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Executive Summary 

NFU and British Sugar, with funding from EEDA and EMDA, appointed WSP and TTR in 

April 2009 to undertake a Sugar Beet Transport Efficiency Study.   

The objectives of the study were to carry out an efficiency assessment of the current 

arrangements for sugar beet transport from growers to the four British Sugar processing 

sites (Wissington, Cantley, Bury St Edmunds and Newark), determine costs associated 

with the current operation, identify areas for potential efficiency improvements and then 

recommend a strategy to improve operational efficiency and reduce associated costs. 

Following a desk-based review of best practice in sugar beet transport operations across 
the globe, extensive consultation with growers, hauliers and grower/hauliers was 
undertaken during May, June and July 2009, involving face-to-face visits, over 200 
telephone consultations and a series of 4 grower and haulier events. 
 
A series of key themes emerged from the consultation activity, including 
 

� Planning and coordination of harvesting and haulage  

� The dominant role of the haulier in planning and delivery of the current operation 

� Lack of contracts and service agreements between growers and hauliers  

� Receiving hours and queuing at processing sites 

� Beet delivery profile throughout the 7 day week 

� Vehicle fleet profile, utilisation and specification 

� Cleaning/loading  

� Wide range of haulage rates charged for similar activities over comparable distances 

and range of operating costs incurred 

� Grower displacement and resulting stem mileages  

 
These themes were taken forward into the phase of developing recommendations for 
measures and models to improve the efficiency of sugar beet transport from growers to 
the four processing sites. 
 
A calculation of current operating costs involved in the operation was completed, 
indicating total costs of approximately £27.6m. 
 

A list of proposed measures and models to improve operational efficiency and reduce 

costs associated with the operation was produced, covering: 

� Best Practice Guidance (NFU and British Sugar led): 

– Best practice guidance on haulage rate negotiation for growers issued by British 

Sugar/NFU 

– Best practice guidance on vehicle specification for grower/hauliers and hauliers 

issued by British Sugar/NFU 

– General best practice guidance on operational efficiency for grower/hauliers and 

hauliers issued by British Sugar/NFU  

– Best practice guidance on grower partnerships issued by British Sugar/NFU 

– Haulier consortia building (including best practice guidance to be provided by 

British Sugar) 
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� Extended servicing hours at processing sites (British Sugar led):  

– Evenings 

– Mornings 

– Weekends, incl Sundays 

– Relaxing later time zones 

� New Operational Structure (British Sugar led and managed) 

– Coordination of harvesting and haulage activity 

– Improved cleaning/loading efficiency – coordination of conventional 

cleaning/loading equipment 

– Improved cleaning/loading efficiency – use of Maus 

– Formal planning and coordination of collection days (by growers and hauliers) 

– British Sugar planning and coordination of collection days 

– Ex-farm grower contracts with British Sugar 

– Haulage contracts with British Sugar 

– Service agreements within haulage contracts (minimum haulier performance 

levels, vehicle specification etc) 

– Standardised haulage rates negotiated centrally by British Sugar and made 

accessible to growers 

– Tendering for haulage ‘territories’ by single hauliers/haulier consortia 

– Rationalising haulier numbers – increasing quality standards, imposing minimum 

tonnages and/or imposing minimum backload requirements (on site or from 

elsewhere) 

An Impact/Acceptability Matrix was developed and used to assess each of the above 
measures and models in terms of likely impact on operational efficiency (low, medium, 
high), along with expected acceptability (low, medium, high) to the range of stakeholders 
involved in the operation (British Sugar, growers, hauliers, grower/hauliers, local 
community). 
 
The completed Impact/Acceptability Matrix was assessed and was used to inform the 
development of the Consultants’ recommended strategy. 
 

It is the view of the Project Team, that the most efficient model for sugar beet transport 

from Growers’ farms to the existing four processing sites would comprise: 

� Ex-farm contracts for Growers (ideally only for growers based within a restricted 

radius of the processing sites) 

� Hauliers tendering for British Sugar haulage ‘territories’ contracts, with rates agreed 

by British Sugar (containing strict service agreements and quality standards) 

� Improved coordination of harvesting and haulage activity 

� British Sugar planning and coordination of beet collection 

� Extended delivery time windows throughout the 24 hour period and the 7 day week at 

each of the processing sites 

It is recognised, that this streamlined model, whereby British Sugar is responsible, 

through its territory haulage contracts, with appointed high quality hauliers, for planning, 

coordination and transport of beet from Growers’ farms into processing sites, which can 
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receive for extended time periods, may not be able to be implemented easily in a very 

short timescale (i.e. by the next Campaign). 

There may be some merit in trialling the ‘territory’ haulage contract concept and the 

British Sugar planning and coordination of collection days role, in a specific area serving 

one of the processing sites. It would be essential that a fully robust methodology be 

devised for such pilots to ensure credibility of results. Once these results were known 

and the impact on efficiency and costs measured, results could be showcased and 

disseminated to all involved in the operation, prior to roll-out. 

Also, as a trial measure, there may be some merit in British Sugar negotiating (and 

making available to growers) standardised haulage rates, over set distances, applicable 

to a specific trial processing site. 

As an interim measure, it is also recommended that best practice guidance material be 

produced for growers and hauliers, to indicate British Sugar’s willingness (in partnership 

with the NFU) to provide support in helping to improve efficiency. The suite of guidance 

material would comprise: 

� Best practice guidance on haulage rate negotiation for growers, issued by British 

Sugar/NFU 

� Best practice guidance on vehicle specification for grower/hauliers and hauliers 

issued by British Sugar/NFU 

� General best practice guidance on operational efficiency for grower/hauliers and 

hauliers issued by British Sugar/NFU  

� Best practice guidance on grower partnerships issued by British Sugar/NFU 

� Best practice guidance on haulier consortia building issued by British Sugar/NFU 

Also as an interim measure, given that the lack of formal contracts between growers and 

operators is considered a key weakness in the existing operation, it is recommended 

that template contracts, containing service agreement conditions, are drafted and made 

available to interested growers. 

Finally, it is also recommended that a quality improvement scheme, designed to reward 

newer, cleaner and more ‘fit for purpose’ fleets (essentially giving them a delivery 

advantage over others) be devised and implemented, to help raise awareness of the 

importance of continual efficiency improvements and to raise quality standards among 

hauliers who wish to remain involved in the operation.  

The minimum number of vehicles potentially able to transport the required quantities of 

beet varies, depending on whether an average 5 or 6 loads per day could be achieved 

and also whether the receiving operation runs over 5.5 or 7 days.  

It has been calculated, however, that, by adopting the recommended strategy, the 

minimum number of vehicles required to transport all beet for the campaign could be 

reduced to between 239 to 365, compared to the current figure of over 2,000 individual 

vehicles involved in the operation. 

Corresponding operating cost savings, compared to the current operating costs, would 

range from approximately £3.5m to £8.5m saved. 
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1 Introduction    

1.1 PURPOSE OF REPORT 

1.1.1 NFU and British Sugar, with funding from EEDA and EMDA, appointed WSP 

and TTR in April 2009 to undertake this Sugar Beet Transport Efficiency Study.  The 

objectives of the study were to carry out an efficiency assessment of the current 

arrangements for sugar beet transport from growers to the four British Sugar processing 

sites (Wissington, Cantley, Bury St Edmunds and Newark), determine costs associated 

with the current operation, identify areas for potential efficiency improvements and then 

recommend a strategy to improve operational efficiency and reduce associated costs. 

1.1.2 This Final Report provides details of all work completed during the project, 

including the best practice review, stakeholder consultation, response analysis and the 

development of conclusions and recommendations on how the efficiency of sugar beet 

transport could be improved. 

1.2 WORK COMPLETED  

1.2.1 The study was commissioned at the beginning of April 2009, and the following 

work has been completed: 

� Task 1 – Inception Meeting (held 22 April at British Sugar Wissington) 

� Task 2 – Data Review and Consultation Preparation 

� Task 3 – Best Practice Review  

� Task 4 – Strategic Stakeholder Discussions (and face-to-face meetings with selected 

growers, hauliers and grower/hauliers) 

� Task 5 – Grower and Haulier Consultation (telephone surveys) 

� Task 6 – Current Efficiency and Cost Profile  

� Task 7 – Interim Report and Client Meeting (held on 12 June 2009) 

� Task 8  - Consultation Events (held for hauliers in Cantley 2nd July and in Wissington 

on 7
th
 July and for growers in Wissington on 6th July and Marston on 8th July 09) 

� Task 9 – Option Development 

� Task 10 – Impact/Acceptability Matrix 

� Task 11 – Recommended Strategy, Models and Short, Medium and Long Term 

Action Plans 

� Task 12 – Final Report and Client Meeting (held 17
th
 August 2009 in Newmarket) 

1.2.2 Task 4 was originally planned to involve face-to-face meetings with key 

strategic stakeholders, including NFU, British Sugar, EEDA and EMDA. As the number 

of strategic stakeholders to be consulted was limited, the client group agreed that these 

should be supplemented by face-to-face meetings with key growers and hauliers.  A 

selection of key organisations directly involved in the operation, including growers of 

sugar beet, grower/hauliers and hauliers, were met face to face: 

� British Sugar 

� NFU 

� Ken Rush (Grower/Haulier) 

� EMDA 
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� Road Haulage Association (RHA) 

� DEFRA (telephone consultation only) 

� Whitecross SBHS (Grower/Haulier) 

� JT Butler (Haulier) 

� Riverfen Farms (Grower) 

� Roger Warnes (Technically a Grower/Haulier but predominantly Haulier) 

� M&J Haulage (Technically a Grower/Haulier but predominantly Haulier) 

� MC Mountain (Technically a Grower/Haulier but predominantly Haulier) 

� Bowring Transport (Haulier) 

� L.O.C. Plant Hire and Haulage (Haulier) 

1.2.3 A face-to-face consultation meeting was also scheduled with RH Pears 

(Haulier) but the contact was unavailable at the planned time of the meeting. 

1.2.4 Task 5 involved a programme of telephone surveys with a representative 

sample of growers, grower/hauliers and hauliers. The initial targets were to complete 35 

haulier surveys and 175 grower surveys (including grower hauliers), totalling 

approximately 210 surveys. 

[Note: extended survey questionnaires/discussion guides were used when a grower also 
declared involvement in haulage operations].  

1.2.5 A total of 229 telephone surveys were actually completed, comprising: 

� Hauliers: 41 

� Growers: 129  

� Grower/Hauliers: 59 

An additional request was made by the client group to speak directly to growers in 
Lincolnshire where a gap in coverage existed.  
 
The breakdown of telephone surveys by processing site area is contained in the Table 
below. 
 

Area 
From Hauliers 

List (incl Grower 
Hauliers) 

From Growers Lists 
(incl Grower 

Hauliers) 
Lincolnshire Total 

4 Bury 17 34 0 51 
5 Cantley 11 31 0 42 

12 Newark 26 38 9 73 
17 Wissington 17 40 0 57 

Unknown 0 6 0 6 
Total 71 149 9 229 

Table 1: Breakdown of telephone consultation by processing site area  

 

1.2.6 Task 13 – Attendance at Dissemination Groups is still to be completed and is 

expected to take place in November 2009. 

1.3 REPORT PREVIEW 

1.3.1 This report sets out the work undertaken and the conclusions reached: 

� Section 2 describes how sugar beet is transported from farm to factory in other 

countries; 

� Section 3 summarises the findings from the telephone surveys; 
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� Section 4 deals with the findings from the face-to-face interviews and consultation 

events held for growers and hauliers; 

� Section 5 looks at the current costs and efficiency of the existing beet transport 

regime; 

� Section 6 identifies potential options and models that would improve the efficiency of 

the sugar beet transport operation, outlines the Consultants’ recommended strategy 

and indicates potential cost savings achievable from it; 

� Appendices A, B and C contain detailed analysis of the responses from the 

telephone surveys with hauliers, growers and grower / hauliers; Appendix D contains 

write-ups from the consultation events. 
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2 Desk-Based Best Practice Review    

2.1 PURPOSE OF REVIEW 

2.1.1 At the beginning of the study, a brief desk-based research exercise to gather 

information on sugar beet transport in other countries around the globe was undertaken. 

Summarised results of this desk-based research are provided in this section.  

2.2 SUGAR BEET TRANSPORT OUTSIDE THE UK 

2.2.1 Worldwide, sugar beet is grown in Russia, North America, China and the EU 

(Thelen, M, 2004), including in Britain, France, Germany, Finland, Holland and Turkey.  

2.2.2 Production of sugar and sugar beet by the EU has decreased since the 2006 

reforms of the sugar sector, which aimed to reduce internal EU prices and EU production 

levels (Ishak, A et al, 2008) to the extent that the price of white sugar was to decrease 

by 36% and sugar beet by 40% by 2010 (Bogetoft, B et al, 2007).  

2.2.3 The reforms were driven and implemented through quotas being distributed, 

with payments available for voluntary quota surrender.  Payments received through the 

quota surrender were shared between processors and farmers.  

2.2.4 Of the EU 25, Ireland, Latvia and Slovenia all relinquished their entire quota. 

The proportions of the quotas received by various companies within the EU are shown in 

figure 1 for sugar beet, with table 2 showing the countries for each company with a 

greater than 5% share of the quota. 

 

 

Figure 1: EU quotas for sugar beet 08/09 (Südzucker, 2008 
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Table 2: Sugar beet companies’ base country 
 

2.3 METHODOLOGY  

2.3.1 When carrying out this best practice review of worldwide sugar beet transport 

efficiencies, internet searches were made by country and by the companies identified in 

figure 1, excluding British Sugar.  

2.3.2 Searches were also made of sugar beet growers’ associations’ websites to 

assess if transport and delivery information was available. Searches revealed limited 

publicly available information regarding the actual organisation and co-ordination of 

sugar beet transport in other countries.  

2.3.3 However, a number of reports were identified by internet searches, which 

would have been potentially relevant to the study but which were not readily available or 

accessible. These included: 

� Hoda, M.S, Coordinating sugar beet harvesting, transport, storage and processing in 

the district around the Hatvan sugar factory, Gazdalkodas 

� Kessel, W.C. von, Transport organisation for sugarbeet delivery : preferences and 

suggestions of the sugarbeet factory, Nordharzer Zucker  

� Spichak, V et al, Improvement of the system of sugarbeet transportation for 

processing, Russian Research Institute of Sugar Industry  

� Kadievs'kii, V. A, et al, Complex planning and management of sugar production in 

intensive sugar beet growing regions of the Ukrainian SSR, Visnik 

Sil's'kogospodars'koï Nauki 

2.3.4 Due to project constraints, there was a limit to the amount of time able to be 

spent searching for the above reports and others. These reports could have provided 

useful additional insight and it may be worth the client group considering sourcing these, 

in due course. 

2.4 EUROPEAN EXPERIENCES  

2.4.1 In 2003, the European Committee of Sugar Manufacturers (CEFS) and the 

International Confederation of European Beet Growers (CIBE) produced the 

“Environmental Report for Beet Growing and Sugar Production in Europe”, which 

documented the environmental objectives and achievements made by the industry and 

set out a detailed analysis of the environmental practices and standards implemented.  

2.4.2 Regarding transport, the report commented that: 

“In recent years, rationalisation pressures within the sugar industry have led to the 
closure of factories all over Europe. This has meant that sugar beet has to be 
transported over longer distances. But, at the same time, the sugar industry has pursued 
a policy of transport rationalisation in order to reduce the environmental effects of beet 
transport. Beet farmers are encouraged, through targeted information and various 
handling improvements made in the factories, to deliver in larger vehicles. This reduces 
the number of trips and thus results in fewer kilometres travelled, lower fuel consumption 
and less noise. Recent restructuring has led to the closure of factories and thus to 
an increase in average transport distance for beet. However, local processing of 

Company Base Country 

Sudzucker Germany 

Nordzucker Germany 

Tereos France 

British Sugar Britain 

Cosun Holland 

Danisco Denmark 

Pfeifer and Langen Germany 
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the raw material is still a characteristic and, from an ecological perspective, 
significant feature of the European sugar industry.” 
 

2.4.3 This report highlighted the example of the French sugar industry, which, in the 

period 1990 to 2000, reduced the number of production sites from 50 to 35, but 

minimised the increase in average transport distances by re-organising sugar beet 

deliveries more efficiently (figure 2).  What is unclear from the research is whether the 

locations of farms growing beet also changed, as a result of rationalisation in the number 

of processing sites. 

 

 
 

Figure 2: Trend of the number of factories and of the average transport distance in France 
 

2.4.4 In Germany, in spite of restructuring within sugar companies, the number of 

vehicle movements has actually been reduced through fleet rationalisation (figure 3), 

according to figures from the company Nordzücker. Unfortunately, no additional details 

are available on the reasons for the reduction in fleet movements. 

 

 

 Figure 3: Number of vehicle movements in a German sugar company 

 

2.4.5 On an individual Member State basis, the transport of sugar beet from grower 

to processor is (or was) organised in a number of ways.  
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France 

2.4.6 France is the largest European sugar producer, ahead of Germany, Poland and 

the UK and the eighth largest sugar producer in the world. French annual sugar 

production ranges from between 4m to 7m tonnes.  

2.4.7 France is also the world’s second largest producer of sugar beet, processing 

beet at approximately 30 factories nationwide. 

2.4.8 The major processors in the French market are Tereos (formerly Beghin Say) 

and Saint Louis Sucre (a subsidiary of the Suedzucker Group). 

2.4.9 Sugar beet is delivered to factories by growers (and their hauliers), located 

within a 30-40km radius. Storage time is kept to a minimum (maximum 48hours) in an 

attempt to preserve sugar content. 

Ireland 

2.4.10 Prior to the sugar reforms, Ireland used to produce 200,000 tonnes of sugar, 

produced from approximately 1.6 million tonnes of sugar beet, grown in an area less 

than 50,000 hectares in size.  

2.4.11 Transport of sugar beet was carried out by either road, with approximately 30% 

of growers deciding to haul their own beet, or by rail, accounting for a total of 10% of 

sugar beet deliveries.  

2.4.12 Transport costs were paid from a transport subsidy pool provided by Irish 

Sugar to the growers at a price of €5.40/t.  The allocation of the subsidy was based on 

the proximity to the factories with higher subsidies being paid to those growers which 

were further away.  This calculation was based on which region a grower was located in, 

with regions zoned with a level of payment allocated to each zone (Chaplin, H et al, 

2005).  

2.4.13 This method was similar in some ways to that currently operated by British 

Sugar. 

The Netherlands 

2.4.14 The main sugar producing company within the Netherlands is Cosun and their 

subsidiary company Suiker Unie. 

2.4.15 Suiker Unie operates 2 production plants in Holland, with a third at Groningen 

having closed in early 2008.  Suiker Unie organises the transportation of the sugar beet 

from the growers to the production plants, as part of its environmental management 

strategy, to have optimal logistics of beet transportation to the production plants, with 

return loads of beet pulp (http://www.suikerunie.nl/en/).  

2.4.16 This is as part of the annual Beet Campaign, which, as of 2008, operated 6.5 

days a week, with the company investigating the option of operating 24 hours a day, 7 

days a week, during the harvesting season.  

Germany 

2.4.17 Two of the largest sugar beet growers in Germany are Nordzucker and 

Suedzücker, collectively accounting for nearly a third of the EU sugar beet quota as 

shown in figure 1.  

2.4.18 Nordzucker processes sugar beet mainly from Germany, but also receives beet 

from Poland, Slovakia and Serbia.  The company processed 8.6 million tonnes of sugar 

beet in 2008, producing 1.91 million tonnes of sugar.  Within Germany, Nordzucker 

operate 11 processing stations for sugar beet.   
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2.4.19 Sugar beet from the growers used to be transported in small quantities by 

agricultural tractors and trailers, but modern road transport semi-trailers are now used. 

These can transport more sugar beet per vehicle than the tractors using less fuel (some 

of which are fuelled by biodiesel). 

2.4.20 Supply co-operatives comprise groups of farmers who transport sugar beet to 

the plants just-in-time and around the cloc.  The use of the supply co-operatives is also 

known as “Equipment Groups” and growers organise for themselves which co-

operatives deliver the sugar beet for them.  Nordzucker supports the transport 

cooperatives with group buying of biodiesel and by providing dedicated filling stations at 

the sugar factories.  

2.4.21 In line with the sugar market regime, Nordzucker also pays for the cost of 

transportation and, as a result, tries to minimise the distances travelled by the sugar 

beet.  In this respect, the quota surrender which became necessary as part of the 

European sugar market reform was actively used to persuade farmers growing crops a 

considerable distance away from the closest plant to stop producing sugar beet 

(Nordzucker, 2008). 

2.4.21 Sudzucker are the leading producer of sugar from sugar beet in the EU, 

producing 3.9 million tonnes of sugar in 2008.   

2.4.22 Rather than paying the growers for the cost of transportation, Sudzucker 

organises and pays for the delivery of the sugar beet themselves from the fields to the 

processing sites (ex field), stating what quantity of sugar beet each grower can deliver at 

what time on a particular day.  Delivery of the sugar beet is by road, with the average 

distance travelled from grower to processing site being 40km 

(http://www.suedzucker.de/en/FAQ/Ruebenlieferung/). 

Denmark  

2.4.23 Within Denmark, the main sugar producer is Danisco, which sold the Danisco 

Sugar Division to Nordzucker in 2008.  Up to that point, Danisco was the only sugar 

producing company in Northern Europe, with processing plants in Finland, Sweden and 

Lithuania.  

2.4.24 Sugar beet growers in Denmark receive a transportation allowance, which is 

intended to cover the cost of transporting the sugar beet from the fields to the processing 

site.  However, the transport allowance is independent of the transportation distances 

and is therefore, in effect, an add-on to the sugar beet price.  

2.4.25 According to a research paper by Bogetoft, P, 2007, if farmers are located 

within 15 km of the processing plant, they normally transport the beet themselves.   

Finland 

2.4.26 Danisco also operates in Finland, through its subsidiary company Sucros OY.  

After the sugar reform, Finland’s sugar beet quota is now 80,999 tonnes per year, with 

1073 growers tending to an area of 14,400 hectares.  

2.4.27 Following the reform, Sucros OY is looking to concentrate the growers closer to 

the processing plant, reducing the average haulage distance from 110 km to 90km 

(Danisco, 2008).  The issue of transport organisation and payment in Finland has been 

under discussion since the end of 2007.  At that time, following consultation between the 

Central Union of Agricultural Producers and Forest Owners (MTK) and Sucros, it was 

agreed that transport costs from field to factory would continue to be paid largely by the 

farmers, but the aim was to reduce the costs by rearranging the transport system.  
Further information relating to these re-arrangements was not available at the time of 

desk-based review.  
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Turkey 

2.4.28 All sugar that is produced in Turkey is made from sugar beet, with 7 sugar beet 

companies in operation, 5 of which are owned by the growers and 2 of which are state 

owned.  In 2005/6, the country harvested 14.6 million tonnes of sugar beet, from 335.6 

thousand hectares of land. 

2.4.29 Within Turkey, the sugar sector is administered by the Sugar Law 4634, which 

has the stated aims of regulating:  

� The sugar regime, 

� Procedures and principles for sugar production, 

� Conditions and methods of pricing and marketing. 

2.4.30 As part of contracts governing sugar beet production, specific reference is 

made to issues associated with the transport of sugar beet from grower to processing 

sites.  The contracts stipulate that there needs to be “incentive premiums and 

compensation for transporting beet to factories’ central delivery points” (Turkey, 2006).   

2.5 NORTH AMERICA 

2.5.1 Sugar beet is grown in 11 states in the USA from California in the west, to 

North Dakota and Montana in the north.  Sugar Beet is now used to make the majority of 

the sugar produced in the USA.  By 2006, the proportion of sugar output made by sugar 

beet had increased to 58.8%, compared to 41.2% from sugar cane.  Processing of sugar 

beet is carried out at 23 processing plants, all of which are owned and operated by co-

operatives, located to minimise the distance travelled from grower to processer. 

2.5.2 The largest sugar beet processing co-operative is Minnesota and North 

Dakota, which has the largest number of processing plants, as shown in table 3 (Jacobs, 

J, 2006).   

 

Area No of Processing Plants 

Michigan 4 
Minnesota and North Dakota 7 
Colorado and Nebraska 3 
Wyoming 2 
Idaho 3 
Montana 2 
California 2 

 Table 3: Number of US sugar beet processing plants by Co-operative 

2.5.3 The Western Sugar Co-operative has, amongst its growers, 135,000 acres in 

the states of Nebraska, Colorado, Wyoming and Montana.  Amongst the co-operative, 

the sugar beet is harvested during October and the grower is responsible for delivering 

the beet from the farm to the factory.  There are large distances between some of the 

farms, with ranges of 60 – 100 miles to the factory, where beet is stored in piles before 

processing (http://www.westernsugar.com/ProductionAndProcessing.aspx).   

2.5.4 The Michigan Sugar Co-operative has 1,250 growers with four operating 

factories and 3 warehouse terminals in the Michigan and Ohio area.  As part of their 

efforts to improve efficiency, the Co-operative implemented trials of night-time deliveries 

of sugar beet during the harvesting season, aimed at eliminating some of the busiest 

receiving hours between 13:00 and 21:00.  This was implemented through the issuing of 

tickets/permits valid for ‘through the night’ deliveries (from 23:00 to 07:00).  This was 

also trialled bearing in mind that “most of the other sugar beet co-ops in the United 

States harvest on a 24 hour basis and they are deemed very efficient” (Pfenninger, P,  

2007). The outcomes of the trial were not available at the time of desk-based review. 
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2.5.5 It is known that for other U.S. processing sites, ex-farm arrangements are in 

place, whereby the processor controls and pays for collection of beet from grower and 

for delivery into processing site.  In some cases, processors’ own vehicle fleets perform 

all beet haulage. 

