (I 0 (1.. (I 0 0 36 0 (I,,'-_.-.,.'- ~.
~ctlrilh:s ____________~ "._~ I.l5 0 0 0 (I 0 0 () 0 (I U5 0 0 I~_ll!~II~)' IIICC)IIIC ,, __~_____~__~~ _"__-f------12~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (I 7% (I 0 7l)h

_._--- ...~t1lldr\' C'I)_~~,I,~C_______.._ 215. 0 (I 0 ____0___ 0 0 0 (I 0 215 0 0 215
_.._-- .__._,---- - -I'X Q 0 (I .. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Ii 0 0 0f~~vi s~;S..~·li-;',~:,:!l!.:.!~~~£1~l'ecial illil .. -_?l! 0 0 0 Ii 0 Ii 0 0 0 221 (I 0 221

- ,-,-~._---Incomc iii:">
.~ . 0 0 0 0 (I 0 0 0 0 22 0 (I 22 •I)riur..;~~;;;· illl'Ullll': 1,28 0 0 0 0 0 0 (I (I 0 128 0 0 12H ~

llrior )'earc'~t;~i-;s~-·,,_·- ..,-- ,-

m;
178 0 0 (I 0 0 () 0 0 0 178 0 0

.."

2,729
Net pmlil/ioss 2.573- 191J- 6·16· 293· 354- 54(1· 2.023· ·102 3,1.11 2.lI(18· 1.52·1· 1·1')· 3.6K I ;
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I)rolit Analysis PCI' pnH(nction Unit

(000)JI)9;j()() .

I·
ToC,,' Z,Ulllzi(1 FalloUS Ibrllhimill K"fr Sakr F,lyoum Mill' Calel feed POlsill TotOlI gcncr:11 Fleel central '1'01'"

Unit UnH Unit Unil Unit Unit Faclorv FlIclory Admin Admin Work'hon
I ~ ~----~

NI,:1 S;d~:> 10~.lHI2 11.184 18.201 6 18.100 3.82·1 51.315 43.4 75 14.212 57.678 0 0 0 0...•
205 321 267 345IIIJ~'l'iIlillll R~\·I.·n~~ 1.508 331 1.46~ 0 39 3~ 0 0 0 0

.~

~,;:-\ if.:cS Sulc.l 680 3 4 I 17 28 53 6 2 8 IW '15~ 0 61~
-,..,-,~

(iuods lhr r~salc lIel sah:s 568 0 247 0 205 116 568 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,-_.__.------- - ..
N:;~ Rcrcllllc_ frolll ~_)pcnll!_~~l~ 111.758 11.391 IU73 274 18.653 4.313 53.405 43 ..181 1·1.253 57.734 160 ·159 0 619

COGS
~ ......

~'~)_~~'(:_ L-'PCII:-iCS 101.108 6.88~ 17A33 61~ 17.912 5.'108 48.271 3~.O4'1 12.336 51.385 337 1.026 89 1.·152
I.'~j 111\ CillO!}:. ~J!il!lgl.· (h~ ,,:osl) 3.616- -1.739- 771- -- 10- 768 579 4.173: _ 96- 653 557 0 0 0 0

~:·<JJ.~~\:~,~l~l!IJ_~.'!,~;lUg.C, (by sd,lill~ JlI:.i~,~L.,__. 9·17- 355- 311!:.. I- 250- 43- 987- 44- 8,1 40 0 0 0 0

~_;~~~!~_!_I_~_~.~~II.~II')' Cililllgc J()~ n:s~lh: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0... "~

'~--64
.,~_."

Scrap 5 14 I 4 2 26 19 3 22 0 16 0 16..._." ........ . _.....•,..,"",-- ..
1'01,,1 CO(;S 111·1.660 11.623 18.190

I·
628 17.150 -1.827 52A 18 39.126 11.6811 50.806 337 1.010 RQ 1.436-",-------,_.._.. --~~ .., _~"·.H. -

I}_I:-'P~'~_~ i"lilU! 2.705 161 12 29
I

193 98 693 386 1.'!72 1.~58 II 9·1 ·19 \5·1
(jruss Prolil .1.393 392· I-·~ 371 383- 1.310 612- 2lJ4 3.969 1.101 5.l~7~_ 188-I-----~!~ 5- 138- ~71·

~'-_._--
-_...•-._-- .- ....~.- -

~.,.". '\ 4.077 25 45
~ ,

6 59 _._,.___ 30 165 63 99 162 1----~,'182~ 768 0 3.750--_.__.•.--- -----_.--_._._,. .•.._- ._.------" ---- ,'--'---." .....•._---..-.._._-_. -- -------.. ,...... -
'.,' • l)ri.Ilit 316 417- 326 389- ~~1,~1!- 1_ 642- 129 ~},'106 1.002 ·1.908 3.170· 1..113- 138- 4,721·

- -.---- ,';67" . ------_._--- _...•._---_.-'---- ._---------- --_. -

; ", '.m~\: 723 1,000 121 1.303 462 3,Q~9_ 21-1 8,18 1.062 0 0 0 0
~ ";-'- ,,;:' .ncome 44 2 4 21 2 I 30 4 2 6 7 I 0 8....