2.6 SOUTH AFRICA AND LA RÉUNION ISLAND  

2.6.1 In a 2003 study by Guacher et al, reference is made to the sugar beet and 

sugar cane industries in South Africa, based on a 2002 study, and also to La Réunion 

Island, from a 1997 study.  

2.6.2 In each case, responsibility for the haulage of the beet and/or cane is that of 

the grower. In the instance of South Africa, initial transport is to a loading zone before 

haulage to a mill. In La Réunion, haulage is to a trans-loading centre, where weighing of 

tonnage and quality sampling occurs.  

2.6.3 Due to the nature of these arrangements and reference to sugar cane rather 

than beet, there is felt to be limited transferability to the British Sugar arrangement.  
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Figure 4: Structure of cane flows between grower fields and the mill in La Réunion and South Africa 
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3 Summary of Findings from Telephone 
Consultation with Growers, Hauliers and 
Grower / Hauliers    

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

3.1.1 Extensive telephone consultation was undertaken during May, June and July 

2009 with growers, hauliers and grower/hauliers. In all, 41 hauliers, 129 growers and 59 

grower/hauliers were consulted, resulting in a total of 229 telephone consultations being 

completed. 

3.1.2 The telephone consultations aimed to determine: 

� Views on the existing beet transport operation 

� Costs associated with the operation (both operating costs and haulage rates 

charged/paid) 

� Perceived benefits of the current operation 

� Perceived drawbacks of the current operation 

� Areas for improvements 

� Willingness to consider alternatives 

3.1.3 The following sections summarise the main findings from the telephone 

consultations with Growers, Grower/Hauliers and Hauliers and aim to identify the key 

issues relating to each, pertaining to the current operation. 

3.2 GROWERS 

3.2.1 The key issues emerging from discussions with growers were: 

� Long-established relationships with the same single hauliers 

� Inclined to use local firms, relatives and those hauliers inherited 

� Annual haulage rate negotiation but very few formal contracts 

� Some growers accept a rate charged by their haulier without negotiation 

� There is a lack of clarity of what percentage of the rate charged relates to haulage 

and what relates to cleaning/loading 

� Wide range of rates paid for the same jobs, ranging from what could be considered 

very low to very high. £3.50-£5.00 standard incl and excl cleaning/loading, £5.00-

£7.50 paid for longer distances 

� The majority feel that transport allowance doesn’t cover haulage costs, but a 

significant percentage don’t know the extent of shortfall. Those who did know quoted 

£0.60-£1.00, which is consistent with cleaning / loading rate, indicating a possible 

misconception that transport allowance is intended to cover cleaning/loading 

� The majority consider it to be important or very important to retain responsibility for 

organising haulage, as it enables them to coordinate with harvesting and 

fundamentally means they retain some control over at least one aspect of the 

operation 

� The present system allows flexibility under their control 
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� In some cases, Growers are let down by Hauliers, meaning beet has to stay in clamp 

for weeks 

� Significant proportion deem current system to be fine 

� Most would be willing to consider improvements 

3.3 GROWER/HAULIERS 

3.3.1 The issues identified by this group include: 

� Long-established relationships with growers (among those who haul for others) 

� Reason for hauling their own beet is because they have vehicles and need to make 

use of them 

� Predominantly small fleets (1-4 vehicles), mostly 44 tonnes artics 

� Employ a small number of drivers, some of whom may be general farm labourers 

when not driving 

� There appears to be better level of awareness of operating costs i.e. responses from 

grower/hauliers were closer to expected levels than those from hauliers 

� Very little backloading 

� Average small number of loads per day per vehicle (4) 

� Limited utilisation of vehicles (8-10 hours or 10-12 hours) 

� Majority (75%) felt transport allowance didn’t cover operating costs but many did not 

know level of shortfall. Others quoted £0.60-£1.00 

� Do negotiate annually with customers on haulage rates charged 

� However, some don’t negotiate with their customers and merely charge a rate they 

deem appropriate 

� Wide variety of rates charged for same services over similar distances. Range from 

£1.50 to £6.50, but clearly distance dependent. Typical £4-£5 for average journey, 

incl cleaning/loading 

� Deemed very important to retain responsibility for organising own transport, as they 

have the vehicles and need to make use of them and also allows them to coordinate 

with harvesting 

� Most are happy with the current system 

� Majority would be willing to consider improvements 

3.4 HAULIERS 

3.4.1 Hauliers identified these are key issues: 

� Majority involved in sugar beet haulage for many years 

� Most have relatively small haulage groups (between 1 and 20 growers) 

� Long-established relationships with customers 

� Most run small fleets of 44 tonnes articulated vehicles (1-4 vehicles) 

� Most employ only a small number of drivers 

� Potential lack of awareness of operating costs (£1.00-£1.50 per mile quoted by 

many, which is low) 

� Very limited instances of backloading from site or from elsewhere (5%) 

� Limited fleet utilisation (12 hours typically) 
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� Annual rate negotiation but very few contracts 

� Wide range of rates for similar trips (from £1.50 haulage per tonne to £8.00 incl 

cleaning/loading, admittedly distance dependent) 

� Lack of transparency in rates charged in terms of what proportion covers haulage 

and what amount is for cleaning/loading 

� Most use vehicles for other reasons remainder of year, meaning vehicle used for 

beet is not ideal for task 

� Majority of hauliers wish to maintain the status quo and keep current system 

� Majority are also willing to consider possible improvements 

3.5 ASSESSING AND PROGRESSING THEMES 

3.5.1 These summarised results for each of the consultation groups highlight a range 

of key themes relevant to each of the collective parties involved in the operation. These 

key issues emerging from the telephone consultation phase of the study have been 

coupled with the results of the face-to-face and event consultation work (described in the 

following section) and have been taken forward into the development of our conclusions 

and recommended strategy. 
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4 Issues identified from Face-to-Face 
Consultation Meetings and the Four 
Consultation Events 

4.1 METHODOLOGY 

4.1.1 In addition to the extensive telephone survey work with growers, hauliers and 

grower/hauliers, detailed in the previous section, face-to-face consultation meetings 

were held with a small selection of growers, hauliers and grower/hauliers and four 

consultation events were held in early July 2009 (two for growers and two for hauliers). 

4.1.2 To supplement the results of the surveys, key issues identified by the project 

team from the face-to-face meetings and Consultation Events with growers, 

grower/hauliers and hauliers have been included below: 

4.2 ‘’THERE’S MORE TO BEET HAULAGE THAN HAULING BEET’’ 

4.2.1 The themes that have emerged from these consultations are: 

� Planning  

– It is clear that the majority of beet hauliers (including grower/hauliers) do not 

create detailed plans for the campaign. Those who do produce preliminary plans 

and give growers indications of collection days/weeks tend to then respond and 

react to calls from other growers during the campaign, thus discarding their 

original plans. Typical pre-planning and day-to-day planning during the 

campaign is largely done manually/mentally by the haulage operator, not using 

sophisticated planning and scheduling systems 

� Coordination  

– Co-ordination of haulage is crucial, which is directly linked to co-ordination of 

haulage and harvesting. Instances explained where grower calls haulier, 

arranges haulage date, then calls harvester to lift, but haulier cancels or fails to 

show after beet has already been lifted. Improved co-ordination and adherence 

to haulage schedules would maximise revenues for growers 

– British Sugar co-ordination – BS, through Area Managers, already engage 

extensively with the (many) hauliers throughout the campaign. There is already 

a co-ordination role for BS in existence (highlighted by letters to hauliers 

requesting details of haulage groups pre-campaign). Many hauliers, particularly 

larger operators, would actually welcome a formal BS coordination and planning 

role and many larger growers seemed unconcerned as to who hauls, provided 

haulage happens as planned 

� Haulier Role 

– Dominance and control – hauliers have significant control of the operation once 

the campaign gets underway with lifting arrangements made and altered to suit 

their own operational needs 

� Contracts  

– Very few formal contracts exist between growers and hauliers to specify 

expected service standards 

– Service guarantees – between haulier and grower are uncommon, but one 

stipulates they will haul within maximum 5 days of harvesting. Penalty clauses 
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within consortium service agreements would tighten control of haulage 

undertaken 

� Grower and Haulier relationships  

– Often long-established and static. Good in terms of close working relationships 

and trust but risk of limited transparency of costs 

– Many growers would be reluctant to let some hauliers or grower/hauliers on site 

due to personal issues and historic relationships 

� Receiving hours, Queuing and Delivery Profile 

– 24/7 would not be welcomed by all. Issue of loading in the dark is frequently 

quoted (although this already happens in winter with earlier a.m. starts and late 

afternoon finishes). Noise issue of loading at night is understood. Important to 

decouple issue of loading at night and at weekends from hauling.  There is some 

potential for pre-loading during day-time and night-time running into selected 

sites. Some larger growers with necessary facilities could load at night. Night 

loading could be planned to happen at suitable locations only. Some growers do 

night harvesting already. Some larger hauliers would welcome opportunity to 

double-shift vehicles, earning more revenue per day, improving efficiency, 

provided the volume of beet was available 

– 7 day week – short Saturday and short Sunday may be ideal (at some sites) to 

smooth the profile through week, reduce ramping and reduce trough in volume 

on Monday 

– 7 day week – need to recognise that not all hauliers want to work Sundays – but 

service agreements could deal with this.  At present the haulier chooses, based 

on what they prefer, not the grower (the haulier’s customer) 

– Queuing – queues during early morning peaks are prime practical example of 

inefficiency and bottlenecks in the transport process. Some sites are underused 

later in day (4pm to 6pm). There is potential for extended opening hours (likely 

preferred earlier in the morning) to reduce the extent of queues and work 

towards constant uninterrupted flow (factory-related issue) 

– Zones – general feeling that delivery Zones 1 and 2 needed but not the 

remainder when off-peak throughout day 

– Peaks in delivery demand – ramping up through the week has an effect on 

haulier planning and necessitates spare capacity in the system. More ‘flatline’ 

delivery profile through the week and, ideally, over weekends would reduce the 

need for excess vehicles in operation 

– Call-up system – the British Sugar answer-phone system works to a degree but 

frequent requests were made for following day’s letter call to be available from 

08.30 rather than 11.00 or later, to allow resource planning i.e. extra vehicles 

and drivers or stand-downs. Specific requests for this information to be available 

no later than 11am to allow haulier planning. 

� Transport Allowance  

– Growers are keen to get higher transport allowance and are supported by 

hauliers. But in some cases, allowance does fully cover haulage and in others 

there is a shortfall predominantly due to high haulage rates being charged.  

� Tendering for BS haulage contracts  

– Would be welcomed by larger hauliers, but was met with suspicion by smaller 

hauliers. Such a proposal would need transparency through haulage consortia, 

with opt-outs for grower/hauliers and possible pilot/trial to implement and show 
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effectiveness in one area.  Transparent costs, open-book, open access study 

would be needed to show deliverable for less than existing haulage rates. There 

is some mistrust of BS, so NFU endorsement/participation would be required 

– Consortium – lead haulier could manage own fleet and small team of 

subcontractors. This would reduce contact points for BS and improve 

coordination of resources. Some hauliers would be disenfranchised and unable 

to participate. However, some may see benefits of improved co-ordination, 

acting in support of consortium leader and pooling resources 

� Vehicle Fleet Profile, Utilisation and Specification 

– Smaller vehicles, including 4 axle rigid tippers, are used in some instances with 

reduced payloads, meaning additional trips are necessary to move same 

volumes – indication given that this was due to access issues on farms 

– Haulage efficiency characteristics – most efficient hauliers maximise vehicle use 

throughout the day and throughout the year. Inefficient hauliers have vehicles 

under-utilised. Efficient hauliers move other crops/compatible commodities 

throughout the year. Most efficient hauliers move other crops and commodities 

during the beet season. Those who don’t move additional commodities carry 

smaller numbers of loads per day and may park part of fleet up outside of 

campaign. This indicates that there is excess capacity in the operation 

– Backloading – some but limited backloading specifically from processing sites. 

Efficient hauliers backload other commodities from the general vicinity of 

processing site to general vicinity of next pick-up. Generally larger hauliers with 

broader customer bases doing this, rather than smaller hauliers with more 

limited traffic 

– Age of fleet – vehicle age has a direct link to vehicle fuel efficiency and 

emissions. The current beet fleet comprises a significant proportion of older 

vehicles (more than 25% registered pre-2,000 and only 10% less than 2 years 

old), meaning currently a less fuel efficient and less environmentally friendly (in 

terms of engine emissions) profile 

– Vehicle specification – efficient operators typically run lighter semi-trailers 

(aluminium bodies without spare tyres), day cabs only, with sheets – all driven to 

maximise payloads and minimise total movements to shift a finite beet volume. 

Others have heavier vehicles, sleeper cabs (despite having no nights out during 

beet season) and / or excessive equipment (bull bars, fog lamps, horns). Run on 

full fuel tanks with associated weight of fuel reducing payload. For agricultural 

tractors and trailers could stipulate minimum trailer size 

– Vehicle utilisation throughout campaign – many vehicles (approximately 33%) 

transport less than 50 beet loads during the campaign, equating to less than 2 

loads per week 

– Agricultural tractors/trailers and Fastracs – haulier concerns about growers 

moving own beet over long distances and, possibly, hauling for others at cheap 

rates using Fastracs in direct competition 

� Partnering  

– Limited examples of haulage partnerships/consortia (some subcontracting but 

relationships could not be deemed to be consortium-based). Similarly, limited 

examples of growers partnering within haulage groups (if anything, there tends 

to be competition for haulier attention to shift their own beet in preference to 

fellow growers’) 
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� Pads (on farm and at receiving sites) 

– Newark – frequent comments about limited pad size – particularly suited to more 

level, flatlined delivery throughout wider day and wider week, with continuous 

‘feeding’ of factory, rather than stockpiling 

– Grower investment – there has been a significant investment by growers over 

the years in concrete pads means, that many will still prefer conventional 

cleaner/loader rather than paying additional C&L rate for Maus (which is not able 

to lift from concrete pad) 

� Cleaning/loading  

– Most equipment provided and coordinated by the haulier. Some examples of 

growers using own cleaner/loader to load haulier, meaning less than optimal use 

of equipment due to limited volumes loaded 

– Maus – can avoid need for agricultural tractor and trailer running shuttle from 

field to pad. Field size and shape and proximity of road may dictate Maus 

effectiveness 

– EMDA – confirmed that, in principle, they could help fund a Maus for use by a 

grower co-operative 

� Haulage rates and Operating costs 

– Some very high rates quoted (up to £8 per tonne incl C&L) and some very low 

rates (£3.50 per tonne C&L). Although mileage is a factor, even for similar trips 

there are significant variations 

– Operating costs – are at the higher end of industry band for 44T artics. Likely to 

be in region of £1.60-£1.70 per mile (as frequently quoted in haulier and 

grower/haulier responses). 

� Displacement and Stem Mileages  

– Local York growers serving Newark, and Lincs growers serving Wissington (due 

to site closures), have contributed to increased mileages, higher rates and 

inefficiencies 

� Interim storage 

– Transhipment from farms to a bulk beet storage site to service sites at planned 

times. Additional handling (damage to beet) and additional time (meaning more 

deterioration) and additional facility costs – but could help to ‘flatline’ delivery 

patterns 

� Package of solutions  

– Likely that different measures would be appropriate for different sites in the short 

term 

� Willingness to consider improvements  

– Although most hauliers said that things are fine as they are at the minute, most 

would be willing to consider improvements and, of those larger hauliers 

consulted, all expressed willingness to bid for large tenders (if that were to be an 

option). All eager to get additional volume to enable more loads per day and 

better vehicle/driver utilisation. Smaller operators seem happy to move smaller 

number of loads just to tick-over but inherently inefficient approach (less efficient 

than optimised use of vehicle, driver and fuel resources) 
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4.3 PROGRESSING THEMES 

4.3.1 These key themes emerging from the face-to-face and event consultation have 

been coupled with the results of the telephone survey work and taken forward into the 

development of our conclusions and recommended strategy.
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5 Current Costs and Haulage Rates  

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

5.1.1 This section reviews current costs involved in the operation and compares 

these with haulage rates charged/paid. 

5.2 CURRENT COSTS 

5.2.1 It is clear, through detailed consultation with the parties involved, that inherent 

inefficiencies exist within the current system.  

5.2.2 There are currently a large number of comparatively small haulage operations 

(both dedicated hauliers and grower/hauliers) running small vehicle fleets, transporting 

small numbers of beet loads per day for a diverse range of rates.  Many of these smaller 

hauliers appear to use sugar beet transport to keep their fleet ticking over during the 

winter, moving minimum numbers of loads to justify running a vehicle(s), rather than 

striving for maximum utilisation of vehicles and drivers. 

5.2.3 The responses relating to operating costs received suggest that many 

operators are unclear about the real costs of operating their fleets. Responses 

suggested operating costs in the region of £1.00-£1.50 per mile, while industry standard 

operating costs (from both FTA and RHA) would indicate an expected figure of £1.40-

£1.70 for 44 tonne articulated vehicles.  

5.2.4 In our view, supported by figures provided by some of the larger hauliers, 

operating costs for this type of haulage undertaken on predominantly rural roads would 

be at the higher end of the industry band. They are likely to be in the region of £1.60-

£1.70 per mile due to lower mpg, vehicle component wear and tear and wear.  

5.2.5 A lack of detailed monitoring by some hauliers of operating costs also, logically, 

infers unreliable calculation of haulage rates to be charged to growers.  

5.2.6 The range of rates charged to growers for comparable mileages is diverse, 

ranging from £3.50 per tonne cleaned/loaded/hauled for a 40 mile round trip, to over £6 

per tonne for the same service. Although rates are, of course, distance dependent and 

do not lend themselves to simple comparison between highest and lowest quoted 

figures, haulage rates charged can range from £1.50 to over £7.00 per tonne. 

5.2.7 There is a noticeable lack of formal contractual arrangements between growers 

and their hauliers. In addition, there is a lack of transparency in the associated costs as 

a result of: 

� annual renegotiation (rather than annual quote gathering from various hauliers),  

� instances where growers are merely charged a rate after the Campaign, determined 

by the haulier (rather than negotiated),  

� long-established grower/haulier relationships,  

� single quoted rates for haulage and cleaning / loading and the preference of growers 

to use local or inherited hauliers, rather than pursuing cheaper quotes. 

5.2.8 The limited existence of backloads within the operation indicates significant 

empty running, meaning mileage run without revenue.  

5.2.9 There are a variety of methods which can be used to assess the costs involved 

in the current operation. 
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5.3 OPERATING COSTS 

5.3.1 In determining the size and economic impact of the current operation, an 

assessment of total mileage run is key. This is based on the assumption and proven 

characteristic that efficient road transport operations focus on minimising miles run and 

specifically avoid miles run empty (non-revenue generating mileage).  Inherently 

inefficient road transport operations involve greater miles run and greater miles run 

empty. The objective of any efficient operation is therefore to run the fewest miles 

possible and to run as many of those miles laden. 

5.3.2 The greater the miles run, the larger the demand for fuel and the higher the 

operating costs for the hauliers. The higher the operating costs for the hauliers, the 

greater the haulage charges for the growers. 

5.3.3 Approximately 12,800 loads are carried, on average, each week of the delivery 

campaign. Using the figures provided at the outset of the study by British Sugar, 

suggesting average mileage from farm to factory is 28 miles, it is reasonable to assume 

each load involves an average round trip of approximately 56 miles. 

5.3.4 Typically, the 44 tonnes GTW articulated tipper vehicles involved in the 

operation will achieve an average of approximately 7.5 miles per gallon (MPG). This 

figure is supported by responses received from both hauliers and grower/hauliers. This 

means that for every round trip of 56 miles, approximately 7.5 gallons of diesel fuel will 

be used, equating to 34 litres.  At a pump price of approximately £1.00 per litre, this 

equates to a fuel cost, incurred by the haulier, per round trip, of £34.00 

5.3.5 This is solely the cost of fuel, to be met by the haulier, to complete the round 

trip. Fuel accounts for, typically, 30-40% of costs of a road haulage operation and a 

reasonable pence per mile operating cost figure for a 44 tonnes articulated tipper vehicle 

would be in the region £1.40-£1.70. Assuming an average figure for this type of duty of 

£1.60 per mile (as supported by responses received from both hauliers and 

grower/hauliers), the operating cost of the average round trip would therefore be in the 

region of £90. This is inclusive of driver wages, depreciation and other fixed and running 

costs.  A fuel cost of £34 equates to approximately 38% of the total £90, in line with the 

expected split of components of total operating costs. 

5.3.6 Assuming, on average, that each 44 tonnes vehicle will deliver a payload of 29 

tonnes, this round trip operating cost of £90, equates to a per tonne operating cost of 

approximately £3.10per tonne. This figure is important as it is compared below with the 

average haulage rate charged for the same trip distance from farm to processing site.  

These figures relate to haulage only and not to cleaning/loading.  They are the operating 

costs incurred by the haulier and not the rates paid by the grower. Those figures will be 

explored further below. 

5.3.7 Using the estimated operating cost per round trip of £90, multiplied by the 

average 12,800 loads (each requiring a round trip) per week, throughout a 24 week 

campaign, results in a total beet haulage operating cost of some £27.6M or circa £1.15M 

per week. 

5.3.8 If total mileage run within the operation could be reduced through efficiency 

improvements and improved coordination of resources, haulage operating costs would 

also be reduced. 

5.3.9 As fuel consumption reduces, so does environmental impact in the form of 

vehicle emissions. Using the figures above, each round trip uses approximately 34 litres 

of diesel fuel. With, on average, 12,800 loads undertaken per week, this equates to a 

weekly operational fuel consumption of approximately 435,200 litres. Across a 24 week 

campaign, this equates to a total fuel consumption of 10,444,800 litres of diesel fuel to 

collect from farms to deliver to processing sites. That is a cost for fuel alone of 

approximately £10.5m. 
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5.3.10 Each litre of diesel fuel consumed results in 2.68kgs CO2 being produced. For a 

full 24 week campaign, the total CO2 would therefore be approaching 28,000 tonnes. 

5.4 OPERATING COSTS VERSUS HAULAGE RATES 

5.4.1 The indicative haulage operating cost per tonne (exclusive of cleaning and 

loading) outlined above, approximately £3.10 per tonne, needs to be compared with 

indicative haulage rates charged to growers to transport beet over the equivalent 28 mile 

trip from farm to processing site. 

5.4.2 Analysis of the responses from the grower, haulier and grower/haulier surveys 

shows that there is a very diverse range of haulage rates charged for comparable 

services delivered over similar distances. The discrepancy between a rate charged by 

one haulier for a 28 mile trip to site and that charged by another could be well in excess 

of £2 per tonne for haulage only, excluding cleaning/loading. However, to determine the 

extent of profit being made by haulier on typical and average movements (approximately 

28 miles), it is necessary to assume an indicative haulage rate for this figure. 

5.4.3 As the average haulage trip from farm to processing site is approximately 28 

miles and the most frequently cited haulage rates, exclusive of cleaning and loading 

were between £3.51 and £5.00 (although the second most frequently cited rates were 

£5.01 to £7.50), we feel it reasonable to assume an indicative haulage rate for a 28 mile 

trip from farm to site of £4.30 per tonne (based on the approximate mid-point of £3.51 to 

£5.00). This figure has also been chosen as it was explicitly quoted as a haulage rate for 

up to 30 miles, excluding cleaning and loading, during the telephone surveys. 

5.4.4 Calculating the difference between the haulage rate charged per tonne (£4.30) 

and the operating cost incurred per tonne (£3.10) for average trip length, gives an 

indication of profit margins associated with the operation (approximately £1.20 per tonne  

or £35 per 29 tonnes load). This equates to a profit margin of 39% of the operating costs 

incurred or 28% of the total haulage rate charged. This should be considered an 

indicative figure for illustrative purposes. It is understood that some hauliers will 

experience much lower profit levels than this indicative figure, while others will deliver 

profit well in excess of this figure. 

5.4.5 Interestingly, this per tonne haulage profit of £1.20 exceeds the average 

transport allowance shortfall figures suggested by hauliers and grower / hauliers during 

the consultation (£0.60-£1.00). This suggests that negotiation of lower haulage rates 

would reduce the risk of any shortfall in transport allowance.  

5.4.6 We believe this to be a conservative calculation of the per tonne profit 

generated by hauliers. The pence per mile operating cost figures used include attributed 

costs from all aspects of the operation, including vehicle fixed and running costs, driver 

wages, depreciation, insurance and overheads. It is unlikely, therefore, that there would 

be significant other costs to be added to these figures. Again, it should be noted that 

cleaning and loading is a separate activity and is not contained within these calculations.  

5.4.7 These profit level calculations are also considered to be conservative, since the 

instances of higher haulage rates being charged were more prevalent than lower rates,  

5.4.8 Even given the conservative approach to calculating haulage profit margins, 

the resulting figures show comparatively high levels of profit compared to other sectors 

of the haulage industry, where much lower profit levels (in some cases, in the region of 

3%-5%) would be expected. 
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5.4.9 Inevitably, some hauliers will experience far lower levels of profit than those 

quoted above, particularly those smaller hauliers who do not have significant beet 

volumes to move and who deliver only a small number of loads per day and use beet 

transport merely to justify keeping an HGV on the road. Conversely, there will be 

hauliers who experience greater levels of profit, through economies of scale in their fleet 

operations. 

5.4.10 It is felt that it would, potentially, be possible for hauliers to sustain profit levels 

even with reduced haulage rates, if efficiency improvements can be made. 
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6 Options and Recommendations – 
Measures/Models, the Impact / Acceptability 
Matrix, Consultants’ Recommended Strategy 
and Potential Cost Savings   

6.1 OPTIONS – MEASURES AND MODELS 

6.1.1 In our view, efficiency improvements could be made through rationalisation of 

the number of hauliers (and therefore total number of vehicles) involved in the operation.  

6.1.2 Views have been expressed that the excessive number of hauliers and 

vehicles supporting the operation actually allows for increased flexibility and 

responsiveness at peak periods. This is undoubtedly true and enables increased 

demand to be accommodated. But, conversely, this fundamentally means that, at times 

of normal operation, there is excess capacity within the operation. 

6.1.3 This is illustrated by the fact that a large proportion of vehicles (approximately 

700 of the total of just over 2,000) transport less than 50 loads of beet during the 

campaign, equating to less than 2 loads per week.  

6.1.4 Most loads (90%) are transported by 44 tonnes vehicles, most with a payload 

of 28-30 tonnes but, worryingly, some with far lower payloads (26 tonnes and below).  

6.1.5 A significant proportion of the Beet fleet (approximately 550 of just over 2,000 

total vehicles) is more than 9 years old (registered pre-2,000), with only 10% of vehicles 

being less than 2 years old. This is important when considering the overall efficiency of 

the combined Beet fleet, as significant technological improvements have been made in 

recent years to reduce the environmental impact of HGVs (in terms of engine emissions 

and noise), as well as to reduce fuel consumption. Newer fleets are cleaner and more 

fuel efficient than their older counterparts. Measures need to be developed to encourage 

newer and cleaner vehicles to be used on beet haulage operations.   

6.1.6 Our view is that the most efficient operational model for sugar beet transport to 

the processing sites would be designed to  

� use fewer vehicles, which are newer, cleaner and more fuel efficient 

� be operated by far fewer hauliers, more efficiently,  

� offer more competitive and standardised rates,  

� have extended operating hours,  

� involve less queuing at peak periods at factory sites and  

� have more level, ‘flatlined’ delivery patterns within the day and throughout the week  

6.1.7 There are, however, many component aspects of this type of operation to be 

considered and the impact/acceptability matrix in the option development task will be 

crucial to assess each of these. 

6.1.8 We set out below the list of measures and models we intend to take forward to 

the Impact/Acceptability Matrix. For these, we provide an indication of costings (low, 

medium, high) and short/medium/long term Action Plans. 
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6.1.9 The measures and models range from simple improvement actions relating to 

the current operation, through to fundamental changes in the structure of the operation 

and the responsibilities of parties involved. 

6.1.10 The list of proposed measures and models which we intend to take forward 

comprises: 

� Best Practice Guidance (NFU and British Sugar led): 

– Best practice guidance on haulage/rate negotiation for growers issued by British 

Sugar/NFU 

– Best practice guidance on vehicle specification for grower/hauliers and hauliers 

issued by British Sugar/NFU 

– General best practice guidance on operational efficiency for grower/hauliers and 

hauliers issued by British Sugar/NFU  

– Best practice guidance on grower partnerships issued by British Sugar/NFU 

– Haulier consortia building (including best practice guidance to be provided by 

British Sugar) 

� Extended servicing hours at processing sites (British Sugar led):  

– Evenings 

– Mornings 

– Weekends, incl Sundays 

– Relaxing later time zones 

� New Operational Structure (British Sugar led and managed) 

– Coordination of harvesting and haulage activity 

– Improved cleaning/loading efficiency – coordination of conventional 

cleaning/loading equipment 

– Improved cleaning/loading efficiency – use of Maus 

– Formal planning and coordination of collection days (by growers and hauliers) 

– British Sugar planning and coordination of collection days 

– Ex-farm grower contracts with British Sugar 

– Haulage contracts with British Sugar 

– Service agreements within haulage contracts (minimum haulier performance 

levels, vehicle specification etc) 

– Standardised haulage rates negotiated centrally by British Sugar and made 

accessible to growers 

– Tendering for haulage ‘territories’ by single hauliers/haulier consortia 

– Rationalising haulier numbers – increasing quality standards, imposing minimum 

tonnages and/or imposing minimum backload requirements (on site or from 

elsewhere) 

6.2 THE IMPACT/ACCEPTABILITY MATRIX 

6.2.1 Each of the above measure and model options has been assessed using the 

Impact/Acceptability Matrix below. 
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6.2.2 The Matrix assesses the expected positive impact of each measure/model, in 

terms of improving operational efficiency and reducing operating costs, graded low (light 

blue), medium (blue) or high impact (purple). It is expected that all measures/models 

being considered would offer at least some positive impact on efficiency and costs, 

through improved operational performance. 

6.2.3 It also assesses each measure/model in terms of positive impact on the 

environment, graded low (light blue), medium (blue) or high (purple). It is expected that 

all measures/models being considered would offer at least some positive impact on the 

environment, through improved operational performance. 

6.2.4 The Matrix also assesses the expected levels of acceptance of each 

measure/model by key parties directly involved in the operation and also by those 

parties (including local community/wider local amenity) potentially affected by it. Each 

party is given an equal weighting within the acceptability columns of the matrix and these 

values are based on the project team’s subjective perceptions of current levels of 

acceptability for each party for each model/measure. Acceptance levels are graded low 

(red), medium (amber) and high (green).  

6.2.5 It should be noted that, for each of the acceptance level assessments, the 

gradings relate to the perceived majority view of the various parties. So, although some 

members of a group may, in fact, be very supportive of a particular measure or model, if, 

through our research, it was clear that the majority would not be supportive, then that 

measure/model would receive a low (red) grading. 

6.2.6 Below the Impact/Acceptability Matrix, each measure/model option is 

considered in more detail, giving consideration to its Impact/Acceptability assessment 

and its anticipated implementation cost (low, medium, high).  

6.2.7 Ideas for Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans for implementation are 

also included. These apply to all measures and models but are particularly designed to 

help mitigate the expected concerns of those parties with medium (amber) and low (red) 

acceptance levels.    
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Figure 5: Impact/Acceptability Matrix 
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6.3 BEST PRACTICE GUIDANCE (NFU AND BRITISH SUGAR LED) - 

ON HAULAGE RATE NEGOTIATION FOR GROWERS ISSUED BY BRITISH 

SUGAR/NFU 

6.3.1 Simple guidance publication offering best practice ideas on rate negotiation. 

Could be as simple as a single sheet flyer, with a bullet list of questions which should be 

used by growers when discussing with hauliers.  

 

Table 4: Impact/Acceptability Assessment 

6.3.2 Overall impact on efficiency improvements would only be moderate but 

acceptability would be likely to be high among growers and less so among 

grower/hauliers and hauliers. 

6.3.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Low 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.3.4 Simple ‘quick win’ tactic to show that British Sugar (with NFU support) is keen 

to help growers get best value for their money. Short term plan requires initial drafting of 

single sheet flyer of key questions growers should ask. Medium and longer term plans 

would involve obtaining feedback from growers (possibly through a focus group or 

training sessions) on usefulness of guidance and subsequent revision and reissue. 

6.4 BEST PRACTICE GUIDANCE (NFU AND BRITISH SUGAR LED) - 

ON VEHICLE SPECIFICATION FOR GROWER/HAULIERS AND HAULIERS 

ISSUED BY BRITISH SUGAR/NFU 

6.4.1 Simple guidance publication for grower/hauliers and hauliers offering ideas on 

best practice in vehicle specification for sugar beet transport. Maximising vehicle 

revenue from sugar beet transport is dependent, partially, on minimising kerbside weight 

of the vehicle to enable maximum payload to be carried. Sleeper cabs, Globetrotter 

cabs, horns, bull bars and a wide range of other additional (and largely unnecessary) 

equipment carried on or in the vehicle will have an impact on kerbside weight and 

reduce the weight of beet legally able to be carried. Sheeting of empty tipper bodies has 

been proven to help reduce aerodynamic drag and improve fuel consumption. 

Minimising fuel carried in vehicle fuel tanks will increase maximum potential payload. A 

simple guidance publication, ideally including case studies of beet operators who have 

implemented best practice and experienced savings, would help raise awareness of 

basic principles of efficient vehicle specification.  

 

Table 5: Impact/Acceptability Assessment 

6.4.2 Overall impact on efficiency and costs may be relatively low, particularly in the 

short term but this measure would sit as a component part of a wider package of best 

practice information which would both inform parties involved in the operation and show  

that British Sugar (with NFU support) is willing to help. Acceptability levels are likely to 

be high across all parties. 
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6.4.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Low 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.4.4 Simple, ‘quick win’ option to show British Sugar (with NFU endorsement) 

support for grower/hauliers and hauliers, encouraging them to run more efficient and ‘fit 

for purpose’ fleets. Short term plan requires drafting of initial guidance publication (which 

could initially take the form of a single factsheet), further developed in the medium and 

longer terms into a full publication, with best practice case study examples of vehicle 

specification to maximise weight of beet carried. Feedback on the publication should be 

obtained, potentially through focus groups or workshops for hauliers. 

6.5 BEST PRACTICE GUIDANCE (NFU AND BRITISH SUGAR LED) - 

ON OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY FOR GROWER/HAULIERS AND 

HAULIERS ISSUED BY BRITISH SUGAR/NFU  

6.5.1 General operational efficiency guidance for grower/hauliers and hauliers 

involved in sugar beet transport, in the form of a simple publication aimed at raising 

awareness of basic concepts of fuel management programmes, fuel efficient driving 

techniques, vehicle specification and maintenance and use of simple IT to monitor 

performance. A basic spreadsheet support tool to help operators monitor key 

performance indicators could also be provided. 

 

Table 6: Impact/Acceptability Assessment 

6.5.2 Impact on overall efficiency and costs would be expected to be moderate. 

Many of the operations involved in sugar beet transport are traditional, long-established 

farm and haulage businesses, which may not be aware of the latest developments in 

road transport efficiency and best practice to reduce operating costs. A simple guidance 

publication, specifically tailored for sugar beet operations, would help raise awareness of 

the latest, simple and easy to implement concepts in efficient road transport operations 

and would, again, show British Sugar and NFU willingness to help vehicle operators 

minimise operating costs. It is expected that acceptability levels would be high across all 

parties. 

6.5.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Low 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.5.4 Initially a basic guidance publication could be developed covering fuel 

management, fuel efficient driving techniques, vehicle specification and maintenance, 

use of IT and performance monitoring and published in British Sugar/NFU branding. This 

could be distributed to each haulier involved in the operation, requesting feedback on 

usefulness. In the medium and longer terms, the publication could be reviewed and 

revised based on feedback received and, potentially, supported by a series of 

workshops and seminars to increase awareness and encourage operators to implement 

basic efficiency measures. 

6.6 BEST PRACTICE GUIDANCE (NFU AND BRITISH SUGAR LED) - 

ON GROWER PARTNERSHIPS  

6.6.1 Simple guidance publication for Growers offering advice on the benefits of 

working in partnership with other Growers and forming partnerships, where practicable, 

to share available resources. 
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Table 6: Impact/Acceptability Assessment: 

6.6.2 This measure would be expected to have low overall impact on efficiency but 

would be a general best practice measure likely to be accepted by all parties concerned 

in the operation. 

6.6.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Low 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.6.4 Simple ‘quick win’ tactic to show that British Sugar (with NFU support) is keen 

to help growers share expertise and get best value for their money. Short term plan 

requires initial drafting of single sheet flyer of key ideas which growers should consider. 

Medium and longer term plans would involve obtaining feedback from growers (possibly 

through a focus group or training sessions) on usefulness of guidance and subsequent 

guidance revision and reissue. Future versions could contain case study examples of 

efficiency savings experienced by grower partnerships. 

6.7 BEST PRACTICE GUIDANCE (NFU AND BRITISH SUGAR LED) – 

ON HAULIER CONSORTIA BUILDING  

6.7.1 Simple guidance publication for Hauliers, offering advice on the benefits of 

working in partnership with other Hauliers and forming partnerships, where practicable, 

to share available resources or pool experience and build collective buying power. This 

would be particularly relevant in providing guidance on setting up consortia, with a 

specific view to bidding for tenders. 

 

Table 7: Impact/Acceptability Assessment: 

6.7.2 This measure would be expected to have low overall impact on efficiency but 

would be a general best practice measure likely to be accepted by all parties concerned 

in the operation. There will inevitably be operators who do not wish to work in 

partnership with others, for whom this guidance will not be of interest. 

6.7.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Low 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.7.4 Simple ‘quick win’ tactic to show that British Sugar (with NFU support) is keen 

to help hauliers share expertise and pool experience and resources to improve 

efficiency. Short term plan requires initial drafting of single sheet flyer of key ideas, which 

hauliers should consider. Medium and longer term plans would involve obtaining 

feedback from hauliers (possibly through a focus group or training sessions) on 

usefulness of guidance and subsequent revision and reissue. Future versions could 

contain case study examples of efficiency savings experienced by haulage consortia. 

6.8 EXTENDED SERVICING HOURS AT PROCESSING SITES 

(BRITISH SUGAR LED) – EVENINGS 

6.8.1 Extending servicing hours at the processing sites is felt to be a logical 

approach to removing the bottle-necks caused by current more restricted hours of 

operation.  
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Table 8: Impact/Acceptability Assessment 

6.8.2 Extending site receiving hours, across the operation, into the evening, could 

have a high impact on operational efficiency and costs. Less road congestion exists in 

the evening, journey times are quicker and more reliable and average travelling speeds 

are more constant, meaning less fuel consumption and improved vehicle efficiency. 

Extending the time window for beet deliveries throughout the full day would help to 

remove congestion at weighbridges during the artificial peak periods of site opening. 

This measure is likely to be met with low levels of acceptability from the majority of 

hauliers who may be unwilling to run their vehicles for extended hours, double-shift or 

pay a premium for an evening/night driver. Concerns about loading in darkness were 

expressed during the consultation. Local communities may also have concerns about 

evening running and the impact of noise on local amenity. Haulier concerns could be 

offset by encouraging pre-loading, where possible, in daylight and also promoting the 

greater number of shunt loads achievable throughout the evening and nighttime, 

compared with direct lift, haul and deliver loads, working through traffic during the day. 

6.8.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Low (for British Sugar, requiring staff to man 

weighbridges and sampling) but with higher wage costs for hauliers – important to note 

that these extra costs would be offset by increased utilisation of the vehicles, meaning 

fixed costs reduce per load carried (i.e. more weekly revenue for the same fixed costs). 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.8.4 A range of different operating hours exist at the four processing sites. In the 

short term, extended evening/night-time hours (possibly up to 10pm, up to midnight), 

could be trialled, with operators allowed to choose if they wish to make use of the 

extended time windows but with selected willing operators encouraged to make use. In 

the longer term, the ultimate efficiency approach would be to have each site able to 

receive beet for as extended a time period throughout the day as is reasonably possible 

(taking into account local community concerns).  

6.9 EXTENDED SERVICING HOURS AT PROCESSING SITES 

(BRITISH SUGAR LED) – MORNINGS 

6.9.1 Extending servicing hours at the processing sites is felt to be a logical 

approach to removing the bottle-necks caused by more restricted hours of operation. 

 

Table 9: Impact/Acceptability Assessment 
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6.9.2 Extending site receiving hours, across the operation, by opening earlier in the 

morning, could have a high impact on operational efficiency and costs. Less road 

congestion exists in the early hours of the morning, journey times are quicker and more 

reliable and average travelling speeds are more constant, meaning less fuel 

consumption and improved vehicle efficiency. Extending the time window for beet 

deliveries throughout the day would help to remove congestion at weighbridges during 

the artificial peak periods of site opening. Opening earlier may risk bringing the peak 

forward but it is felt that a move to earlier opening would give operators more 

opportunities to self-select arrival times. This measure is likely to be met with high levels 

of acceptability from the majority of hauliers who would wish to see queuing removed at 

sites and more flexibilitiy in terms of start time for their drivers’ working days. Local 

communities may have concerns about very early morning running and the impact of 

noise on local amenity.  

6.9.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Low (British Sugar, requiring staff to man 

weighbridges), possibly with some higher wages to be paid by hauliers for early starts 

but likely offset by improved vehicle utilisation throughout the day. 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.9.4 A range of different operating hours exist at the four processing sites. In the 

short term, earlier morning opening hours (from 4am potentially) could be trialled, with 

operators allowed to choose if they wish to make use of the extended time windows but 

with selected willing operators encouraged to make use. In the longer term, the ultimate 

efficiency approach would be to have each site able to receive beet for as extended a 

time period throughout the day as is reasonably possible (taking into account local 

community concerns).  

6.10 EXTENDED SERVICING HOURS AT PROCESSING SITES 

(BRITISH SUGAR LED) – WEEKENDS, INCL SUNDAYS 

6.10.1 Extending servicing hours at the processing sites is felt to be a logical 

approach to removing the bottle-necks caused by more restricted hours of operation. 

 

Table 10: Impact/Acceptability Assessment 

6.10.2 Extending site receiving hours, across the operation, throughout the weekends, 

including Sundays, could have a high impact on operational efficiency and costs. Less 

road congestion exists at selected times during the weekends, particularly Sundays, 

meaning journey times are quicker and more reliable and average travelling speeds are 

more constant, resulting in less fuel consumption and improved vehicle efficiency. 

Extending the time window for beet deliveries throughout the week would help to remove 

congestion at weighbridges during the artificial peak periods of site opening and would 

help to smooth the ramping up in demand for beet experienced as the week progresses. 

This measure is likely to be met with low levels of acceptability from the majority of 

hauliers who would not wish to pay an additional premium for weekend working or relief 

drivers (while their normal drivers are on periods of weekly rest). Others may have 

religious reasons for not wishing to work on Sundays. Local communities may have 

concerns about weekend running and the impact of noise on local amenity.  

6.10.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Low (British Sugar, requiring staff to man weighbridges) 

but higher costs for hauliers paying additional wages – important to note that these 

would be offset by increased vehicle utilisation throughout the week and increased 

revenue, resulting in reduced per load fixed operating costs. 
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Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.10.4 A range of different operating hours exist at the four processing sites. In the 

short term, extended weekend operating (including Sundays), could be trialled, with 

operators allowed to choose if they wish to make use of the extended time windows but 

with selected willing operators encouraged to make use. In the longer term, the ultimate 

efficiency approach would be to have each site able to receive beet for as extended a 

time period throughout the week as is reasonably possible (taking into account local 

community concerns). Assuming local community concerns are addressed, operators 

will inevitably consider the efficiency improvements and increased utilisation being 

experienced by others running at weekends and consider whether using the extended 

time windows would be suitable for them. 

6.11 EXTENDED SERVICING HOURS AT PROCESSING SITES 

(BRITISH SUGAR LED) - REMOVAL OF QUEUING AT PROCESSING SITES 

BY RELAXING LATER TIME ZONES 

6.11.1 Removing time zones late in the day would result in less queuing by vehicles 

waiting for time zones to change, while sites are empty. 

 

Table 11:  Impact/Acceptability Assessment: 

6.11.2 This measure would have a moderate impact on efficiency. It would have high 

levels of acceptability from most parties, particularly grower/hauliers and hauliers. It 

would remove instances where drivers and vehicles are required to queue to wait for a 

time zone to change before proceeding onto site, when the site is actually empty. 

6.11.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Low 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.11.4 In the short term, a review of the extent of queuing for later time zones to 

change, while the site is empty of vehicles, could be undertaken to assess the extent of 

the issue and also to consider whether removing the later time zones would create its 

own difficulties. If the preference were to retain later time zones, then weighbridge staff 

could be given greater discretion (and encouraged to use it) to pull queuing vehicles 

forward in advance of time zone changes, when appropriate to do so. 

6.12 NEW OPERATIONAL STRUCTURE (BRITISH SUGAR LED AND 

MANAGED) - COORDINATION OF HARVESTING AND HAULAGE 

ACTIVITY 

6.12.1 Improved coordination between harvesting and haulage activity would help 

streamline vehicle movements across the entire operation and, for the benefits of 

growers, help to minimise occasions where beet remains in clamp unnecessarily for 

extended time periods. Improved coordination between harvesting and haulage could be 

derived from encouraging combined operations, i.e. single harvesting, loading and 

haulage contractors or encouraging improved communication between harvesting and 

haulage contractors. 

 

Table 12:  Impact/Acceptability Assessment 
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6.12.2 Improved coordination between harvesting and haulage would undoubtedly 

have a significant impact on efficiency and costs. Better coordinated and streamlined 

movements of harvesting crews, followed by haulage fleets would avoid unnecessary 

criss-crossing of equipment and reduce unnecessary repeat mileage back to part-

cleared farms. From a grower perspective, it would also reduce the risk of lifted beet 

having to remain in clamp for extended time periods. Acceptability levels for this 

measure are expected to be high among all parties. 

6.12.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Low 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.12.4 In the short term, improved communication and planning, based on the existing 

operational model, could be achieved by including harvesting crews more formally within 

the campaign operation. Extensive communication currently takes place between British 

Sugar, Growers and Hauliers on the lead up to and during the campaign. Inclusion of 

harvesting contractors within this process could help provide an initial improvement. In 

the medium term, more formal processes, like establishing planning groups between the 

major hauliers and major harvesting contractors, to discuss approaches to improved 

planning could help. In the longer term, encouraging single contractors to harvest, load 

and haul would maximise efficiency and optimise links between the key operational 

stages affecting movement of beet from field to site.  

6.13 NEW OPERATIONAL STRUCTURE (BRITISH SUGAR LED AND 

MANAGED) - IMPROVED CLEANING/LOADING EFFICIENCY THROUGH 

COORDINATION OF CONVENTIONAL CLEANING/LOADING EQUIPMENT 

6.13.1 Improving coordination of available conventional cleaning/loading equipment, 

specifically coordinating movements within geographical areas to avoid criss-crossing 

and unnecessary duplicate mileage, would help improve efficiency and optimise use of 

what can be an expensive physical resource. Ownership of conventional 

cleaning/loading equipment varies across the operation. Growers own some, 

grower/hauliers own others and, in many cases, hauliers make the equipment available 

at the point of collection. Sharing resource between neighbouring growers or within 

grower consortia could help to improve efficiency. 

 

Table 13:  Impact/Acceptability Assessment 

6.13.2 The impact of improving coordination of conventional cleaning/loading 

equipment, particularly if combined with improved coordination between harvesting and 

haulage operations, could have a moderate impact on efficiency. As an improvement 

measure, it is likely to be well received by the majority of growers but may be seen as 

difficult to coordinate by grower/hauliers and hauliers. 

6.13.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Low 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.13.4 In the short term, a detailed understanding of exactly how many individual 

conventional cleaning/loading units are used in the operation is necessary, along with 

their location and ownership. Use of equipment by hauliers will obviously be coordinated 

as a component element of their planned haulage activities. In the short term, this 

measure could focus on identifying where growers’ own conventional cleaner/loaders 

exist and whether these could be shared with neighbouring growers within a reasonable 

radius to cut down on stem mileage from haulage yards and criss-crossing of haulier 

equipment. Reduced loading rates might be able to be negotiated with neighbouring 

growers, meaning less overall rate to be paid to the haulier. 
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6.14 NEW OPERATIONAL STRUCTURE (BRITISH SUGAR LED AND 

MANAGED) - IMPROVED CLEANING/LOADING EFFICIENCY THROUGH 

USE OF MAUS 

6.14.1 More widespread use of the Maus machines for cleaning and loading at 

fieldside, rather than requiring transfer from field to clamp, could help improve efficiency 

for some farm operations, depending on field layout and available road access for goods 

vehicles in close proximity to the loading field. The Maus was mentioned frequently 

during the consultation phases of the study and clearly divides opinion. 

 

Table 14:  Impact/Acceptability Assessment 

6.14.2 More widespread use of the Maus could have moderate impact on efficiency. 

Concerns were expressed that its effectiveness depends on field layout and proximity of 

adjacent roads for vehicle loading. Without these caveats, which essentially mean it 

would not be a suitable loading option for all, particularly for those growers who have 

recently invested significant sums in improving concrete pads, it could be considered to 

have a high impact on efficiency, improving loading times and reducing manpower 

requirements. Acceptance levels among growers, grower/hauliers and hauliers would be 

expected to only be medium due to reservations expressed during consultations. 

6.14.3 Anticipated Cost Level: High for individuals investing but overall Low when the 

operation is considered as a whole. Third party funding might also be available for 

consortia planning to share resource (EMDA confirmed this potential). 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.14.4 Use and availability of Maus equipment has increased in recent years and 

approximately 8 will be available in various locations (operated by a number of 

grower/hauliers and hauliers) this coming Campaign (09/10). Scepticism exists on their 

effectiveness and value for money, given, in some cases, the additional premium 

required to be paid by growers for their use. In the short term, a case study reporting on 

their effectiveness during the 09/10 season should be carried out and the results written 

up and disseminated to all growers involved in the wider operation, highlighting the 

potential relevance to their own farm requirements. In the medium and longer terms, 

more widespread use would reduce loading times and manpower required in the overall 

operation (field to clamp to site), reducing the need for pads. A limited number of well 

planned and coordinated Maus machines, servicing a large area, loading lines of 

vehicles and clearing individual farms, could remove the need, in some cases and 

specific areas, for conventional cleaning/loading equipment. Promoting the benefits of 

existing use would encourage other operators to invest in the equipment and other 

growers to sign up to its use.   