0 0 0 0S'<:"Cti.llics 95 0 1-'
0 0 0 0 95 0 0 95

" .. -- ---'-" _.. _-_. ...._---.. __. , _•. _--
Sundry Im:t)lllc 584 ~O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 584 0 0 58,1

SUlldr)' C,'-;pCIISC 235 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 235 0 0 2.15----- '----. ---"--- ----~
FX 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pruvisiulis Oilier lhall dCJln:~!lliun 106 0 0 0 0 0 0 106 0 0 () 0 0 0
---~ 0 ------~ -

IIlCUIlIC la\ 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 0 21
-----~-------,. ----- ._-,~--- -

(',illr )'~i.I~ __!_I~~~_III_~ _____.. 1.1100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.000 0 0 1.000
-.'" ","

1..17.1'1'p~!~)~i'c:lf_ ~_-,~P_~!~~_ 1.474 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.474 0 0

NCI IlWlil/hlSS 4.,168- 1.138 670· 489- ,50- 1.103· .1.'150- 3.5'iO 156 .1,7·16 3.214- 1.·112- 1.18- ·1.76·1· ,
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I'rulit Analysis PCI' pl"Oduction Unit

(O()tJ,- .-,--- Toll.1 Z:\(131.itJ F.UIOUS IlJn,himia Kllfr Sllkr Fayoum Mills elite! feed P4lSla ToM GCllcr:ll Fleet Tot:lI fcentrlll

Vni! Unit Unit Unit Unit Total f~,ctorv ""clorv f:lctorics Admin Admin Workshou_.,.'..._,,-,....• _-, •...- e,,". j
- .'-.'''--'-'-

lies 96.973 H.l32 16.737 1,410 15.848 6,448 48.775 35,230 12.950 48.180 0 0 18 18.--_..-..._-_.. ~-~--""-

ion Rt:\'L'il\lC 1.359 232 365 II 751 0 1.359 0 0 0 0 () 0 ()
----.-. --

:cs Sold 556 9 10 5 10 35 69 175 79 25·l 228 5 0 2])
."

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.. till' n.:salc net saks 0 0 0 0 0
.~-~-~~- -

~_~~nll~J'~~l!_I~_()p_~~11 itl~~_._... ... " _.. 98.888 8.573 17·!L2. 1,426 16.609 6,483 50.203 35,.105 13.029 48,434 228 5 18 251--
{: EXP~~l,S~~ 66.035 5,469 12.147 992 9.595 4.958 33.161 22.966 9.021 31.987 139 748 () 887

-- --- --'- ,,--
,\'CIlIl)~Y Ch,lllgC (by Ct~st) 14.593- 2.799- 3.,!~~ 1.079- 5.600- 1.007- 13.918- 157- 518- 675- () 0 0 0

n:lll~f)' ('ll~lllg~Jt~r_~~!!!llg i;~~"cc) 3.021- 677- 518- 229- 1.159- 330- 2,913- 18- 90- 108- 0 0 0 ()

, ~lI\'~IIlO~)" ch;lIlg~ rO,f r~_s_~~~_ 0 0 _.(). 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0-_._-
,II 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ·11 0 0 ·11.....-..- ..•.•...•.... ---- --_.....

~:O(;S 80.587 8.268 15,580 2.071 15,195 5,965 47,079 23.123 9,539 32,662 98 7·18 ·r 8·16
""".._.

224 62 190 100 725 401 1,928cimiull ..... - - 2,862 149 1.527 0 1'10 69 2U<)
,--~

Prolit 15.439 156...__ 1,]08 707- 1,224 418 2.399 11.881 1,963 13.844 130 883- 51- 80·1-
.. '-----

\ 3,502 70 89 74 104 ._-".. 50 387 89 10 99 2.082 934 0 3.0 I6._---
~illg,pr.l)lil .. --'-I,~E ....... _~, __I,~!~- 781- 1.120 368 ..~,012 11.792 1.953 13,745 1.952- 1.817- 51- 3.820·...•_-_.. __ .- ...
t E~pcnsl: _____~,23~ 53 51 0 JJ 21 158 403 1.673 2,076 0 0 0 0---,....._..__._- ---".""

I illCUIllC 502 0 0 0 0 ._--_Q 0 0 _.... _.Q. 0 502 0 0 502------- _.__.__.--~- '.

itics 338 0 0 0 0 0 f----.--.Jl.. f------- 0 0 0 338 0 0 33K
---_.---------- - ...._.. ,---,.,._.. __..~ --------

y IIll:Ol1lt: 234 0 0 0 0 0 --_Q 0 0 0 234 0 0 23·'----_... --"
')' expense 263 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 263 0 0 263

..... ------ --,' -- ------

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () 0 0 0 0 0
_.,~ ._-_.. '-

)hllls tllhcr lhan dq)fcci;llj()l~ 0 0 0 1...................0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
----- ----_.".. _.__. ----- - ---- --. -----_. ----

: 'ax . __.2.~~'! 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,55,1 0 0 2,55,1
','~

'It;UIllI.:' 297 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () 0 297 0 0 297
-."--' ... I ..-- U~____

expense..' 188 () 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18K () 0 IKK

:'olitJhlSS
--

8.069 33 1,1 (,Ji ?KI, 1.087 347 1,854 11,389 280- -"1.669 3.586- 1.817- 51- 5"'5,1-
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