6.15 NEW OPERATIONAL STRUCTURE (BRITISH SUGAR LED) - 

FORMAL PLANNING AND COORDINATION OF COLLECTION DAYS BY 

GROWERS AND HAULIERS 

6.15.1 Lack of planning and coordination of collection days, when hauliers collect beet 

from farm sites, was raised frequently as a concern by growers during consultation. This 

particularly becomes an issue when large quantities of beet are lifted, part of the overall 

yield is hauled and then the remainder is put into clamp, with a repeat collection day still 

to be confirmed. Agreeing specific dates (even week commencing) for beet to be hauled 

throughout the season (and adherence to that schedule, within reason) would help 

improve efficiency, as well as reducing ad hoc decision-making and criss-crossing of 

resources (loading equipment, vehicles and drivers).  
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Table 15:  Impact/Acceptability Assessment 

6.15.2 Improved planning and scheduling of collection days by hauliers with growers 

throughout the Campaign could have a moderate impact on efficiency and costs. This is 

deemed only to be moderate, as it is clear from consultation, that there is reluctance 

among grower/hauliers and hauliers to plan too rigidly and to commit themselves to 

specific dates, due to the potential impact of weather conditions. Nevertheless, it is felt 

that improved planning and coordination and, above all, reliable information for growers 

and adherence to revised collection schedules, could improve the overall efficiency of 

the operation. The majority of growers are likely to be receptive to this measure, while 

there is likely to be less support from hauliers who will wish to retain flexibility in 

managing their fleets, to respond to the demands of their range of customers (both 

within beet haulage and also those customers beyond the sugar beet operation). 

6.15.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Low (but would require grower/hauliers and hauliers to 

invest additional time in planning, scheduling, reviewing and revising workloads and 

better informing grower customers) 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.15.4 In the short term, a best practice example of planning throughout the sugar 

beet Campaign could be identified among selected grower/hauliers and hauliers. This 

approach could be researched and then promoted to all grower/hauliers and hauliers. In 

the longer term, it is felt that this measure would only have sustainable benefit if planning 

and coordination were to become more centralised. 

6.16 NEW OPERATIONAL STRUCTURE (BRITISH SUGAR LED AND 

MANAGED) - BRITISH SUGAR PLANNING AND COORDINATION OF 

COLLECTION DAYS 

6.16.1 Lack of planning and coordination of collection days, when hauliers collect beet 

from farm sites, was raised frequently as a concern by growers during consultation. This 

particularly becomes an issue when large quantities of beet are lifted, part of the overall 

yield is hauled and then the remainder is put into clamp, with a repeat collection day still 

to be confirmed. Agreeing specific dates (even week commencing) for beet to be hauled 

throughout the season (and adherence to that schedule, within reason) would help 

improve efficiency, reducing ad hoc decision-making and criss-crossing of resources 

(loading equipment, vehicles and drivers).  

6.16.2 This measure would require British Sugar to assume responsibility for 

coordination and planning of collection days, liaise with growers and advise hauliers 

where and when to send their vehicles. 

 

Table 16:  Impact/Acceptability Assessment 
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6.16.3 This measure would have a high impact on efficiency and costs. It would 

provide a centralised planning and coordination function, which would help to minimise 

ad hoc decision-making by a large number of individual hauliers (which can be 

detrimental to the interests of growers). Acceptability levels would be expected to be 

medium among the range of parties. Growers are likely to welcome the measure if they 

can be assured of a more dependable collection service but may see British Sugar 

ownership of the task as a step towards overall control of the operation. Selected larger 

hauliers consulted during the study actually expressed a desire for coordination to be 

taken over by British Sugar, helping to simplify their role. 

6.16.4 Anticipated Cost Level: Medium (for British Sugar), as this would involve a new 

formal planning and coordination function being established and funded internally. 

Elements of this work are, admittedly, already undertaken, but this measure would 

require full responsibility to be taken and sustained by British Sugar. 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.16.5 In the short term, it is felt unlikely that British Sugar coordination of the 

collection days for the 09/10 beet Campaign could be arranged in time for site opening. 

However, a new system could be developed in time for the 10/11 Campaign, involving 

set-up of either a centralised planning function within British Sugar or a function 

established at each processing site. Detailed liaison with growers would need to be 

undertaken (as appears to already be the case) and also with hauliers (again, as already 

exists). Communicating the change to growers, grower/hauliers and hauliers would be 

key. In the medium-term, obtaining feedback from growers on improvements in the 

reliability of the collection service would be important to help validate the operational 

change. 

6.17 NEW OPERATIONAL STRUCTURE (BRITISH SUGAR LED AND 

MANAGED) - EX-FARM GROWER CONTRACTS WITH BRITISH SUGAR 

6.17.1 Contracts between British Sugar and Beet Growers, which do not contain an 

allowance for transport and relate solely to sale of the beet ex-farm. 

 

Table 17:  Impact/Acceptability Assessment: 

6.17.2 This significant change to the existing operational model is felt likely to result in 

high impact on efficiency and costs. Growers would no longer be expected to arrange 

transport, nor negotiate their own haulage rates. Transport would be arranged by British 

Sugar. This would remove the wide range and disparity between haulage rates incurred 

by growers for the same or similar services. This new model would be expected to be 

met with mixed levels of acceptability across parties. Growers may see the benefit of 

organisation of transport being taken out of their hands if they stand to benefit financially 

from the change. Others may feel this is a step towards British Sugar control of the 

whole operation. Grower/Hauliers (running their own fleets) may wish to continue to run 

those fleets, transporting their own beet. Hauliers are likely to show low levels of 

acceptability for this change in operational model, as it will break the financial links with 

their individual grower customers.   

6.17.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Low (to British Sugar) 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.17.4 The ex-farm contracts model is linked to measure/model 6.18 below, whereby 

haulage contracts, with selected hauliers, are negotiated separately by British Sugar.  
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6.17.5 In the short term, growers would be advised that, from a given agreed 

Campaign date, they would no longer be required to arrange transport for their beet and 

would receive an ex-farm contract, meaning British Sugar would arrange and coordinate 

transport.  

6.17.6 Clear guidance would need to be given on what information growers could 

expect to receive (notification of collection days, who the haulier would be, etc).  

6.17.7 Growers would then be required to inform their own previous hauliers that this 

would be the case (although, in reality, this new model would soon be widely known).  

6.17.8 Grower/Hauliers would need to be specially considered and possibly issued 

with concessions to transport their own beet, using their own vehicles.  

6.17.9 As no transport allowance would be paid under the ex-farm contract, a decision 

would need to be taken as to whether a transport allowance would be paid only to 

grower/ hauliers.  

6.17.10 The risk is, of course, that existing growers decide to procure an old, cheap 

vehicle (and apply for an Operator’s Licence etc) to obtain transport allowance.  

6.17.11 Alternatively, a list of known grower/hauliers could be agreed and fixed at a 

specific point in time, with an arrangement made for those grower/hauliers to receive 

transport allowance for a fixed time period only (next 2 campaigns, perhaps). This would 

likely particularly be the case for local growers (within a specified very tight radius) 

running beet into sites on agricultural vehicles. There may be a case to extend their 

specific exemption indefinitely. 

6.17.12 The longer term ultimate efficiency model, with some very limited exemptions, 

would involve growers being given ex-farm contracts, with responsibility for haulage (and 

payment for same), resting with British Sugar. 

6.17.13 A change to ex-farm contracts for growers would also provide the ideal 

opportunity for British Sugar to fundamentally review the locations of the growers it uses 

and to assess whether these locations really allow for maximum transport efficiency to 

be achieved. Transport merely serves the demand for beet movement and the longer the 

stem mileage from the farms to processing sites, generally, the greater the demand for 

fuel use and the less efficient the operation will be. Reducing stem distances between 

farms and processing sites could fundamentally improve overall efficiency.   

6.18 NEW OPERATIONAL STRUCTURE (BRITISH SUGAR LED AND 

MANAGED) - HAULAGE CONTRACTS WITH BRITISH SUGAR 

6.18.1 Ex-farm contracts for growers are linked to haulage contracts being transferred 

from growers to British Sugar for negotiation, giving greater coordination and control of 

haulage rates. 

 

Table 18:  Impact/Acceptability Assessment: 
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6.18.2 This new operational model could have a high impact on efficiency and costs 

and help to remove the disparity that exists between rates paid for the same or very 

similar services. Growers, on the one hand, may be happy to be relieved of the 

responsibility for organising their own transport. On the other hand, some may see this 

as a step too far along the route of British Sugar controlling the entire operation. 

Grower/Hauliers and Hauliers are likely to have low levels of acceptance of this new 

model, as they may recognise the threat to their current haulage rates of the greater 

consolidated negotiating and purchasing power of British Sugar and the removal of their 

close working (and commercial) relationships with their clients, the growers. 

6.18.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Medium (for British Sugar, requiring staff time to 

coordinate changes and supervise contractual issues and enter negotiations), but with 

likely implications on rates chargeable by hauliers, impacting their revenue  

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.18.4 This new model would be linked with 6.17, ex-farm contracts for growers. Prior 

to a subsequent Campaign, on announcing a change to ex-farm contracts for growers, 

an announcement would also be made that, as a result, haulage contracts and 

associated rates would be negotiated directly with British Sugar. This change might 

encourage some haulage operators to reconsider their involvement in the operation, 

thereby helping to rationalise the total number of hauliers involved in the operation. It 

may be that the Road Haulage Association, in particular, would wish to become involved 

on behalf of its members. In the medium term, it would be expected that negotiation of 

rates with hauliers would help to drive down costs and encourage efficiencies. Those 

unable to sustain reduced rates (expected to be secured through negotiation) would 

likely leave the operation and those wishing to continue would seek further efficiency 

improvements. In the longer term, it would be expected that, over time, the total number 

of hauliers involved in the operation would rationalise, leaving a smaller number of  

larger service providers, transporting larger volumes of beet, with corresponding 

efficiencies of scale. In this case, it would be important to retain multiple operators, to 

promote healthy competition on rates and quality of service provision. In the longer term, 

a preferred panel of haulage providers should be developed.  

6.19 NEW OPERATIONAL STRUCTURE (BRITISH SUGAR LED AND 

MANAGED) - SERVICE AGREEMENTS WITHIN HAULAGE CONTRACTS 

(MINIMUM HAULIER PERFORMANCE LEVELS, VEHICLE SPECIFICATION 

ETC) 

6.19.1 There is limited evidence of haulage contracts existing between growers and 

hauliers within the current operational model. Introduction of service agreements within 

haulage contracts (either provided in template format by British Sugar for Grower use 

under the current model or provided directly by British Sugar under the new model 

described in 9.16 above) would help to make much clearer the expectations of haulage 

service standards required within the operation. These could stipulate a range of 

elements, including expected performance levels in terms of collection within a specified 

number of days, loaded and hauled by a specific date etc.  

 

Table 19:  Impact/Acceptability Assessment: 

6.19.2 This measure could have a high impact on efficiency and costs, as it would 

help to formalise expectations of haulage service providers within the operation. It could 

help to redress the balance apparent within the current operation, where the haulier 

plays a dominant role during the Campaign, arranging collection schedules to suit their 

own operations and preserving flexibility for their fleet.  
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6.19.3 Introduction of service standards within formal contracts would help to 

empower growers and ensure they are better informed about what they should expect 

from their hauliers. If these contracts were introduced by British Sugar directly with 

hauliers (in parallel to ex-farm contracts for growers), then British Sugar could stipulate 

standard expected performance levels from all hauliers signing contracts. This might 

result in some hauliers reviewing their role in the operation and lead to rationalisation of 

overall haulier numbers. Acceptability levels would be expected to be high for Growers 

and low for Grower/Hauliers transporting other growers’ beet and also low for hauliers, 

as new service standards would be imposed, likely reducing flexibility in their operations. 

6.19.4 Anticipated Cost Level: Low (for British Sugar, requiring drafting of template 

contracts and standard conditions), with service benefits for Growers but likely reduced 

flexibility for Grower/Hauliers transporting other Growers’ beet and also for hauliers. 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.19.5 In the short term, an announcement could be made to growers to say that 

service contract templates are being produced, which would help to establish formal 

conditions, which they would be free to access. Use of these templates would be a 

recommendation within the best practice guidance on haulage rate negotiation 

suggested in 9.3 above. In the longer term, if British Sugar were to issue ex-farm 

contracts to Growers, then these service agreements could be introduced directly 

between British Sugar and its hauliers and would stipulate expected service levels and 

possible penalties for failure to perform. 

6.20 NEW OPERATIONAL STRUCTURE (BRITISH SUGAR LED AND 

MANAGED) - STANDARDISED HAULAGE RATES NEGOTIATED 

CENTRALLY BY BRITISH SUGAR AND MADE ACCESSIBLE TO 

GROWERS 

6.20.1 The rates paid by Growers, for the same or very similar services, vary 

significantly across the operation. There is significant potential benefit in British Sugar 

using its consolidated negotiation and procurement power in establishing a set of 

standardised rates for sugar beet transport, over set distances and making these 

available to growers.  

 

Table 20:  Impact/Acceptability Assessment 

6.20.2 This measure could have high impact on efficiency and costs and would likely 

be welcomed by many growers if cost savings could be proven. It would have likely low 

levels of acceptance from Grower/Hauliers and Hauliers, whose rates, in some cases, 

would stand to be reduced as a result of British Sugar negotiation. 

6.20.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Medium (for British Sugar, as this would require staff 

resource to research, draft and approve the set rates for specific distances and may 

result in lengthy consultations with haulage groups and trade associations) 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.20.4 In the short term, standardised rates could be negotiated between British Sugar 

and a selection of hauliers serving each of the four processing sites. These rates could 

be made available to growers wishing to access them. This could encourage both 

growers to seek better rates than they currently receive (given inactivity in rate 

negotiations is evident within the operation) and encourage operators to keep their rates 

competitive, to avoid losing business to the central standardised rates. 
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6.20.5 This measure could be considered as a stepping stone towards the more 

medium and longer term model where haulage contracts are negotiated directly with 

British Sugar. 

6.21 NEW OPERATIONAL STRUCTURE (BRITISH SUGAR LED AND 

MANAGED) - TENDERING FOR HAULAGE ‘TERRITORIES’ BY SINGLE 

HAULIERS/HAULIER CONSORTIA 

6.21.1 To further rationalise the number of hauliers involved in the operation and to 

reduce the disparity in rates charged for the same or similar activities, British Sugar 

could carry out a tendering exercise, inviting single hauliers or haulage consortia to bid 

for haulage contracts within specific territories, servicing processing sites.  

 

Table 21:  Impact/Acceptability Assessment 

6.21.2 This revised operational model would be expected to have a high impact on 

efficiency and costs. It would reduce the total number of hauliers involved in the 

operation, remove disparities in rates charged and allow more focused coordination of 

transport and negotiation of standardised rates, than is currently the case. Many 

Growers may be eager to see this model adopted, provided it saves them money. In 

other cases, some Growers may have concerns that appointed hauliers (i.e. those 

whose bids were successful) will be accessing their farms when long-standing 

disagreements exist between parties. In the case of Grower/Hauliers, there may be 

concerns about this model unless exemptions are permitted for Growers to transport 

their own beet. Hauliers may have concerns about losing existing business to the 

successful contractor.  

6.21.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Medium (for British Sugar, requiring detailed 

development of the tendering process and contract formation). Also likely to generate 

significant levels of response from Growers, Grower/Hauliers and Hauliers). 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.21.4 In the short term, prior notice could be given of the intention to invite 

expressions of interest from parties to bid for contracts covering individual territories 

serving each site.  

6.21.5 Information days could be held to explain how the tendering process would 

work and to help interested parties meet and network, possibly with a view to forming 

bidding consortia. 

6.21.6 Decisions would need to be taken on how Grower/Hauliers wishing to transport 

their own beet (their own only, not others’) would be catered for and, similarly, those 

growers within a very small radius of the sites wishing to continue to use agricultural 

vehicles.  

6.21.7 This would involve deciding what, if any, transport allowance would continue to 

be paid to those continuing to transport their own beet. 

6.21.8 In the medium term, well in advance of the relevant Campaign, geographical 

territories would be decided upon and put out to tender. 

6.21.9 Tenders would be expected to be received from interested parties wishing to 

haul all contract beet within that territory and would be assessed, based on a range of 

criteria, expected to include price, quality, experience and proof of service provision. 

6.21.10 Contracts would be let and growers advised of the successful territory 

tenderers.  
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6.21.11 Contracts would be expected to be in place for minimum 3, maximum 5 years. 

6.21.12 In the longer term, this approach could help further improve the efficiencies of 

scale by increasing tonnages for a small number of successful tenderers, while 

rationalising the total number of hauliers in the operation. It would be likely that some 

hauliers would wish to act as subcontractors to the successful tenderers and also that 

some may wish to form consortia to bid in partnership for the territory contracts. 

6.22 NEW OPERATIONAL STRUCTURE (BRITISH SUGAR LED AND 

MANAGED) - RATIONALISING HAULIER NUMBERS BY INCREASING 

QUALITY STANDARDS 

6.22.1 Rationalising haulier numbers involved in the operation could help to remove 

excess and inefficiencies within the operation, such as criss-crossing of resource, 

duplicate unnecessary mileage and empty running. Increasing required quality standards 

could help to deter operators from continuing to be involved in the operation, 

rationalising the total number of hauliers involved. Quality standards could relate to 

maximum age of vehicles operated, minimum payloads able to be carried etc. 

 

Table 22:  Impact/Acceptability Assessment: 

6.22.2 This measure could have a moderate impact on efficiency and costs and would 

likely be met with low levels of acceptability from Grower/Hauliers and Hauliers. 

6.22.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Low (for British Sugar) but may ultimately impact 

Grower/Hauliers and Hauliers, depending on the nature of the quality conditions 

imposed and steps needed to be taken to comply. 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.22.4 In the short term, notice could be given that, from a specific Campaign date, 

new quality standards will apply to operators accessing British Sugar sites. Measures to 

be named could include maximum age of vehicle (by registration number) to be 

permitted on site, minimum payload capacity of vehicle permitted on site, requirement to 

sheet empty vehicles on leaving sites, drivers to have received safe and fuel efficient 

driver training (SAFED). Reasonable time would be given for operators to comply. The 

measure could be promoted as trying to improve the sustainability of sugar beet 

transport through reducing its environmental impact. In the longer term, a British Sugar 

supported Scheme, similar to the existing South Yorkshire ECOStars Scheme, could be 

developed to encourage operators to run newer, cleaner (and more fuel efficient) 

vehicles, with recognition levels awarded, depending on vehicle fleet profile and 

operational practices implemented. Additional delivery permits would be allocated to 

operators with higher star ratings.  

6.22.5 Logical approach to increase standards in the short term and good CSR 

opportunity for British Sugar in the longer term. Scheme concept already exists in South 

Yorkshire and would be transferable. 
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6.23 NEW OPERATIONAL STRUCTURE (BRITISH SUGAR LED AND 

MANAGED) - RATIONALISING HAULIER NUMBERS BY IMPOSING 

MINIMUM TONNAGES 

6.23.1 Rationalising haulier numbers involved in the operation could help to remove 

excess and inefficiencies within the operation, such as criss-crossing of resource, 

duplicate, unnecessary mileage and empty running. Increasing required minimum 

tonnages could help to remove infrequent and low volume hauliers from the operation, 

who, due to their limited involvement in the operation, will struggle to achieve efficiencies 

specifically from sugar beet haulage. 

 

Table 23:  Impact/Acceptability Assessment: 

6.23.2 This measure could have a moderate impact on efficiency and costs and would 

likely be met with relatively low levels of acceptability from Grower/Hauliers and 

Hauliers. A large proportion of grower/hauliers and of smaller hauliers move only limited 

tonnages throughout the Campaign. This measure would aim to reduce their 

involvement, transferring small tonnages to others already carrying greater quantities.  

6.23.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Low (for British Sugar) but may ultimately impact 

Grower/Hauliers and Hauliers, depending on the minimum tonnage levels agreed and 

the number of hauliers falling below that threshold. 

Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.23.4 In the short term, notice could be given that, from a specific Campaign date, 

new minimum tonnages will apply to operators accessing British Sugar sites. Ideally, a 

full Campaign’s notice would be given, advising hauliers that any operator delivering 

below a specific threshold for that Campaign would not be permitted to participate in the 

following Campaign. 

6.23.5 In the medium term and longer-term, this could encourage smaller hauliers to 

form consortia or act as sub-contractors for larger hauliers, therefore rationalising the 

total number of individual hauliers directly involved in the operation. 

6.24 NEW OPERATIONAL STRUCTURE (BRITISH SUGAR LED AND 

MANAGED) - RATIONALISING HAULIER NUMBERS BY IMPOSING 

MINIMUM BACKLOAD REQUIREMENTS (ON SITE OR FROM 

ELSEWHERE) 

6.24.1 Rationalising haulier numbers involved in the operation could help to remove 

excess and inefficiencies within the operation, such as criss-crossing of resource, 

duplicate, unnecessary mileage and empty running. Imposing a requirement for 

minimum percentage backloading of vehicles from site or from elsewhere, before 

vehicles would be accepted back on site, could help to rationalise the number of hauliers 

involved in the operation. 

 

Table 24:  Impact/Acceptability Assessment: 

6.24.2 This measure would be expected to have moderate impact on efficiency and 

costs but would be expected to have low levels of acceptability among grower/hauliers 

and hauliers. It is recognised that this particular measure, although promoting 

fundamental concepts of efficiency, could be extremely difficult to implement, in practice.  
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6.24.3 Anticipated Cost Level: Medium (for British Sugar, as process would require 

robust development and would need to be policed to ensure compliance). 

6.24.4 Short, Medium and Long Term Action Plans: 

6.24.5 In the short term, operators could be asked to state the percentage of loads for 

which they would expect to obtain a backload (on site or from elsewhere en route, prior 

to reloading beet).  

6.24.6 In the medium and longer term, additional delivery permits could be issued to 

those operators able to prove (by third party weighbridge notes) that backloads had 

been sourced and carried out. This would help to encourage and reward those operators 

who actively sought to improve efficiency by obtaining backloads. 

6.25 RECOMMENDED STRATEGY 

6.25.1 The remit for this project was to undertake a sugar beet transport efficiency 

study and to make recommendations on new measures and models to reduce costs and 

improve efficiency. 

6.25.2 The range of measures and models detailed in the sections above are not all 

mutually exclusive. Many elements could be combined to form a package of 

improvement measures, with phased implementation over time, leading to new and 

distinctly different operational models.   

It is the view of the Project Team, that the most efficient model for sugar beet transport 

from Growers’ farms to the existing four processing sites would comprise: 

� Ex-farm contracts for Growers (ideally only for growers based within a restricted 

radius of the processing sites) 

� Hauliers tendering for British Sugar haulage ‘territories’ contracts, with rates agreed 

by British Sugar (containing strict service agreements and quality standards) 

� Improved coordination of harvesting and haulage activity 

� British Sugar planning and coordination of beet collection 

� Extended delivery time windows throughout the 24 hour period and the 7 day week at 

each of the processing sites 

6.25.3 It is recognised, that this streamlined model, whereby British Sugar is 

responsible, through its territory haulage contracts, with appointed high quality hauliers, 

for planning, coordination and transport of beet from Growers’ farms into processing 

sites, which can receive for extended time periods, may not be able to be implemented 

easily in a very short timescale (i.e. by the next Campaign). 

6.25.4 There may be some merit in trialling the ‘territory’ haulage contract concept and 

the British Sugar planning and coordination of collection days role, in a specific area 

serving one of the processing sites. It would be essential that a fully robust methodology 

be devised for such pilots to ensure credibility of results. Once these results were known 

and the impact on efficiency and costs measured, results could be showcased and 

disseminated to all involved in the operation prior to roll-out. 

6.25.5 Also, as a trial measure, there may be some merit in British Sugar negotiating 

(and making available to growers) standardised haulage rates, over set distances, 

applicable to a specific trial processing site. 

6.25.6 As an interim measure, it is also recommended that best practice guidance 

material be produced for growers and hauliers, to indicate British Sugar’s willingness (in 

partnership with the NFU) to provide support in helping to improve efficiency. The suite 

of guidance material would comprise: 
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� Best practice guidance on haulage rate negotiation for growers, issued by British 

Sugar/NFU 

� Best practice guidance on vehicle specification for grower/hauliers and hauliers 

issued by British Sugar/NFU 

� General best practice guidance on operational efficiency for grower/hauliers and 

hauliers issued by British Sugar/NFU  

� Best practice guidance on grower partnerships issued by British Sugar/NFU 

� Best practice guidance on haulier consortia building issued by British Sugar/NFU 

6.25.7 Also as an interim measure, given that the lack of formal contracts between 

growers and operators is considered a key weakness in the existing operation, it is 

recommended that template contracts, containing service agreement conditions, are 

drafted and made available to interested growers. 

6.25.8 Finally, it is also recommended that a quality improvement scheme, designed 

to reward newer, cleaner and more ‘fit for purpose’ fleets (essentially giving them a 

delivery advantage over others) be devised and implemented, to help raise awareness 

of the importance of continual efficiency improvements and to raise quality standards 

among hauliers who wish to remain involved in the operation.  

6.26 THEORETICAL MINIMUM NUMBER OF VEHICLES AND 

ANTICIPATED OPERATING COST SAVINGS RESULTING FROM 

RECOMMENDED STRATEGY 

6.26.1 In order to calculate what the potential cost savings would be from the 

recommended strategy (when compared with the estimated £27.6 million operating costs 

calculated in 8.3.7, above), it is essential to calculate the minimum number of vehicles 

which could, theoretically, transport all beet required during the campaign (compared to 

the more than 2,000 vehicles currently involved in the operation). 

6.26.2 This calculation is dependent on the number of operational (i.e. available 

receiving) days within the campaign and the number of loads achievable by a single 

vehicle during each campaign day. 

6.26.3 The following calculations are based on an assumption of average round trips 

comprising 56 miles, from grower to factory and back. 

6.26.4 To accurately predict cost savings, based on the recommended strategy, it is 

also essential to decouple fixed/standing operating costs and variable costs. 

Fixed/standing costs (including basic employment, depreciation, insurance, licences and 

overheads) are normally apportioned over a set number of expected revenue-generating 

days per year (and set number of hours within those days), usually around 240 per 

annum.  

6.26.5 This means that days (or hours) worked in addition to the set number of 

revenue-generating days can be accounted for, in terms of operating costs, as only 

incurring variable costs (fuel use, tyres, vehicle wear and tear) for the actual miles run on 

that extra operating day – no further fixed costs will be incurred as these are already 

accounted for within the set number of revenue-generating days. 

6.26.6 This decoupling of fixed/standing costs and variable costs is particularly 

important when considering the cost saving potential of extended opening hours/days at 

receiving sites.   

6.26.7 For the purposes of these calculations, we have used figures derived from the 

Road Haulage Association’s (RHA) operating Cost Tables for 2009, specifically relating 

to the operation of a 44 tonne articulated (3 axle tractor unit and 3 axle semi-trailer) 

combination. 
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6.26.8 These figures indicate a standard daily time-based operating cost of £296 for 

the tractor unit and £11 for the semi-trailer. Note – this is essentially the fixed/standing 

cost apportioned to each of 240 expected revenue-generating days. The RHA total is 

£307, which we have rounded down (for ease of calculation) to £300. 

6.26.9 The RHA variable cost (pence per mile) is £0.65 for the tractor unit and £0.06 

for the semi-trailer, totalling £0.71 per mile for the 44 tonnes articulated combination. We 

have used this figure in our calculations, below. 

6.26.10 In summary, the RHA figures indicate that a vehicle consistent with the 

specification used for sugar beet haulage would result in an approximate £300 per day 

fixed operating cost (for each set revenue-generating day), even if no miles were run. In 

addition, £0.71 would be incurred for each mile actually run. If the vehicle were to 

complete an average of 300 miles per day, the pence per mile operating cost would 

therefore be £1.71 per mile, consistent with the figures used earlier in this report. 

6.26.11 The calculations below provide a comparison between the current calculated 

operating costs of £27.6m (8.3.7) and those relating to a new operational model using a 

minimum number of vehicles to transport the same quantity (7 million tonnes) of beet to 

the same four processing sites.  

6.26.12 It should be noted that the following savings are calculated on the basis of 

operating costs and do not specifically relate to the reduced haulage rates which could 

subsequently be paid by growers (or British Sugar), which would ultimately be subject to 

negotiation with hauliers. 

6.26.13 It should also be noted that an assumption has been made for payload – 29 

tonnes – per vehicle. If a tare factor is to be taken into account, this would reduce the 

payload for the calculations and subsequently increase either the number of daily loads 

to be completed or total number of vehicles required to move the same beet tonnages. 

6.26.14 5 loads per vehicle per day and 6 loads per vehicle per day options have been 

provided below, each calculated separately over a 5.5 day week and a 7 day week. 

Calculation 1 – Minimum Number of Vehicles, 5.5 day week, average 5 

loads per day 

7 million tonnes of beet 

24 week campaign x 5.5 day week = 132 days 

7 million tonnes transported in 132 days = 53,030 tonnes per day 

53,030 tonnes = 1,828 x 29 tonnes payloads 

Average 5 loads per day = 365 dedicated vehicles 

£300 per vehicle per day fixed costs 

Variable costs = 56 mile round trip x £0.71 per mile x 5 loads = £198.80 (approx £200) 

Total costs per vehicle per day = £500 

Total daily operating costs = £500 x 365 vehicles = £182,500 

Total Campaign operating costs = £182,500 x 132 days = £24,090,000 

Total savings versus current = £27,600,000 - £24,090,000 = £3,510,000 

Calculation 2 – Minimum Number of Vehicles, 5.5 day week, average 6 

loads per day 

7 million tonnes of beet 

24 week campaign x 5.5 day week = 132 days 
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7 million tonnes transported in 132 days = 53,030 tonnes per day 

53,030 tonnes = 1,828 x 29 tonnes payloads 

Average 6 loads per day = 304 dedicated vehicles 

£300 per vehicle per day fixed costs 

Variable costs = 56 mile round trip x £0.71 per mile x 6 loads = £238.56 (approx £240) 

Total costs per vehicle per day = £540 

Total daily operating costs = £540 x 304 vehicles = £164,160 

Total Campaign operating costs = £164,160 x 132 days = £21,669,120 

Total savings versus current = £27,600,000 - £21,669,120 = £5,930,880 

Calculation 3 – Minimum Number of Vehicles, 7 day week, average 5 

loads per day 

7 million tonnes of beet 

24 week campaign x 7 day week = 168 days 

7 million tonnes transported in 168 days = 41,666 tonnes per day 

41,666 tonnes = 1,436 x 29 tonnes payloads 

Average 5 loads per day = 287 dedicated vehicles 

£300 per vehicle per day fixed costs (for 5.5 out of 7 days) 

Variable costs = 56 mile round trip x £0.71 per mile x 5 loads = £198.80 (approx £200) 

Total daily operating costs (for 132 days of campaign) = £500 x 287 = £143,500 

Total daily operating costs (for 36 days of campaign) = £200 x 287 = £57,400 

Total Campaign operating costs = (£143,500 x 132) + (£57,400 x 36) = £21,008,400 

Total savings versus current = £27,600,000 - £21,008,400 = £6,591,600 

Calculation 4 – Minimum Number of Vehicles, 7 day week, average 6 

loads per day 

7 million tonnes of beet 

24 week campaign x 7 day week = 168 days 

7 million tonnes transported in 168 days = 41,666 tonnes per day 

41,666 tonnes = 1,436 x 29 tonnes payloads 

Average 6 loads per day = 239 dedicated vehicles 

£300 per vehicle per day fixed costs (for 5.5 out of 7 days) 

Variable costs = 56 mile round trip x £0.71 per mile x 6 loads = £238.56 (approx £240) 

Total daily operating costs (for 132 days of campaign) = £540 x 239 = £129,060 

Total daily operating costs (for 36 days of campaign) = £240 x 239 = £57,360 

Total Campaign operating costs = (£129,060 x 132) + (£57,360 x 36) = £19,100,880 

Total savings versus current = £27,600,000 - £19,100,880 = £8,499,120 
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6.26.15 In summary, the minimum number of vehicles able to transport the required 

quantities of beet varies depending on whether an average 5 or 6 loads per day could be 

achieved and also whether the receiving operation runs over 5.5 or 7 days. The 

minimum number of vehicles calculated ranges from 239 to 365. 

6.26.16 Corresponding operating cost savings, compared to the current operating 

costs, would range from approximately £3.5m to £8.5m saved. 

Savings from simple best practice measures 

6.26.17 At the micro level, almost immediate simple savings could be experienced by 

hauliers involved in the current operation by adopting basic operational best practice 

measures. It is widely acknowledged (from the Department for Transport’s own 

research), that operators implementing even basic fuel management measures could 

expect to save a minimum of 5% on fuel consumption with the first year. This could lead 

to significant financial savings across the operation, given that fuel equates, 

conservatively, to approximately 30% of all operating costs. 

6.26.18 Implementing a robust fuel management programme (as would be detailed in 

the recommended best practice publications proposed within the strategy) would 

increase the likelihood of sustaining those annual savings year-on-year. 

6.26.19 Introduction of simple measures can have almost immediate and significant 

impact. Sheeting of empty tipper vehicles, for example, has been proven (again through 

DfT research) to save potentially 8.8% of fuel consumption.  

6.26.20 Sheeting systems for tipper trailers weigh approximately 85-90kgs, so there is 

some loss of payload but a simple calculation (even using a conservative 5% fuel saving 

figure) indicates the net benefit. 

6.26.21 Loss of payload due to 85-90kgs sheeting system, equating to approx 10% of a 

£4.50 per tonne haulage rate = £0.45p per load 

Average round trip is 56 miles, at approx 8mpg = 7 gallons 

7 gallons = 31.78 litres 

31.78 litres = approximately £32.00 

5% saving = approximately £1.60 

But saving most significant when empty body sheeted (i.e. for only one leg of round trip) 

= £0.80 

6.26.22 So, £0.80 fuel saving versus revenue loss of £0.45 per round trip = net benefit 

of £0.35 to be derived from sheeting empty tipper vehicle (which is approximately 

equivalent to a 10% rate increase for the lower per tonne haulage rates of £3.50 per 

tonne). 
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Appendix A Consultation - Results of Haulier 
Surveys    



 

     

 

METHODOLOGY 

During May and June 2009, telephone interviews were conducted with 41 hauliers using 

the discussion guide which was agreed with the client group.  The hauliers were chosen 

from a representative sample to give appropriate coverage for all four processing sites.  

Those interviewed are not identified in order to retain anonymity of the views expressed. 

The results of the analysis of the haulier responses are set out below. 

HAULIER / GROWER RELATIONSHIPS 

The distribution of the number of years that hauliers have been hauling beet for is shown 

in Figure A1. The most cited number of years that hauliers have been hauling beet for is 

between 6 to 10 years, by 9 hauliers, with 8 hauliers hauling beet for 26 to 30 years.  It 

should be noted that 10 hauliers indicated that they have been hauling beet for more 

than 40 years.   
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Figure A1: Q1 how long have you been hauling beet for growers from farm to processing site?  

 

Hauliers were asked for how many growers they haul (Figure A2). The majority of 

hauliers (61%) hauled for less than 20 growers, with 13 hauliers hauling for less than 10 

growers and 12 hauliers hauling for between 11 and 20 growers.  
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 Figure A2: Q2 for how many growers do you haul? 

 

Hauliers were asked for how long these growers have been their customers and, where 

a range of values were given, i.e. 1 – 25 years, the largest value has been used.  The 

most frequently cited response was that hauliers have had their customers for 6 – 10 

years (16 hauliers), as shown in Figure A3. 

 

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

0 - 5 6 - 10 11 - 15 16 - 20 21 - 25 26 - 30 31 - 35 36 - 40 41 - 50

Number of years growers are customers

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

h
a
u

li
e
rs

 
 Figure A3: Q3 how long have these growers been your customers? 

VEHICLES AND STAFFING  

Hauliers were asked how many vehicles they operate on sugar beet haulage and what 

types of vehicles these are and the results are shown in Figures A4 and A5.  33 hauliers 

indicated the exact number of vehicles operating on sugar beet haulage, with 8 hauliers 

indicating a range of values for the number of vehicles operating for sugar beet haulage.  

The most frequently cited range of operating vehicles was 1 vehicle by 10 hauliers.  Only 

3 hauliers operate 11 vehicles or more for sugar beet haulage.  
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Figure A4: Q4 how many vehicles do you operate on sugar beet haulage? 
 

The most cited types of vehicles used by hauliers are 44 tonnes articulated trucks.  4 

hauliers indicated that they use a number of differently sized vehicles, with these being 

44 tonnes and 32 tonnes trucks.   
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Figure A5: Q4 what type of vehicles do you operate on sugar beet? 
 



 

     

 

Hauliers were also asked how many drivers they employed on the sugar beet campaign 

and if possible, to identify Permanent and Temporary Staff.  4 hauliers were unable to 

break down their staffing levels into permanent and temporary - 2 hauliers who cited a 

range of total staff employed from 2 – 9 and 8 – 10 and 2 hauliers identified the total 

number of campaign staff only.  The most frequently cited numbers of total and 

permanent staff employed were 1 - 4 members of staff.  
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Figure A6: Q5 How many drivers do you employ on sugar beet haulage during the delivery campaign? 

OPERATIONAL COSTS, FUEL AND INDICATIVE RATES 

Hauliers were asked what their ‘pence per mile’ operating costs were for their bulk tipper 

vehicles. The figures provided were taken to be for 44 tonnes articulated tipper vehicles 

as these were, by far, the most frequently operated vehicles.  This information was 

provided by 36 hauliers, with the most frequently cited operating costs being in the 

bracket £1.01 - £1.50 per mile (by 27 hauliers) as shown in Figure A7.  One haulier who 

was unable to provide operating costs per mile was able to provide an operating cost per 

day of £480.  
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Figure A7: Q6 what are your pence per mile operating costs for your bulk tipper vehicles? 

 

Hauliers were asked what their average miles per gallon were for the bulk tipping 

vehicles operated.  The most frequently cited responses were that the bulk tipping 

vehicles achieved 6.5 – 7 miles per gallon (14 hauliers) and 7.5 – 8 miles per gallon (11 

hauliers), as Figure A8 shows.  
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Figure A8: Q7 what is your average miles per gallon for the bulk tipping vehicles operated? 
 

Hauliers were asked how often they would obtain a backload after tipping beet at the 

processing site, and if possible, to quantify this as a percentage of their beet trips.  The 

most frequently cited response was that hauliers would receive a backload after tipping 

beet at the processing site approximately 5% of the time or less (by 25 hauliers), as 

Figure A9 illustrates.  It should be noted that 4 hauliers were unable to quantity how 

often a backload would be received but indicated it was rarely, infrequently or only for 1 

– 2 weeks of the campaign.  
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Figure A9: Q8 how often would you obtain a backload after tipping beet at the processing site? 
 



 

     

 

Hauliers were asked to identify for how many hours per day vehicles were worked during 

the beet campaign.  The most frequently cited response by 20 hauliers was that vehicles 

were worked for between 8 to 12 hours per a day during the campaign. 16 hauliers 

indicated that their vehicles were worked for 12 – 16 hours per a day.  These results are 

shown as Figure A10. 

 

 

FigureA10: Q9 during the beet delivery campaign, how many hours per day would your vehicles be  
 operational? 

Hauliers were asked how often they renegotiated their rates with their grower customers.  

Some hauliers indicated two answers to this question such as “Annual and/or if major 

change in diesel price during campaign”, and so percentages in table A1 are as a 

percentage of all hauliers, not as a percentage of comments received.  The most 

frequently cited period for rate renegotiation was annually, as indicated by 34 hauliers.  

Four hauliers who indicated that they renegotiated annually also commented that rates 

would be renegotiated if the price of diesel changed, with one haulier operating a fuel 

price escalator.  

 

 Frequency of rate renegotiation No of hauliers 
% of 

hauliers 

Annually 34 82.9% 

If price of diesel changes during 
campaign 

3 7.3% 

Set rates based on cost, customer 
relies on haulier for fair price 

2 4.9% 

Only When Costs Go Up 4 9.8% 

Bi-Yearly 2 4.9% 

Monthly 1 2.4% 

At start of campaign 1 2.4% 

Operate a fuel price escalator 1 2.4% 

 
Table A1: Q10 how often do you renegotiate rates with your growers? 
 

Hauliers were asked to declare on what basis they charge their haulage rates. The 

majority of hauliers (98%) calculate their haulage rates based on a price per tonne, with 

2% calculating their rates based on a price per mile.  



 

     

 

Hauliers were asked for indicative haulage rates charged to growers. seven hauliers 

were unable or not willing to provide an indicative haulage rate, with one haulier 

providing a fixed price per tonne (£7.60) to Wissington and a different price to Newark 

(£6.95), inclusive of cleaning and loading.  Four hauliers gave example prices per tonne, 

based on set distances needing to be travelled. These are shown in table A2.  Table A3 

shows the indicative prices per tonne provided by 19 hauliers, which were not based 

around set distances.  Table A3 does not include the figures in table A2.  The most 

frequently quoted haulage prices per tonne were in the range of £4.01 - £6.00.  

 

Price per tonne for 
haulage 

Distance 

£4.00 12 mile trip 

£4.75 66 mile round trip (33 mile single leg) 

£4.85 - £5.30 31 – 34 mile 

£3.40 - £3.80 20 – 25 mile trip ranging to 30 – 35 mile trip  

 Table A2: Example Set distance haulage prices per tonne. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  Table A3: Indicative prices per tonne for haulage 

Eleven hauliers were unable or not willing to provide a price just for haulage, but 

included cleaning and loading in the figure quoted.  Five hauliers who provided indicative 

haulage prices per tonne also provided indicative haulage prices inclusive of cleaning 

and loading, with one of these being based on the 20 – 25 mile trip or 30 – 35 mile 

(indicated in table A3 above).  

The indicative haulage rates of the other 15 hauliers are shown in table A4, below.  The 

most frequently cited haulage rates, including cleaning and loading, are in the £4.01 - 

£6.00 per tonne and £6.01 - £8.00 per tonne brackets.   

 
£ Haulage per tonne, including 

Cleaning and Loading 
Number of Hauliers 

0.01 - 2.00 0 

2.01 - 4.00 0 

3.00 - 7.00 1 

4.01 - 6.00 7 

6.01 - 8.00 7 

Total 15 

      Table A4: Indicative haulage rates, including cleaning and loading 

 

£ per tonne Haulage Only 
Number of 
Hauliers 

0.01 - 2.00 1 

2.01 - 4.00 3 

2.50 - 6.00 1 

3.50 - 5.50 1 

3.50 - 8.80 1 

4.01 - 6.00 11 

6.01 - 8.00 0 

Total 18 



 

     

 

BENEFITS AND DRAWBACKS 

Hauliers were asked to identify how they felt about the existing transport regime.  The 

benefits identified are shown in Table A5 and disadvantages in Table A6. 

The most frequently cited benefits were that it provides a living and enables them to 

make money, along with it being flexible and allowing them to accommodate other work. 

Benefits of the current operation 
No of 

hauliers 
Quotes 

Work and income for all of the drivers/making 
money 

8 
"Earning a living", "it’s a job", "making 
money" 

Don't Know/None/No Benefits           7 

Flexibility/Can fit in with other things/seasonal job 
benefits 

6 
"Fits in well with other things, keeps them 
busy during the winter’’ 

Works for the farmer/ haulier/ BS 5 
"The operation works for us and the 
growers", "you have to make it work your 
own way" 

Swift Turn Around 3 "Swift turn around - easy on, easy off" 

Group Delivery is ideal/small group of growers all 
working together 

3 
“Small group of growers all working 
together, suits everybody” 

Good relationship with fieldsman/factory/growers’ 
area manager re permits 

3 
"Works well, flexible system in Bury. Can 
move permits around due to an 
understanding factory manager" 

Able to run vehicle to full capacity 3 
"Work to suit needs, able to run vehicle to 
full capacity" 

Unspecified 2 "It's good", system works ok” 

Supporting local growers/community/close to 
home 

2 
"Small hauliers helping the smaller 
growers", "Close to home" 

Allows for overall control/ growers can control it 
themselves 

2 

Travel to closest factory 1 

Site open on a Sunday 1 

Own cleaner/loader 1 

Good liaison with farmers knowing the area they 
work 

1 

Farmers contact them in September for transport 
from September to March 

1 

Complete service - pick up and haul 1 

Total number of comments 50 

Table A5: q13 what do you see as the benefits of the current operation? 

It should be noted that nine hauliers either did not identify any drawbacks or indicated 

that they are happy with the situation as it is.  

The most frequently cited draw backs were:  

� Delivery time slots, including where these lead to long waiting times (16 hauliers) 

� Restricted quantities of loads allowed at the plant (i.e. permits issued), conflicting 

with the pressure from growers on hauliers to take as much beet as possible (5 

hauliers) 

�  7 days a week operations and weekend working can cause problems with staffing 

issues (4 hauliers) 



 

     

 

Drawbacks of the current operations 
No of 

hauliers 
Quote 

Delivery Time Slots can lead to long waiting / 
turnaround times 

15 

"Time slots into the factory - they 
want the beet too late in the day 
and too late in the week", "Slot 
times - get rid of these at midday - 
lorries are sitting around waiting for 
time slots to change after midday" 

Don’t know/None/Happy as it is 9 

Restricted number of loads (permits) allowed by 
BS at plant/pressure from growers to take more 
beet than allowed at the factory 

5 

"BS puts constraints on the 
hauliers, but the hauliers work for 
the farmers and the farmers want 
more beet shifted" 

7 days a week (incl weekends) job can cause 
problems with drivers’ hours/does not suit their 
operation 

4 
"Have to pay extra for weekend 
drivers to cope with BS demand at 
weekends" 

Not enough loads per day 3 
"Don't have enough beet to justify 
the equipment.Need bigger 
tonnages" 

Lack of delivery permits 2 

“Time zones, don't get enough 
permits, opening times, being 
held to Saturday deliveries – 
number of permits set by BS.” 

Health and safety of tractors and trailers on site 2 

Not keen on all day working on Saturdays/set 
number of deliveries on Saturday 

2 

“Time zones, don't get enough 
permits, opening times, being 
held to Saturday deliveries - 
number set by BS.” 

Factory performance 2 
"Lack of permits, breakdowns at 
factories - last year Newark 
breakdowns every week 

Some growers not using closest factory to their 
farm or local hauliers not given priority at closest 
site 

2 
"Some farmers don't get cheapest 
price, due to having to go to the 
factory that is not the closest" 

Local hauliers not being used by growers close to 
the processing plants 

1 

Loading in wet weather 1 

Everyone wants their beet away as quickly as 
possible 

1 

Delivery zones 1 

Communication problems 1 
"Beet factory does not listen to the 
little man's requirements over 
delivery hours on Saturdays’’ 

High vehicle maintenance costs 1 

Congestion at processing sites 1 

Undercutting of rates by other hauliers 1 

Too short opening hours 1 

Night-time working in the dark 1 

Total number of comments 56 

Table A6: q14 what do you see as the drawbacks of the current operation? 

IMPROVEMENTS TO THE CURRENT OPERATION 

Hauliers were asked to suggest how the current operation could be improved and the 

comments received have been categorised as shown in table A7.  It should be noted 

that 10 hauliers did not suggest any improvements or felt that the system was fine as it 

is.  



 

     

 

The most frequently cited improvements were longer intake hours at the factories, 

including the options of larger quantities of earlier and later time slots (5 hauliers), with 3 

hauliers feeling time slots in some periods of the day should be removed altogether to 

avoid queuing while waiting for time zones to change.  

There was also support by 3 hauliers for better communication between hauliers, 

growers and the NFU. A variety of other comments were also suggested from individual 

hauliers, as set out in Table A7.  

 

Current operation could be improved 
Number of 

hauliers 
Quote 

Don't Know/None/Happy as it is 10   

Longer intake hours at the factory (with 
more earlier and later slots) 

5 
"BS intake could be longer at factory", 
"later time slots need to be considered" 

Remove time zones (includes after mid-
day) 

3 
"At slack periods, time zones should be 
waived, especially on Saturdays" 

More tonnage for their vehicle/More 
Customers 

3 
"They could do with more customers, 
work 7 days a week and bring down 
costs." 

Better haulier/grower/NFU liaison and 
communication 

3 
"Better communication with smaller 
hauliers", "Better communication between 
the factory, haulier and NFU" 

Less breakdowns at the factory 2 
"Reduce factory breakdowns. Knock-on 
effect of can't get rid of lifted beet" 

Earlier time slots for hauliers coming 
from further afield 

2 
"BS to look into how they distribute permits 
to hauliers with the distance needing to be 
travelled in mind" 

Bigger tipping area/storage space at 
Newark 

2 

Shorter Saturday opening hours 1 

Re-Open York factory 1 

Remove farmers using their own 
vehicles for haulage - based on the use 
of group delivery scheme 

1 

Quicker turn around at the factory 1 

More flexibility within certain growers’ 
land areas 

1 

More flexibility with time zones 1 

Less Saturday deliveries, due to 
drivers’ hours 

1 

Happy as it is - only a small haulier 1 

Factory controls haulage payment and 
should issue the work to hauliers 

1 

Bulk distribution of permits 1 

BS to take control of lifters and growers, 
specifying times that the crop has to be 
delivered to the factory 

1 

BS to build new factory at Newark 1 

Give and take on BS side 1 

Total number of comments 43 



 

     

 

Table A7: How do you think the current operation could be improved?? 

Hauliers were also asked to comment on whether they would be willing to consider 

improvements and alternatives to the current operation. The results are shown in Figure 

A11.  Thirty two hauliers indicated that they would be willing to consider improvements, 

although four hauliers said that they were happy as it is and one haulier was unwilling to 

consider improvements.  

Four hauliers indicated that it would depend on the improvements suggested, as to 

whether they would be considered.  
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Figure A11: q16 would you be willing to consider improvements and alternatives to the current 
operation? 

OTHER COMMENTS FROM HAULIERS 

Hauliers were finally asked whether they had any further general comments to add, 

relating to sugar beet transport and the comments received have been categorised as 

shown in table A8. 24 hauliers had no further comments to add.  

Of the comments received, the most frequently cited comments related to the issue that 

British Sugar should leave the current situation alone.   



 

     

 

 

Table A8: q16 do you have further general comments you’d like to make on sugar beet 
transport?

Other comments 
No of 

hauliers 
Quote 

No 24 

BS should leave the current situation 
alone/NFU should not change the 
mileage system 

3 

Leave it alone - the company relies on 
sugar beet transport during the winter to 
keep the company going, Leave it alone - 
BS trying to drive prices down 

Flat rates should be established per 
mile to reduce undercutting 

2 

Permit distribution needs to re-
assessed 

1 

Less plant breakdowns, which are not 
hauliers’ fault 

1 

Farmers blame hauliers for inefficiencies, 
when it’s actually due to plant breakdowns. 
Permit distribution is unfair due to the 
amount of beet that they haul. It shouldn't 
be one or two permits a day but bulk 
amount. As a result of the current system, 
growers leave beet in field up to 2 weeks 
due to this. Suggests a consolidated list 
for all growers and hauliers of haulage 
costs across the board with flat rates. 
Bad feeling in the haulage industry with 
people undercutting each other to poach 
customers. 

Need facilities to remove frozen 
beet/clean the vehicles 

2 
Processing plants need somewhere to clean 
the lorry and to get the odd bit of sugar beet 
out 

Small operation which has seen 
business from beet fall in recent times 

1 

Has more capacity to haul more sugar 
beet 

1 

Should be controlled and run by 
hauliers - not BS 

1 

NFU recalculation inaccurate 1 

NFU recalculation of mileage rates did not 
take into account trunk roads and dual 
carriageways - worked it out in reverse. 
Short route not possible from farm to 
processing plant 

Good working relationship in existence 
with BS 

1 

Wissington plant works well 1 

Difficult to balance grower and BS 
requirements 

1 

Need to cut down cowboy hauliers and 
unsafe loading practices 

1 

Shorter harvesting season needed 1 

Remove afternoon time slots 1 

Total number of comments 43 





 

     

 

Appendix B Consultation- Results of Growers 
Survey



 

     

 

METHODOLOGY 

During May and June 2009, telephone interviews were conducted with 129 growers using 

the discussion guide which was agreed with the client. Growers were chosen form a 

representative sample of four areas, covering all of the processing sites.  Those 

interviewed are not identified so as to retain anonymity of the views expressed. 

The results of the analysis of the grower responses are set out below.   

HAULIER RELATIONSHIPS 

The distribution of number of years that growers have been using hauliers for the transport 

of beet is shown in figure B1.  The most frequently cited period of time that growers have 

been using hauliers to transport their beet is between 6 to 10 years, by 38 growers.  

Another 25 growers said that they used a haulier for between 16 and 20 years.  It should 

be noted that 18 growers have been using hauliers to transport beet for a period of time 

between 21 to 30 years, while 15 growers have been using hauliers for more than 30 

years. 

 

Figure B1: Q1 how long have you used a haulier to carry beet from the farm to the processing site? 

Growers were asked the reasons why they prefer to contract a haulier to carry their beet, 

rather than haul the beet themselves.  

Table B1 shows the growers’ responses. The most frequently cited reason given (56 

growers) was that they do not own their own vehicles.  The second most frequently cited 

reason (38 growers) was that they grow too far from the processing site to transport beet 

themselves.  37 growers indicated that, in their view, it was cheaper and more cost 

effective to contract a haulier, with 15 of the growers saying that they don’t grow enough 

sugar beet to justify the costs of owing and maintaining a lorry.  6 growers said that it is 

more convenient to use a haulier, rather than haul the beet themselves. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

     

 

Reason for contracting a 
haulier 

Number of 
growers 

Quote 

Do not own vehicle 56 "Because I don't have a lorry" 

Too far from the factory 38 "Not practical, 30 miles from the factory" 

Cost/Cheaper/Efficient to have a 
haulier 

37 "Expense of maintaining own lorry". "Cost effectiveness" 

Small grower, not enough beet to 
justify having a lorry 

15 
" I don't have the vehicles, not big enough grower to justify 
the cost" 

Do other jobs on the farm/No 
time 

10 "Too busy, involved with other things" 

Convenience 6 "Convenience, 50 miles from the factory" 

Doesn't want to use tractors to 
carry beet 

3 
"Live too far from factory to use a tractor or trailer. More cost 
effective" 

Insufficient personnel on the farm 2 "Personnel on the farm, less staff now" 

Cannot compete with the hauliers 
and their expertise 

2 "More straight-forward to have a contractor" 

British Sugar permit system will 
not allow haulage on individual 

basis 
2 

“British Sugar put us off hauling ourselves by saying they 
wanted us to be in a group - permit system would not work 
on individual basis” 

Simplicity 1 "Ease" 

Legally difficult/doesn't have a 
HGV licence 

1 "I haven't got a HGV licence or Operator’s Licence" 

Total  number of comments 173  

Table B1: Q2 why do you choose a haulier to carry your beet rather than haul it yourself? 

Growers were asked if they used only a single haulier to carry their beet.  98% of growers 

said that they used a single haulier to carry their beet from the farm to the processing site, 

while only one grower said that they didn’t use a single haulier to carry their beet. One 

grower did not know if they used a single haulier or multiple hauliers for beet transport. 

Growers were asked if they used the same haulier year to year.  The vast majority of the 

growers (98%) said that they used the same haulier year-to-year. Three growers indicated 

that they changed hauliers last year. 

Growers were asked how they initially selected the haulier. The criteria for haulier 

selection are illustrated in table B2.  

The most frequently cited methods of selecting a haulier (by 38 growers) were based on 

the price charged by the haulier as indicated by a quote and through word of mouth 

recommendations and the hauliers’ reputation.  28 growers selected their haulier on the 

basis of them being a local firm, while 17 growers inherited the relationship with their 

haulier.  10 growers had selected their haulier based on the haulier being a neighbour or a 

friend, while 9 growers selected their haulier based on past performance.  6 growers said 

that their haulier was a member of their family.  

 



 

     

 

 

Haulier selection  
Number of 
growers 

Quote 

Word of 
Mouth/recommendation/reputation 

38 
"Reputation and efficiency". 
"Recommendation" 

Quoted Price 38 
"The cheapest quote". "Price 
concerned" 

Local Firm 29 
"He is local", "Parks his lorries on our 
farm" 

Historic decision/Relationship 
inherited  

17 "Relationship inherited" 

Neighbour/Friend 10 "Neighbouring farmer" 

Past Performance and Quality of 
Service 

9 "Price and quality of service" 

Family Member 6 "Part of our family". "Grower's brother" 

Not specified 3 "Used to haul it ourselves" 

Haulage for the group of growers 2 "Got a quote as a group" 

Not just a haulier, as also harvests 
and lifts  

2 
"Haulier does the lifting and harvesting 
as well" 

Haulier contacted them 1 
"Haulier contacted us with competitive 
quote" 

Total number of comments  155   

Table B2: Q 5 how did you select that haulier originally? 

HAULAGE RATES   

Growers were asked how often they renegotiated haulage rates with their hauliers (figure 

19).  

The majority of growers (80%) said that they renegotiated haulage rates with their hauliers 

annually or every season.  17 growers (13%) said that the haulier gave them the haulage 

rates each year, but no negotiation over these rates occurs.  A further 7 growers (5%) 

indicated that they never renegotiate their haulage rates.  The remainder renegotiated 

over different periods, as Figure B2 illustrates. 

 

FigureB2: Q 6 how often do you renegotiate your haulage rates with your haulier? 

Growers were asked how their haulage rate is calculated.  



 

     

 

As illustrated in figure B3, the vast majority of growers (97%) said that their haulage rate 

was calculated based on a price per tonne, with 3 growers indicating that their haulage 

rate was calculated on a price per mile basis.  1 grower indicated that his haulage rate 

was calculated on a price per full load. 

 

 

 Figure B3: Q 5 how is your haulage rate calculated? 

Growers were asked to provide an indication of the haulage rates paid to their hauliers.  

Of the 128 growers, 36 provided this rate as a price per tonne, exclusive of cleaning and 

loading (figure B4), 91 as a price per tonne inclusive of cleaning and loading (figure B5), 1 

as a set price per full load inclusive of cleaning and loading, 1 as a separate price per 

tonne to Newark and Wissington and 5 were either unwilling to divulge or did not know 

their haulage rates (table B3).   It should be noted, that six of the growers provided 

indicative haulage rates both exclusive and inclusive of cleaning and loading.  Two 

growers also noted that there is an additional percentage figure for fuel surcharges and 

one grower stressed that the haulage rate paid is per tonne of dirty beet hauled.  

Of the 36 growers who provided haulage rates exclusive of cleaning and loading, the most 

frequently cited costs per tonne were in the £3.51 - £5.00 bracket (15 growers) with 10 

growers paying £5.01 - £7.50 per tonne.  It is interesting to note that 1 respondent paid 

only £1.75 per tonne for haulage.  
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Figure B4: Could you give an indication of the haulage rates paid from the farm to the processing site 
exclusive of cleaning and loading? 

Of the 91 growers who provided indicative haulage rates inclusive of cleaning and loading, 

the most frequent costs per tonne were £3.51 - £5.00 as cited by 45 growers.  33 growers 

indicated that they paid £5.01 - £7.50 per tonne for haulage of their beet.  It is interesting 

to note that 1 grower paid only £1.75 per tonne for haulage yet 4 growers paid over £7.50 

per tonne.   

 
Comment Number of Growers 

£5.25 - £5.75 per tonne to Newark and Wissington 1 

£101 - £125 per load 1 

+ 3.8%  fuel surcharge 1 

+ 6% fuel surcharge 1 

Don’t Know 4 

Not Given 1 

  Table B3: Comments provided in response to indicative haulage rates 
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 Figure B5: Could you give an indication of the haulage rates paid from the farm to the processing 
  site (inclusive of cleaning and loading)? 

TRANSPORT ALLOWANCE  

Growers were asked if the transport allowance paid by British Sugar covered their haulage 

costs.  We expected most growers to give this response.  The majority of the growers 

(88%) said that the transport allowance did not cover their haulage costs.  However, seven 

growers said that the transport allowance did cover their haulage costs, whilst eight 

growers did not know (figure B6). 
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FigureB6: Q9 does the transport allowance paid for the beet cover your haulage costs? 

Those growers indicating that the transport allowance did not cover their haulage costs 

were asked if they knew the shortfall between the transport allowance paid by British 

Sugar and their haulage costs.  71 of these growers did know their shortfall. 42 did not 

know the extent of the shortfall but maintained that it existed.  These results are shown in 

Figure 23. 

 
 



 

     

 

 

Figure B7: Q10 Do you know the shortfall between the transport allowance and the  
   haulage costs paid? 

Those growers who indicated that they knew the extent of the shortfall were asked how 

much it was. 70 growers quantified their shortfalls as an amount (£) per tonne, with 1 

grower indicating it was a few pence. The most frequently cited shortfall between the 

haulage costs and the transport allowance paid was £0.60 and £1.00, as indicated by 27 

growers.  18 growers said that their shortfall was between £1.01 and £1.50.  Thus about 

63% of these growers believe the shortfall to be between £0.60 and £1.50 per tonne.  21% 

of these growers indicated that the difference was more than £1.50 per tonne.   
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Figure B8: Q11 what is the shortfall between the transport allowance paid and the haulage rates 
  paid? 

CONTROL RETENTION  

Growers were asked how important it was to them to retain control in organising their own 

beet transport.  

69 growers (54%) said that it was very important for them to retain control in organising 

their own beet transport, with 33 growers (26%) indicating that this was important.  21 

growers said that it was not important to them to have control over the organisation of their 

beet transport.  5 growers did not specify their opinion.  Thus 80% of growers consider 

control to be at least ‘important’ to them and 20% feel unconcerned about retaining 

control. 
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Figure B9: Q12 How important is to you that you retain control in organising your beet transport? 

32 growers provided supporting information to justify the perceived importance of retaining 

control of the organisation of their sugar beet transport.  15 growers provided comments 

relating to why it is very important for them to control the organisation of the sugar beet 

transport.  

The most frequently cited reasons for deeming control of haulage as being very important 

was that the growers did not want others (specifically British Sugar) to organise haulage 

and to allow British Sugar to make decisions for growers on the  planning of lifting, 

harvesting and cleaning of fields.  

 

Reasons for importance of control 
retention 

No of growers Quotes 

Does not want others, specifically  British 
Sugar, to organise haulage 

5 
“If left to British Sugar it would be a 
mess.” 

Allows for lifting, harvesting and cleaning 
of the fields to be planned and carried out 

4 
“Has to co-ordinate beet lifting”, Grower 
to have overall control”, “Needs to plan 
the lifting of the beet and other work” 

Part of a group haulage system 2 
“Part of an effective group system for 
haulage” 

Has a good relationship with local haulier 2 
“Able to talk to the haulier and have a 
good relationship”. 

Other 2 

"Sugar beet haulage is left to the 
hauliers' discretion, as they have the 
permits; chaotic if farmers have the 
permits", “Small grower has to wait” 

Total number of comments 15  

Table B4: Reasoning for it being very important for growers to retain control over the organisation 
 of beet transport  

Similarly to those growers who indicated it was very important to retain control of the 

organisation of haulage, the most frequently cited reason for it being important to retain 

control was also to allow planning and scheduling of harvesting.  

 
 



 

     

 

Reasons for importance of 
control retention  

No of 
growers 

Quotes  

Allows to plan, schedule and have a 
say over hauling and harvesting 

4 
“Liaises with the contractors that lift the beet and 
the haulers”, ‘’Like to have a say when the beet is 
hauled” 

Comments do not justify the 
reasoning 

3 

"But if British Sugar wants to organise the 
haulage fine with it, if British Sugar are co-
operative”, "Depends of what other options were 
of not having control over the haulage" 

Good relationship with the haulier 
and personal contact  

2 
"Good relationship with the haulier" "Known the 
haulier for years" 

Land type 2 "Have heavy land" 

Sometimes have to store the 
beet/wait for the haulier to come  

2 
“Sometimes have to wait for the haulier to come; 
the longest we’ve waited for a haulier was 6 
weeks and so allow for at least a 5 day delay’’ 

Belongs to a growers' group  1 

Does not like being tied up to a big 
group 

1 

Beet needs to be hauled by 
someone else 

1 

Beet needs to be taken to the 
factory shortly after lifting, rather 
than being left to dry 

1 

Total number of growers  17 

  

Table B5: Reasoning for it being important for growers to retain control over the organisation of beet transport  

Five growers provided comments relating to why it is not important for them to control the 

organisation of sugar beet transport.   

 

Reasons for control retention not 
being of importance 

No of 
growers 

Quotes 

Flexible on control retention if lifted 
and hauled on time 

3 
"Just wants to be done within the costs 
and picked up on time" 

Farm contracted 1 
"Leaves it to his neighbour who farms on 
contract basis" 

Haulier control 1 "Hauliers control when the beet is lifted" 

Total 5  

Table B6: Reasoning for it not being important for growers to retain control over the organisation of beet transport  

BENEFITS, DRAWBACKS AND IMPROVEMENTS  

Growers were asked to comment on the benefits of the current beet haulage operation.  

The most frequently cited benefit (26 growers) of the current operation was enabling the 

growers themselves to control the operation of the lifting and hauling of the beet.  23 

growers each cited as benefits the good working relationships with their hauliers and the 

timing of the hauling of the sugar beet (including Just in Time deliveries to the factory).  14 

growers also indicated that the present system allows for flexibility. 

 



 

     

 

Table B7: Q12 what do you see as the benefits of the current operation? 

Growers were asked to comment as to what they felt the drawbacks of the current 

operation were.  It should be noted that a small majority of growers (55%) indicated that 

there are no drawbacks to the current operation or they are happy with the current 

situation. However, the most frequently cited drawbacks were: 

� The transport allowance not covering the transport rates 

� The undesirable necessity of storing beet due to being unable to move the beet quickly 

from the farm to the processing sites 

Benefits of the current operation 
No of 

growers 
Quote 

Control of when they lift/haul the 
sugar beet/the operation 

26 
"Control over the loading and when the loads 
are taken away" 

Have the sugar beet hauled within 
the short time of lifting 

23 
"Take the sugar beet when needs to be taken 
in" 

Good working relationship 
established with hauliers (inc. local 
hauliers) 

23 
"One to one relationship with the haulier, a 
close relationship" 

Flexibility 
14 

"Loads of flexibility, has control when the beet 
gets hauled, haulage happens when we want" 

Harvesting, lifting and haulage all 
coordinated/carried out by one 
person 

10 
"Same harvester and haulier can carry the beet 
away once lifted; this method is important for 
just in time deliveries" 

None/No Alternative 10 "Has no problems with the operation" 

Unspecified Benefits 8 “It works well” 

Personal service/contact/close 
relationship 

8 
"Personal contact, haulier arrives, takes the 
beet on time, knows the farm " 

Convenience 6 "Convenience" 

Part of a haulage group/group 
system 

6 
"Haulier runs it as a group, gets reasonable 
quantities in week then gets a break" 

Haulier's local/operation knowledge 
6 

"Personal contact, haulier arrives, takes the 
beet on time, knows the farm” 

Benefits of the current operation 
No of 

growers 
Benefits of the 

current operation 
No of growers 

Simplicity/Easy arrangements 4 

Short distance from 
the factory; quick 
process; has lots of 
beet to transport 

1 

Independence 4 Financial reasons 1 

Reliable haulier 4 
Close to the factory 
can get extra loads 
when needed 

1 

Efficiency 3 
Works with another 
grower, could swap 
permits 

1 

Grower loads the beet in his own 
time/ more loads could be 
accommodated 

3 
Availability of the local 
haulier 

1 

Efficient loading of large volumes in 
short period of time 

3 
Haulier runs it as 
group 

1 

The transport is not the responsibility 
of the grower 

1 
Don't have to use a 
trailer on the road for 
safety issues 

1 

Quality of Service/gets the beet to 
the factory when required 

1 
Spare permits that can 
be used 

1 

Total number of comments 173  



 

     

 

� Inflexible time zones arrangements at the factory intake 

� Haulage costs too high 

Drawbacks of the current operation Frequency Quote 

None/No drawbacks/Happy the way it 
is 

70 "None, quite happy with the situation" 

Gap between transport allowance and 
haulage costs 13 

"Gap between the TA and haulage rates 
paid means we have to pay out of own 
pocket" 

Unable to remove the beet from the 
farm when wants to (inc. storage if 
needed) 

6 
"Season too long for heavy soil , have to 
store beet after Christmas, once it's lifted in 
November" 

Inflexible time zones/quantities of beet, 
arrangements at the factory intake 

6 "More flexibility at the factory intake" 

Haulage costs are expensive 5 "Haulage is too expensive" 

Long campaign 5 "Season too long, dragged into March" 

Drawbacks of the current operation Frequency 
Drawbacks of the current 

operation 
Frequency 

Too many people and companies 
involved in the transport operation 2 

If only a part load left to take 
in gets charged for the full 
load 

1 

Being in a group of growers involves 
planning ahead, not easy to have the 
beet moved 

2 

Lorry/operation can be slow 
and involve waiting weeks 1 

Don't know/Unspecified 
2 

Does not know when haulier 
will turn up 

1 

Have to wait for the haulier if busy 
somewhere else 2 

Lack of specific knowledge of 
the operation/crop among 
some drivers 

1 

Affected by factory breakdowns 
2 

Haulier restricted by the 
factory 

1 

Not enough permits available/during 
the week 2 

Insufficient permits at the 
factory towards the end of the 
season 

1 

Cannot negotiate/difficult to get better 
haulage rates 

2 
The industry itself is its own 
worst enemy 

1 

Inflexibility of Haulier 
1 

Communication with the 
haulier needed for every load 

1 

Renegotiation every Year 
1 

Use of a small fleet of 
vehicles only 

1 

Transport to the specific unloading 
area at the processing site 

1 

The number of loads can not be traced 
easily 

1 

Current arrangements do not take into 
account delays in the transport process 

1 

When BRITISH SUGAR drops the load 
allocation/zone delays occur 

1 

Distance from the factory 1 

Collecting big quantity of beet at once 
in bad weather 

1 

Total 128 

 

Table B8: Q13 what are the drawbacks of the current operation? 



 

     

 

Growers were asked to suggest how the current operation could be improved.  It should 

be noted that a significant proportion of growers (37%) felt that the system was fine as it 

was or that the current operation could not be improved.  

The most frequently cited improvements (21) related to increases in the transport 

allowance to cover haulage costs. There was also support for more permits and time 

zones for the processing sites and improvements in factory efficiency to reduce the 

number of breakdowns and resulting delays.  

Improvements suggested Number of growers 

No Improvements necessary/ can not be improved 47 

Increase the transport allowance to cover haulage costs 21 

Don't know/Not relevant 13 

More permits and time slots for the processing sites 6 

Improve factory efficiency and minimise factory breakdowns 5 

Move beet off the farm more quickly 4 

Improvements relating to British Sugar Operational Improvements 

British Sugar ought to be more in control of the entire 
operation 

3 
Factory should process beet more 
quickly/shorter campaign 

2 

Better co-operation is needed with British Sugar 2 
More flexibility at the factory, more 
slots, longer opening hours/no 
delays 

2 

Could be improved if British Sugar does it efficiently 2 

Better co-ordination of collecting 
the beet from a single area at a 
time, rather than lots of back and 
forth movements 

1 

British Sugar to improve reliability and storage 
facilities at Newark factory 

1 
Better management from haulier to 
collect all of the beet to reduce 
amount of uncollected beet 

1 

B.S to arrange collection of the beet on ex farm basis 1   

Price for haulage should be negotiated by British 
Sugar with the haulier 

1 
Open factory to reduce distance 
needed to travel after closed 
Ipswich factory 

1 

Standard/National haulage rate that NFU and B.S 
work to 

1 
Ensure that all lorries are 44T and 
have on-board weighing equipment 

1 

Shorter campaign 2 
Even flow of permits during the 
week, not only at the weekend 

1 

Financial Suggestions  
Fair slots allocation: heavy land 
priority while light land waits 

1 

Increase the price for Beet itself 2 
Haulier to give more notice about 
when he will arrive 

1 

Mileage rate should be calculated on the practical 
route needed to haul the beet 

2 
Permit system biased to larger 
hauliers/when factory wants beet in 

1 

Reduce fuel price/haulage costs 1 Campaign 

Price for loading should be free 1 
Start the season earlier if the crops 
are ready to be lifted 

2 

Other  Longer campaign 1 



 

     

 

Transportation of Beet by Rail 1 
Group growers regionally with 1 
haulier 

1 

Total number of comments 133  

Table B9: Q14 how do you feel the current operation could be improved? 

Growers were asked to comment whether they would be willing to consider improvements 

and alternatives to the current operation.  

60 growers indicated that they would be willing to consider improvements, while 27 

growers indicated that it would depend on the alternatives suggested as to whether they 

would be considered. 26 growers said they would definitely not be willing to consider 

improvements, while 15 said that they would not really be keen to take this into 

consideration. 
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Figure B10: Q15 would you be keen to consider improvements and alternatives to the current operation? 

Growers were asked whether they had any further general comments to add relating to 

sugar beet transport.  The comments received have been consolidated in table B10.  77 

growers did not have any further general comments to add.  Of the comments received 

the most frequently cited related to the issue that British Sugar should not take charge of 

the haulage operation. 

 

Other Comments  
No of 

hauliers  
Quotes 

No  77 

British Sugar should not change the operation. 
Happy with the current operation and freedom to 
choose hauliers 

16 
"British Sugar should not try to organise the haulage 
,they are less flexible than the hauliers" 

Increase the transport allowance to cover the 
haulage costs. More money for the beet 

11 
“Same comment about mileage allowance; shortest 
route is single carriageway roads but should use main 
roads and allowance should cover this.” 

Consider alternatives if it is done efficiently, 
there is potential for cost savings and still flexible  

4 
“Haulage costs/fuel price not to increase, difficult to get 
margins.” 

More permits at the factory intake/in the early 
season/during the week 

3 
“Put more money in the allowance; British Sugar 
makes a profit anyway; and not to close more 
factories.” 

NFU recalculation of the mileage raised issues 2 
“Allowance to cover the haulage rates; haulier doesn't 
turn up when asked; few weeks later.” 



 

     

 

British Sugar should take charge of the whole 
operation including harvesting and haulage 

2 
“British Sugar ought to be more involved in the 
harvesting and haulage process/organise the haulage” 

Grower is at the mercy of the processing 
site/Other local  factories closed  

2 “British Sugar could be more helpful” 

Shorter campaign  2 
“Grower is at the mercy of the processing site, factory 
makes changes, lengthens the season” 

Reorganise areas to work/haulage more co-
operation 

2 
“Consider if the operation can be done more cheaply 
but still be flexible” 

Cost savings should be evenly spread to all 
parties  

2   

Difficult to get margins with the fuel price rising  1 
“More permits at the factory to take the beet in more 
quickly, free loading; now there are less permits due to 
factory closures” 

Having to wait for the haulier to turn up 1 “Campaign is too long” 

British Sugar could be more co -operative 1   

Free loading 1 
“Re - introduction of the later/early delivery bonus to 
compensate for some of the financial costs” 

Each farm should be allocated a more logical 
processing site 

1 
“British Sugar should be in a position to organise 
harvesting, as well as haulage.” 

Introduction of early/late delivery bonus to 
compensate for beet sugar content loss  

1   

Dangerous policy to be dependent on imports  1 
“Sugar beet grower since 1964; the industry is not 
given the credit it needs. Dangerous policy to be 
dependent of imports” 

Tradeable permits 1 
“Tradeable permits would be useful and increase 
flexibility” 

Comment received by email correspondence – 
the current farm allocation to the processing 
sites is not efficient  

1 

“I grow approx. 3000 tonnes of sugar beet taken to 
Wessington. The closest factory is Newark. The 
difference is about 10 miles and there are about 2000 
miles per year wasted on my contract.“ 

Improvements made by having more efficient 
equipment 

1 
“Loading can be made more efficient by using large 
machines and reducing loading times” 

Stop agricultural trailers running on the road  1 
“Stopping tractors and trailers hauling to the factory for 
safety issues” 

Improve loading to maximise clean beet volumes 
hauled 

1 

Stop closing factories 1 

Total 137 

  
  
  

Table B10: Q17 Do you have any further general comments you’d like to make on sugar beet transport? 

 

 





 

     

 

Appendix C Consultation - Results of Grower 
/ Haulier Surveys    



 

     

 

METHODOLOGY 

Telephone interviews were carried out with 59 grower/hauliers (comprising growers 

hauling their own beet and also growers hauling beet for others) using a discussion 

guide which was agreed with the client.  Growers / hauliers were chosen from a 

representative sample covering all four of the processing sites.  Those interviewed are 

not identified to retain anonymity. 

The results of the interviews are presented below:  

HAULING OWN BEET 

The grower hauliers were asked for how long they had been hauling their own and/or 

other growers’ beet from farm to processing site.  The distribution of the number of years 

grower/hauliers have been hauling own/others’ beet is shown in figure C1.  The most 

frequently cited numbers of years were 6 – 10 (15 grower hauliers) and 41 – 50 years 

(13 grower hauliers).  1 grower haulier did not indicate for how long they have been 

hauling their own and/or other growers’ beet.  

 

 

Figure C1: Q2 how long have you used this option to deliver beet from farm to processing site? 

Grower hauliers were asked for their reasons for choosing to haul their own and/or other 

growers’ beet.  The categorised responses are shown in table C1.  

The most frequently cited reasons for self-hauling, rather than using a haulage 

contractor, were growers having their own vehicles/transport (25 grower/hauliers) and 

the cost and efficiency savings available (11 grower / hauliers).  Eight grower hauliers 

responded that they were hauliers who also grow sugar beet and Five grower hauliers 

commented that they have just always done it, rather giving a specific reason.     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Reason for self hauling 
No of 

grower 
Quote 



 

     

 

hauliers 

Own vehicle 25 "Got the vehicles" 

Efficiencies and cost savings 11 
"More economic to haul ourselves in the 
past" 

Haulage contractor who also grows 8 
"Was a haulage contractor before growing 
sugar beet" 

Convenience 6 "Convenience as we’re a small concern" 

Historic decision 5 "Always done it" 

Commercial profitability 5 
"Get income from haulage as run as a 
separate cost code, don't make a big 
profit on sugar beet 

Can be used for other purposes/other 
seasons/all year long 

4 
"Has a truck, economic to run as well as 
using it for other things, can load at own 
convenience" 

Close distance to processing plant 3 "Only 4 miles from factory" 

Likes to control own deliveries/whole 
process 

3 
"Can control the whole job as driver loads 
it" 

Limited access for vehicles 2 
‘’Sugar beet down narrow lanes - quite 
inaccessible to artic lorries’’ 

Own labour 2 "Has the staff to do it, always had a lorry" 

Flexibility 2 
More flexibility in getting permits with own 
lorry 

Brings back pulp/backloads 2 

Because they can 1 

Unreliable hauliers 1 

Natural progression for the business 1 

Took over a haulage company 1 

Previous haulier retired 1 

Total number of comments 80 

Table C1: Q3 why did you decide to haul your own beet (and, if relevant, for others) instead of using a haulage   
contractor? 

VEHICLES AND STAFFING  

Grower/hauliers were asked how many vehicles they operated on sugar beet haulage 

during the campaign and these are shown in figure C2.  The most frequently cited 

number of vehicles operated was in the range of 1 – 4 vehicles, by 47 grower/hauliers.  

However, it should be noted that 34 grower hauliers only operate 1 vehicle on sugar beet 

haulage.  



 

     

 

 

 FigureC2: Q4 how many vehicles do you operate on sugar beet haulage? 

Grower/hauliers were asked what types of vehicles are used to haul sugar beet and 

these have been broken down by tonnages of vehicles, as shown in figure C3.  The 

most frequently cited types of vehicles used are 44 tonnes articulated vehicles (32 

grower hauliers).  Seven grower/hauliers use an agricultural tractor and trailer, with four 

grower/hauliers using mixed vehicles types (typically 40T, 44T, tractor and trailer and/or 

an 8 wheeled vehicle).  One grower haulier indicated that they are part of a syndicate 

and one grower haulier, who operates five vehicles, owns three but hires two others.   

 

Figure C3: Q4 what types of vehicles do you operate on sugar beet haulage? 

Grower/hauliers were asked how many drivers they employed on sugar beet haulage 

during the campaign, and if possible to break this down into permanent and temporary 

staff numbers.  The most frequently cited numbers of permanent and total staff were 1 – 

4 drivers.  It should be noted that 31 grower/hauliers indicated that they only have one 

permanent member of staff on sugar beet haulage, with 38 hauliers not utilising any 

temporary members of staff.  

A number of respondents also clarified their responses as shown in table C2, with 9 

grower hauliers indicating one permanent member of staff, suggesting it was the 

grower/owner/farmer themselves who actually hauled the beet.   

 

 

 



 

     

 

 

Figure C4: Q5 How many drivers do you employ on sugar beet haulage during the campaign?  

 

Comment No of grower hauliers  

Farmer/Grower/Owner Driver 9 

Farmer/Grower and Son/Assistant 3 

Unspecified number of staff (including in house) 3 

Unspecified number of family members 2 

Table C2: Qualitative comments received regarding number of staff on haulage campaign 

OPERATION COSTS, FUEL AND INDICATIVE RATES 

Grower/hauliers were asked to provide indicative operating costs for their bulk tipper 

vehicles.  37 grower/hauliers provided this information, with costs per mile given as 

shown in figure C5.  However, 22 grower hauliers did not know or were unwilling to 

provide this information, whilst one grower/haulier provided a fixed operating cost per 

week of £700 plus driver and diesel.  From the responses of the 37 grower/hauliers, the 

most frequently cited operating cost band was £1.21 - £1.40 per mile by 19 

grower/hauliers.  
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Figure C5: Q6 what are your pence per mile operating costs for your bulk tipper vehicles?  

Grower/hauliers were asked what the average miles per gallon were for their bulk tipping 

vehicles.  The most frequently cited miles per gallon figures were in the brackets 7.01 – 

7.50 (13 grower/hauliers) and 6.01 – 6.50 (9 grower/hauliers).  It is interesting to note 

that 11 grower/hauliers thought they achieved more than 9.5 miles per gallon for their 

bulk tipping vehicles.  Four grower/hauliers did not know the miles per gallon figures for 

their bulk tipping vehicles. 

 

 

Figure C6: Q7 do you know your average miles per gallon for the bulk tipping vehicles operated? 



 

     

 

OPERATING PROFILE  

Grower/hauliers were asked how often they secure a backload after tipping beet at the 

processing site and were asked to express this as a percentage of trips.  57 grower 

hauliers were able to quantify their responses as shown in figure C7, with three grower 

hauliers indicating qualitative responses including ‘seldom’, ‘rarely’ and ‘hardly ever’.  

The most frequently cited % bracket where backloads were received was less than 5% 

of the time (22 grower hauliers), with 20 grower hauliers indicating that they never 

receive a backload.   

Interestingly, two grower hauliers indicated that they receive backloads 100% of the time 

after tipping beet at the processing site. These backloads were not specifically received 

at the processing site but sourced elsewhere once the beet vehicle had tipped.  

 

Figure C7: Q8 how often would you obtain a backload after tipping beet at the processing site? 

Grower/hauliers were asked how many loads per day each vehicle would normally 

deliver during the campaign and how long those trips would take to complete.  53 

grower/hauliers identified, on average, how many loads per day were made, with six 

grower hauliers indicating how many loads were made per week, rather than per day.  

One grower/haulier did not indicate how many loads per day or week were carried out.  

The most frequently cited number of loads per day were between 1 - 3 (20 grower 

hauliers) and 4 – 7 (28 grower hauliers). 

 



 

     

 

 

Loads per day 
No of 

grower 
hauliers 

Loads Per Week 
No of grower 

hauliers 

1 - 3 20 2 1 

3 - 14 2 4 2 

4 - 5 1 
 

7 - 8  1 

4 - 7 28 10 1 

5 - 8 1 
Number of grower haulier 
loads per week 
respondents 

6 

8 - 10 1 Did not indicate 1 

11+  0 

Number of grower haulier 
loads per day respondents 

52 

Total No of grower 
hauliers  

59 

Table C3: Q9 During the beet delivery campaign how many loads per day would each vehicle 
normally  deliver? 

52 grower/hauliers identified how long each load takes to complete during the beet 

campaign, with the load times being calculated for the remaining grower/hauliers, based 

on the information provided relating to the number of trips and the total operating time 

per day.  The most frequently cited lengths of loads were between 1 - 2 hours (25 

grower hauliers) and 2 – 3 hours (13 grower hauliers).  Only one grower haulier 

indicated that a load takes more than 5 hours, with each trip taking up to 8 hours to 

complete due to travelling distances to loading points and between loading points and 

processing sites.  

How long does each load take  
to complete (hours)?  

No of grower 
hauliers 

0.01 – 1.00 6 

0.58 - 2.50/3.00 1 

1.01 – 2.00 25 

1.67 – 2.25 1 

1.50 – 3.00 1 

2.00 – 4.00 1 

2.01 – 3.00 13 

2.80 - 3.25 1 

3.01 – 4.00 8 

3.50 - 4.67 1 

4.01 - 5.00 1 

5.01 + 1 

Total number of grower/hauliers who 
identified load length 

59 

 Table C4: Duration of each load during the beet campaign 

54 grower/hauliers identified the number of hours per day that vehicles are operated 

during the beet campaign, with four grower/hauliers identifying the number of operating 

hours per week.  The most frequently cited numbers of hours that vehicles are operated 

per day are 8 – 10 hours (20 grower hauliers) and 10 – 12 hours (11 grower hauliers).  

Four grower/hauliers indicated that their vehicles are operated for more than 12 hours 

per day 

 
 
 



 

     

 

No of operating hours per a 
day 

No of grower 
hauliers 

No of operating 
hours per week 

No of grower 
hauliers 

0.01 - 2.00 2 5 a week 1 

2.01 - 4.00 3 6 - 7.5 a week 1 

4.01 - 6.00 6 8 a week 1 

5.00 - 10.00 1 10 a week 1 

6.01 - 8.00 6 

Number of grower 
haulier operating 
hours per week 
respondents  

4 

8.01 - 10.00 20 Did not indicate 1 

9.00 - 13.00 1 
Total number of 
grower hauliers 

59 

10.01 - 12.00 11 

12.01 - 14.00 3 

14.01 - 16.00 0 

16.01 + 1 

Number of grower haulier 
operating hours per day 
respondents  

54 

 

Table C5: Total length of operating time per day during the beet campaign 

TRANSPORT ALLOWANCE COVERAGE  

Grower/hauliers were asked whether the transport allowance that they receive from 

British Sugar covered the haulage operating costs.  

As shown in figure C8, 75% of grower hauliers indicated that the transport allowance did 

not cover haulage operating costs, with only 20% of grower hauliers indicating that the 

transport allowance covered their haulage operating costs.  

 

 

Figure C8: Q10 does the transport allowance paid for the beet cover your haulage costs?  

 

13 grower/hauliers also made comments relating to the transport allowance coverage of 

haulage costs.  Five of the grower/hauliers who indicated that the transport allowance 

covered their haulage costs indicated that it only just did so, with Two commenting that it 

doesn’t cover labour costs and wouldn’t cover haulage if a contractor was used.  

 
 
 
 
 



 

     

 

 

Does the transport allowance 
cover the haulage operating 

costs? 
Transport allowance 

comments 
Yes No Unknown 

Total No of comments 
received 

No comments made 4 40 3 47 

50% shortfall 0 1 0 1 

Covers the haulage costs 
but not cleaning and loading  

1 0 0 1 

Does not cover labour costs 0 1 0 1 

Just but it wouldn't if used a 
contractor/Because does 
not hire a driver or use 
haulier 

2 0 0 2 

Just about 5 0 0 5 

Not for last 7 years 0 1 0 1 

Not quite 0 1 0 1 

Varies according to distance 0 1 0 1 

Total number of 
comments received 

12 45 3 60 

Table C6: Comments received relating to transport allowance coverage 

Those grower/hauliers who indicated that the transport allowance did not cover their 

haulage operating costs were asked to identify the shortfall per tonne.  19 of these 

grower/hauliers did not know or indicate their shortfall, whilst two grower/hauliers 

indicated their shortfall but not as a cost per tonne.  The most frequently cited shortfalls 

per tonne were in the region of £0.51 – 1.00 per tonne (7 grower hauliers) and £0.01 - 

0.50 (6 grower hauliers).  

Shortfalls in the order of £1.01 - 1.50 and £1.51 – 2.00 per tonne were also cited by four 
grower hauliers respectively.  
 

 

Shortfall per tonne (£) 
No of grower 

hauliers 

0.01 - 0.50 6 

0.51 - 1.00 7 

1 - 2.00 1 

1 - 4 1 

1.01 - 1.50 4 

1.51 - 2.00 4 

2.01+ 1 

Number of quantifiable shortfalls 
per tonne (£) 

24 

£40 a load 1 

29% - 33% short 1 

Not stated or unknown shortfalls 19 

Total number of responses  45 

  Table C7: Transport allowance shortfall responses  

HAULING FOR OTHER GROWERS  

Grower/hauliers were asked if they hauled sugar beet from farm to processing site for 

other growers.  Of the grower/hauliers surveyed, 42% (25 grower hauliers) haul for other 

growers, with 58% (35 grower hauliers) hauling only for themselves.  



 

     

 

 

Figure C9: Do you haul beet for other growers? 

The following section contains information solely from those respondents who indicated 

that they hauled for other growers.   

Grower/hauliers were asked for how many other growers they hauled.  The most 

frequently cited numbers of grower customers are between 1 and 10 (8 grower hauliers) 

and 11 – 20 (6 grower hauliers It is interesting to note that three grower hauliers 

indicated that they haul for more than 40 other growers and, of these, two are hauliers 

who also grow and one is part of grower/haulier group.  

 

Figure C10: Q11 if you haul beet for others, for how many growers do you haul? 

Grower hauliers were asked for the length of time these growers have been their 

customers.  Where a range of values were given (e.g. 7 – 30 years), the largest value 

has been used.  The most frequently cited lengths of time that the grower/hauliers have 

been hauling for other growers are 16 – 20 years (7 grower hauliers) and 6 – 10 years (6 

grower hauliers).  

 



 

     

 

 

Figure C11: Q12 if you haul for others, how long have these growers been your customers? 

Grower/hauliers were asked how often they re-negotiated haulage rates with their 

growers. The most frequently cited rate of renegotiation was annually, by 15 grower 

hauliers.  It should be noted that two grower hauliers never renegotiate their haulage 

rates, with the respondents indicating that they just charge a rate.  Of the 

grower/hauliers who renegotiate bi-yearly, one of these operates a fuel cost escalator 

and two will also renegotiate if diesel costs change sharply during the campaign.   

 

Figure C12: Q13 if you haul beet for other growers, how often do you renegotiate rates with your growers?  

Grower hauliers were asked how their haulage rates are calculated.  All of the 

grower/hauliers who haul beet for other growers (25) calculate their haulage rates based 

on a price per tonne. 

Grower/hauliers were asked to provide indicative rates for haulage that they charge 

other growers.   

Four grower/hauliers were unwilling to give or did not know their indicative haulage rates 

and one grower indicated their rates are based on the distance needing to be travelled, 

for example as £2.50 per tonne if a trip length of 10 miles and £4.30 per tonne if a trip 

length of 27 miles, with cleaning and loading an extra £0.70 per tonne.  Seven 

grower/hauliers provided indicative haulage rates per tonne (excluding cleaning and 

loading) as shown in table C8, with values ranging from £1.50 to £6.50.   However, it 

should be noted that three of these respondents stressed that the values are distance 

dependent, and that the £1.50 rate is for one grower only   

 

 

 



 

     

 

Table C8: Q15 please give an indication of the haulage rates you charge other growers.  

16 grower/hauliers were able to provide indicative haulage rates inclusive of cleaning 

and loading, which included three grower hauliers who also indicated their rates for just 

haulage.  Two of these indicated their rates are distance dependent and two were based 

on set distances - £4.20 per tonne based on 21 mile trip and £6.00 per tonne based on 

40 mile trip.  

Indicative haulage rates (including cleaning and 
loading) £ per tonne 

No of grower hauliers 

Less than 2.00 0 

2.01 - 3.00 0 

2.20 - 5.00 1 

3.01 - 4.00 2 

3.50 - 4.50 1 

4.01 - 5.00 6 

5.00 - 8.00 1 

5.01 - 6.00 3 

6.01 + 2 

Total number of indicative haulage rates given  16 

Table C9: Q15 please give an indication of the haulage rates you charge other growers (including 

 cleaning and loading) 

CONTROL, BENEFITS, DRAWBACKS AND IMPROVEMENTS  

Grower/hauliers were asked “how important is it to you to retain control over organising 

your beet transport”. The majority of the grower/hauliers (45 grower/hauliers) indicated 

that it was very important for them to retain control over the organisation of their beet 

transport.  

 
Figure C13: Q16 how important is it to you that you retain control over organising your own  

     beet transport?   

Indicative haulage rates per 
tonne (£) 

No of grower 
hauliers 

Comments 

1.5 1 For one grower only 

1.90 - 6 1 Distance dependant 

2.85 - 4.65 1 Distance dependant 

2.95 - 3.55 1  

3 1 
Based on 20 mile trip to the 
factory 

3.5 - 6.5 1 Distance dependant 

3.5 1 Based on a 21 mile round trip 

Total number of indicative 
haulage rates given 

7  



 

     

 

23 grower/hauliers clarified their responses to Q16 as shown in table C10.  The most 

frequently cited reason for why retention of the control of the organisation of beet 

transport is so important to grower/hauliers is that it allows them to control and 

coordinate the times of the operation including deliveries and backload.  

Reason for Importance of 
Control 

No of 
comments 

Reason for Importance 
of Control 

No of 
comments 

Can control the operation 
including deliveries and 
backloads and the times that they 
occur 

6 
Does not have space for 
large lorries turning 
around 

1 

Can use surplus labour and 
vehicles in the winter months 

3 
Cost saving over haulier 
use 

1 

Limited vehicular access to 
unloading yards and farmland 

3 
Can control who hauls the 
beet 

1 

Would not grow sugar  beet if 
could not haul it themselves 

2 
Hauliers should be in 
control of the haulage 

1 

Working to a pattern/part of the 
system 

2 
Sub contractor deals with 
other customers’ haulage 

1 

Allows for route planning 1 

Would be detrimental to 
growers’ needs if 
centralised - specifically 
the ability to respond to 
growers needs 

1 

Storage problems would result if 
they were without control of 
haulage 

1 
Can do Just In Time 
deliveries 

1 

Total 25 

Table C10: Reasons for the importance of control over organising beet transport 

Grower/hauliers were asked to comment on what they felt the benefits of the current 

operation were.  

The most frequently cited benefits of the current system were that the grower/hauliers 

have control over harvesting and delivery of the beet, including the ability to plan lifting 

(26 grower hauliers).  It was also seen as a flexible system (seven grower hauliers), with 

grower/hauliers able to utilise own vehicles and staff at quiet times of the year and work 

other products around the beet haulage (five grower hauliers).  It should be noted that 

four respondents did not identify or know of any benefits, whilst five respondents did not 

cite any particular benefit e.g.  "Just goes out there and does it", "Works ok with the 

farm" and "Self haulage, we’re a small concern, so suits us", or indicated that the only 

benefit is that it provides basic employment for farm staff. 



 

     

 

Benefit of the current system 
No of 

comments 
Benefit of the 

current system 
No of 

comments 

Grower/Grower Haulier has total 
control over the harvesting and 
hauling allowing for coordinated 
planning and scheduling 

26 
Local area 
knowledge 

2 

Flexibility of the arrangements 7 

Customer 
Satisfaction/Pers
onal approach to 
the job 

2 

No specific benefits identified 5 
Reduces cost of 
keeping a lorry 

1 

Can utilise own staff/vehicles at quiet 
times of the year 

5 
Good 
communication 
with growers 

1 

It provides work/a job/keeps people 
employed 

5 
Cost 
effectiveness 

1 

Don't Know/None/No benefits 4 
Able to start the 
haulage process 
in November 

1 

Convenience 4 
Own driver able 
to load also 

1 

Works other products and haulage 
around sugar beet 

3 

Alterations to 
premises not 
needed to 
accommodate 
larger vehicles 

1 

Good Relationship with 
fieldsman/area manager 

3 
Helpful staff at 
Bury 

1 

Potential to utilise backloads and 
bring back pulp 

3 

Able to access 
fields where 
others’ lorries 
can't 

1 

Total number of comments 77 

Table C11: Q17 what do you see as the benefits of the current operation? 

Grower hauliers were asked to comment on what they felt the drawbacks of the current 

system were.  The most frequently cited comment was that there are no drawbacks, 

respondents didn’t know or were happy with the current system (25 grower hauliers).  Of 

the drawbacks cited, five grower hauliers commented that there are issues with permit 

allocation and distribution throughout the year, with four grower hauliers each 

commenting that the transport allowance is not sufficient/does not cover transport costs 

and that the distribution of delivery time slots throughout the day can cause problems.  

 



 

     

 

 

Drawbacks of the current 
system 

No of 
comments 

Drawbacks of the current 
system 

No of 
comments 

None/Don't Know/Happy as it 
is 

25 

Storage necessary because 
factory won't take sugar 
beet soon enough after the 
harvest 

1 

Uneven distribution of 
permits throughout the 
year/lack of permits 

5 Permit System (general) 1 

Transport Allowance not 
sufficient/Transport costs 

4 
Not enough beet grown to 
cover costs 

1 

Delivery Times Slots 
Distribution Throughout the 
Day (including time controls 
at the factory) 

4 
Length of time to clear a 
field 

1 

Too many loads on a 
Saturday/Weekend 

3 
Lack of growers time 
available 

1 

Sugar beet rates hardly 
make it viable/Price paid for 
sugar beet 

3 
Congested picking, loading 
and hauling schedule 

1 

Factory reliability 2 
Not practical to always carry 
out Just In Time Lifting 

1 

Distance to the processing 
plants 

1 Diesel price 1 

Inefficiencies 1 
Loading 2 -3 loads a day 
very time consuming 

1 

Factory not open long 
enough 

1 
Time consuming using a 
tractor and trailer for 
haulage 

1 

Lack of flexibilities in permit 
distribution 

1 
High vehicle maintenance 
costs 

1 

Feels BS want them to work 
on Sundays 

1 
Poor co-ordination by BS in 
the wet weather 

1 

Total 62 

Table C12: Q18 what are the drawbacks of the current operation? 

Grower/hauliers were asked to comment on how they felt the current operation could be 

improved.  The most frequently cited comments were that the respondent did not know 

how the system could be improved, or indicated that they were happy with the system 

the way it was operated currently.  The most frequently cited improvements included 

longer opening hours, including opening earlier and closing later (seven grower 

hauliers), a larger transport allowance payment (four grower hauliers), a quicker 

turnaround of deliveries (three grower hauliers) and a more even distribution of delivery 

time slots both through the working day and the working week (three grower hauliers).  

 



 

     

 

Suggested improvements to the 
system 

No of 
comments 

Suggested improvements 
to the system 

No of 
comments 

Don't know/None/Can't think of 
any/happy with the current situation 

28 
Reallocate Saturday permits 
bi-yearly 

1 

Longer (earlier and later) Opening 
Hours 

7 
Quicker processing of the 
beet at the factory 

1 

Larger transport allowance 
payment 

4 

Payment for mileage should 
come straight from farm to 
factory (miscalculated 
distance) 

1 

Quicker turn around at the 
factory/Shorter Delivery Slots 

3 
New British Sugar facility in 
the North of England 

1 

Even distribution of time slots 
throughout the day/working week 

3 
Machinery used to greater 
efficiency 

1 

Remove time slot constraints/Give 
the haulier ‘free hand’ 

3 
Lift, haul and clear from one 
farm, then move along to the 
next one 

1 

More money for the beet 2 
Larger delivery pads at 
Newark 

1 

More flexible system 2 
Factory could close before 
Christmas or be paid more for 
delivery after Xmas 

1 

More beet permits 2 
Better prediction by BS of 
haulier scheduling 

1 

Improve reliability/performance of 
the processing plants 

2 
Be allowed to move more of 
their beet before Xmas 

1 

Reduce length of beet campaign 1 Allowing Sunday deliveries 1 

Total 66 

Table C13: Q19 how do you feel the current operation could be improved? 

Grower/hauliers were asked whether they would be keen to consider improvements and 

alternatives to the current operation.  37 grower/hauliers indicated they would be keen to 

consider improvements but four were not keen, seven  were happy with the way it is at 

the moment/didn’t think there was another feasible way of doing it and eleven said it 

would depend on the improvements suggested.  

 
Figure C14: Q20 would you be keen to consider improvements and alternatives to the current operation? 

Grower/hauliers were asked whether they had any final comments that they wished to 

add regarding sugar beet transport.  

The most frequently cited types of additional comments received were that the system 

should be left alone, with a number of respondents quoting “if it isn’t broken, don’t fix it”, 

and that the system is fine as it is.  



 

     

 

The issue was raised that more money needs to be factored in for the price of the beet 

itself and transport and haulage costs, especially due to the price of diesel.  Concern 

was also raised for smaller growers if one larger haulier or a central factory-controlled 

haulage system were to come into operation.   

Type of comment 
No of 

comments 
Type of Comment 

No of 
comments 

No/None 29 
Improved turnaround at 
factories 

1 

Leave the system alone – “if it isn't 
broken don't fix it” 

5 
Skills base needs to be 
retained if haulage 
coordinated centrally 

1 

Happy the way it is/System is fine 3 
If haulage removed from 
grower/grower haulier control, 
will stop growing sugar beet 

1 

More money needs to be factored in 
(including for the beet, haulage and 
transport, petrol and diesel) 

3 
Would be better off through 
central coordination 

1 

If haulier control removed, could lose 
smaller growers/would not like one 
central haulier/would not like to become 
part of factory controlled haulage 
operation 

3 
Hauliers undercut each other 
to drive rates down 

1 

Factory at Wissington works well 2 Would like to haul more beet 1 

Improved factory performance and 
reliability 

2 
Good understanding exists 
between growers and hauliers 

1 

Should be left to growers to sort 
out/growers like to control their own 
beet 

2 
Factory has become more 
flexible over permits 

1 

Sugar beet, including haulage, 
beneficial to other areas of the business 

2 
Factories not to extend 
opening hours 

1 

Unspecified comment 1 
Does not like attempts to 
standardise distances 

1 

Can't put sugar beet contract to one 
haulage company - lack of local 
knowledge 

1 
Convenience of lifting to own 
schedule which would be lost 
in a group scheme 

1 

Stop ramping up at the end of the week 1 Spread deliveries evenly 
throughout the week 

1 

Total 64 

Table C14: Q22 do you have any further general comments that you’d like to make on sugar beet transport?  

GROWER/HAULIER EMAIL COMMENTS 

Two emails, sent to the project email address, were also received from grower hauliers, 

providing information about their growing and self-hauling activities. The responses are 

summarised below:   

Grower Haulier A transports their own beet to the factory by tractor and trailer (a 

distance of 18 miles) with the beet only being lifted by harvester when a delivery is due 

at the factory (thus there is no need for storage pads). Their land is fragile to heavy 

traffic and there is limited access in the winter by large lorries via a dirt road. The grower 

/ haulier employs only one man on sugar beet and he lifts and carts the 4000 tonnes of 

beet grown. The grower / haulier feels that their system is as efficient as possible, with 

an improvement being to allow larger loads on trailers, possibly with an MOT style test 

being used. However, if tractor and trailer deliveries were stopped, they would stop 

growing beet due to no longer being able to justify employing one member of staff and 

not allowing contractors on to their land for fear of damage occurring to one or more 

crops.   



 

     

 

Grower Haulier B had already completed one of the surveys and wished to add further 

information to that already provided. They haul 7000 tonnes of their own beet and 

33,000 tonnes of other growers’ beet to the Bury and Cantley factories. The grower 

haulier operates a small number of tippers, utilising local knowledge and, in their opinion, 

has already maximised the efficiency according to the standards as set by British Sugar. 

The grower / haulier comments that “under the current structure, there is an increasing 

awareness by growers of the sugar losses in clamps and hence revenue lost due to 

longer campaigns. The late delivery bonus goes some way to meet these losses but 

does not cover it entirely. This is an area that should perhaps receive attention so that all 

parties may benefit fairly from longer campaigns.” 

The area that the grower haulier serves is mainly on heavier soil types so just in time 

delivery is not a practical option from mid November onwards, with some of their existing 

growers wishing to have all of their beet delivered by the New Year.  

In his opinion, the term ‘improvements’, with reference to the surveys, depends on 

individual perspectives, as some growers would place greater emphasis on cost 

over service levels, whilst for others the reverse would be true. Under the current 

structure the farmer is able to choose his haulier, depending on his requirement. The 

loss of competition between hauliers and its influence on these two factors should not be 

underestimated. In conclusion, the grower / haulier feels that the current arrangements 

should be maintained.  

 





 

     

 

Appendix D Grower, Haulier and 
Grower/Haulier Events - Notes   



 

     

 

Cantley - Haulier meeting, 2 July 2009 
 
1 Hauliers attending served Cantley, Bury and Wissington. 
Same customers – yes. 
Annual rates. All in cost to farmer, costs separated internally. 
Haulier provides cleaning & loading for customer. 
 
2 Vehicles / loads 5l/v on beet solid. 
45-50m, langham + Norwich, 3 - 4 per day, mix loads, within day / week 
40l/6-10v = 4/l 
Dedicated 12 hr day, 4 loads staggered starts 30 min intervals 
6-9 /l 10h/day beet only 
3 – 4 loads, 11hr day. 5 if backload lime. Backloads are unpredicatable 
2 dedicated vehicles. 8 loads, 1 corn, 1 corn / beet clear growers   site then move on. 
3 – 4 with 1v on beet, 8-10 hrs + lime 
2 trucks, 5l/day m, t, w, sat, extra on sat 
 
3 Backloading   
backload if available, otherwise empty. 
% backloading low, <10% 
Messes up sequence of events, upsets the cycle 
Longer distances, no pressure on loading site, mix and match 
 
4 Planning  
Try to. Juggle loads with harvester / contractors. 3-way conversation, farmer plays off 
contractor & haulier. 
Farmer power – when beet comes out. 
All customers / harvesters in group, Transport in control. 
How many harvesters? Some do own harvesting. 
Small farmers, lift own, small pad. 
Grower / harvestor work if weather good. If not, plan goes out of window. 
Hauliers and harvesters work closely together. 
Back 30 years, printed permit therefore control. Group system has removed this. It’s too 
rigid. Need flexibility to meet weather. 
Planning good for Harvestor, doesn’t keep grower happy. Flexibility keeps grower happy. 
Remote control won’t work. 
 
5 Group delivery system only way forward. Beginning of campaign is biggest 
problem as farmers do other things. Late start to campaign if weather bad. Weather 
controls. When drilling done, then concentrate on sugar. Need beet can you lift for us? 3-
4 weeks into campaign, farmer asks for Haulier. All done before Christmas. 
 
6 Heavy soil early, light soil later? – not correct. Can’t assume. Heavy yes, light – 
may vary. Bad crop then get out of ground quickly. Haulier knows who wants what. 
Last week of campaign – some farmers not happy. If frost then they loose sugar. Last 
year more late lifted beet. 
 
7 Weather dictates. Plan doesn’t work. Significant loss in clamp, therefore loose 
income. Growers upset if their neighbour is clear and they still have stock. 
Farmers know campaign length. If you don’t like it get out. Rape and wheat prices down. 
Late delivery bonus - doesn’t cover cost of sugar lost in clamp. BS decides this payment. 
Early deliver bonus is very small. It reduces quickly 
 
8 MAUS 
Quick load, different ball game. < 10 minutes loading. Good concrete v MAUS. 
Geography dictates. MAUS loading clutters up roads. Need trucks to feed the machine. 
Field structure not good. Beet lost in MAUS tracks. Beet in frost, seldom covered. 
Congestion. 6minutes to load, then call next truck on CB. Supervision of process. Delay 
in moving MAUS. 250K / 185K second hand. Quick and efficient. Chopping and loading. 
Price to get beet volume to make machine work. 
Can’t have beet on side of road, highways issue. 



 

     

 

Load on side of the road, no hassle. 10 minute load down to 5 minutes. No loading 
shovel mess. Farmers will try. Keep cleaner / loader equipment. Not enough investment 
in concrete pads. Mud from tractor / trailer = complaints. Regulate loading, control with 
CB therefore no queues. Saves tractor trailer and mess on field from loading shovel. 
15% off pads. 
Other operators all off pads. 
Close to factory OK. Far from factory = less use. Extra load. Big area = move mouse. 
Doesn’t suit everyone. Only 1 MAUS loads off of concrete pad but not very good. 
 
9 Time zones / hours  
Useless, so close to factory, creates queues.  
Not for further from factory. 
Has stopped larger queues. Start day at the right time. Only queue at beginning of day. 
Time zones are good. Has spread peak. Improves vehicle utilisation. 
M / Tu fewer permits. 
Ideal flat line during the week. Work the system. 
Why busy at end of week, if could spread through? 
7/8 years ago BS study. 
BS doesn’t want flat profile as looses sugar. 
Parish councils, impact on local communities, H&S, drivers hours. Run out of drivers 
hours. 
 
10 Local v distance.  
Drivers need a life. Difficult to chop and change drivers. Not many drivers around 18 
months ago. British drivers moan and move on. Loading close to village. 
Enough complains from villager. Farmers may stop growing. 
Stop outside of village. 
When proposed in the past every village complained. Christians  - not work on Sunday. 
BS could be fed m-f, sat not needed. 
30 days ago you would beg for Saturday delivery. BS didn’t want to see you on a sat. 
Wissington – 5am start, less hassle. Localdeliveries first, then distance. Or otherwise? 
Would just move blockage. Empty tipper bodies are noisier. 
Some start at 7.00am therefore would not work. 
06.00 – 18.00 at Bury works. 
Horses for courses. 
 
11 Call up letter  
Bury slow @ 14.00. Cantley better. Wissington 11.00am or announces delay. Cantley 
changes, sometimes. 11.00 / 12.00 is better. 
Call up seems to be a Saturday. Jerry doesn’t manage it any more. He used to phone up 
outside of system. Area manager now does job. 
Give the growers more tonnage. Quota is available, they’re giving it away. 
Do away with tractors and trailers which create congestion. They can’t be cheaper. 
Should only haul own beet. Fasttrack - no MOT, speed wrong. less efficient. 
Flexibility - can mix and match with other loads. That’s the benefit of grower choosing 
haulier. 
Current system works well. Factory has never shut down due to lack of haulage. 
Cost / service trade off. 
Efficiency based on scale. Small haulier for small farmer.  
BS wants a system like peas. 
It is the weather that dictates beet deliveries, not BS.  
Small interests – local knowledge keeps trucks moving. ‘get act together’, wait on BS. 
If BS set rates then BS tenders or dictates price. 
If bidding online then harvesters would bid, but small haulier would not have a chance. 
BS wouldn’t run it for benefit of grower or haulier. 
Non-locals wouldn’t find farms. 
Farmer is still customer, as well as supplier. 
BS cost saving exercise. Didn’t work 6/7 years ago. 
 
12 Vehicle specification  
local provider. 
fuel economy. 



 

     

 

Variety of work so need sleeper cabs. 
OBWE to maximise weight. 



 

     

 

Wissington, Grower meeting, 6 July 2009 
 
1 x Grower /Haulier, 3 x Growers 
 
1 Hauliers People know the job which provides a form of insurance.  Annual rates. 

Transport of own tractor and trailer. 
2 Use local contractors. Tenants provide haulage group.  They struggle to provide 

service and use the wrong vehicles.  They prioritise own crop.  Grower is 
‘unhappy’ but group would collapse otherwise. Heated rates discussion each 
year.  No annual rates increase.  Estate owners keep loyalty to existing tenants 
which pays estate rent. 

3 Use local haulier. They expanded but used current haulier.  Long term 
relationships.  Community, local loyalty.  Industrial farmer will use local haulier. 

4 Biggest gain is in minimising clamp time. Haulage groups – some good, some 
crap.  Grower liaise with harvester and haulier.  Beet may spend months in 
clamps. 1 week / 10 days is OK. 

5 Beet needs to dry off in heavier soils. 
6 Use own staff to haul tractor and trailer. It is efficient. Load and deliver direct. Use 

own cleaning machine. Operation avoids double handling. 
7 Transport is linked to harvesting. Doesn’t always happen.  Haulier has to keep 

everyone happy.  
8 3 - 5 loads / day.  Drop loads for local loads.  4-5 days in clamp works well. 

Harvesters are not as flexible. 
9 Not enough concrete to clear farm, unless delivered as it is lifted.  Grower needs 

to know, doesn’t matter as long as planned. 
10 Farm by farm clearing has become more efficient. 
11 If starting from scratch harvesting should be by geography.  Contractor works by 

area then the haulage follows.  Current system evolved from job creation scheme 
for small farms.  Cleaner loaders pass each other between jobs.  NFU preserves 
status quo for members. 

12 Buy beet ex farm – then quality is BS problem.  
13 Better to start at harvest point, needs BS control. 
14 Big group can mix and match with small loads to make up day. 
15 Grower harvests and hauls so it wouldn’t work any other way.  Couldn’t improve 

on quality.  BS should mimic on a larger scale. Harvester and haulier should work 
off each other. 

16 Lift throughout the season.  Longer season gives weather problems.  Beet 
deteriorates on pad.  Bring end forward through extras, frost a problem. 

17 Consistency of supply should be one of the aims.  Weekly ramping doesn’t help. 
18 Christmas a psychological date, but only half way through campaign.  Need more 

stocks after Christmas to beat frosts. 
19 Organic soils - frost enters ground a ruins beet as under sea level. 
20 Early season 1 week in clamp, after Christmas 4/5 weeks.  Organic soils bad 

storage as retain water. Heavier soils better. 
21 Lift and clamp 2

nd
 week in Jan as second crop needs drilling.  March is a problem 

with deterioration. 
22 Transport allowance based on clean beet. 10% or £1 / £1.50 tonne shortfall. 

Rates seem very low.  Doesn’t cover tractor trailer. 
23 If beet purchased ex-farm, hauliers would be happy. It needs organisation.  

Harvesters / Hauliers work well together to avoid beet being sat around. 
24 Put in one big heap to get it moved. BS should have ultimate control. 
25 Need to mix beet from different soils to keep process working.  Would assist 

factory.  Growers do not trust BS. No logic behind it.  
26 Transport allowance varies for grower by distance from factory.  Tractor / trailer 

bad for image of farmer.  Restrict difference hauled. Job creation scheme. Man 
becomes an overhead. Bury is different from Wissington. Flexibility helps area 
manager e.g. 5 extras this afternoon. 

27 Drivers hours, affected weekend working.  Extended receiving hours (decouple 
loading and haulage) 24/7 discussed 7 years ago.  Nights and Sunday morning.  
Sunday off is good.  Keep community happy. 

 



 

     

 

28 Preload over night. Others don’t. Drivers hours limit working in N. Norfolk. Bury 
later deliveries not used. Saturdays finish by 14.30.  Affect Monday mornings.  
Early start then sit in queue which wastes hours. 4 am start would still lead to 
queues. It is better to work in daylight hours. 

29 Time zones a nuisance as trailer could make two loads in a time zone.  Flow is so 
much better with time zones. Not a problem for locals.  Drivers waiting for zone 5 
at 15.00. Zone 4 should be last.  Do other work in between then load in later time 
zone, then load and finish.  Zones 3-5 not needed. 

30 More lorries dedicated to sugar beet for campaign. Helps job. Backloads – 
doesn’t work.  Other haulier delivers limex.  Cheaper rate for general hauler.  
Sand on floor as hassle.  Messes day up, especially with time zones.  Benefits 

31 Under own control, competitiveness, it works, sustains local communities. 
32 Machines don’t like moving long distances. 
33 Geographical would improve harvesting. 
34 Long days are not sustainable. Need acreages to keep machinery moving and 

paid for. 
35 Need greater linkage between harvester / haulier.  
36 Cleaner loaders criss cross. 
37 25% reduction in yeald from mid September to November.  Heavy land get wheat 

in early therefore clear whole farm and move on.  Some lift and leave to haulier – 
inefficient.  Alternatives 

38 Improved harvester / haulier coordination essential.  Buck passing with all parties. 
39 Someone needs a firm line – benevolent autocrat.  Will then change attitudes.  

Needs managing. 
40 Harvester needs 35 acres at least. Haulier needs to match harvesting team. 
41 BS control – pay grower for deterioration. 
42 Peas – harvesting and haulage together. 
43 Needs managing, someone to take control. 
44 Processing site hours – relates to drivers hours. Need to pick loading sites to 

avoid noise in community. 
45 Double manning affect haulage rates? 
46 Queuing early in the morning. Sunday, not just community minded, more mud, 

more noise, is it really necessary? 
47 BS idea – contract land from farmers. BS takes all risks, but penalises better 

growers. BS didn’t get enough beet so grow own. (China?). keep growing to 
ourselves.  

48 BS rationalise harvester / haulier. BS have all information on who grows where. 
Poor efficiency being driven out by beet pricing. Yields have doubled, but margins 
are down. 

49 Some growers grow 50 acres because dad grew it. Sugar beet isn’t as profitable 
as some people think. 

50 Ex clamp or factory pricing – depends, should offer both. BS haulage contracts - 
fear of the unknown. What would be the effects on ‘Beet’ hauliers.  Would need 
complaints system.  Sympathetic hauliers.  No contracts with hauliers - word of 
mouth.  

51 Dates – need to be flexible with the weather.  Historic knowledge.  Some beet has 
been left with no communication between grower, harvester and haulier.  
Harvesting drives the process. 

52 MAUS – love it, but geography is against it.  Loading off roads is a no, no in S 
Cambs. Surprised how much of it goes on. Benefits – lorries stay on public 
highway = no mud on the field.  Saves 1 trailer per beet harvester, no pads. 
Saves farm tracks.  Beet hits cars.  It is Illogical to cart to dump for MAUS.  If you 
need a trailer then you might as well use pad that you can get lorries on.  
Damages headlands.  Bad autumn doesn’t help. 



 

     

 

Wissington, Haulier meeting, 7 July 2009 
1 Customer Relations 40+ years, tend to stay, loyalty, hauliers do other jobs for 

farmers. 
2 Rates – annual, don’t abuse, set rate, larger growers get keener prices. 

No contracts, phone call. Used to get an annual signature. 
Mix and match loads with other farm work.  
H/G, 4 veh of which 3 on mainly beet. 3 loads or 4 if double manned 45m. 
Working Time Directive not bad, digital tachos bad. 
1 veh  or two extra towards business. General haulage lorries 52/55 mile haul, 2 
load / day, backhaul if possible. 10 veh, 4 on beet all the time. 55/60 miles 2/day 
or 12/day if local. 
4/5 loads / day. Backload if possible. If need beet then avoid back loads. 
Ramping not liked. 7 day / week OK, flat levels good. Can use workforce. Use 
lorries during the week on other jobs.  
Better to even out over length of the campaign.  

3 Doesn’t need 7 day delivery. BS gets Saturdays because we’ll do it.  
Who else works on a Sunday? Pads near churches, people need a quiet Sunday. 
What is the need – they can only process x amount. Reduces the length of the 
campaign. Fresh beet, only if harvested on a Sunday. 
Labour cost more on a Sunday. Could do 4 days on / 4 days off. Employees may 
earn less? Need loaders and cleaners. 

4 MAUS – need 25 / 30 lorries to keep going. Saves mud issues. Harvester can 
dictate to grower – harvest by November.= better yield on wheat 
Growers tell hauliers when ready. Soil type, farm size, other crops – want early 
lifting. Haulier can’t dictate. If BS took control they’d dictate to farmer. Some 
farmers would then be disadvantaged. Farmer lifts when best for them. They 
discuss with haulier. They develop pattern each season. Historical patterns – 
could also plan. Potatoes = don’t need beet lifting until November. 
Growers lift without telling haulier!! Larger growers try to dictate collections. They 
have twenty reasons why their beet should go first. 
Harvesters are in a world of their own.  
Extended receiving at sites – Current hours are fine. H&S issues with loading in 
the dark, need to in winter but try to limit. Flood lit pads needed for 24/7 working. 

5 Time zones 
work well, not a bad system 
Uused to be congestion first thing in the morning. 
Deliver next day early am, late pm previous day. 
Day to day roll over works well, week to week wouldn’t. 
Changes in sampling has reduced rush. 
Extra load before 6.00 is an extra load. 
Can only do a days work. 
Later deliveries may assist if other work done first. 
Pull forward later vehicles if nothing in the factory whilst waiting for time zone 
change. However, people may take advantage of it. Weighbridge clerks could 
dictate. 
Not much queuing at bury. (Bury at Capacity?). Bury well managed, 10 minutes 
maximum. 
Wissington not as well. Environmental impact of queuing lorries? 
No driver / weighbridge communication. 

6 Backloading   
lime takes 25 min to load, could be home by then. Can be a free for all. Beet low 
= lime high. Depends on other alternative work. Sundries bridge is slow. Not 
popular with drivers. Would reduce rates if quick loading. In / out quarry in 5 
minutes. Filthy. Not on TASK compliant vehicles. Need to wash lorries for wheat. 
Benefits / drawbacks of current operation or improvements. 
It works, BS has never run out of beet. Competitive haulage rates. Getting worse 
as farmers are being screwed. Gentleman’s agreement. Growers change if upset. 
Quality of service is important. BS have hit farmer, so need to make hauliers pay. 
Larger amounts more attractive. Farmers could pool beet for haulage. Tonnages 
per farm have increased. If it ain’t broke don’t fix it. 80% of growers never ask for 
price. Didn’t amend fuel price during season. 



 

     

 

 
7 Tractor / trailer – not a particular issue. 

Introduce audit system similar to wheat (TASK compliant) or NOT!! 
Bury - H&S gone mad. 
Alternatives 
Harvester / haulier co-ordination – communication, grower has power. HAUL CAN 
ASK and debate.  Weather. Good example of how well it works. Longevity of 
relationships  – shows hauliers work well. Local knowledge works. Everyone 
knows the system. 
Hauliers co-ordinate for free.  Why would BS want to do it? Farmer relies on 
haulier as middle man. Haulier has knowledge base. Pea viners not as good for 
farmers if weather bad. 
Low prices can’t maintain investment = go out of business. BS are loosing 
growers. BS are growing more of their own. Rail was bad!! 
Distance hauliers need earlier zones. Nearer need later zones.  Job done, 
finished and preload in light better than late tipping. 
Partnerships – consortium – offset cleaner loader costs. If people wanted to share 
they would.  Operators too independant.  Pecking order for second hand 
equipment.  Grower wants you to haul his beet. 

8 Ex-farm contracts – who would set the rate? Bigger hauliers would be able to 
negotiate, smaller hauliers wouldn’t. How would BS choose the hauliers?  BS 
wary of larger hauliers? Guaranteed work at OK price. Low letters would be an 
issue. Partnership wouldn’t work for long. Hauliers have worked hard to build 
relationships which would be lost. 

9 Haul allowance greater than haul cost  - everyone is happy though.  
Factory pays is guaranteed cash flow.  Returned loads is an issue.  
Sugar cane is coming. 

10 Service agreement conditions – need more hauliers, not less. Market is self-
correcting in terms of service. Grower /Haulier who hauls for others can turn own 
tap on / off. 

11 Any changes needs to be seen as fair. 
How would BS manage excess lifted. 

12 Call up system – 11.00 am is good. Later would be bad. Not an issue. 
13 MAUS – Cost of equipment, no second hand. Need large fields and tonnages. 

Need 100 – 150Kt to be effective. What happens in a bad winter – shoot straw 
over it (extra cost). Grower charged more for use of MAUS – but cleared field 
early.  Came from out of area.  Loader can be used for other jobs. 30/35 loads 
conventionally, 100 for MAUS.  

14 Vehicle spec – red herring, vehicles used for other work for 6 months of the year. 
Need multipurpose vehicles.  Sheet empty bodies. Saves fuel. £450 saved per 
week on 15 vehicles. Other haulier doesn’t sheet empty lorries on beet. 



 

     

 

Newark: Growers meeting, 8 July 2009 
 
1 Uses neighbouring farmers lorry. Concerned about BS taking over haulage as it 
works well. Lifts own beet. 
2 Uses outside hauliers. 
Harvester / haulier contractor is good. 
Farms vary in suitability.) 
15 yrs + relationship 
Used to run trucks before my time. 
40 years. 
Have changed haulier, 2 in 10 years. Changed due to cost as well as service – harvester 
/ haulier all cleared in one hit. Other contractor will lift even in bad weather. Invested in 
Volvo loader. 
Tried MAUS as cannot access fields, can’t tip on headland, either trees or dykes 
Lift own beet, start late, cart to pads. Haulier uses farmers cleaner loader. 3 hauliers in 
40 years – uncle retired, other and current haulier. Want to keep tops for sheep. Work 
until January. 
Harvester / haulier last 4 years, Can have beet on pads for 6 weeks. Too slow. Need to 
lift and shift. 
Not planned in advance, have conversations with haulier pre season. 
Mid November – mid January - conversation with harvester /haulier. 
In close contact with harvester /haulier. 
Long distance from harvester /haulier base so contractor comes and clears in one go – it 
works. 
Factory closed due to frost in the past. May shut some factories and keep one open. 
February / March is too late to lift due to frost. 
Late delivery bonus – does it cover risk of lifting later. Not all farmers have concrete 
pads. 
More flexible if controlled by farmer, than BS plan. 
Harvester / haulier has personal rapport with growers e.g. slower harvester to match one 
trailer is efficient. 
<1Kt – 3Kt amateur / professional.  
Its all niches. Concentrates more on beet as tonnages increased. Better growers at £23/t 
than when £30/t. Only interested farmers are growing now. Growers now more 
professional and focused. 
Verbal haulage contract, receive separate costs for cleaning / hauling. 
Agreed annually 
Get bill at end of the season. Test market on occasional years. 
Transport allowance – didn’t cover, even just hauling costs. 
Cleaner loader – 1 x own, 2 x others 
What does transport rate cover - didn’t know! (ex tops and earth) pay haulier on top tare 
and paid on bottom tare. Cleaning and loading is crucial to reduce costs. Now get paid 
for tops, ex leaves. Last years bonus £ closed the gap. 
Not because haulage rate is too high – transport cost is consistent with other agricultural 
costs. 
Ex-farm contracts (most other products) (French system – developed over 40/50 years). 
Might as well give land to BS. 
Longer reception time would be better for distance growers. Queuing first thing in the 
morning. Hauliers pre-load night before.  
Noise is an issue at one pad. Flexibility gets around that. 
Do drivers want to work on a Sunday? Drivers hours are an issue. 
BS trial early opening. How would that effect farms as earlier returns for loading. 
Wouldn’t want to be loading before 6 am or after 9 pm. Can hauliers find Sunday 
drivers? 
Benefits – flexibility for lifting. 
Drawbacks – six weeks in clamp. 
Are you really happy with your haulier campaign? How do you address this? Guidance 
notes from BS e.g. on spraying. 
No one trusts in BS, caned over beet price. No fat on farmer any more. 
Give haulage price information to farmers would bring about efficiencies. 
Pre season haulier check, doesn’t resolve problems e.g. insufficient permits allocated. 



 

     

 

BS planning would be extra link / cost in chain. 
Permits linked to predicted yields – does model work? 
Extended hours – principle is good but does it just shift queues. 
Not many grower partnerships. Individuals want an edge on grower partnerships. 
Some smaller hauliers should get together to enable investment i.e. better bigger 
cleaner / loaders. 
Ex-farm contracts would assist with regulating haulage prices. BS would be king, a 
disaster waiting to happen. 
Haulage allowance losers if further away from the factory. 
Service agreement condition – wouldn’t work. 
MAUS – not suited to farm. 
 

 

 





 

     

 

 

 

 


